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MINUTES OF THE _SENATE COMMITTEE ON _ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION

The meeting was called to order by Senator Dan Thiessen at
Chairperson

11:00  am.fgxmx on _ Thursday, February 7 1991 in room _519-=5 _ of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present:
Don Hayward, Assistant Revisor

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

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Larry Clark, Wyandotte County Appraiser Re: KS County Appraisers Association
Bob Corkins,KS Chamber of Commerce and Industry
Lucky DeFries, KS Apartment Legislative Committee

Chairman Dan Thiessen called the meeting to order at 11:08 a.m. and called for a motion
on the minutes dated February 4, 1991 and February 5, 1991.

Senator Audrey Langworthy moved to adopt the minutes of February 4, 1991 and February
5, 1991, 2nd by Senator Don Montgomery. The motion carried.

Chairman Thiessen said we would be hearing from Proponents and Opponents on SB8, and then
we would continue with hearings on SCR1611 and SCR1606. He then recognized Larry Clark,
Wyandotte County Appraiser.

SB8:AN ACT relating to property taxation; concerning dates of appeals
of the valuation of real property, amending K.S.A. 1990 Supp. 79-1448
and 79-1460 and repealing the existing sections.

Larry Clark said he was representing the Kansas County Appraisers Assoclation, as their
president elect, today.

He said the KS County Appraisers Association and County Clerks' Association met last
year and developed a joint proposal for adjusting the tax calendar including those

deadlines discussed in SBS. They proposed mailing change of value notices by February
1, leaving the 21 day period to appeal the value intact and concluding all informal
hearings by April 5. The intent of their proposal was to allow sufficient time for
hearings while avoiding compressing succeeding hearing levels. By allowing informal

hearings to continue until April 30, SB8 provides less time for the hearing officer/panels
and Boards of Equalization to conclude their hearings prior to their adjournment.

He asked the members to consider revising the mailing date to February 1 and the
deadline for hearing informal appeals as April 1.

In addition, he said their committee revised the number of days in which to appeal
from 21 to 51. He also suggested that if notices are required to be mailed by February
1 that the deadline for filing an informal appeal be set at March 1, and if the notice
date is set at March 1, as it is in SB8, the deadline be set at April 1. He said this
would provide the taxpayers ample time to decide whether to appeal without unduly
compressing succeeding appeal levels. Mr. Clark said his handout, includes Legislative
proposals by KS County Appraisers Association(ATTACHMENT 1)

Questions to Mr. Clark from committee members were, (1) Do you feel there is a need for
hearing panels, anymore? _Mr. Clark said no, because it delays the taxpayer reaching a
solution to their problem and causes the counties greater expense. (2) There are a number
of counties that sent out a large number of notices, one county sent out 17,000 which
takes a lot of time for the taxpayer in gathering materials, should there be more time
allowed for the whole process, so the taxpayer has enough time to get to the clerk and
treasurer? Larry Clark said they feel the same way, that the taxpayer should be given
ample time to prepare for the hearing, and this is why they suggested the February 1 date
for mailing notices, rather than March 1, if it was set for April 1, as the final date
for appealing, that would give the taxpayer (2) full months to decide if they want to

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

editing or corrections. Page _1_.. Of _..3._
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appeal and then time to prepare. This would also decrease the amount of time before the

Board of Equalization.

Chairman Thiessen concluded hearings on SB8 and turned attention to continued hearings

on SCR1611 and SCR1606 recognizing Bob Corkins, Director of Taxation, Kansas Chamber of
Commerce and Industry.

SCR1606:A PROPOSITION to amend section 1 of article 11 of the
constitution of the state of Kansas, relating to the taxation of
property.

SCR1611:A PROPOSITION to amend section 1 of article 11 of the
constitution of the state of Kansas, relating to the taxtion of
property.

Bob Corkins said 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.

He said although KCCI would consider supporting reclassification designed to bring
commercial property tax reductions, they oppose this and other similar proposals for the
following reasons. (1) These proposals finally acknowledge that the business sector is
the class which has suffered most under statwide reappraisal and classification and that
some relief for this class should be the primary objective.

He said, however, their opposition has been directed by their members due to three
main items included in all reclassification plans submitted this session: inventory taxes,
increased public utility taxes, and excessively high machinery and equipment taxes. He
said, KCCI opposes all forms of an inventory tax, including those upon public utilities’
inventory, KCCI opposes any increase in the assessment rates applied to public utility
property, KCCI opposes any unreasonable increase in property taxes applied to business
machinery and equipment and they are optimistic about the possibility of a reclassification
amendment which effectively addresses the commercial property tax problem in a fair and
prudent manner and because of the uncertainties involved in the process, though, KCCI
still prefers a statutory approach towards solutions. (ATTACHMENT 2)

A committee member said he was disappointed in Mr. Corkins' testimony, that it seems they
are opting out to sit on the sidelines and listen to comments made, and he said a group
of this importance would opt, instead of participating which your testimony seems to imply
that, and that makes it very difficult for us to address any answers as it seems to be
a new direction on thinking, on KCCI's part. Another committee member said they also
were disappointed and would hope that Mr. Corkins' would take this back to his
organization and try to get his members around the table again, because there is nothing
here that we can work with.

Lucky DeFries reprenting the Kansas Apartment Legislative Committee, said they strongly

oppose any attempt to raise the classification percentage on multi-family residential
real property above the existing 12% level.

He said, the changes that some would propose for multi-family residential property
is premised on at least three false conclusions. (1) Under Classification in 1989,
apartment real property taxes went down. True for some properties within some counties,
but not a consistent trend throughout the state. (2) False conclusion is that apartment
owners are the ones who pay the taxes, as opposed to apartment renters. Nothing could
be further from the truth. Expenses incurred in operating multi-family housing has a
direct impact on the rents that are charged for such housing. (3) The proposed change
is premised on the false conclusion that 1988 taxes on apartments were at an appropriate
level. When some apartment taxes went down in 1989, it was because their 1988 assessments
were unrealistically high.

Mr. DeFries said with his testimony, were attachments listing Lawrence KS Apartment
Projects with 1988, 1989 Assessed Value, Assessed Unit and Taxes, with percentages changes
from 1988 to 1989. (ATTACHMENT 3)

After committee discussion Chairman Thiessen said we would have to continue hearings on
SCR1606 and SCR1611 on Monday, February 11, 1991 and he apologized to the conferees that

are still on the list and said if they want to turn in written testimony, the secretary
would be happy to accept it, or they could testify on Monday.
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| room _519-8  Statehouse, at _11:00  am.fpgmax on - Thursday, February 7 1991,
1
|

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 12:02 p.m.

WRITTEN TESTIMONY WAS TURNED IN BY

(1) Pam Somerville-Taylor, Governmental Affairs Director,
(ATTACHMENT 4)

(2) B. J. Beaudoin, Vice Pres.-Finance (ATTACHMENT 5)

(
6

KS Motor Car Dealers Association

3) Cindy L. Simons, CKA McPherson County Appraiser, McPherson County, KS. (ATTACHMENT
)

4. Franz H. Penner, a KS landowner from Lamar, Missouri (ATTACHMENT 7)

Page 3 of 3
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To: Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
From: Larry Clark, Wyandotte County Appraiser
Date: February 7, 1991

Re: Senate Bill #8

Mr. Chairman and honorable members of this committee, I
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you in regards to Senate
Bill #8.

