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Date
MINUTES OF THE _SENATE _ COMMITTEE ON _ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
The meeting was called to order by __SENATOR DAN THIESSEN at
Chairperson
—11:00  am./p#i on _Monday, February 26 190 in room _519-8  of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Senator Phil Martin (Excused)

Committee staff present:

Don Hayward, Revisor's Office

Chris Courtwright, Research Department
Tom Severn, Research Department
Marion Anzek, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Senator Audrey Langworthy

Senator Wint Winter

Ernie Mosher, League of KS Muncipalities

Neale Peterson, Mayor of Fairway-Johnson County, KS

Art Davis, Assistant to the City Administrator, City of Lenexa, KS

Mary Birch, President-Overland Park Chamber of Commerce

John Moir, Director of Finance, City of Wichita

Alan Sims, Assistant to the City Manager of Overland Park, KS

Linton Bartlett, representing the City of K.C., KS

Donald R. Seifert, Planning and Development Director, City of Olathe, KS

Gerry Ray, Intergovernmental Coordinator, Johnson County Board of Commissioners
Willie Martin, Intergovernmental Coordinator, Sedgwick County, KS

Bill Curtis, Assistant Executive Director, KS Association of School Boards

Jim Yonally, representing the Shawnee County School District

Jim Thompson, Superintendent of Schools, Blue Valley Unified School District #229
John Torbert, Executive Director, KS Association of Counties '

Chairman Thiessen called the meeting to order at 11:04 and turned attention to SB560

and recognized Senator Audrey Langworthy.
THE FOLLOWING CONFEREES ARE PROPONENTS OF SB560.

Senator Audrey Langworthy said, the issue of a revenue shortfall due to the loss of
motor vehicle property tax is not new. It was studied during the interim but no action
was taken to correct the problem. At that time, she said she stated that the decision
was not going to make the problem go away. We all admit we are in a tax crisis; and
we want to help solve it. Doing nothing on the motor vehicle tax doesn't help
taxpayers. "If only we had phased-in classification, we would not have had to deal
with such violent shifts and we would have had more time to address the problem."

She said, 8B560 does just that. It phases in the decrease of revenues of the
motor vehicle tax. It gives cities, counties, school districts and other taxing units
time to adjust. It helps negate the continued aftershocks caused by classification
and reappraisal. (ATTACHMENT 1)

Senator Wint Winter said he supports SB560 because of his concern for the potential

revenue impact the decrease of motor vehicle property tax will have on the government
entities in Douglas County.
The bill is one equitable solution to help counties that are experiencing growth

with the potential revenue shortfalls in motor vehicle property tax. With the "phase
in" approach, by 1993, motor vehicle property tax revenue generated will be comparable
to the 1990 level in Douglas County. (ATTACHMENT2)

Ernie Mosher, League of KS Muncipalities said on behalf of the League and its member

cities, He appears in support of SB560, which would phase in the loss of special motor
vehicle tax revenue resulting from reduced average countywide tax vrates under
reappraisal. Attached to his testimony are some charts showing county average tax
rates by county for 1988 and 1989 and the percentage changes. (ATTACHMENT 3)

Neale Peterson, Mayor of Fairway in Johnson County said he was in support of SB560

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 l

editing or corrections. Page — Of
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and, on behalf of the recently restless property taxpayers in Failrway and at their
request, on behalf of five of their neighboring cities. Fairway is a small fully
developed land-locked, and mostly all residential community of about 5,000 historically
peaceful taxpayers.

He said the projections provided to their 6 cities by the county, predict
shortfalls ranging from 9% to 24%, and their only options are to increase the cost
of dog licenses and to forego the modest COLA increases deserved by all their dedicated
employees.

He asked the committee to favorably pass SB560 and afford them an opportunity
to cope with the shortfall by phasing it out. He said SB560 would provide them with
the latitude to manage the situation in the business like manner expected by their
taxpayers. (ATTACHMENT 4).

Art Davis, Assistant to the City Administrator, City of Lenexa said they are
specifically, asking for relief with respect to a projected revenue shortfall in 1991
of approximately $533,000 as a result of the effect of reappraisal on the motor vehicle
tax.

Lenexa supports the proposed phase out through 1994, as local governmental units
begin assessing increased ad valorem property taxes to offset the decrease in revenue,
the following year will bring about an increased average county mill levy that will
automatically increase the motor vehicle property taxes similar to their previous
levels. In effect, by not assisting local governments to deal with this glitch might
well amount to a double tax increase. (ATTACHMENT 5)

Mary Birch, President-Overland Park Chamber of Commerce said the Chamber supports SB560
pertaining to taxation of motor vehicles. It addresses one of the top legislative
priorities of their organization in 1990. She said the reappraisal and classification
issue in itself is a critical one and attempts are being made from everywhere to address
it.

This year automobiles in Johnson County will be assessed at the county mill average
of approximately 177 mills. Next year they will be assessed at an average rate of
approximately 106 mills. That translates into a loss to local units of government
of another $27M.

She said, phasing it in will give them a little time for adjustment, absorption
and natural growth maybe, to help them out. (ATTACHMENT 6)

John Moir, Director of Finance, City of Wichita said 8B560 amends current law to
mitigate the adverse impacts of reappraisal on motor vehicle property tax revenues
in 1991. In many KS counties, assessed valuation increased significantly in 1989.
This increase has resulted in corresponding decreases in the 1989 average county tax
rate, which will be used to calculate motor vehicle property taxes in calendar year
1991.

Without enactment of 8B560 the City of Wichita would lose approximately $1.1M
in 1991. With passage of the bill, the City would lose about $830,000 in 1991 and
the remaining $470,000 in 1992. (ATTACHMENT 7).

Alan Sims, Assistant to the City Manager of Overland Park, KS said, they readily embrace
and welcome the committee's recommendation to turn to replacement sources of revenue.
However, in the absence of alternative sources of revenue, they submit that the phase-
in provision of 8B560 is the best approach because it would provide a much needed
transition period to allow local governments an opportunity to adjust to this
significant loss in revenue. (ATTACHMENT 8)

Linton Bartlett representing the City of K.C., KS said in a budget where sales tax
revenues are showing little or no growth and property tax revenues are closely
controlled by the City Council, the opportunity to phase-in the significant loss in
motor vehicle property tax revenue would help minimize any potential impact on needed
programs and services.

He said, the city of K.C., KS respectfully asks the committee to act favorably
on SB560. The bill provides a reasonable solution to a potentially major budgetary
problem for many local units of government in KS. (ATTACHMENT 9)

Donald R. Seifert, Planning and Development Director, City of Olathe, KS. said they
are aware that many people object to the current level of motor vehicle property taxes
in Kansas. With a large population of new residents, we frequently hear in Olathe
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these same complaints of high vehicle taxes, usually from people that have moved here
from a high real estate but low vehicle tax state. However, we all must recognize
that the motor vehicle loss must be made up somewhere to provide the services expected
by our citizens.

He said, SB560 would phase—-in the loss of motor vehicle tax revenue that will
occur in 1991 and later years for local government units in counties which experienced
valuation increases following statewide reappraisal. He urged the committe to favorably
pass SB560. (ATTACHMENT 10)

Gerry Ray, Intergovernmental Coordinator, Johnson County Board of Commissioners said
SB560 offers a solution to a problem created due to the reappraisal process relative
to the rate of tax for motor vehicles.

The phase-in approach to the revenue loss that at least will provide us the time
to adjust over a period of years, rather than having it impact in one year. We are
asking that we be given the opportunity to phase the loss into our budgets so that
we will have the opportunity to devise workable solutions to the problems we have.
We need the help of this committee, and urge you to send SB560 to the full Senate
recommended for passage. (ATTACHMENT 11)

Willie Martin, Intergovernmental Coordinator of Sedgwick County said Kansas counties
are more highly reliant on property tax than cities due to our lack of diversified
revenues. Any shift in taxes without replacement revenue may require a cut in services
or additional property taxes. The phase in proposed in this legislation would allow
municipalities the opportunity to plan for and make appropriate shifts within their
budgets. Voters are not receptive to large shifts in either services or taxes. SB560
provides a method of adjustment which we feel would be in the best interest of all
concerned. (ATTACHMENT 12)

Bill Curtis Assistant Executive Director, KS Association of School Boards said KASB
supports SB560 as it would phase in the loss of revenue from motor vehicle taxes and
consequently not require higher property taxes all at once to make up for the lost
revenue.

He said, if the KS Legislature should enact a mill levy freeze or cap, those
districts that lose the revenue from motor vehicle taxes will be hit doubly hard, a

loss in revenue and more students in the school districts. If the KS Legislature should
enact a dollar freeze or cap, property taxes would increase anyway because the lost
revenue could only be made up from the property tax source. He urged the committee
to give favorable consideration to SB560. (ATTACHMENT 13)

Jim Yonally, representing the Shawnee County School District said they support SB560
for the reasons the committee has already heard today, and he said, the anticipated
loss in their School District for the 1991 year, is $9.M loss or shift of revenue from
this source. No written testimony.

Jim Thompson, Superintendent of Schools, Blue Valley Unified School District #229 said
he would urge the committee to favorably support SB560 which will permit the phase-
in of the reduction in motor vehicle taxes over the next several years.

He said in his county alone the loss for the school district and community college
will be nearly $18.M. An illustration of this loss, our special capital outlay fund
receives about $200,000. In motor vehicle taxes this vyear, a 40% loss, or $80,000.
will be a net loss to the school district. This is most unfortunate in times which
require capital expenditures to upgrade the school facility infrastructure of the state,
or revenue from this source. (ATTACHMENT 14)

John Torbert, Executive Director, KS Association of Counties said KAC 1is in support
of SB560. He said, their convention adopted platform statement on this issue which
is outlined in his written testimony. This motor vehicle situation is leading to a
revenue loss in some counties. In some situations, the loss will be substantial and
of such magnitude that it can not be made up from other sources of tax dollars. Given
the "hold harmless" promise and the fact that legislatively created problems deserve
legislative correction, the legislature should take action to hold local government
harmless from this shortfall, or at the very least, minimize its impact. (ATTACHMENT

15)

Chairman Thiessen concluded hearings on SB560 and adjourned the meeting at 12:28 p.m.
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STATE OF KANSAS

AUDREY LANGWORTHY
SENATOR, 7TH DISTRICT
JOHNSON COUNTY

6324 ASH
PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS 66208-1369
(913) 362-4067

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS

CHAIRMAN: CONFIRMATIONS
CHAIRMAN: LEGISLATIVE EDUCATIONAL. PLANNING
VICE-CHAIRMAN: ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
VICE-CHAIRMAN: PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE
MEMBER: EDUCATION
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
LOCAL GOVERNMENT
MEMBER: CHILDREN AND YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL

TOPEKA

SENATE CHAMBER

The issue of a revenue shortfall due to the loss of motor vehicle property
tax is not new. It was studied during the interim but no action was taken to
correct the problem. At that time, I stated that the decision was not going
to make the problem go away. Indeed, it is becoming more critical with each
passing day. We all admit we are in a tax crisis; we all say we want to help
solve it. Doing nothing on the motor vehicle tax doesn't help taxpayers. It
only causes more problems and adds another burden to the property tax dilemna.
Many have said, "If only we had phased-in classification, we would not have had
to deal with such violent shifts and we would have had more time to address the

problem."

