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Chairman Paul May called the meeting of the Assembly Taxation
Committee at 1:30 p.m., on April 20, 1981 in Room 240 of the
Legislative Building.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Assemblyman Paul May, Chairman
Assemblyman Louis Bergevin
Assemblyman Bill Brady
Assemblyman Patty Cafferata
Assemblyman Robert Craddock
Assemblyman John Marvel
Assemblyman Robert Rusk
Assemblyman Jan Stewart
Assemblyman Peggy Westall

MEMBERS ABSENT:

Assemblyman Steve Coulter (excused)
Assemblyman Robert Price

STAFF PRESENT:

Dan Miles, Deputy Fiscal Analyst
GUESTS PRESENT:

See Attached Guest List

AB 44, Changes date for equalizing, reporting, collecting
and certifving propertv taxes.

Mr. May stated that this bill had been first heard on April 13

and after the discussion of the bill at that time, he had asked

Mr. Nickson, Director of the Nevada State Department of Taxation,
and Patrick Pine, Clark County, to meet and propose some amendments
to the bill. Mr. May requested that Mr. Nickson now present their
findings.

Mr. Nickson read a letter which he had submitted to Mr. May
regarding this bill and the results of his meeting with Mr. Pine.
A copy of this letter is attached to these minutes as Exhibit A
and herewith made a part of this record.

In order that all members of the committee be given copies of this
letter, Mr. May sent for additional covies and moved on to AB 438
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AB 438, Withdraws Nevada from Multistate Tax Compact.

Mr. Nickson stated that in his budget presentations he noted that
they had made no recommendations for an appropriation for continu-
ance in membership of this compact for the coming biennium. As

a bit of history, Mr. Nickson explained that Nevada entered into
this compact in 1967 and was the seventh state to have adopted the
compact and thus made it a viable medium. Since that time the
state's that have adopted the compact have expanded to 19, however,
there have been 4 withdrawals. Wyoming withdrew in 1976 for about
the same reason that Mr. Nickson now was requesting that Nevada -
be withdrawn. Mr. Nickson stated that he estimates that losses
‘in revenue incident to the state's membership in the compact are
at a minimum 1% of the state's sales tax revenue totals or the
equivalent of $2,100,000 per year, including the local school
support tax and city-county relief tax. This loss is caused by

a provision of the compact that mandates a credit against taxes
collected by another state on property destined for ultimate use
in Nevada. The States of Utah and Idaho have modified their laws
to impose a use tax on manufactured items destined for Nevada.
Since Nevada is not an exporting state, this state is unable to
retaliate against this unfair practice. Mr. Nickson stated that
at meeting of the compact he opposed the adoption of a resolution
regarding credits in other states. Mr. Nickson stated that he
feels that the taxes should be collected in the state of ultimate
destination. Due the problem that has arisen, Mr. Nickson stated
that he is recommending that the state withdraw from the compact.

Mr. Marvel inquired if they would still be able to audit out of
state accounts of business done in this state. Mr. Nickson stated
that they could.

Mr. May inquired what four states had withdrawn from the Compact.
Mr. Nickson replied that they were Indiana, Wyoming, Illinois,
and Florida. There is a current membership of 19 including the
State of Nevada. '

Mr. Nickson stated that this withdrawal should be of benefit to
Nevada retailers. There will be no incentive to go to another
state such as California or Arizona to purchase such things as

an automobile. Right now if an individual does that, when he
comes back to Nevada, the Department must give him credit for

the taxes that were paid in that state. This would no longer be
the case and there would be some double taxation if the individual
went out of state to make a purchase such as this.

Mr. Nickson further stated that last year their appropriation was
$6,492.00 that covered dues and travel and $35,000 was appropriated
to participate in the compact's audit program and the state received
back the sum of $4,500.00.
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As there was no one present who wanted to further testify on

the bill, Mr. Marvel moved for a "do pass" recommendation on

AB 438 and Mr. Bergevin seconded the motion. The motion carried
unanimously with Mr. Price and Mr. Coulter absent.

@

Upon receipt of copies of Mr. Nickson's letter regarding AB 44,
Mr. May returned to that bill for further testimony.

Mr. Bergevin inquired if the date changes they had discussed had
been included. These are found in the bill on page 3, line 48
.change January 10 to January 15; page 4, line 1, 5 days instead of
10 days and on line 3, the 15th of February rather than the 31lst
of January:; on page 6, line 12 should be the fourth Monday in
February; and finally on page 9, line 47, the fourth Monday of
March.

