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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

__10:00 am./gaw on Thursday, March 8 1990 in room 313-g  of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

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 Richard Rock

Senator Phil Martin

Craig Grant-KS Association of School Boards and United School Administrators

Warren Rice, a taxpayer from Topeka and Chairman of the Mayor's Advisory Council On
Community Development

Linda Ferguson, Owner of (2) Video Stores in Manhattan

George Barbee, Executive Director of KS Consulting Engiheers

Trudy Aron, Executive Director, KS Society of Architects

Bob Corkins, Director of Taxation, KS Chamber of Commerce & Industry

Bill Henry, Executive Vice President, KS Engineering Society

Janet Stubbs, Executive Director, Home Builders Association of XS

Terry Humphrey, Executive Director of KS Manufactured Housing Association

Kevin Allen, Executive Vice President, KS Motor Car Dealers Association

Ron Smith, KS Bar Association

Lucky DeFries, KS Bar Association

Ralph Cummings, a taxpayer from Topeka, and has a Brokerage Firm

Chairman Thiessen called the meeting to order and told the members they have minutes
from February 19, 1990 in front of them and he would ask for a motion at the end of
the meeting. He turned attention to SB692 and recognized Senator Rock co-sponsor with
Senator Martin to SB692.

SB692:AN ACT relating to taxation; providing means to increase
revenue producing state tax sources to local units of government
to reduce reliance on revenue received from the levy of property
taxes; amending K.S.A. 79-2959, 79-32-110, 79-32-119, 79-32-120,
79-32-121, 79-34147, 79-3603 and 79-3606 and repealing the existing
sections.

Senator Richard Rock said he and Senator Martin will follow the process in the hand-
out and he said, Senator Martin will discuss the proposed constitutional adjustments,
and he said, he would discuss SB692 and the excise tax and Senator Martin will return
to discuss the bottom line, of how this will affect the tax structure, and he recognized
Senator Martin. (ATTACHMENTS la, lb, lc and 1d.

Senator Martin thanked the Chairman for the hearing, early on and he said the members
have their exhibits in from of them, and asked them to turn to (1lb) titled Plan %3,
which gives the ratios that they are proposing for a new constitutional amendment,
he scanned over the proposal and then talked about the impacts. He said basically
anytime you deal with an issue like this, they are realistic and know it can change
as we move ahead, but he wanted to at least get to the point where they could have
a print-out and relate their thoughts to the committee.

Senator Rock said they put the income tax back to where it was in 1987, the so called
wind-fall, and they reinstated the 1987 tax brackets, deleted the Oklahoma Plan and
Reinstated the federal exemptions. The difference is, is that the federal exemption
is back in. The net result in putting these tax brackets back on, is somewhere between
50 and 55 million dollars. (see last sheet of la) He said income tax should be used
to eliminate property tax. Attachment la includes introduction of Property Tax

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 T
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Reduction Plan, Facts about the Martin/Rock Plan, Exemptions Removed, New Services
to be Taxed, Distribution and Income Tax. Attachment 1b Ratios. Attachment lc School
District Equalization and proposed changes. Attachment 1d LAVTRF Distributions.

Senator Martin said he would like to touch on how they would distribute the $260.M
and as an example he used Crawford County and said mills equalivant is a reduction
of 15.41%, and he told the committee members they could check their own school districts
(Attachment lc) and he said take this information with you and look at your own counties
to determine how their counties would come out on the LAVTRF distributions (Attachment
1d).

Senator Martin said he and Senator Bond are both open, they are not locked into
absolutes that this is the way they feel distribution has to go, they are open to
discussion on the fairness of running half through LAVTRF and half through SDA. They
are open for discussion in terms of distributing the $260.M that would be collected
from the removal of salestax exemptions, income tax and tax on services.

Chairman Thiessen said he thought it should be made clear that instead of raising the
rates, you are raising the base and there is still an increase in the salestax for
the people, another thing about exemptions, you mentioned the other States', and many
of the exemptions we have were done because other states' had those exemptions and
if we wanted to be competive, we had to do that too.

After committee discussion Chairman Thiessen introduced the pages that were helping
in the committee today. Grey Montgomery and Jimmy Johnson from Junction City, KS.,
and he recognized Craig Grant representing KNEA.

THE FOLLOWING CONFEREES ARE PROPONENTS OF SB692.

Craig Grant said he has been authorized to speak for United School Administrators,
KS Association of School Boards, KS-National Education Association, Wichita USD 259
and Topeka USD 501 today. He said, they believe 8B692 is on the right track to provide
property tax relief for taxpayers in KS. It provides a statewide source of revenue
rather than local option sources and it is a bill, rather than a constitutional
amendment, and they believe any measure should have both of these component parts in
order to be effective.

He said, they do suggest a couple of key suggestions. (1) That more of the money
resulting from the increased revenue should be used to increase state assistance to
school districts, rather than dividing it equally with cities and counties, this way
because property taxes will be reduced by $1.40 for each dollar sent to schools while
only getting $1.00 reduction for each dollar sent to cities and counties. Since schools
collect over 50% of the local property taxes, this change would provide better overall
tax relief. (2) That the distribution formula be changed to a formula which would send
the money back to reduce property taxes for all schools rather than through the SDEA
formula. (ATTACHMENT 2)

Warren Rice a taxpayer from Topeka said he is a retired postal employee and a volunteer
in community development in the city of Topeka and is chairman of the Mayor's Advisory
Council on Community Development.

He said a group he works with on community development live in a northeast Topeka
neighborhood, which is 60% elderly and low income. Some of these elderly people live
on a very low social security check each month, sometimes as low as $200. to $300.
They must buy their food, clothes, pay utility bills ang pay their taxes on their home
on their meager income. Some barely survive but they still try to live within their
means. The homestead act and the circuit breaker helps when their taxes went up over
50%, but the circuit breaker is only a band aid the first year and their group of people
would like the same consideration and the same opportunity of paying less taxes. They
feel this can happen if this committee would drop these exemptions and broaden the
tax base. (ATTACHMENT 3)

Linda Ferguson said she is the owner of two video store's in Manhattan, and she has
testified in the House Committee once pertaining to the Circuit Breakers and the last
time on a bill that addressed the reclassification situation. She said, her business
is one that was greatly affected by the reclassification. She felt the reappraisal
on both buildings were what she considered fair, it was the 30% classification on
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commercial property that has hurt her, which resulted in a 250% increase in property
tax.

She felt SB692 is a starting point for addressing the problems for re-—evaluating
the whole tax structure in Kansas. (ATTACHMENT 4)

THE FOLLOWING CONFEREES ARE OPPONENTS OF_ SB692

George Barbee, Executive Director of KS Consulting Engineers said Section 5, subsection
X of SB692 would tax all services, including engineering services, under the sales
tax provisions of the state statutes. Engineering services have not been taxed in
the past because they are not listed as a taxable service for a very good reason.

He said after reviewing the sales tax statutes it became evident that the entire
retailers sales tax statutes were clearly intended for the retailer to collect from
the consumer a tax on the final retail transaction. The providing of a professional
service such as engineering is not a retail transaction.

There are other problems with this concept of taxing prior to the final retail
transactions, but the very fact that these services are only component parts of a
project leads him to request that this committee report SB692 unfavorably. (ATTACHMENT
5)

Trudy Aron, Executive Director, KS Society of Architects said while taxing all services
may seem like an equitable idea, it will have dire conseqguences for those in the design
industry, architects, engineers, landscape, interior designers and others. Passage
of this Dbill would increase the tax burdens of small businesses more than large
businesses because these companies cannot provide the same services a large firm
provides internally.

We realize the State is facing a budget shortfall and are ready to pay our fair
share of taxes. However, SB692 is not the solution. (ATTACHMENT 6)

Bob Corkins, Director of Taxation, KS Chamber of Commerce and Industry said the heavy
dependence of local governmental units upon property taxes for revenue should be
curtailed. KCCI agrees that sales taxes are a preferred alternative source of funds.

Unfortunately, the trade-off proposed in SB692 between sales, income and property
taxes will not be equitable for businesses. Businesses would bear the brunt of the
new taxes. They would pay some of the new sales taxes directly, much of the additional
income tax directly, and would be forced to collect or pass along all of these taxes
to customers who may or may not be willing to accept the higher price tag. This
suggests that businesses will shoulder a greater tax burden from SB692 than they will
receive in offsetting property tax relief. The proposal is therefore a de facto attempt
at reclassifying property to cause a shift in the "effective tax base” toward
businesses. )

He urged the committee to oppose SB692. (bttachmenT 73

Bill Henry, Executive Vice President of the KS Engineering Society, said the Society
consists of more than 1,000 licensed engineeers who practice engineering in XS., and
nearly half of the membership is composed of private consulting engineers who perform
services that would be clearly subjected to a sales tax as set out in Section 5
subsection (x) on page 9. (1) Most engineering projects more than one professional
licensed engineer will be involved, it is not unusual on a project for an electrical
engineer from one location in KS to perform in conjunction with another 1licensed
professional engineer, who may reside outside the state, and work on a project which
will be eventually constructed in KS. Attempting to evaluate which part of the services
should be subject to such a tax can be a difficult issue for the private practice
consulting engineer. (2) A great deal of the service and professional work performed
by engineers in designing projects is work that is performed for municipal wunits,
counties, state government, rural water districts and other concerns which have
classically been exempt from any application of sales tax. (ATTACHMENT 8)

Janet Stubbs, Executive Director of the Home Builders Association of Kansas said the
HBA of KS. appears to inform you of the ramifcations of the proposal before you in
SB692. To qualify for a $70,000 house, the purchaser must make approximately $36,000
annually. If we increase the cost of the house to only $73,000 my real estate agent
tells me T must make an additional $2,400 in my annual salary. She urged the committee
to consider the rippling effects this legislation would have on this industry at a
time when activity is drastically reduced from what we saw even 1 year ago. Slowing
of the construction industry, of course, affects the entire KS economy. (ATTACHMENT
_9_) Page —_— OI e
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Terry Humphrey, Executive Director of K8 Manufactured Housing Association said KMHA
opposes the provision of SB692 Sec. 5 (V) that repeals the current sales tax exemption
that applies to pre-pwned manufactured housing.

Recently, at all levels of government the focus has been on the need for affordable
housing. Currently the United States Congress 1s considering a National Affordable
Housing Act this is expected to provide some funding for affordable housing. However,
state and local governments will be asked to submit an affordable housing plan that
reviews tax and land use policies that affect affordable housing. (ATTACHMENT 10)

Kevin Allen, Executive Vice President of the KS Motor Car Dealers Association. KMCDA
does support additional sales tax revenue as a menas of addressing the property tax
problem. However, we are concerned about one section which would repeal the current
exemption for the purchase of motor vehicles in KS by out of state residents.

OQur fear is that KS dealers would be placed at a competitive disadavantage to

dealers in states with lower state sales tax rates especially on fleet sales. These
reciprocating agreements have been in place to assure that sales tax rates don't
determine the place a vehicle is purchased. (ATTACHMENT 11)

Ron Smith said he would like to incorporate by reference to the document he gave the
members at a meeting last week, on this issue and he said in behalf of the Kansas Bar
Association, they do not have 100% of their membership in opposition of SB692. He
said it is an issue that you can't say to your friends you would like to be on both
sides of it, but you can't.

He said, the issue postively affect lawyers and the practice of law for a lot
of different reasons, but it adversely impacts our clients with paying taxes on private
legal services, and he said he would like to introduce Lucky DeFries to introduce their
presentation.

(NO WRITTEN TESTIMONY)

Lucky DeFries, appearing on behalf of the KS Bar Association, said some of the issue
impact the legal area, and we are not here today, simply because of the inconvenience
of having to collect the taxes, we would like to get out of that obligation. Everybody
that has to collect salestax is inconvenienced in having to fill out forms on a monthly
basis. This isn't a tax on attorneys' it is going to be a tax on the client, attorneys’
are already paying tax, in supplies, processing equipment and computer equipment, and
there is an exemption for products that are consumed providing tax services, attorneys
will be able to buy a great many supplies and other items, tax exempt.

With respect to all the various professions, there 1s indication that medical
profession is being excluded because of all the skyrocketing medical costs, and there
has been a lot of publicity in the K.S. area, that they are due for some major shake-
up in large firms because of the skyrocketing cost of legal expenses, and they have
moved to in-house legal counsel because of the fact that the cost are going up, it
appears to him that certainly the mal-practice issues in the medical industry,
encounters are somewhat more severe.

Taxing services, it is interesting at a time when all States' are looking for
as many sources of revenue as they can possibly identify, and we are only talking about
a very few States' that are even attempting to tax these kinds of services. If you
look at the history of services and 1labor service 1is a good example, they have
historically over the vyears, thrown up their hands after attempted flirtations with
the taxing of services, because administratively it has been nothing but a nightmare.
(NO WRITTEN TESTIMONY)

Ralph Cummings said he is a Topeka resident, and has had a brokerage firm for the last

8 years. He said, problems with the taxing of services in the financial area is a
client picks up the telephone and they could live anywhere, people that live here could
call K.C., MO to avoid paying an additional tax of 4%. Almost all of our business
is done on the telephone. I1f we tax people living out of state on KS tax, then we

have a problem there, that they can easily do business somewhere else.

If we are doing a commission transaction, where the commission is included in
the price of the bond, it is then difficult to turn around and tax the client on your
commission.

Bll of our billing is done out of New York, through a computer and we have people
that are living out of State, and depending on how we tax them, they would have to
make changes in those runs to be able to properly bill those people for the additional
funds. (NO WRITTEN TESTIMONY)
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY WAS TURNED IN BY THE FOLLOWING CONFEREES THAT DID NOT TESTIFY.

Harriet J. Lange, Executive Director, KS Association of Broadcasters. (ATTACHMENT
12)

Kansans for Fair Taxation, Inc. (ATTACHMENT 13)

Karen France, Director, Governmental Affairs, KS Association of Realtors (ATTACHMENT
14)

Ron Hein, Hein & Ebert, Chtd. Attorneys At Law (ATTACHMENT 15)

Ralph G. Krumins, Branch Manager, Vice President, Prudentual-Bache Securities
(ATTACHMENT 16)

T.C. Anderson, Executive Director, KS Society of CPAs (ATTACHMENT 17)

Chairman Thiessen concluded hearings on SB692.

