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Chairman May called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Mr. May
Mr. Coulter
Mr. Bergevin
Mr. Brady
Mrs. Cafferata
Mr. Craddock
Mr. Marvel
Mr. Price
Mr. Rusk
Mrs. Westall

MEMBERS ABSENT: Mr. Stewart
Please see attached guest register for guests present.
SB 328 - Alters formula for allocating vehicle privilege tax

to school districts and requires use of portion of
tax for school construction.

This bill would require that the share of privilege tax
attributable to the debt service be deposited to each school
district's Capital Project Fund to be used for construction
and remodeling of schools or for debt service. This elimi-
nates the situation whereby these tax dollars can only be
spent if the school district borrows money.

Speaking in support of this bill was Mr. Ed Greer, Business
Manager of the Clark County School District, who explained
that this is intended to take the debt service portion of the
motor vehicle privilege tax for school districts which is
presently going to the school district's debt service money,
and allowing districts to use it either in that account or to
use it for special projects account.

This will then permit school districts, on a cash basis, to
use this money for capital projects. He explained that we
are not talking about a lot of money and if it were in effect
for 1981-82, based upon the projections, the total amount in
the whole state would amount to $2.9 million. There are only
two school districts that would not be affected as they have
no debt service money. This simply allows the districts

the option. They asked for this as they have noticed for a
county-wide operation and with double-digit inflation rate,
it is getting too expensive to go for bonds for construction.
You would, however, still have to have your major projects
which would go to the vote of the people. This would permit
the school distrcts for short debt service to spend this on
capital projects.

There followed brief discussion and, at the conclusion, a
motion for a "Do Pass" was made by Mr. Bergevin, seconded by
Mr. Price and carried unanimously.
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AB 689 - Exempts aircraft from property tax.

Speaking in opposition to this bill was Ms. Norma Bivens, the
Deputy Treasurer in charge of personal property for the Washoe
County Treasurer's Office. She advised the committee that they
oppose passage of this bill. She pointed out that as of this
date they have collected $487,000 in personal property tax on
aircraft for the fiscal year 1980-8l1. Washoe County can ill
afford to lose this source of income and with the lowering of
the tax rate, aircraft owners will see a substantial drop in
their personal property tax.

Mr. Craddock asked what services are provided through her
office for the aircraft owner and was advised that she has
talked to the comptroller's office for the county to determine
what percent of these property taxes went to runways, etc. and
was advised that none of the ad valorem money went to this;
this is the ad valorem that goes to school districts, etc.,
just like the property taxes. She added that she cannot iden-
tify services from this money that go for runways, etc.

Mr. May explained that due to the shortness of time in the
session, this bill would probably not be processed but may be
reintroduced next session. There was no action taken at this
time.

AB 608 - Imposes estate tax not greater than credit allowed
under federal law.

Mr. Jim Lien, member of the Task Force Committee, advised that
this bill would never come into being until the constitutional
amendment on the estate tax pickup credit was passed. If that
is passed in 1982 they feel it is worthwhile having the admini-
strative portion of it in place at the time the amendment is
passed in order to take immediate advantage of the credit which
would be occurring just prior to coming into the 1983 session.
He distributed copies of the amended bill which has had tre-
mendous portions of the bill taken out in an attempt to make
the bill do exactly what had been testified was to be done
(attached Exhibit I). That was to make strictly a clerical
effort on the part of the Department of Taxation in order to
secure the credit due the State of Nevada. They have reviewed
these proposed amendments with the IRS, reviewed them with
Kafoury-Armstrong, which does a large number of estate return
filings, and, also, with the State of Utah as to how they
administer it as they have the same process. In essence, what
we end up doing is merely having a copy of the first page of
the return that is filed with the federal government, filed
with the State Department of Taxation. The Department of
Taxation has nothing more to do; there is no audit authority
for the department, there are no estate liens filed; as far
as the state is concerned, it merely files and waits to see
what the federal government does. There are some time frames
written into the bill to make certain that it coincides with .
the federal filings and payments, etc. The individuals do ff?/&)
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have to pay timely along with their payments to the federal
government and if there are extensions granted, they are the
same extensions for the state; the state will not get into
the administrative role of trying to do something different
than the federal government is doing. If the federal govern-
ment charges interest, then the state would pick up interest
on its portion; if there are penalties, the state would pick
up the penalties. The state does not have to do anything
other than enter into a written agreement, as shown on the
last page of the bill, with the Department of the Treasury,
which indicates that the department will receive a copy of
the estate tax closing letters that are filed by the IRS.
Any documentation for proration that may have to be done
between states the IRS takes care of and, also, if there
happens to be disallowances that occur. It has been pretty
much refined back to being merely a clerical effort at this
time for the Department of Taxation. Mr. Nickson reviewed
the amendments yesterday and was pleased to hear that, as
done in Utah, it would take the time of one-half of a clerk
to administer.

