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MEMBERS PRESENT: 

CHAIRMAN PRICE 
VICE CHAIRMAN CRADDOCK 
ASSEMBLYMAN COULTER 
ASSEMBLYMAN DINI 
ASSEMBLYMAN MANN 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

ASSEMBLYMAN CHANEY 
ASSEMBLYMAN RUSK 

GUESTS PRESENT: 

See attached guest list 

ASSEMBLYMAN BERGEVIN 
ASSEMBLYMAN MARVEL 
ASSEMBLYMAN TANNER 
ASSEMBLYMAN WEISE 

A quorum being present, Chairman Price called the meeting to order. 
He stated that the purpose of the meeting was to hear testimony on 
AJR 31, AJR 32, SCR 43 and SJR 24. 

Mr. Price began the meeting by calling upon Marvin Leavitt to speak 
on the amendment on AB 268. 

AB 268 

Mr. Leavit stated that the amendment to AB 268 does two things. 
Currently the state gets 25% of the gaming tax and if it is within 
the boundaries of incorporated city, the city gets 50% and the 
county gets the other 25%. If the tax comes from outside the 

I 

boundaries of incorporated city that portion goes to the town -
or county. AB 268 provides that within boundaries of an incorporated 
city, the state gives up their 25% and that 25% would go to the 
county. Under the amendment the city would pick up that 25% 
that the state is giving up if it is within the boundaries of a 
city and the county would pick up that 25% if it is outside the 
boundaries of a city. The amendment is attached as Exhibit A. 

Mr. Mann moved the committee "amend and do pass and re-refer to 
Ways and Means" and Mr. Tanner seconded the motion. The motion 
passed with Mr. Rusk, Mr. Weise, Chaney and Mr. Dini absent at 
this time. 

AB 222 

Mr. Price stated that the Senate had amended AB 222 and that 
he would like the wishe·s of the committee as to whether they 
concur or not with the amendment. 

Mr. Mann moved that the committee recommend that.1the Assembly 
not concur in the Senate amendments and Mr. Tanner seconded 
the motion. The motion carried unanimously with those present. 

(CoDllllittee Mbmtes) 
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SCR 43 

Senator Jean Ford, sponsor of the resolution, spoke in support 
of the bill. She stated that it represented the results of a 
number of conservation she has had with other legislators and 
people that regardless of the final tax 'package, the public 
is interested in what happens to their tax dollars. She stated 
that she feels it is the legislaturets job to inform the public 
of what is done. The general public has little concept at this 
time how their property tax rate is really put together. She 
explained that she had submitted a bill, SB 454, that would have 
required tax notice to go out. This bill was indefinitely post
poned by Senate Taxation when it was discovered that there would 
be some real problems with it in the rural areas of the state 
in the form of additional costs. 

Senator Ford presented a handout to the conunittee regarding 
various forms of tax bills that are issued throughout the 
county. This is attached to these minutes as Exhibit B. Since 
looking into this Senator Ford has discovered that both Carson 
City and Washoe County do breakdown their tax statement as to 
what it is used for. Clark County does not do this however. 
In most cases the mortgage company gets the tax bill and the 
owner of the property never sees what the breakdown is. This 
resolution would simply encourage the counties that are not 
now presently giving this·information on a bill to do so, so 
that the general public would have some idea what his property 
tax dollar was being used for. 

Senator Ford stated that it would be well in the interest of the 
legislators and the general public for each entity to consider 
putting out some kind of information. It would be in the 
interest of the legislature for the Legislative Counsel Bureau 
under the direction of the joint Tax Conunittees to put out some 
basic information on what comes out of the session. 

She stated that there is an amendment that she has requested 
which would put in a final resolve that the Legislative Counsel 
Bureau send it to each county conunission in the state upon 
passage. This needs to be here· so that it would in fact go out 
to elected county conunissioner. 

Mrs. Ford stated that she would also like to eventually see the 
mortgage companies be required to pass on tax billing information 
as to what the breakdown is. 

Mr. Mann stated that his concern was the with the spending caps 
being considered the counties will be loosing some money and yet 
the legislature would turn around and encourage them to spend 
additional money on a new project. He stated that he felt that 
they must be very careful in not burdening them with any 
additional expenditures. 

Mrs. Ford replied that they presently have to send out a tax bill 
and this would be just giving additional information on the bill. 

(Colllllllttee Mhmtea) 
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Mr. Mann further stated that he would like to see the mortgage 
companies etc. be made to furnish this information and information 
on what their impounds were being used for. 

Mr. Mann added that if the idea is so good then the word encourage 
should be dropped and just tell the counties to do it. The word 
encourage doesn't do a thing. 

Senator Ford continued that resolutions can be of positive value 
and the passage of this one would allow each legislator to take 
it to their own county and personally present it on an agenda of 
a county commission meeting. By leaving the word encourage in 
it would add no mandatory fiscal burden, but would leave it 
flexible to be handled by each county in the manner they may 
see fit. 

Gary Milliken, Clark County Assessor's Office, stated that he was 
speaking on behalf of the Clark County Treasurer, who stated that 
it would cost them about $15,000 to convert to the larger size 
tax bill that this would require. 

Charles Sheeran, Pershing County Assessor, stated that they have 
just gotten on computer through State Data Processing center and 
that they are going to put this information on their tax bills. 
Churchill County will also be doing it and Lyon County is con
templating going onto the system and also doing this. This is 
a simple procedure once they are on the computer system. 

Mr. Mann stated that if everybody is doing it already, why does 
the legislature need to encourage? Mr. Sheeran stated that there '.' 
are some that are not going to do it but they could. ' 

Mr. Mann added that he had some real concerns about state government 
going down and tell the local county commission this type of thing. 

AJR 31 

Mr. Price explained that this was a resolution requested by the 
committee as a result of previous hearings. There was no one present 
to further testify on this. 

AJR 32 

This also is a result of previous hearings and there was no one 
present to add any additional information on the resolution. 