My name is Larry Clark and I am here representing the Kansas
County Appraisers Association as their president elect and chairman of
their legislative committee.

The Kansas County Appraisers Association and the County Clerks'
Association met last year and developed a joint proposal for adjusting
the tax calendar including those deadlines discussed in this bill. We
proposed mailing change of value notices by February 1, leaving the 21
day period to appeal the value intact and concluding all informal
hearings by April 5. The intent of our proposal was to allow
sufficient time for hearings while avoiding compressing succeeding
hearing levels. By allowing informal hearings to continue until April
30 Senate Bill 8 provides less time for the hearing officer/panels and
Boards of Equalization to conclude their hearings prior to their
adjournment. Human nature being what it 1s we can expect a number of
taxpayers to wait until the last possible minute to appeal. If a
county waited until March 1 to mail notices that would give taxpayers
until April 20 to appeal, which would, in turn leave only 10 days to
schedule and conduct an informal hearing. It is impossible to do that

and give the required 10 days notice of the hearing to the taxpayer.



In . .ition, the hearing officer/panels and/or county board of
equalization would have only 25 working days to receive appeals,
provide a 10 day notice, and hear and decide them before the May 31
adjournment.

Therefore I would respectfully request that the committee
consider revising the mailing date to February 1 and the deadline for
hearing informal appeals as April 1.

In addition, the committee revised the number of days in which to
appeal from 21 to 51. While the legislative proposal of the clerks
and appraisers associations did not address this directly, we feel the
taxpayers would be better served by setting a calendar day as the
deadline, rather than asking counties and taxpayers alike to count
days from a date on a form. With the latter there invariably arise
disputes on which days are to be counted. I would suggest that if
notices are required to be mailed by February 1 that the deadline for
filing an informal appeal be set at March 1. If the notice date 1is
set at March 1, as it is in Senate Bill 8, the deadline be set at
April 1. This will provide the taxpayers ample time to decide whether
to appeal without unduly compressing succeeding appeal levels.

I would conclude by asking the committee to consider all the
points raised in the joint legislative proposal attached to this

testimony.



KANSAS COUNTY APPRAISERS ASSOCIATION
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

The Kansas County Appraisers Association supports the
following legislative proposals for introduction into the Kansas
Legislature during the 1991 Legislative Session. In general
terms,the Appraisers Association would support:

1. Streamlining the equalization (Change of Value Notice) hearing
process by elimination of the Hearing Officer/Panel (HOPs) level
of appeal.

2. Date adjustments to the Tax Calendar.

3. Streamline the Payment Under Protest procedures so that
taxpayers who had equalization hearings in the Spring and also
Paid Under Protest would not receive another meeting with the
Appraiser or the County Commissioners but would appeal their
Payment Under Protest directly to the Board of Tax Appeals.

4. Expand information required on Certificate of value (COV) to
include sales ratio information, and increase penalties for
fajlure to complete COV completely and accurately.

A specific discussion of the above four proposals follows:

1. Streamlining the equalization (Change of Value Notice) hearing
process by elimination of the Hearing Officer/Panel (HOPs) level
of appeal.

Currently, a property owner may appeal the value shown on a
Change of Value Notice to the Appraiser, then, in counties that
choose the option, to a Hearing Officer or Panel and, then, to
the County Board of Equalization. This three-step process is
time consuming and costly for both the property owner and the
county. By eliminating the HOPs the final value decision at the
county level is accomplished in two steps, which saves time,
money and should eliminate some of the current confusion over
hearing levels. If the County Board of Equalization desires
assistance in reaching their decisions it is available to them
under the authority of KSA 79-1607.

Statutes affected: KSA 79-1601, 1602, 1603, 1606, 1607, 1609,
1610; 79-1472; 79-1481.

2. Date adjustments to the Tax Calendar.

See Exhibit A for a list of dates and proposed adjustments.
Corresponding statutes are cited as well. Generally the proposed
changes to the tax calendar would expand the time in which
appraisers have to process and hear appeals from Change of Value
Notices from approximately six weeks to nine weeks. The mailing



«£ Change. of Value Notices triggers a series of deadlines in
which various stages of the egqualization appeal process must be
completed. Under current law the Change of Value Notices (CVN)
are mailed to the taxpayer no later than April 1 for real
property. Under this proposal, the CVNs would be mailed by
February 1, giving the county appraiser until April 5 to conduct
all hearings and issue Final Determinations. The County Boards
of Equalization would then have until May 30 to complete hearings
on appeals from decisions at the appraiser's level. No date has
been proposed for the "Last day for Hearing Officers or Panels to
complete hearings from Final Determinations" due to the above
proposal to eliminate the HOPs.

Perhaps the greatest advantage to moving the mailing of the
CVNs to February 1, is to provide the county’ appraiser with the
opportunity to allocate more time to each taxpayer appeal. A
more thorough job at the first level of appeal will result in
less wasted effort at higher levels of appeal(s).

Statutes affected: KSA 79-1460

- 3. Streamline the Payment Under Protest procedures so that - -

taxpayers who had equalization hearings in the Spring and also
Paid Under Protest would not receive another meeting with the
Appraiser or the County Commissioners but would appeal their
Payment Under Protest directly to the Board of Tax Appeals.

In tax year 1990, a property owner could theoretically,
appeal his or her valuation in the Spring and could then pay
taxes under protest for both the first and second half of their
tax bill. Should a property owner choose such a course of action
he/she could, under current law, have three hearings with the
appraiser, possibly three hearings with the county commission and
one hearing with a hearing officer or panel. Seven appeal
hearings is time consuming, costly and confusing for all
concerned and not in the best interests of the taxpayers. Under
this proposal, the property owner may appeal his or her
valuation, from the CVN mailed at the beginning of the year, to
the county appraiser; and if not satisfied with the results the
property owner could appeal the appraiser's decision to the
county board of equalization. If the property owner remains
dissatisfied, he/she must pay taxes under protest in the Fall and
the protest will be heard by the State Board of Tax Appeals
without any further hearings at the county level. The county's
responsibility at that point would be to provide a written
recommendation to the State Board.

On the other hand, if the property owner did not appeal
during the Spring equalization hearings and pays the first or
second half property taxes under protest and timely files a
protest application, he/she would be given a hearing with the
appraiser as a result of that protest. Should the property owner
be unsatisfied with the appraiser's recommendation he/she would
have the opportunity to appeal directly to the State Board of Tax
Appeals.

Statutes affected: KSA 79-2005, 79-1448.



- - Expand information required on Certificate of Value (COV) to
include sales ratio information, and increase penalties for
failure to complete COV completely and accurately.