Mr. Price asked a question regarding Page 1, Line 12. Rather
than saying that the administrator "shall" file, leaving that
as an option saying "may" file. Mr. Lien responded that if
you leave that as an option, you open the door for a question
of the state receiving a copy. All this does is say that they
will take a xerox copy of the first page and send it to the
department. If you have "may", it is true, it would be picked
up at a later point by communication between the IRS and the
department, but it's after the fact. The IRS will notify the
department of a disallowance of a credit. Mr. Price continued
stating that the problem he has is that, according to the
letter he has from the office in Washington, the federal gov-
ernment would take note that they would not pursue, so the
state could take the option of whether to force the person to
file. Mr. Lien emphasized that the only thing that action
would accomplish is to make it "after the fact". The state
will be notified that the state has been disallowed as far as
this particular credit is concerned. The state will then have
to file with the federal government and if it has the right
to have a federal credit, the feds will indicate that we do
and we would then have to go back to the individual, the indi-
vidual will have to get a refund from the federal government
and pay the state. It actually causes more administrative
headaches for the estate administrator at that point. Mr.
Price repeated that he was still under the impression that we
could make this optional to the estate where they could either
choose to exercise the check-off or not. Mr. Lien responded,
once again, that once you have taken option of the credit,
you must follow through. Mr. Bergevin interjected that he
felt making it optional would make it devastating because
with a constitutional amendment, either you do or you don't.
The constitutional amendment says "we may" enact, but once we
exercise that option, that doesn't give anybody that option.
Once we enact it, everybody does it. 1077
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There being no further discussion, a motion was introduced by
Mr. Craddock to Amend AB 608, reprint and refer back to the
committee, seconded by Mrs. Westall and carried by a vote of
9 voting aye, Mrs. Cafferata voting nay.

AB 338 - Authorizes counties to impose tax for support of
public transportation.

Mr. May reminded the members that this bill had received con-
siderable testimony at the meeting held yesterday and was
subsequently sent to a subcommittee consisting of Mr. Price
and Mr. Coulter. He asked for a report on their findings.

Mr. Coulter stated that he had met with representatives from
the Regional Transit Authority in Washoe and Clark and a num-
ber of E.O0.B. senior citizens and discussed a lot of areas of
concern. One possibility would be reducing the percentage
from % to %% of the maximum which could be imposed. Although
the bill calls for a public vote, the Washoe people are anxious
to take a different approach and that would be to use the

same method we used on the city-county relief tax, which would
be all the political entities in a county would have to agree
to impose the tax. There were concerns expressed that some
areas would have a hard time passing a public vote and, addi-
tionally, that the time involved given the fact that the
money is running out for the regional transit system and when
the next election is scheduled which may be the fall of next
year.

Mr. Price reiterated that they had talked about four things.
For example, lowering the percentage to one-quarter and they
were suggesting the language from the city-county relief tax
and some language that would provide for minimum adequate
funding for the elderly and handicapped programs that are
certified and approved by the Regional Transit programs.
They thought it would be beneficial to include some language
of intent indicating that these sources are to be used for
mass transit and transport of the elderly and handicapped.

A motion was then made by Mr. Price to amend the bill on
Page 2, Line 5 to read, "a maximum of one-quarter of 1%" tax
to be added to the sales tax, motion seconded by Mr. Coulter.
Mr. Brady asked if that motion would mean that we would be
adding this amount to the sales tax over and above what we
have already done and was advised that would be the effect
of the motion; however, we have not yet decided whether it
will be by a vote of the people. After discussion, the
motion was withdrawn.

Mr. Price then moved to use the language similar to that

used in the city-county relief tax, seconded by Mr. Coulter.
In discussion, Mr. Price explained that in the City-County
Relief Tax each city and county itself would have to petition,
hold public hearings and pass a resolution imposing the tax.
In the case of Clark County you would have to have Henderson,
Boulder City, North Las Vegas, Las Vegas and the county and
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(Committee Minutes) "
A Form 70 8769 @




Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature

Assembly Committee on TAXATION
Date:...May..27,..1981....

