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MINUTES OF THE _nouse  COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
The meeting was called to order by Vice Chairman Cindy Fm?;ﬁﬁpaum at
3:30 £%./p.m. on February 9 1982 in room — 22275 of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Representatives Crumbaker, Borum and R. D. Miller, excused.

Committee staff present:

Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes' Office
Ben Barrett, Legislative Research

Dale Dennis, Department of Education

Thelma Canaday, Secretary to the Committee

Conferees appearing before the committee:

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chairman Cindy Empson.

Chairman Empson announced the purpose of today's meeting was to conclude the overview
for school finance and introduced Mr. Ben Barrett to give his presentation.

Mr. Barrett prefaced his presentation by the statement from the report of the 1988
interim special committee on school finance to the 1989 legislature: "...the critical
measure of whether a school finance program serves the interests of the state and
satisfactorily meets the needs of the school districts is the relative ability of the
local districts to provide a program that is comparable to that of other similarly
situated school districts." (Attachment 1). Mr. Barrett enumerated the recommendations
recorded in Attachment 1 and answered questions from the committee members.

A summary of +the governor's recommendations for changes in the school district
equalization Act as included in HB 2085 were presented by Mr. Barrett. (Attachment

2)

Mr. Dale Dennis drew attention to a computer printout that has been prepared to show
what the potential property loss/shift will be in each unified school district as a
result of the repeal of merchants' inventory, manufacturers' inventory, livestock,
and the change in the method of assessment of business machinery and equipment. Mr.
Dennis pointed out various school districts that would be affected by the potential
property tax loss. (Attachment 3)

A discussion period followed in which Mr. Dennis and Mr. Barrett answered guestions.
The meeting was adjourned by Vice chairman Empson at 4:50 p.m.

The next meeting will be Monday, February 13, 1989 in Room 519-S at 3:30 p.m.

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

editing or corrections. Page l Of
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EXCERPT FROM: REPORT OF THE 1988 INTERIM SPECIAL COMMITTEE
ON SCHOOL FINANCE TO THE 1989 LEGISLATURE

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee conducted an extensive review of the principles embodied
in the SDEA and discussed a variety of alternative approaches to designing a
school finance program. So long as a state relies on local property taxes for
a significant portion of the funding of elementary and secondary schools, the
critical measure of whether a school finance program serves the interests of the
state and satisfactorily meets the needs of the school districts is the relative
ability of the local districts to provide a program that is comparable to that
of other similarly situated school districts.. In other words, does the program
provide for an adequate degree of fiscal equity among the districts? The
Committee was in agreement that the SDEA contains features which make fiscal
equity possible. The current law can be adjusted to achieve a higher level of
statewide equity than presently exists or to further reduce equity, depending
upon the collective will of the Legislature. Similar results also could be
achieved under a different type of formula. If total state funding of the system
were provided or if a very high percentage of state funding were achieved, much
of the emphasis on fiscal equity at the school district level would be diffused.
Absent that condition, the focus of aftention in Kansas, as is generally the case
in most of the states in the nation, will be on fiscal equity among local school
districts.

The study of school finance this interim was complicated by the fact
that statewide reappraisal of property was underway and had not progressed
sufficiently to provide data that reliably could be wused for school finance
simulations and analysis. Therefore, the Committee was compelled to limit its
efforts to general discussions regarding trends and potential consequences of
reappraisal for the school finance program and to addressing some of the
practical problems associated with implementing reappraisal in the context of
the school finance law.

The conclusion that the present Kansas approach to school finance
remains fundamentally sound and concerns about problems in school finance yet to
be faced due to implementing reappraisal of property led to the decision of the
Committee to confine most of its recommendations to improvements in the SDEA and
proposals for adjustments in the SDEA to make as smooth as possible the
transition in 1989-90 and in subsequent years to statewide implementation of the
reappraisal program. ‘

As a vresult of its study and the foregoing considerations, the
Committee submits the following recommendations.

District Wealth. The Committee endorses the practice of continuing
to use both property and income measures as a means of recognizing the ability
of school districts to contribute to the support of their school programs. How-
ever, some changes in this area are recommended.

The Committee recommends that district wealth be averaged for a two-
year period.

The Committee endorses using a two-year average of district wealth as
a feature of the SDEA because it has the effect of reducing somewhat the shifting
of equalization aid which occurs from one year to the next due to the annual
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changes that occur in property and income wealth. Gradual changes of this nature
are more easily accommodated by local boards of education as they make their
budget and tax levying decisions. At the same time, a two-year average keeps the
measure of a district's ability to finance its education reasonably reflective
of the current tax base. The more years used for averaging, the less reflective
the district wealth calculation is of the current reality. The Committee’s view
is that use of a two-year average appropriately combines the merits of smoothing
out somewhat the effects of annual changes in the district wealth components and
keeping the district wealth measure reasonably current.

The application of this recommendation while statewide reappraisal is
being implemented will result for two school years in the mixing of the old and
new property wealth bases. This will accomplish the purpose of tempering
somewhat the severity of equalization aid shifts that are expected to occur as
a result of the transition in 1989 from the old property tax base to the new one.

The Committee recommends that for both the 1989-90 and 1990-81 school
years the property valuation component of district wealth be based on
the average of the sum of 1988 adjusted valuation (as determined under
the present law) and 1989 assessed valuation.

The past practice under the SDEA has been to use adjusted valuation
(locally assessed property adjusted to the 30 percent assessment ratio required
by state statute) for the year preceding the current school year. In fact, in
many of the vyears there has been some form of multiyear averaging of adjusted
valuations.

The Committee believes it would be unwise to rely exclusively on 1988
adjusted valuations for making school district general state aid distributions
in 1989-90. The new 1989 reappraised values also should be considered because
they better represent what the new property wealth base will be. Unfortunately,
the 1989 Legislature will have only preliminary 1989 data to consider when making
its 1989-90 school finance decisions. For the 1990-91 school year, the 1990
Legislature finally will have available to it the actual assessed valuations for
the preceding year (1989). Then, for school finance purposes, the transition to
the new property tax base will be completed.

One extreme example supplied to the Committee was that of the Derby
school district which is expecting to lose about 45 percent of its assessed
valuation due to the removal of merchant's and manufacturer's inventory from the
tax rolls. Without the change proposed by the Committee, this valuation would
be counted as a part of the district's wealth for the purpose of computing the
district’'s general state aid entittement, but it will not be available when it
comes time to levy taxes. The Committee's proposal to average 1988 adjusted
valuation and the new 1989 assessed valuation will have the effect of substan-
tially reducing the severity of the consequences of this change.

(There is no need to make any adjustment in the procedure for
incorporating taxable income in district wealth.)

The Committee recommends that in 1991-92 and thereafter, the property
valuation component of district wealth be based on the average of the
preceding and the second preceding years’ assessed valuation.

Thisb recommendation returns to the past practice of using property
valuation data for the most recent years for which actual valuations are
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available. It departs from the past practice of wusing adjusted figures,
determined by applying assessment-sales ratios to locally assessed real
property. It is expected the implementation of property reappraisal in this

state, together with a rigorous program for keeping assessments current, will
render obsolete the need for use of assessment-sales ratios to adjust locally

assessed real estate in order to enhance the equity of the SDEA district wealth
measure.

Monitoring of the actual experience in this area over time should
reveal the appropriateness of this policy change.

Local Effort. As explained elsewhere in this report, all school
districts presently receive the income tax rebate. Of the amount received, 85
percent is considered to be a part of a school districts local effort; thus, it
is deducted in computing the district's equalization aid entitiement.

