Approved: March 6, 2003
Date

MINUTES OF THE SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson David Corbin at 10:45 a.m. on February 25, 2003, in Room
519-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:

Committee staff present: Chris Courtwright, Legislative Research Department
April Holman, Legislative Research Department
Gordon Self, Revisor of Statutes Office
Shirley Higgins, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Richard Cram, Kansas Department of Revenue
Senator Jay Scott Emler

Others attending: See attached list.

CONSIDERATION OF BILLS PREVIOUSLY HEARD:

SB 192—Streamlined Sales and Use Tax Agreement Conformity Act

Senator Corbin reminded the Committee that there were several questions regarding the 1ssue of sales tax on
water utilities at the February 24 meeting. He noted that the issue concerns getting the state in compliance
with the Streamlined Act. To do that, either the state must impose a sales tax on residential and agricultural
water or lift the current ability of cities and counties to tax water. Richard Cram, Kansas Department of
Revenue, distributed information regarding the current amount of city and county local sales tax attributable
to residential and agricultural water use and noted that the total local sales tax revenue is approximately $2.6
million. (Attachment 1) He also distributed information indicating that imposition of a state sales tax on
residential and agricultural water would result in approximately $9.1 in new revenue for the state.
(Attachment 2) He confirmed that water is the only utility not excepted from the Agreement and clarified
that the bill, as drafted, provides that the city and county tax on water would stay in place, and a state sales
tax would be added in 2006.

Mr. Cram reminded the Committee that the Streamlined Agreement does not require conformity until 2006.
He also explained that no amendments to the Agreement are expected until participating state legislatures
have had a chance to either enact conformity legislation or not. More discussions regarding any changes will
take place next fall.

Senator Clark moved to adopt the technical amendments to SB 192 as described by Mr. Cram at the February
24 meeting, seconded by Senator Oleen.

Senator Lee expressed her opinion that the bill will not pass the process with the imposition of a new
statewide sales tax on water. She commented that, if the bill passes without the tax on water, the issue of local
taxation of water can be addressed before 2006. She suggested that perhaps the local water tax can be
changed to a volumetric tax or some other method which does not take Kansas out of compliance. Senator
Corbin commented that the issue does not relate to raising taxes but to conforming with the Agreement.

Senator Lee made a substitute motion to adopt the technical amendments to SB 192 but exempt water from
the local sales tax, seconded by Senator Allen. The substitute motion carried.

Senator Clark moved to technically amend Section 4 of SB 192 by alphabetizing the list of definitions,
seconded by Senator Lee. The motion carried.

Senator Oleen moved to report SB 192 as favorable for passage as amended. seconded by Senator Goodwin.
The motion carried.

Senator Clark moved to approve the minutes of the February 19. 20, and 21, 2003, minutes, seconded by
Senator Donovan. The motion carried.
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CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE SENATE ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION COMMITTEE at 10:45 a.m. on February
25,2003, in Room 519-S of the Capitol.

SB78-School districts; assessed valuation thereof
Senator Corbin reported that the Senate President requested that SB 78 be blessed.

SB 177-Income tax credit for hiring certain teachers

Senator Corbin reminded the Committee that Senator Jordan testified in support of the bill at the hearing on
February 21. He noted that, although the bill is a good concept, the fiscal note on it is approximately
$500,000. It was the consensus of the Committee to hold the bill for possible action next year.

SB 161-Eliminating property tax exemption for certain housing for the elderly

Senator Jay Scott Emler discussed an amendment, which was completed just before the meeting, to address
the concerns of those on both sides of the issue. The amendment would provide that, after January 1, 2004,
living units which are not located on the same contiguous property, excluding roadways, as the main campus
would be excluded from the property tax exemption. In addition, the bill would be amended to state, “Any
taxing unit within whose district a facility exempt under this subsection is located may by adoption of a
resolution or ordinance require such facility to make a payment in-lieu-of taxes. Such payments shall be in
an amount agreed to between the parties or in the event of no such agreement, a determination will be made
by the Board of Tax Appeals based upon the taxing district’s mill levy for the value of property appraised as
residential property, single family through quadri-plexes, which exceeds each living unit 120 percent (or 100
percent) of the average cost of a similar property within the taxing subdivision.” Senator Emler explained
that “resolution’” would include school districts.

