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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE TAXATION COMMITTEE

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Kenny Wilk at 9:00 A.M. on January 12, 2006 in
Room 519-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:
Representative Anthony Brown - excused
Representative Sydney Carlin - excused
Representative Paul Davis - excused

Committee staff present:
Chris Courtwright, Legislative Research Department
Martha Dorsey, Legislative Research Department
Gordon Self, Revisor of Statutes
Rose Marie Glatt, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:
Dr. John Wong, Wichita State University

Others attending:
See attached list.

The Chairman called for bill introductions

Representative O’'Malley requested a bill introduction regarding property tax deferral program for
seniors. It was seconded by Representative Hill. The motion carried.

Marlee Carpenter, Kansas Chamber of Commerce, requested a bill be introduced regarding a
property tax exemption for telecommunications machinery and equipment. Representative Siegfreid
moved that in motion form and it was seconded by Representative O’Malley. The motion carried.

Representative Huff requested a Committee bill be introduced regarding the Kansas and Missouri
regional investment district compact. Representative Owens seconded. The motion carried.

Representative Hill introduced his intern, Melissa Miller, a student at Emporia State University.

The Chairman introduced Dr. John Wong of Wichita State University. Mr. Wong made a
presentation on the extent to which the elasticity of the major tax sources had declined over time.
He said one reason behind the declining elasticity relates to the fact that the economy today is
much different than it was in the 1930s when the sales and income taxes were imposed. He said
that as the economy and technology continue to change, government should keep an eye on those
things generating economic activity and recognize the reallocation of resources in the private
market. When the economy changes and the tax structure does not, a lag in revenues is likely to
occur until the tax policies have been modified.

Dr. Wong also said that the declining elasticity of major taxes was indicative of the rapid changes
occurring in the Kansas economy. He said that Kansas was currently in a transitional period and
was seeing agriculture and manufacturing become relatively less important while services were
becoming more important. According to Wong, if Kansas is unable to begin taxing more services,
the elasticity of the sales tax is expected to continue to decline, based on the expectation that the
relative economic contribution of services in comparison to goods is expected to continue to grow.

Dr. Wong briefed the Committee using a power point presentation with a series of charts that
reflected categories relevant tc elasticity of taxes ( Attachment 1). Discussion followed regarding
Dr. Wong's methodology of reflecting data on his reports and his ability to pull specific information
from existing data in order to provide additional information for the use of the Committee. Dr. Wong
provided a CD which was converted to a Portable Document Format (PDF), which will be an
attachment to the minutes.

During the interim, Chairman Wilk and staff, discussed the possibility of obtaining additional
specific information that could be used to help determine the outcome of past legislative decisions.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 1



CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE House Taxation Committee at 9:00 A.M. on January 12, 2006 in Room 519-
S of the Capitol.

Chris Courtwright said that Legislative Research could provide a limited amount of additional
information regarding hard data, some apocryphal, as well as anecdotal. He explained the process
of gathering information and the basis for determination of fiscal notes. He added that traditionally
data is not tracked based on what actually happened and due to the multitude of variables, even
with the help of Department of Revenue, some of the Committee requests would be nearly
impossible to reconstruct.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 A. M. The next meeting is January 18, 2006.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 2
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SOURCES OVER TIME
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State Tax Revenue as a Percent of
Personal Income, 1987-2002
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Figure 2
Total State Tax Revenue Growth, 1988-2002
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Figure 3
Inflation-Adjusted State Tax
Revenue Growth, 1988-2002
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AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF CHANGE FOR ADJUSTED GENERAL FUND TAX RECEIPTS

TAX SOURCE

FY 1989-FY

2005

FY 1996-FY 2005

FY 2002-FY 2005

2-POINT TREND 2-POINT TREND

2-POINT _ TREND

PROPERTY TAX
Motor Carrier

INCOME AND PRIVILEGE TAXES
Individual
Corporation
Financial Institutions

ESTATE TAX

SALES, USE, AND EXCISE TAXES
Retail Sales
Compensating Use
Cigarette
Tobacco Products
Cereal Malt Beverages
Liquor Gallonage
Liquor Enforcement
Private Clubs
Corporate Franchise
Severance

