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Executive Summary 
The Representative Thx System (RTS) ranks a 

state's tax and revenue bases and underlying 
economy relative to other states. In 1991, state fiscal 
capacity clearly reflected the uneven impact of the 
national recession on regional economies: many 
states in the New England and Mid-Atlantic regions 
that had among the highest tax capacities in the 
nation in 1988 suffered large losses in capacity 
between 1988 and 1991. New Hampshire, for 
example, had the biggest loss, dropping from a tax 
capacity index of 126 in 1988 to 110 in 1991. States in 
the Plains, Rocky Mountain, and Far West regions of 
the country enjoyed gains in relative capacities as 
natural resource prices recovered from their 1988 
levels and caused the tax bases of resource-rich 
states to improve. Wyoming's tax capacity index 
increased from 123 to 134 between 1988 and 1991. 
Other regions showed less distinct patterns. 

Of the six states with the largest losses in tax 
capacity, five are located along the northeastern 
seaboard: Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Harnp- 
shire, New York, and Rhode Island. Conversely, the 
nine states with the largest gains in capacity are 
located west of the Mississippi River. 

Overall, the differences among states' taxing 
capacities narrowed between 1988 and 1991. This 
results from northeastern states with very high 
capacities in 1988 losing capacity while many lower 
capacity states improved. lbenty-nine states gained in 
relative tax capacity between 1988 and 1991. Of the 19 
that lost capacity, 15 lie east of the Mississippi River. 

RTS, in addition to measuring capacity, also 
measures tax effort. It answers the question, 
"Relative to other states, how much of a state's 
capacity is being used?" States with historically high 

tax efforts-especially in the Northeast and upper 
Midwest-continue to have the highest efforts in the 
country. Southern and western states continue to have 
tax efforts below the national average. 

Given the anti-tax climate of recent years, it is 
not surprising that changes in tax effort were less 
dramatic between 1988 and 1991 than were changes 
in tax capacity. Except for increases in tax effort in 
the northeastern states battered by recession, 
regional patterns in tax effort show little change. 

Other findings of this report include: 

The five states with the highest tax capacity 
in 1991 were Alaska, Hawaii, Wyoming, 
Connecticut, and Nevada. Hawaii moved up 
from a rank of 11 to 2 and Wyoming from a 
rank of 9 to 3. 

The five states with the lowest tax capacity in 
1991 were Mississippi, West Virginia, Ar- 
kansas, Alabama, and Idaho. Four of the 
five states with the lowest tax capacity are lo- 
cated in the Southeast. 

The five jurisdictions with the highest tax 
effort in 1991 were the District of Colum- 
bia, New York, Alaska, Wisconsin, and 
Rhode Island. 

The five states with the lowest tax effort were 
Nevada, Montana, Delaware, Alabama, and 
Wyoming. Each of these states lacks either a 
general sales tax or an individual income tax. 

Nevada and Wyoming each have one of the 
five highest tax capacities and one of the five 
lowest tax efforts. 
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Introduction 
RTS 1991 is the most recent report on ACIR's 

continuing research directed at measuring state 
fiscal capacity and effort. Initiated in 1962, the 
Representative Tax System (RTS) has been updated 
and revised over the years to reflect more accurately 
the dynamics of state and local finances. This report 
contains estimates for 1991, the most recent year for 
which data are available from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census. The findings are based on preliminary data, 
since actual data were not published at the time the 
estimates were made. 

The report is organized in four chapters and 
three appendixes. In Chapter 1,  the concepts, 
methods, and uses of the Representative Tax System 
and Representative Revenue System (RRS) are 
defined and described. The chapter contains a 
one-page "In Brief" description of the RTS and RRS 
and tables summarizing the basic elements of the 
systems for 1991. It also includes a description of 
state applications of the RTS methodology to 
analysis of local fiscal capacity and effort. 

Chapter 2 contains the overall fiscal capacity 
indexes for 1991, with an analysis of the estimates in 
terms of regional patterns of fiscal capacity and 
changes in fiscal capacity and effort for particular 

states. This chapter also compares the RTS and 
RRS indexes with other measures of 1991 state fiscal 
capacity. 

Chapter 3 summarizes the information on a 
state-by-state basis. There are two graphs for each 
state, one displaying the trends in fiscal capacity and 
effort, the other the state's fiscal position disag- 
gregated into eight major revenue sources. This 
section of the report offers a quick visual summary of 
the results of the analysis for each state. 

Chapter 4 contains the detailed information 
involved in generating the overall estimates of fiscal 
capacity, with one table for each of the 27 tax bases 
in the Representative Tax System and the three 
additional nontax revenue bases included in the 
Representative Revenue System. 

Appendix A contains a review of the history and 
evolution of RTS and RRS, including changes that 
have been made since the systems were developed 
and the effects of some recent changes on the 1991 
estimates. Appendix B includes a user's guide that 
specifies the data sources and methods used in the 
RTS and RRS estimation. Appendix C contains 
historical data on a variety of fiscal capacity and 
effort indexes. 

US. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relalions 1 





Definitions, Methods, 
and Uses of the Representative Tax System 

In the United States, per capita personal income is 
the measure most used as an indicator of state fiscal 
capacity in federal grant formulas and elsewhere. As 
past ACIR reports have emphasized, hawever, per 
capita income is an inadequate gauge of the revenue- 
raising ability of state and local gwemments. 

The chief arguments against using per capita 
income to measure state and local government 
revenue-raising ability are that it fails to reflect the 
diversity of tax and revenue sources as well as the 
ability of states to "export" taxes, that is, to levy taxes 
that are ultimately paid by nonresidents. ACIR 
developed the Representative System (RTS) as 
an alternative to per capita income that would 
reflect more accurately the relative revenue-raising 
abilities of state and local g0vernrnents.l 

In 1986, ACIR developed the Representative 
Revenue System (RRS), a parallel measure to the 
RTS that includes the capacity to collect nontax 
revenues, such as user charges, in addition to tax 
revenues. Estimates developed using the RRS 
methodology have been presented along with the 
RTS estimates since then. Recently, other ap- 
proaches to measuring fiscal capacity, including 
Gross State Product, Total W b l e  Resources, and 
Export-Adjusted Income, have been developed. 
This report describes these methodologies briefly in 
Chapter 2 and presents updated estimates for the 
available measures in 'Ihble 5 and Appendix C.2 

Definffions 
This section defines the major concepts and 

terms used in this report. 

Revenue-raising ability is the hypothetical 
ability of a state and its local governments to raise 
revenues to support public services. RTS measures 
revenue-raising ability by estimating the tax yield 
that would result from applying a standard, repre- 
sentative set of tax base definitions and tax rates in 
every state. RRS estimates revenue-raising ability by 
measuring the revenues that would result from 
applying a standard, representative set of tax and 
revenue bases and rates in every state. Because the 
same tax base definitions and tax rates are used for 
every state, revenue yields estimated under the RTS 
or RRS vary across states only because of differ- 
ences in the underlying economic bases that are 
available to be taxed. 

Tax capacity refers to the estimated dollar yield 
of the Representative Tax System in a particular 
state. 7h.x capacity may be estimated for a particular 
tax or, by summing the capacity under each tax in 
the RTS, for all taxes combined. Capacity per capita 
is calculated by dividing tax capacity by population, 
a scaling factor that allows the state capacity figures 
to be compared more easily. A state's tax capacity 
index is computed by dividing the state's capacity 
per capita by the national average capacity per 
capita and multiplying by 100. The result is a 
measure of the potential tax wealth of each state in 
relation to the national average of 100. 

Revenue capacity is the estimated dollar yield of 
the Representative Revenue System in a particular 
state. Revenue capacity may be estimated for a 
particular revenue source, or, by summing the 
capacity under each tax and other revenue source 
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RTS and RRS in Brief 

States vary in their relative abilities to raise reve- 
nues to support public services because of under- 
lying economic factors. The Representative Tax 
System (RTS) and the Representative Revenue 
System (RRS) measure the relative fiscal capaci- 
ties, or revenue-raising abilities, of states and their 
local governments. They also measure tax effort, 
or the relative extent to which these governments 
utilize their tax bases. 

Capacity Defined 
RTS and RRS define fiscal capacity as the relative 
per capita amounts of revenue states would raise 
if they used "representative" tax and revenue sys- 
tems. The systems consist of national average tax 
rates applied to all commonly used tax or revenue 
bases. Under these systems, capacities vary solely 
because of differing tax base levels, such as prop- 
erty values or retail sales. 

Effort Defined 
A state's fiscal effort is defined as the ratio of its 
actual revenues to its estimated capacity. Effort 
thus provides a measure of the extent to which a 
state and its local governments are taxing their avail- 
able resources. 

The Method Step by Step 

Step 1. Collect data on the level of the tax or 
revenue base in each state for each of the 
27 RTS bases and the additional three 
RRS bases. 

Step 2. Compute the average tax rate for each 
base by dividing total collections nation- 
wide by the national total base for that tax 
or revenue. 

Step 3. Apply each average tax rate to the 
appropriate tax or revenue base in every 
state. This determines the hypothetical 
revenue yield, or capacity, that would 
result from each revenue source if every 
state used a representative system. 

Step 4. Add together the hypothetical revenue 
yields from each source in each state to 

obtain the total revenue capacity in each 
state and the U.S. 

Step 5. Divide total capacity in each state and 
total U.S. capacity by population to 
determine capacity per capita. 

Step 6. Divide each state's capacity per capita by 
the U.S. capacity per capita and multiply 
by 100. The result is each state's fiscal 
capacity index, with an index of 100 
corresponding to the national average. 

Step 7. Divide each state's actual collections for 
each revenue source by population to get 
collections per capita. 

Step 8. Divide each state's collections per capita 
by its capacity per capita for each 
revenue source and for the total, and 
multiply by 100 in each case. The result is 
each state's fiscal effort index for each 
revenue and its revenue system as a 
whole, with an index of 100 equal to the 
national average fiscal effort. 

Uses of RTS 
Measurements of capacity can be used to: 

Monitor and compare trends in states' fiscal 
and economic health. 

Provide perspective on regional economic 
trends. 

Target aid through grant formulas to states 
with lesser abilities to raise revenues from 
their own sources. 

Measurements of eflort can be used to: 

Compare a state's utilization of its tax and 
revenue bases, both in aggregate and disag- 
gregated by base, relative to other states. 

Identify for any state the composition of the 
revenue structure and any differences between 
KrS collections and capacity for each source. 

nrget federal aid through grant formulas to 
states to reflect tax effort. 
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included in the RRS, for the total RRS. A state's 
revenue per capita or revenue capacity index is 
calculated in the same way as are the tax capacity 
measures explained above. 

Fiscal capacity is the hypothetical ability of a 
state and its local governments to raise revenues to 
provide public services in the state relative to the 
need for those services. The relative need for 
services across states is not directly addressed in 

this r e p ~ r t . ~  However, population, which is used 
primarily as a scaling factor in computing capacity 
per capita, also can be regarded as a rough indicator 
of public service needs. Thus, while the main focus 
of this report is on revenue-raising ability, the 
estimates of per capita tax and revenue capacity also 
can be regarded as measures of fiscal capacity. 

Tax effort measures the extent to which a state 
utilizes its available tax bases. Tax effort can be 

State Applications of RTS: Examples from Maryland and Virginia 

The same approach ACIR uses in reporting on 
state fiscal capacity and effort can be used to 
calculate local fiscal capacity and effort within a 
state. Good examples of such reporting come 
from Maryland and Virginia. 

Maryland 
Tar Capacity and Effort: Local Governments in 
Maryland is an annual report prepared by the 
legislative Department of Fiscal Services. The 
report is based on eight tax bases: property, per- 
sonal income, sales of utilities, sales of hotel and 
motel rooms, property transfer, recordation, ad- 
missions and amusements, and water and sewer. 
The analysis focuses on Maryland's 23 counties 
and Baltimore City. Municipal figures are com- 
bined with county figures to calculate tax capac- 
ity and effort for each jurisdiction. 

The ability to use RTS as a basis for distributing 
aid has been pointed out for the federal govern- 
ment, but the system has never been used in fed- 
eral aid formulas. While Maryland does not use 
RTS to target local aid, a distinctive feature of 
the state report is its analysis of the effects of 
state aid on local fiscal capacity and effort. In 
the Maryland report, county tax capacity is mea- 
sured before and after state aid to determine the 
extent to which aid compensates for differences 
in local tax capacities. 

In the report covering the period 1989-1991, 
state aid was found to have raised the relativeca- 
pacity of low-wealth jurisdictions by an average 
of 14 points and to have reduced the relative ca- 
pacity of medium and high-wealth jurisdictions 
by an average of 19 points. Overall, state aid re- 
duced the disparities in revenue capacity among 
jurisdictions by about 50 percent. 

Virginia 
In Virginia, the Commission on Local Govern- 
ment prepares an annual analysis, Report on the 
Comparative Revenue Capacity, Revenue Effort, 
and Fkcal Stress of Virginia's Counties and Cities. 
All local governments in Virginia are either coun- 
ties or cities, with no overlap between the two, so 
that assigning revenues to jurisdictions is easier 
than it would be in many other states. 

The analysis focuses on six revenue bases: real 
property tax, public service corporation property 
tax, tangible personal property tax, motor vehicle li- 
cense tax, local option sales tax, and other lo- 
cal-source instruments. The report highhghts 
changes in relative fiscal capacity and effort on a re- 
gional basis, between cities and counties generally, 
and between cities and their outlying counties. 

A summary statistic reported as a fiscal stress in- 
dex is reported for each jurisdiction. This figure 
combines relative stress values derived from raw 
score indicators of revenue capacity per capita, 
revenue effort, and median adjusted gross in- 
come. These stress indexes form the basis of a 
separate report that analyzes the effects of state 
mandates on local government. 

Intergovernmental Mandates and Financial Aid to 
Local Governments was prepared by the Joint 
Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the 
Virginia General Assembly. The 1992 report used 
the fiscal stress index to analyze the effects of 
state mandates on local governments and to as- 
sess the effects of state aid to local governments. 
The report concluded that while state aid to local 
governments had been significant, increased local 
reliance on own-source revenues would make it dif- 
ficult for local gwernments to accept additional 
state mandates without new sources of state aid. 
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measured for each tax base as well as for the total of 
all revenues in RTS. effort is determined by 
comparing a state's actual revenues with its esti- 
mated capacity to raise revenues. It is computed by 
dividing a state's revenue per capita (actual 
collections divided by population) by its capacity 
per capita and multiplying by 100. The result can be 
interpreted as the intensity with which a state uses 
its tax bases. 

Revenue effort refers to the extent to which a 
state utilizes the revenue bases available to it. 
Revenue effort is calculated in the same manner as is 
tax effort (as a ratio of collections to tax base). 

Methodology 
RTS and RRS provide yardsticks for measuring 

the potential ability of each state and its local 
governments to raise taxes-and certain nontax 
revenues-from their own sources by defining 
standardized tax systems. The systems are "repre- 
sentative" in that their elements, a set of tax bases 
and tax rates, are typical of those in use by state and 
local governments. 

