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The joint meeting of the Assembly Transportation and Assembly
Taxation Committees was called to order by Chairman Bob Price
at 5:00 in the Auditorium of the Legislative Building, Carson
City, Nevada.

TRANSPORATION MEMBERS PRESENT: TAXATION MEMBERS PRESENT:
Assemblyman Price, Chairman Assemblyman May, Chairman
Assemblyman Polish, Vice Chairman Assemblyman Bergevin
Assemblyman Beyer Assemblyman Brady
Assemblyman DuBois Assemblyman Cafferata
Assemblyman Glover Assemblyman Craddock
Assemblyman Mello Assemblyman Marvel
Assemblyman Prengaman Assemblyman Price
Assemblyman Schofield Assemblyman Rusk
Assemblyman Westall Assemblyman Westall
MEMBERS ABSENT: MEMBERS ABSENT:

None Assemblyman Coulter, Vice Chairman

Assemblyman Stewart

GUESTS PRESENT:

See attached guest list

SB 154, Increases and changes measure of tax on motor vehicle fuel
and special fuel.

Senator Blakemore, Chairman of the Senate Transportation Committee,
stated that his committee had initially processed this bill. He
stated that he also was Chairman of the Interim Study on
Highway Maintenance Program and that he became quite familiar
with the problems of the Highway Department. One of the major
problems has been the cost of asphalt. Asphalt is a petroleum
product and it has gone up at a phenomenal rate. Five years ago
it was $30.00 a ton and twenty-five years before that it was

$11 and $12 or below per ton. In just the last few years it

has jumped from $30.00 to the price quoted last week of $240

a ton. This is what has caused the major problem in the highway
maintenance program. He stated that if the roads are allowed

to continue to deteriorate the cost of rebuilding will be absolutely
astronomical. That figure for the asphalt alone to repave just
the existing road system has an astronomical impact. He stated
that he supports this tax. He added that this was a difficult
thing to do. He stated that had the legislature passed the 2¢
proposed last session they would have still had to come back in
in this session and ask for at least 1¢. Because they didn't
and because of the rise in the price of asphalt, if this bill
were to pass the average price of tax on gasoline as determined
by the sliding scale would be 3%¢ additional. He stated that he
was not happy with increasing the gasollne tax or any tax. He
stated that he also had to be realistic in 1ook1ng at the roads
and their condition.
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Senator Blakemore pointed out that if they do not maintain the
highways they are going to lose them and the estimate on most
sections of the highway is that it will vary from three to five
times the cost to replace instead of maintain. There is too
much of an investment not to maintain the roads. He stated that
he would recommend the sliding scale.

He pointed out that on page 10 of the bill they did earmark that
these funds are specifically for maintenance.

In answer to Mr. May's question regarding the amendments,

Senator Blakemore stated that some of the amendments came from
the floor of the Senate and that the "kicker amendment on jumping
the tax to 17¢ should there be a challenge” was not made by the
Transportation Committee nor from the Taxation Committee but
rather came on the floor by a Senator who felt that it was needed.

Mr. May inquired why on page 2 line 18, they were amending NRS
365.170 and on line 50, page 2 they were also amending the same
NRS. He wondered why they needed both lines. Senator Blakemore
stated that he did not know but it probably wasn't necessary.

Mr. Rusk stated that one of the concerns that has been expressed
to him is the cap out at the 17%¢ if the worse happens and over
the next year or 18 months the price of gas rose to $2.08 and
the maximum tax was achieved, there would be more money then
perhaps would be needed during that first year. He questioned
if there was any reason for that and could they cap out the
amount of increase that could be gotten in a year. Senator
Blakemore stated that he felt that was a misconception of the
bill by the people who read it. He stated that as the prices
increased so would the price of asphalt. The two would normally
track together. Any excess money generated would be consumed

in the price of asphalt and other things that would go up.

Senator Blakemore stated that if this was enacted today the
additional 3%¢ tax would bring the State of Nevada just to
what Utah is today and that is the lowest in the west. There
are two states that have a tax of at least 15¢ and that he
would submit that this is a very reasonable entry level and

a very low level.

Mr. Rusk ingquired about what percent of the overall cost of
road construction is asphalt. The Senator replied that it was
about at the 75% level in some cases. He stated that it would
depend on what specific section of road was being maintained.

Senator Keith Ashworth, Chairman of the Senate Taxation Committee,
stated that his committee also processed this bill. He stated
that this is the first year since he has been in the legislature
that he has not served on Transportation. He stated that in

past sessions he had recognized that the State of Nevada was
getting sorely behind on the funds needed for highway maintenance
and construction projects. There has not been an increase

in the revenue into the Highway Fund since 1955. -He added A
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that he did not feel that they started to get into much trouble
until the early 1970s. That is when they started getting behind.
He also pointed out that in the past 20 years the Governor in
office has pledged that there would be no new taxes. He stated
that everyone would agree with that philosophy, however, four
and two years ago he put in a bill which would have taken them
off the per cents a gallon and moved it over to a sliding scale
or a sales tax or whatever you want to call it. When he first
did this the average price of gas was $.74 and at that time the
argument dealt with what the average price of gas was and he had
stated then that it really didn't matter what the average price
was as the price was going to escalate anyway but that it was
important to change the method of taxing so that it also could
escalate with the rising cost of the price of gasoline. He
stated that the price of gasoline has gone up and the consumption
has gone down.

Senator K. Ashworth stated that there really wasn't a legislator
who wanted to impose this tax on the people but if they are going
to maintain the economy and roads in the State of Nevada they
are going to have to "bite the bullet". He stated that the
Senate did lower the caps to 17%¢, as it was at one time as high
as 21%¢. He stated they also put an amendment in that if the
tax itself would cause an increase the tax would stay in the
lower bracket. In answer to questions raised about the "fail-
safe clause" that was in the event the act was declared uncon-
stitutional then the tax would be 17%¢. 1In answer to Mr. Rusk's
previous question regarding the possibility of generating too
much revenue, the Senator stated that if the price does go to
$2.00 it might be a windfall for a short time but that at the
price the consumption of gas will continue to go down and if
they have to wait another 22 years the 17%¢ is not going to be
too much. He stated that he had requested information about
what the states around Nevada have. He presented copies of

the information received from the Department of Transporation.
This information is attached to these minutes as Exhibit A.

He stated that they are presently discussing the feasibility of
removing the exemptior. off diesel fuel in the Senate Taxation Committee
which woulé hit the railroad, mining, farming industry. They
have just received testimony as to why they should not impose
this tax. Senator Ashworth stated that he asked the person
testifying why that particular railroad was building huge tanks
for diesel fuel in Southern Nevada instead of some other place
where there is plenty of petroleum and the answer was that there
is a better tax advantage by transporting that fuel into Nevada.
That shows that all the other states around here have a higher
tax climate. Next to Texas, Nevada is the lowest in gasoline
taxes of the United States. Texas is considerably lower but
they tax at the well heads. Mr. Stone indicated to the Senate
Committee that the Highway Department was pretty much cut to the
bone and that this is the amount of money that would be necessary
over the next 12 years to accomplish this maintenance. He
concluded that he felt that the tax for transportation was
sorely needed. -
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Mr. Marvel inquired if the Senator knew what the price of a gallon
of gas was in California compared to Nevada. Senator Ashworth
replied that he was not sure, but he did not feel that it was

any cheaper than here.

Mr. Stone, Department of Transportation, stated that from the

AAA report he thought it was $1.24 but based on tax information
it would be $1.40.

In answer to the gquestion of what it is in Nevada, Mr. Stone
stated that since he has given testimony that he would only
survey the lowest price of gasoline on the premise of the retail
service station and the price of regular today is now $1.25

Mr. Price stated that there has been some concern from the industry
on the way the tax is calculated on diesel and although they do
pay their share of the road tax, it is not always recognizable

by the public because they do not pay at the pump. He was wonder-
ing from past experience, had the legislature ever taken a look

at taxing the diesel fuel at the pump. Senator Ashworth stated
that diesel fuel not used in a interstate carrier is taxed at the
pump. He added that they had revamped the formula in 1971 and
Nevada was the forerunner of computerizing that formula for the
pro-rated fuel tax coming through Nevada. Several other states
have followed Nevada's lead.

Mr. Rusk inquired if there was a way to fairly come up with an
accurate sliding scale price. He cited the problem of citing

the average price in that in some stations there are six different
prices on the pumps with a 40¢ differential in one community.
Senator Ashworth stated that there had been much discussion on
this point and when they stopped and considered it they felt that
there was not going to be any advantage in the long run to try

to play with this because if they get too high of an average and
the price of gasoline isn't there they would have to wait for it
to get there anyway. Mr. Stone has pledged that he will only
take the lowest price at the pump.

Mr. Craddock inquired how the Department of Taxation got out of
this obligation of taking care of the taxes on gasoline and how
the Highway Department got involved. Senator Ashworth explained
that it has always gone into the Highway Fund, the highway taxes
and their enforcement is within the Highway Department and Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles. He could not remember when this was put
into this Department.

Mr. Craddock wondered what the rationale was for it. Senator
Ashworth stated that he felt that they were the best suited to

enforcement, particularly with regard to the diesel and trucking
industry. They are the best equipped to monitor this.

. 636

e <>

(Committee Minutes)




Minutes of the Nevada State Legislaﬁ :
Assembly Committee on. TRANSPORTATION

Date:....May 19, 1981
Page:.. . Five

A Form 70

Mr. Brady inquired what the rational was behind putting the clause
in the bill that this money could only be used for maintenance.
Senator Ashworth explained that this came out of the the Senate
Transportation Committee and they wanted to make sure that this
revenue went just for the maintenance and wasn't used to build
new barns, buildings, etc. He stated that he did not think it

was a bad amendment in that was what they would be taxing the
people for.

A. E. Stone, Director, Department of Transporation, spoke in
support of the bill. A copy of the Staff Report of the Nevada
Department of Transportation was distributed. A copy is attached
to these minutes as Exhibit B. He stated that this is a very
comprehensive study of the conditions of every mile of the
existing highways in Nevada.

He stated that he would like to spend some time on the advantages
and disadvantages of the sliding scale itself. He began by
citing information from the Principles of Highway Finance,

a copy of which is attached to these minutes as Exhibit C. He
went over seven things that a sound highway finance measure
should contain. These are found on the first page of the
Exhibit. Mr. Stone explained each one and stated that he

felt the Department had attempted to address each one.

He stated that he felt that what they were seeking would with
luck adequately preserve their existing system. He stated that

they cannot afford not to preserve the existing system because there

is too much to lose. When they shift from the resurfacing to

a reconstructing system the costs go up from 2 to 4% times.
Without adequate funding to preserve the existing system they
are digging a hole that they will never be able to crawl out of.

Mr. Stone stated that if they eliminated existing inflation and
the 10% deteriation of the highway each year, it would still take
over two sessions of the legislature before they could even meet
the back log in preserving the system. It would be that long be-
fore he could cost-effectively maintain the system and wisely
spend the taxpayers money.

Mr. Stone stated that the sliding scale changes nothing as far
as administration in that it acts exactly as a flat cent tax on
a gallon. It can go up or down each quarter but as far as the
administration of the sliding scale, nothing changes.

The present worth of the existing system of highways is around
$10,000,000. The payment structure on the existing system is
valued at $2,000,000,000. It took 60 years to build the system.
The wearing surface of the system deteriorates in this state at
a rate of about 1ll% a year. This means annually 11% of 4,966
miles must be resurfaced or reconstructed. This is over 500
miles a year. The cost of preserving this existing system is
roughly 1 to 1 1/2% of the present worth of the payment structure
each year. This is a little less than $30,000,000 at todays
prices. The state system carries 66% of all traffic in this
(Committee Minutes) -
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state. It carries 94% of all truck traffic in this state.

The 94% of all truck traffic is a significant figure because
trucks or weight is a major element in deterioratina the pavement
surface of the highway system. Certainly the trucking industry
pays a large share into the highway fund and the revenue increases
requested in this session was specifically designed not to change
the ratio of the piece of pie that goes into the state highway
fund. Some of their problems come the crystal ball that they
used in the late fifties and early sixties when they designed
some of their major highways such as Interstate 80. It was
designed to carry 8-10% trucks and today they have truck counts
of 30-40%. There has been no decrease in total amount of traffic.

To add to their money problems, consumption of gasoline has de-
clined since 1973. He presented a overview graph to show this.
This is attached to these minutes as Exhibit D.

Mr. Stone stated that if gasoline were to go to $2.08 a gallon the
state tax of 17 1/2% would represent 8.4% of the total cost.
Twenty-seven years ago the percentage was too much, today it

is 4 1/2% which is too little and a flat rate gives them feast
or famine. The next slide, Exhibit E, demonstrates their back-
log of repair which is 570 miles of overlay projects and 596
miles reconstruction projects. They have 2,529 miles of light
to very heavy maintenance. With the necessary funds the system
goes down each year and require the shift from heavy maintenance
to overlay and then finally to reconstruct. Each level costs
considerably more than the previous one. Each year without the
overlay projects, with the 11l% deterioration rate, they will

keep moving from one categorv to the other and dig a hole that thev

will never be able to crawl out of.

The next slide, Exhibit F, gives the costs of their backlog in
today's dollars, which i1s $227.1 million. It will take them

12 years to eliminate this backlog under this bill. With an
annual rate of inflation of 12% and deterioration of 11%, if
these two figures were 0 it would take two sessions of the
legislature to catch up with this backlog. SB 154 protects
with an annual report which requires that he report to the
legislature what has happened during the last two years, where
the money was spent, where they are on the twelve year schedule
and what they propose to do for the upcoming two years.

The sliding scale is responsive to inflation and there is nothing
new about a variable tax. 90% of the revenues that go into the
general fund of this state are variable taxes. The sales tax,

the gross revenue tax, entertainment tax, property tax, etc.

all couldbe described as a sliding scale. He stated that he

knows of no service provided to the public other than medical

care that has been hit harder by inflation then transportation.
The survey will be on the lowest price of gasoline on the premises
and covers 60% of the total number of retail outlets in this state.
9 1/2¢ today doesn't mean 9%¢ to the state highway fund. 1t

means 7.13¢; the other 2.37¢ goes to the county and cities.

This is demonstrated in the next slide, Exhibit G.
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The bill is also amended to allow the optional 1¢-4¢ per gallon
for the RTC taxes. The sliding scale is designed to continue
the existing method of collection. The retailer is not now

nor will he be involved under the sliding scale in any way
whatsoever. Previous testimony had stated that it would require
the retailer to carry a float for the major oil companies. This
is absolutely not true. The sliding scale changes nothing in
the method of collection; it is the wholesaler and distributor
that pay the tax as they bring the gasoline into the state.

Previous testimony indicated that Nevada stations would not be
competitive with stations in ajoining states and this is not
true. The sliding scale exists in California and is 7¢ per
gallon plus 4 3/4% sales tax on top of that. At today's prices
the state tax in California would be approximate 13%¢ compared
to 9 %¢ under SB 154. If gasoline went to $2.08 the tax in
California would be a little over 19¢ where it would be 17%¢ in
Nevada. There is no way where Nevada would ever be more under
the sliding scale then the State of California.

The sliding scale increase is earmarked for the preservation of
the system and in Mr. Stone's opinion there is no chance for
windfall. The next slide, Exhibit H, demonstrates the cost of

the overlay/Rehabilitation projects. The heavy black line is

the total cost of an overlay project, including asphalt, materials,
labor etc. Exhibit I demonstrates rise in liquid asphalt costs.

Mr. Stone stated that it takes about two weeks for an overlay
type project to get from the drawing board on the ground. There
can be no surplus of funds if they are to maintain and preserve
the existing system. SB 154 represents only that part of the
budget directly related to oil and o0il and oil projects. It

is designed for not too much and hopefully not to little.

Mrs. Westall inquired if the 6¢ currently levied was all the
taxes on a gallon. Mr. Stone replied there was RTC tax that
varies from 1¢ to 2¢ presently and under SB 154 could be an
optional 1¢-4¢. He further explained that most of the counties
have the 2¢ and that there are a couple that have 1¢ and a
couple of that none.

In answer to Mrs. Westall's question regarding when the RTC
1¢-4¢ amendment, Mr. Stone stated that it was added on after
the bill reached the floor of the Senate.

Mr. Price asked Mr. Stone to explain the various columns found

on page 1 of the bill. Mr. Stone explained that Column A was

a total amount column. Column B is the amount of the gasoline
tax, not the RTC tax, which comes to the state highway fund.

If the total tax was 9%¢, 7.13¢ would come to the state highway
fund. This is to run the DOT budget but also takes care of

all those that are in the state highway fund. Column C is the

1/2¢ that goes completely to the counties, based on a formula.

This formula is 1/4 for population, 1/4 for area, 1/4 number of
roads maintained by the county and 1/4 for the vehicle traffic.

599
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Column D is a 1¢ that goes to the counties and lncorporated
cities based on the assessed value of real property that is
divided among them.

Mr. May inquired if column B included 4%¢ for resurfacing of
the special fund. Mr. Stone stated that this column comes into
the state highway fund and they would subtract the 4%¢ as the
law is written today from that and everything over that 4k¢
would apply to preservation of the existing system. The 4%¢

if the operating budget. This is what the department would
presently use to match federal aid, to do other maintenance
other than to maintain the surface of the highway itself, etc.

Mrs. Cafferata cited page 2, Section 3, and wondered what kind
of staff would be needed. Mr. Stone stated that the department
took a survey to see what it would take. This survey was by
telephone; they covered 82% of all the service stations with-
in the state. After taking the 82% they made a sight survey

on 10% and found that the telephone survey was 100% correct.
The entire survey cost the department $300. In addition,

the department will not only survey the lowest price of gasoline
on the premises, the survey also includes a weighting average
of the amount of gasoline consumed in each county, the survey
will also knock off the top 5%. It took approximately 5 hours
for the department to do this and used one person in each of
their 6 districts that did all the telephoning.

Mr. Brady inguired what specifically was resurfacing. Mr. Stone
explained that resurfacing, reconstruction, maintenance covers
everything except new construction. If they had a two lane
highway it could not be made into a four lane highway under

the restriction in the bill. He stated that this program is
about 1/3 of their total budget. Approximately 40% of their
total construction budget and they are still matching federal
aid for new construction. This has amounted to $80-120 million
a year.

Mr. Brady inquired if Mr. Stone liked the wording in the bill which
would restrict this to maintenance only. Mr. Stone stated

that it doesn't give the flexibility that he would like but

the need is there and in order to maintain what they have it

will take every penny of what is. in SB 154.

Mr. Brady stated that as more people move in especially with
possibility of MX, all the department would be able to do is
resurface existing situations and there would be no way that
they could alleviate problems that may arise. Mr. Stone stated
that the backlog needs for preserving existing system alone are
$227 million. When the twelve year program is finished they
will have a backlog of new construction needs of close to $3
billion.

Mr. Stone stated that he has been able to maintain the system
in Clark County that carries approximately 55% of the traffic
in Clark County.

(Committee Mimutes) T 20
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Mr. Brady inquired how much the department is asking from the
federal government as impact money should the MX come. Mr. Stone
replied that FY82 he is asking the federal government for $435
million. The money requested would cover approximately 10% of
the state system. During the 4 to 6 years of construction of

MX all he will have at the end of that period is just enough

to break even.

Mr. Brady ingquired if he would be opposed to removing the language
that restricts the use of the money. Mr. Stone stated that he
would appreciate the committees doing that.

Mr. Beyer referred to the increase in truck traffic and inquired
if the federal government contributed to the maintenance of

the interstate in relationship to this increased truck traffic.
Mr. Stone stated that to come up with a fair share or redistri-
bution of the costs would probably take a full two year study

and is not one that he would recommend. The cost of the trucking
industry are passed on to the consumer as well as the highway
user. Look very closely before they tip the balance of what

they are currently doing.

Mr. Beyer then inquired if the maintenance would be done by
contracting out most of the work. Mr. Stone stated that 85%
of all the money that this bill will generate will be by con-
tract. The other 15% would be administration, engineering,
plan preparation and possibly some of the heavy maintenance
to take care of the system.

Mr. Beyer inquired how fast could they move into a maintenance
program should this be passed. Mr. Stone stated that he would
like to move as quickly as possible. This type of operation
takes a very short period of time to get underway.

Mr. Craddock inquired if Mr. Stone felt that the state's ability
to respond to MX related affect may have some impact on the
federal impact aid that the state might receive. Mr. Slone
remarked that he felt that department is in a much better position
to respond to road building needs than the US Corps of Engineers.
Mr. Craddock stated that the impact aid that they are looking

for is what he was concerned about. Mr. Stone stated that they
are tracking this very well and keeping right on top of the

whole situation in protecting the transportation system of the
State of Nevada.

