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Introduction

A proviso in the 2017-19 Operating Budget created the House Tax Structure Work Group. The work
group was created to facilitate statewide public discussion about Washington's tax structure. The work
group consisted of a member from each of the major caucuses in the House of Representatives,
appointed by the Speaker of the House. Representatives Noel Frame and Terry Nealey were appointed
as co-chairs of the work group.

During the 2018 interim, the work group held four public meetings. The first meeting was held on July
19 in Spokane. The second meeting was held on July 20 in Yakima. The third meeting was held in
Vancouver on July 23. The fourth and final meeting was held in Seattle on September 10.

During each of these meetings, the work group and attending participants received a staff briefing on
Washington's revenue sources and general tax structure. Following the staff briefing, members of the
public who attended the meetings were invited to break out into small groups and have discussions
about the current state of the tax structure and generate ideas about changes to make to the tax code.
The groups were provided with broad prompt questions to help guide their conversations (see appendix
B), and flip charts were used to facilitate and track the discussion. These small groups were then asked
to select a spokesperson for the group who reported the results of their discussions to other meeting
attendees. Photos of the flip charts as well as summaries of the oral reports are provided in appendices
A and C. Following the small group report-outs, attendees were invited to provide individual oral
testimony if they wished. This testimony is summarized in appendix A.

Following the conclusion of the interim meetings, the co-chairs of the committee developed a set of
survey questions to gather additional information about the public's perspective and feedback about the
House Tax Structure Work Group and about tax policy issues. The survey was sent only to participants in
the public meetings. Survey responses helped in the development of the ultimate recommendations
contained in this report (responses are included in appendix D).
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Work Group Recommendations
The co-chairs of the work group provide the following recommendations:

Recommendation #1:

The Legislature should reauthorize the Tax Structure Work Group for the 2019-21 biennium and expand
membership to include multiple members of the House of the Representatives, the Senate, and
stakeholders including, but not limited to: representatives of traditionally low-margin businesses and
those paying standard business and occupation tax rates; tax preparation professionals (e.g., certified
public accountants, tax attorneys, etc.); and non-profit organizations conducting tax policy analysis.

Rationale: More than 94% of survey respondents supported the continuation of the Tax Structure Work
Group, and the named stakeholders to add were rated the highest value additions in the survey
(combined score of “very” and “somewhat” valuable).

Recommendation #2:

The Tax Structure Work Group should develop policy proposals addressing key challenges of the
Washington State tax code including, but not limited to: the regressive nature of the tax code; the
negative impact of business and occupation tax on small, low-margin and/or start-up businesses; the
changing economy and the need to modernize the tax code to reflect it; and the excessive number of tax
preferences and exemptions. For the purpose of recommendations, the Tax Structure Work Group
should first create an agreed upon definition of “regressive.”

Rationale: The named issues to tackle were the highest ranked issues by survey respondents. The need to
define “regressive” was raised in the Seattle TSWG meeting and the co-chairs agree that this seems like a
critical first step.

Recommendation #3:

To inform the Tax Structure Work Group’s policy proposals addressing key challenges of the Washington
State tax code, economic modeling or other comparable analysis should be conducted that may include:
replacing the business and occupation tax with an alternative taxing mechanism such as corporate
income tax or margins tax; replacing the 1 percent revenue growth limit with a limit based on
population growth and inflation; replacing a portion of the property tax with a capital gains tax; and
replacing other existing revenue sources with alternative revenue sources.

Rationale: The named types of economic modeling were the highest ranked by survey respondents. The
final sentence is based on an agreement between Reps. Nealey and Frame that leaves it more open
ended so other revenue sources (existing and not) could be examined as well.

Recommendation #4:

The Tax Structure Work Group should continue direct engagement with taxpayers and other
stakeholders as part of the work group, refining the approach and type of activities used in 2018.
Suggestions include: continue holding meetings across the state (not just in Olympia), offering more
than four meetings for the public to provide input; offer meetings during the day and consider adding
evening options; and strengthen outreach and notice to engage a broader set of taxpayers, though
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consider segmenting activities by similarly-interested and informed participants for more focused and
informed input.

Rationale: More than 94% of survey respondents liked having meetings across the state, but more than
half responded that four meetings was not sufficient for public input. More than 54% said daytime
meetings worked, but the same percentage suggested adding evening meetings. Finally, more than 65%
suggested additional outreach to invite a broader set of taxpayers, but comments reveal the broad mix
of participants made conversations unfocused and that narrowing who is in the conversation might help
address that.
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Appendix A: Small Group Reports and Public Testimony - Summary
Staff summarized the reports by the small groups as well as individual public testimony.

Seattle

Small Group Reports

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

The tax code is overly complex, and there is a lack of transparency. Some businesses do not
know what they are paying or why. Consumers also do not understand what they are paying in
many cases.

There is a geographic inequity between how taxes are levied and distributed between
jurisdictions.

Washington has an upside down tax code, and we need to ask how we pay for the services we
want. Taxes should be in line with our state's values. The regressive nature of B&O tax does not
reflect our values, even if it is a stable source of revenue. Status quo funding is not enough. The
state needs to consider how an economic downturn will impact businesses and communities.
The regressive nature of the entire tax system, including B&O, sales, and some of the transit
taxes, is regrettable.

The B&O tax is unfair because it is levied on gross receipts, which hurts low margin businesses.
Pyramiding in the service industry makes this even worse because sub-consultants end up
paying the B&O tax on their revenue. This amounts to triple taxation. It is also unfair for start-
ups and struggling businesses that may be losing money to still have to pay the tax.

The state should establish a higher floor for filing or owing B&O tax so that fewer businesses
have to deal with it.

The state should establish a deduction for cost of goods sold so that the B&O tax is on the
business' margin instead of gross receipts.

We ought to shift the tax burden more to individuals. As it is, the burden is high on businesses
because they collect sales taxes and also are responsible for remitting B&O.

Taxpayers need to be better educated on what tax revenue is being used for and why
lawmakers are making certain tax policy decisions.

The public should have more information about things such as the return on investment for
existing exemptions.

The state should work harder at incentivizing certain businesses to remain in the state.

There is some good in our state's tax structure, including consistency for taxpayers and the
review of exemptions by the Citizen's Commission on Tax Preferences. Aerospace tax breaks are
good.

The B&O tax should be less regressive, and exemptions should be reevaluated.

The state should establish an income tax.

The tax base for the state should be more dependent on the general fund instead of local levies.
This would allow for more stability and predictability.

The structure ought to be made more progressive overall, such as enacting a capital gains tax,
corporate income tax, and reducing the reliance on sales tax.

The sales tax should be eliminated and replaced with something more progressive, such as an
income tax or capital gains tax.

Property tax needs to be made more equitable for low-income families, renters, and seniors.



e The state also needs to review how it manages current revenue and establish cost controls and
accountability.

e The Legislature should enact comprehensive tax reform to rebalance everything, including B&O,
income, and sales taxes.

e We like Idaho's structure!

e The state should establish a state bank to stabilize interest rates.

e The state should have a capital gains tax on stock-trading.

Public Testimony

The state needs a strong infrastructure, society, and community. It takes strong leadership on both
sides of the aisle taking risks and the lead on tax issues. It is important that people can afford to do
things that really matter. As a business owner, my pay cut allowed my employees to have more babies,
buy homes, and invest more in retirement. Washington's regressive tax structure adds additional insult
and injury to people who do not have their basic needs met.

Communities of color are the highest taxed but least able to afford paying taxes. People of color are not
represented at this meeting but have lots of opinions and observations about the tax code. They want
the same things as everyone else: strong communities, families, and schools. Holding meetings in the
evenings in the community and providing food would encourage broader attendance. A working
families' tax exemption can help lift people out of poverty. We support a capital gains tax and want to
see the tax code flipped to be progressive.

Decisions about the tax code impact individual and business decisions. There can be unintended
consequences, including incentivizing Washington citizens to make purchases out of state because of
the sales tax. Consumers are not trying to game the system, only trying to get the best deal. This also
results in the state losing B&O tax revenue as well.

We should rebalance the code to raise taxes on higher income people and reduce it on lower income
people. Many people in the business community are mostly white men complaining about paying taxes
when they make millions of dollars per year.

Regressivity at the bottom of the income scale is important. Refundable and targeted tax credits are a
more efficient way to reduce the impact of the tax code than broad rate reductions. The working
families' tax credit and targeted property tax rebates/mechanisms (often called circuit breakers) are the
best way to reduce the impact of tax code on low-income people. Circuit breakers cut off property tax
liability at a designated income threshold. Generally, a homeowner will receive a rebate for the amount
that the property tax bill exceeded the portion of income. This addresses issues of property taxes being
regressive without harming the overall ability of the property tax to fund education.

