Approved February 22, 1985
Date

MINUTES OF THE __Senate CcOMMITTEE ON Assessment and Taxation

The meeting was called to order by Senator Fred A. Kerr at
Chairperson

11:00 4 m./pxxon Tuesday, February 19 19.85in room _526-S of the Capitol.

All members were present egsgpt:

Committee staff present:

Tom Severn, Research Department

Melinda Hanson, Research Department

Don Hayward, Revisor's Office

LaVonne Mumert, Secretary to the Committee

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Tom Severn, Research Department
Dr. Glenn Fisher, Wichita State University

Tom Severn gave a brief history of the classification issue. He said the
uniform and equal provision of the Constitution has been modified only three
times: for mineral interests and intangibles, for household goods and for
motor vehicles.

Dr. Glenn Fisgher distributed the following information to the Committee:
Statement by Glenn W. Fisher (Attachment 1); Changes in Property Taxes Within
Classes, Resulting from Reappraisal (Attachment 2); Tax Shifts in Kingman
County Resulting from Adoption of the Kansas Tax Review Commission Proposal
(Attachment 3); Proposal for a Graduated Residential Exemption (Attachment 4);
and pages 6 through 21 of Tax Shifts Resulting from Adoption of the Kansas Tax
Review Commission Proposal (Attachment 5). Dr. Fisher read his testimony
(Attachment 1). He described the background of property taxation. He stated
that under any system of classification, not only will there be shifts between
classes but there will be great shifts within classes. He gave examples
(Attachment 2) of shifts within classes. Dr. Fisher explained that the sghifts
in taxes from class to class will be less than the shift in assessed values.
He used Kingman County as an example (Attachment 3) to illustrate the tax
shifts within a county. He stated that the fewer classes, the better, to ease
administrative problems and lessen demands for changes. He pointed out that

a wide range of assessments between business property and other types of
property causes great demand for special exemptions. 1In addition to the 30-20-
10 and 30-12 proposals, Dr. Fisher discussed a graduated residential exemption
proposal. He said this concept would maintain the uniform and equal assess-
ment but would protect ag land by implementing use value. The graduated
residential exemption would be a percentage of the assessed value up to a
maximum exemption equal to the average assessed value of a residential unit in
that county. He noted that this plan has almost the same effect as the 30-12
plan. Dr. Fisher talked about the problems that have resulted in Kansas because

of unequal administration. He noted, "I would suggest that personal property
be eliminated, as propcsed in the 30-12 plan, or that there be greatly stepped
up administrative efforts”. In summary, Dr. Fisher urged that one of the

three plans be adopted and said any of them would be a big improvement over
the existing situation. He also stressed that any plan must be well planned,
well coordinated and well explained to the general public.

Dr. Fisher answered gquestions from Committee members. He said the graduated
residential exemption would also require a constitutional amendment. He feels
the phase-in plan is workable, but pointed out this would require working with
two assessed values for each piece of property. He mentioned that valuing new
properties would also be a problem during the phase-in. Dr. Fisher said, in
general, it is true that a shift from personal property to real property would
tend to offset each other, but there are specific cases where this would not
be true. He said local units of government will not survive and retain any
degree of independence without the property tax. Senator Montgomery asked

Dr. Fisher's recommendations for keeping the appraisals current. Dr. Fisher
mentioned a provision requiring annual reevaluation and actual physical
inspections every four years. He said it is the state's responsibility to

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for 1

editing or corrections. Page

of _2




CONTINUATION SHEET

Minutes of the Tax Committee on February 19 19_85

assure that the assessment is uniform and the local responsibility to decide
how much tax to levy.

Senator Karr moved that the minutes of the February 18, 1985 meeting be
approved. Senator Allen seconded the motion, and the motion carried.

Meeting adjourned.
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Attachment 1

February 19, 1985

Statement by Glenn W. Fisher, Wichita State University
to
Senate Assesament and Taxation Committee

SENATOR KERR AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE;

I have appeared before this committee and the House comrittee
several times. I suggest you pass a reappraisal bill and an
appropriate constitutional amendment sc you can stop hearing me--or
at least let me talk on a different subject.

To repeat a little bit of history:

1.

The uniform, universal or general property tax was an

American invention.
The ultimate in tax democracy.

In conformity with Adam Smith’s idea of considering
society as a great estate in which all contributed to
expenses in proportion to one’s interest in the
estate.

Requirementa for uniform universal taxation were written
into many state constitutions (including Kansas).

Modification were soon made because of:
Poor administration

Increasingly complex kinds of property and
property rights.

All states have provided for exemption, claassification or
other special treatment of aome or all kinda of peraonal
property. Moat have uae value asaesament of farm land and
provisiona for some kind of exemption or refund of
residential taxea. Many of these residential refunds
(Homestead exempticna or circuit breakers) are limited to
elderly, low income persona or others with aspecial needs

A few states have comprehensive classification which
includes real estate. These systems have all been adopted,
not because it was believed that they were desirable systems
of taxation, but to minimize the shifts which would result
from reappraisal.
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I have attended most of the meetings of the Kanaaa Tax Review
Commission and I have met with other groups conaidering possible
clagssification schemea. Basaed upon that and upon my general
knowledge of property taxation, I would like to make the fcollowing
observations:

1. No system of classification will eliminate shifts in the
tax burden upon individual taxpayer.

There will be ahiftas between classes because there is
a0 much variation from place to place. Any plan

that maintainas the atatus quo in one place will cause
ahifts in other placesa

Nore importantly, the variation of aasessrmrent levels
face large incressesa or decreases in tax burden
regardless of the classification syatem used. A
phage-in plan can spread the impact over time. I
have made & very limited astudy of the shifts which
would occur within the urban residential claasa in
three countiea and the commercisl claas in one
county. (See handout entitled CHANGES IN PROPERTY
TAXES WITHIN CLASSES, RESULTING FROM REAPPRAISAL)

2. The ahift in taxes from class to classe will be less than

- — -

Taxea cannot be ahifted to or from property which is
outaide of the taxing jurisdictions in which it ia
located. For example, if there ia concentration of
property in a taxing jurisdiction a large decrease

in assessed value will not result in an equally large
decrease in taxes--in effect there is ‘“no place to
ahift it."”

Because data showing the composition of the tax base
in each taxing jurisdiction are not compiled, it is a
time consuming procasa to determine exactly what the
tax shift will be. I have done a study of Kingman
County which provides a good estimate of the shift of
taxea in that county. (Seae handout entitled, TAX
SHIFTS IN KINGMAN COUNTY RESULTING FROM ADOPTION OF
THE KANSAS TAX REVIEW COMMISSION PROPQOSAL.

The tax shifts ashown are leas than the ahift in
countywide aaaeaased value, although the differences
are not as large as they would have been if oil
property had baen concentrated largely in one school
diatrict.



3. The more classes used, the greater will be the
administrative problems of classifying property and the
greater will be the demanda for changing the
clasgification aystem.

4. The wider the range betwsen the asseaasment level of
business property and other property, the greater will be
the pressure for special buasiness exemptiona. (Such as
inventory exemptions or IRB exemptions.)

For many years, students of taxation have extolled the virtuea of
broad-based, low rate, administratively asimple taxes. Until
recently, thie advice haa gone unheeded as exemptiocna and apecial
provisions have been added to the tax system at all levela of
government. Today, the advise is being given very seriocus
attention at the federal level, but we are discovering that, once
special provisionas have been adopted, it is very difficult to
eliminate thenm.

If it is necessary to adopts some measure to cushion or prevent the
shiftas which will occur as a reault of reappraisal, I urge that

2

administratively feasible tax. It is also important that the plan

minimize the opportunity and incentive for variocus group to demand
annual changes.

One of the handouta, entitled PROPOSAL FOR A GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL
EXEMPTION deacribes a plan which would retain the uniform and equal
concept, but would would provide relief for agricultural land by
implementing uase value and for residential property by providing a
graduated residential exemption. The exemption would be some
percentage of the aasaasasad value (poaaibly 60X) up to a maximunm
exemption equal to the average assessed value of a reasidential unit
in that county. Intereatingly and by coincidence, the 60X
aexemption worka out to produce the same result aas the 30-1i2
classification propoaal, except that the exemption proposal would
give leas relief to the more expensive residential unita.

The 30-12 plan may be asomewhat eaasier to adminiaster because it
doesn’t involved the calculation of the average value of
reaidential unit in each county. This neads to be weighed againat
the advantagesa of the greater progréa‘ivity of the graduated
exemption. : ‘

The 30-12 plan proposeas the elimination of peraocnal property
(excapt that included in state appraised and cil property) from the
tax base It should be notad that much of the controveray over
property taxation in recent years has resulted from poor or erratic
administration of the property tax. Farmera felt their machinery
waa agsaeassed differently than buainesa machinery. Attempts to
remedy thia by using trending factors created large tax shifts,
etc. The result has been an erosion of the prersonal property tax
base and erratic resulta, which probably have not contributed to
the attractiveneasas of Kanaas aa a buaineas location.



I would suggest that peracnal property be eliminated, as proposed
in the 30-12 plan, or that there be greatly stepped up
administrative efforts.

In aummary, let me make the following two comments:

1 Any of the three plans (30-20-10, 30-12 or Graduated
Reaidential Exemption) would be big improvementa over the
preaent situation. I urge that one of thenm be adopted.

2. Whatever plan is adopted ias going to require a wall
planned, well cordinated, well financed plan for
implementation.



Attachment 2

CHANGES IN PROPERTY TAXES WITHIN CLASSES, RESULTING
FROM REAPPRAISAL~»

Much attention haa been focused upon the ahifts in aasseased
valuea and, by inference, upon the shift in taxes levied upon the
variocous claasases of property which would result from reappraisal of
property in Kanasaa. Several property classification proprosalsas
have been advanced aas meana of reducing the tax shifta. These
proposala have as their main purpose reducing tax ahifta and, thua,
the opposition to reappraiasal.

This paper ia a brief analysias of another important aspect of
the problem--the ahifta which will occur within claases. Such
shifta cannot be eliminated although asome phase-in propcsala would
spread them over a period of time.

Four clasaes of property were chosen for analysis. They were:

1. Single Faaily Reaidential, Kingman County
2. Urban Commercial, Sedgwick County

3. Single Family Reasidential, Sumner County
4. Urban Commercial, Sumner County

Data wereobtained from the 1584 asseasement-sales ratio
atudy. The Property Valuation Department provided printouts
showing the aassessed value and the sales price of each parcel
which survived the editing proceas and was thus used in the 1984
atudy. It waa assumed that each parcel would be reappraised at 100
percent (or a uniform percentage of 100 percent) of the sales
price. A hypothatical tax levy waa aasumed and the tax levy on
each parcel of property, before and after reappraisal, was
computed. Tables 1 through 4 are summazries of tax shifis which
would occur, assuming that the total tax levy on that class of

For example, Table I revealas that 12 parcsala ocut of the 84
aingle family residential propertiea in Kingmean County would
receive a tax decrease of more than 40 percent and that 13 parcelsa
would receive a tax increase of more than 40 percent. Summarized
in another way, S6.6 percant of the parcels examined in Table 1
would have a tax increase or decraease cf more than 20 percent.

