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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

Ç A Back to School Sales Tax Holiday, similar to the one that Georgia last provided in 

2009, has the potential to increase economic activity significantly by at least $475.8 

million in the State of Georgia. This increase would be on normally taxable 

merchandise, some of which would remain taxable and some of which would be 

exempt from tax during the Sales Tax Holiday. A holiday also would generate an 

increase of $39.9 million in state and local taxes plus $44.3 million in federal taxes 

(Table 4, page 12). This would result in a net increase in state and local taxes of $5 

million. 

 

Ç Employment impacts of a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday in the State of Georgia 

include: 

 

Â 6,452 Full-Time equivalent jobs created by the Sales Tax Holiday – 74 percent in 

the retail sector and the rest are distributed over the economy as a whole. 

Â An additional $182.2 million in Labor Income – About 58.8 percent in retailing 

and the rest distributed over the economy as a whole. 

 

Ç The increase in economic activity due to the Sales Tax Holiday stimulus would create 

a demand for additional labor.  This increased labor need would be filled mostly 

through temporary help and overtime work for existing employees.  

 

Ç The methodology used by The Washington Economics Group in this Study follows 

standard economic theory and is based on the premise that consumers react positively 

to lower prices, and that the enthusiasm that Sales Tax Holidays generate through 

advertising provides a further boost to sales. It also takes into consideration the highly 

competitive nature of retailing—in expectation and preparation for increased shopper 

traffic, retailers compete by offering additional discounts. Therefore, a proper 

analysis of the economic impacts of a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday must 

reflect the important supply and demand shifts that affect the prices and 

quantities of the goods that are sold.  

 

Ç This methodology is in contrast to static fiscal impact methods, which assume that 

consumers do not react to lower prices and that the only effect is a loss of sales tax 

revenue by assuming that the level of sales remains fixed. For example, in August 

2010, static fiscal impact models completed for Florida’s Sales Tax Holiday predicted 

a loss of $44 million in sales taxes; nevertheless, a follow-up study found that gross 
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sales of goods in the categories that were included in the tax holiday actually 

increased by $390 million, and of that increase, $115 million were taxable
1
.    

 

Ç The methodology used in this Study also reflects the importance of the retailing 

sector in generating direct, indirect and induced economy-wide impacts stemming 

from the Sales Tax Holiday. For instance, a Sales Tax Holiday directly increases sales 

of items that remain taxable by increasing shopping traffic to retail establishments 

significantly. Indirectly, the Sales Tax Holiday increases state and local taxes because 

it increases Labor Income. Induced effects happen when a large portion of this 

income is, in turn, spent, thus generating additional sales and excise taxes.  

 

Ç This Study provides a very conservative estimate of the positive impact of Sales Tax 

Holidays in Georgia. An important limitation of this Study is that the state does not 

publish sales data by merchandise type. Georgia publishes only total sales tax revenue 

data without a breakdown by type of good. Therefore, this Study did not benefit from 

having information on sales of non-taxable merchandise, or on sales that are 

specifically targeted by the sales tax exemptions. Having such information, would 

have allowed us to measure directly the increase in sales of non-taxable merchandise 

and increases in sales of goods related directly to the Sales Tax Holiday.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
1
 Florida’s tax holiday exempted goods up to a certain price per item. Therefore, taxable sales occurred in the 

exempted categories. For example, goods of up to $50 per item were excluded. An item selling for more than 

$50 was fully taxable. 

This Study uses 2011 as the base year for all of its projections as 2011 is the latest 

year for which complete data was available at the time of completion of this 

Study. 
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II.  BACKGROUND : ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK  

 

A Sales Tax Holiday is a limited period of time during which sales of goods that otherwise 

would be taxed become tax exempt. Although the scope, length and timing of Sales Tax 

Holidays vary across states, most holidays coincide with the traditional back to school 

shopping season and exempt from sales taxes items such as clothing, school supplies, books 

and sometimes computer equipment. Other holidays are designed to promote the purchase of 

energy-efficient appliances or hurricane preparation supplies.  

 

In the past Georgia has held Sales Tax Holidays for Back to School shopping (2002 and 

2009) and for energy-efficient appliances (2005-2009). These holidays were popular with 

consumers, retailers and policy makers. 

 

According to the Federation of Tax Administrators
2
, there are 17 states that had Back to 

School Sales Tax Holidays in 2011 as illustrated in Table 1 below.  

 

Table 1. Current Back to School Sales Tax Holidays 

State and 

Information Links 
Days Items Included 1st Year 2011* Dates 

Alabama 3 
clothing - $100, computers-$750, school 

supplies-$50, books-$30 
2006 August 5-7 

Arkansas 2 clothing - $100, school supplies 2011 August 6-7  

Connecticut 7 clothing and footwear - $300 2001 August 21-27 

Florida 3 school supplies - $15, books, clothing-$75 19983 August 12-14 

Iowa 2 clothing - $100 2000 August 5-6 

Louisiana 2 all TPP* - $2,500  2007 August 5-6 

Maryland 7 clothing & footwear - $100 2010 August 14-20 

Massachusetts 2 all TPP - $2,500 2008 August 13-14 

Mississippi 2 clothing & footwear - $100  2009 July 29-30 

Missouri 3 
clothing - $100, computers-$3,500, school 

supplies-$50 
2004 August 5-7 

New Mexico 3 
clothing - $100, computers-$1,000, school 

supplies-$15 
2005 August 5-7 

North Carolina 3 

clothing - $100, school supplies-$100, 

instructional material-$300, computers-$3,500, 

other comp-$250, sports equip-$50 

2001 August 5-7 

                                                 
*TPP – Tangible Personal Property 
2
http://www.taxadmin.org 

3
 Florida had a back to school sales tax holiday starting in 1998. However, it ceased in 2007 and was reenacted 

for 2010. 

http://www.revenue.alabama.gov/salestax/SalesTaxHol.htm
http://www.dfa.arkansas.gov/offices/exciseTax/salesanduse/Pages/taxHoliday.aspx
http://www.ct.gov/
http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/gta.html
http://www.iowaccess.org/tax/educate/holiday1.html
http://www.iowaccess.org/tax/educate/holiday1.html
http://www.comp.state.md.us/
http://www.mass.gov/
http://www.dor.ms.gov/secondsalestaxholiday.html
http://www.dor.mo.gov/tax/business/sales/taxholiday/school/
http://www.tax.newmexico.gov/Individuals/Pages/Tax-Holiday.aspx
http://www.dornc.com/
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Oklahoma 3 clothing - $100 2007 August 5-7 

South Carolina 3 clothing, school supplies, computers, other 2000 August 5-7 

Tennessee 3 
clothing - $100, school supplies-$100, 

computers-$1,500 
2006 August 5-7 

Texas 3 clothing, backpacks and school supplies- $100 1999 August 19-21 

Virginia 3 clothing - $100, school supplies-$20 2006 August 5-7 

Source: The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 

 

The most common month for the holiday is August with only one state having the tax holiday 

in July (Mississippi). Some states such as Texas and Florida have had Sales Tax Holidays 

since the late 1990’s. While there is ample variability in the items exempted and the amount 

of the exemption, almost all of the states exempt clothing, footwear and school supplies. 

Generally the amount of the exemption is $100 or less. Notable exceptions are states that also 

exempt computers, for which the tax exemption ranges from $1,000 to $3,500. South 

Carolina has no limits on clothing, shoes, school supplies, computers, printers, blankets, 

bedspreads and linens, bath cloths, bath towels, bath rugs and mats, shower curtains, pillows 

and pillow cases.  

