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Date

MINUTES OF THE _seENaTE ~ COMMITTEE ON __ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION

The meeting was called to order by __SENATOR DAN THIESSEN

Chairperson

_.11:00  amgxmk on __Monday, April 2

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:
NONE APPEARING

Chairman Dan Thiessen called the meeting to order at 11:11 a.m. and said we will look
at some of the proposals on property tax relief, and said he would ask for a bill to
be drafted, that will take the 1¢ sales tax, and that distribution to roll-back in
school levies, out of the Constitutional amendment that Senator Fred Kerr and he worked
on originally, and put this in a statute instead of a constitutional amendment. Then
we will have to amend the constitutional amendment or have a sutstitute resolution,
for that to happen.

He told the members, they have in front of them some information on the property
tax plan, and also a new run. He then, recognized Senator Fred Kerr.

Senator Fred Kerr said this reflects the work that was done over the week-end, after
our Friday afternoon meeting, of discussion and ideas that were discussed by the
members.

He said, (ATTACHMENT 1) "Affects of Property Tax Plan, 4-2a, explains what would
happen to each type of property in this plan. (1) Commercial real estate would receive
the benefit of lowering assessment level to 25% and rolling back the 1¢ school levies.
We incorporated into this a suggestion of last Friday by Senator Montgomery which is,
small business commercial owners would also receive the benefit of a 20% assessment
level on the first $50,000 of valuation, and 25% after that. (2) Inventories would
continue as exempt. However, the assessment level on business machinery and equipment
would be raised to 30%. This helps offset the lower commercial levels, many owners
of inventory property would pay some increases because these same owners often have
machinery and equipment. (3) Residential property would remain at 12%, but these
taxpayers as would all taxpayers, would receive benefit of the roll-back. Apartments
would increase to 15%, but the roll-back would offset some of this increase. (4)
Agricultural land would remain at 30%, but again would benefit the roll-back, and the
agricultural buildings would drop to 25% in assessment level because they are in the
"all othexr" category. (5) Public utilities with this proposal would go up to 33%,
current level is 30%, and this would be somewhat offset by benefits from the roll-back.
Public utility inventories would be clarified as taxed, thus eliminating any question
about the controversial exemption which was granted in 1989 by the director. (6) Non-
profits (lodges) would be at 12%. (7) The sales tax would increase 1l¢.

Senator Kerr explained the run, the last page attached to (ATTACHMENT 2) He said
every run, including this one, that we have ran this year has a 7% inflation rate in
it. He said, the print-out shows the 1989 tax dollars, and the right hand column shows
the 1990 with the roll-back. He said in looking at the run, at the bottom of the page
for utilities, keep in mind that inventories are included in there.

Senator Montgomery asked if any kind of a cap was looked at on property tax?

Senator Kerr said no we didn't, but we did put in what you brought up last Friday,
about the small business. You suggested 15% and we put in 20%. The part about the
caps, it is complicated and he said, he did not know the affects in a lot of counties,
and it would take a lot of work, but he said he was open to it if anyone has some
language, he would be very willing to look at it.

Senator Martin said looking at the number of classes being proposed, and adding
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catagories, he did not see how a cap could fit in this type of format, other than say
"we'll go 1%, 3%, and some other number for multi-family, and some other for business
machinery and equipment. You would have to have 4 or 5 different caps, and it would
make it very complex, in order to try to keep some kind of balance. He complimented
Senator Kerr on the run he has come up with, but he thought it would be too difficult
to transfer this over to a cap situation.

Senator Montgomery said he does not think the taxpayers will be happy with any change
out there, without some guarantee. This hinges on whether the 1l¢ passes, and if you
can't guarantee them that their property taxes are not going to continue to rise, with
any type of rates or percentages, they are not going to be happy.

Senator Audrey Langworthy said she goes along with some of the other comments with
regard to the uncertainity of the sales tax. She thought, for voters, the fact that
they don't know for sure, that it is always going to be used for property tax relief,
and the fact that residental is still at 12%, and she thought it might take a bigger
share of the load than currently, at least in some areas. She thought this could be
a real flaw in convincing voters to vote for a constitutional amendment when they
weren't sure they were always going to have that 1l¢ there.

