
SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE 
MEETING OF MARCH 1, 1977 

--The meeting of the Senate Taxation Committee was called to order by 
99::hairman Richard Bryan at 1:30 pm, with the following members present: 

Senators Richard Bryan, Ty Hilbrecht, Carl Dodge, Floyd Lamb, 
Gary Sheerin and Norman Glaser. 

The firstitem under consideration by.the Committee was: 

SJR 5 of the 58th Session - Proposes to amend Nevada Constitution to 
allow imposition of the estate tax not to exceed credit allowable 
under federal law. 

Senator Bryan advised that Mr. Fran Breen of the Nevada Bankers 
Association had contacted him and requested a second hearing on this 
measure in order to give representatives of his Association an opportunity 
to testify. The floor was given to Mr. Breen for presentation of his 
Association members and others opposing RJR 5. 

Testifying in opposition were: Mr. Don W. Ashworth, representing 
himself; Mr. Bill Sanford, Sr.; Mr. Vern Willis, with the Las Vegas Chamber 
of Connnerce and chairman of their Tax Committee; Mr. John DeLong with 
Merrill, Lynch, Pierce and Smith, Mr. Don Brown, Valley Bank; Mr. John R. 
Cockle, representing Nevada National Bank; Mr. George Folsum; Mr. Ted 
Nigro, Senior Vice President of Security National Bank; Mr. George Vargas, a 

• 

,
Reno attorney; Mr. L. J. McGee, Citizens Bank; Mr. Dave Haft, Valley Bank 
of Nevada; Mr. Jordan J. Crouch, representing the Nevada.Bankers Association; 
Mr. Jack Levy, Nevada Home Builders and Las Vegas Convention Authority. 

The reasons given by those testifying in opposition were all basically 
the same and were as follows: 

1. Nevada has always tried to maintain the position of a low key tax 
state and has·· used this philosophy for years in order to attract new people 
into the state. 

2. The state would have to become involved in litigation with other 
states that might submit a claim on a portion of the estate tax credit. 
There is no way to determine in advance how much this could entail but it 
would be inevitable, particularly, in large estates where a considerable 
amount of money is under consideration. The IRS will give only one credit 
and will not go into a 'dual' credit situation in cases where the deceased 
paid taxes in two states. 

3. This will take a considerable amount of administering in completing 
tax forms, policing the estates, etc. 

4. We will not continue attracting people to our state that have been 
coming h~re due to our favorable tax structure. Cited several large 
estates such as Redfield, Cord, Hughes, etc. 

5. This proposal has been before the legislature for many years and 
.t has always been turned down because of the negative results it would 
.provide to the state in the long run. 

6. People with large estates that want to leave something to the state 
of Nevada can do so by making a contribution to the universities, through 
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-- scholarships, etc., so their money doesn't necessarily go to the federal 
-overnment. 

7. Many retirees move to Nevada for tax shelter; passage of this 
resolution would, they feel, eliminate that benefit and we would lose a 
good number of new residents. 

8. It is felt that this would be 'opening the door' for additional 
taxes. It is agreed that at the present time there are no plans for new 
taxes, but at some future date, it would be very easy to- institute a state 
income tax, etc., once we have let the barriers down on this one. 

9. Several letters were introduced for the record verifying some of 
the concerns expressed by those testifying in opposition to the resolution. 
(letters are attached as part of the record). 

10. Several of the residents with large estates have indicated that 
they would consider moving out of the state if this resolution were adopted. 

Mr. Breen informed the committee he had been contacted by Mr. James Joyce 
representing Savings and Loan League, who indicated that he would like to 
go on record as opposing this measure but he was unable to be present. 

Speaking in support of the resolution was Senator Hernstadt who 

'

suggested that the dollars now going to Washington could be used to improve 
the image of Nevada. The language in the measure says we should 'roll over 
and play dead' when it states that we will not enter into a dispute about the 

·· state that should receive the credit if there is more than one. He 
suggested an educational process, which shouldn't take long, be instituted 
to explain this to the people of the state. All of the wealthy residents 
have attor~ys that would inform them that this would not be an additional 
tax; we would only be taking a credit that would ordinarily go to the federal 
government. Having this money returned to the state of Nevada would be a 
good source of revenue for us and will help ward off further taxes that 
would cost the residents money. 

During discussion with several witnesses, the following points were 
brought up: 

Senator Bryan pointed out, that at the 1973 session the Bankers 
Association had suggested an amendment and had stated th~t, if this amendment 
were included, their association would not oppose this measure. He 
explained that the amendment had been included and now they are back again 
expressing opposition to the bill. He asked what had happened to change 
their position. 

The amendment they had proposed was as follows: Any lien for such 
estate tax shall attach no sooner than the time when the tax is due and 
payable, ·and no restriction on possession or use of a decedent's property 
shall be imposed by law prior to the time when the tax is due and payable. 
The State of Nevada shall accept the determination by the United States of 

f he taxable estate without further audit. 

Mr. George Folsurn, from the Woodburn Law Firm, explained that he was 
involved in that discussion and he has learned from other members of the 
Bankers Association that they did receive a considerable amount of adverse 
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mments about that amendment and their pledge to support the resolution, 
whether it was added to the language or not. For this reason, they had 
withdrawn their support. 

Mr. Folsum explained, as well, that he would suggest the addition of 
some language to assure the residents that there would be no state income 
tax inasmuch as he feels that is one barrier to acceptance. It would be 
"getting a foot in the door" for additional taxes and if this concept could 
be stopped, he felt passage would be more acceptable. His suggestion was 
as follows: "Nevada's Constitution prohibits any estate, inheritance, gift 
or individual income taxes except to the extent the federal government 
permits the state to pick up a portion which would otherwise go to the 
federal government. The taxpayer pays no more than the tax imposed by 
federal law alone. There is no state audit or any interference by the state 
with possession or disposal of property." Mr. Folsom suggested this would 
give us the benefit of the additional money from the tax credit and still 
give assurance of no additional taxes. A copy of his suggestion was given 
to Senator Lamb for further consideration. · 

Chris Zimmerman, Attorney for the Internal Revenue Service was present 
and answered questions that were raised by members of the committee in regard 
to this measure. 

There was no further testim0ny to be presented, and Chairman Bryan 
Thanked the witnesses for their appearance today. 

The next item on the agenda was: 

AJR 10 of the 58th Session - Proposes constitutional amendment to 
except business inventories from property taxation and allows 
Legislature to exempt any other personal property from such taxation. 

Speaking in support of this resolution was Mr. Ernest Newton of the 
Nevada Tax Payers Association. He stated that there is a great deal of 
misunderstanding about the impact of taxation. Nevada is very fortunate 
in the low level of taxation; our tax burden places us at 6 percent level of 
tax burden in the state. The largest burden of taxes in the state however 
is on the businessman and particularly on the gaming industry. He objects 
to the inventory tax for two reasons: 1) this should be recognized as a 
cost of doing business; this cost is eventually passed on to the ultimate 
consumer. and 2) _the tax is inequitable and poorly administered. It is 
almost impossible to administer fairly and places a large burden on the 
small business in trying to accurately and honestly report his inventory. 
In effect, the honest merchant pays the tax, the less than candid merchant 
doesn't pay the tax. It is very unfair when compared with the merchant that 
is also in the freeport business because the freeport merchant can bring 
merchandise into Nevada for distribution to other states and Nevada and pays 
a property tax only on that merchandise that is ultimately sold in Nevada. 
The retail inventory can be turned over in a matter of days but his 
competitor must pay taxes on all the inventory he has in his place of 
usiness. 