Mr. Nickson stated that those dates were discussed at the last
hearing and he understood those changes were to be made. Mr. May

stated that those changes would be requested but have not at this
point.

Mr. Bergevin stated that having been a member of the Tax Commission
they haven't had any problems with the way it has been working.

Mr. May inquired if there was some necessity to get this out
real soon. Mr. Nickson stated that there was no urgency on this
bill.

lr. Dick Franklin, Washoe County, stated that he had discussed
some of the provisions of this bill with Jim Lien and that he was
mainly concerned about the provision in the bill that requires a
person filing a claim found in Section 12. He stated that he
would like see the bill amended so that people would only have to
file a claim once instead of yearly. This yearly filing places

a hardship on the taxpayer as well as the assessor's office.

He pointed out that if the improvement ever disappears, the
assessor's office will be changing the assessment and as long

as it is there it doesn't seem necessary that the person filing
the claim should have to do it every year.

Mr. Franklin suggested that language be added to the bill on line
43 that the claim must be filed on or before the first Monday in
August to be effective for the ensuing fiscal year and that the
claim would be in effect until either a change in ownership or
removal of the device.

Mr. Frank also suggested that on line 39 and 40 the language be
changed to signed under penalty of perjury instead of made under
oath or affirmation., This would make it more consistent with
another change that is heing recommended for personal property
lists.
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In answer to Mr. May's question regarding the lst Monday of August
date, Mr. Franklin stated that he felt that this would give them
ample time to get on the tax rolls. Mr. May also inquired if

Mr. Franklin was representing just Washoe County or the Assessor's

Association. Mr. Franklin replied that he was just representing
Washoe County.

Patrick Pine, Clark County, presented copies of their suggested

amendments to AB 44, which is attached to these minutes as Exhibit B
and herewith made a part of this record. -

Mr. Pine stated that Tax Commission does not understand a need of
a change in the current procedures. His concern is not to delete
the requirement that there be a response and some interaction
between the Commission and whatever County Commission may be in-
volved; however the amendments which they have proposed stated
that since they are receiving comments from the Tax Commission

or Department of Taxation by May 1, that a written response be
mandated from the County Commission back to the Tax Commission.
This would require them to respond to specific matters and the
Commission can deal with that written response rather then continuing
the practice which many feel does not work, which is to try to get
various groups of County Commissioners presumably into Carson City-
on May 25 to show up for a meeting.

Mr. May asked that Mr. Nickson and Mr. Pine get together again
and get some amendments down in writing referring to specific
line and changes and report back with these amendments.

Mr. Nickson stated that the Department of Taxation will agree to
any changes which the committee would want.

Mr. Bergevin stated that with the possible passage of legislation
going to annual reassessments would this really be an exexcise in
futility. Mr. Pine stated that that probably was true and that
is why they would prefer to see the removal from the statutes the
requirement that a number of people convene somewhere on May 25
however, they do not want to dilute the responsibilities of
counties to respond to ratio study if such a study is conducted.

AJR 34, Memorializes Congress of United States to repeal federal
“estate and gift taxes.

Assemblyman Patty Cafferata stated that President Reagan has indi-
cated that he would like to do away with the federal inheritance
tax and based on what was done earlier with another proposal in
this committee, she stated that she felt it would be appropriate
that this legislation be drafted.

The money has already been taxed once when it is @ade and gccording
to Mrs. Cafferata it is a crime to deprive the heirs of this money
in additional taxes.
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Mr. Rusk moved for a "do pass" recommendation and Mr. Marvel
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously with
Mr. Coulter and Mr. Price absent.

AB 116, Removes requirement to classify mobile homes for
purposes of property tax assessment.

Mr. May stated that this bill was first heard on February 17,
at which time he assigned it to a subcommittee consisting of
Mr. Bergevin, Mr. Brady, Mr. Coulter and Mr. Stewart. He asked
for the report of that subcommittee.

Mr. Brady stated that the subcommittee had met in Las Vegas with
the mobile home people and that two separate thoughts have come
out of the subcommittee. 1In a brief background of the way mobile
home taxation has been handled, Mr. Brady stated that in the past
mobile homes have been on a depreciating tax scheduled which lasted
over a 18-20 year period. With a recent ruling handed down by
interpretation of the Department of Taxation, many residents of
mobile homes became concerned because they would be put on a
appreciating schedule or appraised as real property. This bill
would correct this situation and mobile homes would go back

on a depreciating schedule. The Department has drawn up an
amendment which would definitely do this. This is attached to
these minutes as Exhibit C.