The Georgia Experience 

In 2009, which is the last year that Georgia provided a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday for 

its taxpayers, the state exempted clothing and footwear up to $100 per item with no limit on 

the number of items an individual could buy. If the price of an article of clothing or a pair of 

shoes exceeded $100, the item was taxed at the full retail price. Accessories, jewelry, 

handbags, umbrellas, eyewear, watches, watchbands and similar items were not exempt from 

sales tax during the tax-free period. 

School supplies bought for classroom use or classroom-related activities were exempt if they 

were priced at $20 or less per item. Qualifying items included pens, pencils, notebooks, 

paper, book bags, calculators, dictionaries, thesauruses, children’s books and books listed on 

approved school reading lists for pre-kindergarten through 12
th

 grade. Purchases of personal 

computers and accessories were exempt up to $1,500 per transaction. Qualifying items in the 

personal computer exemption category included monitors, personal computer base units, 

keyboards, handheld computers, printers, modems, non-recreational software and other 

peripheral devices. 

Back to School Sales Tax Holidays are enormously popular with shoppers and retailers. 

Typically they are viewed as tax relief to families struggling to outfit their children for the 

new school year. They also provide an economic stimulus in an important sales season for 

http://www.tax.ok.gov/upmin062311.html
http://www.sctax.org/Tax+Policy/Sales+Tax+Holiday+Information.htm
http://tn.gov/revenue/salestaxholiday/
http://www.window.state.tx.us/taxinfo/taxpubs/tx98_490/tx98_490.html
http://www.tax.virginia.gov/
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retailers
4
. For example, in South Carolina, the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday is the third 

busiest shopping period of the year, surpassed only by the weekend after Thanksgiving and 

the weekend before Christmas. In Texas, the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday is second 

only to the weekend just before Christmas.  

There is a scarcity of literature documenting the economic impacts of Sales Tax Holidays, 

partly due to their recent inception. An analysis of the available literature reveals that while 

most of what is written is editorial opinion or anecdotal narrative, there is a small body of 

serious analysis. This Study summarizes this body of analysis. This report also proposes a 

model to empirically quantify the economic effects of the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday. 

Finally, it discusses the findings and implications from the estimation of the empirical model.  

A. Sales Tax Holidays: The Existing Evidence 

Beyond the opinions expressed in countless editorial pieces, the analytical evidence 

documents the following: 

> A lower local sales tax, relative to surrounding communities, tends to be associated with 

increased consumer spending
5
. This finding is consistent with economic theory—that 

lowering prices increase the quantity demand for a product. For example, there is 

evidence that in 2011, Georgia, which did not have a Sales Tax Holiday, lost sales taxes 

to Tennessee during the weekend of August 5
h
 through 7

th
.
6
 

> The benefits of Sales Tax Holidays tend to be shared between consumers and retailers, 

with consumers receiving the lion’s share. About 80 percent of the tax relief remains with 

consumers while only about 20 percent goes to retailers
7
. This finding is also consistent 

with economic theory. In a highly competitive sector such as retailing, most of the effect 

of a policy change on the final price of a product is passed on to the consumer. Further, 

because the benefits of the tax exemption apply to all retailers covered by the Holiday, 

retailers will add promotions to drive customer traffic to their stores, rather than run the 

risk that consumers will shop their competitors instead. 

                                                 
4
 J.W. Mogab, M.J. Pisani; “Shoppers’ Perceptions of the State Sales Tax Holiday: A Case Study”; American 

Journal of Business; Fall 2007. 
5
 Luna, L. 2004 “Local Sales Tax Competition and the Effects on County Governments’ Tax Rates and Tax 

Bases” The Journal of The American Taxation Association 26(1):43-61. 
6
 Newton, Dreanne “Georgians Prepare To Cross Into Tennessee For Back to School Tax Holiday 

Specials…Again.” August 4, 2011. WDEF News 12.In WDEF.com. 
7
 Harper, R.K, R.R. Hawkins, G.S. Martin,and R. Sjolander. 2003. Price effects around a sales tax holiday: An 

exploratory study. Public Budgeting and Finance 23(4):108-113. 
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> While consumers as a group benefit, the benefits of the Sales Tax Holiday may be 

unevenly distributed, with middle class consumers, families, females and Hispanics 

benefiting the most.
8,9

 

> The Sales Tax Holiday is very popular among shoppers
10

,
11

.The reduction in the overall 

price shoppers pay  results in greater amounts of goods purchased, both tax exempt and 

non-exempt, during the Sales Tax Holiday event— just what would be expected utilizing 

microeconomic consumer behavior theory
12

.  

> Back to School Sales Tax Holidays accomplish their public policy objectives: A recent 

University of Georgia study concluded; “Using both political and economic criteria, the 

evaluation of the Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia suggests that the policy has partially 

accomplished policymakers’ expectations: it does save taxpayers money” and that, “as 

expected by some policymakers, the Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia is revenue neutral to 

local governments.
13

” 

> Sales Tax Holidays increase store traffic. Most shoppers view the tax break as an 

important incentive to shop. A mall intercept survey of shoppers during a Back to School 

Sales Tax Holiday in Texas revealed that 80 percent of shoppers said that the tax holiday 

was very important in their decision to shop
14

. In most of the states that have a Back to 

School Sales Tax Holiday, this period has become the second or third most important 

sales weekend, after the weekend before Christmas and the day after Thanksgiving.  

> Consumer response goes beyond what could be expected by the price discounts alone, 

according to Professor Peter Goldberg of New York University’s Stern School of 

Business. Consumers respond favorably because it “becomes a social thing and 

community activity, something to talk about at work, with friends and family.”
15

 This is 

what economists call the “Bandwagon Effect” of consumer demand. Retailers often 

respond to the sales tax break by adding additional discounts and discounting non-exempt 

merchandise in order to take advantage of the increased customer traffic. This is 

consistent with economic theory that predicts that in expectation of increased traffic, 

retailers compete with each other to capture the consumer dollar
16

.  

                                                 
8
Brunori, D. 1999. Sales tax holidays – Real relief or political gimmicks.State Tax Notes (December 6):1521-

1523. 
9
 J.W. Mogab, M.J. Pisani; “Shoppers’ Perceptions of the State Sales Tax Holiday: A Case Study”; American 

Journal of Business; Fall 2007. 
10

 Kathy Lhor (2009); Some States Cancel Sales Tax Holidays; NPR August 3, 2009. 
11

J.W. Mogab, M.J. Pisani; op.cit. 
12

 Ibid. 
13

LI, Hui “The Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia” (August 2009) University of Georgia Dissertation. 
14

Ibdi. 
15

 As quoted in J.W. Mogab, M.J. Pisani; op.cit. 
16

DeGross, R. 2002. Shoppers take a break from sales tax. Shopping Center World 31(5):32-33. 
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> Sales tax revenues increase. While this seems to be counterintuitive, the additional store 

traffic actually generates people to come out to buy not only those things that are tax free, 

but other items as well. A WEG study documenting Florida’s experience with its 2010 

Back to School Sales Tax Holiday found that tax revenue went up for the month of the 

holiday. Further, the Study did not find evidence of significant “time-shifting.” In Texas, 

Ronnie Volkening, President and CEO of the Texas Retailers Association noted that total 

sales taxes collected go up in August, even though there is the tax-free weekend
17

.   