SJR 24 

Vernon Bennett, Executive Officer of the Nevada State Public Employees 
Retirement System, spoke in support of SJR 24. He presented a 
letter to the committee for their information. A copy of this 
letter is attached as Exhibit C. Mr. Bennett explained that 
Senator Raggio had asked hJ.m to come and speak to the committee 
on his behalf. 

(Committee Mbmfes) 
1032 

8769 .... 



I 

I 

' 

Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature 
· TAXATION 

Assembly ComDllttee on. ....................... •··················-······-··-·········---·····-························------
Date· ...... MaY ... 9.r .... 1979 ····-· _ -
Page: ....... Four ·····---

Mr. Mann moved for a "do pass" on SJR 24 and Mr. Dini seconded 
the motion. The motion carried unanimously with Mr. Rusk, 
Mr. Chaney and Mr. Weise absent at this time. 

SCR 43 

Mr. Mann moved for "indefinite postponement" and Mr. Marvel 
seconded the motion. The motion carried with Mr. Price, 
Mr. Coulter and Mr. Craddock opposed and Mr. Rusk, Mr. Weise 
and Mr. Chaney absent. Mr. Craddock stated that he felt that 
it was easier to encourage the county commissioners then to 
memorialize Congress and probably would have more effect. 

AJR 31 

Mr. Mann moved for "do pass" and Mr. Tanner seconded the motion. 
The motion carried with Mr. Craddock and Mr. Dini opposed and 
Mr. Rusk, Mr. Weise and Mr. Chaney absent. Mr. Craddock stated 
that this would eliminate the flexibility that may be needed 
because of present and future shortages such as gas. He added 
that the Tax Commission could exceed the rate and thus the 
resolution was meaningless. 

Mr. Mann stated that this is more of a strategy situation that 
will allow the next session of the legislature to decide on 
the issue based on those current facts. 

AJR 32 

Mr. Weise moved for "do pass" and Mr. Mann seconded the motion. 

Mr. Price stated that he would like to have the Chairman of Ways 
and Means talk to the committee regarding this. He stated that 
he would asked Mr. Mello about the resolution and the motion 
was withdrawn. 

AB 440 

·Mr. Price stated that he had been asked to bring AB 440 up for 
reconsideration. Mr. Mann stated that he would be somewhat 
hesitant about bringing this up again and putting it out on the 
floor as it would open the issue up to amendments to take off 
sales tax on eyeglasses. This could cost the state $2,000,000 
in sales tax. 

A Form 70 

Mr. Dini moved for reconsideration of AB 440 and Mr. Weise 
seconded the motion. The motion carried with Mr. Mann opposed 
and Mr. Rusk and Mr. Chaney absent at this time. 

Mr. Price then gave Harold Myers the oppotunity to present some 
addition information on the bill. 

Harold Myers, representing the Nevada Board of Dispensing 
Opticians, stated that there was a real inequity in this issue. 
This is costing the opticians money because of the loss of 

(Collllllfflee Mlata) 1C33 
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customers due to this tax. Opticans must charge sales tax 
on an identical pair of glasses that is sold by an optometrists 
with no sales tax. California had a similar situation. However, 
instead of being changed by the legislature the state was sued 
and that tax was removed. The opticians of this state do not 
want to have to take this method and they would like to see 
some honest legislation take care of this inequity. They have 
been living with it not because they want to but because they 
have been unable to get anything else done. 

Mr. Craddock wondered if it wouldn't be possible to do this without 
an election. Roy Nickson, State Taxation Department, stated that 
the sales and use tax cannot be amended without the vote of the 
people. 

Mr. Price pointed out that perhaps the optometrists should be 
given an opportunity to speak on the issue before any action is 
taken. 

Mr. Meyers stated that they also would support AB 33 which would 
exempt all eyeglasses but that the main thing they wanted was 
inequity in the issue. 

Mr. Tanner moved for "indefinite postponement" of AB 440 and 
Mr. Mann seconded the motion. The motion failed on a vote of 
3-5 (Bergevin,·Coulter, Craddock, Dini and Weise_ opposed and 
Chaney absent). 

Mr. Tanner pointed out that he had misunderstood the what they 
were reconsidering. He thought that it was taking off sales tax 
on eyeglasses and not putting it on. 

Because of confusion as a result of fiscal notesr Mr. Price stated 
that he would like to hold off on this until a later meeting., 

AB 3 and AB 367 

Mr. Price stated that he had also been asked to bring these two 
bills up for reconsideration. 

Mr. Mann stated that he really was "disappointed" to see this brought 
up. This is an issue that Mr. Mann is very concerned with and 
that based on the actions of this session that there is not enough 
money with the tax package to pass this at this time. He stated 
that he was definitely for this bill but not at this time and that 
the tax package is a lot more important because the veterans would 
be in much worse position if Question 6 were to pass. 

Mr. Coulter moved for reconsideration o~ AB 3 a.n.d 2\B 367 and Mr~ Dini 
seconded the motion. The motion failed with only .Mr. Coulter and 
Mr. Dini in favor and Mr. Rusk and Mr. Chaney qbsent~ 

(Committee Mlllllfft) 1034 
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AB 773 

Mr. Mann stated that he could see no reason for holding this bill 
and he would therefore move "do pass". Mr. Tanner seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously with Mr. Rusk and Mr. Chaney 
absent. 

Mr. Tanner reported on the renter pass-through. He stated that 
they had looked into the California program and determined that 
it was "piece of junk". There is only one thing that they even 
would consider and that was not going 100% pass-through but allowing 
5% or 10% for the landlord and 90% pass-through. 

Mr. Tanner continued that he was thinking of proposing was that 
instead of requiring landlords to receipt every rent that they 
only be required to receipt the first one to give the 1978-79 
comparison and require it when there is a change in rent or taxes or 
when a new tenant comes in. 

AB 440 

At this point, Mr. Dini moved for "indefinite postponement" of 
AB 440 and Mr. Bergevin seconded the motion. The motion carried 
with Mr. Craddock opposed and Mr. Chaney and Mr. Rusk absent. 