He explained he is aware of the figures showing the revenue loss if 
this is enacted, but he feels the loss would be more than made up by the 
increase in businesses that would come into the area if this were removed. 

1.2f; 
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five to six million dollars per year and several members of the committee 
asked if there had been a companion measure submitted with this to make up 
the lost revenue. There was none. Several members expressed concern about 
what this would do to the small counties in their revenue loss. Mr. Newton 
expressed the opinion that this would be made up in additional revenue 
generated by increased business. Several members felt this would not be true 
in the small counties. 

Also testifying in support of this measure was Mr. Randel Theobald, 
representing an association of businessmen. Mr. Theobald distributed 
information to the committee members and called particular attention to a 
book dealing with various states' inventory taxes, which was prepared for 
general distribution to the several states currently seeking to repeal their 
inventory tax. He submitted the following statement for the record: "The 
principles in the book are basic and universal, however, the applications 
in each State create variations of the problems. Averaging of inventories, 
no income tax and freeport in Nevada create significant variations in the 
effect of the inventory tax. Averaging of inventories compounds the problems 
of curtailing inventories and the problems of administration. Freeport dim­
inishes the job losses attributed to the inventory tax in chapters 4, 5 
and 7, but is extremely discriminatory to the businessmen and tax commission 
of Nevada. 

, The lack of income tax reduces the net gain to a state as shown in 
Chapter 4. Freeport and inventory tax repeal cannot be separated. Freeport 
repealed a portion of the inventory tax and in essence said to business, 
'if you want to do business in Nevada and to serve the residents of Nevada, 
you must pay the penalty of the inventory tax. However, if you will promise 
not to pass your savings on to the residents of Nevada, you will be excused 
from paying that tax.' 

He urged the committee to give favorable consideration to eliminating 
the inventory tax. 

Mr. Jack Dayton, a Nevada businessman, spoke in support of the resolution 
explaining that he and his brother have a business in Nevada and have tried 
very hard to be honest in reporting on their inventories, however, they 
know of many businesses that do not. He feels this is an unfair tax because 
of the problems involved in administering it. 

Mr. Sheehan of the Department of Taxation stated the counties do not 
include that inventory tax in computing their budget for each fiscal year 
inasmuch as they do not know in advance how much it will be. The money is 
usually used to 'fill the gap' for capital expenditures, etc. It was 
pointed out that the figures vary greatly from year to year. 

Mr. Lee Harvey from J.C. Penney Company, testified in support of the 
measure. He verified the statements of the other witnesses wherein it was 
reported that this is not an equitable tax, it is very difficult to 

•

minister, the tax is applied whether the business makes any profit or 
t, and additionally the tax is applied over and over until the merchandise 
sold. He gave several examples of businesses that, by their nature, have 

ito carry the type of merchandise that does not have a fast turnover and 
therefore the tax is paid each time on the same item. Some businesses 

12~ 
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ltanipulate their inventory so when they average it, it will be at a very 
low level. Also called attention to the necessity of some businesses that 
must have equipment or store fixtures to hold their merchandise; this is also 
taxable. 

In response to a question by Senator Dodge, Mr. Harvey explained that 
most of the states surrounding us do not have an inventory tax or they 
are in the process of phasing it out. For example, Arizona, Utah and Idaho 
do not have one; those that do are phasing them out on a graduated basis of 
10% a year. California has one but there has been a bill introduced in the 
legislature to eliminate it. 

It was pointed out that the additional business that would have to be 
generated to make up this revenue also would be most difficult in most 
counties. For example, in Washoe County, they would need another $40 million 
in sales in order to recover the loss. It is projected by the Department of 
Taxation that we would suffer a $5 million revenue loss if this goes into 
effect. Mr. Sheehan stated his figures reflect that Washoe County would need 
additional sales of $94.6 million rather than the$40 million that was 
projected. Your total sales you would need to recover the loss would be 
$350 to $400 million statewide. For example, a new Kresge warehouse has 
been built in Washoe County and has an assessed value of $2.3 million and 
has 755,000 square feet. In order to recover lost revenue by eliminating 

,
the business inventory tax and recover that through additional building in 
terms of warehouses, you would have to have an additional 52 of these 
warehouses around the state. 

Mr. Pete Kelly, representing the Nevada Retain Association, stated they 
have for the past several years tried to eliminate the inventory tax. He 
gave a brief history of the efforts made by his Association trying to get 
this measure passed. 

A suggestion was made by Senator Dodge that the fiscal impact on the 
smaller counties would be harmful and suggested considering a phase-out 
measure as an alternative. A transitional phaseout would soften the financial 
impact and the counties could make the appropriate adjustments each year. 
Mr. Kekly urged consideration of AJR 10, but as an alternate would go for 
AJR 21 which is the gradual phaseout measure. 

Mr. Jake Von Toble, representing himself, explained that for many years 
he had been a Las Vegas businessman and was speaking in support of the 
resolution based on his experience as a businessman. 

Those speaking in opposition to the resolution were: 

Mr. Jack Hunter, Chairman of the Board of Equalization. He gave a brief 
resume of .what the different counties would have to do to recover the tax 
revenue lost if this resolution were adopted. For example, in Elko County 
in order for them to make up the loss of $519,000, they would have to sell 
$34 million more in gross retail sales; this is not possible. They would 

;Ive to have, immediately $75 million in freeport, storage warehousing in 
' e year to make it up. Humboldt County would have to have approximately 

20 million in freeport storage warehouse; Washoe County would have to have 
an additional $94 million in retail sales; Clark County would have to have 
an additional $127 million in retail sales; Carson City over $7 million in 

1.ZC 
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retail sales. If you go back and check the retail sales, you will see that 
they don't come anywhere near that. 

On the question of whether this is an unfair tax, as has been charged, 
Mr. Hunter agreed that any tax is unfair, however, there are methods for 
administering the tax to make it as equitable as possible. The assessors 
offices were given the power of subpoena to go in and check on inventories 
in order to make it an honest reporting system. If this were repealed, 
where would we go to get the money to recover the loss; we have tried two 
times to raise the sales tax and both times have been defeated; we don't 
want an estate pickup tax; we don't want a state income tax. Where will the 
money come from? Perhaps we could give some thought to going to a 50 to 
60% assessed tax valuation instead of 35%. 

Mr. Hunter estimated there is approximately $4 billion in taxable 
property in the State of Nevada and the total exemption valuation of livestock 
and business inventory is $12 million. Now who is paying the tax and if you 
eliminate this, who is it going back on. It is going back to the home owner. 
He urged the committee give serious consideration to the fiscal impact this 
measure would have and defeat it. 

County officials testifying in opposition to the measure were: 

, Mr. William Slocum, Douglas County Commissioner, expressed concern for 
his county's financial position if this were .approved. His county would 
have to have $16 million in freeport in one year to make up for the loss. 