The Committee recommends that the law be amended so no portion of the
income tax rebate a school district receives is ftreated as local
effort under the school finance law. In other words, if this
recommendation were implemented, school districts would still receive
the full amount of the 20 percent rebate, but none of it would be taken
into account in determining the districts equalization aid entitle-
ment.

The Committee notes that the definition of district wealth will
continue to include both property wealth and income wealth. The Committee has
concluded that the taxable income of resident individuals should continue to be
one of the components of district wealth. The Committee's view is that the
income tax rebate represents a means of returning a portion of the school
district revenue base which is aftributable to income to the district wherein the
income is counted. This can be viewed as an alternative to either imposition
of a statewide school district income tax or to provision of a local option
income tax. Inasmuch as the district's taxable income is included in the wealth
base of the district, the Committee sees no merit in continuing the deduction of
a portion of the income tax rebate as local effort in computing a district's

| equalization aid entitlement. In a sense, this practice appears to assign a
| weight to income twice. Inasmuch as there appears to be no fundamental concept
_of equity involved in this practice, the Committee proposes its discontinuation.

This change will tend to be advantageous to the more income intensive
school districts, generally those which are urban in character. This is because,
generally speaking, their local effort deduction attributable to the income tax
rebate is relatively larger than for other districts.

This change might be viewed as a rather modest mitigating factor when
considered in conjunction with the expected shifts in school equalization aid
toward the rural districts due to implementation of the statewide property
reappraisal program.

The Committee recommends that the provision of law be deleted which
requires the motor vehicle stamp tax revenue a district receives in
the preceding school year to be treated as part of a school district's
local effort.

Inasmuch as the motor vehicle stamp tax expires after December 31,
1988, this recommendation is technical in nature in that it proposes to eliminate
from the law what soon will be obsolete language.

-2
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Unused Budget Authority. Under the present law, whenever a school
district’'s legally adopted budget of operating expenses is less than authorized
under the SDEA, the district may add the amount less than so authorized to its
legally adopted budget of operating expenses of a later school year. However,
a district may not increase its budget per pupil above the "determinable
percentage" of the amount of its budget per pupil in the preceding school year
(without an election). The "determinable percentage" is a percentage which is
set by the Legislature to serve as the basis for determining what the budget
ceiling for low spending school districts will be. For example, in the basic
law, the budget control range is 103 percent per pupil for the higher spending
school districts (those which spend more than the median budget per pupil in
their enrollment category) and it is 109 percent per pupil for the lowest
spending school districts (those whose budget per pupil is at least 6 percent
below the median budget per pupil in the enrollment category). The determinable
percentage under these provisions is 6 percentage points. It is a common legis-
lative practice during each legislative session to review the budget controls and
to set a specific range applicable only to the next school year. For example,
the basic budget controls for the 1988-89 school year are 102 percent to 104
percent. The determinable percentage for the 1988-89 school year is 2 percentage
points.

The Committee recommends that the law be amended to clarify its intent
to authorize school districts to accumulate unused budget authority
only when they deliberately adopt a general fund budget for any vyear
which is less than the amount per pupil authorized under the appli-
cable per pupil percentage limitations for that year.

Presently, this law is being interpreted as meaning that a school
district has budgeted less than the "authorized"” amount when it is determined
during the school year that the district had underestimated its enrolliment at the
time the budget was adopted and actually budgeted a smaller amount than otherwise
would have been authorized. The additional amount which could have been budgeted
had the actual enrollment been known when the budget was adopted in July or
August presently is being treated as wunused budget authority which can be
accumulated by a school district and used in a subsequent school year. The
legislation proposed by the Committee would return the law to what some regard
as being the original purpose of the provision -- that being, in the future, to
recognize as unused budget authority only that amount which a school district
deliberately budgets less than is perceived to be the maximum per pupil amount
allowable at the time the budget was adopted.

The Committee recommends that the law be amended to permit all school
districts to have the same access o accumulated unused budget
authority as do districts whose budget per pupil limitation is
determined by the budget floor for the school year.

Under the SDEA, it is the school districts subject to the budget per
pupil floor, i.e., the districts whose budget per pupil exceeds the median for
the enrollment category, which have the greatest access to accumulated unused
budget authority. For example, if the budget per pupil control range for the
school year were 103 percent to 109 percent, a district subject to the 103
percent floor could increase its budget per pupil by 3 percent under the basic
control; it could then use accumulated budget authority for up to an additional
6 percent per pupil. In contrast, a low spending district (a district spending
6 percent or more below the median budget per pupil in its enroliment category)
in the preceding year may increase its budget per pupil to the ceiling, or by 9
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percent. Such a district has no opportunity to use any of its accumulated budget
authority. Districts having per pupil budgets in the preceding year which were
less than the median for the enrollment category, but not 6 percent below, will
have per pupil budget limitations of more than 3 percent but less than 9 percent.
These districts wouid be able to use some portion of their accumulated unused
budget authority up to the 9 percent limitation, but less than the 6 percent
available to the higher spending districts.

The Committee believes equity would be better served if the Ilower
spending school districts had the same access to unused budget authority as the
higher spending districts. The Committee’'s proposed legislation would
accomplish this objective. Any district spending below the median would be able
to use accumulated unused budget authority equal to as much as an additional 6
percent per pupil. (The combined total increase for the lowest spending district
would be 15 percent per pupil -- 9 percent for application of the budget controls
and 6 percent for accumulated unused budget authority.) The amount of
accumulated budget authority which may be used by school districts will vary

from year to year depending on the budget controls the Legislature authorizes for
the school year.

The Committee recommends that K.S.A. 79-2929a be amended to prohibit
school districts from republishing their general fund budgets under
the provisions of that law.

The statute proposed to be amended permits political subdivisions,
under certain circumstances, to publish an amended budget. The amended budget
shows proposed changes in the amount of expenditures, by fund. Any proposed
increase must be balanced by previously unbudgeted increases in revenue other
than from ad valorem property taxes.

It has become increasingly common for school districts to utilize this
provision in instances where they underestimated their enroliments at the time
the budget initially was adopted. These pupils represent potential general fund
budget authority which the district could have incorporated in its budget when
the budget was adopted, had the district been able to anticipate the greater
enrollment. Because the budget authority represented by these pupils does not
increase the amount per pupil budgeted in the general fund by the district, the
funding for this added budget authority principally is derived from SDEA
equalization aid. When this occurs, the "added" state aid is provided as a
result of a redistribution of aid to all districts which receive equalization
aid. There is a strong incentive in this situation to republish the budget so
as to pick up both the additional budget authority and increased state aid.

A school district which experiences such an enrollment increase but
which does not republish its budget still realizes additional equalization aid
during the current school year above what it had expected to receive. This is
because the district's actual budget per pupil is less than originally was used
to compute the budget -- the budget stays constant while the number of pupils
increases which results in a decrease in the budget per pupil.  This, in turn,
results in a lower local effort rate which translates into a smaller deduction
based on district wealth, thus producing more equalization aid. Aiso, the
district is credited with an amount of accumulated unused budget authority due
to the underestimated enroliment (for explanation, see previous discussion).

The Committee’'s recommendation takes notice of the fact that when
republication occurs, the state aid that flows to the affected district is, in
fact, taken from the other districts. in the state which receive equalization aid
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in order to be given to the district which republishes its general fund budget.
The Committee does not regard this to be a desirable consequence. The Commitltee
believes the statute which authorizes republication was designed to provide
additional flexibility to a political subdivision that received a significant
sum of unanticipated revenue from some nonproperty tax source so that the
subdivision could budget and spend those funds. It was not contemplated that
such funds would be acquired by, in essence, taking them away from other
governmental units, as is the effect of the practice addressed in this
recommendation.

