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The Legislative Council, which is composed of six Sena-
tors, six Representatives, plus the Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, serves as a continuing research
agency for the legislature through the maintenance of a trained
staff. Between sessions, research activities are concentrated on
the study of relatively broad problems formally proposed by
legislators, and the publication and distribution of factual
reports to aid in their solution.

During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplying 1legis-
lators, on individual request, with personal memoranda, providing
them with information needed to handle their own legislative
problems. Reports and memoranda both give pertinent data in the
form of facts, figures, arguments, and alternatives.

e



tacks
S

Colo. &
mo. A28

QPLORADO LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1979

islative Coumerl.

Colorade."COMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE

"7

RECEIlv iy

JAN 12 1979
LAY L%ﬂd}Y
ONIVERETY UF DENVER
Legislative Council
Report to the

Colorado General Assembly

Research Publication No. 235
December, 1978



a OFFICERS
B REP. CARL H. GUSTAFSON
Chairman

Vice Chairman

= /7~ SEN. RICHARD H. PLOCK. JA.
P

STAFF

LYLE C. KYLE
Diractor

DAVID F. MORRISSEY
Assistant Direclor

wd

wULUMAYU UENEHAL ASSEMBLY

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

ROOM 46 STATE CAPITOL
DENVER, COLORADO 80203
839-3521
AREA CODE 303

MEMBERS

SEN. FRED E. ANDERSON
SEN. REGIS F. GROFF
SEN. BARBARA S. HOLME
SEN. RAY KOGOVSEK
SEN. HAROLD L. McCORMICK
SEN. DAN D. NOBLE
REP. SAM BARNHILL
REP. W. P. HINMAN
REP. BOB LEON KIRSCHT
REP. PHILLIP MASSARI
REP. AONALD H. STRAHLE
REP. RUBEN A. VALDEZ

To Members of the Fifty-second Coloardo General Assembly:

In accordance with the provisions of Senate Bi11 No. 25,

1978 Session, the Legislative Council transmits the accompanying
report of the Conmittee on School Finance.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Representative Carl Gustafson
Chairman

Colorado Legislative Council
CG/pm



FOREWORD

Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Bill No. 25 (1978
Session), the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the
President of the Senate appointed a fifteen member committee made
up of legislative and non-legislative members to study school
finance during the 1978 and 1979 interim periods. The comittee
was required to submit a preliminary report to the first regular
session of the fifty-second General Assembly and a final report
to the second regular session of the fifty-second General Assem-
bly.

This volume contains the preliminary report of the Commit-

“tee on School Finance, which report was accepted by the Legis-

lative Council at its meeting on November 27, 1978, The commit-
tee report summarizes the procedures utilized by the committee in
its study, the information developed from its examination of the
“"Public School Finance Act of 1973" and S.B. No. 25 and its
findings and recommendation.

The committee and the staff of the Legislative Council
were assisted in the preparation of this report by Douglas G.
Brown and Rebecca C. Lennahan of the Legislative Drafting
Office.

December, 1978 Lyle C. Kyle
Director
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The statutor‘lly created mnmittee on School Fina.nce uas estab-“ :

~1ished by Senate Bil ‘25 (1978 Sessfon) to *... study schoolr'; ~
- finance during the 1978 and 19?9 1nter ]
‘a preliminary report to the first rec

perioas YT .' and R Y )
gular session of the ﬁﬁty«
general assembly ...". The comittee is- comprised of fiftee_  members;

_ ten legisiators, and five non-legishtdrs.

The committee conducted five meetings during the 1978 'lm;erim,’

| ‘1nc1ud1ng two two-day meetings. In accordance with fts broad charge,

the coomittee's efforts were concentrated simu!taneousw in two areas:

1) an evaluation of the provisions and effects .of Colorado's public

school finance system; and 2) an analysis of. the potential impacts of
proposed Amendment No. 2 to the Colorado Constitution (1imiting the
per capita spending of the state and its Wﬁtfcal subdfvisians) on
Colorado's current system of school finance. i e

Impacts of Amendment No., 2

In pursuing the committee s analysis of the impacts of Amend-
ment No. 2, 1t was the committee's intent to be prepared to address
the need for implementing legislation ina well considered fashfon in
the event of the proposal's passage. -To that end, the committee
directed the staffs of the Legislative Council, Legislative Drafting

Office, and Department of Education to identify potentia prob?emm

the proposal's interpretation and application to s¢

addition, the fiscal impacts of alternate interpretations of Amndment e

No. 2 on the state and local districts were examined in detail by the

committee. The committee received staff presentat‘lans 'In thfs regard

at 1ts second, third, and fourth meetings.

