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Executive Summary
Nothing excites Americans like taxes and automobiles. Thus, it is hard to
imagine a more potent tax proposal than one that lowers the tax on automobiles.
Over the past several months, there has been renewed interest by citizens and
legislators in Georgia in the idea of reducing the property tax levied on motor
vehicles. In 1998, legislatures in four states (Virginia, South Carolina, California,
and Missouri) proposed bills that would, over time, eliminate or reduce the property
tax on motor vehicles in those states. With vehicle ownership so widespread, this is
an appealing idea from which most citizens can benefit.

Georgia Proposal to Eliminate the Motor Vehicle Property Tax
Recently, a proposal, HB 585, has been advanced by members of the Georgia
General Assembly that eliminates the property tax on motor vehicles. The proposal
phases out the property tax paid by all noncommercial motor vehicle owners over a
three-year period. The motor vehicle exemption applies to all school, county, state,
and municipal property taxes. The proposal provides that the state reimburse the
local governments for lost revenue by transferring funds on a monthly basis to the
respective local governments. Reimbursements are to be equal to the full amount
taxpayers would have paid in the absence of this legislation.
The legislation includes a provision to cover circumstances in which
insufficient funds may exist in the state budget to cover the cost of the
reimbursements to the local governments. Under this situation the legislation allows
for funds to be diverted from other programs to cover the cost of reimbursements.
Alternatively, the legislation allows for a reduction in the amount of the exemption
level.

Issues Associated with the Motor Vehicle Property Tax
● Part of what is disliked about the motor vehicle property tax is that property
taxes are taxes on a stock of wealth instead of a stream of income. Therefore,
an asset may have a positive value, such as a house or car, but creates no
income from which to pay the annual property tax.
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● Another source of ire with the motor vehicle property tax is that it is due in its
entirety on the vehicle owner’s birthday. This can cause a cash flow problem
for taxpayers who have more than one vehicle registered under their name.
This administrative issue could be addressed by collecting the tax on the
anniversary of the vehicle purchase.
● Exempting all motor vehicles from the property tax base creates some
additional avenues for avoiding the tax. Recreational vehicles that also serve
as primary and secondary homes would no longer be subject to tax but
permanent structures serving in this same purpose would. Modifying the law
to only exempt vehicles under a certain weight or those without sleeping
facilities would easily address this issue.

Revenue Effect of Reducing the Motor Vehicle Property Tax
An estimate of the revenue loss associated with various exemption levels is
shown in Table A. The revenue estimate assumes the exemption only applies to
personal-use vehicles. Furthermore, the estimate provided below is tentative in that it
is based on a state-wide average property tax of 28.47 mills that existed in 2004.A It
is assumed that the state would fully reimburse the local governments for lost
revenue.

TABLE A. REVENUE EFFECT OF MOTOR VEHICLE PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION FOR
2004 ($ IN MILLIONS)
Reimbursement as
a percent of Total
Total
Revenue Revenue Loss
Net State Revenue
Revenue
to Local
Loss to
Exemption
Collections
Loss
Gov’t
State
Level
$10,000
$2.1
$240
$243
1.8%
$15,000
$2.4
$270
$273
2.0%
$20,000
$2.5
$288
$290
2.1%
100 percent of
vehicle value
$2.7
$308
$311
2.3%
The revenue effect consists of two pieces. The first is the direct loss in
revenues to the state from a reduction in the state property tax base. The second
revenue loss is the loss to the local governments. This is the value of the state
A

A formal revenue estimate of this proposal would incorporate the actually millage rates of the
taxing districts.
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reimbursement to the localities. The last column represents the size of the state
reimbursements to localities relative to the size of net state revenue collections. It is
estimated that eliminating the tax on vehicle values of $20,000 or less would
completely exempt about 96 percent of the vehicle stock from the property tax. A
$10,000 cap would exempt about 88 percent of the vehicle stock.
Table B shows the distributional effect of eliminating the property tax on
motor vehicles under three alternatives. The data in Table B reflects the total tax
savings per family over all personal vehicles. The lowest income groups experience
the greatest gain when expressed as a percent of income. On the other hand, the
average tax savings increases with income, reflecting both the consumption of higherend vehicles and of a larger number of vehicles as income increases.

TABLE B. DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECT OF MODIFYING THE MOTOR VEHICLE PROPERTY TAX
-----------Amount of Motor Vehicle Value Exempted----------Complete
-------$10,000------- -------$20,000------- ----Exemption----As a %
As a %
As a %
Average
of
Average
of
Average
of
Income Category
Tax
Total
Tax
Total
Tax
Total
Savings Income Savings Income Savings Income
Less than $25,000
$78
0.7%
$90
0.8%
$92
0.9%
$25,000<=Income< $50,000
$115
0.3%
$143
0.4%
$149
0.4%
$50,000<=Income<$75,000
$162
0.3%
$214
0.4%
$229
0.4%
$75,000<=Income<$100,000
$186
0.2%
$258
0.3%
$278
0.3%
$100,000<=Income<$150,000
$202
0.2%
$296
0.2%
$336
0.3%
$150,000<=Income
$228
0.1%
$359
0.1%
$486*
0.2%*
Source: Calculations are based on 2005 Consumer Expenditure Survey. * Because the values for income
and vehicle value are top-coded in the dataset, this result understates the average tax savings and tax savings
as a percent of total income for individuals in this income category.

