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SUMMARY The Granholm administration’s 2007 tax plan has several positive features, which 
we summarize in Table 1. However, the Governor’s plan misses the mark with its 
assets tax and its “excise tax on services.” These taxes are poorly designed, taxing 
business input purchases and investments in the state. If the Governor’s tax plan 
were to be adopted, Michigan would again have a tax system that is not in step with 
the rest of the country. For example, a typical Michigan business would pay six dif-
ferent business taxes, while businesses in competing states like Ohio would pay 
only two. Many of the negative features of the Governor’s plan could be remedied if 
the “excise tax” on business-to-business service purchases and the asset tax were 
eliminated from her plan.

TABLE 1. Evaluation of Governor Granholm’s Tax Plan

Positive Features Negative Features
* Relies primarily on taxes with low rates on broad tax bases to 

raise revenue.
* Taxation of business-to-business sales creates economic dis-

tortions and raises the cost of doing business.

* Provides personal property tax (PPT) relief for commercial 
and industrial property.

* Advertised as a “tax on business” but individuals bear the 
burden of this tax because individuals pay all taxes.

* Provides tax relief for small businesses. * Taxes professional business services at a high tax rate.

* Offers overdue tax relief on new car purchases. * “Asset Tax” deters new investment in the state.

* Could provide tax advantages to businesses headquartered in 
Michigan.

* Constitutional problems due to HQ exemptions, apportion-
ment if no Michigan sales; and treatment of “excise tax” as 
distinct from a sales tax.

* Unclear how services will be taxed when only one party in 
the transaction of a service is in Michigan.

* PPT relief not extended to utilities.

* Taxes businesses with more unique taxes than other states.

Source: Anderson Economic Group, LLC
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INTRODUCTION On August 9, 2006 the Michigan House and Senate approved the initiated petition 
that repealed the Single Business Tax (SBT). This action by the Legislature was the 
culmination of an eight month effort initiated by Oakland County Executive Brooks 
Patterson to force the repeal of the SBT earlier than its planned expiration. Many 
citizens signed the initiated law—291,741 signatures were certified through the 
Michigan Secretary of State’s office—affirming the need for “a tax that is less bur-
densome and less costly to employers, more equitable, and more conducive to job 
creation and investment.”1 The SBT is repealed after December 31, 2007.

The SBT generates almost $2 billion annually in state revenue. Since its repeal, the 
debate has shifted from whether it should be repealed to how much tax revenue 
should be replaced and what form the replacement tax should take. Recent studies 
have pointed out that Michigan’s taxes on business are at best average, with certain 
business taxes well above average, and that the current system of business taxation 
is poorly designed.2

Several replacement taxes have been introduced as bills in the state legislature. 
These include the Senate Republicans’ “Business and Economic Stimulus Tax” 
(BEST) plan, the Michigan Chamber of Commerce’s plan, and Governor Jennifer 
Granholm’s “Tax Restructuring Plan.”  This document contains our preliminary 
analysis of Governor Granholm’s tax plan.We reviewed the Governor’s original 
Michigan Business Tax (MBT) proposal released in November of 2006, her “Tax 
Restructuring Proposal” that was part of her Fiscal Year 2008 Executive Budget, 
and the bills released in the Michigan House and Senate in early March. 

GOVERNOR’S 2007 
TAX PLAN

Democratic legislators introduced Governor Granholm’s tax plan in bill form on 
March 1, 2007. The main components of her plan include a Michigan Business Tax 
(MBT) levied on most business activity, an “excise tax” on most services, personal 
property tax relief, an increase in some existing taxes, and tax relief for new car pur-
chases that involve a trade-in. We discuss these components in more detail below, 
and reference the House Bill numbers, although identical Senate Bills exist.

1. Michigan Business Tax (HB 4367)

The MBT would replace all of the $1.9 billion generated by the main tax on busi-
ness activity, the Single Business Tax. The main components of the MBT include:

1. A tax on gross receipts at 0.125%
Gross receipts are the total receipts of a business for sales of goods or services dur-
ing the tax year. Taxable gross receipts would be apportioned to Michigan based on 
the business’s sales in Michigan.

