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JOINT HEARING 
SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE 
ASSEMBLY-TAXATION COMMITTEE 
JANUARY 17, 1979 
2:15 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Senators Glaser, Lamb, Don Ashworth, Kosinski, 
Sloan, Dodge, and Raggio 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Assemblymen Price, Craddock, Chaney, Coulter, 
Dini, Mann, Bergevin, Rusk, Tanner, and Weise 

Assemblyman Marvel (excused) 

GUESTS: Senator Hernstadt 
Roy E. Nickson, Department of Taxation 
Don Dunn, Clark County Assessor's Office 
Homer Rodriquz, Carson City Assessor 
Bart Jacka, Department of Motor Vehicles 

Assemblyman Price called the joint hearing to order and informed 
those present that the purpose of the meeting was to hear from the 
State Department of Taxation regarding Property Taxes and Senior 
Citizens Property Tax Assistance. Also to be heard was the 
Association of.County Assessors and the Department of Motor Vehicles 
regarding Motor Vehicle Privilege Tax. · 

Mr. Price stated that Senator Hernstadt had indicated that he would 
like to make a brief statement to the committees; at this time called 
upon the Senator for his remarks. 

Senator Hernstadt began his statement by saying that he had suffered 
under the burden of high taxes while he resided in Connecticut. As a. 
result of this he had studied the 50 statei various tax structures and 
discovered Nevada's to be the best by far. He urged the committees 
to keep this in mind as they deliberated over the tax reform package. 
He added that U.S. Industry World Report indicates that we have a 

I 

rather high per capita tax load but this does not tell the whole story 
as far as Nevada residents go. A lot of these taxes are not paid for 
by residents,, so in any bill the Senator would urge that the committee 
keep in mind who pays the tax. He added that he would not like to see 
the visitors to this state overtaxed but urged everyone to keep in mind 
the ratio of the taxes by nonresidents and residents during deliberation~ 

Roy E. Nickson, State Department of Taxation, presented answers to 
the various questions that he had been asked the previous day during 
the hearing . 

The first sheet he presented was in answer to Mr. Mann's request for 
the impact of the removal of sales tax on food for the average Nevada 
family. This is attached as Exhibit A and herewith made a part of 
these minutes. 
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Mr. Nickson stated that Senator Don Ashworth questioned the local 
school support tax actual revenue for the FY77-78 and pointed out 
that when doubled it exceeded the amount of the 2% tax. Mr. Nickson 
stated that he had checked into that and this is a result of audits 
where they have picked up additional tax monies. 

The next sheet Mr. Nickson presented was in response to Senator Lamb's 
request for a copy of the ratio study figures. This is attached 
as Exhibit Band herewith made a part of these minutes. Senator Lamb 
asked Mr. Nickson to explain the difference between discounted and 
actual figures. Mr. Nickson stated that actual was the result of 
the samples of roughly 1/4 of 1% of the 300,000 parcels of land in 
the State of Nevada that are inspected by his department. They recog­
nize that under the law as it is now written, the assessors only 
reappraise the property every 5th year. So this year in their samples, 
if they come up with one that was reappraised in 1974 it is not fair 
to use current market values,so as a result they discount it back to 
the 1974 level. This gives the difference in the ratio itself. 

At this point Mr. Nickson then continued with his written testimony 
regarding property tax. This testimony is attached as Exhibit C and 
herewith made a part of these minutes. Mr. Nickson continued his 
testimony with an explanation of Mines & Operating Mine Assessments. 
This testimony is attached to these minutes as Exhibit D. 

Senator Raggio inquired what the actual net proceeds from mines for 
last year was. Mr. Nickson ,stated that for 1978-79, which is the 
latest year that they have, $1,880,664. This is a 2 1/2% increase 
over the prior year. Senator Raggio then asked show the net proceeds 
was computed and what percentage factor is used. Mr. Nickson stated 
that it was the same as real property. Once they have made the 
necessary deductions and arrived at the net proceeds (also deduct 
3% for county}, the rest is allocated based on the city or county 
rate. This is the 35% as specified in the statutes. 

Mr. Nickson then spoke on Bank Shares. This testimony is attached 
as Exhibit E and herewith made a part of this record. 

Mr. Weise inquired whether this was taxed on the real property tax 
level. Mr. Nickson replied that it was. 

Mr. Mann t~en inquired whether Savings & Loans \ize:ce __ included under banks. 
Mr. Nickson replied that they were and their property was taxed the 
same. Mr. Mann then inquired whether they had ever figureo. out what 
kind of revenue would be generated if they were to tax the real property 
of religious institutions. Mr. Nickson then stated that they have 
not done this . 

Mr. Nickson continued on by speaking on the Senior Citizens' Property 
Tax Assistance. This testimony is attached as Exhibit F and herewith 
made a part of these minutes . Mr. Nickson stated that they were 
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projecting no major increqse in this tax in the coming biennium. 
Mr. Mann then inquired why they were projecting less tax in 1978-1979 
and then increasing in 1979-80. Mr. Nickson stated that in the last 
biennium the amount of money appropriated was insufficient and it 
was necessary for the Department to go to Interim Finance Committee 
and obtain additional funds. They stated they are projecting these 
figures as a result of how refunds are going so far this year. 

Senator Dodge then stated that when this law was originally enacted 
it offered a relief to the renter on the theory that the renter was 
paying property tax through his rent. He stated that he felt that 
one of the shortcomings of both Proposition 13 and Question 6 is 
that it does not address some type of a pass through to the renter. 
He inquired whether the Department had evaluated the question of 
whethe~ if in Nevada substantial property tax relief were to be given 
in response to Question 6, can some kind of pass through to the renters 
be provided to share in that tax relief. Mr. Nickson stated that they 
have undertaken some studies along that line. Statistics on the impact 
of Question 6 had been made solely on the question as written as it 
applies to property. 

Mr. Price inquired whether Senator Dodge was speaking of some type of 
pass through only for senior citizens. The Senator replied that he 
was speaking about what they had felt was an inequity to renters to 
share in this program. He added that his question had been directed 
to the general renters. 

Mr. Price then inquired of Mr. Nickson whether he felt his agency 
was the proper agency to move into the area of overseeing that tax 
relief was passed through to the renter. Mr. Nickson stated that he 
had not really thought of that but that his agency would do anything 
that was assigned to t~em and handle it well. 

Mr. Mann remarked that this was something that not only should be 
passed on to renters but in the case of tax relief on business this 
should also be passed on to the proper people. He cited an example 
of utility costs. 

Mr. Nickson then reported on the other responsibilities of his 
Department. These remarks are attached as Exhibit G and herewith made 
a part of these minutes. Included in this was an explanation of 
the Property Tax Allowance for Residential Heating and Cooling 
Systems. 

Senator Glaser inquired there had been any loss to the state or any 
application made for this last tax allowance. Mr. Nickson stated that 
he did not have this information at this time but that he would obtain 
it before the next meeting. 
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Senator Glaser then inquired that since the county assessor used. 
the three prong approach to appraisals did the assessor give equal 
weight to each facetr or did they tend to lean more on market. 
Mr. Nickson stated that it was his personal opinion that they primarily 
use market approach. 

Mr. Craddock then asked what consideration was given to the Nightingale 
Junction geothermally power food processing plant at this time. 
Mr. Nickson· stated that he was not even aware of Nightingale Junction. 

Mr. Price inquired what impact there would be if the cycle were to 
be changed to perhaps three years. Mr. Nickson stated that it would 
have no impact on his office but would indeed on the counties. 
They would continue to do approximately 1/4 of 1% each year. One 
year they do that in 8 counties and the other 9 the next year. 

Mr. Price then stated that it had been pointed out to him that it 
was presently required that mobile home taxes have to be paid within 
30 days of purchase. There have been problems with dealers who do 
not get paper work in time. Mr. Price wanted to know if Mr. Nickson 
thought there was a problem should something be done about it . 
Mr·. Nickson replied that he was not aware there was a problem 
but he would get some information before the next hearing on ~his. 

Mr. Price then asked Mr. Nickson to explain how some counties come 
up with assessments that ~re less or more then 35%. Mr. Nickson 
stated that the figures come as a result of the ratio study. The 
department's appraisers· go out and figure out the full cash value of 
the property and then compare it with what the assessor has it on 
the county rolls. They then come up with what the actual ratio is. 

Mr. Bergevin stated that some of this disparity is based on a difference 
of opinion between appraisers. The state appraisers often put the 
higher dollar figure on the property. 

Senator Dodge stated that they had a provision in the law when 
the Nevada plan for financing public education was passed in 1967 
that would bring about the equalization of assessments so that there 
would be an equal effort on the part of the taxpayers toward public 
education. The way they did it was to provide a method to iron out 
differences if there were some between local assessors and state 
appraisers. If they could not iron out differences a three person 
appraisal group (one from department, one from assessors and those 
two selecting a third) that would arrive at an appraisal figure 
and adjust the appraisal in the next year . 

Mr. Price then asked Mr. Nickson to comment on the proposed changes 
of the previous director of the Taxation Department. Mr. Nickson 
stated that he personally likes the law as it is now as it applies 
to the senior citizens property tax assistance. The_proposed 
changes would go with percentage of occupancy rather than the 
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percentage of ownership. The difficulty will be in determining the 
percentage of occupancy the senior citizen utilizes without actually 
doing an audit. He also stated that he does not agree that the date 
should be extended. He feels that August 15 is a realistic deadline 
and he will do his very best to see that it is met this year. He 
does however agree with that part that requires the Director to 
seek return of the refund money from senior citizens should the 
fund run out of money should be changed. 

Don Dunn, Assistant Clark County Assessor, briefly explained how 
this came before them. A brief explanation of how the progr~ has 
been handled and a bill draft request is attached to these minutes 
as Exhibit Hand herewith made a part of this record. He stated 
that several months ago, before Mr. Nickson's administration, they 
received a call from the department's deputy director stating that 
Clark County was in violation of the 1975 senior citizen bill. What 
they had been doing was actually using the occupancy. Since they 
have discovered that the should use ownership rather than occupancy 
their dilemma is1 do they change,everything they have done? They 
therefore would like a cleanup bill so that what they are doing would 
be consistent with the statutes. He also stated that there is a 
new form that will be sent out to the senior citizens as an addendum 
to the application whereby they have to determine percentage of 
ownership they have;arnong other things. He feels that very few of 
the senior citizens would know this. They have·roughly 2300 people 
that will be receiving this form who would have to physically research 
their deed to determine percentage of ownership. Since Mr. Nickson 
is not going to ask for any legislation to be drafted he has asked 
Mr .. Nickson if it would be alright for Mr. Dunn get the bill drafted. 

Mr. Mann stated that the problem he had with the occupancy is that 
because it is such a cumbersome law no one actually comes out to the 
house to look at the percentage of occupancy. How would they actually 
determine occupancyr Mr. Dunn stated that if there were two people 
in a house one would file on 50% and the other would do likewise. 
He added that if they went with joint tenancy, if there were two 
sisters living in the house and they held joint tenancy they could 
both get 100% and they would ea~h get a full rebate. The other 
problem has been where senior citizens quickclaim their house to their 
children, but they continue to make the mortgage payments, tax payments 
etc. and live in the house;they presently get the refund from them. 
However, with this they would not get any refund. 

Mr. Mann questioned whether there was room in this for some fraud and 
the occupancy item bothered him. Mr. Dunn stated that they do not 
do any outside audit. The department does this . 

Mr. Nickson explained that in regards 
is quite specific on what is allowed. 
assured by the Senior Citizen Section 
do not make dual payments. 

to dual payment, NRS 361.833(2) 
He stated that he has been 

of his department that they 

5 



' 

• 

• 

JOINT HEARING 
SENATE AND ASSEMBLY TAXATION COMMITTEES 
JANUARY 17, 1979 
Page Six 

Homer Rodriquz, Carson City Assessor, stated that most of what 
he was prepared to say had been covered by Mr. Nickson. 

Mr. Price inquired as to why Carson City has the lowest percentage 
assessed. According to the department instead of 35% it is down to 
26%. Mr. Rodriquz stated that last year they reappraised all the 
land and 1/2 of the buildings in Carson City and they had a 44% 
increase in valuation. This was the highest increase in the whole 
state. He presented two informational sheets to the committee 
which are attached to these minutes as Exhibits I and J and herewith 
made a part of this record. Mr. Rodriquz stated that on the sheet 
showing the percentages of increases they come up with a 3.24% 
per month in sales. In FY78-79 the sales were lower. The Tax Commission 
comes in this year and take samples to check the work. They are not 
going to use the same sales they (county) used last year. 

Mr. Mann stated that Mr. Rodriquz is saying is that in the past 
the county will assess at one year's level and the Tax Commission 
will come in the next year or so and appraise at the current year's 
level. However, Mr. Nickson states that the Tax Commission does 
appraise at the year 1 s level and then discounts . 

Mr. Rodriquz stated that the county took the sales a year ago and the 
Tax Commission is going by the new sales and there is a big difference 
between the two years. 

Senator Dodge stated that it was his understanding that they do 
interpolate this when they take a look at it and go back to when it 
was assessed. Mr. Dunn stated that the way they use the sales is 
that they use current sales and give a discount factor that they have 
developed. 

Senator Ashworth stated that he wondered how a random sampling of 1/4 
of 1% could really be indicative in order to come up with this ratio. 
Mr. Mann stated that is what the local assessors have been saying for 
years. 

Mr. Rodriquz stated that they brought all of this property up to 
market value last."year but yet the department shows that they are 
below the 35%. He stated that if the Tax Commission wanted to they 
could send appraisers in to appraise the whole county and send the 
county the bill. He added that the values they are coming up with 
at this time are putting a big burden on the people. 

Mr. Price then asked if the cycle were to be changed from 5 years to 
a lower number what the impact would be on Mr. Rodriquz's operation . 
Mr. Rodriquz stated that they would get a lot of complaints because 
although the increase would be less at a time, at the end of 5 years 
the taxpayer would be paying more taxes then if they had only appraised 
every 5 years. He would also need an increase in personnel in order 
to accomplish this. 
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Mr. Mann inquired how much Mr. Rodriquz would have to increase his 
staff by if the cycle were to be lower to say three years. 
Mr. Rodriquz stated that not all of the assessors a~e on the 
computer. Carson City is fully on the computer so it would be 
easier for him; however it would mean an increase in personnel and 
a larger budget would be required. 

Mr. Mann stated that Mr. Rodriquz had indicated that he as an individual 
assessor would like to have the state come in and do a uniform assessmen1 
and then bill the county for this service. Mr. Mann inquired whether 
Mr. Rodriquz felt this was something that the rest of the assessors 
would also like or would this be a loss of local control. Mr. Rodriquz 
stated that he felt most of the counties would rather do it themselves. 

Mr. Weise inquired whether most of· the counties had the ability to go 
back and pick a base year on which to prorate all properties, should 
some type of tax reform on property taxes be implemented. Mr. Rodriquz 
stated that he felt there would be no problems in doing this. 
Mr. Weise went on to say that one of the biggest inequities of Question 
6 is that properties come on the roll at different times on such 
varing tax basis. Mr. Dunn stated that he felt it would be possible 
in residential but complicated properties would indeed cause some 
problems. It would be quite a program to reappraise some properties 
especially if they were based on income such as rental .properties. 
Mr. Rodriquz stated that it would be easier in the smaller counties 
and that cornmercial businesses would be a problem. 

Mr. Rodriquz ended·his statement by saying that as an assessor he has 
to deal with all the people in the county. They.come in contact with 
the people and they can see what is happening. People living on fixed 
income are having hard ti~es because of the valuation inflation that 
has occurred. He urged the committees to keep them in mind during 
their deliberations. 

Bart Jacka, Director, Nevada State Department of Motor Vehicles, 
presented a booklet to the committee on all the areas of his department. 
The areas he covered during this hearing are attached to these minutes 
as Exhibit Kand herewith made a part of these minutes. 

Mr. Price stated that he has an constituent that objects strongly to 
the fact that this tax is called a privilege tax. He wondered if there 
could be some other name used for it. Senator Dodge stated that this 
was in fact an in lieu of property tax. It was originally enacted ~n 
Nevada so that they could automate their central registration system. 
They had over 100 taxing districts at that time with different rates. 
They passed a constitutional amendment which removed motor vehicles 
from the property tax field . 
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As there was no further questiones or testimony to be heard, 
Chairman Price adjourned the meeting at 3:35 p.m. 

r;;: ·,...,,~_,. 
Sandra Gagnier 
Assembly Attache 

Also attached to these minutes as Exhibit Lis a report submitted 
by Roy.Nickson on the Estimated Loss from Inventory Tax and 
the impact on counties, schools and cities . 
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Robert List, Governor 

January 16, 1979 

EXHIBIT A 
STATE OF NEVADA 

Department of Taxation 
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 

In-State Toll Free 800-992-0900 

Roy E. Nickson, Executive Director 

IMPACT OF THE REMOVAL OF SALES TAX ON FOOD FOR THE AVERAGE NEVADA FAMILY 

Bureau of Business and Economic Research, University of Nevada/Reno esti­
mates the 1980 population to be 732,594 with the average family in Nevada 
composed of three people. Using these estimates, the impact of removal of 
the sales tax on food would be: 

1. $23,857,207 ~ 732,594 people= $32.57 per person. 

2. $23,857,207 ~ 244,198 families= $97.70 per family . 

• These figures based on the Department of Taxation estimate of the sales tax 
on food for 1979-80 using information provided by food stores whose total· 
sales equal 61 percent of all food store sales in Nevada . 

• 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 10 
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EXHIBIT B 

COUNTY AND STATE ASSESSMENT RATIOS 1977-78 

ALL PROPERTY1 REAL PROPERTY2 

Discounted Actual Discounted Actual 

Carson City* 30.27 25.89 29.61 24.81 

Churchill 35.24 29.43 35.30 27.02 

Clark 32.43 27.78 31.89 26.52 

Douglas* 26.60 24.54 25.40 23.18 

Elko 32.72 30.36 31.69 28.47 

Esmeralda* 34.34 33.81 32.57 30.77 

Eureka* 34.67 34.01 34.21 32.71 

Humboldt 33.08 28.98 31.70 25.51 

Lander 35.00 35.00 35.00 35.00 

Lincoln* 32.32 30.98 28.66 26.00 

Lyon* 33.97 32.38 33.16 30.49 

Mineral* 34.64 34.10 34.04 32.64 

Nye 26.76 23.90 22.01 18.52 

Pershing 34.76 33.03 34.51 31.15 

Storey 32.71 21.58 30.97 16.21 

Washoe* 33.87 31.52 33.65 30.89 

White Pine 33.75 31.06 32.48 27.65 

Statewide 

Weighted Ratio 32.58 28.94 31.91 27.49 

* Represents 1976-77 ratio statistics using the 1977-78 segregation cf 

the roll. 

1 

2 

Includes personal property, locally assessed utilities, and central 

assessments. 