The subcommittee was unanimous in their feelings that those people
who have already purchased a mobile home should be allowed to remain
on a depreciating tax schedule. This tax benefit was often a

large consideration when they purchased their home and to change

it at this point would be unfair. Mr. Brady stated that Mr. Bergevin
had been in favor of the California plan which in effect would

leave existing mobile homes on the present tax schedule and those
purchased after a set date would be taxed as real property.
Continuing, Mr. Brady stated that Mr. Stewart and himself had
favored continuation of the depreciating tax schedule for all

mobile homes.

Mr. Marvel inguired if adoption of this bill would jeopardize
action taken in the previous session whereby residents of mobile
homes placed on permanent foundations could have the option of
having them taxed as real property for the purposes of long range
conventional financing. No one could answer this question.

Mr. Bergevin stated that he felt that many of the new mobile homes

were being priced equivalent to the so called stick home and the

occupants of these mobile homes required that same services such

as fire and police, schools etc. He stated that he felt that

this could be accomodated into the state tax plan without any

problems accordlng to Mr. Daykin. He further pointed out that

these people in mobile homes would be enjoying the tax relief

and thus pay less taxes for same services. ;
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Vicki Demas, representing the Mobile Home Owners League of

the Silver State, stated in reference to the legislation passed
last session allowing for mobhile homes on permanent foundations
to be taxed as real property, that only 12 people in the whole
state have taken advantage of that provision.

She stated that her group did not feel that mobile homes should
be taxed as real property when they do not own the property

they are sitting on. Predominately in this state, mobile homes
sit in rental parks. She stated that if mobile homes are going
to be taxed as real estate they should have all the advantages
that homeowners have, such as putting the mobile home on a private
lot. This is prohibited in most areas of the state because

of zoning restrictions. If mobile homes are assessed as real
property the assessments will include a fence that the owners
have been required to put up by the landlord, landscaping that
has been required by the landlord - things that can not be taken
with the mobile home owner when he moves out, they belong to the
landlord. Nrs. Demas pointed out that many of the mobile home
owners are the elderly, who have purchased their mobile home be-
cause of the tax structure that has existed. 1If this were to

be changed, these people would be hurt. She added that they feel
they could live with the California plan if some date in the
future were to be used as the cutoff date. She cited the situation
in Clark County where some mobile home owners went into the
Assessor's office and it was determined that if the depreciating
schedule were not used many mobile home owners would be paying

as much as 300% more for taxes.

Mrs. Demas also pointed out when a mobile home is purchased the
purchaser must pay sales tax on that mobile home. Each time

the mobile home is sold, the buyer must pay sales tax. They would
like to see this change to an initial sales tax. Mr. Marvel pointed
out that this sales tax was only if the sale was through a dealer
as an occcasional sale is exempt.

Mr. Bergevin pointed out that there was a bill in committee that
would reduce the sales tax on mobile homes to the amount of the
materials in the mobile home which would about 40% of the purchase
price.

Mr. May asked Mr. Frank Daykin, Legislative Counsel, if the so-
called California plan, where existing mobile homes stay on the
0ld formula of a depreciating schedule and those purchased after
a set date go on an appreciating schedule, would be permissible
under Nevada's constitution.

Mr. Daykin stated that he thought it would if it were made applicable

to all new mobile homes sold on or after a particular date because

then they are provided the same taxation for all property of the

same kind and a different formula for a property of the same general

kind but a different age. He stated that he felt they were straying

awfully close to the outer limits but he felt that they could get

by with that particularly since the amendment doesn't reguire the

Department of Taxation to back to old formula, but merely permits

them to do so. ' ’?F#}
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Mr. Stewart pointed out to Mr. Daykin the amended language proposed
by the Department of Taxation which would specifically put the
mobile homes under the depreciating schedule.

Mr. Daykin stated that this language would make the situation a
little worse then it was because then they would be positively
dictating two different types of treatment according to a particular
year of sale. He stated that he felt that to have an arguable
chance to get by with it they would have to make it uniform for

new homes sold after a particular date. If they tried to apply

the new formula as it were to older homes resold after that date
then they would be taxing identical things differently.

Mr. Bergevin inquired if the proposed language that all mobile
homes be on the depreciating schedule would destroy the legislation
previously passed which allowed under certain circumstances that
some mobile homes could be assessed as real property.