Should Exhibit B, the "Kansas Real Estate Sales Verification
Questionnaire", or some similar questionnaire become part of the
Certificate of Value form described in KSA 58-2223d, the County
Appraiser's duty to compile a list of, "every tract or piece of
real estate which has been or shall be either sold, transferred
or contracted to be sold or transferred", (KSA 79-1436) would be
greatly simplified. The purpose of KSA 79-1435 et seq is to
provide the Counties, the Director of PVD, the State Board of Tax
Appeals, Legislators, and the Governor with information on how
closely the County Appraiser has appraised each parcel on January
1 with that parcel's actual selling price during that tax year.
Currently, the county appraisers are mailing the Kansas Real
Estate Sales Verification Questionnaire or a facsimile thereof to
the buyer and seller of the real property. This method has
proved to be very inefficient in terms of obtaining complete and
accurate information concerning the transfer of property. -
Information obtained via the questionnaire allows the county
appraiser to determine whether each specific sale meets the
standards of a "valid sale", as outlined in the Division of
Property Valuation's "GUIDELINES FOR SALES VERIFICATION". Not
only will an identified "valid sale" be included in the
Assessment-Sales Ration Study required by KSA 79-1435 et seqg, it
will also be used by the county appraiser in the initial
valuation of properties similar to the sold property. For these
reasons, all entities involved in real property appraisal must
have complete and accurate information concerning the terms and
circumstances surrounding the property transferred.

There appears to be significant reluctance on the part of
buyers and sellers to provide the information requested on the
Kansas Real Estate Sales Verification Questionnaire. Often,
buyers and sellers fail to return the questionnaire altogether or
fail to complete all the items requested. A solution to
obtaining this vital information is to expand the information
required on the COV (KSA 58-2223d) to include verification
questions. This would increase the likelihood that the
CoV/Verification would be completed at the closing when all
knowledgeable, involved parties are present. Additionally, the
penalty provisions of KSA 58-2223e should be increased to ensure
accurate and complete data are being supplied by the appropriate
parties.

Statutes affected: KSA 58-2223d, 58-2223e.



PROTEST PROCESS

TAXPAYER PAYS TAXES

NO HEARING AT THE |

BEGINNING OF YEAR

INFORMAL MEETING
WITH APPRAISER

RECOMMENDATION

UNDER PROTEST
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BEGINNING OF YEAR

FROM APPRAISER

HEARING SET WITH
STATE BOARD OF TAX APPEALS




HEARING AND APPEALS PROCESS

NOTICES OF VALUE
SENT

TAXPAYER APPEALS
VALUE/CLASSIFICATION

COUNTY NOTIFIES TAXPAYER
OF INFORMAL HEARING DATE

INFORMAL MEETING
WITH APPRAISER

TAXPAYER
SATISFIED YES PROCESS ENDS]

TAXPAYER APPEALS
TO HOP/BOE

COUNTY NOTIFIES TAXPAYER/APPRAISER
OF HEARING DATE 10 DAYS PRIOR

FORMAL MEETING
WITH HOP/BOE

DECISION OF BOARD
VALUATION APPEALS PROCESS ENDS
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% Property Tax Calendar

1990 Deadline Proposed Deadline Event
3/31/90 6/15/XX Deadline for County Appraiser to deliver a document to the Clerk

certifying that such appraisals constitute the complete appraisal rolls for -
real property [KSA 79-1467].

4/16/90 2/1/XX Last day for County Appraiser to mail Change of Value Notices on real
property [KSA 79-1460].

4/30/90 6/15/XX Deadline for County Appraiser to deliver a document to the Clerk
certifying that such appraisals constitute the complete appraisal rolls for
personal property [KSA 79-1467].

5/1/90 5/1/XX Last day for County Appraiser to mail Change of Value
Notices on personal property [KSA 79-1460].

5/6/90 2/22/XX Last day for taxpayers receiving a notice, due to an change in
valuation or classification, to appeal to the Co. Apprauser (appeal within 21
days) [KSA 79-1448].

5/15/90 4/1/XX Informal meeting between taxpayer and Co. Appraiser must be
: : completed [KSA 79-1448].

5/20/90 4/5/XX Appréiser must issue Final Determination (real property)
[KSA 79-1448]. :

5/25/90 5/15/XX Last day for Hearing Officers or Panels to complete hearings
from Final Determinations made at Informal meetings and

issue an Order (Notice of hearing must be send 10 days in advance of
hearing) [K.S.A. 79-1602].

6/7/90 4/25/XX Last day for taxpayers to appeal Final Determination made at

Informal meeting to Hearing Officer/Panel/County Board of
Equalization (within 18 days) [KSA 79-1606].

1
N Page



6/8/90

6/11-21/90

6/15/90

6/21/90
8/25/90

11/1/80

11/1/90

12/31/90

N)

5/30/XX

6/5-6/15

7115/XX

6/15/XX
;Q/HXX

11/1/XX

11/1/XX

12/31/XX

- Property Tax Calendar

Last day for County Board of Equalization to complete hearings from final
Determinations made at Informal meetings and issue an Order (Notice of

. hearing must be sent 10 days in advance of hearing) [K.S.A. 79-1602].

County Board of Equalization reconvenes to hear appeals from
Final ‘Determinations made by Appraisers, Hearing Officers or
Panels, and appeals from persons who have been notified by
county clerk of pending changes in the valuation of their
property. (Notice of hearing must be sent 10 days in advance

"~ of hearing) [K.S.A."79-1602].

Last day for County Clerk to notify each taxing district and joint counties
as to assessed valuation [K.S.A. 79-5a27].

County Board of Equalization adjourns sine die [K.S.A. 79-1602].
Deadline to file budgets and tax levy with County Clerk [KSA 79-1801].

Last day for Cbunty Clerk to certify tax roll to County Treasurer
K.S.A. 79-1803].

All taxes legally due [K.S.A. 79-1804].

Deadline for all taxing districts to change boundaries [KSA 79-1807].
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LEGISLATIVE
TESTIMONY

Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry

500 Bank IV Tower One Townsite Plaza Topeka, KS 66603-3460 (913) 357-6321

A consolidation of the
Kansas State Chamber
of Commerce,
Associated Industries
of Kansas,

Kansas Retail Council

SCR 1606 & SCR 1611 February 6, 1991

KANSAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
Testimony Before the
Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
by

Bob Corkins
Director of Taxation

Mr., Chaifman and members of the Committee:

My name is Bob Corkins, director of taxation for the Kansas Chamber of Commerce and
Industry. Thank you for the opportunity to appear today to express our concerns regarding
proposed changesvfo the constitutional property tax classification system. Although KCCI
would consider supporting reclassification designed to bring commercial property tax
reductions, we oppose this and othér similar proposals for reasons which I will briefly

explain.

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
55% of KCCI's members having less than 25 employees, and 867 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,

e
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First, we are very encouraged by the primary thrust of these proposals. They all
finally acknowledge that the business sector is the class which has suffered most under
statewide reappraisal and classification and that some relief for this class should be the
primary objective.

However, our opposition has been directed by our members due to three main items
included in all reclassification plans submitted this session: inventory taxes, increased
public utility taxes, and excessively high machinery and equipment taxes.

KCCI opposes all forms of an inventory tax, including those upon public utilities'
inventory. Any business subjected to an inventory tax, to whatever degree, would be
saddled with a regressive, counterproductive tax which is highest when they can least
afford it and which the vast majority of other states have already declared obsolete. In
addition, to reimpose an inventory tax in Kansas, when 42 other states have either never
imposed it or have eliminated it, would be devastating to our economic development.

KCCI opposes any increase in the assessment rates applied to public utility
property. Although all property taxes on businesses are eventually reflected in the price
of goods and services sold, it is especially true and rapid with respect to utilities --
an expense which very few individuals and businesses can avoid.