Includes land and improvements, mills and mines, and oil and gas 

leases . 
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Department of Taxation EXHIBIT C 

Property Tax: 

Article 10 of the Constitution limits the ad valorem (according 
to value) property tax levied to not more than 5 cents on 
$1.00 of assessed valuation. NRS 361.225 specifies that all 
property subject to taxation shall be assessed at 35% of its 
full cash value. This ratio is, of course, set by the 
Legislature and is subject to revision. Full cash value is 
defined in NRS 361.025 as "the amount at which the property 
would be appraised if taken in payment of a just debt due 
from a solvent debtor." 

a. Tax Rate: 

The $5.00 tax rate per $100.00 of assessed 
value currently has some set allocations limiting 
the amount of the tax rate available for counties, 
cities, and special districts. Included in this 
category are: 

1. State share set by Chapter 484, Page 
1002 of the Advance Sheets for the 1977 
session - 25 cents. 

2. State aid to the medically indigent per NRS 
428.370 - 11 cents. 

3. 

4. 

School district mandatory levy per 
NRS 387.195.2(a) - 70 cents. 

School district optional levy per 
NRS 387.195.2(b) - 80 cents. 

TOTAL: Set aside tax rates: $1.86. 

In addition, NRS 387.195.2(c) mandates a tax rate for 
retirement of school district debt service. The counties 
levying such rates range from a zero in Esmeralda and White 
Pine to .7023 cents in Clark County with the average being 
29 cents. This leaves an average balance of $2.85 in the 
tax rate available for division between the counties, cities, 
towns and all special and general districts. 

b. Assessment of Property: 

1. County Assessment: 

The county assessors are required by NRS 361.260 
to annually. ascertain by diligent inquiry and 
examination all real and personal property in his 
county and determine the full cash value of all 
such property and then assess. the same at 35% of 
the full cash value. In addition, the assessor is 
to reappraise property using standards approved by 
the Department of Taxation at least once every 
five years. Property so reappraised is then 
accepted at that value for the interv~ning four 
years. Thus, at any give·1 point in time, 80o/~ of 

DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION -7- 1Z 
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the property in the county is valued at an appraisal 
that was conducted from one to four years in the 
past. The assessors are to use the cost, market 
and income approach to value (NRS 361.227) and to 
give weight to each factor as, in his judgment, is 
proper. The cost approach considers an estimate 
of the value of the vacant land, plus replacement 
or reproduction costs of any improvements made 
minus any allowed depreciation .. The market value 
approach considers comparable sales in the vicinity; 
the price at which the property sold to the present 
owner and the value of the property for the use to 
which it was actually put during the fiscal year 
of assessment. The income approach is done by 
estimating value by capitalization of the fair 
economic income expectancy. 

The majority of the county assessors utilize only the "comparable 
sales" authority in determining the value of residential properties. 
While this is a valid test of true worth, when it is coupled 
with a reappraisal done only every five years, the result is a 
drastic escalation of property taxes to the average homeowner -
particularly in those sections of the state where rapid growth 
has combined with the constraints of natural resources to limit 
the availability of housing. As noted, authority does exist 
for the assessor to take into consideration and give weight to 
the cost approach and the other factors in the market approach 
to value. 

2. Central Assessments and Valuations: The Tax 
Commission does establish values for inter-state and 
inter-county busine..ss operations. (NRS 361.320) These are the 
Utility and Transportation Companies whose operations 
and volume are, normally, extensive. The income and 
cost approach to value are utilized though the market 
approach can be considered in terms of the stock and debt 
values of such'companies. At the request of the county 
assessor, the Commission will establish values for utility 
companies that operate entirely within a county. 

The inter-state and inter-county valuations established 
are then distributed on a "mile-Unit" basis to the counties 
in which the company operates. The total mileage is 
determined and the values then proportioned to the counties 
on a ratio basis. A slight variation to this formula is 
utilized when 75% or more of the physical property of an 
electric company is devoted to use outside the State of 
Nevada. This formula allo~ates more of the valuation on a 
situs basis to the county in which the largest share of 
the physical plant is located. 

The Connnission, annually, establishes the value of all 
livestock. (NRS 461.325) Such valuations are determined 
through average market prices for the preceeding years . 

Agricultural land is also classified based on 
productivity (tons of crop, animal unit months of forage, 

C.::?A'lTMENT Oi& TAXATION -8-
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etc) (NRS 361.325). This approach to value recognizes the 
importance of ranching and farming to the economy and the 
need to tax such land based on its actual use rather than 
market value. ·Owners of agricultural or open space land 
desiring to maintain values based on current use must 
comply with the provisions of NRS Chapter 361A, the so 
called "Greenbelt Law." The provisions of this chapter 
insure that speculators anticipating conversion of the 
land to some higher use, are not able to obtain windfall 
tax profits for the years that the land is kept in agri­
cultural use pending conversion. The county assessors 
must make separate determinations on the value of such 
land based on the higher use and tax values so established 
that exceed the agricultural assessments become a lien on 
the property for a period of not to exceed 7 years. If 
the property is converted to a higher use, the lien, 
together with interest at 6% per annum, becomes due and 
payable. 

The Conunission also centrally establishes the value of 
mobile homes each year. (NRS 361.325) Depreciation 
schedules are determined and the values of such mobile 
homes decrease in the same manner, but not for the same 
periods, as values of motor vehicles. Due to the varying 
physical condition of identical mobile homes of the same 
vintage, certain inequities are created. The matter is 
also complicated by the incomplete listing by an objective 
organization of the current market value of all makes and 
manufacturers of mobile homes. Taxes on mobile homes,· 
while considered as personal property, may be .collected 
quarterly in the same manner as real property _if the taxes 
exceed $100.00 and the mobile home is located In a county 
with a populatior1exceeding 100,000. (See following charts) 
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REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX COLLECTIONS* 

5 
P,o·ecled 

300 

.,, 

4-
,,. / ,,. , -250 

,,,. .,. 
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,, ,, INCHEASE. 
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01., 

-- 100 

I-
50 

0 0 
69-70 10-11 .71-72 12-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 11-10 10-19 79-00 00-01 

YEAB TOTAL HE.VENUE % YEAH 1 of 8L n1; VEN.ME -12-
1969-70 $ 531,907 • 11.65 1970-71 $ 555,659 • 4<17 
1971-72 781.232 • 40.60 · 1972-73 910.769 .. 16.58 
1973-74 919,613 . 1.00 1974-75 ?60.440 (- 17 31) 
1975-76 1,000,084 • 31.51 l976-77 1,603.784 •60.36 
1977-70 2,666.291 • 6625 1978-79 3, 199,5'19 •20.00 
1979-00 3,039,'159 • 2000 190081 4,607,351 •2000 

* Jun11ory I.I 960 - June 30,1971 5% County 95% Shtle 
July l;I 971- Present 25% County 75% Slule 
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nEAL PROPERTY Tl1ANSFER TAX - PERCENTAGE OF DOLLARS GENERATED 

CLARK 5409% 

- ESMEBALDJ\ 18% 
EUREKA 07% 
tlUMBOLDT UO% 

LANDER 21% 
LINCOLN .21% 
MINERAL I 1% 

NYE 9'1% 
PERSI-IING 24% 
STOHEY 41% 
WHITE PINE 35% 

CIIUHCIIILL 1.21% 

ELKO 145% 

CARSON CITY 336% 
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REAi, l'HOPEH'fV 'fllANSfER TAX cou.r.;cnoNs 

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 

Caison City $ 1,94 $ 657 $ 824" $ 8,2118 $ 9,063 $ 7,682 $6,7116 

Stale 9,]88 ti,477 15 ,6119 24,623 27,197 2],0M, 20,)58 

Chun-hi 11 352 JI) 365 ·2 ,837 2,823 2,663 2,602 

State 6,685 5,901 6,9)1 8,511 8,481 7,9119 7,606 

Clark 16,219 16,337 15,277 98,619 120,355 119,'•51 96, 21>5 

Slate 308, 164 310,412 2-90,270 295,858 361,51,5 ]58,154 29',, 7'15 

llouglas 653 8911 775 8,099 9,552 JO, 292 7 , 9~11 

Slale 12,399 16,988 14,725 24,298 28,711 ]0,676 21,851 

Elko 688 574 562 5,008 6,551 8,475 4, (, 1J I 

Slate IJ,255 10,91] 10,679 15,025 19,690 25,425 ,,,,on 
Es1nera l<la 62 JI) 27 145 223 79 87 

Slate 1,566 734. !> 11 434 690 2)7 261 

Eun'ka 98 57 52 6IO 684 521 1,051 

Stale 1,653 1,084 986 ) I 8]0 2,059 1,569 '.JI 15) 

llumhol,ll 244 193 )96 2,844 2,328 3,919 3 ,OJ(, 

Stal<' 4,618 3,665 3,721 8,5.H 6,973 II, 75 7 9, 1011 

l.a,ulcr 1, 71,0 92 70 1,573 456 1,150 l ,~54 

Stale ]3 ,068 J, 743 I, 327 4 I 7J8 1,176 3,4'i0 ], 121> 

J.inc-0111 61, 56 38 197 508 744 51,1, 

Stal.c J ,214 J ,053 719 1,190 1,506 2,232 1,6'12 ti:! 
:><! 

I.yon 264 ]69 247 2,620 4,022 2,901 2,704 ::i:: 
H 

Stale 5,112 7,008 4,704 8,461 12, J 10 8,703 B, 112 l)j 
H 
8 

n 
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tlineral 

State 

Ny<' 

St.,le 

Pe1·~hi11g 

Slale 

Slor .. y 

Slale 

Wa:dwe 

Stale 

While Pi11e 

Stale 

Toi al 

1968-69 

111 

2,127 

408 

7,759 

90 

1,706 

50 

942 

6,009 

114,170 

143 

2,723 

$554,)60 

• 
llEAI, l'ROl'ERTY 1'RAKSH!'.R 1'AX COLLECT I OHS 

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-H 

52 70 5110 523 

991 1,322 l, 7J8 1,582 

550. 251 3,220 1,760 

J0,450 4,780 9,660 5,264 

223 ll3. 1,863 980 

4,229 2 I )38 5,569 2,946 

29 113 . 394 547 

547 2,156 I, 183 1,649 

6,013 6,716 57,248 66,156 

114,244 165,612 171,744 196,707 

15 l 87 843 928 

2,86'1 1,646 2,529 2,616 

$531,907 $555,659 $761 ,2]2 $910,769 

January 1, 1968 - June 30, 1971 - 5'1, County 95'1, Slate 

July l ' 1971 - Present - 251 Counly 75l State 

-
1973-74 1974-75 

538 75) 

1,614 2,r,9 

1,342 2,266 

4,026 6,798 

1,051 I,') I 

3, 15] ,,,,73 

277 5:18 

631 I ,(,14 

67,499 55 ,'l l'l 

202,347 )67,757 

l, 367 1,427 

4,101 4,281 

$919,613 $760,740 

l:?j 
:><: 
tr: 
H 
b:f 
H 
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• • -
Rl~l'\L PROPERTY Tl!l'\NSff.R TAX COl,ECTIONS 

1975-76 19H,-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-lll 

PROJF.C'fF:0 PHOJECTF:D PRO.Jt:CTF.D 

C:u,;,,11 Cl I y $ 9,1<,5 $ 15,469 $ 22,399 $ 26,1179 $ 32,555 $ )9,067 

SL1lr 27,494 .46,406 ~7, 196 R0,536 96,6ft4 115,972 

Ch11rd1I 11 J,24) 4,666 8,046 9,656 II, 5RR lJ ,906 

St al,~ 9,729 13, 99R 24,123 2R,947 34,737 /11,6R5 

Cl;irk 127,948 212,432 338·, 143 405,771 4R6,925 5114,)11 

SI alt, 383,1144 637,296 1,104,339 1,325,205 1,590,247 1, 9011, 297 

1)011r,la:; 8,975 16,951 33,059 39,671 47,605 5 7 I 127 
SI at,, 26,925 50,853 99,177 119,013 142,1115 171, )79 

Elko 7,212 7,757 9,669 11,60) I)' 'JZJ 16,701 

Still f" 21 ,(,]6 23,270 29,006 JI,, 808 II), 778 so, 134 

F.sm<' ra I ,la 60 421 J , 211 1,453 1,743 2,091 

Sl . .-.1" 181 1,262 3,63'2 4,358 6,230 7 ,'176 
f.11 rPka I, 14 7 623 450 51,0 648 778 

Slalt> J,440 1,868 1,350 1,620 I, 91,4 · 2,]32 
lhunl,oldt 2,50(, J,834 5,JOR 6,370 7,644 9, 172 

St al" 7,519 11,50) 15,924 19 I 108 22,9)0 27,516 
l.a11tlPr 728 1,415 1;369 t ,64) I, 971 2,)65 

!ital r 2,185 ,, , 244 4,107 4,929 5,915 7,099 
l.lnc-0111 545 675 1,408 1,690 2,028 2 ,1,34 

St a1 r l ,635 2·,025 4,223 5,067 6,0lll 7,297 

l.yo11 2,522 J,518 7,925 9,511 11,,,JJ 13,695 l:rj 
:x 

Slate 7,566 10,555 23,?44 28,528 34,234 ,, 1,080 1:1:: 
H 
ttl 
H 
1-3 

() 
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REAi. PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX COI.J,ECTIOHS 

1975-76 1976- 77 1977-78 1978- 79 1919-78 1980-81 

PRO.JF.cn:n rtto.JECTF:I) l'HOJf.CTEII 

Mi 1w1 a 1 976 1,016 1,157 l, 389 1,667 2,001 

f,t.alP 2,929 J,048 3,47:J 4,167 s,001 6,001 

Ny<' 1,645 ],049 6,270 7,524 9,0211 10,8)4 

Stalf' 4,9)6 9, 11,7 18,810 22,572 27,086 ]2, ~,04 

P••rshinl( l,J/tl l, 197 l ,63 I I, 95 7 2, J/,9 2,819 

81 al,, 4,024 3,591 4,894 5,872 7,046 8,456 

~H or(·y 453 589 2,706 J,248 3,898 4,678 

SI at,· l,]58 1,768 8, II~ 9,741 11,689 14,027 

War.ho,• RO ,6(15 \26, 1~8 201,0to 241,212 289,454 J/,7,)41, 

Stal<' 241,993 378,5]5 603,0JO 723,6]6 868,364 1,042,0]6 

Whit,• Pim· 890 I, 156 2,335' 2,803 3,363 4,03') 

Slate 2,669 3,469 '7,005 8,407 10,089 12,107 

Tolal $'I ,000,084 $1,603,784 $2,666,291 $3,199,549 $3,8J9,4S9 $1,,607,)51 
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TITLE XIX 
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5 DOLLAI~ lAX DISTRIBUTION 
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• • 
AD VALOREM· BASE DISTRIBUTION 

LIVESlOCI< -.55%---~ ~--HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY- 1.10% . 

* OlllER PERSON/\l. 

---llrJ'r---

---PROPERTY- 1 74 % 

MINING PROPERTY ----
l 88 % ---

UTILITIES 
9.88% 

IMPHOVEMENTS- 53.15% 

* INCLUOES BANI< S11/\RES 

LANO- 28.11% 

MERCH(\NDISE 

1.91% 

MOBILE HOMES 

1.68% 
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DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION 

Errata Sheet 

Ad Valorem Base Distribution: 

The correct figures should be: 

Land 
Improvements 
Livestock 
Household Personal Property 
Merchandise 
Mobile Homes 
Other Personal Property 
Utilities 
Mining Properties 

DEPARTMENT 01" TAXATION 

EXHIBIT C 

26.25 
49.66 

.52 
1.03 
1. 78 
1. 57 
8.19 
9.88 
1.88 

23 



• . • 
s TATE TOT AL OE AL - p RO p ER Ty Ass Es s E D VAL u AT l ON 

Projecled 
10--~------r----,r----r--:-r--,--...------.--.----.--.-200 
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20 

.o-"',:::_-L_--1_---1 __ ,, __ , __ _.__...l--_ ___,__ _ _.__ _ _._ _ _J._ _ __.__o 
68-69 69-70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79-8080-81 

YE.81:l. VAL!.!81 IQtl _A. .Yf.AR. y'ALUAII0N ~ 
1968-69 1,708,027,707 1969-70 1,889,406,425 t 10.62 
1970-71 2,0ff/,909,11 3 tl0.51 1971-72 2,329,764,395 + 11.58 
1972-73 2,628,505,923 •12.82 1973-74 2,939,163,846 + 11.82 
1974-75 3,305,269,075 tl2.46 1975- 76 3,543,355,007 t 7.20 
1976-77 3,989,574,838 +12.59 1977-70 4,816,301,461 +20.72 
1978-79 5,609,941,447. i 16.48 1979-80 6,408,007,503 tl4.23 
1900-81 7,344,511.431 +14.61 

... , .... ,., .. ,,.. 

