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The meeting was called to order at noon. 

Senator B. Mahlon Brown was in the chair. 

PRESENT: 

SB 392: 

Senator B. Mahlon Brown, Chairman 
Senator William Raggio 
Senator Gene Echols 
Senator Mel Close, 
Senator Thomas Wilson 
Senator Helen Herr 
Senator Norman Hilbrecht 

. -~-
LIMITS WITHHOLDING OF CERTAIN ASSETS OF DELINQQENT TAXPAYERS 
TO AMOUNT AMPLY SUFFICIEN..T TO SATISFY STATE'S CLAIM FOR SALES 
AND RELATED TAXES. 

General discussion on the language contained in the bill, in particular, 
the area specifying "clearly• Liquid and 'amply". Mr. Jim Lien, Nevada 
Tax Commission, indicated his department was working on a regulation to 
be adopted that would handle this same problem. Mr. Lien stated the 
Tax Commission would have no objection to the amendment to the bill which 
would read: "liquid assets sufficient ••• " It was determined that those 
two words should be ·eliminated. · 

- ,- Senator Close - Amend and "Do Pass" 
Senator Herr - 2nd 
Motion carried unanimously 

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

Senator Brown explained he has had a chart made up showing the loss of 
revenue from neighboring states, the figures are tied directly to food 
sales. He explained that the committee, at their last meeting, had 
asked Mr. Daykin and Mr. Lien to prepare an amendment to the bill on the 
explanation that will be placed on the ballot; this amendment has been 
drafted. 

Senator Gibson testified on the bill and explained that he has an amend­
ment he would like considered. He explained his amendment goes to the 

·same subject but precludes any question in the future that we still have 
the ability to do what we want in regulating other taxes. He explained 
that he was chairman of the Tax Committee when the sales and use taxes 
were worked out and they really struggled with them. He gave a brief 
history of sales and use taxes. He is concerned that by bringing these 

two taxes into the referendum, are they still' flexible to legislative 
action after that. The other thing'that concerns him is that we put 
the local option sales tax in the law with the idea that the people 
could determine whether they needed it or not and all counties have not 
decided they needed it. This makes it apply in all counties. He thinks 
it is a problem to narrow the tax base. But, if it is the desire of 
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the legislature, we should be careful to safeguard the other taxes that 
we have developed. He has an amemdment which he feels would accomplish 
that. His amendment would eliminate the sales tax on unprepared foods 
and provide that if the voters approve it the sales tax would be increased 
to make up for loss of revenue when the levy on food is abolished. The 
present statewide rate is three per cent and 11 of the 17 counties have 
imposed a half a cent extra. The rate would go to 3.4 cents in the six 
counties which don't have the local option tax and to four per cent in 
the remaining 11 counties. In addition, it would not be imposing an 
additional tax in those areas that do·.,not have it. He does not have 
in the law the percent of distribution. This would still provide that 
it be distributed as it is now. It also irons out technical objections 
that the legi$1ature would not be able to raise the one cent sales tax 
for education without a vote of the public. 

Senator Gibson explained we would be referring to the people only that 
question that has already been referred to them. This would be much more 
simple and more straight forward. 

Senator Close stated he would like to see the legislature take back to 
themselves total control over the sales tax question. Take from the 
people the control they have as a result of the referendum passed 
several years ago. .Mr. Daykin explained that could be drafted into 
the bill, but it would be a totally new bill than what is before them 
now. He admitted that would be the ideal situation if it could be 
done. This would bring under legislative control all taxes at the same 
time as taking taxes off food. The Committee wanted to make sure 
that we don't go to the public without the complete documentation of 
what we are doing. 

Senator Sheerin, speaking on the measure, stated that Carson City does 
not have the city-county option tax and they do not want to get locked 
into a position of having that tax imposed on their constituents. If 
either bill is going to force Carson City to put on the 1/2 cent tax, 
they don't want any part of it. 

Senator Gibson's amendment would not require they be included. 

Senator Hilbrecht explained his idea would be to shift the tax burden 
from food to other revenue sources. His proposal would leave the other 
two taxes in effect, taking the food out from under the sales tax and 
making up the loss in revenue by an increase in gaming taxes. The 
money would be distributed in the same way as we are proposing to 
distribute the consolidated sales tax. There would be no increase in· 
rate in any oft,-ehe other taxes - only gaming.· He stated that if had 
occured to; him that we should evaluate more ideas than shifting the 
burden of taxation to durables. 

Senator Raggio agreed that this proposal has a great deal of merit. He 
stated, he did not like to see the sales and use tax increased and this 
has been his resistence to this measure all along. Everyone wants to 
be able to remove food from sales tax but we must face the fact that we 
can't do that unless it is recaptured. { 

{ 
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Senator Hilbrecht expressed the doubt that this measure would be helping 
out the people, he feels it is deceptive and that the only way we are 
going to provide tax relief for people is by finding an alternative 
source. 

The suggestion was made to offer a rebate to people who qualify; this 
was received several objections from the committee members. 

I 

It was finally determined by the committee that Mr. Daykin would work with 
Mr. Lien on preparation of proper verbage for the Gibson amendment. Mr. 
Daykin reiterated the feelings of the committee in that we are going to 
have to make the language on the ballot clear in order that people will 
know just what we are doing with each of the three separate taxes. We 
should let the people know just wftat the effects will be. 

Each member of the committee expressed interest in the measure but 
wanted to see the finalized version of the amendment. The new ver~age 
will be brought back to the committee at the next meeting. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

APPROVED BY: 

B. MAHLON BROWN, CHAIRMAN 
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MJKB O'CALLAGHAN, GOVffllOT 

EVADA 

Nevada Tax Commission 
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

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

JOHN J. SHEEHAN, Secretary 

April 21, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Senator airman, and Members, Taxation Committee· 

FROM: James C 

SUBJECT: SB 386 

Pursuant 
hereto are the 

request when last considering SB 386, attached 

1. Memo reference increase necessary to gaming tax to recapture sales 
tax loss by exempting certain foods for human consumption~ 

2. Cigarette and liquor tax increases necessary to recapture sales tax 
loss. 

3. Property tax information as to increase impacts. 

4. Proposed amendment to distribute moneys directly to school districts. 

5. Impact study as result of amendment noted in item 4 above. 

6&7. Letters from Washoe County and Clark County School Dtstricts regarding 
support of amendment. 

8. Statistical report regarding food sales as percentage of total sales. 

JCL/rm,; 

Enc. 

cc: Senator Mary Gojack 

. •: 
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Telephone (702) 885-4820 < 
In-State Toll Free 800-992-0900 

JOHN J. SHEEHAN, s__,, 

April 14, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: James Lien~ Assistant Secretary 

FROM: James.Rathbun, Statistician 

SUBJECT: Conversation with Jake.Noel, Nevada Gaming 

Jake Noel reports that the $14.3 million could.be made up in a variety·of •ys and 
offers the followi.ng possibilities: 

a. A surcharge on all taxes,except annual license fees and the Feclet"al tax 
collected on slots, could be levied. A 20% surcharge would yield 
approximately $15 million. 

b. The percentage fees could be increased as:. following: 

1. The 3% fee could be increased by· 25% to 3. 75% 
2. The 4% could be increased by 31.25% to 5.25% 
3. The 5.5% could be increased by 31.8% to 7.25% 

These percentage fee increases work out to 29% and would raise approximately 
$16 million. Of the $16 million so raised, $11.3 million would come from 
Clark County, $2.7 million would come from Washoe Cotmty and $1.9 million 
would come from Douglas Collll.ty. 

c. The above represents· some possibilities and are not recommendations. 