The state ought to better define what regressivity means. It also ought to verify the claims of
regressivity about Washington's tax code. Studies about the regressiveness of Washington's tax code
have reached different conclusions. A nonpartisan council needs to review the tax structure. The state
needs a benefits analysis of a progressive tax code.
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Most taxes in the state are collected and remitted by businesses. Higher level reforms should be made
so that higher income individuals pay more taxes and businesses pay less. The impact of taxes levied
through businesses causes transparency issues because the effects and passing on to the consumer is
invisible. It is much more efficient to collect from individuals in a progressive manner.

Public ports operate in a competitive environment. There is flat to negative growth in this industry, and
it has seen a loss of market share, jobs, and tax revenues.

The Council on State Taxation is a nonprofit organization representing businesses that serve multiple
states. The conversation about Washington's tax structure should not be done in a box. Washington
has the greatest tax burden in western states by far, and the tax structure is a challenge for multi-state
businesses. Federal tax reform has decreased burden on businesses, and foreign corporations are
increasingly looking to relocate to the United State more. These companies are looking at state and
local taxes in making their relocation decisions now that the country has become more competitive with
federal tax reform.

The state should enact a capital gains tax.

The Seattle head tax was recently proposed, which would have cost my business $50,000 per year,
whereas my rent increase cost a full million per year. The rhetoric that businesses will have to leave
with more taxes ought to stop.

Changes in the tax code often have trickle down effects to other taxing districts and municipalities. For
example, because of the B&O tax structure, when Seattle was looking at the head tax they had a basis of
information to work from. However, the head tax was a flawed source and regressive for businesses. A
different state tax structure may help model better, more progressive models for local other
jurisdictions to work from.

The Department of Revenue's new tax filing system changeover was a disaster. The Department had to
provide filing extensions because people were unable to actually file. The fact that people have to file in
order to get the small business tax credit is an unnecessary burden. The threshold for filing should be
raised so that businesses do not have to file until a much higher threshold of income. Having to file
taxes in multiple jurisdictions that collect B&O tax is difficult and results in many businesses that operate
in multiple jurisdictions do not actually get all the required local licenses.
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Spokane

Small Group Reports

Washington's tax structure is the most regressive in the county, with the reliance on sales tax,
property tax, and business and occupation tax. The tax burden is heaviest on those who can
least afford it. Any tax reform should make our tax system more equitable. It should be fair to
all communities, especially those who have been historically more burdened by the tax code
than others. A diversity and equity committee is needed to ensure fairness in our tax system.
The federal tax changes need to be considered when making decisions about how to reform the
state tax structure.

There are many issues with the business and occupation tax. The tax:

0 Istoo complex, vague, and unpredictable.

0 Should be levied on net revenues instead of gross revenue, in order to account for the
cost of doing business.

0 Isregressive and disproportionally effects small businesses or businesses that operate
with a low revenue margin.

0 Is unfair across the board because different businesses pay different tax rates.

0 Compounds for some businesses through vertical integration, specially professional
service businesses.

The business and occupation tax should be changed.

0 Decreasing the number of tax rates that businesses are subject to and categories that a
business can fall into would reduce confusion. Consider applying one flat rate to all
businesses.

0 Provide more incentives for smaller and low margin businesses, including reduce their
B&O rate or provide them with credits. There should be a standard deduction for all
businesses and deductions for labor or input costs. Differences in high margin and low
margin businesses should be accounted for in setting new B&O rates.

Businesses can pass on savings from tax reform in the form of higher wages or hiring more
employees. Businesses should be provided incentives to equalize the wage gap between the
highest and lowest paid employees and to reinvest in their businesses.

An unintended consequence of changing the B&O rate to be calculated on net revenue is that
the benefit would be greater for large companies that operate on a loss and luxury companies
than for small businesses.

The retail sales and use tax is volatile and regressive. The tax is dependent on how the economy
is doing and how much employees are paid.

The Working Families Tax Credit needs to be funded. It could be funded with a capital gains tax
or replacing the B&O tax with a progressive income tax.

To offset lost revenue from tax reform, the state should implement a capital gains tax. Some
believe the tax should only apply to long-term assets while others thought the tax should apply
to all sales. A capital gains tax should have thoughtful exemptions for farmers and businesses to
avoid overburdening some groups.

We should introduce an income tax, increasing the rate over time while reducing other taxes. A
personal income tax would broaden the base of taxpayers. Businesses should not pay an
income tax and B&O.
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Public Testimony

The state tax structure is the most regressive in the country. Our reliance on sales, property, and B&O is
too high. The tax burden is greatest on people who can least afford it. We should compare our tax
burden on citizens to those of neighboring states.

Washington's current tax structure already works. Washington is an economic leader in the United
States. People and businesses continue to move to Washington, which indicates our tax structure is not
broken. Changes to the tax code could put our economic vitality at risk and negatively impact some
local industries. We need to look for ways to improve the tax burden for industries that are not thriving.

National studies show that individuals and businesses do not select which state to live in or operate in
based on tax structures.

Manufacturers are not locating their businesses in Washington and moving out of the state because of
the tax structure.

The aerospace B&O tax credit should apply to the entire manufacturing sector.
Tax incentives should be easier to apply for and access.

County assessors are experts about property tax and are willing to collaborate with legislators on future
legislation. Any new exemptions and proposals, including those that seem revenue neutral, will cause a
tax shift to other taxpayers and we should be cautious.

The majority of property tax revenue goes to local jurisdictions.

The foregone property tax revenue from the 1% revenue growth limit led to the McCleary lawsuit. If the
growth limit is imposed again, the state will not be able to fully fund education and will get sued again.

Any tax reform should be sustainable. We need to think about the long term consequences of any tax
reform.

People with extremely low income should not pay taxes.

Legislators in Olympia do not listen to citizens who cannot afford lobbyists. People should be heard over
businesses because they power the economy. We need to have less money in politics.
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Vancouver

Small Group Reports

Municipalities, schools, counties, and other jurisdictions have problems with the 1% cap on
revenue growth. The recession resulted in reductions to revenue that have not been able to
keep up with growth. We think using the rate of inflation plus some kind of growth limit would
be appropriate.

Tax leakage in Clark County is a problem because of Oregon's lack of a sales tax. There should
be a floor on sales tax exemption.

The B&O rate could be lowered if other solutions result in more revenue. Sales tax on
construction is a problem here on the border with Oregon. Border cities should have some
consideration given to the idea of some kind of sales tax offset. The B&O is very complex and
the rates can select winners and losers. We should broaden industry categories to simplify and
create more geographic distribution of the tax burden. Consider a lower B&O rate for start-up
businesses. Instead of providing specialized manufacturing benefits, provide all manufacturing
with the aerospace preferential rate.

Inequality exists throughout the tax system.

B&O gross receipts penalizes small businesses. A tiered income tax would cure B&O pyramiding.
The rates could be adjusted to allow for revenue neutrality. It would also help address some
cross-border issues, especially for new businesses.

The current method of funding schools with property tax is not helping rural school districts. It
is difficult for some places to pass school levies. A sales tax exemption for school construction
could help.

Our tax structure is working in the sense that it is currently providing sufficient revenue and a
competitive economy.

The B&O is easy to calculate because it is on gross receipts and is also hard to evade. Over time,
the tax has been tailored to specific industries, which is an advantage of the B&0O. Consider
implementing a small business retail sales and use tax exemption. The non-resident sales and
use tax exemption is popular. We should increase small business tax credits. Smaller scale
exemptions on other business inputs for small businesses would be welcome.

Some believe the 1% revenue cap is a safeguard against inflation. Others don't believe the limit
allows revenue to keep up with costs. The Legislature should do more economic modeling on
some of the initiatives to change revenues.

The Legislature should commission a reliable study of low margin businesses to better
understand how they can be helped with the tax code. We should tweak the system at the
margins, not throw the baby out with the bathwater.

Revenue administration and tax enforcement could be improved in terms of fairness and
equality. You could increase the trust among tax payers if this was improved. Since we have a
voluntary tax remittance system, this could lead to increased tax payer remittance.

If the tax structure is modified, there should be an equal burden on households and businesses.
Sales tax revenue is volatile and regressive.

Border areas also experience loss of sales and tax avoidance.