Mr. Pete Knight, District Attorney of Nye County, stated he can't 
understand why business inventories should get separate treatment from all 
personal property. As it stands now, Nye County could lose as much as 20% 
of their tax revenue if this were passed and they can't afford that loss. 
Considering the information they compiled, the merchandise, the inventory 
and the livestock could lose up to $440,000 which is badly needed in his 
county. There is no way their sales are going to increase to pick up the 
$2½ million. No one has built a large warehouse in Nye County so they are 
not going to get the benefit of the freeport law. They are here to urge 
consideration for special concern - not special interest. His comments were 
concurred in by Mr. Roy Neighbors, Administrator for Nye County. 

Mr. 'Mouldy' Williams, a member of the Board of Equalization, concurs 
with statements made by Mr. Jack Hunter. This is a 'pass on' tax and is 
passed on to the ultimate consumer. 

Mr. Tom Moore, representing the Clark County Board of Commissioners, 
stated his commissioners are very much opposed to this resolution without 
some type of offset measure to recover the revenue loss. 

He explained that for fiscal year 1975-76, the revenue raised by this 
tax was $2,110,906 in Clark County; the County Assessor has projected for 

f iscal year 1976-1977 the revenue loss of $4,279,000; in 1977-1978 the loss 
would be approximately $4,500,000. 

He explained, additionally, that there would be between $300,000 to 
$400,000 of this revenue would be distributed to the Clark County School 
District. Although the school district does not have anyone present today, 

12J 
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~e has been instructed to register opposition to this resolution, in their 
behalf. 

, 

Mr. Homer Rofu:'~quez, Carson City 'Assessor, spoke in opposition to 
the measure stating they were very concerned about the revenue lo~s. They 
have estimated a loss of $111,433 using the valuation figures that they 
have as of right now. He can see no way in which this revenue can be 
recovered. 

He advised that he is speaking for sixteen Nevada counties w.i. thin the 
State of Nevada; he explained that Clark County has taken no posi'.~ion 
either way on this, but that he has been directed by all other counties to 
speak in opposition to the measure. 

He added that, he believed there was a legal opinion from Mr. Daykin's 
office stating that livestock is included in t~e inventory included in 
this measure. 

There being no further witnesses, the hearing was adjourned by Chairman 
Bryan who advised that the committee would review the facts presented 
today and make a determination at a later date. 

APPROVED BY: 

Sertator Ri 
Cha'irman 

I 

Respectfully submitted, 
-~ . //. . 'l 1;f I;_, ~;~·(0u·/ 

Ny~j Kin~ley; Secr1ary 

/I 
!J 
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FIRST NATIONAL BANK 

E. R. VACCHINA 
SE.NIO~ VICE PRESIO!:.NT AND 

EXECUil'V~ OFFICER TRUST ACTIVITIES-

F. R. Breen, Esq. 
Breen, Young, Whitehead 
232 Court Street 
Reno, Nevada 89501 

Dear Fran: 

OF NEVADA 

February 28, 1977 

& Hoy 

Would you please present to the members of the Senate 
Taxation Committee the following information on my behalf. 

You will recall the recent newspaper articles wherein 
there was much publicity that the State of Nevada could 
obtain a considerable amount of inheritance tax funds from 
the deferred payments to be paid by the Hughes' Estate. 

Let me advise you that our bank, as one of the co-admini­
strators of this estate, does not see where this is at all 
possible. First the bulk of all of the assets are in the 
states of California and Texas, both of whom have more than 
the tax credit inheritance tax. At the present time, we are 
negotiating with both states to try and reach some agreement 
so that the federal estate tax payments can start after our 
extension expires. I can assure the Committee that the amount 
paid to Texas and California will exceed any credit which 
might have been allowed to the State of Nevada, and under our 
proposed tax law this would mean Nevada would receive no funds 
from this source. 

In addition, you might point out to the Committee that 
it is our intention at this time to file an Inventory and 
Appraisement to the Hughes' Estate by March 15. This might 
materially change some of their feelings in this matter. 

r 
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-2- F. R. Breen, Esq. 

I also enclose a letter addressed to me from Mr. Raymond 
Avansino, Jr., concerning three of his clients. Because of 
the attorney-client relationship, their names are not mentioned. 
However, at least one of them is also a customer of our depart­
ment and we can tell you that his estate is very substantial, 
approximating Major Fleischmann's. 

If there is anything further you will require, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 

ERV:ml 
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Nevada's Constitution prohibits any estate, 

inheritance~dividual income taxes except 
/ 

to the extent the federal government permits 

the state to pick up a portion which would 

otherwise go to the federal government. The 

taxpayer pays no more than the tax imposed 

by federal law alone .. There is no state 

audit or any int-1rference by the state with 

possession or disposal of property. 

# 
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Estate Tax .............. . 
Gift Tax ................ . 

\Vyoming ................. . 
Inheritance Tax ......... . 
Estate Tax .............. . 

[Correlator begins on page 8911.] 

89-830 
89-831 
89-835 
89-840 
89-845 
89-846 
89-850 
89-860 
89-861 
89-875 
89-876 
89-880 
89-885 
89-890 
89-891 
89-895 
89-900 
89-905 
89-906 
89-910 
89-915 
89-920 
89-921 
89-925 
89-935 
89-936 
89-940 
89-945 
89-950 
89-951 
89-955 

© 1976, Commerco Clearing House, Inc. 
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591 8-7S Inheritance, Estate and Gift Taxes-New Hampshire 8971 

U 89-620 .NEVADA 
Inheritan·ce T~x.-Ncvada repealed its inheritance tax law in 1925 and 

since that time has not imposed an inheritance or estate tax. Furthermore, 
in 1942, the enact:nent of any law •imposing inheritance or estate taxes was 
prohibited. by an amendment _to Section 1, Article X of Nevada Constitution . 

. . 
V 89-635 

U 89-636 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Inheritance Tax 
Applicable to estates of dccooent& dying on and after Ang'115t 1, 1975 

.- Reside~ts.-C/ass 1.-Spouses, lineal as­
cendants and lineal descendants, including 
adopted ch~ldren in the decedent's line of 
succession a11d spouses of lineal ascendants 
and dcscend,rnts. In estates of decedent's 
dying- on or after 3:05 P. M. March 23, 1972, 

· a person who was a member of the dece­
dent's household for ten consecutive vcars 
prior to his fifteenth birthday. · 

Exemption: Entirely exempt. 

C/a..;.; 2.-AII others. 

Exemption: No exemption and taxable at 
. a. flat 15%. · 

Charitable Exernptions.-Tra.nsfers for the 
care of cemetery lots or to a city or town 
in New Hampshire for public rn·unicipal 
purposes, or· to or .for the use of educa­
tional, religious, etc:, institutions of public 
charity in the state or in any other state, 
territory or country the laws of which either 

' do not impose a death or transfer tax or 

grant an exemption in favor of property 
passing- to charities in this state arc entirely 
exempt from inheritance ta.'<:. 

Nonrcsidents.-Real property situated in 
New Hampshire is ta.'<abk at the same 
rates as apply to resident dccc<lcnts. Per­
sonal property having a taxable situs in 
N cw Hampshire is taxed at a flat 2% rate 
with no deductions or exemptions allowed, 
without regard to individual beneficiaries 
or their relationship to the decedent. 