RTS and RRS carry no judgment as to whether 
the typical system-or the state-local tax system of 
any particular state-is "good" or "bad." Rather, a 
representative standard is used to ensure that the 
tax system being measured in each state is grounded 
in the tax policy of state and local governments in the 
aggregate. At the same time, because the represen- 
tative systems are hypothetical, they abstract from 
the policy of any particular jurisdiction, thus 
preventing jurisdictions fiom being able to influence 
their measured capacity by changing their policy 
unilaterally. This feature of RTS is particularly 
important if the estimates are used as a basis for 
distributing funds, as they are in Canada. 

Applying the RTS and RRS tax systems in 
every state yields consistent estimates of the 
potential revenue that could be raised in every 
state under a standardized tax policy. These 
estimates can be compared across states to 
ascertain the relative revenue-raising ability of 
each state. They also can be compared with the 
actual revenues of a particular state to provide 
information about that state's tax effort. 

Determining the Tax Sources. RTS and RRS 
endeavor to include all tax or revenue bases 
commonly subject to state and local levies. For 1991, 
the 27 tax components in RTS and the additional 
three revenue components in RRS, along with their 
relative weights, in absolute dollars as a percentage 

of total RRS revenues are shown in Table 1. RTS 
accounts for 100 percent of tax revenues (as defined 
and reported by the U.S. Bureau of the Census), and 
RRS accounts for 89 percent of general own-source 
revenues. The only general revenues excluded from 
RRS are interest earnings and sale of property, both 
of which are determined largely by public activity, 
and certain miscellaneous general revenues. 

Such comprehensiveness ensures that all re- 
sources contributing to a government's ability to 
raise own-source revenues are included, and thus 
avoids biasing the measurement of relative reve- 
nue-raising ability. 

Defining and Estimating the Tax Bases. The 
definition and quantification of tax bases lie at the 
heart of the RTSIRRS approach to measuring 
revenue-raising ability because the variation across 
states in tax bases determines the variation in 
capacity for each revenue source. The RTS/RRS tax 
bases, as distinct from the statutory tax bases that 
are defined by each state's tax policy, represent the 
relative amounts of resources available to be taxed 
in the states. Thus, in RTSIRRS, a base for every tax 
is estimated for every state, regardless of whether or 
to what extent the state and its localities use the tax. For 
example, an individual income tax base is estimated 
for states that have no individual income tax 
because this tax option is available to them. 

In most cases, the tax bases defined for 
RTS/RRS are closely related to statutory tax bases 
used by states and local governments. For example, 
retail sales form the basis for the general sales and 
gross receipts tax; gallons of fuel consumed are the 
base for the motor fuels tax; and the estimated 
market value of residential property is used as the 
base for the residential property tax. In a few cases, 
the defined bases are proxies that generally are not 
used as actual bases (e.g., federal income tax liability 
for personal income taxes and personal income for 
user charges), but they are chosen because they 
represent the best available data on the distribution 
of the potential tax base among  state^.^ 

The tax bases used in the 1991 estimates are 
described and their total amounts given in Zible 1. 
The data sources and methods involved in con- 
structing the bases are described in Appendix B. 

Calculating the Representative Rate. A stan- 
dard set of tax rates is the other distinguishing 
element of RTSIRRS. The tax rates are calculated by 
dividing the U.S. total of actual revenues for a tax 
source by the total estimated RTS/RRS base for all 
states, producing a national average tax rate. For ex- 
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ample, the representative tax rate for corporation 
net income taxes of 8.79 percent is calculated by di- 
viding total RTS revenues of $24.4 billion for that 
category by the U.S. total RTS tax base of $277.5 bil- 
lion. Like the definition of the tax bases, the RTS/ 
RRS tax rates abstract from, but are representative 
of, state-local tax policy. 

The representative rates used in the 1991 
RTSIRRS are shown in the last column of Tmble 1. 
The representative rates for the different revenue 
sources reflect the varying degrees to which each 
type of economic activity and resource is typically 
taxed. This ability of RTS/RRS to measure the 
potential contribution of individual types of tax 
sources to total state fiscal capacity gives it an 
advantage over other approaches that measure state 
fiscal capacity using more aggregate indicators. It 
allows tax-by-tax comparisons of fiscal capacity 
across states and, in conjunction with state tax 
revenues, analysis of the utilization of particular 
revenue sources. 

Estimating Capacity. For each revenue source, 
the dollar amount of tax capacity for every state is 
estimated by multiplying the RTSIRRS tax base by 
the representative tax rate. For example, Alaba- 
ma's capacity under the general sales tax ($1.8 
billion) is the product of its tax base of $27.5 billion 
and the representative rate of 6.48 percent. The 
estimates of total RTSIRRS capacity by state are 
then derived by summing each state's capacity for 
each tax across taxes. Alabama's 1991 RTS 
capacity for all taxes is $6.9 billion. 

Because the representative tax rates are national 
averages, the nationwide total of capacity under each 
tax equals the nationwide total of actual state-local 
revenues under each tax. As the nationwide total of 
revenues (capacity) for each tax represents the weight 
of that tax in the total representative (average) tax 
system, the use of representative rates maintains 
those relative weights among tax sources. This 
weighting system implicit in RTSIRRS avoids the 
need to impose an alternative weighting method that 
is either arbitrary or prescriptive. In this way also, 
RTSIRRS is representative, depending on the 
average choices made by all states and localities 
taken together. 

The variation in capacity across states reflects 
the differences in the composition and level of 
taxable resources across states. These taxable 
resources arise from economic activity within the 
state undertaken by residents as well as that induced 
by nonresidents. This feature is important because 

of the ability of states to "export" part of their taxes 
to nonresidents, thereby reducing the fiscal burden 
on residents for any given level of revenue raised. 
For purposes of this report, two types of exporting 
are of interesL5 

The first type of exporting results from levying a 
tax on income or a product at its source (as its value 
is added or created). The tax is then embodied in the 
price of the product, and may be passed forward to 
nonresident consumers (e.g., in an out-of-state 
market) or shifted backward in the form of reduced 
payments to nonresident factor suppliers (e.g., 
out-of-state shareholders or contractors). The sec- 
ond type of exporting occurs as a result of levying a 
tax directly on a product or service purchased at 
retail by nonresidents visiting the state (e.g., hotel 
room taxes). 

Thus, a state's fiscal capacity depends not only 
on revenue bases located within the state but also on 
how much of its economy is made up of activities 
that permit it to pass on taxes to nonresidents in 
their roles as consumers andlor factor suppliers. 

RTSIRRS directly capture states' opportunities 
for tax exporting by including nonresident-induced 
activity in the tax bases. The retail sales tax base, for 
example, includes purchases made by visitors as well 
as residents. The severance tax bases include the total 
value of the resources extracted, regardless of their 
final destination. In contrast, per capita income, by 
focusing only on residents, ignores tax exporting and 
thereby understates the fiscal capacity of tourist-rich 
states, such as Hawaii and Nevada, or energy-rich 
states, such as Alaska and Wyoming6 

Estimating Tax Effort. A state's tax effort is 
calculated by dividing its actual tax collections by its 
capacity to collect taxes. For example, Alaska's 
overall RTS tax effort index of 119 is the result of 
dividing the state's RTS per capita revenues of 
$4,411.41 by its per capita capacity of $3,703.98 (and 
multiplying by 100 to put it on an index basis). A 
state's tax effort indicates the extent to which a state 
is utilizing the tax bases available to it relative to the 
national average. Thus, if a state were using a tax 
base at the national average (i.e., if its tax effort 
index were 100), its actual collections would just 
equal its estimated capacity because its capacity is 
determined by its base multiplied by the representa- 
tive (national average) rate. 

Moreover, because tax capacity is derived using 
standardized tax bases, the RT!j/RRS tax effort 
measures are comparable across states in a way that 
comparisons of statutory tax rates are not. A simple 
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comparison of nominal sales tax rates, for example, 
can be misleading because it does not take into 
consideration the great variation among states in the 
composition of their sales tax bases. 

USES OF RTSIRRS 
In the United States, RTS and RRS are used 

primarily as informational and analytical tools. The 
aggregate RTS and RRS capacity indexes are used 
by federal and state policymakers and analysts to 
monitor and compare the overall fiscal and economic 
strengths of the states relative to each other. Because 
the capacity indexes for states in a region tend to move 
together, they also provide perspective on regional 
economic trends. The aggregate indexes of tax effort 
are used also to compare the relative position of the 
states in their taxing policies. 

The disaggregated capacity and effort data are 
useful to state policymakers and others for analyzing 
a particular state's tax and revenue system. The 
capacity measures can be used to determine a state's 
relative strength or weakness in particular economic 
bases, while the effort measures can be used to 
compare a state's reliance on specific revenue 
sources or its mix of taxes and other revenue sources 
with the national average. From the graphs pre- 
sented in Chapter 3, for example, policymakers can 
see at a glance how, relative to other revenue sources 
and other state-local systems, a state is "underutiliz- 
ing" or "overworking" particular revenue sources 
relative to the national average. 

RTS and RRS are descriptive rather than 
prescriptive. They are not meant to imply that a state 
should or should not have a particular tax effort or 
revenue mix. Furthermore, state rankings in fiscal 
capacity do not impIy better or worse services or 
revenue systems, or more or less efficiency in 
taxation. 

Although in the United States RTS and RRS are 
not used in fiscal equalization formulas, their 
potential for this use has been recognized in 
legislation and in Canada's use of an RTS in its 
program of federal-provincial equalization assis- 
tance. The RTSIRRS capacity measures could be 
used in federal grant formulas to target aid to states 
with lesser abilities to raise revenues from their own 
sources or to target aid to regions experiencing 
economic downturns. The effort measures also 
could be used as elements in a grant formula 
designed to target federal aid to states in relation to 
tax effort. 

Notes 
See Appendix A for a description of previous ACIR work in 
this area. 

*These measures are discussed and compared with RTS in an 
earlier ACIR report, Measuring State Fiscal Capacity: Altema- 
rive Methods and their Uses (Washington, DC, September 1986). 
See Robert W. Rafuse, Jr., Representative l5penditures:Addtv.u- 
ing the Neglected Dimension of Fiscal Capacity (Washington, 
DC: ACIR, 1991). This report measures the relative costs 
among states of providing a standard set and level of services 
using a "representative expenditure" approach analogous to 
the representative tax system. 

4For current data on state practices regarding tax bases, see 
ACIR, Significant Featurn of F k a l  Fedemlh, 1993 Edition, 
Volume I (Washington, DC, February 1993). 

SAnother way exportation may occur is through the deduc- 
tibility of state and local taxes on the federal income tax. Be- 
cause itemizing taxpayers receive a reduction in their federal 
income tax liability for every dollar of certain state and local 
taxes paid, deductibility reduces the effective price of such state 
and local taxes and provides an indirect subsidy to state and 10- 
cal governments that is paid by taxpayers nationwide. 
One can get an idea of a state's ability to export part of its tax 
burden by comparing its per capita income index (the ratio of 
the state's per capita income to the average per capita income 
of the United States) with its RTS index Thus, for example, the 
data show that the 1990 per capita income of Nevadans is 
$19,783 compared to a national average of $19,092. This sug- 
gests that, using per capita income as a measure of fiscal capac- 
ity, Nevada has a capacity that is 4 percent higher than the 
national average. The RTS, however, shows Nevada's 1991 fis- 
cal capacity index to be 128, or 28 percent above the national 
average. The difference of 24 points between these two mea- 
sures is accounted for largely by the exporting of taxes to non- 
residents. 
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Analysis of the 1991 Estimates 
UNDERSTANDING A STATE'S 

TAX CAPACITY IND€X 
The index ranking that corresponds to a state's tax 

capacity represents the state's ability to generate 
revenue relative to the other 49 states and the District 
of Columbia. For example, an index of 93 means the 
state has less tax base capacity than the average state 
(7 percent less, to be exact), but more capacity than a 

state with an index of 78. Thus, tax capacity is a good 
proxy for relative state fiscal condition. 

As such, there are two aspects of capacity that 
are important: how a state's capacity compares to 
the national average capacity and how a state's 
relative capacity changes over time. Map 1 shows 
state tax capacity for 1991. Thirteen states and the 
District of Columbia had a tax capacity index 

I Soura: ACIR. I 
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greater than 105 and 26 states had an index below 95. 
Eleven states' indexes were 5 percent above or below 
the national average capacity of 100. Oregon's index 
was exactly 100, meaning that it alone had the 
national average tax capacity of approximately 
$2,083 per capita. (Table 4-1 in Chapter 4 provides a 
state-by-state listing of total per capita tax capacity 
amounts. Other tables in that chapter provide the 
same information for the individual tax and revenue 
bases that comprise RTS and RRS). 

In general, states with high tax capacities are 
resource rich (Alaska, Wyoming), have populations 
with high incomes and high property values 
(California, Connecticut), or have large tourist 
industries (Hawaii, Nevada). Since more states have 
low capacities than have high capacities, the index 
scores of the high-capacity states tend to vary 
significantly above 100, while the indexes of the 
low-capacity states are more nearly clustered below 
100. Individual state tax capacity and effort indexes 
for RTS and RRS are listed in Table 2 and Table 3. 
These tables also show the changes in capacities and 
efforts between 1988 and 1991. 

CHANGES IN TAX CAPACIN 

While a state's tax capacity relative to the rest of 
the nation is best measured by its relative tax 
capacity index, changes in that index over time 
provide a barometer of recent trends in a state's 
fiscal position. Changes in state tax capacity tend to 
mirror economic expansions and recessions, in- 
creasing when the state experiences economic 
growth and declining when it encounters recessions. 
Changes in individual state capacity also can follow 
booms and busts in particular sectors of the 
economy, because some states have economies 
heavily dependent on these sectors. 

For example, oil rich states in the Rocky 
Mountain and Southwest regions saw their tax 
capacities skyrocket in the early 1980s, when oil 
prices were high. As oil imports became more readily 
available, the subsequent decline in oil prices caused a 
decline in tax capacity based on potential severance 
tax revenues. 

In contrast, states with more diversified econo- 
mies tend to resist the booms and busts that are 
characteristic of states with one or two dominant 
sectors. Pennsylvania is a good example. It's tax 
capacity index has changed very little over the years, 
hitting a low of 88 in 1983 and 1984, and reaching a 
high of 99 in 1977. 

Table 2 
Total 1991 RTS Capacity and Effort Indexes 

and Changes from 1988, by State 

Region and State Capacity Change Effort Change 

New England 
Connecticut 130 
Maine 95 
Massachusetts 117 
New Hampshire 110 
Rhode Island 89 
Vermont 105 

Mid-Atlantic 
Delaware 125 
District of Columbia lu 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Great Lakes 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Plains 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Southeast 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Southwest 
Arizona 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Rocky Mountain 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Far West 
California 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Washington 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

Note: The District of Columbia is treated as a state for RTSJRRS. 
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Table 3 
Total 1991 RRS Capacity and Effort Indexes 

and Changes from 1988, by State 

Region and State Capacity Change Effort Change 

New England 
Connecticut 130 
Maine 94 
Massachusetts 119 
New Hampshire 111 
Rhode Island 91 
Vermont 102 

Mid Atlantic 
Delaware l.20 
District of Columbia 124 
Marvland 
~ e ;  ~ e r s e ~  
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Great Lakes 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Plains 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Southeast 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Southwest 
Arizona 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Rocky Mountain 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Far West 
California 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Washington 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

Note: The District of Columbia is treated as a state for RTSJRRS. 