The state needs a progressive and more diversified portfolio of taxes.
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e A state head tax as a part of business licensing would increase equity. Other revenue options
are an income tax, a capital gains tax, and increasing sin taxes.

e Wayfair should be resulting in more sales tax revenues to the state.

e There are some pieces of the tax structure that work well, such as B&O apportionment and
having no income tax.

e There are specific difficulties associated with being a border city.

e We cannot offer the same incentives to start ups as Oregon does. We should work at
incentivizing more small businesses to operate in our state. It is difficult to enforce sales tax
avoidance over the border.

e Economic modeling of the cost of having an income tax should be done.

e Consider a tax on financial transactions.

Public Testimony

Investing in education does not just help young people, but all of the state's economy. The lack of
funding for education shows in the condition of our schools and curriculum. While McCleary was
pending, the state failed to meet is paramount duty for years. There were no teacher COLAs for several
years.

There is an increasing need for crisis services and interventions in schools and classrooms. Schools need
more highly trained support personnel. We do not have adequate revenue. The DSHS is also
underfunded which contributes to the stresses of our students and families.

Our current tax system is upside down. Working families have the greatest tax burden, and the wealthy
do not pay fair share. We are balancing the budget on the back of our people. The poor pay the
greatest percentage of their income in taxes but are not getting the investment back in their schools.
The cost of taxes tends to be passed on to the consumers who can least afford it.

Use the dichotomy and divide between east and west parts of the state plus the fact that the money is
primarily on the west side to convince small businesses that new taxation is good idea.

Some people move to Washington because there is no income tax, which helps them afford a good
standard of living.

We need a stable tax structure.

B&O taxes are very complicated, even for finance professionals. The state should consider enacting an
income tax for businesses only. Most people do not trust the government and do not like taxes, so it is
very important to conduct and share an economic analysis and the impacts of any tax changes.

The B&O tax was designed to be temporary initially, and Washington is one of the only states that relies
on this gross receipts tax. This is very difficult especially with businesses that are low margin. A margins
tax or a head tax would be a great idea. Vancouver and Clark County are operating on the border of
Oregon.

B&O punishes small businesses. A progressive income tax could bridge divide between progressives and
conservatives. Help small businesses and make the tax structure more equitable.
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The state is missing out on millions of dollars due to tax preferences.

Many businesses make the choice to locate in Oregon instead of Washington, which leads to a
substantial job gap in Clark County. Vancouver has a head tax in order to fund transportation and police
projects.

A capital gains tax should be considered.

Youth drug and alcohol prevention programs funded by taxes are important. The state needs to ensure
marijuana revenue for substance abuse programs continues.

Loosening the 1% property tax cap would be a great idea. This would create structural relief for areas
like Vancouver.

If you are selling your property for more than the median value, you pay a higher real estate excise tax
(REET) rate. If you are selling for a property for less than the median, you pay a lower REET rate. We
need to get out of our ideological boxes and work towards a middle-ground solution. Consider
regionalizing the real estate excise tax by zip code.

The Washington Retailers Association suggests a sales tax holiday for one weekend in August.

The Legislature should adopt use of dynamic fiscal notes that demonstrate the positive impacts of some
of these policy changes.
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Yakima

Small Group Reports

The pyramiding of the B&O tax increases business costs. B&O should be replaced with a value
added tax or a gross margins tax, like the one in Texas.

The B&O tax discourages businesses from locating in Washington, but not having an income tax
attracts businesses and balances out the B&O issues. There should be a B&O deduction for low
margin businesses.

Any loss of revenue could be made up by adjusting other taxes, and the state will be getting
additional sales tax revenue due to the Wayfair case.

The 1% growth limit on property taxes needs to be replaced with an inflation growth factor. This
would likely increase state revenues and increase tax certainty.

Our state property tax is stable. Budget based is better than rate based for stability.

Property tax is not based on ability to pay; it is based on value of the property.

Property tax exemptions in particular create tax shifts within the district but do not actually reduce
the amount of revenue.

Washington ought to have a broader based tax structure in which taxes levied are applied to
everyone equally. Exemptions are not meeting their original intent because they are not based on
ability to pay. There are too many tax exemptions and too many ways to game the system.
Exemptions should be reviewed more frequently.

The tax structure should be more progressive. The people who earn the most should pay a fairer
share of their income compared to those with a lower income.

The potential loss of revenue should not be the focus of tax reform; the real question is who should
pay.

An income tax is encouraged. Everyone should be subject to any income tax or capital gains tax.
The tax structure is the devil we know. The current tax code is burdensome, but change creates
uncertainty and fear of unintended consequences, especially for low margin businesses.

The state already generates enough revenue.

Funding the working families' tax exemption would balance the regressive nature of the tax
structure and could be funded with a small increase in the sales tax or a new luxury tax.
Businesses want to pay their taxes, but the laws are ambiguous. The state needs clear and
enforceable tax laws. Changes in tax laws or interpretation create uncertainty for businesses.
Simplifying the administration of taxes would reduce costs of enforcement.

The Department of Revenue should create an online filing tool like Turbo Tax with explanations and
prompts.

Local taxes should require state legislative approval.

Public Testimony

The upside down tax code is affecting working families. The safety net is being shredded, wages are
stagnate, and there has been a loss of employment protection. Washington is experiencing wealth
inequality and decaying infrastructure.

Many people and businesses are struggling to survive even with the strong economy. Progressive
revenue sources are needed to provide relief to those who need it. The work group needs to think big
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and look to long-term solutions to address the problems. There are ways to raise revenue without
targeting low-income people. Capital gains and income taxes deserve careful consideration.

The Legislature should work with stakeholders to understand fully the impacts of the new laws on those
paying it. Instead of overhauling the tax system, create tax incentives for products that lower income
individuals are more likely to buy, like fast food and purchases at Goodwill.

Businesses want to pay the right amount of tax. The B&O tax is difficult, but it is not horrible; it can be
modified and made better. Businesses do not like a lot of change, and stability in the tax system is
important. Clear tax laws would help businesses achieve accuracy in calculating their taxes.

Grocery is a small margin business. The B&O tax should address some of the costs of doing business.

Predictability is very important to growers and the agricultural industry. Agriculture is a high
investment, low margin industry, and immediate major tax structure changes are problematic.
Agriculture also has a hard time passing on costs to consumers.

The B&O structure results in double taxation for some firms and industries. Architects are in a unique
position in that they pay B&O tax and have to pay subcontractors. Those subcontractors owe B&O on
their income.

Small businesses do their own taxes and payroll, so they feel changes to the tax code. Legislation passed
over the past few years, including minimum wage and paid sick leave, are scary, especially when
combined with tax changes.

Yakima businesses do not get the same tax breaks as the big companies (e.g., Boeing). The state should
do a cost benefit analysis on all tax preferences.

There ought to be more incentives to help increase employment and train and employ low-income
people. Additional training for employment amongst low-income individuals would help people become
economically independent. Local community colleges can provide workforce training. At least 50% of
the local school district is low income.

The Tax Structure Work Group should reach out to those who will administer the legislation. Local
officials need an opportunity to look at the fiscal note and impacts of any tax reform. The Legislature
should have a fiscal note for every bill it passes to avoid unintended consequences. The short
turnaround time for fiscal notes creates problems, and counties need at least three to five days to
respond.

The sheer number of people qualifying for the senior exemption is increasing. The static income
qualification creates inequities between the counties. The state needs a more balanced income
threshold reflecting local property values. Qualification should be tied to county median income.
Yakima County has a huge tax shift due to the senior exemption.

The litter tax was an agreement to address litter, but the revenue is being swept to the general fund.

The state should enact a capital gains tax. There are issues with the capital gains proposals the
Legislature has considered recently.
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Appendix B: Small Group Reports Instructions

During the meetings, small groups received the following instructions and questions to help guide their
discussions.

"Instructions:

e Each table selects a facilitator and a note-taker

e Discuss questions as group (approx. 30 minutes)

e Summarize top two themes from discussion (approx. 10 minutes)
e Group report out

Discussion questions:
e What parts of the tax structure are not working well for you, and why?
e What would you propose as a solution or alternative to this?
e If this proposed change creates a loss of revenue, how would you make up the difference?"
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Appendix C: Small Group Flipchart Notes and Large Group Discussion Notes - Photos
Attendees were provided with flip charts to track and facilitate their discussions. Additionally,
Representative Frame tracked the small group report-outs on a larger chart at the front of the room.
Photos of these flip charts are included here.