Senator Kerr moved to adopt the minutes of 2-19-90, 2nd by Senator Francisco. The
motion to adopt carried.

Chairman Thiessen adjourned the meeting at 12:15 p.m..
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Thursday, February 22, 1990

Senators Introduce TRUE Property Tax Reduction Plan

TOPERA--Senator Phil Martin (D-13th District) and Senator
Richard Rock (D-32nd District) today announced a plan to reduce

property taxes and to broaden the base for the. state sales and
income taxes. Their plan--Tax Reduction Using Exemption repeal-

-focuses on tax equity by removing 15 sales tax exemptions,
removing 33 sales tax 1oopholes and by expanding the state income
tax.

"Over the years, there ‘have been scores of sales tax
exemptions granted. Those exemptions have become like a cancer
that today threatens the long term health of our state, including
local units of government and especially local school districts.
It is time to act today to restore fairness to our sales and income
tax system. TRUE will restore fairness to our sales and income tax

structure while providing a sound financial base for Kansas'

:
]
§
-

future,” the Senators said in announcing their plan.
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Page 2 TRUE property tax reduction

"When Kansas became a state 129 years ago, property was an
accurate gauge of a person's wealth. But today in a high-tech,
information and service-oriented economy, property is no longer the
best criteria for determining wealth; but income is. Over the
years, we have chipped away at the sales tax base and the
progreséivity of our income tax structure until today we do not
have a tax base that can adequately support reasonable and adequate
services for the people of Kansas," the Senators said.

"By eliminating some sales tax loopholes and by returning our
income tax system to a more progressive structure, we can
significantly reduce property taxes in Kansas. Our plan would use
the proceeds generated to go directly to local units of government,
includiné school districts, to replace property taxes through the
current Local Ad Valorem Tax Reduction Fund (LAVTR) and a new fund
called the School District Property Tax Reduction Fund;" the
Senators outiined.

The Senatoré' plan closes 15 sales tax exemptions and 33 tax
loopholes, including taxing lobbying services; banking, investment
and financial services; credit reporting; private property
appraisal services; and private legal services. In addition, the
Senators' plan would reinstate 1987 income tax rates with the
Kansas Income Tax per person exemption set at the same level as the
Federal Income Tax per person exemption. Closing the sales tax

exemptions and loopholes would raise approximately $210 million and

khhdkmorethed
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Page 3 TRUE property tax reduction
reinstating the 1987 income tax rates would raise an approximate
$50 million to be used to reduce property taxes.

A separate component of the Senators' TRUE property tax
reduction package is a proposed Constitutional amendment that
would, in effect, balance out the gross inequities within the
current commercial property class. Their amendment would remove
the Constitutional exemption for merchants and manufacturers
inventories, for farm machinery and business aircraft. The
assessment rate for those groubs would be 15%. Their amendment
would establish a new property class for non-profit organizations
and associations at a 12% assessment rate. Residential, multi-
family property would be assessed at 18% in theé proposed amendment.

"Will Rogers once said, 'people want just taxes more than they
want lower taxes. They want to know that every man is paying his
proportionate share according to his wealth'. We believe that to

be true and we are ready to test Will's theory," the Senators said.

RARRI0RRkEn

For more information, contact: Senator Phil Martin, 913-296- 7370
or 8S8enator Richard Rock, 913-296-7381
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FACTS ABOUT THE MARTIN/ROCK PLAN

THE STATE SALES TAX RATE WOULD REMAIN AT 4.25%

TOTAL REVENUE IS ESTIMATED AT $260 M

ALL OF THE REVENUE IS DEDICATED TO PROPERTY TAX REDUCTION
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WOULD GET $130 M TO PROTECT BASIC SERVICES
STATE AID TO EDUCATION WOULD INCREASE BY $130 M

FIFTEEN DIFFERENT SALES TAX ﬁXEMPTIONS WOULD BE REMOVED

THIRTY-THREE SERVICES CURRENTLY NOT SUBJECT TO THE SALES TAX

WOULD BE, UNDER THE PLAN
INCOME TAX RATES WOULD BE SET AT THE TAX YEAR 1987 LEVEL
THE KANSAS PER PERSON EXEMPTION WOULD EQUAL THE FEDERAL

EVERY KANSAS PROPERTY TAXPAYER WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE PLAN

1A Y
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Exemptions Removed

1. Interstate and intrastate telephones and telegraph services
-——= 2.125%

2. Sale of gas, water, electricity and heat sold by utilities

-—-- sales of gas, LP gas, coal, wood and other fuels
-—- 2.125%

3. Gross receipt received by political subdivisions for sports,
games and other recreational activities --- 4.25%

4. Coin operated laundry services --- 4.25%
5. Rooms in hotels over 28 consecutive days --- 4.25%

6. Gross receipts on service of installing or applying tangible

personal property in original construction of a building or
facility --- 4.5%

7. Cleaning and janitorial services --- 4.25%

8. Gross receipts from sale of farm machinery and equipment, repair
and replacement parts, services performed in repair and
maintenance of such machinery and equipment --- 2.125%

9. Gross receipts from sale of mobile homes --- 2.125%

10. Gross receipts from sale of machinery and equipment used

directly or primarily for purpose of manufacturing, assembling,
processing, finishing, storing, warehousing, or distributing
articles which are intended for resale --- 2.125%

|
|
|
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Exemptions removed - continued
Page 2

11. Sales of aircraft & modified aircraft, sales of modification
and replacement parts, and sales of services to remodify
and repair aircraft --- which aircraft to be used by
certified or licensed carriers or persons and property in
interstate or foreign commercial --- 4.25%

12. Motor vehicles, semitrailers, or aircraft sold and delivered
in this state to resident of another state --- 4.25%

13. Sales of tangible personal property or services for the purpose
of constructing, reconstructing, or remodeling a qualified

business facility located within an enterprise zone --- 4.25%
14. Sales of lottery tickets --- 4.25%
15. Sales of new mobile homes ---- (now 40$ exempt) --- 4.25%.
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NEW _SERVICES TO BE TAXED —— 4.25%

Accounting ‘ '
Auditing & bookkeeping, including tax preparation agencies
Actuarial

Architectural

Banking, investment & other financial

Barber & beauty

Blueprinting

Building, interior design

Collection agencies

Commercial photography, art & graphics

Credit reporting

Engineering

Excavating & grading

Funeral & crematoria

Lobbying

Management consulting & public relations

Parking facilities

Photocoying

Photo finishing services

Private employment search & personnel supply
Private legal services

Property appraisal

Real estate sales services

Security & detectives

Snow removal

Stenographic

Surveying

Testing laboratory

Turkish bath, massage, tanning & reducing salons

Veterinarian

Warehouse Storage

Wrecker and towing

Yard and tree maintenance & landscaping
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DISTRIBUTION

1/15 and 7/15 each year commencing 7/15/91
1. Transfer in equal amounts -- shall total $130 mllllon -
from state general fund

LOCAL AD VALOREM TAX REDUCTION FUND.
(LAVTR F)

65% on basis of population of county
35% on basis of equalized assessed tangible valuation

2. . Transfers in equal amounts - for ‘total - $130 million

From State General Fund to SCHOOL DISTRICT AD VALOREM TAX
REDUCTION FUND

Which moneys shall be redistributed by the State Board of
Education in the same way as general state aid is allocated
under SCHOOL DISTRICT EQUALIZATION ACT

1A ¢
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'TRUE Property Tax Reduction Plan

INCOME TAX
;1. Married From To

Onder $35,000 3.65% 4.05% of KS taxable
. income

Over $35,000 $1,278 + 5.15% $1,418 + 5.3% of excess over

$35,000
y 2. Individuals From To
Under $27,500 4.5% 4.8% of RS taxable
income

Over $27,500 $1,238 + 5.95% $1,320 + 6.1% of excess over
$27,500

7 Deleted "Okla Plan" - gave alternative of deducting federal income
# liability and paying higher rates.

}lReinstated a Kansas exemption in the amount provided by federal
internal revenue code. (Instead of a flat $2,000)

The net result is between 50 and 55 million.
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URBAN REAL ESTATE
Resigential-Multi-Family
Residential-Qther
Vacant Lots
Other Commercial
Agricultural
TOTAL Urban Real Estate

RURAL_REAL ESTATE

Residential-Other
vVacant Lots
Other Commercial
Agricultural
TOTAL Rural Real Estate

TANGIBLE URBAN PERSONAL PROPERTY
Gas ang 011

Business Machinery & Eguipment
A1l Other Personal
Mobile Homes
Motor Vehicles
TOTAL Tangible Urban

TANG RURAL PERSONAL PROPERTY
Gas and 0i1
Business Mzchinery & Egquipment
A17 Other Personal
Mobile Homes
Motcr vehicles
TOTAL Tangible Rural

EXEMPT PRQPERTY
erchants’ Inventory

Manufacturers’ Inventory
Livestock
Motor Vehicle Dealer Inventory
Feedlots
Farm Machinery
Business Aircraft

TOTAL Exempt Property

TOTAL PERSONAL PROPERTY
STATE ASSESSED

Urban Public Service Corporations
Rural Public Service Corporations
Utility Inventory

TOTAL State Assessed

TOTAL STATE ASSESSED

Current

Ratios

12%
12%
12%
0%

30%

12%
12%
30%
30%

30%
23%
30X
12%
30%

30%
20%
30%
12%

30%

0%
C%
0%
0%
0%

[
‘o

0%

30%
3C%
0%

PLAN #3
Prooosea

SFaties

18%
12%
12%
20%
3%

-

O > —a
O Or e
ot ot oe @

30%
20%
30%
12%
30%

35%
35%
35%

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee

March 8,

1990

ATTACHMENT 1-B



EDPVEL0® DATE 02/09/90

URBAN REAL ESTATE

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL
VACANT LOTS
ML OTHER

TOTAL URBAN REAL ESTATE
RURAL REAL EBTATE
ACRIOA TURAL LAND.
ACRICATURAL INPROVEMENT
HOME SITER/PLANNED SUD DIV.
5P0T COMVERICIAL .
TOTAL RURAL REAL EBTATE
TAGIME PERSONAL PROPERTY
CAS AND OIL
HERCHANTS  INVENTORY
MANUFACTURERS INVENTORY
LIVESTOCX

BUBIMNESS MACH. & EDUIP.
ALL OTHER PERSONAL

TOTAL PERSONAL PROPERTY
BTATE ABBEGSED

FUBLIC BERVICE CORP.

TUTAL. ASEESSED VALUATION

v gl

2,491,767,038

3,470,800,928

3,193.371,060

2,333,823,827

11,354,714,400

COUNTY ABSESSED VALUATION COMPARIBON REPORY

28.13

100,00

wind STATE TOTALS wnny

URPAN REAL EBTATE
RESIDENTIAL MATI FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL OTHER
VACANT LOTS
OTHER COMMERCIAL
ACRICUL TURAL

TOTAL URDAN REAL EBTATE

RURAL REAL EBTATE

REGIDENTIAL
VACANT LOTB
OTHER COMERICIAL
ACRICULTURAL
TOTAL RURAL REAL ESTATE

!

!

!

i

!

1

!

1

1

L]

|

'

i

!

!

!

L

|

§ TANCIBLE FERSONAL PROPERTY
1 URBAN

1 GaS ~ND OIL

| BUBINEGS MACH. & EQUIP.
1 ALL OTHER PERSONAL

| MOBILE HINEB

1  MOTOR VEHICLES

i TOTAL URBAN PROPERTY
| RURM. .

! GAS AND OIL

1 BUSINESS HACH. & EDUIP.
1 ALL OTHER PERSONAL

! MOBILE HDIES

1  MOTOR VEHICLES

! TOTAL RMURAL PROPERTY
!
|
I
!
1
1
U
!
t
!
|
1
L
'
|
1
|
i
!
|
!

BEXEPT PROPERTY
MERCHANTE INVENTORY

PUBLIC SERVICE CORP.
RURAL PUBLIC SERVICE CORP.
UTILITY INVENTORY

TOTAL STATE ASSESSED

TOTAL ASSEGSED VALUATION

190y x
ASSSEBSED  OF
VALUATION TOTAL
. 299,141,078 2.11
3,674,082,435 25.97
135,141,208  0.94
2.728,934.018  19.29
10,428,719  0.07
6.849,748,23¢  48.42
739,576,834  5.37
23,943,183 0.47
500,034,194  3.53
1,519,658,531  10.74
2,802,235,745  19.81
3,127,722 0.02
447,403,998 3.9
63,029,554  0.43
31,602,990 0.22
42,659,478 0.30
627,823,742 4.4
1,198,749,479  B.47
195,456,087 1.38
34,312.773  0.24
17,746,982  0.13
62,450,208  0.44
1,500,914,33t  10.67
o 0.00
o 0.00
© 0.00
0 0.00
o 0.00
(] 0.00
0 0.00
o 0.00
2.136,740,273  15.41
332,676,300 3.77
1,762,858,833  12.40
40,879,725  0.29
2,356,614.859  16.66
14,145,340,131 100,00
BTATE TOTALS

PACE 104

190y X
ASESEASED OF
FLAN ¢3 TOTAL

448,711,633 3.14
3,676,082,433 23.71
135, 161,208 0.93
1,819,271.682 12.72
10,428,719 0.07
6,089,835,.67 42,39
737,576,834 3.3
23,945,105 0.17
333,354,124 2.33
1,510,638.531 10.62
2,639,.554,674 18.43