Senator Montgomery said the "all other, commercial and rural" bothers him a bit, on
the 1st $50,000 He said, assume they have a cattle feed yard, and that would be
classified at commercial in a rural area, that is a big objection we have heard from
people that have these feed yards, that it cuts a big chunk of inventory off. Now
they are getting some benefits, and another 20% of the first $50,000 is going to be
exempt again. A farmer with a hog operation on his own place is going to be at 25%,
and he said his idea was to include the farm buildings, the same as classified. The
way it is now, the feed lot under your proposal is going to get $50,000 at 20% now,
and the farmer is not going to get it

Senator Kerr said all the various wrinkles we put in, do add complications, and he
agreed, there are complications to it, and he would be happy to take it right back
out, and put in all others at 25% and that would really simplify it. He said, we have
discussed caps, and they add many more complications, and not that easy to put in.

Senator Francisco said he has had a lot of input in the committee, regarding the high
utility costs and the effect it has had on a lot of senior citizens, and people on
social security and low-income. He would like to know how much this is going to raise
the average utility bill, because it has to be passed on. He said, Kansas has a lot
of people hurting on utility bills right now, and if we are going to do something he
would rather look at a different exemption to repeal the one on utilities, because
he can see the affect it will have on older people.

Senator Martin said the committee needs to re-inforce what Senator Fred Kerr has tried
to do, and that is to keep the bill and the constitution, sales tax or some combination
there separate, and he thought this decision should be made policy standard. That
we work with these 2 issues separately.

Chairman Thiessen said he agreed that we have to make that decision, and said maybe
the members would like to look at the print-outs, and he said he may call another
meeting this evening when we are through on the floor, and we can get into this a bit
deeper.

Senator Francisco asked The Chairman if we could get a feel from the committee of how
much interest there would be in putting some income tax back into the higher brackets,
and possibly make this a part of this plan? He said, he is very much in favor of
looking at an addition to the sales tax and other money sources, also.

Senator Martin said once we can make the decision to keep them separate, the amendment
and whatever the statutory provision are, then we would have a vehicle to amend and
work towards the statutory side.

Chairman Thiessen said that would be right if we had a bill before us, amendments could
be offered and then it depends on whether the votes are there. One thing to think
about on the income tax is, that our Corporate rates are the highest in the Midwest,
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and our individual rates are alsc in the ball park, and do you want to touch both areas,
the sales tax and the income tax, or leave the sales tax in there and not consider
income tax, because down the road, if additional funds are needed for general fund
purposes, etc. and if you hit both of them, it's more difficult to raise funds in that
area, so that is a decision we will have to make, if there is an amendment offered.

Senator Petty said she thought income tax is an important part of the equitable reform.

Senator Fred Kerr said for this process to work, we reiterate what was said last Friday,
he thought it would be very dangerous to wait until the veto session to pass something
through both chambers and on to the Governor. That would be a dangerous way to
anticipate changing a long term tax policy, he thought it viable that something pass
one chamber or the other this week, if we are going to have any changes in
classification or changes in reliance on property tax. So any thing that is brought
to the table is just going to complicate it, will make it that much more difficult
to get it done in the next couple of days, and we need to make a decision by tomorrow
evening in this committee, in order to get something to the floor in time for all 40
Senators to take a look at it, and see what amendments they might want to offer, etc.
We need language brought to the table, print-outs and what ever goes with it, today
or tomorrow for us to have a chance in getting anything through the Senate.

Senator Phil Martin asked if we could get these print-outs for all county by county?
He said, he see's no reason why we can't go ahead.

Senator Fred Kerr, said he would be glad to, but the one thing we talked around on

the print-outs, has to do with the threshold and it does make a difference in a lot
of counties, and if there isn't too much interest in that threshold, then we should
give guidance to P.V.D. as to the way we want the print outs, county by county, do
we want the 1% threshold for commercial property, and if so, do we want it for farm
buildings, or leave it simple at 25%.

Senator Francisco said he wants it 1like it 4is in (ATTACHMENT 1) #1 and he felt
commercial businesses need that, and small town commercial businesses with inventories,
needs that language.

Senator Montgomery said he thought we should strike "all farm buildings at 25%" because
they would also be included in the all other $50,000 threshold. He said, his prefrence
would be "all levels at 30%".