Map 2 shows the dramatic effect of the 1990-91 
recession on states along the east coast. Even though 
many of.these states have tax capacities among the 
highest in the nation (Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire), they lost capacity between 1988 and 
1991 as the recession rocked the regional economy. 

In general, more states gained capacity than lost 
it between 1988 and 1991. Nineteen states lost 
capacity, three remained constant, and 29 gained 
capacity. Since the states that lost capacity tended to 
be among those with the highest capacities to begin 
with, this change represented a flattening out or 
equalizing among states of their individual fiscal 
capacities. This trend is borne out further by the 
measure of dispersion of the states indexes around 
the mean of 100. 

The population-weighted standard deviation 
of the RTS capacity indexes is a summary 
indicator of the dispersion of state fiscal capacity 
estimates around the national average of 100. This 
indicator measures the disparity among state 
fiscal capacities. It declined from 14.5 in 1988 to 
12.6 in 1991. This measure peaked in 1981, when it 
reached 18.5 (see Graph 3). The decline from 1988 
to 1991 confirms that the losses among high-ca- 
pacity states and the gains among low-capacity 
states had the effect of bringing the 50 states closer 
together in their fiscal capacities. 

UNDERSTANDING A STATE'S 
TAX EFFORT 

Whereas tax capacity represents the ability of a 
state to generate revenues given its tax base, tax effort 
is a measure of the will to levy taxes. States in the 
Northeast and the upper Midwest have often been 
characterized as choosing to tax heavily because their 
citizens have a high preference for public services. 
Conversely, states in the West and Southeast have 
traditionally exerted a low tax effort, reflecting a 
preference for a smaller public sector. With few 
exceptions, Map 3 bears out this generalization. 

In addition to public preferences, another 
feature that affects state tax effort is tax capacity. 
Since tax effort is derived from a state's tax capacity, 
as tax capacity increases, tax effort often declines, 
and vice versa. Thus, without any change in tax rates, 
the state's effort may change because of changes in 
its underlying economy. This inverse relationship is 
readily apparent from examining Table 2 and Table 
3-states and regions where capacity increased 
tended to have effort decline, and vice versa. The 
state graphs of capacity and effort in Chapter 3 also 
show this relationship. It is not possible to separate 
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Gmph 1 
Standard Deviation of RTS Capacity Indexes, Selected Years 1975.1991 

20 

14 U.S. Advisory Commission on intergovernmental Relations 



the changes in effort due to changes in capacity from 
those due to policy decisions. 

Only seven states and the District of Columbia 
had 1991 tax effort indexes that exceeded 105. 
lhenty states had indexes between 95 and 105, 
including four states (Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, and 
Kentucky) with indexes of exactly 100, and the 
remaining 23 states had indexes below 95. 

Changes in tax effort exhibited a weaker regional 
pattern between 1988 and 1991 than did changes in tax 
capacity. Map 4 shows the 18 states where tax effort 
increased between 1988 and 1991. 

LARGEST CHANGES 

Table 4 lists the states with the largest changes 
in tax capacity and effort between 1988 and 1991 
and shows clearly that western states were the big 
gainers in tax capacity and northeastern states were 
the big losers. Five of the nine states with the largest 
increases in tax capacity were in the Far West region, 
and all nine are west of the Mississippi River. In 
contrast, four of the six states with the largest losses 
in tax capacity were in New England and all but one 
lie east of the Mississippi River. 

Hawaii had the largest increase in tax capacity. 
This increase can be traced to the state's property 
tax base, which reflects the improvement in property 
values experienced in the late 1980s. 

Table 4 also confirms the lack of strong regional 
patterns in tax effort changes between 1988 and 
1991. Four of the nine states with the largest tax 
effort increases were in New England, and three 
were in the Southeast, but four of the eight regions 
are represented on the list. Similarly, four regions 
are represented among the nine states with the 
largest tax effort decreases, with western states 
dominating the list. Montana's large decrease in tax 
effort can be traced to a dramatic reduction in its 
property tax effort. 

Notable due to their absence from either list are 
states in the Great Lakes region. These five states 
(Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin) 
experienced relatively small changes in both tax 
capacity and effort. 

CAPAClN AND EFFORT 
TAKEN TOGETHER 

The tax capacity and effort of the 50 states and 
the District of Columbia are plotted in Graph 4. The 
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Table 4 
Largest Changes 

in State Tax Capacity and Effort, 1988 to 1991 

Largest Changes Largest Changes 
In Effort 

State Change State Change 

Gained 

Hawaii 
Alaska 
Wyoming 
Iowa 
Washington 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Louisiana 
Montana 
Lost 
New Hampshire 
Connecticut 
Massachusetts 
Rhode Island 
Nevada 
New York 

Increased 

New Hampshire 
West Viginia 
Kentucky 
New Jersey 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 
Arizona 
Massachusetts 
Georgia 
Decreased 

Montana 
Hawaii 
Wyoming 
Iowa 
Utah 
South Dakota 
Alaska 
South Carolina 
North Carolina 

graph is divided into four quadrants: high capacity 
and low effort, high capacity and high effort, low ca- 
pacity and low effort, and low capacity and high ef- 
fort. While most states are clustered very near the 
average capacity and effort, the largest number (20) 
have both low capacity and low effort. In contrast, 
only six states have low capacity and high effort. 
Seven states have high capacity and high effort, and 
12 have high capacity and low effort. The five states 
with either average capacities or efforts are excluded 
from these totals. 

The graph clearly shows that, while most states 
are clustered closely in the quadrant for low 
capacity and effort, a few outliers have high 
capacity and high effort. In particular, New York 
and the District of Columbia are notable for their 
extremely high tax efforts. 

RRS 
The representative revenue system adds three 

nontax revenue sources to the representative tax 
system, thereby producing a broader measure of 
capacity and effort than RTS. The most important 
addition is revenues from user charges and special 
assessments, which account for over 19 percent of 
the total RRS index in 1991. However, because user 
charges come from a wide variety of sources, it is 
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Source: ACIR based on data from KMPG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group. 
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Table 5 
Comparison of RRS Capacity and Effort to RTS Capacity and Effort, 1991 

RRS RTS RRS RTS 
Capacity Capacity Difference Effoort Effort Difference 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Bnnessee 
Tkxas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Vrginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
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difficult to describe a simple base for them. There 
also may be widevariations between states in the na- 
ture and use of these revenues. Nevertheless, be- 
cause nontax revenues constitute a substantial 
source of revenues for state and local governments, 
it is important to review the effects of their addition 
to RTS. 

In general, the addition of the three revenue 
bases in RRS does not significantly change the 
capacity indexes, except for Alaska and Hawaii (see 
a b l e  5). In a few states, however, there are 
significant shifts in the effort index. Eight states 
show more than a five-point gain in effort on the 
RRS index, while eight states have more than a 
five-point decline in effort. These shifts illustrate a 
difference in emphasis on the use of taxes compared 
to user charges. Four of the states (Alabama, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina) that 
make heavy use of user charges are southeastern 
states. The other four (Delaware, North Dakota, 
Nevada, and woming) do not exhibit a clear 
geographical pattern. Seven of the eight states that 
emphasize taxes much more than user charges are in 
the Northeast (Illinois is the exception). 

Thee states (Maine, Maryland, and Massachu- 
setts) have an above average effort measured on an 
WTS basis, but because of less intensive use of nontax 
revenues, their RRS effort is below average. Four 
states (Mississippi, Nebraska, North Dakota, and 
Washington) are moved from below average effort on 
an WTS basis to above average on an RRS basis. 

COMPARISONS WITH OTHER 
FISCAL CAPACIN MEASURES 

RTS and RRS were developed to address the 
shortcomings of per capita personal income (PCI) 
as a measure of state fiscal capacity. These 
shortcomings are discussed briefly in Chapter 1. In 
addition to RTS, RRS, and PCI, Gross State 
Product (GSP) and Total Taxable Resources (TTR) 

are sometimes used to analyze state fiscal capacity. 
The 1991 indexes of PCI, TI'R, RTS, and RRS are 
compared in Table 6 (page 20). 

Gross State Product is calculated by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis in the Department of Commerce. 
This measure represents the total value of goods and 
services produced by hnd, labor, and capital in a state 
over a given period of time. The primary components 
of GSP are wages and salaries, proprietors' income, 
rental income, net interest paid, corporate profits, 
capital consumption, business transfers, and indirect 
business taxes. The latest year for which GSP 
estimates are available is 1989, and these estimates are 
included in Appendix ab l e  C-14. 

Total Taxable Resources is defined as the 
unduplicated sum of GSP and resident income, and 
is published by the U.S. Department of the Treasury. 
Its components include a capital consumption 
allowance, business transfers, indirect business 
taxes, earnings of nonresidents, earnings of resi- 
dents, state and local government income, private 
capital income, and cash transfers. The TTR base is 
developed by combining components of GSP and 
PCI. The GSP data that are part of 'ITR are 
developed by the Treasury Department and are not 
the same as those developed by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis and reported separately in the 
Appendix. 

States generally do not vary significantly in their 
rankings among the various measures, except that 
energy-rich states and tourist-rich states tend to rank 
higher on RTS and RRS indexes than on PC1 and 
TI'R indexes. For example, both resource-rich Wyom- 
ing and tourist-rich Nevada rank relatively higher on 
fiscal capacity as measured by RTS and RRS than 
they do based on PC1 or TTR. For most states, 
however, the four measures produce similar, if not 
identical, results. Appendix nble  C-14 provides 
historical comparisons of these four measures, plus 
GSP, for selected years from 1982-1991. 
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Table 6 
Indexes of 1991 State Fiscal Capacity, by Region 

(100 = U.S. Average) 

Per Capita Total Taxable Representative Representative 
Personal Income Resources Tax System Revenue System 

Region and State 
lPCn - 

Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
L 0 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Midatlantic 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Great Lakes 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Plains 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Southeast 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Southwest 
Arizona 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Taras 

Rocky Mountain 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Far West 
California 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Washington 

Alaska 
Hawaii 



Chapter 3 

State Graphs of Fiscal Capacity and Effort 
This section contains graphs that show RTS 

measures on a state-by-state basis. The graphs show 
fiscal capacity and effort both over time and by 
selected revenue bases for 1991. The graphs enhance 
understanding of an individual state's fiscal position 
and its revenue system. 

HOW TO READ THE GRAPHS 
The top graph on each page shows a state's total 

RTS tax capacity and tax effort indexes for selected 
years 1975 to 1991. These graphs illustrate the trends 
in each state's capacity and effort (see Graph 3). 

The capacity index measures the potential tax 
wealth of each state in relation to the national 
average of 100. In the illustrative graph below (no 
particular state), in 1975, the state's capacity index is 
80 percent of the national average. This means that if 

the state taxed all 27 tax bases at the national 
average tax rate for each base, it would receive only 
80 percent of the revenue that would be received by 
the average state. 

The tax effort index measures the extent to which 
a state utilizes its available tax bases. If the actual 
revenues from all taxes it levies exactly equaled the 
capacity calculated using the national average, its 
effort would be 100. In the graph below, in 1975, the 
state's effort is an index of 90. This means that the 
state is taxing 90 percent of its capacity. 

By 1979, the state's capacity is 125 percent of the 
national average and its effort index is 110. 
Therefore, the state's tax capacity is 25 percent 
above the national average, and it is taxing 10 
percent above that capacity. 

Finally, in 1983, tax capacity is at 120, but effort 
is at 80. This means that although its capacity is 20 

Gmph 3 
Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-87 

H Tax Capacity 

120- 

Index 110- 
Number 

WS.  = 100) 1,- 

90- 

80- 



percent above the national average, the state is only 
taxing 80 percent of that capacity. 

The top graph for each state shows tax capacity 
and effort over time, and the bottom graph 
compares capacity and revenue utilization for seven 
selected revenue sources. Estimates of capacity per 
capita, actual revenue collections per capita, and the 
U.S. average capacity per capita are shown for each 
of the following bases: 

General Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes 
(General Sales) 
Total Selective Sales Taxes (Selective Sales) 
Personal Income l[iures (Personal Income) 
Corporation Net Income and Net Worth 
Taxes (Corporation Income) 
Total Property Taxes (Property) 

Total Severance Taxes (Severance) 
All Other Taxes 

Several of the bases are summations of other 
smaller bases. For example, Total Selective Sales 
Taxes encompasses nine selective sales taxes, and 
Total License Taxes includes six license taxes. The 

last category includes the RTS tax base of 'All 
Other Taxes," plus total license taxes and estate 
and gift taxes. 

The bottom graph shows the degree to which a 
state utilizes a particular revenue source relative to 
other states. If the first bar (capacity) exceeds the 
second bar (revenue) for a particular revenue source, 
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 
capacity bar, the state is taxing that base more heavily 
than average. The third bar illustrates the national 
capacity and is identical on each state's graph. 

The lower graphs also can be interpreted to show 
how a state's mix of revenue source compares with 
that of other states. For example, if a state's revenue 
exceeds its capacity for the general sales tax and 
income tax but falls below its capacity for property 
taxation, then that state has a tax mix that emphasizes 
sales and income taxation but deemphasizes the 
property tax. The extent to which actual revenue 
exceeds capacity, or vice versa, provides a measure of 
the burden a state places on one revenue source in 
relation to other sources and in relation to other states. 

22 US. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 



Alabama 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 81 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 81 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 

Tax Effort 

70 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZl Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sdes Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is w m  of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Alaska 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 178 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 119 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
- 

rage 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and giff taxes. 
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Arizona 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 94 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 103 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

 ax Capactty 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
1000 

e/Zl Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capactty 

800 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Arkansas 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 78 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 82 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EPl Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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California 
- - - -  

1991 RTS Tax Capacity = I 15 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 95 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

I EZI capacity 

I 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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Colorado 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 109 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 86 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 , 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

IZl Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance AH Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Connecticut 
I991 RTS Tax Capacity = 130 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 99 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

120 . Tax Capaclty 

110 

*Tax base is sum of all ather taxes, total license taxes, and estate and giff taxes. 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 



Delaware 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 125 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 80 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal Selecttve Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all dher taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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District of Columbia 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 123 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 157 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
160 - 
150- - 
140- 

Tax Effort 
- 

130- 

90 
Tax Capacity 

1991 P e r  Capita Capacity and R e v e n u e ,  Selected Bases 

'age Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Florida 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 103 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 86 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of ail other taxes, total llcense taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Georgia 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 91 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 95 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base Is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Hawaii 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 146 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 95 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all dher taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Idaho 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 82 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 94 

80 . Tax Capacity 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZd Capactty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecttve Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base Is sum of all other taxes, total llcense taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Illinois 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 102 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 100 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 

120 Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

El Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capactty 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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Indiana 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 90 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 93 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

- 
130- 

- 
120- 

- 
110- 

- 

[2a Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Tax Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sdes Income TaxesZ 

*Tax base is sum d all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 93 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 100 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

Tax Effort 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZI Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

800 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all ather taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Kansas 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 93 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 100 

Total R l S  Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

- 
130- 

- 
120- 

- Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance AU Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum d all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gM taxes. 