> Plausible explanations for the observed sales tax revenue increases rest on standard 

economic theory. First, lower prices in some goods causes an increase in demand for 

other goods. This effect has two components, a “substitution effect” and an “income 

effect.” Most items that are tax exempt during the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday are 

income inelastic. What this means is that the demand for these goods changes less than 

proportionally to a change in income. Sales discounts on these goods have a positive 

“income effect,” i.e. consumers buy more in response to a lower price, but the increase in 

demand is less than the drop in prices. For this reason, the Sales Tax Holiday increases 

demand for items that are not just in the tax-exempt category. More importantly, the 

additional economic activity generated by the Sales Tax Holiday, increases tax revenues 

from other sources throughout direct, indirect and induced effects. 

> In the specific case of the State of Georgia there are discrepancies about whether Sales 

Tax Holidays create a sales tax loss, and if so, about the magnitude of such sales tax loss. 

A study conducted by Georgia State University, using time series to analyze the impact 

of Sales Tax Holidays on sales tax revenues at the state level concludes that state sales 

tax losses for the month of the holiday are between 1.93 to 15.2 percent (average 8.6 

percent.
18

) However, a different study by the University of Georgia, using two separate 

models (one for statewide and another for county-level effects) concluded that there is 

weak evidence for a small state sales tax decline, but that there is strong evidence that the 

holiday does not have a fiscal effect on local sales tax revenues. It also concluded that the 

Sales Tax Holiday does not hurt local governments and confirms the revenue neutrality 

proposition that revenue losses from the sales tax holiday can be offset by the revenue 

generated from increased non-exempt sales
19

. Finally, state legislative staff estimates the 

state sales tax loss at no more than $12 million (2.67 percent of state sales tax revenue). 

> It is important to emphasize that these studies of the impact of Sales Tax Holidayson tax 

revenues, as described above, have focused exclusively on sales tax revenues. The model 

employed by WEG’s Study however will look more broadly at all taxes, including 

personal income and business taxes. 

                                                 
17

 As quoted in “Nation’s largest tax free weekend gets underway in Texas”. Reuters 8/19/2011. 
18

Buschman Robert D. “Sales Tax Holidays and Revenue Effects in Georgia” (March 2011); Fiscal Research 

Center; Andrew Young School of Policy Studies; Atlanta, GA. 
19

LI, Hui “The Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia” (August 2009) University of Georgia Dissertation. 
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B. The Effect of the Sales Tax Holiday on Economic Activity: A Model for the State of 

Georgia 

While the existing evidence, and common sense, suggest that Sales Tax Holidays provide 

stimulus to the economy, the size of such stimulus, its impacts on the economy and the 

effects on tax revenues are just beginning to be quantified. 

So far, most analyses of the impacts of the Back to School Sales Tax Holidays are 

methodologically incomplete. They incorrectly assume static consumer and retailer behavior 

with no spillover effects. These analyses are what legislators are often presented with when 

discussing the possibility of enacting Sales Tax Holiday legislation.  

The Econometric Model 

A major objective of this Study is to posit an empirical model that combines econometric 

estimation and input-output modeling to quantify the effects of the Sales Tax Holidays. We 

will base this Study on two separate econometric models. The first one models the state sales 

tax collection and the second estimates county-level sales tax collections. 

The econometric models used in this analysis will estimate the marginal effects of the tax 

holiday on overall sales. These marginal effects are then used as the input for the input-

output analysis which, in turn, will produce estimates of the effects on economic activity, 

employment and tax revenues. 

The econometric models are based on monthly state and county-level sales tax data collected 

by the Georgia Department of Revenue. 

At the state level, we assume that the level of tax collections is related to income per capita, 

the size of the population, the amount of sales tax collected for the prior month, the month of 

the year and whether there is a Sales Tax Holiday or not. To estimate this model we used a 

time series that starts on January 1999 and ends on October 2011.  

This model yields results that are similar to the model presented in a previous study by 

Georgia State University. However, unlike that study, we did not find a statistically 

significant effect of the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday on sales tax revenues.  

It should be emphasized that these time series models have some limitations. The number of 

observations is limited. They do not allow for greater variability of income and population 

and confound the diversity of a large state in terms of population density, income and other 

demographic variables. 
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In addition, we estimated a separate model for the counties sales tax revenues, using county-

level sales tax collections and demographic data. This approach uses a cross section of 159 

counties followed over a period of 142 months (1999 through 2011). 

In particular, it is assumed that tax collection for a specific county during a particular month 

is related to:  

- The size of the economy of the county, 

- The size of the population of the county, 

- Average per capita income of the county, 

- The historic sales tax collection in the county, 

- The month of the year, 

- Other factors specific to the county. 

 

A-priori it would be expected that more affluent, more populated counties with historically 

higher sales tax collections will continue having larger tax collections. Also, we would 

expect some months to have higher sales tax collection levels. December, for example, has 

sales that are higher than any other month. Also, there are factors which may be specific to a 

particular county that influence sales levels. For example, urban counties may, by way of 

attracting customers from surrounding rural counties, have higher sales levels. Counties with 

high tourism or those that are international shopping destinations may experience higher 

sales. 

The results of the estimation of the econometric model are in keeping with economic theory 

expectations: Larger income, population and historic sales tax collection levels are associated 

with current and future sales tax levels. The technical details of the estimation of the model 

with the underlying data are presented in Appendix I. Table 2 below shows the marginal 

effects of the included variables on sales levels. 

Table 2. Marginal Effects of Selected Variables on Sales Tax Revenue-County Level 

Variable Marginal Effect 

Income per capita (long-run adjusted) 0.932 

Population (long-run adjusted) 0.586 

Back to School  Sales Tax Holiday -0.037 

Total Statewide Direct Estimated Impact of a 2011 Back to School 

Sales Tax Holiday in the State of Georgia $209.5 

Total Statewide Estimated Impact of a 2011 Back to School Sales Tax 
Holiday in the State of Georgia $475.8 

Source: The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 
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The marginal effects contained in Table 2 above show that a 1 percent change in income per 

capita increases sales by .93 percent, and a 1 percent increase in population increases sales by 

.58 percent.  

The effects of income per capita and population are long-run effects. These variables grow 

gradually over time. The coefficients shown display the long-run adjusted effects.  

In addition to the direct effects, there are indirect effects that are the result of increased 

economic activity such as increased employment, which leads to increased sales of all items 

and increases in tax revenues. These effects are discussed in the next section of this Study. 
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III.  THE ESTIMATED  POSITIVE  ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF PROVIDI NG A BACK TO SCHOOL 

SALES TAX HOLIDAY IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA  

 

The economic impacts that will result from the added retail sales are important to 

overall economic growth, Labor Income and consumer purchases in the State of 

Georgia. The State of Georgia IMPLAN input-output model was used in this analysis to 

estimate the economic impacts on the state generated by a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday. 

Input-output models are statistical models that quantify relationships among economic 

sectors or industries. These models use the historical relationships of economic interaction 

among industries to forecast the associated distribution of jobs and wages. For example, 

when consumers spend money on apparel, the model identifies the sectors that are directly 

impacted such as retail, apparel distribution and apparel manufacturing. These are called 

direct effects. Apparel distribution and manufacturing in turn consume other inputs such as 

fuel, transportationstock and textiles. These are called indirect effects. Finally, as workers in 

the directly and indirectly impacted sectors spend their earnings, they create demand for 

other goods. These last impacts are called induced effects. 