Seventy-four percent of the commercial properties in Sedgwick
County would has a tax increasa or decraese of mora than 1S
percent.

:By Glenn W. Fisher, Hugo Wall Center for Urban Studiea, Wichita
State Universaity. February 7, 198S.

b
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In Sumner County, 66.1 percent of the residenta would recaive
an increase or decraase of more than 20 percent. The sample of
Sumner County Commercial property ia small, but the data for that
semple indicate that 75 percent of the parcela would receive an
increaase or decrease of morae than 20 percent.

Compariscn of these figurea with the shifts between property
clasaaa which would result from the various claaaification

e —— - - o i o - —— — —
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any purpose. To completely ashiaeld all parcels of property from
ahifta would be t¢ render reappraisal meaninglesa. -

TABLE 1
CHANGES IN TAX, SINGLE FAMILY, KINGMAN COUNTY

I'o
]
N
n
0
)
et

Change Number

e o s e s e i o e

Dacrease:

Mcocre Than 40X%x 12 14.3

30 to 39.99 S &.0

20 to 29.99 9 10.7

10 to 19.99 i0 11.9

0 toe 9.99 8 9.5
Increase:

0 to 9.99% 19 22.6

10 to 19.9S (o] 0.0

20 to 29.99 3 3.6

30 to 39.99 S 6.0

Over 40 -13 1323

Total Number of Parcels 84 100.0»

+«May not add bacause of rocunding
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TABLE 2
CHANGES IN TAX, COMMERCIAL, SEDGWICK COUNTY

Change Number Percent

Daecrease:

Morae than 60X 2 .9

45 to $59.99 15 6.7

30 to 44.99 24 106.7

15 to 29.99 31 13.8

0 to 14.99 34 15.1
Increasa:

0 to 14.99% 24 10.7

15 to 29.99 20 8.9

30 to 44.99 1S 6.7

45 to S59.99 ié 7.1

Over 60 _44 _139.86

Total Number of Parcels 225 100.0»

*May not add because of rounding

TABLE 3
CHANGES IN TAX, SINGLE FAMILY, SUMNER COUNTY
Change Nusber Percent
Decraeaaase:
More than 40x 21 10.0
30 to 39.99 20 9.5
20 to 29.99 31 14.8
10 to 19.99 21 10.0
0O to 9.99 22 10.5
Increasa:
0 to 9.99% 17 8.1
10 to 19.99 11 5.2
20 to 29.99 12 S.7
30 to 39.9%9 6 2.8
Over 40 _43 23.3
Total Number of Parcels 210 100.0#

*May not add because of rounding.

GWF



TABLE 4
CHANGES IN TAX, COMMERCIAL;, SUMNER COUNTY

—— o s sl - — ——— — o — e e i i

Daecrease:

Norae than 40X 2 10

30 to 39.99 3 1S

20 to 29.99 1 S

10 to 19.99 1 S

0O to 9.99 3 15
Increasa:

0 to 9.99% 0 o

10 to 19.99 1 S

20 to 29.99 2 10

30 to 39.99 2 10

Over 40 5 23

Total Number of Parcels 20 100

GWF



Attachment 3

TAX SHIFTS IN KINGMAN COUNTY RESULTING FROM ADOPTION OF THE
KANSAS TAX REVIEW COMMISSION PROPOSAL

An Analysis by

Glenn W. Fisher®

The Kansas Tax Review Commission, chaired by Lt. Governor
Thomas R. Docking, has recommended that reappraisal of real estate
in Kansas be implemented after the adoption of a constitutional
amendment which classifies property in three classes and that use
value assessment of agricultural land be implemented. This would,
in effect, create four classes for property tax purposes. This
report is an analysis of the shift of taxes, from class to class,
that would occur if this proposal were implemented in Kingman
County, Kansas.

The Tax Review Commission recommendations call for three
classes of property to be assessed at differing percentages of
market value. State assessed properties (utilities), except
railroads, would continue to be assessed at 30 percent of market
value. All other income producting property (real and personal)
would be assessed at 20 percent of market value. Because federal
law prohibits discrimination against railroads, as compared with
other commercial and industrial property, railrcad transportation
property would be included in the 20 percent class. Single and
multi-family residential property would be assessed at 10 percent.
The commission made no recommendation regarding the calculation of
use-values for agricultural land, but assumed, for purposes of
illustrating shifts in assessed value, that use value would be 30
percent of market value. Because agricultural land is placed in
the 20 percent class, this would result in assessment at § percent
of market value.

The Tax Review Commission was provided with a great deal of
data regarding the shifts in assessed yalues which would occur as a
result of implementing its recommendations. Unfortunately, it is
very difficult to obtain data regarding the tax shifts which would
occur. Because the composition of the tax base differs greatly
from taxing jurisdiction to taxing jurisdiction, the shift in the
assessed values may not be identical to the shift in taxes. This
is a report on an analysis of that shift in Kingman County.

®The data upon which this report was based were provided by
county officials of Kingman County. The Xansas Independent 0il aad
Gas Association financed the analysis of the data and the
preparation of this report.

ATTACHMENT 3



Results.
Table A show the shifts, by major classes of property, for the
ma jor units of government in Kingman County combined.
TABLE A

TAX SHIFTS, MAJOR CLASSES OF PROPERTY, MAJOR GOVERNMENTS

Class Present TRC Percent
Tax Tax Increase
Rural Real Estate $1,199,742 $1,582,627 31.9
Urban Real Estate 786,548 976,279 24 .1
Personal Property?® 524,720 387,212 -26.2
01l and Gas 2,469,631 1,905,059 -22.9
State Assessed 902,781 1,032,237 1%.3
Total®s $5,883,422 _ $5,883,41%
Notes:

®Personal property does not include o0il and gas property.
#8FProm detailed tables. Data rounded to nearest dollar.

Table B shows the tax levy, by major class of property, as it
now exists and as it would exist if the Tax Review Commission
proposal were in effect.

TABLE B

COMPOSITION OF TAX LEVY, BY MAJOR PROPERY CLASS

Rroperty Clasa Percent of Total Tax Levy

Present Proposal
Rural Real Estate 20.4 26.9
Urban Real Estate 13.4 16.6
Personal Property 8.9 6.6
0il and Gas 42.0 32.4
State Assessed 15.3 17.5
Total 100.0 100.0



More detailed results are shown in the tables attached at the
end of this report. The table beginning on page 6, headed
COMPARISON OF TAX SHIFTS BY CLASS OF PROPERTY, provides the same
information shown in Tables A and B for the detailed classes of
property. These data also are for all the major governments of
Kingman County combined. :

The table beginning on page 8, entitled SUMMARY TABLE:
ESTIMATED TAX SHIFT, MAJOR UNITS OF GOVERNMENT, summarizes data by
the major types of government: the county, the seven cities, and
the two major school districts. Tables numbered 1 through 6
provide data for individual units of government and various
combinations of these units. Data contained in these tables
illustrate how tax shift data can differ from assessed value shifts
computed on a statewide basis. For example, there is no
agricultural land or oil and gas properties within the cities of
Kingman county; therefore, the shifts of the city tax differs
greatly from the shifts of the county tax. City taxes on urban
residential properties would increase by 13.2 percent while county
levies would increase by 32.2 percent. City taxes on the various
classes of personal property would increase by more than 30
percent, but the county taxes on the same kind of property would
increase by 23 percent.

Implications for Other Countles.

This research was undertaken, in part, because of the belief
that the county wide assessed value data utilized by the Kansas Tax
Review Commission might not accurately capture the shifts in taxes
which would occur if the proposal for classification were adopted.
The extent to which this is true, for Kingman County, can be Judged
by comparing the Summary Table (page 8) and Table 1, County
Government (page 10). Because the county government tax levy is
uniform through the county, the tax shifts shown in Table 1 are
exactly proportionate to the shifts in the assessed value. In
other words the percentage changes in Table I are exactly the same
as those which would have been produced using the methods used by
the Tax Review Commission staff. Comparing these shifts with the
tax shifts for all the major governments, shown in the summary
table, reveals some differences. OQur methods shows that increased
taxes on Urban Residential property will be only 22.7% as compared
with an assessed value shift of 32.2% The situation with regard to
personal property varies, but for most classes the tax reduction is
greater than the reduction of assessed values. The reduction of
taxes on gas and oil property is slightly less than the reduction
in assessed values and state assessed property has an increase in
taxes which is slightly smaller than the increase in assessed
values.

In summary, it appears that the shift in taxes is generally

Jﬂ:ﬂ ;han ;hﬁ abjt; jn aﬂaﬂﬁﬁgd Ila]ﬂﬂ: h“: :QE K*nsman QQ!!Q:I &hg
differences are not large, except, for urbap residential property.
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The extent to which the shift in assessed values and the shift
in taxes will differ in other localities depends upon the
distribution of classes of property among the various taxing
Jurisdictions. One reason the shifts are relatively small in
Kingman County is that the major classes of property are relatively
evenly distributed within the major taxing bodies, the school
districts. If most of the oil and gas property were located in one
school district, the results would be quite different.

It is possible to say that a class of property, such as oil
and gas property, receiving a relative reduction in assessments
will gain the most in taxing Jjurisdictions in which the class of
property makes up a small percentage of the total and the least in
those jurisdictions in which it makes up a large proportion. Thus,
0il and gas properties will receive the least reduction in those
counties in which o0il and gas properties are a large proportion of
the assessed value.

Methodology

To determine the amount of shifting of taxes which will
occur as a result of reappraisal or classification of property it
is necessary to know the exact assessed value of each type of
property in every taxing jurisdietion. Data are available for
those jurisdictions which are also "assessing districts®, ie.,
cities and townships, but for jurisdictions (school districts)
which cross the lines of these ®assessing districts® it would be
necessary to sum data from the individal parcel records.

From the records provided by Kingman County it was possible to
closely approximate the data needed by prorating the assessed value
of each subclass of property-—-based on the distributioan of the
ma jor class of property to which each subclass belongs. Based on
several cross checks which were possible the results appear to be
quite accurate. Using this data (1984) and the sales~assessment
ratios (1983) for the county, all assessed values were converted to
1004 market value figures and the ratios proposed by the Tax Review
Commission were used to determine the assessed value which would
result. Using current tax rates, the present tax on each class of
property levied by each taxing jurisdiction was computed. Using
the total amount of tax levy for each jurisdiction, it was possible
to compute the tax rate which would apply after classification.
Data are provided for the county government, for the City of
Kingman, for all cities combined, for school districts 331 and 332,
for the two districts combined. A summary table combines data for
all these units. Data were not computed for townships, special
districts or for school districts largely in other counties.