INCREASE 

BY 

% 

-



DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION 

' Errata Sheet 

Chart - state Total Real Property Assessed Valuation 

Should read - State Total All Property Assessed Valuation 

1978-79 5,642,960,377 + 17.16 

1979-80 6,454,044,767 + 14.37 

1980-81 7,408,857,809 + 14.79 

• 

• 
,. DEPARTMENT OP' TAXATION 



•• •• -
ASSESSEO VAWATION IIY COUNTY 

1968-69 1969-70 19 70- 71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-]'j 

Cctrno11 Clly 42,353,005 43, 176,61,8 50,615,363 63,218,)26 68,631,707 110,154,957 90,0(,9,21:1 

Chun-hill 25,515,687 29,049,740 32,596,505 34,7115,6116 111,550,872 /12,710,758 47,1106,976 

Clark 853,370,'.l.17 939,234,)7/1 1,045,846,510 1,200,932,2119 I, 337,194,006 1,487,140,51] 1,6(,r,, 102,IIJ6 

Unul(las 60,2,,6,08) 65,'151,975 69,715,615 74,611,497 82,640,021 96, IOI ,617 111,419,451 

f.lko 74!547,059 110,450,709 84,420,276 90,813,486 I07,71'i,971 123,149,060 141, 701,0)J 

r-:,au,·ra I ,la 5,2611,591 5,967,547 7,029,936 7,432,608 9,110,869 IO, 1,011, J(,4 11,366, :111 

F:un•ka 20, JR6,947 16/i9J,J74 u,,229,016 16,545,629 IR, 142,333 2,,,,60,0112 7.11, 1)4,913 

ll11111lwl•ll JJ,079,390 JJ,672 ,860 35,401,205 34,576,779 39,261,126 44,105,1189 51 ,0R0,l,<J2 

l.a11<1r1· 15,370,085 20,274,057 21 ,0111, 369 21,054,114 21,997,931 2.1,500,000 2(,, 1011 ,ooo 
l,l11col11 9,298,843 10, IJ6,61 I 10,387,341 10,505, 176 · 12,105, 8211 13,422,571 16,343,660 

I.you 46,1121,2511 52,184,037 60,481,414 6),814,962 62,174,1)6 65,967,290 75,796,)91 

ti I Ill' r a I 9,641,408 11,264,111 14,)39,818 15,390,019 H, 190,596 19,240,193 21,ooo,011 1J 

Ny<' 23,543,852 24,771,688 27,914,788 31,824,523 45,0]t',787 ,,11,600,000 '.i8,4119 ,996 

1',·rnliing 21 , 14 7, 191, 21,330,000 22,1131, IJ7 2.1,407,399 25,376,424 27,539,9119 29,11011,11117 

Slnr·<'y 4,695,908 11,831,166 5,584,118 5,848,091 5,863,899 6,SIJ,49'1 7 ,11011,:105 

Wa8hnr 428,155,224 482,210,999 543,102,5115 595,258,490 687,951,305 778,211,787 8711, 768,440 

\./hi l<' l'i111• 34,786 ,8J8 48,806,529 ,,0,395,097 39,745,361 119,366 I IJ6 50,731,317 42,870,060 

TOTAi. I, 708,027 I ]0] I , 889, t,06, 425 2 , 08 7 , 909 , 11 3 2,329,764,395 2,628,505,923 2,939,16],846 3,105,2(,<J,Ol'i 



• •• -
ASSESSElJ'VAI.UAl'JON BY COUNTY 

l975-7(i 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-60 19110-81 

PROJECTED Pll~JEC'l'EU 

C,1 rson City IOJ,081,217 119 .~ll ,647 171,766,470 199,671,536 240,985,111 294,507,904 

Churdli I I 48,550,628 53,224,6!0 58,313,840 66,000,000 72,045,600 78,178,4011 

t:lark 1,602,285,995 1,981,645,919 2,463,414,881 2,677,142,716 3,287,135,576 3,770,67:1,219 

lli111i;las .118 ,291, ,544 159,364,6118 175,871,526 193,458,681 221,328,701 257,567,324 

t:lko 150,977,628 150,566,409 148,58J,o:n 16J,441,336 173,296,849 1ll0,055,426 

Es111P.1·a I tla 13,140,188 12,785,437 15,627,430 17,292,470 19,196,371 21,377,079 

Eureka 35,871,1190 ]0,267,605 35,623,897 37,594,543 42,568,301 46 ,(, 76,142 

lluonho I ,It 58,141, 75) 6 I ,612, 991 71,461,729 80,594,5:lll, 90,1186,461 102,029,141 

l.aruk,· 26,000,000 )0,292,254 34,022 ,1167 ]7,000,000 40,570,500 l,4,]67,899 

l.i 11,oln 19,266,431. 21,769, 15] 25,320,122 29,500,000 34,541,550 40,123,464 

I.you 69,118,261 73,209,051 8],005, l05 90,000,000 96,075,000 )Oil, 994, ()/,0 

ti i "" ra I 22 ,(d 1,244 2],8:JJ,001 26,37],]]9 J0,000,000 J2 ,617 ,ooo 35,916,207 

Nye 62,413,561 79,518,091 69,968,521 120,000,000 144,240,000 173 ,J'.IJ, 208 

1',•1·:d1ini: 34,527,323 ]6,500,206 '38,507,507 40,500,000 43,776,450 47,)04,6]2 

Slort•y 6,044,211 9,82],776 J0,165,152 I0,)6~,455 11,415,669 12,]44,904 

Wa~lioe 925,179,88) ,1,096 ,866, 945 I , 3 lJ, I 26, 716 I , 568, 177, 152 1,606,226,444 2,086,5)9,6)7 

While l'irw '•5,1150,2]0 48,7110,895 53,147,724 1,9 ,000, 000 411,902,000 50,300, 5')7 

TOTAL J,543,:155 ,1~07 '.l,969,574,8)8 4 ,616,)01,461 5,609,941,447 6,406,007,58) 7 , 344 , 5 11 ,'d I 
tlj 

~ 
::z:: 
H 
ll:l 
H 
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.L'-V:f .W• .L't-1-\,.,,J'\..:)VJ.J. 

Department of Taxation EXHIBIT D 

Net Proceeds of Mines & Operating Mine Assessments 

This has sometimes been called Nevada's only income tax. Under 
the authority of NRS Chapter 362, the Department of Taxation 
computes the gross yield of each operating mine every 6 months. 
From this figure, deductions for costs of extracting, transporting, 
reducing, refining and sale of the ore are made. Also allowed 
as deductions are the cost of maintenance and repairs of equipment 
and facilities, fire and industrial insurance, unemployment 
compensation, royalties and depreciation. Royalties are 
taxable to the person, corporation, association or partnership 
to which such royalties have been paid. Where gross proceeds 
are less than $20,000 per year, the tax may be determined on an 
annual rather than semi annual basis. The net proceeds figures 
determined by the Department are furnished to the counties in 
which the mines operate and are subject to the ad valorem tax 
at the same assessment rate as other property. Counties are· 
authorized to deposit 3% of the amount collected directly to 
the county general fund as a commission. The balance•is then 
distributed based on the existing tax rates for the area in 
which the mine is located. 

Patented mines are assessed at not less than $50.0. 00 by the 
county assessors. However, if a minimum of $100.00 worth of 
development work has been performed on the mine, the assessment 
is stricken from the rolls. 

The Department is required to appraise and assess all of the 
physical facilities, including machinery and equipment, of each 
operating mine in the State and to furnish such values to the 
county assessor for placement on the tax rolls. 

The total assessed value of Net Proceeds of Mines for fiscal 
year 1977-78 was $49,474,846 and for fiscal year 1978-79 $50,688,986. 

(See also the following charts) 

28 
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NET PROCEEDS OF MINES 
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NET PHOCEEOS Of MINES 

"VALUATIONS" 

--.--.---r---.----.------.-----.---,,---,---.---7P,ro~· c=l=edr---.- 400 
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INCREASE 

50 200 IN 

40 

30 
100 

20 

10 

0 
69-70 70- 71 71-72 72-73 73-74 7<1•-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79·00 80-81 0 

_'l'.EAll IO..IALllE.'LrnUE. .'¼. YEAR ~LJJEYE.fll!JE. ~· 
1969-70 S 09,906.494 • 209.85 1975-76 I '19.434.863 (-36 88) 
1970-71 52,539,603 (- 50 391 1976-77 36,034,948 (· 27 I II 
1971- 72 42,910,605 (· 18.33) 1917-78 49,474,846 • 37.30 
1972 · 73 53,142,181 I 23.84 1978-79 50,688,986 • 2.45 
1973- 74 57,362,409 • 7.94 1979-80 51,879,557 • 2.35 
1974 - 75 78,319,357 • 36.51 1900-81 53,109,184 t 2.52 
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NET PROCEEDS OF MINES 

"ASSE~SMENTS" 

Projecled 
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69·70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79 BO 80-81 
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YEAR TOfAL REVENUE % YEAR TOlAL REVENUE % 
1969-70 s 2,268.213 t 33.30 1975- 76 I 1,813,128 (- 39 II I 
1970-71 1,874,201 (- 17.371 1976- 77 1,300,130 (-26 29) 
1971 -72 1,589,794 (- 15.17t 1977- 78 I ,0'12,2£¥1 •41.70 
1972·73 1,994,297 • 25.44 1970 - 79 1,880.664 • 2.52 
1973-74 2.177.0'.>9 • 9· 16 1979-80 1,934.143 • 2.41 
1974·75 2,977,649 + 36.77 1901-81 1,982,599 t 2.51 
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• • 
NET PltOCF:EnS · Of tlJ NES 

V/\l.ll/\TlON DY COUNTY 

1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 

Car:iou City 104 7)8 234 -0-

Ch111·d1i 11 l,0,287 28,425 37,505 24,621 

Clark 1,672,364 2,560,360 2,348,087 2,2)0,768 

110111:las 814,516 7,222,JII 1,014,016 149,619 

El k11 IJ0,204 185,602 34,136 45,2)7 

t:smr ra J.la 146,4117 807,659 768,304 1,185,299 

Eun·k.i 7,988,821 7,230,183 5,143,600 5,777,028 

lhnnho I ,It 360,813 I, 708,290 125,135 91 ,31,6 

La11,h·1· 2 ,3611, 182 12, 1911,8211 9,031,020, 11,559,919 

l.inn,ln 69,208 2112 ,061 31,306 22,987 

I.yon 12,346,796 35,661,962 18,048,730 14,399,087 

tlinrra I 19,564 53,950 56,732 92,900 

Ny,~ 631,176 1,635,997 1,204,820 1,041,254 

l'rrshing 475,970 2,500,989 792,797 619,129 

Storey l08, 1,911 164,859 111,461 119,)1) 

Wnshne 1,847 2,724 -0- 2 ,41,5 

Wh i l" I' I 11<' 3,867,532 24,245.-637 13,791,640 5,379,653 

TOTAL 31,046,)29 89,986,49/, 52 /i39 ,601 42,910,605 

1972-7) 1973-74 

-0- -0-

119,290 131,097 

2,535,174 2,175,li:16 

35,340 JS ,01,4 

158,79) 387,897 

2,531,)62 2,)77,400 

9,604,651 to, 9 7TI , 305 

147,911 175, 149 

11,5)7, 105 9,1125,570 

37,113 JI ,289 

l2,014,Rl8 12,501,63) 

180,784 233,)75 

938, 71i0 1,414,5)6 

1,011,005 1,)40,6110 

164,128 156,422 

700 1,400 

11,453,346 15,596,776 

~2,470,280 57,362,409 

1974-75 

]O 

114, ]15 

2, 119 ,51l(, 

I ,567 

I , 511 7 , l,JO 

3,538, 1118 

19,336,2110 

293,145 

19,213,684 

119,)'JI 

22,719, llJ 

21, 7 ,0110 

2,174,120 

1,2111,119 

11,<J 'l,'Jl, 

900 

5,52<,,755 

711,119,)57 

tx:I 
X 
::i:: 
H 
b:l 
H 
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HEI PROCF.F.DS Of HINES 

VALUATION BY COUN'fY 

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-RO l'JR0-81 

PROJECTED l'llOJf.CTEO PROJF.CTEU 

Car~o11 Ci l y 418 -0- -o- -0- -o- -o-
f.hunhl 11 199,937 274,600 ]06, 117 306,717 306 I 717 ]06 I 71] 

Clark 2,434,200 2,988,621 3,503,561 3,503,561 3,503,561 3,503,561 

llo11ida~ 10,650 900 860 860 860 860 

Elko 2,792,036 2,973,576 3,762,935 3,762,935 3,762,935 3,762,935 

f.snwralcla 2,481,196 4,637,686 8,219,738 8,219 I 7)8 8,219,738 8 1 219 I 738 

f.urrkil 25, IR7, 709 15,069,78) 19,886,569 19,886,569 19,686,569 19,886,569 

llumhol,11 278,406 6)1,652 1,)68,417 1,)68,417 I, J68 ,417 1,368,417 
l.;111,lt• r 10,343,443 5,197,334 5,270,546 5,7971600 6 r )77 I 360 7,015,096 

l.inrol11 264,103 362,712 338,252 338,252 3)8,252 338,252 
I.you 1,514,424 1,041,879 38,38) 38,38) 38,38] 36,383 

nlnrral 194,977 6,189 114,371, 114,J74 114,374 114,374 

NyP 2,869,624 1,802,)25 5,090,090 6, l08, 108 6,"/18,919 7,390,810 

l'Pr:shlng 729,761 902,560 ·I, 179,451 1,179,453 l, 179,453. l, 179,453 

Stor·ry 98,021 48,9)1 64,019 64,019 64,019 64,019 
Wa:;hcw 3,400 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Whilr l'lnP 32,538 96,200 330, 93,2 -0- -0- -o-

TOTAi. 49,4)4,86) 36,034, 91,R 49,474,846 50,688,986 51,879,557 53,189,184 
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EXHIBIT E 
Roy Nickson 
Department of Taxation 

Bank Shares 

The Department of Taxation, annually, determines the aggregate 
capital of each bank in the State and proportions such amount 
to the individual counties in which the banks or branches 
thereof are located. (NRS Chapter 367) From the full cash 
value of the bank shares, the value of the real property of the 
banks, as determined by the county assessors is deducted to 
insure that no dual taxation on the value of the bank shares 
occurs. Taxes are paid by the bank to the respective counties 
and the bank may elect not to recoup the bank shares tax from 
individual share holders. Total bank share values (at 35% of 
full cash) in fiscal year 1977~78 were $46,406,689. For fiscal 
year 1978-79 - $56,520,022. 

(See also the charts that follow} 
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BANI< SHARE VALUA TlONS 

NOf[ ,ESMERALDA 6 SHJHEY COUNTIES, 
HAV["O~ BANK SU ARE TOTALS 

CIIURCHILL CO 
(SB50,44H 50%) 

CAHSON CITY 
(S 2 .298,447-4 07%1 

WIIITE PINE 
(3795,862-141%)----v 

CLARK CO. 
(S 26,777.023-4738%1 

WASHOE. CO. 

(S 19,636,806-34.74o/o) 

PERSIUNG CO. 
(1250,089-44% I 

TOTAL COUNTY SHARES $56,520,022 

,, ' 

UOIIGLAS CO. 
(S 1,991.515-352%1 

ELKO CO, 
{$1,612.749-2 85%) 

EUREKA CO 
{3 97,432- 17%) 

LYON CO. 
(S 603,293-107o/o) 

MINERAL CO 
{S 166, 784- 30%1 

NYE CO 
(t 336.813- 60%) 

-
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BANK VALUATIONS 

Projected 
75~-~--.---...--....--,---,----,----,----,--y---,---.----r- 150 

60-
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-140 -- 130 
, -120 ,. 

-110 / 

-100 
-90 

80 
-70 
-60 
-50 
-40 
-30 
-20 
-'IO 

O--"'--''--L--...__ _ _.__......,_.,___._ _ _._ _ _,._ _ _.____....__...,._ _ _._o 
68-69 69-70 70- 71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 

YEAR VALUAllON % YEAR VALUATION % 

1968-69 17,415.500 1969-70 20,332,135 +16.75 
1970-71 22,805,839 +12.17 19 71-72 26,65~.224 t16.86 
1972-73 30,107,442 +12.97 1973- 74 34,626,437 +15.01 
1974-75 37,069.480 t 7.06 1975-76 38,362,t"94 + 3.49 
1976-77 40,623.110 t 5.09 1977-78 46,406,689 +14 24 
1978-79 56,520,022 t21.79 1979-80 59,915,000 t 600 
1980-81 63.730,000 t 6.37 

-

INCREASE 

IN 
% 

tz:1 
:><: 
::r: 
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to 
H 
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• 
flank of I.a,; Vrgas 

I.lank of Nrvada 

t· i rr. l National llank of t:ly 

first National llank or Nevnda 

Nrva,la flank ao,t Trust''' 

N,,va,la National llank 

N .. va,la St al r Dank 

l'inru-,·r Citizens llank of Neva,la 

s .. ,·11rity Natlon.,J llilnk of NE'va,IA 

Va I I ,,y llank of Neva,ta 

Tlll/\1. 

19611-1969 1961)-1970 

$ 2,680,002 $ 1,143,708 

],Jltl,626 1,786,123 

183,716 205,324 

7,917,772 9,619,737 

2,421,386 2,571,619 

508,769 585,753 

268, 92'• 385,8118 

1,326,705 1,443,707 

566,600 590,276 

$17,415,500 $20,332, lJ5 

• 
01\NK SHARF. Vi\LUI\TIONS 

1970-1971 1971-1972 1972-1973 1973-1974 

tler-ged wllh and becam<' Valley Rank of Nev!'•la 

2,574,415 3,448,246 J,528,699 3,884,779 

228,261 247,4]4 266,650 295,667 

ll,476,508 13,536,629 13,9112,048 15,814,752 

2,201,698 2,390,9-\8 2,554,560 2,966,240 

687,171 974,1152 1,851,251, 2,128,l,61 

445,676 576,459 601,491 936,957 

1,530,552 1,667,224 2,392,740 2 ,5'}9 ,5111 

3,661,558 3,806,402 ,, ,930,000 6,000,000 

$22,805,839 $26,650,224 $30,107,442 $34,626,437 

,',ff.,varla Rank a11<I 'fr11st In C@ Ii cnte opened June 21, 1978 and had excess cash on hand which ,.ore than offset the other deposits, 

lh<'ri>lo1·e, no assf'ssmPnt. 

.. 
1974-1915 

4,194,114 

3111,323 

H,,367 ,015 

3,290,027 

2,285,6]0 

J,Of,5,156 

2,245,215 

7,104,000 

$37,069 ,t,8() 
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DANK SIIAHE VAI.UATIONS 

1975-1976 1976-1977 1977-1978 1978-1979 1979-1980 198()-1981 

lla11k ol l,:1s v,,11,as 

llauk of N,•va,la J,443, l'iS 3,012,393 J,825,607 4,425,212 4,650,000 4,850,000 

Fl rr.l National ll.111k of f:ly 316,912 )03, 700 298,726 3:?7,884 340,000 ]50,000 

Hrnt Nat loual !lank of Nevada 17,968,i)<J2 18,775,546 20,080,132 24,358,139 25,)00,000 26,500,000 
tlr•v,tt(.i 11.iuk a111I Trust.,., 25,000 30,000 
ff,.v,1tla tlalin11al llank 3,451,410 4,408,367 6,831,993 7,597 ,01,5 8,400,000 9,300,000 
Ht·va,la :;1 :il.e llank 2,217,191 2,169,762 2,099,f,lJ 2,813,733 · 3,000,000 3,200,000 

l'io111·,•r Cllizc-ns lla11k of H••va,la 1,143,149 1,510,900 1,761.,810 
. 

1,985,919 2,200,000 2,500,000 

S,·.-urit~• Hal io11al llank of Nevada 2,438,285 2,908,3112 J,414,058 4,519,900 5,000,000 5,500,000 

Va II <>Y lla111i of Hcva,la 7,384,000 7,534,100 8,093,750 10,492,190 JI ,000,000 11,500,000 

TOTAi. $38,362,194 $40,623,110 $46,406,689 $56,520,022 $59,915,000 $63,730,000 



' 

~• 

• 

Roy Nickson EXHIBIT F 
Department of Taxation 

Senior Citizens' Property Tax Assistance 

NRS 361.800-361.877, Senior citizens (those over 62 years of 
age) are granted credits (for those owning real property or 
mobile homes) or refunds (to home or mobile home renters) on 
property taxes that would normally be due or based on a per­
centage of the rental price (17%) that has been determined as 
an approximate contribution toward property taxes. Eligible 
applicants must have had an annual household income of not more 
than $11,000. The percentage of credit or refund is based on 
such income and ranges from 10% for those in the $10,000 to 
$11,000 annual income bracket to 90% for those in the O to 
$1,999.00 annual income bracket. The amount of the credit or 
~efund cannot exceed the amount of the property tax (or rent 
equivalent) or $300.00 whichever is less. Income is adJusted 
gross income as shown on Federal Income tax forms plus tax free 
interest, untaxed pensions and annuities, veterans compensation, 
social security, etc. Excluded from the determination are 
hospital and medical insurance·benefits for the aged and 
disabled; public welfare payments, unemployment benefits, 
disability compensation, alimony and certain- other specific 
forms of income. 