Kentuckv 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 83 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 100 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

El Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Louisiana 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 89 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 89 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort ,  1975-1991 
140 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and R e v e n u e ,  Selected Bases 

I Z l  Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Maine 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 95 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 102 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

U.S. Average Capacfty 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Marvland 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 106 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 103 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Revenue 
U.S. Average Capa 

Property General Personal Selectke Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Massachusetts 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 1 17 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 101 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
150 

+ Tax Effort 

Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

El Ca~acttv 
Revenue 

rerage Capa 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporatlon Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all ather taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Michigan 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 94 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 107 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Property General personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base Is sum of all ather taxes, total liceose taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Minnesota 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 101 1991 RTSTaxEffort = 112 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 

90- 
- Tax Capacity 

80- 
- 

70 - 
- 

60 I I I I I I I I I I I I 1 I I I I 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
l V I I  

E Z l  Capactty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capactty 

800 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance Afl Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Mississippi 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 68 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 92 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
- .- ::I 110 

1) Tax Effort 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Capacfty 
Revenue 
US. Average Capacfty 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Missouri 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 91 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 85 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

110 
Tax Capaclty 

- 
w- m 
- 

80 - 
- + Tax Effort 

70 - - 
60 I I I I I I I I 1 I 1 I I I I I I 

1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Capacity 
Revenue 

rn U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gM taxes. 
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Montana 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 91 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 78 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Nebraska 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 95 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 99 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 

110 
. Tax Capactty 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
l VVV 

t2T.l Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capactty 

800 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Nevada I 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 128 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 73 I 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
160 , I 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
1000 

Ei Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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New Hampshire 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 1 10 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 84 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

Tax Capaclty 

80 - 
- 

Tax Effort 

- + A v 

70 - 
- 

60 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all dher taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



New Jersey 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = I 19 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 11 2 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

- 
130- 

8 4  
Tax Capactty 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

I 1,257 

EZGl Capacity 

Property General Personal Selectke Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sale8 Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum af all ather taxes, total license taxes, and estate and grit taxes. 
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New Mexico 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 87 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 96 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capactty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



New York 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 103 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 156 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 
180 

160j / + 
+ Tax Effort 

A 
v 

Bases 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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North Carolina 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 93 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 87 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

IZl Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sale8 Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and glft taxes. 
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North Dakota 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 91 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 92 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 
140 

- 
130- 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

IZI Capactty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selectfve Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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Ohio 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 93 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 96 

Total RTS Tax C a p a c i t y  and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected B a s e s  

CZ3 Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporstion Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Oklahoma 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 87 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 93 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

- 
130- 

- 
120- - 
0 -  Tax Capaclty 

- 

90- 
- 

80- + lax ~f for t  
- 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 



Oregon 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 100 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 97 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 
140 , 

Tax Capactty 

- - - - - - - - - -  

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

CZZl Capacity 

'age Capacity 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Pennsvlvania 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 96 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 95 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

iZ3 Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal SelectJve Corporatlon Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Rhode Island 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 89 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 1 15 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 , 

100 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - - - -  

80 . Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base Is sum d all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 

CZ! Capacity 

rage Capacity 



South Carolina 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 83 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 90 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

Tax Effort 

80 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

EZ Capaclty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base Is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



South Dakota 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 86 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 83 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
1000 , 

tza Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

800 

700 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base Is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Tennessee 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 82 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 82 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - - - _ _  + Tax Effort 

* 
Tax Capacity 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal SelecUve Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Texas 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 97 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 87 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 , 

90 - + - 
80 - 
70 - 
- 

Tax Effort 
4 

A - 
v 

60 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

t2a Capaclty 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base Is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Utah 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 82 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 94 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Vermont 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 105 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 97 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

4 Tax Capacity \/ 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 
1000 , 

,age Capacity 

Property General Personal Selecthe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total liceose taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 



Virginia 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 103 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 91 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 

80- Tax Effort 
- 

70 - 
- 

60 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1' 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

E2l Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capacity 

Propetty General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total llcense taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 
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Washington 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 108 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 99 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Propetty General Personal Selecthre Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base Is sum ol all ather taxes, total license taxes, and estate and gift taxes. 

70 U.S. AcMsory on lnter~~vemmentel ~elatkns 



West Virginia 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 77 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 102 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 
14a . 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Revenue 
US. Average Capactty 

Property General Personal Selectbe Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

Tax base is sum of all other taxes, total license taxes, and estate and glfi taxes. 



Wisconsin 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 90 1991 RTS Tax Effort = 11 8 

Total RTS Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1 991 
140 

- 
130- 

120 1 + r u ~ n o n  - * 
110- 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and Revenue, Selected Bases 

Ed Capacity 
Revenue 
U.S. Average Capaclty 

Property General Personal SelecUv. Corporation Severance A1I Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 

*Tax base is sum of all other taxes, license taxes, and estate and glft taxes. 

72 U.S. Advkory Comnisskn on InOegavemmentel Relrdkns 



Wyoming 
1991 RTS Tax Capacity = 134 1991 RTSTaxEffort = 81 

Total R T S  Tax Capacity and Tax Effort, 1975-1991 
220 

- 
200- 

- 

- 
140- 

- 
120- 

- 

- Tax Effort 

1991 Per Capita Capacity and R e v e n u e ,  Selected Bases 

IZZ Capacity 

Capactty 

Property General Personal Selective Corporation Severance All Other 
Sales Income Sales Income Taxes* 
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Chapter 4 

1991 RTS and RRS Tables by Revenue Base 
In this chapter, the 1991 Representative l?ix 

System (RTS) and Representative Revenue System 
(RRS) tables are organized by revenue base. In the 
following tables, for each tax or nontax revenue 
source, states are compared in terms oE 

Tu or revenue base 
Capacity per capita 
Per capita capacity index and rank 
Tu or revenue capacity 

rn Tu or nontax revenue 
Revenue per capita 
'Em or revenue per capita effort index and 
rank 

The tar or revenue base is an estimate of the 
resources available for taxation under a particular 
tax or revenue. A standard definition of tax or other 
revenue base is used across all states. 

Capacityper capita is the revenue that could be 
Collected (capacity) from the base when the repre- 
sentative (average) tax rate is applied, divided by the 
state's population. 

The per capita capacity index compares each 
state's capacity per capita to the average for all 
states. An index of 100 represents the average. 

Tar or revenue capacity is the yield for each state 
when the representative tax rate is applied to the 
standardized measure of the tax or revenue base. 

Tar revenue is the amount each state actually 
Collected for that type of tax or revenue. 

Revenue per capita is actual revenue divided by 
Population for each type of revenue. 

The tax or revenue effort ind4x is constructed by 
dividing each state's actual taxes or revenues per 
capita by its capacity per capita, and then multiply- 
ing by 100. An index of 100 means that the state, 
compared to all others, utilizes the particular tax or 
revenue base to the national average extent. When 
the tax capacity effort index equals 100, a state's tax 
capacity and effort are equal. 

These tables show, among other things, which 
states have the most (or least) capacity to use any 
particular tax or nontax revenue. Energy-rich states 
have high tax capacities under severance taxes, and 
tourist-rich states have high capacities under 
general sales taxes. 

The effort data show which states lean most on 
any particular revenue source. Common practice is 
to compare statutory tax rates (state general sales 
tax rates, for example) rather than effective rates. 
However, such comparisons may be misleading 
because states have chosen different legal defini- 
tions of tax base, sometimes creating a broad base 
that allows for low statutory rates, but sometimes 
allowing many exemptions that necessitate the use 
of a higher rate. Because the effort data reported 
here are based on standardized definitions of tax or 
revenue bases and revenue collections, no such 
distortion exists. The RTSIRRS representative rate 
shown for individual tax or revenue bases is 
nationwide revenue divided by total standard base. 

Tables 4-1 and 4-2 summarize RTS and RRS. 
'hbles 4-3 through 4-33 provide information 
(including subtotal tables) for each of the 27 RTS 
tax bases. Tables 4-34 through 4-36 provide detail 
on the three nontax RRS revenue bases that, in 
addition to the 27 RTS bases, comprise the 
Representative Revenue System. 



Tdle 4-1 
The Representative Tax System-1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'Paa 
Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort 

Capita IndexIRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tsras 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wlxonsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group. 



Toble 4-2 
The Representative Revenue System-1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue lhx 
Per Capacity ‘Ru lhs Per Effort 

Capita IndWRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexiRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
norida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
hllssouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
k t  Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Gmup 



Td1e 4-3 
General Sales and Gross Receipts-1991 

Capacity Per Capita Rwenue 'Lg. 
'LBx Per Capacity 'nu 'nu Per Effort 

State Baseo Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita I n d e W k  

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arlransas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vennont 
Virginia 
Whjngton 
West Virginia 
Wmnsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 6.48% 
Tax base is retail sales in millions of dollars. 

- zero revenue reported 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4 4  
Total Selective Sales Taxes-1991 

state 

Capacity Per Capita Rwenue lsl. 
tax Per Capacity 'Lg. lsl. Per Effort 

Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita Indexmanlr 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
b s a s  
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
&&sippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
knnsyhnia 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wkonsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
No combined tax base can be reported; see tables for particular selective sales taxes. 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, POI& Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-5 
Selective Sales: Parimutuel Betting-1991 

state 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue l)ax 
l)ax Per Capacity 'h Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndexJRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexIRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tscas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 2.84%. 

Tax base is parimutuel handle in millions of dollars (estimated for all states using regression analysis). 
-zero revenue reported 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-6 
Selective Sales: Motor Fuels-1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Tax 
I&.r Per Capacity Tax I&.r Per Effort 

state Base* Capita IndexJRank Capacity Revenue Capita Index/Rank - 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Grkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
&issippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

kate (raw) = $0.17 per gallon. 
Tax base is motor fuel sales in millions of gallons, excluding use by state and local governments. 

KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tabe 4-7 
Selective Sales: Insurance Premiums - 1991 

Capacity Per Capita 
'nu 

Revenue Isx 
Per Capacity 'nu 'nu Per Effort 

State Base* Capita Ind&Rank Capacity Revenue Capita 1 n d e  

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollm. 
Representative Rate = 1.73%. 

Tax base is gross insurance premiums in millions of dollars. 
Source: KPMG Peat Manvick, Policy Economics Group 

151 I 7 
122 1 16 
108 1 26 
91 I34 
154 1 6  

81 I39 
109 I 23 
US I 13 
141 112 
82 1 38 
101 I 29 
103 I 28 
145 1 10 
52 I 51 
67 I 48 

87 I 36 
106 I 27 
234 I 1 
164 I 4 
loo I 30 
108 I 25 
99 1 31 
69 I 46 
91 135 
177 I 3 
112 I 20 
141 1 11 
73 I 45 
194 1 2 
122 I 17 
64 I 49 

135 I 14 
n 1 4  
114 / 18 
128 / 
92 1 33 
145 1 9 
68 I 47 
76 I 42 
75 I 43 

86 1 37 
147 / 8 
110 I 22 
112 / 21 
75 / 44 

109 / a 
97 1 %  
76 I 41 
154 1 5  
55 I 50 
1U / 19 

100 
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Tabe 4-8 
Selective Sales: Tobacco Products-1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Tax 
T!w Per Capacity 18. Tax Per Effort 
Base* Capita Indes/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita Index/Rank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinoi. 
Indiana 

h a  
Kansas 
Gntucky 
b i a n a  
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mnnesota 
Mississippi 

Misswn 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vennont 
Virginia 
k h i n p n  
West VYginia 
Wism,in 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of doll=. 
Representative Rate = $0.255 per package. 

Tax base is cigarette sales in millions of packs. 
Same: KPMG Peat Marwick, Poky Economics Group 
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Table 4-9 
Selective Sales: Amusements- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Tax 
Isx Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort 

State Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 0.82%. 

Tax base is amusement receipts in millions of dollars. 
-zero revenue reported 
< less than $0.1 million 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-10 
Selective Sales: Public Utilities-1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'IBx 
lsur Per Capacity Tax l?x4 Per Effort 
Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 3.75%. 

Tax base is public utility sales in millions of dollars. 
-zero revenue reported 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-1 1 
Selective Sales: Alcoholic Beverages, Total-1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Iss 
Iss Per Capacity 'h Iss Per Effort 

Base* Capita Indextitank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
No combined tax base can be reported; see tables for distilled spirits, wine, and beer. 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-12 
Alcoholic Beverages: Distilled Spirits- 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'nu 
'h Per Capacity 'nu lslr Per Effort 

Baseo Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
A r i z o ~  
Arkalms 
w o n r i a  
Colorado 
Connacticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Madco 
New Yo* 
North Carolina 
North DPkda 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsyhgnia 
Rhode Island 
Swth Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 
Vennont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = $5.05 per gallon. 

Tax base is distilled spirits sales in thousands of gallons. 
-zero m n u e  reported 
Swnr: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-13 
Alcoholic Beverages: Beer- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Eu 
Tax Per Capacity lax lax Per Effort 

State Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jelsey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
V i n i a  
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Repmentathe Rate (raw) = $8.44 per barrel. 

Tax base is beer sales in thousands of barrels. 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-14 
Alcoholic Beverages: Wine - 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Tax 
Tax Per Capacity 'Pax Tax Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndendRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Bxas 
Utah 

Vennont 
Virginia 
kh ing ton  
West Virginia 
W i n s i n  
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representah Rate (raw) = $0.73 per gallon. 

Tax base is wine sales in thousands of gallons. 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-15 
Total License Taxes - 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue k 
'Ig. Per Capacity 'Ig. 'Ig. Per Effort 
Baseo Capita IndexJRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
*No combined tax base can be reported; see tables for particular licenses. 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 



Table 4-16 
License k e s :  Motor Vehicle Operators- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'LBx 
'nu Per Capacity 'nu 'LBx Per Effort 

Stak Base* Capita InddRank Capacity Revenue Capita Inde41Ranlr 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: AII per capita amounts are in do~lars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = S5.W per license. 

Tax base is the number of motor vehicle operators licenses in thousands. 
-zero revenue reported 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-1 7 
License Taxes: Corporations - 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue lhs 
'nu Per Capacity 'nu 'nu Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndedRank Capacity Revenue Capita Ind4Rank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = $186.70 per corporation. 

Tax base is the number of corporations that filed federal tax returns. 
- zero revenue reported 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-18 
License Taxes: Hunting and Fishing- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Xu 
'lhx Per Capacity mu mu Per Effort 

S rate Base* Capita InddRank Capacity Revenue Capita Index/Rank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
T- 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = $1228 per license. 

