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RATIOS OF ASSESSMENT AND RATES OF TAXATION 
FOR THE LARGEST CITY WITHIN EACH STATE

Table XI. (continued)

12, Portland's ratio is four times the amount stated in Census of 
Govommrnts or Multnomah County to reflect the recent change 
in the statutory ratio from 2555 to -IOC# beginning in 1960-196?.

13. Philadelphia's ratio was approximated by the State of Pennsyl­
vania to be 6$%,

l!n The ratio used for Huntington is the same as the average state 
ratio for residential properties (class II).

FOOTNOTES FOR RATES:

(Ratos not footnoted are assumed to be for taxes payable in 1972 or
are ot.hervrise most recently available. Sec specific footnotes.)

A. Rate is for taxes payable in 1971,

B. State and Local Taxes. Prentice-Hall.

C. Indianapolis' rate is an arithmetic average of the six town­
ship rates in which it in located as listed in Prentice-Hall
for taxes payable in 1 9 7 2 .

D. Rato is an estimate of taxes payable in 197?.

D. Columbia 's rate in a combination of the city rate as reportr
try the State of South Carolina and the county and school tax 
rate as reported in Prontice-Hall as assessed in 1970.
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PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY ESTIMATES BOKVE BY HOMES 
ITJ IARGES7 C m  WITHIN EACH STATE BY CIT7 AM) BY MARKET VALUE

Table XII.

State
$1C,000 

Market Value Rank
$20,000 

Market Value Rank

*25,000 
Market Value

AL Birminrfinm £ 97.79 bb $ 207.58 b6
AK Anchorage 177.05 32 35b.09 3b
AZ Phoenix 21(2.10 23 bob.20 23
AR Little Rock 126.90 b3 753.79 1.5
a Los Angeles 159.53 36 1.16,33 30

CO Denver 2L3.02 22 LC6.ob 22
CT Hartford bbS.BB b 891.76 b
PE VMlrr.lnrton 155.75 38 310.91 bO

A, EC VAanhlnfjton 173.76 33 3L7.52 35
Y' FL Miami 151.20 bo b?L,?3 ?b

C-A Atlantn 87.01 1.7 298.72 b2
HI Honolulu -0- 51 09.90 51
I'D Boise 200.35 77 1.16.71 29

II. Chi on (;o 776 .1:0 17 597.96, 17

IM lndnnnpolia 375.6,2 6 751.7b 6

IA Pf- Motnoa 331.98 9 776.1:7 7
11? VI chiU 255.L3 29 510.86 20

tfY Loulsville 139.83 : ? 279.66 lib
IA Mevi Orleans 17.03 50 3 16.‘,5 50

ME Portland 353.L3 7 706.05 0

MB Baltimore 31.7.1:7 8 69b.9b 9

M.‘ Bon ion 553. 50 2 1,107.60 2
MI Dot rot t 71.3.50 71 1.07.16 71

MM Mins v.poll3 106.75 29 1.55.31 75

0 MS Jackson lb9.no bl. 375.00 37

S 262.72
bb2.62605.25
317.7b
5Lit.ni

607.551 ,l i l t .70 
3C0.lL 
L3L.I.0 
63?.75

L06.3?
150.00
520.00 
601.?o 939.06
923.71
630.58
31.9.50160.01
003.56

060.6-7 
1,38L.50 

60lt. f>5 6ll .96 Ii25.no

Rank

L63L25L5202Llj
Ll35 
21385130176720
LL5o09
c232236

530,000 
Market Value

S 317.07 
531.1L 
726.30
300.69 
673.1L

729.06 1 ,337.6bL65.76
521.28
7^7.265lL.li3
211.69
625.06 
8 20.Lbs 1,126.07

1,120.95
• 766.90 
bl9.50 
771,08 

1,060.28

1 ,o)i2,/.0 
1,661.b0 
730.7b
820.6.6 
525.00

RankL63L25L5
282b
bV,36 

2037 51 30176722bb5009
223

1835

$Lo,coo
Market Value

L28.16
7rM9
96 8.L0 507.58 929.9b972.03 1,783.52 6 2 1 .C2
6 9 5.0b1,120.29730.6b303.1,9033.1:11,105.921,502.1(91,515.1-31,021.73
550 .33325.601,1.13.701,309.072,215.20
WL.n1,256.05
725.00

Rank

L63625 L5
26

2L
bL237 1833L930197522bb5009223
123b

$50,000 
Market Value

$ 538.L5 
865.23 

1 , 210.50 
63L.L8 1,186.75

1 ,215.10 2,229.1-0 776.27 
868.GO 1,1.03.339L6.85 L55.28 1 ,O b i.77 

l,3U2.bO 1,870.11
1,909.921,277.16699.16

1.30.131,767.131,737.3b
7 , 769.00 1,217.89 1,603.Lb 975.00

Dan|
hi

751L5I
nfTcv|?liij
3116
1:3

2]11VI



PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY ESTIMATES BORNE BY HCMES 
IN IARCSST CITY WITHIN EACH STATE BY CITY AND 5Y MARKET VATUE

Table XII, (continued)

State Citv Ma
$10,000 
rket Value Fank

$?0,000 
Market Value P.ank

$25,000 
Market Value Rank

$30,000 
Market Value Rank

$1:0,000 
Market Value Rank

$50,000 
Market Value Rank

MO St. Iouis c ??L.eo ?5 S l:L9.60 ?7 3 562.00 ?7 S 67I1. 2*0 71 $ 899.20 23 $1,1?L.00 28
4*1 Billin^e 272.30 18 5LL.61 18 600.76 18 816.”1 19 1,089.22 20 1,361.5? 20
KB Cr.aha 315.73 11 658.°! 10 830.50 10 1/02.09 10 I,3'i5.?7 10 1,688/5 10
TAi Lon Vcryis 15?.50 39 305.00 111 301.25 li? Ii57.50 Ii3 610 .no L3 762.50 L3
NH Manchester 377.15 5 75L.30 5 91,2.80 5 1,131/5 5 1,508.60 6 1,085.75 6

VJ Ncvark 75L.13 l 1,508.25 1 1,885.31 l 2,262.38 l 3 , 0 1 6 / 0 1 3,770.63 1| y Alhjnuercuo 113.09 li6 178.69 h i 226/9 hi :7 ! i.28 17 369.80 h i 1:65 /  7 1j7
NY New York 2 8 6 / 6 15 573.12 15 716.1:0 15 l'5°/8 15 1,116 .? L 16 1,1:32.80 17ve Charlotte 1 156.16 37 312.32 39 390.1.0 hO I/8 .I18 L l 62)1.0)4 L l 780/0 Ll

» NDfO Farfrc 290.22 1L 580.1:5 l l i 725.56 IJj 870.67 llj 1,160.90 35 1/51.12 15

' Oil Cleveland 21?.60 ?6 L?5.35 20 531.69 29 638 .0 3 29 850.70 29 1,06.7.38 2?
CK ri-1 ■h.nrta City 95.00 L5 205.00 1)3 380.00 Ii3 Ii75.no hO 665.00 30 855.00 33
OR Portland ? 6 l / L 19 522.00 19 6 5 8 / 0 19 70ll.32 21 1,01,5.76 * 21 1,307.20 21
PA Fh: Ladolphia 270. l!0 13 501.75 13 7?7.19 13 872.63. 13 1,163.50 Hi 1/5L.33 1L
RI Frovi lone3 320.30 10 657.6.0 11 8??.00 11 906.1,0 11 1,315.20 11 1 ,6I1J1.00 12

SC Colunbia lfJ5.09 30 37”.10 32 1,6?. 73 32 555.27 3? 710.36 32 9 ? 5 / 5 33
SD Sioux Falls 202.13 16 560.66 16 705.02 16 01.6.90 16 1,12”. 31 17 1/11.614 18
TN M eri phis ?'?(.Oh ?L 1,5? .  0? 26 565. i l ?6 678.13 ?6 9OL.10 71 1,130.?? 27
TX Ho-is ton 36.50 It9 137.01 1.9 11(8/6, Ii9 239.11 I18 31:0.1,2 I18 Mil. 72 L9
BT Salt Like City IG0 .06 31 360.13 33 1,50.16 33 5Ii0.19 33 720 . 26 35 500.3? 35

VT Burl m,*,ton 3oti.i5 1? 616.29 7? 770.1:1 1? 9 ? L / L 1? 1,232.58 13 1,51,0.73 13
VA Norlolk ?0?.5o ?0 1)05.00 I 506.25 31 6.07.50 31 810.00 31 1 , ot? . $ o 31
VA S e a t t l e 16L.8I. 3L 329.6? 36, Id?.11 37 1,Oil. 53 38 65” .3 8 39 8?li.?2 39
v,-; l!untini;ton 76.33 1,0 162.66 !;fl l ” 0 / 2 10 ? ? o . ” 0 1,9 305.33 51 381.66 51
VI Mllwaukco LL0.30 3 0 9 6 / 0 3 1,1"0.76 3 1,3LL.91 3 1,793.21 3 ?t?l:1.5l 3
*Y Cheyenne 159.9? 35 ? l ” .03 30 370.79 39 l,7r,.75 30 63”.67 liO 799.59 Lo

AGO 5 3 3 2 9 4



PROPER IY TAX ESTIMATES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES 0^ £10,000 MARKET VALUE

Table XIII.

City Tax Due Rank

Nevrark, NJ 75>h.l3 1
Boston, MA 553.50 2
Milwaukee, VII 1*1*8.30 3
Hartford, CT 1*1*5.88 1*
Manchester, NH 377.15 • 5
Indianapolis, IN 375.62 0
Portland, ME 353.h3 7
Baltimore, MB 3L7. 1*7 8
Des Moines, IA 331.9b 9
Providence, RI 328.80 10
Omaha, NB 315.73 11
Burlington, VT 308.15 12
Philadelphia, PA 290.88 13
Fargo, ND 290,22 11*
New York, NY 286.56 15
Sioux Falls, SD 282.33 » 16
Chicago, IL 276,1*8 17
Billings, MT 272,30 18
Portland, OR 261. lil/ 19
Wichita, KS 255. 1j3 20
Detroit, MI 2)j3.58 21
Denver, CC 21*3.02 22
Phoemx, AZ 21*2.10 23
Memphis, TN 226.Oli 21*
St. Louis, MO 221*. 80 25
Cleveland, OH 212.68 26
Boise, ID 208.35 27
Norfolk, VA 202,50 28
Minneapolis,. MN 186.75 20

Columbia, SC 185.09 30
Salt Lake City, UT 180.06 31
Anchorage, AK 177.05 32
Washington, DC 173.76 33
Seattle, VIA 161*. 8I1 31*
Cheyenne, VIY 159.92 35
I-os Anpeles, CA 159.53 36
Charlotte, NC 156.16 37
Wilmington, DE 155.25 38
Las Vegas, NV 152.50 39
Miami, FL 151.20 1*0
Jackson, MS lliO.OO lil
Louisville, KY 139.83 1*2
Little Rock, AR 126.90 1*3
Birmingham, AL 97.29 1*1*
Oklahoma City, OK 95.00 1(5
Albuaueroue, NM 83.09 1*6
Atlanta, OA • 82.01 1*7
Huntington, WY 76.33 1*8
Houston, 17 36.50 1*9
Nev? Orleans, I/. 12.03 50
Honolulu, HI -0 - 51

-27-
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St. Louis, MO w/.6o
Cleveland, OH 35
Boise, TD )|16; 71
Los Angeles, CA I1I6.33

6
7
8 
9
10
11
1?

13

Detroit, MI L87.I6
Denver, CO 1i«6.o Ji
Phoenix, 7. l.bluPO 5,3

Ft k7lu?3 2 k
Minneapolis, MH 1455.31 ?5
Memphis, XrT T&T.09 W>

27 

?8 

79
~,U .w<llCaC:>, VII Ulfe.33 30
Norfolk, VA 1(05.00 31

3?

38

37
38

Columbia, SC 370.'ib
0 0 It Lake City, UT 360.13 33
Anchorane, AK 3 ^ . 0 9  '3i,
Washington, DC 31(7.5? 35
Seattle, V/A 3? ? . 6 9
Jackson, MS 325.00
Cheyenne, WY 3x9 ^ 3
Charlotte, NC 31?.32 30Wilmington, DE 310.*5l jl0
baa Vo pas, NV 305.00 In

!£, 298.22 Ij2

* 1»3
till 
16 

I46

Oklahoma City, OK 2h$[O0 u ,
Louisville, KY 279.66 U
little Rock, AR 253.79 li5
Birminchnm, AL ?07\;o j?
Albuquerque, NM i7R £0 1.7
Huntington, VJV g
Houston, TX 1 3 7 .8l b<?

hew Orleans, LA lit,.5$
Honolulu, HI q 9 '90 ^

Table XIV.
* J

City Tax Due Rank

Newark, NJ 1,508.25' 1
KA 1,107.60 ?

Milwaukee, WI 8 9 6 . 6 0  3
Hartford, CT 091.76 I

Manchester, NH 7<l, 3 0 • tr
Indianapolis, IN 5
Des Moines, IA 726»k7

Portland, ME 706^85
Baltimore, MD 6 9L 9 I4
Omaha, NB 658.91
Providence, RI 657.60
Burlington, VT 6 l6 . * ? 9
Philadelphia, PA 5 Ri 75
1™C0, HD 5 8 o l 5 2
New York, NY 573.1? 15

a£ r  SD 5f*.«6 16
Chicago, II. 5??>96 1?

Billings, KT Sllli.61 18

m rf « n 4 V°B ? ? ? -U0 I?W i c h i t a ,  KS 510 .116 j o

?1

2 ?

PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES OF $20,000 MARKET VALUE

-20-
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Table XV.

PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES OF $25,000 MARKET .VALUE

City Tax Due Rank

Newark, NJ 1,885.31 1

Boston, KA 1,381.50 2
Milwaukee, V7I 1,120.76 3
Hartford, CT i,liu. 70 li
Manchester, NH 982.88 . 5
Indianapolis, IN 939.06 6
Des Moines, IA 923.71 7
Portland, ME 883.56 8
Baltimore, MD 868,67 9
Omaha, NB 830.50 10
Providence, RI 822.00 n
Burlington, VT 770. ill 12
Ph.il adelphia, PA 727.19 13
Fargo, ND 725*56 Hi

New York, NY 7l6%liO 15
Sioux Falls, SD 705.82 16

Chicago, IL 691.20 17
Billings, MT 680, 76 18
Portland, OR 653.60 19
Vichita, KS 638.58 20
Miami, FL 635.75 21
Minneapolis, MN 618.06 22

Detroit, MI '608.95 >3
Denver, CO 607.55 2li
Phoenix, AZ 605.25 25
Memphis, TN 565.11 26
St. Louis, MO 562.00 27
Ios Angeles, CA 588.78 28
Cleveland, OH 531.69 20

Bo iso, ID 520,88 10
Norfolk, VA 506.25 31
Columbia, SC 1j6?,73 32
Salt Lake Cit;,, UT Jj50,16 33
Anchorage, AK 882.62 38
Washington, DC 838.80 35
Jackson, MS 825.00 36
Seattle, VIA W ? .  11 37
Atlanta, GA J4O6.32 38
Chcycnno, VIY 399.79 39
Charlotte, NC 390 .80 80
VJilmington, DE 388.H i 1)1
Los Vegas, NV 381.25 li?
Oklahoma City, OK 380.00 83
Louisville, KY 389.58 1.1 j
Little Rock, AR 317.2ii 1)5
Birmingham, AL 262.72 86
Albuquerque, NM 226.1)9 87
Huntington, W 190.82 88
Houston, TX I8R.I16 89
New Orleans, IA 168.81 50
Honolulu, HI 150.80 51

-29-
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PROPERTY TAX EXTTl-lA.TES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES OF $-30,000 MARKET VA DUE

Table XVI.

City Tax Due Rank

Newark, NJ 2,262.38 1
Boston, MA 1,661,80 2
Milwaukee, VI 1,388.91 3
Hartford, CT 1,337.61 • 8
Manchester, NH 1,131.15 5
Indianapolis, IN 1 ,126.87 6
Des Moines, IA 1,120.9$ 7
Portland, ME 1 ,060.28 8
Baltimore, MD 1,082.80 9
Omaha, NB 1,002.09 10
Providence, RT 986. liO 11
Burlington, VT 928.88 12
Philadelphia , PA 872.63 13
Fargo, ND 870.67 18
Nev.’ York, NY 8$9.68 u
Sioux Falls, SD 81.6.9o 16
Chicago, II 629 Jili 17
Minneapolis, KN 828.66 18

Billings, MT 816,91 19
Miami, FL 797.26 20
Portland, OR 788.3? 21
Wj chita, KS 766.30 22
Detroit, M’ 730.7h 23
Denver, CO 729.06 28
Phoenix, A7. 726,30 25
Memphis, TN 67O . 18 26
St. Louis, MO 67h.hr) 27
los Angeles, CA 6 71.1)i 20
Cleveland, OH 630.03 20
Boise, ID 625.06 30
Norfolk, VA 607.50 31
Columbia, PC 555.27 32
Salt Lake City, UT 51i0.19 33
Anchorage, AK 531.H i 38
Jackson, MS 525.00 3r'
Washington, DC 521.28 36
Atlanta, CA $18.83 37
Seattle, VJA li9li .'53 30
Choycnno, WY 1)79.75 30
Okalhoma City, OK 1)75.00 80
Charlotte, NO h60.h0 81
Wilmington, DE 1)65.76 82
Las Vegas, NV 857.50 83
Louisville, KY 819.50 88
Litt.'le Rock, AH 380.69 85
Birmingham, AI 317.87 86

Albuquerque, NM 278.28 87
Houston, TX 239.11 88
Huntington, W 229.00 89
Novi Orleans, IA 221.00 50
Honolulu, HI 211.69 51

-30- AGO 53329 8



Table XVII.

PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES OF Ch0,000 MARKET VALUE

City Tax Due Rank

Newark, NJ 3,016.No 1
Boston, MA 2,215.20 2
Milwaukee, WI 1,793.?! 3
Hartford, CT 1,783.52 h
Dos Moines, IA 1,515.13 5
Manchester, NH 1,508.60 6
Indianapolis, IN 1,5o2.h9 7
Portland, ME l,bl3.70 8
Baltimore, MD 1,389.87 9
Omaha, NB l,3li5.27 10
Providence, RI 1,315.20 11
Minneaool is, MN 1,256.0? 12
Burlington, VT 1,232.5H 15
Philadelphia, PA 1,163.50 lb
Fargo, ND 1,160.90 15
New York, NY l,lli6.2h 16
Sioux Falls, SD 1,129.31 17
Miami, FL 1,120.29 18

Chicago, II. 1,105.92 19
Billings, MT 1,089.22 20
Portland, OR 1,01,5.76 21
Wichita, KS 1,021.73 22
Detroit, MT 97h.31 23
Denver, CO 972.08 2b
Phoernx, A7 968.1.0 25
Los Angelos, CA 929.yli 26
Memphis, TN 90li. 18 27
St. Louis, MO 890.?n 28
Cleveland, OH 850.70 29
Poise, ID 833.1a 30
Norfolk, VA 8IO .00 31
Columbia, SC 71)0.36 37
A tlanta, CA 730.61, 33
Jackson, MS 725.00 31)
Salt Lake City, NT 720.26 35
Anchorage, AK 708.19 36
Washington, DC 695.01, 37
Oklahoma City, OK 665.00 38
Seattle, V A 659.38 3o
Cheyenne, VJY 639.6? I4O
Charlotte, NC 62li.nl) lil
Wilmington, DM 621.07 1)2
Las Vega g, NV 610.00 1)3
Louisville, KY 559.33 lib
Little Rock, AR 507.58 1)5
Birmingham, AL 1)28.16 1;6
Albuouerque, KM 357.38 1)7
Houston, TX 3bO.b2 1.0
Honolulu, HI 333.1,9 1)9
New Orleans, IA 325.60 50
Huntington, WV 305.33 • 51

-31- AGO 533299



Table XVIII.

PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES BY CITY RANK
FOR HOMES OF $50,000 MARKET VALUE

City

Newark, NJ 
Boston, MA 
Milwaukee, VI 
Hartford, CT 
Des Moines, IA 
Manchester, NH 
Indianapolis, IN 
Portland, ME 
Baltimore, MD 
Omaha, NB 
Minneapolis, MN 
I’rovidence, HI 
Burlington, VT 
Philadelphia, PA 
Fargo, ND 
Miami, FL 
New Yoric, NY 
Sioux Falls, SD 
Chicago, IL 
Billings, MT 
Portland, OR 
Wichita, KS 
Detroit, MI 
Donvor, CO 
Pnoenix, AZ 
Los Angeles, CA 
Memphis, TN 
St, Louis, MO 
Cleveland, OH 
Boise, ID 
Norfolk, VA 
Atlanta,, GA 
Columbia, PC 
Jackson, MS 
Salt. Lake City, UT 
Anchorage, AK 
Washington, DC 
Oklahoma City, OK 
Seattle, WA 
Cheyenne, WY 
Charlotte, NC 
Wlimington, PE 
La3 Vegas, NV 
Louisville, KY 
Little Rock, AR 
Birmingham, AL 
AHiuque-rnuo, NM 
Honolulu, HI 
Houston, TX 
Novr Orleans, IA 
Huntington, WV

Tax Due Rank

3,770.63 1
?,7o9.00 2
2,2bl.5l **

2,229.b0 b
1,909.9? 5
1,885.75 6
1,878.11 7
1,767.13 8
1,737.3b 9
1,688.15 10 •
1 ,683.bb 11
1,6UU.00 12
l,5b0.73 3.3
l,b5b.38 lb
I,b5l.l2 15

l,bb3#33 16

l,b32.80 17

l,bl6 .6b 18
1 ,382.hO 19
1,362.52 20
1,307.20 21
1,277.16 22
1,217.09 23

2b1 ,215.10
1,210.50 25
1,186.75 26
1 ,130.22 27
1 ,12b . 00 28
1 ,063.38 29
1 ,Obi.77 30
1,012.50 31

9b6.85 32
925.b5 33
925.00 3b
900.32 35
805.23 36
868.80 .37
855.00 38
82h,22 39
799.59 bO

780.80 lil

776.27 b2
762.50 Ji3
699.16 bb
63b.bS b5

538 .b 5 I16
b65.b7 1.7
b55.?8 1:8
bbl.72 h9
b30.13 50
381.66 51



CITY PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF MARKET VALUE (EFFECTIVE RATES)

Table XIX.

i
u>
u>
I

S
M
Ul
W
o

$10,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 $b0,000 $50,000
State City Market Valuo Market Value Market Value Market Value Market Value Market Value

AL Birmingham .97% 1.0b2 1.0555 1 .06g 1.0755 1.082
AK Anchora ge 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.77 1.77
AZ Phoenix 2.b2 2.b2 2 ,h2 2,b2 ?.b2 2,b2
AR Little RocI: 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27 1.27
CA Los Angeles 1.60 2.00 2.10 2.2b 2.32 2.37

CO Denver 2.b3 2.03 2 ,b3 2,b3 2.b3 2.b3
CT Hartford b.b6 b.b6 b.b6 b . )i6 b.b6 b,b6
DE Wilmington 1.55 1.55 1.55 1^55 1.55 1.55
DC Washington 1.7b 1.7b 1.7b 1.7b 1.7b 1.7b
FL Miami 1.51 2.37 2.5b 2.66 2.00 2.89

i
GA Atlanta .02 l.b9 1.63 1.71 1.83 1.09
HI Honolulu -0- .15 ,60 .71 .83 .91
ID Boi: o 2.00 2.00 2.08 2.00 2.00 2.03
XL Chinago 2.76 2.76 2.76 2.76 2.76 2.76
IN Indianapolis 3.76 3.76 3.76 3.76 3.76 3.'<6

IA Des Koines 3.32 3.63 3,69 3.7b 3.79 3.82
KS. Wichita 2.55 2.55 2.55 2.55 2.55 2.55
KY Louisville l.bO l.bo l.bO l.bo l.bo l.bO
IA New Orleans .12 .50 .60 ,7b .01 .06
ME Portland 3.53 3.53 3.53 3.53 3.53 3.53

MD Baltimore 3.b7 3.b7 3.b7 3.b7 3.b7 3.b7
HA Bo:, i.on 5.5b 5.5b 5.5b 5.5b 5. 5)i 5-5b
MI Detroit 2.bb 2.bit 2. bb 2.bb 2 .bb 2. Ob
E-TN Minneapolis 1.87 2.28 2.1:6 2.76 3.1b 3.37
HS Jackson U-iO 1.63 1.70 1.75 1.01 1.65



CITY PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATES AS A 

PERCENTAGE OF MARKET VALUE (EFFECTIVE RATES)

Table XIX. (continued)

State City
$10,000 $20,000 $25,000 $30,000 $80,000 $5o,ooo

Market Value Market Value Market Value Market Value Market Value
j

Market Value

MO St. Louis 2.25 % 2.25# 2.25# 2.25# 2.25# 2.25#
MT Billings 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.72 2.7? 2.7?
N3 Omaha 3.16 3.29 3.32 3.38 3.36 3.38
NV Las Vegas 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53
NH Manchester 3.77 3.77 3.77 3.77 3.77 3.77

NJ Newark 7.58 7.58 7.58 7.58 '.58 7.58
NM Albuquerque 
NY New York

.83 .89 .91 •91 .92 ,°3
2.b7 2.87 2.87 2.87 2,87 2.87

NC Charlotte 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.56 1,56 1,56
ND Fargo 2.90 2.90 2,90 2.90 2.90 2.90

V OH Cleveland 2.13 2.13 2.13 2.13 2.13 2.13
OK Oklahoma City .95 1.83 1.52 1.58 1.66 1.71
OR Portland 2.61 2.61 2.61 2.61 2.61 2.61
?A Philadelphia 2.91 2.91 2.51 2.91 2.91 2.91
RI Providence 3.29 3.29 3,29 3.29 3.29 3.29

SC Columbia 1.95 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85
SD Sioux Falls 2.82 2.02 2.82 2.82 2.02 2.0?
Tf'l Memphis 2.26 2.26 2.26 2.26 2.26 2.26
TX Houston .37 .69 .75 .80 .85 .88
UT Salt Lake City 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80
VT Burlington 3.00 3.08 3.08 3.08 3.08 3.08

. VA NorToIk 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.03 2.03
VA Seattle 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.65 i.65
W  Huntington .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 .76
VI Milwaukee 8.88 8.88 8.88 8.88 8.88 8.88
WY Chcvenne 
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STATUTORY RATIOS BY STATE

Table XX.