Mr. Daykin stated that they would have to make clear in the drafting
that this would not apply to mobile homes that were converted to
real estate by this option. He stated that he did not view the

bill as originally drafted as affecting those at all. This language
did bother Mr. Daykin and that he would have the same concern as
expressed by Mr. Bergevin.

Mr. Craddock stated that the expressed provision on exempting
personal property is already a provision of the constitution,

to which Mr. Daykin agreed. Mr. Craddock inquired if they could
exempt it entirely from sales tax. Mr. Daykin stated that short
of exemption, they could be more flexible in their depreciation.
He stated that he was not sure that that would allow them to treat
the same things differently for different people. They would
have to classified according to date, etc.

Mr. Craddock inquired how this would apply to the percentage of
sales tax that might be exempted. Mr. Daykin stated that this
would be a different problem. Section 1 of Article X relates to
taxation ad valorem. The sales and use tax wouldn't take an
constitutional amendment to change but it would take a vote of
the people to change the basic one because that is a referred
measure.

Mr. Craddock inquired if they could call it local school support
tax or city-county relief tax and exempt it. Mr. Daykin stated
that that would not be true, because they have the basic sales
and use tax upon the mobhile home. It is true that they could
exempt the mobile home from local school support tax or from the
city-county relief tax or both without a vote of the people thus
leaving the 2% on it.

Mr. Craddock inquired if this would get at the 40% they have been
talking about. Mr. Daykin replied that would depend on the relative
ratio of those taxes. Continuing Mr. Craddock stated that they
then could work the taxes on mobile homes anyway they wanted so

long as it was connected with personal property tax.

(Committee Minutes) | 705

06 >




Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature
AmblyOommjtteeon T TION
Date:.. . April 20, 1981

Page:......Bight i

(i) Mr. Daykin stated that as far as they concerned local school
support taxes and city-county relief taxes they consitutionally
could.

Mr. Stewart inquired if it would be possible to adjust the sales
tax on it so they would only be required to pay sales tax on the
materials and not on the labor. Mr. Daykin stated that was not
what he said but they only could exempt them altogether from the
two taxes mentioned, leaving everything subject to the basic
sales tax without a vote of the people.

Mr. Stewart wondered why they could not define that sales tax

be imposed only on that portion that applied to materials and

not on labor. Mr. Daykin stated that since sales tax is a referred
measure the amount and definitions were left in the control of the
people when they amended in 1979. There is no other constitutional
reason except the people would have to vote on any change in the
part of the measure that they did not repeal in 1979. The
constitutional measure allows them to be exempt from personal
property tax but not from sales tax.

Mr. Roy Nickson, Director of Department of Taxation, stated that

all household goods were removed from personal property by the

last session of legislature and other personal property is gradually

being phased out. They still tax personal property such as boats,
(:> aircraft, slot machines, farm machinery, apartment and hotel

furnishings. etc.

Mr. May pointed out that the legislature was given the authority
to exempt other personal property including livestock by this
action taken last session and voted upon by the people.

Mr. Craddock moved that the committee "amend and do pass" AB 116.
The amendment he would like would be to provide for a 2% sales
tax on sale of new mobile homes after July 1, 1981. Then they
would proceed into the new formula of appreciating. The older
mobile homes would be on the depreciating schedule. Mrs. Westall
seconded the motion.

Mr. Stewart stated that he felt that treating them differently

as far as sales tax was concerned would be a bad policy. He felt
they should be contributing to local school support and city-
county relief taxes.

Mr. Bergevin stated that he felt this would be opening a whole
"can of worms" if they exempted a portion of the people from sales
tax.

Mr. Craddock withdrew his motion and Mr. May stated that with
the second agreeing (Mrs. Westall) the motion was withdrawn.

(:> Mr. Stewart moved AB 116 be amended with appropriated language
' drafted as discussed by Mr. Daykin and "do pass as amended".
Mr. Marvel seconded his motion. Mr. Bergevin amended that motion

(Commlttee Miantes) 70 o3
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to add that all new mobile homes sold after July 1, 1982 be
placed on tax rolls as real estate. Mrs. Westall seconded
the amended motion.

Mr. Rusk asked Mr. Nickson how would mobile homes be treated
assuming SB_69 passed. Mr. Nickson stated that as SB 69 is
now written it provides that the Department shall establish
depreciation schedules for all personal property which would
include mobile homes.

Mr. May asked Mrs. Demas if she would have any comments on the
amended motion. Mrs. Demas stated that she felt that they could
live with this plan if it difinitely would apply only to new
mobile homes. This would protect the elderly who have purchased
mobile homes for the lower tax schedule.