Chairman Thiessen said it's highly important that we get something moving in this
session so it impacts this year's taxes as those tax statements go out later in the
year.

Senator Martin moved to print-out the run with the basis that Senator Montgomery was
asking asking for "all other's" for the purpose of a print-out explanation, 2nd by Senator
Montgomery. The motion carried.

Senator Karr asked Senator Fred Kerr, in the context of realizing we need to separate

classification amendments and of a potentially triggering bill. On the other side,
we have some questions that have been raised by Senator Francisco, in the context of
what you use for property tax reduction, and then another question, what we use if
we are going to use anything to resolve the budget difficulities? He said, he did
not want to broaden the assignments for the committee, but he thought, this would be
a question that they would be getting from the House, exemptions on the sales tax,
potentially income tax, potentially services, and basically everything that you £find
in SB692. Do we want to lay this out on the table with this package, so we have some
general agreement on what we are doing in the total tax components? He said, he
understands that a constitutional amendment is separate, and all these have to be run
separately, but he felt, the committee has to have some kind of general agreement,
as to what other components may have to be considered by this committee and the Senate.

Senator Fred Kerr, said it seems like it would be hard to put all that in one package,
that it might be best to keep it separate. The House committee is looking at the sales
tax exemptions, and we haven't done all that much, here. Senator Martin and Senator
Rock have, but most of the other Senator's haven't done nearly as much on the sales

Page 3 of _4



CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE __SENATE COMMITTEE ON _ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION ,
room _519-5 , Statehouse, at __11:00  a.m./gex on _Monday, April 2 19.90
tax exemption issue, but the House is working on it now. He said, since we are in
hard times, budget wise, that is more of an issue related to the budget problems in
trying to dig out, the hole we are in on budgets. The concept we have before us, is
more the property tax issue, the property tax roll-back. The other thing is, if we

were to put together a plan like this to offer to the Senate, and go to the Senate
floor, and Senator Martin wants to offer an amendment to replace some of this sales
tax increase, by removing exemptions, he can certainly do that, or if Senator Petty
wants to replace some of the sales tax roll-back and increase income taxes, she can
do that.

Senator Karr said if we take something out of the committee, we want to have some kind
of decision as to whether you are identifying for property tax or other purposes.
If drawing a bill, which is a triggering bill which goes into effect only upon the
passage, then we might find ourselves in a situation of sending into that triggering
bill a %¢ sales tax increase, and some kind of a series of removal of exemptions, then
we eliminated those as options to address the general budget. He said, the committee
needs to Dbe thinking about what can happen 1if you identify all vyour revenue
enhancements, for one purpose and then find it is almost earmarked, and he said, he
had heard this discussion on the Senate floor, before about earmarking and narrowing
the flexibility of our ability to address anything else, and if we put the 1l¢ here,
and/or, we put 1¢ plus exemptions then we have really limited our flexibility to address
the total budget situation.

Senator Fred Kerr said he agreed with Senator Karr, and that is why he thinks, the
committee should keep this package as it is, and let the House initate the sales tax
exemption issue for budgets purposes and see if they are successful, and if they are,
then we can take it up.

Senator Martin said he felt the committee should be shooting for a level of reduction
of property tax in the neighborhood of $200.M to $250.M. He said, he does not agree,
and he thought some agreement has to be made in this committee, to send it to the floor
with a combination of a number of factors, rather than one factor, we would stand a
much better chance of passing, both the constitutional amendment and the statutory
provisions.

Chairman Thiessen said when you look at those statistics, be sure to remember that
7% inflation factor, because that is a major thing, that we are looking at.

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 12:12 p.m.
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Fred Kerr

Affects of Property Tax Plan, 4-2/

1. commercial real estate - These taxXpayers will receive
benefits of lowering the assessment level to 25% and roll-
ing back school tax levies. Small business commercial
owners would also receive the benefit of a 20% assessment
level on the first $50,000 of valuation.

2. 1Inventories would continue as exempt. However, the
assessment level on Dbusiness machinery and equipment
would be raised to 30%. This helps offset the lower commer-
cial levels. Also, many owners of inventory property would
pay some increases because these same owners often have

machinery and equipment.