S.B. 560 does just that. It phases in the decrease of revenues of the motor
vehicle tax. It gives cities, counties, school districts and other taxing units
time to adjust. In my county alone, we loose 27.5 million in 1991. The Shawnee
Mission School District looses $9 million. Time can help solve this severe jolt.
I would urge you to consider this alternative. The end result is still the same,
lower automobile taxes; but it helps negate the continued aftershocks caused

by classification and reappraisal.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990 TTACHMENT 1
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Cities, counties worry about loss of car -

DATE:

R

The Associated Press

TOPEKA — The shift in proper-
ty taxes brought on by the recently
completed statewide reappraisal
means some people will pay lower
taxes on their cars.

That will be a problem for some
cities and counties, which rely on
that revenue, lawmakers were told
Friday.

“Several counties in Kansas have
major concern with the result of
reappraisal on the taxation of motor
vehicles and the resulting shortfall
of tax dollars,” said Bev Bradley,
legislative coordinator of the Kan-
sas Association of Counties.

Counties with big increases in
assessed valuation of real estate will
have lower mill levies. Motor vehi-
cles are taxed at the average mill
levy of all the taxing units within a
county, so less money will be raised
by the vehicle tax, Bradley said.
Cars are assessed at 30 percent of
market value, with a minimum tax
of $12 on any vehicie.

Counties where the assessed vaiue
of real estate decreased, however,
will get more revenue from the
special vehicle tax.

“Property taxes, both personal
and real, are the main revenue
sources for local governments,”
Bradley told the Special Committee
on Assessment and Taxation.

She toid the lawmakers a law was
needed to protect local governments
from a loss of revenue from the
motor vehicle tax. The tax base for
local governments aiready was seri-
ously narrowed when livestock and
merchants’ and manufacturers’ in-
ventory were removed from the per-
sonal property tax rolls, she said.

Cathy Holdeman, lobbyist for
Wichita, said that city would lose
$2.3 million in motor vehicle taxes,

“This wiil mean a shift in the tax
burden to general property tax or
reduced services,” she said.

Ernie Mosher, executive director
of the League of Kansas Municipali-
ties, said statewide revenue from
the vehicle taxes would be cut by
$40 million as a resuit of reapprais-
al.
He said the $40 million was a net
loss after gains in some counties,
where property values decreased,
offset losses in others. ‘

*“In Johnson County alone, a pro-
spective 33 percent tax rate reduc-
tion would reduce vehicie revenues
by about $19 miilion,” Mosher said.

Mosher said he would not argue
with legisiators who complain that
the speciai vehicle taxes in Kansas
are 100 high.

*“They are apparently higher than
in most other states,” he said. “We
don’t argue against the idea that it
would be nice to give vehicle owners
a tax break. There are a lot of
them.”

But he said it was unfair to shift
that tax burden from car owners to
homeowners, He also said the Legis-
lature .never intended to give car

owners a tax break through reap-

praisal.

Nancy L. Zielke-Bigsby, Kansas
City, Kan., budget director, said
preliminary figures indicated the
city could lose $1.6 miilion in
vehicle taxes, she said.

“To lose that amount of revenue
would have a substantial adverse
impact on an already tight city
budget,” she said.

Donald R. Seifert, Olathe plan-
ning and development director. told
the committee the car tax was 20
percent of the city’s general proper-
ty tax levied to support the library
and general operating funds.

“It will be difficult, if not impos-
sible. to simply cut services or shift
a loss of this magnitude initially to
real property,” Seifert said.

tax
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‘Reappraisal
slated to cut
vehicle taxes

Reappraisal could cut motor
vehicle personal property tax
receipts in Douglas County by
more than $2 million next year,
county commissioners learned
Wednesday. '

That’s good for motorists but not
so good! for Douglas County and the
city of Lawrence, which could each
lose more than $400,000 in motor
vehicle tax revenues, County Ad-
ministrator Chris McKenzie told
comrmissioners.

McKsnzie said he hasn't figured
what the impact would be on the
Lawrence school district.

Under reappraisal, total assess-
ed real estate valuation increased
in most Kansas counties, which
has sent mill levies tumbling
downward. In Lawrence, the com-
bined city-county-school levy in
1989 is estimated at 126.523 mills,
down more than 40 mills from the
1988 levy of 169.78 mills. A mill is $1
of tax for every $1,000 of assessed
property valuation.

Since tax on

personal p!

motor vehicles is caiculated using
the previous year’s average coul-
tywide mill levy rate, the revenue
loas won't be felt immediately. The
lower 1989 countywide mill levy
will be used to figure the 1990
motor vehicle tax, which helps
fund 1991 city, county and school
budgets.

“But as far as we're concerned,
that’'s right around the cormer,”
McKenzie said today.

McKenzie said one option for
dealing with the revenue shortfall
is to ask the Legislature to change
the way the motor vehicle tax is
figured.

Failing that, legisiators must
give cities and counties authority
to levy more in general property
:a;ixes to make up for the loss, he

d.

“They have to do something or
else. . . programs and services will
have to be cut,’”” he said.

The basic policy question before
legislators is how much of the pro-
perty tax burden should be borne
by motor vehicle owners and how
much by real estate property
owners, he said.

McKenzie said motor vehicle
taxes are an important source of
revenue, especially considering
that it’s the only property tax paid
directly by many Douglas County
residents. - oot

County commissioners Wednes-
day authorized McKenzie to ask
Kelly Arnold, Lawrence city
management analyst, to also
represent the county at a meeting
of the special legislative commit-
te¢ on assessment and taxation
Friday in Topeka.
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S ilion: Tn W andot% Cown 1 vehicle tax cuts in Johnson County vehit]etaxds are oppressive.” ¢ running the city!s enférgenéyimedi- - . That tax cill, ¢stimated R $1.8
million. T $2y08 mill'e ounty, they is slightly more than the $26.45 Loeal gdvernments, which warn % bdl services program. A .million, will matetialize because th
- The st“% a.ssumeslon.' . million reduction the League esti- of sharp cuts in services if the - Complicating the interrelated i.average statewide mill levy has d
f’liiomotiiley assum fno mclrgsa;e in  mated for the entire state. 3 revenue cannot be recovered, would  process is Gov. Mike Hayden’s call ¥#:clined as a result of highet' propert
1991, Johnson Corg;n i at]o Projected cuts in automobile liké ‘fo’make up for the lost dollars  for an “ironclad property tax lid”  values under reappraisal. -

2 ’F' unson suc‘llx y officials property taxes are tied to the same by ‘raising real estate taxes or by that might prevent local govern- Rep. Keith Roe, a Mankato R
ey sad g % . an glcrease, reappraisal and classification comiing up with other revenue  ments from boosting their property publican . and ‘chairm~ ¥

18y y rnments in the coun-  scheme that has led to what many sources, but that approach isn’t all  taxesto pick up the lost revenue. House Taxation Com sai

d lose 32681 million next (4 SeeCOUN'l"[ES,»A-s, Cplﬂ; . thit ﬁégulai' with some lawmakers. .- Although the proposed tax, lid 3 ‘the Legislature knew ex. +7hat

~ +9'd hate1d think they’d passiton ' contains no specific exemption for "xiwas doing when it;set.thé} vheels |
\‘; to “homeowners and commercial = making up lost motor vehicle‘tax imotion to ':gt‘mo_’rvehic thxes.
ptoperty ovters,” Vancrum said. ¢ revenue, governments could" in- ‘. *In no way was it inadyertent
There hdve been efforts by gov-*- crease taxes to offset the logs if they the sa)id_,y oI “uhi‘bg w;g{ﬁ; 31

} - : AR R AR .
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February 22, 1990

TO: Senate Committee on Assessment & Taxation
FROM: Senator Wint Winter, Jr.
RE: SB-560, Motor Vehicle Property Tax

Mr. Chairman and fellow Senators, I am here today in
support of Senate Bill No. 560.

I support the bill because of my concern for the potential
revenue impact the decrease of motor vehicle property tax
will have on the government entities in Douglas County.
For instance, Douglas County will experience an estimated
$346,620 shortfall, the City of Lawrence a $337,955 shortfall,
and Lawrence Public School district #497, a $727,903 shortfall.

Was this one of the intentions of reappraisal when we voted

on it? I think not. I think it is one of the tax problems
that transpired and needs to be addressed by us; and, if
we do not address it, how does Douglas County, the City
of Lawrence and the Lawrence Public School District #497
maintain current services and provide high gquality services

in the future to a rapidly growing community and county?

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990 ATTACHMENT 2
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We are currently reviewing numerous tax legislation
proposals for an equitable solution to the reappraisal problem.
The bill is one equitable solution to help counties that
are experiencing growth with the potential revenue shortfalls
in motor vehicle property tax. With the '"phase in" approach,
as addressed in the bill, Douglas County will experience
less revenue shortfall in 1991 and 1992. By 1993, motor
vehicle property tax revenue generated will be comparable
to the 1990 level.

In a year of uncertainty for local governments, this
biil takes a positive step in resolving some uncertainty.
This is legislation that reaffirms our partnership with
local government and maintains quality services that we

expect from our schools and government.
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To: Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation

Re: SB 560--Speclal Motor Vehicle Tax; Phase-In of Local Revenue Loss
From: E.A. Mosher, Executive Director

Date: February 26, 1990

On behalf of the League and its member cities, | appear in support of SB 560, which
would phase in the loss of special motor vehicle tax revenue resulting from reduced average
countywide tax rates under reappraisal. We would emphasize the following major points:

(1) The bill affects only those local units, and the owners of vehicles therein, within
counties where the county average tax rate went down. It would not affect local units or
vehicles in other counties.