Mr. Craddock stated that the point he was looking for was

if the state doesn't have the ability or the latitude necessary
to respond to the MX related needs then the feds would be more
obligated to come in and take care of the needs that are associ-
ated with the MX project, such as highways. Mr. Stone replied
that all he could say was the the military or the federal govern-
ment has never taken care of maintenance of any form on a public
highway system before.
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What Mr. Stone stated he has been fighting for the last months
is to make sure that the state gets sufficient funds up front
so that he can still provide service to the citizens of this
state during the construction of MX.

Mr. Craddock inquired what the Senate's rational for limiting
the use of these taxes was. Mr. Stone stated that he would
assume that it was to make sure that it was used for what it
had been intended.

Mr. Price inquired if there were any hidden costs that would be
tacked on before the average price is determined and the tax
put on it. Mr. Stone stated that if this bill passes and he
makes a survey and then send the notice quickly to the dealers
or distributors stating the new tax rate. All gasoline that
is brought into the state as of a set date will include the
new tax rate. This will be paid to the Department of Taxation
by the dealer or distributor. He would anticipate a 60 day
notice. There would be no add on on a tax. He stated that
the way the bill is written he could never again count an
increase in the tax as part of the increase in the retail price
of gasoline.

Mr. Price inquired if the smaller cars aren't easier on the
highway. Mr. Stone stated that cars don't tear up the highway
anyway; trucks do.

Mr. Price inquired if the department has an estimate of how many
gallons they project will be sold during the year of 1981.

Mr. Stone stated that he believes that last year they used a
figure of about 470,000,000 gallons of gasoline. They are
estimating a 1% increase in consumption each year and this

is what they build into their budget. This has not been true
over the last few years.

Mr. Price inquired how many dollars would be needed for the
resurfacing of roads in 1981 and 1982. Mr. Stone stated
that they would need roughly $29,500,000 total and this would
come from all three of the money bills before the legislature.

Mr. Price iInguired what they could work with in flat fee as
opposed tc the sliding scale. Mr. Stone stated that his budget
is based on 12¢ during the biennium.

Mr. Polish inquired if when they are talking about 9%¢ would
they holé the decimal point to the second place or would they
add another place such as 9.575 etc. Mr. Stone stated that
nothing happens during the period. The 9%¢ would be firm and
would apply from $1.20 to $1.30. He stated that the 12¢ he
indicated would be for two years only.

Mr. Beyer inquired if the amount levied by the RTC of from 1l¢-
4¢ was on top of the chart on page 1 of the bill. Mr. Stone
stated that this was correct. This would be an additional
tax that the counties could levy along with Column C. )2
(Committee Mimntes) g
A Form 70 0 <P




Minutes of the Nevada State Legislature - .
Assembly Committee on. TRANSPORTATION
Date: May 191 1981

Page:...Eleven

Mrs. Westall stated that if they went with the flat amount

for the department they would also have to add the flat amount
for the counties and cities or else they would have nothing
extra. Mr. Stone stated that what they have attempted to do
in the county in maintaining their road system is that today
under the 6¢ the department gets 4%¢ and the county gets

1%¢. Through the sliding scale they have maintained that
75-25 balance.

Mr. Price referred to a newspaper clipping which is attached
to these minutes and found in Exhibit J, which is an over-
view of changes in state's laws relative to transportation
and including increase in tax on fuel.

Mr. May pointed out that this repeals NRS 365.180 which is a
half cent tax and 365.190 which is an optional one cent tax

and he wondered if this was being picked up in some other place.
Mr. Stone stated that these would be in the sliding scale and
are included in Columns B and C. He stated also that the so-
called jackpot amendment would also put it back in. Mr. May
pointed out that it would increase it and put it back in.

Mr. Price inquired if it would be possible to get a breakdown
that would be easy to read of the money that comes to the state
from each county and then how much of that money goes back to
the county in maintenance and repairs. He stated he would also
like this in the form of a percentage as well. Mr. Stone
stated that this would be possible and that he would get it for
him. Mr. Price stated that he was only interested in the pro-
jected dollars that would go specifically for the maintenance.
Mr. Stone stated that he would not be able to track wherethe 25%
that goes to the cities and counties goes and what it is used
for.

Mr. Price stated that could this be done by using Column B and
track it. Mr. Stone remarked that he would like to point out

that in the total budget, including federal funds, that Clark
County gets 55% of the total construction. Without the revenue

of SB 154 he would not be able to do this. The number one priority
is to preserve the existing system.

Mr. May pointed out that on page 5, line 8 they are using a factor
of 6 cents a gallon on the amount of money that goes to enforcement
and yet they have increased the tax on recreation watercraft
gasoline. Mr. Stone stated that SB 154 restricts the formula

50 6 cents per gallon as far as the money that goes to Department
of Wildlife on the so-called motorboard formula.

Mr. May stated that they have increased the tax on fuel for
recreation motorboats. Mr. Stone stated that the tax has increased
as far as that fuel is concerned. Mr. May continued that they

were still using the 6 cents a gallon a factor.

. G; J J
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Darryl Cappuro, Nevada Motor Transport Association, spoke in
opposition to the bill, primarily because of the sliding scale
as they are not opposed to the increase in fuel tax.

He gave a brief history of tax situation since 1971, stating

that their organization has endorsed and worked with legislature
to try to increase the funding the state highway fund. During
this time, two governors have stated that there would be no new
taxes and that it would require a 2/3 of the legislature to over-
ride his veto. Prior to 1971 the state highway fund had a fairly
healthy balance. About that time it started to get into trouble
and they should have been systematically over the past five
sessions providing for the fund.

He stated that he felt it was necessary to touch a couple of

areas first. 1In the Senate they supported SB 374, which was

the highway user conference proposal for increasing gas and diesel
and that particular bill provided for a 3¢ increase in the first
year and 1¢ in the second. The total amount of that was to go

to the State Highway Fund. If the legislature felt that counties
need more they certainly could provide for that.

He stated that in going over the 1980 calendar year ending data
for both the Department of Taxation and the Department of Motor
Vehicles. Gas tax is collected by the Taxation and diesel tax

by Motor Vehicles. Each cent on the gas and diesel tax produces
5% million dollars. Diesel is taxed at 6¢ on the state level and
gasoline is taxed at the same rate on the state level. SB 154
would preserve the same tax that would apply to gasoline would
applie to diesel. Diesel is taxed on a use for consumption basis
in 97% of the cases. The reason for this is that diesel use for
highway use represents 50% or less than the total use of diesel
in the state. There is a lot of home heating 0il, off road engine
in terms of pumps, etc. Those do not have the excise tax attached
to them. There is a system in this state that has both a tax at
the pump for those people who are not qualified use fuel users

and a tax collected by DMV for those who are gualified. The
people who payat the pump fuel tax only amount to 4% of the total
diesel fuel pumped. 96% of it is used over the road and is on

a quarterly report system. The reason for this is if this system
did not exist and was based strictly at the pump it is quite
possible to go completely across the state without purchasing

one single gallon of diesel. If they did not have the use tax

law on diesel, revenues would go down because they would this

fuel where it is cheapest.

Mr. Price stated that there has been a lot of criticism of the
legislature because of the misunderstanding of how the diesel
fuel tax is collected. He wondered if the charges here were
equal to the charges paid at the pump.

Mr. Capurro stated that not all things are egual. Nevada is
not alone in its reporting system. They are in a multi-state

compact and prorate the costs with other states. He stated
that if they went strictly on sales at the pump révenue would*gQﬁg
down. (Committes Minutes)
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Mr. Schofield inguired how this collection goes about. Mr. Capurro
stated that a trucking company applies to the DMV and is issued
use fuel users license, which means that he can purchase without
tax. He then keeps trackof his miles in the State of Nevada.
There is another tax that is based on mileage so these two must
coordinate and it is a form of checks and balance. A report

is filed quarterly showing the number of miles put on in the
State of Nevada. Using a figure of 4% miles a gallon DMV can
determine that amount of gallons that were consumed in the state.
This amount of tax is then applied to this figure and that is
remitted with quarterly report to DMV.

Mr. Capurro stated that he would agree with Mr. Brady that the
provision trying the department strictly to maintenance is

"the most ridiculous provision I ever saw". He urged the com-
mittee to delete it from the bill. He stated that he felt that
it was necessary to correct a mistatement just made by Mr. Stone
where he in effect told the committee that cars do not damage
the highways. The design of highways is based upon a number

of factors, including the mix of traffic that will occur. This
includes a certain % of truck traffic, % of car traffic, etc.
weather factors, etc. The general design criteria is for a

20 year life span. He cited the Maryland Beltway is in effect
restricted to trucks. The latest information indicates that
this Beltway is deteriorating at just about the rate they
figured it would on the 20 year cycle. So to make the flat
statement that cars don't damage pavements is just not a true
statement. Weight is one of the factors that contributes to
the deterioration of highways but there are some engineers that
feel it is not the major one. Weather, chemicals and other
things that go into that mix have a very strong effect on it.

He stated that basically they are supporting a cents per gallon
approach to this thing. They would suggest that they fund for
the next two years and then come back in two years and take ano-
ther look at it. He stated that he would commit himself that
certainly at the end of the two year period, next legislative
session, that there will be more facts and they will work with
the legislature at that time for increases if they are necessary.

The sliding scale assumes certain things that may or may not
happen. He stated that the papers now report that the OPEC oil
countries, led by Saudi Arabia, feel that they may have over-
stepped their bounds on this gasoline situation. There is an
0il glut in the world today. One that will not go down for at
least six months and probably a year. As a net result there
have been adjustments downward in the price of oil coming from
the OPEC countries. Anything the legislature does is going to
be guess if it is tied to price. He stated that they feel that
the legislature ought to set the needs and provide for the money
necessary using a flat cents per gallon.

The particular problem they have with the bill start on the
second page regarding the survey. He stated that the intent of
the director may be to take the lowest price fuel-and base
(Committee Minutes) .? 05
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the survey on it. The language in subsection 1 provides the
weighting of these prices. The language is pretty wide open.

It is a quarterly survey and of the states that have adopted

some form of the sliding scale, quarterly is not the most popular
and generally they have used either semiannual or annual reports.
Adjusting these fuel taxes on a guarterly basis is too often to
be doing it.

On the bottom of page 2 and continuing to page 3, section 4.3
the so called "blackjack amendment". This provision in effect
states that if someone disagrees and that this law is unconsti-
tutional and they go to court and the court agrees with them,
they will pay a punitive penalty for this right of redress in
the courts. He stated that he believes that this provision
itself is unconstitutional. He urged the committee to delete
this proposal if they were to process this bill.

On page 5, section 8 and 8.5 ties back to forcing the department
to taking everything over ¢%¢ and committing it to a specific
purpose. Ee stated that on the one hand the bill gives the
department a lot of latituce on how they conduct the survey

but on the other hand this bill ties the department down as to
exactly what the money will be used for. He suggested that it
also be deleted.

Mr. Capurro stated that their experience with the department

is that they have done a good job in building highways with

the little resources that they have. They have a tremendous
amount of area, long stretches of interstate, etc. The depart-
ment has been very successful in getting federal funds and

they have been able to do this because there is only 5% match.

He concluded by urging the committee to bear in mind that SB 262
is a 6% million dollar that doubles registration fees, etc.,

SB 477 has another 3 million dollars strictly from the trucking
industry.

Ron Lurie, City of Las Vegas, stated that he was Chairman of
the Regional Transportation Commission in Southern Nevada which
is made up the City of Las Vegas, City of North Las Vegas, Hen-
derson, Boulcder City and the County of Clark. He reviewed for
the RTC role and function. 1In 1965 the RTC was created under
NRS 373 anc was made responsible for funding the project to
improve the transportation facilities throughout Clark County.
RTC has acdninistered fuel tax funds on a priority basis in an
attempt to meet the demanding growth of the area. They have
experiencec the second highest growth per capita within the
USA. With the expected future growth and compounded by the
expected impact resulting from MX, RTC will be hard pressed
in its level of funding to keep up with the basic needs of the
present transportation system. They have disbursed of $50
million for construction of needed transportation facilities
of Clark County. Without additional revenue, after satistiying
requirements of retiring RTC debts there would approximately
$800,000 per year that could be utilized for street and highway
(Committee Minutes)

0o @




Minutes of the Nevada State umm '
Ambthomminec on T SPORTATION
Date: ay 9 [4 1 9 8 l

Page: Fifteen

construction in Clark County. RTC has established a priority

list of major street improvements which totals in excess of
$200,000,000. 1In the City of Las Vegas they have approximately
725 miles of streets. Because of inflation and rapid growth

the streets have not been adequately maintained for a number

of years. They have budgeted $2,500,000 for street maintenance
and they estimate to stay even with the existing rate of deterior-
ation and new streets each year they need approximately $4,300,000
for maintenance alone. The passage of this bill will provide the
City of Las Vegas with approximately $1,200,000 for maintenance

in the coming year. The City of Las Vegas supports SB 154 and
also support the RTC position for an additional 2¢ increase that
would be a county option.

Mr. Price inquired if it would make any difference whether the
funding comes from a flat fee increase or a sliding scale.

Mr. Lurie stated that they are concerned with the option of the
2¢ and their personal feelings are that the sliding scale is
the answer to the fluctuation of costs of fuel. He stated that
he feels that whatever is done, they will be back in two years
no matter which way it goes.

William Buston, Clark County Regional Transportation Commission,
spoke in support of the bill. He reiterated much of what Mr.
Lurie had stated and pointed out that inflation is continually
reducing the number of miles than can build with the same amount
of money. He distributed a copy of a report which is attached

to these minutes as Exhibit K. He urged support of this bill

in order to generate more revenue necessary to serve the motoring
public.

John J. Fultz, owner of the 49er Truck Plaza, stated that he was
in opposition to the bill. He stated that he would like to
address an issue that had not been addressed so far and that

was the shift in tax policy this bill would cause. It would
move the policy from a flat fee to a sliding scale which would
be a completely different policy. He stated that so far every-
one agrees with one thing and this is that there has to be more
money generated to maintain the highways of Nevada. The amount
of money necessary even seems to be an item everyone agrees with.
However, the disagreement comes from the method used to get the
money. The flat tax rate is one that can be budgeted for and
the sliding is not. Mr. Fultz stated that although Mr. Stone
estimates a 12% inflation rate for the next 12 years this is
something no economist would ever undertake to estimate. At
this rate gas would double every 6 years. He added that with
the switch in policy to a sliding scale this would be something
that people would have no control over. He stated that the
fuel tax is something that the legislature has always had control
of and that it should be left there and not be put on a sliding
scale. He added that although the director would have to report
every two years to the legislature on what is happening and what
plans are made for the coming years, it has been his experience
that what is planned doesn't always happen. He stated that he
would doubt that there would ever be any money left over in the-?(y?:
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budget from year to year. He added that he did not feel that
the bill had enough discipline in it to handle the situation
effectively.

Bob Hadfield, Douglas County and Jack Warnecke, Carson City
Board of Supervisors, spoke in support of the bill. Mr. Hadfield
stated that Douglas County they support the Department of Trans-
portation on this issue and recognize that there is indeed a
problem with financing maintenance of the highways. He stated
that Douglas County has had its budget reduced with the new

tax plan and this concept would allow for flexibility. He

stated that most of the revenues are not flexible and this would
help them a great deal. He stated that it was a fresh approach
and a responsible one to deal with this problem.

Jack Warnecke agreed with the previous statements made in support
of the bill. He stated that the rural areas of Nevada have

a great number of miles of road that must be maintained and that
in Carson City alone there are 170 miles of roads. He stated that
this needs resurfacing every 9 years. About 10% roads need to

be resurfaced each year and that they would desperately need

the money generated from this tax to pay for this project.

In answer to a question regarding RTC, Mr. Hadfield and Mr. Warnecke
stated that both Douglas County and Carson City have an RTC
established and they have enacted the 2¢ option with this.

Bill McDonald, Humboldt County, stated that there is currently
a bill in Congress that would reduce the amount of financial
support they would receive for their roads. He stated that
the amount received from property tax is not enough to cover
along with the amount from fuel tax the cost of maintaining and
constructing roads and streets in the cow counties. He cited the
situation of "in lieu of taxes" paid by the federal government
which at the current time does not have a good outlook and that
they may only get 1/2 of what they have received in the past.
There is no way with the new tax package to replace these lost
funds.

Virgil Anderson, AAA, spoke in opposition to the bill. He stated
that he felt Mr. Capurro had stated their position gquite ade-
quately. He stated that the committee should really look at

the total package and its impact on the motoring public as

well as the trucking industry. It will almost amount to an

100% increase. The AAA conducts an extensive survey on the
price of gasoline in Nevada and California. He presented the
tabulations for this survey which are attached to these minutes
as Exhibit L. He stated that according to this survey the price
of the tax would be 1l1¢, not 9%¢ as quoted. Also according to
this survey, there is only a 1¢: difference between the price

of gasoline in Nevada and that in California.

(Committee Minutes)
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Jerry Hall, RTC, spoke in support of the bill. He cited the
situation in Washoe County where they have had a cooperative
agreement with the state to build the McCarran Blvd. loop
road. The state has had to back out of this agreement be-
cause of the lack of funds. He stated that he felt it was
necessary to have a sliding scale and the RTC would like to
see it left as it is in the bill. This would give necessary
flexibility. He would suggest that section 12 be left in and
that the requirement of a vote of people be removed. He stated
that in Washoe County they will virtually be out of business
after one more major project.

Mr. May inquired if they would be in favor of restricting use
of the money as found in the bill. Mr. Hall stated that the
definition of overlay and reconstruction are sufficient to
cover most of their projects.

George Vargas, representing major oil companies, support in
opposition to this bill. A copy of his position is attached

to these minutes as Exhibits M and N. He stated that he felt
this would be a case of tax on a tax as the existing tax would
be used to form the base for the next tax. He stated that a

lot of motorists were converting to LPG or diesel and the burden
of collecting and remitting taxes would be on the dealers of
this.

He concluded by stating that the main concern was the constitu-
tionality of the bill. He added that he has never seen any-
thing -1like the "blackjack" clause in any other bill and that

he has had his staff research it and they can find no other type
of clause anyway to date.

He further stated that he would believe that this would dele-
gate legislative authority to determine the base of a tax.

A flat rate would not do this and would allow the legislature
to set up a cent per gallon rate that would come up with the
needed revenues.

In answer to Mr. May's question regarding date this would be-
come effective, Mr. Vargas stated that it would be July 1, 1981.

Mr. Rusk stated that since there appeared to be a real question
of constitutionality, he would suggest that Mr. Daykin be re-
quested to address this issue for the committees.

John Madole, Association General Contractors, stated that they

do support the bill as they believe it to be a vehicle to protect
the investment of our roads and yet keep up with inflation. He
stated that they would prefer to see section 12 not require a

vote of the people but prefer to all the county commissioners

the authority to make the decision. They would have no objections
to seeing section 8 removed.

Pete Wooley, Nevdaa Service Station Dealers Association, stated

(Committee Minutes) e
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they would support the statement made by George Vargas. He
stated that they feel that the constitutionality would be
challenged. He added that in connection with the survey that
20% of the pumps pump 50% of the gasoline sold. There is
also about a 20¢ differential in the price of the same type
of gasoline in any city, especially Reno. They would there-

fore oppose the sliding scale and support a flat cent per gallon
tax.

Carole Vilardo, CPE, stated that they concurred with the
statement made by Darryl Capurro. She stated that they feel
there already havebeen enough tax increases without having
an escalating tax increase. They would urge the committee to
go with a flat fee that will generate the needed money.

Don Thompson, Clark County, stated that they were in favor
of SB 154. He cited the particular problems of Clark County
where they have 1645 miles of streets and roads. They need
about $4.8 million for roads and received about $2.1 million
from gas tax and the balance comes from property tax and other
sources. SB 154 would help fund RTC and is needed at this
time. He further cited the various needs of Clark County to
maintain and expand their existing system using a 16 year
program, 13 year program and 12 year program. He added that
he feels the cost of gasoline relates to the cost of products
needed to maintain roads. He stated that as far as changing
the taxing policies, this would reflect conditions that are
now and not conditions that have been.

Mr. Brady inquired about the average price of gasoline in
Nevada. Mr. Anderson stated that according to their survey
in April the average cost of regular was $1.375. Mr. Stone
stated that from the survey they conducted three weeks ago,
the average cost of regular was $1.3025.

Mr. Stone further stated that he had done an informal survey

of Carson City this morning and found that the average cost

of regular was $1.23, which if this sliding scale were in effect
would place the tax at 9%¢.

Mr. Brady stated that if the average were $1.31 the increase in
tax would be 9%¢ which would put it into a higher rate of gas
price and the tax would increase again. Mr. Stone pointed out
that he would not include the tax in the average price of a
gallon.