GROSS RECEIPTS TAXES
Insurance Premiums
Miscellaneous

TOTAL

KANSAS PERSONAL INCOME

5.28%

8.16%
2.61%
-1.70%

4.72%

6.09%
7.18%
-1.10%
13.89%
-2.34%
1.97%
7.45%
8.39%
15.07%
4.67%

9.14%

2.73%

6.64%

6.89%

4.54%

5.38%
0.34%
-3.20%

3.83%

4.33%
5.30%
-0.99%
7.35%
-2.76%
1.77%
4.93%
5.10%
7.36%
1.29%

5.46%

3.15%

4.56%

4.70%

4.59%

5.90%
1.23%
-6.04%

4.21%

4.18%
6.69%
-1.34%
8.03%
-2.00%
2.93%
6.66%
6.11%
14.68%
8.44%

7.90%

2.37T%

5.03%

5.34%

2.65%

4.24%
~4.42%
-6.19%

3.07%

3.42%
4.90%
-1.52%
6.25%
-2.09%
2.63%
5.34%
5.24%
8.73%
5.50%

6.35%

1.34%

3.64%

4.48%

1.76%

4.08%
46.87%
-6.99%

1.36%

3.63%
1.09%
-1.38%
571%
-4.24%
2.52%
3.99%
4.18%
20.50%
28.56%

8.58%

-0.25%

6.00%

2.52%

8.06%

4.62%
29.29%
-10.49%

-1.18%

3.10%
-0.53%
-2.89%

5.49%
-4.61%

3.49%

3.73%

4.03%
15.95%
19.38%

8.73%

-6.23%

5.49%

2.711%

Wong, 2005.
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Revenue Elasticities
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Adjusted general fund tax receipts

Because of periodic changes in statutes, regulations, and administrative
procedures, direct comparisons of Actual General Fund Tax Receipts over
time may be misleading

In order to facilitate valid comparisons over time, Actual General Fund Tax
Receipts must be adjusted such that all past years reflect present statutes,
regulations, and administrative procedures

Elasticities

Revenue elasticity is a measure of the responsiveness of a revenue source
to changes in the level of personal income

m An elasticity of less than one indicates that the revenue source is not highly
response to changes in personal income

= An elasticity of more than one indicates that the revenue source is highly
responsive to changes in personal income

Two methods may be used to compute revenue elasticities

m Two-point method

= Trend method

It should be noted that the revenue elasticities may be somewhat misleading

because of the impact of the unprecedented declines in several state
general fund revenue sources during Fiscal Year 2002

/-1



Two Point Revenue Elasticity

= The two-point method is computed by dividing the percentage

change in receipts by the percentage change in income

= A problem with the two-point method is that its value is totally
dependent on the values in the end-point years

= Therefore, if unusual circumstances exist in one or both of the

end-point years, the elasticity will be misleading

Elasticity =

Receipts in Last Year - Receipts in First Year

Receipts in Last Year + Receipts in First Year

Income in Last Year - Income in First Year
Income in Last Year + Income in First Year

) -3



Trend Revenue Elasticity

With the trend method all values in the time period under consideration are used

The trend method is computed using a double-log regression of the natural
logarithm of receipts as the dependent variable and the natural logarithm of
personal income as the independent variable

= |In a double-log linear regression the coefficient of the slope variable is an
estimate of the elasticity

= Alpha (a) is the intercept term, beta (B) is the slope term, and epsilon (g) is the
random error term

In (Receipts) = a + b (Personal Income) + e




Aggregate State Revenue ElaStIClty

Years 1991 2002

Total Tax Revenue 0.93

Per Income Tax 1.12

Sales Tax 0.96

Selective Sales Tax 0.75

Corp Income Tax 0.45

10
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ELASTICITIES FOR ADJUSTED GENERAL FUND TAX RECEIPTS

TAX SOURCE

FY 1989-FY 2005

FY 1996-FY 2005

FY 2002-FY 2005

2-POINT TREND 2-POINT TREND 2-POINT TREND

PROPERTY TAX
Motor Carrier

INCOME AND PRIVILEGE TAXES
Individual
Corporation
Financial Institutions

ESTATE TAX

SALES, USE, AND EXCISE TAXES
Retail Sales
Compensating Use
Cigarette
Tobacco Products
Cereal Malt Beverages
Liquor Gallonage
Liquor Enforcement
Private Clubs
Corporate Franchise
Severance