(2) Absent the passage of a bill like SB 560, some local governments will suffer a
significant loss of local revenue.

(3) We do not argue that motor vehicles may now be taxed too high, or too low, but

simply observe that when some property pays less, others pay more--a result made abundantly
clear during the past year.

(4) The Governor’s "lron Clad Tax Lid" (HB 2700), which will probably pass in some
form, does not provide tax lid authority to replace revenue lost from decreased vehicle taxes.
Whether it passes or not, most local officials don't look forward to increasing the tax rate on
homes and other property so that vehicle owners can get a tax break.

(6) While SB 560 provides for a four-year phase-in of the revenue loss (90-80-70-
same), this time frame is of primary significance to governmental units in Johnson County and
other counties where the 1989 average tax rate dropped substantially.

(6) In some areas, inflation and the purchase of new and more expensive vehicles will
increase the revenue. While this will help, there will still be ‘lost revenue where reappraisal
resulted in reduced tax rates.

Attached to my testimony is some background information that may be of interest to
you. The first page shows county average tax rates by county for 1988 and 1989 and the
percentage change. The first set of data is by county, alphabetically. The second column
shows the rate changes by descending order. You will note that there were 28 counties
where the rate increased; local units in these counties would not be affected by the bill.
There are 38 counties in which the 1989 tax rate decreased, but less than 10%. The 39
counties where the rate reduced at least 10% are shown in the bottom portion of the right
hand column,

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee

February 26. 1990 ATTACHMENT 3
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The remaining pages shows the calendar 1988 collections (latest available) of motor
vehicle taxes, by county, and the distribution therein by type of governmental unit. You will note
that total special vehicle taxes in 1988 totaled to $242.9 million. In 1988, special vehicle taxes
were equivalent to 16.6% of total general property taxes levied. The proportion in cities was
somewhat higher; vehicle taxes allocated to cities of $48.9 million in 1988 was equivalent to
21.5% of the general property taxes levied that year by cities.
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Revised 1989 Property Tax Data

As of 16-Feb-90

COUNTY cot 2 COUNTYWIDX
198 .0 1989 AVG PERCENT coun COUNTYWIDE  COUNTYWIDX
RAME MILL LEVY  MILL LEVY INCREASE 1988 Ava 1909 AVG  PXRCENY
ALLER 122.50 129.68 5.9 e WILL LEVY  MILL LEVY INCREAST
ANDERSON 104,74 105,97 1.2 LINcoLN 1138 121,78 12,3
ATCHISON 153,33 141,01 (8.0) corexy a0 (LT 12y
BARBER 128,84 106,06 t11.n WEADR .30 93,03 1.8
BARTOR 133,46 120,58 1.0 OSBORNR 110,29 120,38 $.2
BOURBON 149.50 135.61 8.7 Lase 120.92 129.72 % 1
BROWN 122,49 110,02 (12.0) PHILLIPS 120,73 129.17 2.0
BUTLER 143.23 124.39 (13.2) OTTAWA 109,938 116.01 6.6
CHASE 109,06 111.23 1.3 CLARK 20.91 108,29 6.4
CHAUTAUQUA 122,38 109.00 (10.9) SLLSWORTH 115,99 123,33 ey
CHEROKRE 120,09 100.53 (16,3 BLK 127,08 135,41 5.9
CHEYEZNNE 116,76 91.48 (21,13 RICE 110.60 117.06 . % 5.8
CLARK 20,91 105.29 6.4 ALLKN 122.%0 129,69 N B
CLAY 135,18 135.%0 0.5 cLoup 146,67 153.76 IR
cLoup 146.67 183.76 4.8 POTTAWATONIT 64.03 66,91 0%
COPFEY 0.1 .« 12.1 RINGMAN 100.22 112.29 3.8
COMANCHE 114.70 111,81 12.8) WITCHILL 117.96 131,94 ER
cowLEY 147.07 143.02 .0 WICHITA 118.48 122.43 o 7% 3
CRAWFORD 151,47 116,18 (13,0 ROOKS 113. 41 110,88 N
DECATVR 109.63 99.09 19.8) REPUBLIC 122.8¢ 126.17 2.9
DICKINSON 123, 111,38 9.6 HODGRMAN 123,80 126,38 3.3
DONIPHAN 149.28 126,33 (15.4) WASHINGTON 116.01 119,03 07 8
DOUGLAS 159.54 120.5¢ (24.4) RUSK 117,28 119,10 “ni L8
EDWARDS 119,02 100,18 (1s.13 CHASE 109,86 131.23 7 13
L133 137,48 135,41 5.9 HILSON 116.90 119,231 1.9
2LL1S 131,98 104,98 (20.%) ANDERSON 104.74 105.97 SR
ELLSWORTH 115,99 122.33 6.3 PRATT 126,10 127.11 [
FINNEY 106,52 106.59 0.1 CLAY 125.18 0.3
FORD 149.52 124.8% (16.5) rissay 106,52 B
FRAMRLIN 133.90 130,50 (10.1) wess 114,89
GEARY 131.18 113.90 13,3} NcPHERSON 119,30
17} 103,94 102,34 (1.5} WOODSON 114,56 113.42
QRAHAM 130.82 126,33 (3.3 MORTON 71.20 70,44
QRANT 62,07 55,51 (12.0) GRAY 116.43 115.01
GRAY 116.41 118.01 (1.2} LoaAw 107.52 105.99
GREELEY 109,68 100,37 (1.6} NEOSHO 165,30 163,00 °
GRESEWOOD 155,30 145.17 {6.5) oovE 103.9¢ 102,26 i
HANILTON 108.93 96.90 (11.0) JEWELL 123.8 120,54
HARPER 120,28 120.45 6.1y KIOWA 91.66 89,18
HARYEY 146,69 135,03 (1.4 COMLEY 147,07 143,02
HASKELL 66.74 63.29 5.2) COMAXCHE 114,70 111,51
HODGENAN 123.00 126,30 2.1 NORTON 137,54 133.63
JACRSOR 140.17 114.19 (19.5) GRAHAM 130.02 126,55
JEFPERSON 131.13 109.66 (17.1) MORRIS 109.20 105,58
JEWELL 123.93 $20.3¢ (2.7 LI 71.97 69.39
JOHWSON 177,58 106.7% 135.91 LABETTE 149.19 143.77
KEARNY 50.31 a1.08 “.n STANTOR 81.08 77,71
KINGHAN 108,22 112.28 3.9 RUSSELL 121,70 116,11
RIOWA 91,66 99.15 2.1 KEARNY 50,21 .8
LABETTE 149.19 143.77 (3.8 RAWLINS 124.53 127.84
LANE 120,93 129.72 7.3 MARION 112.04 106.40 -
LEAYENWORTH 154.34 124.53 (19.3) St 129.23 122.65
LINCOLE 113.0 127,73 12.3 Lyox S 148,58 141.00 3:4)
LN 1.7 69,39 (3.6 STEVENS ! 3544 37,40 (5,29
LOGAN 107,52 108.9% 1.0 HASKELL ' 66.74 63,39 ., o (8.9)
LYOR 148,50 141.00 5.1) HARPER 120,28 120,48 T 6.8
HARTON 112.04 106,40 (5.0} HONTOOMERY T 152,26 142,86 20 (6,9
MARSHALL 13¢.32 125,56 (6.9} HARSHALL 134.22 125,86 - 0 16.%)
HCPHERSOR 119.30 118.03 10.4) GREENWOOD 158,30 145.17 2. 16.%)
WEADE 83,20 93.03 11.8 TREQO 124.88 116,33 [N}
HIANT 131,76 112,93 FTNL HARYEY 146,65 135.83 (1.6
MITCHELL 117.96 121,94 3.4 OSAGE 113,47 105,17 7.5}
MONTGOKERY 152,26 142,64 6.3 GREEZLEY 109,65 100,37 t1.6)
HORRIS 109.26 105,58 3.0 ATCHISOR 153,33 141,03 8.0
HORTON 71.28 70,44 (1.2 BOURROR 140.50 135.61 (8.7}
NEMAHA 110,36 94.36 e DICKINSON 123.23 111,38 t9.6)
NEOSHO 165,50 163.00 a.s) DECATUR 109,65 99.09 9.6}
uess 114,89 114.59 10.3) PRANRLIN 133.98 120,50 t10.1)
NORTON 137.54 133.63 (2.8) WALLACE 95.09 95,43
oSAGE 113.62 105.12 (1.8 CHAUTAUQUA 132.3% 109.00
OSBORNE 110.29 120.39 9.2 BARTON 135.46 120.58 t15.0)
OTTAWA 108,03 116.01 6.6 HARILTOR 108.93 96.90 t11.0)
PAWNEER 119.69 105.10 {12.2) WABAUNSEE 118,05 104.66 t11.3)
PHILLIPS 120.73 129.17 7.0 GRANT 63.07 $5.51 112.0)
POTTAWATONIR 64.03 66.91 .5 PAWNER 119,69 105,10 2.1
PRATT 126.10 137.11 0.6 «  BUTLER 143.23 134,38 113.2)
RAWLINS 134.53 127.84 15.0) GEARY 131,18 113.90 {13.2)
REHO 141.08 120.14 (14.8) STAPPORD 128.40 110.69 {13.9)
REPUBLIC 122.84 126.37 2.9 MIANT 131.76 112,92 {14.3)
RICX 110,60 117.06 5.9 NEMAHA 110,36 94.568 {14.3)
RILEY 146.21 125.23 (1.3 RILEY 148 125.13 (14,3)
ROOXS 115.41 118.88 3.0 SEDOWICK . 139.9% 119.73 {140
RUSH 117.2% 119.10 1.6 RENO 141.08 120,14 t14.9)
RUSSELL 121.70 116,11 (4.6) DONIPHAN 149.23 126,33 {15.6)
SALINE 141. 41 119.87 (15.4) SALINE 1.0 119.57 [T
scoTT 137.37 110.28 (19.7} EDWARDS 119.92 100.15 t15.71)
SEDAWICK 1 139,98 119.73 SYRY CHEROKKE 120.09 100,53 t16.3)
SEWARD 126.01 103.61 (17.8) PORD 149.52 124.85 {16.5)
SHAWNERE 179,34 144.20 (19.1) BROWR 132.49 110.02 (11.0)
SHERIDAN 130,54 107.16 (22.6) JEPPERSON 131.13 108,66 t17.1)
SHERHAN A 131,64 105,95 (19.57 THOMAS i34.32 110.62 (17.5)
SMITH 129.23 122.65 (5.1} BARBER 179,64 106,06 117,77
STAPFORD 128.49 110,69 (13.9) SEWARD 126.01 103.61 1.8y
sTaRTos 91.06 7.1 “.n JACKSO¥ 140.17 11419 t19.5)
STEVERS 39.44 37.40 5.2 SHAWMER : 179,24 144.20 t1e.1)
SUMNER 157.99 127.47 (19.3) LEAVENWORTH 154.34 124.53 (1.3}
THOMAS 134.32 110.82 (17.5% SUMRER 137.99 127.47 119.3)
TREGO 124.99 116.33 (6.8) SHERMAN 131,64 105,95 (19.%)
WABAUKSEE' 119.08 104,66 (11.3) scorr 137.37 110.28 (19.7
WALLACE $5.09 95,43 (1o.1) ELLIS : 131.9% 104.95 (20.5)
WASHINGTON 116.91 119.03 1.9 WYANDOTTE ' 192.40 151.03 {21.%)
WICHITA 119.48 122,45 3.3 CHEYENNE 116.76 91.48 124.7)
HILSOR 116.90 118,33 1.2 SHERIDAN 138,54 107.16 (22.6)
WOODSON 114.56 113.42 (1.0} CRAWFORD 151.47 116.318 {23.3)
WYANDOTTE 192. 40 151,03 (21.5) DOUGLAS : 159.54 120,58 124, 4)
TOTAL 120. 40 YT JOHNSON - 17158 106,75 t39.9)
SOURCE: DIVISION OF PROPERTY VALUATION, DEPARTMER TOTAL $11. 130.40 1.4 R
Kansas Legislative Research Department
18-Feb-90
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Motor Velido-taxa-ue valuation anata as collected under
K.S.A. Chp. 73-Art. 51 as of December 31, 1988
as repcted January 15, 1989