Page:...Five

hold hearings for everyone involved and all vote affirmatively.
Mr. Lien pointed out, however, that it would require action
only by the cities; the counties do not have to act as they
are mandated in Clark and Washoe anytime you have two or more
cities.

Mr. May asked a question of Mr. Hall, Director of the Regional
Transportation System, that is how does the original 2¢ sales
tax operate; is that mandated by cities and counties and then
the county must adopt that ordinance for the 2¢? Mr. Hall
replies that the tax can be levied by the Board of County Com-
missioners as they are empowered to levy that tax with the
cities not getting involved. The county commissioners act as
a trustee of that fund. Mr. May pointed out that Mr. Price's
subcommittee's recommendation then was to require both the
cities and counties to adopt an ordinance which will neces-
sitate public hearings and then pass a resolution mandating
this action be set forth. If any one of those incorporated
cities or counties fail to do so, then it is null and void;

it would take the majority vote of all the governing bodies.

The vote on the motion did not obtain a majority; therefore
no action was taken.

Mr. Price then stated he didn't think we needed a vote on the
funding as the bill itself, under the final amendment, was for
a vote of the people and that is already in the bill. He then
moved to reduce the maximum allowable tax from % of 1% to %

of 1%, which would be changing Page 2, Line 5; motion seconded
by Mrs. Cafferata. Mr. Craddock asked if we are going to put
it to a vote of the people, why reduce it, and was advised by
Mr. Price that the subcommittee felt that since % was sub-
stantially above what the anticipated need was for either of
the two counties involved, that there was no need for it.

On the vote the motion carried by 7 voting aye, 2 voting nay
and 2 absent. Voting nay were: Messrs. Brady and Marvel,
absent were Messrs. Rusk and Stewart.

Mr. Brady explained that it would be his intention to vote
against the bill because we have the ability to do this under
our present tax package. We have a vote of the people; all
they have to do is go there and do it. 1In order to do this,
it would allow sales taxes to go higher and he is opposed to
raising the sales tax any more.

Mr. Coulter then explained that they had talked about putting

some language in the bill dealing with "shall provide that

adequate funding shall be made for adequate transportation."”

He then moved to amend the bill to include a provision wherever

the bill drafter thinks it would be most appropriate to indi-

cate that, in addition to helping fund the regional transit

system, that adequate funding also be given for senior citi-

zens and handicapped transportation; seconded by Mr. Price. tif?f)
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Mr. Bergevin objected to that motion saying it would get two
entities working against each other and each demanding that
they be adequately financed and who is going to make that
decision. He feels the language in the bill is proper as it
is.

The motion passed on a vote of 6 voting aye, 3 voting nay with
2 absent/not voting. Voting nay were Messrs. Marvel, Bergevin
and May. Absent/not voting were Messrs. Brady and Stewart.

Mr. Coulter then moved a "Do Pass as Amended", seconded by
Mr. Price and carried on a vote of 6 to 3. Voting nay were
Messrs. Bergevin and Marvel and Mrs. Cafferata. Absent/not
voting were Messrs. Brady and Stewart.

SB 678 - Makes technical corrections to Chapters 130 and 149,
Statutes of Nevada 1981.

Mr. May reminded the committee members that we heard testimony
on this bill at our meeting yesterday, but there had been some
concerns expressed about the language contained in Line 2,
Page 2 as relates to exemptions for additional taxes imposed
for a written contract for construction. Mr. Frank Daykin

was asked to be present today to explain this provision in

the bill.

Mr. Daykin explained that the words "for construction" were
added there in order to narrow the exemption which is granted.
When the tax was originally imposed in 1967 the language of
the exemption was copies from the original Sales and Use Tax
of 1965. As he would interpret that language, it only exempts
material which a contractor purchases in order to fulfill his
contract. The reasonable interpretation of the original ex-
emption was that it envisioned different types of contracts,
but it didn't specifically limit it to construction because
one might have agreed to furnish something else for a fixed
price, but it did mean the supplier's cost; however, it was
revealed in discussion that the Department of Taxation back

in 1967 had granted exemptions pretty broadly to several con-
tractors and having created the mischievious precedent, they
are apparently afraid that they may be stuck with it unless
this language is changed by limiting it to a contract for con-
struction, which is by far the most usual situation in which
one bids to do something for a fixed price.

