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INTRODUCTION 

This interested party, Edith Broida, is a 

member of the Florida Bar, actively practicing law in the 

State of Florida for 33 years, a professional consultant 

in the fields of systems and management, education and social 

welfare, and others, and a consumer advocate in a multitude of 

area affecting consumers and taxpayers and generally the 

residents and c3,tizens of the State of Florida, having many 

times successfully protected their interests. 

Intercession in this case is not on behalf of 

any particular entity other than the general welfare of this 

State, its economic position, and all those who will bear the 

burden of Chapte~ 87-6, who in fact are all the people in 

or doing business in the State, 

-REPLY TO TKE HISTORY OF TAXkTlOfl 

TRIS TAX 

1. It has been stated in support of the ta.x that 

it has been c~nsidered times before by the legislature and 

executive in prior administrations bat never passed. 

Tt has to be evident it was never passed by 

those prior representatives of the people due t~ their good 

judgment and knowledge in recognizing all the objecti~ns that 

have now been raised, and t'nat it was a burdensome, un- 

manageable, and inappropri.ate tax that would cause excessive 

harm, night not produce tb.e revenue hoped and be repealed, 

The fact that the constitution of the gnvern- 



ment has changed does not  improve the  tax ,  instead i t  

r a i s e s  Issue a s  t o  the  juJgruent a,nd knowledge of t he  

d i sa s t rous  a f f e c t  of the  t a x  sf those passing it. 

2. On p.36 of the  b r i e f  of the  l e g i s l a t u r e  we can 

see the  ou t l i ne  of things t o  come i n  the  adminis t ra t ion 

of the  tax.  Statement i s  made t h a t  the  stamp taxes  in  p r i o r  

$imes once passed were repealed because the  cos t  of 

adminis t ra t ion was g rea t e r  than the  revenue from the  tax.  

I n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n  the  t a x  had been held c o r ~ s t i t u t i o n a l .  

Tinis t a x  w i l l  be unco l lec t ib le ,  and more and more s t a t e  

employees w i l l  be h i red  t o  c o l l e c t  it  using nnre and more 

of the  revenue it produces t o  adminis t ra te  it. S u i t s  n i l 1  

continue t o  be f i l e d  aga ins t  it, a,drninistrative decis ions  

cozltinuously made a s  t o  whether it app l i e s  t o  t h i s  o r  t h a t  

service.  More and more exemptions w i l l  be allowed as bus- 

iness  i s  in jured by it, and the  econcmy of the  S t a t e  as 

well,  with businesses perhaps c los ing o r  reloca.ting t o  01l;lizr 

s t a t e s ,  l ay ing  off employees, and callsing a recessior-. 

3 .  Another co3tention made i n  the  same b r i e f  i s  t h a t  

. he re  t a x  OK newspapers w a s  concerned tl-!ere a  g rea t e r  

publ ic  outcry aga ins t  s t a x  on l i q u o r  than on newspapers. 

This i s  a specioirs argnemsnt. How many l i t e r a t e  people 

were there  a s  coiqared t o  beer  d ~ i n k e r s ?  Tlie pl~.blic does 

not  understand the  i s sues  of f r e e  speech and it w a s  not  the  

beer  d r inkers  who Pramed the  Gonstitution. Fortunately the 

f a c t  t h a t  the  public  woul3 choose l i q u o r  overf7larninI1 has 

never swayed our l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  c lose  the  schools and open 

pubs instead- I hope. 



In thst instance the tax was on the newspapers tl~emselves 

not on t h s  consumers of the Tapers, and not on the advertisers 

in all the media and newspapers, which advertising tax is 

in our case paid by the advertisers. Advertisivg supports 

the media ( except for public television which hopes we all 

will support then by contributions). It suppor-ks the press. 

Without advertising there will be no tele-rision, radio, or 

neTmpa,pers, 

4. It is of no purpose at all to cite,where the news- 

papers are concerned,laws passed in tlie 1700's. Those laws 

had a different impact on a different society. In the 1700's 

fcare was a large illttcrate slave populatjon and population 

of bondsmen who probably also were not literate. Today the 

descendants of those people are members of the judiciary, 

mayors, governors, etc. 

