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Funding Virginia Services:
A Decade of Contention

The  issue  of  taxation  and  the  level  of
investment in public services consti
tutes  one  of  the  great  divides  in

American  politics.  It  touches  fundamental
values and is of profound significance to the
future  of  American  society.  Overcoming
strong opposition, Gov. Mark R. Warner and
the Virginia General Assembly may properly
take credit for the enactment of measures dur
ing the 2004 legislative session that will begin
to reinvigorate the funding of public services
in the Commonwealth.

The adoption of a comprehensive rev
enue  measure  (House  Bill  5018)  and  an
enriched budget during the 2004 session of
the  General  Assembly  followed  an  almost
incessant series of legislative, gubernatorial,
and  privately  sponsored  studies  extending
over more than a decade that examined facets
of Virginia's tax structure and service needs.

Perhaps the broadest of those studies
was  the  analysis  undertaken  by  the
Commission  on  Virginia's  State  and  Local
Tax Structure for  the 21st  Century.  Headed
by  Thomas  R.  Morris,  president  of  Emory
and Henry College, and popularly known as
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the Morris Commission, that body examined
a wide array of revenue issues and service
needs  confronting  both  the  state  and  its
localities.

The commission, which was comprised
solely  of  private-sector  individuals  with  the
intent of freeing that body from political con
straints in its analysis of the issues, submitted
its report to the Governor and 2001 session of
General Assembly. Many of the fundamental
concerns  addressed  in  the  Morris
Commission report were the subject of leg
islative discussion in the ensuing years, and
some are reflected in the revenue and budget
ary enactments of the 2004 session of the leg
islature.  This  newsletter  reviews  the
recommendations of the Morris Commission
in relation to the ensuing legislative dialogue
and to the comprehensive revenue bill  and
related measures adopted by the past session
of the General Assembly.

The  Morris  Commission's
Recommendations

As  its  official  name  indicates,  the
Morris  Commission  undertook  a  broad
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examination of  the fiscal  condition of  both the
state and its local governments and the future
prospects of those governments based upon the
changing  demographic,  social,  and  economic
conditions which they confronted.

In  terms  of  the  status  of  Virginia's  local
governments, the commission cited contempo
rary data that revealed the growing social  and
economic concerns of  many Virginia  localities,
the restricted and generally stagnating nature of
the fiscal resource base available to those juris
dictions,  the  state's  declining  contribution  to
localities for  the funding of  health and welfare
services, and the commonwealth's comparatively
modest support of the local school divisions.!

With respect to the status of Virginia's state
government, the commission noted the obsoles
cence of Virginia's personal income and sales tax
structures,  the continuing erosion of  those tax
bases, the growing disparity between the state's
revenue collections and its fiscal needs, and the
comparatively modest state tax burden. Based on
those  observations,  the  commission  offered  a
series of proposals to effect major changes in
Virginia's  fiscal  arrangements.  Included  among
its recommendations were those calling for the
state to:

(1) modernize and bring increased equity
to its personal income tax structure,

(2) take steps to protect and expand its
sales and use tax,

(3) increase substantially its support for
both the operational and capital needs of
the local school divisions,

(4) assume the full operational cost for the
provision of all mandated services provided
by the local health, social services, and
correctional agencies, and

(5) dedicate a portion of its annual per
sonal income tax collections to localities.

Since  the  legislation  that  established  the
commission  directed  it  to  constrain  its  recom
mendations for the purpose of revenue-neutral
ity,  the  commission  proposed  a  phased
implementation  of  its  proposals.  It  explicitly
noted,  however,  Virginia's  low tax  burden,  the
inordinate  concerns  confronting  some  Virginia
localities, and the dependence of those localities
principally  on  a  restricted  tax  base  that  was
experiencing generally quite limited growth. The

Morris Commission asserted that the state had
the capacity to raise additional resources for the
support of public services in the commonwealth,
if  the  political  leadership  of  Virginia  opted  to
do so.

The Gubernatorial Initiative
During the years immediately following the

submission of the Morris Commission report,  a
series  of  joint  committees  of  the  General
Assembly continued to focus on the issues it had
raised. While a number of bills were introduced
by individual  members  in  response to  some of
the  Morris  Commission  recommendations,  no
comprehensive measure was enacted to address
the commonwealth's intensifying fiscal concerns.