Senator Corbin commented that the issue is complicated and more time is needed to study it. For this reason,
he suggested that the bill be passed out of Committee stating that any off site, free standing units that are not
associated with the campus will go back on the property tax rolls. The issue could then be studied further in
the House Taxation Committee. Senator Emler agreed to work further on the amendment with the House side
or to amend the bill on the Senate floor. Senator Oleen pointed out that the bill will establish a tax policy
position which may place an undue burden on persons in the future, and she suggested that the bill be
prospective. Senator Clark stated that Senator Oleen’s suggested amendment would possibly raise
constitutional questions.

Senator Clark moved to amend SB 161 conceptually to provide that off site living units not contiguous,
excepting roadways., not be exempted from property taxation, seconded by Senator Donovan.

Senator Taddiken and Senator Pugh commented that perhaps a definition of “roadway” is necessary for
clarification purposes. Following further discussion, Senator Allen commented that the bill should be drafted
to reflect clearly the Committee’s intent; therefore, she felt a vote on the motion should be delayed until the
amendment is put in writing by the revisor. Senator Clark withdrew his motion. Senator Corbin continued
the discussion of the bill to February 26 at which time the amendment will be presented in writing.

SB 85—Property taxation: eliminating wind energy resources property exemptions

Senator Corbin distributed copies of a suggested amendment to SB 85. (Attachment 3) The amendment
would restore the exemption for all taxable years after December 31, 2002. In order to retain the tax
exemption, the taxpayer must enter into a payment in-lieu-of taxes contract with the county and must continue
to make the payments required by the contract in order to retain the exemption. Senator Clark clarified that,
if the payments were not made, the property would be returned to the tax rolls as in existing law. Senator
Corbin commented that the bill was introduced at his request, and he had not received input from the
proponents since the hearing on the bill.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:40 a.m.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 26, 2003.
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Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities
Fiscal Year 2002