KCCI opposes any unreasonable increase in property taxes applied to business
machinery and equipment. Our members strongly believe that the current appraisal and
straight line depreciation method used for machinery and equipment must not be changed.
While some reasonable increase in the assessment rate applied to this property would be
acceptable, most KCCI members feel that 30% would be too high.

We remain optimistic about the possibility of a reclassification amendment which
effectively addresses the commercial property tax problem in a fair and prudent manner.
Because of the uncertainties involved in the process, though, KCCI still prefers a
statutory approach towards solutions. Reclassification, unfortunately, will not reduce
the present overreliance on property taxes as a source of revenue.

Again, thank you for your time and consideration.

-2 -



LEGISLATIVE
TESTIMONY

Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry

500 Bank IV Tower One Townsite Plaza Topeka, KS 66603-3460 (913) 357-6321

A consolidation of the
Kansas State Chamber
of Commerce,
Associated Industries
of Kansas,

Kansas Retail Council

COMPARISON OF REGIONAL TREATMENT OF BUSINESS MACHINERY & BEQUIPMENT
AD VALOREM TAXATION

Kansas
* A1l business MSE appraised at "retail cost when new"
* A1l business M&E depreciated on a 7-year straight line basis
* 11 business M&E assessed at 20% of appraised value

Colorado

* A]1 business MsE appraised at "original installed cost new"
* Depreciation calculated on "Iowa curve":
) - not equivalent to straight line depreciation

- 12 classes of M&E established, according to M&E life

— all classes, faster depreciation allowed in early years

~ IRS "form 534" depreciation used as guideline

- annually updated Colo. booklet used by appraisers

* A1l business MsE assessed at 29% of appraised value

Iowa
* Generally, tangible personal property is all exempt
* Computers and industrial machinery are taxed
* Appraisal = 30% of "acquisition cost" ]
* No depreciation is allowed, regardless of MGE's useful life;
property remains on tax rolls at 30% acquisition cost until disposed of
* Property is assessed at 100% of appraised value’ )

Missouri .
* Substantial discretion is given to local appraisers

* Generally, MsE is appraised at "retail cost when new"

* Depreciation schedules vary by county, some using straight line
* Business MsE is assessed at 33% of appraisal; Agric. MsE = 12%

Nebraska
* Business M&E appraised at "historic" price:
- generally meaning original retail price
- exceptions allowed for other appraisal rethod
if MsE life expectancy exceeds 10 years
* Depreciation of MsE: :
- 10 year straight line on most M&E
- 5 year straight line on computers and data processing
-~ 3 year straight line on videotapes, etc.
* Business MSE is assessed at 100% of appraisal

Oklahoma
* Business MsE is both appraised and depreciated using state's "book value"

* No depreciation schedule, per se, but "book" is revised annually
* Assessment rates on M&E vary by county, but average 10 to 12% of "book value"
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To: Senate Taxation Committee
From: S. Lucky DeFries on behalf of the
Kansas Apartment Legislative Committee

My name is Lucky DeFries, and I am appearing on behalf of the
Kansas Apartment Legislative Committee. We strongly oppose any
attempt to raise the classification percentage on multi-family
residential real property above the existing 12% level. The
changes that some would propose for multi-family residential
property 1is premised on at least three false conclusions. The
first is that under classification in 1989, apartment real property
taxes went down. While this may have peen true for some properties
within some counties, it was by no means a consistent trend
throughout the state. Attached you will find Chart A which shows
that in Lawrence, some apartments' taxes went up, some stayed about
the same, and some went down. Obviously, a further increase for
those that already have experienced higher taxes would have a

devastating impact on those particular apartments.

The second false conclusion is that apartment owners are the
ones who pay the taxes, as opposed to apartment renters. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The expenses incurred in
operating multi-family housing has a direct impact on the rents
that are charged for such housing. Real estate taxes are a
significant part of these expenses, especially in Kansas.
Ultimately, expenses determine rents. Attached vyou will find

Chart B which represents a trend analysis from the 1988 Manual of

T2
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the Institute of Real Estate Management. This chart details the

relationship between rents and expenses in the United States from
1973 to 1987. As one can readily see from the chart, when expenses
go up, then rents go up. When expenses go down, rents go down.
Small expense increases dictated small rent increased. Large

expense increases dictated large rent increases.

Finally, the proposed change is premised on the false
conclusion that 1988 taxes on apartments were at an appropriate
level. when some apartments' taxes went down in 1989, it was
pecause their 1988 assessments were unrealistically high. Attached
you will find Charts C and D from the Institute of Real Estate
Management providing nationwide 1988 figures. They reflect that in
1988, the ratio of apartment real estate taxes to total potential
gross rents nationwide was 7.8%. That ratio in Topeka, Kansas, was
12.8%, or 64% above the national average. Oof 116 American cities,

Topeka, Kansas, ranked as the 12th highest in real estate taxes.

Most apartment complexes in Kansas were experiencing negative
cash flow in 1988, such that any reduction in taxes only served to
reduce the amount of negative cash flow that they were
experiencing. Very few apartment complexes actually went from a

negative to a positive position.



Chart E attached to these remarks reflects that even at the
end of 1989, apartments in Kansas were still being taxed well above
the national averages. You will note that while the national
average was 6.3%, Kansas city, Missouri, was at 9.7%, and Topeka at
11%. Thus, even though the classification amendment has occasioned
some relief for some apartment complexes in Kansas, the apartment
industry continues to be taxed in Kansas at a level much higher

than the national average.

In conclusion, we would suggest that good tax policy would
mandate that a residence be considered a residence, regardless of
whether you are considering a typical single-family residence, an
apartment, a nursing home complex, or a mobile home park. Many who
have studied this issue over the years have reached this
conclusion, and we believe it represents a common sense approach to

this issue.



Appendix A
Lawrence, Kansas Apartment Projects

1988 1988 1989 1989 19892
Numberx Assessed Assessed 1988 Assessed Assessed 1989 1989 Appraised Z Change g