Enrollment Categories. Enrollment categories are used in the SDEA as
a means of recognizing the relationship between the size of enroliment of school
districts and their expenditures per pupil. Generally, the pattern has been that
expenditures per pupil tend to decrease as school district enrollments increase,
until enrollments reach in the range of 2,000 where the pattern becomes somewhat
unclear, then the pattern reverses with the very largest enroliment districts -
- the five school districts having enrollments of 10,000 or more.

Presently, there are five enrollment categories. The issue that has
been brought to the attention of the Committee involves the status of the
districts found in the fourth (next largest) enroliment category. These
generally are the districts with enrollments in the range of 2,000 to 10,000.
it is the contention of representatives of these districts that they should be
treated more nearly the same as the districts in the fifth (largest) enroliment
category for budget control and state equalization aid computation purposes.
Presently, there is a discrepancy in the range of 10 percent between the median
budget per pupil that is applicable to these two enroliment categories.

The Committee recommends that the SDEA be amended to provide for each
of the next two school years - 1989-90 and 1990-91 - the median
budget per pupil in the fourth enroliment category be increased by 2.5
percent for the purpose of determining the budget controls and
equalization aid entitements applicable to such districts for those
school years.

Under the present law, the norm (median budget per pupil) of the fifth
enrollment category is the actual median budget per pupil in the enroliment
category. The norm for districts in the fourth enrollment category is the median
budget per pupil in such category, plus 1.5 percent. The addition of the 1.5
percent was the result of an amendment adopted by the 1987 Legislature. It was
designed to help narrow the gap in the norms applicable to the fourth and fifth
enrollment categories. As a result of this amendment, over time this gap would
be eliminated. In fact, ultimately, the norm for the fourth enrollment category
will surpass that of the fifth.

Spokespersons for districts in the fourth enrollment category urge
that the norm budget per pupil for the fourth enrollment category be increased
to the level of the fifth enrollment category over a three-year period. The
contention is that these larger districts face similar problems and cost con-
siderations as the very large enrolliment districts, with whom the fourth
enrolilment category districts must compete. These persons observe that the gap
in the median budgets per pupil between the fourth and fifth enrollment categor-
ies is not due as much to differing demands for educational services as it is the

result of unique enrollment patterns. In general, the large enrollment districts
-- Kansas City (USD 500), Shawnee Mission (USD 512), Topeka (USD 501), and
Wichita (USD 259) -  experienced very significant enrollment declines,

especially during the decade of the 1970s. (The other fifth enrollment category
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district, Olathe (USD 233), did not join that category wuntil 1984-85 when the
district's enroliment first exceeded 10,000.) Under the SDEA, this can result
in an accelerated growth in a district's budget per pupil. While the districts
in the fourth enrolilment category also experienced enrolilment declines during
those years, they were much less dramatic. These differing enrollment patterns,
it is contended, largely explain the reason there is such a large gap between the
norm budgets per pupil in the two enroliment categories.

The Committee's recommendation recognizes the concern expressed by the
fourth enroliment category districts and is designed over a two-year period to
reduce by about one-half the gap between the norm budgets per pupil applicable
to the fourth and fifth enrollment category districts. The Committee deliber-
ately did not recommend linking the budget per pupil median of the fourth
enrollment category to that of the fifth for the reason that such a change would
represent too great a departure from the general practice of using enrollment
categories as a means of reflecting different expenditure patterns of school
districts as related to their enrolilments. Such a change would have the effect
of using the experience of the five largest enrollment districts to affect budget
and equalization aid entittements of not only those districts, but also the
districts in the fourth enrollment category and many districts in the third
enroliment category. In fact, this effect would flow from the decisions of just
three of the largest enrollment school districts, because three districts will
include the district which serves as the median for the enrollment category.

It may be of some interest to recall that when the SDEA was enacted in
1973, the largest enrollment category consisted of the districts now found in the

fourth and fifth enrollment categories. In the early years, it was noted that
the very large enrollment districts had higher per pupil expenditure levels than
did most of the other districts in the enrollment category. In 1980, as a

concession to these districts, the Legislature increased the norm local effort
rate for the four largest enrollment districts by 1/2 percent above the median
for the enrollment category, thus increasing their equalization aid entitle-
ments. In 1982, legislation was enacted creating a new enroliment category for

these districts -- districts with 10,000 or more enroliment -- phased in over a
three-year period. The interest now being articulated is to bring the fourth
enrollment category districts up to the level of the fifth. The Commitiee

recommendation is a partial concession to this request. Continued monitoring
will reveal whether further corrective steps will need to be taken in the future.

Several members of the Committee expressed some disaffection with the
use of enrolliment categories as the principal means of recognizing differences
in per pupil spending requirements among school districts. Sentiment was
expressed for exploring pupil-weighting as a supplemental or alternative means
of addressing factors that contribute to added costs of school operation. The
Committee expects that school finance will be an interim study topic in 1989 and
that the pupil-weighting concept will be a part of that consideration.

Hold Harmless Aid. As previously noted in this report, the Committee
had no data available to it which could be used to make reasonably reliable
estimates for 1989-90 of the impact of implementation of reappraisal on SDEA aid
distributions. Nevertheless, the general perception is that significant shifts
in aid will occur. Generally, it is believed that there will be shifting of
equalization aid away from the more urban districts to those which are more
rural. However, there can be expected to be a variety of changes that now simply
cannot be fully anticipated. The 1989 Legislature will be hampered in its
deliberations because it will need to make its school finance decisions for the
1989-90 school year based partly on preliminary and incomplete property
valuation data. In spite of the changes recommended by the Committee which
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significantly will. lessen the immediate impact of shifts that will occur, it
seems obvious that the 1989 Legislature also will need to consider seriously some
type of hold harmless mechanism to make more acceptable the transition to the new
property wealth base of the state.

The Committee recommends that a hold harmless equalization aid
provision applicable to the 1989-90 school year be enacted. Under
this provision, a school district with a sufficienly high general
fund tax rate in the preceding year which would receive less e-
qualization aid and income tax rebate (combined) in 1989-90 than it
received in 1988-89 would be guaranteed 50 percent of the difference,
i.e.,, it would have to absorb only one-half of the reduction in aid
that otherwise would occur. This guarantee would be reduced by 10
percent for every mill or fraction of a mill that the general fund tax
rate of the district for the preceding year was less than the median
rate for all districts. The guarantee would not require a separate
appropriation, but would be funded out of the lump sum appropriation
for FY 1990 school equalization aid.

This recommendation is patterned generally on the approach adopted by
the 1988 Legislature for the 1988-89 school year, except that it does not
contemplate a separate appropriation to fund the hold harmless provision. Due
to the absence of meaningful data pertaining to school district wealth, to not
knowing what the budget controls for 1989-90 will be, and to not knowing how much
equalization aid will be considered for 1989-90, it was not possible for the
Committee to prepare an estimate of the cost of the hold harmless proposal.

The Committee’s concern for maintaining as high a degree of equity in
the SDEA equalization formula as possible has led it to recommend only a one-
year hold harmless provision. The need for continuing this type of aid should
be considered on a year-to-year basis. Such a provision should not become a
permanent feature of the school aid program because of the disequalizing impact
it will have.

Reappraisal Data for the 1989 Leqislature. As has been noted
throughout this report, the Committee was limited with respect to the activities
it could undertake during the 1988 interim to address the impact of implementa-
tion of the statewide reappraisal program on the school finance formula. As
previously explained, this will continue to be a significant problem with which
the 1989 Legislature will have to contend. Of course, the Committee expects that
every effort wil be made to provide to the Legislature the best possible
information in the most timely manner. The Committee is submitting a recom-
mendation to help facilitate achievement of this result.