It is apparent that the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday creates direct, indirect and induced 

effects. Not all of these effects remain in the state however. To the extent that Georgia’s 

economy is integrated nationally and internationally, some of these effects spillover to other 

states and overseas. Likewise, spending stimulus taking place in other economies would have 

effects in Georgia. 

WEG Economists used the IMPLAN input-output model to measure the direct, indirect and 

induced effects of a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday. IMPLAN is an input-output model 

that was originally developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. The basic input to 

the model is the estimated increase in consumer spending produced by the Back to School 

Sales Tax Holiday. This has been estimated by the econometric model at $655 million for the 

month(s) when the holiday is held. A total estimated 6,452 jobs – hourly equivalent full-time 

positions – for state residents will result from the proposed Sales Tax Holiday. Most of the 

employment gains, 73 percent, are in the retail sector. 

Table 3 on the next page summarizes the economic impacts that would result if a Back to 

School Sales Tax Holiday was established in the Georgia. The total number of “Full Time 

Equivalent (FTE)
20

 jobs that are estimated to be created is 6,452. In addition to 4,526 direct 

                                                 
20

 A Full Time Equivalent Job is 2080 hours of work. It is equivalent to 52 weeks at 40 hours per week. Most of 

the expansion in labor from the sales tax holiday would be temporary, but each FTE represents an addition of 

2080 hours of work. Therefore 6,452 FTE represents 13.2 million work hours, most of which can be temporary.  
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jobs, indirect and induced add about 1,926 jobs. Indirect jobs are in industries that are part of 

the supply chain for the retailing sector; induced jobs result from the earnings that accrue to 

labor from the Sales Tax Holiday. These induced jobs can be in any sector of the economy. 

In addition to the 6,452 jobs, $182.2 million in increased Labor Income for workers is 

estimated to result from a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia. 

Table 3.  Summary of the Economic Impacts Created by  

a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday in the State of Georgia 

Impact On Direct 
Indirect & 

Induced 

Total 

Impacts 

Employment (Jobs) 4,526 1,926 6,452 

Labor Income ($ Millions) $100.47 $81.71 $182.18 

Total Value Added ($ Millions) $147.4 $151.7 $299.1 

Federal, State and Local Fiscal Revenues ($ Millions) --- ---- $84.3 

Total Economic Output ($ Millions) $239.4 $236.4 $475.8 

Source:  The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 

 

The increase to Georgia’s economic output is somewhat smaller than the direct spending 

impact ($655.2 million vs. $475.8 million). 

Table 4 below shows that the increased level of economic activity generates increases in tax 

collections. Over $84 million in fiscal revenues (the taxes and fees collected by governments) 

are estimated to be generated by the Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia each year. This total is 

almost evenly divided between the federal and state and local governments with $44.4 

million, or 52.6 percent, flowing to the federal government, and the another $39.9 million or 

47.4 percent, of tax revenues allocated to state and local governments throughout 

Georgia.This increase in fiscal revenues is in sharp contrast to the tax loss predictions that 

the static fiscal impact analyses that legislators and policy makers usually rely on to make 

policy decisions. Because a large portion of the increased economic activity is reflected in 

labor earnings, there is a significant increase in labor and household taxes at the federal and 

state level (FICA and income taxes mainly). Federal corporate and indirect business taxes 

also rise. These are mainly corporate profit taxes and use and excise taxes. 
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Table 4. Total Fiscal Impacts of a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday  

in the State of Georgia ($ in Thousands) 

 Taxes Paid By FederalTaxes 
State/Local 

Taxes 
TotalTaxes 

Labor $17,821 $55 $17,876 

Capital $888 $0 $888 

Indirect Business Taxes $9,927 $35,072 $44,999 

Households $10,583 $4,820 $15,4033 

Corporations $5,175 $2 $5,177 

Total: $44,393 $39,949 $84,343 

*Net of any tax losses on tax exempt items. 

Source: The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 

 

At the state and local levels, increases in labor taxes are relatively small compared to the 

federal portion. These taxes would include income, unemployment and workers 

compensation. However, there are substantial indirect business taxes that accrue to state and 

local governments. These are mainly sales, excise and use taxes.   
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IV.  CONCLUSION  

 

This Study, utilizing professionally accepted and widely used methodology, finds that 

establishing a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday in the State of Georgia would provide 

an important economic stimulus to the State. It is also extremely popular with taxpayers, 

particularly middle-income families, facing the economic challenge of raising children at a 

time of significant economic distress. There is evidence that, due to the competitive nature of 

the retailing sector, price reductions during Sales Tax Holidays are substantially better than 

the sales exemption. Further, this analysis finds that a Sales Tax Holiday distributes most of 

its benefits on consumers directly and provides support to the important retail sector of 

Georgia. This large sector has a significant direct impact on the rest of the state’s economy. 

Thus, consumer expenditures get widely distributed among all sectors of the economy, 

supporting the generation of jobs, Labor Income and fiscal revenues. 

The Back to School Sales Tax Holiday also generates more labor and fiscal income than 

it costs the state. Indeed, this Study suggests that establishing a Back to School Sales Tax 

Holiday in Georgia would generate a significant $475.8 million in economic activity. 

Furthermore, this increase in economic activity creates $39.9 million in state and local taxes - 

providing a major boost to state and local coffers. 

This Study also finds that, as an economic stimulus, establishing a Back to School Sales Tax 

Holiday in the State of Georgiais a desirable policy option.Consumer expenses get quickly 

distributed among all sectors of the economy. Most importantly, a Sales Tax Holiday is a tax 

cut that more than pays for itself. From a fiscal perspective, it is better than neutral. Indeed, 

this Study estimates that a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday in Georgia would generate a 

$475.8 million in overall economic impact. This increase in economic activity would 

generate $5 million in state and local taxes beyond the revenue that would be lost to tax 

holiday exemptions.   

Back to School Sales Tax Holidays are a win-win-win proposition for all parties involved. 

Consumers get a tax break that helps them at a time of high need, retailers get an economic 

boost, and states and municipalities see increases in revenues. 
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APPENDIX I:   

ECONOMETRIC ESTIMATION DETAILS : 

ENGEL CURVE ANALYSIS  
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Following on standard economic theory, WEG economists modeled the demand for 

consumer goods using the Engel Curve Analysis. In economics, an Engel Curve shows 

how the quantity demanded of a good or service changes as the income level changes, 

holding all other factors constant. The effects of demand factors other than income shift the 

Engel Curve.  

 

Unlike a demand curve, which is downward sloping—as prices go up, demand goes down, an 

Engel Curve is upward sloping—as income goes up demand increases. In a demand curve, 

income is considered a demand shifter, while in an Engel Curve, price is the demand shifter. 

 

In particular, WEG economists hypothesized that sales taxes are directly proportional to sales 

which are a function of income, and that population, month of the year, consumer tastes and 

preferences and prices are shifters which increase or decrease demand.  

 

To estimate the impact of the Back to School Sales Tax Holiday on sales, WEG economists 

hypothesized that the Sales Tax Holiday acts as a temporary decrease in the prices of the 

items that become tax exempt and that the size of the benefit interacts with the number of 

school-age children. Economic theory predicts that a price decrease for some goods will 

increase the demand for such goods as well as other goods because, to an extent, the price 

decrease is akin to an increase in income. 