JTR/ll'M 

Curr&ntly 53 of our major casinos show a loss position on their last 
statement. Any one of these tax increases would increas.e the number of 
casinos in a loss position by 6 and would reduce the profttaargin OD all 
of the remaining casinos that are continuing to show a profit. Mr. Noel 
suggested that the Quarterly County License Fees, which are colletted by 
the county and of which $1. 8 million is remitted to the State anatudly, 
could be modified so that the $1.8 million may remain with ~he counties 
and cities. 

/""· 
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ALTERNATIVES TO RECAPTURE $14.3 MILLICN LOST 
'IHROUGH FOOD SALES EXEMPTION 

1975-76 

Cigarette Tax 
Prese..T'lt Rate $ .10 per package; Rate Factor . 953 

Estimated f-ackages 
Rate Increase 
Effective Rate Increase 
Revenue Increase 

125,924,751 
$ .12 per package 
$ .1144 per package · 

238 . 

$14,405,792 

This method v;ould raise the cigarette tax fran the present rate of $ .10 to $. 22 per 
~~- .. 

Alcoholic Beverages Taxes 
(12.5%) Beer: (Present Rate: 

Estimated Gallons 
Ra.te Increase 
Effective Rate Increase 
Revenue Increase 

$.06/gallon; Rate Factor: 
21,066,046 

$. 09 per gallon 
$.0874 . 

.9717) 

(7. 3%) rJ% - 14% Wine: (Present Rate: $ .30/gallon; Rate Factor: 
Estimated Gallons· 2,517,580 
Rate Increase $. 43 per gallon 
Effective Rate Increase $.4176 
,Revenue Increase 

(1.7%) 14% - 22% Wine: 
Estin1ated Gallons 

(Present Rate: $.SO/gallon; Rate Factor: 
298,179 

Rate Increase 
Effective Rate Increase 

$. 85 per gallon 
$.8242 

Revenue Increase 

• 

. $1,841,172 

.9713) 

$ 1,051,341 
.9696) 

i $ ?.45,759 , 
(78.5%) Over 22% Liquor: (Present Rate: $1.90/gallon; Rate Fact01": .9703) 

Estimated Gallons . 4,175,130 . 
Rate Increase 
Effective Rate Increase 
Revenue Increase 

$2.76 per. gallon 
$2.6780 

Total Revenue Increase fromAlcholic Beverag$s 

This method would raise the Alcholic Beverages Taxes as follows: 

Beer 
0% - 14o/" Wine 
14% - 2T,~ Wine 
Over 22% Liquor 

Present 
Tax 

$ .06 
.30 
.50 

1.90 

Increase 

$ .09 
.43 
.85 

2. 76 

$14,·319, 270 

New 
Tax 

$ .15 
.73 

1.35 
4.66 

= ========-=-======-======-==-======-======--;-= 
Property Taxes: 35% at 1974.-75 rates = $71,450,L:.St¼ 

+ lA,300,000 
$85, 7:7.S;T+Sl+ 

_427,, at 1974-75 rates $85, 7/il, 36'.l-
NEVADA 'l'AX COMMIS!:ION 



TAX lMPAC:r IF ASSESSED VALUATION RATIO IS INCREASED OVER 35% 
ASSESSED VAUJATIONS TAREN FBCM 1975-76 BUDGEr 

·,. TAX RATES TAKBN FlQ,{ 1974-75 RED BCXlK 

• 

COUNI'IES ASSESSED 
crrtts VAWATICN RATE 3S% 36% 37% 38'° 39% 4(f/4 

carson City 
$ Rural 37,674,199 1.4994 $ 564,887$ 581,027 $ 597,166$ 613,306$ 629,445 $ 645,585 

Urban 52,461,490 . 2.6318 1,380,681 1,420,130 1,459,578 1,499;026 1,538,474 1,577,922 

Churchill 47,406,976 1.6270 771,255 793,290 815,326 837,362 859,398 881,434 
Fallon 11,910,892 · 1.0000 119,109 122,512 125,915 129,318 132,721 136,124 

· Clark 1,665,681,374 1.1305 18,830,528 19,368,543 19,906,558 20,444,573 20,982,588 ·21,520,603 
Boulder City 23,610,623 1.1970 282,619 290,694 298,769 306,844 314,918 322,993 
Henderson 44,517,144 1.3327 593,280 610,231 627,182 644,133 661,083 678,034 
Las Vegas 585,627,294 1.4122 8,270,229 8,506,521 8,742,813 8,979,105 9,215,398 9,451,690 
North Las Vegas 98,790,171 1.4122 1,395,115 1,434,975 1,474,836 1,514,696 1,554,~56 1,594,417 

Douglas 111,288,928 .1900 211,449 217,490 223,532 229,573 235,615 241,656 

Elko 142,624,341 .9947 1,418,684 1,459,218 1,499,752 1,540,286 1,580,820 1,621,354 
Carlin 3,124,165 1.8000 56,235 57,842 59,448 61,055 62,662 64,269 
Elko 40,257,208 .7905 318,233 327,326 336,418 345,510 354,603 363,695 
Wells 4,461,383 1.7000 75,844 78,010 80,177 82,344 84,511 86,678 

.Es:reralda 11,418,422 2.3500 268,333 276,000 283,666 291,333 299,000 306,666 

Eureka 27,950,999 1.3500 377,338 388,120 398,901 409,682 420,463 431,244 

Hunboldt 50,878,913 1.5860 806,940 829,995 853,050 876,106 899,161 922,217 
Winnemucca 13,311,456 1.1800 157,075 161,563 166,051 170,539 175,027 179,514 

.. Pagel of 2 
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TAX IMPACT IF. ASSESSED VAU1ATI~ RATIO IS INCREASED OVER 35% 
ASSESSEDVAUJATIONS TAKEN FR(M 1975~76 BUDGEI' 

TAX RATES TAKQq FRCM 1974-75 RED BOOK 

cxurnES · ASSESSED • 

crrms VAIJJATION RATE 35% 36% 37% 38% 39% ' 4(J7o 

Lander $ 26,100,000 1.8700 $ 488,070$ 502,015$ 515,960 $ . 529,905$ 543,849$ 557,794 

Lincoln 15,311,549 1.4500 222,017 228,361 234,704 241,048 247,390 253,734 
Caliente 1,397,266 1.5000 20,959 21,558 22,157 22,755 23,354 23,953 

,Lyon 75,733,557 1.6900 1,279,897 1,316,466 1,353,034 1,389,603 1,426,171 1,462,740 
Yerington. 6,558,445 1.0340 67,814 69,752 71,689 73,627 75,564 77,502 

Mineral 21,000,049 2.5250 530,251 545,401 560,551 575,701 590,851 . 606,001 

Nye 58,581,273 1.6500 966,591 994,208 1,021,825 1,049,442 1,077,059 1,104,675 
Gabbs 3,547,514 1.3000 46,118 47,435 48,753 50,071 51,388 52,706 