The Committee recommends that a task force composed of staff of the
Legislative Research Department; the State Department of Education;
and the Division of Property Valuation, Department of Revenue be
established. The purpose of the task force would be to monitor
implementation of the statewide reappraisal program for the purpose
of devising ways to produce the best possible information resulting
from reappraisal at the earliest possible time during the 1989 Session
in order to facilitate the work of the Legislature in dealing with the
school finance issue. The Legislative Research Department should be
responsible for convening the task force.
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The task force should meet regularly and frequently in order to achieve
the greatest possible progress concerning this matter and should keep the
appropriate committees of the 1989 Legislature abreast of the progress that is
being made.

Incentive Programs. During the course of the interim, the Committee
considered a broad spectrum of approaches for the funding of public education.
While the Committee concluded that the core funding program should continue to
be based on the concept of resource equalization among school districts, it also
determined that there is an appropriate place in the overall scheme of financing
public education for targeted programs to address specific concerns, such as, for
example, the separate aid programs for special education, transportation, food
service, inservice education, bilingual education, and others. In this
connection, the Committee is supportive of two additional thrusts in special
programming.

The GCommittee endorses the proposal of the Legislative Educational
Planning Committee to create a new incentive program to encourage
school districts to compete for matching grants under the proposed new
Educational Excellence Grant Program.

This program would be administered by the State Board of Education, and
it would provide matching grants to schoo! districts for the following purposes:
identification of goals and needs; formulation of priorities and objectives;
evaluation and enrichment of the curriculum and the instructional program;
examination and refinement of delivery methods; engagement in research and
planning activities; exploration and implementation of innovative and experi-
mental procedures and activities; development of more effective instructional
materials and techniques; enhancement of staff development and inservice
education programs; development and implementation of strategies and programs
to address specific needs of pupils at risk of becoming dropouts; and invention
and installation of action plans for improving pupil attitudes and achievement.
The State Board of Education would determine the grant distribution formula,
except that the state portion of the matching grant could not exceed 50 percent
of the actual expenses of the district for maintaining the plan. The Legislative
Educational Planning Committee recommended an appropriation of $5.0 million for
the funding of this program in FY 1990.

The Committee is supportive of the funding of a modest new program to
stimulate innovation by school districts in a variety of areas. The potential
benefits of such a program far exceed the proposed state investment therein.

The Committee recommends that legislation be enacted to establish a
new incentive program to encourage school districts to operate summer
remedial or enrichment programs. The program would be administered
by the State Board of Education. School districts would compete for
matching grants under this program.

The Committee is supportive of the concept of greater summer
programming by school districts. The summer offers the opportunity for school
districts to concentrate their activities in areas of special emphasis, for
example, remediation or enrichment. Also, greater use can be made of school
physical facilities, which otherwise are likely to be lying idle. The incentive
grant approach is proposed as a means of stimulating innovative responses among
school districts, both individually and cooperatively, with respect to summer
programs.

25
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Under the Committee’'s proposal, the State Board of Education would
determine the aid distribution formula, except that the state portion of the
matching grant could not exceed 50 percent of the actual expenses for maintaining
the plan. A special fund would be created in a recipient school district for the
deposit of the state grant (and any other special funds for this program).
Amounts in this fund would supplement amounts spent for this purpose from the
school district general fund. The State Board would provide technical assistance
to districts in development and maintenance of a plan and would disseminate
information with respect to such summer programs. Upon completion of the 1991-
92 school year, the program would be evaluated by the State Board of Education,
which would make recommendations regarding whether the program should be
continued.

The Committee did not recommend any specific level of funding for this
program. This issue should be considered by the 1989 Legislature in the context
of the various competing demands for education funding.

L eqgislative Deadlines for Consideration of Amendments or Additions to
the SDEA. Pursuant to a recommendation submitted to it, the Committee considered
whether Joint Rule 5 should be revised or eliminated. This is the rule which
establishes separate timelines during the legisiative session for consideration
of amendments, deletions, or additions to the SDEA.

The Committee reviewed the history of the operation of this rule and
found that since it was adopted in 1982, the Legislature has suspended the rule
three times. The Governor has vetoed the school finance bill three times (twice
in one year), an action which voids the deadlines. There has been only one year
in which final action was taken on the school finance bill by the deadline and
in which such action was not subsequently altered.

The purpose of the rule, originally, was to aftempt to expedite
resolution of the school finance issue earlier in the legislative session rather
than during the closing moments. This would be helpful to school districts which
often are engaged in professional negotiations with their employees during the
spring of the year. Knowing what the school district budget controls will be for
the next school year and the amount of state aid the district is likely to
. receive can facilitate dealing with economic issues on which both negotiating
parties are reluctant to commit until the legislative action is known.

As a practical matter, it has not proved possible for the Legislature
to regularly observe these deadlines. The school finance issue involves such a
major part of the state budget and is so significant among the more important
policy issues which must be resolved each year that it simply cannot be lifted
out from among the various competing interests and resolved in isolation. The
idea which prompted the special deadlines for school finance was noble, but
implementation of it has not been feasible.

The Committee recommends that when the leadership of the 1989
Legislature prepares the proposed joint rules for the Senate and House
of Representatives, the rule establishing a separate schedule for
consideration of legislation affecting the SDEA not be included.

Fort Leavenworth (USD 207). It was reported to the Committee that if
the state support for the Fort Leavenworth school district is not increased, the
district will no longer be able to qualify for certain federal emergency funds
(Section 3(d)2(b)) under Public Law 81-874. These funds are received by the
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district on an intermittent basis, but have been quite substantial at times. For
example, in FY 1982, the district received $2.1 million; in FY 1983 it received
$1.9 million: and in FY 1984, it received $0.6 million. For FYs 1985 through
1887, no such funds were received.

The Fort Leavenworth school district is the only district in the state
not funded under the equalization features of the SDEA. Each year, the
Legislature appropriates a specific amount for the support of this district. It
is the only school district in the state that does not operate a high school
program; it operates a program which inciudes grades kindergarten through nine.
The governing board of the district is not a seven-member elected board as are
all other school districts in the state; rather, it is a three- member board
appointed by the commanding general of Fort Leavenworth.

Representatives of the Division of Impact Aid of the U.S. Deparment
of Education have indicated that an acceptable level of state support for the
school district would be an amount equal to 65 percent of the state average

equalization aid per pupil. According to estimates of the GState Department of
Education, to increase state support to this level in FY 1990 would cost
approximately an additional $500,000. Currently, state aid to this district

totals about $1.0 million.

The Committee recommends that the Legislature continue the present
method of providing state support for the Fort Leavenworth school
district and that in making the annual appropriation decision, the
Legislature give appropriate consideration to the relationship of this
amount to the state average equalization aid per pupil and to require-
ments with respect to the continued eligibility of the school district
for the federal Section 3(d)2(b) emergency funds.

Level of State Support for School District General Fund Budgets. With
the impending implementation of reappraisal, it will be especially difficult for
the 1989 Legislature to agree upon changes in the SDEA and the level of state
funding that will be required for school districts in 1989-90. Any effort to

| make such a determination at this time clearly is premature. Nevertheless, the
| Committee did spend considerable time discussing what might be considered to be
the appropriate level of state aid (equalization aid and income tax rebate
combined) as a percentage of total (not individual) school district general fund
budgets. Over the vyears, the goal of 50 percent state support has been
articulated many times. The Committee is in agreement with the 50 percent
funding objective.

