An Information Report

Measuring State
Fiscal Capacity,
1987 Edition

ADVISORY
COMMISSION ON
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS

@

Washington, DC 20575
December 1987 M-156



Current Members of the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

{December 1987)

Private Citizens
James 8. Dwight, Jr., Arlington, Virginia
Daniel J, Elazar, Philadelphia, Pennaylvania
Robert B. Hawkins, Jr., Chairman, Sacramento, California

Members of the U.S. Senate

David Durenberger, Minnesota
William V. Roth, Jr., Delaware
James R. Sasser, Tennessee

Members of the U.S. House of Representatives
Sander Levin, Michigan
Jim Ross Lightfoot, lowa
Ted Weiss, New York

Officers of the Executive Branch,
U.S. Government
Gwendolyn 5. King, Deputy Assistant to the President,
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs
Edwin Meese, 11T, Attorney General
Vacancy

Governors
John Asheroft, Missouri
Ted Schwinden, Montana
John H. Sununu, Vice Chairman, New Hampshire
Vacancy

Mayors

Donald M. Fraser, Minneapolis, Minnesota
William H. Hudnut, III, Indianapolis, Indiana
Robert M. Isaac, Colorado Springs, Colorado
Henry W. Maier, Milwaukes, Wisconsin

Members of State Legislatures

John T. Bragg, Deputy Speaker, Tennessee House of Representatives
Ross (. Doyen, Kansas Senate
David E. Nething, Majority Leader, Morth Dakota Senate

Elected County Officials
Gilbert Barrett, Dougherty County, Georgia, County Commission
Philip B. Elfstrom, Kane County, Illinois, County Commission
Sandra Smoley, Sacramento County, California, Board of Supervisors




An Information Report

Measuring State
Fiscal Capacity,

1987 Edition

ADVISORY
COMMISSION ON

INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS

Washington, DC 20575
December 1987 M-156






Cwver the years, the Advisory Commission on In-
tergovernmental Relations (ACIR) has been concerned
with improving methods of measuring the capacity of
individual states to raise revenues, In March 1882,
ACIR adopted the following resolution:

Preface

dex, such as the Hepresentative
Tax System measure, which more
fully reflects the wide diversity of
revenue sources which states
currently use, The Commizsion

The Commission finds that the
use of a single index, resident per cap-
ita income, to measure fiscal capacity,
seriously misrepresents the actual
ability of many governments to raise
revenne. Because states taw 5 owide
range of economic activities other
than the income of their residents, the
per capita income measure fails to ac-
count for sources of revenue to which
incorne 15 only related in part. This
misrepresentation results in the sys-
tematic over and under-statement of
the ahility of many states to raise reve-
nue, In addition, the recent evidence
suggests that per capita income has de-
teriorated as a measure of capacity.
Therefore,

The Commission recom-
mends that the federal govern-
ment utilize a figeal capacity in-

also recommends that the system
be further developed so as to im-
prove the securney of the under-
lying data and the consistency of
the methodology, and that Con-
gress authorize sufficient funds
and designate an appropriate
agency Lo pericdically prepare
the tax capacity estimates.

In keeping with past efforts, the eurrent report has
a two-fold purpose, First, it presents new ACIR esti-
mates of tax capacity for 1985, caloulated using the
Representative Tax and Representative Revenue Sys-
temns (RTS and RES). Becond, it compares these figures
ko those obtained using other definitions of tax capac-
ity, setting forth the strengths and weaknesses of each
method, The report, is an attempt to provide elected of-
ficials, analysts, and citizens with factual and compara-
tive data on the relative economic well-being and fiscal
performance of the individual states. We hope the fol-

lowing information will meet this ohjective.

Eobert B. Hawking, Jr.
Chairman

- i -






This report presents the work of many persons,
Mark David Menchik directed the compilation of the
report, wrote a portion of Section I, and with Max B.
Bawicky, prepared the fiscal capacity estimates. Mr.
Bawicky wrote Appendix A Most of Section I, including
many of the text tables, was prepared by J. Fred Giertz
and David L. Chicoine, both of the University of Illi-
nois, MacArthur C, Jones assisted in chart design and
Lori O'Bier typed the text.

We would like to thank Carol E. Cohen and Robert
Lucke—the authors of several past reports in this se-
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mates,
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The RTS has a long history. In 1962 the Commis-
sion published its first estimates in an information re-
port, followed by & 1972 report extending the measure
to include certain classes of local gpovernment, The
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third Commission report on the subject, Tax Capacity
of the Fifty States: Methodology and Estimates (M-134)
was issued in March 1982; it contained estimataes for
1979, The 1982 report analyzed the difference hetween
the personal income measure, the Representative Tax
System method, and other methods of measuring fiscal
capacity. It remains the basic document explaining the
RTS method and its value.

In June 1982, 1980 estimates were released in
mimeographed form. In September 1983, ACIR pub-
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Sechon 7

Introduction and Overview

With the publication of this report {one of a series
entitled Tax Capacity of the States), ACTR continues its
tradition of providing data and commentary intended
to stimulate, enlarge and advance the public debate on
the key issue of state fiscal capacity. Interstate differ-
ences in fiscal capacity—at times amounting to dispari-
ties—have been discussed zinee the beginning of the
century, but they have attracted increased attention
with the growth of the faderal government's role in the
United States after World War I1. More recently, the
decline in direct federal aid to state and local govern-
ments has renewed interest in the fiscal capacity of
state areas,

Dwver more than 20 years, a series of ACTR informa-
tion reports has emphasized both the inadequacies of
per capita personal income as a measure of the revenue
capacity of state-local povernments, and the need to
build a better yardstick for taking that measure.
ACIR's earliest report on this subject dates back to
1962, That report was the first to present an alterna-
tive—the Representative Tax System (RTS)=for
measuring fiscal capacity. More recently, in the report
publizshed in 1985, ACIR developed the Representative
Revenue System (RRS), which iz a parallel measure
that shows the capacity to collect nontax revenues,
such as user charges.’

The RTS and the RRS are designed to answer this
question: What would be a state area's collections if its
governments applied identical rates—national aver-
ages—to each of 26 commonly used tax bases (for the
RTS) and an additional four bases for the RRES?

The present volume publishes ACIR's estimates of
fiscal capacity for 1985, using the Hepresentative Tax
and Revenue Systems, As with past reports, BTS and
RES estimates are compared to a capacity index based
on per capita personal income, As was done with the
previous year's report, indices based on new ap-

proaches—Gross State Product (GEP) and Total Tax-
able Resources (TTR)—are also discussed. Table I
shows scores on each of these indices, as available, by
region for the period from 1981 to 1985, Appeadic A
also considers Export-Adjusted Income (EAT),

ACIR's information reports have emphasized the
advantages of the KTS and RRS as comprehensive and
practical measures of fiscal capacity. Yet fiscal capacity
indicators are as difficult to measure as they are impaor-
tant to use, It is essential to understand the conceptual
background underlying fiscal capacity measurement,
the strengths and weaknesses of each indicator, the
cautions that should govern the indicators” use, and the
relationship between the various uses of fiscal capacity
indicators and the choice of indicators.

There are four major uses for indicators of fiscal ca-

pacity:

Comparative Fiscal Analysis. Capacity
measures and their components are vsed to
compare the mix of taxes and other revenus
sources used by state and local povernments,
and to compare their reliance on specific reve-
nue sources. Key in this comparison is also
computing tax effort: namely, revenues cols
lected relative to tax bases.

Regional Economic Analysis. Capacity
measures help monitor and compare trends in
states’ economic well-being,

Regional Economic Policy. A related use of
capacity measures is to provide background in-
formation or specific factors in grant formulas
to aid chronically depressed areas and to coun-
teract the more episodic, regionally focused re-
cesgions that have occurred especially in recent
times.



Tabie?
State Scores on the Five Fiscal Capacity Indices, by Region, 1981-85

PG Scores GSP Scores T TR Scores ATS Scores RRS Scores
B1 82 83 B4 B5 B1 82 83 Bav 81 B2 B3 Ba* 81 82 B B84 &S 82 83 B4 B85
New England .
Connecticut 123 1% 128 129 130 15 13 119 12 120 125 124 127 1 117 124 124 127 117 12% 126 126
Muine B2 Bl B3 &3 &6 4 T T TR 7T &80 T3 EO ™ B4 90 #8 B9 43 EBE 86 BB
Massachusetis 107 111 114 116 118 il 1056 109 112 103 s 109 1l W6 101 107 111 113 101 108 108 1
Mew Hampshire 93 59 103 103 108 B B W W G 96 99 102 100 108 1100 118 101 1% 111 110
Rl lsland 97 48 100 100 100 8 B 91 W 093 94 W W B) B1I B6 86 BB BS %1 91 @D
Vermont 86 B6 BF B4 BY o™ T T Bl &2 81 82 B4 B 94 B9 97 T 41 492 94
Mideast
Delawars W05 106 1D 107 103 111 114 116 113 111 114 116 114 111 115 118 123 123 112 119 127 118
Washington, DC 129 131 13 134 131 26 53 248 144 A M7 244 B4 111 115 117 120 123 116 119 121 1%
Maryland 103 111 114 115 114 g0 43 M 45 W i 106 106 08 i 9% 105 104 93 1 105 106
Mew Jersey 114 118 12 121 124 W7 110 113 115 114 117 119 122 105 1 112 114 117 108 116 118 117
Mew York 8 110 112 112 116 113 117 120 130 114 116 119 13 89 42 95 98 101 2 | B 111 I 1
Pennsylvania T ) 97 93 9% 95 97 % % 9% 90 B3 BR BB RO BY B3 E3 oh
Great Lakes
Minois 110 108 106 108 106 L 6 18 112 110 106 107 111 Wq 9 98 97 96 93 99 94 9
Inclinna 94 91 S %2 90 93 H#8 B8 92 93 B3 S0 93 91 &% B6 BT BT BE B5 BT BT
Michigan ¥ 97 98 93 98 % N BN " 9 91 M 8 95 W 9h 93 o a3 91 9 94
(i 97 96 S 97 495 9 93 W n 05  wE 94 96 94 %2 BF 90 9 2 90 91 91
Wisconsin 7 97 ST &8 85 B W w W B W 9% W 91 #7 BT 83 BY BT &4 BH B9
Plains
lowa I %% 91 85 9] Ml 90 By W Wi % 9 99 w2 W 91 BT B 95 W BT BS
Fansas s 1 10§ 104 99 07 105 1068 106 109 & 11 110 109 106 102 100 99 md 101 99 98
Minnesota g 12 101 104 102 s 104 wWE 110 104 102 106 108 0 ¥ 97 1w 1 B8 97 100 101
Missoun 99 94 %4 95 96 M o1 B W 95 B4 B 99 92 91 B OB 90 W 90 90 91
Bebraska W W B 9T 9 04 93 102 103 106 W2 14 108 97 97 W01 W M Y I - -
North [akota m2 %3 100 897 67 115 15 114 17 114 106 116 109 123 115 111 e 102 116 110 166 101
South Dakota B B B4 BT ED 85 HZ BB  BAE a0 87 W1 92 BE 47 BT B3 82 BT 88 B3 Rl
Southeast
Alabama T TH T TR IT O™ OTE TE T T 77T TR 4 ™ T T3 75 M T T8 Th
Arkansas 76 T T TT  TH ™ 71 T4 76 ™™ T M EE 79 T Th T4 ™ T T4 T
Florida 9 59 100 100 59 21 AT 83 8% 9z 96 92 W 101 104 108 105 103 101 101 102 101



Southenst (eont.)

(eorgia a5
Kentucky 51
Louisiana 41
Mississippi 69
Marth Carvding H2
South Carolina 'kl
Tennesses 41
Virginia 104
West Virginia a0
Southwest
Armona 43
New Mexico a3
klahoma 44
Texas 102
Rocky Mountain
Colorado 109
Tdlaha A5
Montans a8
Utah 79
Wyoming 114
Far West
California 115
Nevada 111
Oregon 44
Washington 107
AMasks 142
Hawali 105

*(iross Stnte Produet (GSF) and Total Toamble Resources (TTR not pet availabde for 1988,
ACIR seaff eompilation.
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Fiseal Equalization. Capacity measures are
used in federal grant formulas that are de-
signed to provide greater assistance per capita
to those states with less ability Lo raise Eaxes
From their own SoUrces,

OUTLINE OF THIS REPORT

Below, Seetior 1 provides s description of the RTS
and RRS, presents the estimates for 1985 along with a
drseussion of recent changes in states’ fiscal capacities,
and compares the two ACIR indices to other measures
of fiscal capacity. Section 2 uses the BTS, the RES, and
their components to chart each state's fiscal capacity,
along with changes in RTS tax capacity and tax eflort.
While Seciion & is arranged by state, Seodion 3 iz organ-
ized by revenue base. Seciion 3 presents a table for each
of 26 tax bases in the Representative Tax System. An
additional four revenue bases, added Lo the previous 26,
form the Representative Hevenue System,

Appendiz A dizcusses the conceptual basis for
measuring fiscal capacity, the uses of such indicalors,
the design and construction ol aliernatives to the TS
and HHE, as well as the comparafive advantages and
dizadvantapges of each indicator. Appendiz B details the
methods used in HTS and HES estimation while Appen-
dix O containg summary RTS tables for all past years.

THE REPRESENTATIVE TAX SYSTEM
AND THE
REPRESENTATIVE REVENUE SYSTEM:
PRELIMINARIES

The BTS and KRS are yardsticks for measuring the
fizeal capacity of sach of the 50 state-local fiseal sy=-
temz, plus Washington, DO, They provide absolute and
relative measures of the hypothetical ability of the
statas to ralse LAX revenues, sSssuming every state ap-
plied identical rates to each of the commuonly used tax
teigies. The RTS and RRS alss messure thx sffort, ora
state's actual revenues relative to it hypothetical fiscal
CApacicy.

Tax Capacity

The Representative Tax System method defines
“tax capacity” as the dollar amount of revenue that
each state would raize if it applied a nationally uniform
sl of ax rales Lo a commaon set of tax bases. (The RAS
expands this definition.) The KTS and ERS are “répri-
sentative™ in that national average Lax riles are applied
in each state o standardized tax or other revenue
hazes, Bocause the sgame tax rates are used for every
state, estimated vields vary only because of differences
in the underiying bases. As with other capacity meas-
ures, the RTS is not concerned with individual state-lo-
cal fiscal choices, such-as whether or not a state utilizes
a particular tax base, However, by using the national
averige Lax rates for each base, end thereby weighting
the importance of one base relative to all others, the

RTS/RES approach implicitly vields a resulf that de-
pends on the "average” choices made by all states and
localities, taken together, TLis an index based on aver-
age behavior in the aggregate. The capacily measure
periains only to the level of economic resources in any
slate, resources that by common practice may be said
to be potentially taxable whether or not the particular
state acfually taxes those resources and regardless of
the intensity with which a state utilizes those taxable
TESOUTCES,

Estimates of all bases commonly subject o stale
and local levies are used in the RTS/RRS calculations of
tax capacity, Table 2 provides o breakdown of the 26
bases in the RTS, the four bases added to form the RRS,
as well as the amount of nalisnwide revenue each gen-
erates and the average tax rale [or each base, The esli-
mafed total state-local tax yields reflect the intensity of
use of the various tax hases on a national basis, {therehy
avoiding reliance on arhitrary weights by simply adding
together billions of dollars in property values, millions
of dollars in income, and 5o forth. Appendix B provides
a detailed description of each hase and the data sources
used in developing the RTS and RRS for 1085

Tax Effort

Using RTS and RRS, the tax capacity and tax effort
measures are complementary in that capacity meas-
ures & state's tax base while effort indicates the pwverall
tax burden placed on that base:

The tax effort index for a state s caleolated by di-
viding the state’s actual tax collections by its estimated
tax capacity and multiplying by 100. The result may be
interpreted -as s measure of -how - much that state
chooses to-exploit- all its potential tax bases relative to
other states, IF & state has a tax effort beneath e na-
tional norm, it will have an effort index under 100, An
tndex of 115, for exemple, indicates that tax effort is
15% above the national average.

Tax effort, hike tax capacity, can also be measured
for each tax or nontax revenue base, The base-specilic
measures of Lax elfort test how intensively & state uses
each Lax base compared to all other states. Because the
RTS and BRS use standardized rates applied to stan-
dardized bases, the resulting fax offort measures give
comparability among states that simple comparizons of
statutory tax rates do not. For every state, sales tax ef-
fort, for example, 15 measured relative to retail sales
[excluding food and drugsl whether or not a state actu-
ally exempts these or obher items from the e A sim-
ple comparison of statutory sales tax rates can mistead
becauze it does not take into consideration the great
variation in the composition of the various state sales
tax bases,

Sectton 8 -shows praphically for-each-—state the
trends-in-tax-capacity-and-tax-effort-over-Lime, To-
gether; the two-indices provide a summary of the gen-
eral fiscal status of cach state, However, the change ina
state's Lax cllort over Lime resulls Trom change
gither its Lax revenues or its tax capacity. Thus, even if



Tabia 2

Information Used to Compute the Representative Tax and Revenue Rates of State and Local Governments, 1985

Billbons of
Revenue Base Dollars
General Sales and
Gross Receipts Taxes 4.2
Belective Sales Taxes 7.4
Parimutus] 0.7
Motar Fisel 13.6
Insuranoe A5
Tabaces 4.4
Amusement 0.5
Public Utilities 10.3
Distilled Spirits 1.7
Beer 1.%
Wine 0.3
License Taxes 1.8
Vehicle Operstor 0.6
Carparation 2.8
Hunting and Fishing .6
Alecholic Beverages 0.2
Automalale 4.5
Truck 3.1
Personal Income Taxes 70.1
Corporation Income Taxes 190
Property Tazes 105 %
Residential 63.1
Farm 4.4
CommercialIndustrial 2.6
Fublic Ueilities 3.8
Estate and Gift Taxes 2.4
Severance Taxes 1.5
il and Gas i
Conl : .6
Maonfusl Minernl 0.2
RTSE SUBTOTAL $336.2
(iher Taxes 15.7
Rents and Royalties 3.2
Minersl Leasing 0.5
User Charges T4.5
RRS TOTAL £424.1

*Far actual figare, see Table 315,
Note:  Thata sey mot add to tolals owing to roanding.

Source  ACIR ataff compilations,

Percent of
Totsl
19.7%
BT
.
3.2
1.1
1.
0.1
2.4
044
0.3
0.1
1.8
0.1
0.7
(.1
<1
1.1
0.7
16.4
4.4
4.3
14.T
1.0
[
&1
b6
1.8
1.5
1
.0
TR.A%
38
07
0.1
17.4
1002, (5

Amounts ln
Milllons

E1,187 582

15,588
122 560
$276,520

B62.043
$290,993
G106

182

GEd

167
4

Ad

= 1=
131
a7
366,435
E197.4801

£3,968 640
£690. 138
&2,195 9949

814,345
$6. 852

$104,378
$22,047
$23,976

$3.310.543
53,207
§550
$3.310,543

Details of Bevenue Base
Aepresentalive
Description Eate
Retail sales and receipts of selected service industries T.1%
Parimutael tarnover from horse and dog racing 4.6%
Fuel eonsumpeion in gallons §.11/gal,

Insurance premiums: life, health, property, and liability 1.6%

Cignredte conspmption in packages §.16/ph.
Receipts of amusement and entertainment businesses L%
Hevenues: electrie, gas, and telephone companies 3.5%
Consumption of distilled epinits, in gallons $4.03/gal.
Consumption of beer in barrels $7.05/ bl
Consumption of wine in gallons §.58/gal.
Mutor vehicle operators’ licenses £3.920ic.
Mumber of corporations 750,75/ corp.
Mumber aof hunting and fishing licenses 991/ e,
Lizenses for the sale of distilled spirits FE15.49 ie.
Private automobile repistrations 34,040 Peg.
Private truck registrations 282.86/reg.
Federnl inoome tax lability 18.8%
Corparate profits 9.6%
Market value of residential property 1.6%
Market value of farm real estate 0.6%
Met book walue of inventories, property, indostrial plant,

amd equipment of corporations 1.3%
Net ook value of fixed pssets for electric, gas, and

telephone companies 1L4%
Frderal estate and gifs bax liabdlity 4%
Walue of cil and gas production §.4%
Walue of coal production 2 T%
Walue of nonfuel mingral production L%
Personal incomd: 0.4%
Receipts from rents and rovalties 100.0%
Actual federal payments 10045
Parsonal income 2.4%



their revenues have remained in step with the national
average, some states, such as those in the Midwest,
might have rising tax efforts simply because their ca-
pacities have declined.

The Case for the RTS and RRS

The ETS and RES are detailed, comprehensive, yet
intuitively understandable measures of fiseal capae-
ity=—the ability to raise revenues for public services,
They strike a balance between two extremes: They are
neither 50 theoretical and difficult to explain that they
lose their intuitive appeal in the political forum, nor are
they so oversimplified and rooted in the current tasc
practice of any one state as to provide no policy guid-
ance, In Canada, the RTS is used in the formula that
distributes federal equalization aid to the provinoes,

The RTS and RRS are the only indices of fiscal ea-
pacity that allow interstate comparison of tax capacity
and utibzation on a disaggregated tax-ly-tax hasis. As
shown by the lower graphs in the pages of Secfion 2,
policymakers can see at a glance how, relative Lo other
taxes and other state-local systems, a particular state is
“under-utilizing” or “over-working" individual taxes.

The BETS and BRS are also useful tools for federal
policymakers. Indices of interstate fiscal differences
are employed in equalizing formulas for numerous fed-
eral grants, including Medicaid and vocational educa-
tion, to pame just a few, Because the RTS and RRS
measure state tax wealth more comprehensively than
per capita personal income, they provide a better basis
for interstate figcal equalization, In addition to the
strengths previously mentioned, an advantage of the
KTS and RES is their incorporation of tax exporting,

INCLUSION OF TAX EXPORTATION

RTS and RES offer a more accurate measure of fis-
cal capacity than residents’ per capita income because
they capture states’ opportunities to export taxes—the
ability to collect taxes from nonresidents.2 The ability
to export taxes depends, for example, on how much of a
state’s tax base lies in industries that can pass on taxes
{such as severance taxes) to nonresidents, and on the
amount of taxes (such as sales taxes in tourist areas) a
state receives which are paid directly by nonresidents,
In sharp contrast, per capita ingome ignoras tax expor-
tation and thereby understates the fizcal capacity of &
tourist-rich state such as Mevada or an energy-rich
state such as Wyoming, This is shown in Table 3, which
compares the RTS and PCI indices for five mineral-ex-
porting states.?

See Appendix A for a discussion of measuring tax
exportation.

AMNALYSIS OF THE 1985 ESTIMATES

Below, the state fiscal capacity scores for 1985 are
presented in Table 4, accompanied by a discussion of

changes in capacity and tax effort in states experienc-
ing econamic growth and economic decline. Three indi-
cators of fiscal capacity are used; Per Capita Income
(PCI), the Representative Tax System (RTS), and the
Representative Revenue System (RES). The extent of
agreement or disagreement among alternative fiscal

Table 3
Comparison of 1985 RTS and Per Capita
Income Indices for
Five Major, Mineral-Exporting States

1985 Diffarence
1985 Per Capita in Index
State ATS Index  Income Index Palmts
Alaska 254 131  E
Wyoming 160 9 74
Mevada 146 104 42
Texas 1i1 a7 14
Dlelahoma 105 it 17
Sauree: Analvein by J. Fred Giertr and David L. Chicsine of

ACTR staff compilation.

capacity measures among states is examined for 1985,
Mext is a statistical analysis of those factors that are as-
sociated with differing capacity scores. The latter
analyzis employs data for 1984, which is the latest year
for which all five measures commonly used are avail-
able: the three mentioned above, plus Gross State
Product (GSP) and Total Taxable Resources (TTR).

Regional Patterns of Fiscal Capacity

Most states in New England and the Mideast re-
gion had above-average capacities in 1985 by all meas-
ures, Tabie 4 shows PCIL RTS, and KRS measures of fis-
cal capacity for all states arganized into regions. These
are the only capacity scores available for 1985, Map 1
depicts RTS8 scores for 1985; Map 2, the change from
1564 to 1985: that is, the latter score minus the former.

The relative strength of state economies in New
England and the Mideast region accounts for the fiscal
strength of most of those states. This strength is par-
ticularly evident in PCL OF the 11 states and Washing-
ton, DC, in these two regions, only Maine, Vermont and
Pennsylvania have capacity scores below the national
average for PCI, RTS and RRS. However, these three
states are close Lo or above 90% of the national average
for most capacity measures.

The Far West states, including Alaska and Hawaii,
are also at or above the national average in fiscal capac-
ity measured by the three methods, The exception is
Oregon, which is reported at 5-9% below the national
average, depending on the capacity measure, Washing-
ton is very close Lo the national average in all measures.

iy



States by Reglon

Mew England

Conmecticut
Maine
Massachusetis
New Hampshire
Ehode [sland
Vermont
Mideast
Delawnre
Washington, D0
Maryland
Mew Jersey
Mew York
Pennsylvania
Gireat Laloes
Illinais
Indiana
Michigan
Ohia
Wizconsin
Flains
Len
Kanzag
Minnesoia
Migsour
Mebrazka
Marth Dakota
South Dakota
Southeast
Alpbama
Arkansas
Florida

&
Hantucky
Lauistnmnn
Missis=ippd
Morth Carolina
South Carglins
Tennesses
Virgini
West Virginia

Sowthwest
Arizona
Mew Mexico
Oklaboma
Texnz

Rocky Mountain
Coloradoe
Tdahao

Montana
Utah
Wyoming
Far Wast
Califisrnia
Mewndn
ik n
Washington
Alnska
Hawail
*10.5. Avernge = [0

Table 4
Regional Variation in Fiscal Capacity for 1985*

Par Capita
Persanal
Income
{PC1)
Score Rank
130 3
B a7
118 o
108 ]
100 16
BT K i
1t 14
131 2
114 B
134 4
116 T
o7 plold
1L 11
a0 5
98 21
45 G
05 27
a1 32
949 19
102 15
ai 24
G5 25
BT 36
Bl 42
T ik
T 47
k1! 20
W) 5
TH 45
51 30
GH il
a4 3
76 49
a1 40
106 1%
T4 1]
L ) b
T4 44
88 34
a7 &3
107 10
B0 41
T4 43
Th 48
a5 28
116 B
104 153
1 L
104 )
131 1
L] 18

Representative
Tax
System
(RTS)
Score Rank
127 4
a9 a6
113 11
112 12
LE 34
a7 25
123 5
123 6
104 15
117 10
101 20
BY a5

] 27
BT a9
84 29
91 al
B9 an
R4 41
4 =
101 18
aa 32
94 aa
102 17
a2 43
T 49
T4 ai
10 16
an 34
76 45
ar 26
B gl
B 40
7 48
B 42
ol 24
7 47
] 21
&0 2z
{153 14
i1 13
114 B
L] 46
L aa
#1 44
164 Z
120 T
146 3
a5 28
101 13
269 1
117 4

Sowren: Analysis by J, Frod Giertz and David L. Chicolne of ACTR ataff compilation,

Representatbve
Revenue
Systemn
(RRS)
Score Rank
136 4
A4 &8
113 10
110 i2
40 B
94 T
118 T
123 i
106 15
117 8
105 16
90 a3
], 20
BT aa
a4 28
] | ai
] a7
BS i1
44 24
101 ]
o1 ki 73
13 pall
101 149
a1 43
Ta 49
T4 50
101 17
1] as
T 46
ag |
6B Gl
Bh 40
i 47
B2 42
Gk 22

Th 48
aT 26
108 14
101 18
109 13
116 ]
L] 45
89 36
A1 44
181 2
1149 i
137 3
93 3l
100 21
Ja3 1
113 11
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Map 2
Changes in the RTS Fiscal Capacity Scores from 1984 to 1985

Inerease

“ | 42 and over
74

+1to +2

7]

‘ =1to +1
u -Jto -1
W

-3 or greater decrease
Decrense

Source; ACIR staff ealeulations.




The still significant energy sector in Alaska and the
tourist economy of Nevada are reflected in the RTS/
RRS measures excesding PCI by a substantial amount
in these two states. Hawnaii is similar to Nevada, but
with less difference between the PCI and the RTS/RRS
measures of capacity. The strong position of California
evidences that state's general sconomic strength (PCI
- 116, RTS =120, RRS = 119),

Mississippi ranks 51st in PCI and in the RTS/RRS
capacity measures. It is followed by Arkansas, Ala-
bama, South Carolina, West Virginia, and Kentucky as
the six states with the nation's lowest fscal capacity.

Between Florida and Virginia and the six weakest
states are Tennesses, North Carolinag and Louisiana
The energy sector in Louisiana pushes the RTS/RRS
measures of capacity close to the national average, In
contrast, the PCI seore for Louisiana is about 204 be-
loow the national norm.

Positioned between the strength of the Northeast,
Mideast, and the Far West states, and the general
weakness in the southeastern states are the heartland
regions of the Plains, the Great Lakes, the Rocky
Mountains, and the Southwest, Exceptions agnin are
those states with substantial energy sectors—Colorado
and Wyoming in the Rockies and Texas and Oklahoma
in the Southwest, These states resemble the other
heartland states in their PCI, but have above-average
RTS/RERS scores. In addition, Montana, MNew Mexico
and North Dakota have RTS/RRS fiscal capacity meas-
ures above their respective PCIs because of the energy
resources within their boundaries.

In contrast to the Northeast, the Mideast and the
Far West, states in the Southeast are, in general, the
poorest in terms of relative fiscal capacity. This holds
whether the PCI or the RTS/RRS methods are used to
evaluate economic conditions. Almost half of the states
in this region have capacities 20% or more below the na-
tional average. The two exceptions are Florida and Vir-
ginia, which have fundamentally different sconomies
from those of the other southeastern states. In addi-
tion, changes in the fiscal capacity of Georgia, particu-
larly in PCI, during the 1980=s reflect the changes un-
derway in that state’s economy. By 1985, the fiscal ca-
pacity of Georgia was only 10% below the national aver-

The nonenergy states in the heartland regions have
economies dominated by traditional manufacturing
and agriculture, which are recovering slowly from the
economic downturn of the early 1980z, Among these
states, the more agricultural ones have less tax wealth,
per capita, than the manufacturing states, Idaho and
Utah in the Mountain region and South Dakota and
lowa in the Plains have capacities that are 20% or more
below the national average, Minnesota and Illineds, on
the other hand, are very close to the national average,
with the other heartland states having capacities less
than 10% below the national average.

The overall regional pattern of fiscal capacity in
1985 continues the peneral economic trends of the

1980, with the Northeast and Far Western states hav-
ing above-average capacity measures. In addition, the
energy states also have higher capacity when measured
by the RTS/RRS approach. The states from the four
heartland regions generally have below-average scores,
kst their scores are considerably higher than states in
the Southesst. The range of the RTS/RRS scores is
wider than the PCI, as expected, producing a more dra-
matic picture of varation in fiscal capacity among
states and regions.

Fiscal Capacity Changes and
iscal Effort

Changes in fiscal capacity come from economic
change. Such changes may also induce changes in tax
effort. The link between changes in fiscal capacity and
changes in tax effort is displayed in Table 5. This table
presents changes in PCI and RTS between 1981 and
1965 and the associated changes in relative tax effort
for two groups of states. The first group comprises the
ten states with the largest increase in PCI from 1981 to
1355; the second group contains the 11 states with the
largest decrease in PCI in that period.

States from New England and the Mideast domi-
nate the group with increased PCI, while states with de-
criases are Jocated in the Plains (3 states), the South-
east (2, the Bouthwest (1), the Rocky Mountain (2) and
the Far West (Ziregion plus Alaska, Half of the second
group of states has economies dominated by energy or
agriculture,

Membership in the two groups of states would
change little if defined by RTS rather than PCIL. Gener-
ally, the KTS measure vares more with economic
change than PCI, showing larger index point increases
and decreases, The two groups show the growing differ-
entials in tax wealth among states as the national econ-
omy recovers from the 1981-83 recession, Implied from
the states in Table 5 is the unchanged relative fiscal po-
gition of states not listed. Smaller increases and de-
clines were experienced by states in the Southeast, the
Flains, and the Great Lakes regions.

As expected, strengthened fiscal capacity is linked
to reduced tax eifort and weakened capacity is linked to
increased relative tax effort, All the growing states had
lower tax effort scores in 1985 than in 1981, and all de-
clining states had higher relative tax efforts, with the
exception of Alaska,

Hidden in the changes in tax effort scores are the
substantial modifications of state taxes that were maide
during this peripd, particularly in 1983, Legislated tax
rate inereases in declining states will add to their tax ef-
fort indexes. On the other hand, augmented collections
in growing states tend to exert a downward pressure on
calenlated tax effort—in those states, reduced or stable
tax rates will also contribute to the decline in tax effort,

Income or sales tax increases were adopted in 1932
or 1983 in six of the states with declining economies;
several had additional increases in 1984, New Jersay
and Rhode Island were the only growing states to

= 10 =



Table §
1981-85 Changes in Fiscal Capacity: Tax Effort

Slate Reglon

Ten States With Largest Increase In PCI*
Massachusetts New England
New Hampshire New England
New Jersey Mideast

New York Mideast
Connecticut MWew England
Maryvland Mideast
Georgia Southeast
Maine New England
Virginia Southeast
Rhode Iskand Mew England
Eleven States With Largest Decrease In PCI**
Wyoming Rocky Mountain
Morth Dakota Plains

Alnska —

Oklahoma Southwest
Montana Rocky Mountain
Towa Plaing
Louisiana Southeast
Washington Far Wast
Mevada Far West
Eansas Plainz

West Virginia Southeast

Per Capita
Perasonal Representative
Incomea Tax System
{PCI) (RTS) Tax Effort
+11 +17 =28
+10 +17 =5
+10 +12 =7
+5 +12 =15
+5 +17 . |
+5 +G =
+5 +0 =7
+4 +10 =4
+4 +4 =3
+3 +R =12
=19 =47 + 35
=15 =21 +18
=11 =65 =57
=10 -2z +11
=0 24 + 15
-9 -18 +14
i =M + 16
=7 +2 + 14
=T =z +10
] =10 +4
—f -13 +20

*If BTS were used instend of PCL the srdering would ehange slightly and Dedoware nnd Howaii would replace Yie-

ginin and Bhode Island,

**Eliven states lsted beenwese of tes. Tf ATS wore wsed [nstead of POT, the ordering would ehiange slightly and Texes
and Kew Mexico would replsce Washington and Nevadn. Kaness and West YVirginia are tied for tenth.

Soares: Analysia by J. Fred Giertz and David L. Chicoine of ACIR staff compilation.

increase rates on income or sales taxes in these vears,
However, 1984 and 1985 were characterized more by
tax decreases than by increases, particularly income
tax decreases in states with progressive income taxes
and high marginal rates, New York and Massachusetts,
for example, reduced personal income taxes signifi-
cantly in 1985, The rate and capacity changes help ex-
plain declines in tax effort in growing states and in-
creases in tax effort in declining states,

Reduced fiscal capacity can be also responded to by
relyving more heavily on nontax revenues, such as user
charges, Although long time series on relative effort for
user charges are not available, all of the declining states
made above average use of user charges in 1985, The
range for the declining states was from 98% above the
national average in Alaska to 4% above the national as-
erage in Kansas and West Virginia. In contrast, in 1985,
of the growing state, only Georgia had a uzer charge ef-
fort index above the national average. All of the other

growing states had scores that ranged from 49% less
than the national average in Connecticut to 5% below
the national average in Virginia,

Variation Among
Alternative Capacity Measures

Congiderable attention has been focused on alter-
native measures of the fiscal capacity of stete and local
governments in the United States, This discussion fo-
cuses on differences in the components of the various
measures as well as the appropriateness of alternative
measures for various purposes, such as fiscal equaliza-
tion or redistribution, comparative tax burden analy-
sis, and regional economic well-being,

We analyze the interrelationship among the five
most often used and readily available measures of Nscal
capacity: Per Capita Income—PCI, Gross State Prod-
uet—3GEP, Total Taxable Resources—TTH, the Repre-
sentative Tax System—RTS, and the Hepresentative

- 11 -



Revenue System—RRS. Varations in these alternative
measures for the same state at a particular point in
time are examined. First, we determine the extent to
which the five measures are correlated with one an-
other, Then, another analysis 15 conducted to identifly
the reasons for interstate variation in the varsus meas-
WEres.

The correlation analysis shows that there is consid-
erable wvariation among the capacity indices—even
among those that are thought Lo measure Lthe same phe-
nomenon, This analysis also confirms the prior catego-
rization of the five measures into teo broad groups—
one representing the revenue potential of governments
and the other representing the ability of citizens to pay
taxes® In most cases the variation among alternative
measures can be explained by factors—such as the dif-
ferential capacity to export taxes—that are sugrested
by prior theoretical exploration.,

CORRELATION ANALYSIS

The familiar pairwise coefficients of correlation for
the five measures of fiscal capacity were caleulated for
1984; details are presented in Tables & through & We
used 1984 rather than 1985 values because all five
measures are available for 1984 while anly PCI, BTS,
and RRS are available for 1985, There is no reason to
bealieve, however, that the results for 1984 are not appli-
cahle to 1985 and beyond.

The coefMicient of correlation measures the close-
ness of the relationship between two variables imore
techmically, the degres of straight-line association).
The coefficient is positive if large values of one vanable
are associabed with large values of the other, and nega-
tive il an inverse relationship exists, The coefficient can
vary from -1 to + 1, with zero showing no systematic re-
lationship between teo measures (infuitively, the ban
variables are independent of each other) while a -1 or
+ 1 indicates that one variable is a perfect “predictor”
of the other, The higher the value of the coefficient,
whatever its sign, the closer is the relationship betengen
the two measures.

Tabie 6
Coefficients of Correlation Between
Alternative Capacity Measures

RTS RRS PCI GSP TTR
RTS 1.0 11 A2 AD 33
RRS 1.00 A4 kS A
PCI 1.0 53 i,
GSP 1,04 81
TTR 1.0

I b Cinly the upper half of this table is shown. The lower halFf
i identical, aires the correlntion of KBTS with RES is the
same ns the correlation of BRS with KTS

L o 8 Analyais by J. Fred Giertz and David L. Chicoine of
ACIE staff compilation,

Examining Table &, all the measures are positively
correlated with one another, as might be expected. Pre-
vious analysis bas placed the five measures into two
broad categories, RTS and RRS are considered meas-
ures of state and local povernments’ revenue-collecting
potential, PCIL GSP, and TTR are measures of individ-
ual citizens’ ability to pay taxes, The correlation analy-
siz seems Lo confirm this distinction, RTS and RES are
highly correlated with each other { + .94} while the van-
ous correlations between these two measures and the
other three measures are considerably weaker (in the
range of 30 to 420, In the second category, GSP and
TTR are very highly correlated with each other (97)
while PCI is somewhat less closely associated with
gither GSP or TTH.

This preliminary correlation analysis sugpests that
RTS and KR5S are virtually interchangeable as meas-
ures of capacity, as are GSF and TTR.

The fact that PCI is not closely correlated with any
of the gther measures of capacity indicates that these
measures are in fact providing new information, 1T PCT
were closely correlated with the other measures (e, g,
coeffictents in the 90 to 1.0 range), there would be little
reason to devate resources to develop and compile al-
ternative measures of fscal capacity.

FACTORS UNDERLYING DISAGREEMENT IM
CAPACITY SCORES

There obviously exists a precise, accounting-like
relationship among the five measures of fiscal capacity.,
By dividing each measure into its component parts,
variations can be explained based on the similarties or
differences of the components. It is instructive, how-
ever, to attempt to explain these difTerances more con-
cisely by using readily available data that captures the
major differences in the measures of capacity.

Regression analysis was used to explain pair-wise
indicators of variation in capacity scores across the 50
states and Washington, DC, based on each stabe’s min-
eral income, travel expenditures, poverty level, and
population density. Multiple regression analysis exam-
ines the relationship between an independent variable
and the combined effects of several explanatory vari-
ables. One indicator of variation used here is the abso-
lute difference between the two capacity measures,
while the other indicator is the ratio of one capacity
measure to anather. Because there are five different ca-
pacity measures, there are ten pair-wise indicators of
variation in capacity scores.

To explain the absolute varations (Table 7, a re-
grassion equation was estimated for each of the ten in-
terrelationships and the four explanatory variables
(mineral income, travel expenditure, poverty level, and
population density). Most of the interstate variation in
these indicators of disagreement in fzcal capacity
scores can be explained through these three simple
variables. The results also confirm many of the obaer-
vations presented in less rigorous form in earlier analy-
ses as well as providing some mew insights.
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Tabla 7
Regression Coefficients for
Absolute Differences Between Capacity Measures

Dependent Population Mineral

Varlable Density Income

RT5-PI A019791 39233
217 (23.30)

RRS5-F1 JM2E2T 69139
{1.45) (19.11)

GSP-PI 017170 016519
(17.76) (9.23)

TTR-PI JLGIGT 11310
(20.17) {7.54)

RRS5-RTS (0G0 JFZE308
(.42} {10,700

GSP-RTS AL 7498 021139
(13.2) (5.66)

TTR-RTS 017407 DET405
(14.77) (12.58)

RRS-GSP 018496 M)
(10.46) (15.55)

TTR-GSP A00471 A04475
(.96) (4.91)

TTR-RRS 18212 A57368
{9.78) (16.65)

Travel Poverty
Expenditure Rate R=

Jd25a1 - (5456 G
{5,581 (=5.52)

.naazl - 1218688 k)
(2.14) (-2.00)

19252 A0THOET G
(2.51) (260

JE0265 02310046 a1
i3.14) {1.04)

[14465 - 021335 i
(1.27) (501

LT 1460 = QOETOT AT
6,52) (-22)

Ea2T1 - 015551 A1
(7.400 (-.44)

61257 = 033597 J&0
(4.36) (- 064)

- 00306 - 019548 86
(-.TH) [-1.33)

A595a4 - EETE0 ]
(4.06) (=54

Mote:  “t" valaes in parenthedss, Thess indicate the statistical relinbility of ench flgure. *0™ val-
ues greater than + 2 (or smaller than -2) indicate gtatistically relisble results.

Sources:

Analysis by J. Fred Gierte and David L, Chicoine of ACIE staff compilation of Tiseal

capacity indices. The remaining dota are derived from the Siefistical Abstraer of the
Llidted Stcdes, 1988, The state poverty rate is for 1979 The value of mineral production
is For 19683 or the latest year evailoble. This variable is pormalized to represent a state's
share of miraral income divided by its share of populstion. A similar rormalization
procedure is carried out for trovel cxpenditures.