I believe the results to bae an accurate reflection of the tax
ahift which would occur in Kingman County, if the Tax Review
Commisasion recommendationa were to be implemented for the 1984 tax
year; but some warnings are in order. Results for classes of
property having very amall assessed values in the county may not be
accurate--either because the proration process produced
inaccuracies or because the sales-aasessemnt ratios are not
accurate. In some casea there were no acceptable salea and it wasas
necessary to use the ratio from a similar class of property. This
will have little effect on the figurea for other claasses of
property becaugse the amount involved is amall. The number for
vacant lots are probably not valid, because of the pecular nature
of the market and the known unreliability of the sales ratio
studies for thia claasa of property. Railroad properties were not
a@perated from other utilities because of data problems. Perhaps
the most important qualification has to do with agricultural
property. The assumption that it will be assessed at 6 percent is
arbitrary and will depend upon the formula eventually adopted and,
especially, upon the capitalization rate adopted. The picture with
regard to farm residences may alsc be inaccurate. Once use value
is adopted, appraisars may have a tendency to revise the values
placed on these properties because the division between land values
and residential values will be more important.

[Copies of pages 6 to 21, containing detailed tables have been
provided to the chairmanl



Attachment 4

PROPOSAL FOR A GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

This suggestion for a Graduate Reaidential Exemption is offered
in the belief that it might provide an acceptable alternative to
property tax clasaification in Kanaaas. The major elements in the
proposal are:

1. Implementation of use value aasaessment for agricultural
land as authorized by the Conatitution. Billa detailing
the procedures to b& used have been perfected in previous
legiaslative sesaions.

2. Reassesament of all other property at 30 percent of market
value as presently provided in the statutea.

3. Submisaion of a conastitutional amendment providing for a
graduated exemption for all reasidential property. This
provision would exempt a percentage of the asaeased value
of each housing unit up to a maximum amount. The maxiamum
amount would vary from county to county in order to allow
for the widely differing houaing costs in Kanaaa. In the
examples below I have aet the maximum to be the average
asseased value of houasea in that county aa determined by
asasesament sales ratio data.

Exemptions for apartmenta would be calculated on a per
unit basia and exemptiona for farm residents (which are not
included in use-value asasesament) would be handled the aame
way aa are urban reaidencs. '

The examples included in thia report were calculated from data
from the 1984 aasessment/sales ratio study. Examplea are provided
for urban residencesa in Kingman and Sumner counties. The firat
coclumn on the tables showa the sales price of a reaidence, the
second column showa the preasent assessed value and the third coluan
ia 30 percent of aasessed value. The next column in the Kingman
example ahowa what the exemption for that reaidence would be if the
aexemption haa been aet at SO percent of asasessed value up to a
maximum of $7,188. Thia ias the average (30%) value of reaidences
in the Kingman County data. The last two columns show the sane
calculation based on a 60 percent exemption up to the same maximua.

The totala for the sample from K;ngnan*County are as follows:

Present asaessed value £165,140
Assessed value at 30% 603,808
Taxable value--50% exemption 313,172
Taxable value--60% exemption 274,367

Similar data are provided for urban reaidential property in
Sumner County. It ahould be noted that even the 60X option reaults
is a very substantial increase in the taxable value of reaidential
property. The increaae could be reduced by using a higher
percentage exemption. (Note that raising the maximum would have
little effect on the totals).

ATTACHMENT 4



The somewhat larger increase in the taxable value of
residential property (aa compared with claaaification proposala)
may be justified, however. The principal justification for
preserving the preasently highly favored atatua of reaidential
property relatea to the social importance of houasing. Because the
graduated residential exemption targets a greater percentage of
relief to owners of leas aexpenaive houaing, it is more efficient in
accomplishing its purpose. In my opinion, it is hard to juastify
giving large amounta of relief to luxury housing at the expenase of
productive busineaa property. But, to repeat, larger percentages
could be used if it ia desired +0 place less taxation on
reaidential property.

Examination of the data for individual residences will reveal
that there will be very large shifts for individual taxpayers. It
is important toc note that this cannot be avoided under any plan. (I
have written another memc on this subject.) It is possible to make
the shift gradually uaing a phase-in plan. This plan can be phased
in exactly the sama way as the Kanaas Tax Review Commission has
proposed to phasae in clasaification. The “target values™ would be
30 percent valuea lesa the exemption or the “taxable” values shown
on the example.

Glenn Fisher
February 9, 1985



EFFECT OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Reasidential Single Family, Kingman Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30 % _______ e e —— —

PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT SOx up to $7,188 60% up to 37,188
VALUE '

Exaemption Taxable ExemptionTaxable
87,000 2100 $2,100 21,050 21,050 81,260 2840
60,000 1,285 18,000 7,188 10,812 7,188 10,812
12,000 470 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
40,000 1,625 12,000 6,000 6,000 7,188 4,812
14,000 6795 4,200 2,100 2,100 2,520 1,680
31,500 1,530 9,450 4,725 4,725 5,670 3,780
33,523 1,690 10,057 5,028 5,028 6,034 4,023
38,500 1,960 11,550 S,775 5,775 6,930 4,620
50,000 2,625 15,000 7,188 7,812 7,188 7,812
39,000 2,095 11,700 5,850 5,850 7,020 4,680
5,000 275 1,500 750 750 |00 600
24,000 1,380 7,200 3,600 3,600 4,320 2,880
43,500 2,525 13,050 6,525 6,525 7,188 5,862
8,500 505 2,550 1,275 1,275 1,530 1,020
21,500 1,280 6,450 3,225 3,225 3,870 2,580
25,000 1,490 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
18,000 1,095 5,400 2,700 2,700 3,240 2,160
11,000 690 3,300 1,650 1,650 1,380 1,320
9,500 605 2,850 1,425 1,425 1,710 1,140
25,000 1,605 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
35,000 2,365 10,500 5,250 5,250 6,300 4,200
37,500 2,805 11,250 5,625 $,625 6,750 4,500
1,000 75 300 150 150 180 120
42,000 3,150 i2,600 6,300 6,300 7,188 5,412
12,500 940 3,750 1,875 1,875 2,250 1,500
25,000 1,890 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
50,000 3,790 15,000 7,188 7,812 7,188 7,812
35,000 2,660 10,500 S,250 $,250 6,300 4,200
14,500 1,105 4,350 2,175 2,175 2,610 1,740
30,000 2,295 9,000 4,500 4,500 5,400 3,600
72,000 5,545 21,600 7,188 14,412 7,188 14,412
20,000 1,545 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
24,900 1,930 7,470 3,735 3,735 4,482 = 2,988
25,000 1,940 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
43,500 3,40S 13,050 6,525 6,525 7,188 5,862
60,900 4,785 18,270 7,188 11,082 7,188 11,082
15,000 1,185 4,500 2,250 2,250 2,700 1,800
10,000 805 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
59,000 4,750 17,700 7,188 10,512 7,188 10,512
42,000 3,415 12,600 6,300 6,300 7,188 5,412
64,500 5,325 19,350 7,188 12,162 7,188 12,162
25,000 2,090 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
50,000 4,365 15,000 7,188 7,812 7,188 7,812
36,000 3,190 10,800 5,400 5,400 6,480 4,320
6,500 585 1,950 975 a75 1,170 780
41,000 3,700 12,300 6,150 6,150 7,188 5,112
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EFFECT OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Residential Single Family, Kingman Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30 % .

PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT SOX up to 27,188 60X up to 87,188
VALUE |
Exemption Taxable ExemptionTaxable
32,500 2,945 9,750 4,875 4,875 5,850 3,900
16,000 1,455 4,800 2,400 2,400 2,880 = 1,820
12,800 1,170 3,840 1,920 1,820 2,304 1,336
15,000 1,375 4,500 2,250 2,250 2,700 1,800
43, 000 4,160 12,900 6,450 6,450 7,188 5,712
5,500 535 1,650 825 825 990 660
26,500 2,590 7,950 3,975 3,975 4,770 3,180
18,500 1,825 5,550 2,775 2,775 3,330 2,220
10,500 1,060 3,150 1,575 1,575 1,890 1,260
15,200 1,535 4,560 2,280 2,280 2,736 1,824
37,500 3,795 11,250 5,625 5,625 6,750 4,500
38,500 3,900 11,550 5,775 S5,775 6,930 4,620
32,000 3,365 9,600 4,800 4,800 S,760 3,840
30,000 3,170 9,000 4,500 4,500 5,400 3,600
19,250 2,035 S$,775 2,888 2,888 3,465 2,310
60,000 6,465 18,000 7,188 10,812 7,188 10,812
12,000 1,310 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
13,3500 1,540 4,050 2,025 2,025 2,430 . 1,620
20,5300 2,358 6,150 3,075 3,075 3,690 2,460
5,750 665 1,725 863 863 1,035 6390
12,000 1,395 3,600 1,800 -1,800 2,160 1,440
11,500 1,360 3,450 1,725 1,725 2,070 1,380
12,500 1,495 3,730 1,875 1,875 2,250 1,300
17,500 2,100 5,250 2,625 2,625 3,150 2,100
26,300 3,195 7,950 3,975 3,975 4,770 3,180
10,000 1,260 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
1,500 210 450 223 225 270 180
4,000 S80 1,200 600 600 720 480
S,500 820 1,650 825 82s 990 660
12,500 1,945 3,750 1,875 1,875 2,250 1,500
10,000 1,610 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
7,500 1,350 2,250 1,125 1,125 1,350 900
7,000 1,305 2,100 1,050 1,050 ‘ 1,260 840
6,870 1,300 2,091 1,046 1,046 1,235 836
4,500 1,040 1,350 675 675 810 540
2,000 675 600 300 300 » 360 240
2,000 855 600 300 300 - 360 240
400 255 120 60 60 72 48
TOTAL $165,140 $603,808 5287,636 3316,172 $329,441 $274,367 - .
AVERAGE $1,943 $7,188 83,384 $3,720 3,876 83,228
e
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EFFECTS OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Reasidential Single Family, Sumner Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30x% e — e

PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT 50x up to £$9,584 60X up to $9,584
VALUE