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist./Columbia 
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa 
Kansas 
Ken tucky 
Louisiana 
Maine

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Ml chignn 
Minnesota #•
Minsisclppi

M Lssouri*
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Now York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota#**

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island

Ratio of Assessment

30/,

100 
18 (1)
20

2$

30
up to 1 0 0  

100 
100 
100ho
70
20
50

33 1/3

27
30

100
below 25

100 (2)

100
100
50
33 1/3 (3)

100

100 ( M
h o (5)
35
35

100

20-100 (6)
100 (7)
100

(8)
100

35 (9)
35

100
100 (10)

up to 100 (11)
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I

STATUTORY- RATIOS BY STATE 

Tabic XX. (continued)

 ________   Ratio of Assessment

South Carolina 100'?
South Dakota (32)
Tennessee ^  (l3)
Texas 100
vJ tah 2 0

Vermont. ^

Virginia 100
Washington £q
West Virginia £0-100
Wisconsin 1 0 0
V’yoming 20 (l)j)

* Minnesota:

Montana•

■p-u-* North Dakota

Vermont:

The ratio given relates market value to 
adjusted market value. The taxable value 
ogainst which the rato is applied is found 
b\r taking 2l>% of the first £1 , 0 0 0  adjust'd 
market value and h()% of the amount over
C l ,000.

The ratio given is an estimate of the rela­
tionship botween market value and adjus tat 
market value. The taxable value against 
which the rate is appl ied in '0% of the ad­
justed market value.

The ratio given relates market value to 
adjusted market value. Fifty gercent (fiO?,) 
of the adjusted market value i: the taxable 
value.

The ratio given relates market value to 
adjusted market value. One percent (1;?) of 
the adjusted market value is the taxable 

■’u o .

-37-
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STATUTORY PATIOS - FOOTNOTES 

Tabic XX. (continued)

1. Class Ii property.

2. "Just value."

3. Goal,

h. Missouri Tax Commission suggests not less than

Approximate ratio for city and town lots and urban and rural 
improvements. This ra(io is not statutory. The statutory ratio,
30£ tor residential property, is the percentage of assessed
(adjusted market) value against which the mill levy is applied.

6. Ratio to bo used is at the discretion of the County Board. If
not acted on try the Board, ratio is automatically set at 50£.

7. 33 1/3 is suggested minimum,

8. Uniform percentage determined locally. Most counties are at
ElO'/S or 6o£. The state on the average has chosen $0%; Charlotte
has chosen

9. Ratio relates to taxable value as defined by Board of Tax Arpeals,
effective December 28, 1971.

10. In Jjth to Cth class cities, real property must he assessed at a
predetermined ratio not. greater than 75%,

1 1 . Determined locally.

12. Property is assessed at full and true value hut only 60# is 
taxable.

13. )|0£ to be attained ty January 1, 3972. Fifty percent t.o be
attained January 1, 1^73.

Hi. Goa 1.

-30-
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Alabama : 

California: 

Florida:

Georgia:

Hawaii:

Iowa:

Lou is ia n a :

Minnesota :

Mir siissippi : 

N e b r a s k a :

Table XXI.

The homestead exemption is applicable only against 
the state tax (6 . 5  mills) on §2 , 0 0 0  of assessed value.

There is a §750 exemption on assessed value of the 
principle residence.

Five thousand dollars (§5,000) is the allowable 
exemption of assessed value except for assessment 
for special benefits.

The homestead exemption is §2,000 taxable value times 
the operating (non-debt) mills. (It is exclusive of 
levy i'o: 1 bonded indebtedness.) The non-debt portion 
of the average state is 3 6 . 2 5  mills, and for the city 
of Atlanta it is 67.10 n.iils.

The homestead exemption is §8,000 on the assessed value.

Iowa’s homestead exemption is ?5 mills times the first 
§2 , 5 0 0  i ssessed value to a maximum of §6 2 ,5 0 ,

The §?, 000 exemption on the assessed value is appli­
cable against, state, parish, and special levies, bit 
not for city levies except in the Parish of Orleans.
(The city of New Orleans is coextensive with the 
Parish of Orleans.) The statewide average city mill 
rate of 23.01 mills used in calculating the amount of 
exempticn is an estimate based on data taken from 
Prent.icf -Hall for tnxes payable in 1071,

Thirty-five percent, (35*) of the non-debt levy, to a 
maximum of §250, in the credit allowed for home steads 
extstinf from January 2. The state average non-debt 
levy is 250.07 mills; the non-debt levy for the City 
of Minneapolis is 291.5° ’-.ills, (Homesteads existing 
from June 1 are eligible for the credit up t.o a max­
imum of §125; this was first effective for taxes 
payable in 1971.)

Up to §5,000 on the assessed value of a home (up to 
160 acnei) is exempt.. Bonded indebtedness levies 
are not exempt. An average of 30 mills for the State 
and 15 mills for the City of Jackson are used as the 
bonded indebtedness portions of the respective total 
levies.

Exemption applies to the first 25* of actual value of 
$] ,500 or less. Over §1,500 of actual value, the 
exemption is ?0 l. of the first Fh , 0 0 0  of actual value.. 
Actual value is assumed to equal the market value.

HCMEFTEAI EXEMPTION PROVISIONS AS APPLIED
10 PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY CALCUI/.TIONS

-39- AGO 533307



HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION PROVISIONS AS APPLIED
TO PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY CALCULATIONS

New Mexico: 

Oklahomai 

Oregon:

Texas;

Vermont;

VJiscons'n:

Special Note:

Table XXI. (continued)

New Mexico's homestead credit consists of £ 2 0 0  
exemption on the assessed value.

The first £1,000 of assessed value of a homestead is 
exempt.

Oregon has a new homeowner's property tax relief 
but at the present time there are no statistics 
available from which to make estimates of the amounts 
involved. The formula for determining the relief is 
based on the amount by which the property tax exceeds 
a prescribed percentage of the household income.

Three thousand dollars (£3,000) of the assessed tax­
able value of a residence homestead is exempted from 
state and county taxes. The statewide average county 
mill rate of 1 6 , %  mills used in calculating the ex­
emption :is an estimate based on local tax rates listed 
in Prentice-Hall for taxes payable in 1972. For the 
city of Houston 21.60 mills is used as the county 
portion of the total levy, 'Ihere is no state tax levy 
for general purposes.

Up to '‘16',000 of fair market value is an allowable 
exemption for up to three years for new homes if voted 
upon at a town meeting. No exemption is included in 
iho calculation of tax liability for Vermont.

Wisconsin's General Property Tax Relief applies to all 
real estate and personal property other than business 
inventories and livestock. The amount of credit to be 
roceived is based on the throe preceding years'levies 
in excess over a given mill rate.

The "assessed value" equals the "adjusted market /aluo" 
equals the "taxable value" unless otherwise stated.
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Slate

Alabama
Al2s>a

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Dist./Columbia 

Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indi ana
Iowa
Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

DISCOUMTS FOR PROMPT PAYMENTS # 

Table XXII.

Discount

None
None
None
None
None
None

No provision for discount in General 
Statutes. However, discounts may be 
allowed in certain municipalities by 
special acts or charters.

No discount of taxes collected by 
county. Varying discounts art allowed 
in Dover, Milford, Newark, and New 
Castle. No discount is allowed in 
Wilmington.

None

Taxes a^o due November 1, Discounts 
are as follows: Payment in November, 
It̂ j December, 3$: January, 2/5; Febru­
ary, 1$. These discounts apply only 
to county, school and special levy 
taxes that are collected by the coun­
ty. Discounts on city taxes vary.

None
None
None
None
None
Nono

None

State, county and district taxes 
P7’o due and payable September 11.
If paid by November 1, they are In­
ti tied to a ?'/, discount.

Mono

Any city or town may grant a discount 
not to exceed l.O* to those who pay 
taxes voluntarily w!thin the slated 
periods. Vory few cities offers dis­
count. Portland docs not offer it.
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 Stale

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota 
Missies 5 ppi.

Missouri

Montana 
Mobraska 
Neva rln

Mow Hnwpj3hl.r0

New Jersey

Mow Mexico

DISCOUNTS FOR PROMPT PAYMENTS * 

Table XXII. (continued)

Discount

Except in a few cases, counties, 
cities, towns, or taxing districts, 
are allowed to fix a discount. Bal­
timore County grants a 7% discount 
in July, 1% in August, and none in 
September. Baltimore City grants a 
I 1/, discount if taxes are paid before 
the end of July and 1/2* if paid be­
fore the end of August.

None

Mo discount is allowed for early pay­
ment of taxes assessed under the 
general property tax law , general 
village act, or iri fourth class cities. 
However, discounts on city taxes are 
allowed by some charters. Them is 
no discount on Detroit's taxes.

None
None

Discount of l!r> and 7* is allowed in 
cities of the first and second class 
depending on the time of payment.

Hone
Mono
None

A11 ova nee of discount is left to tha 
discretion of each city and town, both 
n t o  amount, and time limits. The 
practice varies in different places 
nnd from year to year, ’-'hen the dis­
count is granted it is so stated on 
the tax bill.

Governing body of each municipality 
may permit discounts prior to delin­
quency. Ra to or discount may not 
exceed 6 * per annum, or 1/21? per month. 
Payment, must bo at least 10 days be­
fore date on vrh’ch installment would 
become delinouont.

None
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New York

North Carolina 

North Dakota

 State

Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Inland 

South Carolina

South Dakota 
Tennessee

DISCOUNTS FOR PROMPT PAYMENTS* 

Table XXII. (continued)

Discount

New York City allows a 1% discount cn 
the second installment. Various coun­
ties also allow discounts.

Discounts are permissable. The gov­
erning body of any county or munici­
pality has the authority to establish 
a schedule of discounts.

All taxes arc due January 1. Realty 
taxes payable 1/2 before March '1 and 
1/2 before October 15. A discount 
is granted i f  taxes are paid in full 
before February 15. Discount applies 
in general to all real estate taxes.

None
None

Discount is allowable on payments 
made on or before November 15 as 
follows: 'U if pnil in full; 2%
if three-quarters pi id; 1/ if half 
pa i d .

Discount varies with cities,boroughs, 
and townships. Philadelphia offers 
a 1'/ discount fiom the opening of 
the books (around January 25) until 
April 30. Applies only to r e a l  
property.

Cities and towns are authorized to 
give discounts, but In practice very 
few do.

Ho general statutory provision is made 
allowing discounts in all counties.
The discount, if offered, dons not in­
clude state levies. There is no dis­
count !r Richmond County, the county 
in which Columbia is located.

Mono
None

-h3-
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Texas

 State

U t a h

Vermont.

Virginia
Washington

Wont Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Discounts are 
tax liability.

DISCOUNTS FOR PROMPT PAYMENTS* 

Table XXII. (contirued)

Discount

For prepayment of smote taxes and 
taxes of its subdivisions the follow­
ing discounts are allowed; 3/£ if paid 
90 days before delinquency, %  if paid 
60 days before d e l i n q u e n c y , i f  paid 
30 days before delincjuoncy. This pro­
vision docs not apply to city, town, 
independent school district, or spec­
ial district taxes unless adopted by 
such governmental subdivision. When 
paymor>t is made in installments, dis­
count applies only to second half a n d  
first half must have been p 3 i d  by 
November 30,

None

Discount may be prescribed by munici­
palities but is not to exceed h%.

N one 
None

Discount of P 1./?.% is allowed on both 
installments i'or taxes paid on or be­
fore duo date,

Nono
None

not included in the cam lution of the final
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ANALYSIS

The following analysis highli^ts certain results and also 
reveals problem areas. It is not intended that the analysis draw 
conclusions for the reader but that he formulate his own. Mention 
of states and cities is meant only for explanatory purposes and 
not as an opinionated point of view.

To illustrate the importance and problems of assessment ratios 
and taxation rates, the use of an analogy deems itself beneficial, 
the ratios and rates act as two complementing factors balancing the 
lo.ir on a hypothetical tax fulcrum. A movement on one side with- 
out a compensating change in the other upsets the equilibrium. To 
continue the analogy, if two such operating systems were compared, 
one could not interchange the components, leaving the position of 
the fulcrum constant, and maintain the original balance. Changing 
the fulcrum's position to make the system balance would result in 
a tax change.

Statutory ratios, nlthou^i set by law, do not exist in prac­
tice at the fixed percentage. Actual ratios are those rntio3 
determined by use of sales ratio studies. Ratio studies reveal the 
actual status of the statutory ratios, but in themselves face many 
restrictions. Hie most inherent limitation is that they are only 
a sample of the many times the. statutory ratios are used. They may 
also b-e influenced ty the skill of the staff doing the study, 
available fund3, supervision, and political biases. In theory, 
these factors do not exist, out. in practice, they play a part.

In certain instances, the year of the ratio study and the year 
in which the tax is payabio do not. coincide. The general trend in 
ratios is that they remain within a relatively constant range over 
the years. Thus, divergent time schedules should not markedly 
affect tho validity of tlio ratios used in calculating the final 
tax liabilities,

A substantial variation in the actual ratio of assessment 
between two years generally is due to legislative measures that 
havo changed tiro statutory level of assessment. Such is tho case 
of Oregon; thair logal ratio was recently increased by four-fold,
\ rom 2%% to 100/. Minnesota has changed the ir ratio of assessment 
goal from 33 1/5/ to 100/ for taxes levied in 197?, payable in 
1973. Again, sales ratios studies will reveal the true state of 
affair3 by determining the actual, in practice ratios.

Careful note should bo made of four ratios: Minnesota, Montano, 
North Dakota, and Vci*mont, The ratios listed for those states ore
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actual ratios of assessment. However, a second ratio is applied to 
the adjusted market value to determine the taxable value. This is 
explained in more detail in the footnotes on ratios and rates for 
both the states and the cities.