Project 9§,§El£§ Vaiue Per Unit Taxes Value Per Unit Taxes Appraised Per Unit 1988 to 1989
Aspen West 72 121,300 1,682 20,565 222,960 3,097 28,048 1,858,000 25,806 36.4
Boardwalk 230 322,620 1,403 54,774 976,900 4,247 122,894 8,140,833 35,395 124.4 4
Graystone 86 52,140 606 8,852 93,695 1,089 11,787 780,792 9,079 33.2
Malls Olde English Village 144 293,220 2,036 49,783 439,260 3,050 55,259 3,660,500 25,420 11.0
Naismith Place 48 102,500 2,135 17,402 154,835 3,226 19,478 1,290,292 26,881 11.9
1224 Ohio 4 9,740 2,435 1,654 16,355 4,089 2,057 136,292 34,073 24.4
Parkway Terrace 67 46,340 692 7,868 70,205 1,048 8,832 585,042 8,732 12.2
Shannon Plaza Townhomes 18 46,840 2,602 7,952 131,425 7,301 16,533 1,095,208 60,845 107.9
Trailridge 168 359,300 2,139 61,002 527,750 3,131 66,391 4,397,917 26,178 8.8
Apple Lane 75 97,260 1,297 16,513 117,170 1,562 14,740 976,417 13,019 -10.7
Berkeley Flats 96 159,530 1,662 27,085 200,700 2,091 25,248 1,672,500 17,422 -6.8
Campus Place 21 59,760 2,846 10,146 79,525 3,787 10,004 662,708 31,558 -1.4
Ewmery Place 29 40,590 1,400 6,891 53,245 1,836 6,698 443,708 15,300 -2.8
Kentucky Place 18 59,840 3,324 10,160 69,950 3,886 8,800 582,917 32,384 -13.4
Prairie Ridge Place 101 205,460 2,034 34,883 268,765 2,661 33,811 2,239,708 22,175 -3.1
Snannon Plaza Club 64 132,290 2,067 22,460 169,200 2,644 21,285 1,410,000 22,031 -5.2
South Pointe 108 200,180 1,854 33,987 231,480 2,143 29,120 1,929,000 17,861 -14.3
University Terrace 72 129,390 1,797 21,968 156,395 2,172 19,674 1,303,292 18,101 -10.4
Birchwood Gardens 92 192,920 2,097 32,754 210,580 2,289 26,491 1,754,833 19,074 ~19.1
Clinton Place 58 130,710 2,254 22,192 137,930 2,378 17,352 1,149,417 19,818 -21.8
Grandview Terrace Quadruplexes 44 104,010 2,364 17,659 115,880 2,634 14,578 965,667 21,947 -17.4
Heatherwood Valley 72 331,450 4,603 56,274 348,910 4,846 43,893 2,907,583 40,383 - -22.0
Oaks 72 107.660 1,495 18,279 97.355 1,352 12,247 811,292 11,268 -33.0
Park Plaza South 102 152,250 1,493 25,849 160,360 1,572 20,173 1,336,333 13,101 -21.9
Parkwav 4000 55 345,100 6,275 58,591 344,495 6,264 43,337 2,870,792 52,196 -26.0
Pepperfree 80 205,810 2,573 364,942 202,485 2,531 25,473 1,687,375 21,092 -27.1
Princeton Place 48 204,010 4,250 34,637 198,635 4,138 24,988 1,665,292 34,485 -27.9
Quail Creek 95 275,080 2,896 46,703 278,620 2,933 35,050 2,321,833 24,440 -24.9
Summit House 18 33,100 1,728 5,280 32,905 1,828 4,139 274,208 15.235 -21.6
Sunrise Place 68 177,690 2,613 30,168 207,315 3,049 26,080 1,727,625 25,4006 -13.6

., Not a complete list of Lawrence projects.
¢
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Hls:brlcal Overview of Operating Experience

Tlic four tables on this Page provide a bricf overview of the

variations in opcrating cxpericnee over the past fiftcen years.

The daia are grouped by building type for alf unfurnished
buildings in the U.S. sample,
Five columns of data appear for cach building type (left 10

APPENDIX B

right): Gross Possible Apartment Rents (Remts): Gross
Possible Total Income (GPTI): Towl Actual Collections
(TAC); Towal All Expenscs (TAE); and Neg Operating

Income (NOTD),

All figures are reported in Dollars per Square Foot of

Reatable Area. Al figures from 1973 10 1976 arc averages.

All figures from 1977 (0 1987 are medians.

Table 17: ELEVATOR BUILDINGS

Table 19: LOW-RISE 25+ UNITS

Yoar Rents GPTI TAC TAE NOI Yoar Rents GPRTI TAC TAE NO!
1973 3.68 397 3.85 2.04 1.81 1873 2.41 2.48 2.34 1.16 1.18
1974 3.30 3.57 342 1.89 1.53 1974 2.54 2.63 2.48 1.26 1.23
1975 3.55 3.80 3.64 2.03 1.62 1975 2.71 2.80 2.61 1.39 1.22
1976 3.75 4,04 3.87 2.15 1.59 1976 2.85 2.94 2.78 1.45 1.33
1977 363 3.85 3.71 2.14 1.53 1977 3.18 3.29 3.09 1.61 1.51
1978 3.94 413 4.04 224 1.69 1978 3.30 3.41 3.24 1.64 157
1979 420 4.49 432 2.34 1.96 1979 3.72 3.83 3.58 1.75 1.79
1980 4.58 4,82 4.65 2.53 1.99 1980 4.02 4.12 3.88 1.95 1.93
1981 5.31 559 5.37 2.89 2.48 1981 452 4.65 4.45 2.13 2.19
1982 6.04 6.29 6.12 3.10 2.96 1982 4.96 5.10 4.83 232 237
1983 6.68 7.02 6.73 331 3.31 1983 5.25 5.43 5.05 2.40 2.64
1984 7.24 7.64 7.40 3.53 3.74 1984 5.73 5.94 $57 2.62 2.83
1985 6.91 7.26 6.75 3.5s5 3.33 1985 5.90 6.11 5.55 2.68 285
19886 7.27 7.57 7.10 358 3.48 1988 5.82 6.00 5.48 2.73 2.79
1987 7.51 7.80 7.38 3.95 3.41 1987 5.93 5.96 546 2.72 273
Table 18: LOW-RISE, 12.24 UNITS Table 20: GARDEN TYPE BUILDINGS
Year Rants GPTI TAC TAE NO!I Year Rents GPTI TAC TAE NOt
1973 2.32 2.38 2.27 1.18 1.09 1973 2.31 2.38 2.23 1.10 1.13
1974 2138 2.45 2.33 1.18 1.14 1974 2.49 2.58 2.38 1.22 1.18
1975 2.50 2.58 2.47 1.26 1.21 1975 2.65 273 2.52 1.31 1.21
1976 263 2.69 257 1.36 1.21 1976 2.78 2.87 2.867 1.40 1.27
1977 3.09 3.17 3.03 1.54 1.42 1977 2.96 3.04 286 1.47 1.41
978 3.32 337 328 1.61 189 1978 3.14 323 3.04 1.51 1.52
979 3.62 3.73 352 1.74 1.73 1879 3.42 3.54 332 1.62 1.66
380 3.96 4.03 384 1.86 1.90 1980 3.74 3.86 3.60 .73 1.81
981 443 4.48 4.24 2.06 2.18 1981 412 4.24 4,00 193 200
982 4.86 4.94 468 2.26 2.34 1082 453 467 437 207 2.24
983 522 5.33 5.03 231 2.70 1983 4.79 4,94 4.58 2.18 233
984 553 562 5.37 2.36 284 1984 5.06 521 4.80 231 2.44
985 5.73 586 5.60 252 2.94 1985 5.26 5.43 4.91 2.45 2.44
286 6.04 6.21 5.64 2.72 2.98 1986 5.44 561 5.03 2.51 248
387 .21 6.21 5.95 277 3.16 1987 5.59 5.77 5.08 262 2.47

