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SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE / ? :
APRIL 7, 1975

The regular meeting was called to order at 4:15 pm by Chairman
Mahlon Brown with the following members present:

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 prop051ng 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 gquestion 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 exemption of food from Nevada's sales tax
and increasing the levy to 4 % on remaining items and services. It
is felt this proposal would be of particular benefit to families
and those living on fixed incomes. .

Senator Brown' stated he has studieéed the bill and feels first, the
committee 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 testified 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 pPage 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- |
which a negative action would take place. J
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 includes
a school tax. Additionally, he explained it would give jurisdiction
~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 comments 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
Oor 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 going to the four percent levy on non-
exempt 1tems.

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 will return to
the counties and cities and return for school purposes, that a-
mount which they are now receiving and 2. Among the discussion that
comes from the School Districts is the suggestion that they would
prefer to see their portion of the money returned directly to them
rather than going into the State Distributive School Fund. The
Tax Commission has no quarrel with that idea and can see no pro-
blems if the bill 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 have 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, however, would receive less dollars than what -
they are rece1v1ng 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 $l1-million increase in taxes in partial year 1976-
1977; $3.1-million in second year (1977-78). This would produce

an additional $3.l-million above what the present system would
bring in. Part of that is due to the fact that it would be a state-
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.

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 independent
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 analysis 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 cf 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 it 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 establishments 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 out
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 concerned
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 stan unfair tax. A

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 laundry establishments, automobile repair, barber and
beauty shops, almost all . shops and repair bu51nesses, however,
most professional services were exempt.

Mr. Bob Warren, Nevada League of Cities, stated he was not appearing
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 revenu
received would be substantially the same, but there would be a shift

in the formula. In 1973 he appeared before the Legislature sgeking
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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 possibility 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 increase,
as he feels the public would not approve a four and one-half cent
increase. -

General discussion followed on this bill and:

SENATE BILL 378: Proposes to amend Sales 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 seemed to be no
appetite for this bill.

,A discussion was held on proposed amendments to Senate Blll
#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 w11l require an amendment to pages

26 thru 28. 7

Mr. Marv1n Piccolo, from the Washoe County School District testi-
fied in support of the bill, stating he had discussed this with
Mr. Kenny Quinn of Clark County School District and they are both
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 tax. 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.

Senator Raggio asked if we could explore other ideas for additional
revenue without raising the tax levy to 4%. It was pointed out
that the people would make the final 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 to



» £

Senate Taxation Committee
April 7, 1975
Page five

%
.4“.4

1

0

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.

ASSEMBLY 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 much
appetite 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 to certain properties used 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 41l:Supplies 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 arnd carried unanimously. :

There being no further business, the meeﬁing was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

A%PRO?ED: | Nyﬁf? Klnsley,(ffczi¥§ry

B. Mahlon Brown, Chairman
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Bills or Resolutions : : - Counsel
. to be considered Subject requested*
§. B.|No 64 odifies quy.r tN\Lo re valuae

tra erred Yeal property and
incréases penalty for false declarations

S. B. No. 386 Provides for submission at next General
Election of guestion proposing certain
changes in Sales and Use Tax Law.

S. B. No. 378 Proposes to amend Sales and Use Tax Act
of 1955 to exempt food products for human

consumption.
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*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary., s ’ . 42t P :
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Canrson Ciry, Nevans &9701’"'

Telephions (102) 5?5 Lx. 182
Jo-State Foll Froe 500-992. b“(}(}y

wrmase » . - -

. . JOIN J. blll.l"ﬁl.";,"\'.‘;rq‘.mr;
‘ MEMORANDUM
' March 13, 1975
TO: Senator Mary Gojack
FROM: James C. Lien, Assistant Sccretary
SUBJECT: Revised Tmpact Study Regarding Food Exemption Plan

‘The proposed system is based on excupting foed for human consumption (bought
frem grocery stores) firem the sales tax. Accordingly, Chapters 374 and 377, .
Kevada Revisca Statuvies, would be repealed with a statewide sales and use
tax levy of 4% being imposed in licu of the present maximum levy of 3%%:. The
amount collected would be split between the State General Fund (57% er 2.28),
the State School Distribution Fund (28% or 1.12), and the Cownties and Cities
(15% or .60). That zmcunt now levied as Local School Support Tax and daducted
: as lecal .,fic*L from the ameuvnt coimputed as the Distribution Fund allocation to a
‘ school district will be put into the State Distributioa Schiocl Fund, Aceordingiy,

P

school funding is not affected.

The proposed system actually generates additional tax dollars and becomes

a n?w seurce of revcnue to some cntities without loss to entitiss now rcceiving
the 3¢ County/City Relief Tax. All 17 Counties and 16 Cities will rcceive an
allocation. The .60% will be allocated to counties on a pepulation basiz

In counties with one or no city, that amouwt will be distributed on the bacis
of population ratio. In coun tJO% "th two or more cities (Clark, Elko and
Washoe) the county will receive®] of the total county allocation with the

.nl
balance being distributed to the ¢ilies as a population basis. The propose
system has no adverse impact on the State General Fuad, school or local funding.