Estimated Amount
Amount Attrituable to Atrituable to Residential &

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

All Utilities Ag Use Utilities Residential and Ag Use
Allen County $ 116,802.92 $ 64,24161 $ 7,837.48
Anderson County $ 69,485.74 § 38,217.16 § 4,662.49
Atchison County $ 206,861.24 § 113,773.68 § 13,880.39
Barber County $ 49,943.30 $ 27,468.82 § 3,351.20
Barton County $ 254,169.94 § 139,79347 § 17,054.80
Bourbon County $ 14481230 $ 79,646.77 $ 9,716.91
Brown County $ 97,388.92 § 53,563.91 §$ 6,534.80
Chase County $ 21,939.74 § 12,066.86 $ 1,472.16
Chautauqua County $ 31,385.30 § 17,261.92 § 2,105.95
Cherokee County $ 169,259.24 § 93,092.58 $ 11,357.30
Cheyenne County $ 7545137 § 4149825 $ 5,062.79
Clay County $ 87,577.49 § 48,167.62 $ 5,876.45
Cloud County $ 94,059.62 $ 51,732.79 § 6,311.40
Crawford County $ 352,866.63 § 194,076.65 $ 23,677.35
Decatur County $ 31,009.10 $ 17,055.01 $ 2,080.71
Dickinson County $ 165,672.21 § 91,119.72 § 11,116.61
Doniphan County $ 70,458.75 $ 38,752.31 § 4,727.78
Douglas County $ 740,51290 $ 407,282.10 $ 49,688.42
Edwards County $ 38,439.99 $ 21,141.99 $ 2,579.32
Elk County 3 24509.71 § 13,480.34 $ 1,644.60
Ellsworth County $ 30,19283 $ 16,606.06 $ 2,025.94
Finney County $ 265,505.98 $ 146,028.29 § 17,815.45
Ford County $ 240,272.08 § 132,14964 $ 16,122.26
Franklin County $ 298,758.30 $ 164,317.07 § 20,046.68
Geary County $ 231,167.91 § 127,14235 $ 15,611.37
Gove County $ 30,093.97 § 16,551.68 $ 2,019.31
Gray County $ 89,227.52 §$ 49,075.14 § 5,987.17
Greeley County $ 2597347 $ 14,28541 % 1,742.82
Greenwood County $ 54,575.16 § 30,016.34 % 3,661.99
Hamilton County $ 21,991.98 § 12,095.59 § 1,475.66
Harvey County $ 300,089.93 $ 165,049.46 § 20,136.03
Haskell County $ 30,23452 § 16,628.99 $ 2,028.74
Jackson County $ 103,037.00 §$ 56,670.35 §$ 6,913.78
Jefferson County $ 133,663.03 $ 73,51467 $ 8,968.79
Jewell County $ 33,000.26 $ 18,199.64 § 2,220.36
Johnson County $ 4,792,569.91 § 263591345 § 321,581.44
Kiowa County $ 33,798.10 % 18,588.96 % 2,267.85
Labette County $ 22425481 § 123,340.15 $ 15,047.50
Leavenworth County  $ 422,549.07 % 232,40199 $ 28,353.04
Lincoln County $ 28,687.48 $ 15,778.11  § 1,924.93
Logan County $ 29,635.97 § 16,299.78 $ 1,988.57
Lyon County $ 156,250.29 $ 8593766 $ 10,484.39
Marion County $ 84,386.68 $ 46,41267 $ 5,662.35
Mcpherson County $ 241,886.66 $ 133,037.66 $ 16,230.59
Meade County 5 57,04535 § 31,374.94 § 3,827.74
Miami County $ 293,829.36 § 161,606.15 $ 19,715.95
Mitchell County $ 68,078.75 § 37,44331 & 4,568.08
Montgomery County 5 325,635.07 §$ 179,099.29 $ 21,850.11
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Morris County
Nemaha County
Neosho County
Osage County
Osborne County
Ottawa County
Pawnee County
Pratt County
Rawlins County
Reno County
Republic County
Rice County

Riley County
Russell County
Saline County
Scott County
Sedgwick County
Seward County
Shawnee County
Sheridan County
Sherman County
Stafford County
Stanton County
Thomas County
Wabaunsee County
Washington County
Wichita County
Wilson County
Wyandotte County
Total, Counties

Abilene
Altamont
Americus
Andover
Anthony
Argonia
Arkansas City
Arma
Atchison
Auburn
Augusta
Baldwin City
Basehor
Baxter Springs
Belle Plaine
Beloit

02/25/2003 10:10 AM
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Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities

Fiscal Year 2002

Estimated Amount

Amount Attrituable to Atrituable to Residential &
Ag Use Utilities

All Utilities

43,021.21
93,716.46
160,331.01
135,757.57
19,480.67
49,771.37
62,965.41
97,768.75
28,072.95
569,901.18
59,844.16
90,112.77
359,307.31
120,721.34
519,653.10
77,644.89
4,457,491.68
181,897.98
838,446.10
37,105.62
112,809.72
49,291.54
23,041.43
92,939.24
62,346.95
58,417.95
91,055.78
76,515.47
1,441,465.32
21,499,882.78

50,698.87
10,559.72
3,261.81
65,616.03
41,777.96
4,216.03
127,741.27
8,993.45
90,961.38
7,590.29
12,671.28
29,459.12
14,729.27
43,669.02
13,800.28
19,355.83