The Committee recommends adoption by the 1989 Legislature of a
concurrent resolution stating that the legislative goal is to increase
state funding for school districts to the level of 50 percent of
school district general fund budgets.

The Committee submits this report together with its proposed
legislation for the consideration of the 1989 Legislature.

&=/
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SUMMARY OF THE GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION. rOR CHANGES
IN THE SCHOOL DISTRICT EQUALIZATION ACT

Following is a summary of the Governor's proposed changes in the School
District Equalization Act (SDEA). These are included in 1989 H.B. 2085.

1. Budget Controls -- 1989-90 School Year. The budget per pupil
controls for the 1989-90 school year are set at 102 percent to 104 percent.

(For 1988-89, the per pupil budget controls are 102 percent to 104
percent with an additional 1 percent, subject to a protest petition/election
provision.)

2. District Wealth. For the 1989-90 school year, district wealth would
consist of the sum of the taxable income of the district for the most recent year
such income figures are available (1988 income, filed in 1989) and the 1989
assessed valuation of the district. For the 1990-91 school year and for each
school year thereafter, district wealth would consist of the sum of the
district’s taxable income for the most recent year for which such income figures
are available and the assessed valuation for the same year.

(For the 1988-89 school vyear, district wealth is determined by
dividing by 1.75 the sum of adjusted valuation and taxable income of resident
individuals of the school district for the most recent (preceding) year and 75
percent of such data for the second preceding year. Present law provides that
after the 1988-89 school vyear, district wealth is the sum of the adjusted
valuation and taxable income data for the most recent year for which such data
are available.)

3. Local Effort. The treatment of 85 percent of the income tax rebate
returned to school districts as "local effort" and, therefore, as a deduction in
computing equalization aid entittements of districts is discontinued. (In other
words, none of the income tax rebate will be treated as a deduction in computing
a school district's equalization aid entitlement.)

4. Income Tax Rebate. The income tax rebate would be increased from 20
percent to 22 percent of the resident individual income tax liability of
residents in the district after credits, except for credits for taxes paid to
another state and except for withholding and estimates. This change would be
effective beginning with taxable years which commence after December 31, 1988.

Other changes delete obsolete language from the law or are technical

in nature.
The Governor's proposed SDEA financing recommendations are shown
below.
In Thousands
Est. Gov. Rec. Increase
FY 1989 FY 1990 Amount Percent
General State Aid $ 489,854 $ 533,527 $ 43,673 8.9%
Income Tax Rebate 148,000 156,000 8,000 54
Subtotal $ 637,854 $ 689,527 $51,673 8.1%
% of USD Gen. Fund Budget 43.8 45.0
Transportation Aid 42,904 43,900 996 2.3
Subtotal, SDEA $ 680,758 $ 733,427 $ 52,669 7.7
Prepared by: Kansas Legislative Research Department
February 3, 1989 :
SDEA .bfb/bd

(P75 el R
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Kansas State Education Building
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January 25, 1989

70: Senator Paul "Bud" Burke

FROM: State Department of Education and
Legislative Research Department

SUBJECT: Potential Property Tax Loss/Shift As A Result
of 1985 House Concurrent Resolution 5018 (HCR 5018)

This memorandum and the attached computer printout has been prepared to answer your
question concerning what the potential property loss/shift will be in each unified
school district as a result of the repeal of merchants’ inventory, manufacturers’
inventory, Tivestock, and the change in the method of assessment of business

machinery and equipment. These changes will be in effect on the taxes levied in
the Fall of 1989,

Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment had to be estimated since the data
will not be available until approximately July 1, 1989. After consulting with
representatives from the Division of Property Valuation, the Legislative Research
Department, and the State Department of Education, it was determined that
approximately two-thirds or 66 percent of the valuation will be reduced/lost. There
could be a more accurate estimate on business machinery and equipment at a later
date when more information becomes available.

The attached computer printout will give you more information on each school
district.

(G osnen? T

- .
An Equal Employment/Educational Opportunity Agency ,,Q/y/g//



929

COLUMN EXPLANTION

Column 1 - 1988 Assessed valuation for merchants’ inventory
2 - 1988 Assessed valuation for manufacturers’ inventory
3 - 1988 Assessed valuation for livestock

4 - Estimated reduction in business machinery and equipment as a result
of HCR 5018x%

5 - Estimated total loss in assessed valuation (Column 1 + 2 + 3 + 4)
6 - 1988 Total mill rate

7 - 1988 Estimated amount levied on valuation that will be repealed/lost
during 1989 (Column 5 x 6)

*House Concurrent Resolution 5018 provides the following:

"(E) Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment which, if its economic
life is seven years or more, shall be valued at its retail cost when new less
seven-year straight-line depreciation, or which, if its economic life is less
than seven years, shall be valued at its retail cost when new less straight-line
depreciation over its economic 1ife, except that, the value so obtained for such
property, notwithstanding its economic 1ife and as long as such property is being
used, shall not be less than 20% of the retail cost when new of such property.”

The Constitutional Amendment further provides that commercial and industrial

machinery shall be assessed at 20 percent where previously it was assessed at

30 percent. This will result in at least a 50 percent decrease in business
| machinery and equipment.

@Z-3- 2
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COUNTY daie. ¢ NERCHARTS  HAHUFRCTURERS BUSINESS HACHIKE HILL
DISTRICT #omE & THUERTIIRY THUZHTORY LIVESTHCN EQUIPHERY - = fHTE RATE (5 % 6}
SR RLE L SR Bt bR LS LR H R B S B e e e D P T s R e
HASKELL 041
SUBLETTE po3?4 708, 263 73, 460 92,534 421, 641 1,355,900 38.00 31, 524
SaTANTA po307 272,234 0 67, 513 763, 358 1,108,865 26,97 29,634
HODEEAN fa2
SEVHIRE bo2z7 109, 414 ] 371,223 74,073 W 98,09 32 914
HARSTIR 00228 52,195 H 438, 624 31,034 LT 54.49 24, 504
JACKSHN 043
HIORTH JACKSIR b033s 34, 935 L7460 319, 618 49, 4é4 625,772 34,82 34, 300
HOLTOR HHERT 979, 430 81,835 336, 760 975 2319 174,364 4210 134 964
BAYETTR 50337 30, 305 730 290, 475 48, 385 368,345 59.90 42,630
JEETERSHR 044
UALLEY FaLLS bo338 168,710 0 220, 280 218,823 ey 5982 43, 184
JEFFERSIN COUNTY NDRTH b033e 177,0%¢6 6,090 201, 310 191, 238 ithe4 ¥8.30 45, 08¢
JEFFERSIN HEST bu340 136,822 30 155, 975 168,851 433,158 73.18 83,162
OSKALOOSA PUBLIC SCHOOLS  pO34L 232, 506 0 202,620 162,752 404,872 7150 43, 191
HELDUTH 0342 33,015 40, 216 273, 030 326, 664 666,937 42.50 41, 684
PERRY PUBLIC SCHOM.S 6343 238,780 102, 900 §18, 970 302, 629 Lisn208 7893 85, 410
JENELL 043
HHITE ROCK p0104 84, 292 0 926,375 66, 524 1,070,988  45.0% 72,832
HANRATR po278 175,208 il 17, 340 170, 682 663,218 57.04 37,850
JEHELL poz7e 148, 330 0 321, 195 81, 743 949,210 69.87 3, 330
JIHNSITE 046
SOUTHEARST JIHHSOR CO 00229 2,27%,238 447,280 79,944 20,66L, 415 22,867,869  123.98 2,835, 156
SPRING HILL p0230 138,793 0 130, 560 177,539 467,897 135.79 63,935
CARDNER-EDGERTOR-ANTIOCH  DD231 3054, 730 2,622,815 183, 377 3789, 832 5950, 754  104.95 24%, 387
DESDTH b0232 895,145 145, 380 0,245 1,135,431 2220200 100.75 o 224,3%
(LATHE 00233 2,025, 020 10,356, 900 80,130 22,763,912 42,205,952 116.49 4,916,573
SHOUNEE HISSIDK PUBLIC SC  DOS12 43,284,195 17,416,180 17,205 96,012,446 118,732,026  81.33 ¢, 6596, 476
KEARNY 047
LakIY po215 199, 845 8 208, 219 727,034 1,285,698 23.00 18, 407
BEERFIELD D0216 76,933 g 0 246, 810 276, 832 394,835 30,91 it 380
LIKEHAH 04
RIKEHA 00331 1,238, 304 237,380 811, 314 399, 843 &6 64 49.81 177,302
CIRH IHERAH b332 161,257 29,220 396, 573 412,028 1,160,078  4%.80 16 768
11 049
GREEHSRURG D0422 518,881 19,695 181,813 433, 077 L4544 39.44 45 178
HULLERUILLE bo424 16,019 ] 198, 612 91,467 306,098 88.73 20 49
HAVILAND PURLIC SCHOOLS  pOd7d 124,143 0 419, 694 138,120 681,957 74.49 o0, 799
& -3-5
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RUSINESS NOCHINE
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1968
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fATE
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LAKETTE 030
PARSONS
AR
CHETOMY
LARETTE COUNTY
LAHE 0it