COUNTYNAME | State County Cities | Townships| Schools |Cemeteries|Drainages| Fire | Hospitals |Improve-| Libraries |Lights| Parks & |Sewers| Watersheds|All Other| Total Tax | Total Taxable
ments Recreation Valuation
Allen 13,624] 246,239 202,215 2,033] 582,602 1,045 - 7662] - o 2,444 - 713 1,315 - 1,059,892, 9,747,742
Anderson 7 440] 177,759] 87,161 1,039] 261,865 1,283] 7523 — 1,732] - 4684 - 550,486 5,297 462
Atchison 15,181 290,156 318,007 40,556] 696,064 3,036 - 8,205 .- 3,409 - 11,193] - 1,386,007] 10,128,518
Barber 6,710] 122,693[ 109,701 25,298] 260,936 2,745 - 1274] 13,476 1,641] - - 544,474 5,148,006
Barton 33487] 203,682] 620,314  52,766] 1,656,151 4,019 - 1,29] 9802 -- 7,281 951] - 2,689,182] 24,131,867
Bourbon 13,189i 317,547] 226,685} 2,692] 732,472 2,206 - 10,070] - 2,576 160) 3,406 - 1,311,093 9,028,574
Brown 5,044] 245217| 148,347] 45951 455,715 1,624 — 2,377 _— 3.869] - 913,244 6,829,834
Butler 535441 633,307 856,021]  156,449] 2810,676 16 — 4585771 - 12,840] - 17,047] 4,587,077| 37,800,585
Chase 3,470]  92,887] 39,261 3,404 113,575 15 1393 — 1,420 — 1,308] - 256,823 2,583,603
Chautauqua 4,217 1305341 63,042 856] 123918 3,361 -- 1,629 2,785 1,144] — 2,128 333,014 3,097,031
Cherokee 19541  495,962] 188,102 4,.237] 836,713 — — - 3,973] - 1,548,528] 13,148,411
Cheyenne 4125] 105279 33,289 76] 170,600 2,958 — 704 - 1,201 — 318,232 2,905,406
Clark 2,737 44,937 44,903 31 75,299 = €30] 17,874 --- 562] --- 186,993 2,298,810
Clay 8,529  237,631] 142,242, 26,041 277,709 2,300] 241 38301 11,771 — 1,987 - - | - 712 342 6,053,409
Cloud 9,§§§+ 263,879] 160,989 2,322] 483,833 3,499 21 3,551 - 2,401] - 3 - 928 555 6.811,873
Coffey 5,552  80,026] 79,604 1,605] 125,105 676] - 2,044 - 1,191] - 946]  — 297,639 7,396,788
Comanche 2683 73330] 68,997 300 88,068 1,000 - - P 1952 - - - - | 226,330 2,308,733
Cowley 33412]  514,317] 645271 58,067 1,785,731 343 - 32,516 6,686]. - - 4,403 404] 3,081,750] _ 23767,674]
Crawford 34184] 929,919] 656,753 11,785 1,558,506 - — 21335 14,009 - 6,867] - 18] 3,233 466] 22,527
Decatur 4,561 90,312f 55,598 9,470] 157,498 523] - £76] - 1,136] — - 319,774 320
Dickinson 16,804]  296,566] 281,559 52,011 740,959 4114 .- 12617]  15391] - 4,304] - - 2,966] - 1,427,491] 12,407,460
Doniphan 7945|  182,760] 50,219 10,659] 462,223 673] 2,186 15559] - 7,431] - - 952] - 740,618 5,181,865
Douglas 73,542] 1,597,330| 1,560,836 147,777] 3,618,955 4,287]  2,633] - 6,824] --- 11,0901 - 7,023,275] 49,546,913
Edwards 5,033 62,352 68,751 12,547, 166,492 3,299 e 865 --- 62] - 319,401 3,336,855]
Elk 3,091 97,834 50,320 135] 100,317 3,981] - 1224] 817] - - 16411 - 259,360 2,304,274
Eliks 25,223]  442964] 491,874 208] 1,170,265 4338 B 381 5182] - --- e 2,140,425 19,312,331
ifd)sworth 6,094 81,599 84,495 12,155] 245,349 173 - 2444 - 1,850 - S50 434,214 4,743,751
Finney 27,0601 426,473] 331,770 2,252] 1,389,515 1,203] - o 1,083 949] 2,180,305] 22,250,527
Ford 26,377] _380,505] 533,353 27,8911 1,419,606 1.172] _ 2,018] 18037] 26,479 1,194 3,100] - | 31,595 5580] - 2,477,827] 18,484,210
Franklin 21,3991~ 520,270] 379,043 6,953 938,338 4,203 1,406 2,782 .- 5,693 --- 1,664 - 1,881,751 14,430,161
Geary 19,818]  428,200] 396,429 1,505] 504,290 1,942] - 8420 - 3,237| - 42 390 41 1,364,314] 13,266,891
Gove 3,973] 68,251 34,668 745 154,710 126] - 1,488] — 263,965 2,855,492
Graham 4,133] 141,036 46,454] 935] 153,570, 258 - 1321]  — - — 347,707 3,021,597,
Grant 7819] 115250 93,017 — 152,912 1,459 --- — - 370,457, 6,775,002
Gray 6,657] 171,394 56,526 4670] 280,768 849 5.732] - 795] - - 640 530,333 4,728,528
Greeley 2,040 36,798 32,278 60,320 311 148 - 131,895 1,65 71
Greenwood 7,465] 219474 117,513 22,930 364,550 830] - 3.145] e 1622 53] - 3,192] - 740,774 57
Hamilton 3,188 110,119 24,766 930 98,131 385] - 572] - -~ 2 - 238,093 2,
Harper 7,803] 1543221 111,739 169 341,750 2,698 . 31,105] 1,672 - 651,058 57, ..
Harvey 28,498]  422,208] 617,527 47,081] 1,453,947 1,002] 2,552 1469 - 4,131 - 3771 - 2,582,187] 19,961,866
Haskell 4225] 47,129 G0943[ - 106,507 461 — 10,430] 891] - 260,386 4,150,831
Hodgeman 2,973 102,030 18,701 126,489 1,048] - 1474 - 4,964] 257.679 2,101,618