1. Language taken from initiated law, Public Act 325 of 2006.
2. See Patrick L. Anderson and Caroline M. Sallee, Benchmarking for Success: A Comparison of 

State Business Taxes (2006), available at: www.AndersonEconomicGroup.com. See also Cur-
tis S. Dubay and Scott A. Hodge, State Business Tax Climate, Tax Foundation (2006).
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2. A tax on assets at 0.125%
Assets are defined as: cash, trade notes, accounts receivables, mortgage, real estate 
loans, buildings, depletable assets, land, intangible assets, “other investments” and 
“other assets.” Assets would be apportioned to Michigan based on sales.

3. A tax on business income at 1.875%
Business income is the profit a business receives from its business activity. The busi-
ness income tax base would be apportioned based on the business’s Michigan sales.

4. Tax Relief for Small Businesses
Under Granholm’s proposal, small businesses with annual gross receipts under 
$350,000 would not have to pay the MBT. The MBT also phases in tax liability for 
small businesses with gross receipts between $350,000 and $700,000.

5. Retention of Credits for Certain Activities
The MBT retains the current MEGA compensation credit, which provides a credit 
equal to up to 100% of compensation for created or retained jobs for up to 20 years. 
The MBT also creates a new MEGA credit for established Michigan business to help 
fund R&D. It also honors commitments made before the end of 2007 for the brown-
field and historic preservation tax credits. Business activity occurring in Renaissance 
Zones will continue to receive tax exemptions.

6. Increased Taxes for Insurers
Insurers would have to pay a tax of 1.25% on their gross receipts, and current credits 
would be eliminated. This will most likely result in a tax increase for insurers.

2. “Excise Tax on Certain Services” (HB 4368)

In HB 4368, Governor Granholm proposes an “excise tax on certain services” at 2% 
that would take effect June 1, 2007. While labeled an “excise tax” this tax has cer-
tain features of a gross receipts tax, but generally functions like a sales tax. HB 
4368 includes an extensive list of what services would be taxed, but also states that 
the services listed in the bill are “illustrative” and not exclusive. Examples of ser-
vices to be taxed include:
1. Finance, Insurance and Real Estate

(insurance services, investment counseling, real estate sales and management fees)

2. Personal Services
(hair cuts, pet grooming, health clubs, dry cleaning, shoe repair, tax return prep)

3. Business Services
(advertising, janitorial, marketing, lobbying, consulting, telemarketing, secretarial)

4. Amusements
(park admissions, bowling alleys, video games, professional sports events, fairs)

5. Professional Services
(accounting, architecture, legal, engineering, land surveying, veterinary services)

6. Repair and Fabrication
(labor charges on repairs to tangible property, installation charges)
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Exempt Services. Services that would be exempt from the tax include health care 
services (physicians, dentists, hospitals, nursing care facilities, community care 
facilities), social assistance services, educational services, telecommunications, air 
transportation, admissions to museums, historical sites, parks, and zoos, gambling 
industry services, publishing and broadcasting, internet service providers, rail and 
truck transport, computer systems design (includes writing and testing software), 
and scientific research and development. The House and Senate bills include some 
exemptions for financial institutions.

Exempt Purchasers. In addition, certain purchasers would be exempt from this tax. 
These include farmers (when purchases are for farming operations), manufacturers 
(for direct use in manufacturing), governmental entities, nonprofit organizations, 
extractors (for direct use in extractive operation), and regularly organized churches 
or houses of worship.

Additional Relevant Provisions of the Tax. The “excise tax on services” would be 
levied on firms performing or delivering a service in which the service is purchased 
in Michigan. When charging the tax for the service, the taxpayer must show the tax 
separately on any invoice or similar document given to the purchaser.3

3. Personal Property Tax Relief (HB 4369 - HB 4372)

The Governor’s plan exempts “qualified personal property” from the 18 mills lev-
ied for school-operating purposes and the 6 mill state education tax. “Qualified per-
sonal property” includes commercial and industrial property, as defined under the 
General Property Tax Act, but does not include utilities and other taxpayers.

4. Increases Existing Taxes (HB 4377, HB 4389, SB 339) 

The Governor’s tax plan re-instates taxes on estates worth over $2 million (HB 
4377), raises taxes on cigarettes and tobacco (HB 4389), and increases the liquor 
markup from a maximum of 65% to a maximum of 75% (SB 339). The Governor’s 
plan would raise taxes on cigarettes by 0.25 mills per cigarette and increase taxes by 
64% of the wholesale price for cigars, non-cigarette smoking tobacco, and smoke-
less tobacco. The increase in taxation of tobacco would take effect June 1, 2007.