The rate component of the tax fulcrum is as necessary as the 
ratio. Similar to the ratios, the rates of taxation usually do not 
vary substantially frcm one year to the next. Services expected 
and demanded by the public and new administrative procedures govern 
the increases and decreases in the rate of taxation. The end result 
is that the rate generally finds a point around which it stabilizes. 
Minor chanp.es occur from year to year, but overall, the trend is 
much slowe.' to change.

Large alterations in rates often are mirroring changes in 
ratios. As Minnesota makes the switch from a ratio of 33 l/3£ to 
10C$, the mill levies will drop by approximately one-third.

Tho subject of statutory rates is somewhat misleading. Legal 
rates generally set limits only on non-debt levies. Levies for 
debt purposes greatly influence the total picture of rate levels. 
This portion of the levy for some states also influences the amount 
of homestead credit received by the taxpayers, such as in Georgia, 
Mississippi, and Minnesota.

A similar concept to ratio studies is "rate studies," although 
usually not labeled as such. Some states collect and coordinate 
extensive data regarding taxes in all their governmental ‘-ubdivi.- 
si.ons, This undoubtedly makes state-wide estimates of rotes much 
easier to obtain and more reliable in these states than in others. 
State-wide average rates estimated from Prentice-Ha11 tend to he 
higher than those which might have been obtained had the states 
been able to provide this information. A tax rate estimated in 
this manner is inclined to bo high becausu it is based only on lo­
cal. rates listed in the publication, rather than on nil communities 
in die state.

The problem of ’’year levied" versus "year payable" increases 
the difficulty in making comparisons. The entire taxation proce­
dure, from assessing to paying the bil l, varies in length among 
tho states. In some states, the process is completed within one 
calendar year. Tn others, taxes are levied one yonr and paid tho 
following year. Throughout this study, the tax paid in 197? was 
used as a constant reference. However, at the time of request, for 
this information, numerous states did not know their levies for 
taxes payable in 197?. Thus, many amounts calculated were paynblo 
in 1971.

Careful note should be made of tho differences in rates, ratios, 
and final tax liability between the largest city in each state .and 
the state itself. The rank order of the city may or may not bn 
similar to the position of the ststo for n home at a given m.arkot 
value.. Examples pay be found in which the ratio fcr both the shate 
arid the city is very similar and yet the rate for the city is almost
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twice as large as that for the state, and also examples in which 
the rate is constant but the ratio doubles, The entire tax pic­
ture should be examined before comparing cities and states.

Within the limits of the definitions given in the methodol- 
cgy, tax exemptions are included in the calculations of tho final 
tax. The provisions used either applie1 to all property owners in 
the state, such as the general property tax relief offered in Wis­
consin, or to only those taxpayers distincuished frcm all others by 
virtue of owning and residing in their home. The variations in 
specific features offered by the states in homestead credits are 
numerous. The basis of exemption ranges from a set mill levy on 
th.3 assessed value (adjusted market value) of the property to seme 
particular aspect of the debt versus hon-debt mills or tax dollars.

These exemptions fulfill their pirpose by lowering the tax­
payer's bill, and their effects can be ouite noticable. Hawaii 
shows one of the most outstanding effects of a homestead exemption 
and that is a zero dollar tax on a home with a market value of 
$10,000. Florida also shews a strong effect of this type of tax 
break on the $10,000 home. The tax is low at this point, increases 
considerably at the $20,COO level, and subsequently proceeds at a 
less progressive rate of increase.

The effective rate of taxation, the final tax as n percentage 
of the market value, reflects a combination of the ratio, rate, and 
exemption, but does not include any deduction in tax duo to prompt 
payment. The particular effective rate for a state or city may 
have a most unusual result, if it was transported to another state 
or city with a different tax base. For example, if a high effec­
tive rate is applied to low property values, tho result may approx­
imate a low effective rate applied to high property values.
Whether property values themselves are high or lew, however, is a 
matter of great complexity and involves much more than can be han­
dled within this study,

A very noticable feature of the effective rate of taxation is 
Its slope. Tho most influential factor appears to be the homestead 
credit. As a general rule of thumb, those stater or n i  M e  it  reveal­
ing flat effective rates offer no homestead or other applicable ex­
emptions. Conversely, those states or cities having sone degree of 
slope t.o their effective rates do provide a form of tax relief.
This second relationship is a progressive rate in that the effec­
tive rate of homes with lower market values is lower than that of 
homes in the higher priced range. That is, they receive n rela­
tively larger tax break than a more expensive home.

Naturally, there .arc exceptions to the above stated general­
izations. Wisconsin, for example, has an extremely flat effective 
rate and ynt incorporated into this rate is a general property tax 
relief credit. In general, the dollar amount of a tax credit re­
mains constant across all market values, thus, creating a progres­
sive rate. In the case of Wisconsin, the credit increases with the 
market value. Another example of this type, but with some variation,

-1,7-
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is the case of Mississippi, This state has a flat rate for the 
first four market values and then increases on the last two. This 
again is due to the particular nature of their exemption schedule 
which gives relief up to $£,009 of adjusted market value ($30,000 
market value) home but excludes bonded indebtedness levies. Anoth­
er modification of the general reasons for flat versus progressive 
effective rates is the rate that increases but so does the dollar 
amount of credit. Such is the case in Minnesota and Iowa. These 
Hast two states are examples of expandable credits up to. set maximums.

As a last overview of property taxes, a table is included in 
this presentation which groups the states by one of eight regional 
areas. These areas are the same as those used by the U . S .  Depart­
ment of Commerce in issues of Survey of Current dusinoss. Each are3 
offers its own lnfluencial elements In molding the property tax.
One evident difference is between the northeastern and southern 
states. Explanations of these regional differences range from pub­
lic service expectations, buried in local history, to heavy reliance 
on other forms of taxation, such as severencs taxes, which in effect 
give property tax relief to the average homeowner.

-18-
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CLOSING COMMENTS

There is no need to state explicitly who is Number One, or Two, 
in property taxes just as there is no need to list the state or city 
that levies the lowest taxes. However, the necessity of focusing 
on the how's and why's of the results still remains.

The limitations of assumptions and the consistency of input data 
are reminders that any minor change could conceivably influence the 
final calculated tax liabilities enough to change the rank orders that 
have been presented. The rates and ratios, rank orders and dollar 
amounts are of ,v re value if overlapping ranges and general trends 3 r e  

noted and explained in the light of all variables.

-Ii9-
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Revenue Estimates (Preliminary)

December 15, 1972

Actual Estimated
F: 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North S I o d o :

Income, Excise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 80,778.3 S3,8i0.4 89,443.6 95,516.2 101,692.0 109,782.6 125,676.3
Oil 5- Car. Production Taxes 11,400.8 10,947.0 8,826.0 7,989.0 7,265.0 6,352.0 5,550.0
Oil & Gas Royalties 24,564.0 27,094.7 28,791.4 21,031.4 21,952.5 20,517.9 20,245.0
Miscellaneous Revenue 35,039.4 39,158.1 48,736.6 43,840.9 44,219.2 44,426.0 34,710.3

Total - Non-North Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,073.5 185,132.1

I’nrr-' tv i n  1 Rev .•;vi<» - North S l o n e ;

Income, lA.ci/.c, Business, O c c upation Taxes:

Individual Income Tax 

C o r p o r a t i o n  Tax 

Business Licenses 
Excise anu Occ u p a t i o n  Taxes t

6,123.6

148.8

158.5

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

9 °3.9

3,267.0 

1,745.4 

941.5 

10'. .0

233.2

11,241.4

244.5

Sub- Y o t a  1 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0 , 0 JO.9 11 .72'., 1

Oil 5 G u m  Production Taxc3 

Oil 6 Cas Royalties
81,503.0 

52 ,73',.5

142,384.0
149,654...

Total - North Slope 7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 203.742.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 •45.248.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464 2

>
S

Grand Total
V*

2] 9J_X65_1_9 213.458.0 228,490.0 215 .489,0 209.448.0u~ :~ ---- m  .SLVuA 498,403,8

w
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request of the Governor
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1
i IN THE H O U S E  BY T H E  RESOURCES COMMITTEE

*

2
CS F O R  HO U S E  BILL NO. 59

I

3
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE O F  ALASKA

4 EIGHTH LEG1. ^ATURE - FIRST SESSION •

l
5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for a state tax on property used in

: 7 connection wit.i the production and transportation of

8 unrefined oil and gas and nonrenewable mineral

9 resources; and providing for an effective date."

10 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

II * Section ]. In view of the economic and social impact on the state of

1? the production and transportation of o i 1 and gas and other nonrenewablo

13 mineral resources, and the resulting increase In the need und demand for

state services associated with increased population and economic development,

151
It is the purpose of this Act to provide revenue to the state to enable it

16 to meet the coat of increased state services.

1 17
1

• Sec. 2. AS <13 io amended by adding a new chapter to read:

18 CHAPTER 56. M I N E R A L  RESOURCES PRODUCTION

19 AND T R ANSPORTATION PROPERTY TAX.

20 Sec. <13.56.010. LEVY OF TAX. An annual tax o f  20 mills is levied

21 each tux year beginning J a n u a r y  1, 197<l, on the full and true value of

22 taxable real and tangible personal property used in the production and 1
23 transportation of unrefined oil and ga3 and nonrenewable mineral r e­

24
sources; except that on property subject to tax under this chapter

25 located In a city or borough, tho tax under thia section shall bo the

26 difference between the current year m u nicipal tax levy and a 20-mlll

22 levy on the full ar.d true value of that property. With respect to a

28
facility used for part of a tax year in a m anner as to render it taxable

29 under this chapter or partly so used for a full tax year, tho value o f

-1- CSIIB 59
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the facility taxable v.nder this chapter shall be proportionate to the 

employment. Property taxable under this chapter does not Include 

p roperty used in the const r u c t i o n  of facilities as distinguished from 

the facilities themselves; however, wi t h  respect to pipelines and other 

facilities taxable under this chapter wh i c h  m a y  be under construction 

or a w a i t i n g  construction, full and true value for each tax year shall be 

m easured by the costs incurred or accrued viith respect to the facility 

as of the assessment date.

Sec. 43-56.020. EXEMPTIONS. In addi t i o n  to property excluded 

under sec. 130(2} of this chapter, the following property is exempt 

from the tax levied under this chapter:

(1) pro d u c i n g  oil or gas leases;

(2) machinery, appliances and equipment used and around 

a well p r oducing oil or gas and actually used in the operation o f  a 

well;

(3) oil and gas produced in the state upon which gross 

production taxes are paid under ch. 55 of this title.

Sec. 43.56.030. LIMITATION ON LOCAL T AX LEVY. A city or borough

may levy an ad valorem tax on property subject to tax under this chapter 

only at uhe same rate and on the same basis as tax is levied on other 

real and personal property located within the city or borough. A city 

or b o r ough may levy a municipal property tax on real property or p e r­

sonal property subject to tax under sec. 10 of thi3 chapter only if each 

and every dollar of assessed value of real property or personal property

located in the city or borough is likewise taxed.

Sec. 4j.56.04o. ASSESSMENT. Assessment of property subject to the 

tax levied under thlo chapter except taxe3 levied under sec. 30 of this 

chapter shall be carried out by the state assessor substantially in 

the m anner provided in AS 29.53*060 - 29.53.i60 for municipalities,

CSUB 59 -2-
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, ' except that the state assessor shall function in place of the local

S 2 assessor, and the State Assessment Review Board shall function in tne

3 pl a c e  of the assembly or council sitting as a board of equalization.

1
1 4

For purposes of m u n i c i p a l  taxes levied ui.der sec. 30 of this chapter, ■

i 5 the p r o p e r t y  shall be assessed by the local assessor.

i 6
Sec. 43.56.050. STATE ASSESSMENT REVIEW BOARD. 'The governor shall

7 a p p oint at least five qualified persons to serve at his pleasure a3 the

8 S t a t e  Assessment Review Board,

9 Sec. 43.56.060. PER DIEM A ND EXPENSES. Members of the State

10

I I

Assessment Review Board shall be compensated and are entitled to per 

di e m  a nd expenses authorized by law for boards and commissions.

12 Sec. 43.56.070. POWERS AND DUTIES. The State Assessment Review

1 13 Board has the powers and duties wi t h  respect to assessment o f  property

14 taxable under this chapter of an assembly or council sitting as a

15 board of equalization.

16 Sec. 43.56.080. COLLECTION AND ENFORCEMENT. The tax levied in

17 this chapter is payable in full to the Department of Revenue on

18 S ept e m b e r  30 of the tax year, except that the Department of Revenue may

19 by regulation provide for prepayment of taxes, and payment by i n s tall­

20 ments. A penalty of ten per cent shall be added to delinquent taxes

21 and interest at the rate of eight per cent per annum shall accrue on

22 all unpaid taxes, e x cluding penalties, from tho due date until paid In

23 full. Collection of tho tax levied under this chapter shall bo carried

24 out by the Department of Revenue substantially in the m a n n e r  provided

25 in AS 29.53.200 - 29.53.390 except that the state is substituted for

26 r e f e rences to cities and boroughs.

27 Sec. 43.56.090. LIEN FOR TAX. Notwithstanding any other p r o v i­

28 sion of law, the tax levied under this chapter and interest and penalty

29 set out in sec. 80 of this chapter are liens upon the property subject

-3- C5HB 59 
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to tax under this chapter. The liens provided by this section are

•

2 prior and paramount to all other liens or encumbrances upon the same

3 property. -

4
Sec. 43.56.100. FALSE STATEMENT. A p e r s o n  who knowingly make3

5 a false statement in a return required under this chapter w i t h  Intent

6 to evade the taxation is guilty of a felony and upon c o n viction is

7 punishable by a fine of not more than $5,000, or by Imprisonment for

8 not more than five years, or by both, together wit h  the costs of p r o s e­

9 cution.