JCL/ns2

Attach

B
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STATE SALES AXD USE TAX RATES

Local County & _
State Rate Scrool Rate City Rate . Totzl
2% 1% 3%
2% 1% L% ’ 3%
2% 1% %% 3%
2% 1% %% 347
2% 1% 5% 3%
2% 1% %
2% '1% - 3% .
2% - 1% 4% 34%
2% 1% 3%
2% 1% YA 3%
2% 1% L% 34% )
23 o 1% 3%
2% 1% 3% 34
2% 1% 3% 347
22 1% 3%
2% 1% Y% 3% ;
2% 1% 3 %

kst



185 |

PRESEXNT SYSTINM 3 to 3 lovy

1977-78

1975-76 1976-77
State CGencral Tund 59,401,000 64,737,000 71,210,700
State School Distr. Fund 1,840,000 1,970,000 . 2,147,000
- County School Distribution 27,266,490 _ 29,751,130 32,746,243
Subtotal 88,507,490 796,458,130 106,103,943
*County/Cities : 13,443,277 14 612H063 A 161118‘319 c
Total - 101,950,767’ 122,222,313

" State General Fund
State School Distr.
County School Distribution

111,111,193

*23 Fatities in 11 Countics

PROFOSED SYSTENM 4% levy Statewide with Food Exennt

*% 33 Entities in 17 Counties - Distributed on basis of population.
more cities will receive .05%Z of the county's total allocation, the cities will receive

«55% of that allocation distributed on a population basis,)

1976-77 1977-78
State General Tund 64,944,158 71,438,574
State School Distr. 31, 962,394 : 35,092,633
"~ Subtotal 96, 816 552 106,531,207
**County/Citics 17,09 0, 568 18,79q 625 D
Total 113,937,120 125,330,632

(Caunties with 2 or

Put into Lffect Januarv 1, 1977 - Blend of Present and Pronosed

. .County/Cities

Total

p

1976-77

64,806,052
11,947,468
19,834,088

© 15,465,568 B

112,053,176



Entiry
' Carson City

Churchill
Fallon

Clark

Boulder City

Henderson
Las Vegas

No. Las Vegas

Douglas

" Elko
Carlin
Elko
Wells

Esmeralda

’ ‘reka

Humboldt
Wianenucca

Lander

Lincoln
~ Caliente

Lyon
Yerington

Mineral

 Nye
Gabbs

Pershing
Lovelock

Storey

Washoe
Reno
Sparks

‘White Pine
Ely

TAL

A
1976-17

Present System

241,584
94,631

248,609

780,368 -

5,987,211

1,723,807

220,089

58,524
339,685
48,183

89,165

114,718 .

52,483

29,296 -

198,637
64,283

225,496

151,109
27,951

35,144
150,239

-+ 2,906,901

964,950

$14,653,063

CUU@IYICiTY D!STRIBUTIQHS,H

B
1976-77

Blended Systens

180,200

249,109

97,580
159,274
251,817
790,452

6,064,556
1,746,080

226,832
8,135
59,280
344,071
48,803
7,332
11,052

* 91,938
118,292

31,076

54,121
30,205

204,822
66,285

T 232,717

155,814
28,819

36,242

51,808
8,101

70,560 °

2,944,430
977,422

46,415
71,896

15,465,568

e
. 1971-78
Preoseat Svstem

3

- 265,742
104,094

273,470
858,405

6,585,933

1,896,187

242,098

64,376
373,653
53,001

98,081
126,190

57,732
32,225

218,501
70,711

248,046
166,220

30,746

- 38,659

55,263

3,197,591
1,061,446

$16,118,370 -

D .
1977-78

- Propused Svstem
[T et 8 Sttt B e ey

394,989

. 290,576

113,823

875,667
274,111
| 860,418
6,601,375
1,900,634
264,630
26,845
. 66,870
388,129
55,054
24,195
36,471

107,244
. 137,978

. 102,552

63,124

135,236

238,912
77,316,

271,222

181,750
33,619

* 42,273
60,429

26,733
232,848

. 3,321,532
1,102,588

237,260

. -18,799,625




1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

18y

STATES UHICH EXEMPT FOOD PROH SALES TAXES
Alabama - poultry and other farm, dalry, grove Qr ~garden products when in
original state.
California - food products for human conéumption.
Connecticut - food p;oducts.
Florida -~ foods and drinks for human consﬁmptipn.
Georgia ~ food sold to approved private eiementary and secondary ﬁchaols.

Iowa - gross receipts from sales of food for human consumptloﬁ wnich‘may
be purchased with federal food stamps. 2¢ € ( 0“'7 b 1174 aun (ud “J.“.?‘
Louisiana - sales of livestock, poultry and other farm products direct from

the farms.

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

Maryland - sales of food for off-premises consunption.

Massachusetts - sales of food products for human c0ﬂsunptlon, sales of
livestock and poultry.

Minnesota - sales of food products.

North Carolina - products of farms wien sold by producers in their original
state.

North Dakota - sales of mixed drinks coizposed of alcoholic beverages and

non zlcoholic beverages or ingredients; sales of food supplies to public,
parochial or non profit schools, .

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

Oklahoma — non-intoxicating beverages.

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. -

Rhode Island - food products for human consumption except meals and other

food products sold for immediate consuxption on or off the premises even
though sold on a take out or to go ba31s.

Texas - food and food'products for human consum ptlon, not including soft
drinks when sold in liquid or frozen forms, and candy.




19..

20.

21.