Mr. DuBois inquired if Mr. Stone agreed with the figures cited
as revenue from SB 262 and SB 477. Mr. Stone stated that SB 262
would be $6 million and SB 477 would be about 2.2 million. He
further added that of the 1l¢ increase in gas tax only 75% goes
into the state highway fund and 25% goes to counties and incor-
porated cities. The department needs $29.5 million the first
year.
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As there was no further testimony to be heard, Chairman Price
adjourned the meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Sandee Gagnier
Assembly Attache

Also attached to these minutes as Exhibit O is an information
sheet distributed to the members of the committee on the pro-
posed tax/gallon gasoline.
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AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON.....TRANSPORTATION. AND. TAXATION

TUESDAY .
O Date. . MAY 19, 1981  Time. 5:00 P.M. Room.. 131
O . PLEASE NOTE CHANGE IN ROOM NUMBER
Bills or Resolutions - y Cdunsel
to be considered : Subject requested®

t

THIS AGENDA CANCELS AND SUPERSEDES THE PREVIOUS AGENDA FOR THIS DATE

SB 154 Increases and changes measure of tax on motor
vehicle fuel and special fuel.

e

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary.
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NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION EXHIBIT A PAGE _ 1
GAS TAX INFORMATION

——

A11 the increases of revenue for NDOT in SB 154 are tied to the maintenance
needs of preserving the existing system of highways. Graphs tracking costs over
the past 10 years indicate no possibility of developing more revenue than actual

needs for the 12-year plan. The possibility of insufficient revenues is very real.

VARIABLE TAX STATES: BASED ON AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE OF $1.40/GAL.

1. Michigan 16.6¢ - 11¢/gal. + 4% sales

2. Mississippi 16.0¢ - 9¢/gal. + 5% sales

3. California 15.4¢ - July 1, 1981. Today 13.5¢ @ $2 retail, 19¢
7¢/gal. + 6% sales; additional 2¢/gal. passed upper
house - looks favorable in lower house, 9¢/gal. + 6% sa

4. Nebraska 14.3¢ - 11.5¢/gal. + 2% sales

5. Hawaii 14.1¢ - 8.5¢/gal. + 4% sales

6. New York 13.6¢ - 8¢/gal. + 4% sales

7. Washington 13.5¢ - July 1, 1981. Today 12¢; cap is 16¢

8. I11inois 13.1¢ - Tt/gal. + 4%

9. Kentucky 12.6¢ - 9% of wholesale

10. Massachusetts 12.8¢ - 10% of wholesale

11. Georgia 11.7¢ - Ts¢/gal. + 3% sales
12. Indiana 11.2¢ - 8% of retail; cap of 16¢/gal.
13. New Mexico 11.0¢ (Maximum in 1983)

g8¢/gal. of wholesale price indexed to cap of 11¢/gal.

A mixed or variable tax similar to California's for Nevada would be as follows
for an average price of $1.40:

6¢/gal. + 5 3/4% x 1.40 = 14¢/gal.
Should gasoline retail for $2.00/gal.:
6¢/gal. + 5 3/8% x 2.00 = 17.5¢/qgal.

At $2.00 retail, California would probably be 21¢/gal.

Today's rate in other western states:

l1daho-=-=--========--== 11%¢/gal.
Utah--==-=-=====-==="< 11¢/qgal.
Arizona-----====-=-=-"" 3¢/gal. (no increases came out of this year's legislatur

Governor is to call a special session for an
increase in transportation revenues)

713




Washington
California

Wyoming----eeu--
Colorado--------

EXHIBIT A PAGE 2

..... (see on first page)
..... (see on first page)

----- 8¢/gal. plus severence tax equal to approximately 7¢/gal...15
----- 7¢/gal. + Noble'Act which diverts funds from the general

fund and ties to vehicle sales, etc. and equates to approxi-
mately an additional 3%¢/gal for a total of 10%¢/gal. plus
last year an additional 30 million was appropriated from the
general fund for overlays, plus the Department of Transpor-
tation is asking for an additional 10¢/gal. in this legis-
lature, but only expects to receive an additional 3¢/qal.
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I. Policy Goals
A. The Department of Transportation has accepted the reality that it
cannot finance the total needs of the State's streets and highways.

The costs necessary to bring the State's highway system to twenty

year geometric, safety and surfacing standards are so excessive

(approaching $3.0 billion) that the total needs can no longer be

considered as a viable alternative.

B. Therefore, the Department must revise it's goals to the following
priorities:

1. Preserve the existing systems through normal and heavy main-
tenance and through resurfacing, restoration or rehabilitation
(3R) of the existing surface; ignoring geometrics, drainage,
and safety needs except in extreme cases.

2. Complete the construction of the Interstate System and recon-
struct those sections on the other federal-aid systems which have
reached their point of failure for traffic serviceability. This
would include high hazard location and transportation system
management type improvements (signals, turn-lanes, high-occupancy-
vehicle lanes, etc.).

3. Construct selected new high priority volume roads on the primary
and urban systems.

11. Additional Revenue Required
A. Additional revenue will be required to accomplish the new priority
goals. Presently, financing for the maintenance, 3R, reconstruction

and new construction programs is inadequate.

Q\n
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The Department is presently responsible for the maintenance of
4,966 miles of roads. These roads carry 66% of the vehicle miles
traveled on all streets and roads in the State. There are an
additional 690 miles of Federal-Aid System roads which could be
added to the Department's maintenance responsibility if the roads
are constructed or reconstructed (i.e: US 93 truck route in
Boulder City; Ring Road in Reno/Sparks; US 95 Freeway in Las
Vegas and Henderson; Flamingo Road in Las Vegas; Hawthorne Truck
Route).
a. Refer to Tables A-1 through A-3 for maintenance and vehicle
mileage.
The recently completed '"Pavement Management System' has classified
the type of work required to preserve the existing surface on the
4,966 miles of state maintained roads. The classification only
reflects the condition of the surface at this point in time. The
following table shows the "PMS" work classification, length and

the 1981 cost estimate necessary to correct the pavement

deficiencies:
Total
Type of Work Required Length Estimated Costs
No work required at this time 1,271 $ O
Normal or heavy maintenance 2,529 © 5.1 million
Resurfacing restoration or 1,166 222.0 million
rehabilitation
Total 4,966 $227.1 million

Note: The maintenance costs do not indicate the amount presently
being spent or the amount required in the future for additional
maintenance work on the 3R backlog section. Please refer to Tables
B-1 and B-2 for 3R for maintenance work required in each county and

system.
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STATUS OF MAINTAINED MILEAGE - 1979
STATE SYSTEM

SYSTEM Maintained Not Maintained Local Rds & Sts. Total
Federal-Aid
Interstate 481.9 62.7* - 544.6
Federal-Aid Primary 1,842.8 30.3* - 1,873.1
Federal-Aid
Secondary 2,105.0 350.9 - 2,455.9
Federal-Aid Urban 122.9 246.1 - 369.0
State-Aid Routes 413.5 - - 413.5
Local Roads & Streets - - 44,505.7 44,505.7
TOTAL 4,966.1 690.0 44,505.7 50,161.8
% of Grand Total 9.9% 1.4% 88.7% 100.0%
*represents new roadways not yet constructed
v i

TABLE A-1
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MAINTAINED MILEAGE BY COUNTY AND SYSTEM
AS OF JANUARY 1, 1980

TABLE A-2

COUNTY FAI FAP FAS FAU SAR TOTAL
CARSON CITY - 24.307 2.369 6.442 8.898 42.016
CHURCHILL 29.305 174.885 71.578 - 58.161  333.929
CLARK 124.774 157.490 243.152 69.540 21.894 616.850
DOUGLAS - 58.113 28.768 - 14.909 101.790
ELKO 99.750 195.444 316.147 5.819 8.900 626.060
ESMERALDA - 115.924 103.860 - 17.941  237.725
EUREKA 25.773 47.385 103.090 - 6.615 182.863
HUMBOLDT 55.747 73.757 156.579 - 37.312  323.395
LANDER 21.146 56.898 118.160 - 49.866 246.070
LINCOLN - 172.400 171.758 - 2.313 346.47
- LYON 14.275 106.753 79.654 - 30.535 231.217
MINERAL - 118.442 81.135 - 4.154 203.731
NYE - 240.461  299.551 - 12.319  552.331
PERSHING 64.770 - 56.636 - 39.235 160.641
STOREY 0.775 - 13.790 - - 14,565
WASHOE 45.574 33.941 196.869 41.094 6.677 324.155
WHITE PINE - 266.592 61.891 - 93.771  422.254
TOTAL 481.889 1,842.792 2,104.987 122.895 413.500 4,966.063
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STATUS OF ANNUAL VEHICLE MILES (AVM)

O

Note: AVM Reflects 1979 Traffic
County NDOT Maintained % Non-Mainfained System % Local Streets & Roads % Total AVM

Carson City 138,516,448 77.2 5,631,422 3.2 35,217,759 19.6 179,365,629
Churchill 147,000,568 86.4 1,207,665 0.7 21,969,722 12.9 170,177,955
Clark 1,456,133,646 52.3 859,775,074 30.9 466,289,627 16.8 2,782,198,347
Douglas 162,598,425 84.4 19,845,123 10.3 10,112,596 5.3 192,556,144 .
Elko 258,396,308 89.2 6,044,717 2.1 25,208,114 .7 289,649,139
Esmeralda 42,987,128 94.3 135,973 0.3 2,471,701 5.4 45,594,802
Eureka 49,481,365 93.2 457,214 0.9 3,122,542 5.9 53,061,121
Humboldt 138,125,706 90.1 971,895 0.6 14,173,058 9.3 153,270,659
Lander 58,873,371 89.9 1,005,538 1.5 5,626,838 8.6 65,505,747
Lincoln 47,520,855 87.6 324,910 0.6 6,421,102 11.8 54,266,867
Lyon 138,007,451 90.4 2,013,435 1.3 12,712,510 8.3 152,733,396
Mineral 67,405,290 85.7 1,166,140 1.5 10,115,970 12.8 78,687,400
Nye 92,830,562 83.9 2,872,010 2.6 14,919,186 13.5 110,621,758
Pershing 130,092,201 95.2 1,550,991 1.2 4,962,241 3.6 136,605,433
Storey 10,815,653 86.0 320,141 2.5 1,440,330 11.5 12,576,124
Washoe 892,215,158 67.0 214,275,209 16.1 224,291,698 16.9 1,330,782,065
Hg;;e Pine 66,753,508 77.5 642,855 0.8 18,716,853 21.7 86,113,216
Eg§al 3,897,753,643 66.1 1,118,240,312 19.0 877,771,847 14.9 5,893,765,802
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COST ESTIMATE
FISCAL YEAR 1981
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| INTERSTATE | _ PRIMARY SECONDARY ‘T URBAN STATE-AID TOTALS )

No. of | Estimated | No. of |Estimated |No. of [ Estimated |[No. of |Estimated [ No. of |Estimated |No. of Estimated
| Miles Cost _ [Miles Cost Miles Cost Miles _Cost Miles Cost  |Miles Cost
0 0 8.0I 2},504 2.0 7,549 9.0 7,885 4.0 12,074 23.0 49,012
5.0 16,442 | 109.0 256,413 36.0 68,723 0 0 20.0 66,976 | 170.0 408,554
41.0 181,037 54.0 98,918 | 148.0 240,128 36.0 105,594 10.0 17,629 | 289.0 643,306
0 0 20.0 48,989 23.0 47,757 0 0 8.0 13,306 51.0 110,052
48.0 115,629 ; 108.0 218,960 | 198.0 440,922 3.0 4,883 4.0 14,784 | 361.0 795,178
0 0 62.0 129,472 57.0 97,149 0 0 3.0 2,061 | 122.0 228;8&2
19.0 46,413 28.0 61,555 65.0 167,328 0 0 3.0 7,034 | 115.0 282,330
29.0 31,472 36.0 82,342 | 100.0 176,042 0 0 12.0 23,789 | 177.0 313,645
11.0 8,198 18.0 55,082 65.0 112,269 0 0 10.0 28,134 | 104.0 203,683
0 0 2 97.0 158,032 78.0 118,294 0 0 1.0 3,920 | 176.0 280,246
1.0 269, 52.0 75,533 71.0 138,656 0 0 20.0 36,669 | 144.0 251,127
0 0 ! 45.0 87,674 48.0 81,200 0 0 0 0 93.0 168,874
0 0 64.0 99,882 134.0 279,910 0 0 0 0 198.0 379,792
260.0 21,907 | 0 0 59.0 121,766 0 0 33.0 93,341} 118.0 237,014
0 0 i 0 0 10.0 12,365 0 0 0 0 10.0 12,365
10.0 40,365 26.0 68,365 132.0 192,998 24.0 58,643 6.0 14,291 | 198.0 374,662
0 0 | 123.0 245,011 23.0 53,760 0 0 34.0 101,002 | 180.0 399,773
190.0 461,732} 850.0 | 1,707,732 1249.0| 2,356,816 72.0 177,005| 168.0 435,010 § 2529.0 5,138,295
TABLE B-1
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16.00

RESURFACE &(:::)BILITATION

COST ESTIMATE
FISCAL YEAR 1981

o

O

RSTATE [__f PRIMARY SECONDARY : URBAN STATE-AID TOTALS ‘
" TFstimated; No. of' Estimated| No: of| Estimated| No. of |Estimated| No. of| Estimated| No. of | —Esrimared
Cost Miles ! Cost Miles Cost Miles Cost Miles Cost Miles ___f&f?;a__
1.40 | 389,677 f 1.40 389,677
5,502,800| 62.19 i10,771,632 18.39 | 2,544,807 23.30 | 2,692,839|113.51 | 21,512,078
15.615 3,888,501| 57.40 [11,709,174| 10.17 |5,017,688| 14.00 | 2,736,814] 97.185| 23,352,177
12.56 | 5,096,168| 8.00 | 1,497,051 1.25 225,562| 21.81 6,818,781
8,251,601 56.35 | 11,331,447] 83.32 |11,391,335 1.92 221,210(157.59 | 31,195,593
18.02 | 3,522,671| 29.34 | 5,206,007 47.36 8,728,678
24.00 | 5,211,537| 16.34 | 1,972,269 2.26 339,846 42.60 7,523,652
10.06 | 1,159,051 2.81 457,638| 12.87 1,616,689
12.00 | 2,300,728 40.00 | 5,126,164 52.00 7,426,892
34.38 8,093,302 58.69 | 8,080,819 0.83 95,627 93.90 | 16,269,748
22.39 | 5,351,478 22.39 5,351,478
30.76 | 6,485,439 9.00 | 1,036,924 39.76 7,522,363
89.41 | 18,391,265 [136.10 23,480,327 225.51 | 41,871,592
| 4.00 460,855 4.00 460,855

| | 0.00 -0-
4,125,800i 13.10, 3,321,356 8.19 | 1,955,062 29.29 9,402,218
1;17.93! 21,253,855 24.08 | 3,166,957 62.80 | 8,117,330 [204.81 | 32,538,142
17,886;;61‘510.10i}05,409,056 462.91 |73,660,638| 10.17 5,017,688 [149.17 120,013,030 [1165.98 | 221,980,613
TABLE B-2
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3. Federal-Aia Highway Funds cannot be used for maintenance oper-
ations but they can be used for 3R type improvements. At least
20% of the apportioned Federal-Aid Primary and Secondary funds
must be used for 3R type work. There is a special category of
federal funds for Interstate 3R work. Therefore, a portion of
our backlog 3R needs will be accomplished with federal funds.
The residue of the 3R backlog needs will have to be accomplished
with 100% State Funds and a greater commitment from our available
federal funds. All of our maintenance needs will have to be met
with State or local funds.

ITI. Existing Expenditures

A. The Department is presently spending approximately $8.6 million each
vear for normal and heavy pavement maintenance operations. At first
glance this appears to be in excess of the actual needs as reflected
by the "PMS" study. But in reality, we are forced to spend a large
amount for heavy pavement maintenance on the backlog 3R sections in
addition to our normal maintenance needs. The heavy maintenance on
the 3R sections is strictly a stop-gap effort to preserve the surface
until we can properly correct the deficiency. The stop-gap effort
represents the least cost effective use of our already scarce State
funds.

B. Approximately $6.5 million of our available federal funding is presently
being used for 3R type projects.each year. Due to the lack of State
funds in the last two years, we have not been able to meet any of
our 3R needs with 100% State funds.

C. Totally we are presently spending $15.1 million for our surface

maintenance and 3R needs.

p ¢
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Inflation is spiraling at a 12% to 20% rate in the highway industry
and our roadway surfaces are deteriorating at a 11% to 16% rate.
This means that at our present rate of expenditures we will never
catch up with our backlog needs. In fact, we'll fall further

behind (approximately $30 million each year).

Iv, Proposed Funding Solution

A.

We must arrive at a funding method to preserve the existing surface
while eliminating the backlog 3R needs including inflation and surface
deterjoration. .

1. A simple method is to convince the legislature to give us a one-
time appropriation to eliminate the backlog 3R needs over a short
period of time. Then we would only need enough new revenue to
keep up with the normal yearly surface deterioration and mainten-
ance needs. This approach would be nice and economical but is
not realistic in light of the funding problems being experienced
throughout State Government.

2. A realistic approach has to be established to accomplish our
objective of preserving the existing system and addressing
inflation and deterioration.

a. We first had to arrive at a reasonable time frame necessary to
eliminate our backlog needs that the traveling éublic, the
Transportation Board and Legislature would find acceptable.
The overall costs would Se drastically reduced the sooner the
objective is accomplished. But a shorter period requires an
exhorbitant commitment of new state revenue or a total commit-

ment of eligible federal funds. After thorough consideration,
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we have a?rived at a maximum twelve (12) year period to
return ourself to a yearly need basis. Any earlier would
place to heavy of a burden on the road users. Any longer
beccmes intolerable to traveling public and in meeting
our other reconstruction and new construction needs.
Next we had to arrive at a reasonable funding method.
Regular Interstate Funds are not eligible for 3R work until
the system has been completed within the State. Also, we
cannot stop all the committed Federal-Aid Primary, Secondary
and Urban System Projects. Therefore, we adopted an expanding
cozx=itment of Federal-Aid funding from the present $6.5
million to $25 million in F.Y. 1990 for 3R work to preserve
the existing system. We were then able to calculate our
additional State fund revenue needs to meet our twelve year
obiective and to meet our normal needs from that point on.
3he lease refer to Table C-1 which tabulates the backlog
3R and maintenance needs and proposed revenue needs over
the twelve year period. The table takes into account a
minimum 127 inflation rate, an 11% surface deterioration
rate and additional heavy maintenance required on the 3R
sections until they can be properly corrected. Also,
related administrative costs for the preservation program
hiave been incorporated-in the total costs.
Next we had to calculate the state funds that would be
required to meet our normal and heavy maintenance needs.
Accditional funding will be required during the 12 year period

tc cover the heavy maintenance needs on the backlog 3R




sections and on the sections deteriorating to the 3R category
each year until we can eliminate the deficiency.

d. A base figure of $29.5 million has been calculated as the
amount of additional state revenue required to meet the twelve

year objective. The base amount would be used as follows:

1. 3R backlog $21.3 million
2. Additional heavy maintenance 5.3 million
3. Related administration cost 2.9 million

Total $29.5 million

The proposed new state revenue must be indexed to keep up with a
minimum 12% inflaticn rate or our backlog 3R needs will never be
eliminated.

This proposal will affect our new and reconstruction needs. We
will have to temporarily sacrifice these needs if we are to preserve

our existing investment.

7R
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F.Y.

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

1994

-

Vo4

Contracted Resurface é-kéaabilitatlon Work

e

Proposed Revenue

State
Fundn

0.00
23.40
28.60
32.0)
35.88
40.18
45.00
50.40
56.45
63.22
70.81
79.31
88.83

99.49

Fed.

LFunds
6.50
6.50

6.50

11.78
14.43
17.07
19.71
22.36
25.00
25.00
25.00
25.00

10.00

70.11

78.81

88.22

95.81

104.31

113.83

109.49

Deficit
+ 122
Inflation

261.3
265.39
286.65
303.83
315.98
322.03
320.68
310.42
289.47
255.80
209.95
149.50

71.59

@

COSTS NECESSARY TO PRESERVF ‘EXISTING SYSTEM
(Based on 1980 Pavement Management Report)
Costs Shown in Millions of Dollars

ﬁ;rmal-ﬂeavy Maintenance Work

Anticipated Costs

Backlog
IR
Maint
Costs

12.79
0

Ant{cipated Costs
Costs to Normal
Cover Maint,
Deterior- Cosnts
ation of Accum, Based
Exfat Sya, Total | Deficit | on PMS
221.98
5.14
215.48
25.52 266.86 5.75
236.96
25.65 291.04 6.45
255.94
25.80 312.45 7.22
271.28
25.96 329.79 8.08
282.13 '
26.15 362.13 ! 9.05
287.52
26.36 348.39 10.14
286.32
26.59 347.27 11.36
277.16
26.85 337.27 12.72
258.46
27.14 316.61 14.25
228.39
27.47 283.27 15.96
187.46
27.84 237.79 17.87
133.48
28.25 149.50 22.22
63.92
28.70 100.29 24,89
_ I L9200 1
TABLE C-1

IR

Deterior-
ation

Maint,
Conts

1.58

1.98

4.96
5.56
6.22
6.96

7.80

5.48

Deficit
+ 122

Inflation

0
10.45
6.55

1.58

ﬂ

Total

17.93
17.78
14.77
10.78
12.89
14.01
15.70
17.58
19.68
22,05
24.70
27.65
27.70

24.89

Proposed
Revenue
8.60
11.93
13.36
10.78
12.89
14.01
15.70
17.58
19.68
22.05
24.70
27.65
27.70

24.89

Accum,
Deflcit

9.33
5.85

1.41

]

F.Y.