Tax base is the number of hunting licenses and fishing licenses in thousands. 
-zero revenue reported 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-20 
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Registrations, Total-1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue k 
lb Per Capacity 'I&r 'Igx Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndexIRanL Capacity Revenue Capita IndexiRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of doIlars. 
No combined-tax base can be reported; see tables for automobile and truck registrations. 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick Policy Economics Group 
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T& 4-21 
License Taxes: Motor Vehicle Registrations, Automobile-1991 

state 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'Ills 
'1[Bx Per Capacity 'Igx lslr Per Effort 

Baseo Capita InddRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRanL 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tatas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wmnsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars 
Representative Rate = $40.56 per registration. 

Tax base is automobile registrations in thousands. 
S-: KFMG Peat Marwick, Policy Eco~~)mics Group 
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Tdle 4-23 
Personal Income Taxes- 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue l?u 
l?u Per Capacity 'nu 'nu Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndexJRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

-US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 21.6%. 

Tax base is federal income tax liability adjusted for deductibility in millions of dollars. 
n.t -no tax 
-zero revenue reported 
Source: KPMG Peat Manvick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-24 
Corporation Net Income and Net Worth Taxes-1991 

state 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Tax 
'LBx Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndexIRank Capacity Rwenue Capita IndexIRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tews 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 8.79%. 

Tax base is appmtioned corporate profits in millions of dollars. 
-zero revenue reported 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 99 



Table 4-25 
Total Property Taxes- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'LBx 
Tax Per Capacity Tax Tax Per Effort 

State Base* Capita IndexJRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
0 hi0 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
No combined tax base can be reported; see tables for particular property twes. 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-26 
Property Taxes: Residential and Fann - 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Capacity Per Capita 
'nu Per Capacity 'nu 'h Per Capacity Xu 

State Base* Capita Index/Ra& Capacity Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity 

Alabama $30,793 
Alaska1 21,552 
Arizona 124,842 
Arkansas 
California 

41229 
1,418,921 

Colorado l35,848 
Connecticut 150,957 
Delaware 24,177 
District of Columbia2 22,340 
Florida 456,914 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Swth Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taars 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 

Reptesentative Rate (raw) = 146% and .71%. 
' ?ta bases are the estimated market values of residential and farm properties in millions of dollars. 
Due to the complexities of identifing farm property in Alaska, revenue data is no longer collected. 
Farm base! is zero. 

- zero m n u e  reported 
h KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 



Table 4-27 
Property Taxes: Commercial/IndustriaI and Public Utilities-1W1 

C-a1 
Capacity Per Capita Capacity Per Capita 

k Per Capacity lsln lsln Per Capacity lsln 
State Base* Capita IndedRank Capacity Base* Capita IndexDtank Capacity 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Repnsentative Rates (raw) = 205% and 1.59%. 
Tax bases are the net book values of cornmerciaVindustrial and public utility properties in millions of dollars. 
Source: KPMG Peat Manvick, Policy Economics Group 



Tdle 4-28 
Estate and Gift Taxes - 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Isx 
Isx Per Capacity Isx W Per Effort 

State Base* Capita IndexlRank Capacity Revenue Capita Indexhnk 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
norida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = 33.990. 

base is federal estate and gft tax collections in millions of dollars. 
%unx KPMG Peat Marwick, Poky Economics Group 
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Table 4-29 
Total Severance Taxes-1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Taur 
'm Per Capacity 'Lgx 'm Per Effort 

State Base* Capita InddRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
W n a  
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia1 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tacas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Whington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
No combined tax rate can be reported; see tables for particular severance taxes 

B-Base is zero. 
- zero revenue reported 
Source KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 

$16.24 
2,578.68 

8.45 
4.68 
0.31 

3.09 - 
- 
- 
5.42 
- 
- 
0.45 - 
0.14 
- 
39.93 
56.99 
W3.83 - 
- 
- 
5.22 
0.50 
18.32 
- 

102.72 
201 
18.65 - 
- 

149.11 - 
- 

im. 10 
0.94 

130.87 - 
- - 
- 
11.36 
0.29 
78.11 
2251 
- 
- 
- 

95.34 
o.n 

576.10 

$21.29 



Toble 4-30 
Severance Taxes: Oil and Gas- 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'Ign 
'Igx Per Capacity 'nu 'nu Per Effort 

Base* Capita IndeNRank Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsyhania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
V i n i a  
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita miounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = 7.47%. 

Tax base is the value of oil and gas production in millions of dollars. 
B-Base is zero. 
- zero m n u e  reported 

h m x :  KPMG Peat Manvick, Policy Economics Group 
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Tdle 4-31 
Ssverance Taxes: Coal- 1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue 'nu 
Isx Per Capacity 'Ru 'nu Per Effort 

State Baseo Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita InderCRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rho& Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = 250%. 

'IBx base is the value of coal production in millions of dollars. 
< less than SO. 1 million 
B-Base is zero. 
- zero revenue reported 
Source KPMG Peat Miilwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-32 
Severance Taxes: Nonfuel Minerals- 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue k 
'Ig. Per Capacity llu lsr Per Effort 

Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita Index/Ranlr 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate = 0.61%. 
'Tax base is the value of nonfuel mineral production in millions of dollars. 

B-Base is zero. 
- zero revenue reported 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Table 4-34 
User Charges and Special Assessments- 1991 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Revenue 
Revenue Per Capacity Revenue Per Effort 

Base* Capita Inder/Ranlr Capacity Revenue Capita IndexJRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkarrsas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
n l i ~ i s  
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rho& Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
T' 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
hh ing ton  
West Virginia 
W i n s i n  
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 3.04%. 

Revenue base is aggregate personal income in millions of dollars. 
Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 





Table 4-36 
Lottery Net Income-1991 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Revenue 
Revenue Per Capacity Revenue Per Effort 

State Base* Capita Index/Rank Capacity Revenue Capita IndedRank 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tsras 
Utah 

Vermont 
V i n i a  
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wmnsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 
Representative Rate (raw) = 34.83%. 

Tax base is lottery sales in millions of dollars (estimated for all states using regression analysis) 
-zero revenue reported 

Source: KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy Economics Group 
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Appendix A 

A Brief History of RTS and RRS 
In 1%2, the Advisory Commission on Intergov- 

ernmental Relations published its seminal work on 
Measures of State and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tar 
Effort. Its authors, economists Selma Mushkin and 
Alice Rivlin, noted, "This Commission's interest in 
the measurement of fiscal capacity and tax effort 
grows out of its interest in the allocation of federal 
and state grants and the need for yardsticks to 
facilitate interstate fiscal comparisons." 

In the ensuing years, this same motivation has 
accompanied the periodic updating and revising of 
the original 1%2 report, which was based on 1960 
data. The following sections describe features of 
these reports. Details as to specific changes that 
were implemented in any given report are discussed 
at length in that report and should be referred to for 
further information. 

1962 Report (1960 data): 
Measures of State and Local 
Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort (M-16) 

This was the original RTS report that laid out the 
RTS concept for the first time. Included in RTS was 
any tax employed by states where more than half the 
nation's population lived. In cases of taxes on 
selected business activities that are concentrated in a 
small number of states, the criterion was modified to 
include any tax in use in enough states to account for 
more than half the potential tax base (e.g., severance 
taxes). This procedures resulted in the inclusion of 
15 tax categories: property, general sales and gross 
receipts, motor fuels sales, tobacco sales, alcoholic 
beverage sales, amusements, public utility receipts, 
insurance premiums, individual income, corporate 
income, estates and inheritances, motor vehicles and 

operators' licenses, severance taxes, document and 
stock transfers, and miscellaneous 

The final category represented a residual so that 
the total yield of the representative tax system would 
exactly equal the total yield of state and local tax 
systems. The report was based on total state and 
local taxes with no effort to disaggregate them. It was 
also limited to taxes and did not include consider- 
ation of other revenue sources. 

1971 Report (1967 data): 
Measuring the Fiscal Capacity and Effort 
of State and Local Areas (M-58) 

The report differed from the 1962 report in two 
important ways: nontax revenues were included in 
the measures, and separate measures were calcu- 
lated for local governments, as distinct from state 
governments. The study used 23 tax bases: 14 state 
bases and 9 local bases, as follows. 

State Bases Local Bases 

1. General sales 
2. Motor fuels 
3. Tobacco 
4. Alcoholic beverage 

5. Public utilities 
6. Amusements 
7. Other selective sales 
8. Motor vehicles 
9. Individual income 
10. Death and gift 
11. Corporate 
12. Severance 
13. Property 
14. Miscellaneous 

Residential property 
Farm property 
Vacant property 
Commercial and 

industrial property 
General sales 
Selective sales 
Motor vehicles 
Income and earnings 
Miscellaneous 
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In addition to the above tax sources, additional 
measures were developed for the following nontax 
revenues: current charges, interest earnings, miscel- 
laneous general revenue, and utility surpluses. 

I982 Report (1 979 data): 
Tax Capacity of the Fifty States: 
Methodology and Estimates (M-134) 

This report analyzed the differences between 
measures of fiscal capacity based on personal income 
and the Representative lh System. One of its main 
objectives was to maintain the basic structure of the 
KrS but to narrow the scope of the report so that it 
could be updated annually or biennially. Thus, the 
report returned to a measure of taxes based only on 
combined state and local data, like the original 1962 
report. It included the following 20 tax bases: general 
sales or gross receipts, corporate licenses, motor fuels, 
residential property, alcoholic beverage, commercial/ 
industrial property, tobacco products, farm property, 
insurance, public utility property, public utilities, 
vacant land property, parimutuels, estate and gift, 
amusements, oil and gas severance, motor vehicle 
licenses, coal severance, motor vehicle operators 
licenses, and nonfuel minerals severance. 

In addition to detailed 1979 data, the report 
provided total tax capacity and effort measures by 
state for 1967, 1975, and 1977. 

1982 Report (1980 data): 
mimeographed. 

This update presented the first breakout of 
alcoholic beverage taxes into three components: 
distilled spirits, beer, and wine. Total motor vehicle 
registrations were divided into subcategories of 
automobiles and trucks. Vacant land was dropped 
as a component of taxable property, and the base of 
the estate and gift tax was changed to federal estate 
and gift tax collections. 

1983 Report (1 981 data): 
1981 Tax Capacity of the F i  States (A-93) 

This report contains the first Commission 
findings and recommendations concerning the RTS. 
Specifically, 

The Commission finds that the use of a 
single index, resident per capita income, to 
measure fiscal capacity, seriously misrepre- 
sents the actual ability of many governments 
to raise revenue. Because states tax a wide 
range of economic activities, other than the 
income of their residents, the per capita 

income measure fails to account for sources 
of revenue to which income is only related in 
part. This misrepresentation results in the 
systematic over and understatement of the 
ability of many states to raise revenues. In 
addition, the recent evidence suggests that 
per capita income has deteriorated as a 
measure of capacity. Therefore, 

The Commission recommends that the 
federal government utilize a fiscal capacity 
index, such as the representative tax system 
measure, which more fully reflects the wide 
diversity of revenue sources which states 
currently use. The Commission also recom- 
mends that the system be further developed 
so as to improve the accuracy of the 
underlying data and the consistency of the 
methodology, and that Congress authorize 
sufficient funds and designate an appropri- 
ate agency to periodically prepare the tax 
capacity estimates. 

The report maintains the approach adopted in 
M-134 by reporting on tax capacity and effort only and 
by focusing on state and local combined capacity. In 
addition to reporting complete 1981 estimates, this 
report includes slightly revised tax capacity estimates 
for 1975 and 1977 to provide consistent comparisons 
between years. The report includes recaps of the total 
capacity indices for 1981, 1980, 1979, I!, 1975, and 
1%7. The following 26 bases were included in the 
report: general sales or gross receipts, motor fuels, 
distilled spirits, beer, wine, tobacco, insurance, public 
utilities, parimutuels, amusements, automobile li- 
censes, truck licenses, motor vehicle operators, 
corporation licenses, alcohol licenses, hunting and 
fishing licenses, individual income, corporate income, 
residential property, commercidlindustrial property, 
farm property, public utility property, estate and gift, 
oil and gas severance, coal severance, and nonfuel 
minerals severance. 

I985 Report (1 982 data): 
Tax Capacity of the Fifty States (M-142) 

In addition to providing 1982 data, this report 
provided experimental modifications to the RTS 
methodology that addressed criticisms of the 
system. These modifications included calculating 
the measure based on all taxes, all revenues, and all 
"adjusted" revenues. Examples of items included in 
these alternative measures are fees, timber sever- 
ance taxes, and New York's stock transfer tax. The 
bases used in the core report are identical to those 
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used in the 1983 report; additional bases were used 
for the modifications. In addition to detailed 1982 
data, the report includes total indices for 1981,1980, 
1979, 1977, 1975, and 1%7. 

1986 Report (1983 data): 
Tax Capacity of the States (M-148) 

This report uses the same 26 tax bases and 
includes no other variations or modifications. 

1986 Report (1 984 data): 
Measuring State Fiscal Capacity: 
Alternative Methods and Their Uses, 
(M-150) 

This report compares measures of the Repre- 
sentative l3x System (RTS) with those for Gross 
State Product (GSP) and Total &able Resources 
(TI'R). It describes these three measures, as well as 
the Representative Revenue System (RRS), per 
capita personal income (PCI), and Export-Adjusted 
Income (EAI). It also addresses the different types 
of measures that might be used for different 
purposes such as fiscal equalization, comparative 
fiscal analysis, regional economic analysis, and 
regional ecbnomic bolicy. 

The RTS measure continued to be based on the 
core 26 taxes. The RRS variation incorporated four 
additional bases: other taxes, rents and royalties, 
mineral leasing, and user charges. In addition to 
complete data for 1984 under the RTS, this report 
includes summary indices for 1983,1982,1981,1980, 
1979, 1977, and 1975. 

1988 Report (1986 data): 
State Fiscal Capacity and Effort (M-165) 

This report included detailed 1986 data for the 
26 tax bases on which RTS is based, as well as the 
four additional bases used for RRS. Summary 
measures of fiscal capacity are presented for these 
two measures, as well as for PCI, GSP, and 'ITR. 
These comparisons of the indices derived from the 
five measures also are included in the appendix for 
the years 1985,1984,1983, and 1982. RTS indices are 
reported by state for 1986, 1985, 1984, 1983, 1982, 
1981, 1980, 1979, 1977, and 1975. 

1990 Report (1 988 data): 
State Fiscal Capacity and Effort (M-170) 

The 1990 report differed from its predecessors 
in two ways. First, it introduced a two-year interval 
from the previous estimates. Second, it incorporated 
several technical revisions: 

Lottery revenues were added to the RRS base. 