Recommendations
● From an economic standpoint, the preferred choice is to eliminate the many
exemptions to the property tax base and by doing so, expand the base and
allow property tax rates to be reduced for all types of property and all owners.
Limiting the exemption to personal-use motor vehicles only lowers the value
of the remaining base and forces the state to seek other sources of revenue.
● If the decision is made to go forward with property tax relief, then this
proposal should be considered in tandem with the existing Homeowner Tax
Relief Credit (HTRC) program. That is, this proposal should be viewed as an
v
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extension of the original HTRC. Designed in the same manner, both
programs provide relief from state, local, and school property taxes. As such,
these programs will be competing for the same state resources to fund their
reimbursement obligations to the local governments.
Increasing the
exemption of one program will reduce the likelihood of an increase in the
exemption of the other.
● With that tradeoff in mind, lawmakers should focus on their desired goal of
property tax relief. Offering property tax relief through an exemption in the
motor vehicle tax base affects a larger population and is more progressive
than tax relief provided through the HTRC. This is because the ownership of
motor vehicles is more wide-spread and less concentrated among higherincome individuals relative to property ownership. On the other hand,
taxpayer relief may not be as important in the case of a depreciating asset,
such as motor vehicles. If this is the case, then state resources should be
targeted to increasing the exemption granted under the HTRC program.
● Based on a review of the experiences of other states, it seems clear that the
state’s annual obligation to the local governments should be predictable and
limited. To this end, provisions in the legislation that cap the exemption
amount, freeze the local government millage rates that are used to determine
the amount of state reimbursement, or permanently set the reimbursement
amount will create more manageable, less volatile and burdensome
obligations for the state.
● To increase the progressive nature of this tax provision and limit the revenue
effect to the state, exemptions could be granted only up to some specified
amount. Approximately 96 percent of all vehicles registered in Georgia
would be completely exempt from the motor vehicle property tax with a
$20,000 exemption cap. Allowing an exemption up to some level of value
benefits all vehicle owners, but concentrates the benefits on relatively lowerincome individuals. While the revenue loss may not be particularly large,
allowing a complete exemption of all personal-use vehicles creates some very
large gains for a select number of luxury vehicle consumers.
● In addition, a proposal that only eliminates the tax on personal-use vehicles
creates a need to clearly define what is meant by personal-use, especially in
the case of mixed-use vehicles, and have in place a procedure for preventing
tax avoidance. This is probably best done by a sharing of information
between the federal government and the state government. This will prevent
taxpayers from claiming a vehicle as business property on the federal return
and as personal-use vehicle at the state and local level. Furthermore, if the
reimbursement process involves sending checks directly to the individuals,
the state government would need to annually send a 1099 statement to the
federal government for each check received by all vehicle owners in the state.
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● Legislation in this area needs to clearly specify the conditions under which
the state reimbursements cease or are curtailed. Several states have
legislation stipulating that reimbursements are to cease or be restricted when
there are insufficient funds to cover the state obligation. In order for this type
of language to be effective, a list of state priorities including the
reimbursements to localities for this lost revenue must also be available.
Without an understanding of the relative position of this state obligation
compared to others, it will be difficult to determine when the state has
adequate revenues for this program or if other state funding obligations
should be cut instead.
● Including explicit procedures in the legislation to cover situations in which
state motor vehicle property tax reimbursements are in jeopardy is critical.
Tying actions to a slower than anticipated growth in tax receipts or larger than
anticipated revenue effect to the state budget provides some guidance. But
even in this case, it is not clear whether the exemption level should be
reduced, or if so, by how much. One alternative would be to limit this
obligation to a fixed amount or fixed percentage of the state own-source
revenues. It should also be made clear whether or not this limit applies solely
to the reimbursements for the motor vehicle property tax revenues or is also
meant to include state reimbursements associated with the Homeowner’s Tax
Relief Credit.
● While not included in the current version of the proposal, a previous version
incorporated an alternative reimbursement system that was designed to
eliminate any risk of reduced funding on the part of the local governments, a
procedure similar to Virginia’s original program. This was done by requiring
the taxpayer to continue to pay in full their usual motor vehicle property tax
liability. Therefore, the local taxing authorities would see no change in their
level of incoming revenues or in the timing of these revenues. A significant
problem with the Virginia motor vehicle tax reduction plan was that the local
governments were completely dependent on the state for the eliminated
revenues. If the state did not have the resources to fulfill this obligation or if
the state’s timing of payment to the local governments’ was different or late,
then the local governments’ had no recourse. The revised Georgia proposal
has the potential to create similar situations for the Georgia local
governments.
● Although the direct taxpayer reimbursement design has many advantages, it
also has several disadvantages.
○ Under the direct reimbursement design, taxpayers still paid the tax
liability in a lump sum. This can create liquidity problems, especially
for those individuals with more than one vehicle. To address this
issue, the tax can be levied instead on the anniversary of the vehicle
purchase.
vii
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○ Additionally, the taxpayer reimbursement design is administratively
costly, as it is expensive to issue 6 million reimbursement checks
annually.B Some costs may be avoided if the reimbursement is
combined with the state income tax. If the reimbursement process is
combined with the state income tax then the reimbursement must be
treated as a 100 percent refundable credit so that all individuals have
an incentive to file a return even when no income tax liability is
incurred.
○ Furthermore, if the reimbursement check is issued directly to the
taxpayer after the taxes are paid, the taxpayer may not link the check
to the property tax liability but see it instead as simply an annual
windfall. In addition, there will be much less pressure on the state to
provide the same level of reimbursements each year since the local
governments would have already received their payments.
● Finally, with regards to a capped exemption level, to maintain the same level
of property tax relief from year to year, the exemption level should be
indexed each year to reflect the annual increase in automobile prices.
Without an indexed threshold the percent of a vehicle’s value covered by the
exemption will decline each year.

B

This is the number of registered vehicles from the DOR 2005 property tax digest.
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I.

Introduction
Nothing excites Americans like taxes and automobiles. Thus, it is hard to

imagine a more potent tax proposal than one that lowers the tax on automobiles.
Over the past several months, there has been renewed interest by citizens and
legislators in Georgia in the idea of reducing the property tax levied on motor
vehicles. In 1998, 30 states included motor vehicles in their property tax base or
imposed some other annual registration fee on the motor vehicles in their states. In
1998, legislatures in four states (Virginia, South Carolina, California, and Missouri)
proposed bills that would, over time, eliminate or reduce the property tax on motor
vehicles in those states. With vehicle ownership so widespread, this is an appealing
idea from which most citizens can benefit.
This analysis is an update of a 1998 Fiscal Research Center report that
considered the economic consequences of eliminating the property tax on motor
vehicles and explored the manner in which this may be accomplished (Wheeler
1998). This updated report outlines the major elements of a recent proposal to
eliminate the tax on motor vehicles in Georgia, and provides an estimate of the fiscal
and distributional consequences associated with the proposal. The report is not
designed to focus specifically on the merits and faults of any single proposal.
Instead, the report is meant to be a discussion of the economic consequences of
reducing or eliminating this tax and of a review of the experiences of other states in
regards to this issue.

To that effect, the paper offers several recommendations

designed to aid policymakers in their decisions regarding the future of the motor
vehicle property tax in Georgia.
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II.

The Motor Vehicle Property Tax
Georgia imposes a personal property tax, the base of which includes motor

vehicles.

A motor vehicle is defined to include personal and commercial

automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, boats, aircraft, and recreational vehicles.
Manufactured homes are not considered motor vehicles. Leased vehicles are treated
as if they are owned for the purposes of the property tax; the leasee is responsible for
the annual property tax payment. The tax is levied on 40 percent of the market value
of the vehicle.1 The vehicle owner’s tax liability is computed by applying the millage
rate of the appropriate county, municipality, school district, and special district to the
assessed value of the vehicle.2
By law, in most counties the owners of personal vehicles must remit their
property tax payment at any time during the 30-day period ending on their birthday.
Talbot County uses a 4-month staggered registration schedule.

In this system,

residents are assigned a registration month based on the month in which their
birthday falls. For example, residents with a birthday in January, February, or March
must complete their registration by the end of January.

All motor vehicle

registrations for the county are conducted between January 01 and April 30. Eight
counties in the state have a non-staggered registration window. All registrations in
these counties are conducted at anytime between January 01 and April 30. All
counties in the state require payments to be made in one installment.
Owners of business vehicles are required to remit payment according to a
different 12-month staggered schedule. The business schedule divides businesses
into 12 categories based on the first letter of their registered name and assigns a due
date to each group. For instance, businesses with names that begin with the letter A
or B must remit their motor vehicle property tax payments by January 31 of each
year.