10 Sec. 4 3 .5 6 .llO. DEPOSIT IN GENERAL FUND. The revenue from the

I I tax levied under this chapter shall be dep o s i t e d  in the general fund.

i 12 Sec. 43.56.120. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter "taxable real and

13 tangible personal property" means tank farms, tanker terminals,
•

14 gathering and t r a nsmission lines, and facilities associated w i t h  the

15 extraction, production and transportation of crude oil and natural gQ3

16 and nonrencwable m i n eral resources; the term Includes otherwise taxablo

17 property exempted from taxation under home rule ordinance or charter,

18 but docs not include property exempt from taxation under the cons t i t u­

19 tion and laws of the state or of the United States, or any subsurface

20 estate or property used in a consumer d i s t r i b u t i o n  system.

21 Sec. 43.56.l60. REGULATIONS. The state assessor and the Depart­
|

2 2 ment of Revenue may adopt r egulations a3 appropriate to carry out their

23 respective duties under this chapter.

24 * Sec. 3. This Act takes effect on the d ay after Its passage and approval

26 or on the day it becomes law without approval.

! 2 6

2/

2 8

2 9
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R e v e nue Estimates (Preliminary)

December 15, 1972

Actual Estimated
FY 1972 • FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North Slooe:

Income, Excise, business, Occupation Taxes 
Oil 6 Gas Production Taxes 
Oil h Gas Royalties 
Miscellaneous Revenue

80.778.3 
11,400.8 
24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4
10.947.0 
27,094.7
39.158.1

89.443.6 
8,826.0

28,791.4
48.734.6

95,516.2
7,989.0

21,031.4
43,840.9

101,692.0
7,269.0

21,952.5
44,219.2

109,782.6
6,352.0

20,517.9
44,426.0

125,676.3
5,550.0

20,245.0
34,710.3

Total - Non-North Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 163,427.5 175,132.7 181,073.5 186,132.1

Vnre:-tvirt--:] Revenue - North Slone: I

Income, Excise, business, Occupation T a x ;s:
11 nl i v i d u a 1 1 n e one Ta.{
Corporation Tax
Dual ness Licenses
Excise and Occupation Taxes 1

6,125.6 
143.8 
15:. .5 

1.211.2

10,770.8 
223.2 
784,5 

1,477.1

10,5o6.7
260.4

1,077.4
998.9

3,267.0 
1,745.4 

941.5 
105.0

233.2
11,241.4

244.5

Sub-Yota 1 7,644.1 13,29.6 12,903.4 0 ,i;ju . 9 11,7c4. 1

Oil L Cas Production Taxes 
Oil it Cns Royalties

81,503.0
52,734.5

142,38 .0 
149,654.-.

Total - North Slope 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303.762.5

Incoma on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 •45.243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464.2
>

S
y, Grand Total 2)jy_6A4 2J.3.45.UI 228.490.0 211AB2J) 209.44B.0 443 ,403,8r r . a - . .V .____=
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R e v enue Estimates (Preliminary)

D e c e m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

G E N ERAL FUND

Unrestricted Sevenne - Non-North S l o p e :

Income, Excise, business, O c c upation Taxes 

Oii 6 Gas Pro d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil £.■ Gas Royalties 

M i s c ellaneous R e v e n u e

lotal - Non-Korth Slope

Vnr-' ' rvlrr--d »t:v .it:u; - North S l o p e :

Income, i';.cine, Business, O c c u pation T a x e s : 

Individual Income Tn.c 

Co r p o r a t i o n  Tax 

Cusiness Licenses 

Excise and Oc c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Sub-Yota 1

Oil & Cur. Production Taxes 

Oil L Cas Royalties

Total - North Slope

Income on Investments

Crand Total

FY 1972 ■ FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1>73

80.778.3 
11,400.6 
24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4
10.947.0 
27,094.7
39.158.1

89.443.6 
8,826.0
28,791.4
48.736.6

95,516.2
7,989.0

21,031.4
43,840.9

101,692.0
7,269.0

21,952.5
44,219.2

109,732.6 
6,352.0 

20,5>7.9 
44,425.0

125,676.3
5,550.0

20,245.0
34,710.3

151,832.5 161,010.2
1
1

175,797.6 168.427.5 175,132.7 181,073.5 136,132.1

4

|

6,125.6
143.8
158.5

1,211.2

10,770.8
223.2 
784.5 

1,477.1

10,566.7
260.4

1,077.4
993.9

3,267.0 
1,744.4 

941.5
104.0

233.2
11,241.4

244.5

7.044.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 6 ,u j i> . 9 11 .724. 1

31,503.0
52,734.5

142,384.0 

149,654. .

7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303,752.5

67,333.4 52,447.8 .45,248.3 33.805.9 21,411.9
•

10,511.7 8.464.2

2j a j ^ 5 . 213,458.0r .r -—s ■ ___—-2 2.28^690.0 211*489,0 209.448.0 ru,9z-^6 498,408 8-1=--7 \ ■ T!
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R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

Dece m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973
I

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted R e v e n u e  - N o n-North SI o d c :

I n c o m e , Excise, Business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 6 Gas P r o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 6 Gas Roya l t i e s  
M i s c e llaneous R e v enue

80.778.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.059.4

S3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

3 9 . 1 5 8 . 1

89.443.6 

8,826.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44,219.2

109,782.6

6,352.0

20,517.9

44,42 6 . 0

125,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.3

Total - Non - N o r t h  Slope 151.832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 185,132.1

Unrer rvi c Revenue - N o r t h  Slone:

. i
t
•

Income, Excise, Business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes:

Individual Income Ta.c 
Corporation Tax 
Business Licenses 
E.:ci;.c and O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes I

6,126.6

I48.fi

158.5

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

998.9

3,267.0 

1 , 7 4 'i.4 

941.5
10'. .0

233.2 

11,241.4

245.5

Sub-Yota 1 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 C, u j u .9 11, 7 c’,. 1

Oil & Gas Production Taxes 

Oil L Gas Royalties

81.5U3.C 

52,73't .5

142,384.0

149.654.4

Total - N o r t h  Slope 7.644. 1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303.742.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 .45.243.3 33.805.9 21.411.9 10,511.7 8.464.2

>
<Z>

Grand To t a l Z l l A n J l 2 2 8 . 6 9 0 . 0 215.489.0 209.448.0 m  ,.97Ai_o 498 ,408,8



R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

D ecember 15, 1S72

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 19/3 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North Slone:

Income, Excise, business, Occupation Taxes 
Oil & Gas Production Taxes 
Oil L Gas Royalties 
Mi s c e 11 a r.cou s Revenuo

80.773.3 
11,600.8 
24,564.0
35.039.4

83,810.4
10.947.0 
27,094.7
35.158.1

89.443.6 
8,826.0
28,791.4
48.736.6

95,516.2
7,589.0

21,031.4
43,840.9

101,692.0
7,269.0

21,952.5
44,219.2

109,782.6
6,352.0

20,517.9
44.425.0

125,676.3
5,550.0

20,2-45.0
34,710.3

Total - Non-North Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 163,427.5 175,132.7 181.078.5 135,132.1

Unrestricted Revenue - North Slone:
I

Income, Excise, Business, Occupation Taxes:
Individual Income Tax 
Corporation Tax 
Business Licenses 
Excise and Occupation Taxes t

6,125.6
148.8
158.5

1,211.0

10,770.3
223.2
784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7
260.4

1,077.4
9 °3.9

3,267.0 
1,745.4 

941.5
104.0

233.2
11,241.4

244.5

Sub-Tota 1 7.64* . 1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0, U jo. 9 11,724.1

Oil it Gas Production Taxes 
Oil L Gas Royalties

81,503.0
52,734.5

1-42,384.0 
149,65-.4

Total - North Slope 7.644.1 13,255.6 12.903.4 140,294.4 303,762.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 -45.243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464.2

>

S Grand Total 219.165.9 213.458.0 228.690.0 215,489.0 209.448.0 331.52*-. £ 698 ,408,8

ui
w
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R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

D ecember 15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 ■ FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

G E N E R A L  FU N D

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North S l o p e :

Income, Excise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil it Gas Pr o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil St Gas Royalties 

M i s c e l l a n e o u s  Revenue

80.773.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

89.443.6 

8,826.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44,219.2

109,782.6

6,352.0

20,517.9
44,425.0

125,676.

5,550.

20,245.

34,710.3

>
s

Total - Non-North Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 186,182.1

U n r estricted Revenue - North Slone: •

Income, Excise, Business, Occ u p a t i o n  Taxes:
I n d i vidual Income T ax 

C o r p o r a t i o n  Tax 

Business Licenses 

Excise and Occ u p a t i o n  Taxes

«

•

t

6,125.6 

148. S 

158.5 

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

998.9

3,267.0 

] ,74 5.4 

94 1.5 

10'. .0

233.2 

11,241.4 

244. 5

Sub-Yota 1 7,044.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0 ,Uj o .9 1 1 .7^4. 1

Oil St Gas Production Taxes 

Oil fit Cas Royalties

81,503.0

52,734.5

142,324.0 

149,654. .

Total - No r t h  Slope 7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294.4 303.762.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 .45,248.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464.2

Grand Total 219.165.9 213.458,0 228., 690.0 2 l i A 8 2 * 0 209.448.0 331.974.6 446,403.6

o 
o
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Re v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

D e c e m b e r  15, 1S72

Actual Estimated

G E N E R A L  FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - N o n-North S l o p e :

Income, E::cise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 
Oil L Gas P r o d uction Taxes 

Oil 4  Gas Royalties 

M i s c e llaneous Revenue

Total - N o n - N o r t h  Slope

L'nrcs t ricted Revenue - North S l o n e :

Income, Excise, Business, Occ u p a t i o n  Taxes:
Individual Income Ta.c 

C o r p o r a t i o n  Tax 

E asiness l.iccnscs 

Excise and Oc c u p a t i o n  Taxes 
Sub-Tota 1

Oil & Cu.<: Production Taxes 

Oil & Gas Royalties

Total - North Slope

Income on Investments

Grand Total

FY 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 IT 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

80.773.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
3 5.039.4

S3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.153.1

8 9.443.6 

8 ,S26.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,340.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44.219.2

109,782.6

6,352.0

20,577.9

44,426.0

125,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.3

151,832.5 161,010.2

t

175,797.6 163.427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 136,132.1

l

6,125.6

148.8

158.5

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

9 °3.9

3,267.0 

1,744.4 

941.5 

104.0

233.2 

21,241.4

244.3

7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 G , O j o .9 11,7-4.1

81,503.0

52,734.5

142 ,324.0 
14 9,054. .

7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303,742.5

67,333.4 52,447.8 •45.248.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8.464.2

21£J_65_,I 213,458.0t—■: ■ ^ 1 - . -  — —L—Z, 2 2 8.690.0 m A M A 2 Q l M A , S i . 13J ,574^6 443 ,403,3.

I



Revenue Estimates (Preliminary)

D e c e m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973
•

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1973

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - N o n-North S I o d c .:

Income, Excise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 1/ Gar. Production Taxes 
Oil 6 Gas Royalties 
Miscellaneous Revenue

80.778.3 
11/(00.8 
24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4
10.947.0 
27,094.7
39.158.1

89.443.6 
8,826.0

28,791.4
48.736.6

95,516.2
7,989.0

21,031.4
43,840.9

101,692.0
7,269.0

21,952.5
44,219.2

109,782.6 
6,352.0 

20,5>7.9 
44,425.0

125,676.3
5,550.0

20,2-55.0
34,710.3

Total - Non-North Slope 151.832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 163,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 136,132.1

I'nre — vi ct" l Revenue - North Slone:
1

Income, Excise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes:

Individual Income Tn.c 
Corporation Tax 
Business Licenses 
Excise and Occupation Taxes

•
6,125.6

148.5
158.5 

1,211.2

1.0,770.3 
223. 2 
734.5 

1,477.1

10,566.7
260.4

1,077.4
993.9

3,267.0 
1,745.4 

94 1.5 
105.0

233.2
11,241.4

254.5

Sub-Yota 1 7,1.44.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0 , W.H>. 9 11,7. 1

Oil 6 Cas Production Taxes 
Oil L Cas Royalties

81,503.0 
52,734.5

142,384.0
149,054...