Credits are issued by June 30th for application on the new 
fiscal years tax bill and refunds paid not later than August 
15th. 

"Actual credit and refunds issued in fiscal year 1977-78 were $1,274,732. 
Estimated refunds for fiscal year 1978-79 are $1,260,000. 
Projected refunds for fiscal year 1979-80; $1,650,000 and fiscal 
year 1980-81 $1,815,000. 

The county is reimbursed for all such credits by the Department 
from a legislative appropriation for this purpose. The Department 
·is authorized to spend up to $20,000 of the appropriation for 
auditing of claims. 

(See also the charts that follow) 
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SENIOR CITIZEN PROPERTY TAX REBATE 

"OEBATES MAOE" 

Projected 
12 --
10-

•---l---+-::::--~--------
{--- _,,/ v---

-1400 
~1300 
1-1200 
-1100 

8- -IOOO 
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Of 6- -700 
REBATES -600 

4- -500 
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2- l) -200 
-100 
>-0 

0---L---'-----'-----''-------'----'------'----..__ _ __.__ -100 
73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-7fJ 78-79 79-80 80-81 

YE.AB. 

1973-74 

. 1975-76 

1977-78 

HEBATES 

707 

8,945 

10,560 

1
\1,361.49 

-tl5.06. 

YEAR 

1974-75 

1976-77 

1978-79 

REBATES 
657 

9,178 

10,918 
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t 2.60 

t 3.39 

1979-80 11,465 t 500_ 1900-81 12,038. + 5.00 
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SENIOR CITIZEN PROPERTY TAX RE BAT~ 

H OEOATES MAOE II 

Projecled 
12 --
10-
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1977-78 
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1
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SENIOR CITIZENS' PROPERTY TAX R•;nATE 

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

llonw l,W1wrs Not avatlahle 4,560 4,41,6 5,004 ,, , 915 Not (>rojectcd 
llnl la rs Not available 440,952 429,101 696,749 705;157 hy l ypc o[ 
Hot, I I.., llnme Owners Not aval !able 436 581 641 700 living quarters 
llol lars Not available JR,879 28,~0J 42,890 51,1.73 
tlohi If' lloow lknlers Nol avail oble 1,659 l,784 2, 11 l 2,236 
llo 11 a rs Not av11I lab le 103,455 112,334 200,281 204,455. 
Reuters Not available 2,290 2,367 2,801, 3,067 
llol lnrs Not available 177,0M 194,580 334,812 374,878 
Tnt al llf'lntHls 707 657 8,945 9,178 10,560 10,918 ll,465 12,038 
Tot., I llol lars 77,221 72,i56 740,372 764,419 1,274,732 1,335,663 1,650,000 1,815,000 
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.KVl. l.'LLI...J:\.~UN EXHIBIT G 
Department of Taxation 

Other Responsibilities of the Department 

State Board of Equalization: Hears appeals from actions of 
the county boards of equalization and from centrally assessed 
taxpayers and renders decisions. 

Relations with the Federal Government: 

The Nevada Tax Commission has authority to consent for the 
state or to deny such consent in instances where the Federal 
Government desires to obtain state or privately owned land 
or water rights or any interest therein. (NRS 328.030) 

The Nevada Tax Commission is the sole bargaining agency in 
matters of taxation between the state, its political subdivision 
and the Federal Government. (NRS 328.080) 

Certification of Appraisers: 

The Department issues appraisers certificates, after applicants 
have passed the necessary examinations, to all appraisers 
for property tax purposes employed by or contracted with the 
state and political subdivisions thereof. This responsibility 
is done with the advice of the 6 member Appraiser Certification 
Board . 

Property Tax Allowance for Residential 
Heating and Coolin~ Systems 

(NRS 361.7 )) 

Encourages the development_of a~ternate en7rgy sources for 
heatina and cooling of residential properties. Provides for an 
allowa;;ce of up to $2,000 for the installation and_actual use 
of solar or wind energy, geothermal resources, solid waste 
conversion to energy and water power for the stated purposes. 
The allowance is granted based on the variance between the tax 
on the property as assessed without the alternate energy source 
and as assessed with the alternate energy source. The State 
reimburses the county for any loss in tax dollars as a result 
of this provision of the law . 
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DON DUNN EXHIBIT H 

CLARK COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE 

361.825 Senior Citizens Based on Occupancy 

The program has been administered based on occupancy, not 
ownership. If based on Ownership percentage, problems are: 

1. Mobile homes - must be prorated by number of names 
on title, not by number of persons actually living in 
the unit and regardless of who is responsible for 
paying the tax bill. · 

2. If two people (other than claimant and spouse) are 
joint tenants and both live together, both could 
file and receive rebate on full tax bill. 

3. If claimant rents a portion of residence to others 
claimant will receive rebate on 100% of tax bill. 
Renter will receive rebate on total rent paid. 
(Result: Two rebates on one residence. Homeowner 

4. 

has built tax expense into rent and then gets full 
rebate) . 

County assessor must research deeds ·to determine 
ownership percentage of claimant. If joint tenants, 
ownership is. always 100%. For tenants in common, 
assessor must determine individual's ownership 
percentage, whether claimant lives alone in the 
horn~ and pays entire tax bill or not. 

5. Past practice has been to rebate to senior who pays 
tax bill and lives in home, but has transferred deed 
to son or daughter. These seniors will be totally 
eliminated from the program. 

My understanding of joint tenants is: both acquired ownership 
at the same time, both own 100% of the property involved; if 
one dies the property belongs to the other. 

Tenants in common: don't have to acquire ownership at same. 
time. Percentage of ownership voluntarily determined by the 
parties involved, no rights of survivorship . 
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BI!.L DR.AFT :->.E:OUEST :ROM SXECU7IVE . .i..cc.:::C:.' 

REQUEST Ll:•!ITED TO 

ONE SUBJECT ONLY 

FOR LC3 USE ONLY 

BOR fJ 

FROM: John J. Sheehan 
~ecucive Direcc:or 
Departmenc of T.a.-;:acion 

VL~: De~aro:1ent of 
Ad:niniscracion 

TO: Legislacive Counsel 

I. INTENT OF PROPOSED BIU.: 

Revise Senior· Cicizens ?ropercy Tax Assiscance Ace co confor:n co 
accual aci::lli..~iscrative practices. 

II. JUSTU'ICATION OR PUR.?OSE: 

361.825 - rebace is based on che percentage of the residence accually 
occupied by che senior citizen. Ownership is ofcen shared with a 
relacive strictly for righcs of survivorphip and the senior is solely 
responsible for the ta.'C bill. 

361.841(2)(b) - The county assessor does noc determine rent rebaces. 
Therefore, he is unable to advise the clai!nant of the amount due. 

36l.341(3)(b)(2) - Because of the June 30 deadline for homeowner 
credit memos, the volume of renters to be processed and che personnel 
available chis deadline is unrealistic and has never been met. 

361.845·- Claims a~e accepted either by the councy assessor or che 
Deparc:nent of Taxacion. 

361.874(2) - All claims would have to be held until all 
computed co determine if :nmds available were adequate. 
would not receive credic memos in time to apply them co 
quaner tax p,aytnent: . 

ra.funcis were 
Hotneow-ners 

the first 

III. NRS TI!U, CHAPTER A...'rD SECTION AFFECTED: 

361.825, 361.841(2) (b), 36l.84i(3) (b), 361.845, 361.874(2). 

IV. SUGGES'r..:.D U..'iGUAGE: 

361.825 - Ii a home is owned by ~~o or more persons or entities as 
joinc cenants or tenants in common and one or more persons or e..~cities 
are noc members of clai.manc's household, property ca:{es acc=ued is 
chat pare of the propercy ta.~as levied on che home ~hicn refleccs the 
[ow-nership] percentage of £h! residential~ occ~Died ~ che clai::l­
anc anq his household. 

36l.841(2)(b) - Omit - or che amount of refund he is encicled co 
receive for renc deemed to conscicuce accr~ed property cax. 

361.841(3)(b) - [August 15] SePtember ll 
361. 845 - No claim shall be accepted by the deparo:tenc or che co~m:•1 
assessor if the clail:lant or the claimant's... - --

361.874(2) - Ot:lit: [The execucive direc:or shall propor~icnacel:, red~ce 
each claim if the cocal a.mount of all claims exceeds chat ~ala.nee.] 

V. FISCAL NOTE: 

No 

VI. PREPRINTING OF BIL!.: 

Yes 

-1-
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VII. ~-lZ OF ErnIVlDuAL TO BE co;;TACT'2D IF :-,ORS r:r?O:U·!.AT!O,-i :,EEDED: 

From: 

To: 

Marilyn Paoli, Super,isor 
~enior Cicizens Program 
Telephone No. 885-4892 

Signacure 01: Agency Represencacive 

Dace: 

Deparonenc of Adminiscracion 

!.agislaci'Je Counsel 

Approved for preparacion of bill drafc. Comments on fiscal noce encered on 
Form fN-3, accached, if fiscal note required. 

Signacure 
Deparc::ient of Acmi~iscracion 

-2-
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EXHIBIT I 

CARSON CITY ASSESSOR 

MONTHLY PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN MARKET VALUE OF RESIDENTIAL AND 

COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES AS INDICATED BY A STUDY OF SALES AND RESALES 

OF THE SAME PROPERTIES BETWEEN JANUARY 1977 THRU AUGUST 1978. 

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES 

MEAN 3. 24%/fe r m on f-h_ MEAN 2.96% 

MEDIAN 3.00% MEDIAN * 

THE MEAN IS THE MOST COMMONLY USED MEASURE OF CENTRAL TENDENCY OR 

WHAT MOST LAYMAN REFER TO AS THE AVERAGE • 

THE MEDIAN IS DEFINED TO BE THE CENTER OF SALES DISTRIBUTION IN 

THE SENSE OF A CENTER OF GRAVITY. 

* INADEQUATE SAMPLING 
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EXHIBIT J: 

' 
CARSON CITY ASSESSED VALUATIONS 

Percentage 
Fiscal Year Valuation Increase 

57/58 6,877,214 

58/59 8,151,504 19 

59/60 12,294,394 51 

60/61 11,913,690 -3 

61/62 18,748,574 57 

62/63 20,126,816 07 

63/64 22,215,578 10 

64/65 25,981,400 17 

• 65/66 32,294,121 24 * Land 
ReaEEraisa 

66/67 36,906,952 14 

67/68 39,595,604 07 

68/69 42,353,005 07 

69/70 43,173,668 02 

70/71 50,615,363 17 

71/72 63,218,326 25 * Land 
ReaEEraisa 

72/73 70,905,543 12 

73/74 85,103,724 20 

74/75. 93,615,970 10 

75/76 105,380,136 13 

• 76/77 119,498,807 13 

77/78 171,766,470 44 * Land 
Reappraisa 

78/79 199,871,535 14 
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STA TE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTh1ENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
555 WRIGHT Ww 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89711 

PRESENTED TO 

NEVADA LEGISLATURE - SIXTIETH SESSION 1979 

JOINT SENATE - ASSD!BLY TAXATION COMMITTEES 

EXHIBIT K 

The purpose of this presentation is to furnish the members 
of the Senate and Assembly Taxation Committees with brief 
factual information concerning the descriptions, collect­
ions and disbursements of the various taxes and fees 
collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles. Included 
is a recap of fees and taxes collected from various sources 
for the last 10 fiscal years • 

Director · 
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EXHIBIT K 

~OTOR VEHICLE PRIVILEf;I: TAX 
. 

REGIST~TION DIVISION - MOTO?.. CARRIER DIVISION 

NRS CHAPTER 371, 482, 706 

Description: 

A tnx imposed for the privilege of operating any vehicle upon the public 
highways of this state and is based on value of a vehicle as determined by 
the Department. Valuation of vehicles shall be determined upon the basis 
of 35 percent of the manufacturers su7gested retail price in Nevada excluding 
options and extras, as of the time the particular make and year model is 
first offered for sale in Nevada. Each vehicle shall be depreciated for the 
purposes of the _annual privilege tax according to schedules set forth in 
NRS 371.060. 

Tax Rate: 

Annual amount of privilege tax shall be four cents on each $1 of valuation 
of the vehicle. 

Payment: 

Privilege tax is due and payable on the fir_st day of the registration year 
for the vehicle concerned and shall be paid at the same time as, and in 
conjunction with, registration or renewal of re~istration of the vehicle. 
In each county with a po~ulation of less than 100,000 the County Assessor 1.s 
designated as agent to assist in the collection of this tax. This affects 
all_ counties except Washoe and Clark. In Washoe and Clark the Deoartment 
of ~1otor Vehicles collects the tax. Renewal forll)-s i~d~cating tax due are 
mailed to all re1:;istered owners. - _;:-,, ,.._.,,_,.._.-~..,i /< ,c _ 

Tax Distribution: Counties and Highway Fund 

Privilege tax collected pursuant to NRS 371 is distributed back to the 
county fro:u which it was collected. Privilege tax collected pursuant to 
NRS 706 is distributed amoung the counties irt percentases set forth in 
NRS 482.180. 

The distribution of the prfvilege tax within a county shall be made to loc:::l 
governments, as defined in 'i~S 354.474, in the same ratio as all pro::ierty 
taxes were levied in the county in the previous fiscal year, but the State 
of ~evada is not entitled to share in any such distribution. • The Department 
shall make distributions directly to counties, county school districts and 
incorporated cities or towns. Distributions for other local ~overnments 
within a county shall be paid to the counties for distribution to such other 
local povernments. Every year all counties furnish the distribution formulas 
to the Department for purposes of privilege tax distribution. 

As a commission to the state. for callee.tin~ nrivile?;e taxes. the Department 
retains 6 percent from counties having a population of 100,000 or more and one 
percent from counties havin[~ a population of less than 100,000. 
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' 10 year colle.ctions: 

Gross 
State 
Counties 

G?'.'OSS 

State 
Counties 

Gross 
State 
Counties 

68/69 
6,538,966.00 

33')2162.00 
6,203,804.00 

72/73 
3,596,323.00 

430, Ot,tt. 00 
3,266,234.'.)0 

76/77 
l'•, 006, 855. Cl0 

6842046.00 
13,322,809.00 

'69/70 
6, 89'), 0 70. 00 

341227'1.00 
6,548,794.00 

73/71, 
9,S9G,3l3.00 

47li 2 fi%.0') 
9,523,fil7.0') 

77/78 
16, 5 7 li, 0 79. ')() · 

834,551.00 
15,739,428.00 

I % of increase Total Tax (10 Years) 153.4% 

• 

EXHIBIT K 

70/71 71/72 
7,'J33,046.')0 7,899,191.f)I) 

3Li9 2 051). 00 389 1 290.00 
6,633,996.00 7,509,901.00 

74_/75 75/76 
10,]~·6,')3().(l() 11, 771,6A5.')0 

49J 2 51') .00 5S7 •. ::n.00 
9,346,411.00 ·11, 131-1 ,!184. '.)() 
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ESTJMI\TED LOSS FROM INVENTORY TAX 

This was prepared in early February 1970. At that time, the late~t valua­
tion available was for Fiscal Year 1976-77. The latest tax rate was for 
1977-70. The inventory valuation was increased for each of the applicable 
five years using a 6 percent growth facto~-. 

The grow~, factor is borne out by the percentatje of increase (decrease) 
Fiscal Year 1977-70 over 1976-77 in the appeudix. 

HOUSEHOLD PERSONAL PROPERTY 

The breakdown of the valuation for cities was arrived at by using the 
population ratio. 

I\ 6 percent growth factor was used for each of the applicable year. 

LIVESTOCK "A" AND 11 B" 

The study label "l\ 11 was prepared using a 6 percent growth factor. · After 
research and the decline in valuation as shown in the appendix, it was 
determined to prepare another study showing no increase in livestock values 
for the five applicable years. Bee stand values are not included in this 
study as the total valuation is minimal. 

MOBILE HOMES 

The valuations for cl ties was arrived at by applying the ratio of mobile 
home values in the county to the breakdown for personal property of the 
cities. /\ 12 percent growth factor was applied for each of the applicable 
years. 

We have used the same fiscal year (1976-77) valuation and tax rate (1977-
70) in order to have continuity ln thp study. 

• 

-· 
-. 
+ 

Ir 

• 



I­

CD 

:c 
X 

w 

-

PART I 

These charts show the fiscal impact on counties, schools and cities using 
the graduated 20 percent a year approved as Question 4 by the voters in the 
1978 General Election. 
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MOBILE HOMES 
DOLLAR LOSS ON GRADUATED BASIS OVER FIVE YEAR PERIOD 

T/\K MOB I l,E HOME OOU,I\R DOLL/\R DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
R/\TE VALUATION LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLAR 

@ 20% @ 40% @ 60% @ 80% @ 100% LOSS 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 '1980-81 1981-02 1982-83 1983-04 1979-84 

Carson City 
01·msby .016140 3,634,009 14,546 32,503 54,739 81,744 114,441 290,053 
Urban .027700 229,065 1,574 3,525 5,921 8,843 12,380 32,243 
Schools .019700 3,863,074 18,073 42,276 71,024 106,062 140,487 306,722 

Churchill County .0)5570 1,903,510 7,350 16,464 27,660 41,306 57,827 150,607 
Schools .019900 1,093,518 9,395 21,043 35,352 52,792 73,909 192,491 
Fallon .012000 62,420 186 416 699 1,044 1,461 3,006 

Clark County . 011305 34,583,340 . 96,958 217,186 364,873 .544,076 762,827 1,986,720 
Schools .022023 34,583,340 188,881 423,095 710,800 1,061,461 1,486,045 3,870,282 
Boulder City .011970 53,448 158 356 597 892 1,248 3,251 
Jle11derson .013327 917,360 3,032 6,792 

' 
lt:410 17,038 23,854 62,126 

r,as Vegas .014122 944,852 3,309 7,413 12,452 18,596 26,034 67,004 
North Las Vegas . 014122 164,427 576 1, 290• 2,167 3,236 4,531 11,800 

Douglas County .003100 2,06.,,430 1,589 3,561 5,981 8,932 12,505 32,568 
Schools .020700 2,067,430 10,613 23,774 39,940 59,643 03,501 217,471 

Elko County .010650 3,852,090 10,174 22,789 38,286 57,175 80,045 208,469 
Schools .017400 3,852,090 16,623 37,234 62,553 93,413 130,778 340,601 
Carlin .019450 117,318 565 1,260 2,129 3,180 4,452 11,594 
Elko .010396 1,810,007 17,142 38,398 64,508 96,331 134,864 351,243 
Wells .017000 219,259 924 2,071 3,479 5,194 7,273 18, 94). 