Motor Vehicle .axable valuation and taxes collected under

K.S.A. Chp. 79-Art. 51 as of December 31, 1968
as reported January 15, 1989

COUNTYNAME | State County Cities |Townships| Schools |Cemeteries|Drainages| Fire |Hospitals Improve-| Libraries |Lights| Parks & |Sewers Watersheds{All Other| Total Tax | Total Taxable
ments Recreation Valuation
Jackson 10.706| 450.946]  88,111]  — 402,336] _ 10.377) _— 14,334 454] - 5462 - 991,786 7,286,914
Jefferson 17,840 464,974 99,167 8.776] 812,547 10,441 1,487] 37938 - 2,060]  6,149] - 50 8,146] - 1,469,575] 12,016,739
Jewell 4,064]  143,616] 48,979 469 206,439 1,425 - 270 - 1,835] - 407,297 3,041,727
Johnson 618,333 6,403,874] 9.200,074] 31,061 38,191,853 3,853] 15868] 794,051] - - |1,323,522] - 950,585] - 57,533,004] 391,826,678
Kearny 4,155 50,630 61,031 41 61,574 473] - 837 - - 93] - 179,034 4,007,740
Kingman 7,986] 150,659]  127,082]  35440] 320,796 305]  — 435 259 - 2414 — 8] - 554,384 6,919,646
Kiowa 4,161 62,896 46,874 122,588 3674 - 355 - 240,548 3,308,224
Labette 20,538] 424,458] 397,397 6.642] 1,111,730 6,658 32]  2,043] 3.242] - — 5589 .- 1,978,529 13,992,107
Lane 3,208 68,293 24,085 322 123,012 1,301] 531] - 893 - | - 4057 - 225 642 2,398,966
Leavenworth 54,006] 1,004,710] 873,989 151,615 2,721,738 164 495 1054 18,337] --- 5,047,298] 35,961,197
Lincoln 3,473 117,308 39,195 421 95,459 18] - 4,831 = 1,409] - 1,127] - 263,491 2,537,885
Linn 7,962] 131,361 64,516 4115, 224,189 1,265 2.991]  — 4,509] 100 6 - 441,014 6,658,416,
Logan 3,514]  62,390] 61,250 3,854 132,261 = 1132] - G551 - 266,352 2,660,693
Lyon 31,617| 685,147] 661,356 3.800] 1,392,585 38— 11,759 - 5,383 — 566] --- 4,034] - 2,800,285] 21,683,596,
Marion 11,581] 279,553 180,074 1376] 444,057 107 - 6.056] 14,929] 1,125 3,886} - 2,829 - 546,583 8,466,677
Marshall 11,618] 346,805] 201,139 39,783 474,076 2877 - 2,723] - 2,983 - 2108 - 1,084,112 8,114,427
McPherson 25,747] _ 435,338] 433,931 46,083] 1,075,597 2.032] - 18.440] — 5,081] - 1,040 225|  2,043,514] 19,094,514
Meade 4,093 45379] 85,759 7,048 110,505 715 27 539| 8,490 --- 1,007 - - - - 263,752 3,910,968
Mami 27.434]  607,018] 226,283 5,197] 1,275,622 3,574] - 15690f - 20,285 1,579 - 1,276]  1,467] 2.185425] 18,243 646
Mitchell 7546] 201,879 120,769 12,269 250,091 1,740 - 2583 - 1,927 - - 697] - 599,501 §37¢
Montgomery 33,646 645,835] 613,458 2,569] 2,002,416 3,745 784] 13468] - 6,435 — 382 — 3,322,738] 2427
Morris 6,024] 157,353 70,697} 534 198,128 2.750] - 3,258] - 105 1,958] --- — 1,069 - 442,076 4,412 beo
Morton 3,837 66,512 56,643 - 80,6611 3,463] - - - - 211,116 3,525,590
Nemaha 11,056] 220,/83]  112,272] _ 32,226] 375,883 2,741  — 4,450 150] - 2,812] - 38 2,895 - 765,316 7,545,484
Neosho 16,939 336,413] 233,108 6,094 967,981 4960] - = 2,271 --- - 1,884] - 1,569,650] 11,548,765
Nass 4.887|  77,826] 86,793 1,743 181,091 — 94]  33,356] - 1,137] - - 2,561] - 389,488 3,826,764
Aorton 5,283] 166,371] 106,403 446] 228,315 1543] — 3.278] — e 1,273] - - - 512,911 3,903,430
Osage 16,362]  322,668]  187,506] 66,689 534,382 8,426] - 37,769  — 4389 - — 1,856 - 1,180,057) 11,159,560
Osborne 4,910 98,468] 104,069 10,268 171,700 1,081] - 2074] — 1,734 - 3 72 394,399 3,747,899
Ottawe 5,146] 184,306] 73,332 9,257] 189,640 7477 — 2.288] - - 2511 289 - 696 --- 475,942 3,415,292
Pawnee 7.318] 100,822] 158,748]  20,067) 302,880 1,862] — — — 2,868] - 594,565 5,609,794
Phillips 6,233] 175,558 93,605] 438 207 ,208] 260] - 2,108] - 2351 — - -~ 487,764 4,635 441
Pottawatomie 11,836] 140811] 136,403 4,475 424,045] 390 304 10,153] 2323] - 3,536] — 3 - 2,445 316 737,128] 12,511,295
Pratt 11,065 186411 110,627 2,441 495 946 171 — e — 806,661 8,212,880
Rawiins 3,793] 102,104] 27,704 2,309] 166,812 1 - 766] — — 303,499 2,703,858
Reno 62,652] 659,220] 697,485  90,151] 3,665,516 1,331 1,004( 122,704 - 122,392] - - 2,766 2,088 485] 5,627,884 42,736,172
Republic 6,087] 227,727] 95,337 268] 253,534 4,002 303] 74191 - 2461 - ~- 2l - 597,740 495" A
Rice 10,7821 193,795 154,817 19,553 356,884 1,202 11 15,135 2.771] - 2,259] - - 1473] - 758,382 7
Riley 38,831]  611,080] 660,685  37,511] 1,972,740 3,069 15577| - o 6,668] - — i — 3,346,312] 25,
Rooks 6,282 124,379] 118,289 3,537 213,577 2,944 — 30‘54 9.424] - 1,809) 1,893] --- 482 440 5,0. .
Rush 3,898 07,447 58,510 4,322 124,199 - 2.656] - — 1383 - - 1,423 293,837 2,970,179
Russell 9,203] _171,740] 213,458 19,085] 408,051 792 — 6,364]  — - | 2,626] - - 1] - 831,330 7,276,663
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Motor Vehicle-taxable valuation ana taxes collected under
K.S.A. Chp. 79-Art. 51 as of December 31, 1988
as reported January 15, 1989

COUNTYNAME | State County Cities |Townships| Schools |Cemseteries|Drainages| Fire |Hospitals|improve-| Libraries |Lights| Parks & |Sewers| Watersheds|All Other| Total Tax | Total Taxable
ments Recreation Vaiuation

Saline 51,689] 723,646] 1,027,211 1,382] 2,681,791 1,211 - 18,643 - 124,181 --- 5| 4,629,759] 36,075,577
Scott 6,609] 133,778] 145,827 256 266,407 - = 606 - - - 49 - 553,532 5,175,809
Sedgwick 439,995] 5,785,764] 8,769,780 180,324] 21,647,499 9,810 9,417] 640,186 - 19,140 37.063] --- - 48,009 12,625 - 37,599,612] 301,980,663
Seward 17,397]  206,036] 365,877 220 918,032 744 1,959 - - 1,021 - e - 1,511,286 14,535,093
Shawnee 182,325 4,099,775] 2,967,724] 601,714 9,469,032 575] 46,590 128,870 429,695 --- - 11,770] 467,496] 18,405,566] 116,828,845
Sheridan 3,376 91,912 58,924 290) 154,909 469 2,260 1,343] - 313,483 2,557,541
Sherman 7,154 168,749 120,281 --- 400,987 --- -- 3,157 -ee e 1,668] --- - = - === 701,996 5,165,033
Smith 5,400 173,270 64,210 685 232,524 425 = 2,013] .- 972] - - 25 479,524 3,851,011
Stafford 5,790 102,299 99,129 20,667 205,664 3,734 - 3,192 i5515( --- 1.678f - - - - === 457,668 4,467,889
Stanton 3,393 68,550 29,290 -~- 86,106, 1,131 -e- - 525 en - == - - - --- - 188,995 2,600,654
Stevens 5,388 60,280 75,987 === 76,012 978 - - --- == fd - - e - - 218,645 5,305,252
Sumner 22,8211  601,710] 515,996 86,8761 1,177,497 5.866 - 19,061 4272 - 4,823] - - - 9 30] 2,438,961 16,549,804
Thomas 8,739 117,460 103,292 16,799 522,191 4,003 - 3,179 - - 1,930f --- e - - - 777,593 6,127,458
Trego 3,827] 102,062 72,592 517 111,887 - -- 2,058] - - - - - - 292,943 2,961,891
Wabaunsee €,934 161,321 66,266 41,352 262,070 2,071 - 2,158 - 5,538 ~- - e 671 5,526 3,014 556,922 4,855931
Wallace 2,284 72,811 16,157 414 79,398 - -- 4671 - 750] --- - - - 172,281 1,594,644
Washington 6,525 171,995 90,587 21,710 237,543 1,641 - 4,167 2548 - 2,729 --- - i 64 75 539,584 4,706,938
Wichita 3,057, 76,837 43,132 e 114,716 782 - 303 - - - - 4 - 238,831 2,319,650
Witson 9,403] 264.423] 106,406 549 352,754 3,310 - 2,338 - 268 1,913 --- - - 906] - 742,270 6,627.647|
Woodson 3,748] 110,999 53,743 77 118,822 2,449 794 o 945| 208 1,261 - 293,046 2.7 9]
Wyandotte 148,927] 2,947,198| 6,646,398 10,392| 7,136,434 - 23,107) - -- .- -27,580] - - - - - 16,941,036 98.° ]
TOTAL 2.710,957145,374,376|48,871,022] 2,474.466]136,626,318] 206,985 130,137]2,211,577] 253,435] 31,887{2,327.777] 4,198] 985614} 53,372 180,224} 473,655[242,916,000f 1,859,879,964)




February 26, 1990
. Mr. Chairman
Members, Senate Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation

Re: SB-560 (Reading time -- 3 minutes)

~

My name is Neaie Peterson. I am -- and have been for many more
years than | care to r2meaber -- Mayor cf the City of Fairwav in
Johnson Counzy. - ‘
Confident in doinz so without theip prior approval, | am here todav
to appezr in support of Senzte Bill 56C on behaif of the recentiy
rastless property taxpaysrcs in Fairway. Also -- a* their s:ecific
requezt -- gn bsha!f of five of gur neighbering citias. One of
which is Receland Park, whose Mayer, Judy Katz, iz her=s wizh me
taday.

To recognize cur crizd carticuliar niesce
of legislation -- 1z i sémet"iﬂz ol 3;r‘
c= I { o, tax i fz i
fu 2, lans- ;.
cf o YA histnors

ocver the state line ¢r houg
differing somswhat in ities hzave :;ese
same kind of charactz-

Now tbat the lessans in geagraphy and sociology are over, the
question in your minds just has tc be -- "OK, fella, so what's your
problem?”

Vell, go élong'with me for a minute, if you will. Try to imagine
yourself in a little four-part scenerio I'd like to paint for you:

1. {n exercise of good faith -- you budgeted in accord with both the
Iintent and thz leitter of the tax 1id by NQOT padding your '8¢
budget AND by levying the same precperty tax dollars for '90.

A little pinch here, a little pinch there, and delaying plans for
a ?eeded infrastructure project made that all possible. The
effort even bascame palatable when feedback from an explanatory
letter mailed to all the residents was unanimously po%itive.

2. = - ] - o . PR :
Near year enc, you {(and all other taxing entities in your County)
;:TE'snocked when someone found out and advised you that as a
a - = 4 - .
. 'I cut ?f_ruappraLSdl from K.S.A. 72-5105, you are going to
ave a critica! shortfa!]l of revenue as you budget for ‘'@91.

OGN th
ecame -

[£)]
o

&y an extension of that tax lid, in scme form,
nt.

e Ty

reaft
min

[a 20131
[10]

e i
g

n

Now you havz 2 dilemma on your hands. What do you do?