3. Residential property would remain at current levels,
12%, but these taxpayers would receive the benefit of the
rollback. Apartments would increase to 15% but the roll-
back would offset some of this increase. It should be kept
in mind that many apartment owners received decreases from

the classification and reappraisal.

4. Agricultural land would remain at 30% but these tax-
payers would benefit from the rollback. Agricultural build-
ings would drop to 25% in assessment level because they
are in the "all other" category.

5. Public utilities would experience an assessment level
increase to 333 (current level is 30%) but this would be
somewhat offset by benefits from the rollback. Public
utility inventories would be clarified as taxed, thus
eliminating any gquestion about the controversial exemption
which was granted in 1989 by the director.

o

6. Non-profits (lodges) would be at 12 %

7. The sales tax would increase one cent. while this 1is
undesirable, it would accomplish the purpose of reducing
the reliance on property taxes.

SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, APRIL 2, 1990 ATTACHMENT 1



KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
Property Valuation Division
Robert B. Docking State Office Building

Topeka, Kansas 66625-0001
(913) 296-4218

MEMORANDUM

TO: THE HONORABLE FRED KERR
SENATE MAJORITY LEADER

FROM: JOHN LUTTJOHANN, DIRECTOR
PROPERTY VALUATION DIVISION

DATE: APRIL 2, 1990

RE: SIMULATION

Attached is a simulation run based on your recent request.

Classification changes
1. Multi-family dwelling with more than four units would be assessed at 15%.

2. "All other" class would be assessed at 25%, except:
a. The first $50,00 in value of each parcel would be assessed at 20%.
b. Property owned by Not for Profit entities would be assessed at 12%.

3. Business Machinery and equipment would be assessed at 30%.

4. State assessed property, including public utility inventories, would be assessed at

35%.
33
Assumptions used are as follows:

1. 9% of the fair market value of residential real property would be assessed at 15%
(Multifamily).

2. 2% of "All Other Property" would be assessed at 12% (Non Profit). 3% of "All
Other-Urban" would be assessed at 20%. 11% of "All Other-Rural would be assessed at
20%.

3. The fair market value of the property in the base will generally remain constant
from 1989 to 1990. $42 million in appraiseed valuation of Public Utility inventories
has bee added in 1990.

4. The revenues raised by the property tax will raise by 7% in 1990.

Rollback Component

SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, APRIL 2, 1990 ATTACHMENT 2



The last column shows trie effect of a 1% sales tax increase to repiace a portion of the
property tax. The for the distribution of the sales tax was taken from the material
prepared by the Department of Education which you provided to this office.