GROSS RECEIPTS TAXES
Insurance Premiums
Miscellaneous

TOTAL

0.84 0.95
1.1 1.16
0.49 0.06
-0.44 -0.65
0.77 0.82
0.92 0.93
1.03 1.15
-0.27 -0.21
1.48 1.54
-0.65 -0.56
0.38 0.36
1.05 1.03
1.13 1.08
1.54 1.49
0.77 0.24
1.19 1.09
0.50 0.69
0.98 0.97

0.85

1.04
0.26
-1.86

0.79

0.79
1.15
-0.32
1.32
-0.49
0.58
1.156
1.07
1.98
1.37

1.30
0.48

0.92

0.60

0.98
-1.01
-1.42

0.69

0.76
1.17
-0.34
1.33
-0.38
0.59
1.17
1.06
1.79
1.10

1.17
0.38

0.79

1.49

1.39
9.94
-2.82

0.48

1.24
0.39
-0.51
1.90
-1.64
0.88
1.36
1.42
5.67
7.22

2.75
-0.09

1.99

3.17

1.83
10.69
-4.14

-0.38

1.02
0.10
-1.11
1.87
-1.57
1.14
1.29
1.39
5.81
6.68

2.79
-2.59

1.95

Wong, 2005.
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Revenue elasticity is declining slowly and is
expected to fall to between 0.85 and 0.90 over the
next decade.

Average Annual
Personal Income  Average Annual
Growth Revenue Growth* Elasticity
Past 30 years 8.8% 8.3% 0.94
Past 20 years 6.9% 6.0% 0.87
Past 10 years 6.1% 5.5% 0.91
Forecast 5.9% 5.0% 0.85

“Excluding tax base and rate changes.

Washington State Legislative Tax Structure
Committee, 2003. 13
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Chart 2: Adjusted Individual Income Taxes
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Chart 23: Effective Adjusted Individual Income Tax Rate
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Chart 3: Adjusted Corporation Income Taxes
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Percentage

Chart 24: Effective Adjusted Corporation Income Tax Rate
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STATE CORPORATE PROFITS TAXES AS A
PERCENT OF CORPORATE PROFITS
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$ Thousands

Chart 7: Adjusted Retail Sales Taxes
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Retail Sales
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Chart 25: Effective Adjusted Retail Sales Tax Rate
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U.S. SALES TAX BASE AS A PERGENT OF

PERSONAL INCOME, 1979-2001
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Comparisen of State Sales Tax Revenues as 3 Percent of Personal lngome
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Table 1: Sales Tax Base as a Percentage of Personal Incame, 1996 and 2003

State 1896 2003
AL 39.9 37.8
AR 64.9 61.7
Rz, 47.8 45.3
CA 39.6 e
@ 45.1 43.0
CT 36.7 34.6
DC 44.0 41.6
FL 55.4 52.2
GA 56.7 53.6
HI 109.2 102.3
IA 46.4 44.5
ID 51.3 48.8
IL 32.2 30.7
IN 44.3 42.1
KS 48.7 46.4
KY 46.5 44.2
1A 64.7 61.9
MA 29.0 27.4
MD 35.8 33.7
ME 42.3 38.8
MI 47.8 45.5
MN 46.6 44.3
MO 48.1 45.7
MS 55.5 52.9
NC 45.8 43.3
ND 51,9 50.0
NE 43.1 41.1
NJ 29.1 27.5
NM 86.2 81.8
NV 58.4 55.4
NY 34.4 32.5
OH 38.8 36.9
OK 67.2 64.3
ER 32.2 30.5
RI 27.6 26.0
sC 52.6 49.7
SD 65.9 62.8
TN b1:.0 48.3
TX 48.7 46.3
ur 61.8 58.9
VA 42.8 40.3
VT 41.6 39.3
WA 49.9 47.3
WI 45.5 43.3
WV 48.0 45.8
WY 71.5 68.9

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Bruce and Fox, 2000.