The sales tax issue would have to addressed from a different

bill. Mr. Craddock stated that he felt there was something every-
one was overlooking and that was the Real Property Transfer Tax
which relates to the buying and selling of real estate. That

is often equated with sales tax on mobile homes in that there is

no transfer tax involved with mobile homes as there is with real
estate.

Mr. May called for the vote on the amended motion. The motion
carried unanimously with Mr. Price and Mr. Coulter absent.

Mr. May then called for action of the original motion. The motion
carried unanimously with Mr. Price and Mr. Coulter absent.

AJR 27

Mr. Bergevin inquired if they could discuss this resolution which
has been amended by the Senate and returned to the Assembly for
concurrence of the amendments. He stated that they have basically
amended it with the provisions of SJR 6. He added that he felt
this would be a good vehicle to work out some of the problems

with the issue.

Mr. Bergevin moved that the committee recommend that the Assembly
not concur with the Senate amendments to AJR 27 so that it could
go to a conference committee. Mr. Rusk seconded the motion. The
motion carried with Mr. Price and Mr. Coulter absent.

Additional information on AB 369 and SB 411 was distributed to
the members of the committee by Dan Miles. These information
sheets are attached to these minutes as~Exhibits D and E for the
committee's information. No discussion was held on the exhibits.
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Mr. May stated that he would schedule AB 20 for the following
Monday and that the committee would be hearing AB 134 in the
Senate Auditorium (Room 131) tomorrow, April 21, 198l.

As there was no further testimony or business to discuss, Chair-
man May adjourned the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

/Mce

Sandee Gagnier
Assembly Attache
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AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON Taxation
Date.Mon....Apx. 20,1981 Time.....1:30.pm . Room... 240

Bills or Resolutions

Cdunsel

to be considered Subject ) requested®
ALL MEETINGS OF THE ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON TAXATION
WILL BEGIN PROMPTLY AT 1:30 PM. PLEASE ARRANGE
YOUR SCHEDULE ACCORDINGLY.

A.B. 44- Changes dates for equallzlng, reporting, collecting
and certifying property taxes

A.B. 438- Withdraws Nevada from Multistate Tax Compact.

A.J.R. 34- Memorializes Congress of United States to repeal
federal estate and gift taxes.

A.B. 116- Removes requirement to classify mobile homes for

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary.

purposes of property tax assessment.
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April 6, 1981

The Honorable Paul W. May, Jr., Chairman
Assembly Taxation Committee

Dear Assemblyman May:
As requested, I met with the Clark County Lobbyist, Mr. Pat Pine, on two measures - his

proposed revisions to AB 44 and his proposed emergency legislation on budget submis-
sions. My comments concerning these bills and as a result of the meeting with Mr. Pine

AB 44 - Revisions:

Mr. Pine is recommending substantial revisions to the Ratio Study procedures
set forth in Section 1 (361.333). The Department of Taxation's recommenda-
tions were to delete the requirement for "certification" of the study prior to
its distribution to county assessors and boards of county commissioners on or
before May 1 and to require the attendance at the May meeting of the Tax
Commission of only those boards of county commissioners whose counties had
been the subject of the ratio study during the prior year. The substantive
changes recommended by Mr. Pine dealt with the current statutory requirements
for the boards of county commissioners to take specific action at the May
meeting if the ratio study revealed that the county was not being assessed at
the statutory 35 percent. The Department sees no problem with the current
provisions of the law and does not recommend any change. One of Mr. Pine's
arguments for delay was to give the county commissioners an opportunity to
refute or rebut the study. However, since a copy is always delivered to the
county commissioners prior to May 1 and their meeting with the Tax Commission
is held subsequent to that date, historically at the time the Commission -
certifies the tax rates on May 25, the rationale behind Mr. Pine's recommenda-
tion is not understood. However, should the committee determine that Mr.
Pine's recommendations be adopted, the Department interposes no objection.