16
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GARDEN TYPE BUILDINGS

MEDIAN INCOME AND OPERATING COSTS

SELECYED REGIONS
UNFURNISHED US.A. AND CANADA
TOTAL U.S.A. CANADA
3,016 BUILOINGS S31,752 APARTMHENTS 79 BUILDINGS 12,564 APARTMENTS
438,530,508 REMTABLE SQUARE FEET 11,060,041 RENMTABLE SQUARE FEET
EL0GS. ~---- K GPT]---=-~ ~---$/8Q FY.---- BLDES. ----- T 0F GPII-mvmum Lt WA Y P 3 SRETE
1MCONME HED HIGH HED Low HEGH nEod Lav HIGH NED LOwW HIGK
REMTS-APARTHENRTS (3014) 97.51 96.3X 98.51 5.59 4.7v 6.63 ( I9) 97.7% 96.7% 98.6% 8.02 S5.49 6.94
REMTS~GARAGE/PARKING « 335) 1.¢ 2.6 .08 .04 .16 ¢ 28) 2.1 .5 L.5 .15 .04 .30
REMTS-STORES/OFF ICES « 30 (Y 2.1 .07 .04 L2t 1 V.ot .9
GROSS.POSSIBLE REMTS €3013) 97_.71 96.461 98.63 5.60 &.71 6£.87 & 19D 98.33 97.42 99.1% &6£.02 S.49 1.08
VACAMCLES/RENT LOSS €3019) 9. 14,7 .54 .29 .87 C 1) 5.4 .9 13.4 .37 .07 LTk
FOTAL REWTS COLLECTED 1)¥018) 838. 92.7 L.91 4,08 S.98 ( 19) 92.2 83.8 97.9 5.60 &_764 6.87
OTHER INCOME (2804) 2.5 . 3.6 AT .09 21 7Y 1.8 1.1 2.7 L1t .07 Y}
6R0SS POSSIBLE JTHCONME {3015%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% S5.77 .85 &.89 79) 100.0X 100.0% 100.0X 6,172 S.70 7.2¢6
TOTAL COLLECTIONS (3014) 90.9 95.0 5.08 4.23 &.17 ¢ 7% 9&.6 86.4 99 _1 $5.22 L.B6 6.7+
EXPENSES
MANAGEMENT FEE 12900) $.5 3.9 L.9 .28 .21 .32 7v) 4.4 3.8 .7 .27 .23 .3
OTHER ADRINISTRTIVE o# 12931 8.6 3.9 9.4 .39 .23 L5 (1Y) 5.4 2.3 7.5 .35 .12 .51
SUBTOTAL ADWNIMEST. {3005) 1y, X 3.2% 13.9X .65 .48 .82 (™™ 83.6% 5.4X V1.52 .53 .35 .49
SUPPLIES L2107 s .2 .8 .02 .01 .08 ( 70) .3 .2 .S .02 .01 .03
HEATENG FUEL~-CA OMLYe T (1364) .7 .3 Pk .04 .02 .08 ( 25) .? Y 1.2 .04 .02 .07
CA & APYS. .2 Y C 637 3.9 2.9 5.6 .26 1?2 L3712 3.6 2.5 6.1 .30 .18 .36
ELECTRICITY--CA ONLY® | (2633) 1.8 V.2 2.5 Y .07 e ) 1.8 .8 2.1 .09 .05 13
CA & APTS. ¢ 1 ( 330) 2.6 | I 5.9 .3 .08 .40« 19 1.8 1.3 5.4 1 .08 )
WATER/SEMER-~CA ONLY® | € 136) 1.0 .S 2.0 .06 .02 13 0 .4 .3 .6 .03 .o .04
CA & APTS.» | (2840) 2.8 1.9 4.0 .18 12 23 ¢ %) 2.9 1.7 4.4 .17 .1 .27
GAS - mmm e m o CA oMLY § C1015) .S .2 1.3 .03 .01 10 02N -6 .5 2.1 .05 .03 . Y4
CA & APTS.* | C 78V) 1.6 .9 2.3 .0 .06 1S ) 1.9 .9 2.3 12 .0% .15
BUILOIMNG SERVICES (25332 L .7 1.7 .06 .04 A6 L v 1.4 .8 1.9 .08 .0% .12
OTHER OPERATIMNG 1288) .6 .2 1.8 .0¢ .0 L0 ¢ 35) .5 B 1.3 .03 .00 .09
SYBTOTAL OPERATING 3015%) 9.0 6.6 ¥1.92% LS .38 .10 € 78) 8.63 5.62  11.5X .54 .29 7
SECURITY " (1229%) 3 .2 7 .02 .01 04 ¢ 22) .3 .2 .5 .D2 .01 .04
GROUNDS MAINTENARCES® | (2919) 2.1 V.4 3.0 V2 .08 18 ¢ 26) 1.8 1.2 2.5 P R .07 .18
MAINTEHANCE-REPAIRS (2986) 3.4 1.8 5.7 9 .10 32 ¢ I &7 3.1 7.5 .28 A L4
PAINTIMG/DECORATINGes | (2942) 2.2 1.3 3.5 1) .08 2y 1w 1.9 1.3 2.7 12 .08 .19
SUBTOTAL MALNYENAMCE (30195) 8.42 6.0% 11 ._6X 49 .35 .68 19 8.7% 7.21 12,012 .53 L& .17
REAL ESTAYE TAXES (3002) 7.8 5.7 10,4 (S L3 .61 U T9) 6.8 5.8 1.7 .55 .36 .86
OTHMER TAX/FEE/PERRIT (1839 I | 3 [} .00 .2 ( «0) .2 . .6 .0 .00 .04
INSURANCE (3000 2.4 1.7 3.2 .13 .10 .19« 7)) 1.4 .8 2.7 .09 .06 .16
SUBTOTAL TAX-1IMSURMCE §(3011%) 10.6% 8.4 13.3% .61 Y .78 ¢ ™ 11.4X 8.3 16.1% A .55 1.03
RECREATNL/ANENITIESH: (1750) <4 .2 .8 .02 01 .05 U &) .9 <4 1.8 .07 .02 .09
OTHER PAYROLL®« (237%) “.9 3.1 6.9 s 18 L339 (O &1) 3.6 2.t 6.1 22 L4 .36
TOTAL ALL EXPENSES (3013) £5.2% 39.11 52.1% 2.62 2.19 3.3 € I 433X 37.9% 50.3X 2.73 2.33 3.32
MET QPERATING 1INCONE (3015) LA.1X 35.2X 52,41 2.47 1.77 3.3 (79 L7_4% 39.9X S5.8Xx 2.89 2.29 3.74
PATROLL RECAPs« {2667) 9.2 11,9 .53 -4 67 L 69D 7.1 4.5 10.5 L5 .29 .82

FOOTNOTE: For 8 descripaion of Uiy Expenss (*) and Payvol
for the Use of this Diata and Intecpretadon of & Page of Data. For

Cost (") reporting, snd an explanston ol the report Liyouts and
Gebnidons of the NCOMe and EPense calegaries, rier 10 e Appencix. Copyright © 1908, Inetase of Real Estme Managsment.

nodt ol daka aPalyss, reter 10 the secions ertitted Gudel
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GARDEN TYPE BUILDINGS
UNFURNISHED