33

|-23



FIGURE 1: Sale: Tax Leag-Run Elasticines
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Figure 58

Purchases by Consumers Inchude
Both Generally Tax-Preferred and
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Percentage of Purchases by Businesses Made by Firms in Generally Unsheltered

Industries Has Grown
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Percentage of Purchases by Businesses Made by Firms in Generally Unsheltered
Industries That Are Generally Tax Preferred Has Grown
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Table 2: Estimated Sales Tax Revenue Losses from E-Commerce

(Billions) 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total Business-to-Business' 106.59 244 87 486.63 821.80 1,297.80
Less Exempt Sales -47.54  -105.05 -208.76  -369.81 -616.45
Less B2B on which sales/use tax collected -34.07 -80.96 -164.77 -281.59 -444.24
Equals B2B Base Loss 2498 58.87 113.09  170.40 237.11
Less substitution for other remote sales -12.49 -29.43 -56.55 -85.20 -118.55
Equals Incremental B2B Base Loss 12.49 2943 56.55 85.20 118.55
Approximate Revenue Loss from B2B 0.80 1.88 3.61 5.44 7.57
Total Business-to-Consumer' 19.75 37.79 62.59 98.62 140.19
Less Exempt B2C -8.32 -15.34 -23.53 -32.74 -41.78
Less B2C on which sales/use tax collected -1.14 -2.60 -5.51 -10.54 -20.57
Equals B2C Base Loss 10.29 19.85 53.55 55.34 77.85
Less substitution for other remote sales -3.60 -6.95 -11.74 -19.37 -27.25
Equals Incremental B2C Base Loss 6.69 12.90 21.81 35.97 50.60
Approximate Revenue Loss from B2C 0.43 0.82 1.39 2.30 3.23
Approximate Incremental Revenue Loss 1.23 2.70 5.00 7.74 10.80

1. Sales taxing states only.

Source: Authors’ calculations based on E-Commerce forecasts provided by Forrester Research, Inc.

Bruce, and Fox, 2000.
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Table 3: Combined State and local Revenue Losses in 2003 (Milliens)

(1) = Revenue Loss Without E-Comerce

(2) = Total Revenue Loss Due to E-Cammerce

(3) = Incremental Revenue Loss Due to E-Cammerce
(4) = Total Cambined Revenue Loss

o

State (1) (2) {3) (4)

AL 177.2 269.7 144.8 322.1
AR 113.8 188.6 101.3 215.1
AZ 218.7 341.4 183.4 402.1
o8 1,964.4 2,780.2 1,493.2 3,457.6
@ 167.5 290.7 156.2 323.6
CT 201.5 288.0 154.7 356.2
oC 3B.6 55.1 29.6 €8.2
FL 1,006.8 1,403.0 753.8 1,760.4
GA 418.6 620.7 333.4 752.9
HI 127.0 158.6 85.2 212.2
In 82.4 162.7 87.4 169.8
D 39.8 67.1 36.0 75.9
IL 497.7 844.8 453.7 951.5
N 202.1 324,86 1714.3 376.5
KS 112.3 189.5 101.8 214.1
KY 145.3 238.6 128.2 273.4
A 239.2 453.9 243.8 483.0
MA 207.6 303.6 163.1 370.7
MD 215.9 294.1 158.0 373.8
ME 56.7 78.5 42.1 98.9
MI 460.7 757.5 406.8 867.6
My 254.3 408.6 218.5 473.8
M 243.8 3985.0 212.1 456.0
MS 119.9 206.1 110.7 230.8
NC 300.1 444.9 239.0 539.1
ND 17.7 38.6 20.7 38.4
NE 59.4 105.6 56.7 116.1
NI 360.0 510.7 274.3 634.2
i & 119.8 191.1 102.6 222.4
NV 122.8 191.1 102.7 225.5
NY 1,073.1 1,581.3 849.3 1,922.4
CH 411.4 671.4 360.6 772.0
OK 155.5 298.3 160.2 315.7
PA 427.6 €66.8 35B.2 785.7
RI 39.5 55.5 20.8 69.3
sC 158.6 231.4 124.3 282.9
SD 33.8 57.7 31.0 64.8
™ 361.1 545.6 253.0 654.2
jiv o 1,038.5 1,735.9 932.4 1,971.9
ur 51.9 158.2 85.0 176.9
VA 262.6 363.8 135.4 458.0
vr 22.4 31.8B 17.1 39.5
WA 422.0 646.2 347.1 769.1
WL 193.5 320.1 171.9 365.4
W 57.8 104.7 56.2 114.1
Wy 16.9 38.5 20.7 3.6
us 13,060.3 20,109.9 10,801.0 23,861.4