3,427,722 0.02
487,403,998 3.4
63,029,354 0.44
31,602,990 0.22
42,659,478 0.30
427,823,742 4.39
1,198,740,479 8.38
193,456,089 1.37
34,312,773 0.24
17,745,992 0.12
62,450,200 0.44
1,508,914,534 . 10.59
223,964,228 1.57
154,274,940 1.06
60,110,074 0.42
2.076,805 0.04
4,023,573 0.03
223,164,209 1.56
22,307,344 0.16
m.mlm ‘Aso
2.823,663,T36 19.75
421,653,492 4.35
2.079,683,118 14.55
47,690,290 0.33
2,749,226,900 19.23
14,298,101,009 100.00
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ESTIMATES UNDER SCHOOL DISTRICT EQUALIZATION (a SCHOOL DISTRICT FQUALIZATION ACT -- COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW
AND PROPOSED CHANGES WITH PROPOSED NEW PLAN FOR 1990-91
Estimated Proposed
Current lLaw Plan Current Law Proposed Plan
. _.1989-90 -91 ]
. Basic Budget 2% - 4.5x plus 1% subject to X - 2%
USD General Fund $ ------- $ 1,620,606 Controls protest petitions
Plus allowance for appeals, social .
security, utilities, enrollment Decline in Use prior year's enroliment if decline Same
Increases, and unused budget Enrvliment 1s lass than 4x for large anroliment
authority plus 1% petition  _______ 12.114 cate?ory or _less than 10% for the two
small enroliment categories (0-400).
TOTAL $ 1,570,498 $ 1,633,320 A mathematical linear transition will
be computed for districts in the
General State Aid 400-2,000 categor¥ which will vary
Basic $ 533,527 $ 635,479 4x-10%. If enrol)liment declines more
Additional Guarantee 4,413 1] than specified percentages, the
budggt computation is based on prior
SUBTOTAL $ 537,940 $ 635,479 year's enroliment less the number of
) pupils the enroliment exceeds the
Special Provision/Selected Districts 1,150 (e) percentage threshold
Plus allowance for appeals, social Hold 93.75x of &oss (state aid and income None
security, utilities, enroliment Harmless tax rebate)--prorated at 67%x
1n€aea§:s. and unused budget 0 L ! Effort
authority 8,048 oca or
: Rate 2.650%x 2.340%
TOTAL $ 539,090 $ 643,527 .
' District Two-year av?raga of assessed and Same
Income Tax Rebate 166,600 184,500 Wealth adjusted val, taxable incomesss
TOTAL, General Aid & Rebate $ 705,690 $ 828,027 Income Tax 24% of 1iability before credits for Same
Rebate taxes paid to another state.
Transportation Atid 44,500 (d) 46,000
P.L. 874 Percent o lo?al revenue equalized Same
GRAND TOTAL [ 150, 190 $ 874,027 to total local revenue
Increase over 1989-90 123,837 .
Motor vehicle Prior year’'s motor vehicle & IRB Same
State Aid Ratio (b 34.3x 39.4% Eagise Tax & in lieu payments as part of local effort
. ls
Stats Aid and Income Tax Ratio (c 44.9% 50.7x
Appeals Construction, spec. ed., utilities, -Same
transportation, enroliment, elem.
Est. Property Tax Increase $ 30,530 $ (100,300) guidance, & biiingual ed.
Est. KPERS- Requirement 40,863 42,766
Est. KPERS Increase over 1989-90 1,903 Transfers Transportation, spec. ed., driver Same
from tratning, adult ed., aduit sup?..
General Fund food service, voc. ed., capita
a Based on latest information available outlay, & bi'ingual ed.
b General state aid divided by general fund budget .
c General state aid glus income tax rebate divided by Enroliment 0-199.9 0-199.9
general fund budgeted) Categories 200-399.9 200-399.9
d; Based ?n 96x entitlement . . 400-1,799.9 ‘ 400-1,999.9
e Spacial Provision for selected school districts with high mi1} rate 1,800-9,999.9s : 2,000-9,999.9s¢
increases 16,000 and over 10,000 and over
o .
2
*In addition, prior year's increases in social security, utilities, and
NOTE: The 1989 assessed valuatfons are the November 1, 1989 figures. This unused budget autho!lty. Y
= data does not take into account appeals which could result in valuation
g 8? changes. *sPlus an additional 2.5x for budget authority and state aid for two years.
O D sstThe 1988 adjusted valuation excludes 50% of merchants’ and manufacturers’
t ?i inventories, 50% of Tivestock, and 50x of business machinery and equipment.
I_l.
o o NOTE: Authorizes up to 1.0% of unused budget authority in 1990-91.
=] .
Qo
O w PREPARED BY: State Department of Fducation and
50 Legislative Research Department
5 n Computer Printout L9007
o own Date: February 9, 1990
o 3
ot 0
o B
O



L9007

PROPOSED STATE AID PLANS
1290-91 School Year
(Amounts in Thousands)

Proposed
Actual Plan
1989-90 -1390-91
General Fund Budget Limitations 2%-4.5% plus 1% 1%-2%
subject to protest
petition
Est. General Fund Budget 1,570,498 1,633,320
Percent Budget Increase T.7% 4.0%
General State Aid 539,080 643,337
{including additional guarantee)
[ncome Tax Rebate (a) 166,600 184,300
Ratio of Gemeral State Aid and
Income Tax Rebate to Budget 44.9% 50.9%
Est. Preoperty Tax Increase (b) 30,530 (106, 3C0)
Est. Property Tax Rate Increase 7.1 mills
Est. Percent Increase in Teacher
Salaries (b) 5.5% 3.5%
General Assumptions
- USD cash balance on July 1, 1990, is same as July 1, 1989
- Enrollment increase of 1.0% or approximately 4,773 students on

September 20, 1990

{a) Based upon .the current law

{(b) Teacher salary increases will vary considerably from district to district. In
many districts where the property tax exceeds two to three pills, such districts
may not use their full budget authority.

U.S.D. ENROLLMENT
{Excludes U.S.D. #207)

FTE FTE FTE FTE Est. FTE
§-15-86 9-20-87 3-20-88 3-20-89 3-20-90
394,410.0 399,979.6 403,822.9 408,394.0 413,167.0

The 1989 assessed valuations are the November 1, 1989, figures. This data does not
take into account appeals which could result in valuation changes.
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COLUMN EXPLANATION

Zolumn 1 - Estimated September 20, 1990, FTE enrollment

2 - 1989-90 estimated general fund budget per pupil

3

S S

[%1)

~3

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

- 1990-91 estimated percentage increase authorized in general fund budget per

pupil utilizing the following medians

0-399.9 (use 200-399.9 category median) S 5,166

400-1,999.9 (use 200-399.9 category median with $5,166 - 1.1875 (E-400)
linear transition)

2,000-9,999.9 (use 2,000-9,999.9 category median)

plus 2.5% above median $ 3,266
10,000 and over {use 10,000 and over
category median) $ 3,593

1989-90 estimated generai fund budget

1390-91 estimated general fund budget utilizing budget controls of 1% - 2%
Difference (Column 5 - {)

13989-90 estimated general (basic) state aid

1989-90 estimated additional guarantee (grandfather clause)

1983-90 estimated income tax rebate |

1989-90 estimated total state aid.(CcLumns T+ 8+ é)

1990-91 estimated general (basic) state aid (District wealth will include
one year's estimated assessed valuation and one vear's taxable income. )

1990-91 estimated additional guarantee (grandfather clause)
1990-91 estimated income tax rebate

1990-91 estimated total state aid (Columns 11 + 12 + 13)
Difference (Column 14 - 10)

1990-91 millage equivalency of Column 15 (Column 15 divided by assessed
valuation)

1990-91'general fund mill rate
1990-91 estimated general fund mill rate based on the estimated assessed

valuation (The mill rate assumes the cash balance will be at least equal
to the amount used in preparing the 1989-90.)

NOTE: The 1989 assessed valuations are the November 1, 1989, figures. This data does not
take into account appeals which could result in valuation changes.
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194,543 6.32 3.2 .M

1,274,608

138.20

1,082,443 (1,139,301

123.30

2 $45.0 4,097.91 2.0 2,247,704 2.7v2.47 “, 38.910

Qwnet
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) 2 (3 “) 3 ({3 (3] ) - (14} “uo “us) un «ad {14} “um (18 aun uer

1-0ECET PER- | ———CEMEWL. LMD BUBGET 190990 ] ERTINATED 199091 ] §=—TAX RATE-1

or ) ] STATE ToraLl STATE TOYAL S t J

COUNTY v L ol LA EnY. PIFF PARIC ABDITIONAL. v STATES PASIC ADPITIONAL Al STATE)} SIFF [ -] (2 11]
MUIRICT NwE ¢ 9-20-901 199790 1) 1987-90 199091 (3 - AID CLMNTEE . INDODNE Aald AIR  CUMWMITEE N E AID 1 (34 - 10) ERUIVI tvey 1990]

WTAURN 030

CEDAR YL E 2es 176.0 3,923.42 2.0 790,900 T, 418 13.616 02,347 [ 0,73 442,304 ast.417 [] Lo sd 307,214 2.712 1.8 .0 D

OWMnamn CRN  Doass 490.0 4,T9.37 2.0 2.301.148 2,347,100 46,000 §,433,940 [ LW 1,318,207 4.9%.474 L] M2 1,073 172,884 13.48 21.07 .13
DR (3]

RIVERTON Bo404 6.0 4,424.02 2.0 3.108.999 2.407.120 42,140 2.317.843 [J T4, 643  2.3%.326 2.443.313 [ ] 3,773 2,535.004 134.540 0.9 X2.44 23.7%4

onme DO4PE §.3435.0 3,932.93 2.0 $5.006.410 5.108.341 100135 2.416.477 ® M2,.951  2.090.9%08 2.940.302 ¢ U3 221637 377,343 11.78 3.03 43.8¢

CALDS boery 730.0 4.907.35 2.0 3.204.042 13.3%.im2 72.420 2,409.478 [ $22.943  2.738.414 2.733.047 [} 137.352  2.mv0,419 142,203 27.47 43.74 24.79

BAXTER BFRIES  §O308  673.0 4.427.31 2.0 3,922,400 4,001,002 ™2 2NI.M0 [ 177,49 2.%12.84 1.713,470 0 223.438 3,436,417 273,773 47.00 30.89 22.44
Laa "2

oEn POI03  213.0 4.417.09 £.0 1,304,700 1,473.%45 I7.248 [ [} ©=.0m 0. 34134 [ 2,734 130.843 671,983 3.33 34.43 B2.2¢

ST FRANCIS Ceet  Dear? 412.0 4,487,358 2.0 1.9%,93 1,990,530 ».00 768,19 [ 116.017 088,033 914.7M ° 130,743 1,043,400 160,634 0.78 3.3 .M
G 013

nivema oty 193.0 3,124.31 £.0  5,024.842 4.043.32 10,47  a7T3.011 [ o.m 342,402 342. 093 [ .53 A9.3W- T6.934 LTS .38 .49

L T ] P22 7.0 05.373.00 $.0 1.373.TH 1,390,300 fe.334 [ ] [ 104, 409 108, 407 144,016 [ 113,50 7,343 134.07 S.9 Q.73 B2
-V 1} 014

QAT CEER BO3TY  1,347.3 3,900.30 2.0 3,370,508 3.537,992  167.804 2,302,430 [ ] 447,043 2.790.473 2.0402.4%2 0 301,053 3.343.Ti3 BN, 2@ 14.77 ®W.03 X217
aoas oi3 . )

CETIe LA DO333 1,343.0 3.792.31 2.0 5.087.394 3,200,863  192.404 2,904.779 L .42 2.,94.T0 3.053,.204 0 43,08 140,03 S13.34  14.77 61.07 46.3¢

SOUTHER QLD DOXM4 256.0 3. 1407 1.0 1,344,457 1,397,900 13,40 370,390 5,68 471,207 411,252 4.7 o T3.473 704,724 .M 3407 B.»”
CFFEY oté '

LEBO-wvanLY PO243  481.0 4.304.13 2.0 2.212.318  2.254.709 4.251 1.304,.60 [J 3,342  £.4%.197 1,497,700 (4 147,173 1.60.92 140,723 15.03 4.40 WM

BURLINCTON 2t B90.6 4.404.99 §.4  J.910,04F  4.137.044 218,193 L4 [ -5 1] 232. MY [J [ N -] 200,652 1,400 0.04 3.43 0.4

LEROV-CRIMLEY PO243  314.0 4.980.47 2.0 1,573.9v%0 3,400,431 3,401 01,173 [ 4,053 02,4 910,424 ® 90.404 1,007,108 16,219 0.7 2.3 1.23
COMNDE o1

CROWODE CANT  §S300 413.0 8,373.49 1.0 2,304,747  2.534,200 .42 Ber.802 [ ] 124,30 496,1% ™.es L] 145,348 2. 456 6. 248 0.01 44.40 346.47
ey oie

CITRA. o442 .0 4.420.232.0 §.740.132 4.752.313 34,343 §.008,629 ® 72,180  1,073.208 1,303,979 [ 00,737  1.604.736 S$80.534 10.27 43.91 33.44

bl PO4AT 343.0 4.647.41 2.0 £,406.008 1.640.299  T7.104 7%2. %07 [ 4 $08,477 1,080,994 §,074.340 [ 4 13T 1,190,307 $06.323 13.04 41.4 N.0

“ueing BOME 2.343.0 3,146.02 2.0 T1.401.938  T7.432.088 130,937 2.047. 2% ¢  00.307 3.719.708 1.147.924 ¢ M1 4.101.60 420,943 0.1 62.48 3.0

ARAIAS CITY D479 3.170.0 3.106.29 2.0  9.093, 988 10,302,343 404,352 4.342,2v3 ¢ 004, X153  5,446.430 3,104.0% & P, HT 4,073.318 T26.000 12.43 40.98 33.00

SEXTER M 155.0 s.0m.97 1.0 35. 490 43, om2 9.334 808, T2 L] .05 s, 773 L1814 [ 309,041 7.5 95.013 0.9 41.34 2.7
OO (34

ERTIEAST M2 997.0 3.629.20 2.0 2,247.797 2.292.74¢ 4.9 §.358,48¢ [ ] $11,043  4.437.307 1.454.904 [J $24,200 3,779,204 .05 14.7TT .43 B.42

O [ JZald TT4.0 4.4600.34 4.7  3.425.963  1.49%.041 6S.0W 21.2M4.144 [J 135,432 2.477.9% 2.444.7M [ ] 175,604 2,434.373 200,799 12.40 33.47 41.34