1981
1982
1983
19484
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

1994
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INTRODUCTION
Many elements of society have encountered severe problems in meeting financial
obligations. State highway agencies are no exception. Highway costs have risen sharply.
Reduced travel and increased motor vehicle fuel efficiency have cut deeply into fuel
_tax revenues.

Governors and state legislatures have responded with tax increases, new taxes,
and shifts in tax resources.

Highway users frequently are called upon to support highway finance proposals,
some of which depart from long-standing practices. In order to develop and evaluate
these proposals, it is helpful to remember seven basic principles of highway finance that
have stood the test of time.

A sound highway finance measure should:

Assess highway needs clearly
o ~ Incorporate funding levels that are adequate and affordable

o Involve the public — including business and the highway user industry — in
defining needs, funding levels, and taxes

o Provide funding levels that are predictable

o Provide for legislative review

o Maintain or establish an equitable tax structure

o Be simple to administer and easy to understand

Adherence to these principles will lead to highway programs that meet transportation
needs of the general public, business, and industry. The principles have been followed
successfully for 60 years, and they are as valid today as ever.

An indexed highway tax is one of the measures enacted in recent years to keep
highway programs in pace with inflation. In the final section of this paper, indexed highway
taxes are evaluated for adherence to the finance principles. Some faults are found, the
most important of which is that automatic changes in taxes caused by indexing may not7
be related to specific, documented highway program needs.




PRINCIPLES OF HIGHWAY FINANCE

##1 Assess Highway Needs Clearly

State highway funding plans must be based upon up-to-date information and technically
accurate evaluations of need.

Capital Program. The capital program — including rehabilitation of the existing
highway system and construction of new highways to accommodate growth in population,
motor vehicles, and travel — is the most expensive element of the highway program.

It is essential, therefore, to develop this element of a program upon a sound base. This
calls for an engineering needs analysis which identifies current and future deficiencies
and estimates the cost to eliminate them. An engineering needs analysis should:

o Prepare and evaluate a statewide highway classification plan that is based upon
highway use and land development within the program period

o  Apply accepted engineering design and performance standards to each highway
class
Assess highway and bridge conditions, characteristics, and performance
Identify deficiencies and analyze improvement options
Determine improvement costs and priorities

If state funds are to be provided for local road programs, the needs assessment
should include city, county, and town roads.

Standards used to identify highway deficiencies and to select improvement options
are critically important to an effective highway needs analysis. The standards enable
officials to pinpoint mobility, safety, and structural deficiencies. The standards also
should enable officials to identify potential cost-effective, environmentally acceptable
improvements.

Other Program Needs. Although the capital program requires the largest share

of state highway funds, money also must be reserved for other program categories such
as maintenance and operations, highway safety, administration, and bond repayments.
The future costs of these elements also should receive technically sound and realistic
evaluation.

34
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##2 Incorporate Funding Levels that are Adequate and Affordable

Reversal of the trend of highway deterioration and keeping highway development
in pace with growth should be prime objectives of state highway programs.

Most state highway programs face critical needs. The nation's highways have begun’
to decline after decades of improvement. It is essential that this trend be reversed,
for as in any industry, it is more economical in the long run to keep a facility in good
operating condition than to put off needed repairs until much more expensive rehabilitation
costs are required.

The rate of growth in population, motor vehicle registration and travel is high in
many parts of the United States. To accommodzte this growth safely and efficiently,
many state highways must be built or rebuilt.

The level of state highway program funding must also reflect the ability of motorists
and the general public to pay the cost. The state legislature must decide the tradeoff
between adequacy and affordability based on sound, technical information, including
the benefits and consequences of various possible funding levels.

#/3 Involve the Public — Including Business and the Highway User Industry — In Defining
Needs, Funding Levels, and Taxes

Virtually all citizens use streets and roads or are otherwise affected by street and
road conditions. An involved and well-informed public can help define highway needs,
identify necessary action programs, and provide support for them. Conversely, the chances
for positive action and public support are remote when the public is not involved.

State and metropolitan highway user groups will want to be involved in defining
highway needs, goals, and funding. They can supply useful information and viewpoints
because they represent a wide range of people, including interest groups directly affected
by highway conditions and service. Because members of highway user groups pay a signifi-
cant portion of highway taxes, they are concerned that these funds are used in the most
effective manner. Furthermore, because they understand what is to be gained or lost,
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highway user groups are the best advocates of soundly conceived state highway programs
and adequate, yet affordable, funding levels and taxes. *

The general public's perception of competency is also an important element in generating
public support. Highway agencies are considered competent when they are perceived

as using tax resources effectively and responding to public needs.

##4 Provide Funding Levels that are Predictable

Assured funding is essential to efficient administration of a state highway system.
State highway construction and maintenance programs are complex, requiring more than
20,000 technical, clerical, and maintenance employees in some states.

State highway systems range up to 72,000 miles, and each mile must be kept in
safe and efficient condition throughout the year.

In the largest states, as many as 500 projects may be under construction, and 2,000
in planning stages at a time. Many construction projects require several years from
prelin'.ninaril planning to completion. State highway administrators need assured funding
during at least a f-ive-year period to manage effectively these large programs.

Dedicated highway user taxes, which provide 80 percent of state-collected highway
program funds, are highly predictable revenue sources. Supplemented by stable general -
fund appropriations, a user-based tax plan, with revenues dedicated to the highway program,
has been the best and most common basis for assuring future highway funds.

##5 Provide for Legislative Review

State legislatures are responsible for: setting highway program goals, providing

adequate funds, and reviewing progress.

When conditions alter the amount of highway funds available or the purchasing
power of highway funds, legislatures must re-examine funding objectives. In this era
of rapid change, periodic legislative review is important, so that lawmakers may alter .
highway funding to meet established highway program objectives, or alier objectives 739
to fit funding realities.




Close legislative monitoring of highway funding was less necessary in the two decades
previous to the 1970s. State highway funds increased then as motor vehicles, travel,
and highway needs increased — mainly due to the fact that increased highway travel
meant increased motor fuel consumption and motor fuel tax revenues.

Inflation was a minor factor in highway construction and maintenance. Motor fuel
was always available and at low cost. Motor fuel conservation was not a factor. Where
highway needs outpaced highway revenue, the legislature made small adjustments either
in motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle imposts, or general revenue appropriations.

But in the 1970s, three things happened to make it more important for clcser monitoring
and adjusting of highway revenue.

First, inflation increased highway costs, greatly reducing the effectiveness of highway
- revenues. Construction prices moved from annual increases of three or four percent
in the 1960s to six or seven percent in the early 1970s and to 17 percent by 1979.

Second, the close relationship between travel, highway needs, fuel consumption
and motor fuel tax revenues ceased due to fuel conservation measures, such as improved
vehicle fuel efficiency. While trave! and highway needs increased, fuel use and motor
fuel tax revenues have leveled.

Third, state highway program needs have mounted because state legislatures have
been slow to react to less-than-anticipated highway revenues and reduced effectiveness
of the revenues.

Continued monitoring of state highway program needs and adjusting of highway
finance levels will remain important as long as high rates of inflation persist and highway
travel needs grow. There is no sure way to forecast inflation, but the National Transportation
Policy Study Commission reported in 1979 that autosmobile and truck travel will increase
by 80 percent and 142 percent, respectively, in the 1975-t0-2000 period. Increased travel
demand has always led to increased high;vay program needs.
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#6 Maintain or Establish an Equitable Tax Structure

In order to ensure fairness, highway tax proposals should be based on a thorough
financial analysis of revenue sources.

A highway finance proposal that treats all taxpayers equitably will attract far greater
support than a proposal that unfairly heaps tax burdens on one class of taxpayers to the
benefit of others. Highway tax proposals should be able to pass several tests of fairness
and balance.

First, user tax support and general fund tax support of the highway program should
be balanced to reflect the relationship of benefits to motor ists and benefits to the general
economy of the state.

Second, tax revenues resulting from motor vehicle ownership — such as registration
fees — and tax revenues resulting from highway use — such as motor fuel and motor
" carrier taxes — also should be balanced in accordance with their purposes. Motor vehicle
taxes are a levy to support a basic highway system, regardless of use. Motor fuel taxes
typify a levy to support costs associated with the amount of highway use.
;\nd lastly, support should be balanced among the various classes of motor vehicles,
considering the benefits received and the highway construction/maintenance costs incurred
by each class.

Most state highway finance systems have balances acceptable to the majority of *
persons. State highway finance proposals should be evaluated to ensure that inequities will

not be created.

##7 Be Simple to Administer and Easy to Underétand

Taxes paid by highway users in the form of pennies-per-gallon of motor fuel and
motor vehicle registration fees have a long history in the United States. Each state
is adept at collecting and administering-these taxes and fees, which are well understood
and accepted by the public. Proposals that would change established procedures or add
new types of taxes should be examined carefully for their effect on the cost to both
government and industry of collection and administration. And they should be examined7 35

for their ability to gain public understanding and acceptance.




.‘_‘.

For ease of administration and understanding, highway taxes should not be subjected
to frequent change, certainly no more than once a year. Also to enhance understanding,
all motor fuel taxes and motor vehicle registration fees should be clearly identified as
taxes to be paid by highway users for support of their highway program.

o)
s
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INDEXED HIGHWAY TAXES

Three types of indexed tax measures have been adopted by eight state legislatures to
keep state highway revenues in pace with inflating highway costs. This section describes
these and evaluates them in relation to the seven principles of highway finance.

Types of Indexed Highway Taxes

The first is the variable motor fuel tax which changes the pennies-per-gallon tax
rate periodically to equate it, within prescribed limits, to a prescribed percentage of
the wholesale or retail price of motor fuel. In 1977, Washington adopted a variable motor
fuel tax. New Mexico enacted similar legislation in 1979. Kentucky, Indiana, Massachusetts,
and Nebraska enacted variable motor fuel taxes in 1980.

The application of a state ad valorem sales tax to motor fuel is another type of
indexed tax. Revenues change as the price of motor fuel changes. The District of Columbia
and nine states — California, Georgia, Hawaii, lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi,

New York, and Virginia (northern counties only) — have ad valorem sales taxes on motor
fuel. These taxes are in addition to the pennies-per-gallon motor fuel taxes. While Georgia
dedicates a portion of the ad valorem sales tax to the state highway program, the other
states use it to increase either general revenues or revenues for non-highway programs,
such as transit. |

A third type of indexing for highway purposes was adopted in 1977 in Texas, where all
money for highways comes from the general fund. There the legislature established
a formula for annually adjusting general fund appropriations for highways according to
variations in construction and maintenance cost indices.

The Variable Motor Fuel Tax

i
.

The variable motor fuel tax is the most widely used indexed highway tax measure.
The six applications to date are:

Washington — Effective July 1, 1977, the motor fuel tax rate is re-established
semi-annually at 21% percent of the computed weighted average retail price per gallon




of motor fuel sold in Washington. The law specifies a tax floor of 9 cents per gallon
and a ceiling of 12 cents. The maximum was reached January 1, 1979.

- New Mexico — Effective July 1, 1979, the motor fuel tax rate is re-established
annually based on a table that fixes the tax rate to the computed average wholesale
price of motor fuel plus applicable federal tax. The law specifies a tax floor of 7 cents
per gallon and a ceiling of 12 cents. The tax rate cannot increase by more than one
cent per year. Additionally, the law permits sale of severance tax bonds for highway
improvements and dedicates 25 percent of motor vehicle titling taxes to the State
Road Fund.

Kentucky — Eiffective July 1, 1980, the motor fuel tax rate is re-established quarterly
at 9 percent of the computed weighted average per gallon wholesale tank wagon price
of gasoline. The law specifies a $1.00 per gallon floor and a $1.50 per gallon ceiling for
the computed average price of motor fuel. This is equivalent to a 9 cents per gallon
tax floor and a 13.5 cents per gallon tax ceiling. The maximum average wholesale price
change from fiscal year to fiscal year is 10 percent. Additionally, the law estabhshes
az2 percent surtax on motor fuel sales to heavy equipment motor carriers.

Indiana — Effective July 1, 1980, the "license tax rate" for motor fuel is to be re-
established semi-annually at 8 percent of the computed weighted average retail price
of gasoline. Maximum average weighted retail price is $1.50 per gallon for 1980, $1.75
for 1981, and $2.00 after 1981, which establishes maximum tax rates of 12, 14, and 16 .
cents per gallon, respectively. A tax rate floor is not specified. Also enacted was a
vehicle registration fee increase of about 25 percent depending on the class of vehicle.

Massachusetts — Effective August 1, 1980, the motor fuel tax rate is to be re-established

quarterly at 10 percent of the average wholesale price of motor fuel. No tax rate floor
or ceiling was enacted. The law lacks specificity, so the Massachusetts Commissioner
of Revenue will suggest changes at the next session-of the Legislature.

Nebraska — Effective October 1, 1980, the motor fuel tax rate is to include a surcharge
of 2 percent of the average price the Nebraska state government pays for motor fuel
computed on a pennies-per-gallon basis. The surcharge rate is to be effective through
fiscal year 1981 anc then is to be adjusted by the State Bozrd of Equalization based on 738
the additional State funds required to fund appropriation levels established by the Legis-
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lature. Additionally, the law establishes a l-cent-per-gallon increase in the motor fuel
tax, with receipts divided equally between cities and counties.

Evaluation of Indexed Highway Taxes

Indexed highway tax measures ought to be carefully evaluated prior to enactment.
Some fail to satisfy the reasons for their development. Typical problems are:
0 revenues do not relate to need
revenues are unpredictable
funding levels change without public or legislative review
the tax structure is unbalanced

O O O o

tax rates are difficult to establish

The most serious problem with indexed highway taxes is that they may automatically
O ‘change tax levels without reference to specific, documented highway needs.
. When motor fuel taxes are indexed to the price of motor fuel, state highway programs
are no longer related to needs but to prices of petroleum established by foreign governments.

In enacting indexed motor fuel tax measures, state legislatures assume that motor
fuel prices change in direct proportion to the costs of the highway program. However,
this has not been the case, particularly in 1980, when motor fuel prices have been constant
while highway program costs have soared.

And there is no sure way to predict petroleum prices, especially with the instability
that characterizes the world's petroleum supply. If highway taxes are indexed to unpredictable
motor fuel prices, state highway administrators ‘are unable to estimate future revenues.
This difficulty is serious because motor fuel taxes produce two thirds of highway revenues
collected 'by the states.

$
.

With taxes tied to economic indices, the public and legislatures lose some control

O of highway program spending. Program justification is less necessary. Funding adequacy
and tax affordability become irrelevant.

Another problem of indexed highway taxes is that they may be difficult to establish

b “ 24D
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and understand. Taxes related to the price of motor fuel are difficult to establish because
there is no agreed upon average wholesale or retail price for the various types of motor
fuel. Prices change daily, and vary within each state. Depending upon the law, distributors
or dealers are required to submit records on price and sales volume for each type of

fuel so government officials can compute the prescribed average price per gallon needed
to-calculate the new tax rate. Distributors or dealers then must use the computed tax

rate to calculate taxes due and the taxes to pass on to consumers. Added bookkeeping

and confusion may result.

Indexed Motor Fuel Tax Safeguards

To reduce problems, most indexed motor fuel tax measures have incorporated safe-
guards.

Establishing maximum and minimum limits for the tax rate provides some measure
of legislative control of the tax and the highway program.

Retaiﬁing the cents-per-gallon tax basis ensures that the administrative burden
of tax collection will not be enlarged.

Limiting tax rate changes to once a year will avoid confusion and keep the tax
collection burden within reasonable bounds.

While none of the indexed highway tax measures call for periodic legislative review,
such a feature might help to ensure that revenues are related to needs and program objectives.

Summary

In summary, the evaluation shows indexed taxes are not a problem-free substitute
for the traditional methods of highway finance, based on periodic assessment of highway
needs and resources accompanied by legislative review, debate, and action.

7420
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TOTAL
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RATEGIES

DO NOTHING 1,271 MILES.

MAINTENANCE 2,529 MILES

OVERLAY 570  MILES: |

~ RECONSTRUCT 596  MILES. |
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““ PMS ** WORK CLASSIFICATION

(1980 STUDY)

TYPE OF
WORK REQUIRED

LENGTH

TOTAL
ESTIMATED
COSTS
(MILLIONS)

1. NO WORK REQUIRED
AT THIS TIME

2. MAINTENANCE

3. RESURFACE, RESTORE
OR REHABILITATE (3R)

1,271

2,529.

1,166

5.1

22.0

TOTAL

4,966

$ 221.1
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Exhibit (7

MILLIONS OF DOLLARS

GAS TAX REVENUE
CLARK COUNTY

incl. LV, NLV, Henderson & Bouider City
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Exhibit H

Percent Increase in Cost of Asphalt
Gasoline and Overlay/Rehablhtatlon
Constructlon in Nevada from Base
Year 197 3-"74
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Echibit T
MAINTENANCE :
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LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU

LEGISLATIVE BUILOING INTERIM FINANCE COMMITTEE (702) 888.%6<
CAPITOL COMPLEX g ;

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710

Exhiht I~ 1

STATE OF NEVADA LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION (702) 885-5627

KEITH ASHWORTH. Sencior, Chairman
Arthur J. Palmer, Dwrector, Secrerary

DONALD R. MELLO. Assemdisman, Chairman
Ronald W. Sparks. Semaie Fiscar Anaivs:
William A Bible. dssembiv Fisca/ draivst

ARTHUR J. PALMER. Jirecior
(502) 8355627

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

n
..«

FRASNK W, DAYKIN, Legisiarie Counser 552 388-262"
JOHN R. CROSSLEY. Leguwine Augiiur "0 $R8.£027
ANDREW P. GROSE. Resegrcr Director '“G2) $88-463°

February 19, 1981

MEMORANDUM

Senator Richard Blakemore, Chairman, Senate
Committee on Transportation

Assemblyman Bob Price, Chairman, Assembly
Committee on Transportation

Fred Welden, Senior Research Analyst ’Z

Overview of Changes in States' Laws Relative
to Transportation in 1980

The Council of State Governments compiled a summary of rele-
vant changes in state laws concerning transportation in
1980. An overview of these changes is as follows:

Gasoline Tax

[ 4

Gasoline tax hikes in 11 states totaled $395
million. .

To compensate for declines in road revenues, per-
centage gasoline taxes based on the price of gaso-
line were adopted in Indiana, Kentucky,
Massachusetts and Nebraska.

Flat rate taxes were raised in Alabama, Minnesota,
New Mexico, South Carolina, South Dakota, Virginia,
Wisconsin and the District of Columbia.

Eighway Finance Measures Other Than Hiking Gasoline Tax

Arizona redistributed 12 percent of the vehicle
licensing tax to the highway fund.

Colorado transferred $57.5 million from surplus
funds for road repairs.

747
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Measures

Maine increased driver license fees and made cut-
backs to avoid a highway fund deficit.

Maryland earmarked a portion of the vehicle
titling tax and corporate income tax for the
transportation trust fund.

Michigan increased its diesel fuel tax.

New Mexico earmarked the motor fuel tax for roads
and approved severance bonds for roads.

Oklahoma appropriated $62 million for highways.

Oregon voted to restrict highway funds to highway
uses.

Pennsylvania approved $95 million in new fees to
help make up a transportation deficit.

West Virginia apprcpriated $46.5 million for second-
ary roads.

Related To Trucks

FW/1lp

Big truck bills allowing heavier and/or longer
trucks passed in BHawaii, Iowa, Maryland,
Pennsylvania and South Carolina.

Penalties for violations of truck weight laws were
increased in Kansas, New Mexico and South Carolina.
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STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1263 SOUTH STEWART STREET
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 85712

November 13, 1980

.E. STONE
Zirecior

The Honorable Robert E. Price
Nevada State Assemblyman

1809 Renada Circle

North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030

Dear Assemblyman Price:

TRANSPORTATION BOARD

ROBERT LIST, Governor, Chairman
RICHARD H. BRYAN, Artorney Geners!
WILSON McGOWAN, State Controlier

'N RCPLY REFEIR O

Although I have not had the opportunity to personally meet with
you as I have many of your Legislative colleagues, I thought that
you would appreciate viewing a summary copy of the Department of
Transportation's legislative proposals that are now being written in

appropriate language at the Legislative Counsel Bureau.