Utah - all sales of food, baverage and dairy products from Vuuding maabiuo
when proceeds of thc sales do not exceed 1) cents, S

Vernont - food, food stamps, food producta and beverages-sold forx canhnmption
off the premisces; pet food and food products, | :

Wisconsin - food, food products and beverages for human congumptian uﬂlcss
sold for direct consunption on the prcmxgcs. S

. . ! ) . . - “A.« ‘
}/tic«l\\sil "o ‘ Cﬂ ;’(‘ PO S y,‘? i &y U(IF‘ J \ 1 XY 2 ,-L'fi‘v’ < A * -

f)in(vl.\ ,],c_t‘¢“' 1994,

Source: State Tax Guide, Commerce Clearing House
Compiled by: Council of State Governments '
August 6, 1974
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February 27, 1975 , S

GOVERNORS CALL FOR NATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION EFFORTS

A massive voluntary energy conservation program was urged for the - Natlen as Gov-
ernors held their annual winter meeting in Washington, D.C. The resolution said in-
gredients for such a program included more vigorous snforcement of lcwer speed. iimits,

- more federal aid for public transportation and stiffer standards to encoursge wore
effjcient motor vehicles. Other resolutions from the National Governors® Conferenge
urged extended unemployment benefits for the jobless .and a two-yeax: ﬁoratcniu& on state.
funded matching requirements for impounded. highway finds, : ~ ‘

MORE STATES FREEZE HIRING, REDUCE SPENDING -

More States are tightening their fiscal belts. Among the most dramatic, RHODE

ISLARD Governor Philip W. Noel proposed a 5 percent wage and workweek cut for all

tate employees and ordered a freeze on hiring and curbs on sick-lesave abuses. Job
frezezes were also announced by the Governors of DELAVWARE, ILLINOIS, MASSACHUSETTS, .
MICHIGAN, PEXNSYLVANIA, SOUTH CAROLINA and UTAH. Cost cutbacks were directed by the
Governors of ARIZONA, FLORIDA, KENTUCKY, NEBRASKA, SOUTH DAKOTA,” VERMONT, VERGENIA ..
and WASHINGTOX, among others. MICHIGAN Governor William G. Milliken intends to take
a 10 percent pay cut as part of a comprehensive austerity program. CALIFORNTA Goveraor.
Edzund G, Brown, Jr., cut his offlce expenses by 7.6 percent and reduged. hia«tep aides’
pay by 7 percent. . :

- RELEASE CF YUPILS FOR RELIGIOV bPHFLD IN WISQGVSIE*

A 1973 VISCONSIN law aLIOWLng the release of public schoel papxls fram~c1&s&&s fax e
rellglous instruction is censtitutional, chp utate Supreme Copurt ruled Februéry 5.,Av e

GOVERNORS PROPOSE T%k CHA&G“S

Proposals for tax breaks outnumbered calls for tax hxkes in the Gav&rnara 19?551"’
¢ of the state and budget messages. Income tax bLE «s were asked in six States,
s tax breaks for food and drugs rec - . » and various propérty -
tzx relief measures called for in 15 States, In ovder to flnanae équal educationnl
opportunity, the Governors of NEW. JERSEY and SOUTH DAXOTA urged imposition of fncone. .
’tsva . NEW JIRSEY's Governor also asaed for an oxfccktlma cut in the sales tax. Sales

s ‘3;10ﬂ for Tood q&lu%). OuIO's Gaver or tied hxhcs in. tha ﬁaieﬁ-a d

%2 taxes to  ballot. proposals xur ben d issues. Cascline taox increases wo ST@ pro=.

¢d by the Covernors of NEW JERSEY, NEW YORK, and SQUTH DAROTA Cigaretto- tuxas wauld

“be raiced under proposals by the GUV;rFﬁ“ﬂ of COLNECTICUT and VERMONT. Iligher busiucss
s were advocated by the GG""VHQYS of COuJFCTECVI, NEW YORK, VASH?\G&%& a’g‘ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ

- {cerperate incomes over $25,000). HIGAN's Governor advanced a plan for a.? pvrcekt
cerperate proiit and payvoll tas Lo rup ace ther /.8 pérteuu:tay on graiﬁbx e




- ARKANSAS TO HOLD CONSTITUTIOUML CONVENTION

ion beginaing May 29 zs 2 result w

KANSAS will hold a conmstitutioral convent
.19 la'.' which vas Govermor David H. PFryor's taop priority for the sé"'sib‘z.j' Thredny
sevzn Ce leﬁaﬁas will be zppointed by the Governor, fin by ‘the Ho use and. »htee ay
Sena;a. The law Drov’@e tha greain conttaqersz 1 :
ug

THREE STATES HIKE VORKER PAY, ONE LEGISLATIVE CO“FENS&TIGN

Pay r aises were granued to state employees by 1975 legls1at1ve action in LOUTSIANA,
0TA, and TEXAS. The Texas Legislatures appropriated $93 miilion tc £und .13 per-
zs for workers earning less than $576 monthly and ‘9 percent raises for. high&t-‘
paid workers., The Texas law alsc increases travel reimbursement to 16 cents a ni

WortH Dzkotz's 10,000 state employees will receive raises averaging 11.9- paErcent fﬂ?