Normalized mineral income was positively and sig-
:;iﬁc:&nt]:.r related to high levels of disagreement among
the capacity measures as was normalized travel expen-
diture. Both of these variables reflect the ability of
states to export Laxes, which aceounts for much of the
between-measures varation in capacity scores. Mot
only were they important in explaining differences be-
tween measures in the two broad categories (PCT-GSP-
TTRvs. RTE-RRE), but they were also significant in ex-
plaining variations among measures within the same
calegory, The poverty vanable was important in ex-
plaining variations between PCI and both RTS and
RRS, with poor states having less variation. This con-
firms the observation that low capacity states seem to
have less variability among capacity measures than do

higher income states. However, poverly was not signifi-
cant in explaining variation among measures aside
from PCT and RTS/RRES.

The most important new information derived from
this analysis is the importance of population density.
States with high population density have significantly
greater variation among the measures of capacity than
do less densely populated states. Population density
seems Lo be positively related to ability-to-pay meas-
ures of fiscal capacity (PCI-GSP-TTR) and negatively
related to the revenue potential measures (RTS/RRS).
High density states are likely to have less tax eapacity
per person Mrom nonhuwman resources like land, includ-
ing minerals, and possibly a lower ability to export
taxes, although the reason for this is not apparent.

= 13 =



Tabie 8
Regression Coefficients for Ratios of Capacity Measures

Explanatory Varlables

Dependent Population Mineral Travel

Varlable Density Income  Expenditure Constant R?

RET&STPI - 00800 JuET 044 JGATESED 9175483 B0
(-2.64) (17.26) (7.16)

RRSPI - 00181 JeGE0443 524408 S0 48500 iT)
(-1.44) 125.41) (5. 300

GSPPT A013515 J1TERE 013076 LF. 78433 TR
(11,18} {7.73) (-1.38)

TTR/PI A13102 2032 - 015205 08, 72540
(14.07) {6.85) {-2.08)

RRS/RTS D00516 013096 - 009838 0062333 68
(1.32) (1L {-1.81)

GSP/RTS 017970 - 00991 - 58516 1029061 78
(11.48) [-3.33) {-4.7%)

TTR/RTS 017581 -.01350 - DE0ET4 104.7576 g2
(12.15) (-4.595) {-5.34)

RES/GSP BN E JDA20E2 725290 93.34865 D
(=5.49) (10.18} {5.56)

TTR/GSP -.00022 - 00444 - 001937 1019716 24
(=360 (-&.7T6) (=50

TTRRES 16680 = 2020 =05 104, 7342 ot
(11.38) (-7.35] (-4.58)

Maste: *t” values in parenthesis; see Toble 7,

Sources:  See Table 7,

The regression analysis explaining the ratio of one
measure to another (Table 8 yields very similar resulis
to those already discussed. A ratio of one means that
twn measures are the same, while ratios above or below
one indicate differences between pairs of capacity
measures, [t should be noted that the signs of the coedTi-
cients change depending upon which measure is in the
numerator and denominator. In this analysis, the pov-
erty level was not important in explaining variations, so
it was not included in the reported results.

It is instructive to analyze in more detail the first
equation reported in Table 8§ explaining the RTS/PCI
ratio, The ratio falls as population density increases,
suggesting that RTS responds less to changes in dengity
than does PCI, Both increases in relative mineral in=
come and in travel expenditure increase the ratio be-
cause they have more impact on RTS (as a measure of
tax revenue potential) than they do on PCI (a measure
of ahility to pay). The other results can be interpreted
sirnilarly.

Finally, it is shown in Toble 9 that a fairly precise
relationship exists between PCI and the other capacity
measures. The other four measures (RTS, RRS, GSP,

and TTR) are estimated uzing PCI, density, travel ex-
penditure and mineral income as explanatory vari-
ables. The results suggest that if PCI is known for a
state, the other measures of capacity can be estimatied
with a considerable degree of precizion (fiven that in-
formation 15 known about the other explanatory var-
ables), From 92% to 06% of the variation of these meas-
ures is explained by PCI and the three other explana-
tory variables, A more refined relationship of this type
might allow analysts to make fairly accurate prelimi-
nary estimates of variables, such as RTS and RRS, up to
a year before they are currently available, since PCI is
available a vear in advance of the more detailed data
necessary for the other measures,

CONCLUSION

The 1985 measures of fiscal capacity reflect re-
pional differences in state economic performance, The
Boutheast containg states with the lowest fiscal capac-
ity, while New England, the Mideast, the Far West, and
energy states have above average fiscal capacity. States
in economic decline penerally display increased tax ef-
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Tabie &
Regression Coefficients for Estimates of Capacity Measures

Explanatory Varlables
Dependent Population Mineral Trawel PCI R#
Varlable Density Income  Expenditure (Constant)
RTS = 00355 041978 JHETR9E 1.045440 06
=207 {20.54) (8.17) (14.63) (-13.800
RRS - 00428 0601 052080 1.31247 i
(-2.01) (18.13) (3.52) (10.31) (40,07}
GSP 018730 (21464 - 007592 S306H1 B2
(11.G&) (7.82) (-.71) (8.78) (.532)
TTR L18207 14541 -01047 B43111 B8
(15.13) {7.07 (-1.25) {13.11) (2.38)

Mote: & walues in parenthesis; s Table 7,

Sourees:  See Table T.

fort, while states experiencing growth have reduced tax
effort. The tax effort in several states with weakened
peonomies was further heightened by legislated tax in-
creases in 1932 and 1983,

The statistical analysis of the alternative fiscal ca-
pacity measures provides evidence on the close linkages
among the alality-to-pay measures of fiscal capacity:
Per Capita Income, Gross State Product, and Total
Taxable Resources. Similarly, the two measiires of gov-
ernments’ revenue-collecting potential —the Represen-
tative Tax and Representative Revenue indicators—are
also closely associated with each other, The three fac-
tors shown to he associated with disagreement in the
various measures' scores for a particular state are
papulation density, poverty level {in some instances),
mineral incorme and travel expenditures.

Very likely, the RRS and the RTS capacity scores
for a state could be accurately predicted using these
three factors and per capita income, which would make
these important data available in & more timely fash-
ion. The RTS and RRS scores now require the collection
and organization of a substantial amount of data, which
delays their availability.

We balieve that the ETS and RES will continue to
b of magor importance in the measurement and analy-
sis of state-local fiscal capacity, particularly with speed-
ier preparation. As has been mentioned, the Represen-
tative Tax System emphasizes taxes, while the more in=
clusive Representative Revenue System incorporates
nontax revenue sources, The RTS and RRS remain
valuable aids to state and local officials in making reve-
nue policy choices because of the disaggregated, base-

specific data they uniquely provide. At the federal level
also, the RTS/RRS have contributed to the debate on
improving the measurement of fiscal capacity.

ACIR's development and refinement of the ETS
over more than 20 years, along with eriticisms of both
the per capita income and the RTS measures, have
changed the terms of debate. No longer is simple PCI
the only approach to measuring fiscal capacity. Instead,
the possibilities include the RTS, the RRS, more so0-
phisticated income measures that explicitly adjust for
tax exporting, and measures disaggregating personal
income, such as the index of total taxable resources dis-
cussed in the appendix.

Although each approach has its pluses and mi-
nuses—since each derives from a different conception
of fizcal capacity—=RTS/RRES possess severnl advan-
tages, especially as indicators of governments' revenue-
collecting potential. For one, implementation of an ex-
port-adjusted income measure (EAT) suffers from the
extremely difficult problem of explicitly measuring and
cotrecting for tax exportation. This is a reason why the
EAI figures for 1981 have not been updated, For an-
other, KT8 and RRS have displayed adaptability inm
their ability to accommodate & number of criticisms
and concerns, as explained in previous reports in this
ACIR series. As measures of fiscal capacity, the RTS/
RRS stake out the middle ground between a severely
limited measure—per capita personal income—and
highly sophisticated, more theoretically elegant models
that are difficult both to make operational and to ex-

plain to policymakers.

HOTES

I'The “Acknowledgments & Reloted Reports™ page cites these re.
purts,

2Conversely, the ATS and RRS alse necount for st keast some types
of tax importation, or the payment of taxes by the residents of ene

siate to the government of another state, Por axample, ifs Michi-
gan resident wmestions in Howaii, Michigan's fiscal capacity is re-
dced to the extent thnt Hawadi is abie to tax the consumption
poods or services that would othersiee have bisn parchassd in
Mlschignmn. However, the issus of tax impoertation has not received
s much attention as that of thx exportation, probably beeaues it
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is even more diffiealt to measere and beenuse its effects are more bl for much of the increase in Alaaka's estimated tax capacity,
evenly distributed among the states, compared to 1984,
“'leﬂﬂﬁ. i mesdified caleulation of peverance tax hases is redpsonad- 5 Apperndiz A, derived from ACTR (M-160), Saptambar 1986
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Thiz section contains graphs that present the RTS
and RRS data on a state-by-state basis. The graphs
show the fiscal capacity figures both over time and by
gelected revenue bases for 19685, The graphs make it
ensy to visualize a state's fiscal choices and also facili-
tate interstate comparisons,

The top graph on each page records the RTS tax ca-
pacity and tax effort indices—all tax bases—for each
gtate for selected years from 1975 to 1985, These
graphs show trends in each state's capacity and effort
and illustrate the relative positions of the capacity and
effort indices during the 1975-85 period.

Whereas the top graph on each page shows the RTS
data over time, the bottom graph presents detailed
1985 data for eight selected revenue bases, (The first
geven hases are included in the RTS; the eighth appears
only in the RRES.) Estimated state fiscal capacity per
capita, actual state revenue collections per capita, and
the U.5. average fiscal capacity per capita are shown for
each of the following bases:

peneral sales tax,

total selective sales taxes,
total license taxes,
personal income tax,
porporate net income tax,
total property taxes,

Zection 2

Fiscal Capacity Charts:

State by State

total mineral revenwes, and

user charges,
(“Mineral revenues™ are the sum of severance tax pro-
ceads, rents and royalties, and grants received under
the Federal Minerzl Leasing Acf, The first of thess
bazes is included in the RTS.)

The bottom graph shows directly the degree to
which a state utilizes a particular tax or other revenue
source relative to other states, M the Tirst bar (capacity)
exceeds the second bar (revenue) for a particular tax,
then the state is raising less revenue from that source
than the “average state” would raise given the same
base, Conversely, if the revenue bar exceeds the capac-
ity bar, the state is taxing that base more heavily than
AVErAgE.

The lower graphs can also be interpreted to show
how a state's mix of revenue sources compares to that
of other states, For example, if a state’s revenue ex-
ceeds its capacity for the peneral sales tax and income
tax but falls below its capacity for property taxation,
then that state bas a tax mix that emphasizes sales and
income taxation but deemphasizes the property tox.
The extent towhich actual revenue exceeds capacity (or
vice versa) provides a measure of the burden a state
places on one revenue base in relation to another hase
and in relation to other states,
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Alabama

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 75
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Alaska

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 259

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 128

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Arizona

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 99 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 96
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Arkansas

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 74

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 91

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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California_

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 120

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 94

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Delaware

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 123 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 80
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
140 ——
\
120 _.‘_H_""""'-—-— e '
¥ \lﬂ‘puw'ﬂ
Index 110
Number —
(US. =100}

nn_ /‘\\
m‘u-.________‘____/ L TH'EF\E‘L

T i
-1 | | | T | |
1975 14977 1879 1881 1983 1585
1985 Tax Capacity and Tax Revenue
Selected Tax Bases

2 Tax Capacity
720 .

Bl Tax Revenue
640

Bl u.s. Average Capacity -
BE0 &

Dollars 480

Per Caplta
400 | F7
20/
i
I-‘__,..-'
160 —
7 | | 7
[ ‘R 'E B B

General Selective Licenses Personal Carporate Frupurty Mineral IJ
Sales Sales Incoma Met Income Revenues Charges

-123 =




Colorado

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 118

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 85
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Connecticut

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 127 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 99
Total Tax Capacity and Etffort, 1975-85
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Washington, DC

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 123

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 138

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Florida

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 103
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US. =100) &0 o
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1985 RTS Tax Effort = 76

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Georgia

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 90
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85

Hﬂ':!-
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Hawaii

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 117

40—

130

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 99

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Idaho

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 78 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 90
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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lllinois

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 96 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 106
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Indiana

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 87

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 96

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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lowa

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 84 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 112
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Kansas

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 99 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 96
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Kentucky

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 78 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 87
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Louisiana

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 97 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 93
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
140 — . i
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Maine

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 89

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 104

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Maryland

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 104 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 101
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Massachusetts

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 113

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 106

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Michigan

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 94

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 120

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Minnesota
1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 101 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 119

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Mississippi

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 69
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Missouri

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 90 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 84
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Montana

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 90
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Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Nebraska

1985 RTS Tax Capacit; = 94 19-35 RTS Tax Effort = 93
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Nevada

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 146

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 64

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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New Hampshire

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 112
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New Jersey

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 117

140

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 105

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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New Mexico

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 99 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 86
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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New York

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 101

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 156

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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North Carolina

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 86
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85

140—

—

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 93

130

120

index 110
Humber ol
(U.S. = 100)

@ Tax Effort

8O0

T20

gan

560

i,
400

J20

240

160

a0

=

1877 1979

1981

T e
1983 1585

1985 Tax Capacity and Tax Revenue
Selected Tax Bases

21 Tax capacity

Hl Tax Revenue

EE u.s. Average Capacity

T,

,
'. .-.

General Selective Licenses Puni

Corporate

Sales Sales Income Mel Income

Property  Mineral User
Revenues Charges

- 51 -




North Dakota

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 102
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Ohio

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 91
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Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Oklahoma
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Oregon

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 95

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 101

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Pennsylvania

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 89

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 102

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Rhode Island
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South Carolina

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 77

140

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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South Dakota

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 82
Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Tennessee

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 83

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 82
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Humber .
{U.5. = 100) 100

\dp Tax Etort

T T

2 L Tax Capacity

TO |

1875

| I | I
1977 1979

1981

1983

1985 Tax Capacity and Tax Revenue

s

elected Tax Bases

——

800 |
Z7] Tax Capacity

720 |
B Tax Revenue

BEE u.s. Average Capacity

Dollars

Per Caplta

Licenses Perzonal Corporaie Property
Income MNet Incomea

Selective
Sales

Gareral
Sales

S

Minaral  User
Revenues Charges

- B0 =




Texas
1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 111 1985 RTS Tax Effort = 76

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Utah

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 81
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Vermont

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 97
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Virginia

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 98

1985 RTS Tax Effort = 86

Total Tax Capacity and Effort, 1975-85
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Washington

1985 RTS Tax Capacity = 101
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West Virginia
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Wisconsin
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Wyoming
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Sectian 3

Fiscal Capacity Tables:

Revenue Base by Revenue Base

In this section, the 15985 Representative Tax Sys-
tem (RTH) and Representative Revenue System (RRS)
tables are organized revenue base by revenue base, For
each tax or nontax revenue base, states are compared in
terms of’

tax base,

capacity per capita,

tax capacity index,

tax capacity,

tax revenue,

revenue per capita, and
tax effort index,

The fax base {revenue base) iz an estimate of the re-
sources available for taxation under a particular tax, A
standard definition of tax or other revenue bases was
used across all states,

Capacily per capita 15 the population divided into
the revenue that could be collected (i.e., capacity) from
the tax base when the representative (i.e., average) tax
rate is applied.

The tax capactiy index compares each state's capac-
ity per capita to the average for all states. An index of
100 is the average.

Tox capacity is the yield for each state when the
represantative tax rate is applied to the standardized
measure of tax hase.

Tax reperiie is the amount each state actually col-
lected for that type of tax,

Revenue per capiéa is tax revenue divided by popu-
lation. The tax effort index is constructed first by divid-

ing actual revenues by tax capacity in each state, and
then multiplying by 100, An index above 100 means
that the state, compared to all others, is above average
in the extent to which it exploits the particular tax base.

These tables show, among other things, which
states have the most (or least) capacity to use any par-
ticular tax, For example, those states with oil and gas
production and those without are evident. One can also
see, for example, which states have the most per capita
income tax or sales tax capacity. The rankings particu-
larly facilitate interstate comparisons.

Thit tax effart data showwhich states lean the most
on any particular tax. Common practice is to compare
statutory state tax rates (sales tax rates, for example),
rather than effective rates. However, such comparisons
may mislead because states have chosen different legal
definitions of tax base—sometimes creating a broad
basze that allows for low statutory rates, but sometimes
allowing many exemptions that necessitate the use of a
higher rate. Because the tax effort data reported here
are based on standardized definitions of tax base, no
such distortion exists. The RTS/RRS representative
rate listed for individual tax bases is nationwide tax
revenue divided by standard tax base,

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 summarize RTS and RRS, re-
spectively. Next, Tables 3-3 through 5-32 provide infor-
mation (including subtotal tables) for each of the 26
RTE tax bases. Tables 3-33 through 3-36 detail the four
nontax RRS revenue bases that, added to the 26 RTS
bases, constitute the Representative Revenue System,
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State

Alabama
Alazka
Ariznna
Arkanszas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Towa
Hansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Newada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
Menwr Maxien
Mew York
MNarth Carolina
Worth Dakota
Cihim
Dlklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Boiith Carolina
Bouth Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Ltah
Yermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U.5. Total

Tabie 3-1

The Representative Tax System —1985

Tax
Bage™ Capita
$1,056.85

3,648.29

LAA2T5

1,038.81

1,691.83

1,662.90

1,782.02

1,733.07

1,725.23

145246

1,271.68

1,663.35

1,088.75

1,555.01

1,224.26

1,185.84

1,388.57

1,101.28

1,361.67

1.256.31

1,470.72

1,587 2R

1,325.45

1,426,60

972.43

1,273 80

1,272.56

1,317.64

2,054.18

1,577.73

1,646.30

1,392.14

1420001

1,212.80

1,420.48

127734

1,478.27

1,431.73

1,258.02

1,236.51

1,081.68

1,172.71

1,562 83

1,136.45

1,368.08

1,376.19

142082

1,085, 74

1,246.40

2,380,33
$1,408.06

':lg:l:ﬂ!‘
r

Tax
Capacily
Index/Rank
751 [F 49
A9 f 1
Bao J 21
748 [/ 50
1202 F 7
1181 / 8
12668 / 4
1231 /) &
1225 / 6
103.2 f 16
803 7 34
1174 8
T8.1 / 46
063 r 27
Be.9 ! 39
4.2 /41
oae /23
THZ /45
967 [/ 25
B9.2 [ 36
1045 f 16
1127 F 11
Gd.1 F 29
1013 F 15
(T Y
Q05 [ o3z
S04 7 33
936 /30
1458 / 4
112.0 # 12
1164 / 10
f8o J 22
1008 ¢ 20
BE.1 7 40
101.5 717
Q07 /3
10650 / 14
946 ¢ 2B
B9 45
RT.B / 38
TA.E [ 4B
E22 [ 43
B33 /42
111.0 ¢ 13
BOT ¢/ 4
72 [ 25
7T f M
10s ¢ 19
7.1 F 47
B85 47
gl ¢ 2

10400

Tax
Capacity

$#4.250
1,301
4,430
2,451
44,605
5,373
5,650
1,078
1,060
16 500
1600
1,743
1,105
15,640
6,782
3,420
S402
4,103
6,102
1,462
6,459
9,242
12,048
5.ha
2,541
6,406
1,051
2,116
1,983
1,575
12,449
2014
05,258
7,556
g
18,724
4,850
3,578
14,911
1,197
3,620
819

&, 584
25,083
1,860
a2
7853
f, 2654
2. 102
0,052
1,212
$336,159

MOTE:All per capity amounte are in doliars; total amounts are in millions of dollars,
*Mi eambimed tax base can be reported; see tables for partieular taves.

Souree:

ACTHR reaff estimates.
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Tax

Revenue

£3,713
2 440
4,281
2238
41,706
4,544
5,508
&L
1,487
12535
6,535
1,724
998
16,640
6,454
4E25
3264
3,562
5,650
1,521
5,516
0,821
14,504
7.113
2,362
6,372
1,120
1,966
1,226
1,018
14,024
1,730
39,372
7,056
01
14,076
4,118
3,520
15,276
1,413
3,445
711
4,573
19|4T9
2 036
679
6,791
5,946
2156
7,001
1,308
§436,159

Reverus
Per

Capita

973 52
4 6B2.65
134832
48,66
1,581.85
1,406.38
1,763.61
1,370.24
237505
1,102.88
1,143.73
1,635,359
Ba2.78
1,442.56
1,170.10
1,326,20
133237
953.34
1,260.82
1,306.47
1,483.50
1,6885.96
1,595.91
1,696,500
O 08
1.068.16
1,356.20
1,224.14
1,308.95
1,020.42
1,722.24
1,190.46
2.214.02
1,124.87
1,314.77
1,410.02
1,247 88
1,350.47
1,288.79
1,459.26
1,0020.19
1,004.38
960,22
1,180,891
1,297 61
1,270.08
1,190.10
1,348.62
1,118.57
1,589,689
2.569,71
1,408,068

Tax
Etfort
Index/RAank
474 [/ 38
1284 / 8§
6.5 /23
P13 [/ 35
3.5 /28
B4.6 [ 43
g8 21
T9.8 ) 47
157.7 / 2
T5.89 [/ 49
Bon /a7
fag J 22
903 [ a8
1064 [/ 12
5.6 [/ 25
1118 / B
O6.0 [/ 24
d6.6 [ A0
928 /33
1040 7 16
1009 7 20
10628 ¢ 13
1204 7/ 5
1188 7 &
a0 o
Ban [/ 45
106.6 7 11
929 J 30
638 /51
64.7 /&0
1046 / 14
RE.2 [ 42
1569 [/ 1
927 ) 32
20 J 34
1026 [/ 17
Bd.d J dd
1014 ¢ 19
1024 [/ 18
1180 + 7
951 /26
BE.B /40
B1.9 /[ 46
T6.1 / 4B
maa + 8
928 / 31
EB.H /41
S48 2T
1026 ¢ 16
1275 ¢ 4
1080 ¢ 10

100,10



_ Tabie 3-2
The Representative Revenue System — 1985

Capacity Tax Reveniue Tax
Tax Par Capacily Tax Tax Per Effart
State Baze* Capla Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capiia Imclex/ R ank
Alabama $1.847.19 751 [ 49 £5.417 85,570 81,3R5.14 1028 f 16
Alaska f,5866.30 aazg f 1 a.577 4320 E291.80 1208 7 &5
Arizona 1,734.87 L . 6,529 5,241 184453 048 1 34
Arkansas 1,818.45 735 F 50 3,110 2841 1,204.50 814 F 40
California 2,141.16 1194 f 6 HE 450 53,004 201380 041 F 35
Colorado 207218 1155 / 9 B,R05 5916  1,830.96 and /48
Connecticul 226494 1268 7 4 7,184 6424  2023.80 a4 43
Delaware 2.113.36 1178 7 7 1,315 1,365 203348 8.2 f 41
Washington, DC 220914 1232 f & 1,383 1,722 275046 1245 [/ 2
Flarida 1,618.67 1014 /17 20,671 17508 154044 B4.7 /4T
(Georgia 1,605,946 a6 £ A5 0,597 9551 1,604.88 099 1 19
Hawaii 2 021,43 1127 /11 2131 2079 197213 9768 /o8
Idaho 1,399.78 781 ! 45 1,407 1,319 1,312,689 o938 / 36
Tllingis 1, 748,66 9758 [ 25 20,171 19,540 1688472 089 [ 30
Indiana 165604 HEE /49 H.556 BaA63  1,520.84 7.7 [ 26
Tawa 1,521.44 848 / 4l 4,388 4917  1,704.87 1121 /7
Kansas 1,756,690 gR0 [/ 24 4,304 4,121 1,681.97 057 / 33
Kentucky 1,385,782 Tia [ 46 5,178 4658 1,250 900 / 42
Louisiana 1,758.25 SR /23 7474 7760  1,720.45 a54 / 25
Maing L 1 |51 B77 ! 3R 1,831 1,788 1,535.73 976 27
Maryland 52 1058 / 15 &416 B263 188127 o4 /21
Massachusetts B3 1124 / 10 11,783 11479 197172 974 / 20
Michigan 67 942 [ 28 15,356 18,027 198358 1174 / 6
Minnesota i 1005 7 20 T.589 9207 219589 1218 / 4
Mississir— g 6749 / 51 4,183 3,883 1,204,562 106.3 / 12
Mizr i 90.7 / BE B 181 6815 135520 B33 [/ 4B
[ ROZ [ 38 1,322 1,300 1,88245 1061 /15
M. 933 /29 2 6R6 2657 1,654.60 GR9 [ 29
Ne 1367 / 3 2204 1,785  1,006.50 778 /B0
New 1102 / 12 1972 1,310  1.312.88 664 / 51
New . 1174 / 8 15,918 16,278  2,019.65 a58 | 32
New . 07.6 / 14 2,797 9562 1,766.94 91.6 ./ 89
Mew Y. 3.0 /16 42 B58 47 349 268k G2 1441 / 1
MNorth Ca O /40 4,524 8,746 1,39831 f1.8 [/ &8
North Dal v/ 19 1,241 1,320 1,926.55 1068 / 11
Ohio I m 17,511 17,650 163348 1002 / 18
Oklahoma /18 5,987 5422  1,642.40 808 [ 41
Oregon a0 4,484 4,748  1,767.12 1059 / 14
Pennsylvania 33 19,156 18905  1,504.97 Q8.7 /1 23
Rhode Island 1 1,556 1,673 1,728.51 1076 /10
South Carclina 4 585 4666  1.304.10 1mae ! 17
South Dakota 1,032 022 130218 a3 /44
Tennesses 7,011 6212 1,304.39 BBG / 45
Texas 31,5908 25,820 1577.27 DA 7 49
Utah 2 387 2614 1,588.80 1065 / 9
Vermont 5 £91  1,665.51 oRs /24
\'lrgurlnm LI 9248 1620.76 91.9 ! a7
Washington 496 7878 1,786.06 99,8 / 20
West Virginia 75 2791 144162 1062 /13
Wisconsin ) 8471 1,962.51 1229 / 3
Wyoming 1,820 3,592.74 1105 !/ B8
U.5. Total $428,140 $1,793.84 100.0

NOTE:All per capitn amounts are bn ol
"Moo eomhbined tay hnse can be peported; 5
Saurce: ATIH stoff estimates.



Table 3-3
General Sales and Gross Recaipts Taxes — 1985

Capaciy Tax Revenusa Tax
Tax Par Capachy Tax Tax Per Effort
State Base™ Caplta Index/Rank Capacity Revenue  Capita Index/Rank
Alahbama 14,077 R245.88 T0.9 / 5O $1,005 £1,188 320557 1183 14
Alaska 3,640 495.09 404 / 2 258 62 9016 20,0 /47
Arizona 15,092 335.58 852 /27 1,069 1,628 510.07 1523 / 3
Arkansas 9,031 271.51 7.0 /47 &40 plis 32297 118.0 / 13
California 151,314 406.72 1154 /7 10 10,723 12151 460 86 1138 / 16
Colorado 15,551 408.89 1154 / 9 1,315 1,397 43280 1062 / 1B
Connecticut 18,115 404,45 1147 ¢ 11 1,284 1,538 484,73 1188 / 12
Delaware 3,521 401.11 1138 /12 249 0 0.00 0o ¢ 2
Washington, DC d,440 J88.38 1105 7 15 244 33z 529,03 1361 / 9
Florida 65,630 409,20 1181 / 8 4 A51 4,672 411.09 1005 / 22
Georgia 28,769 341.15 D68 [/ 22 2,039 1,901 388.18 977 /24
Hawnii 6,707 450,593 1279 f 3 475 Gag B48.61 1438 7 7
Idaho 3,772 2686.01 6.5 [ 49 287 239 237.36 #9.2 1 28
linois 54,085 881.97 942 [/ 32 8,629 4,219 365.76 1102 f 17
Indiana 25,920 33404 04.8 / 20 1,837 2,113 484.24 1150 f 15
Towa 12171 20507 B48 [ 43 E6d T68 262,75 879 7 29
Kansas 11,604 33278 944 [/ 31 815 668 27287 #19 [/ a5
Hentucky 14,378 273,42 7.6 [/ 46 1,019 B20 280,30 805 S a8
Louisiana 18,958 209.82 B5.0 J 42 1,348 2208 491,65 1640 [/ 2
Maine 6,710 34781 fa8 [ 21 405 354 204,10 875 78
Maryland 24,053 SE8.10 1101 / 16 1,705 1,008 250,10 B4 7 42
Massachusetis 35,398 430,87 1222 f & 2,509 1,438 246,99 674 [ 44
Michigan 43,111 336,15 954 / 26 3,055 2,042 279.72 832 / a3
Minnesota 23,161 391.45 111.0 7 14 1,641 1,368 d238.93 228 [ 34
Misaissippi 8,093 243,89 9.2 f Bl 6aT baz 356,86 1463 / &
Missouri 25,791 363,44 103.1 7 18 1,628 1,864 370,65 102.0 [ 20
Montana 4,750 ax. 813 [ 38 286 0 0,00 00/ Z
Mebraska 7,585 335,13 851 f 28 538 T 247,35 T3.8 ! 40
Nevada 11,543 BOG.69 2544 7 1 B39 463 494 92 552 [ 45
New Hampshire 6,206 447.08 1268 / 4 446 ] -0.00 0o/ Z
Mew Jersay 42,604 359.26 1133 7 13 3,019 2,261 298.97 749 / 39
Mew Mexico 6,669 d25.92 925 7 &b 473 719 49593 1522 [/ 4
Mew York 84,025 338.43 G680 ! 25 6,018 7,963 44781 1323 /10
Morth Carolina 27 8BGO 316.63 EQ5 J 40 1,974 1,590 255.50 Bl0 / 36
North Dakota 3,730 aE502 1085 /17 264 187 273,66 709 / 41
Ohig 49,696 327.79 23.0 / 34 3,522 3,165 204 61 BRSO [/ 27
Oklahoma 15,6833 43991 954 / 23 1,122 1,083 328.03 96.5 / 26
COregon 12,887 33036 9653 / 24 912 1] 0.00 oo/ Z
Pennsylvania 52,827 3165.84 Bo.6 / 30 3,744 3,019 254.73 BO.T /A7
Rhode Island 4,554 23342 946 / 30 323 274 283,30 B85.0 / 32
South Carolina 18,939 205.14 Ba.T [ 44 BEH 1,011 302,00 1023 /19
Bouth Dakota 3,241 324 44 920 / 36 230 220 323.10 906 / 23
Tennessee 22,135 32041 g3.4 ! 33 1,564 2,249 47238 1434 / B
Texas B3,158 35099 1021 /7 18 5,893 5,157 315.03 B87.5 / 30
Utah 6,409 Z76.09 783 / 45 454 G678 411.22 1489 / 5
Vermont 3,105 411.30 1187 / 17 220 Ba 164.38 400 [/ 46
Virginia 28,087 348.58 888 / 20 1,968 1,246 218.39 62.7 / 43
Washington 20,062 22247 815 / 37 1,422 3,084 fikA.11 2154 / 1
West Virginia 7473 260.87 788 / 48 522 663 342,52 1268.9 /11
Wisconsin 21,073 312.74 BAT [ 41 1,493 1,454 30440 978 / 26
Wyoming 3044 423.87 1202 / & 216 219 441,96 mwis f 2
U.S. Total  $1.18758B2 333252 100.0 §B84,160  §B4,160  $332.52 100.0

MOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are In millions of dollars,
Heprescmtative Rote = 7.1%.
“Tax b la retall sakea in millions of dollars.
£ = Zaro revenis reporbed.
Sourpe: ACIR staff estimates.
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Siata

Algbhama
Alazka
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Minois
Indiana
Town
Fansas
Eentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Miszoun
Montana
Mebraska
Mevada
New Hampshire
Niew Jersey
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Morth Carolina
WNorth Dakota
Ohio
Cklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Izland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Tesas
Utah
Yermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wizoonsin
Wyoming

U.5. Total

Talls 3-4
Total Selective Sales Taxes—1985

Capacity

Tax Per
Basa™ Capita

£154.60
172,58
156.78
151.49
165.24
152.87
168.25
198.69
161.54
165.02
163.48
11B8.27
135.08
156.48
159.36
151.61
16280
158.85
166.94
150.11
149.89
155.90
160.14
147.81
142 886
163.19
154.96
158.81
299 g2
184.87
169,00
156.75
148.01
154.96
158.80
150.02
162.63
151.74
140,80
151.85
163.17
155.95
155,959
170.20
123.78
154.05
142.57
140.61
131.78
143.11
197.55
$156,75

Tax
Ca
Index/Rank
G986 /&
1103 ¢ &
10040 /23
Q6.6 /a7
1054 /11
a74 7 &
1074 /8
1#86 / &
108.1 / 15
1058 /10
1048 7 12
TE5 ! Bl
BA.T / 48
0.8 /24
101.7 / 18
Q8.7 /36
1039 /13
1013 /18
1066 / 9
058 ! A8
B5.7 7 40
895 5 6
1022 /16
P43 J 42
011 [/ 44
o977 [ 31
pao9 528
1013 7/ 20
Ma2n f 1
1179 F 4
1978 7 7
1000 f 22
f5.0 [ 41
0a.5 ! ao
N1 r 21
95.7 /&4
103.8 / 14
988 / A6
BB /48
969 F M
@77 a2
905 ¢ 25
10L7 17
1086 7 &
T9.00 F 50
089 27
oo f 45
BR.T /47
B4l /48
913 /43
126.0 / 2
1060,

Tax

Capachy

§622
a0
4599
357
4,357
493
444
120
101

1,886
o717

125
140}
1,805
BT
437
b1tk
o2
748
175
[5G
a0E
1,455
G20
374
770
128
255
208
185
1,278
227
2648
PEG
109
1,612
5a7
408
1,660
147
513
114
759

D 786
204
B3
813
G20
255
6B
10
£37,421

NOTE:All per capith ameunis are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars.
*No combined tax bese can be reported; see tables for particolar selective sales tnves.
Souroe: ACTR staff ratimates.

-1 =

Tax

Revenue

$829
T4
489
344
3894
b
THE
106
118
2,496
Rag
211
125
T
52
323
i)
439
731
197
44
753
1,041
AS2
255
BTl
144
224
418
146
1,830
15985
2852
OaG

108
1,748
479
208
1,784
176

482

04

627
2,753
205

92

a2
BT
276
749

56
ga7.421

Reverpee
Per

Capita

3208,17
142 83
153.48
145092
122 67
113,86
248,39
160,12
188,04
215,57
138 50
108 87
126,90
192,79

94,56
112,14
150,80
117.90
174,37
188,04
146.63
120,51
114.59
155.38
1063, 2100
133.35
187.65
145.58
44695
145.84
242.01
136,85
160,35
157.62
149,11
162,73
143,11
110.94
150.52
182.0°7
144.14
15273
131.56
168.186
124 RO
172.37
158,08
203,85
142.53
156.54
110.08

2166.74

Tax
Etfort
Index/Rank
1334 / 6
B2E /40
978 [ 25
ge3 /27
742 | 45
T46 7 dd
1476 [/ 3
827 /88
1164 /10
18 /7
BT F AT
680 / 2
915 / 82
1232 /7 B
593 /50
T40 7 47
a2e /80
4.2 | 46
045 /2
1126 / 11
78 /26
B29 38
T1.8 / 49
105.1 / 20
Ta.4 / 43
87.0 / 385
10a.2 /18
017 8
D05 1
749 /42
1432 /7 &
RT3 / 34
1077 / 18
1021 [/ 28
f3ge /28
108.5 / 15
BR.O /33
741 /48
1069 /19
1198 / 9
84.1 [/ 2§
B51 /a8
B25 J 41
BEa 24
10ge + 23
111.2 / 12
1108 / 13
1446 / 4
108.2 /17
106 / 14
RET /5

1000



State

Alahama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connectiont
Delawmare
Washington, DC
Flarida
Georgin
Hararaii
Idaha
1llingis
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Rentucky
Lomisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachiisetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississipp
Missour
Montana
MNebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
Kew Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
MNarth Dakota
ko
Oklahoma
Orregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Yermont
Virginia
Washington
Wast Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyaming
.5, Total

Table 3-5
Selective Sales: Parimutuel Taxes —1985

Capachy Tan Revenue

Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Par
Base* Capita Index/Rank Capaclty Revenue  Capita
336 $3.51 1281 ¢ 17 15 $0 F0.00
0 0,00 0o ¢ B 0 0 0,00
231 8,80 1108 /19 11 11 5,59
27 874 1929 / 10 14 21 BE.75
2223 854 1281 /16 i 135 4,66
210 297 90,7 /20 10 B 251
537 7.71 2391 / 4 24 &4 20.18
108 7.B8 2662 / 3 a3 L 0.45
] 0.00 no ¢ B 0 0 0.00
1,648 T.41 2490 ¢ & B4 120 10,52
I 0.no oo /B 0 L 0,00
0 0.00 o f B i 0 0.00

L 41 139 / 34 i 0 0.41
923 3.65 1226 / 1B 42 G0 5210
0 (1.0 no ¢ B n 0 0.00
44 L.Go 232 7 30 2 0 0.0
0 0.0 oo/ B 0 0 LIRI]Y]
322 304 1323 7 15 15 11 3.06
Gl 5.73 1925 /11 26 25 o.62
36 141 473 /) 27 - 1 1.01
469 4.86 1635 / 12 21 14 3.28
LI 4.42 1487 / 14 26 a6 6.19
376 1.8559 B34 /23 17 23 241
&4 .82 308 J 28 4 0 0.00
0 .00 oy S B 0 0 0_0d
i 0,00 0o/ B 1] 0 [.0KD
12 064 2l.5 /82 1 i 0.19
215 .09 2048 / 9 10 13 7.82
0 (.00 01 /85 0 i .01
187 B.52 2883 J 1 8 10 10.35
1,013 6.10 206.1 / 8 45 7 092
144 4.53 1523 7 13 T 3 1.75
4,171 8.13 2731 J 2 145 1m B.66
0 0.0 0o / B 1] 0 0.00
0 0.00 oo /B 1] 1] (.00
405 1.73 582 / 24 18 12 1.08
42 .58 194 / 33 2 2 0.64
05 161 B2 /25 4 5 1.m
422 1.62 sdE S 25 19 13 109
165 741 2466 / B ) ] 632
1] .00 0o /B 1] 0 0.0
a1 1.896 660 f 22 1 2 5.00
0 0.00 00 / B 0 0 0.00
1] 000 a0 /B 0 0 .00
1] 000 no / B 0 0 0,00
10 088 pat B 0 1 1,28
0 0,00 no ¢ B 0 0 0.00
200 207 Ghe 21 ] T 1.60
a5 .04 R 1 N 13 11 5.66
1] .00 oo ¢ B 1] 0 .00
1 066 221 /a1 0 0 0,03
$15,588 208 1000 $710 8710 $2.98

MOTE:All per eapita amounts are in dollars; total ssounts sre in millions of dollars,

Hepresentative Rate = 4.6%

*Tax hase is parimutue] handle in millions of dollars.

B = Hase ks mero.

& = Rero pevenue reported.

Sowree: ACIR stafl satimates,

. VI

Tax
Effart
Inde Rank
an 7 Z
on /2
10E.8 [ 15
1525 / 4
1212 | 12
Bd.5 7 18
2617 / 2
57 / am
on ;7 Z
1420 ¢ 7
on /2
oo o O#
2 /18
1426 / 6
0o Oz
0o b Oz
oo/ Z
7749 /21
881 /1T
N
67.3 /25
1399 / &
1330 7 @
0 ! Z
0o f Z
oo !/ Z
402 5 o9
1284 /10
50 501
121.6 [ 11
150 ! 30
385 [/ 28
9.7 [ 24
0o f Z
0o f Z
GEe [/ 27
1100 /14
118.3 / 13
G67.2 /&4
BGG S 18
0o 4z
1574 7/ &
oo ¢ &
oo/ 2
on / Z
1436 / 5
[ 4
772 [ 22
BLG /20
on f Z
140 %1

10,0



State

Alabama
Alaska
Anzona
Arkansas
California
Caoloradao
Connecticut
Dilaware
Washington, DC
Florda
Georgia
Hamwiaii
Idaho
Hlinnis
Indiana
Towa
HKansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Mazsachuseits
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Miszouri
Montana
Mebraska
Mevada
Mew Hampshire
Mew Jersay
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Morth Carolina
Morth Dakota
Ohin
Dklahoma
Uregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Houth Carolina
Soputh Dakota
Tennessee
Tecns
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washinglon
West Virginia
Wizsconsin
Wyoming

U.5. Total

Table 3-6
Selective Sales Taxes: Motor Fuels —1985

Capacity Tax Revenue

Tax Per Capaclty Tax Tax Par
Base® Caplta Irudex Rank Capacity Revenus  Capiia
2,187 $O0.75 1064 1 23 244 H282 370.17
a7 69,87 1223 /7 8 36 36 68,79
1,808 f3.12 1105 7 18 201 224 T0.41
1,424 67.17 1176 7 12 158 152 B4 25
12,679 B3.51 83.7T r 39 1411 1,158 43,02
1,715 59.07 1034 7 30 191 187 o7.78
1,454 2238 917 [ 43 166 205 G458
471 G646 1168 7 15 41 40 63.74
173 31 Rz 86.7 [/ 81 20 25 40,34
5,862 5740 100.5 /7 33 e T25 6477
4,770 T0.21 1229 ¢ 7 420) 386 B4, 55
Jdd 36.31 G636 / 50 Bt o8 55.41
538 5055 142 /28 G 79 TE.GG
5,811 51.24 BO.T J 44 abl 36 56,50
3,167 GA_0H 1122 [/ 17 862 335 60,96
1,621 G2.53 1095 ! 20 180 182 6. 25
1475 G7.01 1178 F 13 164 149 6. 74
1,084 G9.24 108.7 [/ 29 221 1546 3265
2419 Bl 106.1 [ 27 265 asd #0.75
B42 61.34 1074 7 23 71 bt 76,35
2,208 B5.97 ge0 [ 35 246 2497 67.63
24577 49.26 852 7 46 2487 251 4522
4 308 03.49 836 £ 40 486 B0 68,26
2,209 68,61 10&6 [ 81 246 350 &3.46
1,447 61.62 107.9 [ 22 1&1 137 52.35
4,015 BE.T1 1168 [ 14 335 2 050
o8 72.52 1269 5 5 &0 g1 98.65
46 G564 114.7 /! 16 105 128 T4.43
o3 60,26 1212 / 9 B0 o2 8811
479 5336 034 /41 53 64 64,22
4,589 5281 924 J 42 a9 s 40,12
235 TL.78 1257 / & 104 104 71.54
6,346 +9.71 69.5 / 49 T06 410 23.06
4,468 G1.69 108.0 / 21 J86 408 65 16
464 T5.40 1220 / 3 o2 a4 T8.43
5,434 56.28 9B.5 7 34 B05 623 B7.95
2,156 T2.69 1272 7 4 240 191 57.79
1,464 6061 106.1 7 26 163 127 47,33
3,101 4760 B3E 7 47 it G22 b2.45
401 46.08 B80T 7 4B 45 46 AT.38
1,886 62.T1 1058 / 19 210 247 T80
488 T6.66 1342 7 2 54 55 T4.02
2,861 68,20 121.1 7 11 30 288 G058
10,187 659,24 1212 7/ 10 1,134 987 T
H23 55.50 gT3 BB a1 112 68,25
280 ) 1021 7 32 a1 a7 69,85
3131 6107 1069 F 24 4B S28 67.45
18T aa.67 G40 /38 &37 545 T9.15
aa7 49,85 873 7 45 a7 159 B2.08
2314 5308 4.5 f BT 258 370 T7.58
438 35.TH 1677 7 1 4% a6 T0.37
122,560 §57.13 100.0 513 638 13,638 £57.148

NOTE:All per capita amounts are in dellars; total amounts are in millions of dolinrs.
Fepresentative Rate = §0.11 per pallon.

