THE AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION

20 PARK AVENUE

NEW YORK, N. Y. IOOI6

HENRY M. SOMMERS
GENERAL COUNSEL

March 11, 1966

Mr. Allison Dunham

Executive Director

National Conference of Commissioners
on Uniform State Laws

1155 East 60th Street

Chicago, Illinois 60637

Dear Mr. Dunham:

Your letter relative to existing formulae
used for state taxation of financial institutions and
problems banks have had as to multistate taxation has
been referred to this department.

You may perhaps find helpful the en-
closed summary in table form of the wvarious taxes im-
posed by the states on financial institutions. This
had been compiled by a state association several years
ago and has not been checked by us.

I am endeavoring to get together some
information regarding problems banks have had with res-
pect to multistate taxation, 1In the interim, you may
find of some interest the enclosed copy of an article
on the subject written several years ago. You are
probably familiar with H.R. 11798, which is the result
of a four year study of state taxation of interstate
commerce authorized by P.L. 86-272 and conducted by
the Special Committee on State Taxation of Interstate
Commerce, headed by Representative Willis of Louisiana.

Sincerely your
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TANI STATISTICS INDICATE that earnings from $4.2

i ..\mte commercial bank loans are exposed to multistate income taxes,
in acdition to an uuknown volume of interstate savings institution loans.

\W»\:h)l\h 1S of this among savings banks led to inclusion of a safe-
guarding provision in the bill for Federal savings bank charters.

THIRTY-SIX STATES now impose taxes on corporate income, and
in most of them, the state tax administrators are studying what part of the
income of vut-of-state corporations can be taxed.

THE U. S. SUPREME COURT has recognized the constitutionality of |

state taxation of exclusively interstate commerce net income. As a result,
Congress has legislated pro tem protection of some phases of corporate in-
come from merchandising in interstate commerce.

FINANCIAL BUSINESS, involving free flow of credit coast-to-coast,
hus not been given =‘milar protection, since it deals with intangibles, not
micrchandise.

ULTIMATELY the Special Subcommittee of the House Judiciary Com- .
miitee now studying this matter will hear from commercial banking. But .

wiil the nece

¢ity for Federal legislation to safeguard commercial bank
credit-circe!

on be fully understood?

Mr. Saxe is entering his 60th year of his experlences in state and local '
i

taxation, and his 40th year in bank taxation.

MR. SAXE, a former member, New York State Senate, was for many
years counsel to the Tax Committee of the New York Clearing House Asso-
ciation. He was first president of the New York State Tax Commission and

chairman on Taxation of both the 1915 and 1938 New York State Constitu- -

tjonal Conventions. Mr. Saxe and Mr. Keigwin have been associated in the

field of tax law for several years, and over several past years have authored .

% significant series of discussions of bank tax problems.

By MARTIN SAXE and LLOYD D. KEIGWIN
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ard inierest income derived

billion of

a’: statute conirolling State net income taxation of!

¢ial banking is an immediate “must.” If it does not!
soon, it will re(.lly be ““open season’ for State Tax
interest income in:
rom loans to local borrowers by out-

of-stace banks. T
Iiankers need only to lodk at the im-;

plications of the recent adverse Cali-;

'01-111 Suprzme Court. bank tax de-1

c'no“ in . case of Security. First’

tional L. ’s et al. v. Franchise Tax,

oard, in  '¢h the U. S. Supreme

an appeal last Oct. 9

¢ denica
(7 L. ed. 2nd 16). . =
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Since at least two aspects of this Cali-
fornia tax affect the whole national
banking sysiem, bankers may have felt
that a Federal’ Supreme Court review:
was obligatory. However, the Court felt

R

. otherwise, and California’s unique “built

up”’ bank tax rats and its aspects of
discrimination, remain unchallenged, anj
invitation to the taxing authorities in!
other states to treat b'mks likewise.

Refusal of the U. S. Supreme Court
to grant a review tolled the knell of the;
Federal statute designed to control State |
taxation of national banks, to .wit, bec-l
tion 5219 USRS. This statute protect,ed
national banks directly for close to 100
vears against dlscv‘xmm'ltorv and burden-
some State tax practices, at the same
time Dbenefiting - State banks in an
auxiiiary marner.

One California banker’s reaction was: l
“Once the tax collectors in .other States|
start to expicit this adverse decision we‘
will probably mal\e many new bank
friends fast.”

