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MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Audrey Langworthy at 11:07 a.m. on January 31, 1994 in
Room 519-S of the Capitol.

Members present: Senator Langworthy, Senator Tiahrt, Senator Martin, Senator Bond, Senator
Corbin, Senator Feleciano Jr., Senator Hardenburger, Senator Lee, Senator
Reynolds, Senator Sallee, Senator Wisdom

Committee staff present: Tom Severn, Legislative Research Department
Chris Courtwright, Legislative Research Department
Bill Edds, Revisor of Statutes
Don Hayward, Revisor of Statutes
Elizabeth Carlson, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Helen Stephens, Kansas Peace Officers Association
Jim Daily, Barton County Sheriff
Lynn Fields, Crawford County Sheriff
Mel Waite, Barton County Administrator
Dave Williams, Butler County Sheriff
Don Moler, League of Kansas Municipalities
Anne Smith, Kansas Association of Counties
Karl Peterjohn, Kansas Taxpayers Network
Karen France, Kansas Association of Realtors
Ellen Ross, Kansans for Fair Taxation

Others attending: See attached list

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Senator Feleciamo moved to rove the minutes of January 27, 1994. The motion was
seconded by Semator Tiahrt. The motion carried.

REQUESTS FOR INTRODUCTION OF BILLS
Senator Sallee moved to introduce a bill to exempt home owners from fueé permit fee for
home heating oil, Lhe motion_was seconded by Senator Reynolds. The motion carried,

SB 543--EXEMPTING PROPERTY TAX LEVIES FOR PUBLIC SAFETY FROM
AGGREGATE TAX LEVY LIMITATIONS

PROPONENTS

Helen Stephens, Kansas Peace Officers Association, spoke in support of SB_543. (Attachment 1} She
stated that crime is increasing and the public wants protection. Local law enforcement agencies are having
trouble meeting salary increases, and they need new equipment, weapons and communication systems. The
exemption in 8B 843 would allow these agencies more flexibility to add these necessities to combat crime.
Ms. Stephens passed to the committee six testimonies from other agencies in support of SB __543.
(Attachments 2, 3, 4. 5, 6, 7)

Sheriff Jim Daily, Barton County, appeared in support of SB 843. (Attachment 8) He spoke of the
increase in care for juveniles, the addition of court security costs, capital improvements for prisoner care and
salary increases. The demand for services has increased. He listed the number of calls received in the
communications center which had increased from 1991 to 1993. The cost of housing inmates in the jail is
$36.05 but other counties are only paying to Barton County $30.00 per day. This costs Barton County every
day. He said it is imperative to remove the tax lid on public safety and emergency services. He was asked

Unless specifically noted, the indvidual remarks recorded herein have not been

transcribed verbatim, individual remarks as reported herein have not been subritted to
the individuals appearing before the committee for aditing or corrections. 1
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about housing for juvenile offenders. Sheriff Daily said the juvenile offenders are housed in Wakeeney at a
cost of $145.00 per day plus transportation costs.

Sheriff Lynn Fields, Crawford County, said they are currently losing the battle against crime. In rural America
crime is becoming very active. The criminals are leaving the big cities and coming to the rural areas. Salaries
are a problem. Equipment, such as cars and radios, is old and outdated and the jails are overcrowded. The
money to provide adequate public safety is just not there.

Mel Waite, Administrator, Barton County, appeared for Joe Hickel, Mayor of Ellinwood. (Attachment 9) He
said the emergency services are a necessity and he urged support of SB 543. At the present time emergency
services such as fire and ambulance are being provided on a volunteer basis. He said they have already
looked into creative ways to keep emergency services. He was asked if their city or county had looked at
“chartering out” of the tax lid and he said the city has not but they will be looking at it.

Sheriff Dave Williams, Butler County, said the County Commissioners have been very supportive of law
enforcement. He said crime is increasing and more laws have been passed mandating the enforcement of laws
which cost more. He urged the committee to consider removing the tax lid for public safety. He was asked
about the jail facilities, and he said the jail is very old and they can keep only 26 inmates at this time. It costs
$35.00 per day for each inmate and if they have to transport them to another jail, it is an additional expense.

Don Moler, General Counsel, League of Kansas Municipalities, spoke in support of SB 543. (Attachment
10) He said this bill would provide some much needed relief from the revenue limitations and shortfalls facing
cities. He listed several reasons for additional local option taxing sources. (See attachment 10) He said
elected municipal officials should be given the revenue powers they need to finance crime intervention,
prevention and enforcement programs. He urged the committee to report SB 543 favorably. He was asked
why the League did not recommend to the cities “chartering out” of the tax lid. He said that could be done.

Anne Smith, Kansas Association of Counties, appeared as a proponent of SB 543. (Attachment 11) She
said the KAC has had and does now have a policy statement on exempting public safety items from the tax lid.
She said the counties are crying out for some help in this area. She was also asked about counties “chartering
out” from the tax lid and she said that is also possible but they are in support of this bill.

OPPONENTS

Karl Peterson, Kansas Taxpayers Network, appeared in opposition to SB 543. (Attachment 12) He said
higher taxes are not the solution to solving crime. Let local governments use their authority to “charter out”
of the tax lid. He spoke of an example in Wichita when the city tried to raise the sales tax 1/4 cent. Voters
rejected this tax hike 55 percent to 45 percent. He reported on a national poll conducted by the Harris
organization where 67 percent of the citizens said their taxes are either much too high or somewhat high. He
said the Kansas Taxpayers Network urges the committee to reject this bill and other similar legislation before
the committee.

Karen France, Director Governmental Affairs, Kansas Association of Realtors, spoke to oppose SB_543.
(Attachment 13) She also spoke of Topeka and Wichita who have put sales tax increases on the ballot for
police and safety related purposes and in both cities the voters defeated the tax increase. Instead she proposed
another solution which has been introduced in the House--HCR_5017--the Government Cost Control
Amendment. She listed reasons why this resolution would be better. She asked that the committee consider
this alternative instead of passing SB 543.

Ellen Ross, Kansans for Fair Taxation, appeared as an opponent to SB_543 (Attachment 14) She gave
several reasons why her organization is opposed to this bill. However, she said Kansans for Fair Taxation do
support strong law enforcement, fire protection and emergency services. She asked that the citizens be
allowed to vote on any issues such as this.

The hearing was closed on SB 543.

SB 572--DIRECTOR OF PROPERTY VALUATION DIVISION DEEMED AGENCY HEAD
FOR KAPA PURPOSES

David Cunningham, Director, Property Valuation Division, spoke in support of SB 572. He said it would
streamline the appeal process from decisions of the Director of PVD. This will benefit both the taxpayers and
the Department of Revenue. It would allow the taxpayer to avoid an unnecessary step in the appeals process.
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Senator Feleciano moved to pass favorably SB 572. The motion was seconded by Semator
Lee. The motien carried.

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 1, 1994.
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Holcomb Police Departraent
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DENNIS SHARP
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RAY MORGAN
Kearny County Sheriff's Office
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DISTRICT 6
JANET DAILY
Hoisington Police Departinent
Hoisington, Kansas 67594
WARREN S. PETERSON
Barion County Sheriff's Office
Groat Bend, Kansas 67530
DiICK BURCH

Kansas Law Enforcoment Training Center,
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Winficld Police Department
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le, Kansas 67337
LOWELL PARKER
Greenwood County Sheriff
Eureka, Kanas §7045
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Xs. Det. of Wildlife and Parks
Howard, Kansas §7349

SERGEANT -AT-ARMS
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Kansas Highory Patrol
Wakeency, Kanas 67672

Kansas Peace Officers’ Association

INCORPORATED

TELEPHONE 316-722-7030
FAX 316-729-0655
P.O. BOX 2592 « WICHITA, KANSAS 67201

January 31, 1994

Senate Bill No. 543

Madam Chairman and Members of the Committee:

representing the 3,500 members of the
We are in support of SB

I am Helen stephens,
Kansas Peace Officers Association.
543

A public safety exemption was approved by this committee last
vear, but was eliminated in the waning hours of the 1993
gession.