AB 129 

Mr. Tanner explained that if this bill was passed it would require 
substantial amendments. He added that from what they were able 
to ascertain there really it not much demand for it. 

Mr. Tanner went through the parts that would have to be amended 
which include: 

Page 1, lines 9 & 10 will come out 
line 13 will have to changed 

Page 2, line 28 will have to be amended 
line 36 interest should be increased from 6% to 8% 
lines 39-40-41 should be amended to allow longer 

then 6 months to pay it off. It should go 
with lien law - 5 year period. 

3, line 4 fuzzy language should be corrected. 
S, any rebates (AB 111) they get would not be paid 

but would be credited to the tax lien against 
the property 

Mr. Tanner continued that the bill is open ended in terms of 
income level and perhaps the same income brackets should be 
placed into it as are in AB 111. AB 773 has a better definition 
of what income is and could be amended into the bill. 

:1035 
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Mr. Tanner stated that the problem is that he has found no 
one that would be interested in using this deferred tax system. 

Mr. Dini stated that the kicker in this was found on page 2, 
line 45 which dips into state funds. 

Mr. Tanner also added that they cannot nail the amount of money 
it could cost down to a figure. 

Mr. Dini moved for "indefinite postponement" and Mr. Mann seconded 
the motion. The motion passed with Mr. Craddock, Mr. Coulter 
and Mr. Weise opposed and Mr. Chaney and Mr. Rusk absent. 

Mr. Price stated that he had asked some of the county assessors 
to come and speak to the committee regarding annual reappraisals. 

Gary Milliken, Clark County Assessor's Office, presented a paper 
on the proposal which is attached to these minutes as Exhibit E. 

He explained that this impact statement is one that they prepared 
for Senator Kosinski earlier in the year. This would assume that 
it is going to be done all in one year. It would not be phased 
in over a period of time. To do it immediately, they have to bring 
80% of the property up to where they would be at in one year. 
This accounts for the high cost shown. This would.be approximately 
130,000 parcels in one year. Mr. M_illiken stated that he had 
talked to Senator Dodge, who was the person who had asked for 
this yearly reappraisal and he had talked about implementing it 
ove~ a 5 year period. If this were to be done over a 5 year 
period of time the cost factor would. be much different. 

Mr. Milliken continued that they would have to go to factoring 
to do yearly reappraisal. They would no longer go out and visit· 
homes as this would all be done on the computer. 

Mr. Marvel inquired if they crank a depreciation factor into the 
computer. Mr. Milliken stated that they could and some of the 
areas they could be doing this year could be going down. Anbther 
thing with annual re_appraisal is how big an area do they study 
to apply the factor to. 

Homer Rodriquez, Carson City Assessor, presented an annual reap
praisal cost estimate. This is attached to these minutes as 
Exhibit F. He stated that there would be some problems especially 
with commercial property unless there is a factor used. He stated 
that he was not sure if that was within the law or not. 

Mr. Milliken stated that he had talked with the assistant assessor 
of Los Angeles, who stated that their biggest problem is with the 
commercial property because they still do those individually and 
they have alot of problems with the single family houses that are 
rented out because they were told to consider those as commercial 
property. They are presently on a 3-year cycle. 

(Colllllllttee Mlmda) 1C36 
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Mr. Rodriquez continued by stating that he had talked to some of 
the other assessors and Douglas County Assessor stated that there 
was no way that they could do yearly reappraisals;· Churchill 
County would need 15 more appraisers, 2 clerks, equipment and 
office space and .it would cost them $201,600; Mineral County re
minded him that a meeting of the county assessor's had discussed 
this and most assessors had decided that they could do it every 
3 years but not every year. 

Charles Sheeran, Pershingr ,County Assessor, stated that there 
would be problems, it would take several years to implement, 
computors would be necessary or else it couldn't be done. 

Don Peckham, Washoe County Assessor, stated that they have gotten 
into a computor assisted appraisal system rather then a factoring 
system. They got about $106,000 out of state a few years ago 
and they implemented it, which ultimately will allow them to 
appraise all houses annually and do a full appraisal on them 
without factoring. The next problem would be commercial property. 
It cost approximately $600,000 to implement the computor asssisted 
appraisal system for single family residences. When itts completed 
Mr. Peckham stated that he would like to go to some type of system 
for commercial property. They have to go into income on these. 

Roy Nickson, State Department of Taxation, stated that one of 
Senator Dodge's concerns is the fact that the Tax Commission is 
now required to annually assess interstate and inter county 
properties, airlines, light and power companies, etc. Senator 
Dodge felt that there was probably some inequity there and 
all property should be reappraised yearly. 

Mr. Price stated that he would talk to Senator Dodge about what 
had been presented to the committee at this meeting. 

Mr. Price also pointed out that Mr. Milliken had submitted some 
further information on split roll assessments for the committee's 
consideration. This is attached to these minutes as Exhibit G. 

Also attached to these minutes as Exhibit H·is a copy of a statement 
from John F. McMahon, President of The Volunteers of America 
in reference to SB 162. 

As there was no further business to discuss, Chairman Price ad
journed the meeting, subject to the call of the Chair. 

Rispectfully SU 

:/)tvrt-dA-~ ~~ 
Sandra Gagnier, 
Assembly Attache 

A Form 70 
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To: 

Amendment N'! 6 83 

Amend section 1, page 1, line 2, by inserting".!.:." before "The". 

Amend section 1, page 1, line 6, by deleting closed bracket. 

Amend section 1, page 1, line 8, after period by inserting closed 

bracket and: "to the county treasurer, who shall. in Carson City, and in 

any county where there are no incorporated cities, deposit them all in 

the general fund, and in other counties deposit 25 percent of them 

in the general fund and apportion the remainder as follows: 

(a) If there is one incorporated city in the county, between that 

city and the county general fund in proportion to the respective 

populations of the city and the unincorporated area of the county. 