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Bruce and Fox, 2000.
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Table 4: State Revenue Losses as Percentages of Total State Taxes, 2003

{1} = Revenue Loss Without E-Commerce

{2) = Total Revenue Loss Due to E-Camnerce

(3) = Incremental Revenue Loss Due to E-Cammerce
(4) = Total Carbined Revenue Loss

State (1) (2) 3) 4)
AL 1.37 2.08 1.12 2.49
AR 1.81 3.00 1.61 3.42
AZ 1.80 2.82 1.51 3.32
[o:9 1.89 2.65 1.42 3.30
@ 1.28 2.22 1.19 2.47
cr 1.75 2.50 1.34 3.08
oc 1.0e 1.51 0.81 1.87
FL 3.33 4.64 2.49 5.83
GA 2.01 2.97 1.59 3.60
HI 2.87 3.33 1.79 4.46
pr- 1.35 2.66 1.43 2.78
i 1.55 2.60 1.40 2.95
In 1.74 2.95 1.58 3.32
N 1.70 2.73 1.47 3.17
ES 1.69 2.85 1.53 3.22
KY 1.60 2.63 1.41 3.01
A 1.94 3.68 1.98 3.01
MA 1.15 1.68 0.50 2.05
MD 1.77 2.41 1.29 3.08
ME 2.01 2.78 1.48 3.50
MI 1.7¢ 2.80 1.88 3.32
MN 1.75 2.81 1.51 3.25
2e] 1.70 2.76 1.48 3.19
MS 2.25 3.86 2.07 4.32
NC 1.34 1.99 1.07 2.41
ND 1.28 2,79 1.50 2,78
NE 1.56 2.78 1.49 3.05
4] 1.70 2.41 1.28 2.99
o 2.27 3.82 1.94 4.21
nw 2.82 4.39 2.36 5.18
NY 1.18 1.72 0.92 2.09
OH 1.58 2.58 1.38 2.96
OK 1.7 3.40 1.83 3.60
PR 1.61 2.51 1.35 2.96
R 1.7 2.41 1.29 3.01
sC 2.07 3.02 1.62 3.69
sD 2.57 4.39 2.36 4.93
™ 3.08 4.65 2.50 5.58
TX 2.92 4.88 2.82 5.54
ur 1.89 3.26 1.75 3.65
VA 1.61 2.22 1.19 2.80
vr 1.81 2.57 1.38 3.18
8 2.24 3.43 1.84 4.08
WL 1.37 2,27 1.22 2.60
W 1.54 2.79 1.50 3.04
Wy 1.49 3.39 1.82 3.31
us 1.85 2.84 1.52 3.37

Source: Buthors’ calculations.

Bruce and Fox, 2000.
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Table 5: Sales Tax Rate Changes Necessary in 2003 to Maintain Constant

Revenue

(1) = Without E-Camerce

(2) = Total Due te E-Cammerce

(3) = Incremental Due to E-Cammerce
(4) = Total Carbined Rate Change

State (1) (2} (3) (4)
AL 0.40 0.7 0.36 0.76
AR 0.29 0.53 0.28 0.58
AZ 0.38 0.65 0.35 0.73
ca 0,47 0.72 0.39 0.86
o 0.30 0.57 0.31 0.61
cT 0.37 0.58 0.32 0.65
Dc 0.35 0.55 0.30 0.68
FL 0.39 0.60 0.33 0.72
GA 0.33 0.54 0.28 0.63
HI 0.28 0.38 0.21 0.48
Ia 0.23 0.50 0.27 0.50
D 0.26 0.48 0.26 0.52
IL 0.39 .12 0.33 0.78
N 0.27 0.48 0.26 0.53
KS 0.31 0.57 0.31 0.62
K 0.32 0.58 0.31 0.64
IA 0.36 0.74 0.40 0.75
MA 0.30 0.48 0.26 0.56
MD 0.32 0.48 0.26 0.58
ME 0.38 0.58 0.32 0.70
MI 0.32 0.58 0,31 0.64
M 0.36 0.64 0.34 0.71
MD 0.33 0.58 0.31 0.64
Ms 0.36 0.68 0.37 0.73
NC 0.31 0.50 0.27 0.58
ND 0.22 0.52 0.28 0.50
NE 0.29 0.57 0.31 0.60
NI 0.37 0.58 0.32 0.€9
juicd 0.34 0.59 0.32 0,66
NV 0.39 0.67 0.36 0.75
NY 0.45 0.73 0.40 0.85
OH 0.32 0.57 0.31 0.63
OK 0.30 0.62 0.33 0.63
EA 0.35 0.59 0.32 0.67
RI 0.44 0.88 0.37 0.82
sC 0.31 0.49 0.27 0.58
sD 0.27 0.50 0.27 0.54
TN 0.47 0.78 0.42 0.89
X 0.40 0.72 0.39 0.79
ur 0.30 0.57 0.31 0.6L
VA 0.27 0.41 0.22 0.50
VT 0.31 0.48 0.26 0.57
WA 0.47 0.79 0.43 0.91
WL 0.28 0.50 0.27 0.55
w 0.29 0.58 0.31 0.61
WY 0.19 0,48 0.26 0.45