Pershing 29,790,302 1.4570 434,045 446,446 458,857 471,249 483,650 496,051 
Lovelock 3,217,000 1. 7200 55,332 56,913 58,494 60,075 61,656 63,237 

Storey 7,731,568 2.4000 185,558 190,859 196,161 201,463 206,764 212,066 

Washoe 879,974,830 1. 7390 15,302,762 15,739,984 16,177,206 16,614,428 17,051,649 17,488,871 
Reno . 498,679,457 1.0880 5,425,632 5,580,651 5,735,669 5,890,687 6,045,705 6,200,723 
Sparks 121,957,436 1.0880 1,326,897 1,364,808 1,402,720 1,440,631 1,478,542 1,516,454 

White Pine 43,500,000 1. 7900 778,650 800,897 823,144 845,391 867,639 889,886 
Ely 11,375,370 1.4000 159,255 163,805 168,355 172,906 177,456 182,006 

State General Fund . 3,305, 108, 770 .2500 8,262,772 8,498,851 s.734,930 8,971,010 9,207,089 9,443,168 

z 
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SEC. 118. 372. 785 Withdrawals, transfers from sales tax fund. 
J. The money i11 the sales tax fund shall, upon order of the state 

co11troller, be drawn therefrom for refunds under this chapter, or be 
transferred as follows: 

(a) To the general f1a1d of the state, 57 percent.------.-----.-~-~ __ o'/ ___ _ 
(b) To the state distributive sclwol fund, 2ttJ1erce11t. . _ ·, •-" ···· ·· · ,,. ~-

2·10 

( c) To the several county sc~ool districts in p~oEortion to the 

amount of tax collected in each county, a?,~ percent. 

r-d.. 
(i) To Carson City and the several counties of the state in proportion 

to their respect ire pnpulations, 15 pacent in the foil owing manner: 
( 1) If there is no incorporated city within the county, the entire 

amou11t of the allocation to that county shall be remitted to the county 
treasurer for deposit in the county general fund. . 

(2) If there is one incorpcrated city within the county, the alloca­
tion to 1/wt county shall be apportioned between the city and the county 
general fund in proportion to the respective populations of the city and 
the unincorporated area of the county. · 

(3) If there are two or more incorporated cities within the county, 
8.33 percent of the allocation to that county shall be apportioned to the 
county treasurer for the general fund and 91.67 percent of such alloca­
tion shall be distributed among such cities or towns in proportion to 
their respectii·e populations. 

2, ror purposes of this section: 
(a) Popul:ition shall be determined from the last preceding national 

census of the Bureau of the Census of the United States Department 
of Commerce. 

(oJ "'Incorporated city" includes incorporated town. 
(c) The entire amount apportioned to Carson City shall be deposited 

- in the general fund of the city. 

.. 

.- t-
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6 s·Ec."121: NRS.387.124 is hereby amended to read as follows:_ ·• •:- ! 

7 387.124 l. On or before August 1, November 1, ·Febru:iry 1 and 
8 May 1 of each year, the state controller shall render to the superintendent 
9 of public instruction a statement of the moneys in the state treasury sub--

10 jcct to distribution to the several school districts of the state as provided 
11 in this section. 
12 2. Immediately after the state controller has made his quarterly 

· 13 report, the state board of education shall apportion the state. distributive 
14 school fund among the several county school districts in the following 
15 manner: · 
16 (a) Basic support of each school district shall be computed by: 
17 ( l) Multiplying the basic support guarantee per pupil established in 
18 NRS 387.122 by the sum of: . 
19 (I) Six-tenths the count of pupils enrolled in the kindergarten 
20 department on the last day of the first school month of the school year. 
21 (I[) The count of pupils enrolled in grades 1 to 12, inclusive, on the • 
22 last day of the first school month of the school year. 
23 (III) The count of handicapped minors receiving special cduca-
24 tion pursuant to the provisions of NRS 388.440 to 388.520, inclusive. on 
25 the last day of the first school month of the school year. 
26 (IV) The count of children detained in detention homes and juve-
27 nile forestry camps receiving instruction pursuant to the provisions of 
28 NRS 388.550 to 388.580, inclusive, on the last day of the first school 
29 month of the school year.· . · · 
30 (V) One-fourth the average daily attendanc~highest 3 months of 
31 part-time pt!pils enrolled in classes and taking courses necessary to 
32 receive a high school diploma. . · · 
33 (2) i\foltiplying the number of special education program units 
34 maintained and operated by the amount per program established in NRS 
35 387.122. 
36 (3) Adding the amounts computed in subparagraphs ( 1) and {2) 
3'7 of this paragraph. 
38 (b) The availability of local funds shall be determined,.~ which local 
39 . funds shall be the sum of: .,,. . 
40 ( 1) The amount computc<lJ°by multiplying .007 times the assessed 

241 

~-----41-vatU::ilion-of ffiesch3crctistficr,{s certified by the Nevada tax commission · r (..,' 42 for th~ COHCll!:~ent s;;l:~~~1 ~ai:_~k·md --- . . --- · . --~ 
.---;-::=-:-4~ (2JThc proceeds of the :.LQcaI sciiool suppo.ill,_t~x 1_11,1pcsed by chap-- · . 

/ 
-:1..L.2. 44 ~er@7:J-Jof NRs_.,:rhe Nevada tax commission shall ittrnish· an es"fih1a.te--_ .,.. • I .. ,.J 
~·rof such proceeds to the state board of education on or before July 15 for· · ~ 

46 the fiscal year then begun, and the state board of education shall adjust . 
47 the final apportionment of the concurrent school year to reflect any 
48 . difference b;;twcen such estim:1te and actual reccipts.l:::._ --------·----,._ 
49 _(c) Appurtionment computed on a yearly basis sliall consist of the c;:,--..-

./ 
/ 

50 ,.difference between the basic support as computed in paragraph (a) of 
/ 

.,,,✓ 

/ 

// ,A 
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1 instruction shall review such request. As used in this paragraph, "cate-
2 gory" means any one of the groups of persons separately described in 
3 pmtgraphs (a), (b), (c) and (d) of subsection 1 of NRS 387.123. · 

212• 

4 (f) The board of trustees of any school district in this state whos~ esti-
5 mated receipts from all sources provided by this chapter, -~nd cha~ 
6 [1_,Y of NRS,_l including any additional apportionment made pursuant to 

· --paragrap (e) are less for any fiscal year because of reduced average 
8 daily attendance or reduced local income, or both, than the total esti-
9 mated receipts from such sources in the final appro,•ed budget for such 