Problem Began in 1959

Until 1959, commercial banks were;]
relatively urzoncerned with the prob-
lems of State taxation of interstate com-
merce for several reasons. First, they
were paying taxes in the State of the
home office.

They had not met the question of 2
State net income tax levy on income de-|
rived from commercial loans, for ex-
ample, in a State where the bank had
no office but was simply soliciting loan
business and making loans as a regular
course of business, ‘With interest on the
loans paid by the borrower domiciled in,
that State. :

Secondly, many banks did not think oft
their commercial loan act1v1t1es extend—
ing across State lines as “commerce.’

Many judicial proncuncements, fur-
thermore, had held that interstate com-
merce could not be taxed and the U. S.
Supreme Court had not cleared any .
path leading to an outright holdmg
,_that e\cluswe interstate commerce net .
income couid be taxed by the States.

Fowever. in 1946, the U S.- 8upreme’
Court affirm=d =a 111'lqm=nt of the Su-
preme Court of Cau ornia in the West,
Puklishing Co. case (528 U. 8. §23).

This case 1eco'zmze'1 that .the income
taxed by California arsse from a purely
interstate o ion.. This was relied on
largely by the California, Minnesota andI
Georgia group of Sta %3, desmom of iur-

i
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cooote loun activities
G : + and some had

il indos returns be filed.
it appris iranchise tax on
commerciad banks with respect
Croineome derived in the  taxing
- fionn mortzazre loan and real es-
snsactions. .

Ste later withdrew these
ciniiney Inrzely un the basis that such
: bunks were not “located” ihere.

1959 Decision

Then cnme the Northwestern States
wi Cement Co. v. Minnesota (358
5, ilecision in 1959 which clearly
thai “net income from the nter-
- voerations of a foreign corporation
iy be subjected to Sinte taxation pro-
d the fevy is net diseriminatory and
ix properly appertioned to loeal activities
ivhin the taxing State forming suf-
siptent nexus to support the same.”
in ench of the two «..xes involved here,
‘orfhwestern and Stockham Valves, an
«d been maintained in the taxing
of Minnesota and Georgia, re-
13 these outstate business
ions. But the U. 8. Supreme
i mot ground its decision on
ling an office in the State. The
the decision was upon the tax-
ity. under a net income tax, of in-
from purely interstate operations,
:ieat contact with the
-t the tax. .
the problem for
activities, since

H¥
1eie there is sy

wit
» State to
is the nu
jal bhank

of
loan

b

across State lines
wed by the making of a
Iy can fall within ‘the concept of a
purely interstate operation.

Contact Basis
icient contact with the taxing State
wiplied through the regular solicita-
jun of business, the contact and ties

.:‘ k

by the horrower
This can

ed

- there.

‘om business activit

v g0 even though thz loan transaction
s rechnicenlly “closed” at the home office

outstate lending bank, because
“iho net income tax is not upon the ac-
Cuivity of ¢lesing the loan, but upon the
weme that arises in the shape of loan
erest. : :
efore 1059, Louisiana had gone 1o
se oxtreme of taxing the activities of
iC0 or more foreign corporations
conding salesmen or “missionary men”

wisiann engaged. in  solicitation
we3s there. Out of the cales and

consubnnated, Louisiana col-
$500,000 in taxcs each year.
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cition of interstate com-

i hunking, some States |

loan)’

svisinge frem the doan relationship, and_
¢ pavimeni of interest income by the
~avranver in the taxing Stat: where such
ieconie has been earn

'l

The U. S. Supreme Court dismissed an
‘z}ppeal in March, 1959, in the Brown-
i Forman Distillers Corp. case, a Louisiana
! test casg, but this did not mean that the
Suprenie Court was adopting the reason-
ing of the Louisiana Supreme  Counrt
which upheld the tax on solieitation from
sales, Congress, however, was aroused
by the situation this ereated, It passed
P. L. 86-272, approved Sept. 14, 1959, |
which applied to transactions in tangibie
personal property (and such transactions
only). ' This measure provides that no
State whol have power to impose & neg
Income  tax on ineome from interstate
commerct if the only business activity
is solicitation of orders for sales of
tangible personal property, followed by
approval and delivery from outside the
State.
Multistate Tax Effect