Senate Assessmént and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990 ATTACHMENT 4



So much for an imaginary scenerio, because for airway and these |
represent, it is neither an imagination, nor even a prophecy [t is
a harsh reality, which will befall us if SB-560 fails ‘to pasc! I3
you doubt that, please recal!l our demosranhics, which precluds any
growth of aur tax base. Also, please know that we have previcusly
exhaustzd all the cther statuatory opportunities affordad us for
additional sources of resvenue. And, the projections provided to our
2ix citlies by the County, predicti shortfalls ranzing from 8% to 24%
of the total preoperty tax levied for 1990, Speaxing focr Fairway
zlone -- althoush it mav strike you as faceticus --  oSur only
options are (and have been for somsz time) to incfsase the cosh of
dog licenses and to foregc the modest CUGLA increzses dezerved oy all
our dedicated emplcyses.

In closing, 1| implore you to p f¥ord us an
oppertunity tc cope with the b ing it ogut. in
anzalogy -- let us ezt thics ioz ree =lices, razthner
than the whole {caf in ocne ocwe cotion of SBE-5€0 would
provide us with the jatitude © uatisn in the
Eusiqess-like mannes sexceoned .

The only opticn sugsested by some of your peers, iz thzat we =
exwiain to cur cons tuants that lowsr tzves con zuifomoblles w

cffset thelr progesrty taxss. Even if it should do =o equltab

ali, [ humbly submit that any effort to "educats" them in tha

is merely wishful thinking and will simply not fTiv. Ancther
suggestion is that we cut back services. In cities 1ike us, that iz
not possible when the only services provided are basic to the
mandated health and safety of ocur recsidents, such as snow removal
and law enforcement. ’

[f any of you have other sugzgestions, or any doubt or guestions
about our nesd for this Bill -- | urge you to speak up. We would
c

1

certainly welcome your advi




TESTIMONY TO SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
REGARDING SENATE BILL 560
ART DAVIS, ASSISTANT TO THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR
LENEXA, KANSAS

FEBRUARY 26, 1990

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am Art Davis, Assistant to the City Administrator for the City of
Lenexa, a City of 33,000 residents located in Johnson County. I am
representing the Lenexa Governing Body to voice their support for Senate Bill
560. I would also add that the Lenexa Chamber of Commerce is in full support
of Senate Bill 560.

Specifically, we are asking for relief with respect to a projected
revenue shortfall in 1991 of approximately $533,000 as a result of the effect
of reappraisal on the motor vehicle tax.

Reappraisal was sold to local governments as a process that would be

revenue neutral. Lenexa, along with other local units of government including

school districts, comunity colleges, the county library system, Johnson
County Parks & Recreation, etc., cannot possibly take a loss of this magnitude
without either cutting services or finding alternative revenue sources, i.e.
ad valorem property taxes. One alternative would be if the state authorized
cities a local option sales tax which could allow local units of government to
reduce their reliance on property taxes as well as offset the projected
revenue decreases in motor vehicle taxes. |

| Lenexa supports this proposed phase out through 1994. If a phase out is
not accamplished, and/or some type of replacement revenue identified, Lenexa

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990 ATTACHMENT 5




will most likely be forced to increase ad valorem property taxes to offset the
decrease. The motor vehicle tax is a campletely different revenue and tax for
local units of government in addition to the ad valorem property tax. Yet, it
is a component of reappraisal and ad valorem property taxes since the existing
formula is tied to the average county mill levy. By the Legislature taking no
action on this bill, it in effect necessitates that local units of government
make this revenue source up fram property taxes, which will adversely affect
several groups of individuals.

1. Senior citizens/low income families and families on fixed income who

are property owners (providing they do not have vehicles or own

vehicles of relatively small value). These individuals/families most

likely receive 1little benefit from a decrease in motor wvehicle
property taxes but would incur a substantial burden in increased
property taxes. Also, many older hames in Johnson County have been
assessed higher valuations due to reappraisal.

2. Business Comumity. The business camunity was hit hard as a result
of the recent reappraisal/classification process and will benefit
little from the decrease in motor wvehicle taxes (with a few

exceptions), yet might be forced to incur increased property taxes.

These added burdens alert us to a basic change in taxing philosophy if
the state legislature does not assist local units of government in dealing
with this motor vehicle personal property tax glitch in same manner.

Finally, I would state that as local govermmental units begin assessing
increased ad valorem property taxes to offset the decrease in revenues, the
following year will bring about an increased average county mill levy that

will automatically increase the motor vehicle property taxes similar to their

gL



previous levels. In effect, by not assisting local governmments to deal with
this glitch might well amount to a double tax increase.

I urge this Committee to support Senate Bill 560. The phase out will
substantially assist local units of govermment to deal with this revenue short
fall, allowing us to possibly avoid any further property tax increases. Mr.
Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for allowing me to speak

today and I would be pleased to answer any questions you might have.
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TESTIMONY
2/26/90

SENATE ASSESSMENT & TAXATION COMMITTEE
KANSAS LEGISLATURE

My nhame is Mary Birch. I am President of the Overland Park Chamber of

Commerce and stand before you today, representing the business community in

Overland Park.

The Overland Park Chamber of Commerce supports SB 560 pertaining to taxation

of motor vehicles. It addresses one of the top legislative priorities of our

organization in 1990.

Reappraisal/Classification quite obviously has had a dramatic impact in Johnson
County. Unfortunately, this impact was not a one year occurrence. Ih essence

there is still more to come.

This year, the results of both reappraisal and classification shifted about $27
million of tax liability. Approximately $22 million of that shifted to commercial

property. Increases of 50 to 500% have already been incurred by commercial

real estate.

e FD
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Page 2.

Subsequently, as reported last week, Johnson County has an average effective
commercial rate of 3.2%. And averages, as we know, indicate that some are lower
and some are higher! We have had base employers (National Headquarters) in
the service sector threaten to move out of the state and small businesses close
up. Office rental rates have increased 80c to $2.00 per square foot, some even
more. We are at a decided competitive disadvantage with neighboring states to
attract further business growth or even keep what we have. As one landlord
told me the other day, to compete in the AKansas City market today, "It’s like

someone put a 100 pound weight around our necks and tied our hands behind

our backs and sald *Go to it, Survive.’"

The reappraisal and classification issue in itself is a critical one and attempts

are being made from everywhere to address it.

However, to exacerbate this catastrophic situation, we now face the motor vehicle
problems. This year, automobiles in Johnson County will be assessed at the
county mill average of approximately 177 mills. Next year they will be assessed
at an average rate of approximately 106 mills. That translates into a loss to
local units of government of another $27 million. Therefore, another shift to real
estate is going to occur. Considering the existing percent locked into the
constitution with commercial at 30% and other classes much lower, commercial real

estate once again is going to carry the major portion of the shift.

VAR



Page 3.

The business community is here to tell you we can’t take it. Another 5 - 10 mill
increase in property taxes will kill us. The effective rate will go up again. The

residents get a one year break and then their homes go up.

The shift is too much for us to absorb at one time. Phasing it in will give us

a little time for adjustment, absorption and natural growth (maybe) to help us

out.

We realize this is not as critical a situation in other counties, but it threatens
the very survival of Johnson County as a viable economic entity in the State of
Kansas. We also realize how popular this issue is with the residential community,

but there will be no residential community if there is no business community.



WICHITA

February 26, 1990

The Honorable Dan Thiessen, Chairperson
Committee on Assessment and Taxation
Senate Chambers

State Capitol

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Senator Thiessen:

Senate Bill No. 560 amends current law to mitigate the adverse impacts of re-
appraisal on motor vehicle property tax revenues in 1991. Motor vehicles are
taxed at a rate derived from the average county tax rate (current general prop-
erty taxes certified by all taxing subdivisions in the county divided by the
county assessed valuation). In many Kansas counties, assessed valuation in-
creased significantly in 1989. This increase has resulted in corresponding
decreases in the 1989 average county tax rate, which will be used to calculate
motor vehicle property taxes in calendar year 1991 (the time lag is due to ad-
ministrative reasons involving the State Department of Revenue and the various
county clerks). Senate Bill No. 560 phases the decline in the average county
tax rate resulting from reappraisal over three years:

1. In 1991, the county average tax rate would be no less than 90 per-
cent of the 1989 rate.

2. In 1992, the county average tax rate would be no less than 80 per-
cent of the 1989 rate.

3. In 1993, the county average tax rate would be no less than 70 per-
cent of the 1989 rate.

4. In 1994, the county average tax rate would be computed the same as
under current law.

The average county tax rate declined from 139.95 to 119.73 mills, a decrease of

20.22 mills or 14.45 percent. The statewide average declined from 130.40 to
111.42 mills, a decrease of 18.98 mills or 14.6 percent.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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The Honorable Dan Thiessen, Chairperson
Committee on Assessment and Taxation
February 26, 1990

Pae 2

For Sedgwick County and Wichita, the net effect of Senate Bill No. 560 would be
to spread the loss in motor vehicle property tax revenues over a two year
period. Without enactment of Senate Bill No 560, the City of Wichita would lose
approximately $1.1 million in 1991. With passage of the bill, the City would
lose about $830,000 in 1991 and the remaining $470,000 in 1992.

If the Legislature cannot enact a proposal to maintain the effective tax rate on
motor vehicles which would eliminate revenue losses, Senate Bill No. 560 at
least mitigates the damage to local governments.

A new tax lid could eliminate the margin under the existing 1lid to levy addi-
tional property taxes. Therefore, local units could not increase general prop-
erty taxes to offset motor vehicle property tax lost revenues——unless the new
tax lid exempts levies needed to offset motor vehicle property tax losses. Some
municipalities may not have the capacity to shift the lost motor vehicle prop-
erty tax revenues to the general property tax within their current tax lid.
Therefore, new statutory language would be required to permit municipalities to
shift motor vehicle property tax losses to the general property tax.

Sincerely,
Iy

DR MevL

John Moir
Director of Finance

IM/gf



Overliand Park
TESTIMONY BEFORE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ASSESSMENT & TAXATION

FEBRUARY 26, 1990

Good morning, Chairman Thiessen, members of the Senate
Assessment and Taxation Committee, my name is Alan Sims, Assistant
to the City Manager, representing the City of Overland Park. I

appear before you today in support of Senate Bill 560.