Exemption Taxable Exempti Taxable
$48,500 $1,260 $14,550 87,275 87,275 $8,730 5,820
29,900 820 8,970 4,485 4,485 5,382 3,588
40,000 1,150 12,000 6,000 6,000 7,200 4,800
40,000 1,150 12,000 6,000 6,000 7,200 4,800
46, 000 1,355 13,800 6,900 6,900 8,280 5,520
35,400 1,065 10,620 5,310 5,310 6,372 4,248
38,725 1,190 11,618 5,809 5,809 6,971 4,647
25,550 790 7,665 3,833 3,833 4,599 3,066
12,000 375 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
37,900 1,190 11,370 5,685 5,685 6,822 4,548
35,150 1,120 10,545 5,273 S,273 6,327 4,218
39,950 1,275 11,985 S,993 5,993 7,191 4,794
30,000 990 9,000 4,500 4,500 5,400 3,600
21,200 700 6,360 3,180 3,180 3,816 2,544
38,500 1,275 11,550 3,775 5,775 6,930 4,620
27,000 895 8,100 4,050 4,050 4,860 3,240
46,195 1,57S 13,859 6,929 6,929 8,315 S,543
9,000 310 2,700 1,350 1,350 1,620 1,080
42,000 1,475 12,600 6,300 6,300 7,560 5,040
26,000 3940 7,800 3,900 3,900 4,680 3,120
48,000 1,740 14,400 7,200 7,200 8,640 S,760
45,000 1,640 13,500 6,750 6,750 8,100 5,400
24,000 880 7,200 3,600 3,600 4,320 2,880
30,000 1,110 9,000 4,500 4,300 5,400 3,600
18,500 700 5,550 2,775 2,775 3,330 2,220
100,000 3,785 30,000 9,584 20,416 9,584 20,416
25,500 980 7,650 3,825 3,825 4,590 3,060
20,000 780 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
57,000 2,230 17,100 8,550 8,550 9,584 7,516
20,250 795 - 6,075 3,038 3,038 3,645 2,430
28,000 1,125 8,400 4,200 4,200 5,040 3,360
26,000 1,065 7,800 3,900 3,900 4,680 3,120
15,000 615 4,500 2,250 2,250 2,700 1,800
28,300 1,170 8,490 4,245 4,245 5,084 3,396
21,000 870 6,300 3,150 3,150 3,780 2,520
20,000 830 6, 000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
31,000 1,290 9,300 4,650 4,650 5,580 3,720
35,000 1,460 10,500 5,250 5,250 6,300 4,200
19,650 820 5,895 2,948 2,948 3,837 2,358
57,200 2,495 17,160 8,580 8,580 9,584 7,576
32,550 1,425 9,765 4,883 4,883 5,859 3,906
42,900 1,885 12,870 6,435 6,435 7,722 5,148
40, 000 1,760 12,000 6,000 6,000 7,200 4,800
25,000 1,100 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
45,000 1,990 13,500 6,750 6,750 8,100 S,400
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EFFECTS OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Residential Single Family, Sumner Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30  _________ - . - - -
PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT 50% up to 89,584 60x up to 99,584
VALUE
Exemption Taxable Exempti Taxable
140,000 6,215 42,000 9,584 32,416 9,584 32,416
17,000 755 5,100 2,550 2,550 3,060 2,040
15,500 690 4,650 2,325 2,325 2,790 1,860
36,600 1,635 10,980 5,490 5,490 6,588 4,392
16,000 725 4,800 2,400 2,400 2,880 1,820
25,000 1,150 7,500 3,750 3,750 4,500 3,000
59,000 2,715 17,700 8,83%0 8,850 9,584 8,116
47,500 2,250 14,250 7,125 7,125 8,550 5,700
94,000 4,470 28,200 9,584 18,616 9,584 18,616
32,000 1,545 9,600 4,800 4,800 5,760 3,840
S4,000 2,620 16,200 8,100 8,100 9,584 6,616
37,500 1,820 11,250 5,625 5,625 6,730 4,500
62,000 3,010 18,600 9,300 9,300 9,584 9,016
50,000 2,435 15,000 7,500 7,500 9,000 6,000
30,7350 1,500 9,225 4,613 4,613 $,53S 3,690
32,000 1,575 9,600 4,800 4,800 5,760 3,840
20,000 985 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
30,500 1,505 9,150 4,575 4,575 $,490 3,660
44,500 2,280 13,350 6,675 6,675 8,010 5,340
25,200 1,295 7,560 3,780 3,780 4,536 3,024
14,000 720 4,200 2,100 2,100 2,520 1,680
10,000 520 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
12,000 630 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
13,000 685 3,900 1,950 1,950 2,340 1,560
57,000 3,018 17,100 8,530 8,550 9,584 7,316
13,500 720 4,050 2,025 2,025 2,430 1,620
32,500 1,740 9,730 4,873 4,875 S,850 3,900
47,500 2,575 14,250 7,125 7,125 8,550 $,700
52,900 2,905 15,870 7,935 7,935 3,522 6,348
38,500 2,125 11,550 $,775 S$,775 6,930 4,620
43,000 2,415 12,900 6,450 6,450 7,740 5,160
22,700 1,290 6,810 3,405 3,405 4,086 2,724
27,250 1,550 8,175 4,088 4,088 4,905 3,270
18,700 1,070 5,610 - 2,809 . 2,805 3,366 2,244
33,500 1,920 10,050 3,025 $,025 6,030 4,020
53,000 3,040 15,900 7,950 7,950 9,540 6,360
20,000 1,155 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
10,000 S80 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
67,384 3,955 20,215 S,584 10,631 3,584 10,631
52,980 3,130 15,894 7,947 7,947 39,536 6,358
68,000 4,020 20, 400 9,584 10,816 9,584 10,816
20,000 1,195 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
120,000 7,180 36,000 9,584 26,416 9,584 26,416
26,000 1,565 7,800 3,900 3,900 4,680 3,120
40, 000 2,420 12,000 6,000 6,000 7,200 4,800
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EFFECTS OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Residential Single Family, Sumner Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30% — — _
PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT S50% up to $9,584 60X up to #$9,584
VALUE
Exenption Taxable Exempti Taxable

68,300 4,160 20,550 9,584 10,966 9,584 10,966
27,000 1,660 8,100 4,050 4,050 4,860 3,240
69,000 4,275 20,700 9,584 11,116 9,584 11,116
30,000 1,865 9,000 4,500 4,500 5,400 3,600
81,500 5,095 24,450 9,584 14,866 9,584 14,866
50,000 3,195 15,000 7,500 7,500 9,000 6,000
56,000 3,580 16,800 8,400 8,400 9,584 7,216
14,500 930 4,350 2,175 2,175 2,610 1,740
28,000 1,805 8,400 4,200 4,200 5,040 3,360
23,000 1,495 6,900 3,450 3,450 4,140 2,760
24,842 1,615 7,453 3,726 3,726 4,472 2,981
47,500 3,100 14,250 7,125 7,125 8,550 5,700
86,300 5,645 25,890 9,584 16,306 9,584 16,306
32,000 2,095 9,600 4,800 4,800 5,760 3,840
20,000 1,310 6,000 3,000 3,000 3,600 2,400
23,500 1,545 7,050 3,525 3,525 4,230 2,820
34,200 2,260 10,260 $,130 5,130 6,136 4,104
39,000 2,585 11,700 5,850 5,850 7,020 4,680
59,900 4,045 17,970 8,985 8,985 - 9,584 8,386
28,840 1,950 8,652 4,326 4,326 5,191 3,461
67,000 4,555 20,100 9,584 10,516 9,584 10,516
16,000 1,090 4,800 2,400 2,400 2,880 1,920

8,000 550 2,400 1,200 1,200 1,440 960
31,750 2,185 9,525 4,763 4,763 5,715 3,810
45, 000 3,110 13,500 6,750 6,750 8,100 5,400
69,000 4,810 20,700 9,584 11,116 9,584 11,116
69,000 4,810 20,700 8,584 11,116 9,584 11,116
15,376 1,075 4,613 2,306 2,306 2,768 1,845
16,000 1,120 4,800 2,400 2,400 2,880 1,920
22,000 1,540 6,600 3,300 3,300 3,960 2,640
36,000 2,530 10,800 5,400 5,400 6,480 4,320
18,000 1,270 5,400 2,700 2,700 3,240 2,160
100, 000 7,095 30,000 9,584 20,416 9,584 - 20,416
45,000 3,215 13,500 6,750 6,750 8,100 5,400
19,500 1,395 5,850 2,925 2,925 3,510 2,340
18,500 1,345 5,550 2,775 2,775 3,330 2,220
29,300 2,130 8,790 4,335 4,395 S,274 3,516
33,000 2,425 9,900 4,950 4,950 5,940 3,960
54,000 3,985 16,200 8,100 8,100 9,584 6,616
45,000 3,350 13,500 6,750 6,750 8,100 S,400
75,000 5,590 22,500 9,584 12,916 9,584 12,916
21,000 1,580 6,300 3,150 3,150 3,780 2,520
25,500 1,925 7,650 3,825 3,825 4,590 3,060
81,000 6,140 24,300 9,584 14,716 9,584 14,716
48,400 3,685 14,520 7,260 7,260 8,712 5,808
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EFFECTS OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Reaidential Single Fanmily,

SALES

PRESENT

PRICE ASSESSED

44,000
18,900
55,000
16,000
25,000
28,500
23,000
20,000
39,000
24,000
30,000
37,000
42,656
24,000
14,000
13,200
22,500
15,000
23,215
14,896
39,000
41,500
35,000
37,000
12,000
15,000
18,500
13,500

5,000
35,000
22,800
30,939
10,000
14,000
41,000
21,750
70,000
12,500

6,000
12,000
17,500
33,750
10,800
40,000
11,230

09-Faeb-85

VALUE

3,360
1,470
4,285
1,260
1,970
2,250
1,825
1,590
4,705
1,920
2,400
2,995
3,520
1,995
1,165
1,105
1,895
1,270
1,975
1,275
3,345
3,570
3,020
3,200
1,040
1,310
1,620
1,185

440
3,085
2,015
2,755

895
1,255
3,695
2,000
6,450
1,165

560
1,125
1,655
3,200
1,025
3,800
1,075

30%
ASSESSMENT

13,200
5,670
16,500
4,800
7,500
8,550
6,900
6,000
17,700
7,200
9,000
11,100
12,797
7,200
4,200
3,960
6,750
4,500
6,965
4,469
11,700
12,450
10,500
11,100
3,600
4,500
5,550
4,050
1,500
10,500
6,840
9,282
3,000
4,200
12,300
6,525
21,000
3,750
1,800
3,600
5,250
10,125
3,240
12,000
3,375

Sumner Co.

Graduated Residential Exemption

50x up to 99,584

Examption
6,
2,
8,
2,
3,
4,
3,
3,
8,
3,
4,
S,
6,
3,
2,
1,
3,
2,
3,
2,
S,
6,
S,
S,
1,
2,
2,
2,

S,
3,
4,
i,
2,
6,
3,
9,
1,

1,
2,
S,
i,
6,
1,

-8-

600
835
250
400
750
275
450
000
850
600
S00
550
398
600
100
980
375
230
482
234
830
2235
250
550
800
250
775
025
750
250

420

641
S00
100
150
263
584
875
3900
800
625
063
620
000
688

Taxable
6,600
2,835
8,250
2,400
3,750
4,273
3,450
3,000
8,850
3,600
4,500
5,550
6,398
3,600
2,100
1,980
3,375
2,230
3,482
2,234
5,850
6,225
5,250
5,530
1,800
2,250
2,775
2,025

750
5,250
3,420
4,641
1,500
2,100
6,150
3,263

11,416

1,875

300
1,800
2,625
5,063
1,620
6,000
1,688

60% up to 9,584

Exempti

7,920

3,402
9,584
2,880
4,500
5,130
4,140
3,600
9,584
4,320
5,400
6,660
7,678
4,320
2,520
2,376
4,050
2,700
4,179
2,681
7,020
7,470
6,300
6,660
2,160
2,700
3,330
2,430
900
6,300
4,104
5,569
1,800
2,520
7,380
3,915
39,584
2,250
1,080
2,160
3,150
6,075
1,944
7,200
2,025

Taxable
5,280
2,268
6,916
1,920
3,000
3,420
2,760
2,400
8,116
2,880
3,600
4,440
5,119
2,880
1,680
1,584
2,700
1,800
2,786
1,788
4,680
4,980
4,200
4,440
1,440
1,800
2,220
1,620
600
4,200
2,736
3,713
1,200
1,680
4,920
2,610
11,416
1,500
720
1,440
2,100
4,050
1,296
4,800
1,350
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EFFECTS OF GRADUATED RESIDENTIAL EXEMPTION