MEDIAN INCOME AND OPERATING COSTS

SELECTED METROPOUTAN AREAS

TANPA-ST PETER., FL TOPEKA, KS TRENTON, NI
47 BUILDILNGS 9,630 APARTIMENIS 10 8LGS. 1,119 APTS, 5 BLes. 1,398 APTS.
7,478,516 RENYABLE SGUARE FEET 918,221 S _FT. 1,029,797 sa.F5.
BLOGS. -—---- I OF GPYl--rvww ~---%3/85Q FT, ~=-~ BLDGS T 6PT)I 3/5QF1 BULDES. X GPTIL S$/SQfT
INCOME RED L OV HIGH neo LOM HIGH neEL RED NED nED
RENTS~APARTREMNTS € 48) 96. 'L 95%.5% 92.2% S.83 4&.r? 1.25 ( 10) 96.63% \.84 ( 3) ?29.3% 7.01
RENTS~GARAGE /PARK I MG ¢ ) t 42 .7 .04 ( )
RENTS-STORES.OFFICES ¢ ) ¢ ) ( 1 .7 .06
GROSS POSSIBLE RENTS C 46) 96.1Y  95.5%  97.2X 5.80 4.77 &.83 ¢ 10y 96.6% s.87 ¢ 5) 100.0x  7.0%
VACANCIES/RENT LOSS ¢ 46) 8.8 5.8 12.2 .55 R 8¢ ( 10) 1.3 .60 < b3 3.8 .23
TOTAL REMTS COLLECTED J( 4&) 87.4 83.6 90.7 $.98 4.16 6.51 10 85_4 4.7¢ { 5) 96.1 6.17
OTHER INCOME (. 48) 1.9 2.8 L. .23 .15 .31 ¢ 10) 3.6 16 ( 2) 1.7 .12
GROSS POSSIBLE IMCOME f( 4«6) 100.0X 100.0X 100.0X 5.94 &.99 7.33 { 10) 100.012 (.93 ( $)  100.0x .43
TOTAL COLLECTLOMS ¢ &44) 91.4 88.0 3.2 5.28 4.43 6.66 « 10 83.9 $.79 4 5) 96.2 6.29
EXPENSES
NANAGEMENRY (EE C 48) L.4 s $.8 .31 .23 -3¢ ¢ 0 4.8 .23 ( 5) ‘.9 .35
OTHER ADMINISIRYVE .*¢ J ¢ 4A4) 6.0 5.6 8.0 .42 .30 .58 «( 10} 7.8 .38 ( 3 5.6 .35
SUBTOTAL ADA:INIST. { 48) 1.3 10.21 13.72 12 .56 .96 ¢ 10 12.82 Y] < 53 6.82 .10
SUPPLIES 44 .3 .2 .S .02 .01 .03 ¢ 9) 2 L0t ¢ &) 1.0 .04
MEATING FUEL-CA ONLY @ ( 11) .3 .2 .5 L0 ( 6) .? .03 ¢ 1) 3.3 .26
€A ¢ arts. = | o ) .18 ( 1) 2 .0 ¢ 2) 9.2 .56
ELECTRICTITV-~CA ONLY* J{ 1) 2.2 1.8 2.4 .13 .10 - 16 ¢ 8) .5 .1 ( S? 1.8 .13
CA & APTS .« ¢ 4) 2.7 12 ¢ <) 2.7 15« }
VATER/SEVER-~-CA ONLY® }( 3) .3 .03 t ) ( 1) 4.1 .29
CA L APYS. e b 43 3.4 2.9 4.2 .22 .18 .27 « 2.4 12 ¢ 4) 5.5 .38
GAS~----—=m-mn CA ONLYs } C 32) .6 .2 .4 .02 .0 03 ¢ 2.8 S« 1 2.5 .18
CA R APTYS.» )1 5] .3 .02 ( 1) 2.0 .10 ( 1) 1.6 .10
BUILOING SEAVICES « 24 1.9 1.3 2.5 .10 .07 <13 O 1.3 .05 ¢ 3 2.0 .18
OTHMER OPERATING ¢ 25) 3.4 2.5 3.8 .23 14 .28 ( 6) 1.0 .06 < 1) 2.5 L22
SUBTOTAL OPERATING « 46) 9.0 .12 10.7x .50 .45 .69 « 10} ?.82 &7 ¢ 5) 11.82 1.18
SECUR[TYee « 29 .6 .4 .9 .04 .03 .05 ) .2 ov ( )
GROUHDS MAIRTERANCE®s |( 4S$) 3.1 2.1 3.4 Y 14 .25 ¢ 10 1.4 o0r ¢ 4) 2.6 Y
MAIHTENANCE-REPALRS « L8 2.5 1.8 3.5 Y .10 .23 ¢ 10 ‘.3 .21 ¢ 5) 11.2 .92
PAINTING/OECORATING* | (  &&) 2.0 1.2 2.4 .1 .08 N} « 10) 2.0 10 ¢ $) 1.4 17
SUBTOVTAL MALMTENAMCE C 46) 3.31 6.12 ?.6X .50 .37 .63 ¢ 10) 7.7% 39 ( S) 16.6% 1. 1S
REAL ESTATE TYAXES 4 48) 10.6 3.7 11.0 .40 W47 .17 ( 10) 12.8 .65 « 5)» 11.% .79
OTHER TAX/FEE/PERMIT ¢ 37 .2 .2 .3 .02 .01 .02 ( 6) .3 01« 3 .S .03
INSURANCE ( 4&) 3.3 1.9 3.9 .18 .12 .24 ( 1 2.1 .10 ( &) 3.7 .15
SUBTOYAL TAX-INSURKCE 1( 4&) 13,43 11.4X 15,12 .82 .58 1.02 « 10) 14.2% .76 ¢ 5) 15.72 1.03
RECREATML/ANREMITIESse | 12) .4 .3 .S .02 .02 .04 ( 8) S .02 ¢ 3 .é .05
OTHER PATROLLw® ( &41) 4.7 &.1 6.3 .32 .25 .35 « 10) 5.3 .27 [4 4) 5.6 47
TOTAL ALL EXPENSES « 48) 47.8X 44.8X SY.31 2,77 2.37 3.50 (¢ 10) 49.5X 2.48 ¢ 5) 58.5% 3.89
NEY OPERATING IMCONE ¢ 46) £2.2% 37.1X A7.1% 2.58 1.72 3.22 ( o) 40.5% 2.35 ) 38.2x  2.46
PAYROLL RECAP®® « s6) 9.5 8.6 ts .82 .52 L S D) 8.6 .47 3 71 .56