5. Tax Relief on New Car Purchases (HB 4373)

The Governor’s tax proposal would allow a trade-in credit when calculating the sale 
price for the sales tax on a new vehicle purchase. A buyer of a new vehicle that is 
trading in a used vehicle would pay sales tax on the difference in the value of the 
two cars.

3. See Sec. 5(1) and Sec. 21(2) of HB 4368.
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DISCUSSION OF 
GOVERNOR’S 2007 
TAX PLAN

Positive Features of the Governor’s Proposal

The Governor’s 2007 “Tax Restructuring Plan” has several good features. It pro-
vides personal property tax (PPT) relief for commercial and industrial taxpayers, 
although it does not provide similar relief for utilities. PPT relief is important to 
major employers in the state, particularly manufacturers, that have large amounts of 
personal property. PPT relief will make Michigan more competitive regionally as 
several nearby states—Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Illinois—do not levy personal 
property taxes.

Other positive features of the Governor’s tax plan include the MBT’s form, the 
MBT’s taxation of small business, and allowance for trade-in vehicles when com-
puting sales tax. The MBT’s combination of gross receipts and business income 
taxes, levied on broad tax bases at low rates, minimize economic distortions. The 
Governor’s plan phases in taxation of small businesses with gross receipts between 
$350,000 and $700,000, and businesses with gross receipts of less than $350,000 
are not subject to taxation. The credit for a trade-in vehicle when calculating the 
sale price of a new vehicle is needed for equity, and provides tax relief for purchas-
ers of new cars.4

While Governor Granholm’s tax plan has some good features, the bad outweighs 
the good. This is primarily due to: the taxation of assets, the taxation of business-to-
business transactions, the high tax rate imposed on professional business services, 
and a reduction in transparency in the tax system.

Problem 1: “Asset Tax” Deters New Investment in the State

Governor Granholm’s MBT includes a new tax on assets. Taxable assets, as men-
tioned previously in “Governor’s 2007 Tax Plan” on page 2, include cash, accounts 
receivable, land, buildings, and “other investments.” This tax has several problems.

First, it repeats one of the problems that Michigan has with the SBT: it is unique. 
Businesses would have to learn a new tax that is not levied in other states, resulting 
in significant compliance costs for businesses. Compliance costs are not limited to 
only businesses. The government would need to set rules and define precisely what 
assets are subject to taxation, and how the tax should be processed. For example, it 
is unclear what exactly “other assets” and “other investments” the Granholm 
administration means when identifying these as taxable assets.

Second, again similar to the SBT, an assets tax discourages investment in Michigan. 
It sends a message to new and existing businesses that they do not want to hold 
property or other assets in the state because it will be taxed multiple times. Some of 
the businesses that will be hurt by this tax include companies with high fixed assets, 
cash on their balance sheets, or accounts receivable.

4. Currently, a purchased car is taxed on the entire sale price, while a leased car is taxed only on 
the portion of the “tangible personal property” actually used.
Review of Governor Granholm’s Tax Restructuring Proposal 5

(c) 2007 Anderson Economic Group LLC



Problem 2: Taxation of Business to Business Transactions 

A significant problem with the Governor’s tax plan is that two of the taxes—the 
gross receipts and “excise tax on services”—tax business-to-business sales. Rather 
than applying a tax at the final sale to the consumer, like a retail sales tax, these two 
taxes apply a tax on a good or service at each stage of the production process, 
resulting in the pyramiding of the tax. 

For example, the “excise tax on services” would affect a golf course owner. If a 
Michigan golf course owner hires a lawn-care service to maintain the golf course, 
under the proposed “excise tax on services” the lawn-care company would need to 
collect 2% of the sale price of the service from the golf course owner and remit it to 
the state government. The golf course owner would then charge the 2% “excise tax” 
when he or she sells use of the course to a golfer. Both the input (lawn-care) and the 
output (greens fee) would be taxed under this proposal. This is a problem because 
the taxation of business-to-business transactions creates certain economic distor-
tions, which we list below.
• These taxes encourage businesses to vertically integrate to avoid taxable 

transactions. Thus, these taxes favor large companies that complete the entire 
production process in-house over small to medium sized firms that are part of an 
independent production process.5

• These taxes are levied on business inputs, increasing the cost of doing business and 
placing the state’s producers at a competitive disadvantage in markets outside the 
state.