However, as noted above, as a consequence
of gubernatorial initiative and aggressive political
leadership in the state Senate, major legislation
was  enacted  during  the  2004  session  of  the
General  Assembly  to  begin  confronting
Virginia's  fiscal  concerns.  That  legislation  was
enacted  despite  the  concerted  opposition  of  a
majority  of  Republicans in  the House of  Dele
gates and the vigorous activity of anti-tax groups.

Governor Warner approached the 2004 leg
islative session with a judgment that, on the basis
of the state's current fiscal commitments and its
existing revenue structure, the state lacked the
resources  to  meet  its  growing  obligations.
According  to  the  Governor's  calculations,  the
state's then-existing fiscal arrangements (assum
ing no expansion of services or increased rev
enue)  would  result  in  a  deficit  of  $1.2  billion
during  the  2004-06  biennium,  with  substantial
deficits  continuing  through  at  least  the  end  of
the decade.  Noting that  his  administration had
already addressed a $6-billion budgetary short
fall by eliminating more than 50 state agencies
and other entities, by removing 5,000 positions
from the bureaucracy, and by cutting the appro
priations of all agencies by an average of 20 per
cent,  the  Governor  asserted  that  the
commonwealth  now  confronted  the  choice  of
severely paring basic public services or raising
additional  revenue.  Contending  that  Virginia's
tax  policies  were  outdated,  inequitable,  and
yielded  insufficient  revenue  to  invest  appropri
ately in the commonwealth's future, he chose the
latter  option.

The  fiscal  initiative  submitted  by  the
Governor to the General Assembly for consider
ation  in  conjunction  with  the  2004-06  biennial
budget  included  a  number  of  proposals
addressing  issues  raised  by  the  Morris
Commission.
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The Governor cited three basic concerns in
advocating  the  adoption  of  his  revenue  and
budgetary measures: a need to make Virginia's
tax  system  more  equitable,  the  necessity  to
increase funding for Virginia's public school sys
tem to  meet  the  state's  constitutional  commit
ment to quality education, and an obligation to
protect the state's fiscal integrity.

Included  in  the  Governor's  initiative  were
proposals:

(1) to modernize and improve the equity of
Virginia's personal income tax,

(2) to increase the state's general sales tax,
while reducing its application to food,

(3) to participate with other states in
streamlining the sales tax to facilitate
the collection of that tax from interstate
vendors,

(4) to close loopholes in the corporate
income tax structure,

(5) to increase Virginia's cigarette tax and to
extend to all counties the authority to tax
that revenue source, and

(6) to modify the commonwealth's estate
tax by eliminating its application to work
ing farms and family-owned businesses.

In  total,  the  Governor's  revenue proposals
were estimated to raise in excess of SI billion in
new revenue over the 2004-06 biennium.2

In terms of the Governor's proposed changes
in  the  personal  income  tax,  the  modifications
called  for  increasing  personal  exemptions  and
standard  deductions,  eliminating  the  "marriage
penalty"  by  raising  the  standard  deduction  for
married couples, increasing the threshold for fil
ing tax returns (to 114,000 for couples) in order
to remove completely very low income persons
from  the  income  tax,  establishing  a  new  tax
bracket  (6.25  percent)  for  those  with  taxable
income above $100,000 per year, ending the spe
cial age-based deduction of $6,000 for those who
became 62 after Jan. 1, 2005, and subjecting the
special age-based deduction of $12,000 for those
who became 65 after that date to a means test,
whereby that deduction would be reduced $1 for
every $2 of income earned by individuals above
$50,000.3

The Governor's income tax proposals gener
ally  paralleled those of  the Morris  Commission

and were consistent with its concerns to increase
the equity of that tax instrument by reducing its
burden on  low-income Virginians  and by  shift
ing that  burden modestly  to those more finan
cially able to bear it.

With respect to the sales tax, the Governor
advocated several significant modifications, most
notably a proposal to raise the state tax by one
cent,  or  to  4.5  percent.  At  the  same time,  the
Governor planned to reduce the tax on food for
home  consumption  in  two  increments  from  its
current combined state and local level of 4 per
cent to 2.5 percent by July 1, 2005. In addition,
the Governor expressed his support, as had the
Morris  Commission,  for  Virginia's  collaboration
with other states in the adoption of a streamlined
sales tax statute designed to facilitate the collec
tion of that tax on interstate catalogue and inter
net  sales.  Again,  in  addition to  raising needed
revenue, a characteristic of these proposals was
equity in terms of (1) reducing the tax burden on
low-income families which are required to spend
an inordinate proportion of their income on food
and (2) equalizing the tax burden on businesses
physically  located in  Virginia with those selling
in the state from external locations.