Total - North Slope 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303,7 52 .5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 .45,243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9
•

10,511.7 8.464.2

>
s

Grand Total 21iL165_J> 213,458.0t  -  :  ?  ■ -  r ------r r a r j 228.690.0 1 X L M S .  J i ?09/j4fi..0 m  ,97AJ i 493 ,403,3^ --— * -
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533330

Re v enue Estimates (Preliminary)

Dece m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973
1

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

G E N E R A L  FUND
*

Unrestricted Revenue - N o n-North S I o d o :

Income, Excise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil v Gas P r o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil Zt Gas Royalties 
M i s c e l l a n e o u s  Revenue

80.778.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

89.443.6 

8,826.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0
7,269.0

21,952.5

44,219.2

109,732.6 

6,352.0 

2 0 , 5 r7. 9 

44,425.0

125,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.3

Total - Non- N o r t h  Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181.073.5 186,132.1

U n r■ ■ tvic ! ■:•:] Revenue - North Slone:
f

Income, i':.ci: c, iUisiuess, Oc c u p a t i o n  T a x e s :

Individual income Ta.c 

Corporat i on Tax 

Easiness l.icenses 

Excise and O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes

I

1

6,125.6

148.8

158.5

1,211.2

10,770.3

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

993.9

3,267.0 

1,744.4 

941.5 

104 .0

233.2

11,241.4

244.5

S u b - T o t a ) 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0 , 0 j o . 9 11,721.1

Oil L Cas Production Taxes 

Oil 6 Cas Royalties

81,503.0

52,734.5

142,334.0

149,054.-

Total - North Slope 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294.4 303.742.2

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 -45.248.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464.2

i>
8 Grand Total 2 J i U 6 5 _ a 213.458.0 ??S.,690_.0 215.489.0 209.448.0 69,8 .403,H



R e v enue Estimates (Preliminary)

Decem b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

G E N E R A L  FUND

Unrestricted R e v enue - N o n-North S I o d r :

Income, E::cise, business, Oc c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil L Gar, Pr o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil ,5 Gas Royalties 

Mi s c ellaneous Revenue

80.778.3 

]1,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

89.443.6 

8,526.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,265.0

21,952.5

44,219.2

109,782.6

6,352.0

20,517.9

44,425.0

125,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.3

Total - Non - N o r t h  Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 185,132.1

U n r o s t v i c {:•:•:] Revenue - North Slone:

. i 
1

Income, Excise, business, O c c u pation Taxes:

Individual Income T ax 

Co r p o r a t i o n  Tax 

Business I.iccuscs 

Excise and O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes

i

t

6,125.6

148.8

158.5

1.211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

993.9

3,267.0 

1,745.4 

5 4 1 .5 
10'. .0

233.2

11,241.4

245.5

Sub-Yotal 7,644.1 13,25a.6 12,903.4 G,u j o .9 11 ,725. 1

Oil L Css Production Taxes 

Oil L Cas Royalties

81,503.0

52,735.5

142,324.0
149,655.4

Total - North Slope 7 .644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140,294.4 303.742.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 .45.243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8.464.2

Grand Total 219.165.9 213.458.0 22 S_,6j)p_,0 215,489.0 209.448.0 13J.. 974.6 4 53. ,4 08,3
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R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

D ece m b e r  15, 1S72

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

G E N E R A L  FUND
*

U n r e s t r i c t e d  R e v enue - Non-North Slone:

Income, E::cise, business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 4 G o :> P r o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil i  Gas Royalties 

M i s c e l l a n e o u s  R e v e n u e

80.778.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

£3,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

8 9.443.6 

8 ,826.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,939,0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44.219.2

109.7S2.6

6,352.0

20,517.9

44,426.0

125,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.8

Total - N o n - N o r t h  Slope 151,832.5 161,010.2 175,797.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 186,132.1

Unrest v i c t e d  P.evunuo - North Slone: •

Income, Excise, Business, O c c u p a t i o n  T a x e s :

Individual Income Ta.t 

C o r p o r a t i o n  T a x  

Busi n e s s  Licenses 

Excise and O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes

4

1

6,125.6

148.8

158.5

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

998.9

3,267.0

1,744.4

941.5

104.0

238.2

11,241.4

24 t.5

Sub-Tota 1 7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 6 ,U o 6 ,9 11 ,72 m l

Oil & Gas Production Taxes 

Oil &  Cns Royalties

81,503.0

52,734.5

142,384.0
149.654.4

Total - N o r t h  Slope 7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294.4 305,762.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,467.8 .45.243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 3,464.2

Crand Total 2 L U L 6 5 _ 9 213.458.0 228.690.0 215.439.0 209.448.0 331,974.6, 698.401.8

I

•
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R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)
D e c e m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

FY 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1973

G E N E R A L  FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North S l o p e :

Income, E::cise, b u s i n e s s , Oc c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 8 Gas P r o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil & Gas Royalties 

M i s c e l l a n e o u s  Revenue

Total - Non- N o r t h  Slope

U n restricted Revenue - North Slone:

80.773.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

83,810.4

10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

83.443.6 

8,826.0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44,219.2

109,782.6 

6,352.0 

20,517.9 

44,426.0

123,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34,710.3

151,832,5 161,010.2 175,797.6 163.427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 186,132.1

Income, Excise, Business, Oc c u p a t i o n  Taxes:

Individual Income Tax 
Corporation Tax 
Business Licenses

6,123.6

148.5

158.5

10,770.0

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

9 98.9

3,267.0 

1,74',.4 

941.5
10 '. .0

233.2 

1 1 , 2 4 1 . V

244.

Sub-Yota 1 7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 0, U j 6.9 11 .72 .. 1

Oil & Cas Production Taxes 

Oil & Gas Royalties

81,503.0

52,734.5

142,384.0 

1 4 9 . 6 5 4 .4

Total - No r t h  Slope 7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294,4 303,7*2.5

Income on Investments 67,333.4 52,447.8 •45.248.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8.464.2

Grand Total 21 9 , 1 65j_9 213,458.0
r - ~s t~ts---——a

228,690.0 .2_liA«2J> 209.448.0
ggr.— u n i t 1 U . 9 7 A J L 648,403,8
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R e v enue Estimates (Preliminary)

D e c e m b e r  15, 1972

Actual Estimated

>

s

GENERAL FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - Non-North Slope:

Income, Excise, business, Occupation Taxes 
Oil & Gar. Production Taxes 

Oil S Gas Royalties 

Miscellaneous Revenue

Total - Non-North Slope

Unre.s rvi ct Rev . n-.io - North S l o p e :

Income, j';:ci::e, Business, Occupation Taxes:
Individual Income Ta.t 

Corporation Tax 

Business Licenses 

Excise and Occupation Taxes 

R u b -T o ta  1

Oil L Cus Production Taxes 

Oil 6 Cas Royalties

Total - North Slope

Income on Investments

Crand Total

FY 1972 . FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

80.773.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.4
10.947.0 

27,094.7

39.158.1

89.443.6 

8 ,S2 t .0

28,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7,269.0

21,952.5

44.219.2

109,732.6

6,352.0

20,517.9

4 4,426.0

123,676.3

5,550.0

20,245.0

34.710.8

151,832.5 161,010.2

»

175,717.6 168,427.5 175,132.7 181,078.5 186,182.1

I
6 125.6 

1 4 8 . 8  

158.5 

1,211.2

10,770.8

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4

1,077.4

998.9

3,267.0 

1 , 7 4 3 . 4  

9 4 1.5 
10', 0

233.2

11,241.4

244.5

7,644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 6 , u j u . 9 11,724. 1

81,503.0 

5 2 , 7 3 4 . 5

1 4 2 , 3 8 4 . 0  

1 4  9 , 6 5 4 . . .

7 , 6 4 4 . 1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294.4 303,742.5

67,333.4 52,447.8 •45,243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8.464.2

2 1 9 J L 6 A J I 213,4,58.0 228 ,490.0
Ŝ r • ---- -i: .-.a

2 1 I A P 9J3
tr.ViV-v - ■

2_0.9 .448 , 0 498,403,8.

a
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R e v e n u e  Estimates (Preliminary)

December 15, 1972

A c t u a l __________________________Estimated___________________________________________

FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978

G E N E R A L  FUND

Unrestricted Revenue - N o n-North S l o p e :

Income, Excise, Easiness, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 

Oil L G o :> Pr o d u c t i o n  Taxes 

Oil 6 Gas Royalties 

Misce l l a n e o u s  Revenue

Total - N o n - N o r t h  S ope

U n r e■■ rv i civ:l R<m va-.te - Xori a S l o n e :

Income, Excise, Business, O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes;

Individual Income Ta.c 

C orporation Tax 

Bus i net a I .i censes 

Excise and O c c u p a t i o n  Taxes 
S ub-Yota 1

Oil h Cas Production Taxes 

Oil & Cas Royalties

Total - No r t h  Slope

Income on Investments

Grand Total

80.778.3 

11,400.8 

24,564.0
35.039.4

S3,810.410.947.0 
27,094.7

39.158.1

89.443.6 

8 ,S26.0

23,791.4

48.736.6

95,516.2

7,989.0

21,031.4

43,840.9

101,692.0

7 ,269.0

21,952.5

44.219.2

109,782.6 

6,352.0 

20,517.9 

44,42 6 . 0

125,676.

5,550. 
20,245. 
34,710.

151,832.5 161,010.2

1

175,797.6 163,427.5 175,132.7 131.078.5 136,132.1

4

1

6,123.6

148.8

158.5

1.211.2

10,770.3

223.2

784.5

1,477.1

10,566.7

260.4 

1,077.4 

9 9 8 . 9

3,267.0 

1,74'..4 

941.5 
10'. .0

233.2

11,241.4

244.5

7,644,1 13,255.6 12,903.4 G , u j o . 9 11.724. 1

81 ,503.0 

52,734.5

142,384.0

149,654...

7.644.1 13,255.6 12,903.4 140.294.4 303,742.5

67.333.4 52.447.8 .45.243.3 33,805.9 21,411.9 10,511.7 8,464.2

2.) iLJ_6.5_j_9. ■21 .1,4  5 8 ,0 ?28_, 6.90.. 0. 2 1 i . M 9 , o 209.448,0 33].974.6 6 98.403.8

CO 
O 

O 
CO
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House Bill 59 
Revenue Projections 197A - 1983

Assuming Construction Starts July 1, 1973 
($000 Omitted)

ty Tax Collection 
Under HB 59

Shared to Local 
Governments (see 
belcv/)

FY
1974

S22055.9

1653.8

FY
1975

FY
1976

$40853.1 $59947.6

3063.1 4494.8

FY
1977

$69211.1

5189.2

FY
1978

FY
1979

$70000rO $70000.0

5248.4 5248.4

FY
1980

$70000.0

5248.4

FY
1981

FY
1982

FY
1983

$70000.0 $70000.0 $70000.0

5248.4 5248.4 5248.4

/enues„to State $204Wi.l $37790.0 $55452.8 $64021.9 $64751.6 $64751.6 $64751.6 $64751.6 $64753.6 $64751.6
Treasury

•

Soverr.ments’ Share 
of Property Tax:

!lope Borough 
Star Borough 
: Valdez

$ 734.7 
267.6 
651.5

$ 1360.8 
495.6 

12C6.7

$ 1996.8 
777.3 
1770.7

$ 2305.3 
839.6 
2044.3

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

$ 2331.6 
849.2 
2067.6

Shared Revenues 1 1653.8 $ 3063.1 $ 4494.8 $ 5189.2 $ 5248.4 $ 5248.4 $ 5248.4 $ 5248.4 $ 5248.4 $ 5248.4



S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  

Department of Revenue

Budget Projections and R e s u l t i n g  Effect 

on the General Fund Balance 

for the Next Ten Fiscal Years

All r e v enue estimates, estimated expenditures and other 

assumptions not listed as "comments" or "assumptions" on 

the Budget Planning Model detail pages are taken from the 

Budget Document Supplement, Alaska, Fiscal Yea r  1973-74.
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STATE OF ALAS A 
REVENUE

3UDGET PLANNING IODEL

rir-: l i.: c o n s t r u c t i o n  b e g i n s  ii: f y -i d 7l
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SERVICE
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STATE OF ALASKA 
REVENUE

nusc.ET PLAKriii:g ;:o >el
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STATE OF ALAS CA
r.nvEuuc

BUDGET PLAIlKli ' G !OL>EL

P I P E L I C E  COCof lECTIOC B EGI NS Hi FY- 107L 
.11L F L J . w  l u  FY 1 3 V 7 
.Mi.i;i - j r - . . A Y  LEAS I l>C 45 i A ,( PACiX'.CX I i t C L u j E l i  F w.’ -.vT''  TAa INCLUDED _ A.

ASSUPPTnilG*
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lllght-of-Way Leasing Act 
(Millions of Dollais)

1

At 47. ICC Return 

A t  57. ICC Return 

At 77. ICC Return

Y ea r  of Ta PS Pip

_________Operation

1st 5th 10th

2.1 2.1 4.5

3.4 6.2 13.7

25.1 29.1 34.6

line A v e rage

___________  35

20th Years

21.5 15.4

30.1 22.7

47.1 40.6

At a 47. ICC rate of return North Slope oil corporations 

w i l l  maximize their total profits. This ICC return rate 

and the concurrent revenues to the State are the most 
likely case.



INCREASE REVENUES D UE 

T O  T AX INCREASE PROPOSALS

FY FY FY FY FY

receipt: Title 1974 1975 1976 1977 1973

arette Tax $2,412,000 $2,539,250 $2,793,125 $2,904,875 $3,023,563

Increase (From _

to 13c per pack)

c License Tax 440,000 480,000 520,000 560,000 600,000

Increase (F_o m  2%

VL of net income)

lway Fuel T a x  2,655,300 2,857,250 2,892,700 3,002,700 3,155,300

Increase (From 8c 

10c per gallon with 

refund for off- 

iway use out of 10c 

gallon.)

crcraft Fuel T ax 541.500 563,150 535.650 609,100 633,450

3ub-Total $6,048,800 $6,439,650 $6,791,475 $7,076,675 $7,412,313

>

8
VJl
OJ
UJ
w

t

FY

1979

FY

1980

648,360 700,618

3,295,080 3,441,052
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I'm John Havelock, State Attorney General. With me today are Fred

who is the Director of Audit in Parks and Revenue, Larry , who is

deputy commissioner of the treasury and Assistant Attorney General Rick Garnet.