In those years people were punished in the publ-ic 

plaza, and tbcre was no one who could spend $100,000. on a 

Ferarri autonlobile excsgt for royal-ty and a few others for- 

like extravagances, 

5. The compari~on o f  this State tax posture with any 

other state is not helpful. The fact that only two of the 

fifty have passed taxes on legal fees indicates the other 

forty-seven have not which is more compelling.' We have no 

knowledge of the population structure of those two states, 

the economic structure, what other taxes they have, what 

the exemptions are, whether the ts,x is in fact collected or 

collectible, what their needs are, the occupations, and 

whether the tax is fairly administered, or might be a measure 



t o  keep other lawyers from coning in to  the s t a t e .  O~egon 

sen t  ou* postca,rds t e l l i n g  one and a l l  don't  move t o  Oregon 

it  r a i n s  a l l  the Lime. Nevada doesn't, a s  I understand, 

al low 1a.wyers t o  hang t h e i r  shingle i f  from out of s t a t e .  

6. Thi8 pa.rty disagrees wi-bh the  statement on p.17 

of the  l e g i s l a t u r e ' s  S r i e f  t h a t  the purchase of se rv ices  

e i t h e r  increases o r  remains steady i n  a recession.  Of 

course i t  c a n ' t  an6 won't. These a r e  the  glamour products 

which a r e  the  f j . r s t  t o  go. I f  someone has  no nloney f o r  

food o r  r e n t  he i s  not  about t o  build a  new house, h i r e  

an a rch i t ec t .  H e  won't be able  t o  af ford  a  divorce s o  he 

won't h i r e  a  Lawyer. The profassiona1.s a r e  the f i r s t  t o  

s a f f e r  i n  a  recession,  a s  w i l l  the tax. In  a  recession 

income i s  reduced, businesses f a i l ,  employees lo se  jobs. 

Only i n  the economi.cs of a textbook economist, not  i n  the  

r e a l  w o r l d  waul-d profess ionals  survive. 

FiEPLP TO ISSUE Or '  A J U D I C I A L  ADVISORY OPINION TO 
TflE GOVEXNOR 

1. Agreeing t o  hear  a l l  :ar t ies  the  jus t ices  h.zve 

t'n-reby declared they a r e  open t o  a l l  considerations. 

Many of the  opponents agree t h a t  the Governor 

cannot by t h i s  method assure himself t h a t  the t a x  wil-l be 

upheld i n  cour t  challenges. The individual  opinions a r e  

no t  a ru l ing  of the  Supreme Court. The Court is  not  bound 

a s  a  court  although each J u s t i c e  who r u l e s  i n  favor o f  

tire cons t i . tu t iona l i ty  of the  t ax  would be il l-disposed 

t n  reverse  I f  the i s sue  l a t e r  came before the  C o ~ ~ r t  a s  a  

C o u r t .  Tliere is  no possible way t h a t  t'ne J i l s t i ces  ca.n 

al.1a.y th.e concern o f  the  Governor that; the t a x  might i n  



the  f i n a l  r e s u l t  be held cons t i$u t iona l  whether the  

opinion i s  given on both S t a t e  and Federal- Constitutions, 

\f iatever the! opinion of the  Zust ices  whether f o r  o r  

aga ins t  the  Gove~nor i s  Sn no b e t t e r  pos i t ion  than before. 

The yrevioua r e q - ~ e s t s  t o  render s*n a.dvisory opinion 

d i d  not  address any i s sue  which i s  o:? the  magnitude of t h i s .  

Askirg whethey t h e  Governor can make an appointinent f o r  a 

balance of a term, which ends i n  a s t a t e d  p r i o d ,  c e r t a i n l y  

i s  not  c ruc i a l  t o  the  welfare of the  e n t i r e  S ta te .  Enormous 

outla,y of fimds w a s  not  a concern i n  any of the p r i o r  requests ,  

~ u t l a y ,  which i f  the  t ax  law i s  repealed,wi l l  q o t  be recovered. 

It would be more l i k e l y  t h a t  the  i n t en t ion  i n  making 

the  request  was t o  at tempt t o  dete-l: those wl~a conteat ,with 

sach august opinions on the  l a w .  