*Tax base ke moter Tual sales bn milllens of gallons, excluding wee by state aral local govorn ments
Souree: ACIR staff estimates.

- T =

Tax
Effart
Index/Rank

1154
098.5
111.6
95,7
821
97.8
123.3
95.9
126.8
111.1
91.9
152.6
1321
111.0
95.1
1n1.2
90,6
Ba.8
1344
124.5
120.8
nn
127.6
142.4
B5.0
61.3
156.0
121.2
141.7
1203
T6.0
100.1
8.1
105.6
104.0
1030
0.5
T8.1
10635
128
117.7
101.8
H7.5
&7.1
1228
119.5
.1
147.5
164.7
143.7
3.5
100.0

!O20
[ .

T,

21
36
45
34
13
by
11
b
38

2

9
23
&7
a0
40
41

a4
12
16
43
10

]
+
al

T
15

i

17

o T Ty e T e T, Ty, e e, ey e ey e, ey, e T T e T T e e T e, T e T e T T e e T T el e e T e e e e e e, ey iy
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State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Drelaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Ilineis
Indiana

Towama

Kanszas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Mazszachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Misgpur
Montana
Mebraska
Mevada

Wew Hampshire
New Jersey
MNew Mexico
Mew York
Morth Carolina
Morth Dakota
Ohio
Dklahoma

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessae
Texas
Utah
Vermaont
Virginka
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

LS. Total

Selective Sales: Insurance Premiums — 1985

Tax
Base*

54,20
836
3,636
1,832
34,085
4,708
4,567
1,078
1,023
12,476
6,147
1447
902
13,487
5574
8427
2 986
3,461
5,308
1,325
5,417
7112
12,574
4,947
2253
5,707
778
1,978
ao3
1,358
BA2T
1,440
24,900
5,706
T64
11,064
3,575
2,961
14 8RZ
1,350
3,140
Ti1
4,530
18,620
1,364
584
4,953
4,523
1,584
5166
460
F276,520

Capacity

PEr
Caplta
§17.25
26,32
18.70
12.73
21.20
18,88
23.589
28.42
2680
18.00
16.87
2851
14.72
18,17
17.51
19.48
19.98
15.23
19.42
18.66
2022
20,03
2260
19.35
14.14
18.61
15.45
20,19
17.38
29 .32
19.36
18.28
22 56
14,96
18,24
16,88
17.78
18,07
20,58
2287
15.48
16.47
17.00
15.66
14,60
16.04
14.23
16.82
18.41
17.74
15.10
21590

Table 3-7

& Tax

a Thax
lndfﬂm Capacity
a8 [/ 33 F60
13886 / 3 14
986 [ 22 G0
670 [/ 51 20
1116 /7 10 550
491 / 21 Gl
1242 [/ 4 15
148.7 /1 18
1411 / 2 17
Q48 J 2H 2005
ERE [/ 36 10
1186 / & 24
775 ! 46 15
10609 7 20 221
g22 /a1 G
126 14 56
1052 / 14 45
B2 /4% 67T
1023 /17 &7
982 / M 22
165 / 12 85
1065 14 117
1185 7 7 20
1018 /19 "1
T44 [ 48 ar
Q8.0 / 25 o4
Bld4 [ 41 13
106.3 / 13 32
915 / 4@ 14
1176 / @ x2
1018 / 18 146
B5.7 J &9 24
1209 [/ 6 408
TAA [ 45 4
Bea3 ! 28 13
B85 5 85 181
935 [/ 29 g9
851 /27 49
1084 /11 244
1204 7 & 22
Bi0 ¢ 42 ai
BET M 38 12
885 /M a1
B3 /23 a05
716 7 49 22
845 5 40 ]
T4.8 ! 47 81
BE6 ¢ 37 4
T0.6 F 50 26
o34 [/ A0 B
795 [ 44 ]
100.0 $4,084

MOTE:All per capite amounts are by dedlars; totel amounts are in millions of dellars,
Represomtative Rate = 1 64%.
*Tax base ig groge induranss premioms in millions of dollars.
Bouree: ACTR stoff estimarbes.

- T6 =

Tax

Rievenue

116

T4
107
124

19

164
117

102

115
13
171
]
41
205
17

16

81
379

108
61

$4,534

Revenue
Per
Capita

29 39
23.70
17.39
17.03
24 83
13.51
249 95
27.94

0.00
16.51
15.28
2791
20,44
10006
12,83
19,29
30,07
28 .84
27.74
16.54
15,73
2811
12.87
18.25
20,70
19.70
25.18
18.39
4036
19.12
15.49
#4917
16.47
18.39
18.45
15.90
29 59
15.41
17.27
17.88
1268
e
19,11
29.1%
16.14
16.55
19.04
13.93
99 77
11.17
16.09

£18.09

Tax
Effort
Index/Rank
1289 /15
i28.0 /16
a0 o3z
1338 /7 14
1171 [/ 22
T1.8 [/ 45
124.0 7 17
Q8.5 /&
00 7 51
91.7 /34
G086 /a6
1240 7 19
136.8 [ 12
625 ! 50
733 7 44
g9.0 ¢ 28
18085 7 7
1884 ¢ 1
1428 7 9
®76 [ a7
9268 [ 33
1404 ! 10
567 [ 49
4.3 [ 30
1464 / &
10589 [/ 25
163.0 / &
91.1 ! 35
1747 ¢ 3
B5T / 3R
GO.T T 47
191 /2
T1.8 / 46
123.0 /20
100.9 & 27
h4.2 /31
16686 / B
g3.3 /39
83.9 [ 40
T2 [ 43
24 [ 42
1396 11
1124 23
1240 7 18
1187 r 21
104.1 26
1338 7 13
I |
sl 7 4
629 F 43
a6 [ 24

10010



Table 3-8
Selective Sales: Tobacco Products —1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax
Tax Per Capaciy Tax Tax Per EMor
State Basa™ Capita Index/Rank Capacly Revenoe Capita Indax/Aank
Alahama 462 R 517.96 065 4 70 fH4 500,95 1166 ! 15
Alaskn 67.4 20,19 1085 ¢ 11 11 5 10p.0(u0 49.5 © 46
Arizona aiz R 16.30 BTG 43 a2 i 15.594 853 £ 30
Arkansas 2901 19,74 1063 [ 18 47 G 26.57 1343 / 9
California 2.634.0 15.71 44 F 47 414 261 b.85 629 [ 45
Colorado 3625 17.51 041 / 36 87 £2 16.18 924 /81
Connecticut 349,58 17.20 624 f 99 o5 a0 28.458 1656 7 3
Delagemre R4 2281 119% 7 6 14 12 19.70 HES S 03
Washington, DC 785 18,52 1012 f 25 12 10 15.20 208 36
Flarida 1.387.0 19,05 1024 7 22 28 286 25.19 1822 [/ 10
Creprgia ToR.T 15,582 165 £ 17 118 RE 14.74 T44 [ 40
Hawraii 734 10,87 S84 1 G0 11 20 18.71 1721 /1
Idahn 102.4 15.50 ga.n [ 46 16 10 10,15 638 [ 44
linois 14047 159.01 1021 7 23 219 238 20.85 1087 7 20
Indiana T61.5 21338 11486 7 7 117 17 13.96 B5.5 [/ 44
Towa a1 a 17.42 936 AT 50 54 2048 1175 [ 14
Kanszas 2833 18,05 970 32 44 45 18.32 1015 7 27
Kentucky GRT .4 28,80 1847 7 2 107 15 500 175 [ 50
Louisiana Dz 4 19.58 1063 [ 21 &R BT 1945 8a.5 [ 28
Maine 149.0 19.98 1074 713 23 20 25,050 1254 [ 12
Maryland G&4.0 18.594 1020 7 24 &3 67 15.24 &03 /87
Massachusetts GE0.A 18.24 GR.0 / 2R 106 177 an.42 1668 7/ 2
Michigan 1,161.8 19.96 1072 7 14 181 126 13,84 f0.6 42
Minnesota 4T26 17.50 4.5 7 35 T4 B 02T 116.34 / 17
Mississippi anzn 18049 g7.2 fn 47 aT 14.01 TT4 ! 38
Mizsour 6a2.0 2024 10R.7T ¢ 10 102 104 20,62 1019 7 26
Montana ) 16.18 BT.0 /45 13 14 16.51 1019 / 26
Nebrashka 170.2 16.54 BBa 41 27 29 17.492 10843 / 28
Mevada 1356.0 261 1210 / 4 21 20 21.62 9.0 /20
Mew Hampshire 197 .4 A0.87 1669 7 1 al 33 A3.08 107.1 / 23
Mew Jorsey ERl.G 1820 a7.8 [/ aon 1348 217 2865 1574 / &
New Mexion 127.9 13.75 73.9 [/ 49 20 14 10.07 74.2 [/ 41
WNew York 2,076.9 18.22 9749 / M 324 495 27.81 1527 / B
Morth Carolina 971.3 24.24 1302 / 3 152 17 2.66 11.0 / 51
North Dakota Ti.4 16.27 B4 ! 44 11 12 1800 111.2 / 18
Ohia 1,368.9 19490 10648 ! 16 214 185 17.18 Be3 /34
Oklahoma 4160 19.67 1057 /19 G T4 2.7 115.6 / 14
Oregon 319,49 18.65 09.7 [ 26 511 &4 21.54 1178 /13
Fennsylvania 1,385.6 18.25 fan 27 216 2349 .18 1106 [/ 19
Rhode Island 1284 2070 111.8 / 8 20 phis] J0.03 1450 / B
South Carolina 420.3 14,60 1053 7 20 G6 3 592 455 J 48
South Dakota Td. 4 16.40 BB.1 / 42 12 10 14.7H 90.1 / a2
Tennesses B12.3 HAKLY) 178 12 26 a2 17.16 B55 /35
Texas 1,873.3 17.56 BE0 S 3 262 374 2285 1274 / 11
LUtah 111.8 10,61 aT.0 /a2 17 13 .01 766 /49
Vermont 7.0 2246 1207 7/ & 12 13 2408 1085 /21
Virginia TEG.0 20,95 1126 / & 120 36 6.32 N2 7 49
Washington 423.5 14.99 anG 7 48 L5 a7 22.06 1471 ¢ 7
West Virginia 53 17.35 03.2 [ 38 i | a6 18.12 1045 24
Wisconsin al2.2 16.74 Gl 4 &0 125 27.160 1618 / 4
Wyoming (4.7 19.84 1066 !/ 16 10 B 9.53 4810 [ 47
LU.S. Total 2B 4642 $18.61 1000 4,443 34,443 31861 0

NOTE:All per eapitn amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dolors.
Represantative Bato = S0U1G8 per packags,

*Tax base s cignrette gales in millions of packs.

Source: ACTR stafl estimntes.
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Tabla 3-0
Selective Sales: Amusements — 1985

Capacity Tax Rewenue Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort
Slate Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue  Capita Index/Rank
Alabama $205 $0.52 234 [ 50 82 $0 $0.02 a1 .f a3
Alazhka 46 0.5 40,2 7 47 i ] .43 482 [ 10
Arizona 406 1.31 pRS S 21 d ] 013 103 / 28
Arkansas 182 .20 a5.5 1 47 2 0 0.1s 133 /19
Califoenn 14,252 506 2480 2 147 1 o2 438
Caolorado 741 245 162 / 8 ] 1 0.1 67 f 28
Connecticut 437 1.42 63.1 /17 4 14 4.47 8166 / 4
Delawars Ha 1.38 61.3 / 18 1 0 009 B2 / 20
Washington, DC 295 a.70 1647 ! B 2 ] .00 0o f oz
Florida 201K 2654 1178 / 7 a0 ] 0.25 108 [ 24
Georga Ao 1.02 45.7 [/ a2 i) 1] (1.0 0o f Z
Hawenii 180 1.75% T2 /11 2 £ £ o
[ilahm T8 (.8 a5.7 [ 45 1 1] (.00 0o 5 2
THifimis 2248 xm R4 /B 23 g 0.80 aag /12
[ndiana 475 (2] 496 f a9 6 1] .05 58 /3]
[ovwen 2449 089 39,7 F A8 3 ] 0,00 oo f 2
Fansas 201 084 3te f 4] 2 1 .34 401 F 11
Kentucky 290 0.80 35.7 [ 44 3 1 021 268 /13
Lowisiana 47H 1.1 A28 &5 L iy G230
Maine 03 .52 367 [ 42 1 ] 20 239 7 16
Marvland st 1.4H g6l S 15 T 1 [T ] 20 17
Massachusetts ks 1.57 7000 F 13 4] 1% 202 1264 f 7
Michigan 1,100 1.25 655 F 23 11 L} .01 06 /36
Minnesola 552 1.35 604 /19 6 L] .00 oo 7 Z
Mississippi 116 0.46 2.4 51 1 0 0.12 261 / 15
Missourt T L.ob ™E L1 -] I .15 8+ 24
Moniana T8 in.a4 418 / 35 1 L] 0,00 oo/ 2
Mebrashka 171 1.10 485 [ 24 2 & 298 2717 ! 6
MNevaia 3472 3817 17018 ¢ 1 i 245 261 .33 6R4EG S 1
New Hampghire 179 1.55 g2.3 /10 2 L] 015 B4 [ 27
New Jersey 3,176 432 1927 f 3 33 202 26.67 6170 / 2
Mew Mexicn 147 1.04 46.5 / 31 2 1] 017 164 ! 21
Mew York T, 1859 415 16454 T4 14 i8] 10220
Morth Carolina &l2 (.84 a78 /40 k] a .44 a2d /8
MNorih Dakota 46 .69 208 /49 0 1 209 023 /&
C(Yhio 1,529 1.46 G658 7 16 16 L] 000 oo ¢/ 2
Okelahoma 250 .51 860 ! 43 3 b 0.52 647 / B
Oregon 283 1.08 48.4 [ 30 3 1 020 263 /14
Pennsylvania 1,357 1.18 826 7 28 14 L] 0oz 1.6 / &5
Rivode Tstamd 113 20 538 1 25 i i} .23 14— 18
South Carolina 60 .60 256 7 46 3 14 4.27 nede v 3
South Dakota a5 0485 422 3 1 0 .00 po /2
Tennessea 564 1.23 % e f L] 0.00 02 /3
Texas 200 1.26 86.1 F 22 21 2 0,13 104 / 25
Utah 42 1.3l 67.5 [ 14 2 0 0.00 oo/ Z
Vermont 1568 2,940 1334 7 & 2 (1] .38 127 / 22
Wirginia 345 .98 43683 G o R LE84
Washington i 1.33 8.1 7 20 L 0 0.05 85 /82
West Virginia 142 .76 BT f 48 1 0 LRI oo f Z
Wisconsin 614 1.11 494 [ 27 5 1] .04 04 7 ar
Wyoming 45 0.51 40.7 [ 386 ] 1] 0.0 oo f Z
LS. Total 552 048 24 106400 £536 $536 §2.24 1000

NOTE-All per eapito amounts are in dollars; total ameunits are in milllons of dedlars.
Reprossntative Hatn =1 0SS,
*Tax base is amusement receipis in millions of dellars.
£ = Fore pevenue repored.
Sourpe: ACTR etafl estimates.
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Tabie 3-10
Selective Sales Taxes: Public Utilities —1985

Capacity Tax Revernus Tax
Tax Par Capacily Tax Tax Per Effigrt
State Bage™ Caplta index/Rank Capaclty Revenue Capita Index/Rank
Alabama 5,061 Fdd 44 1083 [ 15 £179 S240 350,61 1341 / 12
Alaska L35 a6.26 B3 7 A& 14 2 a.74 10,3 ! 47
Arizona 3,405 98,72 0.0 f 28 123 110 Jd.50 Ba1 17
Arkansas 2455 968,74 and [ a4 57 43 18.21 4986 [ 29
California 86,795 45,28 1145 7 7 1,294 203 24.25 Bas o
Calorada 3,348 36,49 #4.E [ AT 118 52 18.04 440 7 33
Connecticut 4 496 50,02 1162 { & 158 2RO 81.14 1822 / 6
Delaware 852 50,05 1164 / 4 a 25 39,595 TR /21
Washington, DC Bas a0.48 1178 ¢/ & a2 Th 120,99 20T /2
Florida 13,898 43.17 1003 /16 481 Tod f5.19 158.8 /10
Georgia 7,209 42.59 900 / 18 255 T3 12,28 288 / 89
Havwaii 965 4231 T6.1 [/ &0 a4 82 T8.27 2422 /1
Idaho 1,009 aA5.45 224 /41 a8 ] T.60 214 7 43
Ilinnis 16,603 47.45 110 7 9 547 1,054 51.40 1928 [/ 4
Indiana 6,923 44.45 1033 [ 14 244 0 0.02 0.1 / B0
Toem 3,266 49,98 929 [ 27 115 10 3.448 a7 I 438
Kansas 3.275 47.24 1098 / 10 116 1] 2873 802 5 28
Kentucky 4,057 40,34 93T f 25 150 b3 15.02 are f 34
Laouisiana 6,191 48.7T8 1134 ¢ B 2140 104 23.28 477 3
Maine 1,119 33.98 789 [ 48 40 a7 23.25 685 /23
Marviland 4122 33.13 T7.0 /40 1486 153 34,54 1065 7 16
Maszachusetls T.5566 4682 1085 ! 13 267 0 0,00 oo ¢ F
Michigan 12,051 46.82 1nasg / 11 425 i 6.99 149 / 44
Minnesota 4,187 4026 BlE [/ 42 148 i) 20,94 Hhd 726
Missizsippi 2 846 J8.46 B9.4 ) A0 106 bl E.48 1 I |
Missour o012 345.19 B8 ! 43 177 236 47.00 1336 / 13
Montana B2 35.06 Bl5 [ 44 29 ] 10,34 205 /37
Mebraska 1,678 36859 B5.7 [ 36 1] 17 10.88 Do4 /&8
MNevada 1,224 46.30 107.6 / 12 43 19 HLR3 450 / 32
MNew Hampshire 1,144 40.47 40 /24 40 B B30 205 [ 45
New Jersey 11,205 52.41 1216 / 1 396 941 124 45 2379 / 18
New Mexico 1,481 4607 B3.8 / 30 52 14 13.08 a6.1 /a5
Mew York 20,5936 41.57 a8 /20 T 1,338 Ta.25 16810 /7
Morth Carolina T.185 40.62 44 ! 23 254 ala &0.48 1243 [/ 14
Morth Dakota G672 3483 BOS [ 45 24 16 2528 687.5 1 24
Ohia 153,084 43.00 a99 f AT 462 GHLD .00 149.0 [/ 11
Oklahoma 3,830 41,09 8543 [/ 22 135 3% 16,22 469 / 31
Oregon 2 235 &8.57 Bo.G /20 104 54 .18 628 [/ 27
Penngylvania 13,451 40.07 9l /2@ 475 6TS 48.53 1211 / 15
Rhode Island 1,045 38.13 Ba.g / a3l a7 T T2.36 1888 / §
South Carolina 3912 41,26 959 / 21 138 47 14.01 a3n ! 36
Bouth Dakota Gl H0.80 716 / &1 22 1 1,47 4.8 [ 48
Tennesses 5,628 41.73 a7.0 /14 1449 42 T4 211 ) 44
Texas 22901 4939 1148 / & A09 AT7E 41,43 B3O /oM
Utah 1,655 35,52 B25 7 40 58 a6 21.85 615 / 25
Varmont &670 a7.60 B7.4 7 33 20 18 33,99 LEBG [ 1B
Virginia 5,358 3316 T7.0 § 48 188 aarT BR.97 17789 + B
Washington 4,714 37.75 BT.T ! 32 166 279 63,19 1674 7/ %
West Virginia 1,832 33.42 TI.T 47 G5 18 .42 252 ! 40
Wmmnm.n 6,022 37.14 B3 S &4 177 152 31,52 B5T /14
Whyoming Ta0 50,62 1176 [/ 2 248 i1 11.04 9 7 oan
'I.L:E Tutnl 00,0595 43,04 100,10 510,274 310,274 $43.04 1000

MOTE:All per eapits amounis are In dodlars; total amounts are in millions of dolisrs.
Representative Rate = 553%,
*Tnx base is public utility sales in millions of dollars
£ = Tero revenue reporbed.
Bourcs:  ACIR stafl astimates.
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Tabje 3-71
Selective Sales: Alcoholic Beverages, Total—1985

Capacity Tax Revenise Tax
Tax Per Capaciy Tax Tax Per Effort
State Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue  Capita Imelex Rank
Alabama 10,0 727 ! 48 S40 $133 533,08 aME v o1
Alaska 19,16 13492 7 4 10 14 26.17 1366 / 14
Arizona 15.57 115.% 7 13 a1 a8 11,590 750 729
Arkanszas .08 G660 1 49 21 6 10,55 1206 ¢ 20
California 165.16 1174 ! 11 46 135 511 316 ! 49
Colorado 15,76 1146 ! 16 gl 25 .64 468 [ 42
Connecticut 16.27 1182 f 10 a2 hi 3 1025 633 84
Delaware 17.70 1266 7 & 11 5 8,26 46,7 / 44
Wa.ahingtﬂn, 2 24 81 2166 F 1 15 T 11.51 JE6 [ 47
Florida 172549 1256 / & 196 409 47.11 2147 [ 5
Georgia 13.56 B85 F 26 B1 185 31.654 2334 7 &
Hawaii 14.48 106.2 [ 18 15 21 19.58 135.2 f 15
Idaha 11.05 A0.3 S 40 11 10 063 871 24
Ilinois 14.33 1041 /19 165 a0 T.78 643 [/ 39
Indiana 11.36 825 /B0 H2 a7 B.74 22 [/ 36
lowa 10.37 8.3 [ 44 40 16 h.64 Hd44 /38
Kanzas 10.03 7249 ) 46 25 43 17.60 1764 / B
Kentucky am T2.0 7 47 B Y) 44 13.09 1320 /17
Louiziana 12.61 1.6 [ 32 57 T8 17.42 1381 7 18
Maina 1466 992 [/ 25 1G 3 | 26.89 19659 7 B
Maryland 156.87 1153 [ 14 T bl G.49 408 / 46
Maszsachusetts 17.06 1840 ¢ 7T g Bd 14,35 B4.1 /25
Michigan 13.82 o4 23 126 91 10.07 728 /30
Minnesota 14,58 1057 17 i1 52 12,46 B568 /25
Maszissippi 10.50 763 /42 27 a5 13.55 1290 / 18
Miszouri 11.73 852 /38 ] 25 4.93 420 7 45
Montana 14.16 1@ E J o0 12 14 16,77 1185 /¢
MNebraska 1200 2879 /35 19 15 B.]18 677 /31
Mevada 2580 2099 ¢/ 2 27 14 14.00 485 7 43
Mew Hampshire 27.58 2004 / 3 28 11 1062 BS 48
Mew Jersey 15.561 1127 [ 16 117 a8 T.72 498 [/ 40
Mew Mexico 13.42 o976 [/ 28 15 16 i 80 ane f 29
Mew York 14.33 1041 F 20 265 Bl 11.% TRE 7 28
Morth Carolina 11.51 HiE [ 38 T 125 20,50 1781 7 7
Maorth Dakota 15,38 oe.g [ 29 g i 8,69 652 7 a3
Ohio 10.97 797 /41 118 70 #.53 696 / 35
Oklahoma 9,80 T1.2 [ 48 a2 43 1261 1287 7 19
Oregon 13,00 944 [ 31 a5 11 4.05 31.2 [ 50
Pennsylvania 11.57 841 S a7 137 130 10,598 M9 /23
Rhaode lsland 16.07 1187 f 12 16 ! T.86 4689 [ 41
South Caralina 13.53 oe3 [ 27 45 102 a0n.47 ga2 ! 4
South Dakota 12.42 90,2 f 33 9 4] 1237 ga.6 /22
Tennesses 10,88 5.4 f 43 45 123 25.92 a6 F 2
Toxas 14,10 951 40 "4 B 20,84 1563 / 11
Ltah .14 522 51 12 17 10,21 1421 7 12
Vermoni 16.58 1205 f 8 ] 14 26,60 1804 7 10
Virginia 1224 a3 53 T 93 16,26 1322 7 16
Washington 1377 1001 F 24 61 103 23.37 187 F B
West Virginia E.20 59.6 [/ G0 16 11 547 667 [ a3z
Wisconsin 16.56 1203 / 9 79 4 8,14 855 / 47
Wyoming 14.30 1039 f 21 T 1 285 1949 ( 51
LS. Total 213,78 16W0.0 53,286 53,256 313.76 1000

MOTE:All per copitn amsounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millioss of Eallare,
*Mo combimed tax base can be reported; see tablis for distilbed spirits, wine, and beer.
Couree: ACIR staff estimates.
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Tabie 3-12
Alcoholic Beverages Tax: Distilled Spirits —1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax

Tax Par Capachy Tax Tax Par Etfort
State Baze® Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita Index Rank
Alabama 5,161 $5.17 7.7 /43 $21 $68 $16,82 3254 / 1
Alaska 1,428 11.02 167.2 / 4 B T 1343 1204 [/ 21
Arizona H,915 7.47 oes ! 22 24 19 6.06 811 / 27
Arkansas 2,635 4.50 B4.2 [ 48 11 13 5.58 1240 / 20
California 61,960 7.94 113.2 / 18 209 ] 260 328 [/ 4B
Colorado 6,617 B.25 117.6 / 13 27 13 3.92 475 /41
Connecticut 7,634 0.68 188.2 / B a1 17 5.24 8.1 [ 3B
Delaware 1,585 1026 1464 / 5 & i 421 410 [ 44
Washington, D 3,085 18,85 2831 + 1 12 4 5.86 205 ¢ 5
Florida 25,820 .15 1305 / B 104 215 18.90 2065 7 4
(reorgia 11,520 7.76 110.7 7/ 1B 46 a6 16.11 20786 [ 3
Hawaii 1,767 B.74 6.3 [/ 28 ) 11 397 1477 12
Tdaho 1,188 4,76 679 [ 48 a 3 4.80 1030 7 23
1llinois 21,476 7.50 1065 /7 21 BG 46 3.96 629 [ 39
Indiana T.645 L.60 Ta9 [ 36 a 19 3.43 612 [ 95
Towa 3,174 4,44 633 /48 13 & 2.87 647 M
Kansas 2,982 4.90 699 / 45 12 22 8.96 1829 / 8
HKentucky 4,764 b.15 T84 [ 44 14 25 666 1294 / 16
Louisiana 7188 6.AG 921 / 30 20 di 887 1374 [ 14
Maine 2,135 7.50 1054 /25 o 16 13.69 1854 /7 7
Maryland 9,954 89.11 12849 / 9 40 1G5 341 36.3 /46
Maszachusetls 13,841 965 1376 7 7 bl 43 731 T5.7 [/ 2
Michigan 16,758 7.43 1058 / 24 67 47 5,13 6.0 / 33
Minnesota £,561 B.22 117.8 / 14 34 27 .34 712 / 28
Mississippl 4,567 G458 78.2 [/ 38 14 18 6.90 12549 [/ 18
Miszouri 6, Thd 5.42 17.3 [/ 38 27 13 251 463 7 42
Montana 1,377 6.71 ps8 ! 20 & T B.5d 127.2 / 17
MNebraska 2,298 5.76 R2Z [ 34 9 T 4.17 723 [ 32
Mevada 4 115 17.70 2626 [/ 2 17 ) 7.13 403 [ 45
New Hampshire 4,354 17.57 2508 1 @ 18 ] ha4dl an.e [/ 49
New Jersey 16,224 864 123.2 /7 10 65 30 3893 45.5 / 43
Mew Mexico 2,050 5.69 Bl.2 [ 35 B B 5.561 068 /24
Mew York 44,615 T.H2 1116 7 17 139 102 676 736 /A0
Morth Carolina 09,357 6,05 363 ! 32 35 65 10.44 1728 f 10
North Dakota 1,265 T.44 1061 f 23 o 3 4.42 695 [/ 36
(hio 12 20sG 4. 57 B5.3 [ 47 449 b1 3.33 27 /3
Dklahoma 4.242 817 T38 [ 42 17 21 G.42 1241 /19
Oregon 4,017 6,02 859 / 33 16 B 206 343 747
Pennsylvania 15,246 5,18 T35 [ 41 61 66 5.59 1080 / 22
Ehode Island 200G 835 1190 F 12 ] 4 4.00 480 [ 40
South Carolina 6,347 T84 1089 7 19 26 He 1552 2032 7 5
South Dakota 1,243 7.07 1008 7 26 5 4 G.30 HD.1 [ 25
Tennesses 6,269 2,30 75.6 [ 40 25 it} 13.20 2480 / 2
Texas 22 884 6.51 78S S 37 90 170 10.36 1882 / &
Utah 1467 3.5 61.2 [/ &0 L] B a.20 1448 /7 13
Vermaont 1,138 8.57 1222 /11 5 7 13,55 1581 / 11
Virginia B6T4 B.12 B7.3 / 31 a6 47 E.28 1352 /15
Washington T.4149 B.78 bas [/ 27 Ao ol 11.50 176.7 / 8
West Virginia 1,570 3.27 48.6 [/ 51 G & 2.79 Bs.3 / 26
Wisconsin 9,630 B.13 1159 / 16 39 2 4.68 676 [ 3?

Wyoming S58 7.58 108.1 / 20 4 1 1.46 192 / &

.8, Totul 415,639 $7.01 1040 31,674 $1.674 §7.01 1000

NOTE:All per capita amounts are in dellars; total amounts are in millions of dollams.
Representative Hate = §4.03 per gallon.

*Tax hage = dtilled spirits in thouaands of gallons.

Souree: ACTR staff estimates.
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Table 3-13
Alcoholic Beverages: Beer—1985

Capacity Tax Ravanua Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Etfart
State Basa® Caplta Index/Rank Capachy Revenue Caplia Index/Rank
Alabama 2420 $4.23 TBE [/ 4B El17 352 $12.90 e /1
Alaska 461 6.23 1158 7 10 3 8 10.22 1841 / 10
Arizona 3,066 877 1258 / 4 22 15 4.65 687 /31
Arkansas 1,380 4.11 TBS [ 49 10 10 428 w38 7 21
California 20,374 6.43 1011 / 22 143 53 200 38.7 / 48
Colorado 2,627 5.72 1064 / 16 18 10 .00 525 / 41
Connecticut 2,152 4.72 879 / 40 15 13 4.02 B5.1 /28
Delaware 827 595 1108 / 13 4 2 822 b4.2 | 38
Washington, DC 543 6.10 1135 / 11 4 a 4,49 74.7 [ &0
Florida 10,671 B.60 1228 / & Ta 166 14.49 2104 ! &
Genrgin 4,128 4 BG 904 J 37 st Td 12.36 244 J 2
Hawali 942 6.28 11689 / & 7 B 7.64 1217 /16
Tdaho T3 a.06 841 J 31 a 4 a.76 T44 /20
Hlinois 9,044 6.51 1026 / 20 64 a5 a.04 55.1 / 37
Indiana 3,895 .08 927 / 3 27 14 2.653 G
lowa 2,128 5.19 966 / 20 15 & 2.20 42.4 1 47
Kansas 1,502 4.57 B5.0 / 43 11 17 68.87 1504 / 11
Kentucky 2,270 4.28 .7 [ 47 18 1% 6.11 1183 7 18
Louisiana 3,324 522 971 [ 27 23 an 6,80 1304 7 12
Maine B3 203 B3ae [ 32 6 12 10,50 2086 7 6
Maryland 3,388 543 1008 [ 23 24 11 254 46.7 § 4%
Massachusetts 4,680 5,58 10293 [ 19 az 33 5,60 1013 7 23
Michigan 6,761 5,23 1.3 / 26 48 36 3.93 75.1 i 28
Minnesota 3,111 5.22 971 [ 28 22 20 4,86 932 7/ 35
Misgizsippi 1,736 467 Be9 [ 42 12 14 5.29 1133 7 19
Missouri 3,847 588 1001 7 24 27 10 1.92 358 [ 49
Montana T40 6,20 1172 / 8 5 o 6,55 140 7 20
MNebraska 1,272 2.87 1036 7 18 L 8 3.20 574 [ 36
Mevada 1,076 B.09 1506 / 2 & Y 547 6ra [ a2
New Hampshire 1,150 811 1508 7 1 & 4 4.15 612 / 42
New Jersey 6,211 4.85 902 / 38 37 23 d.02 622 / 35
New Mexico 1,345 6.52 1218 /7 ] 6 4,23 648 oA
Mew York 11,810 471 are 41 B4 T8 4.41 936 /M
Morth Carolina 3,975 4.47 B3l S 45 28 50 8,00 179.1 7 8
North Dakota 511 5,24 Bre [ 25 4 2 3.39 [ M ¥
Ohio B.385 5.49 021 /21 o 27 2.55 465 1 46
Oklahoma 1,922 4.10 8.2 / BOD 14 16 4.92 1202 / 17
Oregon 1,013 5,01 93.1 / 34 13 4 1.58 3.8 [ 50
Pennsylvania 9,510 564 1050 / 17 &7 51 4.29 0§27
Rhode Island Bik3 5.83 10865 / 16 B ] 4.07 526 40
Bouth Carolina 2,386 .01 0933 [/ 33 17 40 11.04 233 5 3
South Dakota 477 4.74 B2 J/ 39 3 3 4.83 1018 J 22
Tennessee 3,048 4.50 BaT [ 44 21 48 10.12 2ESE0 /4
Texas 15,368 660 1228 / B 108 130 T94 1203 [/ 18
Utah T4l 312 §8.1 / 51 b 7 4499 1276 / 13
Vermont 459 6.03 1122 / 12 4 & 1039 1723 / 8
Virginia 4,120 6.08 94.5 / 30 208 a6 B35 125.00 / 14
Washington 8,054 4.87 206 / 38 21 40 813 187.3 / 7T
West Virginia 1,229 4.48 B30 J 46 B 4 214 47.8 [ 44
Wisconsin 4,951 7.29 1357 / 3 a5 17 3.50 492 / 43
Wyoming 426 5.89 1006 / 14 a 1 111 189 / 51
U.S. Total 182,471 86.38 100.0 $1,283 31,283 $5.38 100.0

HOTE:All per capita amounis are in dollars; total ameunts are i milliens of dolnrs
Eepressntative Aate = §7.04 per barrel.

*Tax bass i& besr sales in theuannds of barrels.

Souree: ACIR staff estimates.
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Table 3-14
Alcoholic Beverages Tax: Wine—1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tan Tax Par Efffourt
State Base® Caplta Irvdex/Flank Capacity Fevenue  Capha Index/Rank
Alabama 4,241 $0.81 449 7 42 $2 $13 $3.81 od2a S 1
Alaska 1,719 1.491 1384 7 B 1 1 2.62 1374 J 20
Arizona B.ha3 1.63 1183 [/ 15 i 4 1.19 4.2 [/ a6
Arkansaz 1,802 0.47 338 [ 50 1 a 1.10 2352 [ 10
Californina 127,200 279 2024 7 3 74 14 .51 184 / 51
Colorado 10,001 1.79 1299 [ 14 6 2 0.77 430 / 45
Connecticut 10,219 1.56 1351 [ 12 G 3 1.03 6ad /41
Drelawars 1,590 1,48 ra ¢ 17 1 1 (1825 560 [ 39
Washington, DC 4,178 o860 2801 /1 2 1 1.15 209 7 49
Florida 30,106 1.53 1111 / 18 17 42 3.72 2427 1 B
Georgia 9,682 054 G6B.O0 / 31 B 19 3.17 3382 ! &
Hawaii 2,838 1.45 1050 /18 2 2 1.96 1355 / 21
Tdahi 2,145 1.24 B95 [/ 22 1 1 0.97 782 [/ 32
1linois 26,366 1.32 960 [/ 20 15 9 0.78 584 [ a8
Indiana 7,599 (.78 565 0 a7 4 4 0.67 B66 /20
lowa 3,691 0.74 5.7 / 40 2 2 0.57 764 / 34
Kansas 2389 0.56 408 [/ 45 1 4 1.76 ner )6
Kentucky 3,077 (.48 34.8 /) 47 2 5 1.31 2145 1 7
Louisiana 7,240 0.94 678 / 52 4 B 1.76 1888 / 18
Maine 24m 1.24 B2 /21 1 a3 270 217.7 J 12
Maryland 10,148 1.34 969 /19 & & 0.65 487 [/ 43
Muassachusetlts 18,522 1.88 1364 / 11 11 B 144 T68.5 / 33
Michigan 18,312 1.17 B45 S 24 11 L 101 B&.S S 30
Minnesota R,084 1.12 B9 S 27 o a 1.26 1119 [/ 26
Mississippi 1,083 .35 25.4 /&1 1 4 1.36 2874 /) 3
Missouri 8,120 .03 87.7 [/ 33 5 2 0.49 520 /) 42
Montana 1,633 1.14 B29 f 25 1 1 1.68 147.0 / 18
Mebraska 2,119 076 G54 J 38 1 1 n.e2 074 /27
Nevada &,000 .10 2848 5 2 3 1 1.40 453 7 44
New Hampshire a,.807 1.92 139.0 F & 2 i | 1.08 o6.o6 /40
Mew Jersey 26,504 2.08 1471 / & 15 (5 0.77 a2 47
New Mexico 3,045 1.22 Ba.2 /7 23 2 2 1.08 B8l / 238
New York 55,483 1.81 130 /13 a2 20 1.13 62.7 / a7
Morth Carolina 10,671 0.99 718 [/ 30 g 18 205 2081 /13
Morth Dakola TT4 (.65 474 ) 41 0 1 0.87 1332 / 23
Ohio 16,856 0.91 65.8 / 84 10 7 0.66 722 /| 38
Oklahoma 3,031 0.53 385 /48 2 4 1.26 2379 /) 9
Oregon 9,159 1.87 143.0 / 7 & 1 0.41 208 [ 50
Pennsylvania 15,344 0.76 543 / 39 9 13 1.10 1470 / 18
Rhode Island 3,161 1.B9 187.0 / 10 2 1 0,78 41.7 /46
South Carolina &,088 (.68 638 /35 3 10 .05 Hes [/ 4
South Dakota Ta4 0.61 44.1 [ 43 0 1 1.24 20349 [/ 15
Tennesses 4,819 0.59 425 [ 44 3 12 2,60 4436 / 2
Texas 27,955 0.58 716 / 20 16 33 2,04 20683 [/ 14
Utah 1,355 0.47 4.0 /48 1 2 1.08 218.0 /11
Vermont 1,837 1.99 1441 / 6 1 1 267 1342 / 22
Virginia 10,776 1.09 T8 /2B i} 8 1.63 148.1 / 1T
Washington 16,194 2,13 154.1 / 4 ] 10 2,54 110.2 [ 26
West Virginia 1,585 0.47 843 / 48 1 1 0,55 115.7 / 24
Wisconsin 8,385 1.14 B26 /! 25 5 4 0.92 B0 [/ 31
Wyoming 725 0.82 508 / 38 1] 0 0.20 34.7 /! 4B
U.B. Total Heg, 013 FL.38 100.0 3328 £320 $l1.38 100.0

KOTE:=All per eapitn amounts are in dollars; total amournts are in millions of dollars.
Ruprasentativie Rote = 068 por gullom,

*Tax basn is wine eales in theusanda of gallons,

Soures: ACTH staff estimates.
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Table 3-15
All License Taxes — 1985

Capaclty Tax Revenus Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax T Par Effort
Stoate Base® Capita Index/Rank Capaclty Revenue Caplta Index/Rank
Alabama $52.45 1064 [ 22 §211 5160 §42.06 RO2 31
Alaska 61.21 1242 / B a2 20 00.24 80.2 1 24
Arizona a2.a4 1062 / 23 167 170 53.49 w2z /18
Arkansas 46.03 852 / & 111 a3 3927 837 /28
California 47.14 956 [/ 36 1,243 L5 26.45 GL i
Colorade 63.14 128.1 / & 204 125 $8.60 611 / 44
Connecticut 47.43 982 J 36 151 1 AZ 66 B39 25
Delawars G455 110.6 / 20 a4 158 25402 4857 J 1
Washington, DC 34.12 6932 / 51 21 24 A7.65 11 515
Florida 53,81 1213 / 13 GR0 406 35.69 B9.7 J 46
Georgia o102 1035 / 28 205 105 1768 M4 751
Hawaii 42 B4 BES /A6 44 a0 2845 B4 [ 40
Telah BS.AD 132875 il 45 4833 T35 06
Tilinois 43.31 918 [/ 42 SE3 T4 63.63 1404 / &
Indiana 48.55 986 / A1 267 136 24.75 810 [ &0
lowa 6191 1256 / 7 179 1581 62.00 101.6 [ 20
Kansas 60.08 1218 / 11 147 101 4134 GR.8 / 3D
Kentucky 47.77 969 J 34 178 142 38.21 BO.O /B4
Louiziana 51.02 105.3 / 25 233 2R2 G284 1210 7 9
Maine S1.08 105.4 / 24 Gl a9 L0386 069 21
Maryland 47.94 a72 / 33 211 112 25.49 63.2 [/ 48
Massachusetts 42,75 Ba.T J 47 249 162 27.84 65,1 /42
Michigan 48.83 99.0 J 30 444 465 40,16 22 /30
Minnesota 35.70 1130 ¢ 1B 234 2m 64,70 1162 [ 11
Mississippi 43.60 B84 / 45 114 131 5017 1151 / 12
Missoun 51.18 103.8 / 28 257 238 4740 926 /23
Montana 6R.04 138.0 / 3 o6 61 74.76 1084 /17
Mebraska 5B.72 1191 /7 14 54 TG 4705 BO1 7 33
MNevada 5745 1163 7 16 5 46 49,38 861 /27
Mew Hampshire 29.87 1214 /7 12 &0 &0 449 &0 g3z / 29
MNew Jersay 46.43 942 J 39 as1 454 60,10 1204 / B
New Mexico 26,75 115.1 ¢ 17 82 o4 40.72 718 ! 37
Mew York 40.86 E29 /49 T27 B4 36,20 Ba.6 7 26
Morth Carolina 46.52 Gdd ¢ 3R 231 3z 51.08 1wE 7 16
North Dakota 70,46 1429 / 2 48 39 56.47 80.1 / 32
Ohio 45.60 92.5 40 454 65 64.23 Mos 5
Olklahoma 61.52 1248 / B 20k 241 72.91 1185 / 10
Oregon GH.42 1185 / 16 157 175 65,18 1116 / 14
Pennsyleania 40.42 E2.0 /[ 50 479 805 75,50 1868 / 3
Rhode Tsland 45.16 916 [ 43 44 27 27.87 G617 [ 43
Sputh Carolina 44,08 B4 S 44 148 7o 22.50 510 /[ 49
South Dakota B67.17 1862 / 4 4B a2 4456 66.3 /1 41
Tennesges 48.13 976 [/ a2 301 G314 a1z / 7
Texas 52.62 108.7 / 21 861 1620 98.94 1880 / 2
Utah 51.13 103.7 7 27 B4 44 29,61 H78 [ 48
Vermont BLGT 1231 /7 10 32 34 63,79 1051 /18
Virginia 45.32 818 7 4 258 200 20,75 1120 7 13
Washington a5.a7 1123 / 18 244 184 41.72 T4 1 05
Waest Virginia 42.51 B2 J 48 B2 Td A0_2i fde /22
Wisconsin h1.02 1035 / 20 244 170 A6.65 695 / 38
Wyoming T8.70 1586 / 1 40 e 11519 lded [/ 4
.5, Total $40.30 100.0 811,770 11,770 F40._30 Lo