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

18



Seattle

Seattle — Group 1

RUSTRETIONS S
F\A o?&f‘;‘ 9&:: 3

- COM (a)il oc cod, S\
Eebachey "l AT T
adls areﬂ Py (‘:)\ {\X‘J\
f’XCM ons s whko gehig han?* 7S

 THE Most regressivg 1‘@( Syshm *

-adequa of funding foc state syes
? ‘;ar{a‘ eno h%{ eqluc
'H?épwﬁes b 4,5,:,,(,4.5
BLO -how aa’:ffess afbrdabitity,
halp o Start ups
" com hhvane’ss F;r cerfain industrres
(Manu ¢ nj
'CIHM %1[;!1;‘ of Tax Exepnp#
ﬂa\{jﬁ{’K 0 evamihe — s innj
(Cfc‘!ln.ns'(,ona;{:\’."!)n (o T Treterances ™)
o
\ D
o

Rovenue Neutral;
. &)hD is ;KSF:;I;Z £ ki h 5/'.0(
c Ma enficef es?
Lo who is Wpayng fayes (?:mmenls) hj

*Scap i ol — ake
L:!;an# fimit 4o frefomrx reﬁ’:;i,m

SWe.
{5 lru/ conapf'o{‘ ey chnu‘ {I()jL t\,/
 is e r% {;j e
us o) ses7 ~—>rea.ﬁ£(,csof4,,,
N eclue.

« O fools: ingom,

rtad goum<
o o L or bt gy,
Mjmjnss:w prs a/fernaﬁves/

, Peys
Main
& w%ﬁ Fairness
‘Be brod , dort limit
.pr:-bm m@luenae ol AL
lrans ,
fl"
e .

i iy hwvws

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

@éouﬂ' ION'S /ALTERNATIVES

Iaol't @ fxrs}mj ecenplions o see A

stuted oals
‘?‘4589»’ vs. hmdom‘-—
mgg‘ #"“’ efficient, Sfab& | Fechve, foic
anspareficy
¢ aaﬁ,er o T EARNESS
et ghiy ane peujing téalanﬁ ‘

-eguu
A K -
* More p@resswe Sl chure

,&k}’\‘”
"

19



Seattle — Group 2

AT B eI

o B0 "G Pecerh v e
Ex: CAR PeMERS 24 o Shes + 0SB i
PusiNgEES THAT LosE MaNEY L Ry
'am CRIPPLE START-UFS
Prearivg — TAx o PE=TraH

PevENUE. To Sup conspipN o (oERveE)
NEW INDLETRIES (RipE SWZE) DeN'T
AT N TAX CATEGORES

o BevirioNSs LA & TemsmRRNS
%j@@ N GENERAL

PARD To UNPERSAND  AMon £
oW 1T 15 SENT

EGPESNE X %Fgm

(o SDUND TRANSIT TAX ‘Femeenioy
()g,d‘#’b Y,

QL HolTo Fx

> BD. ME SHiEWw

SALL BUSINESSES
r CNSPER—CARITAL GRS
| SHEKTRARMG TAx

CTrdD TAKon MARGINS NET Reveve

K MorE SUSTAINABLE GeNL Fanp VcAREM s,
(NP LEVIES

o EXVPT CAPITAL PRoects, Feom
SWE SAES X

¥ F}EﬁDNAU-‘_r-EAsEQ HoMEORNERS
TAX EXBMPTIONS - (wst oFLuNG )

@>

For S0 CRSTILENTS = iy, ),

|G- voH b heress LosT oenie
K omprEHENSVE Tx Zeroam
02 ST feom Taxnlg Puonesses
o TRING WOVIDUAS

f ConsiER.  |NCOME - TAX.
.| CARITAL GAINS TAX
o Smx Teong T

STATE BANK T PePicE DeBT Gt

| CoeipR. VioRe BACANCE (Lre PAHO
% BLEND oF INCOME+ DAES+ 777

Seafte %o

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

20




Seattle — Group 3

* UPS \DE DewN

- most f‘eﬁ‘fﬂ $sive In (-OIJ"\+YJ‘

TWHKT Do WE WANT To SEE IN Jup

CoM Mmup T
0B 1 TrHen vl Do LJE Y =i 0>

= B A AR By
/ ® =1 e BN g 4 JMEQU\
3 43L€

FARNESS ¢ BE A Iy LINE o

e < Lo,

‘)
MPRWNT T \nygar o Busmess BT b s5q

Fauwtng ) - SMALL Bz SUFFep ¢

g MN‘\}“YL@A\) CO‘MW/UQ 3 WA N B~
) S

‘ tow Do e gM}ggﬁ AR RIS Jepipsy

™E RISk ¢ Cam
My T
< Men1aL HE A u Ee, Fj’ e

g

Seafl Vo

- gp—

—_—

P SRFEAVARDIWA AAA ST NALATILITY

* SUKTUS QU TUNDWEG 1SNT EASUS It

“lNCoME TIAR SEEMS FAIRER ¢ RETIER.

(mex EEWABNE) ) RUT Yo W& RUST gan'T >

PRIZNG S
RVERTELY AU 104 g

BusIVES § E’“\WB&UMG}\W
MV EMUNS Baov¢ 3

N‘%GDS
CWrleonng,)
UETs - TTA'B]L/N)/

7

SowonS

B WMINKIE SAVES Tax ¢REPLALE Wik

TELP UAvol e
*TIRYES KBGNT K RONRAY - THEY BonsTn A oF us,
fOINCOME TAY ST

* PR PRI TAX > EauTiAg g
-(REDYY FU?—-'EEIJTE‘DS
¥ Low \NCaM € Po2s
NUR S

R OANE R s ey SWIES Ty

’
WRY 43 Eemprigus S _ VNP
FLBNALUATE - 0861 Foves  Greet oo

« WMALE b0 LESS PraRess e |

@ EYPANDED | TUNDED Wee W

" SO Raruls /et MAiArstngly § MABKErey

Sl 4,
T R R R A D T e

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

Question %
-——_—‘—!___

¢ SEPARKIE TAXSIRUC PERORM  Fom
Yottt REvgaue

* D\SKEREEMENT ON WRETKER W AFEDS 79 BE
Roverwve net o,

: ;
P10 vess pegpessug (@407 b as A oge)

© EAINM Dy FOND

- g -
¢ ENERAUN NT HAPPY W] CuBRINT TAY (0T

" Bl WNCERNS ON FRIENES v gue VAWES
£ NEED ONN0Wh GNVERSKTION S we (AN Frx THIS

* DIFFERENT OPINIONS BGY 115 OF jpEAS

21



Seattle — Group 4
@}*U\ g
[ PoGross ReVerue TR 7o %
“oxmmset UNFAR Y L]
° UOLK"]_fL’TL\ + (ULl (es CG’L«OGAL) 3/
58 % EQU\TAR(E? 75 (5dunipe -
ﬁ

RELR&sSIVE 2
» TRAMNSPAR MCU — LaCk OF

(D) UGS T WA

e N v w el T

& OHT Ws HrvE ONE2 (}
-yl ot Sy

o QUSI1HESSSS WHEHT SUEGasT OreF
9TRUC UL

cSUNAETTING TAx Premrealcs
L&~ K XAM 1 &
OIND. INCcomE TR,

¢ RENDUCE SALes Tax &s '/ OF Pig

o RO Ve kNN - Pubic NE/oseiTc
o LAP/TAL. GAMT TAX
R P R SR T R S L

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

22



Seattle — Full Report Out

T4 STROCTURE WoRk &ROUVP- SeaTTLE — 9/0E

PROB SOLITION NEST

% vl NEVTRATR

| EVTRALS
(OMPLEX CODE/ LAcKk OF] A TJ(:TE%I :;:4 :@Msmrc Y 55%%&32\];‘??_5%?1—: U
7 T2ANS PAREN c'slfﬁi’:fNC_’ ¢ Mii??m orEss | VE TAKATIN o Cp EWK%EJ?SEESDWL e
P(DC'-O\URTE FO N.T T' 20 fHeHER ROGKFOKF"UN@ > MCOMfL_Tj;IN “
HGEOGRAPHIC i EGU,‘ 4 >B+’O-DE’DU(JIDN For COGS, | HCAT HTrma A LTERNATVE
Do TAX [NcENTIVES WorKk ?# 2 MoV NG TO MAREN TAX ﬁg\‘gjw gl |g Payua IAXECR
PTX Funn . :
B+0 Tx oN s RECEITTEATIR S Moue Back To GENERAL FuN, REHENSIVE REFORIM -
>)f oA BING o BrO Less LEVIES/ S1L0s >Cﬁé\ni®$\f€r$ﬁt€5) %r0 > Ukeow)

e > MUST Cons IDER. PssiBLE
x S5 ECoNsMIC DonTLURN

> EuMINATE SALES TR/ REPLAce

\ Re6Ress!ve Copg (Saes, TrasiT, LAV
>Nor IN Line WiTh Our, \/aLUES
S EBROIS (ﬁ\/'\-’ STABLE

' DCERTHNTY For, B/2
AT LARC/ReviEW oF Tax Breakg

JEBTOTAX Is S
et e

e

) E\EFO?._M -‘[‘7&0{35&7\/ TA'X[

[MAKE MoRE EQUITARLE
D B+D-M#uxe (LSS
=) S FUND WorxING FAMILIES Tax PE

4

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

WITH BFRO0 PESSIVETAY (£6 /M?