(b) If there are two pr more cities in the county, among the cities 

in proportion to their respective populations. 

2. For the purposes of this section, population is determined by 

the last preceding national decennial census conducted by the Bureau 

of the Census of the United States Department of Commerce pursuant 

to section 2 of Article I of the Constitution of the United States.". 

E &: E 
LCB File 
Journal 
Engrossment 
Bill 

4-16-79 FWD:iw Date ________ -'Jratted by ________ _ 
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Amendment No. 633 to Assembly Bill No. 268 (BDR 32-1057 ) Page_2_ 

Amend the bill as a whole by renumbering sections 2 and 3 as 

sections 3 and 4 and inserting a new section designated section~, 

following section 1, to read as follows: 

"Sec. 2. NRS 375.100 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

375.100 1. The county recorder shall refuse to record any deed 

or conveyance upon which a tax is imposed by this chapter when such 

tax has not been paid, except as provided in subsection 3 of NRS 375.030. 

2. A county recorder is [not] responsible for the failure of an 

escrow holder subsequently to pay the tax pursuant to subsection 3 

of NRS 375.030.". 

Amend section 3, page 4, by deleting line 5 and inserting:, 

"Sec. 5. Chapter 463 of NRS is hereby amended by adding thereto 

a new section which shall read as follows: 

1. The sheriff shall collect all county license fees, and no license". 

Amend section 3, page 4, line 18, by deleting "4." and inserting "2.". 

Amend section 3, page 4, line 22, by deleting "SO" and inserting "25". 

Amend section 3, page 4, line 23, by deleting "SO" and inserting "75". 

Amend section 3, page 4, line 27, by deleting "SO" and inserting "25". 

Amend section 3, page 4, line 28, by deleting "SO" and inserting "75". 

Amend the title of the bill to read: 

"AN ACT relating to public revenue; allocating the entire proceeds of 

the real property transfer tax and county gaming license fees to 

local governments; imposing a liability upon county recorders; 

and providing other matters properly relating thereto.". 

AS Form lb (Amendment Blank) 
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Units or Government 1976 1977 1976 1979 

Tax Rates' Tax Rates• Tax Rates• Tax Rates• 

City Government' $1 ◄.38 $14.70 $13.94 $12.00 
School Board 16.41 18.77 18.40 16.68 
County Government 6.11 5.78 5.48 4.44 
Technical College (MATC~ 1.73 1.80 1.66 1.54 
Sewerage Commlssloni 1.79 2.26 2.42 1.38 

TOTALS 42.42 43.31 41.90 36.04 
Lesa Stale Tax Credit 7.40 6.89 6.72 6.60 

Net Rate Paid $35.02 $36.42 $35.18 $29.44 

' TH Aa101 tor vea11 prior lo 1979. for comp a, aliva purpoaa, hlff bean compuled on lho baa ii ol 118.58'11, ol equaliied 
value. Iha 91.68'11o being Iha llnll ratio ol uaenad lo aquall,ad value lot 1979. 

• tncluda School Dtbl S.,vlce ($1.30 In 1979) 
• lncludol M1lropolll1n Sew■rage Commlulon j&M IA 19111 

Under state law, the City Treasurer Is required to collect the taxes levied 
by the MIiwaukee School Board, the MIiwaukee County Board of 
Supe,vlsors, the MIiwaukee Area Technical College Board, the Sewerage 
Commission, and the MIiwaukee Common CounclJ. 

This year, only 30% of lhe combined property taxes will be returned to the 
city. The remainder -70% of your tax bill - has been levied by other units 
of government and will be returned to them. 

SCHOOL BOARD SEWERAGE 
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Property 
Assessments 1978 Tax 1979 Tax 

$20,000 $ 918 $ 589 
30,000 1378 883 
40,000 1837 1178 
50,000 2297 1472 
60,000 2756 1766 
70,000 3215 2061 
80,000 3674 2355 

All property In the city of MIiwaukee was reasses:;ed during 1978. Owners 
of properties with assessment Increases of 56% will pay approximately the 
same amount of property tax In 1979 as In 1978. Assessment Increases of 
less than 56% will mean a property tax decrease; more than 56%, a property 
tax Increase. 
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Tl1c city has 
cl1·t its sl1are 
of property ta1ces 

1977 1978 
Total City Property Tax $105,591,857 $106,554,943 

Le11: City Levy tor School 
Debt (under total control ol 
School Board) -10,789,940 -12,049,410 

Properly T•• Levy for 
$ 94,505,533 Cll)' P.urpOHI ontr $ 94,801,917 

1978: · A city Property Tax cut 
of $300,000 

1979: A city Property Tax cut 
of $5.6 million 

1979 
$ 99,694,938 

-10,822,957 

$ 18,871,981 

Legislators helped to lower 
tl1e city Property Tax in 1979. 

Record State Shared Tax revenues of $71 mJlllon- $13 million more than 
last year - were gained by the city through the eUorts of MIiwaukee 
legislators and helped cut property taxes for 1979. • 

~ In addition, the Milwaukee Legislative Delegation successfully pushed 
~r enactment of a 100/a ($100 maximum) tax cul rebate for homeowners and 
c,,anted renters a flat $40 rebate, effective when flllng 1978 Income tax 

returns. 

-
Where cloes 
the 111011ey 

co1ne from? 

--
. . 

Property taxes are Just part of what the city uses to provide services 
to Milwaukee residents. In fact, 1979 property taxes make up just 
31 % of the revenues used by the city to finance Its operations. Most 
of the city's budget comes from non-property tax sources described 
below: 

From Emnlngs 
13% 

Grants & 
Aid Projects 

16% 

• Commercial 
Properly 

Tax 
14% 

--
Residential / 

Property Tax 

17% 



" • City services 
you IJt1y witl1 
your ta>c dollar 
Every $1.00 you pay In Milwaukee property taxes finances $3.09 
worth of city services. The largest service category Is public safety; 
and, as shown In the accompanying tables, the city wlll spend more 
on public safety services than It wilt collect from 1979 property 
taxes. 