The ‘effect of P. L. 86-272 is seen in
recent testimony of Charles H. Schreyer,
attorney for the Manufacturers Associa-
tion of Connecticut, Inc., before the Spe-
cial Subcommittee of the House Judiciary
Committee, December, 1961. Mr.
Schreyer told the hearing:

“For 464 companies- whose returns
were processed, 9,113 additional income
tax returns: would have to be filed in
37 States (other than Connecticut) if the
interstate tax protection (P. L. 86-272)
is. repealed and if each of the states
takes full advantage of the door opened
to them by the Stockham Valves (involv-
ing the net income tax) and Seripto (in-
volving the use tax) decisions. It would
mean an average of 19.6 returns
per company—a substantial deterrent
against the free flow of interstate com-
merce (those companies ‘are already
taxed 1007 on their net income by Con-|
necticut)” (P. H. N. Y. Tax Bul. 13,!

12/18/61).

Mr. Schreyer urged that P. L. 86-2721
:be retained. l

i In the field of intangibles and services,
thowever, P. L. 86-272 does not in any|
way. control State interstate commerce
net income taxation. Interstate commer-

tcial loan activities today remain fully ex-
pesed to multistate net income taxation.
: Howard Sheperd, former chairman of the
i board, ¥
York, has called this situation “a real
. %11'(asat to the free flow of funds in the

- R T
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Of the 36 States which inipose income
taxes with respeet to the income of for--

eign corporations, several, including:
California, . Missouri, Minnesota and:

Georgia, aim their direct income taxes
squarely at exclusively interstate com- |
merce net income. A bank paying a:
franchise tax in the State of its home !
office, 1measured by its entirc net income, |
finds that its interstate loan income de-'
rived from. interest paid by a borrower’
focated in income tax States such as
those named actually is exposed to tax-
ablan in #deh States apnin, :

Double State Taxation )

This double State taxation of the same
income—in. the case of intangibles—is,
nevertheless, constitutionally acceptable
in that it does not violate due process
of law. :

‘Thus a bank paying 4%#% in New York
State may be liable for an additional 2%
on part of its income in Missouri, or. 5%% !
on part of its income in California, ete.,
and for any number of States where its
borrowers are located. These non-
domiciliary States may impose a direct
net income tax on the basis of “source”
¢f income, or “activities,” or “trans-
actions” carried on therein for the pur- .
pose of financial gain or profit. The tax.
is argued to be in compensation for the
benefits and protection which the taxing’
State confers upon the out-of-state
lender. . :

Under the 36 State corporate income
tax laws, corporate income of foreign
corporations is first divided, so that a
portion of the foreign corporation’s en-
tire income earnings can he attributable
to a narticular State for tax purposes.
This division is usually accomplished by
some formula (or by separate account-
ing). .

The factors in the formula in the case
of merchandising, may be (1) the
ameunt of payroll attributable to the-
State; (2) the value of the property m
the State; and (3) sales. ’

In the case of financial business the
factors may be (1) average lecans out-
.2), wages and salaries; (3)

irst Natjonal City Bank of New .-
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faxing Formula
v formula used for bank-

A (.‘3) revenues. These for-
} i their application vary in dif-
{orent States. Jm lack of uniformity
sy result in omaultistate  taxation on
nrne than 1000 of the net income tax

astrative of the trends in interstate
comnmerce nel income taxation are two
renent cases decided in Wisconsin and
Pennsylv
Leisten, fne. Wisneongin (111 N Zdd;
L14), holds hat interstate foucl\mg op-
eeaters of an uniicensed foreign corpora-
tan eperating exclusively in interstate
comiielrce constitutes sutficient nexus (or
codtuet) with Wisconsin to sustain im-
won of a net income tax. Here the
ttion maintained no_oflice or ter-
cilities in Wisconsin. -

: nwedlin vo So. Phila. Termmal
IJ”I,\, 2d. TH8), under the Pennsyl-
a Corporate Net Income Tax alloca-
formula, clearly sustains the im-
Lon of a tax on more than 1004 of
poration’s income. The formulas of
Vo taxing Stnt@s (Pennsylvania and
h Carolina) involved iiere were not
iy appited and the over-taxation

ion might occur in any busi-
tuding hanking, subject to multi-

know that the tens of thou-
1 s made to borrowers in
render apportioning net
e atitributable Lo these non-
v States an almoest unbearable
n; that taxation ...mted to the
te of the home office of the bank

«anis to be the only solution.