Urban Reaidential Single Family, Sumnar Co.
Graduated Residential Exemption

SALES PRESENT 30% — . -
PRICE ASSESSED ASSESSMENT 50% up to 9,584 60% up to 89,584
VALUE
Exemption Taxable Exempti Taxable
13,000 1,820 5,700 2,850 2,850 3,420 2,280
10,000 3965 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
41,000 4,020 12,300 6,150 6,150 7,380 4,920
26,250 2,580 7,875 3,938 3,938 4,725 3,150
8,750 860 2,625 1,313 1,313 1,575 1,050
14,000 1,380 4,200 2,100 2,100 2,520 1,680
51,300 5,130 15,450 7,725 7,725 9,270 6,180
23,500 2,395 7,050 3,525 3,525 4,230 2,820
16,000 1,635 4,800 2,400 2,400 2,880 1,920
20,750 2,210 6,225 3,113 3,113 3,735 2,490
12,000 1,315 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
12,000 1,335 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
6,500 755 1,950 975 975 1,170 780
10,000 1,170 3,000 1,500 1,500 1,800 1,200
2,000 240 600 300 300 360 240
5,000 610 1,500 750 750 300 600
12,000 1,620 3,600 1,800 1,800 2,160 1,440
15,000 2,140 4,500 2,250 2,250 2,700 1,800
6,200 895 1,860 930 930 1,118 744
1,000 145 300 150 150 180 120
9,000 1,310 2,700 1,350 1,350 1,620 1,080
9,000 1,330 2,700 1,350 1,350 1,620 1,080
26,500 3,965 7,950 3,975 3,975 4,770 3,180
1,500 240 450 225 225 270 180
7,500 1,355 2,250 1,128 1,128 1,350 300
5,000 910 1,500 750 750 300 600
7,500 1,430 2,250 1,125 1,125 1,350 900
9,000 1,890 2,700 1,350 1,350 1,620 1,080
4,500 1,310 1,350 675 6753 810 5S40
3,000 935 300 450 450 540 360
TOTAL 422,060 82,012,639 $955,395 $1,057,244 $1,105,895 $906,745

AVERAGE 82,010 $9,584 84,550 85,034 85,266 324,318

09-Fab-85 ~9- GWF



Attachment 5

Attached are pagea 6 through 21 of the document entitled: TAX
SHIFTS RESULTING FROM ADOPTION OF THE KANSAS TAX REVIEW
COMMISSION PROPOSAL. These tables were not included in copies of
the report diatributed to membera of the Senate Asaesament and
Taxation Committee.
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ZOmPARISCN CF TRK SmiFT5 BY (LRSS 5 ~RURPERTY

PRESENT TRX AND TRX REVIEA COMmISSION FRUPCSAL

Arogerty Class
WA XEAL ESTATE

romes1tes—iang
rOMEsites—impro
Spot C¥l—Lano

Spot Cii—Iimoro
7g. invest-—tanc
Rg, invest—Iaoro

Total Rural neal cstate

URBAN RERL ESTRTE

Lrcan Res. —.and
uraan les.—Iinoro
Muiti-Faw—iang
muiti-Fas—Imoro
Com, —Lang

Com. —Imoro

Ing. —.anc

Ind. —Imoro
Vacar® cots

Total Urban Real Estate

PERSCMAL PROPERTY

Zity rersonal
Town Personai
reron—rural
Agron=—uroan
antu—lurai
Yanfu—uraan
drof. Bus—Aural
~POT. Jus—roan
“ont—xurai
Cont—urcan
Urgazr—uroan
Strerdus—sural
SinerSus—iroan
Ser. 3tat, —.roan
Jarireries, eto
danus, eto-—<urai
zan<s, 2tc—urcan
Commupity TV

30-Jama3

Tax, py Class cof #rogerty

Fresent
Tax

301
10,130

1

1,913

1, 630, 362
187,035

1,199,742

43,675
453, 065
743
13,738
25,230
147,055
238
51,632
8,992

786, 543

4,194
129, 460
4,353
111,332
4,084
134,607

1,0i2
3,133
20, 376

&5, 054
33,83
5,325
2,870
i
3,014
1,332

Tax

269
3,07

3,081
1,251,946
318,313

1,582,627

53,710
600, 247
314

16, 805
2,039
163,083
328
57,825
48,522

378,273

17,608
39,811
3,91
80,268
3,148
37,566
- 330
4,333
7,083
14,514
35

19, 309
24,433
4, 381
2,05
e

&, 404

1. 0es

fercent
increase

~10. 6%
~10. 4%
100. 0%
57.%%
21.32
102,72

3.3

2. 7%
2.7
23.0%
2. 3%
10. 3%
10.9%
10.1%
155
439, 6%

24. 1%

-c7.3%
~24. 6%

~gh, 3%

-27.5%
-22, 3%
-28. 8%
-22, 7%
-2, 3%
-30.0%
-22.5%
-c7.6%
-28. 1%
~22. 0%
-23.24
-25, 0%
-23.0%

g
1]

Percent of Total

Fresent
Tax

0%
0.2%
0%
0%
17.5%
2,74

20.4%

0.8%
8. 3%
0%
0.2%
0. 4%
2.3

0.3%
0.2%

13.4%

0. 4%
2.2%
9, 1%
L%
0. 1%
3%

0%
% ix
0.2%
0. 3%

02
0.4%
0. 5%
0. 1%

03

0%
0.2%

0%

TRC
Tax

0%
0.2%
.0%
0. 1%
2i.3%
S

26. %

1L.0%
10.2x

JO%
0. 3%
0.3%
8%

e

.02
.32

16.62

3
.7
0 2%
L4k
0. 1%
L. 7%

0%
0. 1%
0. 1%
0. &%

0%
0. 3%
0. 4%
0.ix%

%

02
0. 1%

0%



He

COMPARISON OF TRAK Smirtd BY LLASS UF PROPEXGY

SRESENT TAK AND TRX REV.Ew CCMMISSION FROPOSAL

Tax, By Class of rroderty .

Prasent e
Tax Tax
Property Class

Total Personal Frooerty 524,720 387,212

JIL AND SRS
aoriing 2,016,652 1,395,600
. Royaity 432,979 348,459
Total Qil ang Bas 2,489,631 1,905,033

State Rssessed Property, jotal 302,781 1,032,237

TOTAL 5,883, 422 5,883, 414

30~can-<3

Fercent
Increase

sercent of Totai

Present RC

Tax Tax
8, 5% 5.6%
34,38 26.4%
7.7% 5.
42,0% 3.4

153 L5

100,02 100,02



SLENARY TABLE  S3TIaATED TAK SeIFT. AAJOR LNITS OF cOvERNAMDNY

CINGFAN COLATY
Zounty Bovernuent

Present TRC
Tax Tax

Progerty Class
RUAR. RERC Z5TATz
0EeS1Tas—Lang &4 73
romesites—Ixoro 2,757 2,457
Soot CdI-—tand 1 2
Soot CeI—Imoro 1,913 3,02t
Rg. invest—.and 318,836 385,865
fic. invest—Iuoro 49,5358 100,977

Total rural ¥eai Estate 373,543 493,197

LRBAN RERL ESTRIE

uroan Aes, —.anc 6,393 8,452
Lroan fies. —imore £5,%035 87,123
fuiti1-rae——Land 87 116
ruiti-Fag—Iimcro 1,734 g,29%
St —3n0 3,358 4,019
om, —120r0 21,084  &5,152
Ing. —.an0 38 43
ing. —imgro 2,85 3,402
Vacant Lots 1,281 7,393

Total Lrpan Reai Estate 102,743 137,998

FERSCMAL FROFZNY

City “ersonal 2,503 2,233
Tian fersora. ) 41,393 32,310
reren—dural 2,087 2,082
Yarcn——Iroagn 19,379 14,3833
sanfu—Rural 1,353 1,050
vanfu——uroan 18,831 14,320
“0f, Jus——wura. : H 106
rrof, oug—urgan 286 682
Zomp—sural 2.613 2.010
Conz—_roan 2,783 &, 141
Croan—urcan 8 5
Drnersus—-ural 7,803 5,832
Ctrerbus—urcan S.152 3955
3gr, Stat. =—uroan 1, Cg0 783
sgfirerias, etc 2,870 2,633
Danxs, etc—3ural 377 136
zar<s, etc—Lrian 1,038 753
Zesmpumzy TV 1,332 1. 083

y-lamed

Rii Cizies

Present
Tax

CcCoCcCo oo

35,235
250, 563
368
7,35
13,659
72,511
158
23,178
5,322

397,895

-

TRC
Tax

CcCo o oo

28,570
284, 151
416
8,242
14,133
73,877
151
23,552
21,443

454,550

Seaool Districts Total

Present TRC Aresent TRC  Percent

Tax Tax Tax Tax increase
217 134 301 %9 -10.6%
7,373 8,619 10,130 9,076  -10.4%
0 0 1 2 100, 0%
0 0 A3 3,021 ST.%
711,526 665,281 1,030,382 1,251,546 21.5%
107,077 217,336 157,035 318,313 108, 7%
526,193 1,089,430 1,193,742 1,582,687 31.9%
17,047 22,588 48,675 33,710 2. 7%
172,191 228,968 489,065 600,247 7y 3
288 382 743 914 23.0%
4,708 6,271 13,738 16,803 by 4
3, 062 10, 887 26,29 28,033 10.3%
53,450 54,080 147,055 163,089 10, 9%
102 122 ) 28 10.1%
es.662 30,8671 5:.,852 57,6885 1.5
3,389 19,881 8,592 45,322  429.6%
285,910 383,730 786,548 376,279 24, 1%
11,311 3, 134 24,191 17,808  -27.2%
87,487 67,301 128,480 95,814 -22. 3%
14 706 4,383 3,391 -24,8%
37,882 29,343 111,932 80,288  -28.3%
2,719 2,058 4,034 ‘3,148 =22 5%
S0,647 39,258 134,607 97,388 27.3%
387 284 65 390 2 -g28%
2, W8 1,864 7,012 4,333  -28.6%
6, 522 %035 9,135 7,083 22 7%
7,548 5,350 20,378 i§,6i6 28 3%
17 13 0 33 -30.0%
17,446 13,457 23,081 19,308 -22.5%
13.718 10,513 33.838 24,433  -27.5%
2,374 1,985 8,33 4,981 -£8, {2
0 0 2,570 2,055 -23.04
¢ 0 177 138 2.5
3,282 2,333 3,014 5,804  -23.0%
0 ] 1,332 1,083  -23.0x