Health & Sanitation 

15% 

Grants & 
Aids Projects 

16% 

Public Safety 

38% 

Public Works 
17% 

- 11 roperty ta,ces: 
just 31 % of the 
cost of servic~s is 
11ro,1idccJ by your 
11ro11erty ta}{. 

-·-

1979 VALUE OF CITY SERVICES 
$287 MILLION 

CITY SHARE OF PROPERTY TAX 
$88.9 MILLION 

Public Safety Police Protection Building lnspeclion 
Fire Department Paramedics 

$109 million Civil Defense Safely Commission 
T ralllc Control 

Engineers Street Construclion & 
Street Lighting Maintenance 

Public Works Public Buildings Trallic Engineering 
$47.2 million Bridges and Viaducts Harbor Commission 

Forestry 

Health & Health Department Garbage Collection & 
Sanitation Sewer Construction & Disposal 
$44 million Maintenance 

Common Council, Mayor Comptroller 
Treasurer Atlorney 

Government 
Cily Clerk Budget 
Cily Service City Development 

Administration Tax Department Board of Purchases 
$25.4 million Public Debt Commission Boord of Assossmenl 

Board of Review Communlly Development 
Election Commission 

Culture & Library Ari Center 
Recreation t-lollday Colebrallons lntomnllonal Fold Band 

. $14.3 mllllon Audllorlum and Arena Convention Cooler 

Grant & Aid 
Po, lion ol Grant and Aid Prolocls Finan cod by Gr 1101 and Aid 
novonuos (Community Oovolopmonl, Conconlratod 

Projocts Ernploymont Act, etc.) City shnrn ol cosl lncludod In 
$47 mllllon procodlng classlllcnllons. 
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STATE OF NEVADA .,_.IDIT •· mwua• 

CMAltlMAJC 1tM1111nua ------i-...~ROUCUI.HJnwoN 
CNAl--

VIEJINON ■KNNIETT 
Exa::unvs 0P'ltlc:Gt 

WILL KEATING 
AMISTANT ICXIICVTIV& Omc:aR 

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM 
~.o. Box 1!589 

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89701 
T-NS(70&)-

The Honorable Robert Price 
Chairman, Assembly Taxation Conmittee 
Legislative Building 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Dear Assemblyman Price: 

May 9, 1979 

■AM A. "ALAZZ0LO 
VICS~ ..... _ 

DARR&. R. DAIND 
WILU■ A. am .. 
11.aDT ■. l:DWAR0S 
■oYD D. MANNING 

HR 9346 of 1977 established definite, regular contribution increases 
for Social Security. It also· included a provision that beginning in 
1981 the surviving spouse of a member eligible to draw benefits 
under both Social Security and a public retirement system would have 
the Social Security benefit offset by the amount paid under the 
public retirement system. In many cases, this wi:1 Ltotally-elimtnate 
the Social Security benefit that was earned and paid ·for. This 
"offset provision'' applies only to public retirement systems. There 
is no offset for additional benefits earned in a private retirement 
system. This amendment was tacked on to the bill by the Ways and 
Means Subconmittee on Social Security immediately after public 
retirement systems were successfu 1 in passing the Fi sher Amendment 
which eliminated mandatory Social Security coverage for public 
employees beginning January I, 1982 and established a two year study 
instead. It appears that this amendment was added as a way to get 
back at public retirement systems. We feel that the provision is 
very discriminatory. Therefore, the Retirement Board has taken a 
position to support HR 2140 by Congressman Chalmers P. Wylie which 
would repeal the offset provision. We have written letters to the 
Nevada Congressional Delegation regarding our position and received 
.indications of support from our three members of Congress. Although 
the Retirement System did not request this resolution, we think it 
addresses a discriminatory situation between Social Security and 
publ ic_retirement systems. Therefore, we urge ·your favorable 
consideration. 

VB:bb 

Sincerely 

-~~ 
VERNON BENNETT 
Executive Officer 

1C48 0-20 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 

This office presently has approximately 157,000 parcels to 
maintain. With the present staff, we are valuing approximately 
60,000 parcels annually. Approximately 30,000 of the 60,000 
valued annually are because of new construction or land 
subdivisions. New construction and new land subdivisions 
have to be valued each year whether on an annual or five-year 
reappraisal cycle. This leaves approximately 30,000 parcels 
valued annually due to the five-year reappraisal cycle. 
Annual reappraisal will require us to value approximately 
127,000 parcels annually (157,000 - 30,000 new construction 
and land subdivisions) an increase of approximately 97,000 
parcels. 

Under the present system·the appraisers visit every parcel 
scheduled for revaluation. Going to annual reappraisal 
we cannot maintain this approach without dramatic increases 
in staff. Therefore, this fiscal impact is based upon 
visiting one-half of the properties each year with a 
multiplying factor placed on the other one half each year. 
This factor will have to be derived in office from annual 
sales increases or annual cost increases. Factors have an 
inherent problem in that an error in the appraisal is 
multiplied in using a factor which would be alleviated when 
visited. We have worked long and hard to build some credence 
in our valuation process, and we are afraid the factor could 
destroy it. 

The following chart for additional appraisers is based upon 
one half visitation/ one half factoring, and takes into 
account increasing the present computerized assisted appraisal 
program. 

The commercial appraisal area is a particularly heavily impacted 
area since the income approach must be applied and it is a very 
difficult aspect to computerize. 

APPRAISER PRESENT NEEDED FOR ANNUAL AMOUNT OF 
PERSONNEL NUMBER REAPPRAISAL INCREASE 

Residential field 14 . 20 +6 
appraisers 

Vacant land field 3 8 +5 
appraisers 

Commercial field 6 15 +9 
appraisers 

Computer Asst. App. 1 4 +3 
Program appraiser 

Supervisory appraiser 2 4 +2 
E 51 +15" 

(see ·note following page) 1Cl19 
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NOTE:. The increase in supervisory appraisers is a proportional 
increase to the pres·ent ratio of appraiser-to-supervisor. The 
three additional computer assisted appraisers are those needed 
to develop the multiplying factors. 