Others here today will expound on particular problems law
enforcement has with this tax 1id. I will say only that crime
ig increasing, the public wants more and better protection, but
most local law enforcement agencies are having difficulty
meeting salary increases, new equipment/weapons purchases, or
keeping up with the advances in communications. It is a well-
known fact that in some cases, the criminal element is better
armed and have a much better communications system than some
law enforcement.

Several of our local jurisdictions have applied, or will be
applying to Washington for grants to hire additional personnel.
An exemption to the tax 1id will allow the purchase of proper
equipment, weaponsg, etc. for these new officers. It will also
allow these agencies to keep the additional personnel after the
grant money has bheen exhausted.

I know that SB 455 has recently passed the Senate -~ the bill
that allows cities and counties to go outside the 1id for

We applaud
your action on that bill, but we do not believe passage of SB
455 will allow local agencies to obtain the monies needed to
provide the above mentioned items.

Roreada Quases + Jay
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We need proper funding if we are to give the citizens of
Kansas the protection they need and
deserve;

- to get and keep our personnel at proper
salary levels;

- to increase our law enforcement
presence; and

- to arm and eguipment our law
enforcement personnel for their safety
as well as the public's safety.

We urge your favorable consideration on SB 543. I stand for
questions.
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Desr Senatcors .

I understang Senate Rill 543 18 to ke heard by the Committes op
Assessment and Taxation Monday, January 31, 1594, The Twentieth
Judicial District Court SUDDOrts this hill which EXLMpEs certain
EXpenssas incurrad by taxing Subdivisions for law enforcemsnt, fire
Drotection, ang EM&rgency serviceas, The Countiesg have been Operating
under a tay 1id singe 1889 causing hardships cn County budygets ang in
Bome cases depraciateqg essential county Services. Law enforcement,
fire brotection, ang Other Emergency services have certainly
experienced the effects the tax lid for the past five veara. The
court is €specially aware it has beacome increasingly difficult for the
Countieg tp provide sufficient angj quality law enforcemant . The
gventyugl bassage of this hii) would provide the counties the ability
L0 insure publie safaty by adequately funded law enforcement agencies.

We would &ppreciate vyour vote for thias bill,
sincepely,
et Laf L 0K
Herb Rohleder
Administrative Judge
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Tha Summer of . 1¢93 will ke remenbersd by Kansans

rain. rops were dasvastatsd, public proparty

rusinesses and  human  Llives disrupted for

possibly yvears.

The ability to plan and prepare for natuvsl disasters, ns well as
technological disasbers, has been ilnpaded In the atate of Kangas

in large part to adeguate financing, The ourrent tax Lid 1s
limiting counties in thalr duty to provide ocomprehansgive i
amargancy mnanagemant,

counties need to bhe able to finante an emergency nanagement i
progran that Ffivet, works %o mitiuaté tha ascurr@nme or  the {j
affacts of a dlsaster. Secondly, co ntiass need to prapare & ngn ’
for how to rezpond when an emexgcncv G ui&&cu@r occurs, This le
a involved process, that if dona Qorrect Lz naver completed.
An 1hdxvxdual 3 coordinatey or H\Duﬁéf mugt work to incressge ;
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managenent ¢ycle. Recovery continues until alil s
normal, or near normal. Thin time period may last from zeveral
days Lo several vears.

The regources able at the loca lavel to regpond affectively ,J
to an emeyg@nuy nr dipastar. Thirﬁly, lecal governmant wmuat be ‘
preaparad o respond during and iumedliately after a dlgsster., I :
is of uLmost importancs that local government provide energanay
assistance to wictims of a disaster and reduce the likellhood of
spoondary damage., Recovery is the finzl phase of the emargancy
: r A
Y1

All of these act *itieﬁ roguire tine and staff o complets. IT
the current tax 114 continues, such esctivities will not bs
complets. Many countiss have never dmad able to hire Staff £
parform thase important dutles. & co mitinuwancs of the current tax
1id will pravent them from ever hir;nu staff and will regulire
otnar countisg to cut hack on thess activities.

It 1s in the bast interests of the cltizeng of Kansas, your %
constltuents, to remove energency services from the tex lid and u
provide them with the neceszsary monies to protect and serve the ,”
ecitizens of Kansas. i
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prosecutors musi provide services as
tes., This task nas become increasingly
ent of vietims’ rights and more stringent
{es. The Barton Counsy Attorney’s Qffice
criminagl cases. 300 juvenile cases, and
93, Approximately 80CG victims were
s a result of those case filings. In
as experjenced an increase in the numbey
ommitwents.,
gaints are a coniinuing problem. Barton
thich has always been commltited to the
sng. Taking that intﬂ account, thig
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TO! Members of the Kansas Ssnate
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rFleass accept this written ESHTCNY I support of Sanate Bill 2430 Thag hapad
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The first obligation of government is to insure the puslic safety. Police, fire, and
& backbone of local ¢ governmeant services. mby

emergency medical care are (h
upport,

are 3l50 gene rafly those with the greatest degree of public

[£]

Public consern ovar ¢
top every national poll
You nead anly mk att
Congress and the Kansa
issue. The Prasident proposes to
America.

and vioience is at an all-iime high. Crirme 8aems to
el { ‘

pressing issue faci

& number of crime-relatad b s already ¢ i
as legislature to delermine the !'avel of interest in the
Fut 100,000 new offie s on the slraets of

rime
as tha mogt
he

Atthe same tima, loc cal governments are s ffhrrr s vere financial distress
Many have besn hup oy the declining cconomy of the iast decade: demand for
services far sxceads the ability of cities and c@umtfes to respond, It is vitally
imperant that new Sources of revenus be found fo provide services which the
public expects, |n Kansas, the tax lid law has furlhier exacerbatad the problem;
dovemments arg pronibited from | mproving vitel services Dy an = aftificial barrier,
regardiess of the needs or wishes of the co mmumtv

Local units of government should have the ability o exemr[ public safsty

services from i'r‘.e ;, operty tax flid. | believe, Qlven the currant climats that the

PU »Icwcu* Fwillingly p vay additional taxes to s suppert police, fire, an iff\:% in
comimunities, in m Jch the same way that they often support schools, Publie

o( and public edycation are the primary delerminants of tha quality of lifs in
a Comimunity,

On the other har‘d, the inabitity (o }Jrow & additional funding M anhance public
Qafpfy efforts has a negative effect on government. Citizen gis $satisfaction js
high whan People feal insecure in their homes, Worthwhile programs such as
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alt &~ |

Sister City t¢ I-Lan, Taiwan, RO.C.




R PO 1eE T Fas NO, 9136422030
BN 96-04 FRU 1108 LEAWDOD POLICE DEPT ran O 9s6dzee
DARE, crime pray antion, and drug investigations often suffar whan ciiies
strug I ¢ 10 provide basic services, How are cities jonvg o avail themselyey of

g:duic such as those which will implement the President's 100,000 new polics
officers, if they have no ma tching funds?

feconelusion, itis vital for the future of our CD,"W"'UI"\‘T{‘S

ecurity for all citizens, Exampting public safaty service |
imple and acceptabie way 1o provids additional revenue \,'pe:-;,:t.if.‘:
enhance the quality of life in the stals,

g .

f’,"}

tn

Thank you for your ime and consideration,

incar

v,

3

(x”

~
I N f"
~. I

™ ,U“T‘}._mm._fih\,
t\“.fphen (J
ﬁ:ef of Pohbe
Leawood, Kansas

P (1A

e



(I

THE GITY oF GREAT p
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FAX
{316) 793.4108

CITY CLERK
1209 Witfiams
Box 1168
(316) 793-4100

ADMINISTRATION
1208 Withamg
Box 1168
(316) 793-4111

ENGINEERING
1209 Williaing
Box 1168
(316) 7934106

INSPECTION
1205 Willlams
Box 1168
(316) 793-4108

STREET
525 Morton
Box 1166
(816) 793-4150

WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL
Route 3
Box 1168

(316) 793-4170

PARKS . 200
CEMETERY
Brit. Spaugh Pack
Box 215
{316) 793-4160

IRE - AMBULANGE
1205 Williams
Box 1168
(316) 793-4140

POLICE
1217 williams
Box 1168
318) 793-4120
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TO: Helen Stavens
KPOA Lobbist

FROM: Cherie Orth
Assistant City Administrator
. Great Bend, Kansag
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TO: THE KANSAS STATE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ASSESSMENT AND
TAXATION, SENATOR AUDREY LANGWORTHY, CHAIR

THE TAX LID AND PUBLIC SAFETY

In Kansas since 1989, local criminal justice and emergency
services agencies including County Sheriffs, City Police
Departments, County Attorneys, County\City Fire and
Ambulance Services, County Emergency Communications and
County Emergency Preparedness Departments have been trying
to protect and serve the citizens without adequate
resources.