the last six months of the. bieanium. LO"lSiana s Legislature pr@Vldad 520.9 mitiion

to fund minimum $400 or 'S5 perceat cost-of-1iving hikes for state workers amd temﬂh@“3.
ALAB:A legislators voted the“belvaa an increase; xuﬁdaﬁly expense allada rwoas from §30
to $39. ‘ i

l’! /\

s
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JOB FREEZES ORDERED BY MORE GOVERNORS

ARKANSAS Governor David H, Dryor, citing sluggish tax rollecﬁloﬁs, ordecad 2 -
freeze on state hiring in late January, with the exception of additional eay lwyaaz :
te handle food stamp demands, TENNESSEE Govarnor. Ra} Planton imposed a hi rirg f;&azﬁ,
placed parcb=51no of mzior items on an eﬂergenc, only basis, and told his csabivet o ‘"*B y
make immediate budget cuts to avoid a $71.4 nmillion defieit this June 38. A larav 5
oplvlau by the Tennessee. Attornsy Ceneral's office advised that the %tat@\eoﬂldvﬁat )
run & deficit and all zppropriations would cut off when the treasury emptied. MAERE
Governor James B, Longley ordered. an immedizte freeze on hiring state mn@laykeﬁmﬁﬁn
on new purchaging wpen e took oifice in January

FEDS MUST MEET STATE WAI’R QUALIIY S@ANDARBS

Sta tes can regulate sevage d;scharOG from federal lns»allatzons, xﬂwladxﬁg m&LL»<
fa ilities, the ¥.5. Court of Appezls in San Francisco ruled February .14, - The -

L,

:co it vpheld the right of CALIFORNIA and WASHINGTOXN State to apply. tha‘*‘ma*e izgiaganﬁ'*’

r~water quelfty standards to federal facilities, The Federal Eavironmental Proseetion
“Agency had approved the two States higher standay éo, art had e cludﬁd *adetal’a@&vciu
from coxpliance, ' ‘ S o ,

JUDZES MUST DE LAWYERS IN WASHINGTON STATE

in counties of the secound class and larger be lawyers was upheld Feobreavy 207by o

Supreme Court. The Court denied 2 contention by a nonlavyersfermer justice . .
ace that he should have been allowzd to seek reelection under a 1961 low wich
ather clause. 7ihe Court said the 1973 law eii‘ct'va*3 *epeal the'grandgu-aa:°

A 1973 WASHINGTON State law requiring that justicesof the peace’aﬁ&,disgrisilégurt
5
.4

y tud wacks by ther Counsil ¢f State Governmentis, Iron V@:L& PLL& L@x~t3L g

Puabliis r
Kentugwy 405k, Prone (600) 2502-2291, Subhcrxﬁt ign- nate 88 )**“lv. nm.lﬂw‘Ai 'adiifv@
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POLFFICAL SCIRNCE
Rewo, Hevida 59507
(702) 784-6722

March 12, 1275 -

The Honorable Mary Gojack
Nevada State Senator

State Legislative Building
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Dear Mary:

Enclosed are the materials on tax impacts thati I referred to last
week. Both sheets are from Richard A. 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 :elatlon to a hypothetlcal 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.

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
con51deraoly more regre851ve 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 ourden through
a general sales tax as it relates to total family income rather
than AGI, It is more rcalistic insofar as it shows effects of
taxes as actually imposed in 1968. It shows that the-“general

- sales tax has a differential impact of almost 7:1 on incomes of
under $4,000 as compared to those between. $35,000 and $92,000.

This presumapbly lumps together sales taxes that include and
exclude food. We can infer from Table 12-5 that if all state-and

A DIVISION OF THEEUMNIVERSHIYWOE NEVADA STSTEM
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Senator Mary Gojack: |

March 12, 1974
Page 2 ’

local sales taxes excluded food this dlfferentlal burden would
have been gquite narrow: :

Please feel free to reproduce this evidence. I égain—offer;tO'
testify on this evidence if you think it would be. useful.

Sincerely,

Leakand Srgef

Richard Siegel

Asspciate Professor
RS:tw

Enc.



SPatate tax adnnnirations. Sm;c it would be eveead: raly
atate lederdd vidue-added tax with retail taxes ut the stae

able toay -
dificult 1o

level, the conclusionds thit a federal wmump:mn tax, af it were 1o be im- .

poscd shculd also m«: ihx. retail furm. o

b EQU ITY ASPECTS

« A tompmdy general saks tax is regressive in its burden dxstnbutxan and
. Bence is given low marks by advocates of progressive taxation.. In this sec-
tion we consider the extem to which this i is the case and what can be done to
relfeve it.

- Burden Distribution .

A general retail sales % on consnmcr goods ora consumpuon typc value-
added tax is equivalent ia principle to a general flat-rate tax on consumption
expenditures. Looked at from the point of view of fiorizontal equity, such.a
tax is-equitable if the index of equality is defined in terms of consumption.
By the same token, itis :m.quu.lbh. if the index is defined in terms: of income,
Families with similar incomes may have diffcring consumption (or saving)
rates, whether due to age or other differences. Such families will pay dif-
fefent amounts of tax, thus violating horizontal equity.- Looked at from the

point of view of verrical 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 the consumer and consump-
tion as a percentage of income declines (savings as a percentage of income
riscs) as we move up the income scale.’® Column I of Table 12-5 shows the
burden distribution of $25 billion raiscd by a progressive income tax, while
column 11 shows the estimated distribution for a broadly based 5 percent
sales tax yiclding a similar amount. We note that the effective rate (ratio of
tax to income) of the income tax rises as we move up the income scale, while
that of the sales tax falls.* Morcover, though not shown in the table, the
sm s 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, expenditures
and hence the tax burden rise, Thus, it is estimated that at an income level of
"$5,500 the Michigan sales tax paid by a family of four is $128, whereas a
“single person pays only §78.18

WEor further discussion of sales tax incidence, sce the summary picture given in Table 15-1
and the analysis in Chap, 19 wherg the distinction between tifetimie and unnual income is raised.