States” Viewpsint
Opnoesing this is the States’ attitude,
i 8 - and systematie solic-

ve rise o Qtate income
State where the bor-

ation is ciearly needed to
provide a uiiforrm divisiou of corporate
ancorne for Tax purposes among the
States, if this concept is penmtted to
Sta nd

Uns

i3 Federal limitation of

of commercial bank-

\)‘\a State ;‘:r“‘

i .ati Tag Commissioner George
Seniele, told the House Judiciary Sub-
coniraittee on Deec. 16, 1961, that the

vxrb’ ori of eity taxation of incomes|

could far outweigh that of
ation. He warned that the
iocal income taxation threat-
ionwide fiscal confusion with
f yhody trying to get everything he
could” (N. Y. Times Dec. 17, 1961).
iDIC Amendment Proposed
A proposzed amendment to the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act is one method of
_controliing such State taxation. This
S proposal would be of benefit to all in-
sured banks and inciude savings banks,
irtcrested in mortgage lending. The
hreat today is not with mort-
puwe .enamg, but with commercial loans
invelving the free fiow of credit.
¢ maortgage loan problem of savings
banks would be corrected under the pro-

¢ Beneficial Finance

(1) resources; (2) wages

Moore Motor ]"lcipfht

ected by the court. The same.

of interstate com-|
, tive threat of taxation|
on moere than 1037 of the net income tax |
base will extend to the loan activitiesj

ciad field where 1umous State |

posed Federal Mutuazl Savings Bank Bill
(S. 2528) reintvoduced in the Senate|
Sept. 11, 1961. Their situation is treated
in this Dill, noi so mueh as .an inter-
stute commerce tax problem, as one of
whether or not they are “domg business”
in a non-domiciliary State and what ac-
tivities they wmay ‘engage in without
“doing business” and without being
taxed. .
An acecompanying -chart. illustrates
comparative tax ridtes of banks and
business in 20 States imposing excise-
incone taxes against their own banks.

GONCLYRIONS :
These conclmmns are generally ae-

knowledged: . )
1. Corporalions operaling- in many
States will be taxed increasedly as
.the States face the umst'mt (!em'mdb
for more reven .
2. Susecepti ¥ of lnnl\mg and fi-
nancial business to double or multiple
State taxation, because ils operations
involve intangibles, suggests that pro-
tection be obtuained under a l'odclal <
- statute,
3. Commercial banking has no spe-
cific Federal statutory protection .
against multistate i{axation of exclu-
sively interstate cominerce net in-
come. (Whatever protection may exist
under Seec. 5219 USRS is not up to .
date). . .
* 4. The Special Subcommittee of the
‘House Judiciary Committee now con- |
ducting hearings will consider the:
“ multistate taxation of financial busi-
‘ness including commercial banking.
5. The free flow of credit across the :
nation must not be jeopardized by’
multistate taxes.
6. State taxation of exclusively in-
terstate commerce net income, un-,
~controlled, can become the greatest
1 tax hmdrance to busmess and bankm k

- - I
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FINANCIAL TAXATION

MUTUAL TYPE OF
SAVINGS TYPE OF " CREDIT CREDIT
TYPE OF S&Lis TYPE OF BANKS SAVINGS : UNIONS UNION
STATE BANK TAX TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANK TAX - TAXED? TAX
Alabama Net Income 6% Yes - Net Income 6% % - - o Yes - Net Income 6%
(Excise) p
Alaska Net Income 2% Yes - Net Income 2% # - - # -
(Excise)
-Arizona Net Income 5% Yes - Net Income 5% % - - No -
{(Excise)
Income tax on state Income tax on State- .
Arkansas banks. National chartered S&L's, " B - Yes - same as S&L's
banks exempt. Federals exempt. .
 California Net Income ~ Rate Yes - Franchise Tax % - - Yes - like S&Ls, though
determined by Board based on Net Income and most escape the tax
Maximum 9.5% personal property
Maximum 9.5%
Colorado - Net Income 6% Yes - Net Income 5% % Yes -~ ""Industrial Banks" Exempt - if 85% or more
.. _ {Excise) taxed - Net Income 6% of income is derived from

Member loans and Invest~
ments in Federal obligations

Connecticut Larger of 5% Net Yes: - Same as banks Yes - Same as S&Ls Exempt -
Income or 2 1/2 Minimum -~ not less than
mills on par value. 2% of dividends paid
Minimum not less
than 2% of interest
paid on savings (Excise)