. !
Im)/ >mlew Tﬁk%imKs/MﬁyseSuk{ng

> SHFET Tan Borsen /Colser 1 oN
AMRY FroM Blz /Towarss INDIY. !

DSTATE Rivk

Receessive

RATE

23



Spokane

Spokane — Group 1

@ wka'{‘ s Wavk v‘v\ﬁ/\k)lﬂm"‘“ je not

— Moot Regretsive dox Cde - US
IT% e kk_‘ baﬂam
3% at Yt
Saleo

e 1
%Ls's

a\.gpoﬂ {onaTte Amoo\rb(w en s
veNenwve
» ? TO» we havea 5‘\'4?\’-@%\1:&
3 les "i’.sx

+ We weed fo Pay atax on Stock,
whn Bowaint—2 Sold Also!

- Leot atax w\_-\"u Wa r«;\"vxs
D 5-‘!1\'-( THI
%/_. » Bus i, w MMW s

‘,D%M""“‘( XV‘TI‘SA'iGhon‘-Z
14 qraduaicol B0 Nax —

s

& g’udeo wee

T e Redurn dn 1nveshunt
b\,u}\celr N ewtral

“ m‘;lLQJ\ Qamg ia,)( nnow,FM‘f
Shevt derm .« {!na-\-gm\- D“%Vb

rﬁ_‘_ Tax BDAGEST Issue

N{X-d La"‘-"}‘l'ﬁ‘m_ S i.u,chm_s e

sl il W\ome Gk .,fF*“t "HQS
r Look 11‘(‘ Mere O ul g
ootk Dolutim

'Lj;k@lr oo Tay Reut;.'f
fon Tk e,
H\-('Cv*ﬂvwk, Z!ccorj' 465{:3”0{ i

A __* > T \ \76'7/\_
Need 6a/m-e\’fu~q;D \k-ur—-aui
Ravise D A"t
( A'ABM to Ted ."_?tmd—-mj

VO Tdoko Taxc Code
i chdryv\ Tooe Codu — W\ﬁ’?*luc.wes

Ca*"*_ Bkétwnﬂéie‘i‘ mm% .Lala,\«o be
.4\-

5?1-\»4.—«

(omeare & C.ow*'*uas’r Adf States. Tk l
(Meo hwécm{ﬁmsmm. ﬁ{i; otk s Bltgn Lo

‘b‘L‘LM .
N\u»\ﬂw-ﬁ B/é mvv\‘_ﬂ_ﬁw Mk’ﬁﬂxs RQQ Wq,)/

L’Q‘N; &

(/LLW\ a/“ Z‘Dh

l}

. 1 owr i-'5 V’-ﬁ'{ eVlOch"/LLk

QW&“ < (d &,

, Onseme by V5 BaCToles

> @"(‘ru/rg&(u;(-t'ons e
R&QN‘;M\;\' A

au. Wore bmu(“

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

24



Spokane — Group 2

l') thv about tax Structure l‘s/fs not
wchfr\J 'FO( Pei_\,f)[{ ?
g 5“'155 'fﬂx 5 . ) ;
im(’uc{s middle r:j T:zi ':‘e 1 J'S'P"fofﬂ‘/anﬂ‘ezf;
e B ‘Lo 400( on 6}]’3:{ D:::: !Du[,"(
B2 o ue |5 uﬂ;«'.{‘

2> N‘MJ’ are FY'DFOS(,) so!mes?

-Ei;(-vifjuﬁ;\n of &d‘o CVCW)QTL’}MS
swall [ 25 10 Incesse heney

"""6&'?; 4 ]5‘51 - o 1L:)

Namyes

= B o Yoy Sl\dq{o)n;t Ae {e\jl&)

on 6RASS |
ewau( b l-
J‘-H‘\W for JeJuc[-,‘(;,S “_bS"’OMIJ

Fax

=55 reveni g

3> Do Selubons [m(o.«.m" Stake e
- implement coith gain b |

= A |essisl 93..:7“4:'/%5 +—»:¥
B&O shructung = m

s ~f-ra\m5folf4"\h°”1 taxes levie) on
,,d_ M:{;{a&) nat J'v“-’"‘ aF jas

il 0\_“559\*2 :
S S AN T
Y ov‘-H
Prep on¢d7 e [ocal

Jary S)rt'{‘;bh{ lndS'e:J an b
Miacly Fevenug s aise) | =
{ N

. at Jum' 5 chon

Sk e e P e e S S

Spokane — Group 3

AU Pohov Iy Hinnic Vi om.
_Nwﬁd&‘rmﬁm ok Yok W yduee”
Q(MP\QX,\M UL, (i (RS k\wigmﬁa\

=Sl pugne : x|
w[ B0 tax r%%{ (ow&(‘)eiy\%ﬁﬁ)‘h \H‘j

—\ninfen ded onxmncd J eepeay

Ay O el

o

g__m_,yz,b W 4o \dalhe i EWA .
Sooions e
= Sl dessbCastions, i, \O%Z’Rﬁ

: (ive "

:‘b?ir(ig\r{sm d lgvr srv)mli h; Mﬁuﬁ’%

—;mwg%i%mm
’%[c%%t(ﬁﬁ fou NCome X, lower <ale

—Sale S 40X, -incong ol p '

, 2 ; @3
—Tor gh‘b* oise wg‘t\cs on hltghaé(wﬁ‘“

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

Spkate Guwyp?3
@

Lqyahze
Coution: i we B im s Sl
I T

ol vatniended comeqpences

J&grd (g wnvestsd cone.

25



Spokane — Group 4

Spokane — Group 5

A}Jnl/a,n(
A aap £H
e hish vebue [low mos ~
- - UM* et [ rL*C]{LM ’ -LLp'JI ,:ua. c(“-"!

4 rots1” _,
b 5,,-( Sl d Clowlle deac, &

~ puerell Ccompaic o shege PYe {destiy g2 reids

o) — s standud dductionto B4 (

Picome a7 - “§° < Qr:;-ow of U‘\m\\ |
“'b‘m—smp-no 3*6) Puar cdhe Wau o be
\.D m«ﬂ?\q b"(. C\*!( g

o~ "Q‘“ow & { 7

.7 f— uc{‘lCY)S *ct'ont 7

\ J 6rosy e o
‘% FE. Lobe Cogd \ UL \

L?/ m%! \(\@n, Ca{‘{\x —
Jd rci"“?‘/e J B
* N g\he Aleq ) :, [ :
J scled /oo
‘S NO SU\C"\\l'h'YvC, a _\"' 7‘?; N AL §
v A @ |
"‘CH» SPenal
T ering inbud g
N, \a ers |
—‘\Le J“ P el -’SCJ,‘,,Q\L(,_-.. f@{ oy
“ -’ \' C n
56'& ree Cluogr 4 Vera || :

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

2 Keazess:ve Netuee of  Saes TAX
AND RISK of eeVENUt Loss For

THE STATEZ IN THE EVENT ofF
A ReCesSToN -

&

TNComée TRX RO for (APTTRL GRINS TRX.

e B Wt STIW Cffer S‘"‘“‘- exempTIOVS
(‘Na’mw For Thxes TAIGLTING

Lmrlayers (1€ B0
 STReAMINE Bio avD  POWSS
*NETvs. GRoSS"

- & mote level BYO Ta
¢ Saus TR Anlo
&4 \'Ulo‘::n“ NG w (APTTAL
GITNS TRX

- B0 feowTIoN (OMWO
& mqvm conrn MW\MSSGS
WTTH LOUER PRoffT MOREINS
$ THY WILL STOY TN
W ASHINGTON STATE,