Changes were made in calculating US telephone 
revenues to the states. 
Taxable property tax bases were extrapolated 
from 1981 data. 
Other taxes were introduced as a component of 
the RTS, rather than the RRS. This raised the 
number of components of RTS to 27 and reduced 
the additional components of RRS to three. 
Food and drugs were added to the base for gen- 
eral sales and gross receipts taxes. 
Revenues from sales taxes on specific industries 
normally imposed as a separate tax, such as a 
severance tax, in other states were deleted from 
sales tax revenues and added to the revenues of 
the other tax. 
Revenue from selective excise taxes on items nor- 
mally included in a general sales tax were added to 
general sales taxes and not included in a separate 
base. The major example of this is a titling tax on 
the sale of automobiles and watercraft imposed by 
the District of Columbia and 13 states. The effect 
of this change is shown in ab l e  A-1. 
Revenues from state taxes classified by Census 
as corporation licenses but based on the level of 
economic activity or net worth of the corpora- 
tion were moved to the corporate income tax. 
The effect of this change is shown in Table A-2. 
A parimutuel tax base was assigned to states 
without parimutuels. 
Special assessment revenues were added to the 
RRS base as user charges. 
Mineral leasing act payments were eliminated 
from the RRS base. 
The report compared 1988 RTS and RRS 

measures with those for PC1 and ?TR. In addition to 
detail on each of the tax bases for 1988, the report 
included summary historical RTS data for 1986,1984, 
1983, 1982, 1981, 1980, 1979, 1977, and 1975. It also 
provides historical information on PCI, GSP, lTR, 
and RTS for selected years between 1980 and 1988. 

1993 Report (1 991 data): 
RTS 1991 : State Revenue Capacity 
and Effort (M-187) 

This report uses the same 27 tax bases as its 
predecessor and includes no other variations or 
modifications to the basic system. In addition tonew 
estimates for 1991, the report includes listings of 
total RTS data for 1988,1986,1984,1983,1982,1981, 
1980, 1977, and 1975. It also includes historical 
measures for PCI, GSP, TTR, and RTS for selected 
years between 1982 and 1991. 
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Table A-1 
Adjustments to 1991 General Sales and Gross Receipts Revenue 

(millions) 

Census 
General RTS Titling RTS Other 

Sales Tax Revenue Revenue Net 
State Revenue Adjustments Adjustments Revenue Explanation for A<ijustments 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Lodgings and Rental Tax 

Severance Tax Revenue 

HoteVMotel Accomodations 
Motor Vehicles and Trailers; Hotel Occupancy 

Transient Accommodations 
Hotel, Motel, and Campgrounds 
Motor Vehicle Use Tax; Hotel, and Special Tourism 

Motor Vehicle Use Tax 
Room Occupancy and Soft Drinks 

Motor Vehicle and Boat Titling 
Room Occupancy 

Motor Vehicle Excise 

Accommodations Tax 

Meal Excise and Room Occupancy 

Motor Vehicle Excise 
HoteVMotel Room Occupancy 
Soft Drinks 



state 

census 
General 

SIlles Tlu 
Revenue 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
T a ~ ~ l l  
Utah 

Vermont 
V i n i a  
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wmnsin 

g mine 

Tabe A-I (ant)  
Adjustments to 1991 General Sales and Cross Receipts Revenue 

(millions) 

RTSTfUing RTS Other 
Revenue Revenue Net 

Adjustments Adjustments Revenue Explanation for Adjustments 

Motor Vehicle and Boat and Motor Excise; Aircraft Excise and Rental 'Iga 

Hotel Tax 

Casual Sales of Motor Vehicles; Accommodations Tra and Soft Drinks 
Automobile Registration; Snowmobile Registration 

Motor Vehicle Saks and Use; HoteVMotel and Man- Housing 

Motor Vehicle Salm and Use; Meals and Rooms 
Auto Ex&c and Watercraft Sales; Mobile Home, Aircraft Sales 
BoatExcise 
Auto Titling; Soft Drinks 



Table A-2 
Adjustments to 1991 Corporate License Tax Revenue 

(thousands) 

l991 Census Corporation RTS Revenue RTS Corporation 
License Igx Revenue1 Adjustments2 License Tax Revenue Igx Basis for Revenue Adjustments 

Alabama $108,626 $106,885 $1,741 Value of capital stock 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

894 Value of capital stock 

Net worth 

Value of capital stock 

Value of capital stock 
Value of shareholder equity 
Value of capital stock 
Net worth 

Book value of capital 
Par value of shares of stock 

Value of capital stock 

Net worth 

Value of capital stock 

Value of capital stock 
Value of authorized capital stock 
Value of capital stock and surplus 

Net worth 
Net worth 

U.S. Total $3,083,160 sU73300 $809$ao 

4,001 Authorized capital stock 

0 Corporate property and assets 

'The U.S. Census includes a variety of taxes and fees in the corporate license tax revenue category. These taxes and fees include fixed 
annual fees per corporation, one-time fixed imrporation fees, faed fees per share of stock, and taxes based on a corporation's net 
worth or value of stock. 
Rmnues from state franchise or capital stock taxes assessed on the net worth or value of stock are excluded from the corporate license 
tax element of RTS and included with corporation net income taxes. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Government Tm Cdlectionr: 1991; and KPMG Peat Marwick, Policy 
Economics Group. 
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Appendlx B 

User's Guide For Updating 
the 1991 RTS and RRS Estimates 

In this Appendix, each tax and revenue is 
defined, the estimation of the corresponding base or 
proxy is described, and the data sources are listed. 
All data sources referred to in this Appendix relate 
to the development of the 1991 estimates. The tax 
and revenue definitions generally follow those used 
by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census. With few exceptions, all the data on the state 
and local tax and revenue collections were supplied 
by publications of the Census Bureau: State 
Govenunent Tm Collections, Government Finances, 
and State Government Finances. Some unpublished 
data on the components of various collections were 
provided by the Census Bureau and state revenue 
departments. 

The state population numbers used in the 
estimation of 1991 KI'S and RRS per capita capacity 
and revenues and their sauce are shown in able B-L 

RTS BASES 
1. General Sales 

and Gross Receipts Taxes 
Definition: Sales or gross receipts taxes generally 
applicable to all types of goods and services. %es 
imposed distinctively on sales of selected commodities 
are reported separately under selective sales taxes. 

Certain adjustments to general sales or gross 
receipts tax revenues reported by Census have been 
made to make revenues consistent with the RTS tax 
base. For example, Census reports revenues from 
motor vehicle "titling" taxes as "other selective sales 
taxes" for those states that impose separate taxes on 
purchases of vehicles in lieu of a general salesluse 

Tobe B-I 
Resident Population of the States, July 1,1991 

(millions) 

State Residents State Residents 

Alabama 4.089 
Alaska 0.570 
Arizona 3.750 
Arkansas 2.372 
California 30.380 

Colorado 3.377 
Connecticut 3.291 
Delaware 0.680 
District of Columbia 0.598 
Florida 13.277 

Georgia 6.623 
Hawaii 1.135 
Idaho 1.039 
Illinois 11.543 
Indiana 5.610 

Iowa 2.795 
Kansas 2.495 
Kentucky 3.713 
Louisiana 4.252 
Maine 1.235 

M a r y h d  4.860 
Massachusetts 5.9% 
Michigan 9.368 
Minnesota 4.432 
Mississippi 2.592 
Missouri 5.158 

Montana 0.808 
Nebraska 1.593 
Nevada 1.284 
New Hampshire 1.105 
New Jersey 7.760 

New Mexico 1.548 
New York 18,058 
North Carolina 6.737 
North Dakota 0.635 
Ohio 10.939 

Oklahoma 3.175 
Oregon 2.922 
Pennsylvania 11.961 
Rhode Island 1.004 
South Carolina 3.560 
South Dakota 0.703 
Tknnessee 4.953 
lkxas 17.349 
Utah 1.770 
Vermont 0.567 
Viginia 6.286 
Washington 5.018 
West Viginia 1.801 
Wisconsin 4.955 
Wyoming 0.460 
U.S. Total 252.177 

Source: US. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Cen- 
sus, Estimates of the Population of the States. 



tax. Xtling tax revenues for these states have been 
added to RTS general sales and gross receipts 
revenues to make these states comparable to states 
that tax such transactions under the general sales 
tax. Certain other revenues that Census categorizes 
under "other selective sales taxes" (e.g., revenues 
from hotellmotel occupancy, revenues from the sale 
of soft drinks) have also been added to the general 
sales tax revenues of selected states. Arizona's 
general sales tax receipts attributable to severance 
taxes (as reported by that state's revenue agency) 
were deleted from general sales tax receipts and 
allocated to the appropriate severance taxes. 

Tax Base Retail sales of trade and selected service 
businesses. All establishments engaged in selling 
merchandise for personal or household consump- 
tion are included Service businesses included here are 
hotels and motels, amusement and recreation services 
including motion pictures, and personal services, such 
as laundries and beauty and barber shops. 

Sales of food for home consumption and 
prescription drugs are included in the base. Because 
of data limitations, sales of gasoline have not been 
excluded, although they are usually taxed separately. 
Some states may 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, business services or construc- 
tion contractors. 

Retail sales tax data for 1991 are available on a 
current basis. Service industry sales data by state 
are not currently available, but must be estimated. 
State-by-state sales of selected service industries for 
1991 were estimated by allocating the 1991 national 
total according to each state's 1987 share of service 
sales adjusted for the change in personal disposable 
income between 1987 and 1991. 

Sample Calculation: 

The Thx Base for state "i" is calculated by: 

Tm Basei - Total Retail SoIesi 
+ Hotel /Motel Receipts 
+ Personal Services Receipts 
+ Amusement Receipts 

Where: 

Personal services and amusement receipts calcula- 
tions are analogous to the hoteVmote1 calculation. 

Retail Sales (1991): Sales and Marketing Manage- 
ment Magazine, 1992 Survey of Buying Power. 

Service Sales (1987): U.S. Department of Com- 
merce, Bureau of the Census, C e m  of Service In- 
dhes, Geographic Area Series (1987), Washington, 
DC, 1989. 

Service Sales (1991): U.S. Department of Com- 
merce, Bureau of the Census, Current Business Re- 
ports, 1991 Service Annual Survey, Washington, DC, 
February 1993, unpublished data. 

Disposable Income (1991): U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of 
Current Business, August 1992. 

2. Selective Sales 
and Gross Receipts Taxes 
(Tax levies selectively imposed on particular 
kinds of commodities or business.) 

2A. Motor Fuels 

Defiitiun. Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on 
gasoline, diesel fuel, and other fuels used in motor 
vehicles, including aircraft fuel. Sales tax revenues 
from Pennsylvania's oil company franchise tax have 
also been included in the fuel tax revenues. 

Tax Base: mtal quantity of motor fuel consumed in 
gallons, net of use by state and local governments, 
which is excluded because it is generally not subject 
to state-local taxation. 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Fed- 
eral Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 
1991, Motor Fuel Use-1991, Washington, DC, 
1992, Table MF-21. 

28. Alcoholic Beverages 
Dtfkition. Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on 
alcoholic beverages. 

Tar Buse: The overall tax base is calculated fiom 
three components of consumption (beer, wine, and 
distilled spirits), each of which is separately esti- 
mated. Data on the consumption of each type of bev- 
erage are currently available on a state-by-state 
basis. The tax burden on each category is estimated 
by using data supplied by the Distilled Spirits Coun- 
cil of the U.S. (DISCUS) in conjunction with Census 
data for all alcoholic beverage taxes. In the cases 



where Census data for beer, wine, or liquor tax reve- 
nues were not available for a state, their levels were 
estimated by applying their percentage distribu- 
tions from DISCUS data to Census data on total al- 
coholic beverage tax revenue. 

Sample Calculation: 

worn DISCUS] * (Total Revenuei) worn Census] 
- forstatei 

Calculations for beer and distilled spirits utilize the 
same method. 

Sources: 

Tax Burden by Class of Beverage (1991): Distilled 
Spirits Council of the United States, 1991 Pzhlic 
Revenuesfiom Alwhol Beverages, Washington, DC, 
December 1992. 

Beer Consumption (1991): United States Brewers 
Association, Brewers Almanac 1992, Washington, 
DC, 1992. 

Wine Consumption (1991): United States Brewers 
Association, Brewers Almanac 1992. 

Distilled Spirits Consumption (1991): United States 
Brewers Association, Brewers Almanac 1992. 

2C. Tobacco Products 

&fin&m Selective sales and gross receipts taxes on 
tobacco products, including related taxes on cigarette 
tubes and paper and synthetic cigars and cigarettes. 

Tar Base: Number of packages of cigarettes sold, 
by state. 

Source: lbbacco Institute, The Tar Burden on Tobac- 
W, Washington, DC, 1992, nb le  10. 

2D. Insurance 

Definition.- ?gxes imposed distinctively on insurance 
companies and measured by gross premiums or ad- 
justed gross premiums. 

Tar Base: Direct written premiums or premium re- 
ceipts by state for life, health, property, and casualty 
insurance. 

sources: 
Life Insurance and Health Insurance: American 
Council of Life Insurance, Life Insurance Fact Book 
Update 1992, Washington, DC, 1992. 

Health Insurance: National Association of Insur- 
ance Commissioners, NAIC Insurance Department 
Resource Report 1991, Kansas City, 1991, NAIC un- 
published data. 

Property and Casualty Insurance: Insurance Infor- 
mation Institute, 1991 PropertylCasual@ Insurance 
Facts, New York, 1992. 

2E. Public Utilities 

Definition: Taxes imposed distinctively on public 
telephone, telegraph, power and light companies, 
and other public utilities, including local govern- 
ment-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. 

Tar&lse: Gross revenues of all electric, gas, and tele- 
phone companies. Electric and gas revenues are for 
all publicly owned and private companies. Because 
telephone revenues for the Bell System and the inde- 
pendent telephone companies are not available on a 
state-by-state basis, the national total of telephone rev- 
enues was allocated to the states according to the 
number of access lines and the number of toll calls to 
the national total. Long distance companies in Alaska 
were not required to disclose telephone numbers of lo- 
cal and toll calls for 1991. The needed data for Alaska 
were estimated using 1988 data, grown by the percent- 
age change in population for Alaska times the per- 
centage change in US. access lines and toll calls. 

Sample Calculation: 

Tax Basei = Toll Revenuei + Local Revenuei 

Toll Revenuei = (Toll Operating Revenue,) 
(Toll Calhi/To1l Calk,) 

Local Revenuei = (Local Operating Revenuei) 
* (Access Linesi/Access Lines,) 

Toll Operating Revenue, = 
+atage of Toll Operating Revenue,) 

(total Operating Revenue - Bell & Independents) 

Local Operating Revenue, = 

(percentage of Local Operating Revenue,) 
* (total Opetaing Revenue -Bell & Independents) 

Gas Utility Revenues: American Gas Association, 
1992 Gas Facts, Arlington, Virginia, 1992. 
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Electric Utility Revenues: Edison Electric Institute, 
1991 StaWzhf Yearbook of the Electric Utili@ Indus- 
try, Washington, DC, October 1W. 

Telephone Revenues and Number of Telephones: 
United States Rlephone Association, Phone F i  
92, Washington, DC, 1W. 

Number of local Calls and Toll Calls: Federal Com- 
munications Commission, Statistics of Communictr- 
tions CMmon CMierS-1991, Mhington, DC, l.992 

2F. Parimutuels 

&/Wbx 'Qxes measured by amounts wagered at 
race tracks, including "breakage" collected by the 
government. 