In budget year 1994 the Barton County Sheriff’s Office will
expend $1,098,462. Included in this total expenditure is
the following:
$564,939 to provide law enforcement and other
Sheriff’s patrol, investigation and
civil process functions

$280,212 to provide for the care of adult
prisoners

$214,811 to provide for the care of juvenile
offenders and CINCs

$ 38,560 to provide court security

In budget year 1989, the first year of the aggregate tax
1lid, the Barton County Sheriff’s Office expended $761,450.
The major reasons for the increase in costs from 1989 to
1994 has been because of increases in costs for the care of
juveniles, addition of court security costs, capital
improvements for prisoner care and salary increases to
provide for a barely survivable wages fcr employees.

The Sheriff’s Office has experienced a significant employee
turn-over rate because of the effect of the tax lid on
salary adjustments.

Demand for services during the course of the tax 1lid years
has not declined, but has increased. In 1989 the Barton
County Sheriff’s Office made 848 case reports. 1In 1993 the
Barton County Sheriff’s Office made 1278 case reports. This
is an increase of approximately 44%. It is anticipated that
this will only continue.

The Barton County Communications Department is responsible
for all emergency dispatching in Barton County and the
northern third of Stafford County. 1In 1991 the
Communications center received 23,183 calls for service. 1In
1993 the Center received 25,626 calls for service. These
include 911 calls, routine law enforcement calls, ambulance
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calls and fire calls. Barton County does not receive any
funding from other agencies for this service. It is
“anticipated that within the next two years it will be
necessary, because of a mandate that the County will need to
expend approximately $350,000 to upgrade it’s communications
equipment to 800 megahertz from 400 megahertz. The
Communications Department’s budget averages approximately
$250,000 for operations. However, the tax lid planning
capital improvements necessary for the future.

Barton County has been expending $100,000 per year for
ambulance service to the various providers located in or
near Barton County. In budget year 1995, this cost will
increase to approximately $300,000. This is because the
cost of ambulance service has increased significantly.

The Barton County Attorney’s Office file 600 criminal cases,
300 juvenlle cases, 800 traffic cases and served 800 victims
of crime in 1993. Increases in these areas approximate 20%
per year.

Budgets have continued to be developed for the past six
budget years under a continually renewing aggregate tax 1lid
mandated by the State of Kansas.

The State and National governments continue to impose
unfunded mandates on county and city governments.
Presently, Barton County expends approx1mate1y one million
dollars per year on these mandates. It is anticipated that
even with legislation designed to prevent further mandates
‘that some future mandates will slip through the cracks and
be passed down.

The combination of more State and National mandates and the
aggregate tax-lid has created a situation wherein counties
cannot continue to operate effectlvely. Public safety,
infrastructure maintenance will continue to decline from
1994 onward.

The effects of the contradictory mandates and tax policy
will inevitably force Counties and Cities to reduce the
capabilities to protect citizens from crime and assist those
citizens in life and death situations. The results of this
onerous tax 1lid on publlc safety stretches beyond merely
providing County services to deserving citizens. It
ultlmately will have a negative impact upon the quality of
life in Barton County and other Kansas Counties both
s001ologlcally and economically. It is imperative that the
Legislative and Executive branches of the State of Kansas
remove the tax lid on public safety and emergency services.
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ELLINWOOD

To: Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation.
RE: Senate Bill No. 543
Honorable Senators:

The City of Ellinwood wishes to go on record in support of
Senate Bill No. 543. We see considerable merit for rassage
of this bill and have an immediate need for enactment of the
bill as it relates to emergency services.

As with many smaller communities, the City of Ellinwood pro-
vides emergency services, both fire and ambulance, to our
municipality and surrounding rural residents. Because of
the increasing financial burden of these services initiative
has been taken to create a County Taxing District to finance
the ambulance services throughout our county. A major ob-
stacle in creating this County Ambulance District has been
the aggregate tax levy limitation presently in place. This
combined with the ever increasing costs of operations and
regulatory restrictions has made it very difficult for
smaller rural communities to sustain viable emergency ser-
vices.

We feel that providing emergency services are some of the
basic services every community should be afforded. Through
your support and passage of Senate bill No. 543 local commu-
nities, such as Ellinwood and Barton County, will be able to
provide such services.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Joe Hickel
Mayor
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TO: Senate Committee on Assessment and Taxation
FROM: Don Moler, General Counsel

DATE: January 31, 1994

SUBJECT: Support for SB 543

Thank you for the opportunity to appear today in support of SB 543--exempting property
tax levies for public safety from the aggregate property tax lid. SB 543 would provide some
much needed relief from the revenue limitations and shortfalls facing cities, and it would have
the added benefit of providing that relief in an area that is an area of mutual priority to the
Kansas legislature and municipal governments: Public Safety. Few legislators will dispute the
need to refocus our public safety efforts at the state and local levels, and SB 543 would give
cities one additional revenue tool to fund such efforts in the future such as community policing
programs, putting police officers in schools, the financing of Drug Abuse Resistance Education
(DARE) programs, or other prevention and intervention strategies chosen by elected

community leaders. If we are going to be successful in this effort, greater local flexibility is
needed.

The Need for City Revenue Options
The major forces fueling the need for additional local option taxing sources have been:

| (a) Declining federal aid. Since approximately 1980 there has been a continuing
pattern of federal disinvestment in cities which resulted in the termination of many grant
programs, including the highly popular and extremely flexible federal general revenue sharing
program. The most recent revenue loss experienced by cities has been the decline in federal
drug abuse prevention funding through the Governor's Office for DARE and other local crime
prevention programs. This decline in federal aid is similar to the recent experience of the state
of Kansas with declining Medicaid funding.

(b) Continuing federal and state mandates. The growth in mandates from other
levels of government actually escalated in the 1980s while federal aid declined. The burden
has been especially heavy as a result of federal mandates, requiring increases in local taxes
and user fees on almost an annual basis. While state government has been more careful in
imposing unfunded mandates on its cities, cities have seen cost increases in recent years
resulting from state legislation requiring the upgrading of animal shelters, improvements to
criminal justice reporting, fingerprinting of municipal ordinance violators, underground facility
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’king, and ot aquirements.

(c) Loss of Property Tax and Motor Vehicle Tax Base. Changes in property tax
assessment rates, increased property tax exemptions, and the loss of over $65 million in
motor vehicle tax revenue for all local units between 1991 and 1993 as a result of legislative
and administrative actions have taken their toll on municipal budgets. The consequences of
these actions has been less revenue, more limited services, and a public that wonders what
happened.

(d) Public safety service demands. This session the legislature is looking carefully
at increasing its own spending in order to address the growth in crime and violence across
the state. Since cities field police, fire and emergency medical services units involved in
addressing the same problems, the need for additional municipal revenues to fight crime and
reduce injuries and property loss has never been greater.

(e) Limits have been placed on the growth of state aid. Since 1991 cities have not
received general state aid payments without reduction in the formula for making such
payments by the state--resulting in an aggregate reduction in aid of $11 million if the
Governor's recommendations for FY 1995 are adopted. The cumulative effect of this loss
along with the above revenue, mandate and service trends has been drastic for cities. While
we urge the legislature to reinstate the traditional revenue sharing formulas with cities, our
experiences over the past four fiscal years has told us not to hold out false hopes.