WOTE:AlL per eaphin ameunis are in doliars; total ameants are in milliens of dellars.
*No combined tax bsse can bé reparted; see tahlea for particular Heenses.
Snupes: ACTR staff estimnies.
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Tabig 3-16
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Operators — 1985

Capachy Tax Revernue Tax
Tax Per Capaclty Tax Tax Par Etfort
State Base® Capilta Index/Rank Capsclty Revenus  Capita Index/Aank
Alabama 2461.550 5240 3.2 [ 11 10 8024 222 n2d S 24
Alaska B0 2.26 BY.G /12 1 0.558 1.15 ag 44
Arizona 2324 591 2 G 111.0 £ 20 4] 5.5T1 1.75 811 [ 41
Arkansas 1723755 2.87 111.2 f 21 T 4.781 2.04 07 5 a4
California 17444 64 250 100,77 7 3 AR 60.74 230 ARE [ 25
Colorado DER4_ 364 277 1076 16 1] 6,219 1.02 694 S 36
Connecticut 2314 612 2 HG 111.0 { 60 q 17 54 6.54 1948 [/ 2
Delacare 447,037 282 1086 + 37 2 11558 1.86 a0 § 38
Washington, D d64. 736 241 S35 f al 2 1.597 2.50 1058 18
Florida 162349 277 73 3 n q 705 258 1041 ¢ 21
Creorgia A%i0.454 2.57 006 23 15 11,616 1.04 TaT f 532
Hararaii 593 052 221 458 7 47 2 ] (1.0 oe F 2
Idaho oo 404 2.0 1049 [/ 4 3 2911 200 T2 17
Mhinms GOt GER .36 91.7 £ 40 L) 24,008 205 1248 7 12
Indiana 45497 085 2.57 9096 [ 26 14 i (). (M3 00 f £
[oam 1900 055 2,58 i3 /9 T 11.251 .50 1509 + 7
Kansas 165582 2,685 1029 / & £ 4. 5509 1.86 702 [ A5
Kentucky 2244 381 2.37 918 /17 L | G.3EG 1.71 T24 ¢ 33
Laouigiana 2755.043 241 936 /19 11 B, 366 1.87 776 3
Maine B0 A5 271 1051 27 3 4. TRY 4.11 1519 ¢ &
Ma:'].rla.tld DO0T 404 &.60 1.7 [/ 41 11 7.785 1.798 GEd ¢ a3t
Muazsachusetts ATH2.074 2,55 09,1 [ 46 15 31,0656 5.3 2088 7 1
Michigan G254, 115 2. 70 1047 [/ 39 25 15.978 1.76 851 [ 39
Minnesota 2473.078 Fk | HoE 2R 10 £ 447 2.24 069 [ 23
Migsissippi 1810847 272 1065 36 T 8,131 .11 1145 7 14
Missouri 395,853 2.85 027 7 24 13 11.08 218 g2q /28
Montana HE2 DES 2.76 107.2 /& = 1.321 1.60 579 /43
MNebraska 1088, 707 2,66 103.3 1 10 4 268 1.67 BT [ 40
MNevada 899077 204 114.7 5 22 4 2451 2.55 87.2 J 28
MNew Hampshire T&T BGZ 2.890 1125 35 3 4.571 4.58 1580 / &
Mew Jersey STH3.689 3.00 116.6 + 49 23 23.084 317 105.6 / 20
New Mexico a7 .68 2.64 m2e /7 4 3082 213 BOo4 J 29
Mew York GR41. 209 217 B4 [/ 48 ag hE.H1E 520 1472 / B
Morth Carolina 4123 BE6 2.58 looa /25 16 27.687 4,43 1712 / A&
Morth Dakota 443,002 2.54 a4 / 2 2 1.741 &.54 1002 [ 22
Oihin T336.386 2.64 1039 [/ 42 pii] L0LTH 1.00 275 /AT
Oklahoma 2O4% 20 267 134 1 6 g 6018 2.10 T8.6 J/ &0
ﬂ:l'e.gﬂn 1955, 765 2.86 111.00 + 13 a 11.191 4.16 1456 / 0
Pennsylvania TEEE, 006 2.50 7.0 [/ 43 A 42 B0 5.59 143.8 ! 10
Rhaoedi Tsland B19. 132 2.81 073 [ 45 ] ] .00 e/ Z
South Carolina 2131.895 2.00 969 [/ a3 & 3,979 1,19 478 [ 45
South Dakata 45389 2.68 1040 ¢+ 3 2 1.138 1.61 ao.o S 42
Tennesses A025 458 2.49 neT7 [/ 52 i2 10.043 4,19 1681 / 4
Texas 108049, 078 2,59 nos ! 15 42 a8.321 & ea B5.T [ 27
Ltah 062 Rl 2,31 RO.1 [/ 18 4 4.76 2.59 1261 /11
Vermont 85,182 2.82 logs 29 2 1.7045 3140 118.0 /16
Virginia 804,113 261 101.5 /1 44 15 15.763 274 106.7 7 19
Washington 2080.717 2.85 1029 /14 12 14880 3145 1188 [/ 13
West Virginia 1258 585 2,63 1021 / 30 5 1 000 oo+ Z
Wisconsin d211.33 2, 1024 [ 38 13 14.265 2959 1133 / 15
Wyoming 3431.85 2.56 @2 o1 i (455 .47 ara [/ 46
U.B. Total 156,568 $2.58 100,00 $615 8615 $2.58 100.0

KOTE-All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dodlars.
Representative Rote = £5.92 per lieense.
*Tax base I8 the numbaer of motor yohicls apsrators licenaes in thousands,
£ = Zare revenue reported,
Sourca: ACIA stoff estimstes.
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Table 3-17
License Taxes: Corporations — 1985

Capacity Tax Ripvinug Tax
Tax Par Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort
State Baga™ Caplta Imndex/Rank Capacity Revenus Capita Index/Rank
Alabama 47,521 §7.09 61.1 / &0 520 T3.681 $18.32 2585 7 &
Alaska 8,072 13.23 1141 / 13 7 0.981 1.88 142 [ 32
Arizona 51,671 12.32 1062 / 18 a9 856 1.06 BE I 36
Arkansas 28,055 9,33 04 / 42 22 4.831 187 179 [/ 27
Californis 382,823 11.03 851 [/ 29 201 T.248 0.27 25 7 &)
Colorado 66,193 15.33 1322 / & 50 2436 0.75 49 [ 47
Connecticut 58,007 13.88 187 / 10 44 6,405 202 145 / a1
Delaware 14,122 17.25 1487 / 3 11 121.057 19463 11283 7 1
Washington, DC 10,400 1282 1088 / 16 B 2.03 3.24 23,7 7 23
Florida 275,283 18.40 1587 ¢ 1 200 18,086 1.59 8B /35
Georgia 79,736 10.14 BT4 / 30 61 15.443 2.58 255 / 24
Hawaii 20,5565 14.82 1278 / 8 16 1051 104 6.7 ! 44
Tdaheo 13,878 10,49 f0s /32 11 0.277 028 28 [/ 48
Iinois 166,905 1099 948 / 30 127 55.5896 4.B6 441 /17
Indiana 6,143 056 E24 /40 ad 4.321 079 gz ;ar
Towa 42,220 11.12 8589 [/ 26 a2 17.541 G.08 047 /14
Kansas 36,980 11.47 989 J 24 2B 9.69 896 4.5 / 20
Kentucky 38 285 g0l 6.1 [ 47 an 20,202 hA2 67.7T [/ 13
Louisiana 72,782 12,34 1064 7 17 & 201857 45.05 365.0 / 4
Maine 15,689 1024 BB.A / 34 12 0.966 0.83 B1 / a8
Maryland 70,626 12.22 1054 /19 54 4,043 0.92 75 /40
Massachusetts 100,668 13.14 1133 7 14 76 5.593 1.65 126 / 34
Michigan 118 977 995 858 / 3B &0 6084 077 7.7 ¢ 49
Minnesota 64,501 11.70 108 ¢ 22 44 2,064 0.49 4.2 [ 48
Mississippi 23 965 697 G60.1 7 51 18 69.358 X272 3260 / B
Missouri 71,121 10.74 827 ! 81 54 41.532 .26 768 /12
Montana 14, 545 1338 1154 ¢ 12 11 0,752 051 6.8 / 42
Nebraska 27464 12.99 1120 /15 21 4.507 2.81 216 / 25
Nevada 17,988 14.60 1268 7 9 14 3.768 4,03 27.6 /28
New Hampshire 16,019 12.18 1062 7 20 12 3.648 3.66 a0.0 /21
New Jersey 173,549 17.48 160.T /7 2 132 107.252 14.18 B12 /11
Wew Mexico 17475 916 T80 [ 43 13 6,979 481 n2e6 /15
Niw York 377,022 16.11 1388 7/ 4 266 16.35 092 2.7 [/ 46
North Carolina 78,667 9.55 B24 / &9 G0 B6.671 13.86 145.0 / 8
North Dakota 2,120 10.12 BT.2 [/ 36 7 0474 (.69 6.8 /41
Ohio 125,885 8.90 T6.8 J 44 96 300,161 27.04 4138 /7
Oklahoma 51,854 11.83 mes f 21 38 a2.63 0,85 B2E S 10
Oregon 40,777 11.58 a4 /23 a 3.913 1.46 126 [/ 33
Pennsylvania 131,036 8.40 T24 [ 46 100 435.114 36.71 4371 7 3
Rhode Island 19,280 1512 1304 / & 15 2.083 2.67 179 7 28
South Carolina 39,019 .86 T64 [/ 45 3 14.764 4.41 498 / 18
South Dakota 8,883 8.54 822 /41 T 1049 1.48 155 [ 29
Tennessee 46,547 7.43 4.0 7 48 a5 117.35 24.64 3318 7 5
Texas 240,585 11.16 063 [ 25 183 510427 55,62 4881 7 2
Utah 23,878 11,08 851 [ 2B 18 0 0.0 oo ¢ E
Vermont 10,831 15.10 1802 / 7 8 0509 0.95 63 [ 45
Virginia 75,861 10,10 T S 58 11348 1.949 19.7 / 26
Washington 64,448 11.11 a5.8 [ 27 ) 7349 1.67 150 ¢ 30
West Virginia 18,181 7.13 B8l.5 / 49 14 & 2.58 862 /19
Wisconsin 65,815 10,47 0.3 f a3 G0 3378 0.71 68 /43
Wyoming 9,241 13.79 1189 5 11 7 2.583 6.07 J6E 18
U.B. Total 3,644 089 $11.80 1000 $2,769 $2,769 $11.60 100.0

KOTE:All per capits amounts are in dollars; todal amounts are in millions of dollors.
Rapressnistive Rute = §750.75 per corporation.
*Tux base is the numbser of carporations that filed federal tax retarns.
Z = Zero revenuoe reportad,
Sourcs:  ACIR stalf sstimntes.
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State
Alahama
Alashka
Arizona
Arkansas
Califorma
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Flarida
Georgia
Huaraii
ldaho
Illingis
Indiana
Tawa
Kan=as
Kentucky
Lounisiana
Mains
Maryland
Massachuselils
Michigan
Minnesota
Missizsippl
Missouri
Montana
Mebraska
Mevaila
New Hampshire
Mew Jersey
Mew Mexico
Mew York
WNarth Carolina
Morth Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Crregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Bonth Dakota
Tennesgeg
Texas
Utah
Vermant
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wizconsin
Wyoming

.5, Total

Table 3-18
License Taxes: Hunting and Fishing—1985

Tax
Bage*
1,224
05
Qo
1,254
4,007
1 408
387
71
i
1,439
1,556
25
a71
1,636
1315
o
Tid
1,258
1,403
BES
AR5
481
3272
2574
1,083
002
548
oa2
423
355
450
6450
2 832
1127
a7
2,254
1,230
1441
3,878
BR
Had
04
1,949
5,808
BT7
445
1,481
1,512
EQ2
3,108
487

63,363

Capaclty

Per
Capita
$2.53
89.01
276
4.87
141
4.08
113
1.06
0.00
1.18
242
0.25
B899
1.32
L)
3.16
2.60
322
291
o482
124
0.77
3.85
5.71
5.87
370
.50
&8.08
AED
441
060
A53
1.38
1.G8
5.0
1.95
3.47
4.99
2.65
(.65
2.39
BLBE
3.81
222
4.96
T.74
242
3.1%9
4.28
6.06
B.A0
$2.47

Tax
Capach
hd&ﬂ.“ﬁn:k
1id.6 / 20
J648 / 2
111.4 [/ B0
197.0 / 13
67.2 /40
164.2 / 16
459 /45
43.0 1 46

a0 / B
47.7 44
nE1 S oas
10,1/ 50
Jg38 5 3
634 f 42
a0.1 [/ 36
12789 ! 26
1090 31
1408 /23
1179 ¢ 28
254 700
sO2 7 43
31,1 747
1465.6 1 21
2311 / B
1568 / 148
1495 [/ 18
66 /1
1247 + 87
1285 / 24
1338 /22
o8 7 48
143.0 7 18
857 1 41
679 /&9
20838 /10
00 3B
1404 20
20 /11
1074 ! 32
265 ! 48
96,7 § a5
3B79 / B
1542 / 17
9.8 S a7
foos 12
31 /4 5
78 ) 84
1281 /! 25
1734 / 14
252 /7
608 /4
100.0

KNOTE: Al per capita &mounts are in dollars; total amounts are in mblbons of dollass.,

Repressntative Rate = $0.31 per llcense

*Tox base k& the number of hunting plus fshing liconses in theussnda.

B = Haae s 2ero.

2 = Zere revenue reported,

Source: ACIR staff cetimates.
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Tax Tax
Capacity Revenue
$11 310
5 10
g 10
11 12
37 47
13 30
4 3
1 1
0 0
13 10
14 11
0 1]
L 13
15 14
12 B
B 3]
7 g
12 g9
13 B
B B
7] T
4 4
a0 24
24 22
10 T
19 18
8 16
& T
3 ]
3 4
] )
G )
24 21
10 11
a d
21 15
11 g
13 17
41 29
1 1
B 7
5 7
18 11
i1 22
2] 12
4 3
14 11
14 18
2] )
29
7] 17
§500 $590

Revenus
Per
Capita
H-ﬁa
19,61
817
512
1.78
9.16
077
087
0.00
(.84
1.55
0.13
12.77
1.18
1.8%
207
.52
&a5
1.358
7.7
1.458
0,69
263
5.21
G2
258
15,94
4.31
3.66
3.50
08T
6,00
1.18
1.74
6.05
1.44
2.87
G248
243
]
2
10.42
287
1.38
T.21
6.34
1.87
4.82
484
6.17
%685
247

Tax

Effort
Index/Rank
BRA /30
2178 ¢ 3
1162 / 18
1061 / 22
12568 / 14
2068 S &
683 / 43
B0 / 34

0o ¢ Z
746 [ 39
779 / a7
1.0 ! 49
1420 7 9
B3 J 29
626 / 46
655 45
1307 /13
745 / 40
474 / 50
1867 / 11
1195 /1T
apy 27
T4 / 36
1.4 J 28
677 / 44
608 /42
198.7 / 4
1400 / 10
1145 [/ 14
1085 / &0
1455 ¢/ T
1687 / &
BGO0 /41
1040 J 23
1201 / 14
731 / 41
1 - &
1249 / 15
8l5 /25
168 /31
B4 /032
1674 / &
597 f 48
61.1 [ 47
1458 [/ &
B20 /B85
T7.2 / &8
135,56 / 12
B9.B / 28
1018 /24
3Tel /1



: Tabie 3-19
License Taxes: Alcoholic Beverage Sales—1985

Capacity Tax Revernus Tax
Tam Per Capachy Tax Tax Par EMort
Etote Base™ Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenus  Capita Indea/Rank
Alabama 2,649 30.54 658 [ 42 iz 2.684 20,67 1236 7 19
Alaska 1,804 2,54 20906 /1 1 1702 3.27 1152 7 20
Arizona 4,471 1,15 1178 7 25 4 2289 0,72 g5 31
Arkansas 1,330 .46 476 [ 45 1 1 042 1.2 / 925
California 26,746 0,83 8.2 7 31 22 20,687 1.13 1355 / 16
Colorado 5,855 1.48 1521 f 14 o 24877 .74 495 [ 36
Connecticut 5,504 1.50 1585 /11 5 G415 2.02 1350 17
Delaware 9z 1,22 1252 [ 22 1 0.678 0.0:3 60 S 27
Washington, DC 6 1.26 1295 /' 1 1.B09 2.89 2286 / @
Florida B.423 0.61 B22 [ a7 7 17.383 1.53 2618 / 3
Georgia 3,901 0,53 M8 743 3 1.689 0.28 632 /34
Hawsaii 1,977 1.54 15674 / 10 2 0 (.0 00 f Z
Idaho BaT 0. 7H qon 33 1 (.985 0.98 1261 /18
Ilinais 20,515 1.48 1522 [ 13 17 1.899 016 111 7 43
Indiana 6,145 0.92 938 /a0 & B.645 1.57 171.7 /10
lovam 4,781 1.34 1377 5 19 4 4424 1.58 1141 7 31
Kansas 2,403 0.50 823 /52 2 1227 0,50 623 / a2
Kentucky 2366 (.52 63.3 f 44 2 1.866 .50 o6g f 23
Louisiana 1434 191 1855 7 & 9 2.809 0.52 Zro [ 39
Ml mime 1,460 1.03 10053 7 27 1 165 142 1379 7 15
Maryland 4,994 0593 956 [ 2B 4 0338 0.08 & /47
Massachusetts 7,953 1.12 1147 ¢ 26 T (.564 (.10 BT [ 46
Michigan 13,415 1.21 1239 7 23 11 20,017 .20 1821 7 9
Minnesota 3,065 0.60 812 [ 39 3 0454 012 187 7 40
Mississippi 1,269 0,40 408 [ 46 1 2.544 0.97 2447 1 5
Miszouri 8,368 1.36 1397 7 17 7 2808 0,44 322 S 38
Montana 1,829 1.51 1859 7 7 1 1411 1.71 041 [ 24
Mebraska 3,049 1.56 1594 7 B 2 0.248 i B.g [/ 45
MNevada 2,310 2.02 7E f 4 2 0023 002 1.2 [ 49
New Hampshire 1677 1.38 1410 / 16 1 2,063 07 160.2 / 13
Mew Jersey 11,066 1,20 1225 7 24 g 3975 .63 438 /37
New Mexico 1,349 0.76 TH1 [/ 34 1 0,807 (.56 740 1 29
New York 27,770 1.25 1311 7 20 23 31.788 1.79 1897 /14
North Carolina 1,684 0.22 228 [/ BD 1 2 255 .36 1634 /11
North Dakota 1,740 2.08 2133 / 3 1 0.245 .36 17.2 / 41
Ohio 12,147 0.93 940 /29 10 15.817 147 1588 7 12
Oklahoma B57 0.21 218 / 51 1 1,761 0.53 2508 / 4
Chregon 1,825 0.56 a0 /41 1 1.303 0.48 B11 [ 26
Pennsylvania 19,590 1.35 1388 / 18 16 11.468 057 Ti4 ¢ 30
Rhode Island 1,753 1.48 1520 /15 1 0,155 016 1068 / 44
South Carolina 3,103 0,76 T™E 35 3 1.446 0.43 B9 F &2
South Dakota 1,482 1.71 1757 ¢ B 1 0.208 0.28 17.1 /7 42
Tennesses 1,626 0.28 2RT 4B 1 1424 0.30 1069 ¢ 22
Texas 12,050 .60 GLE [ 38 10 26905 1.58 2623 f 2
Utah 461 0.23 235 7 49 0 (283 0.17 T4.9 [ 28
Vermont 1,233 1.89 1884 7 6 1 .524 (iR G21 f 35
Yirginia 2,135 0.31 414 f 47 2 3.627 052 2008 F 7
Washington 3,051 0.57 681 [ 40 2 T.057 1.60 2E23 5 1
West Virginia 1,451 0,63 B2 36 1 2208 1.19 1894 / 8
Wisconsin 14,830 2,55 2608 57 2 12 0213 .04 1.8 f 48
Wyoming 28 1.49 1531 712 1 0 (0. (W 00 f Z
U.B. Total 284,345 30.98 100.0 233 $233 50,08 1000

WOTE-A per capits amaounts are in dollars; betsl ameunts are in milllons of dollars.
Eepresentative Bate = $E10.4% per license.
*Tax bewaw in tho number of Heenses for the sale of distilled spirts.
Z = Zoro réevenus reporied,
D ACIH staff estimates.
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State

Alahama
Alaska
Arizonm
Arkangas
California
Colorada
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
CGeorgia
Hawaii
Idahao
Iilinois
Indiana
Towa
Kanzag
Eentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Mizaouri
Montana
Mebraska
Mevada
Mew Hampshire
Mew Jersey
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Morth Carolina
Marth Dakota
Cihio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tenmesses
Teawas
Utah
Wermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
L.5. Total

Tabile 3-20
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Registrations, Total —1985

Capacity

Tax Per
Baza®

£39.59
3387
33.26
29.41
31.28
.50
2805
4219
17.82
36,56
35,86
24.03
42.53
.15
3020
43,69
42.47
23,66
42 .35
J2.60
&0.95
25.17
31,82
1557
29 64
3272
40.58
4843
a4.60
40,04
24.14
40,85
15.92
Q2,48
50.69
81.14
43,24
35,449
£5.51
25,40
o0 50
A6, 63
8412
38,05
32 61
33,13
20 88
a7.85
27 84
2931
51.95
$31.68

Tax

Capacity
Index/Rank
1250 [ 11
165 7 22
1060 7 25
O&& /40
BET F M
1247 ¢ 12
8BRS [/ 48
101.6 /7 &2
RG.3 [/ 51
116.% 7 18
111.6 /7 1%
76.8 /49
1342 / 6
a0 [ 49
1051 /24
13749 7 4
1340 [ 7
106.2 7 25
1021 /31
103.2 ' 28
Q3iq ! a6
Ths AT
908 F 33
1116 ¢ 18
936 / 3R
1033 7 27
1749 7 9
1218 7 14
1092 7 )
1M5 10
762 [ 48
1283 7 &
629 [ 50
1025 [ 30
1600 /2
983 /35
1385 / &
1215 / 13
B05 ! 45
B0E ) 46
024 f 39
1472 7 &
107.7 [ 21
1188 717
1029 7 29
1046 7 26
043 /a7
1195 7 15
BTG F 44
25 741
1640 / 1
1000

Tax

Capaciiy

§159
18
104
it
825
128
BO
o0
11
419
211
25
43
a36
183
1268
104
125
145
38
156
147
287
148
77
165
&5
62
32
40
183
69
354
203
a5
235
143
1103
302
25
00
o
162
G|
a4
15
171
167
54
140
26
$7.564

NOTE:All per eapitn amounts are tn dollars; tota] amournts are in millions of dollars,

* Mo eombined tax hase can be reported; see tables for sutomobile snd truck registrations.

Source: ACIR =taff ostimstes.

= B¢ -

T

Aevenua

£74
15
148
71
553
B4
108
a5
15
327
G
32
A2
115
142
il
105
(%]
43
g4
117
208
237
¥
171
42
61
&7
36
313
b
alg
150
a2
348
190
142
377
24
44
29
151
625
a2
28
248
157
LiH
123
38
27,064

Revanue
Per
Capita

£18.33
20,33
45 80
30.04
20.97
26,02
32,31
55.73
28,87
28,81
10.87
27483
a1.40
54,50
21.00
49,31
a1.50
o8 21
14,03
A6.73
21.23
20,07
.80
G
20,75
33.93
50,56
3810
3911
3501
41.34
27.23
29.11
J0.60
46,83
3249
57.53
52 84
31,80
24.45
14.45
S0.76
31.74
3817
19.34
5233
43.52
3098
3259
25.74
75.50
1516848

Tax
Effort
Indax/Aank
463 [ 49
B4 S 33
140.7 [/ 10
10281 [ 25
670 [ 42
659 ! 45
1162 / 18
1731 / 2
1620 7 4
TB.2 7 47
308 /51
113.7 ¢ 17
T3.8 [/ &9
18609 / 1
631 /46
1129 [/ 14
T4.2 1 3B
B3R /54
434 /&0
1124 [/ 20
G8.6 J 41
MmT 36
1037 ¢ 23
180l / &
T0.0 ¢ 40
1037 7 24
1248 7 13
9.1 /26
113.1 / 18
896 F 41
1712 7 3
67.0 [ 43
1461 / 7
4.5 J 2B
924 J 30
1040 /22
1330 / 12
137.3 /11
1247 ! 14
958 /27
489 [ 48
Ba0 7 44
O30 g
1059 21
893 ! 47
1580 ¢/ &
1456 7 &
H1.8 [ 35
1171 7 16
878 [ a2
1453 /7 9

106,



Table 3-21
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Registrations, Automobile — 1985

Capacily Tax Aevenue Tax
Tax Per Capaclty Tax Tan Par Effort
Siate Basa™ Caplta Index/Rank Capacily Revenue Caplta Index/Rank
Alabama 2331 $19.73 1056 / 14 74 E XA 2784 38T S 48
Alaska 217 14.18 759 /[ 48 T T 14.18 1000 7 24
Arizona 1,565 16.75 BO.6 / 42 5 67 21.11 126.0 / 15
Arkansas Bas 12.52 6.1 /51 50 a6 15.05 ligs /17
California 14,584 18.83 1008 ! 24 496 &0 14.79 TH.E / 86
Caolorado 2,008 .15 1132 / 8 A8 47 14.53 6.7 /40
Cannecticut 2,297 2483 lale / 2 TH T 2397 879 [/ B6
Delaware 365 16.87 10849 /12 12 20 31.98 1601 / &
Washington, DC S03 16.50 RA.3 [ 43 10 17 26.04 1633 / &
Florida 7,769 23.27 1245 / 3 264 =20 19.38 B33 ! 33
Georgia 4,347 19.08 1020 / 18 114 28 4.78 260 / 50
Hueeaii GBS 18.24 7.6 28 19 Lk & 19 121.7 / 16
Idaho L2a 17.87 58 /31 18 17 16,85 043 / 28
Mlinois 6,043 17.82 954 ! 82 206 344 30.27 1688 / 4
Indiana 24973 18.40 985 /26 101 40 T.20 0.1 [ 47
Teram 1,529 TR 1218 / 4 6h &5 &0.50 1207 /13
Kansas 1 467 20,38 1|1 11 gl b 11.30 555 [ 44
Kentucky 1,755 16,03 B8 [ 45 i 43 11,57 722 r 39
Louwisiana 2,045 15.54 &81 [ 46 T 16 3.58 251 f 51
Maine G16 18.01 SH4 S 3D 21 20 17.22 G956 [/ 26
Maryland 2,711 21.m 1124 7 9 L2 (i) 1517 722 ! 38
Maszachusetts 3,250 15,08 1019 F M 111 1 1225 Bi4 7 42
Michigan 5,317 15,91 1066 /13 181 184 20,20 1014 ¢ 23
Minnesota 2614 21,22 11356 7 7 B 165 39,35 1855 / 2
Missizsippi 1,321 17.21 921 [ 39 45 22 842 489 [ 48
Misgouri 2,616 17.70 p4.7 1 33 BG B4 1664 040 S 29
Montana s 16.04 B5.8 [ 44 13 15 15.25 931 [ 27
Nebraska B2H 17.54 939 / 35 28 0 13.99 8.3 J 36
Mevada a0 1828 o784 &7 17 25 27.23 1490 / 4
New Hampshire B11 27.85 1480 / 1 28 26 25.81 bd.4 [/ a0
New Jersey 4 866 19.65 1052 /15 148 | o0 04 1488 / 10
MWew Mexico TG 17.26 24 /38 25 26 17.75 1mnzs /21
MWwr York 7841 15.01 B0 S 48 BET 402 2263 1508 / H
Narth Caralina 3,227 17.66 94.0 / 34 110 B 14.25 B1.8 / a4
Morth Dakota a8 18,78 1005 + 25 13 13 19.67 1047 /20
Ohio 6,722 21.530 1i4.0 / & &eq L 19.72 26 /Al
Oklahoma 1,846 15.08 1019 ) 22 i3 142 43,04 2281 1
Oregon 1,643 19.65 lo4.6 ! 16 53 71 2647 1354 /11
Penngylvania 5,854 15.81 Q0.0 /41 1448 202 18.78 1114 / 19
Rhode Island 516 18.15 971 ! 29 18 16 16,53 gl1.& / 32
South Caroling 1,676 17.04 01.2 [/ 40 a7 20 606 455 /[ 49
South Dakota Ei 15938 1084 /! 17 14 i) 12,05 626 / 43
Tennesses 2,821 20,88 111.7 7 10 o 65 13.70 636 / 41
Texas 3431 17.63 938 / 38 287 326 10.94 1138 5 14
Utah T2 15.14 B1.00 J 47 26 12 T.43 491 J 45
Vermont 2094 19.05 102.0 [ 20 10 16 29.44 1646 [ 7
Wirginia 4,616 21.67 1154 / O 123 159 2788 1292 [/ 14
Washington 2 468 15,045 1020 5 19 B4 B 159.43 1020 f 22
West Virginia a0 14,06 753 S 50 27 i1 14,78 1336 712
Wizconsin 2,447 17.44 3.3 [ a7 B3 62 12,96 7483 a7
Wyoming E 18.90 1011 [/ 23 10 17 32,66 1728 [/ 3
U.5. Total 131,067 1569 10 i #4461 $4.4061 Hl13.69 100,10

WOTE-All per capita amownts are in dollars; total smounts ere in millions of dellars.
Rapresentotive Bate = £34.04 per registration.

*Tax bagn is autemobile registrotions in thousands.

Sooree:  ACIR staff estimatis.

- 90 =



Table 3-22 .
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Registrations, Trucks — 1985

Capachy Tax Revanue Tax
Tax Par Capaciy Tax T Per Effart
State Bagae* Caplta It e/ R ank Capaclly Revenus Capita Imicles, R amk
Alabama s 519,86 1528 7 11 380 343 $10.69 axE ! 48
Alaska 124 19.69 1515 / 12 10 B 16.15 769 / 36
Arizona G35 16.51 1270 ¢ 20 oa B2 25.65 1556 ¢ 7
Arkansas 470 1649 1269 /21 49 45 14.099 809 / a2
California 3,861 1245 858 /34 328 163 A.18 497 !/ 49
Colorado 715 1835 1412 7/ 16 o8 a7 11.49 628 42
Connecticut 131 449 284 J &0 11 28 B85 2487 [ 2
Delaware a2 1222 B0 37 B 15 23.77 145 7 4
Washington, DC 10 1.33 1m2 sl 1 1 1.93 1455 ¢ 9
Florida 1,884 13.59 146 [ 31 154 107 89.43 694 /38
Georgia 1,175 16.29 1254 7 23 1) a7 g.12 ars 5l
Hawaii T4 5.79 445 ! 47 G & 6.13 BET [ 83
Tdaho 209 24,87 1398 / 4 25 15 14.55 590 /47
lllingis 1.578 11.33 872 [ 40 131 278 24.22 2137 5 3
Indiana Dag 14.88 1148 7 26 2 T6 1380 g7 f ab
Towa T29 20,93 1611 7 9 &0 a7 19.79 Me [ 25
Kansas G54 2209 1700 7 & G 49 20.20 B4 f 31
Kentucky 793 17.63 1857 [ 17 K G2 16.64 844 f 29
Louisiana 09 16,81 1283 7 19 15 47 1044 621 43
Maine 20 14.67 1129 § 27 17 23 19.51 1330 /13
Maryland a7 29.94 765 [ 4l 44 27 .06 Bl [ 45
Massachusetts 431 6.14 472 7/ 46 36 45 7.81 1278 7 17
Michigan 1,285 11.71 901 /39 106 1156 1260 1076 [ 23
Minnesota 716 14,16 1069 ! 28 50 T2 17.29 1221 7 18
Missizsippi aga 12.43 957 [ 36 32 32 1253 992 f 26
Miszouri a1z 15.02 1156 24 76 BT 17.29 1151 F 20
Montana 244 24 49 1854 7 & 20 29 35.31 1442 [ 10
Nebraska 45 20,80 1807 £ 10 34 40 24.72 1183 7 19
Mevada 184 1632 1256 /22 15 11 11.88 728 /47
New Hampshire 150 12.45 858 /35 12 10 10,10 B12 / 35
New Jersay 410 4.49 ME S 49 a4 oz 12.10 2884 /1
New Mexico 40 23.39 1800 ! 7 a4 14 348 405 £ 50
New York 1,035 4,92 7B [ 4B &Y 115 6,45 1318 7 14
North Carolina 1,127 14.93 1145 [ 25 893 103 16.42 1100 /7 21
North Dakota 264 a1.91 2456 / 2 22 19 27.16 851 / 34
Ohio 12T 9,85 ToE [ 42 106 136 1267 1287 / 16
Oklahema 964 24.20 1862 / 8 &0 48 1449 599 /46
Oregon 6l4 1854 1457 / 13 51 71 26 47 1382 /11
Pennsylvania 1,245 B.T0 A7.0 /43 103 155 13.07 02 7 B
Rhode Island B5 7.25 o0.8 J 45 7 7 T7.78 1064 [ 24
South Carolina 507 12.56 965 / 83 42 28 B.40 669 / 41
South Dakota 233 27.30 2101 7 3 19 13 18.67 GR4 /3B
Tennesses 761 13.24 wige /32 63 86 18,03 1362 /12
Texas 3,658 1B.52 1425 / 15 303 2598 1822 984 /27
Ttah T 17.47 1344 / 18 29 20 1191 632 / 40
Vermont 81 14.08 1083 7 20 B 12 2280 1626 / &
Virginia 572 B.41 B4.0 J 44 47 B9 15.66 1883 / B
Washington 1,00 18.50 144.6 / 14 B3 al 11.55 al4 / 44
West Virginia 322 13.78 1060 /30 27 27 13,51 1002 /25
Wisconsin el 11.87 91.3 / 38 a7 L 1278 107.7 /22
Wyoming 203 23,05 2043 71 17 22 4283 1208 / 15
U.58. Total 37,445 21300 1000 33,103 £3,103 £13.00 100.0

NOTE:All per capitsa amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollara.
Representative Rate = S82.8E per registration.

*Tax bose i3 truck registeatbons in thousanda,

Souroe: ACIR stall stimotes.
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Table 3-23

Personal Income Taxes —1985

Capacity Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax

Siate Basa™ Cappita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue
Alabama 4167  $198.24 B7.6 / 43 747 3751
Alaska 1,219 44758 1524 2 233 1
Arizona 4,285 257.45 B1.7 [/ 28 20 Gog
Arkansas 2,195 177.99 GG [/ 49 420 471
California 46,372 23646 1146 /10 871 10,762
Colorado 0,122 S03.26 1033 / 18 BED B08
Connecticut 7,585 457.14 1857 /1 1,451 pat
Delaware 1,110 341,36 1163 / B 212 383
Washington, DC 1,389 42457 1446 / 3 266 418
Florida 18,081 304,30 108.6 7 15 3,458 1
Creorgia B121 250,096 8BS / 27 1,554 1,718
Hawaii 1,443 261,84 Eh2 725 276 42
Idaho 945 179,589 613 /47 181 258
Mlinais 19,348 320,83 w3 711 3,701 2,501
Indizna 7,058 245.54 Bae [ 30 1,330 1,369
Tovar 3,182 211.72 T21 7 10 611 BZ5
Kansas 3,430 267.80 912 / 24 o6 B3
Kentucky &3 B16 145.90 66T © 44 T30 B0
Louisiana 5113 218.28 745 7 37 978 vy
Maine 1413 215.78 Taa [ 38 241 297
Maryland E.557 47270 1269 [ 7 1,637 2,508
Maszachusetts 11,604 an1.20 1209 ¢ & 2 230 3,159
Michigan 14,686 .14 1053 ¢ 14 2,804 3,393
Minnesota 6,240 284,69 97.0 /7 18 1,134 2,233
Mississippi 2071 151.63 516 [ 5l 306 258
Missouri 7221 274.69 836 /21 1,381 1,208
Manmtana &11 187.68 G40 1 44 155 1581
Mebraska 1,971 34,79 B0.0 /7 33 arT 314
Mevada 1,653 $47.82 1151 / 9 al6 n
Mew Hampshire 1,665 319.17 108.7 / 12 319 24
New Jersey 16,281 412.11 1404 7 4 3,116 1,537
Miew Mexico 1,576 207.90 T0.8 /41 01 BA
MNew York 45,161 47823 1288 / B 726 12,160
Nort!: Carolina TASE Z28.09 7.7/ 35 1,427 2,023
Mortn Dakota 751 209,78 714 /40 144 TH
Ohio 15,209 270,79 w22 /23 2 500 3,965
Oklahoma 4,173 241.82 B24 /31 T8 727
Oragon 3,869 23088 BL.7 / a2 B4 1,311
Pennsylvania 17,027 27480 936 [/ 20 3,257 4,011
Rhode Izland 1,377 272.03 p2.T [ 22 263 ZR2
South Carolina 3477 198,70 67.7 [/ 42 it 851
South Dakota G1% 167.23 7.0 / 50 118 0
Tennessee 5,062 223.44 81 /36 1,064 G2
Texas 25,821 201,73 mnzs /17 4,950 i
LUitah 1,687 193,80 G600 S 45 3119 431
Vermont G55 234.11 TO.T /3 125 145
Virginia 0,285 311.28 1.0 /13 1,776 1,548
Washington f,432 .07 f50 /18 1,230 0
West Virginia 1,811 178.91 GOA [ 48 MG 504
Wizeonsin 6,235 24079 BG1 [/ 29 1,193 2, 000
Wyaming (EHEE] 2R0.65 BHB [ 26 133 a

LS. Total a66,433  §293.61 1000 $70,087 $70,087

MOTE:All por cajaba amaunks are in dollars); total amouents are in millions of dollars.

Hepresentative Fote = 18 1%,

*Tax basa i federnl Ineome tox lahility sdjusted for deductibility in millions of dellars.
£ = Lard revenus reportod,

Bource: ACIR staff estimstes.
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Raevanue
Per

Capita

318685
2.43
19097
190.85
408.20
280.91
91.68
615.58
666,05
(.00
2E7.54
4(r7.40
25696
225.48
248.96
28591
246,31
263.10
117.54
255,35
250,40
642.50
d473.34
532,67
09.29
239.72
21920
198,54
0.00
24.53
256.15
a8.61
68380
323.60
111.21
260,08
220.27
4RT7.80
338.39
201.06
254.20
0.04
12.98
.04
261.83
27131
341,43
(.00
25001
420.76
.00
$293.61

Tax
Effard
Indax/Rank
943 5 29
06 f 45
4.2 f 35
1128 | 24
1213 / 18
e /30
201 S 48
1803 / 4
1571 / 7
oo R
1106 7 25
1566 !/ B
1428 / 10
TO3 0 38
1014 / 2R
1350 7 15
L |
1343 [ 16
538 /34
1183 / 21
1584 / 6
1428 /11
1208 7 20
1871 / 2
G5.6 [/ 47
B7.3 / 33
116.7 / 22
Bib 34
oo/ Z
7.7 ! 43
622 / 3R
282 /41
1808 / 3
1418 / 12
53.0 [ 40
1363 [/ 13
g1.1 /a2
2034 7 1
1231 7 14
107.00 [ 27
1279 7 17
g FE
5.8 [ 44
on f Z
1351 / 14
1159 / 23
109.7 / 28
o0/ Z
14553 / 0
1684 / 5§
oo ! 7

100.0



Table 3-24
Corporation Net Income Taxes —1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort
State Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita Index/Rank
Alabama $2,671 $63.85 80.2 / 43 $257 $212 $52.79 827 / 24
Alaska 752 138.79 1743 / 2 72 50 96.55 69.6 / 34
Arizona 1,996 60.22 75.6 / 48 192 202 63.48 1054 / 14
Arkansas 1,543 62.89 79.0 / 44 148 130 55.21 878 / 21
California 23,019 83.93 1054 / 13 2,213 3,658 138.75 1653 / 6
Colorado 2,799 83.28 1046 / 15 269 102 31.46 37.8 / 47
Connecticut 2,877 87.12 1094 / 8 277 490 154.22 1770 / 3
Delaware 704 108.80 1366 / 3 68 77 123.89 1139 / 11
Washington, DC 1,382 212.20 2664 / 1 133 117 187.56 88.4 / 20
Florida 7,379 62.41 78.4 / 45 709 454 39.95 64.0 / 37
Georgia 4,907 78.93 99.1 / 22 472 418 69.99 88.7 /19
Hawaii 911 83.04 104.3 / 17 88 49 46.22 55.7 / 39
Idaho 634 60.60 76.1 / 47 61 43 42.47 70.1 / 33
Illinois 9,980 83.16 1044 / 16 959 706 61.21 73.6 / 31
Indiana 4,500 78.66 98.8 / 24 433 178 32.43 412 / 43
Towa 1,987 64.55 81.1 / 40 186 154 53.54 829 / 23
Kansas 2,152 84.44 106.0 / 12 207 160 65.17 712 / 28
Kentucky 2,765 71.32 89.6 / 34 266 211 56.71 79.5 / 26
Louisiana 3,972 85.20 1070 / 11 382 294 65.52 769 / 29
Maine 836 69.02 86.7 / 35 80 54 45.99 66.6 / 35
Maryland 3,405 74.53 93.6 / 30 327 246 56.04 75.2 / 30
Massachusetts 4,886 80.68 101.3 / 19 470 851 146.22 1812 / 2
Michigan 8,402 88.88 1116 / 6 808 1,392 153.15 1723 / 4
Minnesota 3,642 83.49 1048 / 14 350 383 9141 109.5 / 12
Mississippi 1,556 57.24 71.9 / 50 150 106 40.75 712 / 32
Missouri 4,336 82.88 104.1 / 18 417 161 31.93 38.5 / 46
Montana 632 73.49 923 / 31 61 63 75.87 103.2 / 15
Nebraska 1,247 74.66 93.7 / 29 120 49 30.49 40.8 / 44
Nevada 742 76.25 95.7 / 27 71 0 0.00 00 / Z
New Hampshire 704 67.78 85.1 / 37 68 95 95.61 1411 /7
New Jersey 7,515 95.53 1199 / 4 722 923 122.08 1278 / 8
New Mexico 1,024 67.92 853 / 36 98 64 44.18 65.0 / 36
New York 15,918 86.04 1080 / 9 1,530 3,274 184.10 2140 / 1
North Carolina 5,065 77.85 97.7 / 25 487 490 78.38 100.7 / 17
North Dakota 518 72.67 912 / 32 50 84 123.28 1696 / 5
Ohio 8,992 80.46 101.0 / 20 864 437 40.69 50.6 / 40
Oklahoma 2,753 80.16 100.6 / 21 265 105 31.66 39.5 / 45
Oregon 2,023 72.38 90.9 / 33 194 154 57.25 79.1 / 27
Pennsylvania 9,709 78.74 98.9 / 23 933 943 79.56 101.0 / 16
Rhode Island 643 63.90 80.2 / 42 62 71 72.83 114.0 / 10
South Carolina 2,243 64.43 80.9 / 41 216 200 59.69 926 / 18
South Dakota 413 56.07 70.4 / 51 40 17 23.92 427 / 42
Tennessee 3,306 66.75 83.8 / 39 318 259 54.43 81.5 / 25
Texas 14,845 87.17 1095 / 7 1,427 0 0.00 00 / Z
Utah 1,159 67.71 85.0 / 38 111 52 31.73 469 / 41
Vermont 342 61.45 772 / 46 33 35 65.34 106.3 / 13
Virginia 5,107 86.03 108.0 / 10 491 288 50.43 58.6 / 38
Washington 3,623 76.82 96.5 / 26 339 0 0.00 00 / 2
West Virginia 1,212 60.16 755 / 49 116 99 51.02 84.8 / 22
Wisconsin 3,718 74.84 94.0 / 28 357 414 86.63 1157 /9
Wyoming 504 95.24 1196 / 5 48 0 0.00 00 / 2
U.S. Total $197,801 $79.64 100.0 $19,014 $19,014 $79.64 100.0

NOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars.
Representative Rate = 9.61%.
*Tax base is apportioned corporate profits in millions of dollars.
Z = Zero revenue reported.
Source: ACIR staff estimates.