Tcrr Base: 'Ibtal amount wagered on horse and dog rac- 
ing and jai alai. The representative tax base was esti- 
mated using cross-sectional regression analysis. This 
analysis was based on wagering data and other e m  
nomic and demographic data from the states that had 
parimutuel taxes in 1990. The parimutuel tax base is a 
function of two regressions estimates-one for pari- 
mutuel attendance and a second for dollars wagered 
per capita. The fust regression shown below is used to 
estimate parimutuel attendance in each state. The 
data used for the regression are for 1990. The 1991 es- 
timates are based on each state's 1991 values for each 
of the independent variables, where available. For 
1991, states without parimutuel betting use an average 
of the states with parimutuel betting for variable 
"event" and off-track betting (Om) set to zero. 

Attendance Regression: 

Dependent variable: 

'Ibtal attendance at parimutuel events in 1990 
(ATTEND) - logged 

Independent variables: 

8 'Ibtal population (POP)-logged 

8 Disposable income per capita @I-CP)-logged 

Average annual temperature (TEMP)-logged 

Percent of population in metropolitan areas 
(METRO-NL) 
Number of parimutuel events 
(EVENT) -logged 

Dummy for off-track betting (DUMOTB) 

- 14.37 + 0.31 POP + 0.56 DI-CAP 
= (- 1.3) (2.4) (0.6) 

+ 0.98 TEMP + 0.39 METRO-NL 
(1.3) (0.5) 

+ 0.80 EVENT - 0.08 DUMOTB 
(6.7) (- 0.4) 

R-squared = .8608 

Note: Tkstatistics are shown in parenthesis beneath the coeffi- 
cients. 

The total dollars wagered is the product of popula- 
tion and dollars wagered per capita. The wagering 
regression shown below uses 1990 data, but the tax 
base is a calculated estimate for 1991, using 1991 val- 
ues, where available, for the independent variables. 
The variable for "attendance per capita" is based on 
the previous attendance regression. Predicted val- 
ues from the ATTEND regression are used instead 
of actual values in the WAGERS regression. 

Wagering Regression: 

Dependent variable: 
'Ibtal wagering per capita in 1990 (WAGERS-CP) 

-logged 

Independent variables: 
Disposable income per capita @I-CP)-logged 
Attendance per capita (Am-CP)-logged 
Parimutuel tax rate (TAXRATE) 

8 Dummy for states with a lottery (DUMLOT) 
Number of parimutuel events (EVENT) 

8 Percentage of wagering from off-track betting 
(OTB) 

+ 0.05 TAXRATE - 0.21 DUMLOT 
(0.8) (- 0.7) 

+ 0.32 EVENT + 0.007 OTB 
(1.8) (1.2) 

Sample Calculation: 

State without betting (Alabama): use average of 
variables - taxrate, otb, event. 
WAGERSper CAP - -4.37 + 0.78(9.490122) 

+ 0.83(0.05847) - O.OS(4.9148) 
- 0.21(0) + 0.32(6.490724) 
+ 0.007(31.8) 
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National Association of State Racing Comrnission- 
ers, Parimutuel Racing, 1990, Lexington, KY, 1990. 

Disposable Income (1991): Survey of Current Busi- 
ness, August 1992. 

Normal Daily Mean Temperature (1991): U.S. De- 
partment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Sta- 
tistical Abstract of the United States, Washington, 
DC, 1992, Table No. 367. 

Metropolitan Population (1990): Stahtical Abstract 
of the United States 1992, Zible No. 33. 

Laventhol & Horwath, Leisure Time Industries 
Department, U.S. Gaming Industry, 1991, Phila- 
delphia, 1991. 

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 busi- 
nesses (including gambling operations). License 
taxes on amusement business are also included as 
part of total amusement tax revenue. 

Tar h e :  Receipts of establishments that provide 
amusement and entertainment services. State-by- 
state 1991 data for amusement receipts are not avail- 
able on a current basis and were derived by allocating 
the l991 national total according to the 1987 state 
shares, adjusted for the change in disposable personal 
income between 1987 and 1991. Movie theater receipts 
and casino revenues are included in the tax base. Nor- 
mally, gambling receipts for hotel casinos are classi- 
fied in the general sales tax base. Special adjustments 
are made for Nevada and New Jersey in order to add 
casino revenue into the amusement tax base. 

Sources: 

Amusement Receipts (1987): U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Cenmrs of Service 
Industries, G w h i c  Area Smtices, 1987, Washing- 
ton, DC, 1989. 

Amusement Receipts (1991): U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current Business 
Reports, 1991 Service Annual Survey, Washington, 
DC, September 1992. 

Nevada Receipts from Casinos (1991): State Gam- 
ing Control Board, Nevada GamingAbstract, Carson 
City, Nevada, December 1991. 

New Jersey Receipts fhm Casinos (1991): Laven- 
tho1 & Horwath, US. Gaming I n d w ,  1991, Phila- 
delphia, 1991. 

Disposable Income (1987-1991): U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey 
of Current Business, August 1992. 

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

3A. Motor Vehicles 
Defnition: License taxes imposed on owners or oper- 
ators of motor vehicles for the right to use public 
highways, including charges for registration and in- 
spection and vehicle mileage and weight taxes on 
motor camers. Motor vehicle license tax revenue re- 
ported by the Census Bureau was apportioned be- 
tween automobiles and trucks according to data on 
auto and truck registration fee receipts supplied by 
the Federal Highway Administration. Mileage and 
weight tax revenue was allocated directly to the appro- 
priate states and included with truck registration fees. 

Tar Base: Number of registrations for private and 
commercial vehicles. The base for this tax was esti- 
mated according to two factors: (1) the number of 
automobiles registered and (2) the number of trucks 
registered. These factors are weighted (percentage 
for autos, percentage for trucks) based on the reve- 
nue derived from each source. 

Sample Calculation: 
Tax Revenue Automobilesi = 

bercentage of autos registeredi) 
* (total registration revenuei) 
porn Highway Statistics] 

Tax Base Tr~cksi = [(@centage of rrgisteredi) * 
(total registration rwi)] 
+ mileage tax revenuei 
+ weight tax Wenuei 

Source: Tax Burden on Automobiles and nucks, 
and Automobile and nuck  Registrations: U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation, Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration, Highway Statistics 1991, State Motor 
Vehicle and Motor Carrier Tar Receipts, 1991, Bble 
MV-2; and State Motor Nhicle Registrations, 1991, 
nb le  MV-1, Washington, DC, September 1992. 

38. Motor Vehicle Operators 
Definition: Licensing for the privilege of driving mo- 
tor vehicles, including both private and commercial 
licenses. 



Tar &we: Estimated number of licenses in force. 

S o m :  U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 1991, 
Licensed Drivers, by Sex, 1991, Table DL-lA, Wash- 
ington, DC, September 1992. 

3C. Corporations 

Definitio~' Franchise license taxes, organization, fil- 
ing and entrance fees, and all other license taxes 
which are applicable, with only specified exceptions, 
to all corporations. Not included are franchise taxes 
assessed on a corporation's net worth or value of 
outstanding stock; these revenues are included in 
RTS corporate income tax revenues. Maryland and 
District of Columbia data are combined, and data 
were obtained directly from their respective treasury 
departments. 

TaxBase: Number of corporations within a state, in- 
cluding nonprofit corporations. 

Source: U.S. Corporate Income Tax Returns by 
State (1991): U.S. Department of the Treasury, 
Commissioner and Chief Counsel, Internal Revenue 
Service Annual Report, 1991, Washington, DC, 1991. 

3D. Alcoholic Beverages 

Dt$nition: License taxes for manufacturing, import- 
ing, wholesaling, and retailing alcoholic beverages 
other than those based on volume or value of trans- 
actions or assessed value of property. 

Tar Base: Number of retail licenses issued for the sale 
of distilled spirit. in 1991. The number does not in- 
clude licenses for the exclusive sale of beer and wine. 

Source: Number of Retail Licenses: Distilled Spirits 
Council of the United States, Annual Statistical Re- 
view, 1991, Washington, DC, 1991. 

3E. Hunting and Fishing Licenses 

lkfinition: Commercial and noncommercial hunting 
and fishing licenses and shipping permits. 

Tar Base: Btal number of fishing and hunting li- 
censes, tags, permits, and stamps issued by states. 

Source: U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wild- 
life Service, 1 Wl Hunting and Fishing License Stah- 
tics, Washington, DC, 1992. 

4. Individual Income Tax 

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

Tax Base: Total federal income tax liability of state 
residents, adjusted for deductibility of state and lo- 
cal income and property taxes. Federal income tax 
liability is essentially the total amount of federal in- 
come taxes paid by each state's residents after cred- 
its. The tax savings from deductibility are added 
back to the tax liabilities (by state) to remove any 
bias due to a state's choice as to its mix and level of 
taxes. Because it is prevailing state practice to allow 
income tax credits for taxes paid to states other than 
the state of residence, residency adjustments were 
made to account for the income taxes collected from 
non-residents and for the credits allowed to resi- 
dents for taxes paid to other states. The federal in- 
come tax liability for each state was adjusted by the 
ratio of the BEA residency adjustment to earnings 
by place of work. The residency adjustment is per- 
formed after the original tax liability has been ad- 
justed for deductibility of state taxes. 

Sample Calculation: 
TU Bmei = tar liabilityi 

* [(salary and wages-miden~y adjustedi) 
/salary and wage~i] 

Note: There is no residency adjustment to District of Columbia, 
Maryland, and Virginia 

Sources: 

Income Tax: U.S. Department of the Treasury, Inter- 
nal Revenue Service, Stahktics of Income Bulletin, 
1991 Income Tar Returns, Preliminary Data, Wash- 
ington, DC, 1993. 

Residency Adjustment: Survey of Current Business, 
August 1992. 

Deductibility Adjustment: 1991 savings for deduc- 
tibility are estimated by KPMG Peat Marwick, 
Policy Economics Group, individual tax model. This 
model is based on the IRS 1989 SO1 Public Use File. 

5. Corporation Net Income 
and Net Worth Taxes 

&&ition: &es on corporations and unincorporated 
businesses measured by net income. Revenues from 
franchise taxes assessed on a corporation's net worth 
or value of outstanding stock are included for those 
states that levy such franchise taxes. 



Tar Base: Total national net income for each of 35 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) industries 
was allocated to the states according to the following 
procedure: 

Nationwide net corporate income (1991) was esti- 
mated for each of the 35 SIC industries by using 
profit data (BEA) for each industry. For each indus- 
try, the typical three-factor formula-one-third pay- 
roll, one-third property, one-third sales by 
destination-should be used to allocate each indus- 
try's national income to the states. Data for corpo- 
rate property and sales by state are not available, 
however, 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 that were utilized. 

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

Because corporate sales by destination are unlikely 
to mirror either payroll or retail sales, neither of 
these proxies was used to estimate the sales factor in 
the formula. Instead, through use of payroll break- 
downs by industry by state and a national inputsut- 
put table for 1987, a proxy for sales by destination 
was derived according to the following procedure: 

Let: 

%bl(i,c) = The percentage of the dollar 
value of industry i's output that 
is commodity c. The distribu- 
tion of commodity outputs is 
based on the "Make of Commo- 
dities" table (Eible 1) in the US 
input-output tables. 

= The percentage of the total dol- 
lar value of commodity c used as 
an input in industry j. Where c is 
not used as an intermediate in- 
put, but is purchased by con- 
sumers, "personal consumption 
expenditures" constitute a 36th 
industry. The distribution of 
commodities to industries is 
based on the "Use of Commo- 
dities" table ("0ble 2) in the US 
input-output tables. 

Then: 

Where A(i,j) = the percentage of industry i's 
output purchased by industry j. 
When j is personal consump 
tion expenditures, A(i,j) is the 
amount of industry i's output 
that is sold as final goods. 

Now let: 

~Y(J,S) = the percentage of industry j's 
payroll located in state s. 
Where industry j is personal 
consumption expenditures, the 
cell value represents that 
state's share of total national 
retail sales. 

Then: 
36 

Soles(i, s) = Puy(i, S) * A(i,l) 
j= 1 

Where SaIes(i,s) = the share of industry i's output 
sold in each state s. 

Thus, Sales(i,s) is used as a proxy for the 
sales-by-destination factor in the three-factor for- 
mula. 

The three-factor formula is applied to the estimated 
total income for each industry to determine each 
state's income apportionment, and these apportion- 
ments are summed over all industries to derive each 
state's total corporate income tax base. 
Let I(i) = Total income for industry i. 

Then: 

= The profit of industry i (= Prof@) apportioned to 
state s. 

and: 

= The total corporate income for all industries allo- 
cated to state s. 

Sources: 

Corporate Profits by Industry (1991): Survey of Cur- 
rent Business, July 1993. 

Payroll (1991): Survey of Current Business, August 
1992. 



Input-Output Tables (1987): Survey of Current Busi- 
ness, April 1992, Bbles 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 al- 
locations of total property taxes among the various 
classes of property are approximations based on the 
calculated tax values from the 1988 RTS, except for 
farm property taxes, which are annually estimated 
by the Department of Agriculture. The Census Bu- 
reau does not provide a breakdown of property tax 
payments by class of property. 

6A. Residential Property 
Definition: Taxes conditioned on 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. 

T a  Base: Estimated residential property values for 
single family and multifamily residences. The resi- 
dential property tax base was estimated by inflating 
the base in the 1988 RTS, according to the change in 
home purchase prices between 1991 and 1988, plus 
the value of new residential construction between 
1988 and 1990. Data on the value of new construc- 
tion, by state, is based on the value of construction 
permits issued in that state. The value of newly con- 
structed housing permits was adjusted by state to re- 
flect the value of the associated land. 

Sample Calculation: 

Tar Basei = 1988 Market Valuei 

1991 purchase pricei 
1988 purchase pricei 

Pennitis New Constu~tion~,~ = 
M~rketVhlue~,~ - LandVal~e~,~ 

M(ukei v h l ~ e ~ , ~  

Sources: 

Single Family Home Purchase Prices (1991): Feder- 
al Home Loan Bank Board, Mortgage Interest Rate 
Survey, Charactedics of Conventional Fully Amor- 
tized First Mortgage Loans Closed on Single Famdy 
Homes, unpublished data, Washington, DC, 1992. 

Value of New Residential Construction Contracts 
(1988-1990): U.S. Department of Commerce, Bu- 
reau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States, unpublished data (1990), Thble No. 1268 
(1989), Thble No. 1205 (1988), Construction Contracts 
Value, by State. 

Value of Site Relative to Total Home Value: U.S. De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development, Feder- 
al Housing Administration, FH;4 Homes: 1991 Dafu 
for States and Selected h on Charact- of FHA 
-11s Under Section 203, Whington, DC. 

6B. Commercial and Industrial Property 
Definition: Tines conditioned on the ownership of 
commercial and industrial property (excluding pub- 
lic utilities), based on the value of land, buildings, 
equipment, and depletable assets, such as the value 
of mineral property, oil and gas wells, other natural 
deposits, etc. The tax burden on business property 
was derived by applying the percentage of 1989 gross 
assessed value of business property to the total of 
1991 property tax collections. 