 

To maximize the use of the available data, two models were estimated. The first addressing 

state sales tax collections and the second, county level sales tax collections. These models 

were empirically estimated using a double log specification, with the logarithm ofinflation- 

adjusted tax collections by month as the dependent variable and the following as the 

explanatory variables: 

 

1. Time lagged logarithm of sales taxes by month for the state model, and by month and 

county for the county model. 

2. The logarithm of per capita income for the state (county) by month. 

3. The logarithm of population for the state (county) for the year. 

4. A set of variables for the months of the year. 

5. For the county model, a set of variables representing the characteristics that are specific 

to each county. 

6. Variables representing the various local optional sales taxes. 

7. Variables representing the months where each of two different sales tax holidays were 

held (Back to School and Energy Efficient Appliances holidays.) 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economics
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The state model is a time series. Following on the estimation procedure used by Georgia 

State University, we de-trended time variant variables to correct issues of non-stationarity. 

Similarly, the significance of the coefficients was tested using Newey-West adjusted standard 

errors. The results are presented in Table 5 below. 

 
Table 5. Time Series Estimates--Dependent Variable Log of State Level Sales Tax Revenue

1
 

Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  

T-

Value 
Significance 

Intercept 0.134 0.028 4.705 0 

lag of log of sales tax revenue
1
 -0.207 0.083 -2.479 0.014 

log of population -1.137 1.442 -0.788 0.432 

log of per capita income
1
 2.494 0.351 7.111 0 

Energy Star Appliance Tax Holiday 0.022 0.096 0.227 0.821 

Back to School Tax Holiday -0.057 0.036 -1.597 0.113 

January
2
 -0.139 0.039 -3.599 0 

February
2
 -0.199 0.036 -5.489 0 

March
2
 -0.123 0.037 -3.323 0.001 

April
2
 -0.118 0.037 -3.149 0.002 

May
2
 -0.037 0.038 -0.981 0.329 

June
2
 -0.141 0.04 -3.554 0.001 

July
2
 -0.095 0.041 -2.32 0.022 

August
2
 -0.162 0.046 -3.489 0.001 

September
2
 -0.161 0.041 -3.933 0 

October
2
 -0.187 0.042 -4.496 0 

November
2
 -0.179 0.042 -4.244 0 

R-squared=.505 
1
In constant dollars 

2
Base month is December         

Source: The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 

 

The county model uses panel data, thus serial correlation is quite likely. If serial correlation 

is present, the estimation results can be inefficient. This means that estimates standard errors 

are biased downwards, which can lead to the incorrect conclusion that the estimation result is 

significant when in fact it may not be.  

 

One way to reduce serial correlation and at the same time make the model dynamic is to use 

a lagged dependent variable. The lagged dependent variable model assumes that the effects 

of all variables, including unmeasured variables, have impacts that decrease exponentially. 

Further, using the lagged dependent variable allows this analysis to measure the long-term 

impacts of the causal variables. Nevertheless, even as the use of a lagged variable reduces 

serial correlation, it may not completely eliminate it. In addition, to address the issue of non-

stationarity of means, all continuous variables were de-trended using time and time-squared 

as the de-trending variables.  
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The model was first estimated using Ordinary Least Squares. It is known that when the 

model includes a lag of the independent variable, the Durbin-Watson Statistic (D-W) will be 

biased toward 2, suggesting that there is no serial autocorrelation, when in fact, it may be 

present. Therefore, the standard D-W is not a useful test for autocorrelation for this type of 

model. Instead, this analysis used a couple of alternatives: the Breusch-Godfrey Lagrange 

Multiplier test and the alternative Durbin “h” statistic
21

. Applying both tests yielded results 

suggestive of serial correlation.  

 

It was further suspected that error terms may be correlated across counties, for this reason 

and to address the issue of serial correlation as an alternative, the Feasible Generalized Least 

Squares (FGLS) model using the Cochrane-Orcutt 2-step algorithm was estimated. FGLS are 

known to be asymptotically unbiased and efficient.  The results of FGLS estimation are listed 

in Table 6 on pages 19-23.  FGSL coefficients are also unbiased and efficient. These were 

used to compute the elasticity and forecasts. 

 

The coefficients derived from the two models are used to simulate the effect of a Back to 

School Sales Tax Holiday on sales tax collections. For example, in August of 2011 counties 

collected an aggregate of $395,206,000 in sales taxes. If the average tax rate was 3 percent, 

then the level of taxable sales was $395,206,000/.03 = $ $13,173,533,333. Further, the 

econometric model predicts that having a Back to School Sales Tax Holiday would reduce 

the amount of sales taxes collected by 3.8 percent. Thus the loss to counties would be 

$15,017,828.  

Furthermore, even though statistically the state-level model was not significant, we must 

assume that since all goods that are exempted during the holiday at the county level, they are 

also exempted at the state level.Then if the county model is statistically valid, the loss at the 

state level can be derived algebraically. Doing so yields an estimate of $19.9 million loss in 

state sales taxes. The total losses from the holiday would be about $35 million. 

 

However, based on the last-published statistical reports from the Georgia DOR
22

, we know 

that at the state level about 38 percent of the sales taxes are reported by establishments that 

sell the merchandise that would be exempted during the holiday. At the county level this 

figure would be 32 percent. The discrepancy is due to the counties taxing food for home 

consumption while the state does not. Food is not an exempted item during the tax holiday. 

These figures are consistent with other states. For example, in Florida this share is about 30 

percent. In Florida food is not taxed, just as it is at the state level in Georgia. 

                                                 
21

Much of this discussion is based on Veerbek Marno (2008) “A Guide to Modern Econometrics”, 3
rd

 Ed. John 

Wiley and Sons and Green, William H. 2003.  Econometric Analysis, 5
th

 Edition, Prentice Hall.  
22

 Georgia Department of Revenue Yearly Statistical Report 2010 

https://etax.dor.ga.gov/oic/2010stats/WebFY2010StatReport.pdf 
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Further, if we assume conservatively that only about 20 percent of all the merchandise sold in 

establishments selling tax exempt items during the tax holiday would be actually covered by 

the exemption, we can algebraically infer that taxable retail sales would have to increase to 

limit the sales tax loss to a total of $35 million for the state and the counties combined. The 

combined sales tax loss is about 4 percent, but the share of merchandise that remains taxable 

drops by about 8 percent. Therefore, the amount of sales for goods that remain taxable would 

have increased. Using linear extrapolation with August of 2011 as the base would suggest an 

increase in sales of merchandise that would remain taxable of $655 million.  