- 93 _



Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dielawara
Washington, DC
Florida
Gaorgia
Hawmii
Tdahao
Minois
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Keantucky
Laouisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachuseils
Michigan
Minnesota
Missiszippi
Missour
Montana
Nebraska
Mevada
Mew Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Morth Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Olklahoma
Dregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Caroling
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
‘Washington
West Virginia
Wizconsin
‘Wyoming

L5, Total

Sauresn:

Tatle 3-2
All Property Taxes—1985

Capaciy

Tax Par
Baze® Capita

$307.71
4R2.79
517.17
200,74
f13.44
615.63
601,63
608,24
49291
434,12
J6R, B2
5,48
351,68
900,14
846.12
a86.21
404,84
310.11
49568
414.76
497 20
480.82
366.99
454.85
298,30
335.76
F75.28
439.94
439,53
49210
513.90
360.11
406,32
362.31
48381
HH6.31
40841
461.73
2090.80
350.20
42090
375.94
5710
44027
36069
439.10
427.41
Sa8.62
31731
400.65
661.71
48511

ACIE staff estimnates.

& Tax

n
Indumz:t
TO.T 7 48
i11.0 / 18
1189 / 8
638 [/ 5O
1410 / 4
1416 / 8
1383 / B
1398 / &
1133 7 10
0998 [ 20
ME A8
1678 f 1
®7.7 [ a5
91,7 ! 28
TS [ 43
LER [ oam
a3.0 ¢ 27
T3 / 4B
049 B9
853 / 23
ha.o /oo
1105 / 13
B4.3 / 30
104.5 [/ 16
686 [/ A1
77.2 | 45
B2 [/ 37
1011 /17
101.00 / 18
1131 [ 11
1181 / B
B2.8 /41
a34 ! 26
BT.9 /34
Baz [/ 33
Rag /31
034 /25
106.1 / 14
BB / 30
B2.6 [ 42
Ta.B [ 46
BE4 [ 55
7785 ! 4d
1012 / 18
B29 [ 40
10048 /18
98.2 /21
i238 [/ 7
28 1 47
41 ) 24
1521 / 2
100,10
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]

Tax Tax
Capaclty Revenue
31,237 3466

2502 oo

1,648 1,167

o7 409

16,173 11,084
1,988 1,601
1,510 223

a8 127

S09 455

4,934 4,301
2,204 1,759
122 S04
ad4 280
4,604 6,095
1,903 2,072
1,114 1,525
aa2 1,221
1,155 678
1,774 7491
483 549
1,576 1,786
2,709 5,305
5,335 5,632
1,907 2,118
T8 M7
1,689 1,211
310 220
707 Bad
411 206
4491 691
3,886 5,424
22 218
7226 12 238
243 1,542
263 233
4,151 4 026
1,342 Td5
1,241 1,662
4,632 4 346
B 268
1,074 B02
266 d24
1,606 1,038
7,207 7,623
593 560
235 253
2,430 2,089
2376 1,812
G614 485
1,256 2714
a7 561

S103,878  Fl03,873

NOTE: All per capita amounts gre in dollors; totad amoonts are in millions of dollar.
*“Ko combined tax bame can be reported; see tables fof particular property toece.

Revanus
Par
Caplta

§115.91
1,071.61
366.31
173.46
420.79
495.50
T02.93
203.74
726.99
a78.39
204,40
293.21
278.34
528,40
376.81
G2B.77
A98.24
182.35
176.66
471.58
406.64
567.62
616.72
5056.04
208,25
240.88
620,06
540,17
215.94
692.72
T17.22
150,00
GBE.20
246.45
389.82
374.72
225.65
618.43
J66.66
587.90
230.51
458.20
218.04
465.69
345.81
520.71
36610
410.87
19886
GGH.36
1,101.87
3435.11

Tax
Effort
index/Rank
37.7 /50
220 J 1
ThE / 38
579 [/ 45
68,6 [/ 40
AdG S 9
1168 [ 19
335 751
14785 F 1
are |
THE ! 32
428 [ 48
7248 [ a5
1324 7 13
1089 [/ 22
18649 /11
123.1 / 15
naB /o d4
446 [ 47
113.7 /20
05.2 [/ 25
1181 [/ 14
1889 [ 3
1110 21
1 [ ag
717 [ A%
1476 7 4
1248 [ 14
719 [/ 38
1408 / 8
1396 / 9
41.7 [ 49
Ingd / 2
B4.5 [ 42
Bi.G5 f 28
870 [/ 24
555 [ 48
1339 [ 12
38 /27
163.7 / B
T4.6 [ 34
1219 / 16
64.7 / 41
1058 /23
850 [/ 25
12006 / 17
B5.T / 80
763 / 83
i I
138.7 /10
1666 / 6

100,00



Tabie 3-26
Property Taxes: Residential and Farm—1385

RESIDENTIAL
Capachy Tax

Tax Par Capacity
State Bage*  Capila
Alabama §40,790 $161.27 810 [/ 45
Alaska 0,564 a0, 540 11398 5 15
Arizona 73,661 36745 1380 F &
Arkanszas 19,753 133,12 S04 & 5D
California 731,255 440,94 1868 5 2
Colorado BT 801 43251 1887 F &
Connecticut &4 BT3 42511 1809 7 4
Delgware 14,514 amngs 1404 f 5
Washington, DC 15,038 a31.11 1253 ¢ 11
Florida 221,450 A0 T5 1172 ¢ 13
Georgia B0.595 21441 811 / 8
Huaman 37,818 57042 2I5E f 1
Idahao 12,886 205,83 T1.1 7 33
Tlinpiz 155,711 214,61 B2 [/ 30
Indiana 03,088 161.86 612 /7 4
Iowa 43,365 163.04 606 /38
HKansas 27,126 176.02 Ge.g /41
Kentucky 33,085 141.21 534 ) 4D
Laoiisiana 23,920 101.30 T24 J 3B
Maine 1,852 20827 1121 + 18
Maryland B2, 554 Zha.a2 113.1 / 17
Massachusetis 120,838 J2007 1249 /12
Michigan 118,077 203.06 Ta.8 34
Minnesota T, 852 bEaB4 1007 J 21
Mississippi 25,744 15665 08 ) 48
Mizsoun ol,602 163.13 61T 7 43
Montana 7,650 145.49 &5.1 [ 4B
Wehraska 22477 223 61 B12 [ 28
Mevada 17,083 290.15 a8 ¢ 18
Mew Hampshire 22,260 A54.60 1842 ¢ B
New Jersey 158,207 a2 61 12548 / 10
Mew Mexico 17,208 150.66 T18 + 37
Mew York 271,011 240 08 917 7 3
Morth Carolina BR.2T0 226.89 KRG [ 26
North Dakota 5,207 120.86 45T / 51
Chio 146,689 217.03 BR1 5 3
Olklahoma 49,764 191.51 T25 ! &b
Cregon 50,786 app4a 1137 F 16
Pennsylvania 170,816 220,11 86T 525
Fhode Island 14,754 24231 81,7 §F 23
South Carolina 38,081 180,88 BE4 F 40
South Dakota 7,804 17524 BA3 [ 42
Tennesses 64,701 14262 591 f 39
Texas 214479 208,24 788 r 32
Utah 23,165 223 .58 .7 F 27
Vermont 10,359 307,84 1165 7 14
Virginia 103,585 288,60 1092 F 20
Washington 101,363 365,49 1388 [F 7
West Virginia 18,336 150.56 GT.00 [ 47
Wisconsin 76,907 262.72 5.6 22
Wyoming 10,727 235.04 1268 / 9

U.S. Total $3068,640 $264.28 1000

Tax

$645
157
1,171
a14
11,625
1,397
1, 349
231
207
3,521
1,251
6l
05

2 475
a0
230
431
26
B&7
345
1,312
1,921
1,845
1,126
409
20
120
as7
272
a54
2515
275
4,300
1,419
B3
23452
(53]
2T
2716
235
GBS
124
B70
3,410
a68
165
1,647
1,611
291
1,207
171
$63,003

FARM
Capacity Tax
Tax Par Capacity
Basg* Capita
| #8844  §1404  TE1 / 20
I 215 264 14,83 / 48
0,038 16,91 1079 / 24
13,584 36.77 1902 [ 10
56,613 137 T4.8 J 81
14,9684 2967 1602 / 14
1,444 291 16.7 /! 46
1,067 10.95 593 / 36
] .00 oo f B
16, 851 11.15 604 / 85
11,678 12.48 BT.6 / A3
| 2012 17.64 95.8 f 28
| 11,010 G095 3790 5 7
| a7,712 2088 1131 [ 22
| 20,648 23.08 1295 7 18
| 35,750 Toils 4288 f 5
| 22368 5830 8158 7 B
| 13,137 2251 1220 7 2
| 12,685 18.08 g7.e ;26
| 1,801 7.14 _T7 4
| 6,587 808 438 /40
| 1,613 1.77 86 [ 49
| 11,993 H.43 457 / 18
| 25,019 g0 2064 /09
| 11,857 29497 170 /15
| 20,297 2577 1396 [ 16
| 13,520 104.52 HE6%2 f @
| 20,857 8332 4514 [ 4
| 2,015 13.75 4.5 F 30
| 766 4.890 26.6 [ 44
| 3,348 2.83 153 7 46
| 7,935 G230 17800 F 18
| 7434 267 145 [/ 47
| 13,414 1369 742 [ 52
[ 14,724 13785 T438 f 1
| 17,791 10.57 E7.3 [ a7
| 18,67E 3613 1957 511
10,422 24.77 1342 1 17
13,157 T7.08 488 [ 42
245 1.60 B.7 / BO
4944 9.43 511 / 88
| 11,125 10034 5436 / 3
| 13159 1764 956 / 27
BB 568 J4.66 1878 /12
5,962 2514 1254 / 189
1,627 19,42 152 /26
10,474 11.72 835 / A4
15,045 21.79 1180 / 21
1,935 f.40 348 / 43
| 14,902 2005 1086 / 23
6,160 TT2R 4188 !/ 8
$600,138 E1E46 1000

NOTE:All per enpitn amounts are in dellars; totol amoeets ane in sillions of dollars.
Representatlve Aates = 1.659% and 0.64%.
*Tax bases are the estimated market values of residential amd farm properties in millions of dollars.

Source: ACIA staff estimates.

R5 =

Tix

$56.5
1.4
B3.5
BiA.7
AB1.6
5.6
8.2
6.8
0.0
1248
T4.6
186
T0.8%
2408
1318
2283
1428
Raa
E1.0
El,.i
a5,
11].3
T6.6
1568
757
1249.5
6.3
1338
129
4.9
214
46.5
415
857
0.0
1136
1193
BE.6
83.9
1.6
318
71.0
B4.0
SB7.6
da.1
104
G50
6.1
124
95.7
39.3
24 4068



Table 3-27
Property Taxes: Commercial/Industrial and Public Utilities —1985

COMMERCIALINDUSTRIAL PUBLIC UTILITIES
Capacily Tax Capacity Tax
Tax Par Capacity Tax Tax Par Capacity Tax

State Base™ _ Caplta Index/Rank Capachy  Base*  Capita  Index/Rank Capacity
Alabama 326,069  §E240 714 /41 %331 $14,015  $4000 1354 / 10 201
Alaska &, 083 146.71 127.1 4 76 1,178 S2.46 B9 [ 56 17
Arizona 22,058 BG.9G5 Ta.d [ 35 277 9,621 4285 1181 17 137
Arkansas 15,328 H1.64 T0.7 43 153 7928 4321 130 ¢ 14 114
California 275,571 13133 113° 9 3462 | 50470 27.46 Tdd [ 44 724
Colorado 20,477 114.63 ga3 /19 AT 745 3882 1052 24 125
Connecticut 368,977 146.38 1268 5 465 6,027 27.24 738 [ 45 86
Delaware 8,358 189.08 1637 1 118 1,617 3T 1010 i
Washington, DC 6,087 12237 1ns0 F 13 ™™ | 1,721 3943 1068 -]
Florida 71,872 ToAS GB.E /44 B3 26,756 33.76 915 384
Georgia A 67T 10445 906 [/ 24 624 15,619 3748 1016 it
Hawaii 6,449 Th.B8 66.6 ¢ 47 H1 1,509 20.53 5.6 e

ldaho 6,300 TH.76 682 [/ 45 T8 2,041 29.13 789

Minois 116,054 126.41 1085 10 1,458 28,951 3754 10049 4350
Indiana 51655 11808 1022 / 16 640 16,199 4225 1145 232
lowa 19221 8374 725 /39 242 7017 39.37 1087 114
Kanszas 21, 370 105,549 94.9 21 259 10, 408 60.93 166.1 149
Eentucky 20,708 100,16 a6, 7 26 4373 12, (W7 4522 125.2 172
Louisiana 49138 13777 1198 / 6 617 151383  48.44 1312 217
Maine 8084  HT26 756 /34 102 1956 2410 653 2%
Maryland 31,982 8963  TI6 /32 3 9390 8066 841 135
Massachusetts 56,572 12209 1057 /14 Til 10,855 2699 781 157
Michigan G063 12023 1041 /15 1,098 20848 8527 056

Minnesota 59,125 11724 1015 / 18 492 | 9025 3087 836 129
Mississippi 15770 7588 657 / 48 198 6712 9685 998 66
Missourl 43200 10793 935 543 13661 3893 1055 196
Montana 4381  6BE3 57T /49 55 3377 5864 1589 48
Nebraska 10894  B523  T8E /87 137 5473 4888 1324 78
Mevada 6,186 Ba.04 T1.49 40 TH 5452 a2.60 142.5 44
New Hampshire 8,725 100,84 f5.1 20 110 1,084 22.76 6l.7 23
New Jersey 89,917 14940 1204 / 3 1,180 15324 2907 787 220
Mew Mexion H od 1742 67.0 45 112 6, 14% 6, 82 164.8 BH

B uE ol it B R R R R REEEERES
=
—

i, iy iy, iy g T Ty e T e Ty el T T T T e e e e e ey e e ey e e e ey ey iy Gmi ey T T, T Te, e T ey ey e Ten e Sy S S ey e e
T T T e e T T e e e T TR T e TR e T e TR e e e TR e e e e e e e ey e e T e e Tee Ten e T T Tey S e T ey e ey Ty T

Mew York 189,491 133.8% 1160 7 2381 a4,085 o748 T4.5 AED
North Carolina 53,537 107.54 931 ¢ 23 673 14,807 .18 928 214
MNorth Dakota 3,584 65,74 n6.40 a0 45 2,864 054,96 162.5 41
Cihin 106,358 12486 1077 7 11 1,338 25,732 .35 3.1 360
Oklahoma 32481 123.63 107.1 12 408 12,690 0. 14 149.4 152
{]TEEHEI. 20,045 093.73 B1.2 a1 252 B, 005 42,75 115.8 115
Fennzylvania 110,811 11748 1005 17 13482 &0, T2 ar.is 1007 440
Rhode Island 7711 100,09 B&.T ' 27 97 1,026 15.20 412 /' 51 15
Bouth Carclina 22 RO RE.27 T4.7 a6 280 | 10,341 44,43 130.1 16 148
Bouth Dakota 3,538 G2TH Hdd [ 51 44 1,854 arsT  101B V25 *7
Tennesses 3g,192 05.49 E2T 030 455 13,724 £1.34 1120 7 20 197
Texas 196, 654 15094 130.7 2 247 2028 46,37 125.6 14 THa
Utah 11,0460 B4.T1 Td.4 B, 130 3,321 258,04 8.5 il 45
Yermont 3,728 B7.55 To.H 4k 47 g 24 23 658 47 18
WVirginia 44,749 G98.54 B8 bt 562 | 11,357 28 55 7.8 42 163
Washington a5,031 a99.84 G5 28 440 | 15832 51.50 139.5 L 2&T
West Virginia 12,650 R2.10 T1.1 42 158 | 10,564 TH.26 212.0 2 158
Wisconsin 39,196 10814 503 25 452 | 11,232 a4 91.4 35 161
Wyoming 5,370 132.65 114.8 B 67 | 4,147 11685 3166 1 20

U.S. Total 32,103,099 $11547 1000 $27567 |$614,345  $3601  100.0 $8,812

MOTE-All per eapita smownts are in dollars; Lot amsunts gre in millionas of dellars.

Representative Rates = 1.36% and 1.43%.

*Tax bases are the net book values of commercinlindastrial and public properiies in milllons of dodlars.
St ACTR stnff estimates.
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Tabia 3-28
Estate And Gift Taxes —1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax
Tax Par Capacity Tax Tax Per Effarl
Siale Bage* Capita Index/Rank Capaclty Revenue Caplta Index/Rank
Alabama §60.9 $5.97 G606 /36 fo4 $10 $2.41 40.3 /7 46
Alaska 4.0 265 269 / 51 1 1 0949 375 [ 49
Arizona 6B.0 T.42 T3 /' 26 24 15 463 24 [ 36
Arkansas 241 3.50 455 F 48 B 5 222 630 [ 35
California 1.044.0 13,50 1380 / 5 358 103 3.92 2889 [ 50
Colorado T4.0 T.86 748 7 20 25 14 4.34 502 [ 40
Connecticut 153.8 16,63 I6BE /! 3 ad 123 a8.79 232 7 7
Delaware 45.8 25.28 266 ¢ 1 16 14 21.90 866 / 28
Washington, DC 19.2 10,52 168 /10 7 24 38,5 4701 42
Florida 4487 1358 1378 / B 154 101 891 656 / 33
Creorgia 118.1 6,78 GRE [ 2 41 15 2,55 376 [ 4B
Hawaii 320 10.42 1058 ¢ 13 11 12 11.63 1116 /7 25
Idaho 9.4 320 424 7 &0 d 2 1.85 592 /38
Tilinois 3304 983 a8 /16 113 il 530 H3d 7 41
Indiana 874 46 54 4l a0 44 8,07 1478 7 16
Towa 2B .86 100.1 7 14 28 58 20,20 249 /9
Kansag 557 T.E0 Vi | 19 30 12,18 1561 / 14
Eentucky 6d.4 5,03 602 /38 2z ol 13.68 2306 7 B
Louisiana TH.6 6.10 619 / 34 27 34 7.62 1249 [/ 21
Maine 229 G.68 G7.8 / &0 d 12 9.98 1493 / 16
Maryland 117.6 9.19 933 ! 18 40 aa 530 903 /27
Massachusetts 2525 14,89 151.1 /7 4 BT 154 26,38 177.2 11
Michigan 146.3 5502 6.1 /40 a0 %] 690 1249 / 22
Minnesata BLe 4.98 BLG J 44 21 18 4.249 BE.l 0 20
Missiszippi 436 442 448 [ 45 12 11 4,01 P25 ! 28
Misgmuri 153.4 1047 g3 ¢ 12 23 Z1 4.25 40,6 [ 45
Montana 15.6 G.47 5.7 /42 2 B 27 143.2 [ 19
Nebraska 368.3 7.76 T8B / 22 12 5 310 400 S 47
Nevada 35.6 13.06 1325 /7 7 12 0 0.00 oo ! Z
Mew Hampshire 19.2 6.59 6.9 S 31 7 12 1191 180.7 [ 10
Mew Jarsey 217.1 B85 oo 16 5 194 287 2609 / B
MNew Mexico 26.2 5.21 Ea.0 4 33 9 4 270 43.4 / 44
Mew York 1,056.0 2038 2m9 f 2 362 241 1356 BES [ 32
Marth Carolina 135.3 7448 7544 /25 46 N 12.25 165.00 /7 12
NMorth Dakota 1.8 h.dd aha /42 4 a8 8.58 713 [/ a1
Ohio 227.6 .27 T4.8 /27 T8 4 3.21 44,1 / 43
Dklahoma L0 956 71 /17 3z 28 11.53 12005 [ 23
Oregon 59.1 7.56 767 /23 20 9 10.82 1432 / 18
Pennsylvania 258.5 7.40 Te.0 7 24 BY 278 2342 3128 [/ 4
Ehode Island 296 1045 Ines ¢ 11 1] 14 14.23 136.6 / 20
South Carolina 434 4.45 452 1/ 45 15 24 7.15 160.7 /13
Bouth Dakota 6.7 &.24 329 /7 49 2 10 14.26 4587 /1
Tennessee B2.7 5.96 605 /37 28 a4 7.0 119.0 / 24
Texas 528.8 11.08 1125 ¢ 9 181 141 8.19 B28 /30
Utah 288 601 BlO F 35 10 5 | 484 [/ 42
Vermont EE &.67 876 f 10 3 L 4.17 569 [ I8
Yirginia 1335 .03 815 f 19 46 234 4.9 6l4 F 37
Washington B0 7.01 711 [ 28 31 20 4.57 632 34
West Virginia 21.5 3.81 a8.7 f 47 T 20 10.41 2128 7 5
Wisconsin 69,6 5.00 b S 43 24 B 16.85 3366 5 3
Wyoming 19.1 12,89 1308 / 8 T a 18.48 1434 [/ 17
U.5. Total 56,8520 985 1000 2 352 $2,352 $0.85 1000

HOTE:All per eapita amounts are in dollars; total smounts are in millions of dollars.

Hepredemtative Rate = 34.5%.

*Tax base is federal income tax linbility adjusted For deductibility in millione of dollars,
£ = Taro revenige reporied

Source: ACIE staff estimntes,
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Tabia 3-29
Total Severance Taxes—1985
i TEND  Gagen T g L
a ax ar
State Basae® Capita Inmngh Capacity Caplta IndEa:Jn;llnk
Alabama $24.16 T8 ! 17 $07 21.77 90.1 /14
Ms_:ska 1,847.35 BO0Ta /1 ne2 5.018.84 1740 / &
Arizona 5.85 187 + 27 19 0 0,00 00 ¢ Z
Arkansas 24,98 798 /16 fi 29 9.76 491 /20
California 2531 0B [ 15 BBT i 0.24 1.0 /28
Colorado 30.26 b6a [ 14 a8 an 0,41 3.1 523
Connecticut 0.25 0.8 7 456 1 ] (.00 0o 5 oz
Delaware 0.05 0.1 / BD 0 0 0.00 0o F Z
Washington, DC .00 0o ¢/ B 0 1} 0,00 11
Flerida 3.13 10,0/ &0 &6 05 .27 254 / 2
G-Eﬂl‘g'lﬂ 1.68 60 / 33 a 1] 0.00 00 / Z
Hawaii 0.53 1.7 [ 48 1 0 0.00 0o s 2
Idaho 3.52 122 / 28 4 1 0.54 142 25
Ilinois .20 2.4 /20 106 0 0.00 oo OE
Indiana .62 208 [ 26 36 z 0.28 42 / 27
Lo 1.02 38 /85 & 0 0,00 oo 2
Kansas GB.05 2178 /10 167 112 45.67 67.1 / 1R
Eentucky 47498 1214 [ 1% 142 IR 61.19 161.1 / &
Louisiana 137.83 4408 1 7T B18 T8 164,73 1185 / 10
Maine 0.35 1.1 /7 48 0 0 0,00 no ¢ F
Maryland 1.06 i4 M4 5 0 0.00 00 / Z
Massachusetts 0.19 0.6 [/ 48 1 0 0.00 oo E
Michigan £.78 e /18 BG 76 B.33 B5.2 /15
Minnesota 3.62 11.6 / 25 15 ED 19.07 si88 /S 1
Mississippi A0.50 978 /13 B0 G0 34.48 113.0 / 11
Missouri 208 78 /32 11 0 0.00 0o/ Z
Montana B4.B5 2707 ! B 70 160 16148 2144 / &
Mebraska 7.83 26.0 [ 23 13 5 287 87 4 o2
Nevada 10.86 M7 ! 1B 10 3 .44 41.7 J 22
New Hampshire 0.26 0e [ 44 0 0 0.00 0o f Z
New Jersay 0.22 0.7 [ 47 2 0 0,00 o F 2
MNew Mexico 210.59 6734 / & 05 g2 27047 1284 ! 7
New York 0.84 27 ! a7 15 ] (.00 0o f F
Morth Carolina 0.72 23 /40 5 0 0.00 0o 4 Z
North Dakota 142 59 4669 / B g8 176 257.54 16805 / 4
Ohio £.09 281 /22 9B B 0.76 a4 / 26
Oklahama 176.26 5636 / 4 GRE T8 214.73 1218 / 48
Cregon 0.65 21 /41 2 0 0.00 00 / Z
Pennsylvania .15 o I | 108 0 0.00 0o 4 Z
HKhode Island 0.14 04 [ 49 0 0 0,00 0o Oz
South Carolina 0.78 25 /939 3 0 0.00 1
South Dakota 6.02 261 25 & ] T.61 11000 & 12
Tennesses 253 Bl /31 12 3 .50 234 7 24
Texas 138.75 4469 ¢ 6 2,288 2175 132 80 5.1 7 1%
Utah 87.25 1831 /11 o4 49 30,100 524 /7 19
Vermont 080 26 [ 38 [} L1} 0,00 00 f =2
Virginia 697 223 5 24 40 ] 0,0 oD f Z
Washington 085 27 1 36 4 ] 0,60 00 f Z
West Virginia d41.38 2602 f 9 158 132 BE.14 BT f 16
Wizoonsin 0,24 e / 48 1 1 .20 g1 f 17
Wyoming 640.73 20776 / 2 aal 404 7977 1222 / B
L.8. Total $31.27 1040 37,468 §7,468 £31.27 100,10

NOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total asmounts are in millions of dollars.
*Wao combined tne rate can be reported; see tables for particular severance taces,
B = Hues i zero,

& = Zero revenue reported.
Bource:  ACUIR staff estimatis,

= 08 =



Tabile 3-30
Severance Taxes: Qil And Gas—1985

Capacily Tax Revenua Tax
Tau Per Capacity Tax Tax Par Effari
Siale Baza® Capilta Index/Rank Capacity Reveénuse Caplia index/Rank
Alabamma 2054 £15.10 549 ! 18 561 3584 220.80 1383 7 3
Alaska 15107 184464 Beize /1 D61 1,674 321584 1742 7 1
Arizona 4 n.09 04 /Al 1] 1] 000 0o ¢+ F
Arkansas ER4 23.85 B5.8 /! 14 LH] 21 201 378 [/ 19
Califarnia 10,158 2451 BR.L /13 G486 G 0.24 |
Colorado 1,262 25.44 915 ! 12 g2 19 591 2532 /20
Connecticut 0 0.00 00/ B 0 0 0,00 oo Z
Dhelavwr 1] (.00 00 /B ] i 000 ool Z
Washington, DC 1] (.00 o/ B 1] ] 0.00 oo+ 2
Florida o5 1.82 65 [ 25 21 21 1.88 032 / &8
(eorgia 0 0,0 00 f B 0 0 (.06 00 5 Z
Hawaii 0 (00 (. 0 i (.00 a0 5 2
Idaha 0 .00 00 f B i} 0 0.00 00 f Z
Nlinois EB1& 4.51 162 F 29 52 0 0,00 oo S Z
[ndiana 140 161 58 7 25 ! 2 028 vl r 2
Towa ] 01,0 ) f B i ] 0.00 oo f Oz
Kansas 2,682 G651 2391 f 9 163 111 4546 6a3 [ 14
Kentucky a79 .46 232 /19 24 21 5.54 857 /13
Louisiana 0,634 136,77 4917 7 & 613 Ta2 164,30 1194 7 6
Maine 0 0,00 00 f B 0 0 (.00 o0 ¢ Z
Maryland 0 0,00 nog ¢ B 1] 1] 0, (e a2
Massachuseatts ] .00 o0 f B 1] 0 .00 oo f 2
Michigan 1,184 B3z 09 /17 T6 T8 B34 160.1 ¢ 10
Minnesota ] 000 0o ¢ B 1] 0 0.0 o0/ F
Mississippi 1,238 3014 1064 ¢ 11 Ta a0 34.48 1143 ¢ 7
Missouri i 0.08 0.8 /&2 0 0 iy, (e 00 f 2
Montana a78 67.64 2432 / B il &7 65,48 012 / 8
Nebraska 152 T.00 26.0 7 18 12 ] 287 o8.7 /1B
Mevada 70 476 171 /21 4 ] 0,00 oo/ Z
New Hampshire L] 0,00 no ¢ B 1] i} 0,060 00 ¢ E
New Jersey ] 0,00 oo/ B 1] 1] 0,04 po / Z
Bew Mexico 4478 196,45 T3 7 3 285 S62 249,87 1271 [/ 4
Mew York 1533 045 1.7 F 28 B 1] 0, (4] g /2
North Carolina 0 0,00 00 /B 0 0 (0. (e o0 ! 2
Morth Dakota 1,425 132,38 4759 5 T g1 151 220.92 1664 ¢ 2
Chin o937 5.65 199 F M) &4 & 0.53 a6 [/ 23
Ollahoma RN 174.72 G282 [ 4 877 To9 214.73 1229 [/ &
Oregon 0 023 0.8 £ a0 1 1] .00 oo f 2
Pennsylvania 598 320 11.5 /24 a8 ] 0.00 o 5 Z
Fhode Island 1] (.00 0.0/ B i 0 000 00 f Z
South Carolina 0 (.00 0o /B 0 0 (.00 o0 5 Z
Bouth Dakota 48 4.28 154 7 23 3 ] 2.57 602 /15
Tennagses J2 0.43 1.5 7 20 2 1 023 038 /17
Texas a5,447 137.76 4958 / 6 2 255 217 132.64 g3 [/ 12
Utah 1,271 449.17 1768 /7 10 gl 45 20,54 601 /16
Yermont 0 0,00 00 7/ B 0 0 0,0 oo J Z
Virginia 46 0.51 18 /27 a 1] 0.00 00 / E
Wnshingtun ] (3. (w1 00 f B 0 ] (.0 an 5 2
West Virginia G644 21.17 761 18 41 0 1. 0 o f Z
Wisconsin 1] 0.0 0y f B 1] ] (.0 00 7 Z
Wyoming 4,423 552.74 19873 [/ 2 281 71 532.58 864 /11
U.S. Total 104,378 327.51 100.0 36,640 F6,640 $27.81 100.0

HOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts oee in millions of dollars.
Representative Rate = §.58%.
*Tax biss s the value of od and e produstion in millions of dollars.
B = Base i zero.
£ = Zgro revenue reported,
Source:  AUTR stalT estimates,
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Tahia 3-37
Severance Taxes: Coal—1985

Capacity T Revenua Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort
State Base® Caplia Indax/Rank Capaclty Revenus Caplia Index/Rank
Alabama $1,188 5E.01 a1ms /7 332 B4 B0.H8 1.0 /! 10
Alaska 19 104 a7 717 1 ] 0.0 oo r Z
Arizona 128 1.09 436 [/ 16 K] 0 000k 0o f Oz
Arkansas & 0.0z 08 / 25 0 ] 0.0 161 / 4
California 1 000 0o f 28 L] 1] 000 ooz
Colorada 424 a.56 1422 [/ 13 12 B 2.74 i S 8
Connecticuat 1] 0.00 oo !/ B 1] ] 0.0 e r Z
Delaware 0 .00 on /B 0 1] (.0 oo f 2
Washingion, D 0 0.00 oo/ B 1] 0 0.0 oo r oz
Flarida i 0.00 oo/ B 1] 0 0,06 00 ! Z
Georgia 4 002 07 /27 0 ] [0 0o r
Hawaii 1] 000 oo /B 0 ] (.0 oy fF
Idlaha ] {0, O oo/ B ] ] 0.0 oy f 2
Illinais 1,823 4.29 1712 [/ 1% 44 ] 0.0 op r Z
Indiana HEA 4.38 1741 J 11 24 0 (0, (W on r 2
Towa 15 0,15 58 /24 1] ] (.M on f 2
Kansas 26 025 114 [ 23 1 i 017 60g f 7
Kentucky 4. 234 d0.85 12311 [/ 3 115 207 55,60 1804 7 4
Louisiana i 0,03 1.2 / 25 1] 1] (.M 00 f Z
Muine L] 0,00 op f B ] i i, 10 oo 5 2
Maryland &0 .49 196 /21 2 ] 0.0 on f Z
Massachusetts 0 R 00 f B 1] 1] 0,00 00 f Z
Michigan 0 0,040 0o f B ] f] (.00 on /2
Minnesota 0 ERLY 0o f B 0 1] 0,00 0 5z
Missizsippi L] 0.0 a0 f B i] 0 0.0 nao ¢ =&
M issmari 151 0.81 i24 [ &0 4 1] 0.00 00 ¢ Z
Montana 4340 14,42 754 /4 12 &2 110,53 TGRE ¢ 1
Mebruska L] iy, e oo f B ] i i, oo / 2
MNevada ] 0,00 00 f B i 0 (.00 00 ¢ 2
New Hampshire 0 0,4 a0 f B 0 L] 0,00 nag ¢ =2
Naw Jersey 0 0.0 0 f B ] ] 0.0 oo f =
New Mexico L] 8.73 2883 [/ 6 14 1] Q.00 on 5 Z
New York 0 {3, (i 00 f B 1] 1] 0,(K) 0o f F
Marth Carolina 0 {0, e g f B i} ] 1,100 o0 f 2
Morith Dakota 250 8,54 o522 f B T 25 a7.02 arnae r 2
Oihin 1,203 .04 1213 7 14 33 2 18 a4 /11
Oklahoma 105 085 45 /19 a i (. 0H o0 f Z
Oregon 0 0, oo d B 1] )] 0,00 oo r 2
Pennaylvania 24314 630 Mis J 10 ik} 1] L] 00 f Z
Ehode Island ] (.0 oo/ B 0 ] (.00 0o f X
South Carolina ] 0.ad oo / B ] ] (.0 00 f
South Dakota 0 000 oot B 0 1] 0.0 oo /&
Tennesses 20 1.1% 479 1 15 i) 2 .36 04 5 8
Texas 527 0.87 349 /18 14 0 0.00 0o f Z
Uiah a64 6.84 2330 / B 10 0 0.0 0oy r Z
Wermaont 0 0.00 no ¢ B n ] 000 oo f Z
Yirginia 1,222 082 2321 /9 33 ] 000 0o r Z
Washington 59 (.36 i4.5 / 22 2 0 0.0 0n f Z
West Virginia 4 255 £0.68 23B00 S 2 115 132 GH.14 1142 / B
Wisconsin i} 0,00 oo /B 0 1] 000 oo / Z
Wyoming 1,508 B5.25 021 /1 43 126 24692 280.7 /A
U5, Total S22 03T F2.51 100.0 3598 Fo0B.2 2.5 1000

MOTE:All per eapita amounts are in dollars; total amosings are in milliena of dollars.
Representative Rate = Z.71%,
¥Tax base & the volue of conl productson in milliens of dsllars.
B = Basé & gero.
Z m Tero remanune repartad.
Saiarea: ACTE stafT cstimates,

- 100 =



Tahig 3-32
Severance Taxes: Nonfuel Minerals =1985

Capacity Tax Revenue Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tan Par Effar
State Bage* Capita Il Fanik Capaclly Revenue Capita Index/Rank
Alphama $446 31.05 1104 F 19 4 50 B0, 0 on ¢ Z
Alasha G 1.71 1787 ¢ 10 1 0 0,00 a0 ¢ Z
Arizona 1,568 4,67 4g08 /3 15 i} {0,100 00 ¢ 2
Arkansas 271 109 1144 / 18 3 2 .75 68Y / 9
California 2218 080 B3R ! 23 21 0 Q.00 oo/ F
Colorado 427 1.26 131.7 / 16 4 2 075 508 /10
Connecticut RS .25 2687 [ 45 1 0 0.00 oo v 2
Delaware a .05 4.8 / &0 0 0 .00 0.0+ Z
Washington, D 0 (0.0 0y f B ] L .00 oo f Z
Florida 1,564 1431 187.0 F 14 15 B4 T.35 aesd /1
Georgia i) 1.54 1615 7 11 9 0 0,00 0o 5 Z
Hawaii 649 0.58 65.7 [ 35 1 1] 0.00 00 / 2
Idahn 404 3.82 4003 f & 4 1 0.54 142 7 14
Ilingis 480 0,40 414 / 39 & 0 0.0 00 5 Z
Indiana 314 0.54 569 F M 3 0 0.0 00 F Z
lowa 266 0.58 918 22 a3 1] .0 00 f F
HKanzas 323 1.25 1313 ¢ 16 3 0 0.0 28 [ 16
Kentucky 262 0.67 700 /2B g 0 0,00 00 f Z
Lonisiana 487 1.08 1082 ¢ 20 & L 1.43 1386 / &
Maine 43 0.35 6.8 42 0 0 0,00 o0 5 Z
Maryland 249 0.57 604 &2 2 0 0,00 00 ¢ Z
Massachusetts 115 010 197 [ 48 1 0 {0,100 oo f F
Michigan 1,358 1.46 1532 7 12 13 0 0,00 on ¢ Z
Minnesota 1,590 3.62 amaT ¢ 6 15 T 19.077 52648 f 2
Mississippi L1t 0.36 377 /4l 1 0 (.00 o0 f Z
Missouri 786 1.38 1455 /7 13 7 0 0,00 00 f 2
Montana 225 250 8712 / B 2 2 217 B40 /7
Mebraska 102 1,60 632 7 31 1 0 i, oo f F
Meeada a1 G.10 G045 2 & 3 J.44 &6.5 [ 11
Mew Hampshire o7 0.26 TRO S 4 1] i} ] 00 ¢ I
Mew Jarsey 177 022 233 147 2 0 0.00 00 f Z
Mewr Mexico i 4.41 4622 ¢ 4 i3 a0 20,80 47189 ¢ 3
New York 674 0.36 478 7 40 & 0 .00 00 f Z
Morth Carolina 475 0.72 T5.6 ! 26 5 0 0.0 o0 ¢ 2
Morth Dakota 22 0.30 820 / 48 1] 1] 0,00 00 / Z
Dhio a7 0,50 528 /36 5 1 0.077 13.1 /15
Oklahoma 247 0.GA T1.G f 27 2 i} .06 oo 5
Diregon 117 041 434 /7 3B 1 0 0. 04 00 f Z
Pennsylvania 792 0.63 66.5 /30 B 0 0. (W) a0 ;7 2
Rhode Island 14 .14 144 ¢ 49 0 i} 0. (a0 00 F
Bouth Carolina 276 .78 821 /25 4 1} R 00 F E
Bouth Dakota 197 2,64 2l f 7 2 4 5.0d 1905 7 4
Tennessee 455 0.91 g5l ¢ 2 4 i 0, (W 00 ¢ 2
Teens 1,044 1.15 1182 ¢ 17 18 4 0,24 217 ! 12
Utah 3un 225 2857 /9 4 1 0.46 206 /13
Vermont 45 (.50 B3B /M4 1] ] 0,00 0o f Z
Virginia 384 0,64 G670 20 4 ] 0, (e 0o 7 Z
Washington 225 0.48 808 ¢ 37 2 0 0.0 00 ¢ Z
West Virginia 111 0,54 &7.1 7 §3 1 0 iy, 00 oo f F
Wisconsin 123 0.24 258 /46 1 1 0,20 821 + 8
Wyoming 629 11.74 12310 /7 1 & ) 14,27 1218 / &
L5, Total $23.976 $0.895 100.0 3228 2R §0.595 100.0

HOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millione of dollas.
Representative Rate = 895%.
*Tax base i@ the valee of nonfusl minerel production in millions of dollors.
B = Bass is zare,
£ = Fera revenus reported.
Bouree:  ACIH staff estimatos,
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State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Caolorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawnii
Tdaho
Illinots
Indiana
Towa
Kanzas
Kentucky
Louigiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missourt
Montana
Nehraska
Mevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Maxico
New York
North Caraolina
North Dakata
Ohio
Olelahorma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tenness
Texas
Ttah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Waest Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
1.5, Total

Tax
Base™

#4203
8476
40,775
24,707
423,566
47,858
57,408
8,676
11,367
156,184
74,960
14,558
11,178
169,95
68,442
36,315
84,755
40,328
50,513
13,835
60,680
95,361
123,673
59,068
24,004
66,605
9,087
21,323
13,560
14,931
130,154
15,828
285,419
72,670
B,255
142,110
40,381
33,921
166,276
18,465
35,434
7,003
53,540
220,715
17,259
6,482
82,980
61,185
19,738
82,815
6,744
$3,310,543