STATEWIDE

FF REVENUR 1988 ACTUAL ASSESSED VALUATION 1989 ACTUAL ASSESSED VALUE AND TAX DOLLARS
412/90 AND TAX DOLLARS CONSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT RATES SIMUALTION - ESTIMATE ONLY 1% BALES TAX
KERA 4
1988 % |1 1988 % 1989 % |2 1989 % 1989 % 1990 % 1890 % | 1990 TAX DOLLARS] %
ASSESSED OF TAX OF ASSESSED OF i'_'l TAX OF TOTAL oF ASSESSED [ed TAX OF | WITHSALESTAX | ¢
VALUATION _ [TOTAL DOLLARS _[TOTAL VALUATION _ [TOTAL DOLLARS _[TOTAL VALUATION | TOTAL VALUATION _|TOTAL DOLLARS TOTAL| ADWSTMENTS | TOTAL
URBAN REAL ESTATE
RESIDENTIAL 2,625,073,245) 2% 417,415,802 28% 3,081,346,500 28% 502,618,279| 3% 33,177,888,250|  43%fl  4,070,926,888) 29% 561,277,080 33% 470,736,078] 3%
VACANT LOTS 48.501,731  ow 8,040,461] 1% 134,866,486] - 1% 16,509,004 1% 1,123,887,383 [ 134,866,486] 1% 18,594,652 1% 15,803,265 1%
ALLOTHER 1,006,238,787] 10% 183,152,971 12% 2,723,427,500] 19% 347,351,502 22% 9,078,001,933] 12%[3] 2,232,302,808] 6% 307,777,672 18% 263,064,462] 18%|
AGRICULTURAL of o% o] o 10,200,830 0% 1,286,067  ow|n 34,602,767 % 10,200,830 0% 1,406,435)  O% 1,202,111  om
TOTAL URBAN REAL ESTATE 3,670,801,763]  32% 608,609,324]  41% 6,849,841,486] 49% 867,765,752  55% 43,413,670,333)  sewlil s 448,207,011 45w 889,055,838 53% 759,895,016]  53%
RURAL REAL ESTATE
RESIDENTIAL 327,560,661 % 40,811,760] W 772,544,004 5% 82,561,628] % 8,437,874,950) % 788,927,256] &% 73,076,885 4% 63,220,600 4%
VACANT LOTS of 0% of ox 24,288,467  o% 2,504,448]  O% 202,403,802 o 24,288,467]  o% 2,274,621) % 1,944,160]  o%
ALLOTHER 155,361,002] 1% 17,931,398) 1% 513,276,420] 4% $3,708,375) 1,710,921,400 2 493,871,887 38,759,206, 2% 33,128,360f 2%
AGRICULTURAL 1,870,008,180]  15% 188,604,371] 13% 1,402,023,130| 1% 154,602,757]  tox|n 4,973,410,432) % 1,492,023,130] 10% 139,726,330] &% 110,428,037] =
TOTAL RURAL REAL ESTATE 2,153,017,843] 19% 247,347,529] 7% 2,802,133,011]  20% 203,375,200 19% 13,324,610,678  17wfi] 2720110740 19%] 254,739,050 15% 217,731,168]  15%)
TOTAL URBAN & RURAL REAL ESTATE N
RESIDENTIAL 2,853,533,908] 25%| 458,227,852 31% 4,753,801,584] 3% 585,179,007) 3% 39,615,763,2000  B1%[3] 4,060,854,145] % 635,253,085 38w 842,085,777]  38%
VACANT LOTS 48,501,731]  O% 8,040,481] 1% 159,154,053 1% 19,013,452 1% 1,326,201,275 ) 159,164,083F 1% 20,880,273} % 17,837,424 1%
ALLOTHER 1,251,607,789] 11%| 201,084,360 14% 3,238,704,000] 23% 401,087,878 26% 10,789,013,333)  14%fi] 2,646,174,803] 19% 346,536,878)  21% 206,192,823] 21%)
AGRICULTURAL 1,670,898,1800 15% 188,604,371]  13% 1,502,223,960] 1% 155 889,723] 1owln 5,007,413,200 onbsl 1.802,223 080] 11w 141,134,773 % uo,ui.oul )
TOTAL REAL ESTATE 5 .824,719,608]  51%| 855,056,853 5o% 9,651,074,497] 8%l  1,161,140,061] 74% 56,738,481,008]  73%{- ©168,407,751] es% 1,143,704,888] &8 977,627,082] 68|
URBAN PERSONAL PROPERTY
GAS AND OIL 4,082,014  ow 782,013]  O% 3,151,350]  o% 435,485  o% 10,504,530 o 3,181,350] 0% 434,49 o% 371,370 o
BUSINESS MACH. & EOUIP. 807,622,421 &% 100,251,369 ™ 485,403,871f 63,001,360]  4n|0s 2,427,019,355| 0 728,105,807 % 100,387,237] % 85,803,217 ol
ALL OTHER PERSONAL 45,017,639  o% 7.886,461] 1% 83,845117]  o% 8,364,050] 1% 212,817,057 [ 63,845,117  o% 8,802,861 1% 7,523,792 1%
MOBILE HOMES 17,462,508]  o% 2,800,198]  o% 32,404,210  o% 4,316,408] o% 270,035,158| o% 32,404,219 0% 4,487,71 o% 3,018,687]  ox