SurARY TRELS  ESTIMATED TAX SriFT, MAJOR UNITS Ir GOVEAWYENT

{inamiin COLATY

Zounty bovernsent

Present TRC

Tax Tax
Total Personal Property 11,316 86,416

01 AND SRS

wor«ing 800,181 461,789
Royaity 134,636 103,331
Total bxl and Gas 734,817 583,380
State Assessed Procerty, Tota 62,337 302,770
S 1,585,762 1,583,762

u=lan-8S

A1l Cisies

Present
Tax

166, 383

61,440

626,320

Senool Districts

TRC Present TRC

Tax Tax Tax

111,072 245,419 189, 7ch

0 1,415,471 1,093,81!
0 318,343 245,668

0 1,734,814 1,339,679
60,656 579,004 668,771

hes, 318 3,871,340 3,671,334

et
3,

Total
Present TRC Fercent
Tax Tax  Increase
24,720 387,212 26 2%
2,016,6% {,355,600 -229%
452,979 349,453 -22.%
2,469,631 1,905,058 2%
02,781 1,082,257 16
5,833, 422 5,833, 414



-

TRBLE 1: ESTIMATED TAX SniFT AESCLTING FACM TAA REVIza COMMISSIDN BAOPUSAC

LINvGMAN COUNTY

Courty Goverrzent

1983 Resesseg full
froperty Class Ratio  Value-1SB4  vaiue
fg. Nom—Inv—Land 0. 00 0 0
Rg.Nor~Iav—Imgro  0.00 0 0
ronesites—tand 12.95 5,165 39,884
nosesites—Igoro 12,35 169,760 1,310,388
Slan. Suooiv-Land  0.00 0 0
B. Subdiv—Iimoro 0.00 0 0
Soot ChI-—tand 14,62 80 410
Soot Cil—Imoro 14.62 117,805 B80S, 780
Rec. —_ana 0.00 ¢ 0
fec, —impro 0.00 0 0

Ag. invest—iang 5,71 19,632,735 343,830,736
Ag. Invest—Iingre S.71 3,076,230 33,874,431
#in. Int, —nor—Sev 0,00 0 0
din, Int—Sev 0,00 0 ]
uroan Res. —Lland a.73 393,660 4,509,e78
Urban Res.~-Imgro 8,73 4,058,150 46,485,567

miti-Ffaz—tarc 8.73 5, 385 61,684
ruiti-Fam—Isore 8.73 108,775 1,223,081
Com, —tara 18,33 207,470 1,078,1%
Cos. —Izoro 19.35 1,298,305 6,708,587
Ind. —Land 19.38 2,310 11,938
Inc, —izoro 19.33 175,630 907, 643
Vacant Lots 4,00 78,8% 1,972,230
Min. Int—Non-Sev 0.00 0 0
Ain. int—Sev 0. 00 0 0
City Personal 30, 00 178,760 995, 800
Town Personal 30.00 2,585,765 8,519,217
rercn—~Rural 30. 00 164, 243 547,483
rerch—uroan 30.00 1,187,110 3,957,033
danfu—~Rurai 30. 00 84,030 250, 100
Manfu—uroan 330.00 1,148,450 3,228,167
Prof. Bus—rural 30,06 8,495 28,317
Prof , Bus—uroan -30. 00 S4,575 184,917
Cont—Rurai 30. 00 160, 300 336, 333
Cont—uroan 30. 00 171,370 571,833
Jrgan—Rurai 30. 00 0 0
Croan—uroan 30.00 463 1,50

Gtherbus—durai 30.00 468,310 1,561,033
CtnerBus—iroan 30.00 313,725 1,065,750

Ser. Stat—Aurai 30. 60 0 0
Ser.Stat.—troan  30.00 82, 825 209,417
Gii—vorxing 30.00 16,013,630 353,375,633
Jii—3oyalty 30,00 3,588,073 12,893,383

Sas—nori—fura. 20.00 20,724,785 69,082,617
Zas—work—urzan 30,00 213,440 731,467

25-Jjan-aS

TRC TRC
Ratio Value

10 0
10 0
10 3,988
i0 131,089
10 0
10 0
20 a2
20 161,1%
10 0
10 0

& 20,629, 844
10 5,387,443
20 0
20 0
10 450,528
10 4,548,557
10 6,168
10 122, 308
20 | 214,433
20 1,341,817
20 2, 388
20 181,330
20 394,450
20 0
20 0
20 119,160
20 1,733,843
20 109,497
@0 791,407
20 25,080
20 765,633
20 5,863
20 107,287
20 114,247
20 0
20 310
g0 312,207
20 213,130
£0 ]
20 41,883

20 10,675, 187
20 2,578,717
20 13,816,583
W0 146,293

S

2,303
41,933
2,667
19,279

1,383

$8,651
138

2,613
2,783

7,505
313

1,020
260, 046
82,313
335,571
3,554

TRC
Tax

32,310
2,082
14,833
1,050
14,350
106

2,010
2,141

5,852
3,995

785
200, 084
48,313
238,963
2,782

Increase Increase

(s}

4,067
7

550
6,112
0

0
(669
(3, 683)
(615)
(4, 445)
(315)

{4,301}

(32)
(204)
(603)
(642)

)
(2
(1,754)
{1,137
0
(235)

(53, %62)

{14,435)

(77, 608!
{823)

(X)

~-10. 3%
-10. 3%

57.5%
37.92

21.3%
102, 1%

2.3
32, 2
X%
oA
18.32
19, 3%
19.3%
19, 3%
4T7.1%

-23. 1%
~23. 1%
-23. 1%
-23. 1%
-ed. %
3. 1%
-23. 1%
-23. i%
-23. 1%
23 1%

-£3.1%
-23. 1%
-23. 1%

-23. 4%
-23..%
-23. 1%
-23. 1%
-23.1

to.



TABLE i ESTIMATED TAX SHIFT AESLLTING FROM TAX AEviZa [CemISSIGN PRUFOSAL

Gas—royal—3urai
Sas—Ncvai—uroan
ref—dAural
Rer—urdan

Banxs, etc—Rura:
Bans, etc—Liroan
Coom, Tv—Rural
Comm, TV—urdan
Statefisse—Rurai
Statefisse—tirban

Total

29~-jar—3S

30. 00
30.00
30,00
30. 00
30. 00
30. 00
30.00
30.00
30.00

4,362,785 18,609, 283
39,505 131,533
164,430 548,100

0 0

10,855 36,317
63,645  £12,150
82,020 273,400

0 0
15,000,083 50,000, 077
1,153,746 3,845,820

97,645, 414

20 2,321,457
0 5,337
20 109,680
@ 0
20 7,263
20 42,430
20 54,680
20 0
30 15,000, 023
30 1,153,746

')
{

71,176
b4z
2,570

0

177
1,034
1,332

0

243, 600
18,737

S4, 764
%
2,053
0

136
755
1,085
0

28!, 145

21,625

84,605,573 {,585,762 1,585,762

(16,4:2)
{168)
(616)

0
(41)
(238)
(307)
0
37,545
2,308

9.3E-11

-23, %
-g3. 1%
-3 1%

-23. 1%
-23. 1%
-23. 1%

15. 42
13. 4%



TAELE 2: ESTIMATED TAX SnIFT RESULTING FROM XANSAS TAX REVIEW COMMISSICN PROPROSAL

Alxaren COuNTY

Aingman c1vy

Property Class

#g. Nor—Inv——_anrd
Ag. Nor—inv—Inore
romesites—Land
roBes1tes—Iiaoro
#lan. Supoiv-tand
#. Sucdiv—Imoro
Spot Cél—iand
Spot Cél—Impro
fec, —Lama

Rec, —Izpro

Ag. Invest—ianc
Ag. invest—Iaoro
#in. Int. —Non-Sev
min. Int—Sev
urban Res. —tand
Urpan Res. —impro
¥uiti-Fas—Liand
Muiti-Fas—imgro
Lom. —Lang

Com. —Imoro

Ind. —Lano

Ing. —Inoro
Vacant Lots

#1n, Int—Non—Sey
“ir. int—Sev
City Personai
Town Personal
merch—Rural
reren—ursan
Manfu-—surai
XanTu——jroan
Frof, Bus—Rurai
“rof, bus——tirdan
Cont—rural
~ont—uroan
drogan—fural
Croam--uroan
CtnerbBus—ural
StnerBus—urdan
Ser. Stat—iural
ser, tat. —uroan
Gii—woruing -
Ji.—Royalty
Sas—~—work—surai
23S—WCrK—Lroan

23-ianm-53

1983
Ratio

2.9
12.95

1662

l‘l&

.
.

8.73
8.73
a.73
8.73
13.33
19.35
19.35
13,35
4.00

30.00
30.00
30. 00
30, 00
30. 00
30. 00
30. 00
30. 00
30. 00
30.00
0. 00
30. 00
30. 60
30,00
30. 00
30. 60
30. 00

Assessed

vaiue—1584

CC OO OoOO0O0OC T O CCOC

340, 880
3, 159,355
5,383
106,775
196,470
843, 163
2,310
201,655
51,325

0

0

90,720

0

0

730, 020

0

738, 065

0

54,315

]

135,985
0

195

0
133,538
0
32,100

[ o T s o

Fuil
vaiue

COOCOO0OOCOCOCOCTCC O OO

3,904,6%

36,131,324

61,634
1,823,081
1,015, 343
4,367,778
11,338
1,042, 145
1,283,185
0

0

302, 400

0

0

2,500, 067
0

2, 460,217
0

181,030
T
453,283

TRC
Ratic

10
10
10
10
10
10
20
20
10

eI IBIECS

DN W R ™
RN REER

TRC
Value

COO0OCO O OO OO CO

390,470
3,619,192
5, 168
122, 308
203,070
73,55
2,388
208, 429
256, 625

0

0

60, 480
0

0
500,043
0
432,043

| 0
36,210

0

90,657

0

130

0
103,770
0

21,400

[~ =B o B«

Present
Tax

COO0OCOoOOCOCOCoCOoC o

23,289
215, 861
363
7,295
13,423
57,742
158
13,717
3,507
0

0
6,138
0

0
51,241
0

50, 425
0
3,711
0
5,290
0

13

0

10, 634
0
2,133
0

0
0
0

TRC
Tax

OCOQOOCCOOCOCOCCOC OO

ircrease increase

($)

L

- B
guﬁﬁgggﬁooo'QOOoooooooo

13,788

<o

0
{2, 122)
&

0
(17,545)
0
(17, 263)
0
(1,271)
0
(3, 181)
0
5
0
(3,841
0
(751
0

0
o
0

(%)

13.0%
13. 0%
13.0%
13.0%
2.0%
0%
2.0%
2. 0%
393.2

=34, X

<34 2%
-34.2%
-3, 2%
<34, 3%
-34, 2%
-34.c%

-34. 2%



TABLE 2: ESTIMATZD TAX SHIFT AZSuLTING FROM AANGRS TRX REVIEW CUMMISSION PRUPROSAL

Sas—foyai—~Rural
Bas——royai—uraan
Ref—rurai
AeT—urian

banus, etc—Rural
Banus, etc—uraan
Coms. TV—Ryrai
Coma. TV—irtan
Statefisse—ural
Statefsse—urdan

Totai

29-ian-as

30. 00
30. 00
30. 060
30,00
30. 00
30,00
30, 00
0. 00
30.00
30. 00

-~
OOO&OCCCO

638y 433
0
7,331,713

3
g

2,121,450

[N < B i - ]

32,470
0

0
0
636, 435

7,655, 814

[V

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 ¢ 0

0 0 0
3,328 2,188 {1,139
0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0
43,48F 42,890 (381)
515,933 515,933 0