Table 3-3%
All Other Taxes— 1985

Capacity

Par
Caplta

$44.28
75.98
53.02
43.41
G6.58
61.39
74.96
50.14
75.25
5695
5198
57.24
46,07
81,08
51.58
52.19
57.10
44,88
48.72
49.26
65.75
67.88
58.40
58.38
38.07
54,89
45.49
55.03
60.04
B2.00
71.33
45.24
66.52
48.15
40.04
54,82
50.70
52.92
55.69
57.65
43,88
46.26
4R.80
55.88
43,458
50.21
60.27
57.51
4095
5452
54.83
85747

Tax

c

index/Rank
7.0 [/ 46
1312 /1
23 /29
75.5 / 49
1159 / 8
106.8 / 10
1304 / 8
1029 /14
13089 / 2
9.1 / 20
@05 /32
996 /18
g40.2 S 42
1063 / 11
B9.8 [ 33
908 /31
804 /10
8.1 /45
B1.3 / 38
B5.7 / a7
1144 / 8
1181 / &
981 /21
1016 / 15
66.2 / ol
855 / 25
792 / 43
85.7 /24
1045 / 13
1079 / 9
1241 / 4
T8.7 [ 44
1167 / 7
B3B / 38
B6.O / 36
854 [/ 27
BR.2 [/ 34
91.0 / a0
896989 J 23
1003 / 16
783 [/ 47
BO.S / 41
B1.1 / 40
872 / 22
75.7 [/ 48
B74 / 35
1048 /12
1001 /17
735 /80
949 [ 28
854 / 26
1040.0

Tax

Capacity

$178
49
168
102
1,755
198
238
7
47
647
411
i
46
705
284
151
140
167
2008
57
289
dA6
513
245
L)
276
a8

$13,720

MOTE-AN per eapita amounis are bn dellars; total amounts ere in millions of dollars.
Eepresentative Fate = 0L41%.
*Tnx base is aggregnte personal income in millions of dollars.
Sourse:  ACIH stalT estimate.
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Tax

Revenus

$267
a5
105
44
1,659
148
167
111
BT

17

116

113
22

125
106
199

71

2,128

122

i |
136
188
1,138
19
157
27
169
1,263
a4
85
670
382
172
102

$13,720

Revenue
Par
Caplta

$66.43
G7.18
3293
18.83
62.92
4203
52.58
178.38
139,15
T8.57
776
16,42
29,31
31.81
10.74
4.79
24.31
B0.03
&7.61
21.13
145.06
28.43
12.72
70.07
13.82
22.43
26.533
27.15
133.54
105.86
26.35
49.10
119.64
10.55
42.91
20.66
41.28
69.80
96.03
1939
46.78
38.35
35.61
77.12
20.73
121.88
117.37
£6.68
£B.95
21.29
9.497
S57.47

Tax
Effort
Index/Rank
1502 f 13
Bl S 21
621 /31
434 [ 38
945 [/ 20
Ga.5 / 20
7001 /28
ae J 1
1849 / T
138.0 / 15
728 2
2RT ! 47
636 /A0
521 1 3%
208 5 49
92 7 51
428 7 38
1784 7 9
HD3 [/ 25
429 /37
22086 [/ 4
419 / 39
226 1 48
12000 /17
363 /456
4009 1 40
67.9 [/ a2
483 / 3
2004 7 8
170.7 /11
aag [ 44
1085 /18
1799 7 8
4008 1 41
B4.T [/ 22
ars /43
Hl.4 7 24
1334 7 16
1724 [ 10
die S48
nss /19
229 S M
|2 /28
138.0 / 14
477 [/ 85
2427 / 2
1947 / &
160.7 / 12
2106 [/ B
9.1 7 42
182 / 50

100.0



Table 3-34
Rents and Royalties —1985

Capacity Tax Revanus Tax
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effart

State Base™ Copita Index/Rank Capaclty Revenue  Caplta Index/Rank
Alabama $24 §5.88 43.8 7 11 524 24 $5.88 100.0 /5
Alaska 1400 268755 200040 F 1 1,400 1400 2687.35 100.0 /8
Arzona 3 .80 6l f 1a 2] a 080 1000 /5
Arkansas 1 022 1.7 7 21 1 1 0.22 1000 /5
California 817 19.81 1469 f 7 al7 617 19.61 100.0 /5
Calorado 4 1.28 g5 /14 4 4 1.28 100008
Connecticut | 0.00 o f Z ] 0 0.00 100078
Delaware ] 0.00 oy 5 Z 0 0 0.00 1000 /5
Washington, DC 1] 0.00 00 / Z 0 ] 0.00 100.0 /8
Florida 1] 0.00 0o Z 0 I 0,00 1000 78
Georgia 1] 0.00 00 ¢ Z 0 0 0,00 100.0 /8
Hawaii 1] 0.00 00/ Z 0 1] 0,00 1000 /8
Idaho 0 0.00 0o/ 2 0 0 0,00 1000 /8
Ilisvois 1] 0.00 oo f Z 0 i 0,00 100.0 /8
Indiana 0 0.08 04 72 0 0 .06 100.0 /8
Iowa L 0.03 0z /23 ] 1] 003 100.0 /5
Hansas 2 0.64 48 / 18 2 2 0,84 1000 78
Kentucky 0 0.00 00 Z 0 0 0.00 1000 /8
Louisiana 430 95.99 7145 / 4 430 430 95.99 1000 /8
Maine 1} 004 oo f 2 0 L] .00 1000 /5
Maryland 1] 0.00 ne ' E 0 i 0,00 1000 5
Massachusetts 0 0.0 0y / Z 0 i 0,00 100.0 /5
Michigan 14 1.58 11.8 [/ 13 14 14 1.56 100.0 F8
Minnazota 3 068 B0 17 3 3 0.68 100.0 /8
Missizsippi 2 0.62 46 /19 2 2 0.62 100.0 /5
Missouri 0 (.04 g r T 0 0 0.00 100.0 /5
Montana 8 898 748 7 9 8 B 9.98 100.0 /8
Mebrashka 1 0.83 62 /16 1 1 0.83 100,048
Mevada i (.00 0.0 f Z 0 0 .00 1000 /8
Mew Hampshire 0 0.0 0 5 Z 0 0 (.00 10040 /5
Mew Jorsoy 0 0,00 00 f Z 0 0 (.00 100.0 /8
New Mexico 206 142,19 10684 f 2 2ikE 206 14219 1000 /5
Mew York 1] 0.00 0o f Z 0 0 0.00 1000 /8
Morth Carolina 0 0,040 o 5z 0 0 (.00 10040 /8
Morth Dakota 32 47.29 3620 7 & a2 az 47.29 1000 /5
Ohio 0 0.0 o0 f 2 L 0 0.00 10000 /8
Oklahoma 28 8.55 63T 1 10 28 28 B.55 100.0/5
Cregon i AL 00 £ Ll L L0 100078
Pennsylvania 0 0.0 01 7 24 0 0 0.01 100045
Rhode Island 0 0.0 o f Z 0 0 .06 100.0 /5
South Carolina 0 0.0 0n 5 Z 0 LI (.00 100.0 /5
Sotith Dakota 1 1.56 146 [/ 12 1 1 1.98 1000 /8
Tennessae 0 .00 0o f Zz 0 0 0.00 1000 /5
Texas 443 27.06 2014 /1 B 443 4438 27.08 1000 /8
Utah 23 13.82 1036 / B 23 23 1392 100.0 /8
Vermont 0 0.00 oo ; Z 0 i 0,00 100.0 /58
Virginia 1] 0.00 oo/ Z ] 0 0.00 100.0 /8
Washington 0 0.00 0 /2 0 0 0.00 100.0 /8
West Virginia 0 0.0 oo/ 2 0 LI 0,01 1000 78
Wigconsin 1 0,20 22 /20 1 1 0.29 100.0 /8
Wyoming 63 124.70 0282 f 3 63 63 124.70 100.0 /5

U.8. Total 3,207 $13.43 100.0 $3,207 $3.207 $13.43 100.0

MOTE:All per capita amoants are in dollars; totad amounts e in millkons of dollars,
Represontative Rate = D000
*Tax base in actual receipts From rents and royalties in millions of dollars.
& = All states have the same effort index because of the design of this revenuwe base.
Z = Zore revefias reporbed,
Sourea: ACIR staff estimates.
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Stote
Alabhama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delawire
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Tdaho
Minois
Indiana
lowa
Hansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missour
Montana
Mebraska
MNevada
New Hampshire
MNew Jersey
Bew Mexico
Mew York
North Carolina
Morth Dakota
Cihie
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Caralina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wizronsin
Wioming
.5, Total

Tatle 3-35

Payments Under The Mineral Leasing Act—1985

Tax
Base*®
$0.2
239
1.1
0.7
419
428
0.0
0.0
0.0
01
0.0
0.0
.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
B
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
11
(i
21.2
0.3
9.9
0.0
(111
150.1
0.0
(1]
9.5
o0
A
1.8

199.8
35405

Capacity

Per
Caplta
#0.05
45.96
0.35
031
1.58
13.25
0,00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0,31
0.00
0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
000
0.00
0.43
0.00
2562
0.21
10.58
000
(.00
108.50
0.00
0.00
13.84
0.00
089
0.66
0,00
0.00

0.00
0.15
0.01
000
02.62
$2.30

Tax
Capacity
Index/Rank

22
1,096.7
15.4
13.3
69,0
a7h.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.3
0.0
0.0
163.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
135
0.0
7.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
0z
0.0
18.5
0.0
1,113.1
8.1
450.8
0.0
0.0
4,496.8
0.0
0.0
601.9
0.0
38.5
285
0.0
0.0

0.0
17,058.4
100.0

S e T T T e e T ey e g e, ey, e, e, e e, e e e e T e e e e e e e ey e Tep ey ey ey e ey e ey e e e e ey Ty e, e, e ey ey,

Z1

3
15
17
11

PR NMoMmMrEMNNcmeamE bl nennEnnwa

s
B3 Bdem e B2 B B

20

Aavenue
Tax Tax Par

Capaclty Revenue Caplta
$0.05
45596
0.35
0,31
1.59
14.25
(0,60
0,00
L]
.01
0,00
0,00
3.76
.00
0,00
.00
0.41
.00
n.18
000
000
0.00
000
.00
043
0,0y
25,62
na
10.58
000
0,00
103,50
0.00
000
13.85
RN
0,58
(.66
000
.00
000
1.74
.00
0,040
2117
0.0
(0.0
0.15
0.01
0.00
362 .62
$2.30

i
=S

i
EICII:I
—

o]
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l=ll=ll—-l:'l=E::l.‘.-l-—H:ll:'l-:ahﬁlhnmq:l|:'.'.|r:-E-pt:-Eﬂ-l-li:ll-lﬁﬂ&ﬁﬂwﬁHﬁﬂahﬁﬂﬁbﬂﬁaﬁHHEg
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MOTE:All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millione of dallars,
Representative Rate = 100000,
*Tax bast s sctual receipta in millions of dollars from payments weder the fedoral Minen! Leasing Asf.
5 = All states hawe the eame effort index becanse of the design of this revenue base,
T = Fero rovenus réported.
S ACTR staff estimates.
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Tax

Effort
Index/Rark
100.0 /8
1000 /8
1000 /8
1000 /5
10000 /5
1000 /8
1000 /5
1000 /5
10000 /8
10,0 /5
1000 /5
1000 /8
1000 /5
1000 /5
10000 78
100.0 /8
100.0 /8
1000 /5
1000 8
1000 78
100.0 /8
1000 /8
1000 /8
100.0 /8
o ‘5
100.0 /5
100.0 /8
100.0 /5
1000 /5
100.0 /8
100.0 /8
1000 8
100.0 /8
1000 /8
100.0 /S
100.0 /8
100.0 F&
1000 /5
100.0 /8
00,0 /5
100,078
10000 /8
1000 /8
1000 /5
1000 /5
100.0 /5
1000 /5
100.0 /8
100.0 /8
100.0 /8
100.0 /8
100.0



Table 3-36
User Charges—1985

Capacity Tax Ravenue Tax
Tax Par Capacly Tax Tax Far Effiarf
State Base* Caplta Index/Rank Capacity Revanus Caplta Index/Rank
Alabama $42.913 $240.18 1.0 [ A6 Fo66 51,565 $385.26 1621 /! &
Alaska 9,476 409.32 132 /7 1 213 421 BOB.66 1876 / 1
Arizona 40,775 2R7.93 923 / 29 918 851 267.13 928 / 38
Arkansas 24,707 235.71 9.5 [ 49 G Ha8 236.48 1003 / a2
California 423 566 461.55 1159 7 8 0,532 8,170 347.80 062 /35
Colorads 47 859 433,96 106.8 1 10 1,077 1,154 d&E.nL 1104 [/ 25
Connecticut ST 408 407.05 1304 7 3 1,202 St 207.61 1.0 / 51
Delaware BEBT6 421.15 mze 7 14 20D 290G 4750.B6 1482 /7
Washington, DC 11,367 408,65 1309 [/ 2 266 147 23537 AT.6 [ 49
Florida 156,184 S08.25 9.1 5 20 3,015 4,080 356.98 1161 [/ 21
Georgia T4, 6 282 29 005 [ a2 1,687 2,630 423.39 1600 /&
Havwaii 14,558 310.84 99.6 / 18 328 338 320,32 103.0 / 28
Idaho 11,1734 250.20 BO.Z [ 42 251 ZER 28G54 1148 / 22
Minois 169,800 33167 1063 / 11 3,826 2,542 220.34 G664 [/ 48
Indiana GE 442 2B0.10 B2 [ 33 1,540 1,869 339.95 1214 / 19
Towa 36,315 ZR3.38 hoE S a1 B1T 1,078 a73.B6 13189 [/ 13
Kansas 33,755 310,06 9.4 /19 TBD 95 324,33 1046 / 27
Kentucky 40,328 243.08 8.1 [/ 45 208 BiE 21683 BO.O S 40
Louisiana 513 253.69 B13 [/ 39 1,137 1,501 334,95 1320 [/ 12
Maine 13,835 267.49 B5.T ! 37 411 242 208,13 Ti.8 /! 43
Maryland 89,680  357.05 1144 / 8 1,568 1,110 25271 708 / 44
Maszachusetis 05,361 J68.62 1181 / & 2,146 1,492 256,33 RO5 [ 46
Michigan 123,673 30626 g8.1 / 21 2,783 3,503 373,39 1218 /17
Minnesota 69,068 317.04 1016 / 15 1,329 1,797 428,64 1362 / 9
Mississippi 24,004 206.74 662 [ 51 Gl HEz a1a.67 1B1.T /&
Missouri £, B0 29806 hs f 25 1,499 1,331 264,61 BB.B / 41
Montana 8,067 247.04 792 /43 204 218 264.22 1070 / 26
Nebraska 21,523 298,80 95.7 / 24 4H0 646 402,38 1347 /10
Nevada 13,560 326.04 145 /13 405 424 452 52 1388 / B
New Hampshire 14,831 J36.70 10749 7 8 336 186 186,60 5b4 /&0
New Jersey 130,154 3B7.35 1241 [/ 4 2920 2,050 271.06 TO0 [ 45
New Mexico 15,528 245.66 T8.7 '/ 44 S06 395 2T2.68 1110 / 24
Mew York 285,419 36121 1167 / 17 6,423 5,850 d28 85 911 /3@
North Carolina 2,670 261.46 E38 / 38 1,635 1,588 253,88 971 /
North Dakota 8,255 271.21 86D / 36 186 d48 pos.32 1874 / 2
Ohio 142,110 297.67 95.4 1 27 8,198 3,254 a02.50 1018 [/ 31
Oklahoma 40,381 276.30 BB2 J 34 409 1,135 343 52 1248 /15
Oregon 33,521 284,11 a10 f 30 T63 [A0 346,20 1219 / 1B
Pennsylvania 159,276 302,41 9689 /I3 3,585 2,491 21i.13 BRE [ 47
Ehode Island 13,465 313.06 1008 7 16 203 242 249 56 TOR [ 42
South Carolina 35,434 238.26 76.3 / 47 Ta7 1,065 318.13 1335 /11
South Dakota 7,503 25121 BOG /41 178 181 255,74 101.8 !/ &0
Tennesses 53,540 253.03 B1.1 / 40 1,205 1,470 308,66 1220 /16
Texaz 220,715 303,43 97.8 [/ 22 4967 4,636 284.17 933 / a7
Utah 17,258 236.12 75.7 [/ 4B SBE 486 295.36 1251 / 14
Vermont 6,482 272.67 B7.4 /[ 36 146 146 27354 0.8 7 33
Virginia B2,880 32728 ndg /12 1,567 1,788 313,29 95.7 / 36
Washington 61,185 312.31 1001 /17 1,377 1,550 351.51 1126 / Za
West Virginia 19,736 225 .42 T35 [/ 5O dd4 453 239.07 1042 / 2R
Wisconsin 62,815 2006, 05 aia f 28 1,414 1,677 861.24 11B.6 / 20
Wyoming 6,734 207,74 854 /26 152 252 495.75 1865 [/ 4
U.5. Total 53,310,543 231207 10:0.0 §74,004 $74.004 $312.07 100

MOTE:All per capita amounta are in dollars; Ldal amaunts are in millione of dollams,
Hepresontative Rate = Z.I5%.

*Tax base is aggregate personal income in millions of dollars.

B peac ACTR saff estimates,
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Appendix A

Alternative Measures of
Fiscal Capacity and Their Uses

TYPES OF FISCAL CAPACITY INDICES

In thiz appendix four fiscal capacity indices are dis-
cussed: Per Capita Personal Income (PCI), Gross State
Product (GSP), Total Taxable Resources (TTR), and
Export-Adjusted Personal Income (EAI. These indices
are compared with ACIR's Representative Tax System
(RTS) and the Representative Revenue System (RRS).
The selection is not arbitrary, These indices are the
subject of the current debate on measuring capacity,
and, with the exception of the EAI have also been cal-
culated for a number of years in the United States by
government agencies, They are all available for imme-
diate use, again with the exception of the EAI index,

After a summary comparison of the indices, PCI,
(+5P, and TTR are then discussed because they are re-
lated measures of fiscal capacity. This sets the stage for
the theoretical concept. represented by the EAL

Comparison of the Indices
Figure 1 summarizes the basic characteristics of
the fiscal capacity indices described in this chapter, sm-
phasizing features of their construction and practical
applicability.

Availability

Data on PCL RTS, and BRES are all currently avail-
able from different sources. The Bureau of Economic
Analysis (BEA) of the U.5. Department of Commerce
routinely produces estimates of personal ineome by
state and local area;' ACIR itself caleulates the RTS
and RES; while the BEA may estimate GSP vearly 2
The 1.5, Treasury Department produced the experi-
mental estimates of GEP and TTR for 1981-84 shown in
this report.? The components needed to estimate TTH,
aside from GGEP itself, are also available from the BEA.
Steven M. Barro, in a study for the U5, Treasury De-
partment,® estimated EAT for 1081, Also, EAT figures

for U5, cities have been constructed by Helen F. Ladd
and colleagues 5

Currency of the Data

PCT is available with a one-year lag. GSP and TTR
have not heen calculated over a long enough period to
establish a schedule; in principle, though, they could be-
come available with a one-year lag. The RTS and RRS
have generally been available after two years, although
with additional resources, the lag could be reduced to
one year also,

Substate Areas

Although PCI is routinely available for many local
areas, and ACIR has experimented with a metropoli-
tan-area BTS * a substate version of GSP or TTR iz un-
likely. (Some measure of this sort for local areas may be
possible with data at hand; the possibility has not yet
been explored.) State governments have a good deal of
experience in constructing their cwn intrastate meas-
ures (particularly for state-local revenue sharing pro-
grams) using data that may not be comparable between
states but may be particularly appropriate to the indi-
vidual state's tax resources. Some of the intrastate
measures” resemble the RTS/RRS because they use
statutorily defined tax bases. Although there is cur-
rently no national effort to produce local measures that
allow for interstate comparability of localities, the pre-
viousky cited Ladd study may serve as a theoretical ba-
sis for such work.

Comprehensiveness
PCIand GSF do not explicitly measure state arcas’
ability to “export” taxes and so0 are not comprehensive
indicators of revenue-raizing capacity, Unlike the RRS,
the BRTS excludes nontax revenue sources that govern-
ments use—notably user charges—although the RTS i

_lu"ll'_



Figure 1

Prominent Features of the Fiscal Capacity Measures: A Comparative Description

Characteristic
Currently Available Annoally?

Speed of Routine
Availability

Routinely Available for
Substate Areas?

Designed for Comprehensive
Coverage of All Potential
Bevenus Sources

Focuses on:

Designed to Measure:

Components of the
Measures

What iz the Underlying Source of
Government Revenwes?

BCl
Per Caplta
Personal
Income

Yes

1 Year

Tes

HResidents
Cmnly

Individuals®
Ability to
Pay Taxes

Types of

Ineomies

Resident
Ineomes

GSP
Gross Siaie

Product

Planmed

1 Year Delay™
Expected

Mo

N

All
Taxpayers

Individuals'
Ability to
Pay Taxes

Types of

Ineames

Macra-
Economic
Income

MEASURES OF FISCAL CAPACITY
ITH EAl
Total Taxable Export-Adjusted
Resources Personal Income
Planned Mo
1 Year Delay* NA
Expected
Mo No
Yeg Yos
Aldl All
Taxpayers Tuxpayers
Individuals' Individuals'
Abidlity to Ability to
Pay Taxes Pay Taxes
Types of Types of
Incomes Incomes
Macro- Resident
Economie Incomes,
Income Adjusted for Tax
Exportation

RIS
Representative

Tax System

Yies

1-2 Year
Delay

Ha

No

All
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intended for comprehensive coverage of the capacity to
lewy taxes. In large part, the EAI TTR, and RRS were
desipned to be more comprehensive than their ances-
tors. The five remaining indices have a broader ken for
they focus (in one way or another) on all taxpayers, not
just on individuals residing in the area under study.

Individuals' Taxpaying Ability versus
Governments’
Revenue-Collecting Potential

This report emphasizes the distinction between
two related but frequently confused concepts that un-
derlie fiscal capaecity indices: {(a) individuals' ability to
pay taxes and other levies, and (b) a government's abil-
ity to collect revenues. This distinction has been
stressed by Douglas Clark in responding to criticism of
the ETS® for its alleped failure to embody accorately
the purchasing power of residents of a jurisdiction,
which is one (though not necessarily the only) notion of
fiscal capacity:

oo« [Mly own preference is Lo keep
the RTS and income (e.g., Export-Ad-
justed Income) approaches separate
and distinet, Efforts to make the in-
come approach into an RTS or wice
versa simply muddle the two concepts
and serve little purpose. Finally, there
i5 mo reason why the two approaches
should produce the same results #

The contrast between individuals® taxpaying ability
and governments” revenue-collecting potential is typi-
fied by a community with relatively low personal in-
come but which contains within its boundaries a rich
mineral deposit. If the community has the legal power
to tax the income generated by this deposit, it may en-
Jox relatively high levels of public services in return for
a comparatively low sacrifice of its own personal in-
GO,

On the other hand, without such authority, given
below-average personal income, the community could
finance an average level of public services with a rela-
tively high tax burden on its personal income. In this il-
lustration, the distinction between the two concepts of
fizcal capacity arises because the local government may
discriminats among types of income and focus its tax
burden on mineral wealth, which is relatively immobile
and would typically be owned by a minority of voters, if
any, in the community. In this light, from the govern-
ment’s standpoint, mineral income is more valuable
than other types of personal income, though to the res
ti]{ﬁieﬂﬁ of the income there, no such distinction ap-
plies,

In general, a government's ability to collect taxes is
a function of the composition of taxable resources, the
types of business activity, personal income, and prop-
erty, whereas individuals” ability to pay taxes is strctly
a consequence of their personal income, comprehen-

sively defined, Moreover, the opportunities for tax ex-
porting in a jurisdiction depend on the residency of
owrership of taxable resources as well as on their com-
position,

Caleulated as they are from commonly used reve-
nue bases, the RTS and RRE focus on governments’
ahilities to raise revenues. The other indices, howewver,
tend to Bbe more orented to individuals’ capacities to
pay taxes,

Components of the
Fiscal Capacity Measures

The components of the RTS are, as measured, com-
monly used tax bases, whereas the RRS adds nontax
revenue bases, such as user charges. Consequently, the
RTS/RES are frequently applied to caleulate “effec-
tive" 10 tax rates: revenue divided by standardized tax
base. The components of the RTS and RRS can there-
fore help assess interstate tax competition,

In contrary fashion, the other indices of fiscal ca-
pacity are caleulated from particular types of economic
income, such as salaries as opposed to business income;
proprietors’ earnings, dividends, and undistributed
corporate profits. When detailed data on the compo-
nents of income are available, this information is useful
in monitoring shifts in the character of state econo-
TiNRES,

Concepts of the
Underlying Revenue Source

There is another key difference in the indices' eon-
ceptual underpinnings having to dowith the underlying
source of fiscal capacity. GSP and TTR are “macro-
economic indicators.” Based as they are on the compao-
nents of economic income, these indices derive from
the economic theory of national income accounting.
PCT and EAI stem from residential incomes, which are
adjusted for tax exportation in the latter index, 1

The ETS and RRS take a different tack, however,
deriving from sums of statutory tax bases weighted by
national average statutory tax rates. Thus the elements
of the RTS and RRS are taken directly from the actual
fiscal practice of state and local povernments, and the
resulting indices reflect in statistical terms the average
fiscal behavior of states.

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME

The most obvions source of tax revenue for a juris-
diction is, of course, the income of its taxpaying resi-
dents, What is at issue, after all, is their purchasing
power, The report emplovs the standard sconomic can-
cept of income: consumption of a person, family, or
household plus the change in its net worth over a given
period of time, Whatever is not consumed is saved, thus
increasing net worth; if more is consumed than is re-
ceived in a particular perigd, savings must necessarily
be drawn down or indebtedness increased, decreasing
net worth.
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Definitions and
Alternative Sources

State personal income is conventionally defined as
the persenal income of the residents of a state, Two of-
ficial estimates of state personal income are available,
one from the Bureau of the Census and the other from
the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). The Census
fipure is money income and 15 based on the monthly
Current Population Survey. Money income 15 actual
cash receipts, and includes gross wages and salaries,
proprietors’ income, pension and annuity payments,
government transfers (such as AFDC and Social Secu-
rity), alimony, cash rent, interest, and dividends.

The BEA employs a different definition of income
and estimates it with data from different sources, in
particular data collected for operation of unemploy-
ment insurance programs and by the [RS. The most im-
portant distinction in definition is that the BEA figures
include an imputation for the net rental value of owner-
oceupied housing, A house is analogous to a financial in-
vestment: The purchaser-investor is rewarded with a
stream of benefits in the future resulting from the use
of the house. Benefits are measured by analogy to the
cash rental value of the house. Imputation effectively
“credits” the homeowner with the cash rental value of
the house (net of property taxes and costs of upkeep) as
an addition to observed money income. This imputa-
tion treats home ownership in the same way as financial
investments yielding a cash return, A homeoemer has
the choice of investing less ir a house (or renting) and
putting more into financial assets, or vice versa.

With respect to tax capacity, it is undeniable that in
the immediate sense, it is cash income that is used to
pay all taxes, including property taxes, But the benefits
of home ownership are also income; the owner can
liquidate his or her holding and put the proceeds into a
financial agset that earns a taxable cash return.

Other components of BEA personal income are la-
bor earnings, proprietors’ income, rent, interest, divi-
dends, and transfers. The Census Ogure iz limited to the
cash components of these received by members of
households, including employees” contributions to so-
cial insurance (Le,, including gross wages and salaries),
but not imputed net rent or in-kind transfers from gov-
ernments.

For state capacity measurement, the transfer com-
ponent of personal income is & redundancy to the ex-
tent that it includes transfers from state and local gov-
ernments. Income transferred from one state resident
to another with no service rendered in return does not
increase total income, thus it should only be counted
once in the capacity measure. Personal income double-
counts such revenue and must therefore be adjusted, 2

State-Local Tax Deductibility

A problem in appraising the fscal capacity of
American states arises from the deductibility of income
and property taxes in calculation of federal personal in-

come tax liability. Since capacity can be thought of as
the level of resources that remain for state residents to
allocate between public and private uses, after federal
taxation, it would sesm that sohtraction of fedaral
tasxes paid is in order if personal income is used in ca-
pacity measurement.

This would be an error, Owing to the deductibility
from federal income tax of some state and local tases,
taxpayers in effect can shelter some of their ineome
from federal taxation. The amount they are observed to
shelter in this way, and thus their federal personal in-
come tax linbility, depends on their own state tax Fates,
These rates are a function of state fiseal policy and of
taxpayer preferences, To be neutral with respect to
states” actual fiscal policies—which is crueial for a ca-
pacity index—the measure must abstract from actual
preferences for public versus private consumption. In
other words, jurisdictions’ capacity should be com-
pared under the assumption that they are equally in-
clined to levy deductible taxes to finance state-local
SErVICEs,

Exactly how adjustments for deductibility should
be performed has never been well specified and is be-
yond the scope of this report. It should be pointed out
that business taxes are also deductible (usually at
higher rates than personal taxes), and the magnitude of
this type of tax exporting—though it has never been es-
timated —may well be large.

Lack of Comprehensiveness

The principal weakness of personal income as & ca-
pacity measure is that state and local governmants may
also tax the incomes of nonresidents who work, own
property or land, or do business within their jurisdic-
tion. The personal income data used in measuring fiscal
capacity are restricted to the personal income of resi-
dents. Buch a measure does not reflect the availability
of opportunities to tax nonresidents, except to the ex-
tent that a jurisdiction’s advantages in tax exporting
are reflected in higher prices of residential land there,
Personal income is an incomplete measure of the total-
ity of taxable resources.

To date, personal income has been the sole meas-
ure of fiscal capacity used in any federal grant formula.
However, legislation employing alternatives has been
proposed repeatedly in the past and is now pending in
both houses of Congress,

GROSS STATE PRODUCT
Although not currently incorporated in legislation,
Gross Btate Product (GSP) has also been proposed as a
measure of fiscal capacity’? and is the primary compo-
nent of another proposal, Total Taxable Resources,

Definition
5P is the total value of goods and services pro-
duced by land, labor, and capital in a state area over a
given period of time, The total value of goods and serv-
ices produced is equal by accounting principles to the
total of income received by those participating in said
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production, regardless of their place of residence, As
discussed above, that income, with certain qualifica-
tions, is subject to taxation by state and local govern-
ments. Thus, if income measures the ability to pay state
and local tasces, GEP as a capacity index would capture a
great part of the income that may be taxed, Those ele-
ments that are "missing” are enumerated below in the
digcussion of TTH.

The total value of “income produced” in GEP con-
sists of the value added in production in the jurisdie-
tion, but not the value of goods imported into the area,
One way of measuring this value added is to measure its
cost of production, which is the incomes of all parties in
the jurisdiction participating in production. This is
known as "GSP by type of income."”

Components

The primary income components in GEP (as in
GNP) are wages and salaries (including payroll taxes,
contributions to pensions, and fringe benefits), proprie-
tors’ income, rental income, net interest paid, corpo-
rate profits, capital consumption {depreciation), busi-
ness transfers (primarily bad debts written off by
firms), and indirect business taxes, defined shortly. The
income and profit amounts are all gross of income used
to pay taxes on income and profits, Measuring GBP
through income automatically nets out the value of
goods imported into a jurisdiction.

Indirect business taxes (sales taces, excises, busi-
ness licenses, property taxes, and severance taxes) are
all the taxes and charges collected by governments that
a firm may write off as a cost of doing business in com-
puting its taxable net income or profits, Indirect busi-
ness taxes are de facto income to governments, in effect
a payment for public serdces or privileges that benefit
firms.

Business income is, of course, an important source
of tax revenue for state and local governments. GEP
measures this in its entirety. Insofar as they are capac-
ity measures, GEP (and TTR) depart from personal and
corporate income tax concepts by including capital con-
sumption (i.e., depreciation through use).

GEP includes a substantial portion of the personal
income of residents, because most of any state's resi-
dent earners will work or own establishments in their
state of residence. It also includes any sources of capital
income for residents (rent, interest, and dividends) to
the extent that the assets producing these incomes are
also located in the state of residence, From the stand-
point of capacity measurement, GSP also includes
gome items that arguably should be excluded, Adjust-
ment for thege items begin the process of transforming
(#5P into TTE. This process is elaborated in the Treas-
ury report and its technical appendices, ™

Conclusion

The major attraction of GSP is that it reflects com-
prehensively one principal means by which a jurisdic-
tion may shift a part of its tax burden to nonresidents,

the “exporting” of some taxes, GEF counts all income
received by nonresidents that governments may tax.
5P also includes, in the category of indirect business
taxes, some portion of nonresident income that already
is being taxed. Thus GSP abstracts from actual state-
local tax policy in capturing the entirety of gross in-
come produced that is acoessible to state and local gov-
arnments.

The problem is that GEP resembles PCI in its in-
completeness, although their respective shortcomings
do not match, and PCI is demonstrably less compre-
hensive, 3P also neglects some specific components of
resident income, which add to residents’ ability to pay
taxes and to the government's ability to collect them,
but that resident PCI does includs. These components
are chiefly the labor earnings of residents who com-
mute to work in other states and the interest, diwi-
dends, and federal cash transfers received by state resi-
dents. The magnitude of such discrepancies for GSP is
less than the "missing” elements of PCL S With respect
to the other means of exporting tasxes—the federal off-
set—GEP is guilty of the same shortcoming s personal
income. The relative advantages of deductibility are not
reflected.

TOTAL TAXABLE RESOURCES

The TTR index i5 a new entrant in the field of prac-
tical state fizcal capacity measurement, aiming to ad-
dress the complementary shortcomings of PCI and
GEP. TTH is the unduplicated sum of GSP and regident
income; thus it is the totality of income produced in the
jurisdiction {which is GEP) plus any elements of resi-
dent income that were not produced in the residents’
jurisdiction—in particular, interest, dividends, federal
transfers, and the labor earnings of those state resi-
dents who commute to jobs in other state, Figure 2 re-
lates the components of TTR to those of GSP and PCI
that it includes,

Additionally, some adjustments are made to GSP
and personal income in light of the fAzcal relationship of
states to the federal government. GSP is a standard
macreeconomic concept that oversstimates state fiscal
capacity, something it was never intended to measure
in the first place.

All federal indirect business taxes are subtracted
from GSP. These funds are simply unavailable to states
and localities (much less taxpayers) and thus cannat be
either an augmentation of the ability to pay taxes or of
any actual source of tax revenue, NMor may these liabili-
ties be reduced through the federal offset by state-local
fiscal policy, as in the case of federal personal and cor-
porate income taxation,

The main adjustment to personal income is the ex-
clusion of transfer payments from shared federal-state
gramt-in-aid programs, such as AFDC. It is grants such
as these for which the fiscal capacity index is intended
to determine the allocations; hence the consequences of
grant formulas should be removed from the data to the
extent possible. Direct federal transfers to persons,
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Figure 2
The Components of Total Taxable Resources and the Components of
Gross State Product and Personal Income It Includes

Component

Capital Consumption Allowanece ["Depreciation”)

Corporations, Proprietors, Owner-Occupied Housing

Business Transfers
Indirect Business Taxes (All Governments)

Bales, Excises, Property, Severance, Licenses, Rents and

Rovalties, Document and Stock Transfer, ete,

Earnings of Monresidents
Lahbor Compensation (Working in state)
Proprietors' Income (Situated in state)
Earnings of Residents
Labor Compensation (Working in state)
Proprietors’ Income (Situated in state)

State-Loeal Government Ineome

Profits of State Enterprises, Oi Bonuses, Earnings of

Financial Assets, Payments in Lieo of taxes

Earnings of Residents
Labor compensation (Coming out-of-state)
Proprietors’ Income (Situated out-of-state)

Private Capital Income
Net Rent, Interest, Dividends, Capital Gains,
Gross Profits of In-State Corporate Operations

Cash Transfers (All Governments)
Social Insurance, Income Maintenance, Other

Total Gross Per
Taxable State Capita
Resources Product Income (BEA)
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X x-
x X
X X
X X
X X

* PO as culeuladed by the Buredu of Ecsnamic Analyee scthides employer contribitiona ta social knsuirance, which aps dofinsd as part of Gross

Stnti: Procliset snd Todal Toanble Resowrces.
Souree: ACTH stalfl,

such as Social Security, Supplementary Security In-
come, and Food Stamps, are included in the personal
income “add-ons” to GEP that vield the TTH estimates.

In calenlating TTR, failure to adjust for the federal
offset for deductible state-local taxes parallels a defi-
ciency of GSP and PCL

EXPORT-ADJUSTED INCOME

Export-Adjusted Income (EAI) is an important
theoretical approach to measuring fiscal capacity.'® No
current estimates are presently available, however,
EAT is founded explicitly on the concept of the state-lo-
cal budget constraint. & state-local budget constraint
embodies the choices for the public vs. private alloca-
tion of spending that are available to the taxpayers,
given the fiscal capacity of that jurisdiction. There is a
trada-off between disposable income and taxes that can
be used to finance public services; more of one means
less of the other, and any number of combinations are
possible.

Owing to the opportunities for "exporting” taxes,
which themselves vary over jurisdictions, a dollar re-
duction in residents” disposable income due to state-lo-
eal tax policy does not translate one-for-one into an ex-
tra daoflar for public spending. Rather, a dollar Jost
yields somewhat more to the government for spending.
This may occur in two ways:

1. In taxing themselves, the residents of a juris-
diction may simultanesusly also tax others
who work, shop, or own income-producing as-
sets (capital or land) in the jurisdiction. Owing
to the povernment’s ability to tax econommic ac-
tivity at its “point of origin™ (e, the gross
product of the jurisdiction), part of the tax bur-
den can be shified to nonresidents. It is geners
ally illegal for a state or local government to ap-
ply different rates to taxpavers depending on
their place of residence, but it is quite accept-
able for a government o mix tax and nontax in-
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struments (state college tuition, for instance)
in such a way as to shift a significant propor-
tion af the burden to nonresidents. There are
limits to this practice, though, because given
sufficient incentive, nonresidents will choose
to go elsewhere,

2. Owingtothe deductibility of the state and local
taxes on income and property, a dollarin resi-
dent income taxed through one of these devices
contributes a dollar to the state or local treas-
ury, but also reduces the resident’s federal in-
come tax liability by some amount, depending
on his or her marginal tax braclket and ability
to itemize deductions. Thus if, for instance,
the taxpayer is in the 30% bracket, a dollar
of state-local spending costs him only 70
cents,

In both instances of tax exporting, a dellar of state-local
revenue “costs” less than a dollar to residents.

The ratio of tax revenue paid by nonresidents to to-
tal tax revenue has been termed the export rate. In
other words, insofar as the tax burden is reflected in ac-
tual tax payments, the export rate reflects the extent to
which this burden is "exported” to nonresidents of the
jurisdiction. The combined export rate is estimated by
analyzing the incidence of all relevant state and local
taxes by geographic location. In practice, the export
rate is assumed for the sake of convenience to be con-
stant under changing levels of taxation, The combined
export rate is estimated by analyzing the incidence of
all relevant state and local taxes by geographic loca-
tion, 17

The EAI concept represents a seminal economic
approach to the fiscal behavior of state and local gav-
ernments, However, estimation raises numerous theg-
retical issues of tax incidence om which consensus
among professional economizts is quite lacking, Mak-
ing the index operational also presents impractically
difficult data requirements that would be difficult to
solve in a legislative and administrative setting. There-
fore, it i5 generally agreed that EAT is not sulficiently
developed for use in legislation,

THE REPRESENTATIVE TAX SYSTEM
AND THE
REPRESENTATIVE REVENUE SYSTEM

The Representative Tax System and its cousin, the
Representative Hevenue System, embody another ap-
proach to defining and measuring fiscal capacity.'®
Rather than using the economic definition of ineome,
the BTS and RRES estimate the statutory bases (such as
retail sales) that are commonly taxed (in one way oran-
other) by state and local governments, weighing these
revenue bases by the national average of povernmental
practice, i.e., using national average rates as weights,

The thorny matters of comprehensiveness and tax
exportation that confront the other capacity indexes
also influence the design and use of the RTS/RRS, but

differently. In the latter, a comprehensive index of fis-
cal capacity is achieved by attemptling to assemble a
precise and exhaustive listing of statutory tax and non-
tax revenue bases, And in the RTS and RRS the expor-
tation of taxes is reflected in the estimated level of each
revenue base. For example, sales to tourists effectively
export taxes by collecting some of the income of non-
residents, In the RTS and RRS the tourist trade is in-
cluded in a state's total retail sales, which is used to cal-
culate the base for peneral sales taxation.

In this report as in its immediate predecessor,
ACIR elevates the Representative Revenue System to
full partnership with the older Representative Tax Sys-
term. The RES augments the RTS with a range of non-
tax revenue bases, chiefly that for user charges,
amounting to more than a zsixth of RES revenues,

THE USES OF

FISCAL CAPACITY MEASURES

In the mtroduction to this report, four primary
uses for fiscal capacity indicators were cibed:

1) Regional Analysis,

2} Regional Policy,

3} Comparative Fiscal Policy Analysis,
and

4} Fiscal Equalization Policy,

Each of these is now considered. The multiple uses
of capacity measures are matched Lo the specific indices
in Chart 1, Although arguments may be advanced relaf-
ing virfually any index €0 any purpose, this report has
pointedly limited the possible interconnections, not out
of inflexibility, but in order to highlight the major dis-
tinctions—their comparative advantages and disad-
vantages among capacity indices with respect to their
alternative uses. In the following section, an important
technical hasis for this strict differentiation is explored
briefly. The final section on fiscal equalization raises
the important conceptual issues,

Regional Analysis

USE OF GSP

Gross State Product (GSP) is the state counterpart
of GNP, which is typically employed to monitor
changes gwer time in the economic well-being of coun-
tries.

5P measures the value of poods and services pro-
duced in each state, It is therefore the logical place to
begin in any consideration of states' levels of economic
activity, and how their fiscal or economic development
policies may help or hinder this process. It is also possi-
ble to disaggregate the GSP total for any state to see
how the expansion or contraction of each industry con-
tributed to the estimated GSP, In certain respects, GSP
has more to say about a state's economic progress than
gither unemployment or ecarnings data, because it
shows the degree to which different industries contrib-
ube Lo their state’s total output and taxable resources,

GEP, n its sum and in its parts, is a production-
based measure of well-being, It is a comprehensive indi-
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cator of business conditions in & state, unlike state per-
sonal income. Personal income defines well-being in
terms of the location of individuals—their residences—
receiving the income,

GSP does not include the income of state residents
that was earned from work or investment elsewhere,
MNor does it include income due to cash transfers from
the federal government. Consequently, it is incomplete
with respect to the income of residents, and thus with
respect to their ability to pay taxes to their own govern-
ment, as noted above,

USE OF RTS/RRS

An alternative assessment of the economic well-
being of jurisdictions might foeus solely on the levels of
those resources that are commonly taxed. In the RTS/
KRS approach to fiscal capacity, it is recognized that
aggregate economic data may conceal information
about the composition of these aggregates that is rele-
vant to tax capacity. Broad economic indicators, such
as GSP, do not directly reveal changes in common tax
bases.