RECOMMENDATION

This session the Legislature has the opportunity to confront the public safety financing
needs of the cities of Kansas, giving elected municipal officials the revenue powers they need
to finance crime intervention, prevention and enforcement programs. SB 543 would be one
positive step in that direction, and the League urges you to report it favorably..

sb543.tes
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P.O. Box 687

Newton, KS 67114

(316) 283-1890

Nancy Hempen
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110 Massachusetts
Lawrence, KS 66044
(913) 832-6275

DIRECTORS

Mary Bolton

Rice County Commissioner
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Lyons, KS 67554

(316) 257-2629

Ethel Evans

Grant County Commissioner
108 S. Glenn

Ulysses, KS 67880

(316) 356-4678

Frank Hempen

Douglas County Director of
Public Works

1242 Massachusetts

Lawrence, KS 66044

(913) 832-5293

Mary Ann Holsapple

Nemaha County Register of Deeds
607 Nemaha

Seneca, KS 66538

(913) 336-2120

Eldon Hoyle

Geary County Commissioner
106 Bunker Hill Road
Junction City, KS 66441
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312 Massachusetts
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Darrell Wilson
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300 W. Ash
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Executive Director
John T. Torbert, CAE

TO: Senate Assessment and Taxation Committee
Chairman Audrey Langworthy

FROM: Anne Smith
Director of Legislation

RE: SB 543

DATE: 1/31/94

The Kansas Association of Counties is in support of SB
543. The bill would allow law enforcement, fire
protection and emergency services to be exempted from
the tax lid.

The KAC has for several years now, a membership-
approved policy statement on exempting public safety
items from the tax 1lid. This policy statement again
appears in the 1994 KAC platform.

When a city or county is under a tax 1lid, it sometimes
becomes very difficult to make enough money available

for law enforcement to fight crime. With the
increased crime occurring these days in our state,
having the ability to properly budget for law

enforcement needs is vitally important.

Thank you for your favorable consideration of this
bill.
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KANSAS TAXPAYERS NETWORK

P.O. Box 20050 316-684-1400
1081 8. Glendale
Wichita, KS 67208 FAX 316-684-7527

31 January 1994

TESTIMONY ON SB 543

TO SENATE ASSESSMENT & TAXATION COMMITTEERE
By Karl Peterjohn
Executive Director

Higher taxing authority is not the solution to solving the crime
problem. Local government has adequate taxing authority and the
ability to railse tax funds without gutting the property tax lid.

Let local governments use thelr authority to charter out of the
lid.

To make my case agailnst SB 543 I'd like to discuss what happened
in 1993 in Wichita and Sedgwick County.

In October, the City of Wichita held a mall in ballot to raise
the sales tax in the cilty 1/4 of one cent. The cilty council
endorsed this proposal. The Wichita Chamber of Commerce and the
Wichita AFL-CIO endorsed this proposal. The Wichita Eagle ran
almost dally articles endorsing this tax hike. The rest of the
broadcast and weekly print media echoed the Eagle’'s endorsement.

Bs a Wichita based organization the Kansas Taxpayers Network was
early and forthright in opposing this tax hike for numerous
reasons. The Kansas Taxpayers Network digstributed a flyer
opposing this tax and it 1s attached. The Wichita Independent
Business Assoclation also opposed this tax hike.

Earlier in 1993 the Sedgwick County Republican Party passed a
resolution opposing state and local tax hikes. This passed the
central committee by an overwhelming margin. Under the
leadership of County Chalrman, Mark Gletzen, Sedgwick County
Republicans sald loudly, "Read Our Lips, No New Taxes,™ and
joined the opposition to this tax hike. Gietzen took this
position at some risk to his position as County Chairman too.

Naturally, WIBA, KTN, and the Sedgwick County GOP were all
pllloried in the press. Tax advocates sald that community
policing and other safety measures could not start in Wichita
without this additional tax.

Voters rejected this tax hike 55 percent to 45 percent.

In 1994 the City of Wichita has started a program of community
policing without these additional tax funds or railsing other
taxes. A former city finance director has written an article
pointing out how the original public safety program could be
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funded without having to raise a penny in new taxes. I'm )
enclosing his article on this subject.

At last Tuesday’s meeting the fiscally strapped City of Wichita
decided to go with the more expensive of two options to add
parking at city hall. They had the money to spend over s4
Million for a new parking garage. They also had money at this
city council meeting to spend $267,000 to buy the first mortgage
on the Baton hotel. They also authorized several million dollars
in IRB’'s for a nursing home operation in Fort Scott!

Sedgwick County 1s seeking addlitional sales tax authority from
you too. I guess they don’t know the word NO!

I realize that Sedgwick County is one of 105 counties and Wichita
is one of hundreds of cities yet KIN's supporters around Kansas
indicate that these gsorts of flscal shenanigans by local
governments are qulte common.

I resent the fact that proponents of these measures are the
taxpayer funded lobbiles here in Topeka. When I pay my local
property taxes I am not authorizing my local governments to spend
my hard earned money for organizations whose goal 1include raising
my taxes! There are a lot of Kansans who share this resentment.

Let me report that oppositlion to higher taxes 1s alive and well.
A national poll conducted by the Harrils organization and
published Nov. 1, 1993 in Business Week states that 67 percent of
citizens "have reached the breaking point" at current tax levels.

67 percent of this survey sald that their taxes are either much
too high or somewhat high.

When asked if a candidate advocating tax cuts would recelve more
support or less the survey found: 28 percent more likely or
somewhat more likely to support that candidate and 15 percent
somewhat likely or much more likely to oppose that candidate.

When asked the Mondale questlion about raising taxes, this survey
found: 8 percent much more likely or somewhat more likely to
support the candidate and 54 percent much more likely or somewhat
more likely to oppose that candidate. I urge you to keep this

survey in mind while you consider this bill. This seems to match
the Wichita election data.

Pasgsage of SB 543, and bills like 1t, places thilis committee on
record as supporting bigger government and higher taxes. The
Kansas Taxpayers Network urges you to reject this bill and other
similar legislation before this committee.



PUBLIC POLICY

s

EDUCATION IS A PRIORITY, SAY TAXPAYERS

TICKED OFF
OVER TAXES

A BUSINESS WEEK/Harris Poll finds
Americans angry and pessimistic

here’s nothing politicians like to

promise as much as a tax cut, but

they shouldn’t expect voters to be-
lieve them. A new BUSINESS WEEK/Har-
ris Poll found that an overwhelming 87%
of respondents say they expect their tax-
es to increase during the next few years.
Maybe that’s why a tax-cut pledge packs
little political punch: 53% said such a
vow would have no impact on their vote
for a candidate.

On the flip side, though, 54% said
they'd be less likely to vote for a candi-
date who intends to raise taxes. And
small wonder: Fully 67% believe they
have “reached the breaking point” on
taxes. That's up from 65% in 1983 and
the highest since Louis Harris & Asso-
ciates began tracking the issue in 1969.

People don’t think they’re getting
much for their money, either. Most
Americans—69%—think their federal
levies are too high considering what
they get in exchange, while 67% feel the
same way about state and local taxes.
And, by a 2-to-1 margin, the public lacks
confidence that money raised by past
tax hikes was used efficiently.

But 73% say they'd be at least some-
what willing to accept higher taxes if
they were certain that the money would
be effectively spent. And they have
some clear priorities for earmarked tax
increases: Among those saying they'd be
very willing to pay more for specific pur-
poses, job creation ranked first, followed
by education. Defense and welfare fin-
ished last.

Voters seem to see higher levies for
health as inevitable. Eight in 10 say Bill
Clinton’s plan for health-care reform will
require more taxes than currently pro-
posed. And 66% say they are at least

somewhat willing to pay more.

THE BREAKING POINY

B As far as you and your family are concemed,
do you feel you have reached the breaking
point on the amount of laxes you pay or nol?
Reached breaking point ...... R

Not reached breaking point. . .
Notsure.......oovvviiiiiiiiiiiin..,

likely, of would it have no impact on how likely
you were fo vole for that candidate?

GRIM EXPECTATIONS
Bn the next few years, do you expect that your taxes will go up,
go down, or stay about the same?
.................... 87%
2%

Stay about the same
Not sure

FOCUSIRG ON WASHINGTON...