In  addition  to  the  proposals  affecting  the
income and sales taxes, the Governor's initiative
called for other measures to increase the revenue
available to the state and its localities.

First,  the gubernatorial  initiative included a
proposal to increase the State's cigarette tax from
2.5 cents to 25 cents per pack, with the proceeds
of that measure being dedicated to health care.
That state tax increase would be accompanied by
an  incremental  extension  of  authority  to  all
counties over a period of several years to tax cig
arettes up to 50 cents per pack.

This proposal, consistent with a recommen
dation  of  the  Morris  Commission,  remedied
some of  the disparity  in  the taxing authority  of
Virginia's  cities  and  counties  and  concurrently
reduced the dependence of those jurisdictions on
their real estate base.

Second, the Governor proposed closing a
number of  tax loopholes that,  according to his
calculations, had contributed to the fact that 21
of the 50 largest corporate employers in the state
paid no corporate income tax in Virginia in 1999.

Third,  the  Governor  called  for  a  modifica
tion of Virginia's estate tax, such that it would be
eliminated on estates valued at less than $10 mil
lion  and  on  estates  comprised  principally  of
working farms and closely held businesses.

Fourth, the Governor proposed a continua
tion of the rollback in the personal property tax

Increase equity-
and revenue



The Virginia News Letter

Senator
Chichester's
bold measures

on automobiles, such that it would be eliminated
on 100 percent of the tax on the first $20,000 of
their value by 2008.

In sum, the Governor's initiatives in varying
ways  and  degrees  improved  the  equity  of
Virginia's tax structure and increased the revenue
available  to  the state  and its  localities  for  the
provision of public services.

The Senate's Aggressive Response
Prior  to  the  opening  of  the  General

Assembly  in  January  2004,  Senator  John
Chichester,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Finance
Committee,  publicly  announced  that  he  would
introduce a measure in the forthcoming session
designed to address the state's fiscal concerns
and to make essential investments in Virginia's
future. In that announcement, he spoke of the
need to improve the equity of the tax code, to
reduce the pressure on local governments to raise
their real estate taxes, to provide needed revenue
for transportation projects, to invest strategically
in  "priorities  that  [had]  been  neglected,"  to
preserve  the  state's  Triple  AAA bond  rating,
and  to  honor  past  commitments  (e.g.,  the
completion of repeal of the personal property tax
on  automobiles).  He  referred  to  his  planned
legislation  as  "The  Virginia  Investment  Act"
(VIA).

In his initial  public comments on the VIA,
Senator Chichester estimated that the measure
would increase state revenue by approximately
$1.2  billion  per  year  in  the  forthcoming  bien-
nium, but that "tax relief" of essentially the same
magnitude would offset  initially  the anticipated
revenue increase.

Consistent with his pre-session announce
ment,  Senator  Chichester  and  25  co-patrons
introduced the VIA (SB635) to accomplish the
stated objectives. He also introduced a compan
ion measure (SB465) that would raise state and
local taxes on cigarettes and impose for the first
time  a  state  tax  on  other  tobacco  products.
SB465 carried a provision to the effect that the
proceeds from all  state's  tobacco taxes would
henceforth be dedicated to a special fund, enti
tled  the  Virginia  Health  Care  Fund,  which
would  be used exclusively  for  the provision of
health care services to Virginia's residents.4 The
introductory version of SB465 was estimated to
generate an additional $208.5 million in revenue
for the state and $1.1 million in new local funds
in FY2005.

In terms of specific elements of the VIA, its
personal income tax provisions, paralleling those
in the Governor's proposal, called for increasing

the standard deduction and personal exemptions,
raising the filing threshold for married taxpayers,
terminating the special age-based deduction for
individuals age 62 to 64, and applying a means
test to the special age-based deduction for those
age 65 and over. The VIA varied, however, from
the Governor's initiative by proposing the estab
lishment of two new tax rates (rather than one)
for  higher  income  Virginians—a  rate  of  6.25
percent  on  income  between  $100,000  and
$150,000 and a rate of 6.5 percent on income
above $150,000.