10 fiscal year, and which cannot therefore provide a minimum program of 
11 education and meet its contract obligations, may apply for. emergency ··• 
12 financial assistance from the state distributive school fund and may be • 
13 granted such assistance upon compliance with the following conditions .. 
14 and procedures: . 
15 ( 1 ) The tax levy for the applying district shall be the maximum of 
16 $ 1.50 for operating costs as authorized by law, not including any special 
17 tax authoriz.:d by the provisions of NRS 387 .290. 
18 (2) Such ap'.)lication shall be made to the state board of education 
19 in such form as shall be pr~scribed by the superintendent of public 
20 instruction, and in accordance with guidelines for evaluating needs for 
21 emergency financial assistance as established by the state board of edu-
22 cation. · 
23 (3) Before acting on any such application, the state board of educa-
24 tion a..11d state board of examiners, jointly, shall detennine the difference 
25 between U1e total amount of money appropriated and authorized for 
26 expenditure during the current biennium from the state distributive 
27 school fund and the total amount of money estimated to be ~yablc from 
28 • such fond durin~ the biennium pursuant to paragraphs (c) and (e), and 
29 shall make no distribution in excess of such difference. 
30 ( 4) The state board of education shall review each application and 
31 shall by rcsclution find the least amount of additional money, if any, 
32 which it d;?ems necessary to enable the board of trustees of the applyinJ 
33 school district to provide a minimum educational program and meet its. 
34 irrech.:ciblc c0ntruct obligations. In making such determination, the state 
35 board of education shall consider also the amount availnble in the dis-
36 tributirn school fund and the anticipated amount of future apolications,. 
37 so that no d.::s-:.-rving school district will be wholly denied relief. 
38 ( 5) If the state board of education finds that emergency assistance 
39 should be gra,1tcd to an applying school district. it sha!J transmit its res~ 
40 lution finding such amount to the stntc board of examiners, along with, a• 
41 ri:port d its then-current estimate of the total requirements to be paid 
42 frcm the st.1te distributi\·e school fu:id during the then-current fiscal year. 
43 ( 6) The state board of examiners shall indepcndenily review each 
4-1 resol•ition s;) transmht,'d by ·the state board of education, may require the 
45 st1bm'ssion of such additiorwl justification as it deems necessary, and shall 
46 find by rcsolt!tion tire amount of emergency assistance, if any, to be 
•17 grant~d. The board may defer, and subsequently grant or deny, any part 
48 of a r cQ ucst. 
49 · (7) The state board of examiners shall transmit one copy of its find-
5O ing to the state board of cducaiion and one copy to the state controller. 
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Churchill 
Clark 
Douglas 
Elko 
Esmerald~ 
Eureka 
Humboldt 
Lander 
Lincoln 
Lyon 
Mineral 
Nye 
Carson City 
Pershing 
Storey 
Washoe 
White Pine 

State School Dist. Fund 
TOTAL 

NEV ADA TAX COMMISS_IQN 

DISTRIBUTION .TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
AND STATE DISTRIBUTIVE SCHOOL FUND 

Present System 
1977-78 

$ 340,560 
18,491,813 

943,091 
838,303 
16,373 
32,746 

337,286 
104,787 
55,668 

314,363 
167,005 
130,984 

1,002,035 
117,886 
117,886 

9,224,616 
510,841 

$32,746,243 
2,147,000 

34,893,243 

2-13 

Proposed System SB386 
1977-78 

$ 338,894 
18,401,323 

938,484 
834,202 
16,293 
32,586 

335,635 
104,275 
55,396 

312,825 
166,188 
130,344 
997,132 
117,309 
117,309 

9,179,480 
508,341 

$;32,586,016 
2,506,617 

35,092,633 
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Telephone (702) 322-7041 Marvin Picollo, Superintendent 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

• 

H. Elizabeth Len:r, P're1ldent Jerry Carr Whitehead, J.O., Vice President Nancy Gome1, Clerk 

Robert McQueen, Ph.D., Member William A. O'Brien Ill, M.D., Member 

Lloyd Oiedrichsen, D.D.S., Member 

Edward L Pine, C.E., Member 

-

• 

Mr. James Lien 
Executive Secretary 
Nevada Tax Commission 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mr. Lien: · 

Re: SB 386 Amendment 

April 15, 1975 

The amendment in Section 118, which reduces the State Distributive 
amount of the Sales Tax Refund from 28% to 2% and then in a new sub­
paragraph transfers 26% to the County School Districts in proportion to 
the amount which is collected in each county, is a much better procedure 
than that in the original bill. 

The amendment returns the money collected in a county to the school 
district of that county and truly represents local support of the schools. 
It thus does not become lost in the State General Fund and State Distribu­
tive Fund and become money from the state. 

If there is any further assistance the School District can give you in 
this matter, please let us know. 

GWB:bw 

Sinc~'"'ely yours, 
JI)--,, 1_/ 

ff ltJJ~{o1\,V 
George t. Brighton 
Associate Superintendent 
Business & Finance 
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TO: 

.ROM: 

SUBJECT: 

-

• 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Jim Lien, Assistant Secretory, Nevada Tax Commission 

Dr. Kenny C. Guinn, Superintendent, CCSD 

Senate Bil I 386 

DATE: April 11, 1975 

The Clark County School District has had two concerns about Senate Bi 11 386. 
They are as follows: 

1. The changes affecting soles tax should not reduce the projected 
tax revenues to the State Distributive School Fund. 

2. The amount of money generated from the local sales tax, and up 
to now credited as local support, should continue to be so credited. 

Your analysis of revenue that would be generated under this bill would 
indicate that the State Distributive Fund would continue to receive at least 
the same amount of revenue as projected under the present tax bi I ls. 

You suggested an amendment to change Section 118 on page 25, and Section 
121 on page 26 of the bi 11. The amendment is designed to distribute the 
sales tax in about the same proportion as under the present bills and allow 
our district to be credited for local support. 

If the revenue to the State Distributive Fund is at least as much as that 
generated under the· present tax bi I ls, and if the amendment does a I low the 
district credit for about the same local support, then we have no concerns 
over the bil I. 

We cannot comment on the effect the bi 11 will have on tota I state revenue. 
We assume you have determined that it wi 11 not reduce revenue to any other 
entities. 

KCG/EAG:dt 

CC-52A 



FOOD STORE ANNUAL SALES TAX RECEIPTS AS 0.·i6 ,..I .J. 

% OF TOTAL ANNUAL SALES TAX RECEIPTS 

• Fiscal Year. Total,. Tax Food Store Food Store% Food Sales% 
Receipts Tax Receipts 

1962-63 $20,135,965 $2,731,884 13.57 10.45 
1963-64 21,492,077 3,070,413 14.29 11.00 
1964-65 22,416,484 3,308,214 14.76 11.37 
1965-66 23,546,257 3,442,184 14.62 11.26 
1966-67 23,416,652 3,514,101 15.01 11.56 
1967-68 25,634,725 3,754,443 14.65 11.28 
1968-69 29,660,512 4,098,206 13. 82 10.64 
1969-70 33,594,537 4,515,405 13.44 10. 35 
1970-71 35,517,647 5,048,400 14.21 10.94 
1971-72 40,757,780 5,696,107 13.98 10. 76 
1972-73 47,926,510 6,996,582 14.60 11.24 
1973-74 54,326,752 8,218,914 15 .13 11.65 
1974-75* 14,690,720 2,215,315 15 .08 11.53 

*1st Quarter 

-

• 
NEVADA TAX COMMISSION 
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things, but would each give 

736 consideration and actual 
work and abilities to plan. 

35,438 design, and. do what is 
36,114 needed. . . 

Do something you know­
. ·: is expected of you, and you'll 
_ - feel a lot better for living. 

·-. > · ·-· Helptheotherfel!owwithhis, 
-_ music and art and ; 

61,990 . calculating.· It seems' as . 
·' _, though that was cne of the 

/ 10,501 things God wanted for the 
world, wasn't it?. 