1

The market value is determined by a combination of the current value and the wholesale value.
The previous year’s millage rate is used to compute the motor vehicle tax liability for the current
year.
2
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III.

Motor Vehicle Tax Revenues
As is shown in Table 1, county governments and school districts are the main

recipients of the revenue from the motor vehicle property tax. The state receives very
little of the motor vehicle property tax revenue because of its low millage rate of 0.25
mills.

TABLE 1. 2005 MOTOR VEHICLE REVENUE BY RECIPIENT GOVERNMENT
2005 Revenue
Percent of Total
($ in millions)
Government
MV Revenue
State
$5.2
1%
School District
$376.2
57%
County Incorporated
$55.9
8%
All Municipal and Special
$97.6
15%
Districts
County Unincorporated
$122
19%
Total
$657.8
100%
Note: Data presented in Table 1 is based on author’s own calculations from state
published property tax digest for 2005. Figures in Table 1 represent the amount
levied and may not be equal to the amount collected.

The motor vehicle property tax base in the state was $21.5 billion in 2004 and
$21.3 billion in 2005 (Department of Revenue 2005). The total revenue received by
all state and local governments from the motor vehicle property tax was
approximately $634 million in 2004 and $658 million in 2005, as shown in Table 2.
The average motor vehicle property tax liability per vehicle over all levying
governments was $95 in 2005. This average is computed over all vehicles registered
in the state, including personal vehicles, commercial vehicles, leased vehicles, and
recreational vehicles.3

3

Manufactured homes are not included in the category of motor vehicles.

3

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
TABLE 2. MOTOR VEHICLE TOTAL LEVY – ALL GOVERNMENTS, ALL VEHICLES
2002
2003
2004
2005
Levy ($ in millions)
$629
$638
$634
$658
No. of Registered
6.3
6.5
6.6
6.9
Vehicles (in millions)
Average levy per vehicle
$101
$99
$96
$95
(in $)
Note: Data presented in Table 2 is based on author’s own calculations from published state
property tax digest for years 2002-05. These figures are computed using current year millage
rates. Actual levies are computed using the prior years’ millage rate.
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IV.

Georgia Proposal to Eliminate the Motor Vehicle Property
Tax
Recently a proposal, HB 585, has been advanced by members of the Georgia

General Assembly that would eliminate the property tax on motor vehicles. The
proposal phases out the property tax paid by all noncommercial motor vehicle owners
over a three-year period. In this first year, the first $7,500 of fair market value of a
vehicle is exempt from tax. The exemption rises to $15,000 in the second year and to
$30,000 of market value in the third year. For every year after that, 100 percent of
the market value of all noncommercial vehicles is exempt under this proposal. The
exemption applies to all school, county, state, and municipal property taxes. The
proposal provides that the state reimburse the local governments for lost revenue by
transferring funds on a monthly basis to the respective local governments.
Reimbursements are to be equal to the full amount taxpayers would have paid in the
absence of this legislation. The legislation does not require local taxing jurisdictions
to freeze their millage rates at current rates. Thus, the reimbursements will be
computed based on the millage rates in use each previous year. Furthermore, the
population of automobiles exempted under this legislation is not limited to those
registered in the state at the time of enactment of this legislation.

Therefore,

additional vehicles registering in the state after the enactment of this legislation will
also be exempted from the motor vehicle property tax.
The legislation includes a provision to cover circumstances in which
insufficient funds may exist in the state budget to cover the cost of the
reimbursements to the local governments. Under this situation the legislation allows
for funds to be diverted from other programs to cover the cost of reimbursements.
Alternatively, the legislation allows for a reduction in the amount of the exemption
level.
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V.

Economic Effects of a Reduction in the Motor Vehicle
Property Tax
A 1999 study (Dill, et al.) of the distribution of the property tax on motor

vehicles in California indicates that the tax is fairly regressive. That is, the value of
the tax liability as a percent of income decreases as income rises. Based on 1995 data
of vehicle ownership, the study found that in California the tax levied on motor
vehicles is about as regressive as the California state sales tax. The regressivity of the
motor vehicle property tax is supported by 2005 data from the Consumer Expenditure
Survey, which shows that the value of consumption of vehicles as a percent of
personal income decreases as income increases. Assuming the Georgia motor vehicle
property tax is also a regressive tax, reducing the burden will have a larger impact on
lower income vehicle owners compared to higher income owners. This effect will be
even more pronounced if the proposal only exempts vehicle values below some
threshold amount, such as $15,000. This is because capping the exempt value of a
vehicle concentrates the benefit of the exemption on less expensive vehicles. With an
exemption cap in place, all vehicles benefit from the exemption, but fewer are 100
percent exempt.
Under current law, individuals who itemize deductions on their federal return
can deduct the motor vehicle property tax they pay. Therefore, reimbursements will
be of less value to higher income taxpayers because for these taxpayers a lower
property tax liability at the state level is offset by a higher federal tax liability.
Another interesting finding of the Dill et al. study was the fact that the motor
vehicle tax liability as a percent of household income was highest for two-parent
families with teenage children. This demographic group paid 2.7 times more than the
demographic group with the lowest motor vehicle tax liability as a percent of
household income, which was the group consisting of one adult with a child too
young to drive. This is not an unexpected finding in that these are the families with
the highest number of potential drivers.

Therefore, these findings imply that a

reduction in the motor vehicle property tax will have the greatest benefit to twoparent families with teenagers.
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A second study, by Craft and Schmidt (2005), finds that the value of the
motor vehicle property tax affects the value of the vehicles owned, the number of
vehicles owned, and the decision to purchase new vehicles. Based on their findings,
the authors estimate that a 1 percentage point increase in the effective tax rate on
motor vehicles reduces the value of vehicular capital in a taxing jurisdiction by 5.2
percent in the long-run. That is, the value of the vehicle stock declines by 5.2 percent
for each 1 percentage point increase in the motor vehicle property tax rate. The same
percent increase results in a 12.3 percent reduction in new vehicle purchases and a 5.5
percent increase in the total number of vehicles purchased. That is, these results
indicate that the property tax on motor vehicles causes people to delay the vehicle
purchase decision and to substitute more used cars or less expensive new cars for
fewer higher-end new cars. Therefore, based on these results efforts to reduce the
property tax on motor vehicles will have the likely effect of increasing the value of
the vehicle capital stock and may actually reduce the number of vehicles in the state
as consumers substitute a larger number of lower-cost vehicles for fewer higher-cost
vehicles.
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VI.