This summary

will provide you accurate information on the Department's needs and
our suggestions for the avenues to be taken to reduce some of our

major problem areas.

If you have any questions or comments I welcome your suggestioms.

Sincerely,

AL fe.

A. E. STONE
Director

TT:cc

Enclosure
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NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS
The Department of Transportation is providing the following summary
on its Jlcgislative proposals for the next legislative session beginning
January 1981. It is hoped that this will provide you with a better
understanding of the needs of the Department and the proposed avenues

to reduce the major problems.

Background

The Department of Transportation presently maintains over 5,000 miles
of roadway in the State of Nevada. Most of the roads are over 20 years old
and their surfaces are deteriorating or have deteriorated. The Department
of Transportation has not been able to curb this deterioration due to the
Jack of available funds. The shortage of money is attributable to the annual
15-20 percent inflation rate experienced by the highway industry over the
last decade. Also, the Department revenues have been steadily declining

because of conservation programs since the oil embargo in 1974.

Income for the Department is derived from user taxes (gas tax, motor
vehicle registration, and motor carrier fees) placed in the State's
highway trust fund. The full amount placed into the highway fund, which
totaled $88.6 million in fiscal year 1980, is not fully available to the
Department of Transportation for its use. Allocations are parceled out
to the Department of Motor Vehicles, Department of Taxation, Public Service
Commission, Department of Wildlife, counties, incorporated cities, regional
transit commissions, and the Civil Air Patrol. The remaining balance is
available to the Department of Transportation for its programs which totaled

$35.8 million in fiscal year 1980.
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In 1980 no funds were available for maintenance resurfacing and now
because of inflation it requires at least $20 million to accomplish the
same amount of resurfacing accomplished with the $4.3 million in 1972.
However, to ensure a minimal maintenance and resurfacing program, the
Department needs $28 million each fiscal year not considering inflation.
With inflation, a minimum of $29.5 million is needed in fiscal year 1982.

To obtain the needed $29.5 million the Department of Transportation

has developed a procedure and it is outlined below.

Gas Tax Increase Proposal

The Department's propcsal is a procedure called a sliding cent per

gillon tax on the retail price of gasoline which increases the State's 6¢

_gas and special fuel taxes for the first time in 26 years.

The sliding cents per gallon scale is based on an 8 percent increase
or decrease for each 10¢ change in the retail price of gasoline. The scale
uses a base rate of $1.30 retail price of gas and a tax of 10.25¢. Thus
for each 10¢ change in the price of gas, the tax increases or decreases
8 percent. Twenty-six years ago the retail price of gasoline was 30¢ plus
or minus. The 6¢ tax was 20 percent of the total cost. Even at $1.30
retail, the proposed increase would be less than 10 percent o{ the total
cost.

The attached table will provide you with information on the "Proposed
Tax/Gallon Gasoline Under the Retail Sale érice Per Gallon." You will note
that the present 6¢ gas tax is disbursed between the State (4.5¢) and counties
and incorporated cities (1.5¢: 0.5¢ to counties only and 1l¢ to counties and
its incorporated cities). The State of Nevada receives the entire 6¢ special

fuel tax.
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The proposed new taxes will be disbursed between the State, counties,
and cities in the same proportions as the existing 6¢ tax (see attached
table entitled, "Comparison of Distribution of Existing Tax to Proposed
Tax Based on Retail Sale Cost." The highway industry has experienced an
annual inflation rate of 15-20 percent over the last decade; the sliding
rate should account for 12 percent inflation. This proposed tax increase
should generate an additiomal $21.3 million for the Department and $5.6

million for the counties and cities.

Vehicle Registration

The vehicle registration proposal by the Department of Motor Vehicles
would put the State of Nevada slightly below the average of all other States
in the United States in vehicle registration fees. The proposal would
double the motor vehicle registration and motor carrier license fees. For
passenger cars the increase will be from the current $5.50 to $12.00. It
is anticipated that the fee increase will generate an additional $8.2 million
each year éor the Department of Transportation's maintenance and resurfacing

program.

Overview

The proposed increase in taxes and fees has been calculated to ensure
that the Department does not receive a windfall and only receives enough
additional funds to ensure 2 minimal program. The Transportation Board,
consisting of the Governor, Attormey General, and Controller fully support
the‘need and proposed plans to get the additional $29.5 million needed to

maintain the State's roads.
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(::) These additional funds will not be used for new highway construction.
Presently each penny of gas tax in Nevada produces approximately
$5 million. The Federal tax on gasoline is 4¢ per gallon. Nevada sends
$20 million each year to Washington, and last year Nevada got back from
Washington $119 million for that $20 million. Nevada should get back more
than {s sent in because Nevada is a bridge state between California and the
East. Also, 85 percent of the land in Nevada is owned by the Federal
Government. The cost would be too great for Nevada to pull out of the
Federal-Aid system. The Department of Transportation would have to go to
the Legislature and ask for an additionmal 24¢ per gallon increase to make
up for the $119 million lost.
Below are two other legislative proposals that the Department of

Transportation 1is asking:

(:) Matching Monies for UMTA Project
The Department of Transportation is requesting from the Gemeral Fund $1.4
million for matching monies to be used for urban mass transportation projects
in the State of Nevada. The lack of ability to match federally funded projects
has caused delays for the local and State entities to receive these Federal
funds. Highway trust funds cannot be used to match mass transit projects.
Cash Flow
The Department of Transportation's heaviest bill paying months each year
are during the months of July, August, September, and through mid-October.
Although the Department budgets for this cash outlay, there have been times
that cash flow problems arise. When this occurs money cannot be readily obtained
to hold the Department over during these months. Therefore, the Department is
requesting legislation that will allow the Transportation Board with the approval
<::> of the Board of Examiners to borrow from banks, savings and loan, and/or other

tinancial institutions to meet short term requirements. “53
6 &
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- FUEL TAX DIFCRMATION

Testirony of the Nevada Department of Transporiation indicates a need
of $29,500,000 increase per year for the next two years in order to cozplete
necessary maintenance of state highways.

S B 262ie0eearnancessdb, 500,000
S B 877¢cececccecccacesd2, 500,000
(Eack cent of tax on gasoline and diesel fuel brings in $5,500,000
annuzlly)
L ¢ increase of fuel taX.seeesaseses$22,000,000
S B 262 and S B 477.00eccccnceccccss$ 9,000,000

$31,000,000 annuallv
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SULIARY OF ACTUAL EXPERDITUIES VOR NIGIWAY CONSTRUCTION 1N FEDERAL FISCAL YEAWS 19741979

FEUERAL runps 1!
\ OF FFDERAL
TUTAL FUND
AREA INTERSTATE  FRIMARY  SECONDARY(2)  URBAN(3) _URMAN_ OTHER _TOTAL

Clnrk. County $ 16,016,000 $26,102,000 $ 2,374,000
Hashoe County 45,359,000 15,095,000 6,0j0,000
Rural Counties 134,334,000 19,957,000 17,567,000

)

(2)
(1]

Total $195,709,000 $61,154,000 626,759,000

$16,997,000 69.74%
6,053,000 20,12

521,000 _ 2.14%
$24,371,000 100.00%

$34,466,000 $ 95,975,000
19,893,000 94,018,000
30,120,000 202,507,000

$084,507,000 §$392,500,000

v\ OF STATE s OF
FEDFRAL FUNDED STATE

FUIDING CONSTRUCTION FUNDING
24.45% § 2,209,000 6.70%
23.95% 3,737,000 31.35%

_$1.60% 26,992,000 _©1.95

100.00% $32,938,000 100.00%

L

(=

UVERALL LTS
_TUTAY. TUTAL
$ 98,184,000 2).042
97,155,000 27 98y
229,499,000  S5).0e

$425,438.000 100, .00

Fcderal Funded Projects for Interstate, Primary, Secondary and Urban categories fnclude all costs charged to preliminary enqinearing, r1ights of way,

Secondary system funds must be spent in 1ural arens,

Urban system funds must be spent in urban areas using an allocatlon accovding to urban area populations.

‘construction enginecring and actuwal construction. Other category includes various other cousts related to cunstruction rather than maintenance.




HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES
BY DISTRICT, FISCAL 1975-1980

TOTAL AMOUNT SPENT

District 1 - Clark County Area $ 17,324,057
District 2 - Washoe County Area 34,350,842
District 3 - Elko Area - 14,752,932
District 4 - Ely Area 12,340,590
District 5 - Ténopeh Area 14,213,240
District 6 - Winnemucca Area 11,269,577

Total $104,251,238

10

PER CENT SHARE .

OF TOTAL

16.6%
33.0%
14.2%
11.8%
13.6%
_10.8%
100.0%
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&
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LANE MILES PER MAN
STATE HIGHWAY DIVISION

LANE MILES
DISTRICT PER MAN
Clark Countyl 50
Winnemucca 49
Elko County 46
Tonapah 41
Ely 37
Washoe? 22

1Clark County Highway District includes southern portions of Lincoln
and Nye Counties. Clark County has 2,280 lane miles, or 62.4% of
the lane miles in the District.

2The Washoe District obviously has the lowest number of maintained miles

per man in the state. Highway Division staff note that this lower
level has been defended in the past on the grounds that snowfall in
the district increases the amount of necessary =aintenance per mile
and reduces the amount of time available for maintenance activity.
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$1.50-A-Gallon
Gas By Year End

Caited Press Istervatiossl
Enon USA. the ntons largest gacline markstes, tod
twmcsmmwmmm
Monday by between 3 pepny 10d 3 ceon 3 gallon. indusTy
sources said ’

$2-a-gallon gas
orices predicted

For Wooiley, who runs several Shell service sto-
tons in Remo. Reagan's lifting of oil prices and
gasoline allocation comtrols Wednesday aimost
seemned like Inauguration Dsey all over again.

~What this means 10 Reno is that tourists can come
and go as they please!”™ Wooiley said My fondest
wish was st least to get the price controls off.”

Woolley said he bad feared a shorage of gasaline
mwmmm-nmwmgn ful
capaeity. . if there is a shortage now. its im-
pact should be reduced because of the lifting of ailo-
cation controls, be said.

Only through a strong coordinated effort among
citizens and station owners was a panic situaton
averted tn Reno in the summer o{ 1979 when 3 gaso-
line shortage hit the West Coast. he said.

£¢ Vilade. a spokesman for the L' S. Department of
Energy. said Woolley's prediction of a £2-a-gallon
|::|xm by vear's end would be “absolutely unjusu-
fled *

He said peopie wnil refuse to pay that amount. and.
i ¢ reached that level. that price would quickly re-

He foresees gasoiine prices nsing irom eight 0 10
cents a gallon :n the next eight months because of
Reagan's decontroi order.

Meanwhile. U S. Sen. Howard Cannon, D-Nev.. said
he Delieves President Reagan's plan will hurt Ne-
vada's tourism industry, but "*a new presicent should
have an GPPOTTUNity to test his economic theories.™

Nevadars aiso may de it with the added durden of
a new sales lax on gasoiine.

Gov. Robert List's proposed plan announced last
week would increase laxes dv 8 percent for each 10
ceat change in the retail prices. [ prices rise o S2 a
gaillon. as Woolley precicts they will somet:me this
vesr. that means ine 'ax wouid increase rim six
cents "o i7.3 cents a galion — neariy L percent

Nevada toll roads

may become reality

CARSON CITY (AP) snd Boulder City. ~
« Toll roads in Nevada? He emphesized that
1t's 2 poasibility, accord- the idea 18 in the study
1ng o state Transporwa- stage. But Stone ssid
uon.Director Al Stone.  that without some new
Stwone told the Assem- sourcs of funding, the
Sly Ways and Means state might not be sble
Committee this week to finish the two roads
chat his departrnent is untl the year 2000 or
studying the feasibility beyond
o{ collecting tolls on two  “The need for these
proposed )jcvtd‘ free- two highways is very ap-
ways = US. 395 be- parent, the fact that
tween Reno and Carson we have on
Citv snd Interstate 518 the horizon is making us
— the “east .e¢” Teoway look at other funding
« between Las Vegas siternatives.”
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Oy CLAUVDEIA €, COLLINS
Timea Stoll Welter
While gaming s e venurs niul
abline  passenger Lollie in
Sutbern Nevada  were
crashing  duwring  the  lirst
qmiter of 18R, nutossmbile
traffic  trom  Soulhern
California to 1as Vepas In

crvased £38 peveeat.

assenger traflic ot
Mcl'arran Alrporl was down
144 pereeat o the  first
sparler That mesns 400000
. people traveled through
Lam Vegas by ais in the perioed
than tast yerar

That had a saowhal) eflvt
sl beed to 0 $00 suitlion declioe

Searthe v Unlifowrsssans le vieig
1o Vepas uver the Mo ind
bior  wechend o o the
semally <hiw mnnth ol June
w0 the aim ol Ihe 1rvently
aggwoved NN LVEVA
dedves lining rangeaipn

That additional awney will
be sprat in San Francicro and
Saasthern Califarnis in four
wivks, heginning lhe week
belnre Memarial  Day
wirkew

“We wand (o ikt ap 2 gl
hane in June which is new
audly shew nod have some
caryymves in the bepinaing of
- iceal vear in July,” <ahl

in  fisst  qgquarter g r
reventwes lor |as Vegas,

“Saoulhers  Calllornia
prowvhibes mune than 0 gy
vont ol ooy visitors and an
wiblithonnl 200,000 has duen
abwated o inerense  ad
visllsing (here,” bl floasd
talenbolirr, Masheling and
Tonsrlsn Director for the Las
Vegas  Convealion  and
Vnltoss Anthon iy,

The sevomd quarter of 1999
In ocorly half over, bao
aleoholler  Isu't  making
prosdictions abaut how ae
Vepas will fase

“Uhere ate a bl of varialdes
alleeting  the machelpinee,
eqevially (he cast of fraved
anl fnflation, and we're in p
very volatile  marhet
sduathon,” he sakl

e rosphasized that ron
viuting ativadance has bevn
gl and should remain so,
"Il uncerininly s altecing
roveentinal Iraved plans
moople are making diciins
ol the lasd minide

Teying o ennavinee

c

Heeh  Loebutes, 1.VEVA
1%ecectin of Advertishng

Mo plapesnic high aishine
ravs av A oupy lacter in
wpping  towmime  lipwees,

savinp  the lacsense in o

aemobile  ratlic from
Semthern Californis binlicates
e market is <till thege

The Seuthern  talilornla
toaninl market has heen the

, A NOUR BABYSITIIRS >

Auto Traffic To LV Up 12.6%

target of wiher adverlising
roenpalgos s evently.
Tourism o Hawall was
thor s 20 precent last year and
12 percent e the  frsl

enrler o thes yoar.

Hawall bas ot finihed &
sin werk,  SROD.000 ad
vevliniag bz in Soutbein
alifownia.

Tweadoy. May 12 1938 THF. VALLEY TINES Seetion A. $

s S cemswiARIC |

739




2, Section A THE YALLKY TIMES Thes sdeg, Aprdl 30, 193¢

Gas Tax ‘Blackjack’ Clause Fuels Controversy

CARSON O1TY (A
Muturists  queslioolog  the
hepality of a plan (0 ket siate
ravdine tases lloctnate with
panp prices coukd be stapped
wilh & huge per gathn bevy §f
their Iswsult won, wader an
sneadinenl cadorsed §) ta 7
by the Senste Wednesday,

The Lare majrily was
schieved despile  objeciinns
from Reanator ViegH Gelta, B
FPallon, that the clanse
aovunted Lo “blackjacking”
Pyl who wmight waid e

-~

challenpe the (ox hike.

fle was backed by Serator
Jan Kesinshl, 10 Spaskes, The
tan hod alred shuiter rom
arals  when  the Senale
Tasatlon Commitier voted 4
102 yestesrday for  the
anwadimeat to RUIGA

The rlaune would prolably
deter  major  trucking o
fovests irom fighting the gas
tan bike, but any
“bsesponsitle” fawaull from o
private citizen could cavee olt
Nevadane 6 sulber  umdee

cabarbitant  gas  levies,
Kovsinah§ saisd

The pas tan plan enahies
slate fucl tases to climb 1o
1% ceals per palbon If pump
piers go oy bigh as $2 per
pdlon. The rurrent tax in @
oot pee gathon,

The “sue and pay muore”
chuse  would auinmatirelly
sbp on 8 wasiosam 17'% reat
e galhonn gae tan il Ihe
hmllng 1nte Is ancvessinlly
clulbeop el i e d,

The h:pal as guaent againat

the allding acabe Is that H
would appear (o wa
censtitotivnally delegale the
tagishture's taning anthority
to  the stale Tasation
INpariownt, which would
rinduct perbdic surveys of
ponp pricen ln selting the
tax

flut Sen. 1B Raggio, #
e, and other amendment
hahers mald they have 1o
wmbe pwe the gas Lax plan
thaul  cullaper I cowd,
fnvawse Lhe revenwes are vital

L 20 ) oem
AT LAY
4 M.

ol
Tens il
7 by

toNevada's bighway ay<tem,

State  Transporiation
Ihvpartment  wllicinly say
without the tax hike, Aol her
57 nites of Nevads roadways
will join the GOD eflen already
crambled so badly they must
be cebullt. The siste is
phnning 2 12 year bighway
swminlrusore program te
beyia with $227 million warth
of tepalis aver the peat
birnnlum, .

Twe olher auendmenin to
m‘ale sure (analion officiak

't put & "ty g a lax”
were also wdoplded by (he
Sevate, The clanses require
tavation offlicials (o dicenunt
Indh slale and federa) tanes
when caleutating bow high the
£ 1as shoubd float,

Motaristn  pay & 4cent
feshern) gas Lan, in addition (o
Mate fevies, And  come
Inwnabers may (hey eopeet
W fovbeinl tan ta chimh
nubsiantlally  onder  the
agan admius ration,

-
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Gas Tax_‘-@ac_giack’

Bill Outrageous

The more we $top to Jnalyze what our
waslators are downg to us in Carsoa City.
‘tw mure we wongder | most of tnem have
wx goae SWAPR-raving mag.

IU's had enough (o0 reauze that they et
ws. Robert List intimdate them into
sraooing 3 ~easonsbie ind workabie tax
svatem thal has served ihis state weil for
Jowaros of 3 ceatury.

We have 2 nunch ‘aat the siuft from
Jroperty (0 sales LaX could Tean ne end of
1 aumper of pouiticai carvers once the pudiic
sealizes 1Rat .C .3 ZOING 0 De PAYING More
2P 2IMOSL everylning it buys.

Of one thing we're sure. Gov. List wiil be
20 the defense. trving Lo ¢xpPtain Jway the
sales tax. for the rest of hus term.

IT IS A BLANK cheex given 0 tie
sadbuillders. whether the money is needed
oraot.

As 3r a3 we xnow there 18 A0t 3 sared of
*usponsidie resesrch 10 show that an -
crvase !n qas  prices automsucaily
CeSSILIALES NIgNET T8 LAXES.

i ever 3 Dill deserved 10 be leieated
oecsuse of its basic unfairness o tne
:axpaying public and because it opens :te
Jdooe 10f UNRecessary over-LAxation. then
. ~oaLing 7us 1ax” pianis it.

3ut *he topoer s vet 0 come.

i=oeeu. It S 2 Duaexjack hreat nat nas
passed the Senate because of the sneer
1r-oqance of our levislators.

BECAUSE the legisiators are
the legsiity of thewr own

ANYWAY, . that were not gn. the .
Sule Senate Weanesdsy cassed what mus
~¢ the most outrageous il to come from
ary Lemsature anywhers in the astion ‘a
rears.

The Setate passed 3 “sue and pay more”
amendment to its g3s tax increase bill.

A little baexground.

The current Jas tax s & cents a galloa.
That seems Lo have been adequatle to taie
care of our roads and highways in the past -
R, with higher prices at the pump. gas tax
revenues have {ailen ofl.
jnmyonntmnwmm-
upwards of $200 millioa over the next two
veurs — 19 needed Lo MANLAIN OUr TOBMS, we
are toud.

UNDERSTANDABLE you 83y. that the
sate mas tax shouid be increased.
ADrowute:y necessary. was the story bought
bythe Legislature.

Unfortunatery. the Leqislature is socking
t 10 Nevadans ot by merely adding 3 few
cents or the gas tax. but with 2 pan for 3
ABLIAZ 23% 1ax ‘uke. .n other worgs. the
&3 WX el continue (0 mse Jutomatiesdy
1% $23 Prices NCTEANE.