FOOTNOTE:R-aoncumnnullin!uv-‘-r)andPtmmlcaﬂFW"nnnhowrbancqtn-nwuxuntqnnhno‘:andnnondaduannunn“mu-bvnsu:uaeuuboGuhdnu
kwmwuuuvhnou--n'nmuuunndaqucwonnﬁaounﬁw-aﬂnumum'awcnnn-‘:nounannnnlnAqxntLquﬁuiol&h.hun.uiﬂ.ﬂ&suhuanmmul
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E .
BY BUILDING TYPE AND OPERATING COSTS \
.. S ——— v o . .
TOPEKA, KS TOTAL U.S.A. '@Z? KANSAS CivY, "0> /ng
/
GARDEN TYPE BUILDINGS GAROEN £ BUILDINGS GARDEN TYPE BUILDINGS q
29 BUILDIN
1% BUILDINGS 1,490 APARTRENTS S5 BUILDINGS 8,118 APARTMENTS 2,969,416 R::YAOLESQ:;:RQ"A.T"E'TS I
1,190,642 RENTABLE SQUARE FEET $,531,518 RENTABLE SQUARE FEET FEET
i /%A FT mmmm | ominre o w mE gy R T T e X OF GPl-w-wuo LRSS YT TN B s
----- X OF GPl-~-vwwe ~v--$/SQ.FT ~~--- BLDGS, ~-===X OF GPlwwwmune -ccc$/SQA,FT === MED L AN BuL
" 'l“g::nnun nED LOW HIGH MNED LoW HIGH MED [W:1") HIGH MED Low HIGH 97.6% 96?:! :;G:x ?39 to; 5 o3
'.Iliim.em.mnc 97.2%  935.4X 97.5% 5.14 4.57 6.04 € 5S)  96.5X% 94.6X 97.6% 6.935 6.14 B.03 : . 09 & 0 S5.42 E
NTS-STORES/OFFICES -8 -0¢ I ) 0 97.61 96.9 ‘ ¢
105S POSSIBLE RENTS 97.2X 95.4X 97.6% S.14 4.60 6.0 | ( SS)  96.7% 94.6X 97.6% 6.93 6.15 8.03 : PX 986X .12 420 5.4z o
\CAMCIES/RENT LOSS 10.1 .0 16.2 .$3 .00 ¢
4.6 .0 6.4 .32 .00 .35 « 5% 9.3 4.9 15.2 271 L34 1,07 44" .
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KANSAS MOTOR CAR DEALERS ASSOCIATION
800 Jackson, Suite 808 ¢ Topeka, Kansas 66612  (913) 233-6456 ¢ (800) 825-0169 (KS only) e FAX (913) 233-1462

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Dan Thiessen, Chairman
Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation

RE: SCR 1606 and SCR 1611
FROM: The Kansas Motor Car Dealers Association
Kevin L. Allen, Executive Vice-President

Pam Somerville-Taylor, Governmental Affairs Director

Date: February 6, 1991

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. Our trade association

represents over 320 franchised new car and truck dealers in Kansas.

We do not oppose the concept of property tax relief but instead, oppose an
inventory tax to fund the relief. We believe the concept contained in SCR 1606 is
targeted only to address one specific group of individuals. We are sympathetic to
the commercial owners who are service oriented with no inventories; however, we
do not believe the answer is to tax those individuals who have inventories.

You have heard many times from many different people about the inequities
of inventory taxes, and our members agree! Inventories maintained by car
dealers - vehicles, parts, paint, and the like are enormous, most of which is

financed.
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Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
February 6, 1991
Page Two

The magnitude of repealing the exemption on merchants inventory on the
new car dealers of Kansas would be staggering. We do not feel that those
businesses, who, by their very nature must maintain inventories, should bear more

of the tax burden than those businesses who are less inventory oriented.

Kansas car dealers are, for the first time in many years, in a competitive
posture with car dealers in surrounding states. Missouri, Colorado, Nebraska and
Oklahoma no longer tax motor vehicle inventories. In addition, our members pay
their share of the property tax burden - most of their dealerships are in prime real
estate locations thus raising their property tax rates! The Kansas Motor Car
Dealers fully appreciate the magnitude of the property tax dilemma and our Board
of Directors voted to support a broader based tax, but are adamantly opposed to

reinstating the inventory tax.

In closing, we appreciate the critical problem the legislature is facing, and
request continued examination of the proposal at hand. Thank you for the

opportunity to present our position.
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KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

1330 BALTIMORE AVENUE

P. O. BOX 418679

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64141-9679

B. J. BEAUDOIN
VICE PRESIDENT-FINANCE
&

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

February 6, 1991

Senator Dan Thiessen, Chairman
Committee on Assessment and Taxation
Kansas Senate

State Capitol

Topeka, KS 66601

Dear Senator Thiessen:

I would like to express Kansas City Power & Light Company's
opposition to SCR 1606 and SCR 1611. SCR 1606 proposes to increase
utility real and tangible property assessment by one-third from the
current 30% to 40%. SCR 1611 proposes an increase from 30% to 33%.

Since 1985, KCPL's annual Kansas property taxes have gone from
$15.2 million to $19.4 million. Reappraisal had little impact upon
our Kansas property taxes. In 1988, the year before reappraisal,
KCPL paid $19.6 million. In 1990, after reappraisal, KCPL's
property tax bill was $19.4 million. We estimate SCR 1606 will add
$6.5 million to our Kansas property taxes for a total of $25.9
million. SCR 1611 would add $1.96 million for an annual total of
$21.36 million.

In addition, KCPL's Kansas electric rates are based on 1985
property taxes. While we have endeavored to hold the line to avoid
requesting a rate increase which would impact our 160,000 Kansas
customers, mounting property taxes are a real concern. A
continuing increase in property taxes will eventually be born by.
our ratepayers.

c: Senate Assessment and Taxation
Committee Members
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McPHERSON COUNTY

January 29, 1991

TO: Senate Assessment and
Taxation Committee Members
% Dan Thiessen — Chairperson

FROM: Cindy L. Simons, CKA
McPherson County Appraiser
McPherson County, KS

RE: Senate Bill No. 8
Re Proposal No. 1

Dear Mr. Thiessen,

Pursuant to the above proposed Senate Bill No. 8, I think it most important to
get input and information from persons actually working with the protest
procedures on a daily basis. The proposed Senate Bill could cause extreme
pressure and complications for the local implementor. The main problem of
reference is the taxpayers extension of giving notification to the county
appraiser for dissatisfaction, from 21 days of the mailing to 31 days.

Looking at the time table as proposed in SB-8, the county's notification deadline
to the taxpayer is March 1st. Extending the time to file a complaint to 51 days
could allow the taxpayer up to April 22nd to make a protest hearing appointment.
Should the nightmare occur where everyone waits until the last minute to file
an appointment, the county appraiser has only 6 working days to hear the
taxpayer's dissatisfaction or issue. The formal meetings can not take place
after May 1st. Over the years, especially with the massive changes revolving
around the reappraisal process, the public tends to wait until the last minute
to take care of a inauspicious business affair, as is typical with payment of
taxes or filing IRS returns. It's normal and expected.

As we approach our third year of new reappraised valuation notification, I can
speak from experience that the original 21 days is sufficient time to call the
office to make an appointment. Three weeks should be more than adequate time
for anyone to make an appointment for anything. It is my opinion that extending
the period allowing thirty additional days or over 7 weeks is just adding the
county to delay a process that should be expediently and professionally executed.
A 30 day delay could only continue to delay the other appeal processes, oOr so
experience has shown in the past. Delays in any process only gives indication
to the public that someone is not on top of things or doing their job. It makes
for poor public relations.

L _J
Kansas and Maple McPHERSON COUNTY APPRAISER McPherson. Kansas 67460
Post Office Box 530 Cindy L. Simons, CKA Phone No. 316-241-5870
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Please give strong consideration to leaving the taxpayer's 21 day notification
to the county appraiser as originally stated. The counties are already of the
opinion that we are in hearings the majority of the year, extending the deadline
will most likely confirm that happening. Thank you for your consideration in
this matter. Please feel free to contact me personally.

Respectfully,
ﬁknﬂk{ f gm\mua)

Cindy L. Simons, CKA
McPherson County Appraiser

CC:Audrey H. Langworthy — Chairperson
Shella Frahm — Members
Jerry Karr
Fred A. Kerr
Janis Lee
Phil Martin
Don Montogomery
Lana Oleen
Marge Petty
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