CInnd D0240 5,073.0 3.624.30 2.0  4.117.09% 4,201,400 2.34 2.35%.Mm O  229.M3  2.804.693 2,008,837 0 I3N.048  3,009.850 239,457 12.40 34.30 24.39

FRONTEIAC PUBLE  De24Y 471.9 4.320.71 2.0 2.038.823 3.010,997 40.774 1.306.934 [ 113,797 4,420,733 5,400,214 [ ] 137,319  4.534,.333 113,702 13.23 40.180 20.34

PITTEIRURG BO220 2.743.0 3.0%0.02 2.0 0.417.213 9,799,340 172,348 3.219. %02 ¢ 4,019,831  4.297,933 3,719,087 0 1,139,000 . 0%, 087 340,134 10.00 33.90 43.00
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") D ) 3 4) (2)) 1 ) w (§1.1] 1) a2y “uy» (14) “us (a) amn am

I

1-UCET PER- | ———CEMERAL FUMD DUBCET 1999-90- ] EXTINATED $PPO-91 (] 1—TAX RATE-]

[+ LN | ! 1At ToraLt aTar ¢ TOTALY 1 [}

(2t VR L} [3- 208 nrr BABIC ABDITIONAL [ 174 oTATE} PABIC ADDITIONM. Al staned oIFF el oan

-20-901 199990 ICI 190970 179091 (3 - 4N AID CUNRANTEE oo L] AID  CUNMANTEE INCOE AID 1 (34 - 20) ERAVI 1999 19901

2,118.0 3.245.47 1.4  4.971,907 4.994.542 112,435 2.377,957 142,097 819,930 3.3I0.9%4 2,800.844 [ ] J74.176 3,408,042 .8 1B e? WY

242.0 3,292.43 1.0 1,370,404 1,400,497 21.903 6,1 6.9V T3.504 T, L0 [ 084,124 .24 105,120 10.04 0.3 B. &

419.0 4.743.940 2.0  2.920.2800 2,979.472 50,404 1.29%0, 7TV [ 204,416 - §,497.198 4,477.048 [ ] .78 1,797.9% 200.798 $0.34 T.TT O. N

131.5 4.908.92 4.0 "L 34,470 v.4a1m3 298,724 W% .. 407 373,100 ° 44,709 “Hr.000 0.122 12.98 48.34¢ T2.13

630.0 4,979.34 1.6 2,634,000 2,473,900 44,907 §,493.%02 [} 167.843  5,433.517 4.613.733 [ ] 107.9%4 4,000,947 132,430 9.1 .18 33.07

100.0 6,484.21 £.0 £.509.053 (.20.7H% 11,07 79,304 * 9.3 129.490 .42 [J 37,800 “e, 2 117.223 0.09 4.4 B.0

014.0 4,447.22 3.0 3,507.000 3,707,040 200.040 1,044,053 [ ] 244,134 2,113.004 2.164.238 [ 4 27,717 2,442.008 349,004 13.04 TI.72 .8

J05.0 4.977.40 2.0 5.004.445 §,.934.4% 40,592 700,248 [ 88,481 88,929 3,580 [ ] 5,842 ror. 2 203,483 .21 4.3 .12

360.0 4,200.50 2.0 2,351,934 2.3v0.32 97,70 4.343.013 O - 312,077  §.495.090 §,354.443 [J 123,373 1.637.000 190,700 47.12 57.07 .44

6.150.0 3,042.99 2.0 10.327.248 19.080.418 741.348 8,205,017 0 2,048,471 T1.2D1.480 4.497.490 ® 2,312,244 9,009,941 1.490.233 10.43 M.277 B1.34

2W3.0 4,.23.47 2.0 1,700, TM 1.IN2,354 .- .17 26,332 3.7 310, 20 43,738 [ 82.737 84,473 116,273 3N BN A%

190.0 6.340.85 4.0  $.432.23%  1.1%.403 4.472 22,904 10.300 ar. 38 290.34 340.302 [} .4 424, 2 134,037 9.20 47.42 38.07

470.0 4,910.94 2.0 2,400,043 2.4%.0}M2 49,007 3,087,373 [ 123,013  1,210.390 §,244.443 [ 137,432 1.302.073 n.a 1.4G 4.8 .9

399.0 4.623.22 2.0 1,651,400 1.080,4% 37,030 736,412 o 108,410 864,050 ° 897,20 [ ] 121,306 1,010,90 145,736 7.54 43.%1 3501

222.60 3.485.T7 .0  4.946.00% . .94,277 19,440 ™m,.4 [J 114,997 410,412 684,672 [ 128,430 "s.xn 1M T 6.74 47.84 W.57

0.0 3.30.91 1.0 L.EM.T1 1,007,020 30, 119 -, 103 L) 83,4853 72.3% 1.000,29 [ 7.4 L1077 1N.? 1.8 .12 7.0

142.0 6.310.23 1.0 4.123.034 1.134.287 1Hh.2u 162.4114 [J .30 133.941 174.342 [ .00 207,443 T3.6T0  4.36 31.44 46.00

0,240.0 4.722.43 1.0 S.7TH.E12 B.914.626 199,794 1,453,934 [ ] IV, 1.620,743 2.148.184 | ] 4.7 2.997, T8 ™. N2 13.00 51.73 a.%

4.090.0 3.134.30 2.0 24.340.000 21.048.780 XN.780 4.343.7%3 0 3IN.I6  T.012.680 5.333.37 0 3.440,402 9,193,481 4.3M2.070 0.02 40.99 §1.24

SMEANT OF BN 600.0 5.193.33 1.0 3.021.007 2.449.357 149.270 {,05).292 [ 148,790 4,202,002 1,412.803 [ ] b a0 s 50.M IM.ANM 12.40 M.V 27.82
L8N O 380.0 4.438.17 2.0 1,472,204  1.710,479 MW.173 1,004,148 [} M.673 1,005,814 4,122,010 [ .03 47,03 124,000 $3.09 32.27 f1.18
8COTT COiseTy DOAAS 1.005.0 4, 243.00 2.0 4,301,491 4,371,404 90,033 1.X4.7%3 [ TN, 3P 1,499,002 1,727,484 [ HO, T 7,148,242 N7.210 10.9 .2 4.2
44.300.0 3,300.30 2.0 134,361,341 140,943,046 4,301,505 14,020.108 9 26,508,197 40,323,207 24,564.990 ® 29,604, M7 34,221,300 13,493,990 9.3 45.00 33.93

5.920.0 3.209.94 1.6 0.537.241 19,704,560 1.447.299 0.038.074 0 L.378.0% 10,217.748 10. 77579 ® 1,542,743 11.990.704 1.721.933 15.34 45.20 41.76

3.390.0 1.104.98 2.0 10.190.470 10,744,977 344.447 3.420.902 ® 619.202  4:299,104 4.401.1M (4 2,049  7.174.043 915,679 17.31 3B.48 4.0

VALLEY CEMTER P 2,123.0 3.130.57 2.0 4.319.435 4,020.838 313.273 3,000,408 [J 320.017  3.340.922 3.684.032 o N0 4,295.3% M6 20.70 V.0 47.0¢
$.090.0 2.318.24 2.0 4.546.427 4,034.454 300.277 2,371,137 ® 315,317  2.079.654 2.734.954 [ ] .29 LR ;s 430,401 19.33 34.04 .73

990.0 3.633.45 2.0 3.733.973  J.632,114 0.1 s.004.114 [ 202,005 2.154, 717 2.054.379 [ ] NSNS 2.311.00 A, 17T3  0.41 4171 3B.O8