AR EHEH N DN DR NN RN D EN N D NN DN DR PR

RN R PR R AR RN DR NP

23,661.67
51,544.05
88,182.06
74,666.66
10,714.37
27,374.25
34,630.98
53,772.81
15,440.12
313,445.65
32,914.29
49,562.02
197,619.02
66,396.74
285,754.21
42,704.69
2,451,620.42
100,043.89
461,145.36
20,408.09
62,045.35
27,110.35
12,672.79
51,116.58
34,290.82
32,129.87
50,080.68
42,083.51
792,805.93
11,824,935.53

27,884.38
5,807.85
1,794.00

36,088.82

22,977.88
2,318.82

70,257.70
4,946.40

50,028.76
4,174.66
6,969.20

16,202.52
8,101.10

24,017.96
7,690.15

10,645.71

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

Residential and Ag Use

P RPN RARRARPRAR RPN RN

AN OO O RGN RRRRR

2,886.72
6,288.37
10,758.21
9,109.33
1,307.15
3,339.66
4,224 .98
6,560.28
1,883.69
38,240.37
4,015.54
6,046.57
24,109.52
8,100.40
34,862.01
5,209.97
299,097.69
12,205.35
56,259.73
2,489.79
7,569.53
3,307.46
1,546.08
6,236.22
4,183.48
3,919.84
6,109.84
5,134.19
96,722.32
1,442,642.13

3,401.89
708.56
218.87

4,402.84

2,803.30
282.90

8,571.44
603.46

6,103.51
509.31
850.24

1,976.71
988.33

2,930.19
926.00

1,298.78
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Benton
Bonner Springs
Bronson
Burden
Caldwell
Caney
Cedar Vale
Chanute
Cherryvale
Chetopa
Clay Center
Coffeyville
Coldwater
Collyer
Columbus
Concordia
Conway Springs
Cottonwood Falls
Deerfield
Delphos
DeSoto
Dighton
Dodge City
Douglass
Easton
Edgerton
Edna
Edwardsville
Effingham
El Dorado
Elkhart

Ellis
Elisworth
Elwood
Emporia
Erie

Eudora
Fairway
Fontana
Fort Scott
Fredonia
Frontenac
Galena
Garden City
Gardner
Garnett
Gas

Girard

02/25/2003 10:10 AM
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Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities

Fiscal Year 2002

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Residential &

Amount Attrituable to

All Utilities

6,448.94
56,260.72
3,387.67
4,312.01
9,794.07
29,192.48
4,300.72
89,910.67
41,569.60
13,888.88
52,762.95
140,863.60
8,175.69
174.50
36,112.44
53,696.08
10,677.17
5,610.37

4,641.26

4,174.89
36,204.48
11,302.25

190,953.56
11,977.03

1,556.81

9,956.16

3,388.96
30,265.18

5,665.60

115,854.51
19,251.18
11,858.19
34,338.24
19,118.73

245,160.27
11,985.00
11,276.04
46,041.24

353.61
91,104.23
17,869.89
23,829.13
23,270.95

209,945.69
61,749.21
15,56561.93

2,044 .40
29,079.55

PP PAPPB PR AL DL DDA DL DELLDAR RPN RNRRARPRALN RN NN NN NP

Ag Use Utilities

3,546.92
30,943.40
1,863.22
2,371.61
5,386.74
16,055.86
2,365.40
49,450.87
22,863.28
7,638.88
29,019.62
77,474.98
4,496.63
95.98
19,861.84
29,632.84
5,817.44
3,030.70
2,552.69
2,296.19
19,912.46
6,216.24
105,024.46
6,587.37
856.25
5,475.89
1,863.93
16,645.85
3,116.08
63,719.98
10,588.15
6,522.00
18,886.03
10,515.30
134,838.15
6,591.75
6,201.82
25,322.68
194.49
50,107.33
9,828.44
13,106.02
12,799.02
115,470.13
33,962.07
8,553.56
1,124.42
15,993.75