Also,  consistent  with  the Governor's  initia
tive, the VIA proposed increasing the state's sales
tax by one cent, while concurrently reducing its
application to food, and eliminating the Virginia
tax on estates of less than $10 million in value
and  on  those  derived  from  working  farms  or
closely  held  businesses.  Moreover,  Senator
Chichester's  companion  bill  (SB465)  paralleled
the  Governor's  proposal  to  increase  state  and
local  taxation  of  cigarettes  and  other  tobacco
products  and  to  use  its  proceeds  for  health
services,  but  it  did  so  in  a  more  vigorous
manner.5

Going  beyond  the  Governor's  initiative,
however,  the  VIA proposed a  number  of  other
revenue increases, most notably those designed
to  address  the  Commonwealth's  transportation
concerns.  With  respect  to  the  transportation
provisions, the VIA include measures to increase:

(1) the titling tax on motor vehicles
from 3 percent to 4.5 percent,

(2) the annual vehicle registration fee
by $10,

(3) the tax on gasoline by 3 cents per
gallon,

(4) the tax on diesel fuel by 4.5 cents per
gallon, and

(5) the wholesale tax on gasoline and diesel
fuel by an additional 5.5 percent.

The  revenue  derived  from  all  these  new
measures  was  to  be  dedicated  to  the
Transportation  Trust  Fund  (TTF).  The  various
motor vehicle and fuel tax increases in the VIA,
as  introduced,  were  projected  to  raise  $863.8
million  in  FY2005  and  $907.9  million  in
FY2006, but as a consequence of other provi
sions  in  the  bill  that  would  transfer  funds
previously dedicated to the TTF to other uses,
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the net increase to the TTF during the 2005-06
biennium resulting from the VIA was estimated
to  be  approximately  half  that  amount  ($882.4
million).

Reconciling the Revenue Measures
On February  20 both SB635 (The Virginia

Investment  Act)  and  SB465  (the  omnibus
tobacco tax bill) passed the Senate in modified
form and were sent to the House of Delegates for
consideration.  Prior  to  its  receipt  of  the  two
Senate-passed revenue measures, the House of
Delegates had considered more than 150 bills
dealing with the some facet of taxation that had
been introduced in that body. Several  of  those
measures had proposed comprehensive revisions
of the tax code. One of the latter bills (HB1081),
which  had  been  introduced  by  Delegate  Harry
Parrish,  chairman  of  the  House  Finance
Committee, included in its provisions the basic
elements of the Governor's revenue proposals. A
fiscal  impact  statement  prepared  by  the
Department of Taxation estimated that HB1081
would generate approximately $1.05 billion dur
ing the 2004-05 biennium.6

The Republican leadership in the House of
Delegates had fervently expressed its opposition
to any general tax increase, and that opposition
was broadly supported by Republican members
of the House, many of whom had signed "no tax"
pledges prior to the preceding election. The con
tention of the House Republican leadership was
that  the  anticipated  two-year  state  revenue
growth of 11 percent, which was projected as a
consequence of  the improving economy, would
be  essentially  sufficient  to  address  the  state's
needs. As a result of that prevailing perspective,
the House Finance Committee effectively ended
consideration of HB1081 and all other major tax
reform measures that had been initiated in that
body in early  February,  and later  that  month it
killed the two Senate-passed bills. As a conse
quence of the diametrically opposed fiscal per
spectives of the two houses of the legislature, the
General  Assembly ended its regular  session in
March  without  resolution  of  the  revenue  and
budgetary issues.

The Measure Enacted
Notwithstanding  the  Republican  House

leadership's strenuous opposition to any general
tax increase, following the convening of a special
legislative session later in March to deal with the
fiscal impasse, 17 Republican delegates were per
suaded to support a measure increasing the state's
sales  tax  by  one-half  cent.  That  provision

constituted the major element in a revenue bill
passed by the House of Delegates in April and
forwarded to  the Senate,  where an effort  was
begun to reconcile that measure to the fiscal con
cerns of the upper house. Ultimately, a compro
mise measure (HB5018)  was approved by the
Senate, 31-8, and the House, 52-45, in late April
and signed by the Governor on June 3.