1.970.0 3.280.80 2.0 4.337.813 4.408,323 274,008 2,300,840 L] 317.€33  2,799.013 2,720,997 o IN.%0 3.2vv.u7 301.914 11.16 .21 MWW
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PACE 10
e @ 3 o It T3 m 11 . m 10) un U2 aum 14 us U8 an am
1-BUBCET PER-§———CEMOWL. FLIND SUBCET 199790 ' CETINMATED 199091 ' 1—~TAX RATE-S
o 0 ' sTane oLl STATE ¢ TotaLt ' '
Ty e 0 Dot} % £t OIFF 4 BASIC ABDITIONAL  AIDV STATE! BASIC ADRITIONM.  AID/ SIATEL  MFY Kmid s
PISTRICT WNE 0 9-20-701 1PRP90 INCI  19RP—0 199091 (3 - 0 A1D CUARANTEE oo Al ¢ AlD GMAWTEE DEDE AID | (34 - 10) ERUIVI 190F 1990)
e on
miz D066 2,540.0 3.77T1.74 1.0  .257.441  9.752,218 1,464.577 9.024,352 0 XW.A24  9,342.476 6.413.975 0 370,32 7,002,237 1.63,31 407Y W31 0.1
nDenX DO24T 1.410.0 1.900.14 2.0 9.3435.461 0.416.348 250,707 32.392.206 ¢ 3BT 2.710.998 2.873.119 0 X467 12517 07N 1072 3.H 4.5
ocBay D024  330.5 4,181.20 2.0 2,200,423 2,243,617 B8.1%4 1,479,740 0 143,063 4.32.623 1,311,844 0 160,043 1,474,927 49,104 11.04 5.4 35.03
e © om
LINEML P00 3.330.0 3,240.19 §.2 11.012.669 110.611,203 99.414 4.092.834 ® 1,002,154 9.004.990 3,082,098 ¢ 1,120,736  ¢.203,291 1.600,311 10.40 52.30 6.3
NIMGT-PLAIND  DOMRI  370.0 4,305.93 2.0 2,M7.922 2,303,440 39.847 711,420 o 7104 W6 W2 ® 143,009 ,102.2496 245016 V.00 34.43 M.T72
[ oo
st PO340 3.2090.0 3,320.26 1.0 §0.793.6X3 10.993.775 197,92 3.309.303 ¢ 196,07 431,300 3.05.017 0 1,014,865 491130 9. 9TT  4.76 3.29 47.0¢
SILVER LK BOITZ  405.0 4.493.08 2.0 2,74.7T55 2.701.219 34,58 41.574.777 0 17,262 4,771,000 1,684,220 ¢ 219,983 1,908,812 134.773 13.00 1.7 0.M
ABUR MBS 0437 3.735.0 3.193.57 2.0 12.000.940 12,991,243 062,283 J.262.3%4  131.540 §.310.990 4.744.722 4.370.3% 0 1,466,312 9.034.871 5,092,149 0.19 47.47 5.7
GWBEE MEICHTE 50430 3.353.0 3.096.85 2.0 10,229,200 10.991.473 362,214 4,147,048 0 1,017,502 5.144.343 4,607.991 6 5.130,000 3,743.997 1,444 0.30 31.24 44.00
TOPENA PUSLIC @ D000 14,075.7 3.973.40 1.0 50,849,488 51,154,412 904,483 8,971,129 ® 1.971,51% 13,000,708 0,270.008 0 0,049,988 17,039,997 3,340,885 7.00 68.00 .17
QERIMN O
WOMIE CONRMITY DOAIT  §29.0 4,426.94 2.0 2,302,998  2.319.4W  44.440 9%43.973 0 134:020 1,122,008 1,113,647 0 174,540 1,290,377 148,202 7.33 30.03 42.34
nEw o
CoonLAw BOISZ §.160.0 3.714.10 2.0 4.639.780 4.934.57% 94,798 1.703,00 0 3%.23 2,000,354 2,116,731 ¢  W1.400 2,804.151 AT 9.92 0.34 W.22
;I "
SUNCENER  DOZI7 4400 4.319.13 2.0 2. 773.X37 2.820. 799 95.442 1.299.7T32 O 304,334 1,440,008 1,430,354 0 IMEN 1.664.973 I2.9%7 10.20 W 3.4
VENT SNITH COLN DOZ30  210.5 3,100.43 2.0  £.008,. 371 1,100,120 21,729 96,213 0 30,404 436,619 6,731 ¢ 34 700,34 M,700 9.43 KU.37 B.N
fiwrvoe
N D349 283.0 4.000.94 1.0 5.630.2% 4,73.2¢ M. .00 ¢ e 710,002 903,416 e v 05137 475135 13.10 34.28 ©. 7
OF KRoHHUBEON  DONSO  440.0 4,071.45 3.0 2.121.500 3.106.29 ¢4.790 79353 0 A1.% 0.7 $40.447 0 1S, EM 1,505,691 162,200 .71 47.63 4A2.00
moisvnLL POX 4.5 5,768.20 1.0 1,097,114 §.714.084 44,970  477.208 o 1m.000 9.209 3%.008 O 104,088 404110 53.901  6.00 37.41 290.72
st om
BTANTON COUNTY D042  510.0 4,726.07 2.0  2.401.186 2.530,010  47.424 ° * 100,50 160,353 41,648 - ¢ 1ven 41,277 .74 1.1 D41 2.9
svbe or .
MONCIN PUBLIC 8 D620  137.0 6.290.80 1.0 §.334,842 1.347.404  13.302 . ¢ M. 34.953 0 ¢  aam a.m OIM3 0.06 14.67 14.8%
MEQTON RSLIC 36210  900.0 5,007.74 £.0  4.914.30 4.05v7.488 00.728 ° o ID,002 33,002 . ¢ .0 MM a9 0.21 10.81 19.08
seaR o
VELDE TN MOXS3 1,912.0 3.200.00 2.0 4.291.379  4.417,420 129,041 2,731.767 0 .48 3.200.433 3.467.00 0 42,813 3,790,700 302,345 13.30 60.77 44.3
CNMY SPRINCD  DOIBS  477.0 4.723.30 2.0 2.110.827 2,298,024 879.197 §.117.482 o 125,09 1,242,990 £.370.341 @ 13,3 1,310,304  247.7M 22.60 60.81 S51.48
BELLE AN DOXS7 742.0 4.335.40 2.0 3.082.449 3.140.742 66,013 2.008.173 o 197.635 . 2,499,400 2,$23.020 & 221,300 2,364.344 444730 13.26 §9.43 BY.2¢
oo MO3W 4200 4.021.67 2.0 5.701.044 4.735.188  34.622 1.000.794 O 97,040 1.098.242 1.001.449 0 109,027 1.200.4% 102,434 9.52 W.74 40.02
MCONIA PUBLIC  DOXIP 210.0 4.913.99 2.0 5,100,641 1.022.4% 22,013  390.142 ¢ W M2 ©1LIR 0 45,48 S16.TI0 9.511 6.57 3.4 54.84
casung BO340  220.0 4.920.40 2.0 1,624.087 1,434,579 32.461 03.798 0 90,308  T84.047 £20.004 ¢ B MLYH 131,088 11.19 4.57 S1.77
SOUTH HIWEN BO30Y  I33.0 4.244.75 2.0 194133 £.014.037 17,804 S21.440 ¢  MoTE  8.TH W7 6 a3 .30 T3 1.93 44.53 .10
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PACE  $8
) ) 3 ) (+-1) te) (2 )} ({ }] (34 (£1 2] «“up [§ ¥ 4] amn [$2}] ayn 8 un ae
1-RUGET PER- | —CENDMAL FLMD BUDCET: 17— | RTIMATED $990-9 (] 1—TAX BATE-)
wr | ] STATE ToTaL sTale ) TOTALS ! ]
COUNTY N L] EMRRL ¢ L] (2 108 oIFF BASIC ABDITIONAL AlD/ sraney MAEIC ADDITIONAL Al starey OIFF ot [+ 1 £]
BISTRICT v ®  -20-90! 199990 ! 178990 1091 (3 - A AID CUARANTER noe AL AID  GUARANTEE Do AID | €14 - 100 EIIVI 1999 1990)
THIMNNG on
TREATER | oL 142.8 6.038.77 4.0 9,400 7T.47 0.97m 47.321 13.318 Q.84 103,390 197,52 [} 47,9% 206,148 101,008 9.06 63.24 3.3
COLBY PUBLIC SC BO310 1.233.0 3.985.13 2.0  4.930.973  3.000.120 (49.525 1,940.92¢ 348.036  2.307,937 2,473,084 [ 403,931 2.e71.021 867,084 14.00 41.90 2.9
COMEN mADG 316 137.9 4.671.24 1.0 350,432 740,19 7.904 213.9m2 [} 7.1 260, 408 293,193 [ 52,734 ur. > 07,534  F.73 30.33 40.04
TREED ore
weeDeEy 208 420.0 4.307.47 2.0 2,716.000 2,770,314 34,316 1.340.472 ° 148,410 3,908.802 1,320.361 ® $44.043 1,604,906 197.8¢ .10 2.3 M.
YADALMEEE ore .
A pox2y 632.1 4,467.14 2.0 2.370.744  2,424.503 41,37 3.0v8.387 [ 197.607 4,208,774 §.224.9Y22 [ ] 321,000 1,.440.050 19,634 9.81 N2 .01
UABMBEEE EART D330 3M2.0 4.044.77 2.0 2,827,133 2,806.1% 9,022 1.451,042 [ 129.607 1,791,467 §.823.088 ¢ 140,008 1,948,073 104,424 12.92 64.22 1. M
WALLACE ({_J
WALLACE COUOITY D24y 204.5 4.986.30 2.0 1,312,163  1.340.779 28,116 471,603 16.203 2.0 313.884 344,748 [ 080.643 a7, 111,308 7.32 44.08 .41
AN 0242 100.0 6. 47.22 1.0 638.413 642,107 4.354 77.808 84.273 7. 724 101,907 t49.372 L] 2,070 171,402 .43 oMTRY 3288
UMM TON 104
MORTH CENTRAL | JZ2: ] 176.0 6,003.53 1.0 5.009.641 3.100.528 10,977 ”e 7 [ ».35n 3. 400 348.234 [ ».709 600,099 €Q.430 .N24.4 .0
VABHDE TN B0M0 D022 410.0 4,.922.80 2.0  2.040.1%%1  2.401.297 4,206 1.308.470 [ 91,122  1.397.800 1,440,257 (4 $01,930 4,342,207 142,407 13.74 . B.T?
g o223 370.0 4,963.40 2.0 §.7435.004 2,004.097 ”.0m4 694,641 [ ] 14,39 539, 000 874,054 [ 199,134 §,032,212 194.212 10.44 37.3¢ 4.8
REPUBLIOAN WALL.  DO224 0.0 5,172.24 1.0 2,012,000 2,032,120 30,130 1.017,802 ] .09 1,002,700 3.139.478 [} 0,77 1,243.47% 130.7T0¢  9.03 43.00 31.90
vicHita 102
LEDT3 L 2 1) 0.0 4.700.34 2.0 2.7B.38 2,770,270 4.3 m.m [} .o ar1.018 437,900 L] 304, 358 et ™ AN .08 44.17 N7
vILSoN 10 .
ALTOMA-MIDWAY D387 T76.9 3,047.74 2.0 1.944.007 .1,9%93.038 20.9Q $.324.179 [} 37.287 1.353.446 1.423.4130 [ 64,004 4,499,224 100,70 (0.67 34.07 H.42
DN 2044 T23.0 4,730.76 2.0 3.434.50 2,903,228 .40 2.010. 002 [ ] 130.217  2,940.301 2.614.170 [ 154.443  2,740.013 220,312 18.97 X2.13 14.83
raEsoMia 90404 O70.0 4.362.94 2.0 3.843.730 3,920.42¢ 76,076 2.399,000 L] 1,238 2,397,200 2,463,3% [} 221,786 2.700.1%2 307,942 §3.53 34.12 W90
ADODE0M 104
Lt ) 344 370.0 3.898.32 2.0 2.214.481 2,29.YT7 44.2% 1.215.007 ° 07,843  0,321.432 1,344.438 [} 122,073  1.499.30 147,674 ©.7234.31 1.}
WYMSOTTE 108
TURER-KANBAS € §9202 3.000.0 3.444.08 £.0 13,147,049 13.2719.531  131.406 7,407,904 [ 307.900 8.077.993 1.v67.003 e 457.748  0.443.403 367,08 4.43 31.02 Q.73
PIPER-KAGAS CI $0203 1.000.0 3.992.25 2.0  4,050.137 4,213,708 223.348 3,440,230 [} $93,413  2.633.443 2,842, “7 [} 210.433  3.080,790 MS,137 12.49 5.4 .76
PONER SFRINCS  DO204 2.100.0 3.511.98 £.0 7,211,993 T.448.910 237,093 2.0%.718 .70 457,949  3.624,4% 3.243.0 [ ] T34.153  3.982.0v" WT.403 4.70 0.3 3.3
EaMEng CITY §O300 21,347.9 3.573.05 2.0 75,916,167 77,334,401 1,364,324 .91, 724 0 6,487,413 45,447,137 42,473, Cﬂ 0 T.2M.29 W.0.743 4,42.4 21.99 B33 M.13
OTATE TOTALS 413,.010.8 r.s 1,420,408, 772 632,400,211 164,979,993 435,479, 4% 104,499,999 116,.371.2% 16.804.9¢
5,421, 440.95  1,370,4%4.974 9,908,776 4.7%, %67 - 408, 753 019,979, 40y 3,433.08 11,930, %0



LAVTRF Distributions gt

Base Amt. Distribution
$166,000,000 $36,000,000 of Extra Mills
County Distributed Distributed $130,000,000 Equivalent
Allen $905,489 $199,583 $705,906 12.35
Anderson 517,636 113,621 404,016 10.63
Atchison 1,026,590 234,679 791,911 14.11
Barber 522,645 114,911 407,734 6.96
Barton 2,048,484 464,473 1,584,012 9.78
Bourbon 896,262 200,183 696,078 13.12
Brown 731,269 164,429 566,840 10.20
Butler 3,013,510 642,711 2,370,799 11.01
Chase 228,822 50,970 177,852 7.82
Chautauqua 292,192 65,062 227,131 10.74
Cherokee 1,270,752 279,323 991,429 13.89
Cheyenne 275,725 61,870 213,854 7.19
Clark 256,840 56,589 200,252 5.72
Clay 573,041 127,640 445,401 11.11
Cloud 705,991 161,461 544,529 11.64
Coffey 2,541,831 550,248 1,991,583 3.80
Comanche 216,608 48,377 168,231 6.43
Cowley 2,180,630 473,724 1,706,906 12.48
Crawford 2,075,083 456,548 1,618,535 15.41
Decatur 302,200 68,121 234,079 8.26
Dickinson 1,231,500 276,661 954,840 11.34
Doniphan 540,882 121,235 419,648 12.08
Douglas 4,582,526 972,833 3,609,693 11.04
Edwards 337,677 75,215 262,463 6.57
Elk 226,505 50,765 175,740 10.55
Ellis 1,747,104 378,298 1,368,806 9.71
Ellsworth 453,430 101,999 351,431 8.18
Finney 2,433,768 520,954 1,912,814 7.06
Ford 1,766,560 383,570 1,382,990 9.17
Franklin 1,293,735 280,997 1,012,738 13.04
Geary 1,652,345 345,042 1,307,303 15.05
Gove 295,444 65,954 229,490 6.64
Graham 316,203 71,158 245,046 6.69
Grant 1,145,826 250,935 894,890 4.35
Gray 428,107 93,136 334,971 7.19
Greeley 184,899 41,444 143,455 5.61
Greenwood 534,864 119,817 415,047 9.61
Hamilton 271,426 61,063 210,363 5.33
Harper 560,462 124,124 436,338 7.74
Harvey 1,858,596 402,638 1,455,958 11.53
Haskell 634,768 139,022 495,746 4.40
Hodgeman 204,028 45,719 158,309 6.17
Kansas Legislative Research Department 21-Feb-90
Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
March 8, 1990 ATTACHMENT 1-D




LAVTRF Distributions

Base Amt. Distribution :
$166,000,000 $36,000,000 of Extra Mills

county Distributed Distributed $130,000,000 Equivalent
Jackson 681,176 149,234 531,942 12.99
Jefferson 959,342 203,670 755,672 12.66
Jewell 326,465 74,653 251,812 8.72
Johnson 24,446,911 5,136,082 19,310,829 7.80
Kearny 936,545 202,091 734,454 3.96
Kingman 700,708 156,463 544,245 7.24
Kiowa 361,193 80,111 281,082 5.97
Labette 1,427,409 312,040 1,115,370 14.76
Lane 218,774 48,862 169,913 6.36
Leavenworth 3,589,907 753,517 2,836,390 l4.62
Lincoln 261,182 60,145 201,038 8.36
Linn 863,746 188,809 674,937 5.50
Logan 254,696 57,337 197,358 7.09
Lyon 2,045,388 446,762 1,598,626 12.73 -
Marion 817,889 189,022 628,866 10.56
Marshall 776,868 173,360 603,508 10.78
McPherson 1,813,272 393,232 1,420,040 9.36
Meade 497,760 110,310 387,451 5.29
Miami 1,410,388 303,933 1,106,455 11.38
Mitchell 477,919 106,062 371,857 10.47
Montgomery 2,391,488 530,590 1,860,898 13.20 -
Morris 425,113 94,407 330,706 9.48
Morton 588,704 128,197 460,507 4.35
Nemaha 708,286 158,330 549,957 9.93
Neosho 1,031,875 225,262 806,613 14.28
Ness 376,620 83,679 292,941 6.42
Norton 386,714 87,053 299,662 11.09
Osage 908,986 193,544 715,441 13.70
Osborne 346,468 78,533 267,935 10.03
Ottawa 399,507 88,706 310,802 9.19
Pawnee 545,160 120,341 424,819 8.25
Phillips 478,963 108,471 370,493 9.00
Pottawatomie 1,788,490 383,625 1,404,865 5.31
Pratt 757,906 164,231 593,676 8.03
Rawlins 289,881 64,849 225,032 7.37
Reno 4,094,754 897,237 3,197,517 10.58
Republic 461,724 104,434 357,290 9.78
Rice 791,453 175,623 615,830 8.38
Riley 3,365,354 684,310 2,681,044 15.93
Rooks 482,052 107,763 374,288 7.76
Rush 301,632 69,001 232,630 7.73
Russell 614,094 137,703 476,391 7.84
Kansas Legislative Research Department 21-Feb-90
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County
Saline
Scott
Sedgwick
Seward
Shawnee
Sheridan
Sherman
Smith
Stafford
Stanton
Stevens
Sumner
Thomas
Trego
Wabaunsee
Wallace

Washington

Wichita
Wilson
Woodson
Wyandotte

TOTAL

LAVTRF Distributions

Base Amt. Distribution
$166,000,000 $36,000,000 of Extra Mills
Distributed Distributed $130,000,000 Equivalent

3,079,854 671,058 2,408,796 11.06
418,012 94,983 323,028 7.89
24,782,769 5,291,516 19,491,253 10.44
1,440,789 310,982 1,129,806 7.40
10,394,070 2,318,344 8,075,726 10.29
269,611 60,435 209,176 6.87
514,759 116,662 398,097 8.05
362,637 82,486 280,152 9.31
474,910 105,829 369,080 6.39
374,683 82,408 292,275 4,51
1,276,781 277,217 999,564 3.87
1,561,757 338,966 1,222,7%0 11.13
621,692 135,742 485,950 7.93
302,828 67,840 234,989 7.53
430,616 94,555 336,061 10.22
188,620 42,026 © 146,594 5.91
519,168 117,604 401,564 9.06
236,391 53,271 183,120 6.92
679,010 151,283 527,727 12.51
274,902 61,712 213,191 9.52
10,111,122 2,236,399 7,874,723 13..04
$166,000,000 $36,000,000 $130,000,000 9.22
Kansas Legislative Research Department 21-Feb-90
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Joint Testimony on SB 632 Before The
Senate Assessment & Taxation Committee
Thursday, March 8, 1990

Presented By

United School Administrators
Kansas Association of School Boards
Kansas~National Education Association
Wichita USD 259
Topeka USD 501

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Craig Grant and I represent Kansas-NEA.
Today, however, I have been authorized to speak for the above-mentioned
organizations. We appreciate this opportunity to testify on SB 692.