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

Residential and Ag Use

LB LLOLLPDPDPD DN ODDLADPL AL PR PPN RPN N NN PN NN NP NP

432.72
3,775.09
227.31
289.34
657.18
1,958.82
288.58
6,033.01
2,789.32
931.94
3,540.39
9,451.95
548.59
11.71
2,423.14
3,603.01
709.73
369.75
311.43
280.14
2,429.32
758.38
12,812.98
803.66
104.46
668.06
227.40
2,030.79
380.16
7,773.84
1,291.75
795.68
2,304.10
1,282.87
16,450.25
804.19
756.62
3,089.37
23.73
6,113.09
1,199.07
1,598.93
1,561.48
14,087.36
4,143.37
1,043.53
137.18
1,951.24
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Glade
Glasco
Grandview Plaza
Great Bend
Hardtner
Harper

Hays
Herington
Hiawatha
Hill City
Hillsboro
Holton
Horton
Hugoton
Humboldt
Hutchinson
Independence
lola

Junction City
Kanopolis
Kansas City
Kincaid
Kiowa
LaCrosse
LaCygne
Lakin
Lansing
Lawrence
Leavenworth
Leawood
Lenexa
Liberal
Lindsborg
Longford
Louisburg
Lyndon
Lyons
Manhattan
Marion
Marysville
Mayfield
Medicine Lodge
Merriam
Miltonvale
Minneapolis
Minneola
Mission
Moran

02/25/2003 10:10 AM

Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities

Fiscal Year 2002

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Residential &

Amount Attrituable to

PP PP PO PP AP LR ARG NN NN RN RN NP PR

All Utilities

792.75
5,748.25
9,678.37

74,557.74
1,070.85
13,847.44
222,826.79
14,964.92
34,744.51
15,992.17
9,603.86
11,5628.66
16,470.27
35,057.54
7,046.54
278,177.15
125,989.80
57,205.55
142,913.03
4,919.47
1,361,172.05
1,056.32
12,409.09
15,358.63
10,303.85
20,162.72
51,916.65
591,717.78
215,465.32
416,594.94
714,084.24
148,651.77
25,387.62
1,043.58
27,095.88
10,073.67
9,645.54
318,712.19
2,055.38
32,607.11
425.31
11,5675.47
189,532.78
3,975.71
10,245.05
6,563.60
126,269.46
2,314.68

P LA LLPL PP PLLPLPD NN N R RLRN NN AN N AR RN NN R R

Ag Use Utilities

436.01
3,161.54
5,323.10

41,006.76

588.97

7,616.09

122,554.73
8,230.71
19,109.48
8,795.69
5,282.12
6,340.76
9,058.65
19,281.65
3,875.60
152,997.43
69,294.39
31,463.05
78,602.17
2,705.71
748,644.63

580.98
6,825.00
8,447.25
5,667.12

11,089.50
28,554.16
325,444.78
118,505.93
229,127.22
392,746.33
81,758.47
13,963.19
573.97
14,902.73
5,640.52
5,305.05
175,291.70
1,130.46
17,933.91

233.92

6,366.51

104,243.03
2,186.64
5,634.78
3,609.98
69,448.20
1,273.07

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

Residential and Ag Use

P PO L LLDLDPD AR PR LD L NN NN NN RN NN PR NN R

53.19
385.71
649.42

5,002.82

71.85

929.16

14,951.68
1,004.15
2,331.36
1,073.07
644.42
773.57
1,105.16
2,352.36
472.82
18,665.69
8,453.92
3,838.49
9,589.46
330.10
91,334.64

70.88

832.65

1,030.56
691.39
1,3562.92
3,483.61
39,704.26
14,457.72
27,953.52
47,915.05
9,974.53
1,703.51
70.02
1,818.13
675.94
647.22
21,385.59
137.92
2,187.94

28.54

776.71

12,717.65
266.77
687.44
440.42
8,472.68
1556.32

FY 02 Local tax utility collections.xls Utility sumary by city county
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Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities
Fiscal Year 2002

