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pre-empt state and local authority to tax telecommunication services, and to respect the 
federalism principles that serve as the cornerstone of our Nation’s system of government.  
 

But telecommunications reform does not stop at the federal level. With respect to state 
and local efforts, the Commission  supports continued cooperative endeavors at the state and 
local levels to improve telecommunications tax laws that are sometimes arcane and in need of 
revision. . The telecommunications industry and the states have had many discussions to explore 
ways to improve the taxation of telecommunications at the state and local level. These 
discussions have been productive, and serve to highlight the level of cooperation between states, 
local governments and the telecommunications industry in finding solutions to improve 
telecommunications taxation. Such cooperative effort have borne fruit in the past, such as the 
Mobile Telecommunications Sourcing Act in 2000, which simplifies state transactional taxes of 
mobile telecommunications services. Other efforts include the Streamlined Sales and Use Tax 
Agreement, with its provisions on uniform sourcing and definitions of telecommunications 
services. The Multistate Tax Commission is developing a telecommunications tax centralized 
administration model for states to use in their own telecommunications reform efforts. 

 
 

This Policy Statement will expire at the Multistate Tax Commission Annual Meeting in 2016. 
 
 
 
  