Administration.-The inheritance tax is 
administered by the Inheritance Ta.x Divi­
sion of the Commissioner of Revenue Ad­
ministration, at Concord, 03301. 

Source.-New Hampshire Statutes Anno­
tated, 1955, Chapters 86, c') and 90, as 
amended to date. Complete details arc:: 
reported in CCH NEW JL>,MPS!ll~ TAX 
REPORTER at tr 93-301 to 93-456, 94-001 to 
94-047 a,,d 94-201 to 94-217. 

i 89-640 Estate Tax 
. An estate tax is provided to absorb the difference between the state in­

heritance tax and·the credit allowable against the federal estate tax rn 89-002). 
This additional tax applies to estates of nonresident, as well as resident, 
decedent~ · · 

Admini!rtriition.-The estate tax is admin­
istered by the Inherit,ance Tax Division of 
the Commissioner of Revenue Administra­
tion, at Conco~d 03301. 

State Tax Gu.id~ 

., 

Source.-New Hampshire Statutes An• 
notated, 1955, Chapter 87, as amended to 
date. Complete details are reported in 
CCH NEW HAMPSHffiE TAX Rr.roRTFJt at 
'I[ 93-601 to 93-613. 

.,. 

New-Hampshire U 89-640 

I 
I 
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1976-77 
EFFECTS OF AJR 10 

CONSTITIJTIONAL AMENDMENT 'IO 
EXfl1PT BUSI.NE.SS INVENTO:jill'.S AND UVESTOCK 

BUSINESS TOTAL PERCENI' OF 
TOTAL INVENTORY LIVESTOCK EXEMPT EXEMPI' ro1POSITE TAX I.DSS 

)lJITTIBS VALUATION VALUATION VALUATION VALUATION VALUATION TAX AATE IN OOUARS 

trson City $ 103,081,217* $2,501,592 $ 38,920 $ 2,540,512 2.46% 4.1033% $ 104,244.83 
tUrchill 53,240,157 1,092,300 1,962,155 3,054,455 5.74 4.2036 128,397.07 
.ark 1,981,955,411 44, 064, 30()"k 1,025,275 45,089,575* 2.28 4.2418 1,912,609.59 
,uglas 158,000,000 1, 77£•, 620 1,307,669 3,082,289 1.95 3.1944 98,460.64 
ko 150,733,580 2,426,571 13,147,553 15,574,124 10.33 3.3355 519,474.91 
:rreralda 12,834,697 12,380 292,780 '305,160 2.38 3.9951 12,191.45 
ircka 30,276,908 36,940 1,859,639 1,896,579 6.26 3.4377 65,198.70 
oooldt 61,631,045 984,695 3,389,369 4,374,064 7.10 3.8179 166,997.39 
nder 30,300,000 114,351 1,976,072 2,090,423 6.90 4.0063 83,748.62 
ncoln 21,670,592 119,190 1,191,355 1,310,545 6.05 3.7268 48,841.39 
·on 69,118,26l"k 1, 464, 6L+Qi( 1,859, 532i( 3,324, 172;'( 4.81 4.1223 137,032.34 
neral 23,844,250 300,09(Jk 211, 676;'( 511,766* 2.15 5.0000 25,588.30 
·e 62,413,581* 278,506'k 1,835,859* 2,114,365* 3.39 3. 7282 78,827.76 
rshing 36,500,000 212, 97Q;'( 1,104,221* 1,317,191 3.61 3.4796 45,832.98 
orey 9,843,711 79,870 11,048 90,918 .92 4.5331 4,121.40 
shoe 1,097,388,240 30,205,511 1,850,459 32,055,970 2.92 4.4282 1,419,502.46 
ite Pine 45,850,23()'k 900, 070,'( 2,125,114* 3,025,184* 6.60 3.9320 118,950.23 

rr.ALS $3,948,681,880 $86,568,596 $35,188,696 $121,757,292 3.08% $4,970,020.06 

igures from 1975-76 roll; 1976-77 figures noF yet computed by counties. 

-



COt.:NTJES Dollar 
Tax Loss 

Amount of Additional Sales needed to make up loss if AJRlO Passes 

And the Number of Warehouses of 755,167 sq. ft. are needed to make up 
loss if AJRlO Passes (Assessed value of $2,354,450) 

Total Additional 
Retail Sales 

Number of 755,167 sq. ft. 
Warehouses needed 

:arson City ....... ?. .......... _ .. 10 ~., 2.~ 4 ~.8 3 .................. _ ............ $ ...... 2 .t.9.7 8 F 4 2 3 •. 71 ............................................................................................. 1 •. l ...................................... . 

:hurchlll ............... _ ......... 1 ~ 8., 3.?. 7 :.~_7 ....................................... 3, .6 6 8 , 4 8.7 :. 71 ............................................................................................. l •. 3 ...................................... . 

'lark 1, 912 , 6 0 9 • 5 9 5 4 , 6 4 5 , 9 8 8 • 2 9 19 • 5 
., ........................... _ ..................................... -....................................... -.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. , 

)ouglas ............... - .............. 9.8 .t.4.6 0. 6 4 ....................................... 2 .,.813 1 l 6.l .•. 14 ............................................................................................. l .... 3 ...................................... . 

:1,.0 519,474.91 14,842,140.29 6 6 
"' ,._ .. -. ······· ·- ............................................................................. ·-·················-··· ............................. ·- .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... , 

::Sn1cralda ............... - .......... l.~., ~.~.l ~.4 5 ............................................. 4 0 6, 3 81 .•. 6 7_ -- ..................................................................... _ .................... A.l ....................................... . 
.-un·ka 6 5 , 19 8 • 7 0 2 , 1 7 3 , 2 9 0 • 0 0 8 
~ ........................................ -.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

[u1nho}dt. ........................ 166 ,.997 .• 39 ........................................ 4.,.771,354.,.oo ............................................................................................. l ... .9 .· .................................... . 

•d 83,748. 6 2 2,791,620. 6 7 • 9 
,a1. cr .............. ·-·································································-························································································································································································· 

'Jn~oln ............................... 4 8 , .~ ~. l_.. 3 9 .......... •·-············-············ 1-' 3 9 5.1 4 6. 8 •. 2 9 ................................................................................................. 6 ....................................... . 

rn 137,032.34 3,915,209.71 1.4 
... n ......................•.............. ·-··············································-························································································································································································· 

,Ii1:cral ............................... 2.s.,. 5.8 8 •. 30 ........ - ................ -.................. 7 31., 0 9 4 • .2 9 ............................................................................................... • 2 ············ ... · ...................... .. 

, 78,827.76 2,252,221.71 .9 
) c ........................•.............. ················································•····························································································•·············································•·············································· 

'cr~liing .............................. 4.5_(. 8.3 2 •. 9 8 ....................................... l .L.3 0 9.,51.3 .•. 71 ..................................................... · .................... - ..................... 6._ ..................................... . 

don:y .................................... 4 , 12.1 ... 4.0 .......................... ······ .............. 11 7., 75 4 •. 2 9 ................................................................................................. l. .................................. _ .... . 