CLERICAL Personnel 

The present ratio of clerks to field appraisers is .85. • 
Applying this same ratio to 20 additional field appraisers, the 
additional clerks needed for appraisal support is 17 {20 x .85). 

Since annual reappraisal requires an update to all records each 
year, instead of having only a portion of them updated, the 
additional clerical staff required to do this is 14 additional 
clerks; a total of 31 clerks. 

CAPITAL FOR DESKS AND MISCELLANEOUS SUPPLIES 

25 appraiser desks @ $220 = 
25 appraiser chairs @ $ 70 = 
10 calculators @ $340 = 
31 clerical desks @ $350 = 
31 clerical chairs· @ $ 80 = 
56 new emp. misc. sup. @ $ 50 = 
25 appraiser education @ $200 = 

courses 
20 appraisers mileage {average appraiser 

mileage per year is 4000 @ .17/mile = 

TOTAL 

OFFICE SPACE 

$5500 
1750 
3400 

10850 
2480 
2800 
5000 

13600 

$45,380 

O~r office is presently to maximum capacity, therefore, 
additional office space would have to be rented. If we assume 
100 square feet of working area per employee, the needed 
space is 5600 square feet (56 employees x 100 Sq. ft.). If 
the county can rent space@ .SO/sq. ft. the cost will be 
(5600 x .SO x 12 mo.) = $33,600. 

ADDITIONAL COMPUTER COSTS 

County data processing personnel has estimated this to be: 
$44,000. 

1050 
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SUMMARY 

Personnel* 

11 field personnel@ Appraiser I salary level of $15,812 = $173,932 
9 commercial appraisers@ Appraiser II average $19,083 
2 supervisory appraisers@ Sup. appraiser aver. $21,364 
3 Computer Assisted appraiser at Appraiser III 

salary of $21,364 
31 clerks@ average OFF. Asst II. salary of $12,660 

TOTAL PERSONNEL 
CAPITAL & SUPPLIES 
OFFICE SPACE 
ADDITIONAL COMPUTER COSTS 

TOTAL FISCAL IMPACT 

*Note: personnel costs include salary, retirement and NIC 

= 
= 

= 
= 

171,747 
42,728 

64,092 
392,460 

844,959 
45,380 
33,600 
44,000 

967,939 

The total fiscal impact has been as accurate as we can make it. 
The salari·es may be on the conservative side since promotions 
to some areas may come to a higher level than projected. Also 
this study of the fiscal impact has been done assuming the-
present workloads and costs apply. They do not take into 
account future increases in salaries, supplies and workload 
through additional construction, permits and land subdivisions. 

Based upon past knowledge of time frames for advertising 
positions, hiring, and the training of personnel, the new 
appraisal personnel would not be effective in their workload 
for approximately one year and clerica.1 personnel for 
approximatelY. six months. Therefore, the minimum time this 
office could start the annual appraisal program would be 
approximately one year after passage of this bill. 

1C51 
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YEAR 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

TOTAL 

' 

I 
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Page 4 

Another aspect of annual reappraisal we would like to emphasize 
is that a taxpayer pays more taxes on an annual reappraisal 
cycle as opposed to a five-year cycle. Below is a house with 
a beginning value of 50,000 appreciating 12% per year, with a 
20% assessment ratio and a $5.00/100 tax rate. 

ANNUAL REAPPRAISAL FIVE-YEAR REAPPRAISAL 

HOUSE VALUE TAXES YEAR HOUSE VALUE TAXES 

50,000 $500 1 50,000 $500 
56,000 $560 2 II 

67,200 $672 3 " 
70,250 $703 4 ' II 

78,675 $787 5 78,675 $787 
88,117 $881 6 " 
98,690 $987 7 " 

110,535 $1105 8 " 
123,800 $1248 9 II 

138,653 $1386 10 138,653 $1386 

TAXES FOR 10 YRS. $8829 $7321 

IN 1.0 YEARS A DIFFERENCE OF $1508 (8829 - 7321) OR 21% MORE 
TAX IS PAID ·IN THE 10 YEAR PERIOD. 

1C52 
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ANNUAL REAPPRAISAL COST ESTIMATE 
CARSON CITY, Nevada 

as of 5/8/79 

The following costs are in addition to existing budget for the operation 
of the Carson City Assessors Office: 

Personnel 
Equipment Costs 
Misc. Costs 
Data Processing 

Total 

Breakdown of above 

Personnel 

Equipment Costs 

Misc. Costs 

$ 25,500.00 
3,740.00 
3,687.50 

22,600.00 

$ 55,527.50 

Appraiser I Staff Position* 
Clerk/Secretary Position* 

*incl. fringe benefits 

TI 745 Data Terminal 
Modum $35. p/month 
Desk and Chair 
Calculator 
Misc. office supplies 

Phone Line 
Telephone extension 
Additional office space 
Office Furniture 
Aerial Mapping 

Data Processing Costs 
Computer update runs 
Time Share Program 

(Marshall & Swift) 
Development (New programs) 

$ 15,000. 
10,500. 

$==2::::::5:::::::, =50=0=. 

$ 2,100. 
420. 
600. 
250. 
100. 

$ ===3=' =7 4=0=. 

420. 
180. 

2,250. 
400. 

2,500. 

$.====5=, =7 5=0=-

$ 

$ 

3,600. 

14,000. 
5,000. 

22,600. 
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Classified Property Tax Systems 

if-R.w~§JEAIFRCCif:Il A1~1ID. 
6:h, '/Ji -1-l(}r-

JII the U •. ,. 