• These taxes put upward pressure on the final price of consumer goods. Businesses 
will bear some of the tax burden, but if a business is able to pass along some of the 
tax burden to consumers, in the form of higher prices, it will do so.

Problem 3: High Tax Rate on Professional Business Services

Michigan would have one of the highest tax rates in the country on professional ser-
vices if the “excise tax on services” were adopted. While many states tax some ser-
vices, such as greens fees or haircuts, most states do not tax professional services 
that are purchased by other businesses. According to the Granholm administration’s 
own analysis, only six states tax services such as accounting, architecture, legal, 
engineering, and veterinary,6 while the CCH reports that only four states—Connect-
icut, Hawaii, New Mexico, and South Dakota—generally tax professional ser-
vices.7  Even Hawaii, which taxes almost all services at 4%, taxes intermediary (i.e. 
business-to-business) sales of services at 0.5%. The Governor’s “excise tax on ser-

5. For more information on the effects of pyramiding taxes see Robert Cline, John Mikesell, 
Tom Neubig, and Andrew Phillips, Sales Taxation of Business Inputs, Council on State Taxa-
tion (January 2005); and John Mikesell, Gross Receipts Taxes in State Government Finances: 
A Review of Their History and Performance, Tax Foundation (January 2007).

6. See Department of Treasury, “Taxation of Services under the Two-Penny Plan,” released Feb-
ruary 2007.
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vices” will make Michigan’s professional services uncompetitive, especially in 
industries with low profit margins.

Problem 4: Reduces Transparency in the Tax System

The Granholm Administration estimates that the “excise tax on services” would 
raise $1.47 billion in FY 2008, and that “most of the revenue would come from ser-
vices consumed primarily by businesses, limiting the impact on individuals.”8 
When taxes are imposed during the production chain, as they are in the proposed 
“excise tax” that taxes business-to-business sales, firms incorporate these costs and, 
to the extent they can, pass them on to consumers at a later stage. The idea that if 
“businesses” pay taxes, then individuals escape the burden, is incorrect. Ultimately 
it is people who pay taxes—consumers, workers, and investors—that work for or 
interact with businesses.9 Business taxes simply make the tax burden that individu-
als ultimately must bear less transparent.

Problem 5: Tax Raises Administration & Constitutional Questions

Treatment of Services. Section 5 (1) states that the “excise tax on services” will be 
levied and collected from businesses performing a service in which the purchaser is 
in Michigan. While this section makes it clear that services performed and received 
in Michigan are subject to the “excise tax,” it is unclear how services either per-
formed out-of-state and purchased by someone in Michigan, or services performed 
in Michigan and purchased by someone out-of-state, will be treated. The sourcing 
language in the bill does not clarify these issues.

Constitutional Issues. The Governor has proposed her “excise tax on services” as a 
distinct tax, rather than as an extension of the General Sales Tax (Act 167 of 1933). 
Since the tax is on services, and not tangible personal property, it appears that the 
“excise tax on services” would not be subject to the 6% limit in the Michigan Con-
stitution.10 Additionally, if the “excise tax on services” is considered a sales tax, 
then it would violate some provisions of the streamlined sales and use tax agree-
ment, which Michigan has signed and implemented. For example, the addition of a 
separate rate for services violates the provisions in this agreement.11

7. According to the CCH 2006 State Tax Handbook, these states levy several taxes on business. 
All levy a corporate organization fee. Connecticut has a corporate business tax, a personal 
income tax, and select excise taxes. Hawaii levies  a general income tax, and a general excise 
(gross income) tax. New Mexico has a franchise tax, an income tax, and a gross receipts tax. 
South Dakota has many severance and specific excise taxes.

8. See page B-3 of the Governor’s “Tax Restructuring Proposal” in FY 2008 Executive Budget.
9. For a discussion of some of these issues see Michael L. Marlow, A Primer on the Corporate 

Income Tax: Incidence, Efficiency and Equity Issues, Tax Foundation (Nov. 2001).
10. Article 8 of the Michigan Constitution limits the sales tax on gross taxable sales of tangible 

personal property to 4% and 2%.
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A second constitutional issue pertains to the “headquarters credit” that appears in 
Section 38 of the MBT bill. A taxpayer that maintains a “headquarters facility” in 
Michigan would be allowed to claim a credit against the MBT. A tax law that 
clearly discriminates against out-of-state firms is likely to be found unconstitu-
tional, under the U.S. Constitution’s Commerce Clause. Thus, Michigan businesses 
should not rely upon this or other tax provisions that treat in-state firms differently 
than out-of-state firms with similar business activity.