,·ashoc ....................... l.1--.41.9..,.5.02. .... 4.6 ........................... -.......... 40.-,.55.7.,.2.13 ... l.4. ........................................................................................... +.J.! .. ~ ........................................ . 

\'!:it~ Pinc .......... -······· .... 1. .1. 8. '- ~.5 .0 .. • .. ?.3························-················},._~.9-?..,.9.Q.7..~.~.7. ............................................................................................. l.,.} ....................................... . 

:oT,\I.S ........ -............ 4.1..~.7.0.,.0.f.Q.\.Q.6. .......................... _ ....... l.43.+.33.4.,.3.3.Q ... 2.9. .......................................................................................... s.2 ... 2 ....................................... . 

-



DISTRICT INVENTORY RATE AMOUNT 

Carson River Water $ 501,183 .03 $ 150 

East Fork Swimming Pool 398,773 .04 159 

Carson Truckee 1,660,290 .003 49 

Gardnerville 183,780 1. 25 2,297 

Genoa 1,220 .60 7 

Minden 213,773 1. 40 2,993 

Douglas County Sewer 1,124,920 .46 5,174 

MG S D 397,553 .40 1,590 

Tahoe Douglas 13,480 .56 76 

• 
Kingsbury Fire 124,370 1.00 1,243 

Lake Tahoe Fire 1,136,447 1.00 11,364. 

Gardnerville Ranchos 2,170 .90 19 

Kingsbury G.I.D. 1,080 .66 7 

Round Hill G.I.D. 121,337 1. 367 1,658 

Topaz Ranch G.I.D. 5,660 .8162 46 

Zephyr Heights 8,870 .20 17 

County 1,776,090 .20 3,552 

Indigent 1,776,090 .71 1,954 

~c Cc.oof / 1 17(.,/o"'to 2 o; st./ ?C-< 

-
??o., '-I ?tf 
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JOHN W. MOSCHETTI 
. Assessor 

Office of COUNTY ASSESSOR 
P.O. Box 8 

ELKO, NEV ADA 89801 

Mr. Richard Bryan, Chairman 
Senate Taxation Committee 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nv 89701 

Dear Dick: 

February'23, 1977 

In Re: A.J.R. 10 
58th Session 
Reg.ring on 
March 1, 1977 

I am sorry that I will be unable to attend the hearing on the 
above bill on March 1st but wanted you to know that Elko County is 
opposed to this bill becau_se of the large impact it will have on 
the valuation and tax base of our county. 

During the past three years our inventory valuation has been 
increasing and the livestock valuation has been decreasing. In the 
future if livestock valuations are stabilized, it should show a 
steady increase. 

The following gives you an idea of the percentage valuation 
loss to our county based on figures for the past three years: 

Year Total Valuation 

143,703,033 

150,977,828 

150,733,580 

Merchandise Livestock Total o/o 

1974-75 

1975-76 

1976-77 

2,148,147 16,251,271 18,399,418 12~80% 

2,426,571 14,164,831, 16,591,.402 10.9_S)o/o, 

2,505,679 13,160,261 15,665,940 10.39¾ 

I believe that this county would suffer the largest per_;:::entage 
of tax base under A.J.R. 10 as a loss for our current year shows· 
negative growth in valuation. 

JWM/lr 
. / 

cc-Homer Rodriguez, Chairman' 

.,..-✓ 

Assessors Legislative Committee 
-Senator Norman Glas~r, Elko Co 

y\\rs very truly, 

)ff~ tJ. ~/'}t~&/~ 
JOHN W. MOSC.ffuTTI ·· 
ElJio Coun~✓ A_ssessor ,.. . 
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PHONE (702) 882-1624 PHONE. ( 702) 882-1623 

' 

HOMER RODRIGUEZ, C.A.E. 
CARSON CITY ASSESSOR 

198 NORTH CARSON STREET 
CAR.SON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

', '' ', ~ ~' ' 

(,; ~' ' 

March 1# 1977 

Mr. Richard Bryan, Chairman 
Senate Taxation Committee 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

In Re - ~.J.R. io 
•'58th Session 

Dear Mr. Bryan: 

Our inventory valuation has been increasing every year, the 
figures shown are for the Fiscal Year 1976/77, below you can see 
the impact that this bill will have in Carson City. 

Business Inventories - Valuation 1976/77 

Urban District 
Ormsby District 

Urban District 

1,765,669 

1,765,669. 
578,722 

2,344,391 

x .OS Tax Rate 
$88,283.45 

Total Dollars 

88,283.45 
23,148.88 

$111,432.33 

Assessed Valuation 

Ormsby District 

578,722 
x .04 Tax Rate 

$2T, 148 .88 

This figure will increase by the time the people vote and 
approve the bill, as you can see Carson City is opposed.to it. 

Sincerely, F ' 
~L~7°' 

'Carson City Assessor 

I I 

1{10 



LAW OFFICES 

RAYMOND G. AVANSINO, JR. 

• AYMONO C.AVANSONO.JH 

~ICHAEL J. MELARKEY 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 

ONE EAST FIRST STREET 
RENO, NEVADA 89SOI TELEPHONE 329-3414 

AREA CODE 702 

' 

Mr. E. R. Vacchina 
Senior Vice President and 
Executive Officer Trust Activities 
First National Bank of Nevada 
One East First Street 
Reno, Nevada 

Dear Elmer: 

February 28, 1977 

As you know, the favorable tax climate existing in the State of 
Nevada has enticed many individuals and corporations to relocate primarily 
in Reno and Las Vegas. The bill presently before the Legislature enabling 
the State of Nevada to "pick up" a certain amount of the federal estate 
tax upon the death of an individual is contrary to this long standing 
policy. 

We are hcpeful that you shall convey to your committee our general 
dissatisfaction with this proposed bill. We consider that the enactment 
of such bill would deprive the State of Nevada from the ability to state 
that the State of Nevada derives no benefit from the death of an individual. 
Although the proposed bill does not increase the total tax payable on 
the death of an individual, we consider that this bill would be generally 
misunderstood by the public of other states. 

In particular, we have three estate planning clients who have moved 
to the State of Nevada primarily due to the favorable tax climate. 
These individuals are wealthy. Out of necessity, business interests 
have followed them to the State of Nevada thereby assisting the general 
economic condition of our state. We have been advised by these clients, 
whose names we are unable to disclose at this time, that they would 
strongly consider relocating out of the State o~ Nevada if this bill is 
enacted as law. They concur with our opinion that the enactment of such 
a bill wo,-,ld act as a precedent for the presentation of similar bills 
enabling the state to tax individuals on death or at other occasions. 

With best personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 

Raymond C. Avansino, Jr. 

A Profw~:[I 
---:r;d C. Avansino, Jr. 