\

~34, 2%

-1, 4%



TRELE 3: ESTIAATED TAX 5niFT AESULTING FROM ARN3AS TRAX REVIEW COMMISSICN PROPROSAL

AINSrAN COUNTY

411 Cities Compined

1983 Rssessed Full TRC TRC Present
frogerty Class Ratio value-1584 Vaiue Ratio Value Tax
Ag. Nom—inv—Lang 8. 00 0 0 10 0 0
Ag. Nor—inv—Imoro  0.00 0 0 10 0 0
nonesites—tand 12.95 0 0 10 0 0
hoses1tes—Inoro 12.95 0 0 10 0 0
Plan. Supdiv-tand  0.00 0 0 10 0 0
P. Suociv—Inpro 0, 00 0 0 10 0 0
Spot Cki—iamo 14,62 0 0 20 0 0
Spot Céi—-Imors 14,82 0 0 20 0 0
Rec, —.and 0. 00 0 0 10 ¢ 0
Rec. —Imoro 0,00 0 0 10 0 0
Ag. Invest—Lang 571 0 0 6 0 0
Rg, invest—Iaoro 3.7 0 0 10 0 0
%in. Int.—non-Sev (.00 ¢ 0 20 0 0
Ain, Int—Sev 0. 00 0 0 20 0 0
Lrcan ies, —iand 3.73 333,660 4,309,278 10 450,928 &5,238
Urgan Res.—Impro 8,73 4,038,190 46,485,567 10 4,648,357 250,965
myiti~Fam—rang 8.73 5,385 61,684 10 6,168 368
muiti-Fas—Iporo 8.73 108,773 1,223,081 100 122,%8 7,29
Com, —tand 19,35 207,615 1,072,946 20 214,889 13,858
Com. —izoro 19.35 1,258,305 6,709,387 0 1,341,917 73,511
ing. —Lana 19.35 2,310 14,938 p 2,388 158
Ing.~Imore 19.35 5¢0,092 2,687,814 20 537,93 23,178
Vacart iLots 4,00 78,8%0 1,978,250 20 394,450 4,32
Ain, [nt—non-Sev 0.00 0 0 20 0 0
%in int—Sev 0. 00 0 0 20 0 0
City Personai 30.00 182,645 608,817 - 20 121,783 9,317
Town Fersonal 30. 00 0 0 20 0 1]
yercn——Rura. 30. 00 37,530 125,100 20 25,0¢0 78
meren—urban 30,00 336,435 2,788,117 20 357,623 4,77 .
sanfy--iurai 30,00 0 0 20 0 0
anfi—Lroan 20.00 1,148,650 3,828,167 20 765,833 65,309
rrof, Bus—turai 30. 00 0 0 20 -0 0
of. Bus—Lroan 30,00 54,573 181,917 &0 36,383 3,72
Cont—urai 30.00 0 0 20 . 0 0
Comg—trean 30.00 171,370 371,233 20 114,247 10,045
Srean—nurai 30. 00 0 0 20 0 0
drcar—uroan 30, 00 463 1,550 20 310 &5
Sthersus—rurai 30.00 Q 0 20 0 0
SenerBus—uraan 30,00 321,210 1,070,700 20 214,140 14,328
Ser, Stat~—-fura 30,00 0 1] 20 0 0
Ser, Stat.—urcan 30,00 82,825 209,417 2 41,883 3,331
Gii—woruing 20. 00 9 0 20 0 0
J1i==Rovaity 30,00 0 0 20 0 0
3as—work—mural 30.60 0 0 20 0 0
2as—work—iroan 30,00 I} 0 a0 ¢ 0

&3-iar~o3 S

TRC
Tax

S COGCOOOTCCOOCOC

28,570
284, 151
416
8,242
14,133
73,877

161

23,552
21,448
0

0
6,221
0

533
36,032
0
43,978
0
2,447

.
8,623

Increase Increase

($)

.!fz»
sz&mgooo‘ooooooooooo

H
2
o &

k173
17,127
0

0
(3,155
0
(248)
(18,679
0
{21,331
4 0
(1,278
0

(3, 422)
0

(9

0

(5, 047)
9

(1, 124)
0

0
Y
0

(X}

3.2
1.
13.0%
13.02
0%
.9
2.0%
1.6%
396. 3%

-31.8%
-34. 1%

~32, 7%

3.3

~34, 1%

~33.7%

-32.8%

-33. 7%



TRELZ 3s ZSTInATED TAX SAIFT RESLLTING FRUM AANSAS TAX REVIEW COMwISSION PROPROSAL

KING®AN SIUNTY

Proserty (Class
Gas—soyal--Rurai
Bas—Noyai—urtan
Ref—Rural
kef—urpan

banks, etc—rural
Banxs, exc—urban
Comm, Yv—~Rural
Corm. TV—uroan
Statefsse—iural
Statefsse—iroan

Total

iF-lan-ul

1983

Razio
30, 00
30. 00
30, 00
30.00
30. G0
30,00
30, 00
30. 00

Rl1 Cities Ccaoined

rssessed
Vaiue-1584

[ i o~ N o}

82,020

0

0

0
1,153,746
0

Full
Value

(R~ BN -3 - =4

273,400
0
0
0
3,843, 820
0

10,722,483 78,233, 381

TRC
Ratic

Ee33BBEIIY

TRC Present TRC

value Tax Tax

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

54,680 4,638 3,076

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

1,153,746 61,440 60,636
0

10,804,297 626,318 626,318

Increase Increase
(%) (33



TRELE 4: ESTIMATED TAX SniFT RE3LLTING FROM TAX Rcvizw LOMMISSION rROPCSAC

{INGMAN COANTY
Scnool District 331

1383  Assessed
Property Ciass Ratio value-{384

fig. vor—Inv—Lana 2.00
fg. Non~Iny—Iimoro  0.00
nowesitas—Liand 12.95 4,832
homes1tes—Ingro 12,55 165,437
Plan. Suociv-tang  0.00
P. Subaiv—Isoro 0. 00
Soot Cil—Larg 14,62
Soot Cil—Iimarc 14,62
fec, —tand 0.00
Rec. —lzoro 0. 00

Full
value

Ag. Invest—ianc 5.7t 11,893,755 208,296,933

fAg. Invest—lxporo S.71 1,585,123
Min int.—Nom-Sev (.00

®in. Int—Sev 0.00

Lrban ies.—Lant 8.73 370,803
Urtan fes.—Izore  8.73 3,382,079
muiti-Fam—iand 8.73 5,385
Muiti~Fam—~Izoro 8.73 108,773

Con. —and 19.35 200,325
Cos, —izoro 19,35 1,012,336
Ind, —Land 18,35 2310
ing. —izoro 19.35 401,53
Yacant Lots 4,00 72,122
»in, Int—Non-Sev 0. 90

Ain, int—Sev 0,00

City Personai 30.00 139,407
Town rersonai 30.00 1,485,544
reron—iural 30, 00 16,700
feren——uroan 30.00 824,363
Mantu-—surai 30. 00 44581
sanfy—uroan 30,00 1,148,430

¥rof, Bus—furai 30.00 8,218
Prof, Sus—uraan 30.G0 4,420

Comc—rurai 30, 00 147,338
Corg—uUroan 30.00 170,635
Orean—Rurai 30.00

Graan—uroan 30. 00 155
CtnerSus—furai 30.00 236,373
JtherBus—uroan 30.00 287,283
Ser, Stat—Rural 30.00 0
Ser.3tat.—urzan  20.00 43, 550
Sii—worxing 20.00 25,338, 445
Gii—Rovaity .00 3,739,853

Eas—worx—=urai 30. 0
Gas~—wor{—uraan 30.00

d3-jan—d3

34, 765,727
0

0

4,245, 166
40,688, 190
61,684
1,223, 06t
1,038,377
5,234, 811
11,938
2,077,189
1,603, 050
0

0
464,650

4, 965, 480
55, 667
2,747,383
143,603
3,628, 167
27,333
181, 400
491,860

- 558,783
0

650
354,577
958,547

0

162, 867
84, 128, 150
13,132,317
V]

0

TRC
natio

10
10
10
10
10
10
20
a0
10
10

&
10
&0
20
10

1
»

10

10 .

20

eI

BRSNS

TRC
Vaice

3,623
127,751

<

oo oo

0
12,497,816
3,476,573
0

0

424,517
4,064,819
6,168

122, 308
207,675
1,046, %62
2,388
415,438
350,610

0

0

92,33
993,096
11,133
549,577
29,%1
765,633
5,473

. 36,280

%,372 -

113,757

0

130

190, 915
131,723

0

2,573
16,825,530
3,825, 463
0

0

Present
Tax

207

~
2

§

coocooc

524,515
87,544
0

0

16, 344
156, 647
37
4,709
6,851
44,570
108
17,725
3,181

0

0

§, 148
65,593
73%

3, 3%
1,973
30,647
e
2,400
6,507
7,525

0

5
12,589
12,682
0
2,155
1,113,015
353,122

0

0

TiC
Tax

+

8, 550

cCocoCo

840,833
178,263
0

0
21,767
208,631
316
6,271
10,643
53, 684
122
21,302
18,491
0

0

4,763
50, 922
571

28, 180
1,334
39,258
281
1,850
5, 044
5Q 833

(%)

(1)
{743)
o

O OO

0
115,319
50,720
0
0
5, 424
51,985
I
1,563
1,788
3,013
2
3,576
15,310
0
0
(1,382)
(14,772)
{166)
8, 175)
(445)
(11, 388)
@
(540)
1,463)
(1,632)
0
(@
(2, 840)
(2, 532)
0
(485)
(350,274
{55, 918)
0
0

Increase Increase

(%}

-10.2%
-10. &%

&2.22
103.6%

3.2
B
3.4
33.2%
£0.2%
20,2
20.2%
20. %
481,42

22,3
-22, 5%
-2, 3%
-22, 3%
-22, %
-22. 5%
-22, 3
-22,5%
-g2. 5%
~22. 54

~22, 5%
-2, 5%
~22,5%

-22.5%
-22. 5%
-22, 2%

\e



TABLE 43 ZESTIPATED TAX SeIFT RESULTING FROM TAX ASVIcw (CMISSila PRUPOSAL

KINGMAN COLNTY
Senool District 331

1383 Assessed
Property Ciass Ratic Vvaiue—1584
Bas—Royal—Rural  30.00
Sas—noyal—irsan  30.00
Ref—fural 30,00
Ref-—urpan 30. 00
Banxs,etc—rural 3.0
Banks,etc—trban  30.00 56803
Comm. TV=—Rural 30. 00
Comm, TV—trban 30,00
Statefsse—Rural 30.00 8,222,656
Statefsse—irban  30.00

Total 63,698, 371

25=-ian~d3

Fuil
value

fos
o
[y

-

27,408,

TRC
Ratio

Le83BIBI

TRC sresent
Value Tax

OO OO

o

37,870
0

0
8,222,6% 362,61
0

§OOOOO

0
0
3
0

TRC

T,
iax

421,68

—
-

54,784,794 2,809, 125 2,809,125

g

increase Increase

(s)

[~ v B = B =)

{363)

(%}

-2

18.3%



TRBLE S:

KINGmAN COONTY

8.D.