Well-laid pla!'.s of mice· 
120,NG and men may go astray, but 

they don't have to . 
'11 pen.:ent JL':\E s::>lU:-.G 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
LEGISLATIVE BUILDING 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

ARnlUR1. PALMER. Director 

Senator Mary Gojack 
Senate Chamber 

Apr.il 17, 1975 

Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mary: 

LEOJSLATIVB COMMISSION 
LAWR.ENCB B • .JACOBSEN, Alaemblynwl. C1lalmum 

INTERIM FINANCE COMMITfEB 
FLOYO R. LAMB, Senator, Chairman 2 •18 

PERRY P. BURNmT, Lerblalm CounnJ 
EAllL T. OUVER. Legl.slaltve Auditor 
ARTHUlt J. PALMER. &ffGTda Dlrlt:IOr 

If Senate Bill 386 is enacted and the people at the 1976 
general election approve the proposal submitted, the legisla­
ture is not prevented from enacting a new tax upon retail 
sales and related uses. The new tax would have to be, as 
the local school support tax is, contained in a separate ·1aw~,. 
~omplete in itself and destined to some use other than the 
general fund. 

By direction of the Legislative Counsel 

FWD:jll 



WASHOE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
425 EAST NINTH STREET 

RENO, NEVADA 89502 
Telephone (702) 322-7041 · Mervin Pic:ollo, Superintendent 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

• 

ff. Elizabeth Lenz, President . Jerry Carr Whitehead, J.D., Vice President • Nancy Go-, Clerk Lloyd Oledrichsen. D.O.S.. Member 
Robe,t McQuaen, Ph.D., Member Willlam A. O'Brien Ill, M.D., Member Ed-rd L Pfmt, C.£.. Member 

• 

Mr. James Lien 
Executive Secretary 
Nevada Tax Commission 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Mr. Lien: · 

Re: SB 386 Amendment 

April 15, 1975 

• 

lhe amendment in Section 118, which reduces the State Distributive 
amount of the Sales Tax Refund from 28% to 2% and then in a new sub­
paragr~h transfers 2'6% te ·t·h-e County Schcm1 fttstricts in proportion to 
the amount which is collected in each county, is a much better procedure 
than that in the original bill. 

The amendment returns the money collected in a county to the school 
district of that county and truly represents local support of the schools. 
It thus does not become lost in the State General Fund and State Distribu­
tive Fund and become money from the state. 

If there is any further· assistance the School District can give you in 
this matter, please let us know. 

GWB:bw 

Sine~~ ly yours, 

D )~h~ 
George , . '9hton 
Associate Superintendent 
Business & Finance 
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TO: 

.ROM:. 

CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Jim Lien, Assistant Secretary, Nevada Tax Commission 

Or. Kenny C. Guinn, Superintendent, CCSD DATE: April 11, 1975 

SUBJECT: Senate Bil I 386 

-

• 

The Clark County School District has had two concerns about Senate Bill 386. 
They ore as fo I lows: 

1. The changes affecting sales tax should not reduce the projected 
tax revenues to the State Distributive School Fund. 

2. The amount of money generated from the local sales tax, and up 
to now credited as local support, should continue to be so credited. 

Your analysis of revenue that would be generated under this bill would 
indicate that the State Distributive Fund would continue to receive at least 
the same amount of revenue as projected under the present tax bills. 

You suggested an amendment to change Section 118 on page 25, and Section 
121 on page 26 of the bi 11. The amendment is designed to distribute the 
sales tax in about the same proportion as under the present biils and allow 
our district to be credited for loco I support. 

If the revenue to the State Distributive Fund is at least as much as that 
generated under the present tax bills, and if the amendment does allow the 
district credit for about the same local support, then we have no concerns 
over the bil I. 

We cannot comment on the effect the bi 11 wi II have on tota I state revenue. 
We assume you have determined that it will not reduce revenue to any other 
entities. 

KCG/EAG:dt 

• • ! 

,·.:,. 4' 

CC-52A 
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MIKE O'CALLAGHAN, Governor 

April 11, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Senator Mary Gojack 

James C. Lien, Ass 

SUBJECT: Amendments to SB 386 

I 

Secretary 

STATE OP NEVADA 

Nevada Tax Commission 
CAR.SON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

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

JOHN J. SHEEHAN, Secretary 

• 

Attached hereto are the proposed amendments to SB 386 which will effect distribution 
of a portion of the sales tax directly to the several cot.m.ty school districts. 

That change in the allocation formula resulted in the having to amend pages 26 and 
28 as well in order to reinstate that language that the sales tax is to be considered 
part of the available local ft.m.ds for school districts. Should you have any 
questions on the amendments, please contact me. 

These have been discussed with both Washoe County School District and Clark County 
School District and I anticipate receiving a memo of support from each Monday. 

JCL/Tmil 

Attach 
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April 18, 1975 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 

LEGISLATIVB COMMISSION 
LAWRENCB E. JACOBSEN, AJlemblyman. C1ullmuDt 

INTERIM FINANCE COM:Ml'ITEB 

-

-

• 

LEGISLATIVE BUILDING 

CARSON. ~ITY. NEVADA ae701 
PI.OYD R, LAMB, Scutor, C1uzlnnan 

-~ 

TO: 

April 17, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

PERRY P. BURNE'IT, Lerl.rlattve Collll#J 
EARL T. OIJVBR, L,itslatlv• A.wlltor 
ARTHUR 1. PALMER. RffNrda Dlnrtor 

FROM: 

Senator B. 

Andrew P. 

/ 

Mah~ B-rown 

Grose, Chief Deputy Research Director 

SUBJECT: Sales Tax Exemption on Food 

I have checked with other western states that have a sales tax on 
food to determine what part of their sales tax revenue comes from 
that source. I have also contacted California to determine what 
administrative burden is created by having such an exemption. 

·Arizona--No estimates available. 

Idaho--Their recent session considered the exemption. The Revenue 
Department estimates 20 percent of their sales tax revenue 
comes from food. They point out that tourism is low but lots 
of farm iabor accounts for high food purchases from grocery 
stores as opposed to restaurants. · · 

Based upon their contact with California, the Idaho tax people 
testified that the auditing and administrative burden of the 
exemption would be high but had no specific figure as to the 
impact on Idaho. 

Washington--Their recent session also considered the exemption. 
Their estimate was that 13.8 percent of sales tax revenue came 
from food. They had not worked out administrative costs but 
used California's experience as an argument that this burden 
would increase if the exemption was enacted. 

254 

New Mexico--They estimate that 11.2 percent of their sales tax revenue 
is from food. This seems low. They also cited California as 
a basis for expected administrative difficulties . 
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Sales Tax Exemption 
April 17, 1975 
Page 2 

Utah--They did a very detailed analysis for their legislative session 
-- and came up with 18 percent. The chief sales tax auditor did 

a national study of the sales tax on food and came up with 
another figure of interest. Nationwide, a good per capita food 
expenditure figure works out to $500. Obviously there are 
variations among people and regions but $500 is close to the 
mark. Based on this, you can figure that for every 1 percent 
of sales tax, you are raising $5 per capita per year from food. 