As you are aware, motor vehicle taxes collected by
counties and distributed to cities are based on the county average
tax rate. As a result of reappraisal, the assessed valuation in
Johnson County increased 89 percent, which resulted in a reduction
in the mill rate of more than 40 percent. When that reduced county
average rate is applied to the special vehicle valuation, the motor
vehicle tax collected will decrease significantly. As indicated
by the attached estimate, the fiscal impact to the City of Overland

Park is about $1.2 million.

Motor Vehicle Revenue Shortfalls, proposal No. 9, was a
topic for discussion during the 1989 interim study session. The
charge given to the special committee on Assessment & Taxation
was to study the impact of reappraisal and classification on motor

vehicle taxes and make recommendations to alleviate the anticipated

large shortfalls therefrom. Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990 ATTACHMENT 8
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The Special Committee concluded that lower mill levies
would cause reductions in motor vehicle taxes, but the mill levies
would not be affected until calendar year 1991. By then, the
committee further concluded that local units would have the time
to charter out of the new tax lid or turn to other revenue sources.
Some members of the committee also suggested that local governments

cut services to offset the loss in revenue.

It is our belief that the suggestion to cut services is
merely a slap in the face to those local units of government that
committed themselves to hold the line on spending and kept property
taxes down. I call your attention to the results of the special
audit requested by the Legislative Division of Post Audit into the
effectiveness of property tax limitation enacted in response to
statewide reappraisal. The City of Overland Park was cited as
having increased its budgeted levies by less than one percent for
1988-89. Even officials from the Hayden administration have been
quoted saying Overland Park was one of the best in adhering to the

letter and spirit of the law.

Having to cut $1.2 million poses a real and actual threat
to the City of Overland Park’s ability to deliver public safety
services -- police, fire, and emergency services to the community.
For instance, a major portion of the Overland Park police and fire
budgets is comprised primarily of personnel costs. If the $1.2

million reduction were split between these two important services,

g-2-
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it would mean the loss of 15 police officers and 18 firefighters.
The aggressive approach that we have taken in the war on drugs and
drug abuse, i.e., education programs in the schools, drug
investigations and enforcement, would have to be curtailed.
Response times would suffer and an entire crime prevention unit

would be sacrificed.

In the fire district, the removal of 18 firefighters
would force two engine truck companies out of service, as well as
the elimination of the only hazardous materials response team in
the county. Such a cut would inevitably mean higher property

insurance premiums for home and business owners.

As to the recommendation to charter out from under a new
tax lid and raise taxes to compensate for the loss, we question the
merit of placing an additional burden on taxpayers, some of which
have already experienced 200, 300 and 400 percent increases. It
is also our understanding that the new tax lid would be "ironclad, "
meaning any such increases in property taxes would be prohibited.
If that is the case, then we are forced once again to consider the

previously mentioned undesirable alternative of cutting services.

We readily embrace and welcome the committee’s
recommendation to turn to replacement sources of revenue. However,
in the absence of alternative sources of revenue, we submit to you
that the phase-in provision of SB 560 are the best approach because

it would provide a much-needed transition period to allow local

g-3-



governments an opportunity to adjust to this significant loss in

revenue.

We thank you for this opportunity to appear in support

of SB 560.



TESTIMONY TO THE SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
ON SENATE BILL 560

LINTON BARTLETT, CITY OF KANSAS CITY, KANSAS

The City of Kansas City supports Senate Bill 560 and appreciates this
opportunity to express our opinion on this important legislation.

Motor vehicle property taxes are based on the average county mill levy
rate in the preceding year. Due to reappraisal and classification, the
assessed valuation in Wyandotte County has increased, which in turn means
that the average county mill levy rate decreased. Therefore, the City's
revenue from motor vehicle property taxes will decrease as the county-wide
average mill levy rate also decreases.

The current estimated 1989 tax year assessed valuation for all of
Wyandotte County totals $601,874,334, This represent a 42 percent increase
from the September 1988 wvaluation. Estimated assessed valuation for the
City of Kansas City, Kansas alone has increased from $388,985,268 to
$545,092,169 —-— a 40 percent increase.

Based on the latest numbers available, the average tax rate in
Wyandotte County has decreased by 21.5 percent. The mill levy for the City
of Kansas City decreased from 77.201 to 57.201 or a 26.0 percent reduction.
A reduction at the average county mill levy rate of 21.5 percent would
result in lost revenue of approximately $2.0 million to the City of Kansas
City in 1991. To illustrate what that amount of money means to the City,
$2.0 million is approximately the amount budgeted for 1990 to run the City's
emergency medical services program. To lose that amount of revenue would
have a substantial adverse impact on an already tight budget. In the 1990
budget motor vehicle property taxes account for 6.0 percent of the annual
cash-basis revenue collections for the City. With a proposed loss of $2.0

million the City would see a revenue reduction of approximately 2.0 percent
in one year.

Given these circumstances, the City's 1990 Legislative Program
supported legislation which would hold cities harmless from this potential
loss in motor vehicle property tax revenue. Since there was little or no
support for such legislation, the phase-in approach contained in Senate Bill
560 is crucial so that the City's annual operations budget does not have to
absorb a $2.0 million revenue loss in one year. This phase-in period would
give the City time to adjust its expenditures to meet the declining motor

vehicle tax revenues or to raise replacement revenue from other permitted
revenue sources.

In a budget where sales tax revenues . are showing little or no growth
and property tax revenues are closely controlled by the City Council, the
opportunity to phase-in the significant loss in motor vehicle property tax

revenue would help minimize any potential impact on needed programs and
services.

Therefore, the City of Kansas City respectfully asks the Senate
Assessment and Taxation Committee to act favorably on Senate Bill 560. The
bill provides a reasonable solution to a potentially major budgetary problem
for many local units of government in Kansas.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our opinion on this bill.
Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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CITY OF OLATHE

MEMORANDUM

Members of the Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation

TO:

FROM: Donald R. Seifert, Planning and Development Director
SUBJECT: Senate Bill No. 560, Motor Vehicle Tax

DATE: February 26, 1990

On behalf of the Olathe City Council, thank you for the
opportunity to speak today in support of SB 560. This bill would
phase in the loss of motor vehicle tax revenue that will occur in
1991 and later years for local government units in counties which
experienced valuation increases following statewide reappraisal.
As the Committee knows, Johnson County experienced the largest
valuation increase in the state. The County also had the largest
percentage decline in its average mill levy. For this reason,
this issue is particularly important to us.

For 1990, the motor vehicle tax represents 20% of the
general property tax levied to support the City of Olathe’s
library, debt service, and general operating funds. Under
current law, we project the loss of approximately $760,000, or a
40% decline in motor vehicle tax revenue to support our city’s
1991 budget. This is an extremely large decrease to absorb in

one budget year.
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It will be difficult, if not impossible, to simply cut
spending, increase other revenues, or shift a loss of this
magnitude to real estate. Depending on the outcome of this
legislative session, our city may or may not have the authority
to examine other revenue sources. Shifting the motor vehicle
loss to real estate will further aggravate the difficult tax
situation we are all experiencing concerning property owners. We
strongly believe the motor vehicle tax provides a critically‘
needed balance to the mix of revenue sources available to local
government.

We are aware that many people object to the current level of
motor vehicle property taxes in Kansas. With a large population
of new residents, we frequently hear in Olathe these same
complaints of high vehicle taxes, usually from people that have
moved here from a high real estate but low vehicle tax state.
However, we all must recognize that the motor vehicle loss must
be made up somewhere to provide the services expected by our
citizens.

We would urge the Committee to favorably recommend this
bill. SB 560 will allow our municipal budget a few years to

gradually adjust to this serious revenue loss.
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Johnson County
Kansas

FEBRUARY 26, 1990
HEARING ON SENATE BILL 560
SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE

TESTIMONY OF GERRY RAY, INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATOR
JOHNSON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 1s Gerry Ray
representing the Johnson County Beoard of Commissioners and
appearing in support of Senate Bill 560.

Senate Bill 560 offers a solution to a problem created
due to the reappraisal process relative to the rate of tax
for motor vehicles. The tax rate £for motor vehicles is
based on the average c¢ounty mill 1levy, which in Johnson
County was reduced approximately 40% after reappraisal. For
the County government alone, this equates to over $4.
million dollars in lost revenues in 199%1. For all taxing
units within the county the total amount will be over §27
million. Senate Bill 560 offers a phase in approach to the
revenue loss that at least will provide wus the time to
adjust over a period of years, rather than having it impact
in one vyear.

puring the 1989 Legislative Session local governments were
assured that it was not the intent of the Legislature to
reduce revenues in this manner and that it would only take a
technical "clean-up" bill in 1990 to take care of it. Some
time after the Legislature adjourned, this seemed to change
in some minds and the motor vehicle tax rate began being
described as a tax reduction resulting from reappraisal. We
contended during the Interim Study that it was not a tax
reduction but rather a tax shift, because the only way that
the revenue loss could be recovered was with increased
property tax. Further, as property tax increased to cover
the shortfall, this would automatically push up the motor
vehicle rate, thus making it a tax increase in the long run.

| This all held true until the "Iron Clad" tax lid came on the
scene. If that «concept, or anything similar to it, is
| adopted we will have only two recourses, cut services or
| place higher user fees on them. Over the last twenty vyears
in Johnson County we have believed that the guality of 1life
that has been provided by the local wunits has greatly
influenced the growth and development of the area. We now
contend that if we are forced to cut back on the key factors
creating that level of quality it will have a direct -effect

| Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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on our future. Further, if we are compelled to initiate or
increase fees for emergency medical service, parks,
libraries only to mention a few, the effect will be felt
most by those in the lower income or fixed income category.

In the past few years Johnson County along with other local
governments, has had to deal with many revenue problens,
including the end of Federal Revenue Sharing. In addition we
have experienced numerous mandates from the federal and
state levels, such as increases in the cost of the judicial
system, a corrections system that required the building and
operation of a new jail and additional requirements in the
area of wastewater treatment. All of this while the elderly
population continues to grow rapidly and require increased
services necesgsary to maintain their well being.