HRegressivity is more pronounced than shown in the table if the ner burden of the tax is con»
sidered, This is the case because the tax is deducted from taxable income under the federal ine
come lux (rather thun credited against tax) so xh.u tax savings from the deduction nis¢ wilk
bt ucket rutes, 2 N

“Bused on sules tax dcducucns permitied undcr the Federal lncome Tax, Se¢ lww-ﬁ
!n.ome Tax Return, Form 1040, 1971,

P T

‘_s.v.gs TAXES 313

‘ ©YABLEI2S . L b
Burdon !mpacl ot Rai ing $25 Billion In Attemai&va Ways

Sages or - Bmad&y Basea

Broadly Based Value-ddded . - - Bales & -
I ' Sales or Tax with Vaiue—a dad
Adjusted {ncome . Value- added . - Food ‘ o
Gross . . Tax Tax. 5% Exemptions, 7% N
Income . 0. LN R {1 A
$ 2.000 - 44 3T -
4.300 - 3.2 29 (X
5.000 0.5 32 2.9 L0
10,000 2.3 3.0 29 ix
15000 3.0 2.8 29 33
50,000 6.0 2.2 2.9 2.6.
100,000 86 1.8 2.5 2.8
Sources:

Column I: Joint returns, four cxcmp(mns Above $18, 0()0 assumes 10% as dcducmn Al
incone fully taxuble. Assuming the yield from present rates at $100 billion, the above equals
one-quarter of present liabilities to yield $25 billion,
Caolumns 1 and 111: Ratios estimated dn busis of Tax Foundstion, Tax Burden and er
of Goverament Expenditures by Income Classes 1961 To 1965, New York: 1967 and Jose
A. Pechman, Federal Tax Poliey, 24 ed., Brookings, 1973, p. 157. ‘
Cotumn TV: $2.000 of consumption is tax-Tree. Crcdxl of $120to vamsh by $24 for eac’ﬁ
$1,000 of income in excess of $5.000.

. This, rcg,rcssxve nature of the gencml sa!es tax remains but is reduced sub-
stantially if home-consumed food is exempted. About half the sales tax

- states provide such exemptions, Since this results in a substantial rediiction
" in tax base, the rate as shown in column 111 must be raised from S to 7 per-

cent to maintain the yield. While the tax remains regressive at the very bot-
tom and top ends of the inconte scale, it now becomes more or less propor-
tional over the middle range. The regressxve patternis grca!ly dampened but’
it is not removed.

Credit

A more effective way of dealing with rcgrcssxvnty is to tackle the problcm di-
rectly by permitting a tax-free amount of expenditure. This may be doneby -
permitting the taxpayer a corresponding credit against his state income tax.
Such a credit is now used by seven slates and the District of Columbia. In

© some states, the credit is given as a flat amount while in others it is limited to

‘-‘imycrs‘below a certain income level. In others, the credit declines as in-
come rises. A credit of $8 given in Indiana, for instance, capitalized at a tax
fate of S percent implies a tax-free expenditure of $400. As the credit is |
Lrea per person, it allows for the number of dependents, Thus it not only &

fluies WSrcsszvuy for a given famxly size but also reduces the burden for .
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(2) Comparison with sales taxes in other states

Nevada's sales tax is on retail sales as the basis of taxdtion.

In some other states, we find "gross receipts”, "gross income” and
related bases, Moreover, other activities than just “retail” are taxed
in many of the states. Thus, a mere reference to the rate, such as

"2 percent”, does not convey the full story. . Table 209 shows the

types of tax and types of transactions covered in the varicus stateg.

In the matter of what goods and services are subject to tax,

s : there is also ggeat variety. Although exemption or nonexemption of
food is a main revenue consideration, there are actually many other

points of difference among the states using the sales tax. The varia-

tions are suggested by Table 210, Péftieularly noteworthy is the

treatment of services not associated with goods, riamely utilitg and

certain other services.

As a result primarily of the failure to exempt food for home use,

the Nevada sales tax tends to be regressive in the sense that the

percentage of family income that is paid out in sales tax is greater

for low-income families than it is for high-income iamiiies. A% shown

1

! in Figure 1 and Table 211, the percemagé of outlay on sales tax in

Nevada declines as net income rises. 8] This occurs when we make

2 the comparison of sales tax paid with net income, thereby using net (
income Vas our indicator of “ability-to-pay"”. If we broadex; the concept :
. of ability—to-péy beyond family net income to incluﬁe use of assets or
credit to maintain consumer expenditures - a modification for whicha -
N

t.this h . (1) State-by-state income and expenditure data by income classes are not
) available in an adequate samplé. Data employed on & nationwide basis .
are employed. (See detailed references with each table). S

27
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i
Q . ‘ considerable amount of support can be mustered(n - the tax loses
@ its appearance of regressivity. If, accordingly, we use "dismsable'l :
receipts” {what the family adtually has to spend, whether through 4

income, net liquidation of assets or net borrowing) as out megsure of .-

ability~-to-pay, the regressivity virtually disappears.. -This is shom .
in Figure 2 and Table 212, I we use "net resources” (income plus . -
net worth) as our measure of ability-to-pay, the Nevaéa tax oi 2,: '
percent without food exemption actually ap.p&axjs térbq \ﬁrbg{essi\}é on E
balance: the percentage of net resouices paid in sales tax by-fgmillés . = -
above the mid-point exceeds the percentaqé of net resources paid in -

sales tax by families below the mid-point in an array of families .