Columbia

Florida

6%

Shares Tax - as
intangible person-

.~ al property 1/10

Georgia

e
e

Hawa

Idaho

Ilinois -

to 2 mills

Shares Tax
5 mills

Adjusted Net
Income 10%
(Excise)

Net Income
9.5% on income
within Idaho (Excise)

Shares Tax - at
Property Tax Rate
on shareholder,
which bank pays-

4%

Yes - same as banks

Yes - 0,15% on
outstanding loans

Yés - same as banks

Yes - same as banks

Yes - same as banks-

on meH.mr,oEow. who

pays if he reports it

to assessor

MUTUAL TYPE OF
SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT CREDIT
TYPE OF S&Ls TYPE OF - BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION
STATE BANK TAX A_bNHU.v S&L TAX - TAXED? BANK TAX - TAXED? TAX
Delaware Shares. Tax 1/5 of 1% Yes- Oow@oamﬁm income . Yes - Privilege Tax H\m No -
- tax of 1% on surplus; undivided ‘.
profits, interest, and reserves
(or 2¢ on each $100 of average
deposits)
District of Gross Earnings Yes - Gross earnings Yes - 1 1/2% of surplus and un- Exempt

divided profits or Gross earnings

% - - Yes - same as banks
vna l-. - ZO ; - -

sk - - # -

% - - Yes - same as banks
% - - : Yes - like S&Ls



MUTUAL , TYPE OF
. : SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT CREDIT

R TYPE OF S&Ls TYPE OF - BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION
STATE - - - BANK TAX TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANK TAX TAXED? TAX
Indiana Shares Tax-includes Yes - Excise Tax of Yes - 25¢ on each $100 of Yes - like S&Ls

tax on individual de- 25¢ on each $100 of surplus and undivided profits

posits of state resi~ paid-in shares and S

dents - 25¢ per $100 surplus , after deduc-

. : tions for U,S., Govt,
obligations, etc,
Towa Shares Tax Yes - Shares Tax * Yes - Shares Tax Yes - taxed on'"real estate;
6 mills 1 mill . moneys, and credits', Exempt
: from shares tax

Kansas Shares Tax, less Yes - Shares Tax % - - No

real estate, 5 General property,

mills per $1 tax rvate, less loans

{TJan'64 tax on on shares, etc.

banks & s&ls .

changes to 5%

net-income)
Kentucky Shares Tax - Yes - Shares Tax * - - Exempt
‘ 50¢ per $100 $1 for each $1000 _
Louisiana Shares Tax - No - * - - No

Maryland

~shares assessed

at 50% of valuation,
General property
tax rate,

mrwp.mm. Tax
15 mills

Shares Tax
regular tax rate
plus $1 per $100
for county-city

Yes - like banks

Yes ~ $10 franchise
tax plus 1/100 of 1%
of withdrawal value
of free shares

"Yes - like banks Yes - like banks

Yes - $10 mw..mb.o.rmmm tax ~ Yes - $10 franchise tax
plus 10¢ per $100 of deposits . ,

“3m



TYPE OF

Y

Nebraska

8 mills

oy ¥

MUTUAL
: : . SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT CREDIT

_ TYPE OF S&Ls TYPE OF BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION
-STATE - - BANK TAX - TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANK TAX TAXED? TAX
memmomc... Net Income ~-8% (Coop. banks & Fed, Yes - tax on deposits Exempt
setts maximum (excise) s &1s) Exempt 1/2 of 1% :

Plus 1/2 of 1% of

savings deposits
Michigan.  Tax on Shares and Yes - Tax on Share * - - Exempt
-Deposits Accounts and a

Franchise Tax

Minnescta Net Income - 9.5% Yes =~ 7.5% corporate Yes - like s &ls Exempt

&I1.9% privilege- income tax plus privi-

tax & a 10%-increase lege tax of 1,8% of in-

of above taxes  : come plus 10% increase

(Excise) of above taxes
Missis~"  Shares Tax - Yes - 35¢ per $1000 * - - No
sippi General property of assets
y tax rate _ , '
Missouri  Net Income - “T% No - %* - - Yes - 2% tax on portion o.m.

o (excise) dividends representing in-

‘m come from intangible property
‘Montana Shares Tax - Yes - on "moneyed * - - Yes - like s &ls
’ on 30% of true capital'" same rate : o

value -~ General " as banks

property tax rate .