When reappraisal and classification were adopted by the
Legislature the local units were guaranteed it was to be
revenue neutral, in the Governor's message to the
Legislature this yvear it was again mentioned that
reappraisal was revenue neutral. As we face the loss of
over $4 million dollars, it is difficult to understand how
that can be called revenue neutral. We are not asking that
the motor vehicle taxes be raised or that they even remain
at the current level permanently. We are only asking that
we be given the opportunity to phase the loss into our
budgets so that we will have the opportunity to devise
workable solutions to the problem. We need the help of
this committee, we urge yvou to send Senate Bill 560 to the
full Senate recommended for passade.
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SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATOR

WILLIE MARTIN

COUNTY COURTHOUSE . SUITE d1d ° WICHITA KANSAS 67203-3759 . TELEPRONE (316) 2687552

To: Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation
Re: Senate Bill 560-Special Motor Vehicle Tax
From: Willie Martin, Sedgwick County

Date: February 26, 1990

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee thank you for
this opportunity to testify on Senate Bill 560.

Kansas counties are more highly reliant on property tax than
cities due to our lack of diversified revenues. Any shift
in taxes without replacement revenue may require a cut in
services or additional property taxes. The phase in
proposed in this legislation would allow municipalities the
opportunity to plan for and make appropriate shifts within
their budgets. Voters are not receptive to large shifts in
either services or taxes. "Senate Bill 560 provides a method
of adjustment which we feel would be in the best interest of
all concerned.

The need for motor vehicle tax strongly relates to the
county services it helps to support. The Sheriff’s
department and the road and bridge fund are basically
non-revenue producing operations and the largest portion of
the budget for Sedgwick County. Counties do not receive
revenue from road violations even though enforcement of the
law is provided by the Sheriff. Motor vehicle tax in some
measure supports these auto related functions. Without
motor vehicles the majority of service provided by the
Sheriff’s road patrol and the need for continual road and
bridge maintenance and construction would be unnecessary.
Funding from the motor vehicle tax is, in large measure,
service related across the state regardless of county size
and population.

Sedgwick County supports Senate Bill 560 and respectfully
request that your Committee give it favorable
recommendation.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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KANSAS
ASSOCIATION

Testimony on SB 560
before the
Senate Assessment & Taxation Committee

by

Bill Curtis, Assistant Executive Director
Kansas Association of School Boards

February 26, 1990

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, we appreciate the
opportunity to testify today on behalf of the 302 member school
districts of the Kansas Association of School Boards. KASB supports SB
560 as it would phase in the loss of revenue from motor vehicle taxes
and consequently not require higher property taxes all at once to make
up for the lost revenue.

Revenues from motor vehicle taxes have risen in the 10% to 11%
range over the past three years for school district general fund
budgets. In 1987-88 school year they provided approximately $99
million. In 1988-89 they were slightly over $111 million, and this
school year it is estimated they will provide $112 million. Because
the county average tax rate is used from the previous year, the loss of
revenue will not be felt until the next school year.

The vast majority of school districts will not see much of a loss
in revenue because their valuation did not increase significantly.
However, in those counties that experienced a dramatic increase in
valuation, the loss could be several million dollars. It is estimated
that the loss will be most severe in Johnson County and somewhat less

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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in other urban counties. Schools in Johnson County received
approximately $30 million from motor vehicle taxes this past year.
Considering that the valuation almost doubled, the loss in revenue
could be in the $12 to $15 million range.

It should be pointed out that the school districts that will lose
the most are also those that are generally increasing in enrollment.
If the Kansas Legislature should enact a mill levy freeze or cap, those
‘districts that lose the revenue from motor vehicle taxes will be hit
doubly hard, a loss in revenue and more students. If the Kansas
Legislature should enact a dollar freeze or cap, property taxes would
increase anyway because the lost revenue could only be made up from the
property tax source.

We appreciate the time and attention of the Committee. We would

urge the committee to give favorable consideration to SB 560.
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Blue Valley

“growing with pride”

February 26, 1990

BluthaIley Testimony before the
Schools Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee

(913) 681-4000

P.O. Box 23901 Jim Thompson
Overland Park, Kansas Superintendent of Schools
66223-0901 Blue Valley Unified School District #229
ﬁ%&ﬁ%&ﬁm Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the Senate

Dr. James C. Thompson Assessment and Taxation Committee, I am here today to urge

your support for S.B. 560 which will permit the phase-in of
the reduction in motor vehicle taxes over the next several
years. Although this bill would appear to have application
only in those counties which have experienced a reduction
in tax levies following reappraisal and classification, I
call to your attention the fact that all school districts
which receive state equalization aid will be directly
effected by shifts which will occur in the distribution of
state aid once the motor vehicle tax reductions take place.
Therefore, all communities will be effected in one way or
another and should be concerned about these reductions and

shifts.

é The amount of motor vehicle tax shortfall to local
units of government will be substantial across the state.
It is estimated that school districts will lose over $30

million. In my county, alone, the loss for the school

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 26, 1990  ATTACHMENT 14




districts and community college will be nearly $18 million.
The shortfall will result in three major responses: (1) One
response is that local units of government will be forced
to raise real estate property taxes to make up the
difference; (2) Another outcome will result in large shifts
in the state aid distribution formula because motor vehicle
tax revenue is currently a deduction in the formula; and
(3) Some revenue source to local units of government will
be lost altogether because there is no revenue alternative
for the special capital outlay fund or other special funds
for which there is a levy lid. Let me comment on each of

these responses.

In many of the same communities which will experience
these motor vehicle tax reductions, the property owners
have already had significant increases in their property
taxes following reappraisal and classification. They may be
looking forward to these reductions in motor vehicle taxes.
I doubt that many of them realize that their joy will be
short-lived. Corresponding increases in ad valorem taxes
will follow. There is already concern over the reliance on
property taxes in the state. Such reliance is
counter-productive to the kind of economic development we
should be trying to attract into the state. A phase-in of
the vehicle tax reduction will lessen the impact of any
necessary increases in property taxes over the next several

years.
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Because motor vehicle taxes are a deduction in the
current school aid distribution formula, the shortfalls in
those taxes will result in increases in state aid to those
school districts in succeeding years. That is true only in
those districts which receive state aid. However, the
shifting which will occur in the distribution of state aid
will come on top of massive shifting already taking place
as a result of assessed valuation changes following
reappraisal and the recent discovery of huge shifts in
taxable income around the state. How much shock can the
state aid formula take at one time? All of the wealth and
distribution factors seem to be undergoing massive changes

at the same tine.

Some of the loss of motor vehicle tax revenue to
school districts cannot be recouped. Special funds such as
the special capital outlay and recreation commission levies
that have a levy cap will lose the revenue from the
shortfalls. As an illustration of this loss, our special
capital outlay fund receives about $200,000 in motor
vehicle taxes this year. A 40 percent loss, or $80,000,
will be a net loss to the school district. This is most
unfortunate in times which require capital expenditures to

upgrade the school facility infrastructure of the state.

Members of the Committee, I urge you to support the
phase-in of these motor vehicle tax reductions as S.B. 560

provides. The above conditions can be largely accommodated
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if there is a transition period so that sudden shifts can
be avoided. I believe that to do otherwise is a disservice
to the taxpayers of the state and to the officials of the

local units of government.

r4~4



?
x

¥, KANSAS
— | ASSOCIATION

AR R COUNTIES

“Service to County Government”

212 S.W. 7th Street
Topeka, Kansas 66603
(913) 233-2271

FAX (913) 233-4830

EXECUTIVE BOARD

President

Gary FHayzleu

Kearney County Commissioner
2.0. Box 66

Lakin, KS 67860

(316) 355-7060

Vice-President

Marjory Scheufler

Edwards County Commissioner
R.R. T, Box 76

Belpre, KS 67519

(316) 995-3973

Past President

Winitred Kigman

Shawnee County Commissioner
(913) 291-4040

(913) 272-8948

Dixie Rose
Butler County Register of Deeds
(316) 321-5750

Gary Post
Seward County Appraiser
(316) 624-0211

DIRECTORS

Leonard ““Bud’" Archer
Phillips County Commissioner
(913) 689-4685

Marion Cox
Wabaunsee County Sheriff
(913) 765-3323

John Delmont
Cherokee County Commissioner
(316) 848-3717

Keith Devenney
Geary County Commissioner
(913) 238-7894

Berneice “Bonnie’” Gilimore
Wichita County Clerk
(316) 375-2731

Harry “Skip”” Jones 1l
Smith County Treasurer
(913) 282-683¢

Roy Patton
Harvey County Weed Director
(316) 283-1890

Thomas “Tom’" Pickford, P.E.
Shawnee County Engineer
(913) 291-4132

NACo Representative
Joe McClure

Wabaunsce County Commissioner

(913) 499-5284

Executive Director
John T. Torbert

February 26, 1990

TESTIMONY
To: Senate Assessment and Tax Committee
From: John T. Torbert

Executive Director

Subject: SB 560 (Motor Vehicle Taxes)

The Kansas Association of Counties is in support of SB

560. Our convention adopted platform statement on this
issue is as follows:

"When reappraisal was discussed, local governments were
promised by the state that we would be held harmless from
actual losses in revenue. This motor vehicle situation
is leading to a revenue loss in some counties. In some
situations, the loss will be substantial and of such
magnitude that it can not be made up from other sources
of tax dollars. Given the "hold harmless" promise and
the fact that legislatively created problems deserve
legislative correction, the legislature should take
action to hold 1local government harmless from this
shortfall, or, at the very least, minimize its impact."

Senate Bill 560 does not "hold us harmless" from revenue
losses that will be experienced as a result of mill
levies decreasing after reappraisal. It does however,
minimize the impact of those losses. Further, instead
of the loss hitting all at once, this legislation phases

it out, thus making it easier to account for in the
budgeting process.

This legislation has the most impact in those counties
with significant increases in valuation and thus
significant decreases in their tax levies. (Counties
with decreases valuation would not be affected by this
legislation.) A conservative estimate of the lost
revenue 1is a statewide impact of in excess of $50
million. If HB 2700 is enacted into law as it is
currently proposed, (ironclad tax 1id) there would not
be any ability to make up for this lost revenue by
shifting to other ad valorem property taxes.
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This legislation will act as a shock absorber. The result will be
that motor vehicle personal property taxes in those counties affected
would still go down. They will just not go down as rapidly. It is
also not a good idea to concentrate all of your "tax eggs" in one
basket. This legislation keeps revenue sources somewhat diversified

which is a positive result. With all the tax shifts that have
occurred in such short fashion, we do not think it wise at this time
to allow an additional shift. This legislation precludes that

additional large shift.

We urge your favorable consideration of SB 560.
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