Estimated Amount
Amount Attrituable to Atrituable to Residential &

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

All Utilities Ag Use Utilities Residential and Ag Use
Morland $ 1,665.96 $ 916.28 $ 111.79
Mound City $ 6,877.16 $ 3,782.44 $ 461.46
Neodesha $ 49,438.60 % 27,191.23 § 3,317.33
Norton $ 14,768.49 § 8,12267 $ 990.97
Ogden $ 9,746.36 $ 5360.50 $ 653.98
Olathe $ 84422179 § 464,321.98 $ 56,647.28
Onaga $ 6,307.72 $ 3,469.25 § 423.25
Osawatomie $ 16,717.16 § 919444 § 1,121.72
Oswego $ 16,599.18 $ 9,12955 § 1,113.80
Ottawa $ 58,629.50 $ 3224623 § 3,934.04
Overbrook $ 8,432.99 $ 4,638.14 $ 565.85
Overland Park $ 2,017,889.12 §$ 1,109,839.02 % 135,400.36
Oxford % 954857 § 5,251.71 $ 640.71
Paola $ 50,406.78 § 2772373 % 3,382.29
Parsons $ 106,261.04 §$ 58,443.57 $ 7,130.12
Paxico $ 1,160.85 $ 63847 3 77.89
Perry $ 3,770.76 & 2,073.92 § 253.02
Phillipsburg $ 2590477 § 1424762 § 1,738.21
Pittsburg $ 103,445.34 § 56,804.94 §$ 6,941.18
Plainville $ 1705164 % 9,378.40 § 1,144 17
Pleasanton $ 9,096.40 $ 5,003.02 $ 610.37
Pomona $ 5,864.51 $ 322548 $ 393.51
Prairie Village $ 232,693.60 $ 127,981.48 $ 15,613.74
Pratt $ 18,438.47 $ 10,141.16 § 1,237.22
Princeton $ 883.01 $ 48566 $ 59.25
Protection $ 6,64213 § 3,653.17 % 445.69
Ransom $ 918.08 % 50494 § 61.60
Riley $ 3,958.09 $ 217695 § 265.59
Roeland Park $ 63,388.02 § 34,863.41 $ 4,253.34
Rolla $ 458836 $ 252360 $ 307.88
Rose Hill $ 21,836.38 $ 12,010.01 $ 1,465.22
Rossville $ 7,963.79 $ 438008 % 534.37
Sabetha $ 20,84532 $ 1146493 § 1,398.72
Saint Marys $ 15,332.07 $ 8,432.64 $ 1,028.78
Saint Paul $ 502473 % 2,76360 $ 337.16
Salina $ 330,187.81 & 181,603.30 $ 22,155.60
Satanta $ 554172 § 3,04795 § 371.85
Scammon $ 290959 $ 1,600.27 § 195.23
Sedan $ 2,337.28 § 1,28550 § 156.83
Shawnee $ 530,439.37 § 291,74165 § 35,592.48
Smith Center $ 992497 § 5,458.73 § 665.97
South Hutchinson $ 20,381.01 $ 11,209.56 § 1,367.57
Spivey $ 404.39 $ 22241 % 27.13
Spring Hill 3 34,443.00 $ 18,943.65 $ 2,311.13
Stockton $ 2177533 % 11,976.43 §$ 1,461.12
Strong City $ 431346 $ 2,372.40 $ 289.43
Sublette 3 7,09945 § 3,904.70 $ 476.37
Syracuse $ 16,088.13 $ 8,848.47 $ 1,079.51

02/25/2003 10:10 AM
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Thayer
Tonganoxie
Topeka
Toronto
Towanda
Ulysses
Wakeeney
Wakefield
Wamego
Washburn University
Weir
Wellington
Wellsville
Westmoreland
Westwood
Westwood Hills
Williamsburg
Wilson
Winfield

Yates Center
Total Cities

Total

02/25/2003 10:10 AM

Kansas Department of Revenue
Office of Policy and Research
Local Sales Tax Distributed - Utilities