INIFl((D~lIATIC(O)N §JE!ffi.I[IE.!§ April 1979 

Copyright IAAO 1979 
Research and Tecnnical Services Department 
International Association of Assessing Officers 
1313 East 60th Street, Chicago, lliinois 60637 

classified property tax system is a scheme in which various classes of property are 
either assessed for tax purposes at different established percentages of market value or 
taxed at different established rates. The objective of classification is to influence the 
proportion of taxes allocable to each of the various classes. Residential and farm 
properties ordinarily constitute the most-favored classes, while business properties 
usually comprise the least-favored. · 

Nine states and the District of· Columbia have comprehensive classified property tax 
systems& These are (with the date of implementation): Minnesota (1913), Montana 
(1917), Arizona (1968), Alabama (1972), Tennessee (1973), South Carolina (1976), 
Louisiana (1978), District of Columbia (1979), and Massachusetts (1980). West Virginia 
(1934) achieves much the same by applying different levy rates to different property 
types. Hawaii (1961), which really has a graded property tax, achieves something of the 
effect of a classified system with its assessment practices and .different levy rates; 
however, by 1980, all real property in Hawaii will be taxed at the same rate. In 1971, 
Illinois amended its constitution to allow counties of 200,000 or more to adopt their own 
classification schemes, and in 1973 Cook County (Chicago) did so. In addition, 
legislation or constitutional amendments to adopt classification have been introduced 
from time to time in a number of states. Twenty-seven states have implemented at 
least partial classification schemes, usually for tangible and intangible personal 
property.· In many cases, these systems involve the use of different levy rates rather 
than assessment at varying percentages of value. 

Alabama, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, South Carolina, and Tennessee 
found it necessary- to adopt constitutional amendments in order to· implement 
classification. Some states have constitutional authority to classify property, but have 
only d~ne s? with c~~_kinds of pr?perty, e.g., Missouri and South Dakota. 

ASSESSt'AENT LEVELS BY PROPERTY TYPES 

It is generally conceded that business properties are often assessed at higher levels than 
real property in general, and it· appears, at least in recent instances, that classified 
property tax sys_tems are ·designed to give legal foundation to existing practices. 

Just how large the differences are in · overall assessment levels applied to bU5iness and 
other real property is hard to say. The 1977. Census of Governments reports an 
aggregate assessment-sales ratio for commercial and industrial ifoperty of 34.6 percent 
as compared to a ratio of 31.3 percent for all types of property.-

1/ This report combines and updates two previous publications-"Classified Property 
Tax Systems in the U.S.", Research and Information Series, Chicago: IAAO, 
Research and Technical Services Department, February 1977, 9pp.; and "Classified. 
Property Tax," Bibliographic Series, Chicago: IAAO, Research and Technical 
Services Department, February 1977, 6pp. Persons holding these two earlier 
publications should discard them; they have been completely superseded. 

'2:/ U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977 Census of Governments, volume 2 (Washington, 
D.C.: distrib. by Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1978), p.60. 1054 
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In thirty states, the assessment ratio reported for commercial and industrial properties 
is higher than the ratio reported for real property in general, although in many states· 
the two ratios are within a few percentage points of each other. In eleven states the 
ratio reported for commercial and i~jiustrial properties is the lower of the two. In only 
one state were the ratios the same.- It is questionable as to how accurately the ratios 
reported for commercial and industrial properties actually represent overall real world 
ratios. This is primarily because all sales of $500,000 or more are (for good reason) 
excluded from the Census of Governments. Most of these sales would presumably fall 
into the commercial-industrial category so that it is difficult to speculate how the total 
picture might look. 

In several states, the adoption of classified property tax systems has been prompted by 
court orders to equalize assessments between property classes. In 196.0, the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company challenged Arizona's "discriminatory" assessment of railroad 
and utility properties, and in 1963 the Arizona Supreme Court ruleq that assessments by 
property type would have to be brought more closely Into line. Arizona consequently 
initiated four-year reassessment program. When the impact of the reassessment 
became realizable, the legislature passed a classified property tax law. The story in 
Tennessee is similar. In 1966, the Tennessee property tax structure was ruled 
discriminatory in both a state and a federal court in lawsuits brought by railroad 
companies. As a result, however, the people of Tennessee approved a constitutional 
amendment providing for classification, and the legislature subsequently passed the 
"Property Assessment and Classifici;ition Act of 1973." 

CURRENT PROVISIONS: COMPREHENSIVE CLASSIFICATION 

Alabama: As of 1978, four classes have been established: Class I, utility property is . 
assessed at 30 percent of market value; Class II, property not otherwise classified, 20 
percent; Class III,· agricultural, forest, single-family, owner-occupied residential 
property, and historic buildings. and sites, 10 percent; and Class IV, automobiles and 
trucks owned and operated by an individual not used for hire, 15 percent. Owners of 
Class III property may apply for assessments based on current use value, rather than fair 
market value. After 9/30/79, transportation property will not be assessed as Class I 
property to the extent required by the federal Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act of 1976 (which forbids railroad property to be taxed or assessed at higher 
levels than other commercial/industrial property in those states with classified property 
tax systems). Presumably, such property would then be considered Class II. Under 
certain conditions, counties may raise or lower the percentages, but in no case may 
property in any one class be assessed at less than 5 percent nor more than 35 percent of 
marketvalu~ · · 

JJ Ibid, pp. 60-65; eight states had insufficient data for comparison. 
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Furthermore, in a classified tax system, agricultural property is not treated favorably in 
relation to residential property (the bulk of the tax base) as is the case with use-value 
farmland assessments. In short, farmlands subject to non-farm market influences can 
often be expected to receive considerable tax concessions under use-value assessment, 
but only marginal consideration under a classified system. However, most states with 
classification systems have made provisions for use-value assessment of farm and open 
space land. 