RCA:clm 

HAND DELIVERED 14:1 



L~73 --2--

1 such exemption because while in the w::irehouse the property is asscm-
2 bled, bound, joined, processed, disassembled, divided, cut, broken i!1 bulk, 
3 relabeled or repackaged. The legislature may exempt motor vehicles from 
4 the provisions of the tax required by this section, and in lieu thereof, if 
5 such exemption is granteJ, shall provide for a uniform and equal rate of 
6 assessment and taxntion of motor vehicles, which rate shall not exceed 
7 five cents on one dollar of assess::d vali.latio!' .. No inheritance [or estate] 
8 tax shall ever be levied, and there shall also be excepted such property as 
9 may be exempted by law for municipal, educational, literary, scientific or 

10 other charitable purposes. The legislature may prol"id.? by law for the 
11 taxation cf estates taxed by the United States, but only to the extent of 
12 any credit allowed by federal law far the (!ayment of such a state tax. The 
13 combined amount of suc-h f edcml and state taxes shall not exceed the 
14 estate tax which would be imposed by federal law alone. If another state 
15 of the United States imposes and collects di'a!h taxes against an estate 
16 which is taxable by the State of Ncmda under this section, the amount 
17 of estate tax to be collected by the State of Nevada shall be reduced by 
18 the amount of dearh taxes collected by such other stale. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

~~~ reprLV\ t 
--2--

such exempti_o':1 because while i?- the warehouse the property is asse~) 
bled, bound, Jomed, processed, d:sassembled, divided, cut, broken in bul~ 
relabele~ ?r repackaged. The l~g1slature may exempt motor vehicles fro~ 
the prov1s101;1s o~ the tax requ1red by this section, and in lieu thereof, If' 
such exempt10n 1s granted, shall provide for a unifom1 and equal rate of 
assessment and taxation of motor vehicles, which rate shall not exceed 
tive cents on one dollar of assessed valuation. No inheritance [or estate] 
tax shall ever be levied, and there shall nlso be excepted such property as 
may be cx~rnptcd by law for municipal, educational, literary, scientific or 
other_ chantable purposes. The legislature may rrovide by law for tlze 
taxatwn of estates taxed by the United States, but only to the extent of , 
any credit allowed by federal law for the payment of such a state tax. The 
combined amount of such federal and state taxes shall not exceed the 
estate tax which would be imposed by federal law alone. If another state 
of (he _United States imposes and collects death taxes against n11 estate 
whzch zs taxable by the State of Nevada undl'r this section, the amount 
of estate tax to be collected ~y the State of Nevada shall be reduced by 
the amount of death taxes co/:ected by such other srate[JJ1y lien for such 
estate tax shall attach 110 sooner tlwn the time when the tax is due and 
payable, ~nd no restriction ?11 passessi<:n or use of a decedent's property 
shall be unposed by law pnor to the t1111e when the tax is d//e and pay­
able. The State of Nevada shall accept the determination by the United 
States of the taxable estate without further audit;:J 

@ 

~dc&e.d \Q..IA\'-'..~e. ~Y\ \ora...,c\<c~ 

'() vo f o s. e cl \o 'i 'o ~\/\. '-t:.e ~ s 
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NEVADA LOOKS AHEAD -February 26 1977 · 
Reno Evening Gazelle-Nevada State J~urnol 

.SELECTED TAXES Th1POSED BY WESTERN. STATES · 

Stale Franchise 

NEVADA .......................... : ......... NO 

ARIZONA ................. _., .... : ......... NO 

CALIFORNIA ... .. ........... _ ....... _. YES• 

OREGON ....... _ .............. : .. : ......... YES .. 

Uf AH ................... : ....... ;· ............... YES• 

COLORADO .......... :'. .. : ... : ............ YES 
IDAHO .......................... : ............. YES 

MONTANA ................................ YES• 

WYOMING ....................... ........... YES 

WASHINGT9N ·····-·················· YES 
NEW MEXICO ........... , ... .. ...... .. YES 

Corporate •. · ··. '} .. i Personal 
Income· · ',. :.,:., '·,,·Income 

. (Percent) .• : '. .'.( :·: (Percent) 
. :,. ·: •·1-. _. -•· . . 

NO . . ·': Y. ;t .. ·.,/ NO 

Sales and 
Use 

.(Percent) 

3 
., ,-,,.-.·,/\.· > · ... ; 3 

6 ·. 
·. ·. s 

.6 

. -~. . ...... .. . 

·---~i/: 

.,. 
Inheritance 

Estate 
Gift Property 

:° NO . '.' ·. :'. YES 
E YES 

1.:E-0 .. ·\.--;:C: m 
I--0 '. < YES · · 

E. :T YES 

1-E-G . >.:.-.\m . 
I-E 

1-E 

1.:.E 

I-E-0 

. •: ,, YES .·, :· 

·· .. · .. · t; YES >:\ 
·=,;\ : .•: / ,~t-YE.S } ·: 

. .'·_.::-.. 'YES -~· ;: .... . : 

I-E ' ·YES 

, . 
~ 

··' 

Ne~ada affordi citize~~ lowest tax rate i'n U.S. 
ratio of ~ value to full cash in an informational capacl; r~/~;}'. 
value of taxable property is. 35 per expressing interest in the area. . 

By BRUCE ROWLAND .·• 

Nevada's tax structure, dependent cent · . Fred Hinners of the State Depart- • 
on gaming and tourism for more thari · From a business standpoint, the~ • ment of Economic Development says 
half its revenue, affords its citizen incentive with perhaps the greatest the main limit on the inflow of in-
the lowest overall tax rates in the potential in Nevada is the wareh~ dustry into Nevada is the scarcity of 

nation, and could provide a bonanza , mventory true; None exists. Nevada s .such industrial necessities as cheap · 
for the warehousing and distribution Freeport Law, enacted by ·. the utilities and electricity, coal, iron and 
business, . legislature in . 1949, exempts from water reserves.- '· · 

The state's tax climate is "very taxation goods, including livestock, "Our resources don't support a lot 