Issues Associated with the Motor Vehicle Property Tax
Part of what is disliked about the motor vehicle property tax is common to all

property taxes. Property taxes are taxes on a stock of wealth instead of a stream of
income. Therefore, an asset may have a positive value, such as a house or car, but
create no income from which to pay the annual property tax bill. This disconnect
between the value of the taxed asset and the annual tax liability is an issue common to
all property taxed under the property tax.
Another source of ire with the motor vehicle property tax is that it is due in its
entirety on the vehicle owner’s birthday.

This can cause a cash flow problem for

taxpayers who have more than one vehicle registered under their name.

This

administrative issue could be addressed by collecting the tax on the anniversary of the
vehicle purchase. This would enable owners of more than one vehicle to spread the
property tax payments for all the vehicles out over two or more time periods of the
year. In addition, tax liability payments in excess of a certain amount, for example
$100, could be paid over a two or three month period for a service fee of $2 or 2
percent of the tax liability. This same practice is used by many insurance companies
in the payment of their annual or semi-annual bills. The fee represents the cost of
funds for the local government and keeps this financing privilege from being a
government-funded benefit for higher income taxpayers who are more likely to have
larger tax liabilities.
In addition to creating a potential cash flow problem, this tax is a relatively
visable one. Most other taxes are paid through an escrow account or withholding so
that the amount of the total tax is less obvious. Individuals are likely to be more
aware of the motor vehicle property tax because it is not rolled in with any other
payment. Therefore, while this is not a popular tax, it is probably not disliked any
more than any other tax would be under those circumstances.
Exempting all motor vehicles from the property tax base creates some
additional avenues for avoiding the tax. Recreational vehicles that also serve as
primary and secondary homes would no longer be subject to tax but permanent
structures serving in this same purpose would. This creates an advantage especially
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for the large motor homes. Modifying the law to only exempt vehicles under a
certain weight or those without sleeping facilities would easily address this issue.
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VII. Revenue Effect of Reducing the Motor Vehicle Property
Tax
An estimate of the revenue loss associated with various exemption levels is
shown in Table 3. The revenue estimate assumes that only noncommercial vehicles
are exempt from the tax. Furthermore, the estimate provided below is tentative in
that it is based on a state-wide average property tax rate of 28.47 mills and on data of
vehicle values from a national survey.4
The exemption levels in Table 3 refer to the value of the vehicle that is
excluded from the tax. For example, one possible option is to exclude from tax the
first $20,000 of a vehicle’s value. Under this option a vehicle with a market value of
$15,000 is completely exempted from the property tax on motor vehicles. A vehicle
valued at $30,000 is only taxed on the $10,000 in value in excess of the exemption
amount of $20,000. The revenue effect of several different exemption levels and for
a complete elimination is considered; it is assumed that the state fully reimburses the
local governments for all lost revenue.

TABLE 3. REVENUE EFFECT OF MOTOR VEHICLE PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION FOR 2004
($ IN MILLIONS)
Reimbursement as
Revenue
Total
a percent of Total
Exemption
Loss to
Revenue Loss
Revenue
Net State Revenue
Level
State
to Local Gov’t
Loss
Collections
$10,000
$2.1
$240
$243
1.8%
$15,000
$2.4
$270
$273
2.0%
$20,000
$2.5
$288
$290
2.1%
100 percent of
vehicle value
$2.7
$308
$311
2.3%
Source: Author’s own calculations.

The revenue effect consists of two pieces. The first is the direct loss in
revenues to the state from a reduction in the state property tax base. This revenue
loss is small because the state millage rate is only 0.25 mills. The second and more

4

A formal revenue estimate of this proposal would incorporate the actually millage rates of the
taxing districts and Department of Revenue data on the value of the vehicle capital stock in
Georgia.
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significant revenue loss is the loss to the local governments. This is the value of the
state reimbursement to the localities. The last column of Table 3 represents the size
of the state reimbursements to localities relative to the size of net state revenue
collections.

TABLE 4. PER VEHICLE EFFECTS OF PROPOSAL TO MODIFY MOTOR VEHICLE
PROPERTY TAX
Percent of Stock
Maximum Value
Average Value of
with 100%
of Tax Savings per
Tax Savings per
Exemption Level
Exemption
Vehicle
Vehicle
A. Based on Average Total Millage Rate State-wide
$10,000
88%
$113.88
$42.82
$15,000
93%
$170.82
$48.12
$20,000
96%
$227.76
$51.24
B. Based on Total Millage Rates in Atlanta/Fulton County
$10,000
88%
$163.96
$61.65
$15,000
93%
$245.95
$69.28
$20,000
96%
$327.93
$73.77
C. Based on Total Millage Rates in Towns County (unincorporated only)
$10,000
88%
$47.64
$17.91
$15,000
93%
$71.46
$20.13
$20,000
96%
$95.28
$21.43

Panel A of Table 4 shows the percent of the vehicle stock that is completely
exempt from property tax under three alternatives exemption levels based on 2004
data.5 For example, if vehicle values up to $20,000 are exempt from tax, it is
estimated that the property tax will be eliminated from 96 percent of all personal-use
vehicles in the state. Based on the state average millage rate, the maximum tax
savings per vehicle per taxpayer under this option is $227.76. That is, each vehicle
owner with a car valued in excess of $20,000 will save $227.76 on their annual
property tax bill. Over all vehicle owners, the average tax savings is estimated to be
$51.24. In an effort to illustrate the range in tax savings based on jurisdiction, Panels
B and C of Table 4 show the average tax savings for a resident living in the Fulton

5

The underlying distribution of the vehicle stock is based on a national sample of the vehicle
stock obtained from the Survey of Consumer Finances. This same distribution is used for all
geographic areas in the state.
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County area of Atlanta in 2004 and a resident from the unincorporated area of Towns
County in 2004.
Table 5 shows the distributional effect of eliminating the property tax on
motor vehicles under three alternative exemption levels and a full elimination option.
The data in Table 5 reflects the total tax savings per family over all personal vehicles.
As discussed earlier, the lowest income groups experience the greatest gain when
expressed as a percent of income. On the other hand, the average tax savings
increases with income reflecting both the consumption of higher-end vehicles and of
a larger number of vehicles as income increases.
TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECT OF MODIFYING THE MOTOR VEHICLE PROPERTY TAX
-----------Amount of Motor Vehicle Value Exempted----------Complete
-------$10,000-------------$20,000-----------Exemption----Average As a % Average As a %
Average
As a %
Tax
of Total
Tax
of Total
Tax
of Total
Income Category
Savings Income Savings Income
Savings
Income
Less than $25,000
$78
0.7%
$90
0.8%
$92
0.9%
$25,000<=Income< $50,000
$115
0.3%
$143
0.4%
$149
0.4%
$50,000<=Income<$75,000
$162
0.3%
$214
0.4%
$229
0.4%
$75,000<=Income<$100,000
$186
0.2%
$258
0.3%
$278
0.3%
$100,000<=Income<$150,000
$202
0.2%
$296
0.2%
$336
0.3%
$150,000<=Income
$228
0.1%
$359
0.1%
$486*
0.2%*
Source: Calculations are based on 2005 Consumer Expenditure Survey. * Because the values for income and
vehicle value are top-coded in the dataset, this result understates the average tax savings and tax savings as a
percent of total income for individuals in this income category.
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VIII. Experiences from Other States
According to 1998 data from the National Conference of State Legislatures,
30 states levy a personal property tax on motor vehicles.6 Initiated by then Virginia
gubernatorial candidate Gilmer’s campaign pledge to eliminate the property tax
levied on motor vehicles, several bills have been submitted in other state legislatures
with the intent of eliminating the motor vehicle property tax in those states. Several
measures have been successful to some degree or another. These include states such
as Virginia, California, and Rhode Island. The lessons learned from these other states
offer useful insights for the design of a similar exemption in Georgia.