HEALY BURLIC SCHENLS
DIGHTIN

LEAVENHORTY 052
EASTON
LEAVENMDRTH
BASEHDR-L MU0
TORGAKBXIE
LS ING

LIHCIA 053
LINCOLY
SYLUAY GROVE

LI 034
PLERSANTEN
SAVYHARYK
PRAIRIE VIEN

LOGAN b
OaMLEY
TRIPLAINS

&1
<

LYOGN 155
HORTH LYON COUNTY
SOUTHERN LYON COUNTY
ERFGRIA

HERTEN 057
CEXTRE
PEALTDY-BURNS
HAR TN
DUHAN-HILLSEORD-LEHIGH
COESSEL

HARSHALL 038
HARYSUILLE
VERIILLTON
AXTELL
URLLEY HEIGHTS

poso3
b004
HALIA]
b0506

D0468
bo4a2

po449
bo453
0458
DOgs4
D459

pu298
D29y

0344
b03as
p03s?2

D274
00275

B6233
po2s2
B0253

posg?
0394
D408
00410
p041l

pG344
pO3&0
0488
bo4%8

1,464,210
203,130
135, 045
350, 905

473,284
49%, 361

39,263
2,371,398
80, 110
239,025
246, 733

34%, 370
101,365

209, 594
160,354
18%, 984

700, 405
34, 601

71, 940
71, 140
4,043, 635

$¢. 840
161,111
343, 043
434,148

62,024

1,386,425
381, 84y
168, 5435
245. 959

1,195, 320
402, 520
200,029
607, 180

0
2089

s

3, 204, 240
144, 430
6,805
136, 245

23,098
26,611
12,310

1,107
61,032

915
80, 903
4, 391, 350

0
20,273
8 %08
77,730
1,138

793, 404
8, 267
4,133

143, 594

91, 450
8, 893
169, 340
873, 905

208, 814
230, §94

284,945

995
176, 368
361, 620
192, 545

847, 820
466, BEI

176,983
667, 590
383, 848

452, 682
401, 449

634, 094
425, 620
261, 628
920, 309
248, 264

897,733
656, 399
928, 967
347, 625

1,749,513
317, 684
163, 254
837,034

8, 536
Ui 623

543, 127
4138 957
645, 549
623 562
763, 719

135, 358
44, 948

142,776
152, 846
2,504,727

839,225
234 547

69,188
119,597
5,529,959

128,194
102,341
HIS gl
984, 919
33,011

1,027, 245
134,524
86, 916
282, 441

4, 500, 525
1,008, 724

629, 439
2,689,026

772, 653
1,171, 991

864, 832
11,745 532
1,046,474
1,192, 852
1,249,234

1,334, 548
812, 298

952, 449
947, 424
2, 289, 889

1,980, 819
7L, 629

801, 558

360, 449

14,421,529

863,130
09, 717
1,298, 376
1,437,102
244, 429

8 906, 604
‘1,181, 044

788, 543
1,024,639

7511
43. 43
92.81
96.79

6027
3¢.84

69.80
83,38
85.97
91. 54
82, 3%

40.90
44.45

4645
84.19
34.18

69.49
57.81

L)

-~
N‘LH?J
ot Bt 3
LM Ly Y

43,02
63,42
3. 43
61.73
§2.98

69.30
47.62
57. 6%
70.22

838,034
4%, 8¢9
42,948

15471

62,019
6,207

60, 367
974, B4
89, 963
309,136
103, 124

34 562
33 020

25, 681
40, 835
11%, 445

128, 304
43, 437

42,763
30, 894
1,112,621

80182
45, 096
71,949
101, 091
24992

270, 742
&b 241
45, 492
71,788
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CHURTY RAeE € FERCHANTS  HAAUFRCTURERS BUSIRESS HACHINE fILL
DISTRICT HAHE ¢ TRUEHTIRY THUENTIRY LIVESTACK ERUIPHENT THTaL RATE B8 6&

st et LEEEEEEESSEE SRSV EECE RSB EEEEREREEEREEEEREHEEEREEENEREE e e bR e b e e e e e g bt L R e p AL e E T P C e

HCPHERSON 059

LIBOSRARG 00400 405,118 256, 208 241,718 340, 153 £,443,198 72.08 104, 025

HEPHERSIM po4ig 9, 257, 413 12, 458, 145 ] 6,958,328 24,203,908 F0.07 1,704, 873

CANTIN-GALUA poaiy 171,983 96, 600 it 476, 180 744,765 51.74 3%, 549

{DURDRIDEE 0423 204, 860 1,429, 545 3%, 270 410, 461 2,084,136 7542 157184

It b0448 175,370 138, 615 10, 840 119, 457 843,482 5%.43 30,128
HERDE 060

FOHLER 60225 77,930 2 254, 921 29,373 362,204 £5.07 23,578

HEADE B0226 245,505 0 385, 060 135 851 686,356 33,52 23,607
fAInx 062

BSAUATERRIE po367 1,001, 296 149, 859 154, 037 433, 777 1,738, 94 4.7 130, 040

FaliLA bo3s8 854,173 $63, 566 448, 291 1,058, 490 2028,50 4700 263, 431

LOUISBURG b0416 20% 913 13,396 484, 230 413 288 L1, 887 70.17 78, 394
RITCHELL 062

HACTKDA be272 442,723 18, 905 §19, 345 213.8% 1,294,851 64.28 839, 235

RELBIT pu273 1,431, 475 218,700 637, 805 564, 042 2,852,042 4843 188,752
AORTGORERY D43

CARHEY YALLEY p04s 242,394 260, 053 234,072 399,108 L2968 44.48 37: 4%

CAFFEYYILLE DO445 2,053,881 2,616,480 282, 784 6:168, 281 15,123,426 72.47 864, 113

ERDEPERDENCE D044 1,584,319 2,218,747 323, 766 2,786,393 6:912,225  86.07 454 691

CHERRYVALE po4a7 1635, 693 286,314 194, 142 447, 346 1,308,555 52,42 $8, 332
HORRIS o4