26



Spokane — Group 6

: UP%‘C{&' dous Faxes u’la: &ggja&t:le ﬁ(

| ~reloalauciud fayes +LMIRE Hon toe
'S &) Ve e"\k‘CS ‘&S * z

COW’Q relenssive cony ersahon_ ‘o accoond 2 r‘&lmgs

chamges o fop stucture
fond Wollewq tamulies Tay reloate

Capitad Caiuns TRx HHnd 3
R‘o%peggmg RV\CWTCK)( i 32‘\' us ausr.qr mos+
SimpliF s : 70 b /enlcing
X \s;\jmg&@t\%’l‘u C[Q. in the CGWTHY _?
—snal( bus. duoners cmmu-‘ade,

Tox d\mﬁé N\ Fed. level Lapon ia_do

ACC OV

1

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

27



Spokane — Full Report Out

AX STRUCTURE WORK GROVP - SPOKANE- 7)(9/13
ROBLE A s TIONS \EUTRAL /7,

ok 2R STax o NeT Kecerts

ADD CAPITAL G4

>B*Oﬂ%séger§sffﬁé\’g%goﬂ & ernses, Pass
e (r%gf%wg/ Ajg%flk}f% (;/xll&?;o CUSTOM ERS —#L CAp Gans, M‘”L
PV T > RESCE LRI o Snnete, S |1y ok B
i = K Es Ay = o FLI\ANCE ON AEES
— r:\
S B SFOCTORET @op%éﬁm Properry, + B+0 Tax i "\U\g”?‘f o KPEES For
: s 1
s HITS SMALL BIZ Haepern >SS IupUFY RTO T A@Uptycm_dmgw ::;i J:osgma = "
) o | .
e ey B e ta ARG
: T P > I > SpPenbInG G
BrO \zerical lume CoMe Tax —CorporaTE RePlace L NG
’ B B0 aAND DAIR v/ Persat+Bemicz Dm0 ST Brse, Heg

a0 S%?C;;ib,goéﬁbﬁ SusTecr? S MARGING TAX \WTEAD OF NeTRece prs ’@SG(LEQ&:;‘U%:EDK ﬁ‘?:ﬁ_r :
€ SSTHed
S LoweR ncoue Peopie (o Use 5 HeLp Lomw 6@%%’7‘%}% )EBN TOOBLE TAXATIN 0l \mvg

W (TH CHA : Ta
%TOS??UD JAAr @FZ CQ.QD'ITS T!ON%:

249, 4 W 17 ToP V% T , NERAL PEDUCTIONSIN |
- _-;ﬁzw%: f;soot:*o;{;@nfi— { (v Bigb/ o 2 @%@L’\’N\@DF QW\‘JGEE

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 28



Vancouver

Vancouver —Group 1

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 29



Vancouver — Group 2

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report




Vancouver — Group 3

| on® Easel Pad vrowsc s et
)2 e —EEnNseN ~
== \ B Tiobk 20 ﬂo‘éfué@ i
L s oM@ COMPETobs W Cti
~ HEVS (Grersig

WQ) T PREDICTABLE YRR
RO <G % -l

* T .
%’?‘ b NON - Ks 2y SO [ %l (Rp on Qolkd'w'\?
FR%SVJ SFEINe e N, sfPevarcts

sy HAED 1o ANADS
TRUSRED TO SPEC\P
\NCLstTeL

ST T CAYLWNTEE QG&

o =01 i
SN bis eMnch e, cormsp } ) \% ap On (}"tch'm

c«h\m};_ Looe % (n& sxqm}‘u(-:.nﬁ ¥
ReGssIe OnSind) & Ped BB\ eley
| =it \L-
Pyramd or ab 1A 1 eXoibes N—\'CW
s A Lo coLchgOR

9 besiress s Yomed e
cesk O dovrg, busress

I
¥

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 31



Vancouver — Group 3 (continued)

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 32



Vancouver — Group 4 Vancouver — Group 5

WHAT WORKS — WHAT  DUCSNT woRK

ATPORTIONMENT Compleyt
@ INComE TAL
: 9&1\""'@ L e N nn e

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 33



Vancouver — Full Report Out

?@OBLEM

5@\,01’{ O/\/S :3&%
o -
) o, REVENVE GrowWTH Ca

& To [NFRATIDR/EROWT
{ % LN BCM:J %WMDDEL\M%ON REVENVE OFT
1N/ ENFOREMENT NOT FA (R/QUANTY 0 2 k.
g %&%’x ExerpPrion) FeeOR.| S B-’—DOK OMCEKC;'LT::TSC}A% i
' ComnSTRUCTION > BORDER CITY CLEMEN T
AlES TAX ON NANCING /DTHER OFFsET
65*0 CompLexiTy [ Wines/) psex £l /

2
2 Tgoagfl?- CITYCHAUEBNGES > [%L@PO For  MANUFACTU
f Ak, OT RUCTURE UNFAIR RERS

€

; ( LoWERInG For el / FommeExemrin
PARTICULARLY B0, froPeery T

> Movineg To Tieeed Income Tax
7 B0 Cuauavhe ForSMALL/New Rl > SALES TAX EXEMPTIS x
5 Oieg Beuinice O SRES T miel o CovsrrTion e 0k

( vou > Small Bz T x
NG N gﬂemom NG éé\cé?:;s, ExePT

SADEQUATE REVENUVE

SpugeT THE EconoMYy
O Ensy To CALOUATE/ HAD

8 Fiape/ TA1 Logen To CekTrN) [NDUSTR (B¢

D N-';; pesipenT SAtes/Use Ty EXEMPTION
Atk OF INOMETATE Bi2 FRigNOLY

§ APPORTIONMENT

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

34

0

| TAX STRUCTURE WORK &1 ROUP - VANCOWER — 7/23/18

W
(F LENERATES /MoeE ENE

Lowe e &0

S\ NererseD AeTIVITY RalsEs
ReVENVE

SADIUST RATES (RELP SMALLRED

71
S APITAL ©AINS
/’:?
-5 CoNSIDER Eavity BETWEEN

B2 + | UDIVIDLALTAX PAYERS \
? INTERNET SALES TAv=MoreRey, |
? DVERSIPY Ty RerroLio



Yakima

Yakima — Group 1

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 35



Yakima — Group 2

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 36



Yakima — Group 3

Yakire Groxe3

). NOST&‘[’& 'b\L\Clms 1S Qreat, pleane kﬂe-ﬂnni_(
2. State has tlenty of revenve
. Stafe 1y L 15 a4 reerwting thin
g aREH e
( 1 im?(upr recruck ments
5.

oVgrall compstitueness Ao TP in wagh stats

| W oot in Qursonad vizoms

(;. Oy fundew acets—vhore arg e hnes?
. Toinpliet on, (owmacn busimesses Aengsons oo
é@- a.-hmlg aﬁmgp;m::;,: e =
AT unimended toequances £ change

10: Ube 485 ~exenuphions - coiusmey [groq acon—

[l. Sales tay rmssu}c/ home. mQauty

12. loed Fa mwheawwuﬁf@g{m

Fom o\n‘)ml contach
4, Litler by ~ 1o ognoral ok
9. Qersonad PioRerty ’ m\mﬂnj e GhE 15 a lﬂfdm

T — ‘M{WEW ¥. ghuipans foulics

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report

IS rucy enough nepenut oL =
MmOSE gim ol on
Q.;ﬂnma/(f‘uf% — pros/utions
; ; lres bate”

3 feuiset ”u),&,iﬁ Fam ey Tex Le

Fund withe lugury fay P
4, Correct “the *site do wak. lee and

OGF“‘M?I-J!"“\QWM hte wae,de -

5 Re B0 doductien for low-margra Businssres
O‘sptad fax rafes A SPaﬂé' melieStrrer

| . uture Showld et by policy €
L g?n{:r-l:a’;j oauwlmwff Frore cm:h'na burdensone.
m-ﬁ:m\:)*ﬁ By

Mes oY vall and add o rebal

B s (@(Te. Pesa)

(s 1urlang Famé
2. luyury ¥ o . :