Our organizations are listed as proponents of SB 692. We certainly believe
that SB 692 is on the right track to provide property tax relief for
taxpayers in Kansas. Where SB 692 changes direction from the previous

proposals heard is that:

1., It provides a statewide source of revenue rather than local option
sources. We believe that a statewide increase in revenue either through

increase in rates or closing of exemptions is the proper way for the state
to proceed; and

2, It is é bill, rather than a constitutional amendment, which would go
into effect on July 1 that would provide relief for the 1990-91 school
year. Those other proposals would delay relief until later years.

Our groups certainly believe any measure should have both of these
component parts in order to be effective,

Our organizations depart company with SB 692 on a couple of key parts.
Changes we suggest should be:

1. ~That more of the money resulting from the increased revenue should be
used to increase state assistance to school districts, rather than dividing
it equally with cities and counties. We will get more "bang for our bucks"

this way because property taxes will bé reduced by $1.40 for each dollar
sent to schools while only getting $1.00 rgduction for each dollar sent to
cities and counties. Since schools collect over 50% of the. local property
taxes, this change would provide better overall tax relief; and

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
March 8, 1990 ATTACHMENT 2



Joint Testimony on SB 692 Before Senate Assessment & Taxation Committee
Page Two

2. That the distribution formula be changed to a formula which would send
the money back to reduce property taxes for all schools rather than through
the SDEA formula. We have seen other proposals which would send the money
back in the same proportion as the property taxes are levied. TFor example,
if a school district levied 2% of all property taxes statewide for schools,
that district would get 2% of the new money. We endorse this distribution

formula as the best way to provide overall tax relief while still keeping
equalization factors intact.

Our organizations applaud the authors of SB 692 and hope that this

approach, with the changes we have suggested, will be approved by the
legislature this year. Thank you for listening to our concerns.

22



MR CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

MY NAME IS WARREN RICE AND I LIVE AT 307 E. PARAMORE ST., TOPEKA.

I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK TO YOU ON THIS PROPERTY TAX SITUATION

AS IT NOW EXISTS.

I AM A RETIRED POSTAL EMPILOYEE AND A VOLUNTEER IN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT IN

THE CITY OF TOPEKA. I AM PRESENTLY CHAIRMAN OF THE MAYOR'S ADVISORY COUNCIL

ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

WE HAVE ALL HEARD MANY GOOD REASONS, ELOQUENTLY PRESENTED, AS TO WHY A GROUP

OR GROUPS SHOULD BE EXEMPTED FROM TAXATION.

I WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK OF A GROUP I WORK WITH ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

I LIVE IN THE NORTHEAST TOPEKA NEIGHBORHOOD IMPOVEMENT ASSOCIATION, WHICH

IS 60% ELDERLY AND LOW INCOME. SOME OF THESE ELDERLY PEOPLE LIVE ON A VERY
IOW SOCIAL SECURITY CHECK EACH MONTH, SOMETIMES AS LOW AS $200 to $300. THEY™
MUST BUY THEIR FOOD, CIOTHES, PAY UTILITY BILLS AND PAY THEIR TAXES ON THEIR
HOME ON THEIR MEAGER INCOME. SOME BARELY SURVIVE, BUT THEY STILL TRY TO

LIVE WITHIN THEIR MEANS.

AS YOU KNOW, WE HAVE THE HOMESTEAD ACT AND THE CIRCUIT BREAKER, WHICH HELPS

WHEN THEIR TAXES WENT UP OVER 50%.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
March 8, 1990 ATTACHMENT 3



. THE CIRCUIT BREAKER IS ONLY A BAND AID THE FIRST YEAR, AND ONE HALF OF A
BAND AID, AND FAILING THAT, AN OPEN WOULD IF THE SITUATION REMAINS AS IT IS

TODAY.

THEIR GROUP OF PEOPLE WOULD LIKE THE SAME’ CONSIDERATION, AND THE SAME OPPORTUNITY

OF PAYING LESS TAXES, BUT ARE WILLING TO PAY THEIR FAIR SHARE.
THIS CAN HAPPEN IF YOU WOULD DROP THESE EXEMPTIONS AND BROADEN THE TAX BASE.
I ASK YOUR CONSIDERATION OF THEIR GROUP WHEN YOU FORWARD YOUR RECOMMENDATION.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH.
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Linda A. Ferguson
March 8, 1390
Senate Tax Committee

I own two Video Store located in Manhattan. One is located
in the Village Plaza Shopping Center, with 17 other
businesses and the 2nd store is located in Aggieville is a
small center with 7 other businesses.

I have testifed twice before in front of the House Committee
on Taxation, once pertaining to the Circuit Breakers and the
last time on a bill that addressrf the reclassification
situation. I am one of the businesses that was greatly
effected by the reclassification. The reappraisel on both
buildings were what I considered fair. They were not out of
line. What really hurt me was the 30% classification on
commercial property. This resulted in a 250% increase in my
property tax on the Village Plaza and slightly more than that
on the Aggieville Store. I am under a triple net lease, so
that increase was passed immediately on to me. My landlord
did not absorb it. To translate the 250% increase in to
dollars - I went from approximately $1200 per year to
slightly over $2,800 per vear on the VP store. The
Aggieville store will be I believe around $3,600 per year at
the current rate. This translates to about $2.00 per square
foot over and above the rent.

What I'm here for today is to address Senator Marten’s bill
#692. 1 am here as an individual small business owner with
much verble support from other business owners in Manhattan.
Bince my last testimony. I have had a lot of people discuss
the problems of taxes with me. I am President of the
Merchants Assoc of the shopping center that one of my stores
in located in, and have had several conversations with other
associations presidents and as well as developers. I have
information on three other centers like mine. They have all
experienced increases ranging from 250 to 325% increases in
their taxes.

I personally feel the bill proposed is a starting point at
addressing the problem. The inequities of the tax struction
is very prevelient now. The redistribution of taxes becausge
of reclassification has shifted the burden to the wrong
people. ©Small business owners like my self cannot possibly
absorb those kinds of increases. The bottom line just won't
allew it. Competition is tough among small business. In my
case, my prices are set for me by the market place. I am
competing against big conglomerate....and they have deep
pockets. I don’t have those deep pockets as a individual
proprietorship. I can’t absorb those kind of increases in
operating expenses. To be honest with you, I'm operating on
a marginal bottom line now. I’ve been in business 4 years
and have yet to take a salary out of the business. And
because of this I have had the great pleasure of being

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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audited twice, and we just received notice for a third time.
Guess what is going to happen when my bottom line goes down
again. My bottom line profit, first is three years, would
almost have been wiped out if I had paid the taxes in
December when they were do. However, I couldn’t, so they
will be reflected in the 1990 expenses.

I'm in an extremely ackward situation. I personally did not
benefit from the elimination of the Inventory Tax. The state
decided that the 4,000 tapes in my store are my personal
property rather than inventory. Someone made the comment
that I must have the best Home Video Library in town. I have
a problem with that, but that is not what I'm here to
discuss. That is a whole new issue in itself. So I not only
have the 250% increase in real estate tax, but I still have
my “inventory"” tax. Which is $1,800. '

I can really appreciate a business who benefited from that
reduction. Especially small business like my self - and when
I talk about small business I'm referring to Gross sales
under $250,000. If I had benefited from no inventory tax, I
probably would not be in the shock that I am. But
unfortunately, I believe there are alot more people in my
situation, then you realize. There are a lot of small
business out there with sales of less that $500,000,
$250,000, with small inventories, that were just absolutely
devasted by what happened with the tax changes. We’ve tried
to let you know the effects, but it been difficult to
communicate this to right people.

What I’m here to say is that it’s the small inventories, or
small non-inventoried businesses that are really hurting
right now.

I provide 13 jobs. That’s not very many. But it is 13 jobs.

I know the business next to mine provides 47 jobs. He saved
approximately $400 on inventory tax, but went from $3,600 to
38,300 in real estate taxes. There are many, many more just

like him.

My feeling i3 that if we want to keep small business alive
and well in Kansas, which I have been told that Small
Business in Kansas provide 80% of the jobs, and if this is
true it is diffently an area worth keeping an eye on, then we
have to treat them fairly. They, we, deserve equal taxation.
Why must we carry so much of the burden of funding for the
otate of Kansas. Putting the inventory tax back on, along
with equilivant cut backs on property tax does not solve the
problem. If we must have inventory tax, make it a graduated
tax possibly. I understand that it was discussed that
possibley the first 250,000 would be exempt. That would be
great. I have a real problem when I look at the fact that I
have paying 1,800 in inventory tax, that what it is, and the
big boys aren’t paying anything. I realize they had



increases in property tax, but there decreases far out
reached their increases. They are paying nothing, I's still
raying 1,800, If you compare that to their gross sales and
my gross sales, it is really out of balance.

I am really in favor of eliminating the sales tax exemption.
I have to collect sales tax. I don’t mind paying the sales
tax as a consumer. I have never understood why some of
those exemptions existed. Most of the people I have visited
with agree with me.

I would like to emphasize again, that I’m not 100% satisfied
with the proposed bill. But I hope that It can be used as a
starting point for re-evaluating the whole tax struction in
Kansas. My personal preference would to completely eliminate
property tax, using sales tax and other avenues to provide
funding for the state of Kansas. I feel that this can be
worked out.

Please don’t let this matter be passed over. It means the

life and death of many small business in Kansas, and that
translated into jobs.
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GEORGE BARBEE, EXECUTIVE L fOR
KKANSAS 810 MERCHANTS NATIONAL BANK
8TH & JACKSON
CONSULTING TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612
ENGINEERS PHONE (913) 357-1824
STATEMENT
Date: March 8, 1990
TO: Senate Assessment & Taxation Committee
FROM: George Barbee, CAE
Executive Director
RE: 8B-692 (Sales tax on Professional Services)

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is George Barbee
and I am Executive Director of the Kansas Consulting Engineers.

The Kansas Consulting Engineers are opposed to 8SB-692.

Section 5, subsection X of SB-692 would tax all services, including
engineering services, under the sales tax provisions of the state

statues. Engineering services have not been taxed in the past
because they are not listed as a taxable service for a very good
reason.

As I reviewed the sales tax statutes it became evident that the
entire retailers sales tax statutes were clearly intended for the
retailer to collect from the consumer a tax on the final retail
transaction. The providing of a professional service such as
engineering is not a retail transaction.

The design of a project is a necessary step toward providing the
builder the contract documents and plans from which the builder can
determine ways, means, materials and methods to build according to
the design and specifications.

Sales taxes are paid by the engineer, architect, contractor and
subcontractors as they individually make final retail transactions
for materials that are incorporated as components of the final
constructed project.

The engineering firm pays sales tax on supplies, computers,
automobiles, trucks and equipment when purchased at a final retail
transaction. The contractor pays tax on construction materials and
the sophisticated construction equipment of the 90’s when purchased
at the final retail transaction. It is not as if taxes are not
being paid. They are being paid at the proper time when the final
retail transaction is conducted on component parts of the project.
To do otherwise that at the final retail transaction would be an
administrative nightmare.

First let me share with you what a consulting engineer does.

AFFILIATED WITH, : 3
%enate Assessment and Taxation Committed
KANSAS ENGINEERING SOCIETY AMERICAN CONSULTING ENGINEERS COUNCIL PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS IN PRIVATE PRACTICE NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS
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Consulting engineering services vary in scope from short-term
consultations to the development and design of large and complex
projects These professional engineering services, commonly
summarized into four basic classifications, are provided directly
to owner-clients or in association with architects.

The services included are widely diversified. Typical examples
are:

Collecting and interpreting data
Engineering studies and reports
Cost studies

Economic comparisons

Long-range facility planning
Conducting public hearings
Appraisals and evaluations
Feasibility studies
Investigations

Government agency liaison
Applications for government grants or advances

To provide any of the those often requires a coalition of
professionals working together through sub-contracts.

Imagine that we are finally going to get a new major convention
hotel in downtown Topeka. The owner of this new imaginary high-
rise is located in Chicago. The owner has options on property,
knows how many units, restaurants and meeting rooms are needed and
it is time to hire an architect to coordinate with a team of design
firms to design the project.

The architect will eventually hire an electrical engineering firm
to design the electrical distribution system; a structural
engineering firm to design the skeletal support frame; a mechanical
engineering firm to design the¢ air conditioning, heating and
ventilation system, and water and fire sprinkling system; a geo-
technical engineering firm to perform site investigation and many
other specialists to develop the construction documents, plans and
specifications.

Will the owner hire a team of Kansas designers on this project and
pay a sales tax at every sub-contracting level of engineering, or
will the owner simply hire a non-Kansas team to save the sales tax?
What would you do?

Remember the service of design is not performed on the site of
construction. It is performed in the location or locations where
the design team members have their offices. That very likely will
not be Kansas if this bill passes without exemptions.

Mr. Chairman, there are other problems with this concept of taxing
prior to the final retail transactions, but the very fact that
these services are only component parts of a project leads me to
request that this committee report this bill unfavorably.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to this issue and I would be
glad to respond to questions. F-a
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TO: Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee

FROM: Trudy Aron, Executive Director

RE: OPPOSITION TO SENATE BILL 692

The Kansas Society of Architects is opposed to Senate
Bill 692 which will tax all services and goods.

While taxing all services may seem like an equitable
idea, it will have dire consequences for those in the
design industry - architects, engineers, landscape
architects, interior designers, and others. These
design firms are small businesses, our biggest
architectural firm has just 50 employees. These firms
experienced the same increases in their property taxes
as other small businesses, however, unlike some,
architects and other design professionals, having no
inventories, received no tax savings from this repeal.

Passage of this bill will increase the tax burdens of
small businesses more than large businesses because
these companies cannot provide the same services a
large firm provides internally (like legal, accounting,
advertising, etc.). Thus, professional service taxes
hinder small business growth and expansion which is
contrary to the State’s programs designed to stimulate
economic growth and development.

Many architectural firms design projects in more than
one state. Taxing design fees will put Kansas firms at
a competitive disadvantage with firms outside Kansas.
The tax will favor out-of-state firms which will not be
subject to the tax. Since architectural services are
high-cost items involving long-term capital
expenditures, more clients will turn to out-of-state
firms in order to avoid paying the tax. This will be
particularly detrimental to small firms, which tend to
rely primarily on in-state business and must already
compete for in-state projects with larger out-of-state
firms.