I have from the chairman a letter relating to HB 59 of which

you require whether ... considering the revenue comtemplat:d on the
I

bill right of way leasing act adopted last year. Whether these measures have not 

already assured sufficient funds, new funds raised to meet a conservative budget 

such as the legislature v/oulc >e included to adopt. These issues relate primarily 

to economic questions which is why I had these meetings wi h the Department of 

Revenue people here today and 1 will jrst make a few cor,me Ls from a policy point 

of view for referring the issues to these able gentlemen who have information, 

copies of which have been distributed to you here which I think will be of

to you at today's hearing. By way of summary, let me say 

that we appreciate the opportunity to respond to this questions because of the 

widespread illusion throughout the state that the legislature, by virtue of its 

acts last year, have already adopted measures which constitute and ignore the 

revenue increase constituting a tremendous burden, particularly on the oil industry, 

and this is an illusion. It is not true that last year your incremental revenues 

measures were adopted. The property tax which was introduced last year as one of 

the several measures tend to be considered together which because of 

of time of problems also not adopted. As far as the revenue aspects go, this 

is one of the more critical revenue measures which was introduced at that time 

and I think that it would appear still a very conservative measure at that by 

considering the overall situation. In reviewing very briefly the measures which 

were adopted last year, first of all the cents per barrel tax is essentially 

a revenue guarantee measure in that it is a floor tax and it was not considered 

to be primarily a measure for raising more revenue to meet the contemplated revenue 

gain of the state. We do not know at this time whether in fact that cents per
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barrel tax will even go into effect because we don't know what the market conditions 

will be at the time the oil flows. The second measure, another measure, is the 

regulatory act which, of course, is noL a revenue measure at all. The right of way 

bill which has been a center of controversy, perhaps more so than the floor tax 

with the industry, a good deal of uncertainty about the revenue impact of that 

measure this last year because of the changes in the

measure up to the last minute, the revenue there, because of the various variables 

that can,a into it, we were unable to last year vie tentative answers as to the 

revenue act after that bill. We have now at some expense and after very careful 

perusal of the way the bill operates and the way the would

operate we have eliminated those uncertainties. There are still variables which 

are involved which change the impact and the income and revenue results of the 

tax. We are in a position to identify the variables for you, to give you both 

the range of revenue estimates that can be expected and use the most probable 

case, and we can do so, I believe, definitively. As to the property tax of HB 59 

before you, I think it is worth emphasizing that the issue the community is con­

sidering on this bill is not whether property taxes applicable 1.0 the pipeline 

should exist, that the status quo is maintained, the property taxes will prevail 

on the pipeline and that they will be levied by municipal government. What is really 

o*' more concern is how much revenue, what the millage rate should be, and t.he 

form of distribution from the tax and the proposal for a state administered tax 

which was put befure you previously and is put forth before you again this year 

with the hope hat the legislature can make rational decisions as to what the 

revenue capability of that tax should be and the manner which the benefits from 

that tax should be distributed. Now it has been said that the property tax singles 

out a single industry which is unfair, and I would like to make a few comments 

on that, but before I do 1 would like to point out that local governments are just 

as capable of levying taxes, principle incidents of which involve upon the pipeline,
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as the status. I think in the long run it is better before the industry that a 

tax of this nature be administered at a state level. in the long

run better equity to have a tax on a property of this magnitude subject to state 

control with termination by the entire legislature.

*Can I interupt just....is it your feeling that once a tax is levied by the state

that is a preemption over the local government?

That depends upon the form of the measure adopted. This particular bill essentially 

constitutes a preemption with a redistribution.

*It is your opinion now, informally I understand, that this would in fact do that. 

Yes, that is the case.

*Thank you.

To get into our comment on the effect of local government taxes which is that if 

you do nothing, what happens is that the result of the deductability of property 

taxes, you are essentially providing for a distribution system whereby those areas 

of general government is subsidizing particular municipal government which have the 

opportunity to apply the tax as a result of the deductability of property tax

state income tax. So, again, the status quo hardly guarantees any 

more of a magnitude of tho enterprise, the size of the assets involved in relation­

ship to all the other assets of the state put together makes it highly relevent

and pertinent and appropriate for the legislature to consider how this entity is 

to be taxed and how major pipelines are t.o be taxed. Large pipelines may not have 

the last of them. How this classification of property has increased. To answer 

the question of the singling out, we have barely singled out a particular instance.

1 suppose it is true that any tax adopted by the legislature has a distribution 

burden which effects some people more than others and I don't think that tax alone- 

really has anything to do with fairness or unfairness. I would like to note,
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for instance, in terms of whether the rest of the economy is "bearing its fair 

share". The gross receipt tax is the major tax burden to a large number of 

industries. So, I think that to just look at the property tax alone and say that 

the incidents of property tax are more on ore than on another is simply to state 

a truism of taxation generally and I don'J think it relates fairr.ss. Other 

examples of distribution , in our state, we have a very high

level of personal income tax relative to the rest of the country and T think it is 

a demonstration ot the willingness of the people of Alaska to meet their fair 

share of the Durden of the cost of running a government. A third factor is 

responsible budgeting. Responsible Budgeting, particularly under excercising real 

belt tightening activity also has its contribution frequently for those who are 

least able to bear it to the cost of running government in terms of decreased 

services and loss of necessary sustainance. It is also rational for the policy 

to adopt taxes which have different incidents one 'urt_r.i o. ul f;. v  

of the economy. It is not in the stote's interest to levy the same level of 

taxation of new growth that is in a sialu where un» of i>i ritical issues fur 

• I" -a • tr. ee< ad i • e extent to which we can broaden the base of the economy.

It is nut, rational for the policy to impose .ubslani ial burdens on that form of new

industry when the^e are forms of industry available which are quite capable of 

paying a larger share oT the burden of main I.lining essential govorniirnl » . . i

T! i. 1 • ,ing principle in the fairness, after all, since che income tax

amendment !o the constitution in 191 fi -s that the taxation or the level of taxe*. 

bon id be associated with ability to pay and I think il i, r e1 ' as it ha 

In n  fui t decade o» more, that ability to pay is very mm.I, wi bin b , f 

num.ret, commercial activity, business a , ••• i.:l.'*d with the petroleum industry in 

t.his state and I think it is misleading to think of tin- i.tx pruj*-t ; ; '• il

industry as just another small grocery or gas station entirely and

enormous aspects of the economy through the legislature r hou1d look at it as an 

entity without having it'nccessarily associated with ■ •i.-V * i r e  on the Yukon

AGO 533349



River or a trading center or something in terms of the ability to meet the

burden of government. It was in assisting in the pushing of this pipeline

project to the earliest completion possible within-tin- last year that I have had

c.is-fc to re-read legislative history of the Alaska Statehood Act with the premise

of Alaska statehood that with'a* i >11 , opt. 1 at ior such as this state had, with

very little independent inci'iii' bs c vable of supporting government, with

enormous unmet needs, that it would be the oil i> in*, try .Mat would pay for a very

large share of the growth of the state. The state was not a feasible political

entity without a larger sha> , j v large share, of the burden supporting that

of

state coming from the petroleum industry and that is to soy thr legislative 

history that I have just staled would prove that. With that induction, Mr.

Chairman, I would like now to refer to some of the particulars like Lulling on the 

property tax impact by calling on Mr. Fred of the Department of Revenue

to give you some figures and explain perhaps some of the exhibits before you.

which

Mr. Chairman, House Bill f»9 proposes a property tax on oil ard gas transportation 

facilities is appcireititly straight forward in terms of projecting revenue estimates. 

The bill privities that a tax of 20 mills shall be leveled on the pipeline as of any 

given January 1. It also provides for a sharing back to the local jurisdiction 

through which the pipeline passes based upon 205; of the value of the line in such 

jurisdiction. Before you on the first page of the exhibit handed out, we show our 

projections for fiscal year 1974 thru 19B3 with the first line indicating tho total 

tax collected by the st.te less the amount to be shared through local governments 

and the net revenues to .tate treasury. Beneath that is a table showing a breakdown 

of the local government's share of the tax among the tin oo local governments through 

which the pipeline hould pass. The basis tor the projeetions is a total cost of 

the pipeline's total ultimate value of 3.5 billion dollars with the construction 

occuring primarily in 19/3, '74, '75 and into the middle of 1976,

•are you open for questions? Any questions?
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Mr. Fink: It just seems:,r.o me that the figure you had on that last year was 80 

million. How did you arrive at the maximum of 70 million this time?

Last year's projection did not project to 80 million, they projected up to 59 

million which would be the value in 1977. The 70 million dollar ultimate is based 

on the 3 1/2 billion dollar completion costs at the 20 mill rate.

i

(Mr. Fink) Your bill originally last year was on the pipeline only. I know I am 

digging out finance projections and we threw the tank farms and the gathering lines 

in which apparently you have done in this year's bill except you have excluded this 

twenty-one inch which seems

Yol say that the pipeline and the tank fai,.i and the gathering lines, all that, 

will cost a maximum of 3.5 million dollars?

Yes, sir.

If there are no other questions I would 'ike to call on Deputy Commissioner 

to discuss the relationship of that to the revenue and manager 

projections of the state.

Mr. Chairman, and guests, 1 would like to call your attention to a five or six 

page booklet that we prepared this morning which is, in fact, copies of a computer 

projections showing in effect the property tax and several other variables on 

the general fund at the end of each year. By this afternoon we should have this 

information available in short form which is somewh.it easier to digest. But, 

until then, I went through and specifically as possible as to what these projections 

indicate. I will be available for questions, of course, at any time in my testimony. 

We turn to projection one w.iicti is rt:n number 15. It is based on the assumption 

that construction of the pipeline will begin in fiscal year 1974, inflation of 

the line and production will begin in fiscal year 1977. With the revenues included
9

the revenues from the right-of-way leasing act assuming a 4% ICC rate of return.

A seporate page in the hancout that I believe you all have shows exactly what that

4% ICC return means in dollars to the state. For the1 first through the fifth vear
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of operation the 4^ return indicates to the

state about 2 million dollars. It is not until very late in the operation of the 

pipeline, in the tenth and twentieth year, that you see high revenues. In the 

average of 35 years it is 15.4 million. This 4% ICC return we believe will be the 

most likely and the most reasonable. It is, ■'n addition, the case that the oil

'■ompanies did mention directly to the Goverrcr that they were intending to run the
I

following testimony this March regarding ownership of the pipeline. So, we really 

feel confident that there will be a 4% dividend and rate of return as measured by 

the ICC.

*1 think you all read something in the paper today about the oil companies saying 

it would cost them 150 million. Do you know what the difference between their

computation and yours is?

I cannot understand that completely. A 150 million or even a higher figure quoted 

in the paper is just not reasonable. I don't understand the cause of it.

It can only be based on ICC returns so large as to be incredible.

*Now you've got 7% here. Is that the maximum they can charge under ICC or can they

charge 8'ii?

There was a rulinq many years ago that 8% ICC return was allowable. How much they 

can charge under ICC really is a question of the deg.ee that ICC will expect this 

pipeline of their jurisdiction and whether they find anything unique

in the Alaskan pipe!ine.

•*Even at your 7% you show only 25 million the first year ..nd an average of 40 million. 

That's right.

*Do you think that the} could be talking about a lot higher unit?

No, I do not. Again, the cost, the economic analysis, and many of the factors seem 

to be the same yet the numbers are apparently different. I do not understand it.
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These returns are based on our latest look at the economics, our latest look at the 

regulations the state has adopted and our most likely projection for what, in fact, 

will occur in terms of revenue.

*Alright, the other thing is that all of your print-outs are based on a 4% on the

right-of-way. Apparently they use a higher figure. Then again, why do you think

/
they will use 4% rather than 7% or something else?

Well, first of all they told us. Secondly, and most important, it is in their best 

interest to use a 4% ICC return. Let me try to explain it very simply. The higher 

the return on the line, the lower the bulkhead value of the oil in the ground and 

what is the incentive of the oil companies that have a high bulkhead value in the 

ground? It is a depletion allowance. The tax advantage, which is a percentage of 

the bulkhead value of the oil produced. So, clearly as we examine it, running the 

pipeline at a high tarif causes the overall rate of return of the pipeline and 

tho owner to decline, not increase. Again, because of the dominant tax advantages 

of the depletion allowance.

*In effect, there would be different parties involved like in the pipeline shipping 

their oil. Do you think it is the same that....

At this time the unit agreement has not been completed on the North Slope so we 

are not certain at this date what oil company will own what percentage of the pool. 

Neither has the oil companies agreed to my knowledge about which oil company will own 

what percentage of the two million harrel a day pipeline. So, in fact, there is an 

opportunity of changing the amount of oil ownership as well as the opportunity of 

changing the amount of pipeline ownership.

M s  that all Mr. Fink? Miller.

M  have a question. I see that these revenue projections are based upon the pipeline

construction beginning in fiscal year 1974. May I assume that your assumptions are

January 1, 1974, as this would make a big difference whether this was January 1 or
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December 1. Exactly what month did you pick? This could make a tremendous difference 

in the entire projections.

I believe I understand the question. There are a total of five projections here,

three which are based on pipeline construction beginning fiscal year 1974 and the

final ones are based on a statistical look, if you will, on pipeline construction

/
beginning in fiscal year 1975. The question as I understand it was a six month 

postponement followed construction beginning this summer. Is that correct?

*Would it make a difference on your entire twenty year projections depending upon 

what month you were picking up here. It would be the same thing on oil flow.

It starts flowing in 1977, say a six month delay in the construction of the pipeline.

I mean to be completed from their estimate of three years.

I agree. These projections, again, show construction beginning in the summer and 

then construction on a one year delay. The queMion as I understand it is what is 

the effect of construction beiing delayed six months together with a three year 

construction period. The pending of this administration and any delay at the 

beginning of the construction will be offset by a compression of the construction 

period. We have shown you here perhaps the best case a. d a worse case, 

delay and a year delay. We are working at this time to look at various six month

delays as communicated earlier since everything is, in fact, offset split between 

fiscal years, Backup from this project will and ’t will be some time

before we statistical look, if you will, of the effect of the S'x month delay.