The e n t i r e  approach by a l l  who accomplished the  passage 

of the  tax w a s  speed, and r e f u s a l  t o  thorol~~ghly examine the  

nature  o f  the  t ax  and i t s  a f f e c t .  

The l ack  of understanding of the  t a x  is prevalent  

among lawyers, f o r  example. Senator Dempsey Barron, it w a s  

reported i n  the  newspaper sa id  Itla,wyers are greedyu. Lawyers 

a r e  not  the  ones paying the  tax. A law s c h ~ o l  professor 

of a  pres t ig iot is  s t a t e  school sa id  tllah;yers charge t o o  m-ilch", 

H i s  i n t e r e s t  i~ the  tax might shem Prom the f a c t  t h a t  l i i s  

income i s  a i d  by the  S t a t e ,  bu t  I wonder i f  he znd the  

Seua,tor th ink lswyers w i l l  reduce t h e i r  f e e s  t o  absorb the  

tax. The point  however has been made Ln the  b r i e f s  of pro- 

pocents t h a t  i t  i s  expected the  t a x e ~  paid by Susincss w i l l  

52 passed on t o  the  consumer. Jn t h a t  case, tlrkig woul3  law- 

yers  3 e  required t o  reduce t h e i r  f ee s ,  'P'nere a r e  I.aviye.rs 

5 .  



who charge l e s s  and t r y  t o  be as reasonable as poss ib le .  

They w i l l  have t o  charge even l e s s  then,  and  perhaps l eave  

the p r a c t i c e  o f  l a w .  

REPLY TO B R I E F  OF F L O R I D A  I~FORJ! 'LANAGElfE~T 
S E R V I C E S ,  I X C .  PROPONENT GF TKE TAX 

1. This i s  an in-house company i n  savings aild l oan  

computer se rv ices .  They h.ave ~espoiided t o  the  b r i e f  of 

FiServ Y!aups>, a s i n f l a , r  Pi:cm, private1.y operated which 

ob j ec t s  t o  t h e  tax.  The in-house f i rm  w i l l  r1.o-h be taxed. 

Xowever, t h e i r  ?brief e s t a b l i s h e s  t he  ~ m c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  de- 

p r i ' j - a t im  o f  the  f r e e  and inclependent oppor tuni ty  f o ~  

Isusi~?essea t o  coinpete i n  the  St2,te of  F lo r ida .  

3y i t s  very  explanat ion  o 3 h e  d i f fe rence  between 

in-hou.se company s e rv i ce s  and -Yne i n t e n t  o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  

2,s a.tated on t h e i r  page 5, that  i t  provides all c~r:n-door 

f o r  o the r  savings snd l oans  an? ba.nka t o  organiza a servi.ce 

ccrpora-Lion which could prfivi.de tax-exempt s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  

owner, and on page 6, tl-:at such e n t i t i e s  band toge the r  t o  

form an o r g a n i z a f i o ~ ~  t o  provide s e rv i ce s  t o  themselves, t he  

l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t i o n  r e s u l t s  i n  avoidance of th2 tax, and 

i n  r e s t a i c t i o n  on cornpetitinn between companies 'Bying f o r  

business .  Thts i s  a de?errenlt t o  f r e e  competj t i o n  and an 

uncons Ju i t u t i on~ l  v i o l a t i o n  of Federal  laws provid i.ng f o r  

i r ? . t e r s t a te  commerce, and A r t .  1, Sec. 8 of t he  U. S. Consti- 

tu t io i i  provi r~ding f o r  Congres.~; t o  r egu l a t e  cDmmerce aaong 

t he  s eve ra l  s t a t e s ,  and by o b s t r l ~ c t i n g  t h e  mandate of t he  

1 4 t h  -4mendment t o  She U. S. Cons t i tu t ion  secur ing  t he  r i g h t  

t o  t h e  2 ro t ec t i on  of property.  

The f u r t h e r  r e s u l t  is the  e l imina t ion  o f  many 



independently owned companies i n  F lo r ida .  