COMPARISON OF 
GOVERNOR’S PLAN 
WITH OTHER TAX 
PLANS

The three replacement taxes that have been introduced as bills in the Michigan Leg-
islature have certain similar features. All three plans tax businesses with a combina-
tion of gross receipts and business income taxes. These taxes are levied at low rates 
on broad tax bases. All plans also offer some personal property tax relief. See 
Table 2 below.

A major difference between these plans is the asset tax and “excise tax on services” 
in the Governor’s plan and the absence of these taxes in the other two plans. The 
result is that the other two plans offer a tax cut between approximately $400 and 
$500 million, while the Governor’s plan will likely increase taxes on businesses.12

11. See CCH, “State Delegates Approve Historic Sales and Use Agreement; Major Impact 
Anticipated,” (Jan. 2003).

12. The estimates of tax increases or decreases for each of the plans compared to the SBT are 
based on information from the supporters of the plans. They are not AEG estimates.

TABLE 2. Comparison of Key Elements of Major Tax Plans

Tax
Granholm Tax Plan

(HB 4367-4377, HB 4389)
Michigan Chamber

(SB 151)
Senate BEST Plana

(SB 94-96)
 “Excise Tax on Services” 2% 0% 0%

Gross Receipts 0.125% 0.48%-general
0.24%- retailers/wholesalers

 No rate listed in bill

Business Income 1.875% 3.05% 1.97%

Asset Tax 0.125% 0% 0%

Personal Property Tax Relief Commercial & industrial prop-
erty exempt from 24 mills

50% refundable tax credit
for all job providers

New industrial property will
not be taxed; 10% credit for

property acquired last 5 years

Treatment of Small Business No MBT for businesses w/ GR
under $350K; phases in taxes
for bus. w/ GR $350K-$700K

Tax of $150 for businesses
w/ GR under $350K & 1

employee

No business income tax if
GR less than $350K;  $100

tax for GR $100K-$350K

Impact on Business Probable Tax Increase $500 M Tax Cut $390 M Tax Cut

Sources: House Bills 4367-4377, 4389; Senate Bills 94-96,151.

a. According to articles in MIRS on February 8, 2007 and March 1, 2007, the Senate Republicans intend to modify the BEST 
Plan so that the gross receipts tax rate will be less than 0.7%, the business income tax rate will be 1.5%, personal property 
tax relief would include commercial property, and the credit would increase to 20%, and no flat $100 tax.  The Senate 
Republicans have not released bills for these proposed changes to the BEST plan.
Review of Governor Granholm’s Tax Restructuring Proposal 8

(c) 2007 Anderson Economic Group LLC



COMPARISON OF 
GOVERNOR’S PLAN 
WITH OTHER STATES

Currently, two states primarily tax businesses with gross receipts taxes: Washington 
and Ohio. Washington levies the Business & Occupations (B&O) Tax, while Ohio 
recently adopted its own gross receipts tax, the Commercial Activities Tax (CAT). 
In Table 3 on page 9, we present a comparison of the tax structures of these two 
states and compare it with the tax structure Michigan would have if the Michigan 
Legislature adopted the Granholm tax plan.

The first notable difference between the tax structures in these states is that Michi-
gan would have several more taxes for businesses than the other two states. In addi-
tion to a gross receipts tax, Michigan businesses would need to calculate and file 
two more taxes on business income and assets, as well as filing personal property 
taxes. Ohio is phasing out its taxes on personal property while Washington does not 
have an individual income tax. Many more businesses in Michigan would be 
affected by the “excise tax on services,” than in the other two states. Ohio and 
Washington tax far fewer services than the Granholm proposal intends to tax, and 
both states do not tax most professional business services. See Table 3 below.