Mr. Pine recommends that a 10 day advance notification of the date and place
of the meeting with the Tax Commission be inserted in the statutes. The
notices of the meetings are forwarded more than 10 days in advance as are all
notices to individuals requesting or required to appear before the Tax Commis-
sion.- If the committee determines that the 10 day notice is required to be
inserted in the statute, certainly, the Department interposes no objection,
although it does not appear to be an essential statute revision and should
probably be included in a Tax Commission regulation.
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3. Mr. Pine was also concerned over the change in NRS 361.483 specifying that
taxes are due on the third Monday in July and what was conceived a cash flow
problem. Mr. Pine is apparently unaware that the due date for installment
payments of taxes was changed by the 60th Session of the Legislature to the
third Monday in July and that, by far, the vast majority of taxpayers ex-
tinguish their tax liabilities on the quarterly installment plan. The Depart-
ment does believe that those few taxpayers who pay their tax bill in full
rather than take advantage of the installment plan should not be discriminated
against by requiring them to pay their taxes two weeks earlier than the tax-
payers who elect to remit taxes in quarterly installments.

( JHgested Emergency Legislation to Change Final Budget Filings and Tax Rate Certifica-
on Dates:

1.  The suggestions would appear to be better included as transitory provisions in
Senate Bill 411 as was done by the 60th Session in Senate Bil3 204, Section
37. Since you have indicated that action on the tax package will be completed
by April 16 with gubernatorial approval no later than April 17, this would
appear to resolve the problem. If the tax package is effective April 17, the
following schedule would appear adequate:

(1) Public hearings to be held the second Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and.
Friday in May.

(2) Filing of final budgets with the Department by June 1, 1981.
(3) Tax rate to be certified prior to June 30, 1981.
(4) County auditor to extend tax roll by July 15, 1981.

(5) First instaliment of taxes due and payable on the first Monday in August.

®
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2. Other language changes suggested by Mr. Pine should be in a separate bill
subject to routine deliberation by the appropriate legislative committees.

Highest personal regards.

Very respectfully,

Roy E. Nickson
Executive Director

(:) REN: l1aw

cc: Assemblyman Bergevin

®
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* EXHIBIT B

¢ TO: Assemblyman Lou Bergevin
FROM: Patrick Pine, Clark County
SUBJECT: Amendments to AB 44

DATE: March 31, 1981

Roy Nickson and I discussed possible amendments to AB 44 in
which both he and I could agree. We are agreed on all of the
changes discussed by the Assembly Taxation Committee yesterday.
However, we discussed the following amendment that had not been
discussed and suggest the following:

Page 2, Lines 7 through 20 should be amended to read as follows:

4. éﬁuring the month of May of each year, the Nevada
"tax commission shall meet with/ Prior to May 25 of
. each year, the board of county commissioners and the
assessor of each county /. 7/ in which the ratio study
was conducted /shall meet with the Nevada tax comm-
ission/ shall deliver to the Nevada tax commission a
written statement which shall: /The board of_county
(:) commissioners and the county assessor shall:/

(a) Present evidence to the Nevada tax
commission of the steps taken to
insure that all property subject to
taxation within the county has been
assessed as required by law.

(b) Demonstrate to the Nevada tax comm-
ission that any adjustments in assess-
ments ordered in the preceding year as
a result of the appraisal procedure
provided in paragraph (c) of subsection
5 have been complied with/. 7/ or indicate
any reasons why adijustments were not made.

(c) Indicate approval or disapproval of any
recommended adjustments to be made by the
Nevada tax commission pursuant to NRS
361.333(5).

5. Lit the conclusion of each meeting with the board of
county commissioners and the county assessor/ The
Nevada tax commission /shall/, at the same meeting
held for tax rate certification purposes pursuant
(:) to NRS 361.455, shall:

The above change will allow the Nevada tax commission to mandate
a response on ratio studies from boards of county commissioners 17;@5




and assessors. This proposal improves on ﬁhe existing law,
which has not been able to generate much response by requesting
participation at meetings.

I will be happy to discuss this matter further at your ‘conven-
ience.

o




~EXHIBIT-C

361.325 - PROPERTY TAX .. * -

361.325 Nevada tax commission to establish va}uations of livestock,
mobile homes and land; properly escaping taxation 1o be placed on

ssessment roll. )
: 1. On or before the 1st Monday in June of each ‘year, the Nevada

tax commission shall: ]
(a) Fix and establish the valuation for assessment purposes of all

livestock in the state. )
(b)[Classify all mobile homes.in the state on the basis of those fac-
tors which most closely determinc their service lives and fix and estab-

lish their valuation for assessment purposesd Fix and establish
the valuation for assessment purposes of all mobile
hcmes in this state upon the retail selling or.ce
when new and deducting therefrom deoreciation, based
on a 20 vear life. The depreciation allowed shall
not exceed 807 of original value. qtne definition of ““mobile

home™' in NRS 361.561 applies 10 this paragraph.