2. I b e l i e v e  t h e  intended a f f e c t  gf t h i s  law t o  be un- 

cons t i tu t ions .1  i n  i t s  purpose t o  change the n a t u r e  of business-  

e s  and preclude bus iness  competi t ion,  The computer s e r v i c e s  

.is only one exampl:e. Business which u.se professiona, l  s e r v i c e s  

and '&ere a r e  many and many types  of s e r v i c e s  w i l l  now employ 

i n  house p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i f  they can a f f o r d  it, 

S ~ n a l l e r  Sus inesses  w i l l  n o t  be a b l e  t o  a f f o r d  it  and 

they w i l l  pz-y th.e tax. In t h e  case  t h e y  c i t e  Bacchus Imports 

Ltd v. D i a s ,  468 U. 5, 265, 104 S. C t .  3C49, 82 L. Ed 22 200,  

1984, on t h e i r  p, 11 and 12,  t h e  c o u r t  he ld  a tax on out-of- 

s t a t e  l i q u o r  i n  p r o t e c t i o n  of l o c a l l y  produced a l c o h o l i c  

beverages was a Federa l  con;?ierce c l ause  v io la%ion.  Here t h e  

S t a t e  of Ylorida i s  t ax ing  independent bus inesses  b u t  n o t  in- 

house Sus inesses  wi th in  the  S t a t e ,  an6 out-of-s tate  bus inesses  

wanting t o  d o  Sus iness  i n  t h e  S t a t e .  

This uncons t i tu- t ional  a f f e c t  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  professiona, l  

s e rv ices .  

i n  another  case they  c i t e  where a p r i v i l e g e  t a x  of 

$25, on bus iness  rnen r e s i d e n t  i n  the  S t a t e  and a tax of $100. 

on. non-residents  ~vas h.e ld  t o  be a d e n i a l  of e q w l  p r o t e c t i o n  

of t h e  l a w s  i n  1919, t h e i r  b r i e f  p.22, t h e  cour t  he ld  

!"The s a l e s  t a x  i s  i n  f a c t  u n j u s t l y  discr imin-  
a t o r y ,  a r b i t r a r y ,  i r r a t i o n a l ,  g r o s s l y  op?.r:essive, 
p l a i n l y  anequal and con t ra ry  t o  common right.!!  
Bray v; ~ e n i r a l  F l o r i d a  ~urober  Co., I40  S; 320, 
325, F l a  1932. 

3 ,  Chapter 87-6 i s  n o t  a s a l e s  o r  a use  tax.  A con- 

sumer s a l e s  t;-'i.:;7 i.s a -tax on a f i n i s h e d  prodllst o r  s e rv ice .  

A tax on dry c l ean ing  i.s a t a x  on a f i n i s h e d  product t o  t h e  

consumer, The new t a x  crea. tes  pyramiding in .  t h e  product ion 



of a product o r  s e rv i ce  which w i l l  be added t o  t h e  cos t  

02 t h e  and proiiuct, which aga.in w i l l  be taxed by t h e  s a l e s  

A, -, 
b a a .  Tlie conslmer w i l l  now 1,sy t h e  t axes  paid by t he  bus iness  

f o r  Y A ~  c s e  3f i t s  p ro f e s s iona l s  i n  yroducing the  product. 

1Jntcl;l now t ' ~ e  producer d i d  no t  have those t axe s  t o  payr 

The w n r s t  p a r t  is t h a t  t he r e  a r e  s o  Inany p rofess iona l  ser -  

7 ~ i c e s  t h a t  each bus iness  uses  t h a t  it  is  p r o h i b i t i v e  i n  t h e  

amount t he  product w i l l  be Sncreased. 

Cxamplel A developer oP r e a l  proper ty  r e s i d e n t i a l  

o r  commercial w i l l  now pay a t a x  on h i s  a r c h i t e c t ,  engineer ,  

o r  rnore than one, surnveyer, app ra i s e r ,  accocnl;sn.t, decora tor ,  

environmental consu l t an t ,  a t t o r n e y  f o r  c o n t r a c t s  f o r  purchases 

and s a l e s ,  f o r  corpora te  a c t i ons ,  f o r  l i - t i g a t i o n ,  %he r e a l  

e s t a t e  broker ,  a d v e r t i s i n g  agent ,  and on and on, 

The purchaser  w i l l  then pay a d d i t i o n a l  t axe s  

on h i s  purchase t o  h i e  a t to rney ,  r e a l  e s t a t e   broke^, app ra i s e r ,  

roof Lng consuLtant, surveyor,  engineer ,  and when i t  s e l l s  it  

w i l l .  go on again.  Documentary stamps have a l s o  Seen increased.  