 

It is interesting to observe that this last figure would represent an increase in demand of 4.7 

percent, while the drop in price for the tax exempted merchandise would be about 7 

percent—assuming that the tax cut is fully passed on as a price reduction to consumers. This 

would imply that the price elasticity of demand for the tax exempted goods is about -.7. This 

backend check on our calculations is consistent with consumer demand literature.
23

 

 
Table 6. FGLS Estimates—Dependent Variable Log of County-Level Sales Tax Revenue

1
 

Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  
T-Value Significance 

(Constant) 0.424 0.088 4.792 0 

Lag of county level sales tax revenue
1
 0.486 0.006 87.307 0 

Log of income
1
 0.479 0.023 21.238 0 

Log of population
1
 0.301 0.017 17.461 0 

Energy Star Sales Tax Holiday 0.042 0.009 4.908 0 

Back to School Sales Tax Holiday -0.037 0.006 -6.145 0 

ELOST-tax
2
 0.211 0.008 27.631 0 

HOST-tax
2
 0.089 0.033 2.694 0.007 

OTHER-local taxes
2
 0.05 0.024 2.103 0.035 

SPLOST-tax
2
 0.195 0.014 14.013 0 

NOV
3
 -0.109 0.006 -16.729 0 

JAN
3
 -0.128 0.006 -19.999 0 

FEB
3
 -0.105 0.006 -16.535 0 

MAR
3
 -0.008 0.006 -1.234 0.217 

APR
3
 -0.053 0.006 -8.312 0 

MAY
3
 -0.026 0.006 -4.076 0 

JUN
3
 -0.042 0.006 -6.525 0 

JUL
3
 0.04 0.007 5.793 0 

AUG
3
 -0.058 0.007 -8.22 0 

SEP
3
 -0.02 0.006 -3.057 0.002 

OCT
3
 -0.157 0.007 -21.818 0 

Appling -0.565 0.11 -5.13 0 

Atkinson -1.177 0.118 -9.959 0 

                                                 
23

Joseph G. Eisenhauer and Kristine E. Principe, “Price Knowledge and Elasticity” Journal of Empirical 

Generalizations in Marketing Science, 2009,Vol 12, No. 2. 
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Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  
T-Value Significance 

Bacon -0.935 0.111 -8.431 0 

Baker -1.761 0.134 -13.168 0 

Baldwin -0.425 0.078 -5.457 0 

Banks -0.606 0.098 -6.163 0 

Barrow -0.422 0.073 -5.782 0 

Bartow -0.028 0.065 -0.436 0.663 

Ben Hill -0.722 0.099 -7.325 0 

Berrien -1.067 0.098 -10.843 0 

Bibb -0.156 0.055 -2.838 0.005 

Bleckley -1.161 0.106 -10.933 0 

Brantley -1.238 0.102 -12.099 0 

Brooks -1.209 0.101 -12.009 0 

Bryan -0.775 0.088 -8.839 0 

Bulloch -0.226 0.074 -3.067 0.002 

Burke -0.717 0.108 -6.647 0 

Butts -0.524 0.095 -5.49 0 

Calhoun -1.413 0.124 -11.373 0 

Camden -0.537 0.077 -6.933 0 

Candler -0.887 0.111 -8 0 

Carroll -0.151 0.062 -2.414 0.016 

Catoosa -0.345 0.072 -4.785 0 

Charlton -1 0.112 -8.964 0 

Chatham 0.147 0.046 3.179 0.001 

Chattahoochee -1.693 0.113 -14.984 0 

Chattooga -0.742 0.092 -8.053 0 

Cherokee -0.444 0.051 -8.768 0 

Clarke 0.049 0.062 0.792 0.428 

Clay -1.487 0.143 -10.419 0 

Clayton 0.333 0.051 6.472 0 

Clinch -1.067 0.122 -8.754 0 

Cobb -0.259 0.042 -6.156 0 

Coffee -0.564 0.083 -6.824 0 

Colquitt -0.504 0.08 -6.33 0 

Columbia -0.451 0.058 -7.739 0 

Cook -0.749 0.101 -7.393 0 

Coweta -0.176 0.06 -2.949 0.003 

Crawford -1.625 0.113 -14.338 0 

Crisp -0.437 0.093 -4.703 0 

Dade -0.712 0.1 -7.106 0 

Dawson -0.402 0.094 -4.292 0 

Decatur -0.417 0.088 -4.712 0 

Dodge -0.843 0.097 -8.733 0 

Dooly -0.942 0.106 -8.868 0 
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Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  
T-Value Significance 

Dougherty -0.034 0.064 -0.537 0.591 

Douglas -0.145 0.061 -2.387 0.017 

Early -0.798 0.108 -7.4 0 

Echols -1.94 0.139 -14 0 

Effingham -0.488 0.08 -6.094 0 

Elbert -0.838 0.095 -8.803 0 

Emanuel -0.711 0.094 -7.54 0 

Evans -0.865 0.11 -7.87 0 

Fannin -0.612 0.093 -6.55 0 

Fayette -0.585 0.06 -9.693 0 

Floyd -0.308 0.064 -4.852 0 

Forsyth -0.13 0.054 -2.396 0.017 

Franklin -0.586 0.094 -6.228 0 

Fulton 0.369 0.04 9.176 0 

Gilmer -0.571 0.091 -6.278 0 

Glascock -1.679 0.143 -11.744 0 

Glynn -0.125 0.066 -1.9 0.057 

Gordon -0.327 0.076 -4.312 0 

Grady -0.83 0.092 -8.983 0 

Greene -0.65 0.1 -6.524 0 

Gwinnett 0.157 0.04 3.943 0 

Habersham -0.506 0.082 -6.136 0 

Hall -0.022 0.054 -0.411 0.681 

Hancock -1.429 0.116 -12.303 0 

Haralson -0.708 0.089 -7.991 0 

Harris -1.227 0.086 -14.286 0 

Hart -0.724 0.092 -7.879 0 

Heard -0.117 0.113 -1.033 0.302 

Henry -0.123 0.054 -2.288 0.022 

Houston -0.184 0.057 -3.222 0.001 

Irwin -1.371 0.113 -12.137 0 

Jackson -0.383 0.075 -5.07 0 

Jasper -1.251 0.106 -11.859 0 

Jeff Davis -0.717 0.104 -6.88 0 

Jefferson -0.824 0.101 -8.195 0 

Jenkins -1.21 0.117 -10.318 0 

Johnson -1.398 0.115 -12.171 0 

Jones -1.012 0.088 -11.444 0 

Lamar -1.033 0.099 -10.438 0 

Lanier -1.516 0.116 -13.047 0 

Laurens -0.406 0.078 -5.23 0 

Lee -0.801 0.09 -8.927 0 

Liberty -0.444 0.073 -6.124 0 
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Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  
T-Value Significance 

Lincoln -1.301 0.116 -11.228 0 

Long -1.654 0.111 -14.943 0 

Lowndes 0.042 0.062 0.672 0.502 

Lumpkin -0.724 0.09 -8.061 0 

Macon -0.986 0.105 -9.382 0 

Madison -1.141 0.089 -12.869 0 

Marion -1.58 0.116 -13.597 0 

McDuffie -0.604 0.093 -6.511 0 

McIntosh -0.85 0.107 -7.931 0 

Meriwether -1.057 0.094 -11.253 0 

Miller -1.347 0.121 -11.141 0 

Mitchell -0.776 0.094 -8.256 0 

Monroe -0.574 0.09 -6.364 0 

Montgomery -1.402 0.116 -12.073 0 

Morgan -0.71 0.097 -7.294 0 

Murray -0.686 0.085 -8.1 0 

Muscogee -0.051 0.052 -0.974 0.33 

Newton -0.38 0.067 -5.676 0 

Oconee -0.758 0.084 -9.048 0 

Oglethorpe -1.511 0.104 -14.487 0 

Paulding -0.415 0.06 -6.909 0 

Peach -0.721 0.09 -7.976 0 

Pickens -0.754 0.086 -8.774 0 

Pierce -0.935 0.099 -9.423 0 

Pike -1.415 0.101 -14.057 0 

Polk -0.562 0.082 -6.871 0 

Pulaski -1.275 0.108 -11.836 0 

Putnam -0.529 0.094 -5.606 0 

Quitman -1.612 0.156 -10.349 0 

Rabun -0.549 0.099 -5.532 0 

Randolph -1.203 0.118 -10.205 0 

Richmond 0.148 0.052 2.871 0.004 

Rockdale -0.341 0.057 -5.94 0 

Schley -1.56 0.131 -11.865 0 

Screven -1.006 0.104 -9.675 0 

Seminole -1.061 0.113 -9.423 0 

Spalding -0.422 0.073 -5.821 0 

Stephens -0.679 0.09 -7.57 0 

Stewart -1.613 0.125 -12.939 0 

Sumter -0.699 0.085 -8.228 0 

Talbot -1.356 0.124 -10.969 0 

Taliaferro -1.962 0.153 -12.81 0 

Tattnall -1.056 0.094 -11.276 0 
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Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error  
T-Value Significance 