B Considering what laxpayers

get from the federal government,
would you say your federal
income faxes are much foo high,
somewhat high, about right, some-

Much foo high ......
Somewhat high......
About right.....
Somewhat low .
Much too low. .

what low, or much too low? Notsure....o.uvunnns 1%
««.AND CLOSER TO HOME
R Considering whai laxpayers get from  Much too high. .

state and local govemments, would
you say your state and locol income
toxes and properly laxes are much
too high, somewhat high, about right,
somewhat low, or much too low?

Somewhat high .
About right . ...
Somewhat low........
Muchioo low ........
Notsure .............

FUMBLING ON THE HIKES

M When your taxes have been increased in the past, how confident
are you that the money was effectively spent on meeting public
needs—very confident, somewhat confident, or not confident ot oll?

Very confident.............. 2% Not confident at all......... 66%
Somewhat confident. ....... 30% Notsure.........coivennen. 2%
REAGAM REDUX

M During the Reagan Administration, federal lax rates were re-
duced, and some stales also reduced their taxes. What effect, if
any, do you think those tox reductions had on government services
during the 1980s2 Did government services become belter, worse,
or did the tax reductions have no impact on government services?
Belter. Noimpact..........oovee. 54%
Nolsure......oovvinvininnn. 5%

MOKEY WELL SPENT?

MIfyou were certain that an increase in laxes would be effectively
spent on meeling public needs, how willing would you be to pay in-
creosed laxes—very willing, somewhat willing, or not willing ot ali2

Very willing............... 20% Notwilingatall.......... 26%
Somewhat willing ......... 53% Notsure.........coeuvnnns 1%
PROMISES, PROMISES

Mt a candidate for President of the U.S., govemor of your state,
or mayor of your town says that he or she will lower your toxes if
elected, would that make you much more likely to vote for that
candidate, somewhat more likely, somewhat less likely, much less

Much more likely...... 8% Much less
Somewhat lkely.oooiininns 6%
more lkely........... 20% No impodt.....53%
) Somewhat less likely ... 9% Not sure........ 4%
THE MONDALE FACTOR

B Now, if a candidate for President of the U.S., governor of your
slate, or mayor of your town says that he or she will raise your lax-
es if elected, would that make you much more likely to vote for that
candidate, somewhat more likely, somewhat less likely, much less
likely, or would it have no impact on how likely you were to vole
for that condidale?

Much more likely. .......... 2% Much less likely........... 30%
Somewhat more fikely ......6% No impact
Somewhat less fikely. .24% Notsure...................

PICKING PRIORITIES
M How willing would you be to pay higher toxes if you knew that
all of the added toxes were being spent on each of the following—
very willing, somewhat willing, or not willing ot all?

Very willing Somewhat willing Not willing Not sure

Creating jobs............. 55% ...ou.s
Education.......... L 52%
Fighting crime ..... L50% ...
Fighting drug cbuse.......48%........
Healthinsurance reform ... 37% ........
Social security............ 2% .....is
Reducing the federal govem-

menl's budget deficit ...... 3% ..onnen.
The environment . ..... .
Homelessness .....

National defense ..

CLINTON'S HEALTHONOMICS...

M As you may know, a great deal of oftention has been given re-
cently fo healih<are refarm. Under the President's proposal, every-
one will be provided with health insurance, with the exira cost
covered by savings from reforming the health-care system, plus an
increase in cigarelte laxes and a small Yox increase on large com-
panies. Do you think that these will be enough fo pay for heallh-
care reform, or do you think that other taxes will be necessary?
Will be enough 15%
Other taxes will be necessary..........
Notsure ..ouiiii 5%

+o. AND WHAT IF HIS HUMBERS ARE OFF?

W if other faxes—such os an increase in your federal income lax—
are necessary fo pay for the President's health-carereform proposal,
how willing would you be to pay them in exchange for health<are
reform—very willing, somewhat willing, or not willing ot all2

Very willing............... 18% Notwilingatall.......... 33%
Somewhat willing ......... 48% Notsure.......oovvvnvnenn. 1%

Edited by Mark N. Vamos

Survey of 1,252 adulls conducted Oct. 14-18 for BUSINESS WEEK by
Louis Harris & Associates Inc. Results should be accurale fo within three
percentage points,

ALAN BASIDEN
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COMMENT

Yes, there is room in city budget for police

During the City Council election of
1993, the principal issuc was crime. In
May of 1993, the City Council agreed to a
goal of making Wichita one of the safest
communities in this country. Subsequent-

.1y, the City Council developed a Public

Safely program to be implemented over
y prog p /__'1\

the next three years and cailed for a quar- .

ter-cent sales tax to finance the program.
In October of this, year the voters turried
down the proposed new tax.

Once again, Wichitans have ignored
their elected leaders’ pleas by saying “no
to a tax initiative, Bewildered backers of
the failed plans wrongly attribute these
voler rejections to apathy, hard economic

times, insufficient advertising expenditures -

and/or community nay-sayers, among oth- .
ers.
Such explanations miss the point.
Wichitans are concerned about safety,
education, streets, health, parks, libraries

" and the likes — and they doubt they're

gclung their money’s worth for lhe taxes

“'they’re paying.

Folks are rankled that City Hall c1n
always fmd mllhons of dollars for its pet
“projects, Baucan’(: "spare’a dimé'Yor! things

"such as effective’ pohce prolecﬁon — wnth-'
"out closing libraries or imposing a new tax.’, . Equipment .,

Citizen groups who plead for improvcd
basle services such as police protection, .
parks, traffic control, storm drainage and '
the like are routinely told that budgetary
restrictions completely bar any sort of
accommodation. .

In short, Wichitans® tax dollar priorities
are light-years away from the City Hall
agenda. As one who has spent many years
in city government, I've never seen a pop-
ulist uprising for tax subsidies, downtown
revitalization, or bigger travel budgets —
matters that are much in the minds of those
in Wichita city government.

As an example: Wichitans were told
some time ago that the city government had
arranged to centralize some state of Kansas
offices into a remodeled downtown office
building. This was to be funded with money
the state was already paying for leased
space and therefore, wouldn’t cost the tax-
payer. It was understood that a few local lax
dollars thay be needed to pay some “inci-
dental” expenses for the transaction.

Accordingly, the state exccuted a lease
with a city financial entity, the Public
Building Commission, for a building,
including parking. Using the lease as col-
lateral, the entity borrowed $18.62 million
to acquire and renovale the facilily and the
parking, as well as to pay for engineering,
legal and financial costs of the transaction.

However, for the Wichita taxpayer,
“incidental” expenses for the project has
now turned out to be more than $10 mil-
lion.

Incredibly, City Hall has “found” the
money to make the project fly, and did so
without apparent discomfort to its normal
operating programs, There have been no
fee increases, tax increases or service cuts
to pay the $10 miltion “incidental” costs.
The public does not differentiate between
the General Operating budget and the Cap-

additional $7 676 650 by lhc end of 1996

nmumv

ital Improvement Program and the public
perceives that these monies could be spent
for public safety.

Yet when the public seeks better law

‘enforcement in Wichita neighborhoods,

City Hall’s answer is for a new tax. It just
won't wash with the public.

Wichita's city government must relhmk
-its priorities and move its resources to
areas of citizen concern. From this will -
come a greater likelihood of broad support
for future City Hall initiatives and pro-
grams, ‘

‘A proposed public
" safety program

I have developed a reduced public safe- -
ty program based upon the program that

- the public veloed in October. I've attempt-

ed to preserve the police portion of the

program with allowances for the courls

and police-related neighborhood services.
This program will provide for an addi-

tional 100 police officers over a three-year »

period. The schedule for hiring Is 25 offi-
cers in 1994, 55 in 1995 and 20 in 1996. 1
also propose that funds be provided to
equip and train (he police officers,’ provxdc :
some additional support staff and equip-
ment enhancement, and an ailocation for
crime prevention to be administered by the .
. police department. :
The following program will cost an;

i Na reductions have been recommend-.
ed for police and fire. The City Council
may determine that both of these depart-
ments could also make further reductions
which would not reduce their program
CffOl'(S R IR T

o Conclusxon

i We can finance a Public Safety Pro-
gram from existing funds within the 1994
budget without creating difficulties for
public services.