Virginia
Perhaps the most prominent of these cases has been the one involving
Virginia. Originally enacted in 1998, the Personal Property Tax Relief Act (PPTRA)
put in place a gradual elimination of the property tax on motor vehicles levied on the
first $20,000 of the value of personal-use vehicles such as cars and trucks.

The

elimination was phased-in over several years and in 1998, the reimbursement rate to
local governments was 12.5 percent. It was anticipated that the tax would be fully
phased-out by 2002.
In an attempt to hold the counties harmless from the loss of revenue, the
original legislation specified that the counties would be reimbursed by the state. The
reimbursement amount was to be determined based on the tax rates and assessment
practices that existed in the counties at the time the legislation was passed. The
legislation did allow for growth in the number of vehicles and their value. That is,
the aggregate state reimbursement to a locality was expected to increase each year as
the 1998 tax rates were applied to a growing population of vehicles. Initially, the
process was set up so that individuals paid the full property tax bill to their local
taxing authority. The state sent the annual relief check directly to the taxpayer. In
subsequent years, the process was modified so that taxpayers only submitted the net
amount owed to their taxing authority and the amount of the state offset was shown

6

See Mackey & Rafool (1998).
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on the taxpayer’s bill.

This eliminated the administrative step of issuing

reimbursement checks to all owners of personal-use vehicles but the local
governments were now completely dependent on the reimbursements from the state.
While the original plan was for a gradual phase-out of the tax, the legislation
did include special provisions that froze the process in place if the state ran into
financial stress.

If state revenues did not grow at anticipated levels, the

reimbursement rate would be frozen at the previous year’s level. Due to these fiscal
triggers, the reimbursement rate was frozen at 70 percent in 2001 and remained at
that level until 2006 when the legislature capped total state reimbursements to all
counties at an aggregate fixed amount of $950 million.
Due to increasing costs to the state, the 1998 PPTRA was modified in 2004.
SB 5005, introduced in a special session in 2004, limited the amount of the state
reimbursement to the localities at $950 million annually for all future years. The
$950 million dollar amount represented the cost to the state of providing a 70 percent
reimbursement rate for all vehicles in 2004.7

This, in effect, changed the

reimbursement arrangement from a vehicle-based reimbursement plan to a block
grant. Under the new system, the state’s obligation is fixed. Furthermore, the local
government’s annual grant is also fixed from year to year. Under the new system, the
annual grant to local governments is determined by their share of the state-wide
reimbursements for tax year 2004. For instance in 2004, if a county’s total motor
vehicle property tax levy was $1 million and the combined total levy of all taxing
districts was $100 million, this county would receive 1 percent of the allocated $100
million or $1 million per year in perpetuity.

Also under the new system, the

receiving government, while required to earmark the “reimbursement” funds for
motor vehicle property tax relief, can allocate the money for that purpose at their own
discretion. For example, counties may distribute the grant in a disproportionate
manner toward the lower income or in favor of low emission vehicle owners. Over
time this annual grant will represent a decreasing share of the total vehicle population
covered at a 70 percent reimbursement level for any taxing district. Over time the

7

This figure represents 70 percent of the total revenue loss associated with granting an exemption
of up to $20,000 on all personal-use vehicles.
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value of a jurisdiction’s vehicle capital stock increases as population increases and
prices for vehicles rise with inflation. Thus, a fixed grant represents a smaller
percentage of the total capital stock as this base increases over time.

California
In 1999 California also began a process to reduce the fee residents pay
annually on the value of their vehicle. The vehicle license fee (VLF) is an annual fee
paid in lieu of property taxes and is levied on the market value of the vehicle based
on a depreciation schedule published by the state. The revenues generated from the
VLF prior to 1999 went to fund local government services. The proposal to reduce
the VLF also contained a reimbursement process by which the state would make up
the loss in funds to the local governments. In addition, the proposal required that the
VLF rate be restored to its original level if the General Fund was insufficient to cover
the cost of the reimbursement to the localities. This provision became a difficult one
to implement because the definition of insufficient funds was not clearly defined in
the legislation. That is, when specified in this manner, the legislation should also
include a ranking of state funding priorities. Without this ranking, it is unclear if
there are insufficient funds to cover the reimbursements or if other items in the state
budget are too costly.
In 1998 the VLF was 2 percent. The rate was then reduced to 1.5 percent in
1999, with the potential for future reductions if General Fund revenues grew faster
than forecasted. The rate was lowered again on a one-time basis for 2000 to 1.3
percent. Due to unexpectedly higher than anticipated state revenues, the VLF rate
was lowered again in 2001 to 0.65 percent.
Because of insufficient funds in the General Fund in June of 2003, the budget
protection measures were triggered and the VLF reverted to its original 2 percent
level effective October 1, 2003. Therefore payments to the local governments from
the state ceased in June and as of September 1, 2003 taxpayers paid the full amount
of the VLF again.

This lapse in time between the cessation of reimbursement

payments and the increase in the new rate caused a gap in payments to occur to the
local governments. The revenue loss to the local governments during this gap was
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considered a loan from the local governments to the state government to be repaid at
a future date.
The Schwarzenegger administration, possibly in response to pressure from
residents of the state, reinstated the VLF rate of 0.65 percent where it remains at the
present time. The reimbursement payments have a continuous appropriation in the
annual budget and are therefore somewhat protected from annual attempts to change
the VLF rate.8

Rhode Island
Rhode Island is also in the process of eliminating or reducing its property tax
on motor vehicles.9 While the original plan was to completely eliminate the property
tax on all motor vehicles by 2006, the current status is a $6,000 exemption on the
value of a motor vehicle.

This exemption applies to all vehicles and the state

reimburses the local governments for any loss in revenue. Unlike many other states,
Rhode Island has not experienced as many problems with their tax reduction and
reimbursement process. It may be because the size of their initial reimbursement
obligations was relatively small. It should be noted that there is no longer a target
date for the complete elimination of this tax. Elimination is expected to continue on a
gradual basis as long as revenues are available but the current budget only maintains
the previous year’s exemption amount of $6,000 and does not allow for an increase in
this amount.