He continued by stating that under the Sales and Use Tax Law
and the Local School Support Tax, there is a prohibition in
the law against the seller assuming the tax or representing
that he is going to pay the tax. The tax falls upon the

buyer or a leasee; consequently, if the seller held out that
for a period of time the tax wasn't going to change; he gave

a promise that he could't keep, and if he suffers from it,
that would be his problem. That provision of a contract would
be void; that is, if the seller agreed to assume the tax.

(Committee Minutes) 40N .'50
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General discussion followed on different aspects of the bill
and at the conclusion, a motion was made by Mr. Bergevin for
a "Do Pass", seconded by Mrs. Cafferata and unanimously carried.

AB 665 - Provides credit against certain taxes for exchange of
used vehicle on purchase of automobile.

Mr. May reminded the committee that this bill has been discussed
previously by this committee (see minutes of May 25, 1981 for
testimony taken at that time) and had been referred to a sub-
committee consisting of himself and Mr. Craddock. He suggested
that at the conclusion of Mr. Hale Bennett's testimony today,
the committee request the legislation he will propose and that
it be brought back to the committee for further consideration.

Mr. Jim Lien spoke first on the bill and presented proposed
amendments to AB 665 (attached as Exhibit II). He pointed out
that any amendments to Chapter 374 affect Chapter 377 by statute
so we only need to amend 374 in the direction we are proposing.
The amendments that are being drawn allow an allowance for
trade-ins underneath the LSST and the CCRT and supplementary
CCRT, but not state tax. In addition, they are proposing
amending the LSST to impose a tax on sale of any motor vehicle
so that the occasional sale is picked up. He proceeded working
through the bill and the proposed amendments as attached.

Testifying next was Mr. Daryl Cappuro who stated that it should
also be a matter of record that in response to the committee's
direction, he and Mr. Lien have both looked at the idea of try-
ing to bring the tax down to as close to the original 3%% as
possible and when they started working on the figures the loss
was tremendous, so they figured that was not a valid way to go.
The figures, as Mr. Lien has indicated, would show in excess

of $2 million, but he does have something he wanted to mention
in regard to the draft that needs some attention. Calling
attention to Section 2, Subjection 3 on the lst page, you would
have to provide the DMV some authority to adopt regulations
governing the value of motor vehicles where there is no bill

of sale. Mr. Lien disagreed, stating that is alread provided
for in the bill.

General discussion followed on the suggested amendments to

the bill with a motion then being made to amend the bill and
rereferred to the committee. The motion was made by Mr. Bergevin,
seconded by Mr. Price and unanimously carried.

SB 244 - Increases certain allowances to elderly for property
taxes.

Mr. May reminded the committee members that testimony had been
heard on this bill on May 25, 1981 and the bill had been re-
ferred to a subcommittee consisting of Mr. Coulter and Senator
Wagner. He asked if they were ready to report and was advised
they were.

(Committee Minutes) 4 }g':}a :i
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Mr. Coulter then moved to take the amendments that we had put
into AB 97 and put them into this bill and "Amend and Do Pass
as Amended", motion seconded by Mrs.Cafferata and carried
unanimously.

SB 499 - Provides exemption from property tax or vehicles
privilege tax for widowers and imposes limitation
on income for eligibility.

Testifying as the prime introducer of this measure was Senator
Jean Ford, Senate District #3, who explained that she has been
before us in the early days of the session on a bill that had
to do with veterans exemptions. This bill, on Page 1, adds
the option for widowers to be able to apply for a property tax
exemption the same as widows have been able to do in the past.
She asked that it be drafted so the option would be extended
to men and then, because in past years there was concern about
the number of people that might take advantage of it and the
fiscal impact, she had suggested that the bill be drafted to
put an upper limit on the income level similar to the senior
citizens tax relief and grandfather in those that had been
eligible in the past so no one receives a lesser benefit than
they had in the past,but from the point that the bill became
effective on, that would apply to those men and women only who
had an income that met the income limitation. That's the way
the bill passed the Senate, but since then she has had people
from the Clark County Assessor's office point out that with
the passage of the tax package, the amount of money that is
involved is so small that possibly the income limit and the
processing it would take to determine who is eligible and

who isn't is not worth it, and that possibly the income limit
should be taken and simply extend the option to men from the
point of passage of the bill. She has no objection to that

as she realizes the amount of benefit that is available to
anyone under the current law is small,and if it is the desire
of the committee to do that, it is fine. There is a principle
of equity involved, and she feels that the option should be
extended to men.