RAORRIS CHUNTY D417 47%.793 457,350 1,109, 750 477,711 2524,566 48,24 121, 834
RORTHN 063

LR bo2t7 34, 623 12,516 191,574 142,712 401,426 2584 10, 873

ELRHART pe218 1,052,836 8 221,759 761, 941 4,042,335 44,25 90, 382
HETAHA 046

SABTTHA D044l 593 632 383,532 Y0z, 232 89%, 615 9% 211 59.97 178, 663

REHGHG VALLEY SCHDOLS DD442 810,072 222,218 303, 323 441, 611 Le78. 216 47.9 94. 776

Re&p o451 24,880 0 3%4, 435 29,372 449,657  18.48 12,887
HEDSHD 0s7

ERIE-ST PaUL pO101 341, 783 13, 910 887, 445 292, 463 LO75, 603 5323 87,021

CHANUTE PUBLIC SCHOOLS p0413 1,676, 905 3,875, 270 223,820 2,280, 640 8,038,635  99.20 795 417
HESS 068

HES THES La 60 0301 26,620 945 147, 452 96, 532 LY W 19,953

SHIKY HILL 00302 74, 345 124,340 421,335 245, 3M 663,434 44.23 38,190

HESS €17y 50303 672,205 31,290 349, 635 889,901 10945, 101 6045 114,978

BRZINE 50304 45, 100 0 312, 6%0 123, 671 482, 466 67.19 82,398

77 -

257



nagE g
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HORTON 089
HORTON CONAUKITY SCHIDLS
HURTHERY VALLEY
HEST SOLIMYN VALLEY SCHOO

INEY 0vd
B8ASE CITY
LYRDOR
SAHTA FE TRAIL
BURLIHGANE PURLIC SCHDMLS
HARAIS DES CYGHES VALLEY

TISKORKE 071
OSBURKE CIUKTY

IEREL 072
RORTH 8YTRHA CHURTY
THIR UaLLEY

PANNEE 073
FT LARHLD

PONMEE HEIGNTS

PHELLIPS g
EASTERH HEIGHTS
PHILLIFSBURG
LEEAN

POTTAMATONIE 073
HatEen
RaH vALLEY
ORAGA-HAVENSVILLE-MHEATON
HESTHERELAND

PRATT 076
PRATT
SHYLIHE SCHOOLS

HAHLINS 077
HERHDIN
ATHID

REND 078

RUTCHIRSBH PURLIC SCROULS
HICKERSOR

FAIRFIELD

PRETTY PRAIRIE

HAVER PUBLIC SCROMLS

LIVANY
bo212
p0213

0420
po4L
00434
D845
0436

D392

po239
00240

DO4SS
50496

00324
D032
p0326

bo3zn
VEYAN
po3z2
D033

D382
ik

po317
bo3is

50308
pasge
b03io
D31l
D6312

637,535
3% 590
43, 670

783, 335
179.720
467,130
108, 370
86, 494

668, 705

767,589
81, 3135

1,038, 300
142,900

24,170
7395. 623
87,640

194, 369
478,303
146,100
76, 050

2:108,3%0
156, 840

21,920
356, 763

8,997,300
1,113,803
17,263
40,343
833,107

191,990
¢
6

621,885
41,515
0

8. 340
1,150

39,295

§92,23%
0

23,730
9,610

0
1,264,980
0

249,510
82,132
1,260
8,310

293,222
0

0
39,165

13,231, 234
3,792, 260
590
e
1,453, 502

314, 790
473, 130
44, 638

179, 813
145,549
$09, 220
169, 520
164, 610

431, %90

487, 381
46,9430

2,503, 840
314, 118

409, 900
§34, 623
637, 805

389, 445
410, 639
638, 622
463, 710

199, 995
280, 520

207,380
822, 540

300
266, 249
626, 459
377,510
685,528

330, 409
32,439
42,636

472,134
147, 668
19¢, 369
161,531
90, 185

247,473

3 656
32,542

537, 085
42, U6l

38,987
611, 081
93,239

676,190
491,821
124,234
163, 339

1,829,874
93,961

3, 699
183, 448

2,932, 346
893, 478
L 685
143,163
675, 044

4,654,724
941,119
455 994

2,048, 169
514, 438
913,733
20,761
349, 456

1,736, 743

20477, 092
479, 817

4,122, 933
508, 604

42, §57
8,987, 811
$08, 484

1,909, 519
1,462,891
912, 284
646, 909

4,931 043
633,321

302, 999
1,879,936

24,761, 160
6,165, 810
945, 997
561, 204
3,647,182

67.03
8. 78
68. B0

41,43
39,94
56,98
46.82
4%. 09

a4, 94

48.35
30.50

47.11
71.49

94.07
9379
46. 63

33.92
24.7%
$4.39
74.89

5701
49.97

on g

2 S
R

77.92
62.00
.74
67.79
#8. 27

110, 863
37,477
29,998

9, 948
25776

276,692
86,213

25, 957
194, 348
32, 857

104,780
36, 230
8, 742
48, 447

222, 234
3,647

22,222
94, 218

1,929, 3%1
3082, 280
31, 862
90, 029
176, 045
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(i 12) &) {9 3 {6} {7}
& ¢ 1988
COURYY HetE & HERCHANTS  DAHUFACTURERS BUSTHESS HACHIHE HELL
DISTRICT HAHE & FHVERTORY THUEHTORY LIVESTHCK EQUIBtHNY TateL FaTE 4 6
GREEREE R EECEEE PR VR PR PR LR PR PE R PR P E R P PR BREE BN LU R TR U p PP B e E R B e CRE TP R E PN e et P B B P e
REN 078
BULER 313 1,035, 499 705, 081 274, 670 1,103,825 8139, 095  92.53 2225 484
REFURLIC 079
PIUE valLiEY D424 112, 645 0 320, 520 60, 239 493,400 54.23 26, T3¢
BELLEVILLE boder 694,770 164, 385 610, 415 369, 343 L7tasid .79 90, 148
Cusa DO4GS 35,8935 294,150 15, 206 13,299 %510 47.08 24,116
RICE (80
STERLING UERES 263,970 216,475 192,816 201,827 879,090 4804 42, 457
CHASE po4dL 63, 3035 0 139, 325 193, 631 409,461 51,75 21,350
LYEHS po405 603, 850 218,135 236, 060 998, 564 2,034,639 T5.08 113,407
LITILE RIVER po444 145, 975 429,140 226, 850 614 348 L416, 118 44.08 62,422
RILEY 061
RILEY COUNTY 0378 152, 165 88, 955 408, 560 344, 071 §93,751 V.22 2162
HeHATTAN p0383 6,248, 365 847, 240 - 298, 380 7,645, 16%  15,03%,1%4 8186 1,235, 503
BLUE uaLLEy PUEHE 82,997 733 810, 851 42,923 936,904 66.76 42,548
ROES 082
paLcd p0249 16, 605 8 344, 298 36,739 M7, 641 G607 22,336
PLATRUTLLE poz70 845 874 174, 315 479, 478 256, 660 1,736,273 48.40 & 004
STACKTON po271 285, 890 ] 589, 125 iy 1,052,192 49.83 32, 438
RusH 0g3
LACRISSE D03 336,431 162,927 421,409 250, 587 L176,9%4 47,11 HETR L
OVIS-BIsOR 00403 9%, 400 228 416, 439 138,383 52, 449 45.17 35,50
RUSSELL 084
FARADISE D039y 36,195 0 722,579 49,837 802,611 30.19 46, 233
HUSSELL CIUMTY b407 1,434, 86 273,595 1,123, 641 1,473,209 4,300, 2% 85.60 282, 424
SALIHE 083
SALINA BN 9,660,760 6,502, 443 105, 945 2,098,797 18,380,947 95.44 1,758,719
SUUTHEASY OF SALINE 00304 862, 680 1,101, 330 419, 490 2,778,338 6,182,038 53.7¢ 33 946
ELL-SALINE boag? 37,130 4,710 357, 868 & 2% $23, 965 W70 {4, 240
SCory Daa
SCHTT CauNTY ba46s 1,350, 349 i} 463, 242 497,027 2,910,618 7429 1714, 656
SERGUICK 087
HICKITA 50239 67,100,282 §9,37%: 964 40,033 108,095, 946 244,614,225 8610 21,041, 4W
pERyY p0260 70,141, 666 0 34, 346 29,434,615 99,610,820  03.43 90922, 204
HAYSUILLE D261 871,734 327,806 17,943 2,521,544 3745, 047 2.98 3 o0
URLLEY CEWTER PUBLIC SCHG D0242 253,353 317,273 25,148 1411,098 2076872 79.05 164, 177
LRI bo243 200, 048 33,932 73, 539 854, 931 L2112, 430 78.99 $3, 238
CLEARUATER b0244 136,632 622,202 1,712 5500, 174 fdd@ 7 7L 929, 734
GaDbARD 20265 1,029,632 3,114, 84 2971 1,942, 502 615055 92.00 166,679