Progerty Ciass

Ag. Nom=]nv—_anc
Ag. Non—Inv—Imoro
nomesites—tand
osesites—Iiagro
Plan. Subgiv-iLang
P. Supgiv—impro
Spot CéI—tand
Soot C&l—Impro
Rec. —Land

Rec. —Impro

Ag. Invest—Liano
Ag. Invest—ispro
Ain. int, ~—Non—Sev
min, int—Sev
i~0an Res. —tand
Urban Res. —imoro
muiti-Fam—tana
Muiti-Fas—Ixoro
Coa, —Land

Con. —Imoro

Ing. —Lang

Inc. —Iimcro
vacant Lots

Min. Int—Non-Sev
»in. Imt—Sev
LCitvy Persomal
Town rFersonal
Mercn—Hrural
Ferch—uroan
fanfu—3durai
Agnfy—Liroan
Arof, Sus—nRurai
Arof. Bus—urpan
Cont—Rural
Cont—uroan
Sroam—3ural
{rcan—uroan
Gtnersus—urai
Unerdus—ursan
Ser, Stat—iural
Ser. Stat.—urzan
G1i—worxing
Gii-—Rovaity
Zas—worx—iura’
Bas—worK—troan

5-Jan-53

1983  Rssessed
Ratis Vaiue-1384

0.00
0.00
12,95 317
12.95 2,582
0,00
0.00
14.62
14,82
0.00
0.00
5,71 6,071,794
S. 71 634,200
0.00
0.00
873 22,850
8.73 504,682
8.73 1,63
8.73
19.35 5,544
19.35 285,369
19,35
19.35 257,682
200 6,758
0.00
0,00
30.00 187,118
30.00 706,324
30.00 5,780
30.00 43,600
30.00 24,020
30.00
30.00 135
30.00 155
30.00 480
30.00 735
30.00
30,00 &0
30.00 156,39
20,00 33,625
30.00 13,605

30,00 9,822,443
30.00 2,117,800
30. 00
20,00

Full
value

2,448
13,475

OO0 O OO

106, 336, 147
11,106,830
0

0
261,741
5,781,008
18,740

0

33,819
1,474,775
0
1,331,690
169, 200

0

0

623,727
2,356,413
19,267
165,333
80, 067

0

450

517

1,500

TRC
Ratio

10
10
10
10
10
10
20
20
10
10

6
10
20
20
16
10
10

10 .

BRI IIBIREE

ge

b
<

eI EE

TRC
Vaiue

294,955

266,338
33, 840
0

0

124, 745
471,283
3,853
33,067
16,013
0

%0

103

320 .

430
0

180

104, 261
22,417

0

3,070
6,568, 297
1,411,733
0

0

ESTIMATED TRX SeiFT AESULTING FROM TAX REVIEW COMMISSIIN PROFGSAL

~} =
o o

O OC OO0 OO

0
187,011
19,533
0

0

704

15, 54
50

0

202
8,789

0

7,337
208

5,763
21,713
178
1,328
740

4,817
1,036

0

419
303,455
0

0

TRC
Tax

o

OO0 O OO WO O

224, 448
39,073

10,376

5,370
1,130

4,388
16,573
136
1,163
563

0

3

4

i

17

0

3

3,668
789

0

319
231,065
43,663
0

0

increase Increase

($)

~

{1}
(3
0

cCooOoc o

37,437
19,339

217
4,793
16

0

36
1,587
0
1,433
382

0

0
(1,379
{5,154}
{42)
(354)
(176)

0

(1)

()

(4)

(35

0

@
(1,143)
(247)

0
(100)
(72, 389)
{15,359
0

0

(%)

-11.8%
-8

20, 0%

. 100,02

30, 8%
30. &
- 0.8

18, 1%
18. 1%

18. 1%
471, 1%

23 %
-23. %%
-23. %
-23. 9%
-3 3

23 %
-23, 5%
<%
23, %

3. 7%
-23. %
-23.5%

.\23.’-#

233
-23.5%

\g



TABLZ 5: ESTIMATED TAX SmifT ASSco TING Frda TRAX 3EVIZw COxmiSSiGa PROFOSAL

AINGXAN COLNTY
S.D. 332
1983  fissessed Full TRC = Aresemt  TRC
Proocerty Class Natio Vaiue-1984  Vvaive Ratio Vaiue Tax Tax

Hanxs,eto—irural  30.00
Banks,etc—urban  30.00 25,215 B84, 050

Bas—ioyal-—fural 30.00 0 0 0
sas—fovai—urnan 30,00 0 0 0
Ref—Rural 30, 00 0 0 1}
Ref—irnan 30.00 0 0 0
0 0 0

1

1

eIl
Ed
=
S
ooﬂooooo
e

Comm, TV—=Rural 30, 00 0 0 0
coxm, TV-—uroan 30.00 0 0 0
State Assessed 30.00 7,025,470 23,418,233 0 7,025,470 216,384 247,148
Totai 27993533 24,309,283 662,213 862,213

Z3ian-ad e

Increase increase
($) (%)

OQ
0
0
0
0
{185) -23.%
0
0
30,765 14.e%

0



.....

1383 nssessed va Fuil TRC TRC Present TRC Ircrease Increase
rraocerty Ciass Ratio vaiue-iSé4 Value Natio Vakﬁe Tax Tax £ 9] (%)
3. Nor—inv—tang 0. 00 0 U 0 0 0 ~ 0
Ao.Son-inv—Imoro 0.0 0 0 10 0 0 0
ones1Tes—Lane 12,53 3. 003 38,680 10 3,668 217 134 (22) -10.3%
nON@S1Te5—iN0re 12.35 167,983 1,296,561 10 129,656 7,373 6.619 (754} =10 &
Plan. Supgiv-Lano 0.0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0
b. Supgiv—Imoro .00 0 0 10 0 0 0 0}

Scot Céi—tang 14,62 0 0 20 ¢ 0 Q 0
Scot Lél—inpro 14,62 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
iec. —.ang 0. 00 0} 0 10 0 0 0 0
nec. —~Inoro 0. 00 0 ) 10 0 0 0 0
Ag. invest—tand S.73 17,963,543 314,633,082 b 18,677,985 711,586 885,281 133,7% 21.5%
fAc. invest—laoro 5.71 2.619,323 45,872,557 10 4,587,256 107,077 217,336 110,259  103.0%
Xin. int.—Nom—Sev (.00 ¢ 0 20 0 0 0 0
Aln, int—Sev U, 00 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
r0an Res, —Lang 8.73 393,433 4,508,507 10 450,691 i7.047 22,888  5,6A1 33. 1%
Lrpan Res.—Imoro  8.73 4,056,761 46,463,198 10 4,646,920 178,191 228,%8 56,777 33. 0%
fuit1~Fas—iand 8.73 7,021 80, 424 10 8,042 288 382 S4 38.8%
ruiti-Fam—imgro 8.73 106,775 1,223,081 10 122,308 4,709 6,271 1,963 R
Com, —vLang 13.35 207,470 1,072,136 20 214,433 3,662 0,887 1,824 20.1%
Cost. —Izoro 15.35 1,29,305 6,709,387 20 1,341,917 53,460 64,060 10,600 19, 8%
ing. —{ang 13.33 2,310 11,938 20 2,388 10@ 12 21 0.
ing, —imoro 13.35 639,618 3,408,873 20 681,776 25,662 30,671 35,009 19.5¢
vacant .ots 4,00 78,830 1,972,250 20 354,400 3,383 19,831 16,852  480.7%
Ain. Int—Non-Sev ¢ 00 0 0 20 0 - 0 0 0
2in, Int—Sev 0.00 0 0 20 0 /] 0 Y]
City ferscnai 30,00 36,585 1,088,417 20  217.683 11,811 3,i%4 (2,757) -2 1%
“cwn Ferscnal 0.0 2,196.568 7,321,893 20 1,464,379 87,467 67,501 (13,366) -22.8%
rerco—3urai 30, 00 &2, 480 74,933 20 14,587 Gis 708 {¢0B) -2 8%
rerca-—Lrian 30. 30 873,783 2,313,217 cd 582,643 37.882 29,343 3,539 -e2.ix
ranfu=—wuras 30,00 88, 361 229,670 0 45,534 o719 2.05%6 (6e2) -z 5%
fanfy=-_roan 30.00 1,.48.430 3,528,187 20 763,833 50,647 33,258 (11,3881 -22.9%
Frof, Sus——durai 20.00 8,333 27,643 20 3. 563 387 254 @8y g2
~rof. Sus—urian 30. 00 S4.573 181,317 0 33,283 2,408 1, 864 (Se1) -23.35%
Zens—aurai 30. 00 148,038 433, 480 20 98,632 6.5 5,085 (1,460 -2 3
LonT~ursan 3000 171,370 571,233 20 118,247 7,548 5,8% 11,897y -g2.3%
Cream—aura: 30.00 0 0 0 9 9 0 0
{rsan—ursan 30, GO 483 1,350 20 310 17 13 (6) -23,2%
CinerSus—durai 30,00 448,763 1,479,583 20 295,177 17,448 13,457 {3,989 -2
Ctner3us—urcan .00 31,210 1,070,700 2 215,140 13.7:8 10,819 (3,079 -g2.5%
Ser, Stat—Aurai 3¢, 00 0 0 20 0 0 ] 0
Ser, Stat,—-urcan XL U0 32, 483 208,217 20 41,543 2,574 1,789 (S84) -22.7%
Sli—werxing 306,00 33, 0%, 670 116,369,833 20 23,353,327 1,415,471 1,093,311 (322,e80)  -edbx
I1i—ncyaisy 30,00 7,557,553 25,530,783 20 5,233,197 318,343 25,838 (72,475) -zZ.éx
3as—mor«--Rurai kYY) ] ] 0 0 ] 0 ¢
JaS—QrK——urlan 30.60 B} 0 0 Q ¢ 0 4]

[1Y]
A

30-jansS



TABCE o E3TIMATED TRX 3mifT aZSulTING FROM TAX s2vIEw COMMISSION FROFOSAC

AlNGrAN Loy

5.0. 331 ang 3.0. 33E Lomdineo

1383 Hssessed vVa Full TRC e rresent TRC increase Increase
Property LCiass Ratio vaiue-1384 vaiue Rat1o Value Tax Tax ($) (x)
A}
Gas—royal—Rurai 30,00 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
Gas—rtoyai—urgan  30.00 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
Ref—Aural 30, (0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Ref—uraan 30,00 0 0 0 0 0 0
panxs, eto—3ural 30. W0 0 0 0 0} 0 0
400 £80 3,282 2,533
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

20
20
20
20 4y
20
20

Banxs,etc—urpan 30,00 82,020 213, (74%) -¢2.6%
Comg, TV—=Rural 30. 00 0 0
Coxe. TV=—Lroan 30. 00 0 0
State fssessea 30,00 15,248,126 30,827,087 30 15,248,126 579,004 688,771 83,767 15.3%
Totai 31692904 79,284,087 3,671,338 3,671,338 7.0E-11

A=jan~o3 . Ewe

A