1 offer the following recommendations

" to the City Council to deal with this ques-

tion of priorities and a Pubhc Safcly Pro-
gram:

1. Take action wuhm 30 d'\ys to f‘nallze
a reduced Public Safety Program and.
finance within existing 1994 budget.

2. Instruct the city manager to develop
methods by which results can be measured

~ in the Public Safety Program to determine

success or failure of the program,
3. Establish a mayor's advisory com-
mittee to assist the City Council in devel-
oping and financing a Public Salcty Pro-
gram for the years beyond 1994, o

- This is just one way of financing a Pub-
lic Safety Program through existing city-
budget. Obviously, there other alternatives ©
_that can be developed to meet the priorities -

. cstabhshed by the City Council; The point

1s todoit,anddo it now. | * b - e
“Don Anderson is a local businessman

. andjonner housing and economic.develng

Wi o ;:' 1994 ,'mi", ‘1996
TOfficert +1.... L $1020,600 $1,967460°_ 8 774,690
;. 358,820 697,570 . (208,070)
SuppotlSjlﬂ' i 175440 0 4230107, 317,130
Tmmng‘ AT 100000 4 100,000, 100000
Equip. Enhanc. ' {? 100,000 “~ 100,000 , 100000 -
Misc. Crime Prev.” 200,000 100,000 K

Police & Neigh. Serv. 200000 " 0 17200000
“ Courl & Pros, 250,000~ 250,000 250,000
Total $2,404,860 $83,638,040 $1,633,750

Financing for the program

1 recommend that the following adjust-
ments be made to the 1994 budget:

1. A 2 percent reduction lo the following
budgets:

= opmient diréctor Ffor the city of Wichita. He:.

muuccessﬁ:lly ran for mayar of Wichita in
1993, . v E( g"".r‘;" =

 NOVA

TFIAVEL

City Council ~ $5204  Public Works $484,184
City Mgr. 10,487  Flood Control  6,490*
Peesonnel 16,631 Health 44,059°*
Public Info, 1,621 Anim, Cont, 14,822
Inter, Govt, 1,932 Planning 12,112+
Finance 59,900  Parks 210,092
Law 22,030 MTA 44,100
Munic. Ct, 60,160  Cable TV 1,400
Comm. Facil, 40,610  Comm. Rel. 2,300
Library 97,721  WISE 5,000
Art Museum 22915 Hist. Cowtown 2,324
Hum. Serv. 5459  Mcmberships 1,312

Totnl 2 percent reduction — $1,172,865
+ City share of cliy/county budgets

2. Specific reductions ns follows:
Property Management — $149,940 '
Snow and fee Removal — 147,500
City Mgr. Contingency — 300,000
Board Support — 5,000 .

Legislative Services — 10,000
Office Automation — 30,000
Finance Dept. — 110,540
Tort Liability — 300,000
Bicycle Progr. —10, 000
Commer, Demo. —5,000

. Microfilming — 5,000
Other Cont. Serv, — 15,000
Reforest. & Pub. Arts - 100,000
Research & Dev. — 50,000
Strategic Plan Update —5,000

Tolal proposed budget reductions — $2,415,845

Proposed 1994 Public Salety l'rogram -

$2,404,860

| Ditons—1435 N Waco...

+| Hart Drug~—6217 E 13th...

' Wichita .
Business Jou. aal

“is all over town!

Downtown Wichila

7-Eleven—707 N Waco .o Vending Box

Fidehty Savings Bulldmg N
100 E English Vending Box
Kansas State Bank—123 N MarketVending Box

Railroad S & L—110S Maifi .......Vending Box
Rectors Book Store—~206 E Douglas ...... InStore

Squeeks Donut Shop -
734 N Waco i
The Family Inn ' i
Kellogg & Broadway .. V endmg Box
The Wichifa Eagle

825 E DOUBIAS ccoveresvsusnssssermssirsssess V endmg Box
Union National Bank N

150 N Maincoecocomseemmnsrmmessessons - Vendmg Box

Watermark Books—149 N Broadway ...In Store

Eagt Wichi - -
7-Eleven—5530 E Central

7-Eleven —Maple & Ridge ...
Bookstar—8113 E Kellogg.
Dandurand—7732 E Central..
Dillons—Harry and Edgemoor.
Dillons—21st and Rock Road
Dillons—13th & Woodlawn ..
Dlllons-—let & ROcK.uilimumismmsisns
Baslgate Mall—Kellogg & Rock. ..andf|1§ Box
TFood Bam—3020 E Douglas..,...,...Vending Box

-

- Food Barn-Harry &Woodlnwn, de\ngaoxg .

Georgie Porgie * .
Central & Woodlawn..!

Gesslem——4701 E Douglas..
Geaslem—6420 E Central ...
Gesslers—2132 N Rock Road.

Jimmie's Dinner - 1.5
3111 N Rock Road...

N Y Bagel—4618 E Central
Piecadily—7728 E Central.o e

Jeanne's Cafe—4733 E Douglas.....Vending Box
Shoneys—Kellogg & Webb........... Vending Box

Spears Pie Shoppe . .
1930 N Woodlawn.....uainimsess Vending Box

Waldenbooks—Town East Square .
Wamer Gift Shop—Hilton East ..In Store
Watermark Books—7732 E Central........In Store

..In Store

South Wichita o
Dillons—31st & 5. Seneca..mm It Slore
Town Crier—2491 . Seneca e In Store
West Wichita ] _
Dillons—13th & Tyler .
Dillons—Central & Malz n Store
.| Gesslers—8203 W, Central.. n Store

n Store

Host Gift Shop—Airport Terminal
M-Donuts—1-235 & Central il Vending Box
Maples Gift Shop—:Airport Hilton........In Store
Spears—Maple & Tracy . .
Waldenbooks—Town West Square ....... In Store

or on your desk
- every

Friday morning.
Call 267-6406

¢
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VOTE NO IN
OCTOBER!

There are 7 reasons to vote NO listed on the other side of
this flyer. Please read them. Please help the Kansas
Taxpayers Network spread the word against unnecessary
government spending, economically crippling taxes, and
stiffling bureaucratic regulations.

The Kansas Taxpayers Network needs your support to inform
Kansans that:

Taxes in Kansas are high in our region. Colorado, Missouri,
Oklahoma, and Nebraska all have lower taxes than Kansas.
Three of these states have tax lids in place to protect their
taxpayers.

In 1992 Kansas had the highest per capita increase in state
taxes according to the non partisan Tax Foundation. Kansas
has the highest taxes and fees on cars in the country. KTN
wants voter approval before all taxes in Kansas are increased.

Your contributions will help us continue our work on behalf
of the Kansas taxpayer. Send your non tax deductible
contributions to:

Kansas Taxpayers Network
P.O. Box 20050
Wichita, KS 67208 PH: (316) 684-0082

All donations are welcome and will receive KTN's tax flyers.
Donors of $15 or more will also receive KTN's quarterly
newsletter for one year.



VOTE NO IN
OCTOBER!

7 reasons to vote NO on the sales tax ballot:

1) The city spends $236 Million, but only $30 million on
police. Millions more are spent on capital improvements.
Why isn't there enough money to fight crime?

2) City property tax millage was raised 6.5% this year. Why
isn't there enough money to fight crime?

3) A large part of the additional sales tax dollars won't be
spent on police. The city council wants to spend sales tax
money on the "fire department,” "on nuisance abatement
and related services,” "housing and code enforcement,”
"youth training” and other activities unrelated to fighting
crime. Why are taxes being raised for this?

4) The city spends millions on old town. The city wants to
spend $5 Million to make Main Street a two-way street. Why
isn't there enough money to fight crime?

5) City fees increased more than $5 Million for the city this
year. Why isn't there enough money to fight crime?

6) The city council hired the Sedgwick Co. Democrat Vice
Chairman at $100 an hour as a "political campaign
consultant” to convince voters to support this tax hike.