Shares Tax No - * - - No



at Dec,31)

income tax of 6% (capital
stock tax is based on li-
ability of Association on
shares of stock outstanding

MUTUAL | TYPE OF
. . SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT CREDIT
TYPE OF S &L:s TYPE OF BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION
m..H>.H..H - BANK TAX TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANK TAX " TAXED? TAX
Nevada Shares Tax ~ No - * . - No
Maximum per-
missable is $5
per $100
"New Shares Tax on Yes - like state banks Yes -~ like state banks #
F' mpshire on National banks
. at 1% of par value
Excise tax on State
banks, 1% on interest
dividends & divided
profits exceeding $10, 000
New Jersey Shaves Tax - 3/4% No - Exempt No
of true value of stock
New Mexico Shares Tax - Yes - Stock s&ls - % - No
. general property on amount paid in to ;
“tax rate . outstanding shares of
. stock less loans on shares
At no - mutuals
New York Net Income Yes - Not less than$10 Yes - can deduct interest’ #
4 1/2% (excise) and not less than 2% of paid to depositors., Same
: interest or dividends minimum as s&ls .
credited to depositors
North Net Income - Yes - Capital stock tax % . - -
Carolina 4 1/2% (excise) of 6¢ per $100 & net



TYPE OF

Tennessee

General property
tax rate

income

$100 of capital is consid-

ered a share)

MUTUAL
: SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT CREDIT
TYPE OF S &Ls TYPE OF BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION

STATE - - BANK TAX - TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANK TAX TAXED? - TAX
North Net Income -~ 4% Yes - Net income (gross #* _ - No
Dakota with a $50 minimum less expenses, dividends,

(excise) taxes &losses) 4% with a

$50 minimum

Ohio Shares tax ~ 2 # - # - i
¢ mills plus 3 more
mills in '58,'59, '60
Oklahoma Net Income - 4% Yes -~ corporate tax = - Yes - like banks

(excise) _ .
Oregon ,Zmﬁ Income - 9% Yes - Net Income 9% Yes ~ Net Income 9% Yes - Net Income 9%

(excise) . _
Pennsyl- Shares Tax - Yes - 8% on surplus, Yes - 8% same as s &ls No
vania 8 mills undivided profits reserves
Rhode - "~ $.13to $.17 Yes - $.10 to $.14 per Yes -$.13to $.17 per Yes - $.05 to $.07 per $100
Island per $100 of $100 of '"deposits" $100 of deposits of "deposits'" with $100Q 000

. deposits . exemption .

£
South Net Income Yes - Net Income 8% * - - No, for '"employee c.us .''
Carolina 4 1/2% (except during first
’ 3 years)
,mﬁ.uc.ﬁu Net Income - Yes - like banks % Yes - like banks Yes - like banks
Dakota 4 1/2% (excise) , : . .

Minimum $24

Shares Tax - Yes - .wﬂ. of gross *Yes - Shares Tax (each. Yes - taxed like mwismm

banks



{
<.
West

Virginia

Wiscoeonsin

10 mills

Shares Tax -
True value general
property tax rate

Income Tax -~ trate
2% on first $1000

up to 7% on excess .

over $6000

iw.mrmmmﬂ.OD. #No information received  #

Yes -~ license tax based
upon amount of money
loaned

Yes - Exempt until
1962 now taxed on
income like banks

*
1

Yes - HNWBH&U until 1962
now taxed on income like

banks

i

. MUTUAL . TYPE OF
: SAVINGS TYPE OF CREDIT  CREDIT
TYPE OF S &Ls TYPE OF - BANKS SAVINGS UNIONS UNION
STATE BANK TAX TAXED? S&L TAX TAXED? BANKAX TAXED? TAX
Texas Shares Tax - # | - A - No
General property
tax rate
Utah Net Income Yes - like banks, but & - Exempt
4% (state banks- have exemption of 6%
. that or 1/20 of of withdrawal shares,
N 1% of tangible
property, which-
ever is greater)(Excise)
Vermont mmcome Tax 5% with Yes - like banks Yes - like banks No
$25 minimum
(franchise)
Virginia Shares Tax - Yes - $50 license fee * - Federals exempt -

State ~ $5 to $20 & 30¢ .
per $1000 of paid-in capital
over $100, 000

#

Exempt

Exempt for ""Common
bond" c.u,. s,

-