Esmeralda County .021500 262,650 1,400 3,137 5,271 7,870 11,018 20,696 
Schools .015000 262,650 977 2,188 377 5,490 7,687 20,019 

Eureka County .015900 244,265 963 2,158 3,625 5,413 7,578 19,737 
Schools .015800 244,265 950 2,144 3,602 5,370 7,530 19,612 

Humboldt county . 0.12760 1,676,588 5,305 11,805 19,966 29,815 41,741 108,712 
Schools .017940 1,676,588 7,459 16,709 28,070 41,919 58,686 152,843 
Winnemucca .016800 150,750 628 1,407 2,363 3,530 4,941 12,869 

- • • 



l,ander County 
Schools 

Lincoln County 
Schools 
Calinete 

Lyon County 
Schools 
Yerington 

Minerc1l County 
Schools 

Nye Co.unty 
Schools 
Gabbs 

Per sh i.ng County 
Schools 
Lovelock 

Stot·ey County 
Schools 

Washoe County 
Schools 
Reno 
Sparks 

wt,lte Pine County 
Schools 
Ely 

State of Nevada 

Grand Total 

T/\X 
RATE 

1977-78 

.019700 

.017000 

.015800 

.01.6700 

.015000 

.017940 

.019490 

.010070 

.029070 

.0\0430 

.015700 

.oi0000 

.012500 

.014500 

.015800 

. 0.17200 

.028700 

.016800 

. 018112 

. 010798 

.015600 

.010560 

.018100 

.015400 

. 014000 

.002500 

MOBILE 

MOBJJ,E HOME DOLl,/\R 
VALU/\TION LOSS 

@ 20% 
1976-T/ 1979-80 

1,025,322 5,009 
1,025,322 4,323 

688,173 2,697 
688,173 2,851 
145,110 540 

2,461,139 10,950 
2,461,139 11,896 

120,635 301 
784,620 10,036 
784,620 6,363 

2,359,092 9,105 
2,359,092 10,998 

95,683 297 
402,005 1,445 
402,085 1,576 
103,100 440 
196,303 1,397 
196,303 018 

18,955,107 85,141 
18,955,187 88,366 

4,944,579 12,949 
1,440,607 3,793 
1,170,010 • 5,252 
1,170,010 4,468 

647,712 2,249 
76,494,806 47,426 

750,924 

Column 1 Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 

HOMES 

D01,l,AR 
I,OSS 

@ 40% 
1980-81 

11,221 
9,683 
6,040 
6,385 
1,209 

24,520 
26,647 

675 
12,671 

8,033 
20,575 
24,638 

664 
3,239 
3,529 

985 
3,129 
1,832 

190,717 
197,941 

29,006 
8,498 

11,764 
10,009 

5,037 
106,235. 

1,666,052 

Column 2 -- Actual mobile home valuatio11 for 1976-77. For purposes of 
this study, a 12 percent growth rate was used for each of tj1e 
applicable years. · 

- • 

DOLLAR DOLLAll DOLLAR TOTAL 
LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLIJAR 

@ 60% @ 80% @ 100% LOSS 
1981-82 1982-83 ;t.983-84 1979-04 

18,851 28,150 39,411 102,642 
16,267 24,292 34,009 80,574 · 

' 10,147 15,154 21,215 55,253 
10,726 16,017 22,423 50,402 

2,032 3,034 4,247 11,062 
41,206 61,534 86,148 224,366 
44,767 66,851 93,592 243,753 

1,134 1,693 2,370 6,UJ 
21,287 31,788 44,503 120,205 
13,495 20,154 28,215 "/6, 260 
34,566 51,610 72,266 180,210 
41,391 61,810 86,535 225,372 
1,116 1,667 2,334 6,078 
5,442 8,126 11,376 29,628 
5,929 8,854 12,395 32,283 
1,655 2,471 3,460 9,011 
5,258 7,852 10,993 20,629 
3,078 4,596 6,435 16,759 

320,404 478,470 669,858 1,744,590 
332,540 496,593 695,230 1,810,670 
48,730 72,770 101,870 265,333 
14,276 21,319 29,847 77,733 
19,764 29,514 41,320 107,614 
16,816 25,111 35,156 91,560 

0,463 12,638 17,693 46,080 
178,474 266,522 373,131 971,788 

2,798,958 4,179,771 5,851,683 15,247,388 
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X 
w DOLLAR LOSS ON GRADUATED B/\SIS OVER FIVE YEARS 

" TAX LIVESTOCK DOU,I\R DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOI.L/\R TOTAL 
RATE VALUE LOSS LOSS·. LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLARS 

@ 20% @ 40% . @ 60% @ 80% @ 100% LOSS 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1979-04 

Carson City 
. Onnsby .016140 $ 30,920 $ 142 $ 299 $ 174 $ 670 $ 888 $ 2,473 

Ut·ban .027700 -0- -0- -0- -0- -o- -0- -0-
Schools .Ol9700 30,920 172 364 379 818 1,084 2,017 

Chun;hill County .015570 2,187,155 6,811 14,439 22,950 32,447 42,992 119,647 
Schools .019900 1,952,819 8,704 18,454 29,243 41,470 54,949 152,919 
fallon .012000 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -o-

Clark County . 011305 1,020,294 2,583 5,'\78 8,709 12,309' 16,309 4~,,380 
Schools .022023 1,020,294 5,034 10,670 16,966 23,978 31,772 88,420 
Boulder City .011970 2,116 5 12 19 27 36 99 
Henderson . 013327 811 2 5 9 11 15 42 
Las Vegils .0)4122 2,311 0 16 25 35 46 130 
No1th Las Vegas . 014122 2,840 9 19 30 42 57 157 

Douglas County .003100 1,339,270 930 1,972 3,135 4,430 5,070 16, )37 
Schools .020700 i,339,270 6,110 13,165 20,932 29,585 39,199 108,991 

Elko County .010650 13,160,0)0 31,395 66,556 105,824 149,566 198,174 551,515 
Schools . Ol7400 13,160,010 51,292 108,740 172,097 244,361 323,770 901, 0(,0 
Catlin .019450 8,146 35 75 119 169 221 622 
Elko .010396 10,594 24 53 84 118 156 435 
Wells .017000 2, B71 11 23 36 52 69 )91 

EsmeraJda County .021500 292,780 1,410 2,989 4,753 6,718 0,901 24, 771 
Schools .015000 292,700 984 2,086 3,316 4,686 6,210 17,282 

E111eka County .015900 1,059,639 6,623 14,041 22,326 31,554 41,809 116,353 
SchooJs .0)5800 1,059,639 6,581 13,953 22,186 31,355 41, 546 115,621 

llumboldt County .012760 3,375,249 9,647 20,452 32,519 42,960 60,897 166,475 
Schools .017940 3,375,249 13,563 28,755 45,720 64,618 85,619 238,2'/5 
Winnemucca .016800 160 1 l 2 3 4 11 
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T/\X LIVESTOCK DOLL/\R DOLL/\R DOLL/\R DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
R/\TE VALUE LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLARS 

@ 20% @ 40%, @ 60% @ 00% @ 100% LOSS 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-03 1903-84 1979-84 

Lander County .019700 $ 1,976,053 $ 8,720 $ 18,487 $ 29,394 $ 41,542 $ 55,044 $ 153,187 
Schools .017000 1,976,053 7,525 15,952 _25, 364 35,849 47,499 132, 109 

Lincoln county .015800 1,191,355 4,216 8,939 14,213 20,087 26,615 74. 0·10 
Schools .016700 1,191,355 4,457 9,448 15,022 21,232 28,132 78,291 
Cali enle .015000 2,507 8 18 28 40 53 111 

Lyon County .017940 1,569,739 6,300 13,373 21,263 30,052 39,819 110,815 
Schools .019490 569,739 6,853 14,528 23,101 32,649 43,259 120,)90 
Yerington .010070 -o- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Mineral County .029070 170,935 1,113 2,359 3,752 5,302 7,026 19,552 
Schools .018430 170,935 705 1,496 2,378 3,362 4,454 12,395 

Nye County .015700 1,582,616 5,566 11,799 18,761 26,515 35,133 97,774 
Schools .010000 1,582,616 6,665 14,129' 22,465 31,751 42,070 117,000 
Gahbs .012500 1,637 5 9 16 22 29 Bl 

Pershing County .014500 844,613 2,744 5,815 9,247 13,070 17,317 48, J 93 
Schools .015800 044, 613 2,909 6,337 10,077 14,241 18,869 52,513 
Lovelock .017200 -0- -o- -0- -o- -0- -0- -0-

Storey County .028700 11,048 71 150 239 338 448 1,246 
Schools .016800 11,048 42 88 111 198 262 731 

Washoe County .018112 1,848,356 7,499 15,897 25,277 35,726 47,336 131,739 
Schools .018798 1,840,356 7,783 16,500 26,235 37,078 49,129 136,725 
Reno .010560 7,545 18 38 60 85 113 314 
Sparks . 010560 420 l 2 4 5 6 18 

White Pine County .018100 l, 761,667 7,142 15,142 24,076 34,027 45,086 125,473 
Schools .015400 1,761,667 6,077 12, 8_83 20,485 28,951 38,361 106,757 
Ely . 014000 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- . -0-

State of Nevada .002500 33,995,371 19,037 40,359 64, 171 90,695 J 20, 171 334,433 

GHAN!) TOTAL $ 257,620 $. 546,365 $ 860,529 $ 1,224,799 $ 1,626,835 $ 4,524,148 

Column 1 Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 
Column 2 -- Actual livestock valuation for 1976-77. For purposes of 

this study, a 6 percent growth rate was used for each of the 
applicable years .. 
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I, I V E S T O C K "B" 

Dollar Loss on Graduated Basis over Five Year Period 

TAX l,IVESTOCK DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
RATE VALUE LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLARS 

1977-78 1977-70 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 LOSS 
@ 20% @ 40% @ 60% @ 80% @ 100% 1979-84 

Carson city 
Ormsby .016140 so, 649 163 327 490 654 817 2,451 
Urban . 027700 -0- -o- -0- -0- -o- -0- -0-
Schools .019700 50,649 200 399 599 798 998 2,994 

Churchill County .015570 1,885,737 5,872 11,744 17,617 23,489 29,361 88,083 
Schools .019900 1,885,737 7,506 15,010 22,516 30,020 37,516 112,578 
Fallon .012000 -0- -o- -0- -o- -0- -0- -o-

Clark county . 011305 1,067,723 2,415 4,829 7,242 9,656 12,071 36,213 
Schools .022023 1,067,723 4,702 9,405 14,108 18,811 23,514 70,540 
Boulder City .011970 3,024 7 14 22 29 36 108 
Henderson . 013327 750 2 4 6 8 10 30 
1,as Vegas .014122 2,503 7 14 21 20 35 105 
North r,as Vegas . 014122 3,025 9 17 26 34 43 129 

Douglas County .003100 1,127,391 699 1,398 2,097 2,796 3,495 l0,4d5 
Schools .020700 1,127,391 4,667 9,335 14,002 18,670 23,337 70,011 

Elko •County .010650 10,974,483 23,376 46,751 70,127 93,502 116,878 350,634 
Schools .017400 10,974,483 30,191 76,382 114,574 152,765 190,956 572,868 
Carlin .019450 7,980 31 62 93 124 155 465 
Elko .010396 8,351 18 35 52 70 87 262 
Wells .017000 1,992 7 14 20 27 34 102 

Esmeralda County .021500 281,400 1,211 2,421 3,631 4,841 6,052 18,156 
Schools .015000 281,480 844 1,689 2,533 3,378 4,222 12,666 

Eureka County .015900 1,648,160 ~.241 10,483 15, 724 20,965 26,206 78,619 
sd10ols .015800 1,648,160 5,208 10,416 15,625 20,833 26,041 70,123 

Humboldt County .012760 3,023,295 7,715 15,431 23,146 30,062 38,577 115,731 
Schools , . 017940 3,023,295 10,048 21,695 32,543 43,390 54,230 162,714 
Winnemucca .016800 -o.:. -0- -0- -o- -o- -0- -0-

- • • 
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TI\K LIVESTOCK l>Ol,LI\R DOLl,I\R l>OU,I\R DOl.l,I\R 
RI\TE V/\1,UE: LOSS 1,09S l,OSS t.oss 

1977-70 1977-78 1979-00 1900-01 1901-02 1902-83 
@ 20% @ 40% @ 60% @ 00% 

l,11nrler. County . .019700 1,512,520 5,960 11;919 17,870 23,038 
Schoo.Is .017000 1,512,520 5,143 10,205 15,420 20,570 

Lincoln County .OJ.5000 952,065 3,011 6,022. 9, OJ) 12,011 
Schools .016700 952,865 3,183 6,365 9,540 12,730 
Cnl lente .015000 2,196 7 l3 20 26 

l,yon County .017940 1,292,033 4,636 9,272 l3, 907 18,543 
Schooln .019490 1,292,033 5,037 10,073' 15,109 20,146 
Yeriugton .010070 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Ml11e1:al coun~y .029070 144,062 812 1,684 2,527 3,369 
Schools .oi0110 144,062 534 1,068 1,602 2,136 

Nye Co1111ty .015700 1,356,107 4,258 9,516 12,775 17,033 
Schools .010000 1,356,107 5,099 10,190 15,,297 20,396 
Gohbs .oi25oo 1,205 3 6 10 13 

Pershing Co11nly .0)4500 752,023 2,104 4,366 6,550 8,733 
Schoo.Is .015800 752,023 2,379 4,.758 7,137 9,516 
f,ovelock . 01 noo -0- -0- -0- -0- . -0-

Slor.cy Co11nty .020700 9,690 55 111 167 222 
Schools .016000 9,699 33 65 90 130 

W11shoe Co•mly .0)0112 1, 4U, 704 5,114 l0,.220 15,312 20,456 
s;chools . 019790 1,411,794 5,300 10,616 15,924 21,231 
Reno .010560 0,600 19 37 55 74 
Sp,uks .010560 430 1 2 3 J 

While Pine County .010100 1,360,523 4,925 9,850 14, 775 19,700 
Schools .015100 1,360,523 4,190 9,301 12,571 16,762 
Ely .014000 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

State of Nevada .002500 29,052,133 14,426 28,852 43,278 57,704 

GRI\ND TOTI\I, 195,206 390,562 505,048 781. 125 

l,ivestock "B" valuation ie shown with no increase in valuation over. the five year pei-iod. 

OOLLI\H 
LOSS 

)983-04 
@ 100% 

29,797 
25, 7 lJ 
15,055 
15,913 

33 
23,179 
25,182 

-0-
4,211 
2, (,70 

21,291 
25,495 

16 
10,916 
11,895 

-0-
270 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625 
20,952 

-0-
72,130 

976,400 

-
TOTI\I. 

DOLL/\RS 
LOSS 

1979-04 

09, )92 
77, 139 
45,165 
4'l, 73'9 

99 
69,537 
75,517 

-0-
12,633 
0,010 

6),873 
76,485 

40 
32,749 
)5,605 

-0-
OJJ 
409 

76,710 
79,610 

277 
13 

73,075 
62,056 

-0-
216,390 

2,929,229 
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OOLLAR LOSS ON GRADUATED BASIS OVER FIVE YEARS 

TAK HOUSEHOLD DOLLAR DOLl,AR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
RATE PERSONAL LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLARS 

1977-70 PROPERTY @ 20 '% @ 40% @ 60% @ 00% @ 100% LOSS 
1976-77 1979-00 1900-01 1901-02 1902-03 1903-04 1979-04 

Ca r·son Ci ly 
Ot·msby .016140 $ 970,085 $ 3,539 $ 7,503 $ 11,929 $ 16,060 $ 22,340 $ 62,171 
Ur.ban .02'7700 1,026,060 6,366 13,497 21,460 20,330 40, 188 101,041 
Schools .019700 2,004,945 0,047 18,756 29,023 42,150 55,840 155,424 

Chtll'chi I .I County .015570 921,.140 3,212 6,-811 10,830 15,306 20,280 56,439 
Schools .019900 921, 148 4,107 8,705 13,041 19,562 25,919 72,134 
Fallon .012000 359,300 966 2,048 3,256 4,601 6,096 16,967 

Clark County . Oll305 25,035,435 63,397 134,403 213,701 302,030 400,191 1,113,722 
Schools .022033 25,035,435 123,560 261,946 416,495 580,646 779,956 2,170,60) 
Boulder City .011970 667,530 1,790 3,79~ 6,036 8,527 11,290 31,445 
Henderson .013327 '2,095,406 6,255 13,261 21,005 29,801 39,406 109,800 
Lris Vegas . 014122 16,076,565 50,855 107,814 171,424 242,278 321,019 893,390 
No1·th Las Vegas .014122 4,628,681 14,642 31,041 49,355 69,755 92,426 257,219 

Douglas County .003100 4,170,900 2,896 6,140 9,762 13,798 18,202 50,870 
Schools .020700 4,170,900 19,340 41,000 65,190 92,135 122,079 339,744 

Elko County .010650 3,095,813 7,386 15,657' 24,095 35,184 46,619 129,741 
Schools .0)'1400 5,095,813 U,066 25,500 40,673 57,484 76,167 211,970 
Carlin .0]9450 346,266 1,509 3,199 s,0·05 7,107 9,523 26,503 
Elko .010396 2,009,824 4,680 9,923 15,776 22,297 29,544 82,220 
Wei ls .017000 205,003 1,006 2,392 3,659 5,172 6,053 19,072 

Esmeralda County .021500 34,050 164 348 55_2 782 1,035 2,801 
Schools .015000 34,050 114 242 386 545 722 2,009 

Eut·eka County .015900 27,070 96 204 325 459 609 1,693 
Schools .015800 27,070 96. 203 323 457 605 1,604 

Humboldt County .012760 385,925 1,103 2,338 3,718 5,255 6,963 19,377 
Schools .017940 385,925 1,551 3,208 5,220 7,389 9,790 27,246 
Winnemucca .016800 301,075 1,133 2,402 3,819 5,398 7,152 1,9, 904 
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• • -
TAX HOUSEIIOLD DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
RATE PERSONJ\J, LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLLARS 

1977-78 PROPERTY 1979-80 1900-81 1981-02 1982-83 1983-81 r,oss 
1976-77 @ 20% @ 40% @ 60% @ BO% @ 100% 1979-84 

Lander County .019700 $ 69,095 $ 305 $ 646 $ 1,028 $ 1,453 $ l,925 $ 5,357 
Schools .017000 69,095 264 557 887 1,254 1,661 4,623 

Lincoln County .015000 212,979 754 1,598 2,541 3,591 4,758 13, 242 
Schools .0]6700 212,979 797 1,689 . 2,606 3,795 5,029 13,996 
Caliente .015000 57,068 192 406 646 914 1,210 3,360 

Lyon County .017940 037,650 3,366 7,137 11,347 16,037 21,248 59,135 
Schoo.ls .019490 837,650 3,657 7,753 12,327 17,422 23,084 64,243 
Yerington .010070 220,170 496 1,053 1,674 2,366 3, l35 8,724 

Mineral county .029070 419,005 2,733 5,796 9,215 13,023 17,256 48,023 
Schools .018430 419,805 1,733 3,674, 5,841 8,257 10,940 30,445 

Nye County .015700 320,715 1,127 2,391 3,801 5,374 7,120 19,813 
Schools .018800 320,715 1,351 2,863 4,553 6,434 8,525 23,726 
Gabbs .012500 50,063 140 297 473 660 085 2,463 

Pershing County .014500 154,345 502 1,063 1,609 2,388 3,164 0,806 
Schools .015000 154,345 254 1,158 1,841 2,602 3,448 9,303 
Lovelock .017200 102,420 395 ,. 836 1,330 1,880 2,491 6,932 

Storey County .028700 97,733 629 1,332 2,118 2,994 3,966 11,039 
Schools .0)6800 97,733 368 .·119 1,240 1,752 2,322 6,461 

W<1shoe County .018112 14,369,570 58,299 123,593 196,512 277,738 360,003 1,024,145 
Schools .010798 14,369,570 60,506 128,274 203,955 288,258 301,942 1,062,935 
Reno .010560 7,553,833 17,869 37,880 60,230 85,)25 ll2, 791 313,895 
Sparks .010560 2,507,507 5,932 12,574 19,993 28,258 37,441 104,198 

While Pine County .Ol810o 473,625 1,920 4,071 6,473 9,148 12,121 33,733 
Schools .0)5400 473,625 1,634 3,463 5,507 7,784 10,313 20,701 
Ely . 014000 419,550 1,316 2,789 4,135 6,268 8,305 23, 113 

Slate of Nevada .002500 52,630,003 29,473 62,483 99,349 140,413 186,046 517,764 .. 
GRAND TOTAL $ 536,768 $ 1,138,560 $ 1,810,317 $ 2,548,584 $ 3,390,119 $ 9,424,348 

Col11mn l Actual tax rate at ti1ne study was prepared. 
Column 2 -- Actual household personal property valuation for 1976-77. 