*(Mr. McVay) Just a few questions as I understood you correctly, you feel probably

the best guess is that the pipeline will be allowed a 4% ICC return. Is that....

We are assuming, and we have substantially believed that the pipeline will be run at 

a 45! return .

wJust generally speaking, isn't it true that the ICC regulation of the rates look

to the tctal amount paid at setting the percentage figure. In other words, anyone
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is entitled to make a return on a dollar and the return is somehow related to the 

cost of the project. In other words, 4% would not be very much of a return on a

small utility or a small line, but 4% could be an awful lot of money on a huge line.

Is that the kind of factor; do you see my point?

Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. This 4% return is on the total ICC evaluation. That

I

pipeline may be financed 80% by debt, 85% or 90%. So, for a hypothetical situation, 

if it was financed 90% by debt then the 4% return would provide a return to equity 

of in excess of 35% as well as, of course, pay off all the debts.

*That would have a tendency to drive that percentage figure down, right?

That would not be taken into account by the ICC.

*1 see.

So, they would at a 4% return provide for return to equity of substantially in 

excess of 35%. They ICC looks at the total value of the line and the total return 

of the total value.

Mr. Chairman, the 4% that we capulate is based upon the economics of the industry 

and what they would do, or the industry woulo do, from the point of view of maximizing 

their own profits. It is riot a prediction as to what if the ICC regulates the line, 

the ICC maximum allowable would be. There is no way to tell that.at; this point.

But what we're looking at is that the existing pattern of ownership distribution 

of the pipeline and of the oil, that it is the maximum economic return to the 

integrated company it would be achieved at approximately the 4% rate.

*Some companies would be better off than others?

There is a difference in that this is a stand alone pipe-line. Supposing you had 

a pipeline owner that hod no oil then it would be his interest to charge the higne I 

possiole tarif available. We are dealing with integrated companies. We are dealing 

with companies M W  that negotiate with each other. We are dealing with a situation
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where there is not a gross prosperity between the ownership of the oil and the 

ownership of the pipeline. That is, considering them all together it. is very close, 

although there are differences among the owners in tax. They are quite free to 

negotiate and we believe it is in their commercial interests to negotiate to produce 

a more even distribution of pipeline ownership that is going to be close to....

I
*Ana that will tend to drive it down. (Chairman)

It will tend to, therefore, drive the tarrif down because the overall effect 

is a maximumzation of profits and freedom to federal income tax.

Should I continue, Mr. Chairman, to......

*Yes, go ahead, if there are no more questions at this time.

Well, tho chart number one, the computer print-out,shows that if operating expenses 

were to increase about 7" each year that even with the construction of the pipeline 

beginning this summer, there would be a negative balance in the general fund at the 

end cf the 1980's. The revenue estimates which are contained in this projection 

include not only the right-of-way leasing revenues but as well the proposed taxes 

that the legislature is new considering at this time and these are summarized 

and displayed regarding the revenue effect of these taxes on an iadditional page 

supplied to you. We call the aggregate of the four taxes the tax package.

The comments regarding this projection on the tax package is included. Projection 

number two on the following page includes the estimated net revenue to the treasury 

property tax. The only difference between this projection and the first one is 

that, here we show he positive general fund balance as well we are in a position

to increase operating expenditures at an 8% level each year instead of a 7% level

showing zero. Here we show an average balance in the general fund stablizing 

between ? and 4 hundred billion throughout the period. Again, this chart is based

•

on the assumption that conductions begins in summer. The next chart from 33D 

identical to the one I just talked about, the second one, except that you know 

increase operating expenditures 10% a year. Recalled to this committee several
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years ago we were talking about expansion growths in tne neighborhood of 10% to

15% a year and here we see it even at the 10% level, the general fund goes down

below zero in fiscal year '82. Again, assuming construction begins in summer.

The final two graphs of computer displays are a statistical look at a one year

but

delay. Here with all the revenues included/fcalculated statistically, the effect 

is shifting out; the prope; ty tax revenues, the cents per barrel, the right-of-way 

leasing revenue. We show that even at a 5% rate of increase in operating 

expenditures for a one year period in fiscal year '78, the general fund dips below 

zero but then substantially increases. So, we have, in fact, a U-shaped curve.

The last chart increases operating expenditures by 5% to 7% and keeps everything 

else the same. Here we see a negative general fund in fiscal year '78 but it 

begins to stablize at that level, so even though there are a number of minus signs, 

you see a stable pace, an equalibrium solution, but below zero when we have a 

property tax with a one year delay of the pipeline.

(Mr. Fink) there is one thing that I don't understand

That is that the current use expenditures and general cash balances. I don't___

what is that?

The numbers displayed for the general fund at the end of the year are tho unencumbered 

balances in the general fund. By unencumbered I mean after all the bills issued 

against the general fund have been paid, the net balance. Any particular expenditure 

level, be it cither not written bills or not bills vendored, we have, or , excuse 

me, they have not billed us, and if they have we have not yet paid them, which 

all means that there is ca^n available maybe at all times somewhat greater.

(Mr. Fink) So, you are assuming that 20% of the prior year's money hasn't been 

spent so the figure really in each case is 20% of the general fuhd expenditure 

of the previous year h'giK * ti-ian what you should? A cash balance.
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Back to wiiat we are doing, Mr. Chairman, is tryirg to estimate our investment 

revenue based upon the fact that the cash balance will always be somewhat higher.

I would like to point out to this committee, however, that the budget projection^

the unencumbered balance has great significance. It is not at this time legal to

have negative balances in the general fu(nd.

(Mrs. Miller ) In other words, we are going to be broke must faster unless we

pass this property tax. Is that w.iat it amounts to?

Yes.

(Mrs. Miller) Another question. What effect does this have on oil in-kind that 

the state is forced to accept? Aren't we, in fact, taxing our own oil? And 

how is this going to effect the entire situation? Aren't you taking out of one 

pocket and putting in another, and if so, how much?

That is a very good questior although somewhat technical. Let's assume u set of 

events sometime in the i980's when the cents per barrel tax is no longer in 

effect. This is certainly going to be the case. Prior to that time, of course, 

we will not be taking out of one popkot and putting into another' in no terms since 

the cents per barrel tax will provide us with a revenue tax income. When, in 

fad, the state the value tax, if it does, then dollar for dollar

property tax income to both the state and the local governments would be paid for 

by a reduction in the state's royalty and severence share of about 20<t as opposed 

to 19d of every dollar of income we will receive cn the property tax. So you 

might say then that late in the 1980's the net millage rate would not be 20 mills 

out perhaps 18 mi 11 s.

(Mrs. Miller) What bearing would this have on other pipelines, i note Mr. Havelock

made refer:.n:e to other large pipelines which may ae built in th> state. __________

Ziegler referred to such possibilities as construction ©£ a natural gasline. Now
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what happens since they go under the interstate. What happensigas and the fine 

there. As well as taxation on that you have to have an entirely different set of 

circumstances. If we are going to apply this to all of our pipelines aren't you 

going to have an entirely different situation there?

I

The answer to your question is that if we would wish to look ahead and see the

construction of a gas pipeline either somewhat paralell to past line or then

we are talking about an event that may be completed no earlier than 1980 so in 

terms of revenue effect, it would not be immediate here, even in long-term ten-year 

projections which I have shown you except for, perhaps, the last few years.

In addition, as a revenue generator, there would of course be additional avenue 

regarding otter pipelines. I would like to point out that the construction of 

a gas line is in the forecast at this time, the hardware,

the machinery needed to construct a gas line in Alaska could only be available 

at the completion of the oil pipeline. We still believe that the oil pipeline 

will be completed by the sunnier of 1976. Construction of the gasline could 

considerably begin at that time although wc have not yet estimated the period 

construction of the gasline, including our years of looking at the period of 

construction of the oil pipeline. It causes us to be rather cautious. U  mioht 

well be, Mr. Chairman, that the legislature at some point might, wish to consider 

adjustng tne mill levy in order to reflect the other sources of revenue which 

might be available in time. That certainly is an option available to the 

legislature.

(Mr, Huber) Mr. Havelock, is it just a continuing state of

discussion . Isn't it also pretty nearly impossible at

this time to put together just how the gasline would fit in because of the

differences iri operation, taxation and liquidation of i s  rates by the federal

government. You couldn't look and say that at a given Mine the gasline is eqqal

against the pipeline so you could look for traces much related to this.
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I think, Mr. Huber, that in terms of projection it isn't possible for us to tilk 

about rational projection there without adding hypothetical situations. I don't 

think at this point, Mr. Chairman, whether we are going to have a few miles o : 

gasline going to the Canadian border or trans-Alaska line. That factor alone makes 

any kind of computation highly speculative. Technology at “-his point would b? 

applied in the prospect. It is pretty hard to tell at this point, but technically 

could, no doubt with the tremendous growth in pipelines,

The problem is the immediate to early years that we're addressing, but as always 

during tax policies, there is a need to adjust tax policies in the later year; 

to accomodate certain standards as they become clear at that time.

(Mr. Huber) Continuing just a little farther I would like to ask you about 01 e 

part of the question. I just wanted it clear that it wasn't something that ycu 

could _ project. I then take that these two sheets in this section
t

that we see here today don't reflect considerably more accurate information than 

anything we have in all of our testimony, all of which 

of last year and this is then

as this is what we think we're going to have to live with and any other things 

that we are getting are much more tenuous, like that gasline, I think, where yxi 

would be mixing something that is uncertain in which this, then, is a pretty good 

certainty.

I think you have sumed it up well, Mr. Huber. U s  the statement,

far more tentative than any other statement previously made o.i the subject.

(Mr. Huber) I think, Mr. Chairman, that I understand and I agree with the 

testimony here today
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(Mr. Malcolm ?) Would it unrefine oil and unrefine gas?

Well, the bill is drafted to exclude pipelines that might carry refined gas where 

the different set of economics has to refined gas lines and lines such as the 

Anchorage-Fairbanks line now existing for products line.

I

( ) Is it conceivable that the gas, either the or

natural gas from the oil might have to be dried or put through some process prior 

to transportation in which case it would no longer be unrefined.

I don't believe that it certainly will give it some treatment to extract some of 

the particles. I don't believe that the nomenclature i :ed would call that refined.

I don't believe that it 

constitutes change for legislative purposes here. I might add, incidently, that in 

terms of administration policy we have, refering basicially to your earlier question, 

that the legislature feels that it wants to broaden the base of tax to cover smaller 

pipelines, to cover product lines, we have no policy objection to that that we can 

see of those arguments that can be raiseu regarding l.he effect of disturbing 

economic consumption when certain lines are obstructed and so on instead of assumption 

that economic management prevails. We don't believe any such set of assumptions 

exast in regard to this pipeline which is now contemplated for construction. So, it 

is the. impact from tax that can be readily taken into account, for instance their 

tarif or what have you and the manner which they sign iheir ownership and so on can 

take into consideration the legislative measures adopted. But:, there is always the 

option of broadening the base which you would want carefully to do. This is 

certainly from the legal point of view in this classification.

( ) Well, the only thing that bothers me is that in the definition of

unrefined in oil and gas you wouldn't want anything happening on the North Slope
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but it is part of the natural process for preparing a product for shipment that would 

take it out of the category of unrefined oil and gas.

A pertinent point, Mr. , I will ask Mr. Carnet to research that

and give the committee any language that appears appropriate.

( ) I was wondering how

a 20% share. We are talking about the inactive property tax in terms

Mr. Chairman, the basis for the sharing is to share back to the local jurisdictions.

An amount which wculd be equal to the local mill levy applied to 20% o'* the value of 

the pipeline passing through that local jurisdiction. Now the idea here is to proviue 

to the local government some reimbursement for the impact of the line through the 

ocal government, but as Mr. Havelock pointed out earlier, not to allow the particular 

area to let's say become enriched at the expense of other areas by having the state 

subsidize the entire amount. So, 20% ir a number that is arrived at as a means of 

sharing back to the local government at some extent and not the entire value of the line.

( ) What I was wondering is is the administration

I don't believe that in our type there is any number

( ) Also, I'm not sure of the wording, what happens if the local
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jurisdiction changes its bill? Would this still just operate' by the year.that 

the bill v/ent into effect?

in answering that question, the way it is

written, it is true th if the jurisdiction raises its overall mill levy on all

property tax in this jurisdiction, therq would be a corresponding increase in the 

amount that it would get back under this 20% revision here. We think there are 

certain limitations that the local jurisdictions from taking such

action, partly because there is a third bill

,\nd, in the normal course of things the raire in the local mill levy would apply 

to the rest of the property in the jurisdiction of the pipeline. So, normally,

you would have the political restraint furnished by that interconnection.

( ) Also, what happens what all these new boroughs start forming around

the pipeline? That's not taken care of in any of these projections. I mean, are 

they going to be excluded?

The way the bill is set up now any new borough that is formed along the pipeline 

borough gets the benefit of this return, section 120, the same as the existing 

boroughs. It is also true that the payments to those new boroughs would have 

some effect on the net available to the state. It is very difficult at this time 

to predict exactly how that go but it could be very soon. It has been suggested 

tnat there is at least, a possibility, a legal possibility, that say whole new 

borouqhs w uld be in the position to take advantage of this provision by in 

effect exempting most other types of property besides the pipeline and raising the 

mill levy way up, thus increasing the revenue one would get out of this provision. 

Now, to guard against this possibility, it has been suggested that a maximum 

limit be put in on the borough mill rate that might apply. Such as , for instance, 

instead of saying that the borough gets an amount of money equal it's mill levy.on 

20' , say it gets an amount attributed to it mill levy up to a maximum of 2C nnlls
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