inviting" to busines..-:es and to~ple, which are in transit to other states, f ,, h 

whether being stored, processed or of manu actwing, e says, "and a 
says Bob Alessandrelli of the reater lot of manufacturing would make the 
Reno Chamber of Commerce. assembled · · t 1 1 t f ·· About 250 major companies are env1ronmen ess p easan or-

Especially pleased are those used to currently using the Reno area as a tourists." . . . . :/,Sc 
higher sales and property taxes, he storage distribution center, the And it's the tourists who foot the true 
says, and those who had to pay cor• newest being -the J .C. Penney Co. bills. . ' 
i:x>rate and personal income tax in .. Western Regional Distribution Center The most recent figures for fiscal · 
0ther states. currentlybeingconstructedatStead. 1975-76 show Nevada's total state-

Nevada has no corporate or per• Ralph Henderson, director of wide earnings from gaming taxes to 
sonal income tax. Nor do Nevadans catalog operations for the J.C. Pen- be $91,177,974. These proceeds are, 
pay fraranchise, stock transfer, neyCo.,said: raised through the state's gross' 
document recordin~. inheritance, "We considered different sites, revenue tax of 3 to 5½ per cent 
estate, gift or admissions taxes, all of including Sacramento, which would assessed quarterly on casinos' total 

· which are found in a majority of other have been L'1e most appropriate place winnings, and license fees based on 
. states. to locate in a strictly geographical the number of slot machines and table 

Nevada's retail sales tax, which '-sense. Then we looked at the total games in operation. Other casino­
was put into effect in July, 1955 at 2 environment, labor force, con- related sources of income Include 
per cent and raised to 3 per cent in struction and transportation costs, investigative fees, race wire, fees, 
1Si:i7, remains at a low 3112 per cent. and, of course, taxes. I would say that penalties and interest, and casino 
The extra one-half per cent is not Nevada's tax structure played a entertainment taxes. 
assessed in Esmeralda, Lander, · fairly substantial part in our decision The 6 per 'cent room tax netted 
Eureka and White Pine counties. The to locate there. Also, Reno is well Washoe Cotmty $2,587,215 for fiscal 
1967 raise represents Nevada's local located for distribution to stores in 1975-76. . 
school support tax and goes to the our western region." All considered, tourism and gaming 
school district. The one-half per cent If Nevada tax laws are so well provide Nevada with over 50 per cent 
is returned to the county. disposed to industrial development, of the revenue needed for state and 

The State Constitution Jim.its the why isn't there more of it in the state? local government, taking the load off 
cumulative property tax rate to a Spokesmen for the Greater Reno the shoulders of the local taxpayers. 
total of $.5 per each $100 of assessed Chamber of Commerce say they no And on top of that, the state 
valuation for the state and all local .1onger actively promote business to alcoholic beverage taxes are the 

. governments. The statewide a::::: .. :;J~~~~::::~~::~~~~ ~ct only lo~~~~~ti~~~~:;.;,,:,;,v 
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3430 VALLEY VIEW BLVD. • P. 0. BOX 14727 • LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89102 
TELEPHONE 876-1777 

The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Nevada State Senate 
Carson City, Nevada 

Dear Senator Bryan: 

March 21, 1977 

Re: AJR 10 
Business Inventory Tax Exemption 

I would like to urge you to vote for AJR 10. Any regulation 
that can help the busjness community at this time is sorely needed. 
The elimination of the Inventory Tax is certainly a step in the 
right direction. 

While I have your attention I wish to bring up another problem 
faced by the Small Businessman; that of product 1 iability as in- , 
terpreted by the insurance companies. The recent liberal court 
decisions on virtually any product holding anyone touching the mat­
erial liable for damages is causing great hardship on the Small 
Businessman trying to obtain insurance. The premiums are becoming 
almost as excessive as those for Doctors Malpractice Insurance. 

I should like to talk with you further on this at your con­
venience. I do feel some action is warranted before the situation 
is completely out of hand. 

WDS:plp 

cc: NFIB 
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POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 882-1943 

FOR S1Nr;,..R.\L Y'S!IRS TW-: N1WADA Rin'AIL ASSSOCI.tTION ltND OTHci:P..S H.11.VR B~N INVOLV'!fil 

IH A L<X'ESL~'fIV~ ·.;ypoJ:ri' TO BLI11INATE 'i'H1 TAX ON BUSIN~33 INV1i'.NTORI"1S. IN THIS 

cmm-:.:C'I'IOH, TWO AJRs, 10 and 21, lfli'JtB p_.;,gJ?J.) bY TH~ 1975 liltSSION. AJR 10 R~"l',ALS 

'IHI3 TX{ OUTRIGH':L hBIL1 AJR 21 CAU."G;D FOR A FIV"<'.-Y&rn PHAS'"DUT. 

IN uUR APP1 .. JlANC,..,S THIS y;;XR BWOW, 'il-I~ ASS4lA..BLY CO.MM!Tl'~ OH TAXA'!'ION, WE 

A1'1R~ TO ABMIDON AJR 21 AND G-0 '\-0: TH AJR 10. TJ--rE :i.SSlilillLY TA.X.J~TION COBMITT"3 vari:m 

37-1 VO~. 

THAT BRINGS US TO TODAY AND YOUR COlll'.ITTTi;Eo HOPTt'FUlJ..Y, YOU'LL SE1 THIHGS OUR 

;uy Cl['.i'H ~&.'71DATI0!1 To Tll'l J,'UIL S7.NaT'i:. SHOULD TITT S'll!.li~ Tlflll COliCUR, 

\-R' LL Hi.vi:.: UL'R h,;,:XT JOB CUT OUT FOR US AT '1.1{-S 1978 G~-1'1Rii.L "."'.,LSCTION HH1N W~ GO B~R~ 

TH~ 'li',l,1CTl)RATE. WE HOP~\ou HILL GIV~ us 7HAT OPPOP.':CUIUTY'. 

TH~ B~T INFOFJf1>.TION W1 Aln ,\BL1 TO C011PILE HIDICAT' .:S 'l'Hi\T 34 STATIS, :NcLlJDING 

IT OUT, P.':-:PBAL~ 01i H?IlJ C7D 'lH": 'EAX. OlJ H'SHCILUfl'S BUSIN'<SS IN'f~N'l'ORIFB OR WILL VOTB 

A Cul~S'fITU'i'IlihAL AJ-rr.:i'IDH1NT TO ELIMilIAT3 TH~ TJX., 145 