@27
2G5
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(G X6
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SEDGHICK 087
RATZE
REMTCK
CHENEY

SEUARD 088
LIBERAL
RUSHET-PLAINS

SHAMNEE 089y
SEANAN
SILVER LAKE
AUBURK HASHRURK
SHAMMEE HETGHTS
TOPEKA PURLIC SCHODLS

SHER1DOH 198

HOKTE COMHUHITY SCHOOLS
SHERHAN 091
GHIDLAND
SHITH 092

SHITH CENTER
BEST SHITH CountyY

STRFFORD 093
STAFFORD
ST JOHN-HURSTN
HACKSVILLE

STANTIM 094
STANTOR CHUKTY

STEVENS gy
FHSCIY PURLIC SCHOOLS
HUGDTEN PURLIC SCHOBLS

SUHNER 0%6
MELLIRGTOM
COHUAY SPRINGS
BELLE PLAIRE
TIXTORD
ARGARTA PURLIC SCHOOLS
CALDUELL
SOYTH HAVER

D246
B0267
D268

0480
0483

p0345
o372
poas?
D430
posHL

pdL2

boas?

p0237
D238

p034?
o350
p03sL

00432

p020%
D210

UICKE
IR
p03%
p038
pB3%y
0340
0307

343,016
670, 581
237,629

4,326, 875
79,475

3,967,530
125,190
4,370,810
501, 480
16,642,220

291,722

1,443,040

p o)

> N
f2r <]

(45
<79

S8

03 A

201, 005
179,180
128,029

745 669

48,731
743, 900

$71, 949
60,538
80,371

100, 344
86,841

243,794
25,720

261,472
104, 837
38,120

499,920
202,135

8,422,435
o

4, 296, 710
811,793
6, 946, 895

123,106

125,705

120,670
6060

29,028
45, 015

j ]
Ry

In
A
(]

0
6, 300

1,857,784
14, 636
334, 404
9, 400
1,618
1,986

0

4L 405
3,392
202,985

46, 270
1§12, 083

149, 820
9%, 200
200,125
200, 815

815

668, 062

317, 605

1,679,763
439, 245

213, 509
385, 955
207,164

421, 435

154, 423
339, 460

125, 393
172, 662
a2
100, 996
112,141
172,329
100, 542

8,096, 395
3,548, 663
825,791

5214, 647
a%L, 241

21,015, 3148
436, 336
7,340, 130
3,784,196
28,463,728

101, 296

74és 764

23%: 445
30,472

128,924
135,927
10% 939

271,405

289, 851
1,014, 758

2,629,412
296, 657
387, 668
288, 659
148, 311
233,007
121 294

31 ?é‘gl ?38
2,818, 814
1,363, 925

19, 087, 112
1,294, 934

28,3435, 890
620, 786
16,207, 895
3, 301, 286
52,053, 618

1,190,186

2,831, 134

2,175, 260
$23,5%2

5¢2, 45%
742, 677
451, 132

10449, 984

493, 035
2 164, 416

4,984,138
506, 513
1,052, 635
495, 399
370, %03
673,184
245, 361

fos]
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COUHTY et @ fERCHANTS  NAIFRCTURERS BUSIHESS RACHINE e
DISTRICY ROAE & THUERTHRY THUERTORY LIVESTOEK ERUIPHERT T RATE G & &
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fitmas 6597
BREEMSTER p314 115,827 ¢ 235, 763 1%, 828 870,918 7875 VT ¥4
COLEY PUBLIC SCHODLS po315 1,583, 970 19,928 254, 378 378, 444 2,269,187 6095 139, 825
GILDENR PLAKHS bo3ie 148, 676 25,899 02, 768 43, 087 326, 748 76.03 86, 899
TRECH 098
HAREENEY 50208 462,429 32,089 839, 784 359, 54 Ly §2.47 &% 297
HARAUNSEE 09y
L 0o3z9 127,070 68,485 797, 185 243, 91 1,195,831 62.83 74, 995
HREAURSEE £AST b330 113,840 1,080 414, 435 123,852 §54,827 85,408 42, 396
HedLACE 100
HALLACE COBHTY SCHUOLS bo2dL 261,350 i} 714,121 148, 894 1,186,347 4643 39 034
BESKAR b2 18,054 0 126,299 474 149:093  4L.04 6,319
HASHINGTON 101 :
HURTH CENTRAL po221 75,420 0 419, 732 44,128 55%.280 45.38 24, 535
HASHIRGTIN SCHODLS D222 673, 066 6,520 418, 254 279,234 L7807 5081 89, 281
BARES po223 394,577 09, 139 1,333, 736 249,751 1,823,203  08.86 107, 902
REPUBL1CAR UALLEY o224 229,143 0 432, 946 154, 288 836,877  89.43 32:190
HECHITA 162
LENTY 0467 607, 640 it 3086, 331 348, 689 1,336, 666  42.14 3, 860
HILSON 103
ALTODMA-BIDHAY by38? 33,785 985 406, 975 69,937 581,282  44.93 21,533
HEDDESHA po4sl 379,935 1,142,590 181, 920 832, 502 2,516,947 54.5¢ 137,350
FREDONTA Do48d 146, 930 233,070 693, 281 1,418,843 2,894,126 6871 193, 067
HIEDS IR 104
UDBBHSHY b0366 240, 603 93,104 612,176 209,297 1,347,482 40.29 54 288
UYANDOTTE 163
TURNER-KaNSAS CITY pozo2 3,102,875 8,176, 905 1,120 6:.415.701 17,695,661 680.06 1,444, 476
FIPER-HANSAS CITY p0203 21,845 @ 26,703 288. 866 33r,436  84.75 29,946
BORNER SPRINGS B0204 4,650,100 8,115, 675 27,670 4,274,998 10,073,443 113.15 1,189, 810
Kangas CIvy pa300 25,138, 385 20,986,170 1,300 39,985,600 87,111,455  63.13 3 499, 839
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SIATE YOTALS 447,978, 394 113, 759, 497 1,440, 833, 324 167,878, 847
302, 353, 851 976,548, 779 16.681.07
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