Senator Ford pointed out that this bill and SB 408 are the
only two bills remaining on the books that discriminates by
sex.

Mr. May asked if it would be agreeable to amend this bill by
deleting the income limitation and this was concurred in by
Senator Ford.

Mr. Price moved a "Do Pass", seconded by Mr. Coulter. Mr.
Bergevin objected by stating that we are soon going to have
so many exemptions for everybody and everything that it will
be impossible to administer. He agrees that the widow needs
the exemption but he does not feel the widower does in 99%

of the cases. Mrs.Westall agreed with Mr. Bergevin and added
that during the sessions when the discriminatory bills were

SLg
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being considered there were some bills that the subcommittee
did not want to change. They wanted them left on the books,
and this could very possibly be one of them. She suggested
taking no action on this measure and made a motion to that
effect.

Mrs. Westall moved to amend the previous motion to Indefinitely
Postpone, seconded by Mr. Marvel. Mr. May announced that the
motion fails for lack of a majority.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

i Kinslgy, Committee Secretary
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AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON Taxatian

DateWed...May 27,1981 Time.;.......2.:00. .pm.Room 240

Bills or Resolutions
to be considered

. . Counsel
Subject requested®

A.B.

A.B.
- A.B.

S.B.

177-

. 608-

689-
690-

499-

ALL MEETINGS OF THE ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON TAXATION
WILL BEGIN PROMPTLY AT 2.00 PM. PLEASE ARRANGE
YOUR SCHEDULE ACCORDINGLY.

Abolishes requirement for veterans to make annual claims
for exemption from property tax. :

Imposes: estate tax not greafer.than credit allowed under
federal law.

Exempts aircraft from property tax.

Provides for submission to voters of amendment to Sales
and Use Tax Act.

Provides exemption from property tex or vehicle privilege
tax for widowers and imposes limitation on income for
eligibilicy. .
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ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 608—OCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION - -
~ Mav$§, 1981 ’ |
——eerp———
@ Referred to Committee on Taxation
_ Y— than credit allowed der federal
o e iy v

FISCAL NOTE: Effect on Local Government: No,
EﬂectontheSmeoronlnd\nu'iallnmnnce: Yes.

= i

E:ountm—umhhﬁahuw;mhbnehml ] is material to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to estate taxes; imposing an estate tax in an amount =ot greater
than the credit allowed for such a tax against the federal estate tax. reduced
by the amount paid to another state; providing the deposit of its rroceeds in
the t.shm‘ permanent school fund; and providing other matters properly relat-

. ing thereto.

The People of the State of Nevada, represented in Senate and Assembly,
do enact as follows: ’
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l L3 If another state of the United States collects a death tux .against
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Sec. 14. This act shall become effective upon the ratification of
Senate Joint Resolution No. 6 of the 60th session by the pe:ge of this
state, and applies to the estates of dying on or after canvass
of the returns of that ratification by the justices of the supreme court.
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imposed by this chapter the gross receipts from occasional saies of tan-
- gible personal property and the siorage. use or other consumption in 2
county of wangible personal property, the transfer of which o the pur-
chaser is an occasional sale.
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1 The depariment and its agents in registering a vehicle shall:
(a) Collect the license plate fees and registrauon fees as provided for

1n this chapter T
{b) Collect the privilege 1ax on the vehicle. as agent {or the county

where the applicant intends 10 base the vehicle for the registration -~

period, unless the vehicle 15 deemed to have no base

(/)

/?——\JI) Ts3u€ a cerulicate of regisiration. together with the regular license
plate or plates

2. ULpon proof of ownership satisfactory to the director. he shali
<ause 10 be issued a certificate of ownership as provided in this chap-
ter.

3. Every vehicle referred 10 in subsecuon ! of NRS 482.206 being
regisiered for ihe firsi time in Nevada shal] be taxed for privilege tax
Jurposes for a |2-month period. Every vehicle referred 10 in subsec-
uon 2 of NRS 482.206 being regisiered for the [irst ume in Nevads
shall be taxed for privilege 1ax purposes pro rata on a monthiy basis
upon the amount of ume r_emaiyir_u m.lhe_curret:x caiendar year.
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