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A.B249: Sales Tax Exemption con Certain Materials and
Services Used for Producticn,

I conferred by phone yesterday with Don Robinscn and Craig
Beazer of Orrick, Saul Finkelstein of Paul, Weiss, and
Robert Grew of Carter, Ledyard about A.8249, which would
exempt from the MAC-dedicated sales tax retail sales of
certain parts, etc. used in prcduction or in the provision
0of certain telecommunications services. All agreed that
there was no reason to take a positicn different from the
one we were prepared to take last year on similar
legislation.

Following these conversations and after conferring with
Quentin Spector, I phoned John Piddeck to inform him that
MAC did not object to the bill (Mr. Piddock, Senior
Financial Analyst with the Assembly Ways & Means Committee,
had called asking for MAC's position). In speaking to Mr,
Piddock, I added the caution that a MAC bondholder could
take a different view of the matter.

cc: Craig Beazer, Esqg.
James M. Dubin, Esqg.
Saul H. Finkelstein, Esq.
Robert R. Grew, Esq.
John J. Keohane, Esg.
Donald J. Robinson, Esg.
Mr. Pasquale V. Santiwvasci



Date:

To:

From:

MEMORANDUM

June 29, 1995 MUNICIPAL
. . ASSISTANCE

Distributees Listed Below CORPORATION
FOR THE CITY

Bernard J. Kabak OF NEW YORK

Ly
A.8249 Cost Estimate for Sales Tax Exemption

In transmitting A.8249 to you yesterday, I noted the
different cost estimates for the bill as stated 1in the
City's Memorandum in Support last year and this. I asked
the City for clarification of this matter, and have received
a memorandum from Michael Hyman, Director of Research in the
Department of Finance, Bureau of Tax Policy, giving the cost
estimate at $2 million for fiscal vyear 1996 and $4 million
annually thereafter. I am furnishing you with a copy of Mr.
Hyman's memorandum for your further information.

Distributees:

Craig Beazer, Esqg.

James M, Dubin, Esqg.

Saul H. Finkelstein, Esg.
Robert R. Grew, [Esq.

John J. Kechane, Esqg.
Donald J. Robinson, £sq.
Mr. Pasguale V. Santilvasci



FrUM: 212 6bY 2400 : .
Pd jug 212 rodids JUN &9, 19495 12:id¢FM Riagh .l

NEW ¢«
THIL CTTY OF NIW YORK
NEPARTMENT OF FINANCLE

MEMORANDUM

To: Bernard Kabak
Municipal Assistance Corporation

From: Michael Hyman “ﬁﬂ?-
pirector of Research E
Ke: rRevenue Estimate for NYC Sales Tax Exemption for Parts,
Tools, Supplies and Services used in the Production
Process
Date: June 29, 1995
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Per our discussion, this memorandum i§ to inform you that the City
of New York FY 1996 ndopted Budget revenue estimate for the cost of
exenpting from sales taxation parts, tools, supplies and services
ueced in the production process -- such exemption as proposed in
5.3910, A.B8249 -~ is $2 million for FY 1996 and $4 million annually
thereafter.

These dollar amounts differ from the amounts shown in the
Memorandum in support of the proposed legislation due to a
reestimation of the cost of the exemption subsequent to the writing
of the memorandum.
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A.8249: Sales Tax Exzemption on Certain Materials and
Services Used for Production.

MAC has been asked by the Assembly Ways & Means
Committee to comment on Assembly Intro. 3249, a bill
supported by the City of New York. A.8249 would exempt from
the MAC-dedicated sales tax retail sales of certain parts,
tools, and supplies, as well as related services, used in
production or in the provision of certain telecommunication
services. A companion bill has already passed the Senate.

I am sending for your evaluation both the Assembly bill and
the City's Memorandum in Support.

The bill is the same as a proposal we reviewed last
‘ear, euxcept for the addition of a savings clause in section
3. The supporting memorandum is also the same as last
vear's, emcept with respect to the projected cost of the
exemption. Last year's memo projected the cost at "S2
million annually." This year's memo projects the cost at
"$5 million in [FY] 1996 and $7 million annually
thereafter." David Rubinstein of the City's Office of
Management and Budget, with whom I discussed this
discrepancy, says two things. First, last vear's 52 million
figure was an estimate only for the first, partial year when
the exemption would be in effect; the corresponding full
year estimate would have been $4 million. Second, the $2
million/$4 millicn estimates were made by the City's
Department of Finance; the $5 million/$7 million estimates,
were made by the City Council. Finance believes the
Council's estimates are high, but those are the ones given
in the supporting memorandum.

Based on our evaluation of last year's bill, I prepared
a memo to "File" dated July 1, 1994, a copy of which T am
forwarding to you. The conclusion recorded there was tha-
we would not object to the legislation.

Since the Assembly may wish to act on A.8249 as soon as
tomorrow, may I have your comments A.5.A.P.? In particular,
in your view is there reason to take a position different
from the one we were prepared to take last year?

Distributees:

Craig Beazer, bsdq.

James M. Dubin, Esq.

Saul H. Finkelstein, kLsqg.
Robert R. CGrew, Lksqg.

John J. Keohane, Esdqd.
Donald J. Robinson, Esq.
Mr. Pasquale V. Santivasci