There i.s no product i,nfLthe S t a t e  t h a t  w i l l  no t  

beccine h igh ly  i n f l a t e d .  I f  t he  bus iness  does no t  add on t he  

c o s t  i t  could go bankrupt. Any product t h a t  has competit ion 

from o*hlicr S t a t e s  w i l l  ?robably 1 o S b u s i n e s s .  The busii less may 

reduce qu.al..i:ty, an.d then  it w i l . 1  be i n  conpe t i t ion  with 

bus inesses  i n  o the r  s t a t e s  t h a t  d o  not  reduce qua l i t y ,  

This is worse than an income tax because 

deduct ions cannot be talcen. The r i c h  ( r ' )  business  5s being 

taxed w i t h  the knowledge o f  t h e  S t a t e  t h a t  they w i l l  e i t h e r  

have t o  absorS t h e  tax o r  pyrarniz t he  c o s t  on t o  t h e  product 

f o r  the  consuoer t o  pay. 

8 ,  



4. The r s a u l t  i s  excess ive  and burdensome overtax- 

a t i o n ,  e l imina t ion  of  Susincsa which cannot compete, red- 

u c t i o n  of q u a l t t y  making t h e  consumer s u f f e r ,  schemes t o  

avoid t h e  paying o f  t h e  tax. 

5. I n  t h e  case  of Ci ty  ~f 3eland v. Fla .  P a b l i c  

Service Co. 1 5 1  So  735, 1375 t h e  cour t  f o u n d  it; w.con- 

s t i t u t i c n a l  and s a i d :  

''The n a t u r e  o:? a t a x  ordinance must bo deter -  
mined by c h a r a c t e r  of  i t s  inc i f lence  and i t s  
p ~ a c t i c a l  ope ra t ion  r a t h e r  than  by i t s  naine, 
and s p o l i a t i o i ~  under t h e  gu i se  of t a x a t i o n  
w i l l  be  2eciared u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  regardless 
of i t s  name o r  form. 11 

A l s o  Henderson Bridge Co. v. HenSeTson, 
173 U. S ,  592, 19  S. C t ,  43 L. Sd.  823. 

This -tax d i d  not; permit pyramidiag and t h e r e f o r e  

w8.s declared unconsf i tu t ional . .  It is t h e r e f  o r e  obvisus 

t h a t  p ~ ~ a r r i i d i r ~ g  n ~ i s t  f o l l o w  o-r bankr?lpt tlie bilsiness. 

The t a x  i n  t h i s  case c i t e d  on a u t i l - i t y  comparly 

c;:? 1076 of each sa3.2 was obvioinsly an  income t a x  afid confis-  

ca tory ,  and unreasonable.  

The tax w e  noiii k . v e  i e  still.  worse. It v r i l l  r e s u l t  

i n  a ~ u c h  h igher  percentage inc rease  i n  2roduct  c o s t  than  5$. 

The i n d i v i d u a l  who pay tine proYessiona1 s e r v i c e s  

t a x  of course cannot s,djzt3t the c a s t  a-s bzs lness  w i l l  39. 

2hz c o u r t  f:~i?t'rler he ld  t h e  ta.xing power of govern- 

rnent must be given p r a c t i c a l  c o n s t r u c t i o r ~  which w i l l  no-k be 

unduly r e s - t r i c t i v e .  

This  tax f o r c e s  a l l  busi;iesses Lo chsnge t h e i r  

methods of opera t ion  i n  the S t s t e  o f  F l c r i d a  and prec ludes  

o t h e r  from e n t e r i n g  t h e  S t a t e .  