(c) Classify land and fix and establish the valuation thereof for
assessment purposes. The classification of agricultural land shall be
madc on the basis of crop, timber or forage production, either in tons
of crops per acre, board feet or other unit, or animal unit months of
forage. An animal unit month is the amount of forage which is neces-
sary for the complete sustenance of one animal unit for a period of 1
month. One animal unit is defined as one cow and calf, or its equiva-
lent, and the amount of forage necessary to sustain one animal unit for
1 month is defined as 900 pounds of dry weight forage per month.

2. The valuation of livestock, mobile homes and land so fixed and
established is for the next succeeding year and is subject to equalization
by the state board of equalization.

3. The Nevada tax commission shall cause 10 be placed on the
assessment roll of any county property found to be escaping taxation
coming to its knowledge after the adjournment of the state board of
equalization. Such pgoperty shall be placed upon the assessment roll
prior to the delivery thereof to the ex officio tax receiver. If such
property cannot be placed upon the assessment roll of the proper
county within the proper time, it shall thereafier be placed upon the
tax roll for the next ensuing vear, in addition to the assessment for the
current year, if any, and taxes thereon shall be collected for the prior
year in the same amount as though collected upon the prior vear's
assessment roll.

4. The Nevada tax commission shall not raise or lower any valua-
tions established by the state board of equalization unless, by the addi-
tion to any assessment roll of properiy found to be escaping taxation,
it is necessary 10 do so.

5. Nothing in this section provides an appeal from the acts of the
state board of equalization to the Nevada 1ax commission.

[7:177:1917; A 1929, 299; 1939, 279; 1945, 78; 1953, 576)]—(NRS A
1957, 314; 1963, 1123; 1967, 82S5; 1975, 1105, 1660, 1762)




; _ EXHIBIT D

A.B. 369
(:> Third Reprint

Section 1

1. Liquor Tax distribution based on current population - p. 1, lines
21-23.

2. Governor to certify population for Liquor Tax - p. 2, lines 3-5.

Section 1.3

1. Cigarette Tax distribution based on current population - p. 2,
“lines 35-37.

2. Governor to certify population for Cigarette Tax - p. 3, lines
18-23.

Section 1.5

1. Limits refunds for Cigarette Tax to enrolled members of a tribe
if sold on an Indian Reservation.

Sections 1.7, 2, 2.5, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 13.5, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, & 20

(:) 1. Sales Tax remittance monthly instead of quarterly - p. 4.

Section 2.4

1. Changes retailer allowance on 2% sales tax to 1.5% - P- 4,
line 44. \

Sections 10 & 11

1. Increases Local School Support Tax from 1% to 1.5% - p. 7, lines
12 & 24.

Sections 10.5 & 11.5

Biye Sunsets increased LSST on July 1, 1983 - p. 7, lines 17 & 30.
Section 13.4

1. Changes retailers' allowance on LSST and CCRT from .5% to 1.5% -
P. 8, line 1.

Section 20.5

1. Reduces state administrative allowance on LSST from 1% to .5% -
O P.- 10, line 30.

g v
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Section 20.9

(:) 1. Defines "basic City/County Relief Tax" as existing .5% tax -
P. 10, line 48.

2. Defines "supplemental City/County Relief Tax" as the new 1.75%
tax - p. 11, line 3. )

@

Section 21

1. CCRT made mandatory - p. 11, lines 6-25.

Section 22

1. Increases City/County Relief Tax from .5% to 2.25% - p. 11,
line 30. -

Section 22.5

1. Sunsets increased CCRT on July 1, 1983 - p. 11, line 46.

Section 23

1. Reduces state administrative allowance on CCRT from 1% to .5% -
pP. 12, line 21.

2. Repeals current CCRT distributions - p. 12, line 26 to p. 13,

(:) line 3.

Section 25

1. Distribution of basic CCRT of .5% - p. 13, lines 6-35.

Section 26

1. Distribution of supplemental CCRT of 1.75% - p. 13, line 36 to
pP. 14, line 46. '

2. "Basic ad valorem revenue" defined - p. 14, lines 31-46.

3. Exceptions to “Basic Ad Valorem" - P. 14, lines 37-43.

Section 27

1. Landlord to renter pass-through - p. 14, line 27 to p. 15,
line 38.

Section 28

1. School fund property tax replacement repeal (30¢) _ p. 15, line 39
to p. 16, line 24. S

@
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Section 29

(:) 1. Removes obsolete language (S.B. 204, 1979) - p. 16, lines 32-37.
Section 30

1. 50¢ levy for schools - p. 17, line 34-38.