Fiscal Year 2002

Amount Attrituable to
All Utilities

3,548.05
24,880.41
1,443,708.37
983.32
12,005.58
40,231.55
23,212.96
5,699.78
55,161.77
2,179,967.32
4,675.07
111,627.27
6,509.66
4,338.64
23,376.59
4,164.15
2,379.96
6,412.85
118,261.86
16,519.39
16,690,987.19

RN RN R NN NN RN

$ 38,190,869.97

Atrituable to Residential &

A A A N €A N A €0 €0 €R €R BP ER R ER P 69 P A &P

Estimated Amount
Ag Use Utilities

1,951.43
13,684.23
794,039.60
540.83
6,603.07
22,127.35
12,767.13
3,079.88
30,338.97
1,198,982.03
2,571.29
61,340.00
3,580.31
2,386.25
12,857.12
2,290.28
1,308.98
3,627.07
65,044.02
9,085.66
9,180,042.95

21,004,978.48

Estimated Amount
Atrituable to Water -

Residential and Ag Use

ARG RN R RN NP

238.07
1,669.48
96,872.83
65.98
805.57
2,699.54
1,557.59
375.75
3,701.35
146,275.81
313.70
7,483.48
436.80
29112
1,568.57
279.41
159.70
430.30
7,935.37
1,108.45
1,119,965.24

2,562,607.37

FY 02 Local tax utility collections.xls Utility sumary by city county
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Richard Cram To: chrisc@klrd.state.ks.us
y cc: ann.durkes @state.ks.us
02/24/2003 09:37 AM Subject: Re: SB 192
Chris, Senator Allen had requested fiscal estimates of repealing the utilities exemption for residential/ag.
use, and a separate breakout for repealing the water utilities for resid./ag. use. Please note, under the
Agreement, the repeal does not need to take effect until calendar year 2006, and that is a suggested
amendment to 8B 192, which as drafted, repeals these exemptions effective 7/1/04. Under the bill as
drafted, there would be a FY 05 fiscal effect, but none if FY 04. Here are the fiscal estimates (using a full

year), based on FY 04 numbers:
----- Forwarded by Richard Cram/Revenue/KDOR on 02/24/2003 09:50 AM -----

¢ § Steven R Brunkan To: Richard Cram/Revenue/KDOR@KDOR

02/24/2003 08:36 AM ce -
Subject: Re: SB 192E§]

Repealing the residential and agricultural utilities exemption would total $ 84.76 million for fiscal year 2004

The breakout for each statute is:
$71.2 Million for 79-3606 (w) (natural gas, electricity, heat and water)
$13.56 Million for 79-3606(x) (propane gas, LP-gas, coal, wood)

Water sales comprise $9.1 million of the $71.2 million exempt sales in 79-3606 (w),
Richard Cram

Richard Cram To: Steven R Brunkan/Revenue/KDOR@KDOR
02/22/2003 02:21 PM S
Subject: SB 192

Steve, The Streamlined lined bill may be worked in Senate Tax Monday or Tuesday at latest. Do you have
the fiscal impact of taxing residential/ag utilities at the state level, and taxing residential/ag water utilities at
state level (requested by Sen. Allen)? Thanks, Richard

| 1¢'0
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AMENDMENT TO SB 85

Strike “wind" from the first paragraph of 79-201, eleventh, as proposed with the current draft of
SB 85. '

Strike the new language “but, commencing in tax year 2003 and all tax years thereafter, shall not
include wind resources or technologies” from the end of the first paragraph as proposed with the
current draft of SB 85.

Insert new paragraph: “For purposes of this section for all taxable years beginning after

December 31, 2002, wind is treated as a renewable energy resource or technology, if and only if,
the taxpayer claiming such exemption pursuant to this paragraph eleven has entered into a
contract for the payment of service charges in lieu of taxes, authorized pursuant to K.S.A. 12-147,
and the amendments thereto, (or similar contracts or agreements) with the county, as executed

by the board of county commissicners, in which the property for which the exemption is granted is
located and the taxpayer makes the payments as contemplated by such contract.”
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