Georgia
Georgia currently provides some property tax relief in the form of the
Homeowner Tax Relief Credit (HTRC). While this credit applies to the reduction in
the property tax liability of real property, it is designed in the same manner as the
proposed motor vehicle property tax relief. Through this credit, homeowners are
8

In retrospect, analysts have found that the original legislation did not clearly specify the
conditions under which there are insufficient funds for this reimbursement program. In addition,
there was room for interpretation over the costs, especially in the area of short term financing,
incurred by the local governments when the state fails to make adequate reimbursements.
9
Rhode Island actually levies an excise tax in lieu of property taxes on the value of the motor
vehicle.
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allowed a credit against their property tax bill.

The credit is equal to $8,000

multiplied by the combined county, state, school, and municipal millage rates faced
by the homeowner. The legislation authorizing the credit also provides that the state
reimburse the localities for the loss of revenue. In FY 2005, the state issued $412
million in grants to localities for the purpose of local property tax relief. It is
important to note that the original goal was to offer an exemption of $20,000 per
homeowner. As stress on the state budget resources increased, the exemption was
limited to $8,000.
This current design of the HTRC reimbursement system creates a somewhat
less open-ended obligation for the state than the Virginia’s PPTRA. In the case of the
Virginia PPTRA, the state obligation increased substantially on an annual basis for
several reasons. The first is that the elimination was phased-in over time. The
second was because the transfer was a per-vehicle transfer. Therefore, as the number
of vehicles in a jurisdiction increased from year to year, the state reimbursement
increased. The combination of these two forces created an increasing obligation for
the state occurring at the same time as a decrease in state revenues due to a recession.
The current design of the Georgia HTRC is slightly less open-ended in that it is a
fixed dollar amount per taxpayer. This creates a smaller and less volatile obligation
for the state.

Lessons Learned
After reviewing the experiences of these states, several conclusions can be
drawn. First is that the main stumbling block to the removal of motor vehicles from
the property tax base is the risk it poses to the local governments in terms of lost
revenue. This risk is greater for those governments with less diverse sources of
revenue. Governments more reliant on the property tax revenue from motor vehicles
face more risk from the elimination or reduction of the tax than governments with
other means of support.

For example, school districts are more reliant on this

revenue source than county governments. Rough estimates indicate that this revenue
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source makes up about 7 percent of school district revenue but only about 3 percent
of county revenue.10
A second conclusion to be drawn from these experiences is that while not
overwhelmingly large relative to state budgets, the reimbursements are vulnerable to
cuts in funding in times of tight state finances. In each case discussed above, the
states were forced to curtail their original goal of eliminating the tax. Virginia has
essentially abandoned its effort by converting its payments to a fixed, lump-sum
grant. California has been successful in reducing the rate, but not in eliminating it.
Even the original expectations in Rhode Island have been scaled back. When held up
against other state spending responsibilities, these sorts of burden sharing programs
seem to have a lower priority. The demands for state funds continue to grow and
state revenues are limited and subject to annual variations. Thus, these experiences
lead to the conclusion that future obligations of this sort need to be limited and
predictable.
One characteristic of these proposals is the manner in which the distributions
are handled.

The more common approach is to have the state send the

reimbursements directly to the taxing government and have the taxpayer pay the tax
levy net of the reimbursement. Alternatively the system could be designed so that the
taxpayer pays the full levy and the state sends the reimbursement to the taxpayer, a
method of reimbursement referred to later in this report as direct taxpayer
reimbursement. We should take note that both Virginia and California have had
some experience with providing reimbursements directly to the taxpayer. Both states
have had periods of time when the reimbursement checks were issued directly to the
taxpayers. In both cases this practice was substituted for direct reimbursements to the
local governments. While it was not possible to find any documented evidence to
support this claim, it is assumed that their final choice reflects an optimal one. That
is, given that these two governments had experience with both methods of
reimbursement and chose the direct reimbursement to the local governments, we can

10

Author’s own calculations based in data from Georgia Department of Revenue and US Census
Annual Survey of Governments.
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then assume that this method is the preferred method over the method of reimbursing
taxpayers directly.
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IX.

Recommendations
From an economic standpoint, the preferred choice is to eliminate the many

exemptions to the property tax base and by doing so, expand the base and allow
property tax rates to be reduced for all types of property and all owners. Limiting the
exemption to personal-use motor vehicles only lowers the value of the remaining base
and forces the state to seek other sources of revenue.
If the decision is made to go forward with property tax relief, then this
proposal should be considered in tandem with the existing Homeowner Tax Relief
Credit (HTRC) program. That is, this proposal should be viewed as an extension of
the original HTRC. Designed in the same manner, both programs provide relief from
state, local, and school property taxes. As such, these programs will be competing
for the same state resources to fund their reimbursement obligations to the local
governments. Increasing the exemption of one program will reduce the likelihood of
an increase in the exemption of the other.
With that tradeoff in mind, lawmakers should focus on their desired goal of
property tax relief. Offering property tax relief through an exemption in the motor
vehicle tax base affects a larger population and is more progressive than tax relief
provided through the HTRC. This is because the ownership of motor vehicles is
more wide-spread and less concentrated among higher-income individuals relative to
property ownership. On the other hand, taxpayer relief may not be as important in
the case of a depreciating asset, such as motor vehicles. If this is the case, then state
resources should be targeted to increasing the exemption granted under the HTRC
program.
Based on a review of the experiences of other states, it seems clear that the
state’s annual obligation to the local governments should be predictable and limited.
State resources are limited and as this obligation grows in size, it becomes more
burdensome to the state. To this end, provisions in the legislation that cap the
exemption amount, freeze the local government millage rates that are used to
determine the amount of state reimbursement, or permanently set the reimbursement
amount will create more manageable, less volatile and burdensome obligations for the
state.
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To increase the progressive nature of this tax provision and limit the revenue
effect to the state, exemptions could be granted only up to some specified amount.
Approximately 96 percent of all vehicles registered in Georgia would be completely
exempt from the motor vehicle property tax with a $20,000 exemption cap. Allowing
an exemption up to some level of value benefits all vehicle owners, but concentrates
the benefits on relatively lower-income individuals. While the revenue loss may not
be particularly large, allowing a complete exemption of all personal-use vehicles
creates some very large gains for a select number of luxury vehicle consumers.
In addition, a proposal that only eliminates the tax on personal-use vehicles
creates a need to clearly define what is meant by personal-use, especially in the case
of mixed-use vehicles, and have in place a procedure for preventing tax avoidance.
This is probably best done by a sharing of information between the federal
government and the state government. This will prevent taxpayers from claiming a
vehicle as business property on the federal return and as personal-use vehicle at the
state and local level. Furthermore, if the reimbursement process involves sending
checks directly to the individuals, the state government would need to annually send
a 1099 statement to the federal government for each check received by all vehicle
owners in the state.
Legislation in this area needs to clearly specify the conditions under which
the state reimbursements cease or are curtailed.