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Bruce and Fox, 2000.
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Appendix Table 1: Local Revenue losses as Percentages of Total Local

Taxes, 2003

(1) = Revenue Loss Without E-Cammerce
(2) = Total Revenue Loss Due to E-Cammerce
(3) = Incremental Revenue Loss Due to E-Camerce

(4) = Total Cambined Revenue Loss

State (1) (2) (3) (4)
AL 2.15 3.27 1.76 3,91
AR 1.28 2.1% 1.13 2.41
AZ 1.01 1.57 0.85 1.85
[o:% 0.86 1.22 0.86 1.52
[s2] 1.36 2.36 1.27 2.63
cr 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
oc 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00
FL 0.15 0.21 0.11 0.26
GA 1.18 1.74 0.94 2,11
HL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
In 0.10 0.19 0.10 0.20
ID 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
IL 0.36 0.61 0.33 0.89
N 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ks 0.58 0.98 0.52 1.10
EY 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
jr:% 2.34 4.44 2.38 4.72
MR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ME 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
My 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05
M 1.13 1.83 0.98 2,11
M5 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
NC 1.04 1.54 0.83 1.86
ND 0.25 0.54 0.29 0.54
NE 0.36 0.64 0.34 0.70
NI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MM 1.88 2.99 1.61 3.48
NV 0.31 0.49 0.26 0.58
NY 0.88 1.30 0.70 1.58
CH 0.37 0.6l 0.33 0.70
0K 1.78 3.42 1.83 3.61
2% 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.08
RI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SC 0.13 0.20 0.10 0.24
SD 0.81 1.38 0.74 1.55
™ 1.56 2.36 1.27 2.83
X 0.60 1.00 0.54 1.13
uT 0.84 1.44 0.77 1.61
VA 0.51 0.70 0.38 0.88
VT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7% 1.15 1.78 0.95 2.10
WL 0.12 0.21 0.11 0.24
W 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Wy 0.59 1.34 0.72 1.31
us 0.57 0.89 0.48 1.05

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Bruce and Fox, 2000.
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Chart 8: Adjusted Compensating Use Taxes
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DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. STATE TAKES,
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Chart 21: Composition of Adjusted General Fund Tax Receipts
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Chart 1: Adjusted Motor Carrier Taxes
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Chart 4: Adjusted Financial Institutions Taxes
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Chart 6: Adjusted Estate Taxes
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Chart 10: Adjusted Tobacco Product Taxes
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Chart 11: Adjusted Cereal Malt Beverage Taxes
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Chart 12: Adjusted Liquor Gallonage Taxes
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Chart 13: Adjusted Liquor Enforcement Taxes
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Chart 14: Adjusted Private Club Taxes
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Chart 15: Adjusted Corporate Franchise Taxes
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Chart 16: Adjusted Severance Taxes

120,000 -

100,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

'80 '81 '82 '83 '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 '00 '01 '02 '03 '04 '05
Fiscal Year

Wong, 2005. 78

|-18



Elasticity

Severance

y 17-Year Trend
10-Year Trend
4-Year Trend  Period

2000

N
o [
Q S

N

2003
2004

Year

2005
Average

E4-Year Trend B 10-Year Trend O17-Year Trend

Wong, 2005. 79

-9



$ Thousands

Chart 17: Adjusted Insurance Premium Taxes
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Chart 18: Adjusted Miscellaneous Taxes
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