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GAS AND OIL 1,135,218,870]  10%/ 80,698,524f &% 1,192,520,648] &% 84,920,850) 5% 3,075,008,487, mp] 1,192,520,548 o] 111,820,085 ™ 95,575,104] 7|
BUSINESS MACH. & EQUIP, 853,672,055 % 126,533,649 % 688,385,928] 5% 84,320,556]  xies 3,441,820,840) ”~ 1,032,548,802] ™ 120,898,408] &% 110,172,383] o
ALL OTHER PERSONAL 59,207,064 1% 9.418,028] 1% 09,510,451] 1% 12,048,114] 1% 331,731,503 % 90,510,451] 1% 12,143,528] 1% 10,379,342) 1%
MOBILE HOMES 32,014,189 % 4,440,723 0% 50,704,875]  o% 6,192,764f O% 422,540,825| 1% 50,704,875]  O% 5,181,577] 0% 5,283,532]  o%
MOTOR VEHICLES 244,202,785 2% 34,127,378] 2% 105,711,007 1% 12,084,501] 1% 352,370,057 o 105,741,017} 1% 11,803,335] 1% 10,088,574] 1%
MERCHANTS INVENTORY 340,188 58,478,325 % of o% of ow|lm  1,237,163,850 P of i ow of ox o] ow
MANUFACTURERS INVENTORY 382,172,800] 3| 54,278,700 % of o% of ow|ees  1,273,000,663 P o] ox o] ox o] ox
LIVESTOCK 115,669,322 1% 12,068,789 1% of o o] owlmm 385,564,407, [ o] ow o] 0% o] ox
OTHEREXEMPT 1,074,700,172 3 o] ow 0 oﬁi of owf
TOTAL PERSONAL PROPERTY 3,193,486,139]  28% 391,045,024 26% 2,136,830,817]  15% 199,682.884] 13%) 13,394,008,404]  1T%[5] 2,481,013,781] 7% 270,846,001 _16% 231,498,008] _16%
URBAN PUBLIC UTILITY CORP 511,032,006] &% 70,575,708] 5% 532,778,225| 4% 60,464,172] 4% 1,775,9 1.417I F:) ‘ 589,243,848] 4% 81,241,710 3 69,430,108 &%
RURAL PUBLIC UTILITY CORP 1,821,890,801]  16%] 152,803,874]  10% 1,782,939,184]  13% 140,422,1931 9% 5,943,130,613) bl 1,071,008,3020  14% 184,680.424]  11% 157,841,088] 1%
TOTAL PUBLIC UTILITY 2,333,823,087 58 2,318,717,409 209,886,385 13% 7,719.0 o% 0] 18% 265011,135] 16% 227,280,196] 16w
TOTALS FOR URBAN PROPERTY 50,688,7 eswlil 7 7] 56% 1,000,323,012] 85% 931,024,242 5%
FOTALS FOR RURAL PROPERTY & 26,063 6 Imlsl 6,302,481.085]  44% ,228,011 .m_s‘l 504,48¢1,042] 5%
[ALS FOR STATEWIDE 14,104,5 1,570,8 77.852,4 100% 1] 14,210,870, azl !oo%l 1,880,852,024] 100% 1,436,408,184] 100%
*  INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL AND FARM HOMESITES [T}sess avaLevies uswo [Z]1529 Ava LEVIES APRLIED TO [3}19% esTLEVIES APPLIED TO
#*  INCLUDES AL OTHER 1988 COUNTY ASSESSMENT RATES ACTUAL ASSESSED VALUES AS 1909 ASSESSED VALUES AS
**s INCLUDES AGRICULTURAL LAND ONLY AEPORTEDBY CLERKS PEPORTEDBY CLERKS
¥ DENOTES USEVALUE counTY 13040 COUNTY 1138 COUNTY 11826
#1  DENOTES RETAL COST WHEN NEW LESS DEPRECATION URBAN 16458 URBAN 12720 URBAN 13787
BNA DENOTES EXEMPT PROPERTY VALUATION PROJECTIONS FROM PREVIOUS YEARS RURAL 09791 RURAL 09052 AURAL 09368
NOT™ - Tho 1988 data was calculated in complisnce with KSA 79 -1439 prior to smendment. The 1989 data was calculated in complimce with KSA 79 -1439 after the imp! ion of the dasaificati d

In all cascs wherein exempt valuations are ulilized, the data is based upon unverificd data for priof years and is restricted W only some of the exempt personal property clascs. Most exempt personal property
is not rendered to the county and therefore is not availablk on a current dstabase, Exempt real estate has not been reporied to the Department of Revenue s of this date and is not included in any of the projections.
Other exempt property includes vehicle i y, feedlots, farm machinery and busincss aircraft.