If the tax is applied so that it pyramids on the
services performed by consultants (most architectural
firms hire all consultants - structural, electrical and
mechanical engineers, landscape architects, etc.) it
will further limit the ability of Kansas design firms
to compete outside this state, and will place small,
single-discipline firms at a substantial disadvantage

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
ATTACHMENT 6

March 8, 1990



in competing with "full-service" design firms with
their own in-house consultants. In fact, permitting the
tax to pyramid on the work subcontracted to a
subconsultant by a prime consultant, could spell the
death of small, single-discipline design firms.

The tax will encourage large corporations and other
frequent users of architectural services to locate out
of state, reducing architects’ business even further
(in addition to revenues lost because these businesses
relocate out of state). Those firms who remain in
Kansas will add design professionals to their staffs
and perform their own architectural and engineering
services in house to avoid paying the tax to outside
designer firms. This will reduce the number of design
firms and accordingly, eliminate the income and sales
taxes (on goods) these firms currently pay.

Professional service business should be encouraged.
Kansas should be encouraging professional service
business to settle in Kansas. By their nature, service
business costs few tax dollars; they are clean and
nonpolluting and do not require a wide array of
governmental services. In addition, their employees
constitute an important part of the local and state tax
bases. Thus, the state should be encouraging
professionals to locate and expand in Kansas.

We realize the State is facing a budget shortfall and
are ready to pay our fair share of taxes. However, SB
692 is not the solution.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to present our
views. If you have questions, I’ll be happy to answer
themn.
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SB 692 March 8, 1990

KANSAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
Testimony Before the

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
by
Bob Corkins

Director of Taxation
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee:
My name is Bob Corkins, director of taxation for the Kansas Chamber of Commerce and
\ Industry, and I appreciate the opportunity to express our position on SB 692, We oppose
| this measure's effort to repeal many important sales tax exemptions for the sake of

property tax relief,

|

|

t The Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry (KCCI) is a statewide organization dedicated
! to the promotion of economic growth and job creation within Kansas, and to the protection
and support of the private competitive enterprise system.

KCCI is comprised of more than 3,000 businesses which includes 200 local and regional
chambers of commerce and trade organizations which represent over 161,000 business men and
women. The organization represents both large and small employers in Kansas, with 557 of
KCCI's members having less than 25 employees, and 867Z having less than 100 employees.

KCCI receives no government funding.

The KCCI Board of Directors establishes policies through the work of hundreds of the
organization's members who make up its various committees. These policies are the guiding
principles of the organization and translate into views such as those expressed here.

Certainly, the heavy dependence of local governmental units upon property taxes for

I revenue should be curtailed. KCCI even agrees that sales taxes are a preferred
| Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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a...rnative source of funds. However, it is not necessary to sacrifice the beneficial
incentives found in existing sales tax exemptions to achieve this objective. Nor is it
economically competitive to impose the -tax on transactions which most other states —- and
generally our neighboring states -- do not tax.

Purchases of newer, more efficient business machinery and equipment should be
encouraged. Businesses should be given incentives to locate in economically depressed
areas. Key industries and professional services should not be saddled with tax
liabilities higher than those imposed by surrounding states. Each of these state endorsed
policies would suffer with the enactment of SB 692, Currently, Kansas' sales tax base is
very comparable to its neighbors'. Only Iowa's base is broader than the norm due to its
inclusion of many additional services.

Unfortunately, the trade-off proposed in SB 692 between sales, income and property
taxes will not be equitable for businesses. Businesses would bear the brunt of the new
taxes. They would pay some of the new sales taxes directly, much of the additional income
tax directly, and would be forced to collect or pass along all of these taxes to customers
who may or may not be willing to accept the higher price tag. This suggests that
businesses will shoulder a greater tax burden from SB 692 than they will receive in
offsetting property tax relief, The proposal is therefore a de facto attempt at
reclassifying property to cause a shift in the "effective tax base" toward businesses.

Consequently, KCCI opposes this bill and urges you to do so as well,

7-2-
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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Bill Henry, Executive
Vice President of the Kansas Engineering Society. I appear before you today
in opposition to S.B. 692.

The Kansas Engineering Society consists of more than 1,000 licensed
engineers who practice engineering in Kansas. These individuals work in
industry, education, government, construction and consulting.

Nearly half of our membership is composed of private consulting
engineers who perform services that would be clearly subjected to a sales tax
as set out in Section 5 subsection (x) on page 9.

The Kansas Engineering Society recognizes the need for a smaller reliance
for local units of government on property taxes. The private practice
professional engineer who offices in Kansas and has little or no inventory can
certainly appreciate the purpose behind this bill.

However, the application of a sales tax on the services performed by
engineers do present two basic problems we think you should consider.

First, on most engineering projects more than one professional licensed
engineer will be involved. For instance, it is not unusual on a project for an
electrical engineer from one location in Kansas to perform in conjunction
with another licensed professional engineer, who may reside outside the state,
and work on a project which will be eventually constructed in Kansas. You

- can magnify this simple situation several times depending on the complexity

and type of project that is being designed. Attempting to evaluate which part
of the services should be subject to such a tax can be a difficult issue for the
private practice consulting engineer. Although we have faith in the Kansas
Department of Revenue’s ability to fairly distribute such a tax we think there
will be a number of problems in applying it to every given situation.

Secondly, a great deal of the service and professional work performed by
engineers in designing projects is work that is performed for municipal units,
counties, state government, rural water districts and other concerns which
have classically been exempt from any application of sales tax. Depending on
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the particular firm a tremendous percentage of the professional work
performed falls in this area. Therefore, we would caution in forecasting the
amounts to be raised in this area to be conservatively estimated.

The Kansas Engineering Society appreciates the opportunity to appear
before you today and express its opposition to S.B. 692 and the tax that
would be applied to engineering services.

Respectfully submitted,

William M. Henry
Executive Vice President
Kansas Engineering Society
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SB 692
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

My name is Janet Stubbs, Executive Director of the Home Builders
Association of Kansas, appearing today in opposition to removal of
the sales tax exemption on labor for new construction.

Home Builders Associations at all levels of our organization,
National, State and Local, work to keep housing affordable for all
citizens. We continually strive to inform units of government the
effects and costs of their actions and regulations. SB 692 is no
exception to this.

No cost analysis and breakdown on the percentage of material vs.
labor has been done for approximately 2 years. However, at that
time, we determined that approximately 40% of a $70,000 house is
labor costs. Therefore, to remove the sales tax exemption from new
construction would increase the price of a $70,000 house by $1,470 in
the city of Topeka. Thus, we have a $71,500 house on which real
property taxes will be levied, real estate commission paid, a higher
title insurance fee, higher loan costs, higher discount points, and
higher mortgage registration tax. The increase will presumably add
at least $90 to the real estate commission, if a licensed agent is
used, or to complicate things even more, if the builder adds the
commission on top of the actual cost of labor, material and overhead,
you will have a $75,000.

To qualify for a $70,000 house, the purchaser must make
approximately $36,000 annually. If we increase the cost of the house
to only $73,000, my real estate agent tells me I must make an
additional $2,400 annual salary.

The HBA of Kansas appears today to inform you of the
ramifcations of the proposal before you in SB 692 and urge you to
consider the rippling effects this legislation would have on this
industry at a time when activity is drastically reduced from what we
saw even 1 year ago. Slowing of the construction industry, of
course, affects the entire Kansas economy.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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KANSAS MANUFACTURED HOUSING ASSOCIATION

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE
SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
COMMITTEE

TO: Senator Dan Thiessen and
Members of the Committee

FROM: Terry Humphrey, Executive Director
DATE: March 8, 1990
RE: Senate Bill 692

Mr. Chailrman and members of the Committee, I am
Terry Humphrey, Executive Director of the Kansas Manufactured
Housing Asscciation and I appreciate the opportunity to
comment on Senate Bill 692.

KMHA opposes the provision of Senate Bill 692,
Section 5 (V) that repeals the current sales tax exemption
that applies to pre-owned manufactured housing. In 1985 the
Kansas Legislature passed Senate Bill 152 which granted a
sales tax exemption for people who purchased a pre-owned
manufactured home. The rational for exempting pre-owned
homes was based on the fact that when an individual buys a
pre-owned site built home sales tax is not paid. For many
years manufactured home buyers were treated unfairly when
compared to other home buyers and Senate Bill 152 corrected
that problem.

While the major thrust behind the passage of Senate
Bill 152 was based on a equity between all housing products
the Legislature also recognized that manufactured housing
serves the low to moderate income.

Recently, at all levels of government the focus has
been on the need for affordable housing. Currently the
United State Congress is considering a National Affordable
Housing Act this is expected to provide some funding for
affordable housing. However, state and local governments
will be asked to submit an affordable housing plan that
reviews tax and land use policies that affect affordable
housing.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
H2 SW. GTH o SUITE 204 * TOPEKA, KS 66603 * 913/357-5256
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In conclusion, before you reinstate a sales tax on
manufactured housing it is very important that you consider
what affect this would have on low and moderate income people
who already have difficulty obtaining home ownership. 1In
addition, it is truly unfair that these home buyers would be
charged sales tax on their home while the purchaser of a
pre-owned site built home would not. I thank you for your
attention to this matter.
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KANSAS MOTOR CAR DEALERS ASSOCIATION
800 Jackson, Suite 808 e Topeka, Kansas 66612 o (913) 233-6456 ¢ (800) 825-0169 (KS only) e FAX (913) 233-1462

STATEMENT BEFORE
the
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
by the
KANSAS MOTOR CAR DEALERS ASSOCIATION

RE: SB 692 Sales Tax Exemption Repeals

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. | am Kevin Allen, Executive
Vice President of the Kansas Motor Car Dealers Association. | appear before you
today not really in support or opposition to SB 692. KMCDA does support additional
sales tax revenue as a means of addressing the property tax problem. However, we
are concerned about one section which would repeal the current exemption for the
purchase of motor vehicles in Kansas by out of state residents.

Kansas currently has reciprocating agreements with many states including the four
contiguous states of Oklahoma, Nebraska, Missouri and Colorado. These agreements
allow individuals who purchase vehicles out-of-state to pay a sales or use tax in their
home state instead of in the state where purchased.

In checking with our contiguous states, | have found that Nebraska will automatically
repeal their agreement and charge sales tax to Kansas residents purchasing a car in
their state. Assuming there are as many vehicles "pumped" into Kansas as "pumped"
out, the net effect of revenue to Kansas would be $0.

Oklahoma residents purchasing a car in Kansas would pay Kansas sales tax and a
use tax (3.25% of the MSRP, Manufacturers Suggested Retail Price) when registering
the vehicle in Oklahoma. This would eliminate sales by Kansas Dealers to Oklahoma
residents which would be devastating to Kansas dealers in border counties.

At this time, Missouri would not repeal their exemption and give Missouri residents
credit for tax paid in Kansas. However, the Missouri Department of Revenue is
studying this very subject to determine how to handle the loss of revenue that occurs
from other states not honoring their exemption. | am awaiting Colorado's response.

Our fear is that Kansas dealers would be placed at a competitive disadvantage to
dealers in states with lower state sales tax rates especially on fleet sales. These
reciprocating agreements have been in place to assure that sales tac rates don't
determine the place a vehicle is purchased.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear | will be happy to respond to any question you
might have.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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TESTIMONY
Before the S te Committee on Assessmer and Taxation
March 8, 1990

Harriet J. Lange,B%xecutive Director
Kansas Association of Broadcasters
RE: ©SB 692
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am Harriet Lange, executive
director of the Kansas Association of Broadcasters (KAB). The KAB represents

a membership of 120 radio stations and 21 television stations in Kansas.

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to present our concerns

with SB 692.

We understand from Senator Rock, one of the sponsors of the bill, that it
is not their intent to tax the sale of advertising time and space. However,
it is their intent to tax the sale of advertising services, and we assume
that would be accomplished by striking lines 34 through 36 on page 19 of the
bill.

That language was added to the statute in 1988, in response to a
Department of Revenue regulation that would have assessed a sales tax
on advertising agency services and on the production of broadcast
commercials. The language was needed to maintain the status quo and was
revenue neutral, in that these services had never been taxed in the past,
and for good reason.

Broadcast stations do pay sales tax on all of their equipment and
supplies that are used to broadcast and in the production of commercials.

Tax measures, such as SB 692, which raise the cost of advertising will
hurt our economy. Every dollar spent on advertising generates significantly
more than a dollar in sales. If ad budgets decrease in proportion to the
tax, the end result will be less advertising, therefore fewer sales. An
advertising services tax is counter-productive; and because it impedes
advertising, it also will result in decreasing the flow of information to
consumers.

Such a tax would place Kansas businesses which provide advertising

services at a competitive disadvantage with their competitors in other

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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MANMSBANS FOR FATE TAXATION, INC. REFRESENTIMG A LOCAL GROUP OF
COMCERNED TAXPAVERS, AS WELL A% A COALITION OF 14 COUNTIES, I8 IN
BUPRPORT OF SENATE RILL 698 TO THE EXTENT OF ITS APPROACH TO
ELIMINATION OF BALES TAX EXEMPTIONS HND THE TAXATION OF SERVICES,

THE CONCERT OF ERODED SALES TAX BABES, THE TAXATION OF SERVICES AND
THE TREMD TOWARDE LESS RELIANCE URON PROPERTY TAXATION I5 WELL
DOCUMENTED IN THO TEXTS: "THE UNFINISHED AGENDAS OF STATE TAX REFCORM"
AND TREFORMING S8TATE TAX SYSETEMS" BOTH EDITED BY STEVEN GOLD AND
PURL TGHED BY THE MATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE LEGISLATORS. WE WOULD
LIKE TO BEE THE EXEMPTIONS REMOVED 7O A MUCH GREATER EXTENT. WE ALSO
FREL THIS PROBLEM 18 BETTER APPROACHED BY FELIMINATING ALL EXEMPTIONS
AND THENM GIVING THEM BACK AS OPROSED TO TEOKING AWAY.