Fot· purposes of thls studr, il 6 percent growth rate was 
psed for each of the appl cable years. ,,, 
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• • -
ESTIMATED LOSS FROM INVENTORY T/\X 

TAX INVENTOHY OOl,LAR DOLLAR OOLL/\R OOf,L/\R OOl.1,/\R TOT/\L 
RATE V /\l,UI\T I ON LOSS LOSS LOSS f,OSS LOSS UOl,LI\RS 

1977-70 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1902-83 1983-04 LOSS 
@ 20% @I 40% @ 60% @ 00% @ 100% 

Carso11 Cily 
Ot·nrnby . 016140 $ 2,501,592 $ 9,044 $ 19,174 $ 30,486 $ 43,007 $ 57,090 $ 158,001 
IJtlrnn .027700 1,920,599 12,416 25,264 40,169 56,523 75,224 209,596 
Schools .019700 2,501,592 11,039 23,403 37,210 52,590 69,683 193,925 

Cl111rchi 11 County .015570 1,092,300 3,810' 8,076 12,041 18,149 24,048 66,924 
Schools .019900 l,092,300 4,869 10,322 16,412 23,197 30,735 05,535 
Fa] lon · .012000 849,909 2,205 4,843 7,701 10,884 14,421 40,134 

Clark County . 011305 54,530,758 138,090 292,749 465,472 657,866 071, 673 2,425,050 
Schools .022023 54,530,758 269,009 570,298 906,774 1,281,574 1,698,085 4,725,740 
B,oulder City .011970 . 394,150 1,057 2,240 3,562 5,034 6,671 18,564 
Hendeuio11 . 013327 1,130,050 3,373 7,151 11,371 16,071 21,295 59,261 
I.as Vegas .014122 19,031,479 60,203 127,630 202,931 286,010 380,023 1,057,597 
Not th f,as Vegas .014122 3,276,955 10,366 21,976 31,942 49,385 65,435 182,104 

Douglas County .003100 1,548,435 l,075 2,200 3,625 5,122 6,789 18,891 
Schools .020700 1,548,435 7,180 15,221 24,202 34,205 45,322 126,130 

Elko County .01065'0 2,505,679 5,978 12,672 20,149 28,478 37,733 105,010 
Schools . 017400 2,505,679 9,766 20,705 33,020 46,526 61,648 171,665 
Carlin .019450 47,640 208 440 700 989 1,310 3,647 
Elko .010396 1,931,269 4,497 9,535 · 15, 160 21,426 28,389 79,007 
Wells .017000 281, 100 1,070 2,269 3,609 5,099 6,757 18,804 

Esmeralda County .021500 12,380 59 126. 201 284 376 1,046 
Schools .0)5000 12,300 42 88 141 98 7.63 632 

Eureka County .015900 36,940 132 279 443 626 830 2,310 
Schools .015800 36,940 131 277 440 623 825 2,296 

llumholdt County .012760 1,153,080 3,296 6,987 11,110 15,702 20,804 57,899 
Schools .017940 1,153,000 4,634 9,824 15,619 i2,075 29,250 81,402 
Winnemucca .016000 984,695 3,706 7,856 12,491 17,654 23,391 65,098 
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• • -
TI\X INVENTORY DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR DOl.L/\R DOLl,I\R TOT/\L 
HI\TE VALUI\TION LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS DOLL/\RS 

1977-70 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 LOSS 
@I 20% @ 40% @ 60% @ 80% @ 100% 

Lander County .019700 $ 114,351 $ 505 $ 1,069- .$ 1,701 $ 2,404 $ 3, J 85 $ 0,864 
Schools .017000 114,351 435 923 1. 467 2,074 2,749 7,648 

Lincoln County .OJ5000 119, l 90 422 895 1,422 2,010 2,663 7,412 
Schools . 0.16700 .119, 190 446 945 1,503 2,124 2,815 7,033 
Call.e11le .015000 54,477 183 388 617 872 1,155 3,215 

Lyon County .017940 1,533,396 6,162 13,064 20,771 29,356 30,897 108,250 
Schools .019490 1,533,396 6,694 14,193 . 22, 565 31,893 42,258 117,603 
Yerington .010070 379,526 056 1,015 2,806 4,078 5,404 1-5,039 

Mi11e1al county .029070 419,645 2,733 5,793 9,211 13,018 17,249 40,004 
Schools .010430 419,645 1,732 3,673 5,040 8,254 10,936 30,435 

Nye County .015700 306,029 1,076 2 ,.282 3,627 5,127 6,794 10,906 
Schools .010800 306,029 1,289 2,732 4,344 6,140 8,135 22,640 
Gnbbri .012500 6,445 18 39 60 86 )14 317 

Pen;hi ng County .014500 267,195 868 1,840 2,926 4,134 5,478 15,246 
Schools .015000 267,195 945 2,005 3,180 4,505 5,969 16,(,12 
t.ove]ock . 0) 7200 219,765 847 1,795 2,854 4,034 5,345 14,875 

Slot-ey Co\mty .028700 79,070 533 1,008 1,731 2,446 3,241 9,039 
Schools .016800 79,070 301 637 1,014 1,432 1,897 5,201 

Washoe County . 018112 30,205,511 122,546 259,790 413,080 503,019 773,560 2,152,803 
Schools .018798 30,205,511 127,188 269,638 428,725 605,931 002,859 2,234,341 
Reno .010560 20,447,840 40,368 102,540 163,039 230,429 305,318 049,694 
Sparks .010560 7,539,529 17,835 37,811 60,116 84,964. 112,577 313,303 

White Pine County .018100 903,347 3,663• · 7,764 12,346 17,449 23,119 64,341 
Schools .015400 903,3',;.7 3,116 6,607 10,504 14,846 19,671 54,744 
Ely .014000 77J,787 2,427 5,144 8,180 11,561 15,318 42,630 

Slate of Nevada .002500 97,329,698 54,504 · 115,550 183,724 259,663 344,054 957,495 

GRI\ND TOTI\L $ 973,027 $ 2,061,713 $ 3,278,222 $ 4,632,726 $ 6,138,830 $ 17,084,518 

Column -- ·Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 

Column 2 Actual inventory tax valuation fo1- 1976-77. For purposes of 
this sl:udy, a 6 percent growth rate was used for each of the ,~ applicable years. 
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• • 
PART II 

These charts show the fiscal impact on counties, schools and cities over a 
five year period if they are removed from the tax base immediately. 
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• • 
MOBILE IIOMES 

DOLl,/\ll r,oss OVER FIVE YE/\R PERIOD IF 

TI\X MOBILE IIOME DOL,l,/\R DOU,/\R 
lll\TE VAl,UI\TION RECEIVED RECEIVED 

197'7-70 l 976-77 1979-00 1900-01 

Catnon City 
o,msby .0)6140 3,6)4,009 72,730 01,457 
Orh,m . 027700 229,065 7,060 0,012 
Schools .019700 3,063,074 94,366 105,690 

clmtchi 11 County .Ol5570 1,903,510 36,750 11,160 
·schooln .019900 1,903,510 46,971 52,607 
F,d 1011 .012000 62,420 929 1,040 

Cl a,. k Comity .Of 1305 34,58Jt310 404,790 542,965 
Schools .022023 34,503,340 944,400 1,057,737 
noulder city .011970 SJ,410 793 009 
lh~mfo1 son . OlJ327 917,360 15,160 16,979 
r.an VegaR -~11122 944,852 16,545 10,531 
North Las Vegas .011t22 164,427 2,079 3,225 

Douglas County .003100 2,067,430 7,947 0;901 
Schools .020700 i,067,430 53,066 59,434 

Elko County .010650 3,052,090 50,070 56,974 
Sc:hoolr1 . 017400 3,052,090 03, 112 93,005 
Carlin .019450 1n, Jto 2,829 3,169 
F:lko .010396 1,810,007 85;709 95,994 
Wei Is . Ol7000 219,259 4,622 5,177 

EGmeiolda Co111~ty .021500 262,650 7,002 1,q12· 
Schools .015000 262,650 4,005 S,471 

Eureka County .15900 7.41,265 4,816 5,394 
Sr.hoots .015000 214,265 4,706 5,360 

llumholdt County .012760 1.676,508 26,527 29,711 
Schools . 017910 1,676,509 37,296 41,772 
W i m 1em11cc a .016000 150,750 3,140 3,517 

REMOVED JMMED J /\TEl.,Y 

OOU,/\R OOU,/\R 
RECEIVl::O RECEIVED 

1901-02 1902-83 

91,2)2 102,100 
9,069 11,051 

110,373 132,577 
46,100 5.1, 632 
58,920 65,990 

1,165 1,305 
608,121 681,095 

1,104,666 1,326,826 
995 1, us 

19,016 21,290 
20,754 23,215 
3,612 4,015 
9,969 11,165 

66,566 74,554 
63,011 71,469 

104,255 116,766 
3,549 3,975 

107,513 120,411 
5,790 6,493 
0,781 9,030 
6,120 6,863 
6,011 6,766 
6,003 6,723 

33,276 j7,269 
46,781 52,391) 
J,939 4,412 

DOU,/\R 
RECEIVJ;;() 

1903-01 

111,441 
12,380 

110,407 
57,827 
73,909 

1,461 
762,827 

1,406,015 
1,210 

23,051 
26,0J4 

4,531 
12,505 
83,501 
80,045 

130,778 
4,152 

134,064 
7,273 

11,019 
7,607 
7,578 
7,530 

41,711 
50,606 

4,941 

-
'J'O'J'/\J, 

001.I.I\HS 
LOSS 

1979-04 

462,0•10 
19,903 

599,493 
233,469 
290,397 

5,900 
J,079, 798 
5,999,602 

5,040 
96,307 

105,109 
18,292 
50,407 

337,121 
323,169 
527,996 

17,974 
541,494 

29,363 
44,401 
31,034 
30,595 
J0,402 

169,524 
2J6, 937 

19,919 
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• • 
L I V E S T 0 C K 

DOLfJAR LOSS OVER FIVE YEAR PERIOD IF 

Tl\X LIVESTOCK DOlJLI\R DOLLAR 
RATE Vl\l,IJE RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1977-70 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 

Carson City 
01·msby . 016140 $ 30,920 $ 704 $ 746 
Urban .027700 -o- -0- -0-
Schools .019700 38,920 859 910 

Churchill County .015570 2,187,155 34,054 36,097 
Schools .019900 1;952,819 43,524 46,136 
Fallon .012000 -0- -0- -0-

Clark county . 011305 1,020,294 12,918 13,694 
Schools .022023 1,020,294 25,167 26,676 
Boulder City . 011970 2,116 28 30 
llenderson . 013327 811 12 13 
[,as Vegas .014122 2,311 37 39 
North L;:is Vegas .014122 2,010 45 4 tJ 

Douglas county . 003100 1,339,270 4,650 4,929 
Schools .020700 1,339,.270 31,050 32,913 

Elko County .010650 13,160,018 156,973 166,391 
·Schools . 017400 13,160,010 256,462 271,850 
C;:irlin .019450 8,116 177 188 
Elko . 010396 10,594 123 131 
Wel]s .017000 2,871 55 58 

Esmeralda County .021500 292,700 7,050 7,473 
Schools .015000 292,780 4,919 5,214 

Eureka County .015900 1,859,639 33,116 35,103 
Schools .0]5800 1,859,639 32,908 34,883 

· llumholdt County .012760 3,375,249 48,236 51,130 
Schools .017940 3,375,249 67,818 71,8fl7 
Winnemucca .016800 160 3 3 

" A II 

REMOVE() IMMEDIATELY 

DOLU\R ()OLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1981-82 1982-83 

$ 790 $ 830 
-0- -o-
965 1,023 

38,263 40,559 
48,904 51,838 

-0- -0-
14,515 15,386 
28,277 29,973 

32 34 
14 14 
41 14 
50 53 

5,225 5,530 
34,087 36,981 

176,374 186,957 
288,161 305,451 

199 211 
139 147 

61 65 
7,922 8,397 
5,527 5,858 

37,210 39,442 
36,976 39,194 
54,198 54,450 
76,200 80,773 

3 4 

001.1,/\R 
RECEIVED 

1983-84 

$ 888 $ 
-0-

1,084 
42,992 
54,949 

-0-
16,309 
31, 772 

36 
JS 
46 
57 

5,870 
39,199 

198,174 
323,778 

224 
156 

69 
8,901 
6,210 

41,009 
41,546 
60,897 
85,619 

4 

-
TOTAL 
UO(,L/\R 

LOSS 
1979-04 

3,966 
-0-

4,841 
191,965 
245,351 

-0-
72,822 

141,865 
160 

68 
207 
253 

26,Zl2 
175,030 
884,869 

1,445,"/02 
999 
696 
JOO 

39,743 
27,728 

106,680 
185,507 
268,911 
302,297 
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• 
T/\X LIVESTOCK DOl,L/\R 
RI\TE VM,IJE RECEIVED 

1977-78 1976-77 1979-00 

Lander co11nty .019700 $ 1,976,053 $ 43,600 
Schools .017000 I, 976, 05] 37,624 

Lincoln County .015800 1,191,355 21,082 
Schools .016700 1,191,355 22,283 
Caliente .015000 2,507 42 

Lyon County .017940 1,569,739 31,540 
Schools .0]9490 1,569,739 34,265 
Yer:ington .010070 -0- -0-

Mjneral County .029070 170,935 5,565 
Schools .018430 170,935 3,528 

Nye County .015700 l, 582,616 27,029 
Schools .Ol8800 1,502,616 33,324 
Gahbs .012500 l, 637 23 

Pet·shing County .014500 044, 61.3 13,717 
Schools .0]5800 844,613 14,946 
Lovelock .017200 -0- -0-

Storey County .028700 11,048 355 
Schools .016800 11,040 208 

Washoe County . 018112 1,848,356 37,495 
Schools .018790 1,048,356 30,915 
Reno .010560 7,545 89 
Sparks .010560 420 5 

While Pjne County .018100 1,761,667 35,712 
Schools .015400 I, 761. 667 30,385 
Ely . 014000 -o- -0-

state of Nevada .002500 33,995,371 95,187 

GHI\ND TOT/\L $ 1,280,607 

Column 1 /\ctua] tax rate at time study was prepared. 
Column 2 -- /\ctual livestock valuation for 1976-77. For 

this study, a 6 percent growth rate was used 
applicable years. 