Taylor -1.127 0.115 -9.823 0 

Telfair -0.503 0.106 -4.756 0 

Terrell -1.121 0.111 -10.111 0 

Thomas -0.624 0.078 -7.968 0 

Tift -0.21 0.081 -2.601 0.009 

Toombs -0.506 0.089 -5.686 0 

Towns -0.718 0.111 -6.479 0 

Treutlen -1.469 0.123 -11.968 0 

Troup -0.37 0.07 -5.244 0 

Turner -1.063 0.113 -9.376 0 

Twiggs -1.374 0.114 -12.018 0 

Union -0.65 0.095 -6.83 0 

Upson -0.707 0.09 -7.842 0 

Walker -0.692 0.071 -9.713 0 

Walton -0.555 0.069 -8.068 0 

Ware -0.302 0.083 -3.621 0 

Warren -1.253 0.123 -10.153 0 

Washington -0.617 0.094 -6.557 0 

Wayne -0.766 0.089 -8.644 0 

Webster -1.956 0.143 -13.669 0 

Wheeler -1.558 0.125 -12.455 0 

White -0.681 0.091 -7.467 0 

Whitfield -0.161 0.064 -2.523 0.012 

Wilcox -1.562 0.116 -13.516 0 

Wilkes -1.045 0.11 -9.48 0 

Wilkinson -0.72 0.116 -6.201 0 

Worth -1.105 0.094 -11.815 0 

R-squared=.988 

1. Values in constant dollars. 

2. Reference tax is Local Option Sales Tax (LOST). 

3. Reference month is December. 

Source: The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 
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The source for the sales tax revenues used in this analysis was the Georgia Department of 

Revenue that publishes collection totals by county on its website: 

 

https://etax.dor.ga.gov/STDistribution/Default.aspx 

 

The data at the state level has a one-month lag, that is, collections data for January are 

published in the February collections report. The county level data has a two-month lag. Data 

published in February shows state collections through January and sales tax remittances to 

the counties for taxes collected in December. 

 

The state does not publish sales tax collections by type of establishment or merchandise, nor 

does it publish sales volume data. This represents a severe limitation to this Study. While we 

can estimate, based on tax rates, the volume of taxable sales that generates a given sales tax 

collection, we cannot infer what merchandise generate the taxes, nor the volume of untaxed 

merchandise sales. 

 

In contrast, other states, for example, Florida publishes tax collections, and sales levels of 

taxable and non-taxable merchandise. Therefore, it is easier to determine causality in tax 

collections from a Sale Tax Holiday.  

 

Data for income and inflation comes from the National Bureau of Economic Analysis 

website: 

 

http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/default.cfm?selTable=CA1-3&section=2 

 

Population data comes from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

 

https://etax.dor.ga.gov/STDistribution/Default.aspx
http://www.bea.gov/regional/reis/default.cfm?selTable=CA1-3&section=2
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THE WASHINGTON ECONOMICS GROUP QUALIFICATIONS  

AND GROUP TEAM
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The Washington Economics Group (WEG)has been successfully meeting client objectives 
since 1993 through economic consulting services for corporations, institutions and 
governments of the Americas. We have the expertise, high-level contacts, and business alliances 
to strengthen your competitive positioning in the growing marketplaces of Florida and Latin 
America. 
 
Our roster of satisfied clients, over the past eighteen years, includes multinational corporations, 
financial institutions, public entities, and non-profit associations expanding their operations in 
the Americas. 

 

EXCLUSIVE CONSULTING APPROACH: 
 

Each client is unique to us. We spend considerable time and effort in understanding the 
operations, goals, and objectives of clients as they seek our consulting and strategic advice. We 
are not a mass-production consulting entity nor do we accept every project that comes to us. 
We engage a limited number of clients each year that require customized consulting services in 
our premier areas of specialization.  These premier and exclusive services are headed by former 
U.S. Under Secretary of Commerce, Dr. J. Antonio Villamil, with over thirty  years of experience 
as a business executive and as a senior public official of the U.S. and most recently of Florida.  
 

PREMIER CONSULTING SERVICES: 
 

Comprehensive Corporate Expansion Services.Our seamless and customized service includes 
site selection analysis, development of incentive strategies and community and governmental 
relations. 

Economic Impact Studies highlight the importance of a client's activities in the generation of 
income, output and employment in the market area serviced by the entity. These studies are 
also utilized to analyze the impact of public policies on key factors that may affect a client's 
activities such as tax changes, zoning, environmental permits and others. 

Strategic Business Development Services. These services are customized to meet client 
objectives, with particular emphasis in the growing marketplaces of Florida, Mexico, Central 
and South America. Recent consulting assignments include customized marketing strategies, 
country risk assessments for investment decisions and corporate spokesperson activities and 
speeches on behalf of the client at public or private meetings. 

 
 
 

For a full description of WEG capabilities and services,  
please visit our website at: 

www.weg.com 
 

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/Haydee/My%20Documents/www.weg.com
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The Washington Economics Group (WEG) 
Representative Client List 

2003-2011 
 

 
 
 
 

MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS 

¶ Lockheed Martin 
¶ FedEx Latin America 
¶ IBM 
¶ Motorola 
¶ SBC Communications 
¶ Ameritech International 
¶ Lucent Technologies 
¶ MediaOne/AT&T 
¶ Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc. (Vivendi) 
¶ Microsoft Latin America 
¶ Carrier 
¶ Medtronic 
¶ Phelps Dodge 
¶ Esso Inter-America 
¶ Visa International 
¶ MasterCard International 
¶ Telefonica Data Systems 
¶ Bureau Veritas (BIVAC) 
¶ Merck Latin America 
¶ DMJM & Harris 
¶ Wilbur Smith Associates 
¶ PBSJ 

 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

¶ International Bank of Miami 
¶ Pan American Life 
¶ ABN-AMRO Bank 
¶ Barclays Bank 
¶ Lazard Freres& Co. 
¶ BanqueNationale de Paris 
¶ HSBC/Marine Midland 
¶ Fiduciary Trust International  
¶ Sun Trust Corporation 
¶ First Union National Bank (Wachovia) 
¶ Union Planters Bank of Florida (Regions) 
¶ Bank Atlantic Corp. 
¶ Hemisphere National Bank 
¶ BankUnited, FSB 
¶ MercantilCommercebank N.A. 
¶ PointeBank, N.A. 
¶ The Equitable/AXA Advisors 
 

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, NON-PROFIT  
ORGANIZATIONS & UNIVERSITIES 