ADMINISTRATION 

Although a classified property tax system poses no new valuation problems for the . 
assessor, some administrative considerations arise. First, there is the problem of 
borderline cases. Is a cottage an owner-occupied residential property? When does a 
parcel of farmland held primarily for speculative purposes and producing.only a nominal 
agricultural return cease to be a bona fide farm property? Do condominium units owned 
by a real estate investor and rented to tenants qualify as residential or commercial 
property? Such cases must, of course, be explained to taxpayers and defended against 
appeals. Second, the enumeration of various property classifications compounds the 
amount of recording and bookkeeping that must be undertaken. Perhaps most 
important, however, is a tendency for the number of classes to change and multiply over 
the years. Arizona has gone through several changes since 1970 and the Minnesota 
system has been expanded or otherwise modified at least ~rty-two times since 1933. 
Alabama enacted classification in 1972 and revised the scheme in 1978; Montana went 
from eleven to eighteen classes in 1977. This is not to imply that such changes are 
necessarily good or bad. While critics charge that such changes are primarily related to 
lobbying power, proponents argue that .they improve the equitability of the property tax 
structure. In any case, revisions entail adm_inistrative complications. 

It is worthwhile to note the conclusions reached by the Property Taxation Committee of 
the National Tax Association concerning classified property tax systems: 

In addition · to the lack of any sound theoretical basis for a 
classified tax, the practical problems are overwhelming. In the 
first place, the differential treatment that will be enacted 
initially will very likely represent the political strengths of 
various property users, and not what is assumed to be in the 
public interest in terms of equity or economics • 

••• The classified property tax lends itself to an erosion of the 
tax base that is even greatef / than if the property tax had 
adhered.to the uniformity role.- . 

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations suggests that 
classification ~ ~ will not ensure an equitable tax system. Equity "can only be 

y 
National Tax Association, PropertyTaxation Committee, "The Erosion of the Ad 
Valorem Real Estate Tax Base," Tax Policy 4-0 no. 1 0 973): 29-30. 
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guaranteed if at the same time action is taken to strengthen and supervj;e assessment 
administration, and to define valuation standards with greater precision."-

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

One criticism of a classified property tax system is that it tends to discourage 
commerce and industry from entering the state. This is a valid point to the extent that 
differential tax rates affect commercial and in.dustrial locational decisions .. However, 
despite much verbiage, this issue has never been satisfactorily resolved. It is commonly 
agreed, however, that property tax c~?5iderations weigh relatively little among those 
factors affecting locational decisions.- Nevertheless, if rates applied to a particular 
type of property are quite discriminatory, the effect might be significant. In any case, 
the effect will vary with (1) the overall effective tax rate, the extent to which the state 
relies UEX)n the property tax, and (2) the extent to which the affected industry relies on 
property as a factor imput; thus, capital-intensive enterprises (railroads, utilities, 
refineries, etc.) will be more adversely affected than labor-intensive enterprises (most 
small manufacturers). 

The extent to which a classified tax system actually redistributes property taxes from 
homeowners to businesses can also be debated. Homeowners, of course, are also 
consumers, and the bulk of any increase in fixed business expenses across an entire state 
can be expected to be passed on to the consuming public. Since lower-income 
homeowners and farmers generally pay a higher percentage of income in property taxes 
than higher-income homeowners, the end effect might well constitute more of a 
redistribution of tax incidence among types of homeowners themselves than between 
homeowners and businesses. Renters of classified commercial property, however, 
constitute one group that is certain to be adversely affected. This group will probably 
pay higher property taxes indirectly in the form of increased rents and increased 
consumer prices. 

!/ U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Financing Schools and 
Property Tax Relief: A State Responsibility, A-40 (Washington, D.C.: distrib. by 
the Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973), p. 74. This is in keeping with 
earlier recommendations of the Commission in its report, The Role of the States 
in Strengthening the Property Tax, A-17 (Washington, D.C.: distrib. by the Supt. of 
Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1963), vol. 1, pp. 8-12. 

Two good summaries of such well-designed research as has been undertaken are 
John F. Due, "Studies of State-Local Tax Influences on Location of Industry," 
National Tax Journal 14 (June 1961): 163-173; and U.S. Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations, State-Local Taxation and Industrial Location, A-30 
(Washington, D.C.: distrib. by Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1967). Other 
industry-oriented studies of comparative states taxes, issued periodically by 
Federal Reserve Banks, state economic development commissions, and others, are 
generally either unscientific or too narrowly focused to be very enlightening. 
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FUTURE OF CLASSIFICATION 

It would appear that in recent years classification has been regarded as a more 
politically feasible alternative to full value assessments, which have been the subject of 
much litigation and which have been mandated by several court-ordered reassessment 
programs. Classification, at least on the surface, appears to provide relief for 
homeowners whose property generally constitutes the bulk of a locality's tax base. 
Whether or not homeowners actually realize any savings under a classified property tax 
is debatable. Classification has little supp:>rt from economists, tax scholars, and groups 
such as the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, who generally 
favor full value assessment as an important factor for ensuring more equitable property 
taxes. From this viewpoint, property tax relief is best provided by tax credits or 
abatements, rather than by abolishing a uniform market value assessment standard. 
Indeed, a recent research project has shown that there is some evidence to supp:>rt the 
assertion that higher levels of assessrrnt have a salutary effect on overall assessment 
accuracy, and therefore, tax equity.- However, tax incidence is a complex issue not 
perfectly understood even by tax scholars; classification may· become even more 
politically attractive in an era of tax limitations. 

Some states will undoubtedly be affected by new federal legislation enacted in 1976. 
U.S. Public Law 94-210 (S.2718, approved 2/5/76, effective 2/5/79) prohibits states' 
taxing or assessing interstate railroad property any more heavily than all other property 
generally, except in states with classified systems where what is prohibited is less 
favorable treatment than that given to other commercial and industrial properi)J 
generally. As a result, some states with classification laws may have to amen9 them.
Whether additional states will be inspired to pass classification laws is impossible to 
say. 

J] 

P.L. 94-210 has been challenged in Tennessee where public utility property is· 
assessed at a higher level than commercial and industrial property; see State of 
Tennessee et al. v. Louisville and Nashville Railroad Co. et al., No. 79-3025 (U.S. 
Middle District of Tennessee, Nashville Division, filing date not known). 
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