Busirsess has  been requi red  by t a x  laws t o  pass  



t h e  c o s t  t o  t h e  purcha.ser t o  p r o h i b i t  u n f a i r  competi t ion 

f o r  the  s t r o n g  .to absorb t h e  t a x  znd bu i ld  irp h i s  t r a d e  

a t  t h e  expense of t h e  weaker d e a l e r  who c a m o t  a f fo rd  t o  

absorb it. Gaulden v. Kirk, 47 So2d 567, 1950, 333 

Doby v. S t a t e  Tax Commission, 234 A l a  150, 174 So 237, 

237. 

?!RE EXTIPTIGNS AX3 IR&ITIOI\TAL AIYX UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

1. I n  H h i t  and m i s s  e f f o r t  e x e m p t i o ~ e  have been 

crea ted .  They a r e  i r r a t i o n a l  and u n c o n s t i t u J ~ i o n a l .  

2. FJe product ion of movies w i l l  n o t  be taxed t o  

encourage movie making as a new ixdus t ry .  The maing of 

c o ~ m e ~ c i a l s  w i l l  be taxed. Totall-y i r r a t i o n a l .  The sane 

type c f  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  a r e  used i n  comroercials a n  i n  movies. 

Some commerciaLs a r e  rr~ovie length .  Actos, d i r e c t o r s ,  

cameramen, l i g h t i n g  t echn ic ians ,  w r i t e r s ,  produxers, s e t  

destgn, c o s t u ~ ~ e  design and a l l  o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  used f o r  

movies a r e  used f o r  c o m ~ i l e ~ : ~ i a l ~ .  The busi2jes.s of producing 

commercials i s  a l s o  an indus t ry .  

3 .  The t a x  on a d v e ~ t i s i n g  has  been t r e a t e d  i n  a l l  

prqponent b r i e f s  as a t a x  on newspapers, It is  a tax on 

the  purchaser  of a d v e r ~ t i s i n g  inclinding t h e  person who has  

t o  s e l l  h i s  hoase 1;o r e l o c a t e  h i s  job, t h e  one who s e l l s  

h i s  car t o  en-Le:r rni l i ta<ry s e r v i c e ,  t h e  sa.le of a hoine o r  

condo t o  e n t e r  a nurs ing  home. 

The bus iness  t-ha.t pays t h i s  t a x  w i l l  aga in  add it; 

on t o  t h e  pyoduct. 

4. Beauty p a r l o s  and ba rbe r s  d o  n o t  have t o  be 

taxed. If a man pay-s $10 a week f o r  a h a i r c u t  he would pay 

1.0 . 



tax o f  $26.00 a year. I f  he uses a Lavryer t o  represent  hiin 

on a t r a f f i c  t i c k e t  it could cos t  him $500. p11.1~ 826.GO i n  

t ax  and he might l o se  anyway and w o u l d  not  havs a  yea r ' s  

h a i r c u t s  t o  show f o r  t h e  expenditure. 

5. Taxes a r e  not  l ~ a i d  on medication o r  over the 

?- courlt;er ilri~gs, the  an t ido te  t o  pain, m.wj7e.cfs se rv ices  

a rc  supposed t o  be the an t ido t e  t o  f i nanc i a l ,  p r s o n a l ,  and 

sometimes physical  pain a d  l o s s ,  

A p r e sc r ip t ion  of llHeet11 app l i  ?d  t o  a s a c r o i l i a c  

back can re1.icve pain f o r  days and poss ibly  forever  saving 

hundreds of d o l l a r s  i n  v i s i t s  t o  physicians. The f ee  t o  a 

labyer  may win nothing, save nothing, The I1Heet preparat ion 

c o s t s  adbout $3.@0. The l e g a l  f ee  w i l l  more l i k e l y  be not 

l e s s  than $100, It; w i l l  be taxed. 

AN ADDITIONAL UNJUST FROFESSIONAL TAX 

1. The t a x  w i l l  be applied t o  the  brsker  Tee o f  a  

securities broker. His f e e  is taxed when a seouxity i e  

purchased aild when i t  i s  s o l d .  It can be sold a t  a  l o s s  

a f t e r  holding i t  f o r  Pive years ,  T t  has a l r e a d j  been taxed 

by F lc r ida  i n  in tang ib le  t a x  f o r  every year i t  i s  held even 

t'nough the  owner i s  l o s ing  money every year,  A t a x  on a 

fee  when t h e  s ecu r i t y  i s  sold a t  p r o f i t  i s  not  a s  inequi table .  