7) Wichitans already pay higher property taxes than citizens

in K.C., MO, Denver, St. Louis, Oklahoma City, Tulsa, and

Little Rock. Why isn't there enough money to fight crime?
(Please flip over)
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KANSAS ASSOCIA® OF REALTOR!

Executive Offices:

3644 S. W. Burlingame Road

Topeka, Kansas 66611-2098
REALTOR® Telephone 913/267-3610

Fax 913/267-1867

TO: SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE
FROM: KAREN FRANCE, DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
DATE: JANUARY 31, 1994

SUBJECT:  SB 543, PUBLIC SAFETY EXPENDITURES EXEMPTED FROM TAX LID

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. On behalf of the Kansas Association of
REALTORSS®, I appear today to oppose SB 543.

While public safety and crime are on everyone’s minds these days, the method of paying
for programs to handle these problems should still be approved by the voters. Both Wichita and
Topeka have put sales tax increases on the ballot for police and safety related purposes. In both
cases, the voters defeated the tax increases. While the exact reasons for the defeat are not clear,
the voters had the opportunity to support such projects and chose not to. That right should be
preserved in the property tax area. Local units have the ability under the current tax lid to
exceed the tax lid by "chartering out" with voter approval. Yet, the local units continue to shy
away from this option, choosing instead to circumvent the public vote by getting more
exemptions from the tax lid from the legislators. If the property taxpayers knew this was going
on, we believe they would be upset.

We would like to point out that, while this may be a quick-fix solution to a problem, we
propose another solution which has been introduced in the House, HCR 5017, the Government
Cost Contol Amendment.

The Government Cost Control Amendment would constitutionally control spending growth
for state and local government. Spending growth would be limited to increases in the cost of
living for the state. There are allowances for emergency situations for the state and could be
added for local governments. But, outside of those emergency provisions, the only way this
spending control can be exceeded is by a majority vote of the appropriate electorate. At the
same time, the state is prohibited from requiring any new or expanded activities by taxing
subdivisions or from shifting the tax burden to taxing subdivisions, without full state financing.

The Kansas Association of REALTORS® feels that this Government Cost Control
Amendment is an idea whose time has come. Such an amendment serves three purposes.
‘ s, (\(:Q__Q Giodora 4 }:&CL/\/
Rcu\,\,. 3 ‘, 199y

REALTOR®- is a registered mark which identifies a professional in Qe 13~/
real estate who subscribes to a strict Code of Ethics as a member of
the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®.



First, the amendment eliminates the need for tax lids. It restricts spending by local units
of government without the utilization of any "loopholes" or exemptions. Itisa straightforward
way of limiting spending which would be in place from year to year, without having the
property tax lid discussions which have become an almost annual event. Such a spending
limitation for all levels of government takes away the complaint made by local governments that
the legislature is advocating spending limits for local units of government without limiting state
budgets.

Second, this government cost control amendment brings both fiscal responsibility and
flexibility to the government budget making process. Because the growth of government
spending would be fairly predictable from year to year, governments could establish long term
planning methods, within the parameters of the cost limitations. :

The logical fallout of this amendment would be that local units could be given legislative
authority for alternative taxes, including additional sales tax authority, earnings tax authority or
income tax surcharges. They could then alter their tax mix, as long as the total amount collected
did not increase above the revenue limit provided by the amendment. By the same token, the
state could change the current tax mix between income tax, sales tax, property tax etc., as long
as the total amount collected did not increase above the revenue limit. Meanwhile, the tax base
for all units of government could expand with new development plus increases in the cost of
living and any federal revenues which may be given.

Third, this Government Cost Control Amendment would answer the demand of voters
that government become more efficient and responsive. Taxpayers asks why government can’t
be run like a business. While we know it cannot be completely run like a business, a spending
limitation would force the government to live within its means.

A business cannot continually raise its prices in order to cover increased costs. The
market prevents it. Thus businesses must continually look to keeping their costs in line if they
are to survive in the market place. A cost control amendment would be the equivalent of the
"market place" competition for government. It would put a limit on the income side of the
balance sheet, thus providing the wincentive" to keep costs in line. Government would have to
prioritize its services in order to deliver the best product for the best prices.

In summary we believe this amendment provides many answers to questions which plague
the legislature on an annual basis. We believe such an amendment would help return confidence
to government without placing unreasonable restrictions on the hands of government officials.
We believe the people would strongly support such an amendment if given the chance to vote.
We ask that you consider this alternative, instead of passing SB 543.

/A -0
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level, as could have been collected at the existing authorized

levy on the prior assessed value.

(2) The limitations of this subsection shall not apply to taxes
imposed for the payment of principal and interest on bonds or
other evidence of indebtedness or for the payment of assess-
ments on contract obligations in anticipation of which bonds
are issued which were suthoriseg prior to the effective date of
this section.” C
Sec. 2. The following statement shall be printed on the ballot

with the amendment as a whole:

“Explanatory statement. This amendment would impose an
aggregate limitation upon the levy of taxes by the state of
Kansas and the taxing subdivisions thereof unless approved by
the electors of the state in the case of state taxes and the
electors of the taxing subdivision in the case of a taxing
subdivision.

“A vote for the proposition would impose an aggregate lim-
itation upon the levy of taxes by the state and its taxing sub-
division unless approved by the electors of the governmental
unit levying the tax.

“A vote against the proposition would continue the present
constitutional authority for the levy of taxes without any con-
stitutional aggregate limitation.”

Sec. 3. This resolution, if approved by two-thirds of the members
elected (or appointed) ard qualified to the house of representatives
and two-thirds of the members elected (or appointed) and qualified
to the senate, shall be entered on the journals, together with the
yeas and nays. The secretary of state shall cause this resolution to
be published as provided by law and shall cause the proposed amend-
ment to be submitted to the electors of the state at the general
election in the year 1984 unless a special election is called at a
sooner date by concurrent resolution of the legislature, in which
case it shall be submitted to the electors of the state at the special
election.

Seasion of 1963

House Concurrent Resolution No. 5017

By Representatives Shallenburger and King, Bradley, Cornfield, Cox,
Crowell, Donovan, Flower, Graeber, Jennison, Lawrence,
Lowther, Mason, Mays, Mead, Mollenkamp, Neufeld, Packer,
Scott, Shore, M. Smith, Wagle and E. Wells

2-17

A PROPOSITION to amend article 11 of the constitution of the state
of Kansas by adding a new section thereto, prescribing certain
limitations upon taxation and spending by the state of Kansas and
taxing subdivisions.

Be it resolved by the Legislature of the State of Kansas, two-thirds
of the members elected (or appointed) and qualified to the House
of Representatives and two-thirds of the members elected (or ap-
pointed) and qualified to the Senate concurring therein:

Section 1. The following proposition to amend the constitution
of the state of Kansas shall be submitted to the qualified electors of
the state for their approval or rejection: Article 11 of the constitution
of the state of Kansas is amended by adding a new section thereto
to read as follows:

“§ 14. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this con-
stitution, state taxation and spending and taxes levied by taxing
subdivisions of the state shall not be increased above the lim-
itations specified herein without the approval of a majority of
the voters of the state or the taxing subdivision voting at an
election held thereon, and the state is prohibited from requiring
any new or expanded activities by taxing subdivisions without
full state financing, or from shifting the tax burden to taxing
subdivisions.

(b) As used in this section:

(1) “Total state revenues” includes all general and special
revenues, excluding licenses and fees and federal funds, in-
cluded in the budget report of the governor for fiscal year
1993. Total state revenues shall exclude the amount of any
credits based on actual tax liabilities or the imputed tax com-
ponents of rental payments, but shall include the amount of
any credits not related to actual tax liabilities;

(2) “Personal income of Kansas” is the total income received
by persons in Kansas from all sources, as defined and officially

\
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reported by the United States Department of Commerce or
its successor agency; and

(3) “General price level” means the consumer price index
for all urban consumers for the United States, or its successor
publications, as defined and officially reported by the United
States department of labor, or its successor agency.