• 
DOLLI\R DOL,LI\R 

RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1900-81 1901-02 

$ 46,216 $ 40,989 $ 
39,801 42,274 
22,347 23,680 
23,620 25,037 

45 47 
33,433 35,439 
36,321 38,501 

-0- -0-
5,899 6,253 
3,740 3,964 

29,490 31,260 
35,323 37,442 

24 26 
14,539 15,412 
15,043 16,794 

.:.o- -o-
376 399 
220 234 

39,.744 42,129 
41,250 43,725 

95 100 
5 6 

37,855 40,127 
32,208 34,141 

-0- -0-
100,098 106,952 

$ 1,365,922 $ 1,447,080 $ 

purposes of 
fot: each of the 

DOl,LI\R DOl.L/\R 
RECEIVED . RECEIVED 

1982-83 1903-84 

51,920 $ 55,044 
41,011 47,499 
25,109 26,615 
26,540 28,132 

50 53 
37,565 39,819 
40,011 43,259 

-0- -0-
6,628 7,026 
4,202 4,454 

33,144 35, l33 
39,689 42,070 

27 29 
16,337 17,317 
17,001 18,869 

-0- -0-
423 448 

24 262 
44,657 47,336 
46,348 49,129 

106 113 
6 6 

42,534 45,006 
36,189 38,361 

-0- -0-
113,369 120,171 

l, 531,752 $ 1,626,835 

$ 

$ 

-
TOT/\L 
001.LI\R 

LOSS 
1979-84 

245, '177 
212,089 
110,841 
125,(,12 

237 
177,796 
193,157 

-0-
31,371 
19,880 

156,872 
187,848 

129 
Tl, 322 
84,253 

-0-
2,001 
1,172 

211,361 
219,367 

503 
28 

201,314 
171,284 

-o-
536,577 

7,260,996 
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• • 
L I V E S T 0 c K "B" 

Dollar Loss over Five Year Period if Removed Immediately 

TAJ{ 1,IVESTOCK DOLLAR DOUJ/\R DOLLAR DOLLAR DOLLAR TOTAL 
RATE VALUE RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED OOLLAR 

LOSS 
1977-70 1917-70 1979-00 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1979-84 

Carson City 
Ormsby .016140 50,649 817 817 817 817 017 4,005 
Urban . 027700 -0- -0- -40- -0- -0- -0- -0-
Schools .019700 50,649 998 990 998 998 998 4,990 

Churchill County .015570 1,885,737 29,361 29,361 29,361 29,361 29,361 146,805 
Schools .019900 1,885,737 37,526 37,526 37,526 37,526 37,526 187,630 
Fallon .012000 -0- -0- -o- -0- -0- -0- -0-

Clark County .011305 1,067,723 12,071 12,071 12,071 12,071 12,071 60,355 
Schools .022023 1,067,723 23,514 23,514 23,514 23,514 23,514 117,570 
Bouldet· City .0]1970 3,024 36 36 36 36 36 100 
llendetson . 013327 750 10 10 10 10 10 so 
Las Vegas .014122 2,503 35 35 35 35 35 175 
Not.·th I.as Vegas . 014122 3;02s 43 43 43. 43 43 215 

Douglas County .003100 1,127,391 3,495 3,495 3,495 3,495 3,495 17,475 
Schools .020700 1. 127,391 23,337 23,337 23,337 23,337 23,337 116,685 

Elko Counly .010650 10,974,483 116,878 ·116,878 116,878 116,078 116,878 504,390 
sd,ool.s .017400 10,974,403 190,956 190,95'6 190,956 190,956 190,956 954,700 
Cat·J in .019450 7,980 155 155 155 155 155 77':, 
Elko .010396 8,351 87 87 87 87 87 435 
Wells .017000 1,992 34 34 34 34 34 170 

Esmeralda County .021500 281,490 6,052 6,052 6,052 6,052 6,052 30,260 
Schools .021500 281,480 4,222 4,222 4,222 4,222 4,222 21,110 

E1n-eka county .015900 1,648,160 26,206 26,206 26,206 26,206 26,206 131,030 
Schools .015000 1,640,160 26,041 26,041 26,041 26,041 26,041 130,205 

Humboldt County .012760 3,023,295 38,577 38,577 38,577 38,577 38,577 192,085 
Schools .017940 3,023,295 54,238 54,238 54,230 54,230 54,238 271,190 
Winnemucca .016800 -0- -0- -0- -0- -o- -0- -0-
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Lander· County 
Schools 

Lincoln County 
Schools 
Cal i.enle 

Lyon County 
Schools 
Yerington 

Mi.ne1·al Co1111Ly 
Schools 

Nye County 
Schools 
Gabbs 

Pershing County 
Schools 
Lovelock 

Storey County 
Schools 

Washoe County· 
Schools 
Reno 
Sparks 

White Pine County 
Schools 
F.ly 

state o[ Nevada 

Gr:and Total 
/ 

TAK 
R/\TE 

1977-78 

.019700 

.017000 

.015800 

.016700 

.015000 

.017940 

.019490 

.010070 

.029070 

.018430 

.015700 

.0)8800 

.012500 

. 014500 

.015800 

.017200 

.028700 

.016000 

.018112 

.018798 

.0)0560 

.010560 

.018100 

.015400 

.014000 

.002500 

l,IVESTOCK 
V/\LUE 

1977-78 

1,512,520 
1,512,520 

952,865 
952,865 

2,196 
1,292,033 
1,292,033 

-0-
144,862 
144,862 

1,356,107 
1,356,107 

1,285 
752,823 
752,023 

-0-
9,698 

9,698 163 
1,411,784 
1,411,784 

8,600 
430 

1,360,523 
1,360,523 

-0-
28,852, 133 

86,596,615 

WLLI\R 
RECEIVED 

1979-80 

29,797 
25,713 
15,055 
15,913 

33 
23,179 
25,182 

-0-
4, 211 

. 2,670 
21,291 
25,495 

16 
10,916 
11,895 

-0-
278 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625_ 
20,952 

-0-
72, 130 

976,408 

• 
WLLAR 

RECEIVED 

1980-01 

29,7"97 
25,713 
15,055 
15,913 

33 
23,179 
25,182 

-0-
4, 211 
2,670 

21,291 
25,495 

• 16 
10,916 
11,895 

-0-
278 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625 
20,952 

-o-
72~ 130 

976,408 

001,L/\R 
REc'EIVED 

1981-82 

29,797 
25,713 
15,055 
15,913 
' 33 
23,179 
25,102 

-0-
4, 211 
2,670 

21,291 
25,495 

16 
10,916 
11,895 

-0-
278 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625 
20,952 

-o-
72,130 

976,408 

WLL/\R 
RECEIVED 

1982-83 

29,797 
25,713 
15,055 
15,913 

33 
23,179 
25,182 

-0-
4, 211 
2,670 

21,291 
25,495 

16 
10,916 
11,095 

-o-
278 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625, 
20,952 

-o-
72, 130 

976,408 

rJvestock "B" valuation is shown with no variance in valuation over the five year period. 

WLL/\R 
RECEIVED 

1983-84 

29,797 
25,713 
15,055 
15,913 

33 
23,179 
25,182 

-0-
4, 211 
2,670 

21,291 
25,495 

16 
10,916 
11,895 

-0-
278 
163 

25,570 
26,539 

92 
4 

24,625 
20,952 

-o-
72, 130 

976,408 

-
TOTAL 
DOLLI\R 

LOSS 
1979-84 

140,985 
120,565 

75,275 
79,565 

165 
115,895 
125,910 

-0-
21,055 
13,350 

106,455 
127,475 

80 
54,500 
59,475 

-o-
1,390 

815 
127,850 
132,695 

460 
20 

123,125 
104,760 

-0-
360,650 

4,882,040 

m 
X 
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H O U S E H O L D P E R S 0 N A L p R 0 P E R T Y 

DOLLAR LOSS OVER FIVE YEAR PERIOD IF REMOVED IMMEDJATELY 

TAX IJOUSEHOl,O DOU,/\R DOLLAR DOLLAR OOU,AR DOLLAR TOTAL 
R/\TE PERSONAL RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED RECElVED RECEIVED DOLLAR 

1977-78 PROPERTY 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1902-03 1983-84 LOSS 
1976-77 l 979-84 

Carson city 
Ormsby .016140 $ 970,085 $ 17,695 $ 18,757 $ 19,882 $ 21,075 $ 22,340 $ 99,719 
Urban . 02T100 1,026,060 31,832 . 33,742 35,767 27,913 40,188 169,442 
Schools .019700 2,004,945 44,237 46,891 49,705 52,687 55,048 249,360 

Ch111chill County .015570 921,148 16,063 17,027 10,049 19,132 20,280 90,551 
Schools .019900 921,148 20,531 · 21, 762 23,060 24,452 25,919 llS, 732 
Fallon .012000 359,300 4,829 5,119 5,126 5,751 6,096 27,221 

Clatk County .011305 25,035,435 316,988 336,008 356,168 377,538 400,191 1,786,893 
Schools .022023 25,035,435 617,798 654,866 694,150 735,000 779,956 3,482,506 
Boulder City .0119"/0 . 667,530 8,949 9,486 10,058 10,659 11,290 50,450 
llenden:;on .013327 2,095,406 31,276 33,153 35,142 37,251 39,486 176,308 
Las Vegas .014122 16,076,565 254,277 269,534 285,706 302,848 321,019 1,433,184 
North Las Vegas . 014122 4,628,681 73,210 77,603 82,259 87,194 92,426 412,692 

Douglas County .003100 4,170,900 14,401 15,350 16,271 17,248 18,202 81,632 
Schools .020700 4,170,900 96,690 102,500 100,650 115,169 122,079 545,096 

Elko County .010650 3,095,013 36,927 39,142 41,491 43,900 46,619 200,159 
Schools .017400 5,095,013 60,331 .63, 951 67,700 71,055 76,167 340,092 
cadin .019450 346,266 7,543 7,996 0,475 0,904 9,523 42,521 
Elko .0)0396 2,009,824 23,401 24,006 26,294 27,071 29,544 131,916 
Wells .017000 205,083 5,420 5,754 (i,099 6,465 6,053 30,599 

Esmera.lda County .021500 34,050 820 869 92l 977 1,035 4,622 
Schools .015000 34,050 572 606 613 681 722 3,224 

Eureka County .015900 27,070 •' 402 511 542 574 609 2,718 
Schools .015000 27,070 479 508 530 571 605 2,701 

llumboldl County .012760 305,925 5,515 5,846 6,197 6,569 6,963 31,090 
Schools .017940 385,925 7,754 8,220 B, 713 9,236 9,790 43,7.13 
Winnemucca .016000 301,075 5,665 6,005 6,365 6,747 7,152 31,934 

m I~ 
>< 
:I: 

a, 

-I 
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• • 
TI\K HOUSEHOLD DOLL/\R DOLl,AR 
RATE PERSONAL RECEIVED RECEIVED 

l9T/-70 PROPERTY 1979-00 1900-81 
1976-77 

Lander Counly .0)9700 $ 69,095 $ 1,525 $ 1,616 
Schoo,s .017000 69,095 1,316 1,394 

Lincoln County .015800 212,979 3,769 3,995 
Schools .016700 212,979 3,984 4,223 
Caliente .015000 57,060 959 1,016 

l,yon County . 017940 837,650 16,831 17,841 
Schools .019490 037,650 18,205 ,19,382 
Yei-ington .010070 220,170 2,403 2,632 

Mineral County .029070 419,005 13,668 14,489 
Schools .010130 419,005 8,665 9,105 , 

Nye Co11nty .015700 320,715 5,639 5,978 
Schools .0 lOOOO 320,715 6, ·153 7,158 
C:i.lbbs .012500 50,063 701 743 

Pen;hing County .014500 151,345 2,507 2,657 
Schools .oisooo 154,345 2,439 2,095 
Lovelock .017200 102,420 1,973 2,091 

Slo1·ey County .020700 97,733 3,142 3,330 
Schools .0.16000 97,733 1,039 1,949 

Washoe County .018112 14,369,570 291,493 300,902 
Schools .010790 14,369,570 302,533 320,605 
Reno .010560 7,553,833 89,34.1 94,701 
Sparks .010560 2,507,507 29,657 31,436 

While Pine County .010100 473,625 9,601 10,177 
Schools .015400 473,625 8,169 8,659 
Ely . 014000 419,550 6,579 6,973 

State of Nevada .002500 52,630,803 147,366 156,208 

GHAND TOTAL $ 2,604,998 $ 2,846,407 

Columrl 1 Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 
Column 2 -- Actual household personal property valuation for 1976-77. 

Fo1· purposes of this study, a 6 percent growth rate was 
used for each of the -applicable years. 

DOLL/\R DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 
1981-02 1902-83 

$ 1,713 $ 1,816 $ 
l,478 1,567 
4,235 4,489 
4,476 4,'714 
1,077 1,142 

18,911 20,046 
20,545 21,778 

2,790 2,957 
15,358 16,279 
9,736 10,321 
6,336 6,717 
7,508 8,043 

700 835 
2,816 2,985 
3,069 3,253 
2,217 2;350 
3,530 3,742 
2,066 2,190 

327,521 347,173 
339,926 360,3i2 
100,383 106,406 

33,322 35,322 
10,708 11,435 

9,179 9,730 
7,392 7,035 

165,581 175,516 

$ 3,017,196 $ 3,108,220 $ 

DOl,1,/\R 
RECEIVED 
1983-84 

1,925 $ 
1,661 
4,750 
5,029 
1,210 

21,248 
23,081 

3,135 
17,256 
10,940 

7,120 
8,525 

085 
3,164 
3,418 
2,491 
3,966 
2,322 

360,003 
381,942 
112,791 

37,441 
12,121 
10,313 
8,305 

186,046 

3,390,119 $ 

-
TOT/\L 
HOLi.AR 

LOSS 
1979-84 

8,595 
7,4H, 

21,246 
22,456 
5,404 

94,877 
103,0"/4 

13,997 
77,050 
48,847 
31,790 
38,067 

3,952 
14,129 
15,104 
11,122 
17,710 
]0,366 

1,613,172 
1,705,400 

503,622 
167,)78 

54,122 
46,050 
3·1, 084 

030,717 

15,126,940 

m 
>< 
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PART 111 

These charts show the amount of money received by counties, school 
districts and cities over the five year period if the base is reduced on 
the graduated basis. 

-
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•• •• 
MOBILE HOMES 

DOLl,AR RECEIVED ON GRI\DUATED BASIS 

TAX MOBILE IIOME DOLLAR DOLLAR 
Rl\TE VALUATION RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 00% @ 60% 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 

C,n-son city 
O1·msby .016140 3,634,009 58,184 48,874 
Urban .027700 229,065 6,294 5,287 
Schools .019100 3,863,074 75,493 63,414 

Ch11rchiJl .015570 1,903,518 29,400 24,696 
Schools .019900 1,903,518 37,576 31,564 
Fa]lon .012000 62,420 743 "624 

Clark County .011305 34,583,340 387,832 325,779 
Schools .022023 34,583,340 755,527 634,642 
Boulder city .011970 53,448 635 533 
llenderson . 013327 917,360 12,128 10,187 
Las Vegas . 014122 944,052 13,236 11,118 
No. Las Vegas .014122 164,427 2,303 1,935 

Douglas County .003100 2,067,430 6,358 5,340 
Schools .020700 2,067,430 42,453 35,660 

Elko county .010650 3,852,090 40,696 34,185 
Schools .017400 3,852,090 66., 489 55,851 
Carlin .019450 117,318 2,264 1,901 
Elko . 010396 1,810,007 68,567 57,596 
Wells .017000 219,259 3,698 3,106 

Esmeralda County .021500 262,650 5,602 4,705 
Schools .015000 262,650 3,908 3,283 

Eureka County .15900 244,265 3,583 3,236 
Schools .015800 244,265 3,828 3,216 

Humboldt County .012760 1,676,588 21,222 17,826 
Schools .017940 1,676,580 29,837 25,063 
Winnemucca .016800 150,750 2,512 2,110 

OVER FIVE YF.AR PERIOD. 

DOLLAR DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 40% @ 20% 
1981-82 1982-83 

36,493 20,436 
3,948 2,211 

47,349 26,515 
18,440 10,326 
23,568 13,198 

466 261 
243,248 136,219 
473,866 265,365 

398 223 
7,606 4,260 
8,302 4,649 
1,445 809 
3,9~8 2,233 

26,626 14,911 
25,525 14,294 
41,702 23,353 
1,420 795 

43,005 24,083 
2,319 1,299 
3,513 1,968 
2,451 1,373 
2,416 1,353 
2,401 1,345 

13,310 1,454 
18,714 10,480 
1,576 882 

DOLLAR 
RECEIVED 

@I 0% 
1983-84 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0- I 

-0-
-0-
-0-
09-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

-
TOT/\L 

DOLLARS 
RECEIVED 
1979-04 

163,987 
17,740 

212,771 
82,ij62 

105,906 
2,094 

1,093,078 
2,129,400 

1,789 
34,181 
37,305 

6,492 
17,919 

119,650 
114,700 
187,395 

6,380 
193,251 
' 10,422 

15,788 
11, 01 S 
10,858 
10,790 
59,812 
84,094 

7,080 

rn 
X 
::t: 
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• • 
MOBILE IIOMES 

TAK MOBILE HOME DOLLAR DOLLAR . 
RATE VALUATION RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 00% @ 60% 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 

Lander County .019700 1,025,322 20,037 16,831 
Schools .017000 1,025,322 17,291 14,524 

Lincoln County .015000 600,173 10,706 9,060 
Schools .016700 600,173 11,400 9,576 
Cal.iente .015000 145,110 2,159 1,014 

Lyon County . 017940 2,461,139 43,799 36,791 
Schools .019490 2,461,139 47,503 39,970 
Yerington .010070 120,635 1,205 1,012 

Mineral County .029070 784,620 10,247. 19,006 
Schools .018430 704,620 11,560 12, 05') 

Nye County .015700 2,359,092 36,741 30,062 
Schools . 010000 2,359,092 43,996 36,956 
Gabbs .012500 95,603 1,106 997 

Pershing County .014500 402,085 5,704 4,050 
Schools .015800 402,005 6,302 5,294 
r,ovelock .017200 103,100 1,759 1,470 

Storey County .020700 196,303 5,509 4,695 
Schools .016800 196,303 3; 271 2,740 

Washoe County . 018112 18,955,187 340,566 206,075 
Schools .018790 10,955,107 353,465 296,910 
Reno .010560 4,944,579 51,796 43,509 
Sparks .010560 1,448,607 15,175 12,747 

White Pine County . 010 too 1,170,010 21,007· 17,646 
Schools .015400 1,110;010 17,874 15,014 
Ely .014000 647,712 8,995 7,556 

Stale of Nevada .002500 76,494,086 189,705 159,352 

Grand Total 2,967,924 2,499,062 

Column J Actual tax rate at tiffle study was prepared. 
Column 2 Actual mobile home valuation for 1976-77. For purposes.of 

this study, a 12 percent growth rate was used for each of 
the applicable years. 