If you apply his estimate to Nevada using 500,000 population 
as a conservative estimate, and using 3 1/2 percent statewide, 
you get $8,750,000. Using the Tax Commission estimate of a 
12 percent loss, you get $8,400~000 loss to the state and local 
governments combined. I have used rounded figures simply to 
illustrate the usefulness of the Utah approach. Using their 
$500 per capita per year food figure, you can figure out what 
the tax revenue in any state from food would be. Such an 
approach controls for tourism too. 

Colorado--They figured out their food tax burden the same way as 
Utah and came up with $21 in sales tax per capita per year 
based on a 4 percent sales tax. Instead of exempting food and 
dealing with the administrative problem, Colorado decided to 
allow a $21 per capita credit on state income tax. 

California--They enacted a sales tax in 1933 and then·exempted food 
in 1935. They have had a great deal of experience and case 
law on the problems of the exemption. The Board of Tax 
Equalization does the auditing of the tax and makes the rules 
governing its administration. In short, it requires constant _ 
attention because of new food products coming out all the time. 
They feel that they have developed a good system over the years 
for handling definitions, but they state that they are always 
involved in rulings of what is or is not taxable. They feel 
they have handled the problem of the small grocer. They allow 
small operators to pay a tax on a set ratio of their gross 
sales and don't audit them as to specific items. · 
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Sales Tax Exemption 
April 17, 1~75 
Page 3 

Finally, California estimates what they do not collect in sales 
tax on food and it would amount to 15.7 percent of what the 
tax would be without the exemption. 

The range in percentages of tax from food, based on the Utah study, 
is from an unbelievable 6 percent in North Dakota to 22 percent in 
North Carolina. The North Dakota figure was a guess not based upon 
hard data by the tax people there. The southern states generally 
have high percentages from food because they eat about as much as 
others but have lower per capita incomes, thus spend a greater 
percentage of income on food. 

No one had 
exemption. 
what their 
tion. 

dollar figures on the administrative burden of a food 
All cited California, but even California doesn't know 

administrative costs are to keep up with the food exemp-

If you require further explanation of this material, please contact 
me. 

APG/jd 

,I 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

Li1GISLA TIVE COUNSEL BUREAU 
LEGISL.ATIVE BUILDING 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

ARTHUR 1. PALMER. Dlnctor 

Senator B. Mahlon Brown 
Senate Chamber 

April 21, 1975 

Legislative Building 
Ca.rson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear:Mahlon: 

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION 
DONALD R. MELLO, Assemblyman. Chalmuin 

INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE 
FLOYD R. LAMB, Senator, Chalnnan 2 ~ P"J 

.,._) I 

PERRY P. BURNETT, uglslative Counsel 
EARL T. OLIVER, Lqislattva A.udJto, 
ARTHUR J. PALMER. Res11Mch Dlnctor 

Senate Bill No. 386, if the bill is enacted and the question 
submitted to the people is answered yes,would have three prin­
cipal effects:-

1. To exempt from all currently operative taxes on retail 
sales the purchase of: 

(a) Foods for hwnan conswnption, as narrowly defined in 
the bill. Thus, ordinary food products purchased in 
a store for preparation or conswnption at home would 
be exempt, but restaurant or "fast-food" (drive-in, 
McDonald's, etc.) meals would be taxable. 

(b) Certain health care products, such as eyeglasses, 
hearing aids, crutches and insulin. 

2. To consolidate all currently operative taxes on retail 
sales into a single tax at the rate of 4 percent. The 
loss of overall revenue from the new exemption is made 
up, according to the estimates of the Nevada Tax Conunis­
sion, by the increase from the present combined rate of 
3.5 or 3 percent (depending on whether a county has adopted_ 
a city-county relief tax}. The individual losses of reve­
nue to school districts, cities and counties are made up, 
according to the same estimates, by the new apportionment 
of the augmented sales tax fund in section 118 of the bill • 
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Senator B. Mahlon Brown 
April 21, 1975 
Page 2 

Thus the tax burden is not reduced but shifted in part 
from those who spend a larger part of their incomes for 
food or medical supplies to those who spend a larger 
part for other consumer goods, and to tourists whose 
food is in the taxable category. • 

3. To withdraw from the Sales and Use Tax Act, which is a 
referred measure amendable only by vote of the people, 
those provisions which de.al primarily with administra­
tion of the tax, and reenact them in a form amendable 
by the legislature as circumstances may require. The 
definitions, the exemptions and the rate are left in 
the referred measure, preserving the control of the 
people over these features. 

For simplicity, the term "retail sales" is used throughout 
this discussion. The effect on the related "use tax" on the 
storage, use or consumption of similar items purchased outside 
the sta·te is the same. 

The repeal of the separate Local School Support Tax Law and 
City-County Relief Tax Law, and the consolidation of their 
existing rates into the new 4 percent rate of the Sales and 
Use Tax Act, would have no legal effect upon the power of 
the legislature to enact a new tax upon retail sales and 
related uses. Such a tax would have to meet the same tests 
as the Local School Support Tax Law did: to be a separate 
tax, complete in itself and destined to some use other than 
the general fund of the state. The new tax might be for the 
same purposes as the laws repealed. This power of the legis­
lature is retained because (1) the repeal of the two existing 
separate taxes is not part of the question submitted to the 
people, but only contingent for its effect upon the result of 
their vote, and (2) nowhere in the Sales and Use Tax Act 
(existing or as proposed to be amended) is there any provision 
that the tax so imposed is exclusive. The constitutional 
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Senator B. Mahlon Brown 
April 21, 1975 
Page 3 

principles applied by the Supreme Court in Matthews v. State 
ex rel. Nevada Tax Commission, 83 Nev. 266 (1967), therefore 
would operate upon the same legal situation, and their appli­
cation would be further enforced by the precedent of that 
decision. 

FWD:bkm 

Very truly yours, 

PERRY P. BURNETT 
Legislative Counsel 

2 ~.o 
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April 14, 1975 

Senator Mahlon Brown, Chairman 
Senate Taxation Committee 
Nevada State Legislature 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Senator Brown: . 

The Legislative Committee of the White Pine Chamber of 
Coumerce, on behalf of all retail businesses in White Pine County, 
would like to have its endorsement of the following Assembly · 
Joint Resolutions entered into the official record of the Senate 
hearing for same: 

A.J.R. 10, which proposed constitutional amendment to 
exempt business inventories from property taxation and 
allow legislature to exempt any other personal property 
from such t~ation. 

This bill is more favored by the Coumittee, however A.J.Ro 
21 would be acceptable if A.J.R. 10 is not passed. 

A.J.R. 21 proposes constitutional amendment for progressive 
exemption of business inventories form property taxation 
and legislative exemption of other personal property. 

A copy of a map of the western states pertaing to inventory 
tax is enclosed for your information. 

Your committee's serious consideration of our endorsements of 
the two above mentioned joint resolutions would be most appreciated. 

cc: 

Sincerely, - . 

:~~~ 
Senator Blakemore 
Assemblyman John Polish 

President 
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STATS OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION· AND NA1URAL RESOURCES 

Division of State Lands 
CARSON CITY, NEV.ADA 89701 

· April 18, 1975 

TO: Senator Mahlon Brown, Chairman 
Conmittee on Taxation 

FROM: John L. M~der. Administra~r G__Q_ \..~ 
Division of State Lands .. ~ · . -

2G4 

RE • . • Amending AB 158 to include royalty fees on Geo~hermal leases on State Lands 

.As you requested, we have reviewed the laws Qf several other western . 
states and to determine their policies concerning royalties charged on geothermal 
leasing of·state lands. All of the states studied have provisions for charging 
royalties. The amount, terms, and conditions vary from state to state. .· -- :. 