WE RRES AGRAINGT THE INVENTORY PORTION OF THIS BILL. ADJACENT STATES
HAVED ELIMINATED SUCH TAXES AND WE MUST REMAIN COMPETITIVE. RECENT
FIGURES TN THE LOCAL MEWSPAPER SHOWS CORPORATE INCOME HOS FALLEN.
ALTERNATIVE FORME OF TAX SUCH A8 A "BEUSINESS LICENSE FEE" UPGN ALL
IS TME O BAGED ON THEIR GROSHE INCOME SHOULD BE COMSIDERED. THE
BUSTNERS LICENSE CONCEPT HELPS KEEP SOME PORTIOM OF PROFIT FROM
LEAVING THE BTATE WHEN ARPLIED TO LARGE CONCERNS, BUT I8 NOT A5
REGRESHIVE TO CAPITHLIEM A8 IMVENTORY TAXATIOM.

RDDITIONALLY, MONMEY GEMERATED MUST BE SEQUESTERED AND APPLIED OMLY TO
A VELOREM TAX REDUCTION, DOLLAR-FOR-DOLLAR., TAX LIDE ON REMATNIMG
HROPERTY TAXES MUST BE IMPLEMENTED. GOVERNMENT SPENDING MUST BE MORE
REGPOMETBLE.

HECENT FIGURES PRINTED IN OUR LOCAL NEWSPAPER SHOWS CORPORATE INCOME
ON THE DECLINE PARMLLELING PROBLEMS CRAUSED RBY CLASSIFICATION.  THIS
MORMING OM CHAMMEL 3 IT WAS REPORTED THAT UMITED TELECOM I8 LEAVING
HENERE AND GOING ACRDES THE STATE LINE INTD MISBOURI TAKING 7,000
EMPLOYEES. EROSION OF THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY I8 COMMENCING GND WILL
WORBEN WITHOUT MOMENTOUS CHANGES IN OUR PROPERTY TAX LAW. A "DO
MOTHING" OR "BANDATDE" SCENARIO IS NOT ACCEPTABRLE. THE FISCAL IMPACT
OF THIS BILL I8 ARDUT 6400 MILLION. WE FEEL YOU MUST BESIN THINKING
N TERME OF $800 MILLION TO $1 BILLION GARNERED FROM ELIMINATION OF
BALES TAX EXEMBTIONS, THE TAXATION OF SERVICES AND BUSINESHE LICENSES

w9

OINCE RAGEATN, WE FEEL THIS BILL, WITH THE SUGBGESTED MODIFICATIONSG, HAS
THE ARILITY TO BRING PROPERTY TAX RELIEF T{O KANSANS AND URGE YOU TO
WORK IN CONCERT TO BRING IT OUT OF COMMITTEE.

REGFECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

MANSANS FOR FAIR TAXATION, INC.
TIEE 8W WANAMAKER
TOPEMA, HE

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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states; and it would send a negative message about our business climate to
firms considering Kansas. Advertising is a cost of doing business which
is reflected in the retail price of a product and on which a sales tax is
collected. And an ad services tax would place a disproportionate

burden on small and emerging firms, many of which operate with a marginal
profit or at a loss, and whose advertising comprises a larger portion of
their total operating budget.

The advertising process is complex. It many times includes interstate
activities and numerous entities. The most talented of Department of Revenue
personnel would have difficulty in determining who pays how much on what
transactions, not to mention the burden it would place on small businesses
in making the same determination.

To summarize, a tax on advertising services would be counter-productive;
it would pose administrative problems becuase of the complexity of the
advertising process; and it could do economic harm to the state and its

businesses.

Thank you for your consideration.

13 -2
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KANSAS ASL _CIATION OF REALTC

Executive Offices:
3644 S. W. Burlingame Road

REALTOR® Topeka, Kansas 66611

Telephone 913/267-3610

TO: THE SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE

FROM: KAREN FRANCE, DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DATE: MARCH 8, 1990

SUBJECT: SB 692

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. On behalf of the Kansas
Association of REALTORS®, I appear today not to support or oppose the concepts
which SB 692 proposes. We believe that, if the legislature adopts a proposal
such as this, it is an indication of a true intent to reduce the reliance of
local government on property tax. We strongly fee! that any such attempt should
be backed up by a constitutional amendment which places permanent caps on

property taxes.

Without a constitutional cap on property taxes, when budgets get lean in
later years the sales and income taxes provided for here can be statutorily
moved into other uses. When this happens, the local units will be tempted to go

back to property taxes to fund budgets and start the vicious cycle again.

The people want to be able to understand their property tax bill and they
want to be able to know, with some amount of certainty, what their tax bill will

be from year to year so they can budget appropriately.

While this bill provides for the means to fund budgets in ways other than
property tax, we believe it should be coupled with a constitutional amendment

placing caps on property taxes, in order to give the real relief and reform that

people are asking for.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee

REALTOR®-is a registered mark which identifies a professional in
real estate who subscribes to a strict Code of Ethics as a member of
the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS.
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HeiN AND EBERT, CHTD.
ATTORNEYS AT Law
5845 S.W. 29th, Topeka, Kansas 66614
913/273-1441

Ronald R. Hein
William E Ebert

SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
TESTIMONY RE: SB 692

PRESENTED BY RONALD R. HEIN ON BEHALF OF
AMERICAN ADVERTISING FEDERATION
AND
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF ADVERTISING AGENCIES
March 8, 1990

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

My name is Ron Hein, and I am legislative counsel for the
American Advertising Federation (AAF) and the American
Association of Advertising Agencies (AAAA), composed of

individuals and businesses engaged in the advertising agency
industry.

AAF and AAAA oppose SB 692. It is unclear to us which services
would be taxed as performed by or for advertising agencies.

Some activities listed in subsection x on page 9 are already
subject to sales tax. Some activites are undefined (e.q.,
management, lobbying, public relations). If an ad agency
designs a T.V, commercial for a politician, is it public
relations?, consulting?, lobbying?

Advertising agencies traditionally have not been deemed to be

retailers. Even their name indicates that they act as an agent
of their client. When an advertising agency purchases time on
radio or TV on behalf of their client, and subsequently charges

that cost back to the client, this bill will result in double
or triple taxation. .

You have all heard of the disaster that resulted when Florida
attempted to place a tax on advertising and advertising
agencies. If SB 692 does tax advertising agencies, it will
prompt the same disastrous results. Companies that advertise
will not pay an additional 5% tax to agencies or broadcasters
in the state of Kansas. They will simply have their
commercials and advertisements produced in other states.

Kansas will lose business dollars; advertising agencies will be

driven out of business; and existing agencies will relocate to
border states.

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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Page Two

Many professional service providers must be near the clientele
that they are serving, and cannot readily relocate out of
state. If a tax is placed on such services, the tax will be
either passed onto the customers or clients, or absorbed by the
business which is economically barred from moving. Advertising
is different than those services. The industry is highly
mobile, and very interstate in character. Companies such as
Pizza Hut, Coleman, and others in the state can very simply
pick up the phone and have their advertisements produced in
other states that do not place a tax on advertising agencies
and their services. The 4.25-5.25% additional cost in Kansas
to have advertisements produced by agencies here, when applied

to a major corporation's advertising budget, will force that
business to leave the state.

In fact, under SB 692, the ultimate increase in cost to
businesses wanting to advertise will be more than 5%, as there
will be a 5% tax on all of the services making up the ultimate
commercial, at every step along the way, resulting in double or
triple taxation, if not more. Also, please keep in mind that
ad agencies already pay retail tax on many of their purchases.

The tax in SB 692 will discriminate between big businesses and
small businesses. A lot of large businesses will be able to
afford to utilize internal staff due to the volume of
advertising, and thus avoid payment of the tax. Smaller
businesses, however, will be forced to contract for their
advertising and thus will either absorb the tax, or will cut
back the amount of advertising that they do. Such a cut back

will have the effect of reducing the collections of income tax
from the agency.

For these reasons and others, AAF and AAAA oppose SB 692.

Thank you very much for permitting me to testify, and I will
yield for any questions.

0072w
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TESTIMONY - Kansas State Senate
SENATE BILL No. 692
Assessment and Taxation Committee
Dan Thiessen - Chairman
March 8, 1990

TESTIFYING - Ralph Krumins, Branch Manager
Prudential-Bache Securities, Inc.

This is a written summary of my testimony given before the committee.

I have been a stockbroker/financial consultant/advisor for eight years.
I have also been a branch manager of a small eight man office here 1in
Topeka for three years. I reside in Topeka, Kansas. I work for
Prudential-Bache Securities, Inc., which is headquartered in New York,
New York. I am here speaking for myself only and not as an official
representative of the firm.

There are three main problems with Section 5 K.S.A 79-3603, paragraph
(x), reading, "banking, investment and other financial;" concerning
the application to the investment brokerage business.

(1) The investment brokerage business is mostly done over the phone
and is a very competitive business. Many of my clients I have never
met or met only a few times. Since the business is transacted on the
phone and the product is almost a commodity (a hundred shares of IBM
is a 100 shares of IBM), it is quite reasonable to expect if I have to
tack on $4.25 on a $100.00 commission, that the business will be done
with a broker in Kansas City, Missouri or somewhere else.

Also, many of my clients reside out of state and do business with me
in Kansas. This business would be even harder to keep.

Finally, assuming Kansas decided to waive this tax for people Tiving

out of state, there would be the question of how to regulate and collect
this tax for people with a Kansas home address and a Missouri business
address, or vice versa.

(2) Brokerage commissions and fees are assessed in many different
ways. There are brokerage commissions on the major exchanges which
are added to gross price of the stock. The tax on these would be easy
to determine and pass on to the client.

There are commissions which are included in the net price of the investment
and disclosed to the client. Then there are investments, such as corporate,
government, and municipal bonds where the client is charged a net price

and there is no requirement to disclose the mark-up to the client.

Finally, there are investments where the originator of the offering,

as in the case of a new issue of a municipal bond or stock, pays the
commission instead of the client. In many of these cases, it would not

Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
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be feasible to pass on this tax without being at a competitive dis-
advantage. Yet, if these fees were not passed on and we were required
to absorb them, we would be out of business in Kansas and there would
be a net loss of revenue to the state.

(3) The third problem is that of logistics. All transactions are
executed in our home office in New York. The confirmations for these
transactions are then printed in our local office and distributed
through the mail. The custom calculation and printing of these trans-
actions for an individual state, when we operate in almost all states,
would be a major investment of time and energy on the part of our firm.
This would surely be a consideration when determining the feasibility
of continuing or initiating new business in the State of Kansas.

In summary, although I am testifying as an opponent of the bill, I

surely am in favor of relieving the onerous weight of the property

tax on many segments of our population. Particularly those people

on fixed incomes or those running small businesses. Since a state

income tax is a much more progressive tax, why not do away with all

the exclusions and exemptions by just doing away with Section 5 altogether?
Just raise the rates in Section 1 to whatever is reasonable and required.
Thank you.

H%j\bmi tted,

Ralph G. Krumins
Branch Manager
Prudential-Bache Securities, Inc.
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I appreciated the opportunity to appear before you last month to address
that portion of SB 656 which would impose a tax on the gross receipts received
from the rendering or furnishing of services at retail in the state. The

following is the same testimony since it is applicable to the provisions of

SB 692 which would impose a sales tax on services offered by professionals.

When Steven Gold of NCSL addressed an interim Kansas Tax Committee in 1987
he reported 45 states have a sales tax and that about half imposed the levy on
some services. In 1987 only five states —- Hawaii, Delaware, South Dakota,

New Mexico and Florida taxed professional services.

My latest count indicates 46 states now have a sales tax and of those
43 now impose the levy on some services. In 1990 only four states - Hawaii,

Delaware, South Dakota and New Mexico - tax professional services.

Hawaii, Delaware and New Mexico implemented their broad-based sales tax
legislation in the 1930's. South Dakota implemented its in 1968. Of course,

Florida both implemented and repealed its tax on services in 1987.

While state legislatures across the nation have studied and continue to
study expanding their services tax, they continue to stop short of taxing

professional services. And with good reason.

The major purchasers of professional services are other businesses.
Generally, small and emerging businesses must purchase professional services
that larger business provide internally. These include accounting, tax, data

processing, legal, pension planning and consulting services.
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Page 2

Thus a tax on services is an added tax burden on the small business.

Then there seems to be a fundamental inconsistency in enacting a tax on
those professional services which are provided to comply with other laws. An
example is the taxation of professional fees for tax preparation services to
meet the requirement for paying income taxes. Professional advice is also
needed by publicly traded companies to comply with federal and state securities
requirements., Kansas might run the risk of a decrease in compliance with other

tax laws and thus a loss of tax revenue if it imposes a tax which increases the

cost of tax advice and preparation.

A sales tax on all services disproportionately imposes a heavier burden
on low-income individuals. Attached is a table which shows the increase of
sales taxes as a percentage of income as a result of Florida's major sales
tax legislation of 1987. Without going through the table let me point out
those in Florida with incomes of under $7,500 saw their tax bill increase
2.48 percent while those with incomes of $75,500-plus saw the percentage

increase only .57 percent.

And finally, imposing a sales tax on services adversely affects the
economy by increasing costs, which may cause consumers to utilize out-of-state
practitioners who are not subject to the tax. This could cause the exportation
of service revenues to out-of-state business, thus reducing the level of

employment for professionals in Kansas.
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Page 3f .
Y LoRIDA
Taxes as a Percent of Inconme
original New Sales Tax
Income Group Sales Tax Including Services
0 -~ 7,499 8.,01% 10,49%
7,500 ~ 14,999 4.18 5.40
15,000 — 22,499 3.28 4.16
30,000 ~ 37,495 2.77 3.49
37,500 - 42,459 2.57 3.17
42,500 =~ 75,499 2.25 2.79
75,500 + 1.99 , 2.56
Seurce: William J. Shalley, 3/6/87, Table 2.
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A study prepared for a consortium of Texas professional organizations by
RRC, Inc., an economics consulting firm, shows the adverse effect of a services

tax on the Texas economy. The study showed the Texas economy suffers a loss of

42,700 jobs due to the slower growth of output in services.

Thank you for allowing me to provide this written testimony.
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