The v w.ll ¢0 to 3 fnghtening 17/
conts per 2idon [ gas preces it $2 per
talnn

That's ant ewtsiation desiened 10 protect
“hcaxparer IS ieisiation for which there
un e amsutely N0 ustification except

Mt . wal Take (t gnneredsary ‘or lfe
% makess “a lace 4D o the iscue N cRe
AYre

s

" fuctusung gas wx  pian. the Senste

amendment threatens Nevadans ath 3
hamer per guiloa gas 3x if e new aw i
cralienged 1n the court and deemed 0 e
unconstituLional.

12 wiber wurds, the lawmakers are
saving, don't challenge our new law becquse
| it fails youll automatically trigger 3 177 .-
cents per gaillon tax.

Well. we can tell the legislators nght now
that king of a bullying, threatening lsw
won't siand up in court either. Nevadam
wil; rebei. .

THE LEGISLATORS somenow forget
ipt  they supposedly are eiected to
represent the penple — 10 give us those
igws we absolutely must have. but to do
the:r best 1o be sure our l3ws and our Laxes
am sound and reasonabee. and to protect Js
{=om the bureaucrats.

The current iemsiature has gone 30 iar
afed from that charge. i 50 Many wavs.
particusarly taxation. tnat if the oubiic ever
@ 17es how .t has beent 230D, not 3 singre
‘asatr wiil be reeiected.

We cant Yeip but wonder what ¢omes
owe (he Teh and women we erwct anee they
10 Carson City” They seem to lose all
Lem3e Of fedsnn.

The ficoting zas tax and the ¢as lax
scexjaer bill are (wo prme examdwes.
Ty e Suttageoyus dirght. They sv more

s 1hat They re dowanght aiscouranng
2o 1nvone w hn wants *a have ‘3ith 1n ond
Oaetrment 3t Lhe slate ‘evei.

15
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:Fuel tax ceiling
:amendment proper

. The state Senate has voted to put a ceiling on the sliding gasoiine
'mmpwwmmusguwc{mm.m

lid is needed as a3 sensibie control on taxation and to pre-
vent the lax mesasure from yweldicg revenues in excess of the de-

;
1

hesith.
E‘. Failure to provide routine maintenance the threat of much
3 go“f: expensive damage 10 the state's Dulti-dillion-dollar bighway

e m.
= The Senate was wise esough to put 3 ceiling on the amount of
posec through the slicing scale. for it could

E
g
8
'4
]

rry
0

get out of hand if not controiled.
— Overtaxation could result if ‘uel pnces escalate enough. and if
¢ Ahighway travel — and gasoline saies — pick up again in future,
$.as some knowledgeadle Nevadans are predicning.
= Already. there are those who delleve that gasoline prices will

~=8
af
3t
GS
X5
131
3t
gg
H

of the vear, putting the fuel
g umit pi by the Senate.
that rate. it is possibie ‘o eavision a Traasportation Deparnt-
developing more revenue ihan it neecs {dr the mainteaance

t ore it.

in fact, e Legislature should consider a lower ceiling.
that slides up and down w:th the maintenance funding
the deparumnent.
case with any goveament agency, Transporiation
provided with more money than It needs to get the job
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Opinion

Gasoline tax hike
2 necessary evil

We bate to be the bearer of bad tidings, but this thing has
got to be said. There is just no way the state can avoid a large
increase in the gasoline tax.

Our roads are in terrible shape, and revenues from the
current gasoline tax have fallen at the same time the cost of
road maintenance has risen sharply. There’s just not enough
money in the til to pay for the necessary repairs.

We've been spoiled in Nevada for years Our current gaso-
line tax of § cents per gallon has remained steady saince 1954,
and is the lowest in the nation except for oil-rich Texas. But 6
cents buys a lot less today than it did 27 vears ago.

The Legsiature is now considenng 2 bill wich wouid set
the gasoline tax on a sliding scale. Under SB154, the tax would
nse siong' with the price of gasoiine. With gasoline seiling
between $1.20 and $1.30 a gallon, that means the gas tax would
‘rise to 9.5 cents per gallon: If, God forbid, gasoline ever resches
$2 a gallon, the tax would rise wo 13.13 cents per gallon.

-Under such a system, the revenue from the gasoline tax wiil
rise along with intlation, ensuring that the state will siways
have sufficient funds for highway repair. We believe it's a good
solution 10 & potiticaily difficult problem.

Of course, cerzain public leaders will decry a gasoline tax
hike as just another attempt by the government to unfairly rob
the people. But in reality, the gasoline tax is the fairest type of
‘tax yet invented by man — a user tax. All revenues from
Nevada's gasoline tax are spent on highway repair and con-
“struction, 50 only those who use cur state rosds are asked to
pay for their upkeep.

But critics of SB154 are not without some ammunition. The
bmmmdlmmincnmintheuxoudieulfud.mthough
users of diesel cause far more road damage per vehicle than do
gasoline-powered vehicles. This is more than an oversight —
lawmakers have been reminded often of this shortcoming in
the bill, but have refused to amend it. Perhaps the trucking
industry has again been flexing its considersble muscle in
Carson Cicy.

City Commissioner Ron Lurie has also been attempting to
‘lex his muscles in Carson City, but 3o far he has been less
successful than the truckers. He ‘s iobbying for an additional

.2-cent-a-gallon increase in the gasoline tax to fund projects for
the %:gional Transportation Commission, of which he is a
member.

We sympathize with Lurie's arguments. The RTC is in the
same tough position as the state, — as gasoline sales have
<ropped, so has RTC income from its portion of the gas tax.
Like the state. it t0o needs a renewed funding base.

But we urge the Leguslature to turn down Lurie’s appeal.
Since the 2.cent increase would be paid by Clark County
residents, they should have the Snal word on whether it
should be levied. The county has the right to hold an eiecuon
seaking veter approval for the hike. and should do so.

e
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Editcrial
Cas tax decision
should be faverable

Nevaca Department of Transportation offic:als centinue to press
the Leguslacure {or increases :n gasoline ana vericie registration
Laxes.

Legisiators shouid act favorably — and soon — 50 that iS¢ de
23rinent can jet on with the much-neeced Susiress of atlacx:ng 3
“uge Sackiog of highway maintenance requirements.

A5 3 resuil of increased maintenacce ¢osis and reduced ceve-
sues. e state’s highway system i3 1a termsie shave 2nd geitng
vorse. U the trend conlinucs. some of Jur nighways will hecome
Srovei roads. Some SCCUONS are ciuse 0 that point already. Aith
43 heavy rellance on highways, Nevacs cznnnot permik that to
aappen. The Transporiation Deparunent’s new 1ax dian appeass o
e e only answer.

Revenues (rom the siaie s six-cents-per-gaiion fue! ‘ax nave
d¢en 13iling Cue 1o reduciions Wth i Drghway traflic and gasoline
$3iey.

Sut maintenance expenscs have deen rising rapidly Since the
Arad ou embargo 1o 1973, ihe oSt of 25pA3it. tuw CoRsSUM:Ag aBOUL
35 pervent of the departmest s maintenance oudgel. has rsen ~om
544 3 lon o 240.

$0 painful has the {uncing squeeze Secome ‘hat ihe depariment
‘0cay i3 Javing difficulty mveting its savrol. Since !ast Juiv 110 {
,00 vpenings which shiouid e llled Nave gone unfiled Secause
NETE 18 ROL eNOLGR money 0 pay :he sajares.

A3 3 consequence of lNis. serice Rag deen Zeteriorzting. The ce-
Jarment has found it necessary !0 3Jose severa: rest artas. o siop
13 .33 culleciions anc 0 ‘fmpuse Other ecsnomies.

»ioTe SELerIoralion of service Tan e expecten. since e Jezart-
et Bas dung i aecessary 10 nGll all personne: raning. Wi s i

ey | gy
Blopet ) g Vtwenyy
sy A edpy

Smdy v Qg

®

Obviously, If this trend continues, S0th roads and maintehance
+ill continue i0 deteriorate. ang Nevada's svitem eventuaily will
each the kind of Quality prevalent dack in Siodel T days.

Nevaca must avoid Uus ai all cost. Good highways are extremes .
¥ inportant in Lhis state ‘or 3 number of Teasorns, ictuding the
“edi of its Cp industry

Tens of ninlions of Lourists visit the state each year, a large per-
ceniage of ihem Dy highways. Tourist traflic ;ram this sourse 's
281 10 diminish in Girect proportion to the degree tnat e hignways °
clenerate.

The same can de $aic [or the tmucK Lraffic on which mos: Nevada
sommurnities are dependent !or il of thewr Neavy lranssoriznon
133G, 33 well 35 [Cr the tonsideradle amount 3 mtersiate Luck
.£32l¢ which traverses thus siale. coninibuling .mpostantly te the /
siale’s eSunonmy aid 2 it Mighway fund revenue.

Lieavy losers, 100, WOu.d DC LRy LIOusSanas i New il moisrisis
An0 ravel in the 3lale.

S2eh cifilcuities can he svouied i the governiment acuupts Lie
SFOPOSET 1IN Duciage. whieh nelades o glicing Jusuiine tax fate
58t would see the nresent six~enis-per-galita rale meresse 5 9':
:enlg per gallan 3! the pr ¢ 2088 of fuel unz woyic see he ane
sar and mrersre: < ige Shima fram 30300
.eng wila cemparaie or trutks
1S SSLUTIALAY INat N WLl 2rDLICe clioudh Acliioana
2 2iiew he Sepa N0 Cateh Op wila the tisuniarancs
SACAICH Cver e nexi 12 rears nflal.on iaCter mSliLced.

: 2
i = i
- : ! & =25
] v b -7t i . 2 {
2130 persanne: turnover ute. e depariment 13 Jeveioping 4 son- Bl = o )
unuady ngner lever of untrsined staff mnempers. Tiuy cestaimy V2 } éi 3 Z = ;w
Sieans (nal maintenance. as well 23 olher semiices. wil cimine Fiiit s3 = e
s, l§g~~"' §<3{p ) o=
— wE e bbE v iy Lo
Tae mghwavs already have ceteriofatey mafmnng:yT v Tfout > - =
1.000 2ies 10 Ine system. only 1,308 miies currenty can get aong H ?_ Fss T g ! = E?.‘Q'\
+1th normal maintenance. More 1han 1500 mues are in need s i =iy }i A S
"neavy maintenance.” including patching and sealing of ¢racKs. - ; - H d
Somme 570 Miies newd new Surizcing, and about 300 need compiee ] f L f - :‘ :
sevonstruct:on. i . - & LR X~ @&l
lantenance work needec 1o bring the system up to date wouid 3 i o
cos: some S227 raiilion ai today’s prices. and at least 1i percent of ° ¥ - :
. the miieage now in need of resuriaciag 1s shifting annuily o the £ -
neec for total reconstructicn. ’ E—' -
-
—
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(SUBJECT TO AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS ) . s-r-2/
(stade £¥ Tily thew Toas)
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INTERSTALE. ; :
1982 0.09] 181 29 £5.3 30 70,29
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William E. Buxton
Acting Managing Engineer

COMMISSIONERS

Ron Lurie, Chairman, City of Las Vegas;
Mary Kincaid, Vice-Chairman, City of North Las Vegas;
Manuel J. Cortez, Clark County; Al Levy, City of Las Vegas;
John S. McEwan, City of Boulder City;
Richard J. Ronzone, Clark County; LeRoy Zike, City of Henders%ﬁ
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

MEMBERS OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE

The Regional Transportation Commission was created in 1965 by an ordinance
adopted by the Clark County Board of Commissioners. The original ordinance pro-

vided for one cent a gallon tax and this tax was increased to two cents effec-

tive September 1, 1969. This tax presently generates approximately 4.8 million

dollars. The construction of the projects shown in blue has been financed by
the Regional Transportation Commission. These'ptojects serve the motoring pub-
lic in Southern Nevada. 1Included in these projects are signal systems at selec-
ted intersections to provide more efficient and safer traffic movement.

The Regional Transportation Commission has sold Highway Improvement Revenue
Bonds to provide the construction funds for the above projects. The interest
rate paid on these bonds is well below the present inflation rate which helped
to construct more miles of roadway at a lessor cost to the public. The facili-

ties were open to the public during the bond redemption period.

Presently, the Regional Transportation Commission cannot sell additional
revenue bonds without an additional source of revenue. The Regional
Transportation Commission has sold 35.5 million dollars in bonds to date.
This does not include the bonds sold prior to 1976 which were refinanced
by a bond sale in 1976. The bond redemption costs are approximately equal

to the existing revenue.

The Regional Transportation Commission unanimously adopted a phase one and
phase two priority list on July 22, 1980. The total funding required to can-
plete these projects is $124.6 million in 1980 dollars. Phase one accounts for

$45.2 million leaving $37,350,000 worth of projects that cannot presently be




constructed without additional funding.

map and are listed below:

The Regional Transportation Commission Technical Committee has submitted the

following as the recommended Phase I priorities.

Surface Rehabilitation

Surface Rehabilitation

PROJ .
NO. PROJECT NAME
2a Eastern Avenue
(Funded)
3k Maryland Parkway
(Funded)
8e Sunset Road
8f Sunset Road
(Funded)
10b Rainbow Boulevard
15b Gibson Road
(Punded)
16e Carey Avenue
18a Bonanza Road
21a Highland Drive
24£/24h Pecos Road
28b Nellis Boulevard
33a Jones Boulevard
(Funded)
33& Jones Boulevard
34e Swenson Street

LIMITS

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

These projects are shown in red on the

ESTIMATED COST
(1980 Dollars)

Bonanza Road to Owens
Avenue

Stewart Avenue to Owens
Avenue

Eastern Avenue to Mountain
Vista Street

Boulder Highway to Haren
Drive

. Flamingo Road to Sahara

Avenue

Warm Springs Road to
Boulder Highway

Clayton Avenue to I-15

Eastern Avenmue to Nellis
Boulevard

Charleston Boulevard to
Carey Avemue

Charleston Boulevard to
Las Vegas Boulevard South

Flamingo Road to Las
Vegas Boulevard North

Spring Mountain Road to
Charleston Boulevard

Spring Mountain Road
to Tropicana Avenue

Airport to Tropicana Avenue

350,000

250,000

2,000,000

600,000

2,500,000

1,900,000

1,400,000

6,300,000

3,000,000

7,500,000

9,000,000

2,600,000

1,900,000

3,750,000




REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

ESTIMATED COST

O NO. PROJECT NAME LIMITS (1980 Dollars)
35b Losee Road Phase 1I Cheyenne Avenue to Craig 2,000,000
(Funded) Road
48a Lake Mead Boulevard Sloan Structure 200,000
(Punded)

The Phase I projects are estimated to cost $45,250,000 in 1980 dollars.

The remaining projects on this list are Phase II and are as follows:

2k Eastern Avenue Warm Springs Road to 1,350,000
Sunset Road

4g Owens Avenue Pecos Road to Nellis 4,750,000
Boulevard

Se Cheyenne Avenue Las Vegas Boulevard North 1,750,000
to Nellis Boulevard

6e Tropicana Avenue Torrey Pines Drive to 550,000
Rainbow Boulevard

6f Tropicana Avenue Paradise Road to Las Vegas 1,000,000

(:) Boulevard South

Te Decatur Boulevard Spring Mountain Road to 2,335,000
Tropicana Avenue

15b Gibson Road Pacific Avenue to State 1,860,000
Highway 41

16d Carey Avenue Rancho Road to Clayton 1,775,000
Avenue

16f Carey Avenue Pecos Road to Nellis 2,615,000
Boulevard

17a Smoke Ranch Road Jones Boulevard to Rancho 1,800,000
Drive

18b Bonanza Road Nellis Boulevard to 2,615,000
Sloan Lane

21c Highland Drive Craig Road to Cheyenne 1,170,000
Avenue

23b Flamingo Road Valley View Boulevard to 7,260,000

Rainbow Boulevard




REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

PROJ.

NO. PROJECT NAME

24b Pecos ﬁoad

25a Craig Road

25b Craig Road

283 Nellis Boulevard

33c¢ Jones Boulevard

344 Swenson Street

37a Rancho Drive

42a Michael Way

46a Warm Springs Road
No Number Mojave Road
No Number Stewart Avenue

Reconstruction

No Number Sahara Avenue

LIMITS

ESTIMATED COST
(1980 Dollars)

Flamingo Road to Sunset
Road

I-15 to Las Vegas Boulevard
North

Rancho Drive to I-15

Las Vegas Boulevard North
Craig Road

Smoke Ranch Road to
Rancho Drive

Karen Avenue to Sahara
Avenue

Sahara Avenue to Charleston
Boulevard

Decatur Boulevard to Vegas
Drive

Lake Mead Drive to Pueblo
Place

Washington Avenue to
Charleston Boulevard

28th Street to Nellis
Boulevard

Paradise Road - Las Vegas
Boulevard Overpass

2,000,000

2,500,000

8,650,000

250,000

3,850,500

1,750,000

979,800

1,345,000

650,000

2,808,000

6,537,800

17,160,000

The Phase 1II Projects are estimated to cost $79,311,100 in 1980 dollars.

As shown on page number 7, gascline tax revenue is presently decreasing due to

two factors:

driving habits.

1) use of more fuel efficient vehicles and 2) changes in public

With this decrease in consumption, revenues are also decreasing

while the cost of materials and services increasing at approximately twenty

percent.

770




REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Southern Nevada is presently experiencing a rapid growth rate, 49.6% in the
ten years between 1970 to 1980. This growth is taxing our existing facilities
and the level of service to the motoring public will rapidly deteriorate without

additional improvements to relieve the traffic congestion.

-WHAT DOES THE FUTURE HOLD

The cash flow for the Regional Transportation Commission will fall to an
$800,000 minimum in July, 1982 given our present construction projections.
This can quickly be eroded by inflation and unanticipated project cost

changes.

Our present bonding capacity is exhausted. Revenue will meet bond redemp~
tion only. Without additional revenue, no new construction is possible in

the near future.

The attached bonding analysis prepared by Burrows, Smith and Company of

. Nevada, shows that the Regional Transportation Commission cannot sell additional

bonds for capital improvements. Also shown are potential impacts imposed by
changes to the fuel tax structure on bonding capacity.

The Regional Transportation Commission adopted a resolution on Thursday,
March 12, 1981 requesting the Nevada State Legislature to cons'ider increasing
revenues through motor fuel taxes to provide the necessary funding for roadway
improvements. The revenues generated by this increase should be EQUIVALENT to
at least a two cent per gallon tax increase on motor vehicle fuel imposed in a
manner consistent and appropriate.

It is our understanding that the Regional Transportation Commission of

Washoe County is faced with the same funding problem.

aes




REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

We therefore request that additional revenue be generated by a motor vehicle
O fuel tax to provide the Regional Transportation Commission with the funding
resources necessary to maintain a viable construction program to serve the

motoring public.

=~}
!
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Municipal Financial Consultants
Tax Free Bonds Since 1899

Executive Center West 4450 o :
T e Burrows, Smmith and Conmpany
Las Vegas, Nerada 89109 14

one (702) 733-3980 of Nevada

and

Suite 1003 Keamns Building MEMO
Solt Lake City, Utah 84101
Telephone (801) 355-6700

T0: Regional Transportation Commission of Clark County

FROM: Henry L. Chanin

RE: Financing of Additional Projects and Proposed Fuel Tax Increases

As orginally conceived, the Regional Street and Highway Commission and the
associated financing mechanisms provided in Nevada law were intended to
provide for an on-going program of improving arterial roadways within Clark
County. With steady increases in population and economic activity, the
revenues projected to be received by the Commission and the ability of the
Commission to raise capital by the sale of bonds secured by such revenues
might have been graphically stated as follows:

o
REVENUES

TIME

As a result of the energy crisis and all of its ramifications, increases
in population and economic activity which in the past resulted in increased
fuel consumption have been off-set by the improved efficiency of the vehicle
fleet and voluntary conservation. At present, under the existing tax
structure, the revenues projected to be received by the Commission for its
programs may be graphically stated like this:

REVENUES

TIME
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Burrows, Smith and Company

The Regional Transportation Commission of Clark County is not bankrupt.
But the flattening of the revenue curve has eliminated the ability of the
Commission to raise capital by the sale of additional bonds. Any such
attempted sale at the present time under the existing tax structure would
impair the Commission's operating funds, jeopordize the A-1 bond rating
assigned to the bonds in the past, and require an exorbitant rate of interest
in an already difficult market. .

Several proposals for changes in the existing fuel tax laws may be
considered by the 1981 Nevada State Legislature.

An increase in the present 2¢ county tax to some greater number of cents
per gallon will increase future revenues and therefore increase bonding
capacity, but once the Commission has used that bonding capacity, there will
be a return to the present circumstances.

increase in cents
== == == ec e == e ec co am o= -= -- -- per gallon

present tax

REVENUES

TIME

Alternately, a change in the computation of the tax to one based upon a
percentage of the retail or wholesale sales price per gallon would also
increase future revenues and bonding capacity, but, assuming an increase in
such sales price over time, the result would be a return to a secure,
permanent and on-going funding base for the Regional Transportation
Commission's street and highway program.