'· ·• 1 •• 

Colorado, Oregon and Hawaii - No specific royalty charge in legislation. 
The leasing authority for the s.tate establishes the amount - presumably 

• 

• • 

•· • 

• • 

. . 

through negotiations. · · 

Montana - not less than 10% with the final amount determined by the leasing 
author1ty. · 

New Mexico - 10% of gross revenue. 

Alaska - not less than 10% nor more than 15%, exact amount determined by 
1 easing authority. . .· . 

BLM - 10% on steam and value of the resource at the well head, plus 51 
_of the value of any minerals·or other by-products. . · . 

With the increased interest in geothermal energy it would µe appropriate to · 
· amend AB 158 (NRS 322.030} to include geothermal leasing. · · ·. - •· 

The approach used by Montana and the SLM charging a set percentage for the 
geothermal resource and 5% for secondary by-products may meet Nevada's needs • 
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Senator Mahlon Brown 
April 18, 1975 
page 2 

NRS 322.030, 322.040, and 322.060 will need to be amended. Possible 
language -

NRS 322.030 - added to the last sentence. Geothermal ener source leases 
shall be based on a fixed rental of ,1 per acre annually for each acre 
contained therein, and sha 11 . :fur!~~_r_ PI.2.~td_e_f~.r_-~ f.i_~e~_.t?Y~J ty 9"(_ _ 
12.5 percent of the amount or value ofsteam1-or other forms_of f:Leat 
or energy, deriv~d from the production under thtl~~~~-~nd __ ~old or 
uti J_iz~q__gy_t_~tl~~-~-e. 2.r._.r.e.a_s~nal?._ly_ su.?cept_i ~1 e ~o _ sal e ___ oz: uti 1 i zed 
by lessee and 5 percent of any by-product derived from production under· 
.the lessee and sold or utilized or reasonably susceptible of sale or 
utilization by the lessee. 

NRS 322.040 - last line. coal, oil; gas, and utilization of creothermal sources 
of energy. · 

HRS 322.060 - Leases or easements authorized pursuant to the provisions of 
NRS 322.050, and not made for the purpose of extracting oil, coal, gas 
or utilizing geothermal sources of energy. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please call. 

1 

. .. 
- :·.r 
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522.170 Lessee or. operator to conduct operations in prudent manner; no 2G6 
duty to conduct operations; royalties. (1) It is hereby dec1a·red to be the 
policy of the State of Oregon that, in order to further the elimination of waste 
by increasing the economic recovery of geothermal resources, any lease or contract 
executed on behalf bf the state and granting to any lessee or operator the right· 
to explore for and remove all geothermal resources from a geothermal ·area, in the 
absence of an express provision to the contrary, shall be construed as permitting 
such lessee or operator or his successors or assigns to exercise such right in 

_ the manner in which a prudent operator using reasonable car·e would do so while 
promoting the best interests of the lessor, lessee and the people of this state. 
However, nothing in this section shall be construed to impose a legal duty upon 
such lessee or operator or his successors or assigns to conduct such operations. 

(2) The Division of State Lands shall fix a royalty for any geothermal · 
resources removed from state lands. 

COLORADO 

112-3-13. Leases - rental - mineral lands. The state board of land 
commissioners may lease any portion of the land of the state at a rental to be 
determined by it, except as provided in SECTI0r-tS 112-3-18 AND 112-3-48. The les·sce ·· 
shall pay the annual rental to the state board of land commissioners, who shall 
receipt for the same in the lease. Upon receiving such annual rental, the state 
board shall transmit the same to the state treasurer, as provided by law, and 
take his receipt therefor. If GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES OR stone, coal, oil, gas, or 
other MINERALS not mentioned IN THIS SECTION ARE found upon the state land, such 
land ~ay be leased for the purpose of obtaining therefrom the GEOTHERMAL RESOURCE 

_OR stone, coal, oil, gas, or other MINERALS, for such length of time and con­
ditioned upon the_ ,p_ayment to the state board of such roya 1 ty upon the product 
·as the state board of land commissioners may_determine. 

HAWAII 

The payment·of royalties to the State shal_l be fixed by. the board. 

NEH MEXICO 

7-15-7. Leases - Terms. A. Each lease issued pursuant to the Geothermal 
Resources Act (7-15-1 to 7-15-28) shall provide for the following rentals and . -
royalties with respect to geothermal resources produced, saved and sold from the 
lands included within the lease: -

· (1) a royalty of ten per cent (10%) of the gross revenue, exclusive of . 
charges approved by the commissioner made or incurred with respect to-transmission 
or other services or processes, received from the sale of steam, brines, from 
which no minerals have been extracted, and associated gases at the point of de-
livery to the purchases thereof; . . _ 

{2_) a royalty of not less than two per cent {2%) nor more than ten per . 
cent (1or,) of the gross revenue received from the sale of mineral products or 
chemical compounds recovered from geothermal fluids in the •first marketable . 
form as to each su,.h mineral product chemical compound for the primary term of 
the lease; · ·• . 
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(3) a royalty of eight per cent (8%) of the net revenue received from 
the operation of ·an energy producing plant on the leased land; . 

(4) a royalty of not less than two per cent (2%) nor more than teh 
per cent (10%) of the gross revenue received from the operation of the geo-
thermal resources fol'.' recreational or health purposes; 2G7-

(5) an annual rental, payable in advance of one dollar {$1.00) an acre 
or fraction thereof for each year of a lease; · 

(6) if, after the discovery of geothermal resources in commercial 
quantities~ the total royalties paid during any calendar year do not equal or 
exceed a sum equal to two dollars ($2.00) an acre for each acre or fraction 
thereof then included in the lease, the person holding the lease shall, within 
sixty (60) days after the end of the year, pay such sum as is necessary to equal. 
the minimum royalty of two dollars ($2.00) an acre; 

(7) the royalties specified pursuant to this section shall be subject to 
renegotiation·after twenty (20) years from the effective date of a lease and at 
ten-year intervals thereafter, however, the new royalty rate_shall_not vary more " 
than fift,y per cent (50%) from the previous royalty rate; and · . 

·. (8} except for·royalties on minerals, royalties and rentals may be negoti-
. ated at other rates than that provided in this section where the surface has .. . 

. heretofore been sold with· minerals reserved; Provided, however, a public hearing . -.. ·_ 
. shall be held thereon before any such rates are approved by the commissioner.. · . ·-c 

B. Royalty payments shall be made pursuant to paragraphs (1) and {2) of 
subsection A of this section for all geothermal resources used and not sold by 
a person holding a lease, with the gross revenue therefrom to be determined as 

· though the geothermal resources had been sold to a third person at the then 
· prevailing market price in the same market area and under the same ~arketing 
conditions; Provided, however, that no royalties shall be payable for steam 
used by a person holding a lease in the production of any geothermal resources 
subject to the payment of ·royalties pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub- . 
section-A of this- section. · · 

· C. The commissioner shall have the authority in leasing lands pursuant 
to the Geothermal Resources Act to prescribe a development program. In pre- . 
scribing the program, the commissioner shall consider all applicable economic 
factors, including market conditions and the cost of drilling for, producing, 
processing and utilizing of·geothermal resources. 