Tax Estimated net book value of assets, includ- 
ing depreciable assets, depletable assets, and land of 
corporations. Property value for partnerships and oth- 
er unincorporated businesses, farms, and public utili- 
ties is not included. Railroad property is included. 

The national 1991 net book values for 35 SIC indus- 
try groupings were estimated by applying to the 1989 
values the change between 1989 and 1991 in net book 
values of property assets. Because data are not avail- 
able for transportation, finance, service, construc- 
tion, or oil and gas extraction industries, their book 
values were inflated by the changes in their respec- 
tive total payrolls between 1989 and 1991. The esti- 
mated corporate property values for each industry 
were allocated to the states according to each state's 
share of each industry's payroll. For example, if Cal- 
ifornia has 18% of the payroll in the electrical equip- 
ment manufacturing industry, then it would be 
allocated 18% of total electrical equipment man- 
ufacturering assets. The sum of all allocated indus- 
try property values was used as an estimate of each 
state's commercial-industrial property tax base. 

Sources: 

Book Value of Assets (1989): U.S. Department of 
Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Corporation 
Source Book of Statistics of Income, Washington, 
DC, 1991. 

Book Value of Assets, Selected Industries 
(1989-1991): U.S. Department of Commerce, Cen- 
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sus Bureau, Quarterly Financial Report for Manufac- 
turing, Mining and Trade Corporations, Washington, 
DC, 4th quarter, 1989, and 4th quarter, 1991. 

Payroll by Industry by State (1991): Survey of Cur- 
rent Business, August 1m. 

6C. Farm Real Estate 
&t%itio~' Uxes conditioned on the ownership of 
farm realty and farm personal property, such as live- 
stock, crop inventories, and farm equipment. 

Thr Base Estimated value of farm land and buildings. 

Farm Values: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 
1992, nb le  No. 1088. 

Farm Property Taxes: U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture, Economic Research Service, Washington, DC, 
unpublished data, 1993. 

6D. Public Utilities 
&$hition= Taxes conditioned on investor ownership 
of public utilities, such as gas, electric, and tele- 
phone companies. Public utility property tax rates 
are applied on the combined value of buildings, 
equipment, material, and land. 

Tcrr Buse: Because individual state data are not avail- 
able, each state's public utility property tax base was 
determined by a proxy measure consisting of the 
sum of gas, electric, and telephofie company nonfi- 
nancial assets, estimated as follows: 

Gas company net assets were allocated to each 
state according to its share of the total number 
of miles of gas pipeline. 

Electric company net assets were allocated to 
each state according to its share of the total in- 
vestor-owned electrical generating capacity. 
Telephone company net assets were allocated to 
each state according to its share of the total 
number of access lines. 

Sources: 

Gas Company Net Assets and Gas Pipeline Mileage: 
American Gas Association, 1992 Gas Facts, Arling- 
ton, VA, 1992. 

Electric Company Net Assets and Electrical Gener- 
ating Capacity: Edison Electric Institute, 1991 Sta- 
&tical Yearbook of the Electric Utility Industry, 
Washington, DC, 1991. 

Bell System Net Assets: American 'Mephone and 
Telegraph Company, 1991 A n d  Report, New 
York, NY, 1992. 

Independent Telephone Company Net Assets and 
Number of Telephones. United States Blephone As- 
sociation, Phone - 91, Washington, DC, July 1991 

7. Estate and Gift Taxes 
DCfinitio~' ?tures imposed on the transfer of property 
at death, in contemplation of death, or as a gift. 

Tar BaaF: Federal estate and gift tax collections. Be- 
cause the federal estate laws are applied uniformly 
wer the states, collections from a given state should 
reflect the size of its base. 'Ihis treatment of the tax can 
also be just3ed on the ground that many states limit 
their estate taxes to the amount of credit permitted by 
the federal government for the state estate taxes. 

Source U.S. Department of the Beasury, Internal 
Revenue Service Annual Report, 1991, Washington, 
DC 1991. 

8. Severance Taxes 
m i t i o n :  ?iures imposed distinctively on the remov- 
al of natural products, such as oil, gas, and other 
minerals. The Alaskan special tax on pipeline prop- 
erty and the state's unique oil and gas corporate in- 
come tax are included here, as well as New Mexico's 
property tax on oil and gas production equipment. 
In addition, the portion of Arizona's general sales and 
gross receipts revenue collected from the extraction of 
natural products has been apportioned to the oil and 
gas, coal, and nonfuel minerals severance taxes, as ap- 
propriate. 'bus imposed on resources other than 
minerals, such as water, timber, or fish, are excluded. 

Because oil and gas, coal, and nonfuel minerals are 
taxed at substantially different rates, they are each 
estimated individually, i.e., a separate representa- 
tive tax rate and base are measured for each of the 
three severance categories. 

Tcrr 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.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, 1991 
Survey Methods and Statistical Summary of Nonfiel 
Minerals, Washington, DC, 1991. 

U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information 
Administration, Washington, DC: 
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Oil Production: Petroleum Supply Annual, 1991, 
Washington, DC, June 1992. 

Oil Wellhead Prices by State: Petroleum Market- 
ing Annual. 

Value of Gas Production: Natural Gas Annual, 
Vol. 1, 1991. 

Coal Production and Prices: Coal Production 1991. 

Value of Uranium Production: Uranium Industry 
Annual, 1 991. 

9. All Other Taxes 
Definition= A variety of minor taxes remaining after 
all other RTS taxes are subtracted from total Census 
tax revenue dollars. 

Tu h e :  Total personal income, 1991. 

Source: Survey of Current Business, August 1992. 

ADDITIONAL BASES FOR THE RRS 
10. User Charges 

and Special Assessments 
Lk$dhtf' The Census categories of "current charges" 
and "special assessments." Current charges comprise 
amounts received for the performance of specific ser- 
vices benefiting those charged and for sales of goods 
and s e ~ c e s .  State insurance, liquor, and utility re- 
ceipts are excluded. Current charges are distinguished 
from license taxes, which relate to the granting of privi- 
leges and regulatory activities. Special assessments are 
compulsory contributions collected from owners of 
property benefited by special public improvements to 
defray the cost of such improvements and appor- 
tioned according to the assumed benefits to the prop- 
erty affected by the improvements. 

Base: 'Ibtal personal income, 1991. 

Source: Survey of Current Business, August 1992. 

11. Rents and Royalties 
DgtXtbn: Amounts received from the temporary pos- 
session of state buildings, land, or other property, or 
for granting the privilege of sale or development of a 
state resource or product. Because actual revenues are 
used as the base, the effort index is always 100. 

Base: Actual state rent and royalty revenues. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
the Census, State Government Finances: 1991, Wash- 
ington, DC, 1992. 

12. Lottery Revenues 
Definition: Net income from state-administered lot- 
teries, including amounts used for administration 
but excluding prizes paid out. 

Bosc: Gross revenue from the sale of lottery tickets. 
The representative base for each state was estimated 
using a regression. The regression uses cross-sectional 
data based on gross lottery sales and other key eco- 
nomic and demographic variables for the 33 states 
with lotteries in 1991. The regression was run in log 
form. For each state's estimate, the predicted values 
were used as the tax base. For those states without 
lotteries, average values for percentage of prizes and 
expenditures per household for ticket agent com- 
missions and lottery operations were used to esti- 
mate the lottery base. Thus, the resulting base 
represents an estimate of what a state would raise in 
revenue if it adopted a lottery. 

Dependent Variable: 
Gross lottery sales per household 
(GROSS-HH) - logged. 

Independent Variables: 
Disposable income per household 
@I-HH)-logged 
Percent of population in metropolitan areas 
(METRO-w 
Percent of population with at least one year of 
college (COLL-NL) 
Percent of gross revenue used for prizes 
(PRIZE-W 
Expenditures per household for ticket agent 
commissions and lottery operations 
(EXP-HH) -logged 

Equation: 

GROSS-HH = 
- 20.3 + 2.1 DI-HH + 0.2 METRO-NL 
(-5.1) (5.3) (0.9) 

- 3.5 COLL-NL + 1.2 PRIZE-NL + 1.1 Em-h!H 
(- 3.3) (1.6) (13.4) 
R-squared = .9317 

Sample Calculation: 

For state without a lottery (Alabama): 
GROSS-HH = -20.3 + 2.1 *(lOS) + 0.2*(0.7) 

- 3.5*(0.1) + 1.2(0.5) + 1.1(3.7) 
Note: average value for gross revenue in prizes PRIZE-NL(for 

states with lotteries) is used for states without lotteries. 
For states without lotteries, expenditure per household 
on lotteries is based on the average for the region. 

Source: Laventhol & Horwath, Leisure Time Industries De- 
partment, US. Gaming Industry, 11991 edition, Philadel- 
phia, PA. 
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Tkbles C-1 and C-2 contain historical data on 
the RTS fiscal capacity and fiscal effort indexes for 
each state for selected years between 1975 and 1991. 
Data for earlier years are excluded because they 
have never been adjusted for methodological 
changes made since they were first reported. Tables 
C-3 through C-13 provide additional detail on the 
RTS capacity and effort indexes for 1975,1977,1979, 
1980, 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, and 1988. 

Appendk C 

Historical Data 
These tables show the summary information for the 
Representative llx System. Tkble C-14 provides 
historical information on state indexes of fiscal 
capacity using per capita measures of Personal 
Income (PCI), Gross State Product (GSP), Total 
Taxable Resources (TTR), the Representative 'Eix 
System (RTS), and the Representative Revenue 
System (RRS) for selected years between 1982 and 
1991. 
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Toble C-I 
RTS Tax Capacity Indexes, Selected Years, 1975.1991 

(100 = U.S. Average) 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Source: ACIR compilation from previous ACIR volumes on measuring fiscal capacity. 



TsMe C-2 
RTS Tax Elfort Indexes, Selected Years, 1975-1991 

(100 = U.S. Average) 

1975 1977 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1988 1991 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

M i u r i  
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Madm 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
V i n i a  
Mhington 
West V i n i a  
Wlscomin 
Wyoming 

Source: ACIR compilation from previous ACIR volumes on measuring fiscal capacity. 
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T d e  C-3 
lW5-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tsras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars. 

bumz ACIR staff estimates. 



Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

Toble C 4  
1977-A11 RTS Taxes 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

State Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tsras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Whington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars. 

Source: ACIR staff estimates. 
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Table C-5 
1979-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of doll=. 

Source: ACIR staff estimates. 
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Table C-6 
1980-All RTS Taxes 

state 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Totals 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars. 

Source: ACIR staff estimates. 
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TaMc C-7 
1981 -All RTS Taxes 

State 

Ca~aciQ' Per Capita Rewnue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per EKort 

Capita Index Ca~aciQ' Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkamas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Nonh Carolina 
Nonh Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tsras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Totals 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars 

Sourax ACIR staff estimates. 



Table C-8 
1982-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Totals 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars. 

Source: ACIR staff estimates. 
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Table C-9 
1983-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taas  
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Totals 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in thousands of dollars. 

Source: ACTR staff estimates. 
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Tabk C-10 
1984-All RTS Wes 

C a ~ d t y  Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
P u  Capacity Per ~ffort 

-pita Inda capacity Revenue Capita Inda 

Alabama 
Ala8ka 
Arizona 
Arlransas 
California 

Cok,rado 
ConntCtiCut 
Delaware 
District of Cohtmbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
nlinois 
Indiana 

M 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rho& Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Tatrs 
Utah 

Vermont 
V i n i a  
Washington 
West V i n i a  
Wmnsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts an in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 

Saurce: ACER staff estimates, 



Table C-11 
1985-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Taras 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 

Source: ACIR staff estimates. 
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Toble (2-12 
1986-A11 RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

U.S. Total 

Note: All per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 

Source: Price Waterhouse estimates. 
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Table C-13 
1988-All RTS Taxes 

State 

Capacity Per Capita Revenue Per Capita 
Per Capacity Per Effort 

Capita Index Capacity Revenue Capita Index 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

US Total 

Note: A11 per capita amounts are in dollars; total amounts are in millions of dollars. 

Source: Price Waterhouse estimates. 
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Table C-14 
State Fiscal Capacity Indexes, by Region, 1982-1991 

(100 = U.S. Average) 

A GSP* TTR RTS A 
States by Region 82 84 86 88 91 82 84 86 88 89 82 84 86 88 91 82 84 86 88 91 82 84 86 88 91 

New England 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Mideast 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

Great Lakes 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Plains 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Southeast 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
West Virginia 



Table C-14 (cont.) 

State F i d  Capacity Indexes, by Region, 1982-1991 
(100 - U.S. Average) 

Southwest 
Arizona 89 91 92 91 87 87 91 92 91 
New M C ~ ~ C O  ID ao 78 76 n 109 101 92 a2 
Oklahoma 99 89 84 81 81 113 % 87 78 
Tatas 102 97 92 88 90 124115105 97 

Rocky Mountain 
Colorado 110 107 104 100 101 110 107 104 % 
~daho 8 1 7 9 n n s o  80 79 75 75 
Montana 8 8 8 3 8 1 7 8 8 2  1 0 2 9 1 8 5 ~ 7  
Utah 78 77 75 74 n 8 6 8 5 8 3 7 9  
w y o m i ~  107 93 87 83 89 191 155 132 114 

Far west 
California 115 115 115 114 109 112 1l3 114 115 
Ntvada 109 105 105 106 104 118 114 116 118 
-8on 92 92 91 90 92 8 7 8 8 8 8 8 8  
Washington 105 102 103 100 102 9 9 9 9 1 0 0 %  

Aladra 152 U8 122 116 110 329 263 211 171 

F Hawaii 102 100 102 102 111 107 103 105 107 

iii '1989 is the most recent year for which Gross State Product data arc availabk. 
Source: KMPG Peat Marwidr, Policy Eamornics G m p .  
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What Is ACIR 
The US. AMmry Cornmission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) was 

created by the Ccmpm in 1959 to monitor the operation of the American federal 
system and to recommend improvements. ACIR is an independent, biprtban 
ammidm oanpoecd of 26 smmbers-nine qmsfntieg the fedetal pvmmlent, 14 
llpmm&gslatesndbcsl~en~sndthrserepresen~the~p~lic. 

As a continuingbody, the Commhsbn addresses spec& issues and pzoblerm the 
resolution of which would produce improved coopefathi amwg federal, state, and 
Local governments and more effective functioning of the federal system. in addition 
to exmining importmt fhcthnal and pdicy relationships srno~g the vCViOw 
goveSBaLeRa the c2mmtwon €saensiwely studies criw governmenw finanoe 
issues. One d the long-range efforts of the Commbion bas been to seek ways to 
impwe federal, state, and local governmental practices and policies to achieve 
equitable allocation of resources, increawd and equity, and better 
@roordiaatioa and oooperatin. 

In selecting items for research, the Commission conskiers the relative 
m c e  and urgetlcy of the problem, its manageability from the point of view cd 
fmm and st@ available to &I& and the extent to which the Commission can 
make r fruitful mtribudon toward the sdution of the prob1em. 