_ - — tax based upon
- percentage
- of sales price

REVENUES
]
\
\

present tax

TIME

e




Burrows, Smith and Company

O

The following table presents rough estimates of the additional bonding
capacity that would result from the various options which the Legislature may

consider.

Eicluding Including

Diesel Diesel

Fuel Fuel
Nochange @ cecececee $ 5,000,000
© 1¢ increase * $11,000,000 $15,500,000
2¢ increase * $21, 500, 000 $27,500, 000

DOT sliding scale

applied to present 2¢ ** $33,000,000 $43,000, 000

*

Assuming no increase in either 1/2¢ or 1¢ state tax with which bonds are

additionally secured

Assuming increase in 1/2¢ and 1¢ state as provided
bonding capacity would increase further over time

in DOT proposal;

¢




REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
OF
CLARK COUNTY

RESOLUTION NO. 42

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING THE SIXTY-FIRST SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE TO
ENACT LEGISLATION TO AMEND CHAPTER 373.070 OF THE NEVADA REVISED STATUTES.

WHEREAS, Chapter 373 of the Nevada Revised Statutes provides for the improvement
of local roadways by permitting the imposition of certain taxes upon motor
vehicle fuels by boards of county commissioners; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 373 provides for the creation of Regional Transportation Com-
missions to recommend to boards of county commissioners the beneficial use of
the proceeds of such taxes for the efficient and safe movement of people and
goods over such roadways; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of Clark County did create the Regional
Transportation Commission of Clark County (Commission) by ordinance number
4.04.020 in 1965 and did impose a two-cent tax on each gallon of motor vehicle
fuel s0ld wihin its jurisdiction by ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has recommended and overseen the development of 13%5
miles of needed roadway improvements utilizing $50,258,000 in revenues since its
inception; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has recommended 16 first priority improvements totaling
$45,250,000 and second priority improvements totaling $79,311,000 in 1980
dollars for the beneficial use of the motoring public; and

WHEREAS, the capacity to issue bonds to finance the aforesaid improvements is
dependent upon the tax revenues received; and

WHEREAS, the tax revenues are declining due to decreasing fuel consumption; and
WHEREAS, the revenues available have reached bonding limitations; and

WHEREAS, additional revenues equivalent to two cents per gallon of motor vehicle
fuel s0ld are needed to fund necessary improvements to enhance the safe and
efficient movement of people and goods over local roadways; and

WHEREAS, the legislature of the State of Nevada is empowered to provide for such
additional revenues and is now in session to consider matters of importance to
its public.

NOW, THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLVED by the Regional Transportation Commission of Clark
County that:

1. The Nevada State Legislature consider increasing the revenues available
through taxes on motor vehicle fuel to provide the necessary funding for
roadway improvements. .

2. The Nevada Legislature consider providing increased revenues equivalent
to a two cent per gallon tax on motor vehicle fuel sold in such manner
as is consistent and appropriate.

PASSED, ADOPTED, AND APPROVED this /72— day of Mgﬁ , 1981,

2L

RON LURIE, Chairman

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
OF CLARK COUNTY

ATTEST: .

BONNIE WILSON, Secretary
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N APRIL 1961 AUTOMOTIVE PFUEL
{month) PRICE SURVEY

mmmz;&mo?mﬁm. MARCH APRIL MARCH APRIL MARCH APRIL
TYPE FULL SERVICE FUEL ONLY AVERAGE PRICE CHANQOR
Regular, loaded $1.120 = $1,426 | $1.339 = $1,344 $1.380 - $1,385 + V/2¢
Premiums (leaded $1.508 = $1,517 | $1.457 = $1.L55 $1.483 - $1.LB6 + ¥10¢
& unleaded) -
Ch.l'. unleaded $lohﬂ = slol&78 $1.h10 - $1.h02 $1.h11 O $loh’40 * 9/1°¢
Diesel N/A N/A $1.226 - $1.252 +2-6/10¢
Qaschol N/A N/A $1.398 - $1.410 ) +1-2/10
L.P.0. (11quid propane gas) N/A $ 850 « §$ ,850 _ no change
CRMPARISON TO SAME MONTH OF PREVIOUS YEARS: (gasoline only)
AVERAQGE AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAOE Aﬂg
GRADE 1980 INCREASE | 1979 INCREASE 1978 INCREASE 1977 INCRRASE 197
$1.264 +.121p g | +818 +.567=695% «660 L 725=1108 OL3 S7Lh2= B
MM
Promiune ‘10329 4..]57-12% ..870 ....616-7]’ .718 ' .768-107‘. .689 . » .623
E}d%"m $1.309 +131= 10% | 889 +,581=68¢% 700 L 740=106% 672 . 768=111,% 611
CURRENT AVERAOE PRICES BY STATE:
— 2 d Premiums Clear, unleaded Diesel Gasohol LPGQ
\\iniin $1.368 $1.119% 51149 $1.300 | $1.110 | $ .850
- 7 Novads $1.37% $1.476 $1.430 $1.203 $1.,10 $ .850

1
a }

o3




FOR USE IN TELEPHONING FUEL GAUGE INFORMATION TO

@& e (&
GALIGE

PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS (415) 565-2290
rmm: DATE OF SURVEY:
BONNIE APT o
: NO. N N t
las Vegas 23
FULL-SERVICE PRICES SELF-SERVICE PRICES
NUMBER OF STATIONS 13 NUMBER OF STATIONS 1
AVERAGE REGULAR 139614 AVERAGE REGULAR 125,79
AVERAGE PREMIUM 148.43 AVERAGE PREMIUM 135,97
AVERAGE NO LEAD o595 AVERAGE NO LEAD 13 Sta. 13072
AVERAGE DIESEL AVERAGE DIESEL S
AVERAGE GASOHOL AVERAGE GASOHOL
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
NUMBER STATIONS OPEN 24 HOURS 1
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED BY 8 P.M. ON WEEKDAYS 3
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED BY 8 P.M. ON SATURDAY 1
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED ALL DAY SUNDAY 3
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED HOLIDAYS (IF APPLICABLE) -
NUMBER OF STATIONS LIMITING SALES 0
RANGE OF GALLONS RANGE OF DOLLARS 0
NUMBER OF STATIQNS OUT OF FUEL REGULAR o
NO LEAD 0

O

 CSAA/P & PR (12-80) ' s




@ GAS PRICE SURVEY {’::;

QLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.
RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PHOTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

DISTRICT OFFICE NAHE__L_AS VZCAS ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY April 21, 1981
INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY Bonnie OFFICE TELEPHONE j()g-870.91z;
BRAND & LOCATION PRICE PER GAL TYPE OF OPERATING HOURS
REG PREM N-L GASO SERVICE DAILY SAT SUN HOL
|/ T/ LAS VEGAS AL3e9 N51e9 ALY, [/ /GAsoONLY|/ 24/30uEs /
| / / / / / FULL svc| / / /
A / BOULDER CI'ITY N27.8 /13?:8 /1-53.8 / / GAS ONLY | / 2L/KEougids /
/ / / / / FULL svc | / / /
{’nOs VEGAS Al17s0 /129.,0 /123.,0 / /] GAs ONLY | / 2L/ HOURS [/
Statlons / / / / / FULL SVC L/ / / /
}LM/BOULDE?. CITY A3Be6 /1O, A32.,8 / / GAS ONLY | /g 9n /610 /7-20 /
A32,6 /142l ALO.8 / / FULL svc| / / / /
C / LAS VEGAS A3569 AL3.9 ALT.9 [ /GAsOoNLY|/ 24 HOURS /
/13949 /149.9 /147.9 / / FULL svc| / / / / /
S /1As vEGas /1289 /1L3.9 /133.9 / /GAS ONLY|/ 24 HOYRS y
Ue3e 93 11003 1108,9 /13,3 / / FULL svc | / / /
/ LAS VEGAS . /126.9 /138.9 /129.9 / / GAS ONLY | / 24 HOUYRS
STRIF [101.9 1129.9 /1149 / / FULL svc | / / /
________________________________ L o e e e e
[142,0 /14848 / == / / GAS ONLY | / 2/, HOVRS
/25 .4 / / / / / FULL svc| / / / /
-------------------------------- e e e

IATIONS: REG-REGULAR, PREM-PREMIUM, N-L - NO LEAD. A-ARCO, C-CHEVRON, E-EXXON, M-MOBIL,
S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U-UNION.

DITIONAL INFORMATION: TH TToo~g'f EERosT

{9

EXTENSION 2290

1762 (12-80)
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GAS PRICE SURVEY

FoaN
&

OPLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.
RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PROTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

DISTRICT OFFICE NAME LAS V=GAS

INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY Bonnie

ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY April 21, 1981

OFFICE TELEPHONE 702-870-9171

A@VIATIONS: REG-REGULAR, PREM~PREMIUM, N-L - NO LEAD.

S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U-UNION.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

KOV MOPAP VALIZY OIL

BRAND & LOCATION PRICE PER GAL TYPE OF OPERATING HOURS
REG PREM N-L  GASO SERVICE DAILY SAT SUN  HOL
/¢ / PTOCKE / / / /' / GAs oNLY | / / /| /
/13940 /11940 /146,0 / /| FULLSYC|( /o8 /9.8 Jon [/ /
/ C 7 SEARCHLIGHT . / / / cAS onLY | / / I /
Ly13,0 1149,0 /147,0 / / FULL SVC | /6-10 /6330 /610 / /
/ g SGLE:NDALE / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / / / /
/ / /A / /FULLSVC|/ 24 Monuzgd / /
!_/ A / INDIAN SPRINGS ~ / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / / / /
[143,8 /152,8 [/ 106,8 / / FULL SVC | /6—9 /60 e [/ /
M/ VESOUTTE / / / / / GAS ONLY | / _ / / / /
/13940 /14840 / 143.,0 / / FULL SvC| =7 /68 /L [/ /
[ o /ALAMD / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / / /
/13506 ] 6.9 ] 1396 / / FULL svc | -8 /-8 JCL
LT /BESTTY / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / / / /
/139.9 /1L8e9 [/ 144e9 / / FOLL SvC | /1=7 f1=7 ! 7=7 [ /
/1. /caliente / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / / /
[1L569 /= = = [1L9.,9 / / FULL SvC LB-6 /8=5 / ¢l /

A-ARCO, C-CHEVRON, E-EXXON, M-MOBIL,

"UBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN FRANCISCO, EXTENSION 2290 ?86

1762 (12-80)




AN
GAS PRICE SURVEY
&

RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PHOTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

Gy
&

(::}LEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.

DISTRICT OFFICE NAME  LAS VEGAS ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY_£PRTL 211081
INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY Bonnie OFFICE TELEPHONE 702-870-9171
BRAND & LOCATION PRICE PER GAL TYPE OF OPERATING HOURS
REG, - PREM  N-L  GASO SERVICE DAILY SAT SUN HOL
/S J TONCPAH / J UN-LEAD / / GAS ONLY | / / / i /
Dirset 122.9 /13149 /139.9 / == / / FULL SVC| /99 /[ gupn /110 / /
/ _/ / / / / GAS ONLY / /
HusKy 1)7.9 / / / FULL svc | / / / [ /
A  Jue .
/ / / / / / GAS ONLY | / /
/ / / / / FULL svc| / /
I-I-/ -- T T T asemx|s .
/ / / / FULL svCc | / / / / /
/| _/ / / GAS ONLY | / / / / /
/ / / / / FULL svC|{ / / / / /
________________________________ e e ____.
/ / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / /
/ / / / FULL svc | / / / /
1/ : / / / / / GAS ONLY | / / /
/ / / FULL svCc | / / / /
./-7 / / / / / GAS ONLY -
/ / / / FULL svc| / /

AB{::)IAIIONS: REG-REGULAR, PREM-PREMIUM, N-L - NO LEAD, A-ARCO, C-CHEVRON, E-EXXON, M-MOBIL,

S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U-UNION.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

"?.’
PUBLTC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARIMENT, SAN FRANCISCO, EXTENSION 2290 TﬁgJL

w1762 (12-80)




<> FUEL

()

FOR USE IN TELEPHONING FUEL GAUGE INFORMATION TO
PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS

(415) 565-2290

DATE SURVEY:

. .44- L/
NO. NTACTE

o ;?
FULL-SERVICE PRICES SELF—SERVICE PRICES
NUMBER OF STATIONS NUMBER OF STATIONS .

. Zr /3
AVERAGE REGULAR //{ + AVERAGE REGULAR /39 VA
AVERAGE PREMIUM AVERAGE PREMIUM =

2 /37 3
A . AVERAGE NO LEAD
AVERAGE NO LEAD 150 3 /4/4‘;
AVERAGE DIESEL
VERAGE D /35 A AVERAGE DIESEL zy ?
AVERAGE GASOHOL HONE AVERAGE GASOHOL /,é s
O ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
NUMBER STATIONS OPEN 24 HOURS /
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED BY 8 P.M. ON WEEKDAYS Y
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED BY 8 P.M. ON SATURDAY 3
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED ALL DAY SUNDAY %
NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED HOLIDAYS (IF APPLICABLE) _—
NUMBER OF STATIONS LIMITING SALES —
RANGE OF GALLONS RANGE OF DOLLARS _—
NUMBER OF STATIONS OUT OF FUEL REGULAR —
. NO LEAD b
21 2%&.’.2! Mﬁﬁ 2.
-;' Z[Wﬂ Crreecea’ ™ b7
- Tplla- /% Se k 73
O JC/ A'%/s
J/Z' ﬁf/?/ ",
g “;', ¥ - CeI58”
Z’ ‘aaéé?¢/7( ,4/ e y.yg' Z;'V
CSAA/P & PR (12-80) 27~ * - 3&7 S /-,,.z; =82
- A UStg! zﬁ* ;

77 st

iy J7-
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PN
GAS PRICE SURVEY
W)

RN
&

OPLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.

RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PHOTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

DISTRICT OFFICE NAME ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY

INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY 2:2&§?¢£¢Z OFFICE TELEPHONE‘%,;Z&Z @ﬁgz

Lc_/_Z%gM [ /42.9 174791 /4591 AL? | GAS ONLY
P T il
1%"% | — | — | — | A2 /| GAS ONLY

-47 [ /42.0] — | /¢4.4] 4/ | FULL SVC
,_.MM__. _____________________

/,5/,2%(424 /-— [ — | — | — | GAS ONLY
s '5—7:"'5—, (25,0 li94.0 1 /29.01 4/ | FULL SVC

li%a.m«m/_/_liiL/M/falf%?a/ A/Q | GAS ONLY
AT-I579

[ (438 1/83.2 /%70 | 4/ | FULL SVC

b & _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ o ____
i/%%%,/ [ (44 8] — | /5.8 A | GAS ONLY
-247 [ /45 91 152 91 #£ 91 Mo | FuLL sve

il 1745 K

Lﬂ%ﬁ_ L N/5T 115981 /59 8] A/ | GAS ONLY
B el

BRAND & LOCATION PRICE PER GAL TYPE OF OPERATING HOURS
REG PREM N-L GASO SERVICE DAILY SAT SUN HOL
18/ el | 14391 /32 91 /4591 Vo |casonx |/ fo L1 L F 1 5-F1 — |
arjees-2 | (¥4.91152.9 | /4L JFuLsve| | o F 1 8-8F 1 £ L1 — |
| _adb el o __

S a—————————.
/]—j /"7-3/7—2/ 1/

/7-8 179 179/ —

[ — | = | = | =

| YES | Yes | Yes| —
/}’55 | YES | YES | — |

1 2-7 | 7-2 1 Ao | —
| 7-9 | 7-7 | 42 | — |

| &-& 1 &-F | P-Fl — |
| L | L 1 PPl —

17 120l | — | — | — | — |GASONLY|/ — [ — [ — | —
750-333€ | [ /4. 9] — 114291 VE | voLsvc| | YES | Yes | YES | — |
_pEgedd oo T 757 srey m

ABOIATIONS: REG-REGULAR, PREM-PREMIUM, N-L - NO LEAD. A-ARCO, C-CHEVRON, E-EXXON, M-MOBIL,

S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U~UNION.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

C AND PRESS RELATIONS DEP T, SAN NCISCO, EXTENSION
w1762 (12-80)

O3
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GAS PRICE SURVEY

N
&

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.
RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PHOTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

DISTRICT OFFICE NAME

ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY 4L A/ £/

INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY %ﬁ#ﬁé& OFFICE TELEPHONE(/ZQ‘ )ZZ‘ z& A:f

BRAND & LOCATION

PRICE PER GAL
REG PREM N-L GASO

TYPE OF
SERVICE

-l — ] — /| —

/ GAS ONLY

/
| — | Lo 4501 Ao

/ FULL SVC

| /4.0 | /50,0 /470 ] A2

[ = ! — ! =/ —

L= L rmn o

1 /2971 — 174331 AP

1/23. 81 144,81 145 L &

1144 2 | /30.0 | /484 | VD

[/39.91 /4251 /4.7 | #o

/ GAS ONLY
/ FULL SVC

114571 497 1/4#5 G 1 VO

1 /39 F1 /5481 /%581 &

/ GAS ONLY

L(L%?./%a@l
S- 7??{

1/47. £ 1/5¢.¢1 /57 &1 Ve

/ FULL SVC

| 135 F1 — 1 /43.91 ajp | cas oy

[ = = [ = [ —

/ FULL SVC

IATIONS: REG-RE

GULAR, PREM-PREMIUM, N-L - NO LEAD.

S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U-UNION,

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

AND P
w1762 (12-80)

OPERATING HOURS
DAILY SAT SUN HOL

| = | = | = |~
| Yes | Vs | YES | — |/

| 2 Alzga L _ __.
| 2-& | 2-F | 2-£ 1 — |
| — | — | = | —
| — | — | = | —
1 6-£ 1 £-£ 16-81 —

. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e - - -

| Yes | YEs | YES | —
| YEs | YES | YES | — |/

1 -9 1&-91 7-91 — |
16-916-F 1 7-91 — |/

[ = [ = | —= 1 = [

[€-vo | é-4e | 7-F] — |
|bepg 1 &=y 17-F | — |
| YES | YeS | VeS| — |
| — | = | — | — ]

| _ _ _ A Rlzthas  _ _ _ _ _.

A-ARCO, C~CHEVRON, E~EXXON, M-MOBIL,

ONS DEP ’ N FRANCISCO, EXTENSION

12 T4 S




‘ <
'3-

GAS PRICE SURVEY

RETURN ORIGINAL FORM AND RETAIN PHOTOCOPY FOR YOUR USE.

&
&

(::jPLEASE COMPLETE THIS FORM AND RETURN TO THE PUBLIC AND PRESS RELATIONS DEPARTMENT, SAN
FRANCISCO MAIN OFFICE, AS SOON AS YOU RECEIVE THE REQUEST FROM DOTS MESSAGE.

SURVEY OUTLETS ALONG MAJOR TRAVEL ROUTES AND RESORT AND RECREATIONAL AREAS. THESE OUTLETS
SHOULD BE AS WIDELY SEPARATED WITHIN YOUR DISTRICT AS POSSIBLE TO PROVIDE OBJECTIVITY.

INDIVIDUAL WHO CONDUCTED SURVEY

DISTRICT OFFICE NAME ‘7)6414/ ACTUAL DATE OF SURVEY_ </-.2/-F/
. iz

OFFICE mspﬂorm@; VLIAT 279D &

BRAND & LOCATION PRICE PER GAL TYPE OF
REG PREM N-L GASO SERVICE

OPERATING HOURS
DAILY SAT SUN BOL

Ma’ﬁﬁﬂﬁ&ﬂ“/ — [/ — | — /GAS ONLY
372-999¢ | — 1 /Z01/70 | D] FoL svc
.okl o ____
@M [ — | — | — | = /GaS omx¥

73-27é6/ 540/ 1/35¢ | #2 | FoLL svc

’

2.4 N

[ — [ — [ = | — | GAS ONLY

] 762-2747 [/4521 — /480 | 44 | FoL sve

QW [/35F 1 — 1/33.8] ~2 | GaS oNLY
$o7-Cce¥ /. [ — | ~— | —/ | =— [ FULL SVC

11 ﬁ‘;‘-‘%’; ----- [733.8 115571 /5/.81 ap | cas omiy
3= . 11578 1/59 0 1/55.8 1 / FULL SvC
B N Afﬂ_ ______

[[2£91 — 1/42.9 1 40 | cas omy
182,91 — 1/#.91 42 | FuL svc

[ — [ _— | — | Gas ONLY
| — 149G 1/¢#6.91 VO | FouL sve

_ 7.0 deett

S-SHELL, T-TEXACO, U-UNION.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

[ — | — = ] —

[ = | — | — | —
1£-F 1£-F 16-F ) — |
[ — | = | = =

(17-9 17-F jw-41— 7
| — | = | = J—
1 P-g (LGPl — 1
1 /-9 1L F | FFE1
[ VEs | Yes | YE<l — ]
| VES | YES | Yas| —

| _ _ _ 24 Fouwbr— .
| — | — | = ] —

AB IATIONS: REG-REGULAR, PREM-PREMIUM, N~L -~ NO LEAD. A-ARCO, C-CHEVRON, E-EXXON, M-MOBIL,

w1762 (12-80)

CISCO, EXTENSION 2290 ' 7895




v-r'wvr nrw-'! - -r-'—w

» MNUMBER~OFSTATIONS CLOSED_BY_4: 30 -ReM:—WEEKDAYS : -
, NUMBER OF STATIONS CLOSED BY 8:00 P.M., WEEKDAYS: ’ 3 =17
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Exhbi4 M

State motor vehicle fuel taxes have been imposed on gasoline
consumers for more than sixty years and, until recently, all
states levied MVG taxes on a cents-per-gallon basis. This
approach has withstood the test of time Because the tax is
set through direct legislative action to meet specific high-
way needs, is well understood by the public, and is easy to

administer.