DOLLAR oor,LI\R 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 40% @ 20% 
1g01-02 1982-83 

12,567 7,030 
10,045 6,073 

6,765 3,780 
7,150 4,004 
1,354 750 

27,471 15,304 
29,044 16,713 

756 423 
14,191 7,947 
8,997 5,030 

23,044 12,905 
27,594 15,453 

744 417 
3,627 2,031 
3,953 2,213 
1,103 618 
3,505 1,963 
2,052 1,149 

213,603 119,610 
221,693 124,148 
32,487 18,193 

9,518 5,330 
13,176 7,379 
11,210 6,278 

5,642 3,159 
118,903 66,630 

1,065,969 1,044,945 

DOLLAR 
RECEIVED 

@ 0% 
1983-84 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

-0-

-
TOTAL 

DOLLARS 
RECEIVED 
1979-04 

56,473 
48,733 
30,399 
32,130 

6,005 
123,445 
134,110 

3,396 
59,391 
37,653 

103,552 
123,999 

3,344 
16,300 
17,762 

4,950 
15,752 
9,220 

959,862 
996,216 
145,985 
42,770 
59,200 
50,376 
25,352 

534,670 

8,377,900 

m 
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• • 
L I V E S T O C I< " A II 

DOLLAR RECEIVED ON GRADUATED BASIS OVER FIVE YEARS 

T_AX LIVESTOCK DOLLAR DOLLAR DOl,LAR 
RATE VALUE RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 80% @ 60% @ 40% 
1977-70 1976-77 1979-80 1980-81 1.981-02 

ca,·s~m City 
Ormsby .016140 $ 3B,920 $ 562 $ 447 $ 316 $ 
Urban .027700 -0- -0- -0- -0-
Schools .019700 38,920 687 546 5B6 

Ch111:chill County .015570 2,107,l:;5 27,243 21,658 15,305 
Schools .019900 1,952,819 34,820 27,602 19,562 
Fallon .012000 -0- -0- -o- -0-

Clark County . 011305 1,020,294 10,335 8,21'1 5,806 
Schools .022023 1,020,294 20,133 16,006 ll,311 
Bouldet· City .011970 2,116 23 18 13 
llenderson . 013327 811 10 8 5 
Las Vegas .014122 2,311 29 23 16 
North Las Vegas . 014122 2,840 36 29 20 

Douglas County .003100 1,339,270 3,720 2,957 2,090 
Schools .020700 1,339,270 24,940 19,748 13,955 

Elko County .010650 13,160,018 125,578 "99,835 70,550 
Schools .017400 13,160,010 205,170 163,110 115,264 
Carlin .019450 8,146 142 113 00 
E1ko .010396 10,594 99 78 55 
Wells .017000 2,871 44 35 25 

-Esmeralda County ~ .021500 292,780 5,640 4,404 3,169 
Schools .015000 292,780 3,935 3,128, 2,211 

Eureka County .015900 1,859,639 26,493 21,062 14,884 
Schools .015800 1, B59, 639 '26,327 20,930 14,790 

Humboldt County .012760 3,375,249 38,589 30,678 21,679 
Schools . 017940 3,375,249 54,255 43,132 30,480 
Winnemucca .016000 160 2 2 1 

DOLLAR DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 20% @ 0% 
19B2-B3 19B3-84 

168 $ -0-
-0- -0-
205 -0-

8,.112 -0-
10,368 -0-

-0- -0-
3,077 -0-
5,995 -0-

7 -0-
3 -o-
9 -o-

11 -o-
1,100 -0-
7,396 -0-

37,391 -0-
61,090 -0-

42 -0-
29 -o-
13 -0-

l.679 -0-
1,172 -0-
7,888 -0-
7,839 -0-

11,490 -0-
16,155 -0-

1 -0-

$ 

-
TOTAL 
OOLl,/\R 

RECEIVED 
]979-04 

1,493 
-0-

2,024 
72,318 
92,432 

-0-
27,434 
53,445 

61 
26 
77 
96 

9,875 
66,039 

333,394 
544,634 

377 
261 
117 

14,972 
10,446 
70,327 
69,886 

102,436 
144,022 

m 
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• 
TAX LIVESTOCK DOLLAR 
RATE VALUE RE~EIVED 

@ BO% 
1977-78 1976-77 1979-80 

Lander County .019700 $ 1,976,053 $ 34,880 
Schools .017000 1,976,053 30,099 

Lincoln county .015800 1,191,355 16,866 
Schools .016700 1,191,355 17,026 
Cal.i ente .015000 2,507 34 

Lyon County . 017940 1,569,739 25,232 
Schools .019490 569,739 27,412 
Yerington .010070 -0- -0-

Mine1·al County . 029070 170,935 4,452 
Schools . 010430 170,935 2,023 

Nye County .015700 1,582,6.16 22,263 
Schools .018800 1,502,616 26,659 
Gabbs .012500 1,637 18 

Pershing County .014500 844,613 10,973 
Schools .015800 044,613 11,957 
f,ovelock . 017200 -o- -0-

Storey co,mty .028700 11,040 284 
Schools .016800 11,048 166 

Washoe County . 018112 1,848,356 29,996 
Schools .018790 1,848,356 31,132 
Reno .010560 7,545 71 
Sparks .010560 420 4 

White Pine County .018100 1,761,667 28,570 
Schools . 015400, 1,761,667 24,300 
F.:ly . 014000 -0- -0-

State of Nevada .002500 33,995,371 76,150 

GRAND TOTAL $ 1,030,907 

Column 1 Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 
Column. 2 Actual livestock valuation for 1976-77. For 

this study, a 6 percent 
applicable years. 

growth rate was used 

• 
DOLLAR DOLLAR 

RECEIVED ~ECElVED 
@ 60% @ 40% 

1980-81 1981-82 

$ 27,729 $ 19,595 $ 
23,929 16,910 
13,408 9,475 
14 t 172 10,015 

27 19 
20,060 14,176 
21,793 15,400 

-o- -0-
3,540 2,501 . 
2,244 1,506 

17,699 12,507 
21,194 14,977 

ls 10 
8,724 6,165 
9,506 6,717 

-0- -0-
226 160 
132 93 

23,847 16,852 
24,750 17,490 

57 40 
3 2 

22,713 16,051 
19,325 13,656 

-0- -0-
60,539 42,701 

$ 819,557 $ 579,351 $ 

purposes of 
for each of the 

DOLLAR DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 

@ 20% @ 0% 
1982-83 1983-04 

10,386 $ -0-
8,962 -o-
5,022 -0-
5,308 -0-

lo -0-
7,513 -0-
8,162 -0-

-0- -0-
1,326 -0-

040 -0-
6,629 -0-
7,938 -0-

5 -o-
3,267 -o-
.3, 560 -0-

-0- -o-
85 -o-
50 -0-

8,931 -o-
9,270 -o-

21 -0-
1 -0-

8,507 -0-
7,238 -o-

-0- -o-
22,674 -o-

306,953 $ -o-

-
TOTAL 
DOLLAR 

RECEIVED 
1979-81 

$ 92,590 
79,900 
44,771 
47,321 

90 
66,901 
72,767 

-0-
11,819 
7,493 

59,098 
70,768 

48 
29,129 
31,740 

-0-
755 
441 

79,626 
82,642 

109 
10 

75,841 
64,527 

-0-
202,144 

$ 2,736,848 
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• • 
L I V E S T 0 C K 

Dollar Received on Graduated Basis over 

TAX LIVESTOCK DOLLI\R DOLLI\R 
Rl\TE VAL.UE RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1977-70 1977-78 1979-00 1900-01 
@ 80% @ 60% 

Carson city 
Ormsby .016140 50,649 654 490 
IJ1:ban . 027700 -0- -0- . -0-
Schools .0)9700 50,649 790 399 

Chui:chlll County .015570 1,885,737 23,489 17,617 
Schools .019900 1,885,737 30,020 22,516 
Fallon .012000 -0- -0- -0-

Clark county . 011305 1,067,723 9,656 7,242 
Schools .022023 1,067,723 18,812 14,109 
Boulder city .011970 3,024 29 22 
Hende L·son . 013327 750 0 6 
Las Vegas .014122 2,503 20 21 
Norlh Las Vegas .014122 3,025 34 26 

Douglas County .003100 1,127,391 2,796 2,097 
Schoo]s .020700 1,127,391 18,670 14,002 

Elko County .010650 10,971,403 93,502 70,127 
Schools .017400 10,974,483 152,765 114,574 
Carlin .019450 7,900 124 93 
Elko .010396 0,351 69 52 
Wells .017000 1,992 27 20 

Esmeralda County .021500 281,480 4,842 3,631 
Schools .015000 201,480 3,370 2,533 

Eut·eka County .015900 1,648,160 20,965 15,723 
Schools .015800 1,648,160 20,033 15,625 

llumboldt County .012760 3,023,295 3P,862 23,146 
Schools . 017940 3,023,295 43,390 32,543 
Winnemucca .016800 -0- -0- -0-

"B" 

Five Year Period 

DOLLAR DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 
1981-82 1902-03 

@ 40% @ 20% 

327 163 
-0- -0-
599. 200 

11,744 ' 5,872 
15,010 7,506 

-0- -o-
4,829 2,415 
9,406 4,703 

14 07 
4 2 

14 1 
17 9 

1,390 699 
9,335 4,667 

46,751 23,376 
76,302 30,191 

62 31 
35 17 
14 07 

2,421 1,210 
1,689 844 

10,482 5,241 
10,416 5,208 
15,431 7,715 
21,695 10,848 

-0- -o-

DOLLAR 
RECEIVED 
1903-84 

@ 0% 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

-
TOTAL 
DOU,I\R 

RECEIVED 
1979-04 

1,634 
-0-

1,996 
58,722 
75,052 

-0-
24,142 
47,030 

72 
20 
70 
86 

6,990 
46,674 

233,756 
381,912 

310 
173 
60 

12,104 
0,444 

52,411 
52,082 
77,154 

108,476 
-0-
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TI\X l,IyESTOCK DOLLAR DOLLI\R 
RATE VALUE RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1977-70 1977-78 1979-80 1980-81 
@ 80% @ 60% 

l,ander County .019700 1,512,520 23,037 17,078 
Schools .017000 1,512,520 20,570 15,428 

Lincoln County .015000 952,065 12,044 9,033 
Schools .016700 952,865 12,730 . 9,548 
Cnliente .Ol5000 2,196 26 20 

f,yon County . 017940 1,292,033 18,543 13,907 
Schools .019490 1,292,033 20,145 15,109 
Yerington .010070 -o- -0- -0-

Minet·al County .029070 144,862 3,369 2,527 
Schools .018430 144,862 2,136 1,602 

Nye County .015700 ll356, 107 17,033 12,775 
Schools .010000 1,356,107 20,396 15,297 
Guhbs .012500 1,205 13 10 

Pershing County . 014500 752,823 0, 732 6,550 
Schools .015800 752,823 9,516 7,137 
Lovelock . 017200 -o- -o- -0-

Storey County .028700 9,698 223 167 
Schools .016800 9,698 130 98 

Washoe County .010112 1,411,784 20,456 15,342 
Schools .018790 1,411,704 21,231 15,923 
Re.no .010560 8,680 73 55 
Sparks .010560 430 03 2 

White Pine County .010100 1,360,523 19,700 14,775 
Schools .015400 1,360,523 16,762 12,571 
Ely .014()00 -o- -o- -0-

State of Nevada .002500 28,052,133 57,704 43,270 

Grand Total 701. 123 585,046 

Livestock "B" valuation is shown with 110 increase in valuation over the 

DOU,I\R DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 
1981-02 1982-83 

@ 40% @ 20% 

11,919 5,959 
10,285 5,143 

6,022 3,011 
6,365 3,103 

13 7 
9,272 4,636 

10,073 5,036 
-0- -0-

1,684 042 
1,068 534 
8,516 4,258 

10,198 5,099 
6 3 

4,366 2,103 
4,750 2,379 

-o- -0-
111 56 

65 33 
10,220 5,114 
10,615 5,300 

37 10 
l 1 

9,850 4,925 
8,301 4,190 

-0- -0-
28,852 14,426 

390,560 195,282 

five year period. 

OOLl,AR 
RECEIVE!) 
1903-04 

@ 0 % 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

-0-

-
TOTAL 
DOU,I\R 

RECEIVED 
1979-04 

59,593 
5) ,426 
JO, 110 
31,826 

66 
46,350 
50,363 

-0-
8,422 
5,340 

42,502 
50,990 

32 
21,031 
23,790 

-0-
557 
326 

51,140 
53,077 

ia3 
7 

49,250 
41,904 

-0-
144,260 

1,952,811 
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H O ti S E II O L D P E R S 0 N A L p R O P E R T y 

OOLL/\R RECEIVED ON GR/\DU/\TED 8/\SIS OVER FIVE YEARS 

T/\X HOUSEHOLD DOLLAR 00(,L/\R OOLLAR DOI,L/\R 001,L/\R TOT/\l, 
R/\TE PERSONAL, RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED RECEIVED DOLLAR 

1977-78 PROPERTY @ 00% @ 60% @ 40% @ 20% @ 0% RECEIVED 
1976-77 1979-80 1900-81 1981-82 1982-03 1983-84 1979-84 

Carson City 
Ormsby .016140 $ 978,885 $ 14,156 $ 11,254 $ 7,953 $ 4,215 $ -o- $ 37,578 
01ha11 . 027700 1.026,060 25,466 20,245 14,307 7,503 -o- 67,601 
Schools .019700. 2,004,945 35,390 28,135 19,882 10,537 -0- 93,944 

Churchi\l County .015570 921, HB 12,851 10,216 7,219 3,826 -0- 34,112 
Schools .019900 921,148 16,424 13,057 9,227 4,890 -0- 43,598 
Fallon .012000 359,300 3,063 3,071 2,170 1,150 -0- 10,254 

Clark County . 011305 25,035,435 253,591 201,605 142,467 75,508 -0- 673,171 
Schools .022033 25,035,435 494,230 392,920 277,663 147,162 -o- 1,311,983 
Boulder City .Oll970 667,530 7,159 5,692 4,022 2,132 -o- 19,005 
Hende1son . 013327 2,095,406 25,021 19,092 14,057 7,450 -0- 66,420 
Las Vegas . 014122 16,076,565 203,422 161,720 114,282 60,570 -o- 539,994 
North Las Vegas .014122 4,628,681 58,568 46,572 32,904 17,439 -0- 155,473 

Douglas Coun Ly .003100 4,170,900 11,505 9,210 6,509 3,450 -0- 30,754 
Schools .020700 4,170,900 77,358 61,500 43,460 23,034 -0- 205,352 

Elko Cc11111ly .010650 3,095,813 29,541 23,485 16,596 0,796 -0- 78,418 
Sdtools .017400 5,095,813 48,265 38,371 27,115 14. 371 -o- 128,122 
Catlin .019450 346,266 6,034 4,797" 3,390 1,797 -0- 16,018 
Elko .010396 2,009,824 18,721 14,803 10,510 5,574 -0- 49,696 
Wells . 017000 285,083 4,342 3,452 2,440 1,293 -o- 11,527 

Esme1alda County .021500 34,050 656 521 369 195 -0- 1,741 
Schools .0)5000 34,050 458 364 257 136 -0- 1,215 

Eureka County .015900 27,070 386 307 217 115 -o- 1,025 
Schools .015800 27,070 383 305 215 114 -o- 1,017 

Humboldt County .012760 385,925 4,412 3,508 2,479 1,314 -0- 11,713 
Schools .017940 385,925 6,203 4,932 3,485 1,847 -0- 16,467 
Winnemucca .016800 301,075 4,532 3,603 2,546 1,349 -o- 12,030 
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TAX HOUSEHOLD DOLLAR DOLLAR 
RATE PERSONAL RECEIVED RECEIVED 

1977-78 PROPERTY 1979-80 1980-81 
1976-77 @ 80% @ 60% 

Lander County .019700 $ 69,095 $ 1,220 $ 970 
Schools .017000 69,095 1,052 837 

Liticoln County .015000 212,979 3,015 2,397 
Schools .016700 212,979 3,187 2,534 
Caliente .015000 57,068 767 610 

Lyon County .017940 037,650 13,465 10,704 
Schools .019490 837,650 14,628 11,629 
Yerington .010070 220,170 • 1,987 1,579 

Mineral County .029070 419,805 10,935 8,693 
Schools . 018430 419,805 6,932 5,511 

Nye County .015700 320,715 4,512 3,587 
Schools .018800, 320,715 5,402 4,295. 
G;ibbs .012500 50,063 561 446 

Pershing County . 014500 '154,345 2,005 1,594 
Schools .015000 154,345 2,185 1,737 
Lovelock .017200 102,420 1,570 1,255 

Storey County .020700 97,733 2,513 1,998 
Schools .016800 97,733 1,471 1,170 

Washoe County .010112 14,369,570 233,194 185,-389 
Schools .018798 14,369,570 242,027 192,411 
Reno .010560 7,553,833 71,472 56,821 
Sparks .0100560 2,507,507 23,725 18,862 

White Pine County .0181000 473,625 7,681 6,106 
Schools .015400 473,625 6,535 5,196 
Ely . 014000 419,550 5,263 4,184 

State of Nevada .002500 52,630,803 117,893 93,725 

GR/\ND TOT/\L $ 2,148,230 $ 1,707,847 

Column 1 Actual tax rate at time study was prepared. 
Column 2 -- Actual houseli'old personal property valuation for 1976-77. · 

For purposes of this study, a 6 percent growth rate was 
used for each of the applicable years. 

DOU.AR DOLLAR 
RECEIVED RECEIVED 
1981-82 1982-83 

@ 40% @ 20% 

$ 605 $ 363 
591 313 

1,694 898 
1,790 949 

431 220 
7,564 4,009 
0,218 4,356 
1,116 591 
6,143 3,256 
3,895 2,064 
2,535 l, 343 
3,035 1,609 

315 167 
1,127 597 
1,228 651 

087 470 
1,412 748 

826 438 
131,009 69,435 
135,971 72,064 

40, 15'.3 21,281 
13,329 7,064 
4,315 2,287 
3,672 1,946 
2,957 J,567 

66,232 35,103 

$ 1,206,879 $ 639,614 

DOLLAR 
RECEIVED 
1983-84 

@ 0% 

$ -0- $ 
-o-
-0-
-o-
-o-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-o-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-o-
-0-
-0-
-o-
-0-
-o-

$ -0- $ 

-
TOTAL 
DOLLAR 

RECEIVED 
1979-84 

3,238 
2,793 
8,004 
8,460 
2,036 

35,742 
38,031 
5,273 

29,027 
18,402 
11,977 
11,341 
1,489 
5,323 
5,801 
4, l 90 
6,671 
3,905 

619,027 
642,473 
189,727 
62,980 
20,309 
17,349 
13,971 

312,953 

5,702,600 
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MERCHANDISE VALUATION 

1977-78 Increase (Decre~se) over 1976-77 

Lander 
Douglas 
Carson City 
Washoe 
Lincoln 
Nye 
Perhsing 
Churchill 

Humboldt 

Esmeralda 
Lyon 
Elko 
White Pine 
Clark 
Mineral 
Storey 
Eureka 

State Total 

32.18% 
28.81 
20.21 
15.59 
14.76 
10.94 
10.43 

7.32 

6.00 

s~a2 
4.75 
4.25 

( 1. 43) 
(7.09) 

(11.87) 
(25.52) 
(94.93) 

2.47 
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Douglas 
Lincoln 
Churchill 
Nye 

• 
HOUSHOLD PERSONAL PROPERTY VALUATIONS 

1977-78 Increase (Decrease) over 1976-77 

Carson City 
Esmeralda 
Storey 
Washoe 

White Pine 

Elko 
Lyon 
Pershing 
Mineral 
Lander 
Humboldt 
Clark 
Eureka 

State Total 

107.51% 
62.48 
32.66 
32.05 
23.78 
18.44 
15.04 
14.45 

12.81 

9.36 
4.80 
4.55 
2.60 

(2.90) 
(10.17) 
(13.65) 
(24.80) 

9.41 
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LIVESTOCK VALUATION 

1977-78 Increase (Decrease) over 1976-77 

Carson City 
Clark 
Churchill 
Esmeralda 
Humboldt 
Pershing 

·Eureka 
Storey 

Nye 

Mineral 
Douglas 
Elko 
Lyon 
Lincoln 
White Pine 
Lander 
Washoe 

State Total· 

30.14% 
4.65 

(3.56) 
(4.01) 

(11. 64) 
(12.19) 
(12.83) 
(13.92) 

(16.70) 

(18.00) 
(18.79) 
(19.91) 
(21.49) 
(25.03) 
(29.48) 
(30.65) 
(30.92) 

(17.83) 
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MOBILE HOME VALUATION 

1977-78 Increase (Decrease) over 1976-77 

Storey 
Nye 
Lincoln 
Carson City 
Washoe 
Clark 
Eureka 
Pershing 

Lyon 

Churchill 
Lander 
White Pine 
Elko 
Mineral 
Esmeralda 
Douglas 
Humboldt 

State To't;al 

46.41% 
30.87 
28.13 
23.15 
18.03 
17."71 
17.68 
11.55 

11.21. 

5.44 
3.85 

.82 

.65 
( • 92) 

(3.60) 
(11.64) 
(47.92) 

14.66 
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