The new comprehensive revenue measure,
while much narrower than the Governor's initia
tive and Senator Chichester's VIA, substantially
modernized and improved the equity of the state's
personal income tax structure and raised signifi
cant  additional  revenue,  principally  through
increases in the state's sale and cigarette taxes.

In terms of revisions to the state's personal
income tax, HB5018 raised the personal exemp
tion to $900 (effective Jan. 1, 2006), increased
the standard deduction for married individuals to
$6,000 (effective Jan. 1, 2005), raised the filing
threshold  to  $7,000  for  individuals  and  to
$14,000  for  married  couples  (effective  Jan.  1,
2005), terminated the special 62-64 age deduc
tion for those reaching 62 after Jan. 1, 2004, and
subjected the special 65-and-over age deduction
for  those reaching age 65 after  that  date  to  a
means test.

The bill also allowed low income tax payers
(effective  tax  year  2006)  to  opt  to  receive  an
income tax credit  based on the federal  earned
income  tax  credit  program,  rather  than  that
presently available under Virginia law. In terms
of the sales tax, the bill increased the State tax by
one-half cent to 4 percent, provided for a phased
reduction in its application to food to 1.5 percent
as  of  July  1,  2007,  and  eliminated  selected
sales  tax  exemptions for  certain  public  service
corporations.

With respect to other elements in the com
promise measure, the bill raised the state's ciga
rette tax in two increments to $0.30 per pack as
of July 1, 2005, applied a 10 percent tax to other
tobacco  products  at  the  wholesale  level,  and
increased the State's recordation tax from $0.15
to  $0.25 per  $100.  Estimates  indicate  that  the
state's  revenue  yield  from  HB5018  would  be
approximately $1.4 billion in the 2004-06 bien
nium.  Further,  that  increase  in  state  revenue
would  be  augmented  by  additional  millions  in
the years ahead as a consequence of the cap
imposed by another legislative measure limiting
the state's future payments to localities for car tax
relief under the Personal Property Tax Relief Act
(PPTRA)  to  no  more  than  $950  million  per
year.7 Thus, the aggregate of an improving econ
omy, the enactment of HB5018, and the cap on

Republicans
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state outlays under the PPTRA may be expected
to provide a substantial boost in the funding of
public services in the state in the years ahead.

Concluding Comment
In regard to the impact of HB5018 on the

Commonwealth's  fiscal  status,  it  should  be
observed  that  on  virtually  any  dimension  of
analysis  Virginia  will  remain  a  low-tax  state.
According to data published by the Federation
of  Tax  Administrators,  total  tax  collections  by
Virginia's  state  government  in  FY2003  consti
tuted an amount equivalent to 5.4 percent of the
state's personal income, with only eight states
making  a  lower  fiscal  exertion  based  on  that
measure. The tax exertion figure for Virginia was
lower than that in any adjoining state.8

Assuming,  as  has  been  projected,  that
Virginia's recently enacted comprehensive rev
enue  bill  will  generate  initially  approximately
$700 million annually in additional tax revenue,
the  inclusion  of  those  additional  funds  in  the
state's  tax  collections  for  FY2003 would  have
increased  the  state's  total  to  $13,669  million,
with that revised tax figure constituting 5.7 per
cent of the state's personal income. Such a revi
sion  would  have  resulted  in  Virginia's  ranking
37th in the nation in FY2003 in terms of  total
state tax revenue in relation to personal income.

It is also relevant to note that HB5018 gen
erated the predominant portion of its new state
revenue from two tax sources, the general sales
and cigarette  taxes,  both of  which will  remain
only modestly  taxed in the Commonwealth.  In
terms of the sales tax, as of January 2004 only
Alaska,  Delaware,  Montana,  New  Hampshire,
and Oregon (which have no state sales taxes) and
Colorado (with a tax of only 2.9 percent) levied
a  state  tax  on  that  revenue  source  less  than
Virginia  (3.5  percent).  Moreover,  when  state
and local sales taxes are considered jointly, as of
Jan. 1, 2004, no state having a state sales tax
imposed  a  combined  rate  less  than  that  in
Virginia  (4.5  percent).9  The  increase  in
Virginia's state sales tax to 4.0 percent, as pre
scribed by the new legislation,  will  result  in  a
combined state and local  tax in  the common
wealth of 5.0 percent, a rate still lower than the
combined rate in all states utilizing a state sales
tax other than Hawaii (4.0 percent).