S S

listed according to their net x;esources. -This is shown in Figure 3 ‘, - t
and Table 213. The statistical reason for this is that, at the lm'vesl_t

end of the income scale, we find persons with large assets;rajative

to their current income - people retired or between jobs. They have; -

an ability to pay taxes that is not reflected adequately in this year's - )

income aldne. (2)

l . s
SUSU S

The effect of food exemption on regressivity may be judged by

o S o s

(PN

reference to California. There the rate is 4 percent (3 percent for
’ \/ state purposes and 1 percent collected by the state for local unitd).

This tax, despite the higher rate, is less regressive than Nevada's

2 percent rate without food exemption. This may readily be sun.hy
comparing Figures 4, 5 and 6 and Tables 214, 215 and 216 with _
corresponding analyses of the effects of the Neiiaqu-tax, constdered e .

above.

(1) See Harold M. Somers, "Sales Taxation Vand the Economist”, in TAX CHANGES
FOR SHORTRUN STABILIZATION, Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the
United States, March 1966, pp. 100-106.

(2) See Harold M. Somers assisted by Joseph J. Launie, THE SALES TAX,

California Legislature, December 1964, pp.49-59, esp, p. 57. (Stateof . .
California Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxation 1964)

}
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In summary, the Nevada sales tax appears to be regressix;e by
ordinary standards, in comparing sales tax paid with famih} income,
If we compare sales tax paid with @ more comprehensive measure of K
ability to pay, family income plus net assets, the tax loses its

appearance of regressivity. In making these comparisonhs we must

rely on nationwide estimates of how much each family in a particular’
income class spends on various goods and services. We then appi:? o
Nevada's exemptions and exclusions and the Nevada rate of 2 @Gréoxt'f

to estimate what each family would pay in sales tax., Similarly, the

net asset data are on a nationwide basis. A special survey. of income, -

assets and expenditures in Nevada would be prohjbitive in cost: We
have no reason to believe, however, that the patterns in Nwa&@-ﬁ&‘e
sufficiently different from the national pattern to invalidate the

general, qualitative conclusions reached.

Exemption of food, as in California, reduces regressivity, as

would be expected. A highér tax rate imposes a heavi&f burden on

everyone but the concept of regressivity is a relative ané, comparing ;f )

one income class with another; hence, the higher tax with food exemp-
tion (as in Califorhia) is less regressive than the lower tax with food

taxable (as in Nevada).

The question of exempting food from sales tax

The relatively low raté of 2 percent for the sales tax in Nevada |
is misleading in comparison with many other states because food is
taxed iﬁ Nevada. Making a compar!son with Californis, where ﬁod ‘
for home use is exempt, we find éhat Nevada's 2 percent is rmhl};
equivalent to & 3 percent tax (the California rata for state pW}

in terms of burden on the average individual taxpayer.

29
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In fiscal 1965, taxpayers in Nevada paid $52.26 per capita
for the gehgral sales tax while Californians paid $50. 72 per capita
at the 3 percent rate. This is shown in Table 202. In fact, only a
few states collect more per capita than Névada despite its apparently

low rate. : ‘

We may also relate general sales tax paid to personal income.
In fiscal 1965, taxpayers in Nevada paid $17.35 per $1,000 of
personal income earned in the State. In California the figure was
$16.82, desp_ite the disparity in rates. This is shown in Table 203.
Nevada's burden on income, although above the average {(of $13.75),
is not far from the median (of $16.95). In ‘terms of personal income,
Nevada's sales tax burden is neither high nor low in comparison with

other states.

The very heavy level of tourist expenditures in Nevada has an
important bearing on who actually pays the sales tax revenue collected.
It has been estimated that there are 30,000,000 tourist days to
180, 000, 000 resident days. m This means that a large proportion of
any tax on goods and servi;:es is borne by nonresidents. 2 In that
sen%e the incidence of the tax is on nonresidents to a considerable
extent. In more specific terms, only a portion of the $23.1 millions
derived from the sales tax in the fiscal year 1966 was borne by
residents of Nevada. This must be kept in mind wbenr increases in

rates or changes in coverage are considered.

The task of computing the exact amount of tax borne by residents

and nonresidents respectively is a formidable one. It cannot, as a

(1} Letter from Russell W. McDonald, October 5, 1966.

(2} We are using the terms “resident” and "nonresident” in the conventional and
not the legal sense. '
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EFFECTIVE
SALES TAX
RATE (%) .