() (1) There is hereby established a limit on the total
amount of taxes which may be imposed by the legislature in
any fiscal year on the taxpayers of this state. Effective with

- fiscal year 1996, and for each fiscal year thereafter, the legis-

lature shall not impose taxes of any kind which, together with
all other revenues of the state, federal funds excluded, exceed
the revenue limit established in this section. The revenue limit
shall be calculated for each fiscal year and shall be equal to
the product of the ratio of total state revenues in fiscal year
1993 divided by the personal income of Kansas in calendar year
1992 multiplied by the personal income of Kansas in either the
calendar year prior to the calendar year in which appropriations
for the fiscal year for which the calculation is being made, or
the average of personal income of Kansas in the previous three
calendar years, whichever is greater.

(2) For any fiscal year in the event that total state revenues
exceed the revenue limit established in this section by one
percent or more, the excess revenues shall be refunded pro
rata based on the liability reported on the Kansas state income
tax (or its successor tax or taxes) annual returns filed following
the close of such fiscal year. If the excess is less than one
percent, this excess shall be transferred to the general revenue
fund.

(3) If responsibility for funding a program or programs is
transferred from one level of government to another, as a con-
sequence of constitutional amendment, the state revenue and
spending limits may be adjusted to accommodate such change,
provided that the total revenue authorized for collection by
both state and its taxing subdivisions does not exceed that
amount which would have been authorized without such
change.

(d) The revenue limit prescribed by subsection (c) may be
exceeded only if all of the following conditions are met:

(1) The governor requests the legislature to declare an
emergency;

(2) the request is specific as to the nature of the emergency,
the dollar amount of the emergency, and the method by which
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the emergency will be funded; and

(3) the legislature thereafter declares an emergency in ac-
cordance with the specifics of the governor’s request by the
affirmative vote of two-thirds of all members elected (or ap-
pointed) and qualified to each house. The emergency shall be
declared in accordance with this section prior to incurring any
of the expenses which constitute the emergency request. The
revenue limit may be exceeded only during the fiscal year for
which the emergency is declared. In no event shall any part
of the amount representing a refund under subsection (c) be
the subject of an emergency request.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this constitution,
no expenses of state government shall be incurred in any fiscal
year which exceed the sum of the revenue limit established in
subsections (c) and (d) plus federal funds and any surplus from
a previous fiscal year. ' .

() The state is hereby prohibited from reducing the state
financed proportion of the costs of any existing activity or serv-
ice required of taxing subdivisions of the state. A new activity
or service or an increase in the level of any activity or service
beyond that required by existing law shall not be required by
the legislature or any state agency of taxing subdivisions, unless
a state appropriation is made and disbursed to pay the taxing
subdivision for any increased costs.

(® (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of this consti-
tution, taxing subdivisions of this state are hereby prohibited
from levying any tax, not authorized by law, charter ordinance,
ordinance or resolution, when this section is adopted or from
increasing the current levy of an existing tax above that current
levy authorized by law, charter ordinance, ordinance or reso-
lution when this section is adopted without the approval of a

‘majority of the qualified voters of that taxing subdivision voting

at an election held thereon. If the definition of the base of an
existing tax is broadened, the maximum authorized current levy
of taxation on the new base in each taxing subdivision shall be

‘reduced to yield the same estimated gross revenue as on the

prior base. If the assessed valuation of property as finally equal-
ized, excluding the value of new construction and improve-
ments, increases by a larger percentage than the increase in
the general price level from the previous year, the maximum
authorized current levy applied thereto in each taxing subdi-
vision shall be reduced to yield the same gross revenue from
existing property, adjusted for changes in the general price

I?)‘L/



GOVERNMENT COST CONTROL AMENDMENT

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The Government Cost Control Amendment would constitutionally control spending growth for
state and local government. Spending growth would be limited to increases in the cost of living
for the state. There are allowances for emergency situations for the state. But, outside of the
emergency provisions, the only way this spending control can be exceeded is by a majority vote
of the appropriate electorate. At the same time, the state is prohibited from requiring any new
or expanded activities by taxing subdivisions or from shifting the tax burden to taxing
subdivisions, without full state financing. Missouri, Oklahoma and Colorado each have similar
constitutional provisions.

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

A. STATE LEVEL
{Section 14 (c)(1)}

1. The state cannot collect more taxes in a given year than what was collected the previous
year plus a cost of living increase allowance,plus any permissive "reserves", plus any
federal funds. This limitation is referred to as the "revenue limit" in the amendment.

2. The revenue limit applies to all taxes collected. The state could change the current tax
mix between income tax, sales tax etc., as long as the total amount collected did not
increase above the revenue limit."

3. In the event revenues exceed the revenue limit by 1% or more, the excess
must be refunded on a pro rata basis, using the state income tax liability as the process for
rebating dollars back to the taxpayers. If the excess is less than 1%, the excess can be
transferred to the state general fund and becomes part of the "acceptable” revenue limit
for the next fiscal year.

4. If, by constitutional amendment, responsibility for funding programs is transferred

between levels of government, i.e. from the school districts to the state, the state revenue
and spending limits can be adjusted accordingly.

25
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5. EMERGENCY PROCEDURE The amendment permits the state to exceed the revenue
limits if and only if the following conditions are met:

a.
b.

c.
d.

The Governor requests the legislature to declare an emergency.

The request is specific in the nature of the emergency, the dollar cost of the
emergency, and the method of funding the emergency.

The Legislature declares an emergency by two-thirds vote.

The emergency must be declared before any expenditures are made to handle the
emergency.

The increases in the revenue limit can only occur during the fiscal year

when the emergency is declared.

An emergency request cannot be made which would include any part of a refund
pursuant to the excess revenue provisions of the amendment.

B. LOCAL UNIT LIMITS
{Section 14 (g)}

1. Local units of government are permitted to collect the same amount of taxes that they.
collected in the previous year plus allowances for additional valuation due to new
construction and improvements plus an allowance for increases in CPI (referred to as the .
general price level in the amendment.) '

2. If the assessed valuation of property is greater than the base plus new construction and
improvements plus CPI, then the levy must be reduced in each taxing subdivision in order
to yield the same revenues as the previous year.

3. The state is prohibited from reducing state funding for any mandates to local governments
The state is also prohibited from mandating any additional responsibilities to local
- governments unless the state gives the local governments the money to carry it out.

Paymex@‘of principal and interest on bonded indebtedness or payments of assessments
on contrart obligations in anticipation of which bonds are issued which were in place
prior to passage of the amendment are exempt.
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Kansans For Fair Taxation
1132 S.W. Wanamaker Road
Topeka, Kansas 66604

danuary 31, 1994

Kansans For Fair Taxation supports strong law enforcement,
fire protection and emergency services, but strongly
oppose SB 543 for the following reasons

1. Police, fire and emergency employee
benefits are already exempt from the
property tax lid.

2. A1l cities currently have the authority
to exempt public safety from the
property tax lid -

A) TEMPORARILY through K,S.A. 79-5029
B) - PERMANENTLY through a Charter Ordinance

3., Local sales tax is an alternative to
more property tax,

Topeka has a total 1% local sales tax
earmarked specifically for police and
fire spending.

In 1993 this sales tax revenue raised
appre $17 million which equates to 55%
of the police and fire budgets,

4. 93% of Topeka’s $125 million budget for
1994 is exempt from the property tax 1lid.

$8 million of the $125 million budget is
all that remains under the property tax 1lid.
5. Two thirds of the $24 million that Topeka
will receive in 1994 through property
taxes is currently exempt,

| 6. The sole result created by the passage of

| SB 543 will be the elimination of the
public’s right to vote guaranteed by
K.S.A. 79-5029 or a Charter Ordinance
vote by means of petition.

We ask that you not support this effort to gut what
lTittle is Teft under the tax lide. We ask that you not
support any effort that will deny the people the right
to vote on issues such as this. The voting public has
approved sales tax increases for public safety purposes.
Who recognizes the value of public safety better than
the public,

Thank you for your time and consideration,

| Board of Directors “hoanalle Qusenn 4~3a4ﬂ
| ETlen Ross - o o
e A
Larry Fischer, DVM 3 T

Jack Benge Gt 1Y —|