Because of the proposal s defeat’ by the voters. no hmfs'lation. ‘

: findings. or recommendations conceming Amendment uo 2 are advanced‘ |

by the conmittee. -

| 'Eminatign of Co'lorado ] Pub'lic Sglg_ol Finance Sy_gwn o

s the commi ttee s study of schcol finance was established on ai

- two-year basis, the committee divided 1ts work 4into two . one-year

increments: 1) a fact-finding and data gathering phase ‘to be pursuad

during the 1978 legislative interim; and 2) a policy making - pmse to
" result in recommended legislation during the 1979 interim. Pursuant
“to this division of its workload, the committee's first phase was
primarily - dedicated to receiving presentations from the staffs of the
- Legislative Council, Legisiative Drafting Office, and Department of - =
Educatfon. It is antic‘lpated that public: test‘!my will be accmv
‘dated during the 1979 phase of the comittee s activitfes. : S
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ftrend appears to be the case for genera] administri

'Saiaries and _Various Indices.  Durir

‘ Connﬁ}tee Findings and;Recoumendation:_o

T A the result of the Commdttee s first phase of study. the‘r
fo]]owing findings were adooted at the f1na1 meeting. = - £

; (1) S. B, No. 25. S.B. No 25 appears to be providing propertvk‘
tax relief by ToweFJng the projected average statewide mil1l levy for

school districts to 37.78 mitls in 1979, compared o a projectad 42.76-

mills without S.B. No. 25. The mill levy under S.B. No. 25 is
expected to remain stable in 1980. However, unless state equa]ization
is increased in 1981 and 1982 beyond the 1980 level, mill Tevies . can.
be anticipated to 1ncrease significant]y in those tWo years.

" In addition to its effect on property taxes, S B, No. 25° has
had a positive impact on equalization of school district expenditures
by raising the ARB of the lower spending districts while restricting
the ARB growth of the state's higher spending districts. It {s pro~
jected that the state's lowest ARB district will increase in 1979 by
the equivalent of 23.46 percent while the state's highest ARB district
will be restricted to a 4.02 percent increase. By 1982, the ARB
disparity between the state's lowest ARB district and the statewide
average ARB will be reduced from $417.89 in 1978 to $207.96, a 50 per-
cent reduction in d1sparity.: The ARB disparity between the ‘state's
low and median ARB districts will also be reduced from $355 24 tn 1978
to $163.26, a 54 percent reduction by 1982.(;“J"- ‘

- (2) School District 0 srating Ex"nses. The 1argest sinqle
component of schoo strict operating expenses 15 employee salaries,
which accounted for 69.6 percent of operating expenses in 1977. When
combined with employee - benefits. this component amounted to nearly 80
percent of operating expenses. Of the salary component, roughly two-
thirds of all salaries were paid for 1nstructiona1 personae! and
roughly one-third for support personne] ‘

Salaries tend to occupy a larger portion of the budget 1n

Targer school districts than in small school districts. The reverse

(3) Rates of Increase 1n Per Pup

statewide ‘per_pupl’ "school district operating expenditurés increased

at a more rapid rate than either the local and nationa) consumer price
{ndices, ‘the local and national hourly earnings indices, or the class-
“room teacher or state employee average salaries. Increases in average
datly attendance entitlement were minor, with declines in enrolliment

statewide during the last four years. Increases in instructional sal-

-aries and fixed charges (employee retirvement, insurance, etc.) -appear
‘to have = accounted ‘

or nearly 75 percent of the operating expenditure
increase, with increases ‘in the areas of operations maintenance,

“administration, and pup11 transportation accounting for the remainfng{ : R
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\ 'percent (3631 7 millinn)

-perfod, with the remaining 16-20 percent made up of state cateqori

: : fequa1ization uouldvha
. $556,7 mfllion
‘\uamount to a $49.#

miTlion) The reverse trend was true for agricultural Tand. _In 1966,
Mricultural land accounted for 13.0 percent of total assessed va1ua—
tion ($552.4 million), while by 1977. this fiqure had declined to. 5.9

Yuring t riod 19 sta ‘&gqua;sza;*o"payNEh
IEVeJ nearly equa1 to ﬂnca1*proﬁerty tax revenue
total school district general fund budgeted ex . These two -
sources have accounted for‘apﬁroximately 80-84 percent of totai scﬁ’”'
district general fund budgeted expenditures ‘during the nine y

grants and other state funds, other local funds, and federal funds.

State equalization payments have risen most dramatically since 1974,

%3; initial year of the impact of the Public School Finance Act of .
3.