NET INCOME AND EFFECTIVE TAX RATE, 2% FOOD TAXABLE

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NET INCOMB o
30 AND EFFECTIVE TAX RATE WHERE THE . e
- SALES TAX IS AT 2% AND IS LEVIED ; S

ON FOOD AMONG OTHER THINGS
20 \

\

2 4 6 8 [ .
DISPOSABLE NB? INCOMB CLASS ST o
(THOUSANDS OF DOLIARS) o s

TABLE 211

Net Incoms ond Effective Tux Rate, 2 Percent, Food Tuxuble

2 ] 4 L] 8 7 8 12
Disposable ‘Taxable Effective 4
net income Con- cone tax mate
class® Net  |sumption | sumption Teax | ®+(2) o
©00) ingome © {TC) [TC +C| APC | APCT | smouns {(percent) o
1,200 811 .83 2.07 1.31 | st6.22 2.62 .
1,889 1,277 88 1.23 .88 25.4 1.88
2, 1,932 2 1.05 .76 38.64 1.53
3,600 2714 -75 1.02 37 54.28 1.5¢
4374 3,821 78 98 T4 £6.42 1.40
5,108 3,975 78 .93 W3¢ 79.50 1.45
8,239 4,008 % 94 T4 98,16 1.47
7084 L 5, 79 83 651 n2.60] 131
10,573 8313 7% T8 W55 | 186.26 1.10 b
£ -
APG'I‘ - (4) + &
Median l)) “&)mrm-ns-nw- 788, &
* Disposails nef income rafers to money wmmmofmmwdmmwmdmmh ¥
lndnhrmmludmzupunlbm uses; income from d businesses and net peceipta .
gmm properties; n recesg ta feom roarsers and bomeders: seren: dividends; regeipts based on military eaxv- )
ice; unempl insurance snd soclal ncnncy benefta; other ‘publio sad private pmu mi benefita;
received aa public and private wmm&.
mle o stocks and bonds boaghi i wsifandmwmmaummmedmmw eaftolbti "
persous not in the family; and such items ap alimany, prizes an g.m
cupationsl expenses, such a8 union dues and purchase of special tocls, were &t Mlﬂwy-rn-
inggn aud wers not invtuded i grows or pet income. Federal, state nndlocllmmﬁ\l.ﬂux Mm .
taxes wees dedusted from groes inceme to urrive at the netted figure, Twa noamoney i&enl—ﬂn alue i
bousiug received &+ pay—wers included 2 iacome. o .
Source: of Conaumer Bz, rea, Vol IL, p. 2xvil. Wharton Schoal of Finauce and Commerce, University e
S e o0

SOURCE OF FIGURE 1 AND TABLE 211: Harold M. Somers assisted by
Joseph J. Launie, THE SALES TAX, pp. 39~40. {(State of
California Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and
Taxation, 1964},
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FIGURE 4
{
EFFECTIVE
SALES ‘T4AX )
RATE (%) Co '

NET INCOME AND EFFECTIVE TAX RATE, 4% FOQD EXEMPT
RELATIONSHIP BETWEBN NET INCOME
AND EFFECTIVE TAX RATE WHERE THE
, SALES TAX IS AT 4% AND FOOD IS

3.0 TAX BYRMPT A

f

8 10
DISPOSABLE NET INCOME CLASS
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

TABLE 214

.
v Net Income end ﬁeﬂive Tox Rate, 4 Pemn', Food Exemp?
‘1 2 3 4 § [ 7 8 9
Disposable Taxable Effective
net inconse Con~ con~ tax mate
class* Wet  fswmption | sumption Tax 8) +(2}
000) income ) (TC) [TC +C} APC APCT | amount | {percent)
o010 1,279 368 .20 2:07 59 | 8i4.72 2,38
1,534 1,880 631 .33 1.23 B 5.2 6%
257 2,665 1,074 .40 1.85 42 42.98 1.70
3,523 3,649 1,603 44 1.02 46 64.12 1.82
4,459 4,374 .46 98 43 80.28 1.8
5468 5,108 2479 <93 43 49,16 1.81
6,239 3.198 51 9% 81 19712 1.1
8613 7,134 3,062 .51 .83 42 | 146.48 1.70 -
15,040 10,573 5,898 56 7 30) 238,72 1.87
APC = (3} & ( )
= (4) &

(2,
Med‘ incorie = §3,568; PRI = 1.76 + 1.80 = .921.
* Disposrtle net income vofers to maney incorae after deduetion of personal taxes and occupaional n{mm and includes:
wages and sularies including tips amd bosgses; inveme from Gnincorparabed busincases and professions; ned reseipty
froms rented properties: niet receints from roomners and hourders; interest; dividends; rereipts hased on rmktary serv-
m uucmpln it insaranee and soeial
as puistic aud private relid
k ofml\a and honds boueht in and profits from busincsses owned but not eperated; eonte
persons not in tie family: and such ieins as alimony, prizes and gambling gains,

Ocecupational expenses, sueh as wiion dues aid purehase of special tonls, were subttacted from wage and salry carn-
iugs and were ot nmludod 1R grnsa of net income. Federal, state and loeakinrense tay, pall tay and tx'r-tmgg ?m :wg -
taxes were dedueted from grass ineonie to am‘e at thc netted figure. Two nonmatey ncms—thn vatue of food

~ housing received as pay—wese incladed as e
Source: Study of Consumer Brpenditures, Vol HA n xsvit. Wharton School of Finanes and Commuree, University of
Pennsylvania (Washington, D.C.: 1956).