In the past, tax revenues increased as highway usage rose,
providing adequate funds for highway projects. However,

with the recent drop-off in gasoline consumption, states are
collecting fewer MVG tax revenues, while inflation pushes up
maintenance and construction costs. Thus, some states, as
Nevada, face shortages of highway funds. Hence; consideration
of v§riable taxes - that is to say, an indexed tax or a

percentage-tax such as is proposed in S.B. 154.

Under a variable tax approach, revenues change according to a
relationship with gasoline prices. This approach is a new

concept in motor vehicle fuel taxation and holds the potential
for imposing huge administrative burdens on the states and on

the gasoline marketers unless the legislators proceed with

caution. In most cases, because the states have no experience

with MVF taxes other than those experienced in cents-per-gallon,
the problems are not well known to tax administrators who must

implement the new laws.
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My clients do not oppose increases in fixed cents-per-gallon
fuel taxes when highway needs justify the increase, but they
strongly oppose both percentage-rate taxes and use of fuel
tax revenues for non-highway purposes. The proposed percentage
taxes are based on the selling price of éhe product, which is
subject to considerations of the marketplace, decisions of
foreign governments, and which are irrelevant to a state's
highway needs. Moreover, legislative control over a critical
pProgram is weakened when the tax level changes according to a
fluctuating index instead of a study or action by elected
representatives. It is quite conceivable that the consumers
could pay far more in fuel taxes than the revenues actually

needed for a carefully studied and controlled highway program.

Percentage-taxes feed inflation because their indices are
inflation-fed. Beyond that, this bill as now written would
create astronomically expensive and cozplicated record=~keeping
and auditing burdens for both the private sector and the state;
burdens that ultimately pass on to the consumer in the form of
high prices, higher taxes, or a combination of both. By
comparison, the accounting structure fcr administering a cents-
per-gallon tax is already in place botkh in the private sector and

in the state.

All of the historic procedures for repcrting, collecting, and
auditing taxes and tax returns will becore meaningless if this
legislation is adopted. It further appears inevitable that

the total substitution of a new accounting system would be

[ g
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mandated. State audit expenses will substantially increase
as auditing of a tax based on a percentage of price is
inherently more arduous and expensive, therefore, collection
and administrative costs will rise. Frequent adjustments in
the price of gasoline and diesel will co;plicate the filing
and processing of refund claims. Particularly in cases of

claims which cover periods of numerous price changes.

Generally, the independent marketer offers less service

and sells at a lower price, yet under this proposal it would
appear that his consumers would be losing some advantage by
meeting unrelated tax burden. This legislation might also
tend to discriminate against rural areas as prices are

generally higher.

As to the proposed percentage-tax on diesel, it would appear that
service stations having diesel pumps are responsible for this

tax. In holding dealers in special fuel to the responsibility for
this percentage-tax a great many problems will arise, including
the turnover in retail service station operators, inadequate

record-keeping, failure to file returns, etc.

Undoubtedly, this proposal will impose a greatly increased
burden on both the dealers and the taxing authorities in record-

keeping, auditing and collection.

(3)
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By adoption of S.B. 154 the legislature would be actually and,
perhaps, unconstitutionally delegating legislative authority

to the Department of Transportation. Under the broad delegation
contained in Section 3, Page 2, which permits the department

to conduct “;E;;tgggzzééveys" to select, without any control

or guidelines, what is to be included in the sixty percent in
number of outlets, in volumes of sales and to determine or
revise a so-called "representative price" for the state as a
whole, it is really the Department of Transportation, and not
the Legislature that is setting the tax rate. This is indeed

a broad delecation of legislative authority and responsibility.

As previously stated, my clients in no way oppose increase in
fixed cents-per~gallon gasoline and diesel taxes when highway
needs justify the increase, when priorities and needs are
reviewed by elected representatives, and when the Department
of Transportation justifies requests for new revenues from
this source. This process insures that an increase in the
tax burden results from a deliberate determination by respon-

sible electeé officals accountable to their constituents, the

ultimate taxpayer.

If the Legislature should determine, in its wisdom, that a
departure from the historic procedure is necessary, and hence

institutes a variable tax, the following points should be

most carefully considered:

1. Express the tax as a cents-per-gallon levy rather than as

a percentage, but allow it to move up or down annually 7V
(4)




in whole cents in proportion to changes in the inflation
rate (see no. 5 below). This is a form of cents-per-
gallon tax that allows states to increase MVF tax revenues

in a controlled manner, and ensures the same tax rate on

every gallon of gasoline regardless of price.

Increase or decrease the tax in whole cents rather than
fractions of cents in order to retain efficient, exped-

itious administrative procedures.

In the interest of streamlined administration, the level
of the tax should preferably change only annually, and

in no case more often than semi-annually. Administering
refunds will be extraordinarily difficult for the states

under a tax that changes oftener than once a year.

Place a limit on the number of cents-per-gallon that the
tax can be increased annually. This ensures that the
legislatures will carefully consider revenue needs for
highways in each session. Proper control also can be
ensured by requiring legislative review, with éublic
hearings, at stated intervals such as every two years.

A rate determined this way is most likely to be justified,

eguitable and properly administered.

Index the tax to a relevant, certifiable base that most
accurately reflects inflation. Examples would be the

Implicit Price Deflator* for the Gross National Product

(5)
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(also known as the Gross National Product Deflator);

or an average highway construction and maintenance cost
index, which would not be uniform throughout the U.S.
and should be determined by each state. Avoid
irrelevant indices such as the Consuﬁer Price Index.
Another approach could be a tax which rises in whole

cents in proportion to decreases in gasoline consumption.

* %k Kk * %k Kk Kk x Xk %

*As published monthly by the Federal Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis, in the monthly publication
entitled "Survey of Current Business" or any successor

publication.

The Implicit Price Deflator is used for calculation of tax
due under the Federal Crude 0Oil Wincdfall Profit Tax Act

of 1980.
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.- Exhibi+ N

(:) SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM

April 30, 1981
To: GEORGE L. VARGAS
From: SCOTT A. GLOGOVAC

Re: Constitutionality of of Senate Bill 154

The graduated rate schedule set forth in Section 2 Senate
Bill No. 154 imposes a tax upon motor vehicle fuel based upon what
the Department of Transportation determines to be the "average price"
of such fuel. Under Section 3, the Department is to determine "average
price" through quarterly surveys of the actual selling price of the fuel
at retail outlets.
: The constitutional question is whether the vesting of authority
.{:) in the Department of Transportation to determine "average price"
constitutes an unlawful delegation of authority by the State Legislature
to an administrative body.
Broad statements to the effect that the Legislature may not

delegate its law making authority to administrative agencies can be found

in cases and treatises alike. See for example, Pine v. Leavitt, 84 Nev.

507, 445 P.2d4 942 (1968); State v. Bennett, 219 Kan. 285, 547 P.2d 786

(1976); Davis, Administrative Law, Section 2.11.

Notwithstanding these general statements an admixture of
governmental powers may be conferred upon an administrative office or
board if there is no delegation of actual legislative power or complete

surrender of judicial review. Wesley Medical Center v. McCain, 597

| (:) P. 24 1088; 73 CJS Public Administrative Bodies and Procedures, Section 30.

793




Supplemental Memorandum
April 30, 1981

Page =-2-

In Pine v. Leavitt, supra, the Nevada Supreme Court stated

the rule as follows at 84 Nev. 510:

"The basic test used to determine what powers can
be lawfully delecated by the legislature, was
first and best evidenced in Field v. Clark, 143
US 649 (1892), wherein it is said, 'the true
distinction is between the delegation of power

to make the law, which necessarily involves a
discretion as to what it shall be, and conferring
authority or discretion as to its execution, to be
exercised in pursuance of the law. The first cannot
be done; to the latter no valid objection can be
made."'"

An important test in determining whether a particular statute

unlawfully delegates legislative authority is found in the completeness

{:} of the statute. In 16 Am.Jur.2d, Constitutional Law, Section 358, it

is stated:

"The generally recognized principle is that a law
must be so complete in all its terms and provisions
when it leaves the legislative branch of the
government that nothing is left to the judgment

of the electors or other appointee or delegate of the
legislature. The rights, duties, privileges, or
oblications granted or imposed must be definitely
fixed or determined, or the rules by which they are
to be fixed and cdetermined must be clearly and
definitely established, when the act is passed by
the lecislature and approved by the governor. The
law must be perfect, final, and decisive in all of
its parts, and the discretion which is given must
relate only to execution...."

Thus, the Legislature is empowered to delegate to an administrative

body some legislative functions so long as policy is fixed and standards

definitely established which determine the manner and circumstances of

the exercise of such power. State v. Bennett, supra.

"¢ Ik




Supplemental Memorandum

O April 30, 1981
Page -3-

Among the legislative powers to which these principles of
delegation apply is the taxing authority.
In City of Portland v. Welch, 154 Ore. 286, 59 P.2d 228

(1936), the Oregon Supreme Court was called upon to consider the
constitutionality of a state statute whicp created a tax commission
empowered to supervise, regulate and limit the levy of property taxes
in counties having a population of more than 100,000. The court found
the statute to be an unconstitutional delegation of the legislature's
taxing power, and enunciated the following principles at 59 P.2d 234:

"Relative to the question as to whether there
: has been an unlawful delegation of legislative
power, we think its answer hinges upon whether
.(:} the act provides any definite standard for the
guidance of the commission in carrying out the
policy of the state in regulating or controlling
the levying of local taxation.

"We recognize, as stated in Livesay v. DeArmond, 131
Ore. 563, 284 P.166, 170, 68 ALR 422 that: 'The mere
fact that a subordinate body is granted discretion in
the exercise of power conferred by a law does not
necessarily demonstrate that the discretion amounts
to the use of a legislative power.' We assume it to
be a well-settled rule, however, that when the
Legislature does confer upon an administrative board
the power to exercise discretion in carrying out the
mandate of the state, there must be some definite
and reasonable rule for its guidance in the exercise
of such discretion.™ :

Thus, the inquiry with respect to attempts to delegate taxing
functions is the same: Has the Legislature provided fixed and definite
standards which determine the manner and circumstances of the exercise

<:) of the delegated authority?
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Supplemental Memorandum
April 30, 1981
Page -4-

By definition this standard requires careful analysis of the
statute in question. It is thus difficult to generalize as to what
powers the Legislature may permissibly delegate and what powers it may
not.

A case involving a statute closely analogous to Senate Bill

No. 154 is People's Federal Savings & Loan Association v. State Francise

Tax Board, 110 Cal.App.2d 696, 243 P.2d 902 (1952). The statute in
question was a provision of California's bank and corporation's Franchise
Tax Act which provided:

"In the case of a building and loan association,
organized and operating wholly or partly on a
mutual plan, the return paid or credited on or

: apportioned to the withdrawable shares of such
association, but not exceeding the return such
shares would receive computed at the average rate
paid by all such associations in this State, or
by such associations in a particular locality,
as the Building and Loan Commissioner of this
State may determine, or money borrowed or obtained
through the issue during the income year of the
association of all classes of notes and investment
certificates not evidencing any proprietary interest
in the association, such rate to be determined by
the Building and Loan Commissioner and certified
by him to the Franchise Takx Commissioner on or
before the first day of March of each year."

As the court stated at 243 P.?d 904, the question was whether
the above provision of the Franchise Tax Act "limiting the deduction
of the return paid, credited on, or apportioned to the withdrawable
shares of mutual savings and loan associations to the average rate as
determined by Building and Loan Commissioner was unconstitutional."

In holding that it was unconstitutional, the court stated the




Supplemental Memorandum
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following at 243 P.24d 904-905:

"Section 8(j) authorized the commissioner to

determine the amount that could be deducted by
building and loan associations throughout the

state by computing the average rate paid by all
associations in the state, or by those in a particular
locality, as he 'may determine." The statute did not
empower the commissioner to take any locality in the
state and determine an average rate for that locality.
It authorized him to determine the average rate in

any locality he selected and apply that rate to

all associations in that state. The commissioner

was given unlimited and uncontrolled discretion

to determine the particular locality to be used

in computing the average rate. He had absolute
discretion to select the state as a whole, or any
locality or part of the state. He could select any
area or locality, large or small. He was given the
power to select such area or locality without
restriction or limitation, with no rules or directions
from the Legislature to guide him. No guide or standard
of any kind was prescribed by the Tax Act. The statute
gave him uncontrolled and unguided power to determine
an average rate entirely of his own selection. The
delegation of such uncontrolled power was void as an
attempt to delegate legislative power to an admini-
strative officer. Dominquez Land Corp. v. Daugherty,
196 Cal. 468, 484, 238 P. 703; In re Peppers, 189 Cal.
682, 685-688, 209 P. 896; Hewitt v. Board of Medical
Examiners, 148 Cal. 590, 591-595, 84 P. 39, 3 L.R.A..,
N.S., 896; In re Williams, 74 Cal.App. 331, 240

P.42; In re Application of Blanc, 81 Cal.App. 105,
109-112, 252 P.1053.

In Dominguez Land Corp. v. Daugherty, 196 Cal. 468,

at page 484,238 P. at page 709, it was stated: 'It is
well settled that the Legislature may commit to an
administrative officer the power to determine whether the
facts of a particular case bring it within a rule or
standard previously established by the Legislature for his
governance. * * * If, however, no standard by which the
officer is to be governed by prescribed by the lawmakers,
then there is an attempt to intrust a mere administrative
officer with the pelnary power of the Legislature, and
there will then be no guard against possible arbitrary
action."
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Senate Bill No. 154 is subject to similar criticisms.
Section 3 provides:

"l. The department of transportation shall
provide by regulation for quarterly surveys

of the actual selling price of motor vehicle
fuel at retail outlets amounting to at least
60 percent in number of outlets and volume

of sales of the total for the state, and for the
weighting of these prices in such a way as to
determine a representative price of motor
vehicle fuel for the state as a whole. The
department of transportation shall report this
price when determined or revised to the
department of taxation."

i No further standards or guidelines are provided. The
‘(:} Department of Transportation seems then to be vested with much the

same authority that was vested in the California Building and Loan

Association in the People's Federal case.

The Department is required to survey 60% of the outlets and
60% of the total volume of sales, but it has unlimited discretion
with respect to what areas of the state or what types or grades of
fuel are to be most heavily surveyed. This vests the Department
with wide latitude in determining the "average price" of motor vehicle
fuel, and thus forms the basis for a possible constitutional attack

upon Senate Bill 154 under the authority of the People's Federal case.

A final point of interest is the fact that Section 8 of

738
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Senate Bill 154 requires the State Treasurer to credit a major portion
of the motor vehicle fuel tax revenue to the State Highway Fund, which
fund is under the authority of the Department of Transportion. Thus
the administrative body which determines the ultimate amount of the
tax revenue is a major recipient thereof.

Research discloses no case dealing with delegation of
legislative authority in which such situation arises. However, should
it arise as it does with Senate Bill 154 it certainly can be considered
a factor of some importance.

If the Legislature decides to delegate some aspect of the
taxing function to an administrative body which is to be the ultimate

recipient of the tax revenue, the Legislature should be particularly

careful in limiting the discretionary authority of the administrative
body. The rewards for an abuse of discretion in such a situation
are too great.

Stated differently, a court, in passing upon the constitutionality
of a delegation of the legistature's taxing authority to an administrative
body, should more strictly scrutinize the delecation where the
administrative body stands to gain from any éiscretionary powers
it receives as a result of the delegation.

As this conflict-type situation exists by virtue of Senate

Bill 154, it can be argued that the authority cdelegated by that bill
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should be more closely defined and controlled by the State Legislature

than under non-conflict circumstances.

SAG
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PROPOSED TAX/GALLON GASOLINE :
INDEXED TO RETAIL SALES PRICE/GCALLON 9/4/80

(:j) : Prepared Ly &DOT Progfam/Project Management Division
= .
' _ Total Counties
Rctail Sale " Tax/Gallon State Counties & Cities
Price/Gallon GasolineA b Gasoline (365.170) (365.180)  (365.190)
§1.00 . .ov . . . . .!,/. e 7.98¢ 5.99 0.66 1.33
1.0 . . ... .. ..o 00 8.ese \ 6.51 0.72 1.45
1.20 .« v .. .. .é. C .. 9.43¢ | 7.07 0.78 1.57
130 . . ... ..o L 10.25¢ | 7.69 0.85 1.71
P € ) 2 8.31 0.92 1.85
1050 « o o e e e e e e e e .. 11.96¢ 8.9 0.99 1.99
160 « « « v e e ... 12.91¢ 9.69 1.07 2.15
L0 o 13.95¢ 10.46 " 1.16 2.33
180 . o .. .. ... .. .. 15.06¢ 11.30 1.25 2.51
-{:) 190 « v v e i . 16.27¢ 12.20 1.35 2.7
200 . . . ... 17.57¢ 13.18 1.46 . 2.93
2.0 % . . ... .. g .. . 18.97¢ 14.23 1.57 3.17
2020 . . v e e e e .. 20.49¢ 15.37 1.70 3.42

Tax rate is based on au increase or decrease of 8% for each 10¢ change in the
retail cost of motor fuel from base of $1.30/10.25¢ rate.

. Taz on Gallon of Diesel to 'be identical to Tax on Gallon of Gasollne regardless
of Retail Sale Price.
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COMPARISON OF DISTRINUTION OF EXISTING 0.Sc¢ 9/4/80
& 1l¢ MOTOR FUEL TAX (NRS 365.180 § 365.190) TO
PROPOSED TAX BASED ON RETAIL SALE COST

Preparcd by NDPOT Program/Project Management Division
(Amounts in $1,000 Dollars)

/1
Proposed Tax
Existing 6¢ Tax $1.30 = 16.25¢ Tax

0.5¢  1l¢  Total 0.85¢ 1.71¢ Total

Carson Cicy, 35 224 259 59 383 442
Churchill Co. 74 59 133 127 102 229
Fallon - 27 27 - 46 " 46
Clark Co. 788 1,492 2,280 1,338 2,550 3,888
Las Vegas - 701 - 701 R 1,199 1,199
N. Las Vegas - 118 118 - 202 202
Boulder City - 35 - 35 - 61 61
Henderson - 67 67 - 115 )15
Douglas Co. 32 122 154 54 208 262
Elko Co. 220 99 319 374 170 S44
City of Elko - 77 77 - 132 132
Carlin - 5 5 - 8 8
Wells - 7 7 - 12 12
Esmeralda Co. 42 11 53 71 20 921
Eureka Co. 48 14 62 g2 24 106
llumholde Co. 106 92 198 179 157 336
Winnemucea - 26 26 - 42 42
Lander Co. 64 54 118 110 93 203
Lincoln Co. 104 30 134 . 177 51 228°
Caliente - 2 2 - 3 3
Lyon Go. S0 74 124 86 126 212
Yerington - 5 S . 9 9
Mineral Co. /2 57 41 98 97 69 166
Nye Co. /2 182 78 260 310 132 442
Gabbs - 7 7 - 13 13
Pershing Co. 73 50 123 124 86 210
Lovelock - 6 6 - 10 10
Stovey Co. 6 4 10 11 7 .18
Washoe Co. 382 351 733 648 601 1,249
Reno - 623 623 - 1,065 1,065
Sparks - 202 202 - 345 345
White Pine Co. 124 49 173 211 84 . 295
Ely - 22 22 - 38 38
Total 2,387 4,774 7,161 4,058 8,163 12,221
State (NRS 365.170) @ 4.5¢ 21,483 Q@ 7.69¢ 36,711
Grand Total 28,644 49,932

NOTE: Calculations hased on Used Motor Fuel Callonage of 477.392 million.

/1 Tax rate increases or decreases 8% for cach 10¢ change in retail cost

of motor fucl. ] ] . 23;)23

[2 MNawthorne and Tonopah are not incorporated cities.