Several states have legislation

stipulating that reimbursements are to cease or be restricted when there are
insufficient funds to cover the state obligation. In order for this type of language to
be effective, a list of state priorities including the reimbursements to localities for this
lost revenue must also be available. Without an understanding of the relative position
of this state obligation compared to others, it will be difficult to determine when the
state has adequate revenues for this program or if other state funding obligations
should be cut instead.
Including explicit procedures in the legislation to cover situations in which
state motor vehicle property tax reimbursements are in jeopardy is critical. Tying
actions to a slower than anticipated growth in tax receipts or larger than anticipated
revenue effect to the state budget provides some guidance. But even in this case, it is
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not clear whether the exemption level should be reduced, or if so, by how much. One
alternative would be to limit this obligation to a fixed amount or fixed percentage of
the state own-source revenues. It should also be made clear whether or not this limit
applies solely to the reimbursements for the motor vehicle property tax revenues or is
also meant to include state reimbursements associated with the Homeowner’s Tax
Relief Credit.
While not included in the current version of the proposal, a previous version
incorporated an alternative reimbursement system that was designed to eliminate any
risk of reduced funding on the part of the local governments. This was done by
requiring the taxpayer to continue to pay in full their usual motor vehicle property tax
liability. Therefore, the local taxing authorities would see no change in their level of
incoming revenues or in the timing of these revenues. A significant problem with the
Virginia motor vehicle tax reduction plan was that the local governments were
completely dependent on the state for the eliminated revenues. If the state did not
have the resources to fulfill this obligation or if the state’s timing of payment to the
local governments’ was different or late, then the local governments’ had no recourse.
The revised Georgia proposal poses this same threat to local governments in Georgia.
Although the direct taxpayer reimbursement design has many advantages, it
also has several disadvantages. For instance, it does not address another problem of
the motor vehicle property tax, the lump sum tax liability.

The taxpayer

reimbursement design still requires motor vehicle owners to pay their property tax
liability in a lump sum and still on their birthday. This can be especially difficult for
individuals with multiple vehicles registered to them. To address this issue, the tax
can be levied instead on the anniversary of the vehicle purchase. This would keep
most vehicle owners from having to pay the tax on more than one vehicle at a time
which would help alleviate the liquidity problem associated with current system.
Additionally, the taxpayer reimbursement design is administratively costly, as
it is expensive to issue 6 million reimbursement checks annually.11 Some procedures
will need to be in place for those individuals who relocate during the year. Some
costs may be avoided if the reimbursement is combined with the state income tax. If
11

This is the number of registered vehicles from the DOR 2005 property tax digest.
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the reimbursement process is combined with the state income tax then the
reimbursement must be treated as a 100 percent refundable credit so that all
individuals have an incentive to file a return even when no income tax liability is
incurred.
Furthermore, if the reimbursement check is issued directly to the taxpayer
after the taxes are paid, the taxpayer may not link the check to the property tax
liability. It may be seen instead as simply an annual windfall. In addition, there will
be much less pressure on the state to provide the same level of reimbursements each
year since the local governments would have already received their payments. This
could be especially true in times of budget shortfalls.

On the other hand, this

reimbursement process presents an opportunity to the state to provide a relatively
larger subsidy for special circumstances, such as low-emission vehicles or highmileage vehicles.
Finally, with regards to a capped exemption level, to maintain the same level
of property tax relief from year to year, the exemption level should be indexed each
year to reflect the annual increase in automobile prices.

Without an indexed

threshold the percent of a vehicle’s value covered by the exemption will decline each
year.

23

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
References
“2006 Georgia Millage Rate Manual for Motor Vehicles” (2006). Prepared by State
of Georgia Department of Revenue, Motor Vehicle Division.
Craft, Eric and Robert M. Schmidt (2005). “An Analysis of the Effects of Vehicle
Property Taxes on Vehicle Demand.” National Tax Journal LVIII (4): 697720.
Department of Revenue (2005). Statistical Report (Table 11), p. 34.
Dill, Jennifer, Todd Goldman, and Martin Wachs (1999). “The Incidence of the
California Vehicle License Fee.” A report prepared for the California Policy
Research Center, January.
Hill, Elizabeth (1998). “A Primer on the Vehicle License Fee.” A report prepared for
the Legislative Analyst Office of California, June 17.
Mackey, Scott and Mandy Rafool (1998). “State and Local Value-Based Taxes on
Motor Vehicles.” National Conference of State Legislatures, January.
“Regarding Property Tax Administration, Commissioner’s Report to the General
Assembly.” Prepared by the Georgia Department of Revenue, January 20,
2006.
“The Vehicle License Fee and the 2002-03 Budget.” (2004). A report prepared by the
Legislative Analyst’s Office of California.
Wheeler, Laura, John Matthews, and David L. Sjoquist (2006). “Personal Property
Tax on Motor Vehicles.” Report #130, Fiscal Research Center, July.
Wheeler, Laura A. (1998), “An Analysis of the Economic Consequences of
Modifying the Property Tax on Motor Vehicles in Georgia: Alternative
Proposals and Revenue Effects.” Report #19, Fiscal Research Center,
September.

24

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
About the Author
Laura Wheeler is a Senior Researcher at the Fiscal Research Center with the
Andrew Young School of Policy Studies. She received her Ph.D. in economics from
the Maxwell School at Syracuse University. Prior to coming to FRC, Laura worked
for several years with the Joint Committee on Taxation for Congress and as an
independent consultant on issues of tax policy. Her research interests include state
and local taxation, corporate taxation, and welfare policy.

About The Fiscal Research Center
The Fiscal Research Center provides nonpartisan research, technical
assistance, and education in the evaluation and design of state and local fiscal and
economic policy, including both tax and expenditure issues. The Center’s mission is
to promote development of sound public policy and public understanding of issues of
concern to state and local governments.
The Fiscal Research Center (FRC) was established in 1995 in order to
provide a stronger research foundation for setting fiscal policy for state and local
governments and for better-informed decision making. The FRC, one of several
prominent policy research centers and academic departments housed in the School of
Policy Studies, has a full-time staff and affiliated faculty from throughout Georgia
State University and elsewhere who lead the research efforts in many organized
projects.
The FRC maintains a position of neutrality on public policy issues in order to
safeguard the academic freedom of authors. Thus, interpretations or conclusions in
FRC publications should be understood to be solely those of the author.