ALASKA 

(A) a royalty of not less than 10 per cent nor more than 15 per cent of 
the gross revenue, exclusive of charges, approved by the commissioner made or 
incurred with respect to transmission or other services or processes, received 
from the sale of steam, brines, from which no minerals-have been extracted, and 
associated gases at the point of delivery to the purchaser of them; 

(B) a royalty of not less than two per cent nor more than 10 per cent· 
of the gross revenue received from the sale of mineral products or chemical 
compounds recovered from geothermal fluids in the first marketable form as to· 
each mineral product or chemical compound for the primary term of the lease; 

(C) an annual rental payable in advance of not less than $1 an acre or 
fraction.of an acre for each year of a permit or_ lease. 

(2) The royalties specified in this section are subject to renegotiation 
under (m) of this section based upon reconunendations of the director and the 
renegotiations are not limited by the maximum royalties specified in (1) {A) 
and (B) of this subsection • 

• 

.. •, . 
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·. • · (3) Royalty payments shall be made for all geothermal resources used by 
the lessee, but which he does.not sell. The value of these geothermal resources 
used, but not sold, shall be determined by the co~issioner and set out in the 
tems of the lease. .The commissioner shall consider the cost of exploration and 

• 
production and the economic value of the resource in terms of its ultimate 
utilization. · 

(4) Upon request of the commissioners other state departments and agencies 
shall furnish him with any relevent data then in their possession of knowledge . 
concerning or having bearing upon fair and adequate charges to be made for geo­
thermal steam produced or to be produced for conversion to electric power or. 
other purposes. Data given to a department or agency as confidential under 
law may not be furnished in a way which identifies or tends to identify the 
business entity whose activities are the subject of the data or the person or 
persons who furnished the information. · 

(5) The commissioner independently or upon the advice of the director, 
may w~ive, suspend, or reduce the rental or minimum royalty for the land included 
in any permit or leases or any portion of it, and waive, suspend, alter or amend 
the operating requirements contained in the lea~e or regulations promulgated 
under this section affecting operations of the.lease or permit, in the interests 
of conservation, and to encourage the greatest ultimate recovery of geotherma1 . 
resources if he determines that that ~ction is necessary or beneficial to promote 

· development or finds that the permit or·lease cannot be successfully operated 

•· 

under the permit or lease terms or under •the regulations. · · 
. (6) If, after the.discovery of geothermal resources in commercfal 

quantities, the total royalties due to the state during any calendar year do not· 
equal or exceed a sum equal to $2 an acre for each acre or fraction of an acre .. 
then included in the permit or lease, the permittee or the lessee shall, within 
60 days after the end of the year, pay whatever sum is necessary to equal a 
minimum royalty of ~2 an acre. 

MONTANA 

81-2605. Royalties and rentals. Geothermal leases shall be issued at 
an annual rental of not less than one dollar ($1) per acre, payable in advance 
and/or a royalty which shall.not be less than ten percent (10%} of the amount. 
or value of steam, or other forms of heat or energy, derived from the production 
under the lease and sold or utilized by the lessee or reasonably susceptible 
to sale or utilization by the lessee and not more than five.percent (5%) of 
any by-product derived from production under the lease and sold or utilized 
or reasonably susceptible of sale or utilization by the lessee. 

268 
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. 269 .. 
• COMMENTS ON SENATE BILL NO. 362 

. 
The 1973 ieg1.slature authorized the Public :Service Commission 
of Nevada ~o conduct a complete surviy of all publicly 
owned airports in Nevada and to prepare a long term 
development plan-for a system of airports considered 
cri~ical to the transportation needs of Nevada. 

T~e study was funded by the State and the Department of 
Transportation administered·by the Federal Aviation Adminis­
tration. On August 26, 1973, the Preliminary Nevada State 
Airport System Plan was submitted for reviiw. As part cf 
the review process, public hearings were held throughout 
Nevada. 

The goals and objectives the Nevada Airport System plan_ 
was designed to achieve are: 

1. To provide for the orderly and timely develop­
ment of a system of airports which will meet the 
aeronautical and air transportation needs of 
Nevada for the per·iod 1973-1-993 and which will be 
compatiable with the National Airport System Plan 
(NASP) and local planning activities. 

2. To provide a frimework for cost-effective air­
port development programs consistent with short-, 
intermediate-, and long-range needs. 

3. To provide a basis for coQrdination of airport 
plans with the planning by metropolitan and regional 
agencies in the areas of transportation, land use, 
economic development, an~'resource utilizatlon. 

4. To inform national and local political, indus-
·trial. and individual interests of airport facility 
requirements. 

5. To make possible long-range coordination of 
airport development, air navigation facilities, 
airspace use, and air traffic control procedures 
within the framework of State and metropolitan area 
comprehensive planning. 

6. To provide a document for use at the local_-level 
in planning and cost estimation for airports which·· 
will be compatible with the goals of.·the individual 
communities. 

7. To provide for appropriate and orderly allocation 
of land for airport purposes. ~1 

!, ~, 

' 
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~age 2 
Comments 

~- To identify and suggest soiutions for airport 
~elated environmental problems . 

. 9 •. To identiff the general location of all the 
aiiports (by type and size) and rccommen~ develop­
ment (with estimated cost) that will be required 
to make air transportation reasonably accessible 
to users in the State. 

10. To develop an air impiem·entation plan and. a 
supportive airport system computer data bank to 
facilitate a continuing Nevada State airport plan-

: ning process. 

It does not seem reasonable to debate SB362 when a current­
State Airport System Plan is ~vailable or near completion 

_ which was paid for -by Stat.e and Federal funds. -

Before any State Aviation Advisory Board is created, serious 
consideration should be given to the concept of the Airport 
System Plan. There should be more discussion by the legis­
lature and all city and county governments involved. 

I believe the people of Nevada deserve a workable system 
of public transportation. Several towns and cities have 
neither bus or train service. A basic outline for third 

·1evel air service was set forth in the 1970 Western Region 
Short Haul Transportation Program. This plan should be up­
dated,: studied, and given consideration. 

Nevada is in need of ·a state wide consolidated front in 
airline route cases and ·other air service needs. There 
are many route cases and other air service cases before the.· 
Civil Aeronautics Board that are important to the tourist 
indu~try in Nevada. 

SB 362 would prevent Clark County_from collecting aviation 
flowage fees from general aviation and supplemental/charter 
airlines. This flowage fee is 2.5 cents per gallon and is 
pald in lieu of a landing fee. All funds obtained by 
Ciark Courity through flowage fees are used for the airfield. 
In fiscal 1974, it amounted to $95,557, and we are estimating 
$105,000 for 1975. · 

If this flowage fee is stopped, we would in turn have to 
charge general aviation and the supplemental/charter air­
lines a landing fee which is not possible to administer. 
(All those that do not pay landing fees pay flowage fees) 
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Page 3 
Comments 

The d~pletion of these funds would -~lso jeopardize our 
bonding agreements. 

i • 

McCarran International Airport has the staff and technical 
ability and is willing to assist any Nevada airport in 
areas of preparing applications for airport planning and 
development grants; types of engineering; safety and 
security programs; and other airport relatid programs. 

•. 
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