2. 12% annual cap on 50¢ levy -~ p. 17, lines 42-44.

Section 31

1. Repeals existing (S.B. 204) school cap - p. 17, line 50.

2. Repeals school construction reserve levy - p. 17, line 50.

Section 32

1. Requires amendment of CCRT ordinances - p. 18, lines 1-6.

Sections 33-36

1. Conforms Chapter 56, 1981, to A.B. 369 - p. 18, lines 7-38.

'Section 37

1. Declares that A.B. 369, S.B. 411 and S.B. 69 are not severable -
(:> P. 18, lines 39-47.

Section 38

1. Effective dates - p. 18, line 18 to p. 19, line 7.
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EXHIBIT E

S.B. 411
Third Reprint

Section 2

Section 3.3

1.

Temporary exemptiocn from cap by Legislative Commission - p. 3, lines 9-29.

Section 3.6

1. Base established for new entity - p. 3, lines 30-36.
Section & -
1. Reserve fund for suppiemental CCRT created - p. 3, lines 40-41.

2. Distribution when balance in CCRT Reserve Fund exceeds 10X - p. 4,
lines 3-7.

3. Emergency distribution from CCRT Reserve Fund by Legislative Commission -
P. 4, lines 10-15.

Section S

1. Licenses and permit fee increases limited - p. 4, line 16 through p. 5,
line 21.

2. Director of Dept. of Taxation to approve fee and permit increases - p. 4,
lines 35-37.

3. Appeal of decision of Director concerning increases to Legislative
Commission - p. 4, lines 48-49.

4. Limit on percentage fees and permits - p. 5, lines 3-7.

5. Exemption from limitation on licenses and permits by Legislative

Commission - p. 5, lines 8-10.

£

1. “Supplemental City/County Relief Tax" defined - p. 1, lines 3-6.
Section 3
1. Cap on ad valorem revenue - p. 1, line 7 through p. 3, line 8.
2. Ad valorem base established - p. 1, lines 7-12.
3. Ad valorem base"for a county whose 1981 tax rate was less than 50¢ - p. 1,
lines 17-20.
4. Ad valorem base for a fire district whose 1981 tax rate was more than 50¢
« p. 1, line 21 through p. 2, line 2.
S. Director of Dept. of Taxation to estimate supplemental CCRT receipts -
P- 2, lines 6-7.
6. Appeal of CCRT estimate to Legislative Commission - p. 2, lines 10-11l.
7. Cap on combined ad valorem and supp.emental CCRT beginning FY 19£2-83 -
P.- 2, lines 15-38.
8. 6% limit on ad ‘alorem - p. 2, line 4l.
9. Voter approved ad valorem override - p. 2, lines 43-50.
10. Programs mandated by legislature exempted from cap - p. 3, lines 4-8.
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Section 6
1. Limitation on use of ending balance - p. S, lines 22-38.

2. Director of Dept. of Taxation to approve use of excess ending balances -
p- 5, lines 28-30.

3. &ppeal of decision of Director on ending balances to Legislative
Commission = p. 5, lines 36-38.

Section 7

1. Dept. of Taxation to review audits and require compliance - p. 5, line 39
through p. 6, line 1S5.

Section 8
1. Use of insurance reserve limited - p. 6, lines 16-26.
Section 8.8

1. Approval of exemption for short-term financing by Legislative Commission -
p. 6, lines 46-49.

Sections 10, 11 &32 - - - =i

1. References to expenditure limitations removed.

Section 12.5

1. Short-term financing exemption = p. 9, lines 10-1S5.
Section 13

1. »auditor's summary to become public record - p. 10, lines 7-9.
2. Time limit to comply with audit report - p. 10, line 16.

Sections 14, 15 & 16

1. Amendments to redevelopment agency law - p. 11, line 22 through p. 12,
line 10.

Section 17

1. Local government spending cap removed - p. 12, line 11l.

2. Repeal of provision limiting taxation of cigarettes - p. 12, line 11.
Section 18

1. Cap on combined ad valorem and supplemental CCRT revenue for FY 1981-82 -
pP. 12, lines 17-20.

Section 19

1. Amendment of recdevelopment plan permitted ~ p. 12, lines 35-39.
Section 20

1. S.B. 69, A.B. 369 and S.B. 411 not severable - p. 12, lines 40-47.
Secticn 21

1. Effective dates

lw-