TABLE 3. Comparison of Taxes on Businesses in States with Gross Receipts Taxes

Tax
Michigan

(w/ Granholm Plan) Ohio Washington
General Excise or Sales Tax on Services 2% No No

Excise or Sales Tax on Select Services Yes (e.g.utilities) Yes (e.g. amusements) Yes (e.g. personal,
construction)

Sales Tax on Tangible Property 6.0% 5.5% 6.5%

Gross Receipts 0.125% 0.26% 0.138% - 1.63%

Business Income 1.875% No No

Asset Tax 0.125% No No

Personal Property Yes No Yes

Individual Income (on pass-through bus. income) 3.9% 0.712% - 7.185% No

No. of Taxes on Typical Professional Service Firma 6 2 2

Sources: CCH 2006 State Tax Handbook; Granholm Proposal; AEG Research

a. These firms most likely pay sales tax on tangible personal property, although we do not count it as a business tax here.
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• Nonprofit organizations such as Michigan State University, Wayne State 
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Group.com.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS Caroline M. Sallee. Ms. Sallee is a Senior Analyst at Anderson Economic Group, 
working in the public policy, economic, and fiscal analysis practice area. Her back-
ground is in applied economics and public finance, and her recent work includes the 
benchmarking of Michigan’s business taxes with other states in a project for the 
Michigan House of Representatives, and an analysis of the technology industry in 
West Virginia.

Ms. Sallee holds a Masters degree in public policy from the Gerald R. Ford School 
of Public Policy at the University of Michigan and a Bachelor of Arts degree in eco-
nomics and history from Augustana College.

Patrick L. Anderson. Mr. Anderson founded the consulting firm of Anderson Eco-
nomic Group in 1996, and serves as a Principal and Chief Executive Officer in the 
company. In this role he has successfully directed projects for state governments, 
cities, counties, nonprofit organizations, and corporations in over half of the United 
States.

Mr. Anderson's views are often cited in news reports throughout the United States, 
and his articles have been published by The Wall Street Journal, The Detroit News, 
The Detroit Free Press, American Outlook, Business Economics, and other publica-
tions. His book Business Economics and Finance was published in 2004, and his 
paper on "Pocketbook Issues and the Presidency" was awarded the Edmund Mennis 
Award for the best contributed paper in 2004 by the National Association for Busi-
ness Economics. Mr. Anderson also contributed the chapter on business valuation 
and commercial damages to the book Litigation Economics, published in 2005.
Review of Governor Granholm’s Tax Restructuring Proposal 10

(c) 2007 Anderson Economic Group LLC



Prior to founding Anderson Economic Group, Mr. Anderson served as the Chief of 
Staff of the Michigan Department of State, and as Deputy Budget Director for the 
State of Michigan under Governor John Engler. Prior to his involvement in State 
Government, Mr. Anderson served as an officer in Alexander Hamilton Life Insur-
ance, an economist for Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit, and a graduate fel-
low with the Central Intelligence Agency in Washington DC.

Mr. Anderson is a graduate of the University of Michigan, where he earned a Mas-
ter’s degree in public policy and a Bachelor’s degree in political science. He is a 
member of the National Association for Business Economics and the National 
Association of Forensic Economists. The Michigan Chamber of Commerce 
awarded Mr. Anderson its 2006 Leadership Michigan Distinguished Alumni award 
for his civic and professional accomplishments.

COPYRIGHT NOTICE & 
DISCLAIMERS

Copyright (c) 2007 by Anderson Economic Group, LLC. All rights reserved, except 
permission to reproduce in its entirety, including this notice, for news media and 
research purposes. Resale without permission, and use in derivative works, is 
expressly prohibited. “Fair use” excerpts may be included in news or research 
reports provided a complete citation is given to the author, title, and publisher. 
Review of Governor Granholm’s Tax Restructuring Proposal 11

(c) 2007 Anderson Economic Group LLC


	Review of Governor Granholm’s 2007 Tax Restructuring Plan
	SUmmary
	Introduction
	Governor’s 2007 Tax Plan
	Exempt Services
	Exempt Purchasers
	Additional Relevant Provisions of the Tax

	Discussion of Governor’s 2007 Tax Plan
	Treatment of Services
	Constitutional Issues

	Comparison of Governor’s Plan with other Tax Plans
	Comparison of Governor’s plan with Other States
	About Anderson Economic Group
	About the Authors
	Caroline M. Sallee
	Patrick L. Anderson

	Copyright Notice & Disclaimers



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