USE OF TTR

In the fullest sense of the term, citizens' economic
wall-being conzists of both their personal income levels
(which reflect their ability to purchase public services)
and the ability of their governments to augment reves
nues through the taxation of nonresidents. A new alter-
native measure incorporating the potential for an im=
portant mode of tax exporting is the TTR index, which
considers all income received by residents of the juris-
diction directly plus the income “produced” in that ju-
risdiction that would otherwise, but for state and local
taxation, be received by nonresidents, Thus the TTHR in-
dex attempts to provide a comprehensive measure of
the well-being of persons by jurisdiction,

In the same respect, consideration of personal in-
come would be inadequate for the task of comparing
the well-being of residents of different states. An im-
portant component of their well-being is their con-
sumption of public services, which—given the possibil-
ity of tax exporting—may be only partially financed
{and to different degrees) by their own tax payments.

Regional Policy

A fundamental tenet of economic theory, en-
shrined in Adam Smith's description of the pin factory,
iz the advantage of specialization. It is logical to view
this in a regional context: Tt makes sense for areas to
specialize in the production of those goods and services
for which they enjoy comparative advantages, The cor-
ollary of this, however, carries a negative connotation.
To the extent that geographic areas have comparative
disadvantages and also have difficulty in switching
from one type of industry to ancther (ie., to the extent
that there are “transition costs”™) economic stagnation
and recession may be regionally focused. Difficult
choices ensue over the question of investing public re-

gources in troubled or declining areas or coping with
the “costs” (monetary and otheradse) caused by out-mi-
gration.

USING GSP

A federal government may be concerned with re-
gional economic policy, which may include anti-reces-
sionary grants for economic stahilization or develop-
ment, In this vein, the index of Gross State Product
may be particularly useful.

A distinction is implied above between chronic eco-
nomic stagnation and transitory, though perhaps sub-
stantial, downturns. Stagnation is defined here as a
long-standing condition that has been observed in ar-
eas of the United States, such as Appalachia and the Rio
Grande Valley. What may prove to be more temporary
reversals—the bust periods of boom-and-bust cycles—
can be seen now in the “oil patch” and in certain farm-
ing areas, Gross State Product measurement could be
employed to monitor either difficulty.'®

It should be clear that state personal income would
be misleading for either endeavor. It includes some
items that have nothing to do with area business activ-
ity {such as transfers to residents from the federal gov-
ernment and capital income from assets located in
other states), and excludes many other items that are
essential features of local economic development (earn-
ings of nonresidents, indirect business taxes, profits,
et

Except for its focus on residents” income, the per-
sonal income index is not "place-oriented” in the sense
that i required for regional economic policy. For policy
concerned with the location of business activity (and
the locations of & dearth of business activity), the loca-
tion of income as produced (e.g., GEP) is the key con-
cern. The location of income destinations {e.g., of those
receiving income) also stimulates issues of fiscal equali-
gation and government income security policy, but it is
& somewhat different concern,

As noted repeatedly in this report, from the stand-
point of state and local governments, all types of in-
come contained in GSP are not necessarily equal in im-
portance (and, as noted, some sources of tax revenue
are missing from GSP). The fiscal strains on a de-
pressed region's government may themselves be of con-
cern to the federal pgovernment. In this context it is use-
fiad o Focus on commonly taxed resources, as well as the
undifferentiated GSP aggregate. Hore again, use of the
RTS or RRS is an option.

Comparative Fiscal
Policy Analysis

A preeminent question in comparing the fiscal poli-
cies of states and localities is the average burden of
taxation, or “tax effort.” Such a comparison is neces-
sarily founded on the indicator of capacity to which ac-
tual tax revenues are compared in ratio form. Here
again the analyst has a choice of the RTS/RRS indices
or one of the macroeconomic aggregates,
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The choice of capacity index depends on whether
thie underlying issue is taxes collected (al in light of the
ahility to pay taxes, as conceived in broad economic
terms, or (h) relative to the statutory tax bases, as nor-
mally defined in state and local tax law.

ABILITY TO PAY TAXES

Ability to pay is a theoretical concept that never-
theless should be of interest to policymakers, Tt is clear
that statutory bases do not encompass the entirety of
potentially taxable money income accruing to firms and
households. It is also clear that ability to pay one type of
tax on one particular tax base is related to the size of
other tax bases and to the levels of income not included
in any tax base. For these reasons, the amount of reve-
nue collected from any particular tax or set of tioes
relative to residents” income broadly coneeived 15 ime-
portant informatian.

On the other band, when it 15 business activities
(retail sales, income-generating property, production)
that are taxed according to the location of “origin®™ of
income being produced, the tax burden on these activi-
ties is a function of these business establishments” loca-
tign, not of the residence of those supplying productive
services or financial capital (stockholders, landlords,
workers, ete.), The total tax burden relative to the total
income of these parties does not depend on the location
of their residences. Hather, it is the rates of taxation on
the activities themselves that is the relevant point of
compErison over jurisdictions.

BURDEHN ON
STATUTORY TAX BASES

Ofen g state official wants to compare the rate of
taxation levied hy his or her government to past rates,
to those of neighboring states, or to the national aver-
age. The RTS or RRS help make these comparisons for
both individual taxes and for revenue bases as wholes.
{In this context, itis of no use to know the percentage of
total revenue that is effectively derived from nonresi-
dents or “exported.” The accomplishment of EAT is ir-
relevant here. Comparison of export rates says nothing
about export potential, which entails the examination
of particular types of taxes, including their rates, the
gize of the hase in the jurisdiction, and the amount of
revenue being collected relative to that hase.)

Another common use of fscal capacity data con-
cerns particular taxes relative to particular economin
variables or statutory tax-base levels. This entails the
use of disaggregated components of the capacity indi-
ces, To isolate taxes on business as a whole, a logical
point of comparison would be revenue from taxes on
business relative Lo Gross State Product or to the busi-
ness tax bases in the RTS (nonresidential property, cor-
porate income, severance, business livensas). To look at
taxes on residential households, the appropriate com-
parison is revenus 5o derived relative Lo comprehensive
personal income or to the "personal” tax bases of the
RTS (residential property, general sales and excises, es-

tate and gift, and personal income). Implicit in these
monitering efforts are difficult judgments about the §-
nal incidence of taxes and appropriate definitions of
“business income.” In any case, the data in this report
are essential tools for such an endesvor,

In the consideration of particular types of taxes,
the RTS data are a natural starting point. The disag-
gregated figures on the various tax bases and revenues
collected by states in total and per capita are shown in
the appendix tables. It is possible to compare both the
relative size of states' tax bases, the relative amounts of
revenue collected from those bases, and the relative
rates of tax on those bases. The issue of interstate tax
competition would eveke such concerns, for example,

Applicability of the other indices to such purposes
depends on the task. TTR data, for instance, could be
used to get a measure of the size of income and payroll
taxation as a proportion of the total earnings of resi-
dents and nonresidents, Personal income tax revenue
{from RTS tables) can be expressed as a percent of state
personal income,

The RTS revenue data in the appendices to this re-
port can also be used to compare the tax mix in states:
the extent to which different states focus their revenue
collection on particular types of tax bases. Graphic rep-
reseptation of this can be found in Section 2,

Fiscal Equalization Policy

The operation of a federal system of government
continually raises the question of the fiscal strengths
and weaknesses of jurisdictions in that system, includ-
ing their abilities Lo raise revenwes in order to perform
public functisns, To deal with lower-leve] jurisdictions
on an equitable basis, it is often held that the federal
government must consider their relative fiscal capaci-
ties, Even among proponents, however, debate rages on
how to equalize tae wealth and how to use indices of fis-
cal capacity, This report would be seriously remiss if it
did not scrutinize fizcal equalization and the role of ea-
pacity measures in such policies,

Federal policymakers may be interested in state
fiseal capacity for a wide variety of reasons. Instances
include a desire to distribute funds fairly or to collect
them fairly, expanding the federal budget to do what
state-local governments cannot do themselves, or con-
tracting the budget to allow subnational governments
to make their own fiseal choices. Indeesd, even nonfizeal
federal policy with governmental or economic conse-
quences (such as repulatory actions) should be assessed
in terms of interjurisdictional differences in fscal ca-
pacity.

The most prominent role for capacity measure.
ment of states is, of course, as a component of formulas
determining states’ allocations under grant-in-aid pro-
grams, such as Medicaid and Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, But concerng about Nscal capacity
alsg have been raised in other contexts, such as federal
disaster relief and the federal role in toxic waste clean-

up.
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The ACIR has related the concept of fiscal capacity
to the discussion of the devolution of federal pro-
grams.® Debate over national tax and budget policy
often makes recourse to the measured fiscal Aows be-
tween the federal povernment and the states, typically
comparing grant assistance to federal taxes paid, These
federal fiscal ows might usefully be considered in light
of individual states’ fiscal capacities,

THE EQUALIZATION CONCEPT
IN BRIEF

Citizens subject to very different state-local fiscal
systems may fall prey to this circumstance: Individuals
in different taxing jurisdictions but at the same income
level paying the same amount in taxes could receive
widely disparate public services. From the perspective
of the present report, there are two possible causes for
this horizontal inequity—where those of equal incomes
have aecess to unequal levels of public services, The two
causes are (1) divergent per capita incomes of individ-
ual residents and (2) geographically divergent abilities
of governments to export tax burdens.

Unegqual Incomes

One taxpayer could simply live among richer or
poorer neighbors than the other. When all pay the same
percentage of their income in taxes—whether through
income or property Laxation—unequal per capita pro-
ceeds are realized in the different jurisdictions, The lit-
erature on-school financeand other analyses, cite ex-
amples of wealthy people living in areas with ample tax
hases and 50 paying a relatively small percentage of in-
come for broad public services.2!

Unegual Ablitles 1o
Export Tax Burdens

The second salient cause of tax-base differences is
varying levels or types of business activity or property
value in the different jurisdictions. This circumstance
pives citizens and officials unequal opportunities to
shift part of their tax burden to the ahsentee {i.e., non-
resident) owners of the firms or properties. Such shift-
ing is known as “tax exporting;” residents can “export”
part of their tax burden to nonresident suppliers of pro-
ductive services le.g., the labor of commuting workers,
the use of capital goods owned by nonresident stock-
holders or proprietors, the use of land owned by absen-
tee landlords) that contribute to the level of poods and
services produced within the geographical confines of
the jurisdiction.

In theory these ted circumstances can give rise 1o
overall economic inefficiency, as well as horizontal in-
equity. The inequity arises because fiscal conditions
render taxpayers of identical individual economic char-
acteristics unequal owing to their place of residence,
Buch a judgment is not entirely oljective because it de-
pends on defining *identical individual economic char-
acteristics” to the exclusion of the choice of a place of
residence,

InefMiciency arizes when the location decisions of
households and firms are distorted by noneconomic
congiderations, that is, they move solely to minimize
tax liability for a given level of public services, This oc-
curs when potential migrants can bepefit from the for-
tunate combination of low tax rates and high public
service levels, as a consequence of ample tax bases.
Such outmigration often leaves distressed communi-
ties inm its wake, Turther shrinking these communities
tax bases. Migration of this sort, which incurs expense,
is not economically efficient because it does not relo-
cate production or residences to locations that, respec-
tively, minimize production cost or maximize house-
hold satisfaction. Neither does it reflect a choice
fpunded on the actual economic cost of public service
spending. 22

The geographic location of a household’s residence
is itsell an element in the determination of its overall
well-being. If the intrinsic advantages of a location for
households are sufficiently offset by fiscal differences,
the household may choose to locate in a place that
wolld only be second best in a world with no fiscal dif-
Ferences, Thus the individuals have been made worse
off. The economy works less efficient]ly on that account.

Among economists the inefficiency factor has his-
torically been a subject of primarily theoretical inter-
est. [t is difficult to measure the efficiency loss and thus
difficult to base a policy on such a phenomenon, if it ex-
ists. On the other hand, great political interest tradi-
tionally has been invested in the equity question,

The argument for fiscal equalization that has just
been recounted (though far from accepted universally)
should not be exagperated. Many differences in tax
wealth are neither harmiul nor avoidable, Some areas
have weak tax bases because they are far from the cen-
ters of economic activity and some people choose re-
mote locations. Some interstate differences in fscal ca-
pacity—which may reflect unavoidable readjustments
of the economy and population—need not detract from
the ability of state and lecal citizens to provide them-
selves with a level of public services judged acceptable.

This is not the place to debate the arguments for
and against fiscal equalization, much less to debate the
choice of one equalization policy or another. So long as
federal actions are designed to take account of inter-
state differences in tax wealth, capacity indices will be
necessary. The debates on equalization policy and ca-
pacity indices have, unfortunately, generally over-
lpoked the fact that different policies for fiscal equali-
zation may lead to employing dilferent measures of fis-
cal capacity,

EQGUALIZATION POLICY

Two prominent vareties of equalization policy un-
derlie the capacity measures presented in this report.
These choices are not accidental, They, in fact, Agure
strongly in the wide range of equalization grants used in
the United States, Australia, and Canada. Both policy
varieties are aimed at equalizing the potential amounts
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of per capita spending on public services in different
states by endeavoring to establish a “floor™ level of tax-
able resgurces for the poorest jurisdictions,

Equalizing Effective
Pﬂr Capita Tax Bases

The first policy motive of intarest, which pertains
to the Representative Tax System and Representative
Revenue Systermn, is the equalization of interjurisdi-
ctional tax bases. Here the objective is to supplement
commonly taxed resources in states having below na-
tional-average levels of these resources. The grant allo-
cation might, for instance, depend on the difference be-
tween the revenue the state would collect if it set na-
tional average rates and the revenue a state with aver-
age size tax bases would collect with those same (i.e,
national average) rates.

For example, suppose states had a single tax base
that was taxed on average nationally at the rate of 10%.
If Mississippi had an RTS tax capacity of 75, and Min-
nesota had a capacity at the national average of 100,
Mississippl would receive federal funds equal to the dif-
ference between 10°% of its own tax base and 10% of
Minnesota’s, ;

For the local areas, where property taxation bs the
primary source of tax revenue for localities and school
boards, the most commonly employed capacity meas-
ure has bean assesged valuation of property per capita,
At the state level, there are many tax bases in use, and
the problem of adding apples and oranges arises—the
apples and cranges being different sources of tax reve-
nue, such as retail sales, personal income, and excises.
One obvious way to “add™ up these disparate elements
to obtain & comprehensive measure of A state’s Lax ca-
pacity is to weight tax bases according to the national
average rates at which they are taxed, as in the RTS/
KRS approaches, Again, the idea of this form of equali-
zation is that states are given access to equal levels of
taxable resources,

In practice, the national government may not wish
to appropriate enough funds to perform complete
equalization in the above sense. In that case, the
amounts needed for 10% equalization could be used to
calculate state shares of the grant appropriation,
{Strictly speaking, such partial allocations establish an
efTectively different equalization policy.) The grant
program may award funds to all states, which requires
determining shares of a fixed sum using the index of all
states simultanecusly.

The allscation of this variety of equalizing grant
need not depend on how much the state actually decides
to collect in taxes, nor on how it would use the grant
funds. Under these circumstances, the recipient gov-
ernment could, for instance, use its grant to finance an
equivalent tax cut. The grant would then be understood
as general, unconditional fiscal assistance.

The type of fiscal equalization policy discussed in
this section is commonly referred to as a foundation ap-
proach to equalization because it guarantees local juris-

dictions a level of revenue at one specific level of tax
burden on residential income, comprehensively de-
fined—here chosen to be the national average. A second
type of equalization policy —commonly referred to as
power equalization—guarantees local jurisdictions a
per capita level of taxable resources in excess of their
own il it is below the national standard that is set, Thus,
the more such a jurisdiction taxes its cam base, the
more it i& compensated in grant funds. Its “power to
tax" is equalized for any rate of tax it chooses to imple-
ment, in contrast to foundation equalization, which
only goes so far as to grant jurisdictions a baseline level
of resources that holds regardless of the jurisdiction’s
own tax policy. The power equalization policy requires
that some kind of measure of jurisdictions’ actual tax
efTort be included in the equalization formula.

The controversy over the appropriate approach is
beyond the scope of this report. As a general matter,
the foundation approach 15 more attractive to low-
spending jurisdictions because it provides a guarantee
regardiess of the jurisdiction’s spending level, whereas
the power approach would be more desimable to higher-
spending states, From the federal grant-agency stand-
point, the foundation approach is aimed primarily at
ensuring minimum spending results, while the power
approach endeavors to increase spending for some pur-
pose across all states, In any case, the effective capacity
measure renders rich states equal to poor and makes
choices over approaches solely a function of prefer-
ences as to public services, as opposed to ability to pay
for them,

Equallzing Residents’
Abliity to Pay Taxes

An alternative equalization motive is to guarantes
jurisdictions an equal amount of public revenue, given
hypothetically uniform tax burdens on the residents of
these jurisdictions, Again, the power equalization vari-
ant of this would be to guarantee equal per capita tax
bases for any given state-determined tax rate by sup-
plementing the bases of below-average states with fed-
eral grant funds. This requires comparing the amounts
of total revenue each jurisdiction's government would
be expected to collect iF its residents either (a) contrib-
uted equal proportions of their total income for public
spending (the foundation approach), or (b) had an aver-
age level of taxable resources available to tax (power
equalization), in either case compensating those juris-
dictions by the amount they fall beneath the average or
standard level adopted as policy.

For example, if the average result of residents in
states taxing themselves at the rate of 10% of their total
income is $1,000 per capita in tax revenue (including
revenue from tax exporting), and the average level is
the standard adopted, the states that would collect less
than §1,000—were they to tax their own residents at
the 10% rate—would receive the difference in a grant. If
twn jurisgdictions had equal per capita personal income
levels, the revenues that they could raise could still dif-
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fer significantly becanse of different opportunities for
tax exporting.

Onoee again it is quite possible that the national gov-
ernment will wish to give all states grant funds, and/or
that 100% equalization (full compensation up to the
standard) will not be achieved. In that case, the esti-
mated national revenue from the 10% rate could be
used to determine relative shares of federal appropria-
tivns,

Equalizing residents’ taxpaying ability is an alter-
native route to achieving neutrality in location deci-
sions of firms and households and to granting some de-
gree of fiscal relief to poorer jurisdictions.

Candidate capacity measures for the second equali-
zation policy are Total Taxable Resources and Export-
Adjusted Income 2 Both of these indices provide esti-
mates of the tax revenue available to jurisdictions with
idemtical tax burdens on their residents, given certain
assumptions and qualifications.

A key distinction between the two equalization
polickes is that the goal underlying the RTS/RRS can be
gaid to apply to governments, while the other is focused
on the individual residents of jurisdictions.?® The issue
here is the appropriateness of a distinction between the
ability of residents to pay taxes and the ability of their
government to collect them, The ability of residents to
pay taxes is understood in this analysis to depend on
their comprehensive income and their ability to export
part of their tax burden, Two key determinants of this
taxpaying ability are thus the level of resident income
and the rate at which residents can shift their taxes to
nonresidents. On the other hand a government's ability
to collect taxes, as measured by the RTS/RRS, depends
on the explicit fiscal policies of the states as a whole and
the composition of taxable resources, apart from the
split in such respurces bebween resident voters and
nonresident taxpayers.

Recalling that & key purpose of equalization is to
equalize potential public spending (i.e., the ability to
spend), or at the least to raise potential spanding levels
in jurisdictions that are the farthest beneath the na-
tional average, each index responds differently to the
question of how the composition of taxable resources
affects public spending, aside from preferences for pub-
lic zervices,

In the TTR/EAI framework, the primary factor is
the resident taxpayers' share of total tax revenues; the
lower their share, the more likely they are to vote for
public spending, given the same resident income, ac-
cording to the TTR and EAI indices. In the RTS/RRS
framework, governments will spend more if their total
tax base has proportionately more of those types of tax
bases which are taxed at relatively higher national av-
erage rates, regardless of resident income's propor-
tional role in total resources,

To illustrate this distinction, suppose two states
have the same per capita income, but one consists en-
tirely of wages while the other is half wages and half the
profits (rental income) of oil wells. TTR and EAT will

register equal capacity for these two states, while the
ETS/RES will predict that the oil state will spend more
(other things equal) and thus should receive a smaller
share of prant funds under an equalization program. On
the other hand, consider two states with equal RTS
scores and equal state personal income, where one state
is able to export more of its taxes than the other. TTR
and EAI will “predict” (so to speak) that the higher ex-
porter will spend more and thus should get less money
under the federal grant program. The BTS will make no
such distinction. Both cases are eminently plausible,
Economic theory does not point decisively to either ap-
proach as indubitably correct at this point in time. In
fact, the theory is insufficiently well-developed to en-
compass both types (exporting and the composition of
taxable resources) of phenomena,

Thus the debate over the superiority of the choice
of equalization concept and, consequently, capacity
measurement hinges in large part on the theoretical
gquestion of what determines the level of state and local
spending on public services—quite apart from citizen
preferences for such services.

An example shows why it s not possible to perform
both types of measurement—capacity given common
resident tax burdens or capacity in light of diverse
types of income and (ax bases—in the same index, This
also emphasizes the essential difference between the
two type of measures; TTR/EAI vs, RTS/RRS. Consid-
ering two jurisdictions with no tax exporting, assume
that they have equal per capita income levels In terms
of residents’ ability to pay taxes, which is consistent
with the TTR and EAI approach, the two jurisdictions
are dentical, However, supposing the composition of
their incomes differed (and it was observed that some
types of income sources, such as wages, were more eas-
ily tanted than other types, such as Social Becurity pay-
ments) it would be concluded in this light that their fis-
cal capacity also differed. (A difficulty here is that "case
of taxation"” has never been defined precisely.)

But to alter the capacity assessment according to
the “taxahility” of types of income or the size of statu-
tory tax bases violates the first prineiple of focusing on
the ability of residents to pay taxes. The wage earner
parts with his or her tax dollar with as much sorrow as
the payer of & tax on transfer payments, If their in-
comes are equal, they should be regarded as taxpaying
equals, How “easy” it is for their government to tax one
as opposed to the other is a separate question.

Theoretically, it should be possible in capacity
megsurement to discriminate among types of nonresi-
dent incomes acoording to the mobility of the tax bases
assoctated with these incomes. In other words, 8 non-
resident-owned oil well is less mobile than a nonresi-
dent wage earner, 50 an increase in rates for both may
yield differing increases in revenue, Although the ana-
Iytical machinery for estimating these efTects is not well
advanced, it is at least coneeptually possible to inject
greater realism into an ability-to-pay approach that
takes account of tax exporting.
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s Appendix B
Tax Base Definitions, Tax Bases, and

Sources for the1985 RTS and RRS
Fiscal Capacity Estimates

In this appendix, each tax is defined, the tax base or rean: State Government Tax Collections in 1985, Gov-
tax base proxy is described, and data sources are listed, ervmeriial Fingnces in 1984-85, and State Government
The tax definitions are those used by the U.5, Depart- Finances in 1985, Bome unpublished data on various
ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, With few ex- tax components were provided by the Census Bureay
ceptions, all the data on the states and local tax collec- and state revenue departments.
tions were supplied by publications of the Census Bu-

RTS BASES

1. General Sales or Gross Receipts Taxes
Definition: Sales or gross receipt taxes generally applicable to all types of goods and services,

Taxes imposed distinctively upon sales of selected commodities are reported separately under selective sales
taxes. West Virginia's sales tax receipts (as reported by the Bureau of the Census) from a “business and oceu-
pations"” tax on the coal industry were deleted from the sales tax and apportioned to the severance tax,

Tax Base: General retail sales of retail trade and selected service businesses.

All establishments engaged in selling merchandise for personal or household consumption are included,
Service businesses included here are hotels and motels; amusement and recreation services including mo-
tion pictures; and personal services, such az laundries, and beauty and barber shops.

Excluded from this base are sales of food and drugs which are commonly tex exempt. Because of data limita-
tion, sales of gasoling have not been excluded, although they are uswally taxed separately. In peneral, states
have retail sales and gross receipts tax bases broader than the one defined here because they cover more
transactions, such as public utility sales, wholesale trade or construction contractors. As a result, the rate
used for the representative tax system is higher than the actual effective rate.

State-by-state sales of selected service industries for 1985 were estimated by allocating the 1985 national to-
tal according to the 1982 shares adjusted for the change in personal disposal income between 1982 and 1985,
Nources:

Retadd Sales (1085); Bales and Marketing Management Magazine, 1988 Swrvey of Buying Power,
Mew York, WY, 1986,

Service Sales (1982): U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Censes of Business, Se-
Lected Serviees-Ares Stalstees (1982), Washington, DC, 1984,

Service Sales (1985); 11,5, Department of Commerce, Burean of the Census, Cwrrend Business Re-
ports, 1985 Service Annual Swrvey, Washington, DC, Avgust 1986.
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Disposable Income (1385); 1.5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Swroey of
Current Business, Washington, DC, August 1086,

2, Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes iTux levies selactively imposed on particular kinds of
commadities or business.)

2A, Motor Fuels
Definition: Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on gasoline, diesel oil, and other fuels used in motor ve-
hicles, including aireraft fuel.

Tax Base: Total quantity of motor fuel consumed in gallons; starting this year net of use by subnational gov-
ernments, which are not subject to state-local taxation,

Source: U.5. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Selected Highway Statiztics
and Charts—1985, Motor Fuel Use—1985, Washington, DC, 1586,

2B. Alcoholic Bavar:ﬁu

Definition: Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on alcoholic beverages,

T'ax Base: The overall tax base is based on three components of consumption (beer, wine, and distilled spir-
its), each of which was separately estimated, The tax burden on each of these categories of alcoholic bever-
ages was estimated by using data supplied by the Distilled Spirits Council in conjunction with Census data
for all aleoholic beverages.

Sourcesa:
Tax Burden by Clazs of Beverage: Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, 1.985-1986 Public
Revernes from Alcokol Beverages, Washington, DC, 1986,

Digtilled Spirtts Consumption: Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, Annual Stafistical Re-
viewr 19585, Washington, [N, 1988,

Beer Consumpfion (1985): United States Brewers Association, Brewers Almanac 1585, Washing-
ton, [C, 1986,

Wine Consumption (1985): Wine Institute, unpublished data, San Francisco, CA.

2C. Tobaceo Products
Definition: Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on tobacco products, including related taxes on ciga-

rette tubes and paper and synthetic cgars and cigarettes.
Tax Bare: Number of packages of cigarettes sold.
Souree: The Tobaceo Institute, The Tax Burden on Tobaces, Volume 21, 1988, Washington, DC.

2D. Insurance ) i

Definition: Taxes imposed distinctively on insurance companies and measured by gross premiums or ad-
justed gross premiums,

Tax Base: Direct written premiums or premium receipts by state for life, health, property, and liability in-
SUTHICE.

Sources:

Life Insurance: American Council of Life Insurance, Life Inswrance Fact Book Update (1985), Wash-
ington, DC, 1985,

Health Ingurance: Health Insurance Association of America, unpublished data, New York, N,
1086,

Blue Cross and Blue Shield Inswrance: The National Underariter Company, 1985, Argues Health
Chare, &7th ed,, Cincinnati, OH, 1985,

Property and Liahility Insurerce: Insurance Information Institute, 19585-58 Property/Casualty Fact
Book, New York, NY, 1985,
2E. Publie Utilities :
Definition: Taxes imposed distinctively on public telephone, telegraph, power and light companies, and
other public utilities, including local government-owned utilities. These taxes are levied on gross receipts,
gross earnings, or units of service sold. Public utility license taxes are also included in this category.

Tax Base: Gross revenues of all electric, gas, and telephone companies. Electric and gas revenues are for all
publicly owned and private companies. Because telephone revenues for the Bell System and the independent
telephone companies are not available on a state-by-state basis, the national total of telephone revenues was
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allocated to the states according to a weighted average of the numbér of access lines and the number of tall
calls.

Sources:
(Fas Uility Revenues: American Gas Association, (as Facts— 1885, Arlington, VA, 1586.
Electric Utility Revenues: Edison Electric Institute, Advance Release of Data for the 1985 Stafistical
Yearbook of the Electric Utility Industry, Washington, DC, 19588
Telephone Revenues and Number of Telephones: United States Telephone Association, Telephone
Staistics, 1586, Washington, DC, July 1965.
ATET Revenues: American Telephone and Telegraph Company, 1985 Annual Report, New York,
NY, 1986.

Number of Local Calls and Toll Calla: Federal Communications Commission, Stafistics of Comrmie-
rdeations Comman Carriers— 15985, Washington, DC, 1986,

2F. Parimutuels : 2

Definition: Taxes measured by amounts wagered at race tracks, including “breakage” collected by the gov-

ernment,
Tax Base: Parimuytusl turnover from horse and dog racing and jai alai.

Source: National Association of State Racing Commissioners, Parimutuel Rocing, 1985, Lexington, KY,
1956,

2G. Amusements

Definition: Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on admission tickets or admission charges and on gross
receipts of all or specified types of amusement businesses (including gambling operations). License taxes on
amusement business are also included.

Tax Base: Receipts of establishments that provide amusement and entertainment services, Movie theater

receipts and casino revenues are included. Gambling receipts for hotels are classified in the general sales tax
hase.

State-by-state 1985 data for amusernent receipts derived by allocating the 1985 national total according to
the 1082 state shares adjusted for the change in disposable personal income between 1982 and 1985,

Sources:

Amusement Receipts (1982): U.8, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Busi-
ness, Selected Services—Area Statistics (1982), Washington, DC, 1984,

Amusement Recetpis (1985): UL, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Bus:-
ness Reports, 1985 Service Annual Survey, Washington, DC, August 1986,

Disposable Income (1885): U.5. Department of Commerce, Burean of Economic Analysis, Survey of
Cuwrrent Business, Washington, DC, August 1986,

3. License Taxes (Taxes levied at a flat rate for either raising revenue or regulation.)

3A. Motor Vehicles : _ .
Definition: License taxes imposed on owners or operators of motor vehicles for the right to use public high-
ways, including charges for registration and inspection and vehicle mileage and weight taxes on motor carri-
Ers,
Tox Bage: Number of regisirations for private and commercial wehicles. The base for this tax was allocated
to the states according to (1) the number of automaobiles and (2) the number of trucks registered. The total
tax revenue reported by the Census Burean was apportioned to these two classes of vehicles according to
data supplied by the Federal Highway Administration,
Sources:
Tax Burden an Awtomobiles and Trucks, and Awtomobile and Truck Registrations: U5, Depart-
ment of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 19585, State Motor-
Vehicle and Motor Carrier Tax Receipts, 1885, Table MY-2; and State Motor Vehicle Registrations,
1985, Table MV-1, Washington, DC, October 1986,
3B. Motor Vehicle r

Aators
Definition: Licensing for the privilege of driving motor vehicles, ineluding both private and commercial 1i-
CETLSRE.

Tax Rase: Estimated number of licenses in foree.
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Source: U.5. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administrations, Highway Stolistice 1985,
Estimated Licensed Drivers, by Sex, 1985, Table DL-1A, Washington, DT, October 19886,

3C. Corporations

Definition: Franchise license taxes, organization, filing and entrance fies, and all other license taxes which
ara applicable, with only specified excaptions, to all corporations,

Tax Base: Number of corporations within a state, including nonprofit corporations.

Source: U.5, Department of the Treasury, Commissioner and Chiel Counzel, Internal Revenue Service,
Highlights of 1986, Washington, DC, 1987.

3D. Aleoholic Beverages

Definition: License taxes for manufacturing, importing, wholesaling, and retailing aleoholic beverages
other than those based on volume or value of transactions or assessed value of property.

Tax Bage: Mumber of retail licenses issued for the sale of distilled spirits, The number does not include li-
censes Tor the exclusive sale of beer and wine, Series has changed slightly from that used in previous years;
comparability is not affected.

Source: Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, Annwal Stafistical Review 1985, Washington, DC
1986,

3E. Hunting and Fishing Licenses
Definition; Commercial and noncommersal hunting and fishing licenses and shipping permits.

Tax Basge: Total number of Nshing and hunting licenses, tags, permits and stamps issued.

Souree: U.5. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 1985 Hunting and Fishing Livense Stalis-
fies, Washington, TiC, 1986,

4. Individual Income Tax

Definition: Taxes on individuals measured by income and taxes distinctively imposed on special types of in-
come (g, interest, dividends, intangibles, etc.).

Tax Bage: Total federal income tax liability of state residents, adjusted for deductibility of state and local
income, sales, and property taxes. Fedaral income tax liability is essentially the total amount of federal in-
come taxes paid by indviduals after credits. Becaose it is prevailing state practice to allow income tax eredits
for taxes paid to states other than the state of residence, residency adjustments were made to account for
both the income taxes collected from nonresidents and credits allowed to residents for taxes paid to other
states, The federal income tax liability for each state was adjusted by the ratio of the BEA residency adjust-
ment to resident personal income,

Soureass:

Ineome Tax: ULS. Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Statisfics of Trcome Bulle-
fim, 1985 Income Tox Retfurns, Preliminary Dafe, Washington, DFC, Winter 1986-87.

Restdency Adjusiment: U5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of
Crrvend Business, Washington, TMC,

Deductibility Adjustment: 1982 gross savings for deductibility from ACTR Discussion Draft, Federal
Ineome Tax Deductibility of State and Locel Texes, June 1985, projected to 1985, Growth in deducts
ible taxes from Government Finonrces in 19584-85; 1945 total deducted from President's Budget for
FY 1986, Special Analysis G,

5. Corporate Income Tax

Definition: Taxes on corporations and uninecorporated businesses measured by net incomae.

Teax Bage: Total national net income for each 35 Standard Industrial Classification (81C) industries was al-
located to the states according to the following procedure:

Nationwide net corporate income (1985) was estimated for each of the 35 SIC industries by using
profit data (BEA) for each industry. For each industry, the typical three factor formula—one-third
payroll, one-third property, one-third sales by destination—should be used to allocate each indus-
try's natipnal income to the states, However, data for corporate property and sales by state are nod
available and proxies had to be used to estimate these factors in the formula for each industry, Pay-
roll data by industry, by state, and retail sales data formed the basis for the proxies which wera otil-
ized.

For the property factor of the formula, property was assumed to be distributed identical to payroll,
Hence, the payroll factor was used as a proxy for property; thus payroll was double-weighted in the
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formula. State data on the manufacturing industries indicate that there is a high correlation be-
tween the payroll and gross assets of industries across states.

Because corporate sales by destination are unlikely to mirror either payroll or retail sales, nei-
ther of these proxies was used to estimate the sales factor in the formula. Instead, through use of
payroll breakdowns by industry by state and a national input-output table for 1877, a proxy for sales
was derived according to the following procedure:

Let:

Xii,e) = The percentage of the dollar value of industry i's output that is commodity
e,

¥iegh = The percentage of the total dollar value of commodity c used as an input in
industry j. Where ¢ is not used as an intermediate input, but is purchased by
consumers, “personal consumption expenditures” constitute the 36th in-
dustry.

di

Then: T [XGi,c) x Yic )] = AGJ
c=1

Where Alij) = the percentage of industry i's output purchased by industry j. When j is per-
sonal consumption expenditures, Afij) is the amount of industry i's output
that is sold as final goods.

Mover let:

Slw ) = the percentage of industry j's payroll located in state w, Where industry j is
personal consumption expenditures, let j equal state w's share of total na-
tional retail sales.
ab

Then: Z [Bleejd x Al ] = Kiw,i)
j=I

Whare Kiw,i) = the share of industry i's output sold in state w.

Thus, Kiw,i) is used as a proxy for the sales-hy-destination factor in the three-factor formula.

The three-factor formula is applied to the estimated total income for each industry to determine
each state’s income apportionment and summed over all industries to derive sach state’s total cor

porate income tax hase,
Lt I(i) = Total income for industry L.
Then:
Tiw,i} = L) x [(1/8) x Kiw,1)] = [(2/3) x S{w.il]
= The income of industry | apportioned to state w,
35
And; Tiw) = Z liw,i)
i=-1

= The total corporate income for all industries allocated to state w,

Sources:

Corporate Profits (1985) By Industry: U.5. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,

unpuhblished data. Definitions changed slightly from those in previous years. Comparability is not

affected,

Payroll (1985): U8, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Swrvey of Current

Business, Washington, DC, August 1086

Input-output Tables (1577); U.5. Department of Commerce, Burean of Economic Analysis, Swroey

of Current Business, Washington, DC, May 1984, Tables 1 and 2.

6. Property Taxes. The property tax is separated into four different components—residential, commercial,
farm, and public utility. Each is estimated individually, The allocation of total property taxes among the various
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classes of property are approximations based on assessed values for 1981, except for farm property taxes which are
annually estimated by the Department of Agriculture. The Census Bureau does not provide a break-down of property
tax payments by class of property,
6A. Residential Property
Definition: Taxes conditioned upon the ownership of single family houses not on farms and multifamily
residences excluding motels and hotels. Residential property tax rates are applied to the combined value of
buildings and land: The residential share of the property tax burden was estimated by the residential share of
assessed value of the property in 1361. This share was applied to the total of 1985 property tax collections, af-
ter deduction of farm property taxes to derive residential property tax receipts,

Tax Base: Estimated residential property values for single family and multifamily residences: 1985 prop-
erty values were estimated by extrapolating the 1981 estimated market value of each state's residential
property to 1985 based on the change in the average purchagze prices of single family dwellings between 1951
and 1985,

To the estimated market value of existing residential property (1985), the value of newly constructed hous-

ing fior 1985 was added. The value of newly constructed housing was inflated so as to reflect the value of the
associated land.

Sources:

Propery Values (1981); U5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, I982 Cengus of Gop-
ernmends, Taxable Property Values and Assessments-Sales Price Ralios, Washington, DC, February
1984,
Single Family Home Purchase Prices 19581-85; Federal Home Loan Bank Board, Mortgage frterest
Rate Swrvey, Characteristics of Conventional Fully Amortized First Mortgage Loans Closed on Sin-
gle Family Homes, unpublished, Washington, DIC, 1086,
Value of New Residential Construction Condracts: U5, Depariment of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Stafistical Abstract of the United Stafes, 107th ed., Table No 1294, Construction Con-
tracts—Value, by States, Washington, DC, 1986,
Value of Site Relative fo Tolal Home Value: U5, Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Federal Housing Administration, FHA Homes 1885—Dala for Stafes and Selecled Areas on Char-
acteristics of FHA Operations Under Section 203, Washington, DC.
6B. Commercial and Industrial Property
Definition: Taxes conditioned upon the ownership of commercial and industrial property (excluding public
utilities) based on the value of land, buildings, equipment, inventories, and depletahle assets such as the
value of mineral property, oil and gas wells, other natural deposits, ete.. The tax burden on business property
was derived by applying the percentage of 1981 gross agsessed value of business property o the total of 1985
property tax collections,
Tax Base: Estimated net book value of assets including inventories, depreciable assets, depletable assets,
and land of corporations. Property values for partnerships and other unincorporated businesses, farms, and
public utilities is not incloded. Railroad property is included.
The national 1985 net book values for 35 SIC industry groupings were estimated by applying to the 1982 val-
ues the change batween 1982 and 1965 in new book values of property assets. Because data are not available
for transportation, finanee, or service industries, their book values were inflated by the changes in their re-
spective total payrolls between 1962 and 1085, The estimated corporate property values for each industry
were allocated to the states according to each state's share of each industry's payroll. The sum of all the indi-
vidual industry property values was used as an estimate of each state's commercial-industrial property tax
base,
Sources:
Book Value of Assets (1982): U5, Department of Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Corporation
Sowrce Book of Statistics of Inceme, Washington, DC, 1985.
Book Value of Assets, Selected Indusiries (1982-85): U 8. Census Bureau, Quarterly Financial Re-
port for Manufacturing, Mining and Trade Corporations, Washington, DC, 4th quarter, 1984, and
4th quarter, 1985,
Payroll by Industry by State: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey
of Current Business, Washington, DC, August 1986,
6C, Farm Real Estate ) )
Definition: Taxes conditioned on the ownership of farm realty and farm personal property such as live-
gtock, crop inventories, and farm equipment.
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Tax Base: Estimated value of farm land and buildings.
Sources:

Farm Values: U8, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Stafistical Abstract of the
United States, 107th ed., Table # 1135, Washington, DC, 1986,
Form Property Taxes: 1.5, Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Washington,
D, unpublished data.
8D. Publie Utilities _
Definition: Taxes conditioned on investor ownership of public utilities such as gas, electric, and telephone
companies, Public utility property tax rates are applied on the combined value of buildings, equipment, ma-
terial, and land.
Tax Base: Because individual state data are not available, each state's public utility property tax base was
bazed on a proxy measure consisting of the sum of gas, electric, and telephone company nonfinancial assets,
estimated as follows:
1. Gas company net assets were allocated to each state according to its share of the total number of
miles of gas pipeline.
2, Electric company net assets were allocated to each state according to its share of the total inves-
tor-owned electrical generating capacity.
3. Telephone company net assets were allocated to each state according to its share of the total num-
ber of access lines.

Sources:
Gas Company Net Assets and Gos Pipeline Mileage: American Gas Association, Gas Facts, 1985, Ar-
lington, VA, 1988,
Eleotric Company Net Azsets and Electrical Generating Capacdy: Edisen Electric Institute, 1585
Statisticnd Yearbook of the Electric Uttlity Industry, Washington, DC, 1986, Reporting of assets is
changed from that in previous years. Comparability is not afTected.
Bell Systern Met Assets: American Telephone and Telegraph Company, 1985 Annual Reporf, New
York, NY 1988,

Independent Telephone Company Net Assets and Number of Telephones: United States Independ-
ent Telephone Association, Telephone Statistics 1986 for the Year 1585, Washington, DC, July 1986,

7. Estate and Gift Taxes

Definition: Taxes imposed on the transfer of property at death, in contemplation of death, or as a gift,

Tax Base: Federal estate and gift tax liability. Because the federal estate laws are applied uniformly over
the states, a given state's liability should reflect the size of its base, This treatment can also be justified be-
cause many states limit their estate taxes to the amount of credit permitted by the federal government for
the state taxes.

Sowurce: US Department of the Treasury, Commissioner and Chief Counsel, Internal Revenua Service,
Highlighta of 1986, Washington, DC, 1987,

8, Severance Taxes

Definition: Taxes imposed distinctively on the removal of natural products—e.g., oil, gas, and other miner-
als. The Alaskan special tax on pipeline property and the state’s unigque oil and gas corporate income tax have
been included, as well as New Mexico's property tax on oil and gas production equipment and West Virginia's
business tax on coal companies, Taxes imposed on resources other than minerals such as water, timber, or
fish, have hean excluded.