TI TAX GN LEGAL FFZS 

1. The Refund Process: Will the  attoi-ney have t o  

r epo r t  the  l l a m e  o f  h i s  c l i e n t  t o  obta in  a  refund i F  he refunds 

a fee  s l id  4'~is-t a p ~ l y  f c r  the  refund of tax ,  Cer ta in ly  any 

lz~y-ej? who is  invest igated by the  revenue departaient w i l l  

have t o  oFen h i s  books aild exyose the  naines of h i s  cl9en-l-s. 

It wou ld  breach the  a t to rney-c l icn t  p r iv i lege  of pri-racy, and 

11. 



the  ;~l-ess inay ge t  tile Snfornation and publish it, a d  the  

coulats exigagsd t o  enjoin  the  publicat ion.  

2. Divorce I s emotional, ~ , ~ p l e a s a n B ,  Children become 

involved. The terminology appliad t o  the t a x  o f  enjoying 

these  s e rv i ce s  of a  lawyer i s  c e r t a i n l y  a misnomer, Paying 

a t a x  on a f a i l e d  marriage by cne o r  both o f  the  p a r t i e s  

o r  on a custody a.ction between them o r  any other  p a r t i e s  

engage2 In custody disputes  i s  an add i t iona l  penalty. 

3 .  This cour t  has  r ecen t ly  found an agent of a land- 

l o r d  g u i l t y  o f  f i l i n g  h i s  own ev ie t ion  not ices .  Now he 

w i l l  have t o  use an at torney,  and pa.y a tax on each one. 

S o ~ e  landlords  d o  have frequent  tenant  problems and have 

t o  e v i c t  f o r  non-gayrnent of ren t .  If they can ' t  c o l l e c t  

r e n t  t h ~ y  cz.l?not; pay t h e i r  mortgage o r  taxes cn t i~c .  property 

o r  mail~terlance o r  u t i l i -Lies .  They m i l s t  u s e  lawyers f o r  many 

serv.i.ces. 

4, m e n  a piece o f  clot'ning i s  bought i f  it i s n ' t  ~ i g 3 . t  

i t  can be r e t u r ~ e d  znd t h e  t a x  refsr~iled. Iiieiz a, lawyer 

prepares a  t r i l l ,  f o r  examyle,for a  p r s o n  t o  bene f i t  th i rd  

~ ; a . ~ t i e s  t h a t  trslr;s~,ction filay 11o-k eiid t l ~ e r e .  Ill a t r u e  case 

Ire Flor ida  a t r u s t  was draw1 ~ i ~ d  executed, o n  beha.iP of the  

t r s t o r t c  childrelz. Sorlc gears la-bez a f i f t h  wife o f  the  

t r u s t o r  p~:oceeded t a  engage the  cnur t  t c  abrogate t h e  t r u s t ,  

which the  cour t  d i d .  Some w o a l d  have stopped there .  The 

adlalJi; childyen took an appeal. and r'eversed tine t r i a l  judge. 

Vnder our new tz.x l.aw, the -ksx p s i d  f c ~ y  the  t r u s t  should 'nave 

evicled a.11 ( ; r ~ T l t ~ ~ V ' E ? l . ~ ; g r .  It; d i d  not ,  s o  a n.ew t ax  i ~ ~ i l l d .  be 

pzid t o  the  l i - i i lgat ing lawyers i n  t r i a l  cour t ,  i n  appeal 

court .  It d i d  no t  end there  e i t he r .  The t r u s t o r ,  86 yesrs  



01-d became comatose, g l~ardiau appolnttl3, l e g a l  zc t ion  

a,gaia, the  guardian wife obtained a r u l i n g  t h a t  the  t r u s t  

prc2erty be tran3ferrod t o  the  guardianship and t h a t  her  f e e s  

i n  ills p ~ ~ i o r  a c t i on  be ,)aid f roq  it ~dlick! t h a t  d i f fepen t  

judge d i d .  Xno tiler appeal zevers2..ig that- ju?ge. 