With respect to cigarette taxes, as of Jan. 1,
2004, Virginia had the lowest tax on cigarettes of
any  state  (2.5  cents/pack).10  As of  that  date,
cigarette taxes in other states extended from a
low  of  3  cents/pack  in  Kentucky  to  a  high  of
$2.05/pack in New Jersey, with the median state
tax being 60 cents/pack. Assuming Virginia's tax

on cigarettes to be 30 cents/pack, as will be the
case in July 2005, the state's tax on that revenue
source would remain less than that in 40 other
states.  Thus,  it  is  difficult  to  contend  that  the
revenue measure enacted by the last session of
the General Assembly transformed Virginia into
a "high tax" state.

The fiscal measures enacted during the last
session of the General Assembly, while consider
ably narrower that those proposed initially by the
Governor and Senator Chichester, will result in a
modernized and more equitable personal income
tax structure and a significant addition in state
revenue. As a consequence of additional funds,
the state has committed itself to a marked expan
sion in the commonwealth's financial support of
the local school divisions, an increase estimated
by  the  Governor's  office  to  be  approximately
$1.4 billion for the 2004-06 biennium.

With those fiscal achievements in mind, the
members of the Morris Commission might note
with some satisfaction that their  advocacy of  a
modernized state's  personal  income tax and a
substantial increase in the state's support of the
local school divisions has become a reality. More
significantly,  recognizing  the  many  years  that
have been devoted to seeking an enhancement of
Virginia's  revenue  stream  and  the  formidable
political  opposition  to  such  action,  they  would
acknowledge  that  Governor  Warner,  Senator
Chichester, and the other proponents of the fis
cal measures enacted during the 2004 legislative
session  merit  recognition  for  their  notable
achievement.
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Notes

1 In terms of State support for the local school divi
sions, the Morris Commission noted that U.S. Bureau
of the Census data for 1996-97, the latest then
available, indicated that the State government in
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Virginia provided 40.5% of public school revenue in the
Commonwealth (including the 1 % sales tax remitted by
the State to the local school divisions), while the compa
rable figure for all states was 48.8%. [Morris Commission
Report, p.14; citing U.S. Bureau of the Census, Public
Education Finances: 1997 (May 2000),Table 5.]

2  A  legislative  staff  report  estimated  that  the
Governor's tax initiative would generate approximately
$1.2 billion in additional  revenue during the 2004-06
biennium.

3 The reduction in this benefit for couples age 65 and
over filing jointly would begin at $75,000. Thus, under
this proposal a couple becoming age 65 after January 1,
2005, would lose their entire joint $24,000 deduction
when their income reached $125,000.

4 The proceeds of all tobacco taxes would be used to
offset Medicaid cost and other health-related needs.

5  The  Governor's  proposal  called  for  an  immediate
increase in the State tax on cigarettes to 25 cent per
pack (20 cigarettes), while the VIA sought a two-step
increase to 35 cents per pack. The Governor's initiative
authorized  counties  to  levy  a  cigarette  tax  up  to  50
cents per pack as of July 1, 2006, while the VIA would

have gradually  extended the authority  of  counties to
tax cigarettes up to 55 cents per pack by July 1, 2009.

6  A second  comprehensive  tax  measure  introduced
before the House of Delegates was HB108, patroned
by  Delegate  Allen  Louderback.  The  fiscal  impact
statement prepared by the Department of Taxation on
that measure indicated that HB108 would yield a net
increase in State revenue of $704.7 million during the
2004-06  biennium.

7 SB5005 limits state payments to localities under the
terms of the PPTRA to $950 million per year begin
ning in 2006.

8 On the basis of their total tax collections in relation
to personal income in 2003, West Virginia was ranked
3rd  highest  in  the  nation;  North  Carolina,  16th;
Maryland, 39th; and Tennessee, 40th.

9  Federation  of  Tax  Administrators,  "Comparison  of
State  and Local  Retail  Sales  Taxes:  January  2004."
(Online:  www.taxadmin.org/fta/rate/sl_sales.html

10  Federation  of  Tax  Administrators,  "State  Excise
Taxes  on  Cigarettes  (January  1,  2004)."  (Online:
http://www.taxadmin.org/fta/rate/cigarett.html)
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