25

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
FISCAL RESEARCH CENTER STAFF
David L. Sjoquist, Director and Professor of Economics
Peter Bluestone, Research Associate
Margo Doers, Administrative Coordinator
Jaiwan M. Harris, Business Manager
Kenneth J. Heaghney, State Fiscal Economist
John W. Matthews, Senior Research Associate
Nara Monkam, Research Associate
Lakshmi Pandey, Senior Research Associate
Rob Salvino, Research Associate
Nikola Tasic, Research Associate
Dorie Taylor, Assistant Director
Arthur D. Turner, Microcomputer Software Technical Specialist
Sally Wallace, Associate Director and Professor of Economics
Laura A. Wheeler, Senior Research Associate
Tumika Williams, Staff Assistant
ASSOCIATED GSU FACULTY
James Alm, Chair and Professor of Economics
Roy W. Bahl, Dean and Professor of Economics
Spencer Banzhaf, Associate Professor of Economics
Carolyn Bourdeaux, Assistant Professor of Public Administration and Urban Studies
Robert Eger, Assistant Professor of Public Administration and Urban Studies
Martin F. Grace, Professor of Risk Management and Insurance
Shiferaw Gurmu, Associate Professor of Economics
Douglas Krupka, Assistant Professor of Economics
Gregory B. Lewis, Professor of Public Administration and Urban Studies
Jorge L. Martinez-Vazquez, Professor of Economics
Theodore H. Poister, Professor of Public Administration and Urban Studies
David P. Richardson, Professor of Risk Management and Insurance
Jonathan C. Rork, Assistant Professor of Economics
Bruce A. Seaman, Associate Professor of Economics
Geoffrey K. Turnbull, Professor of Economics
Mary Beth Walker, Associate Professor of Economics
Katherine G. Willoughby, Professor of Public Administration and Urban Studies
PRINCIPAL ASSOCIATES
David Boldt, State University of West Georgia
Gary Cornia, Brigham Young University
Kelly D. Edmiston, Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City
Alan Essig, Georgia Budget and Policy Institute
Dagney G. Faulk, Indiana University Southeast
Catherine Freeman, U.S. Department of Education
Richard R. Hawkins, University of West Florida
Julie Hotchkiss, Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank
Mary Mathewes Kassis, State University of West Georgia
Julia E. Melkers, University of Illinois-Chicago
Jack Morton, Morton Consulting Group
Ross H. Rubenstein, Syracuse University
Michael J. Rushton, Indiana University
Benjamin P. Scafidi, Georgia College and State University
Edward Sennoga, Makerere University, Uganda
William J. Smith, West Georgia College
Jeanie J. Thomas, Consultant
Kathleen Thomas, Mississippi State University
Thomas L. Weyandt, Atlanta Regional Commission
GRADUATE RESEARCH ASSISTANTS: Nofiya Nahin Shaik ● John Stavick

26

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
RECENT PUBLICATIONS
(All publications listed are available at http://frc.aysps.gsu.edu or call the Fiscal Research Center at
404/651-2782, or fax us at 404/651-2737.)

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax on Motor Vehicles in Georgia
(Laura Wheeler) This report discusses the economic effects, including revenue
effects, of eliminating or reducing the state property tax in motor vehicles. FRC
Report/Brief 146 (March 2007)
Georgia’s Economy: Trends and Outlook (Ken Heaghney) This report tracks
some of the key trends that have shaped and will continue to shape Georgia’s
economy. These include the decline in manufacturing employment, the aging of
Georgia’s population, the importance of high tech and tourism industries and
globalization. FRC Report 145 (March 2007)
Financing Georgia’s Future II (Sally Wallace, David L. Sjoquist, Laura
Wheeler, Peter Bluestone, William J. Smith) This second release of a biennial
report focuses on Georgia’s taxes, making cross-state comparisons of their structure
and exploring revenue performance over time. FRC Report 144 (March 2007)
The Price Effect of Georgia’s Temporary Suspension of State Fuel Taxes (James
Alm and David L. Sjoquist) This report explores the effect of the fuel tax
suspension on the price of gasoline in Georgia. FRC Report/Brief 143 (February
2007).
An Analysis of the Financing of Higher Education in Georgia (Nara Monkam).
This report addresses the issue of the financing of higher education in Georgia by
comparing financing in Georgia with other states and examining how financing
affects the student population in terms of performance, and retention rates. FRC
Report 142 (February 2007)
Intergovernmental Fiscal Relations in Georgia (David L. Sjoquist, John Stavick
and Sally Wallace). This report documents the intergovernmental fiscal system in
Georgia, with a focus on the expenditure, revenue, and intergovernmental grant
system in the state. FRC Report 141 (February 2007)
Comparing State Income Tax Preferences for the Elderly in the Southeast
(Jonathan C. Rork). This brief looks at the current state of these tax preferences in
the Southeast for those states that impose a major income tax and estimates the dollar
value of these preferences. FRC Brief 140 (February 2007)

27

Analysis and Recommendations for the Property Tax
On Motor Vehicles in Georgia
State Tax Incentives for Research and Development Activities: A Review of State
Practices (Laura Wheeler). This report documents state tax incentives offered
around the country designed to encourage state level R&D activity. This report also
simulates the effect of various credit components in the value of the credit FRC
Report/Brief 139 (January 2007)
Transportation Funding Alternatives: A Preliminary Analysis (David L. Sjoquist,
William J. Smith, Laura Wheeler and Justin Purkey). This report explores issues
associated with proposed alternative revenue sources for increasing transportation for
funding. FRC Report/Brief 138 (January 2007)
Geographic Breakdown of Georgia’s Interstate Migration Patterns (Jonathan C.
Rork). This brief looks at the geographic breakdown of Georgia's interstate
migration patterns for both the elderly and non-elderly. FRC Brief 137 (December
2006)
Inventory Taxes (John Matthews). Policymakers are considering 100 percent
inventory tax exemptions as an economic development incentive. This report reviews
the potential effectiveness of such exemptions and presents alternative approaches to
inventory tax exemptions. FRC Report/Brief 136 (December 2006)
An Assessment of the State of Georgia’s Budget Reserves (Carolyn Bourdeaux).
This report assesses the adequacy of Georgia’s revenue shortfall reserve. FRC
Report 135 (October 2006)
Revenue Losses from Exemptions of Goods from the Georgia Sales and Use Tax
(William J. Smith and Mary Beth Walker). This report provides estimates of the
revenue loss from sales tax exemptions. FRC Report 134 (September 2006)
Tax Collectibility and Tax Compliance in Georgia (James Alm, David L. Sjoquist,
and Sally Wallace). This report discusses the tax gap in Georgia and options for
increasing tax compliance. FRC Report 133 (September 2006)
Four Easy Steps to a Fiscal Train Wreck: The Florida How-To Guide (Richard
Hawkins). This report is the second of three reports that address the fiscal conditions
of other states, explores the factors that explain the conditions, and the likely future
trends. FRC Report 132 (August 2006)
The “Roller Coaster” of California State Budgeting After Proposition 13 (Robert
Wassmer). This report is the first of three reports that address the fiscal conditions
of other states, explores the factors that explain the conditions, and the likely future
trends. FRC Report 131 (July 2006)

(All publications listed are available at http://frc.aysps.gsu.edu or call the Fiscal Research Center
at 404/651-2782, or fax us at 404/651-2737.)

28