A 1 1  these ac t ions  f c r  the  purpose of keeping a legail 

instr~iclejit  which was suyposed t o  e l i n t n a t a  fl-iture l i g i & t j . ~ n  

w i l l  now be taxed. 

iQo~cld anyon? ' S ~ l i t v e  -that ei-Ghzr o? the  judges wF.0  

r u l e d  i n  favor o f  the  f i f t h  wife would adjudge that ahc, as 

the ul t imate  3-oaer, has t o  pay a l l  faxes? Another appeal? 

Yore taxes? 

5. The taxes t h a t  w i l l  be  aid in  a l l  l e g a l  nat%ezs  

a r e  ast-onomical. It i 3  d i f f i c ~ ~ l - t  t o  bel-ieve t h a t  anyoge 

who voted f o r  t h i s  t ax  mlderstanci what they %ave done. 

In  an e s t a t e  p r o c e e d i ~ g  taxes  on the  personal repre- 

s en t a t i ve  f ee s ,  h i s  a t torney,  -the guardian f ee s ,  h i s  2 , t to~r ,ey ,  

r s a l  property appraiser ,  personal pro2erty appraiser ,  t r u s t ee ,  

a t to rney  f o r  the t r u s t e e ,  adver t i s ing  of the  administrat ion,  

a d v e r t i ~ i n g  of s a l e  of 2roperty, cour t  r e p o r t e r  fees ,  broker 

f ee  i f  there  a r e  s e c : ~ r i t i c s  t o  be s o l d ,  cour ie r  fees ,  a t to rney  

fees  f o r  any a t to rney  l i t i g a t i n g .  -411 of these  could coll~c! 

from the  e s t a t e .  T s t a t s s  which a r e  f ede ra l ly  taxable al- 

ready pay t ~ x  t o  the State .  

6 .  Any t ax  on l e g a l  Yees i s  2n un jus t  un fa i r  5.ccrde11 

on a necess i ty  t h a t  i s  a s  important a s  food and more  impor- 

t a n t  than over-the counter medication. 



It would be difficult f o  decide -d~J.ch :)art of 

t h i s  multitudinous t a x  i s  the m o s t  burdensoroe, Surely 

the t ax  on 3.egal f ee s  i~ the! w o r s t , '  There everyone i s  

a loser , '  There i s  nothing t o  be enjoyed, 

I n  a l l  i t s  p a r t s  t h i s  i s  the  wars* t ax  anyom 

can ever zont:t3ivs. The poo;? family t h a t  spends $1000 

a  yeas on goods i ~ a y ~  a t ax  of $50, Grie v i s i t  t o  the  

t r a f f i c  cour t  can r e s u l t  i n  a f ee  of $500 with a  tax of 

$25,00, the  l o s s  of a  l i cense ,  ernplnynient, and income. 

Ele Governor has  not  proceeded with tlie y i o r  

e s s e n t i a l s ,  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  a l o t t e r y  which should 

have a l ready been i n  operat ion before this t ax  was passe6, 

The inforrnatlon froln the  S t a t e  i s  they a r e  ha.ving d . i f f icul%y 

fn  knowing what t o  6 0  a.bout 1;he Lottery. klyt'hing t h a t  

21.nj-ona wants t o  make d i f f i c u l t  w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t ,  

Other e l iminat ion of waste and misappropriation 

of funds f o r  wort'rlless p ro j ec t s  and excessive cos t s  o f  

p ro j ec t s  ~ h o - ~ l d  be el.imlna,t.c.!d before any s~ lch  kaysk t ax  

Lax a s  t h i s  i s  employed. 

We must concern ou!:aelves with the  ul t imate  e f f e c t  

of the t ax  t n ;  determine Y A ~  character  of the  tax ,  TG c i t e  

City of Deiand "spoliat i .on under t h e  guise o f  taxartion w i l l  

be declared uiiconstitutiorlal r e g a ~ s i l c s s  of i t s  na.ms o r  form:I, 

E d i t h  E r o i d a ,  E s q ,  
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