Because oil and gas, coal, and nonfuel minerals are tasced at substantially different rates, they are each esti-
mated individually—a separate representative tax rate and base were measured for each of the three sever-
ance categories. For 1985, the estimation of bases was refined. Comparahbility with past estimates is good,
except for Alaska.

Tax Base: For each category—oil and gas, coal, and nonfuel minerals—the base was estimated by the value
of production.

Sources:

Value of Mineral Production, Except Fuels: U.5. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines, Prepring
FProxy to the 1985 Minerals Yearbook, Washington, DC, 1988,
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! Production: U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, Petroleurn Sup-
ply Annual, 1985, Washington, DC, 1988,

Oil Wellhead Prices by State: U8, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, Pe-
trolewm Marketing Monthly, December 1986,

Valie of Gas Produchion: U5, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration, Natural
Gas Annual, 1985, Washington, DC 1086,

Coal Produckions and Prices: 1.5, Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration,
Coal Production— 1985, Washington, DC, 1086,

Valuwe of Uranium Production: 11.5. Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration,
Uraniwm Industry Annual, 1985, Washington, DC, October, 1986,

ADDITIONAL BASES FOR THE RRS

9. All Other Taxes
Definition: A variety of minor taxes remaining after the RTS taxes are excluded from the total.
Tax Base: Total personal income, 1985,

Source: 1.5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, August
15RE.

10. Rents and Royalties

Definition: Payments for state-owned mineral resources not included under severance taxation and ex-
cluding revenues received under the federal Mineral Leasing Act. Actoal revenues used as the base, so the ef-
fort index is always 100,

Rasge: Actual rent and royalty revenues,
Source: 1.5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances in 19585,

11. Payments under Mineral Leasing Act

Definition: Payments from the federal government under the Mineral Leasing Act. As before, actual reve.
nues were used as the base, 8o the effort index is always 100, when payments are made.

Base: Actual mineral leasing act revenues,
Bource: U8, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Federal Expenditures by State for FY 1985,

12. User Charges

Definition: The Census category of "eurrent charges.” which comprises amounts received for the perform.
ance of specific services benefiting those charged and for sales of goods and services, State insurance, liquor,
and utility receipts are excluded. Distingnizhed from license taxes, which relate to the granting of privilages
and repulatory activities.

Base: Total personal income, 1985,

Source: 1.8, Department of Commerce, Burean of Economic Analysis, Swrvey of Current Business, Angust
1986,
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Appendix C

Summary Tax Tables for Past Years

Thiz appendix provides summary information on
«otal RTS taxes for past years 1975, 1977, 1979, 1980,
1981, 1982, 1983 and 1584. Explanations of the data
concepts appear in the introduction to Appendix B

The data for 19759 and 1980 are from the ACIR re-
port, Tax Capacity of the Fifty States, Supplemens: 1980
Egtimates, released in mimeograph form in June 1982,
The 1981 data are taken from 1987 Tax Capacety of the
Fifty States. A-93, published in September 1983, That

report also containg the revisions of the 1975 and 1977
data which are reprinted here, The 1982 data are taken
from 1352 Tax Capacity of the Fifty States, M-142, pub-
lished in May 1985, and the 1983 data from T983 Tax
Capacity of the States, M-148, published April 1986. Fi-
nally, the 1984 data were published in the September
1986 report, Measuring State Fiseal Capacity: Alterna-
tive Methods and Their Uses, M-150.
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State

Alabama
Alazka
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorade
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaha
Hlinois
Indiana
Tows
Hansas
Kentucky
Louisians
Maine
Maryland
Mazsachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Hebraska
Mewnda
Mew Hampshire
New Jersey
MNew Maxico
Mew York
Morth Carolina
North Dakota
Ohhio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Tsland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennezzes
Texas
tah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyaming
1.5. Total

Capacity
per
Capita

$490.08
981.95
585.52
497.30
GE0.02
B71.48
T00.82
T90.76
TAT.40
650.27
5d4.86
G89.84
ah4.82
T18.66
622,39
675.38
690,28
540,05
617.T1
536.30
§39.90
623.06
638.8D
817.62
445.05
B08.52
652.60
670.52
918.52
651.19
630.16
613.10
62239
B4Z.6T
43,65
658,55
623.80
G459
625.29
55858
490,18
A0 14
H31.08
T02.19
H47.30
808.21
G84.01
G2L.77
#6263
625.01
976.33

BEA5.02

Table C-1
1975—ALL RTS TAXES

Tax

Capacity
Index

7.1
154.6
§2.2
783
110.0
105.7
110.3
1245
1176
102.4
85.8
108.8
B89
1123
88,0
1063
108.7
#5.0
o2
844
100.7
98.1
100.6
g7.2
70.0
95.8
102.7
105.5
1446
102.5
108.6
96.5
98.0
85.4
101.3
1038
96.1
89.9
o84
8B.0
e
84.5
83.6
110.5
HE.1
04.2
B3.5
8.0
Ba.6
8.4
154.7

Tax

Capacity

$1,B03,082
863,328
1,338.497
1,073,165
15,054,715
1,736,440
2,162,427
465,767
530,657
5,554,618
2,756,450
609,814
460,931
B,068,641
3,330,402
1,945,765
1,578,152
1,873,428
2,401,041
575,454
2,680,067
3,500,086
5,818, 967
2,424,761
1,068,098
2,017 641
485, 563
1,083,272
569,481
540,491
5,066,368
713,143
11,223,009
8,008,668
410,648
7,103,356
1,727,796
1,475,413
7,439,723
528,659
1,421,530
408,698
2,262,041
8,825,148
675,369
287,139
8,008,289
2,250,187
1,085,804
2 856,811
371,004

100.0  $136,888,751
NOTE: Al per capits amoints are in dollars; total amounts ore in thowsands of dollars,
Soures: ACTH staff cstimates.
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Tax

Revenue

$1,424,116
277.936
1,443,212
840,383
17,069,933
1,564,085
2,134,842
3§3 532
496,901
4,107,125
2 441,749
726,600
421,477
7,999 697
3,064,328
1,811,807
1,335,591
1,581,150
2,080,683
506,499
2,808,549
4,616,687
6,187,606
2, B48,204
1,021,458
2 440,224
449,477
78,035
398,959
406,020
5,206,910
605,877
17,913,237
2,578,457
379,676
5,647,683
1,261,183
1,415,856
6,918,115
593,201
1,211,446
456,699
1,785,640
6,026,158
B02,666
310,179
2,616,492
2,274,860
B&S, 747
3,281,113
258 467

$136,888,752

Revanusa
Per
Caplta

$386.88
Tal.1B
631.83
89,43
B34.a7
604,82
BEE.01
651,24
699,99
480,82
482 65
BE21.83
606,58
TOT 56
672,66
625,88
GE6.04
455,80
53527
55592
G76.62
801.23
670.36
TEGAT
425.61
S0E.01
600,10
68.48
643.63
450.18
Th.29
520,96
B93.41
465,86
585.11
G24.38
45497
804.01
GAL1.45
627.06
417,74
B24.28
418.0°7
479 .45
488 38
G46.21
517.60
G28.59
480.04
T17.97
GRO.1E
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State

Alashama
Alnska
Arizoma
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Huvermii

Tdaha

[linois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Hentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missiszippi
Missouri
Montana
Mebraska
Nevada

MNew Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Mew York
North Carnlina
North Dakota
Chio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Bouth Dakota
Tennesses
Texas

Utah
YVermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wizconsin
Wyoming

U.5. Total

Capacity
per
Caplta

$503.58
1,219,08
GRE.96
GOZ.43
B74.37
25,29
a450.16
927,13
043.73
T76.16
64745
82147
67680
BG4.20
T12.72
B0G.A38
B10.95
GA7.90
TE5.99
fAA4.52
T11.52
T34.19
THR.0H
TIZTh
oa8.48
785.91
TALAT
TRO.AG
1,187.08
TELAD
813.94
T56.10
721,72
£48.30
T58.62
TR0
T70.83
B, 18
760,70
672,19
HEG.T0
GOT.54
63T.57
BED.02
Gaf.0Z
712,42
703,88
T73.24
BO0.64
T85.95
1,182.29

$769.91

Table (-2
1977 —ALL RTS TAXES

Tax

Capacity
Indax

71
158.3
802
TE2
113.6
107.2
111.6
120.4
1226
1007
B4.1
106.7
B7.9
112.2
1004
104.7
10853
829
99.5
82,4
101.0
95.4
103.0
1004
69.9
95.6
1028
101.4
147.7
101.6
105.7
98.2
3.7
B2.8
98.6
103.8
1012
108.9
88.8
87.8
6.6
80.6
828
111.7
8.3
92.5
g81.4
1004
8.7
99.5
153.6

100.0

Tax
Capacity

$2,245,520
482,757
1,687 258
1,329,568
10,542 166
2,224 591
2,653,920
551,643
643,625
8,890,430
3,374,503
THZ 485
597,811
8,557,026
4,176,634
2540, TET
1,878,395
2,280,502
3,076,226
701,130
3,261,709
4,217,186
T.262,258
8,075,568
1,324,861
5, 65,454
10,223
1,212,729
770,941
6R1.B1D
5,975,058
G126, 222
12 884,154
3,618,305
492,346
8,614,618
2,235,548
1,951,653
8,038,500
641,936
1,782 600
480,812
B.B06,505
11,345,353
BO4 BRA
ani 512
8,664,401
2,816,647
1,316,254
3,533,317
487,104

$160,194,702

Tax
Revenue

$1,760 938
B2T BT6
1,840,753
1,037,165
22,781 042
2113575
2725009
440,048
758,483
5,023,208
5,008,345
BG1,744
533,846
8,502,926
8467 884
2,123,162
1,685,636
1,917,163
241582
703,361
3,485,118
5,688,114
71,929,331
A,448,180
1,259,532
2 B65,258
574,983
1,187,138
476,082
494 980
6,732,640
710,829
21,655,853
3,162,884
432,129
8,756,882
1617975
1,799,508
8,471,665
728,774
1,519,733
415,949
2,811,206
7,747,713
815,133
363,583
3,211,306
2,797,202
1,064,923
4,009,596
397 573

$160,194,703

NOTE: All per capita amounts are in dollors; total amounts are in millions of dedlars.
Source: ACTE staff cstimntea.

= 13l =

Revenus
Per

Caplta

BT BT
1,685.65
T58.45
469,94
1.015.33
TREGT
BEZ 48
789,57
1,112.15
665.10
976.24
077
604.68
B33.15
639.75
Tag8.61
TIE.5T
56,27
601.42
636,53
L ERTS
QT EG
RS, 55
BG6.38
S03.87
o81.38
746.76
TE3.9%
THZ.04
567.64
817.00
5B0.27
1,213.07
G58.02
665, B4
B27.82
b6, 54
T37.81
712.98
T63.11
O, 44
603,70
525.04
T30
619,40
T899
616,85
T25.66
B53.47
BED, 19
Q64,98

$769.91

Tax
Effort
Indax

TH.B
150.1
110.4

TR.0
1i6.8

f6.0
102.7

T9.8
117.8

729

B9.0
114.5

89.3

.4

B2

0.4

BR.Y

4.1

TR.5
10405
105.3
1325
1084.2
112.1

894.6

80.4

84.2

97.9

81,7

126
112.7

76.7
168.1

HT.4

B7.8

T8.4

T2.4

922

0a.y
113.5

B2

BE.5

2.3

1.1
104.7
87.6
3.8
80.1
1138.5
£1.6

100.0



State

Alabhama
Adaskn
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Caolormdo
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Genrgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinpis
Indiana
lowa
Kansasg
Kentucky
Lowisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Bississippi
Missouri
Montana
MNebrazka
Nevada
Mew Hampshire
Noew Jersey
MNew Mexico
Mew York
MNorth Carolina
North Dakota
Cihio
Ohlahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhade Tsland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Wazhington
West Vinginia
Wisransin
Wyoming
U.5. Total

Capacity
per
Capita

HE50.55
188418
T87.61
670,56
1,004.21
054, 5d
G40.049
948.81
Go2.06
H65.A2
T05.01
B B
791.00
B6R.90
H48.82
037.42
047,68
T35.80
895,79
g 45
856,87
B, B6
O01.95
912,79
GEE08
B4Z49
DEE 07
RE3.25
1,330.51
Ei4.63
RAS.06
Ro4.22
TTE0G
TOR.2T
D40, 94
BRTZ.8
93685
o222
BOE.49
72722
656,71
H21.98
700,99
1,011.41
751,97
40,18
B03.13
89597
A, 23
HEEZ 24
1,500.69
$866.65

Table C-3
1879—ALL RTS TAXES

Tax

Capacity
Index

6.1
217.4
90.9
774
115.9
110.1
108.5
105
109.9
90.9
H1.3
102.6
913
1118
979
1082
1094
£4.0
103.5
80.1
0e.9
93.4
104,1
LT
o0
072
113.3
99.6
153.5
96.3
102.2
103.2
#9.1
81,9
108.6
10407
106,1
16,4
0d.1
B39
THE
94.8
ELIIR)
116.7
6.8
A5.4
2.7
1.4
923
99.5
173.2

Tax
Capacity

32 501,780
767431
2,078,452
1,522 1584
23,353,002
2719478
2914284
568,335
24,550

B 200,157
3,800, 658
B4, 320
738,084
11,067,718
4 647 250
0 734 451
R L
2,641,237
4,711,826
TA1,295
3,618 552
4 653,452
5,542,100
3,685,855
1522548
4,118.041
TT4 856
1,350,124
1,017,838
761,178
6,532,180
1,145,494
13 614,036
4,108,391
613 450
9,425,331
2,762,445
2877471
9 576,256
605051
2,027 255
bhE,344
3,177,571
14,045,386
1,064,785
374,505
4,276,688
3,505,515
1,561,655
4,023,208
GTE,300

100,00 $194,621 665

NOTE:  All per capita amiants are in dollarg; total amounts are in thousonds of dolioms.
Soiaren; AR stall estimotas.

- 13% =

T
Revenue

2. 166,816
876,080

T AR2 400
1,239,775
22107 852
2,615,850
2,960,583
od2 545
526,071
6,414,356
4,637 460
1,080,086
671,005
10,541,478
3,013,805
2 547,618
1,937,041
2524 210
,050,210
E56.575
3,953,894
6,720,404
2443, 5332
4,253,966
L 460.557
3,380,172
678,141
1,317,714
R63,561
506,428
7,691,389
974,144
98,275,641
3,736,400
476,714
8125205
2,058,591
2,202,685
10,006,004
842 183
1,851 863
475,426

2 758,544
9,045,174
1,067,766
410,027
5,778,280
5,463,003
1,275,262
4,755,064
oh2, 055

$194 621,667

Revenue
Par

Capla

$505.22
2,430,532
80277
546,40
Q50,67
018,16
961 .48
905.75
1,259.25
BT7.26
874.73
1,136.93
719.20
957.85
714.85
A73.37
B25.33
637.82
736,94
761.40
036,28
1,169 .58
1,021.01
1,053.458
GH5.95
G135
8RO, 49
R42.53
RET.14
65398
1,043.18
TRO.46
1,819.94%
643,58
731.16
752.40
603,26
B54.42
BRO.27
RRO.03
509 89
600,02
60855
f51.54
747.01
810.33
708,54
85295
857.69
1,019.08
1.248.49

$866.65

B2
112
g29

100.0



State

Alahama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Harwmii
Idaha
Illinni=
Indiana
loerm
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mlaime
Maryland
Massachusetis
Michigan
Minfesoti
Missisaippi
M Essonri
Montana
Mebraska
Moevada
Mew Hampshire
Mew Jersey
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Marth Carolina
Morth Dakaota
Ohia
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Vermaont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
LS. Totals

Capacity
par
Caplta

$718.08
2 463,42
84152
740 52
1,100.69
1,0668.61
1,058.49
1,057.35
1,051.24
049,01
TTR.09
1,010.60
H30.11
1,021.05
£74.94
G97.94
1,082.42
TET. 16
1,036.40
75027
541.01
912,94
91904
960,53
B37.81
BET £
1,066.59
H18.34
1,465.23
915.54
096,58
1,016.20
855,25
T54.84
1,027.74
518.44
1,107.87
978.50
876.63
Thd Bl
T13.86
855.62
740,36
1,172.51
815.73
801149
2540 .06
976.17
BEE,TT
HOB. 66
1,861,55

$04B.73

Tabve C-4

1980 —ALL RTS TAXES

Tax
Capacity
Index
758.7
250.7
B&.T
79,0
117.0
1128
I11.6
111.4
110.8
1000
B0
106.5
B7.6
107.6
Q22
105.2
1085
83.0
109.2
BOLO
09,2
96.2
97.0
102.2
60.3
Q3.6
1124
a8
154.4
966
1051
107.1
£ |
T9.5
1083
Oa.8
116.8
103.1
L2.a
B3.a
T5.2
0.2
T30
123.6
8&.0
B4.5
4.8
1025
3.7
4.7
196.2

100.0

Tax
Capacity

2,700,780
00,203
2,201,663
1,717,155
26,331,802
o, 84 400
3,207,158
631,239
672,793
9,355,327
4,282 475
97,257
786,111
11,687 056
4,814,798
2913978
2445 803
2,688,831
4, 368,436
BaG451
4977 846
5,248,268
8,537,076
3,961,648
1,662,200
4,376,434
841,538
1,445.462
1,173,647
545,046
7,365,025
1,324,114
15,057,553
4,441 553
GT2 138
9,940,257
3,360,458
2,582,257
10,451,203
Thh.072
2,252 048
802,045

& 448,535
16,724,511
1,105,045
411,184
4,818,051
4,041,326
1,736,662
4,238,061
880,512

Tax
Revenue

$2,364,018
1,646,202
2,690,584
1,468,459
26,800,496
2,797,433
3,201,924
561,445
882,700
6,208,203
4,100,241
1,217,877
694,191
11,977 864
4,056,063
2,789 467
2,150,164
2 560,950
3,305,536
951,620

4 320,412
7,060,830
9 BBT,747
4,402,580
1,603,620
8,657,131
775,546
1,477,223
GOE, 404
633,958
B,247 468
1,100,681
25,201,545
4 303,975
520,354
B,616,655
2 404,433
2,409,913
10,845,991
Q20,754
2,131,822
023,256
2,902,564
10,668,746
1,208,044
428 281
4,268,081
8,788,027
1,426,263
4,931,821
604,657

F215, 524,065  $215,524,055

NOTE: Al per eapitn amounts are (o dollare; total amounte are in thossands of dolkars,
Source: ACIH staff estimetes.
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Revenusa

Per
Caplta
611,67
4,005,038
98778
640,97
1,129.44
DS,
1,056 50
D445
1,379.22
TO0, 77
T48 49
1,258.14
73304
1,046,358
77046
G55.30
07 .65
69781
B05.58
Bda.64
1,022.10
1,227.76
1,063.33
1,077.28
634.59
T41.56
GH2 95
938.52
#7102
GAG. A5
1,116.18
Bd44.73
1,481.42
TanoT
£09.41
76,14
TH2TH
913,19
511,81
GTH.B0
fR1.53
THG.MG
630,72
T61.32
Ba5.00
B34 16
T4, 18
914,98
T29.92
1,045, 54
1,384.05

$048.73

Tax
Effort
index

85.2
166.2
1174

B5.5
101.8

904

#0.8

88.9
131.2

Ti.E

124.5

1025
B4.2
85.7
87.9
BR.6
T1.7

111.1

108.6

134.5

115.6

111.1
9.5
83.6
522

102.2
59.5
75.0

112.0
8.1

1674
86.9
8.8
86.7
716
93.3

103.8

1231
85.6
8.2
4.2
64.9

101.2

104.2
HB.3
%8.7
2.1

116.8
T4.8

10w, 0



State

Alabama
Alaskn
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Coalarada
Connectiout
Dealewars
Washington, DC
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Ilinois
Indians

Towa

HKansas
Kentucky
Lonisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missiasippi
Mizzouri
Maontana
Nebraska
MNewvada

New Hampshire
New Jarsey
Mew Mexico
Mew York
Moarth Carolina
Morth Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhade Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Tennesses
Texas
Utah
Vermant
Wirginla
Washington
Wiest Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

.8, Totals

Souree:

Capacity
per
Caplta

5766, T4
3,833.85
013,45
B39.75
1,186.14
1,160.97
1,131,592
1,145 38
1,142.80
1,040.65
Ba3E. 18
1,076.52
A91.21
1,070,140
942 45
1,0583.568
1,125.09
B43.00
1,200.46
21684
1,04008.37
HER.64
90.63
1,0d0.88
TATAT
94769
1,168.94
59691
1,523.84
02 72
1,077.82
1,170.,00
916.42
81877
1,271.12
871.91
1,310.98
1,019.42
031,14
B27 .46
774,18
BEE GE
B12.85
1,350,095
RO0,AT
BE4.TE
069,08
1,020.67
D26,36
03557
2,297.54

$1,029.52

AR atafl eatimates,

Table C-5
1981 —ALL RTS TAXES

Tax

Capaclty
Indeax

74.5
3238
887
BL&
115.2
112.8
109.9
1111
111.0
101.1
Bl.4
104.6
BA.6
103.9
90.6
102.3
109.3
B2.0
116.6
TH.2
88.0
960
a5.2
100.1
716
921
113.5
96.8
148.0
95.5
104.7
113.6
B0
8.5
123.5
o944
127.3
90.0
0.4
80.4
75.2
86.3
79.0
152.1
86,5
84.0
94.1
949.1
B0.0
0.9
216.4

Tax
Capacity

3,003,307
1,373,339
2,652,170
1,528,064

28,6099 545
3,442,285
3,547 437

683,739
T21,108

10,596,964
4 672,010
1,056,068

Bo4, 866

12,265,499
5,008,620
3,054,275
D GH1,082
3,090,679
5,171,597

924 350
4,302,830
5,707 408
8,116,811
4,220 425
1886537
4, BR2 535

036,971
1,572,120
1,287 540

919, 823
7.980,165
1,553,764

16,130,756
4,874,160

BaG, 394

10,478,129
4,064,042
2,702 486

11,053,504

TBa,572
2,451,857
609,842
3,748,859

20,081,016

1,251,578

446,218
5,262,084
4,304,161
1,608,250
4,438,302
1,005,048

Tax

Revenue

$2,720,058
2,533,280
2,702,681
1,522,070
28,795,873
2,877,328
5,643,861
53,579
1,049,108
7,762,573
4,546,647
1,327,453
T43,224
12,663,547
4,510,258
2,009 088
2,832 740
2,732 962
3,068 957
1,046,896
4,621,140
7.649,132
10,584,723
4,591,076
1,766,352
3,808,382
856,475
1,490,766
703,614
679,850
8,813,238
1,383,998
27,586,527
4,644,360
618,100
0,202 758
2 950,586
2,734,563
11,580, 838
1,024,150
2 .435,778
566,624
8,262,509
12,969,436
1,310,878
469,170
4,700,506
8,962,131
1,508,005
5 337,043
784,757

1000  $236,080,687  $236,080,697
MOTE: All por capitn amounts are in dollars; totsl amounts ar in theueands off dollars.
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Revenue
Per
Caplta

654,42
6,148.76
067.32
BE2.50
1,120.11
a70.43
1,162.60
B5e.61
166260
T6E.31
A15.51
1,355.18
T75.00
1,124.02
B24.B5
1,084.84
47841
T48.30
G21.30
S24.00
1,084.01
1,324.08
1,150.01
1,181.42
607,89
TEH.T6
1,080.06
345.32
G50.19
TZ6.34
1,205.84
104217
1,567.24
TB0.17
G40.80
BG1.98
B51.80
1,081.52
B75.56
1,074,656
T47.54
B25.98
TO7 .48
HTE.A5
RG4.66
005,25
BET. 33
039,56
TED.98
1,125.67
1,615,236

$1,080,52

Tax

Index

80.6
1845
105.9

T8.9
100.5

B3.G
102.7

B6.8
145.5

T8.3

873
126.7

BT7.0
105.0

Ba.5

082

B7.0

Ba.4

76.7
113.3
107.4
134.0
116.1
108.8

846

81.2

024

04.8

61.6

T3.9
111.7

g9.1
171.0

95.3

T4.0

Ba.7

T2.6
101.2
104.8
128.9

853

2.9

&7.0

64.6

gr.0
1051

82.1
Bi.1
1203
25
100.0



Capacity
per
Stale Caplta
Alabarna $819.98
Alpska 347106
Arizona 1,062.80
Arkansas B71.79
California 1,287.97
Colorado 1,347.38
Connecticut 1,303,652
Delaware 1,276.98
Washington, DC 1,273.57
Florida 1,152.69
Ceorgia 820.71
Hawaii 1,301.73
Idaho B55.85
Tinois 108441
Indiana GBE7.14
Iowa 1,065.98
Kansas 1,180.9%
Kentucky 9.0
Louigiana 1,255.04
Maine B35.14
Maryland 1,106.11
Massachusetts 1,115.52
Michigan 1,081.25
Minnesota 1,100.08
Mississippi 78559
Missonri 1,004,092
Montana 1,219.27
Nebraska 1,078.94
MNevada 1,674.31
MNew Hampshire 1,110.01
New Jersey 1,171.82
New Mexico 1,272,599
New York 1,019.29
North Carolina 905.50
North Dakota 1,274.22
Ohio 1,016.93
Oklahoma 1,399.38
Dregon 1,093.78
Pennsylvania 986,34
Ehode Island 903.85
South Carolina R22.05
Bouth Dakota 970,50
Tennesses BED.A1
Texas 1,447.54
Utah 957.14
YVermont GHZ A5
Virginia 1,089,243
Washington 1,128.04
West Virginia 1,020.79
Wisconsin 6430
Wyoming 2,234.37
.5, Totals 8111081

Table C-5
1982 - ALL RTS TAXES

Tax
Capacity
Index
Ta.H
3124
95,7
TB.5
11649
121.3
117.3
114.9
114.6
103.8
B3.7
117.2
BE.0
B85
BE O
g,
106.3
BlA&
1131
842
99.6
10805
g2a
99,0
T0.T
0.5
109.8
97.1
150,7
959
105.5
114.6
491.8
E1.5
1151
91.56
126.0
8.5
BB.B
#1.3
74.0
&T.4
774
130.3
86,2
BE.S
53.5
101.5
01.9
BE.B
201.1

100.0

Tax
Capacity

$3,229,191
1,541,145
3,078,607
2,011,224
41,808 520
4,187,518
4,074,790
766,178
97,256
12,064,076
5,252,011
1,287,825
943,864
12,548,523
5,411,526
8,097,751
2 843,829
8,368,049
5,504,766
1,082,317
4,723,100
6,420,008
9,400,836
4,546,619
2,018,030
4,966,323
981,515
1,714,481
1,466,651
1,052,285
8,708,095
1,740,172
17,905,923
5,450,199
B:58,962
10,954,478
4,514,415
2,018,196
11,716,695
BE&1,181
2,652,751
673,524
4,000,956
22 189 306
1,603,675
510,981
5,700,169
5,823,492
2,001,772
4,675,594
1,137,295

Tax
Revenue

£2 812 678
2,76E 954
2 821,799
1,633,901

31,422 611
3,343,635
4,086,020

643,354
1,155,255
B,696,462
5,031,028
1,368 673

TG 307

13,432,790
4,775,085
3,264 237
2 485 664
2,969,282
4,503, 309
1,134,415
5,017 (a2
7,662,450

11,313,150
5,055 800
1,884,187
4,051,447

053,677
1,602,660
[20,801
788,250
9,517,921
1,435,035

80,421,002
5,104 468

708,500

10,388 998
3,534,024
2,776,277

12,418 822
1,143,165
2,541 409

811,371
3,421,504

14,660,652

1,456,748

523,706
5,117,089
4,475,083
1,720,750
5,850,842
1,190,912

3257.404,256 3257404 256

MOTE: Al per capita nmoonts are in dollars; total ameunis are in thousands of dollars.

Source: ACIE staff cstimngea.
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Revenue
Pear
Caplta
$7158.70
A,236.28
075,78
T0R.24
1,278.85
1,088.78
1,200.79
1,072.26
1,545.52
£30.98
BO0.76
1,370,789
BOT O
LITI.53
BT1.05
1,123.27
1,033.91
Bi4.25
1,027.45
08,60
1,174.94
1,332.60
1,241.02
1,224.25
725,63
B19.80
1,184.689
1,008, &0
1,061.14
£31.49
1,321 92
1,048.77
1,731.71
B48.06
1,056.25
050880
1,085.76
1,040,558
1,045 44
1,156.54
TET.66
88054
TE4.82
40,88
827 27
1,007,580
833.08
1,046,566
BTT.49
1,233.05
2.330.M

£1,11091

Tax
Effort
Index

BE7.1
179.7
91.8
8.2



State

Alabama
Alaska
Arzona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Washingion, DO
Florida
Georgia
Hararaii
Idaka
Minois
Inidiana
Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missigsippi
Mizsourn
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
Mew Hampshire
MNew Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Morth Carclina
North Dakota
Db
Ollahoms
Ciregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Tsland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
LUtah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wist Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U.8, Totals

Capacity
per
Caplta

$E79.52
3,197.91
1.140.597

913,16
139597
1. A36.96
1,456.06
1,388.72
1,371.74
1,216.52
102221
1,336,893

079.506
1.153.28
1,012.60
1.068.27
1,203.23

QoE.eD
1,254.58
1,060.84
1,164.45
1,252.01
1,60.65
1,141.14

801 .RA
1,048.01
1,237.53
1,154.30
1,781.1%
1,265.42
1,319.26
1,268.10
1,122.22
1,020,22
130278
1,051.81
1,350.65
1,122 84
1,087.73
1,006,534

B8R.27
1,02E.03

043 95
1,453 84

G6G,.02
1,102,489
1,123.96
1,184 55
1,024.13
1,024.99
2,144 92

51,175.56

Table C-7

1983 —-ALL RTS TAXES

Tax
Capacity
Index
T4
271.9
97.0
7T
118.7
1222
1238
118.1
116.6
1034
2EG
113.7
A8
081
6.1
0.8
102.3
TEE
1067
0.2
4.0
106.5
a0z
a7.0
Ga-2
ka2
105.2
100.7
147.2
107.6
1122
107.8
954
LGB
110,58
4
114,59
Q5.5
ER.2
B5.E
T5.5
E7.4
B0.G
1236
a2
83.8
95.6
100.7
871
E7.2
182 4

Tax
Capacity

$3,482,021
1,531,798
8,560,680
2,125,825
35,142,023
4,510,814
4,560,108
541,566
B54,5090
12,902 425
5,869,329
1,367,684
aRd, TH1
18,248,549
5547 509
2,103,327
2,917,845
3,441,397
5,567 839
1,215,723
6,011,778
7,225,500
0,618,907
4,728 BRI
2,074,460
6,218,579
1,011,065
1,891,338
1,543 485
1,213,587
4,852 207
1,774,076
10,824,188
205, (00
Ba5, 200
11,297 348
4 454 446
2 088 BED
12,343,767
963,919

2 805, 296
719,619
4,422 427
22 BA0,140
1,562,387
578,805
6,237,986
5,094,560
2012 423
4 869,737
1,102,487

1000 3275148881
NOTE: All per enpita amounts are in dallars; total amounts are In thousands of dollors
Sourece: ACTR stafT earimntes.
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Tax
Revenug

3,017,055
2,541,654
3 084,752
1,757 452
32,470,874
4,561,238
4,400,895
656,073
1,250 422
8,757,580
5,425,387
1,476,751
838,297
14,165 434
4,525,277
3,360 508
& G066
3,124 179
4,526,268
1,220,161
5,373,517
8,102 892
12,327 540
5,877,765
1,063,166
4,531,320
Q45,827
1,785,338
982,086

Ba6, 787

10,741,700
1,401,341

42,368,859
5,447 843

T15,685

11,621,122
3,578,197
3,002 457

12,935,494
1,218,572
2 769,045

614,295
& 625,075

15,385,718

1,533,100

551,372
5 566,579
5,505,601
1,765,134
6,685,192
1,250,212

$275,148, 841

Revéenue
Par
Capita

ET62.08
5.306,17
1.041.08
754.92
1,289,866
1,134.51
140 45
1,1338.62
2 007,10
0135 63
046.51
1,443.55
B4T .68
1,233.28
BOS G
1,155,594
1,112.01
84119
1,009.85
1,064.71
1,248.4%
1,405.04
1,359.35
1,418.38
THRAG
911.73
1,158.491
1,117.93
1,102.23
H72.56
1,438.36
1,001 .67
182504
A595.73
1,058.36
1,081 .44
1,084 98
1,161.72
1,087.47
1,275.99
a4B.36
B77.56
778,76
975.31
046.04
1,060.23
1,002,940
1,238.86
HOR,29
1,407.11
243232

$1,175.95

Tax
Etfort
Index

BE.6
165.9
912
827
924
79.0
963
E1.6
146.3
T4.1
92.6
108.0
BG.G
106.9
&B.B
108.6
024
bih8
#1.3
10004
107.2
1121
128.2
124.3
B4
6.9
436
4.4
63.7
G600
108.0
T80
1634
B7.8
Blz2
102.9
BO0.3
10a.s
104.8
126.4
85.5
Bo4
B2.0
67.1
fB.1
853
80.2
104.2
B1.7
137.3
113.4

1000



State

Alabama
Alaska
Arvzona
Arkansas
Culifornia
Coloradeo
Connecticut
Delaware
Washington, DC
Flarida
Creorgia
Hawaii
Iitaho
Ilinos
Incliana
Towa
Kansag
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maing
Maryland
Massachusetls
Michigan
Minfesota
Mississipl
Missour
Montana
Mebrashka
INovada
Mew Hampshire
KNeow Jersey
Mew Mexicoo
New York
Marth Caralina
Nuorth Dakota
(ihio
Oklahoma
Oiregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Istand
Bouth Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas
Ttah
Vermiont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
.5, Total

Capacity
per
Caplia

£054.10
3.25T.48
1,287 .68
O7R.00
1,556.24
1,582.64
1,6:21.00
1,588.03
1.561.94
1.364.11
1,164.71
1,536,410
1,016.53
1.259.55
1,139.65
1,128,665
1,3067.44
1, 0, 349
1,334.13
1,148.06
137522
1.447.58
1.204.11
1.319.77
Q0T ER
1,165.13
1,242.25
1,214,584
1.809E.G6
143764
1.487.87
1.345.65
1, 38365
1,129.24
1,380,189
1,172.14
147373
1,220.85
1,151.80
1,125.68
DaE 22
1,083, 78
1,049.82
1,531.74
1,050,168
1,243,758
1,249.71
1,292.79
1,034.75
1,157.49
* AE5.38

#1,304.27

Table C-8

1984 —ALL RTS TAXES

Tax

Capacity
Index

74.2
240.8
naE.q
7a3.0
1193
121.4
124.3
1225
1198
104.6
A3
117.8
7748
6.6
B7.4
B6.5
1002
71.1
102.3
Ra.0
1054
111.0
LE )
101.2
GG
L
052
93.1
1456
110.2
114.1
105.4
D84
6.6
105.8
S R
113.0
f3.6
BH.3
B6.3
T6.5
B3.1
B0.G
1174
B0.5
954
@5.8
a9.1

100.0

Tax
Capacity

83,807
1,629
3941
2,297

30,874
5,029
5,113

A0
974

14,972
6,708
1,506
1,018

14,495
B,266
3,284
3,188
3,743
5,953
1,527
5,081
R.303

10,973
5,408
2 367
5,835
1,024
1,951
1,730
1,405

11,181
1,920

22 766
6,062

947

12,603
4 B0
5,265

13,708
1,083
3,204

TB5
4,952

24,491

1,735

659
7,043
5,622
2 020
5,516
1,208

$308,018

Tax
Revenue

53,437
2991
3,713
1,942

37,045
4,126
2,073

a8
1,358

11,023
6,036
1,585

027

15,878
6,063
3,668
3,024
3,315
4 B46
1,395
5,961
8,845

14,176
8,797
999G
4,065
1,032
1,926
1.118

06GE

12,132
1,631

38,045
8,223

BAZ

13,185
d, 687
3,855

14,408
1,331
3112

v
3,080

16,827

1.841

A15
6214
5,806
2,013
7.017
1,274

$308,018

MOTE: All per enpits amounts are in dollars; total ameunts are in thousands of dollors.
Bcurce:  AUIR atall sstimates,
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Revenue
Per
Caplta

ERA1.50
4,581,856
1,216.16

B47.91

1,44582
1,208.37
1,608,209
1,236.13
217172
1,004.30
1,034.06
1,526.16

o05.68

1,379.85
1,084.57
1,260,459
1,240,400

£00.32
1,066, 00
1,200.47

1,370.71
1,525.60
1,562.05
1,633.08

AET0E
%01.34

1,252 84
1,1909.25
1,226.74

G070
1,614.40

1,145.23
2,082.40
1,00 35
1,267.41
1,288.87
1,117.090
1,254.63
1,210.62
1,383.25

G44.05
93751
84570

1,052.38
1,114.20
1,165.11
1,102_60
1,335.47
1,0d41.32
1,535.47
2,493.15

§1,304.27

Tax
Effort
Index

0.3
140.7
945
B6.7
929
E2.0
9.2
Ti4
1E0.0
T4.6
BE.5
9.2
51.1
108.5
852
1117
84.9
&R.6
81.4
105.3
89,7
105.4
129.2
1237
84.6
85,1
100.9
98,7
646
65,9
108.5
84,9
1583
B4
8d.3
104.8
5.9
1028
103.1
122.9
B4.5
6.5
S5
887
1061
8.7
B2
1ick.3
99.7
132.7
1054
100.0












Recent ACIR Publications

The 1988 Federal Tax Reform Act: Its Effect on Both Federal and State Personal
Income Tax Liabilities, SR-7, forthcoming 12/87

The Organization of Local Publie Economies, A-109, 64 pp.
Measuring State Fiscal Capacity, 1987 Editon, M-156, 12/87, 152 pp.

Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1988 Edition, Vol 1, M-155, 12/87, 128 pp.

Is Constitutional Reform Necessary to Reinvigorate Federalism? A Roundtable
Discussion, M-154, 11/87, 39 pp.

Local Revenue Diversification: User Charges; SR-6. 10/87, 64 pp.

The Tronsformation in American Politics: Implications for Federalism,
B-9R, 10/57, B pp.

Changing Public Attitudes on Governments and Taxes, 5-16, 9/87, 64 pp.

Devolving Selected Federal-Aid Highway Programs and Revenue Bases:
A Critieal Appraisal, A-108, 9/87, 56 pp.

Estimates of Revenue Potential from State Taxation of Out-of-State Mail Order
Sales, SR~3, W8T, 10 pp.

A Catnlog of Federal Grant-in-Aid Programs to State and Local Governments:
Grants Funded FY 1987, M-153, 887, 36 pp.

Fiscal Discipline in the Federal System: National Reform and the Experience of
the States, A-107, &/87, 58 pp .

Federalism and the Constitution: A Symposium on Garcia, M-152, 7/87, B3 pp.

Local Perspectives on State-Local Highway Consultation and Cooperation,
SR-4, T/87, 48 pp.

Summary of Welfare Reform Hearings— 1986, SE-3, 6787, 31 pp
Bignificant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1987 Edition, M-151, 6/87, 304 P

Preliminary Estimates of the Effect of the 1986 Federal Tax Reform Act
on State Personal Income Tax Linbilities, 5R-2, 12/86, 16 pp,

Measuring State Fiseal Capacity: Alternative Methods and Their Uses,
1986 Edition, M-150, 9/86, 181 pp.

The Transformation in American Politics: Implications Tor Federalism,
A-106, 8/86, 400 pp.

The Agricultural Recession: Its Impact on the Finances of State and Loeal
Governments, SH-1, 8/86, 80 pp.

State and Loeal Taxation of Out-of-State Mail Order Sales, A-105, 4/86, 160 PP

A Framework for Studying the Controversy Concerning the Federal Courts and
Federalism, M-149, 4/85, 75 pp.

Devolving Federnl Program Responsibilities and Revenue Bources to State and
Loeal Governments, A-104, 3786, B8 pp.
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The reports of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations are released in five series: the A" series de-
notes reporis contarmng Commiskon recommendations; the *M" series containg Commission information reports ; the
“E" serieg identifies reports based on public opinion surveys; the “B” geries reports are ahbreviated summaries of full
repaorts; and the “5R" series are staff information reparts. Heparts may be obtained from ACIR, 1111-20th Strest, NW,

Washington, [N 30575,




What

is
ACIR?

The Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (ACIR) was created by
the Congress in 1859 to monitor the opera-
tion of the American federal system and to
recommend improvements. ACIR is a par-
manent national bipartisan body repre-
senting the executive and legislative
branches of federal, state, and local povern-
ment and the public,

The Commission is composed of 26 mem-
bers—nine representing the federal gov-
ernment, 14 representing state and local
government, and three representing the
public. The President appoints 20—three
private citizens and three federal executive
officials directly and four governors, three
state legislators, four mayors, and three
elected county officials from slates nomi-
nated by the National Governors” Confer-
ence, the Council of State Governments,
the National League of Cities .S, Confer-
ence of Mayors, and the National Associa-
tion of Counties, The three Senators are
chosen by the President of the Senate and
the three Representatives by the Speaker
of the Houss.

Each Commission member serves a two-
year term and may be reappointed,

As a continuing body, the Commission ap-
proaches its work by addressing itselfl to
specific issues and problems, the resolution
of which would produce improved cooper-

ation among the levels of government and
more eflfective Tunctioning of the federal
system. In addition to dealing with the all-
important functional and structural rela-
tionships among the various governments,
the Commission has also extensively stud-
ied critical stresses currently be placed on
traditional governmental taxing practices.
Ome of the long-range efforts of the Com-
mission has been to seek ways to improve
federal, state, and local governmental tax-
ing practices and policies to achieve equita-
ble allocation of resources, increased
efficiency in collection and administration
and reduced compliance burdens upon the
LAXDAYETS.

Studies undertaken by the Commission
have dealt with subjects as diverse as trans-
portation and as specific ag state taxation of
out-of-state depositories; as wide ranging as
substate regionalism to the more special-
ized issue of local revenue diversification. In
selecting items for the work program, the
Commission considers the relative impor-
tance and urgency uftht problem, its man-
ageability from the point of view of finances
and stafl available to M:I'H and the extent
to which the Commission can malke a fruit-
ful contribution toward the solution of the
problem.

After selecting Hpumrl:: intergovernmental
issues for investigation, ACIR follows a mul-
tistep procedure that assures review and
comment by representatives of all points of
view, all affected levels of government, tech-
nical experts, and interested groups. The
Commission then debates each issue and
formulates its policy position, Commission
findings and recommendations are pub-
lished and draft bills and executive orders
developed to assist in implementing ACIR
policies
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