SOURCE OF FIGURE 4  AND TABLE 214 : Harold M. Somers assisted by
Joseph J. Launie, THE SALES TAX, pp. 41-42. (State of
California Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and
Taxation, 1964),
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a Spe?det Ne\;:spoper )

eren L. Lerude . .

) fyrusR Cobb .

i Foster Churcb.
Snnday,JAprd 6 1975

3o e

" Executive Editor
¥, . Monaging Editor
. -Associate Editor
..... News Editor

We approve of submxttmg the *
questlon of lifting the tax on food
to the votersin 1976, . .

. Weare aware, however that on

¢ - the surface, this’ may not seem the
¢ time for Ixftmg state taxes on any-. .
commodity.
Assembly Ways and Means
Committee have been pounding in

‘the .idea of .an imminent. stata“

;flscal cmsxs~mercxlessly It is notd :;

- much-ai;question: of what “is=

rong now, as what could.happen.| -
if Nevada s tounst economy*

:falters - &

‘tire state will need every penny it
‘can get, particularly in the forr
- ‘of a stable ongomg taxation: -

There are, however, compellmg A

'reasons why the tax should be' A

lifted. And:the bil} which would :.
submit. the amendment to a vote, " ,
SB-386, provides for tax increase
in other areas which would even';’
increase state tax revenues. ¢
A tax on food is a regressive.’
tax. Food is a commodity which is #

purchased by rich and poor alikes.. . |

Rich dnd poor pay the same.
amount - of tax for - the same
.amount of food. But, of course, the
‘poor pay a dlsproportlonate share :
of: their:earnings for food, and i)
therefore--a dlsproportlonat
,share oftax. ;
Accordmg ‘to “Pubhc Fmance,
in.~ Theory . and - :Practice,” . ay
'leadmg economics, textbook by p:
ichard A.>Musgrave and Petty |
Musgrave,-the share of the taxwz
rden carried by the poor paymg E
salestaxislarge. -
" A broadly based sales tax suchﬂ
as Nevada’s which includes a tax:
on food, results in a tax burden for::
people with $2,000 adJusted grossi
iicome yearly that is thce that of 3
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“Nevada’s food sales tax’ ‘was -

approved by referendum in 1956,
Even at the time, the possibility of

" deleting the tax on. food. was.
~ considered.
' however; that . admxmstratxvely,
stich an exemptmw would be too;;:

“It was ~decided;

btirdensome. -

©_“Bookkeeping procedures have/

- iffcreased in effeciency with the
‘afivent ' of the ~computer, :
rémoving the food tax from the

total sales tax package has
become a - nationwide
Rresently, 22 states have such

) legxslatmn

Under the Iégnélatxon sponsored
bv Sen. Mary Gojack, D-Reno, the

ifitome provided by the ‘tax on -
fdbd would be made up by in-"
easmg the sales tax by one half
cent and imposing this 4 per;

cent tax statewide in lieu of the

present maximum tax of 3t per .

cent.

cpes ey - Lt TR T
¥ ¢ * 4
3 .

And R

‘trend.’

The amount collected would be
split- between the State General
Fund,: . the ~State .School

; Dlstnbutmn Fund . ;:md the=

counties and cities. -

1t is projected that the new tax -
plan would generate’ additional

ticularly-- for - those cmes and-.:
counties_ that do not- xmpose the
lone half per cent tax.

\ The Nevada .-Tax Commxssxon

- thass released figures. whxch

emonstrate -the increase. It is:
rojected -that in' the 1977—78
eriod,. $122,222,313 Wwill. be ]
. ollected under the pvesen& 310}
% per cent tax. If the four per”:
ent statewide tax exempting food
hould - be . 1mposed “however;:
125 330 832 would be collec-

_|In addition, Carson City, and
‘Csmeralda, Eureka, Lander,
torey and White Pine counties

ould receive increased benefits] -

:since they do not apply the c1ty~

ﬁcounty relieftax."- .-
Particularly - m txmes of

recessxon tax laws’:should be

studied carefully to assure that:‘

the load is distributed equally
- Often,- . relatively pam!ess;
measures can-be adopted.to in<

The law is constructed so that :
« school funding is not affected.

|

revenue - for - all - entities,” par- §’

d. ey
Tms isa substantia} increase.

trease state "revenue’ while
‘reducing the . burden. born

y by‘;’ :

“those with lower incomes..:

Imposing - an _estate- téx: < im
-which - would -~ enable:
‘Nevada'te pick-up a portion of. thj 2 I

‘Nevada,

!federal tax already - collected
“one way to increase revenues. -

" The food tax, which would shzft i
“some of the tax. burden to. those.
-who can more easily afford lt 18 H

another equitable tax reform..
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,the ‘effect’y:of .. the: sproposeds;
_ ‘amendment;’ ‘the tax burden Athe?
percentage of : adjusted - gross:§| -

on'the poor.
" that when total family income is:*
"oss income; the general sales:
" itmmpact on yearly incomes under

.. between $35,000 and $92,000. . ;

corhinued
v

If food is exempted ‘as-would bed

ircome - paids ; through - the .tax)*

. becomes - almost: equal- It~ still,*q

however, places a greater burden
¢ ,The Musgrave book also shows
considered rather than adjusted:

x has' about: seven- times the:

$4,000 as’ compared to those
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