NEVADA RETAIL ASSOCIATrDN 
POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 882-1943 

OF THTi;SE 34 .:3TATS3: 

-- TWO HAVT; n~v-:;:n LWI--W A P':::l?SONAL PI:;QP-:,tTY TAX (D:'llu~W,rn;i; i1.UD N1',; YORK)~ 

-,~ FD!~ HAV~ CB ,:ILL ID:P~AL 'IHE P~SOlfaL PROPF.Jl'I'Y TJ.:,: IH ITS 1~NTIR'B:'lrf (HAWAII, 

ILLINOI:3, N~'1 HAMPSHIItr.;, r;oR'iH DAKOTA AND PENUSYLV.UGA),. 

- NHE ST,..'l'B.5 A!ID TH-e;_: DISTRICT OF COLUNBIA H1W~ ~Il~IIUT~ Ot"1 PHAS1D OUT TH~ 

, TAX (AlUZONA, DIS'l'RICT OF COilJEBIA, IDAHO, 1,crmnsoTA, NEW Jli;HST!:Y, WAH, HASShCH-

- S~,JVJ,J' Aln :rn m--:; PROC7 8S OF PHASING UUT TH1 TAX (cmm~TICUT, IOWA, l1AIN1!':, Ni::-

Bl'r.ASKA, \lASHING'lDl{ A.HD ffi"!';'J}ON. DJ lt\RYL,UlD, TH"'l; I.AH AUTHORI~~3 A PHA3:W)UT AKD 

SOUTH C;ifWLlJIA, INDIA1Ii1., I~f !~IIOOo illW HJ OHIO, fr. RC~ITAGr.; WAS REDU,.7',D B1l'WNl 

1974 and 1974. 

' 
Rsr·1.U. OR PHA:.B-OlJ'f o AHD FIN.u.J..Y, N~lA:JAo HE' R'1 HOP"1'.FlJL HE \.'ILL B"!: A3L~ 'I'O PIA CE 

'lHIS I .H, -i;: BSF.(F. S 'l'H:S P::roPLE IN lJOV'~Il:EH. OF 1978., 
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NEVADA RETAIL ASSOCIATION 
POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 882-1943 

IF 2: HAY, I WOULD LIK1 TO L'SAV'S \ETH YOU A R~CR T PICP,iliED BY Tmt ASSuCL\:rION 

OF G~i'J~UL lF}tCHAlJDI~ CHAINS_. l-fS_4..l}}UART1H.i"ID Il~ W.tSIITI:GTOlJ, D. Go WHICH GO"<S INTO 

P,ti'f-ID BY AGMC IN .H.U:SPOlJSS TO Rtwu~STS F:tuH S'rA'.i.'1 irr.tAIL 1illSOCIATIONS FOR HA'.i.'"G;Rli\L 

·,J-r:CH DOCU1EHT THF. 'I'HB!W TOHARD lt,...LIEF TO l·T.RCiLJITS FROH BURD~ISOHE 1\ND I~UITABLE 

, 
OR R1WCSD 7H~ TAX ON BUSill:§3. 'i'Uli\Y, 1-0mv1m, OV1H. TI'tO-THJRDS OF 'l'H~ S'i'ATP'S HAV3: 

AOOP71ID sa-~ 15 ~ION OF THIS R"l+'FCHM .. 

I C.:i. L TO YOUR ATTENTICN THB 140N 'rH-r;; NATrmiil.L I Al1 GIVING YOU a MOST OF NEV ADA I S 

l-i~Ir.li.c:DRS HAVE BT~N IH 3TW \{.[TH 'l'HJS lUTiul~AL TR7!ID .. UTAH Wi.S lIO SUCH ';.'AX; ITTITH~ 

LO :SS ARIZOlJA, IDAHO OR WYOMil~G. C1i. ~N WILL PH,\.SE OUT '.::'Im Tax BY 1980 AUD WA3HINGTC~J 

BY 19'$5o 

Ti'i'O Y~J.~ AGO MI1!!J HE APPE;Al ~ BEFORE IE GISLATIV~ COMliI'.L'Tsr.'..S, Ti'...STIMO!'JY WAS H:WID 

l FROH TH? il.SSISTA!JT COUlCT ASS"SSSOR OP CI.A:.tK COUNTY 1'1HO TOID YOU THAT TH1 IN'P..NTORY 

T . ..CC H,lS ALWAYS B1~1N A "POUCY lF INc;y~UITY LWKING UNIFORMITY"o 



POST OFFICE BOX 722, CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 882-1943 

HIM 'i'D ADVOCAT1 'fi{S ·:.:r,IHINATION OF A 'l'AX .. BU'i' TH::LS BU:.TICUL.IR TAX, H-r;; SAID, HAS 

NO 'l'QUI'l-Y o H1 SAID ~ liOULD LIK'1; TO IHCLUD~ H0US~Ol.D p-~SOHiu.. PROP-::'..RTY ;N Il -:WF:.CTS 

l~I'TI!1R ASS~SOR Cf' TH~ S'fATS'S Tho HOST POPULOUS OOlN?In OPPOS;;;D AJR 10 DURilG 

ASSEMBLY OJl·J:ITl'~ iITt;JRD-IGS THI3 33S3IONo 

TH~ TAX 01-i BUSI1'13SS IIfT<:NTORI-r.:S Dllic1CTLY CON'ffiASTS l,JI' H l-JTW ADA I S HIGHLY 

succ-r;:S3FUL FR"SEPORT LAW. AIL CF ~OU ..ur:; FjEIL:Lill UITH THIS I.AW A.HD hOW I'.i' HAS 

COIITRIBUTSD TO l;-W .ti.DA t S ~~COlJOliY o 

LACK OF AN INV7J'l'ORY TA.,'{ IN NW,UU HILL BE A PLUS Fffi Jt'URT~ EXPLOITATION OF 

TH~ FRY.EPORT LA.\'l TO TH~ ~~ND THAT BJTH \[ LL L1WJ 'l'OW1UID 'i1f~ ACC'.cr,1m.ATION OF BUSIN"S3S 

.ACTIVITI ?HHOu GHOUT TH'S STATS,, 

-I GU'~SS HE'VS 11.LL HEARD S TH'1 Si\.Yil~ THAT 11TH~ B1:>1.' T.-lX IS 'i.'HE ONE THJ O'IHER 

GUY PAYS". HOWEVER, NO R'~SPONSIBL'E CITIZ'1~ Hs1U,,L4,u.HTS 'l'O WAD~ HIS R~POUSIBILITlES 

IN SUP Pill TIHG HIS FAIR SHAliS CF '£ .L~.S,, BUT BY TH~ SJU·Z:: 'I'OK'!!J, IT MUST BE RSCOGNIZ 1D 
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(2) CONFISCATORY~ IT -3HOULI) nrw-rm BE SO HIGH AS 'IO KILL TH3 GOOSE THti.T IS 

SUPPIB 1m 'IO LAY THE S ECTI; 

(3) SOUIDN3SS. IT SHOULD BE i1N ECOlJOlUCALLY SfflID TAX., 

NW,\DA 1 S INl/'RNTORY TAX 00~ NOT MB,.SURE UP v:.;RY \JELL 'i'O Alfi OF TI-rss1t STANDARDS .. 

IT IS NOT 1i~NFORCID, NOR CAN IT BE UNDBR Pifl~i1Nl' COHDITIUNS; AL'fi!W (]f IT HAY NOT BE 

TOTALLY CONFISCATORY, IT STILL IS REPRESSIVE. IT S'fILL PLAYS ITS PJiliT IN WHAT HAS 

-----b7COHS AN .1\l.JOOUl{G P.AT1 OF Ii.I &Met, BUSJ1F~S3 FAILUii"',S IN IJ:WADA., 

AND, AS FIB SOUNDNSSS, IT c,umoT lftWUR1 UP AT '4"CAUSE IT JS COiiTR.lllY 

TO BOTH IIW-SS':i.111'"'..NT. ,dID ~.\NSION. 

WE AR-n: ASKTIJG TH'S L-.;;GJSLATUR~ 'IlUS Yli',AR TO PASS THIS PROPCB ED COHSTITUTIOi-;AL 

TOR.ATE 'IO IX> LlIQ,)rITSB. 

WE HOP~ ::OU Wt LL GIV~ U3 'ntIS CHAl-IC1c 
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THE DECLINE OF THE INVENTORY TAX 

The enclosed has been prepared in response to state a.ssodi>..tion 
requests for material which will document the trend toward 
relief to merchants and others from burdensome and inequitable 
inventory taxes. 

. , 

Hopefully it will help spur the decline. 

ASSOCIATION OF GENERAL MERCHANDISE CHAINS, INC. 1625 Eye Street, N.W., Washingt~n, D.C. 200061_~1]85-2060 
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SENATE 

AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON ......... r~.~!.\'J'.~9.~ ................................... . 

D'ak .. MARCII .. 1., ... 1977 .... Time.1: 3 0 .. P_.m •...... Room .... ?.}!. ................. . 
Bills or Resolutions 

to be consid~red 

S.J.R. 5 of the 
58th Session 

A.J.R. 10 of the 
53"..:h Session 

Subject 
Counsel 

requested* 

Proposes to amend Nevada Constitution to allow 
imposition of estate tax not to exceed credit 
allowable under federal law. 

Proposes constitutional amendment to exempt business 
inventories from property taxation and allows 
Legislature to exempt any other personal property 
from such taxation. 

152 
*Pl:::,,sc do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 
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