¶ Baptist Health Systems 
¶ Jackson Health Systems 
¶ Miami-Dade Expressway Authority 
¶ Miami-Dade College 
¶ Miami Museum of Science 
¶ Zoological Society of Florida 
¶ Florida International University  
¶ University of Miami 
¶ Inter -American Development Bank (IDB) 
¶ United Nations Economic Development Program (UNDP) 
¶ Universidad Politécnica de Puerto Rico 
¶ Sistema Universitario Ana G. Méndez (SUAGM) 
¶ Keiser University 
¶ Full Sail Real World Education 
¶ Florida Ports Council 
¶ Florida Sports Foundation 
¶ Florida Citrus Mutual 
¶ Florida Nursing Homes Alliance 
¶ Florida Bankers Association 
¶ Florida Outdoor Advertising Association 
¶ City of Plantation 
¶ City of West Palm Beach  
¶ Econ. Dev. Commission of Lee County 
¶ Econ. Dev. Commission of Miami-Dade (BeaconCouncil) 
¶ Econ. Dev. Commission of Mid-Florida 
¶ Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce 
¶ SW Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce 
¶ Enterprise Florida, Inc. 
¶ The Beacon Council 
¶ Visit Florida 
¶ Louisiana Committee for Economic Development 
¶ University of South Florida/ENLACE 
¶ Space Florida 
¶ State of Florida 

FLORIDA-BASED CORPORATIONS 

¶ Sprint of Florida 
¶ Florida Marlins 
¶ Flo-Sun Sugar Corp. 
¶ Farm Stores 
¶ The BMI Companies 
¶ Spillis Candela & Partners 
¶ The Biltmore Hotel/Seaway 
¶ Trammel Crow Company 
¶ Advantage Capital  
¶ WCI Development Companies 
¶ Iberia Tiles 
¶ Florida Hospital 
¶ Mercy Hospital 
¶ The St. Joe Companies 
¶ Florida Power & Light (FPL) 
¶ International Speedway Corporation 
 

LATIN AMERICA-BASED INSTITUTIONS 

¶ Federation of Inter-American Financial Institutions 
(FIBAFIN) 

¶ The Brunetta Group of Argentina 
¶ Association of Peruvian Banks 
¶ Peruvian Management Institute (IPAE) 
¶ MercantilServiciosFinancieros, Venezuela 
¶ Allied-Domecq, Mexico 
¶ Fonalledas Enterprises 
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J. ANTONIO “TONY” VILLAMIL 
Principal Advisor, The Washington Economics Group (WEG). 

Dean, School of Business of St. Thomas University of Florida 

Tony Villamil has over 30 years of successful career as a business economist, university 
educator and high-level policymaker for both federal and state governments. He has served as a 
Presidential appointee U.S. Undersecretary of Commerce for Economic Affairs, and he is the 
founder of a successful economic consulting practice, The Washington Economics Group, Inc. 
(WEG). Since August 2008, Tony is the Dean and Research Professor of Economics at the School 
of Business of St. Thomas University, while continuing to serve as Principal Economic Advisor 
to the clients of WEG. 

4ÏÎÙ ÉÓ Á ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔȭÓ !ÄÖÉÓÏÒÙ #ÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅ ÏÎ 4ÒÁÄÅ 0ÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÎÄ 
.ÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÎ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎȟ $Ȣ#Ȣ  (Å ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÐÁÓÔ #ÈÁÉÒÍÁÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ #ÏÕÎÃÉÌ 
of Economic Advisors of Florida, and during 1999-2000, he directed the Tourism, International 
Trade and Economic Development Department of the State in the Office of Governor Jeb Bush.  
Presently, he is on the Board of Directors of the Spanish Broadcasting System (NASDAQ), 
MercantilCommercebank, N.A., Pan-American Life Insurance Group (PALIG) and Enterprise 
Florida ɀ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȢ   

Among other leadership positions, he is currently Chairman of the Economic Roundtable of the 
Beacon CouncilɂMiami-$ÁÄÅ #ÏÕÎÔÙȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÒÇÁÎization. He also 
serves as Senior Research Fellow of Florida TaxWatch, an established fiscal and policy research 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÁÔÅȢ 4ÏÎÙ ÉÓ Á ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3ÕÐÅÒÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÎÔȭÓ "ÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ !ÄÖÉÓÏÒÙ #ÏÕÎÃÉÌ 
of Miami-Dade County Public School System; one of the largest school systems of the nation. 

Mr. Villamil earned bachelor and advanced degrees in Economics from Louisiana State 
University (LSU), where he also completed coursework for the Ph.D. degree. In 1991, Florida 
International University (FIU) awarded him a doctoral degree in Economics (hc), for 
ȰÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÅÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÅÌÄ ÏÆ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃÓȢȱ (Å ÓÐÅÁËÓ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÔÏ 
business, government and university audiences on economic topics, and was until the summer 
of 2008 a member of the Graduate Business Faculty of Florida International University (FIU). 



 

Page 30 | The Washington Economics Group, Inc. 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

HORACIO SOBERON-FERRER, PH.D. 
Associate Consultant for Economic, The Washington Economics Group, Inc. 

 
Horacio Soberon-Ferrer, Ph.D.has over twenty years of experience as a professional economist. 

His expertise is in applied microeconomics, consumer policy, demand forecasting, healthcare 

systems analysis and the economics of aging.  

 

Dr. Soberon-Ferrer has held the positions of Director of Planning and Evaluation, Florida 

Department of Elder Affairs; Director of the State Infrastructure Bank at the Florida Department 

of Transportation and Senior Analyst for Forecasting and Environmental Scanning, AARP. He 

has also held full time faculty positions at the University of Florida and University of Maryland 

where he taught Consumer Economics, Public Policy Analysis, Finance, and Statistical Methods.  

 

Horacio received his Ph.D. in Applied Economics from Clemson University specializing in 

quantitative policy analysis and consumer behavior. He also has a Licentiate degree in Actuarial 

Science and a M.S. in Management. He has published widely on the topics of consumer 

expenditures estimation, economics of energy demand and the economics of aging.  
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Mary Snow is the Manager of Client Services at The Washington Economics Group, Inc. (WEG). 
3ÈÅ ÓÅÒÖÅÓ ÁÓ 7%'ȭÓ ÃÌÉÅÎÔ ÌÉÁÉÓÏÎȟ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÆÁÃÉÌÉÔÁÔÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ 
achieve their goals.   

Prior to joining WEG, Mary was a governmental consultant for Robert M. Levy & Associates with 
ÏÆÆÉÃÅÓ ÉÎ -ÉÁÍÉ ÁÎÄ 4ÁÌÌÁÈÁÓÓÅÅȢ  3ÈÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓȭ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
State Legislature. 

Mary received her undergraduate degree in Political Science with a minor in Education from 

Florida State University.   Mary is a resident of Coral Gables, Florida. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HAYDEE M. CARRION 
Executive and Senior Research Assistant 

 
-ÓȢ #ÁÒÒÉÏÎ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ %ØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅ !ÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ $ÒȢ 6ÉÌÌÁÍÉÌ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÍȭÓ ÆÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÉÎ ρωωσȢ  -ÓȢ 
Carrion is a specialist in multi-media presentations and in the preparation and design of reports and 
documents for clients.   

She also is the Senior and Project Research Assistant and has extensive experience in the 
preparation of electronic data, presentation of quantitative information, Internet research and 
desktop publishing.  

Haydee has been with WEG for 17 years. Ms. Carrion holds AA and AS degrees in Business 
Administration and Office System Technologies from Miami-Dade College.  Haydee is a resident of 
Miami-Dade County. 

MARY SNOW 
Managing Director of Client Services 
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