Euenpt i confrachr #om puying £+-0 when)
: w;:nmgﬂ bobied + fusy B0 on & olte

4 wnp(t;,kd /gy e reed (pop op) Iashections on e

Do sile ¥
isn. P dods [loba—hagh T
3 8% fale -G?-n low margm businssres

%uﬂa list of low Marger bug wwecs
37



Yakima — Full Report Out

| TAX STRUCTURE WORK. GRoUP- YAKIMA— 7/206/18
PROBLEMS SOLVUTIonNG NEVTRALITY

Py RAMAID (N& OF RO R G IWNS Toud 0 Saces Tax - More Revenve 8

( essiwe O MA S ;
uﬁ’égfﬁ%r\?'zﬁ@ Eﬁi)?c:uak MOLT PLE ACTIVITIESTAX > expecTED (INTERNETSALE)

(N TAX AW+ AUDITS ZER T DECREASED EXPENSES OF
WRITE (AWs THAT ARE = ,
> FPROPERTY TAx Revenve P QL€AR+ENFOIKCFﬁ3LE ADMINISTRATION OF TAKES S

G ROWTH CAP (%)
\ PROPERTY TAX BASED ON WEALH,

y =eBEAS Properry Tax

o BROAD- BASED TAX STRUCTURE = fpmi Tt INFLAT 0N

NOT ARILITY To PA BASED ON ARiLiTy To PAY.
> ‘}"B,ﬁrﬁf\j_ﬁ?;ga&%m%%s, NoT Megring >(To1> EARNERS PA Yy More Thaw Lon ey > SHVFT Who PAavs TaAx
/ =) !
S STATE LAW Pl LD)C’;-E,%]I'EK Flin ) ReVIEW/ELMINATE ExgneTiong > FUME \NFETC WiTw LUNvey/ i
e ES) WoRrKI NG FAMI LIES TAX TAX (Spies TALBULR) D
W,W%T_S ORKIN G CREDIT (FUND 1T D.\% \NAEASE |\ SALELTAR
ST ale Y | MPROVE Dok UsEr_ |nTereace

>7 DEVI L. WE KNOoW? ( LB TURED TAX; INLINE FiLInG

SENOUGH KEVENUE
SLACK OF INCOME TAv ATTRACTS Rz &
(COUNTERS R10 FROR LEM) J

House Tax Structure Work Group — Final Report 38



Appendix D: Survey Results

Meeting attendees were sent a link to a follow up survey to provide an additional opportunity to

communicate feedback to the House Tax Structure Work Group members. The survey link was mailed to
attendants who provided their email addresses on November 8, 2018 and closed on November 23, 2018.
Sixty-seven individuals responded to the survey. All responses provided in the "Other" field are provided
as entered into the survey, unedited.

1) Please indicate which tax structure work group meeting(s) you attended. Click all that apply.

Answer Choices Responses

Spokane (July 19, 2018) 25.37% 17

Yakima (July 20, 2018) 19.40% 13

Vancouver (July 23, 2018) 26.87% 18

Seattle (September 10, 2018) | 32.84% 22
Answered 67
Skipped 0

2) In what capacity were you primarily attending the tax structure work group meeting(s)?

Answer Choices Responses
Lobbyist 8.96% 6
Business owner/manager 13.43% 9
Accountant/tax attorney 8.96% 6
Individual tax payer 22.39% 15
Local government representative 13.43% 9
Industry representative (not lobbyist) 14.93% 10
Tax policy expert/economist 1.49% 1
Other (please specify) 16.42% 11
Answered 67
Skipped 0

Other Responses

e Representing the League of Women Voters

e tax policy group
e Community member
e Faith Action Network

e Non profit organization concerned about fair taxes

e Candidate for a 6th Dist House seat.
e Business Development Non Profit
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e Non-profit organization
e Staff

e Representative of the Greater Vancouver Chamber of Commerce

e Advocate

3) What is the most important issue with the Washington state tax code for which the tax
structure work group should recommend policy solutions in the future? Please select a

maximum of three.

Answer Choices Responses

There is no problem with the tax code. It’s working. Leave it 6.90% 4
alone.

Regressive nature of tax code (lower income people paying a 46.55% 27
larger share of their income in taxes vs. wealthier individuals

paying a smaller share of their income in taxes)

“Pyramiding” of business & occupation (B&O), particularly on 31.03% 18
service industry (i.e. B&O tax paid by prime contractors as well

as their sub-contractors, etc.)

Lack of transparency in the tax code (i.e. difficult for individual 13.79% 8
tax payers to understand their total tax burden)

Negative impact of business & occupation (B&O) tax on small, 43.10% 25
low-margin and/or start-up businesses (due to taxing on gross

revenue rather than profit or margins)

Excessive tax preferences and exemptions (loss of revenue, 29.31% 17
complexity of tax administration, lack of fairness)

Insufficient tax preferences and exemptions (more needed to 3.45% 2
provide additional relief to industry)

Administration and enforcement of tax collection by 13.79% 8
Department of Revenue

Filing threshold for business & occupation tax 6.90% 4
Impact on local governments of changes to tax policy made at 6.90% 4
the state-level

Over-reliance on local taxing jurisdictions (rather than state 12.07% 7
general fund) to meet community needs

Changing economy and the need to modernize the tax code to 29.31% 17
keep up (i.e. economy moving from a manufacturing/retailing

based-economy to service-based economy; increasing

automation and the impact on the workforce and state

revenues, etc.)

State tax structure is collecting sufficient/excessive revenue to 5.17% 3

meet community needs
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State tax structure is collecting too little revenue to meet 10.34% 6

community needs

Other (please specify) 10.34% 6
Answered 58
Skipped 9

Other Responses
e Need manufacturing and R&D tax credits

e Need to look at the whole of taxes from federal to state on assessing the fairness and

appropriateness of overall taxation.

e End out of state tax exemption for goods purchased in WA and not delivered or

registered for use in another state.

e Change brings unintended consequences so any policy changes need to be done carefully

e There should be more effort to cut the size and cost of government.

e Over reliance on the business community to pay for the homeless issues in King County.
Especially when money continues to flow to this issue and we do not see significant

change.

4) What types of economic modeling should be conducted to inform recommendations of the
tax structure work group for policy changes in the future? Please select a maximum of three.

Answer Choices Responses
Replacing the business & occupation (B&O) tax with a corporate income tax 41.38% 24
(where businesses are allowed to deduct all expenses before paying tax)
Replacing the business & occupation (B&O) tax with a margins tax (where 36.21% 21
businesses claim the most beneficial deduction of either cost of goods sold,
compensation or set amount based on flat fee or share of revenue, before
paying tax)
Replacing a portion of the sales tax with a personal income tax 24.14% 14
Targeted reduction of the sales tax through use of the Working Families Tax 20.69% 12
Credit
Targeted reduction of the property tax through expansion of the low-income 20.69% 12
senior citizen, disabled persons and qualifying veterans property tax exemption
Replacing the 1% revenue growth limit with a limit based on population growth 27.59% 16
& inflation
Expanding retail sales tax to more service-based businesses 6.90% 4
Impact on state revenue collection with the use or expansion of tax preferences | 17.24% 10
and exemptions
No modeling necessary due to urgency (changes to tax policy needed 3.45% 2
immediately)
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No modeling necessary due to the tax code working (no changes to tax policy 6.90% 4

needed)

Replacing a portion of the property tax with a capital gains tax. 27.59% 16

Shifting a greater portion of overall tax liability from business to individuals 6.90% 4

(current split is 47% individuals, 49% business and 4% governments).

Other (please specify) 13.79% 8
Answered | 58
Skipped 9

Other Responses

e Get rid of ALL the exemptions from B&O and Sales tax. The system would work better
without the legislature gifting their pets through the tax code.

e | think a complete overhaul is needed to simplify taxation. | feel 'nickle and dimed' at an
individual level. Layers on layers of small taxes (for example duplicative taxes at the local,
county and state level for cell service) and assessments are frustrating. If you eliminated
all that (including sales taxes) and did a small income tax on ALL income (with no
deductions for individuals or businesses) with the tax kicking in at a progressive taxation
level (i.e. no tax for an individual or proprietor below a certain income level), what %
would be needed to fund government services? | believe if it is low enough, broad
enough and easy to understand, you would get buy in for a state income tax.

e Any such economic model should consider cutting the size and cost of government.

e Replacing traditional property tax with Land Value Tax

e "Reduction of regressive taxes for progressive taxes.

e Reducing reliance on regressive taxes such gas taxes, tolls, entrance fees to public spaces.
Replacing these with progressive taxes such as capital gains and sales taxes on high end
items such as legal services, financial services."

e Unsure

e | don't like any of these options.

e C(Capital gains tax, don't replace property tax

5) If the tax structure work group were to be expanded to include stakeholders (in addition to
legislators), please tell us how valuable it would be to include each of the stakeholder groups
listed below.
Extremely Very Somewhat Not so Not at all Tota
valuable valuable valuable valuable valuable |
Certified Public 3393 |19 | 2857 |16 | 2857 |16 |7.14% |4]1.79 1 56
Accountants % % % %
and/or tax
attorneys
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Non-profit
organizations
conducting tax
policy analysis

28.30
%

15

30.19
%

16

32.08
%

17

3.77%

5.66
%

53

Representatives
of local
governments,
particularly
assessors and
treasurers

25.45
%

14

40.00
%

22

29.09
%

16

1.82%

3.64
%

55

Representatives
of large
Washington state
industries (high-
tech, aerospace,
etc.)

20.00
%

11

34.55
%

19

30.91
%

17

12.73
%

1.82
%

55

Representatives
of traditionally
low-margin
businesses
(grocers, car
dealers,
hospitality, etc.)

48.15
%

26

37.04
%

20

12.96
%

1.85%

0.00
%

54

Representatives
of businesses
paying standard
B&O service rate

41.07
%

23

33.93
%

19

23.21
%

13

1.79%

0.00
%

56

Representatives
of businesses
collecting &
remitting sales
tax

27.27
%

15

29.09
%

16

32.73
%

18

10.91
%

0.00
%

55

Individual tax
payers with

demonstrated
knowledge of
state tax code

32.14
%

18

23.21
%

13

30.36
%

17

12.50
%

1.79
%

56

Economists or
professors from
Washington
Universities

24.53
%

13

28.30
%

15

32.08
%

17

13.21
%

1.89
%

53

Non-profit
organizations
representing
businesses that
operate in
multiple states.

14.81
%

20.37
%

11

48.15
%

26

11.11
%

5.56
%

54
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Other (please 7
specify)
Answere | 57
d
Skipped | 10

Other Responses

e |felt the group | attended was most interested in protecting their interests (local govt
officials) rather than looking at the big picture. Everyone should pay a fair amount of tax
and each of the groups listed above will want to protect themselves.

e Individual tax payers without a narrow agenda.

e Representatives of economic development profession, ports etc. who are working to

recruit employers to Washington
e Tax preparers that are non-CPAs.

e A wide variety of opinions are needed to fully understand the impact on different groups.
e Representatives from low, middle, high middle tax payers

e |ow-income communities of color who bear the brunt of the current tax code

6) Please provide feedback on the following aspects of the tax structure work group meetings.

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree | Strongly | Tot
agree agree nor disagree | al
disagree
Sufficient information about 0.00% 0 |64.91 1930 |1 |1404 |8 | 1. |1 57
the state’s tax code was % % 1| % 75
provided in the staff %
presentation
Sufficient time was provided 7.02% 4 |63.16 2456 |1 1526 |31]0. |0 57
for public input (including % % 4 1 % 00
small groups and testimony) %
Holding meetings across the 68.42% | 39 | 26.32 526% |3 |0.00 |0 |0. |O 57
state (not just in Olympia) % % 00
was meaningful to me. %
Four meetings to receive 1.75% 1 14211 3684 |2 |1754 |11 |1 |1 57
input from the public was a % % 1% 01|75
sufficient number of meetings %
Small group conversations 17.54% | 10 | 49.12 1579 |9 |877 |5 8. |5 57
were a substantive way for % % % 77
the public to provide input to %
legislators
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Holding the meeting during 19.30% | 11 [ 3509 |2 [ 2807 |1 |1228 |7 |5. |3 57

regular business hours was % 0| % 6 | % 26

appropriate %

Other (please specify) 12
Ans |57
wer
ed
Skip | 10
ped

Other Responses

More information should have been disseminated in advance. Furthermore, the group
meetings tended to be heavily favored toward government representation compared to
private industry representation.

The meeting overall was "in a hurry to finish up". Not enough time to do it. We could
have spent 6 or 7 hours and gotten more accomplished.

People who admitted knowing nothing about Washington's taxes were very vocal in their
opinions of what is needed. These comments should not be given as much weight as
those who thoroughly understand the tax structure and work with it daily.

Insufficient notice was provided to various industry groups.

Small group conversations were a waste of time...there were too many people there
primarily interested in hearing themselves talk rather than addressing the questions
asked. Get 'think tank' individuals to come up with something, not politicians.

Having trained facilitators in each of the small groups would have been helpful

The round table discussions were interesting but with such varied groups in the
discussion, we did not have much in common to find common understanding. It would be
more helpful to have a group of all business people, with an accountant, together.
Government/assessors etc should be together. Non profits together. Etc

The staff presentations provided good information but were a little stale and wonky. |
would try to simplify the content or reduce the amount of language on each slide and not
read through all the copy on each slide.

It was unclear if the meetings were designed to collect input just from businesses or if
the general public was also part of the planned target audience

It would seem a follow up meeting would be helpful taking some of the best ideas &
further refining them. In my group we had some blowhards who wouldn't let others
speak much, but some other groups had some great ideas that | would love to help
formulate into something that could be used.

Provide a mix of meetings: during business hours and on evenings/weekends

For those unable to attend due to business hours... Please provide a recap analysis and a
way for the community to provide additional input. Accessibility is important.
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7) What would strengthen public meetings of the tax structure work group moving forward?
Check all that apply.

Answer Choices Responses

Offering meetings times in the evening. 54.55% 30

Providing food at the meetings. 14.55% 8

Additional outreach to invite a broader set of taxpayers. 65.45% 36

Increased number of meetings for public to provide input (four 47.27% 26

meetings held in 2018 prior to report recommendations being

adopted).

No changes necessary 7.27% 4

Other (please specify) 16.36% 9
Answered 55
Skipped 12

Other Responses

e Encourage more private industry participation vs public participation.

e The method used to provide comments from a table did not work very well since there
were people with very different opinions at the same table. Only the loudest voice got
heard by the legislators.

e Child care and maybe even stipend for low income participants.

e | think the idea is good but I'm not sure the mix of people that come to these meetings is
conducive to formulating a better tax structure.

e This should be experts. Sufficient input from general public has bee received, absent
further developed proposals to respond to.

e The round table discussions were too short and we needed more common ground for the
discussion. | had to present ideas that | did not agree with, and most of the people did
not understand business issues because our group was too diverse with taxpayers,
lobbyists, lawmakers etc.

e | know the Seattle meeting was added to the calendar later than the other three
meetings. There should always be a Seattle meeting given that it's the largest city in the
state and so much economic activity happens here.

e Please assess outreach to targeted demographics that are usually not in attendance.
Equity is vital.

e [t wasn't clear to me what types of outcomes were being targeted/anticipated. Because
the goal wasn't clear, it was difficult to provide specific input, other than just to complain
about the current tax system.
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8) Do you believe the Tax Structure Work Group should continue, and include stakeholders in
addition to members of the State House and Senate?

Answer Responses

Choices

Yes 94.83% 55

No 5.17% 3
Answered 58
Skipped 9
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Appendix E: Sample Agenda - House Tax Structure Work Group Meeting
The following agenda was used at all four House Tax Structure Work Group meetings.

1. Welcome and Introductions.
Representative Frame and Representative Nealey

2. Staff briefing on Washington’s current tax structure.
Finance Committee Staff

3. Small Group Discussion.
4. Small Group Report Out.
5. Public Testimony.

6. Wrap Up/Next Steps.
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Appendix F: Budget Proviso - 2017-19 Operating Budget
Substitute Senate Bill 5883 (2017) Section 101

PART 1
GENERAL GOVERNMENT
NEW SECTION. Sec. 101. FOR THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

General Fund-State Appropriation (FY 2018). . . . . . . . $37,642,000
General Fund-State Appropriation (FY 2019). . . . . . . . $39,205,000
Motor Vehicle Account-State Appropriation. . . . . . . . . $2,011,000
TOTAL APPROPRIATION. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $78,858,000

The appropriations In this section are subject to the following
conditions and limitations: The speaker shall designate one member
from each of the major caucuses in the house of representatives as a
work group to facilitate public discussions throughout the state
regarding Washington®s tax structure. As part of this effort, the work
group may hold up to seven public meetings iIn geographically dispersed
areas of the state throughout the 2017-2019 fiscal biennium. These
discussions may include but are not limited to the advantages and
disadvantages of the state®s current tax structure and potential
options to improve the current structure for the benefit of
individuals, families, and businesses in Washington state. The work
group is staffed by the office of program research. The work group may
report to the house of representatives finance committee and other
house of representatives committees upon request of the committee

chair.
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