(11) The Ca ital Reserve Fund. AII but five scheo!ﬁ=distr1cts _
are levying wmills for ap: a2 : :
vast majority of the districts (75 7 percent)
number of four mills per year. Most of

the ? ts 2 -
accumulating and holding over revenues in the fund each year rather i

than expending the entire balance each year. Districts with Tow
assessed valuations are levying the maximum number of mills on the
same scale as districts with high assessed valuations; property wealth

~does not appear to be a factor in the use of the fund

, (12) Small Attendance Center Aid Near?y one-half of the
school districts In the state are receiving;,sma\l attendance center
aid. Some districts receive more state f ‘ ‘
small attendance center aid than from atior
the amount of small attendance center ai dded to -t
ARB of those  districts receiving the aij”'f“ - averat
increase by approximate?y 2 7 percent. o

: (13) Cast of ‘the Minimum Guarantee. : If the minimum state
guarantee were elim nated and all “school districts were placed under
the general equalfzation program, the amount of state equalization
would decrease and the number of mi1ls levied by those districts cur-
rently on the minimum would increase through 1982. In 1979, the ‘ pro-
Jected state equalization decrease would be approximately. $8.4 mil-
Tion, with an average projected mill levy increase of 0.7 mills per
district statewfde. In 1982, the projected state equat#zationn

E ‘decrease would be approximately $44.9 million, with an average -pro-

jecteﬂ mill levy increase of 3.4 mills per district statewide.

o :~,(1€)1 Cost of. Stabili ing the Statewide Aver&gﬁ;ﬂil? Levy in
981 'T‘=} 82, rder to stabiilze the stateﬁ?de average mill Tevy
mated 1980 level of 37.59 mills, state
ncrease from $507.3 million in 1980 to
and to $603.5 nﬂlliOﬂ in 1982, That would
m*!lion 1ncrease in.-1981 over the cUrrent S.B. No.

XV
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EXAMINATION OF COLORADQ'S CURRENT
ug L FIN

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

To achieve a thorough understanding of the posture of
Colorado's current public school financing system, it is necessary to
examine its general background in terms of the historical development
of the "Public School Finance Act of 1973", the current mechanics of
the most recent amendments to the 1973 act, and the expenditure pat-
terns and fiscal pressures within the state's 181 school districts.

Historical Information

The historical development and continued evaluation of the
"Public School Finance Act of 1973" must be analyzed by examining two
interrelated influences: 1) the legislative history of school finance
in Colorado; and 2) the continuing development of a vast corpus of
legal precedent concerning state systems of school funding in the
early 1970s in the fifty states.

Legislative History

Legislative Action Prior to 1952

Under the provisions of the Constitution of the State of
Colorado, adopted March 14, 1876, the General Assembly was directed to
*... provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorough and
uniform system of free public schools throughout the state”. Leqis-
lation adopted in 1877 to implement this requirement provided for the
funding of such schools, on a county flow-through basis, from local
property taxes levied by local boards of education and from the state
Public School Income Fund.

The state Public School Income Fund was established by the Con-
stitution and includes the proceeds from lands granted to the state

for education purposes, estates that escheat to the state, and other

grants, gifts, or devises. Primary income to the fund is from pro-
ceeds of the state school lands, granted to the state by the Congress

in the Enabling Act.

In 1877, the General Assembly provided for semi-annual dis-
bursements of the Public School Fund on the basis of the number of
school age children in each county. The first distribution in July,
1879, totaled $7,041.30, or 26.6 cents per child.

In 1908, Congress passed the Forest Reserve Act and provided
for the return of 25 percent of federal revenues from national forests
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to the county of origin for the support of roads and schools. Under
state law, the county is required to allocate its receipts from this
source to roads and schoois, with the provision that not less than
five percent may be allocated to either.

In 1917, the first indirect appropriation from the state gen-
eral fund to school districts was enacted for purposes of matching
federal support for vocational education. The moneys were to be paid
out of funds appropriated for the maintenance and support of insti-
tutions under the control of the State Board of Agriculture.

In 1921, legislation was adopted providing that minimum teacher
salaries be set at $1000 per year for teachers with two years of col-
lege education, and $1200 per year for teachers with four years of
college education. In addition, salaries were not to be less than $75
per month and teachers were to be paid on an annual basis.

Related legislation was also adopted at that time requirina
that districts levy an amount sufficient to raise $75 per month per
teacher, Further provisions stated that only one teacher per 25 stu-
dents could be certified for the first 100 students enrolled in any
district, and one teacher per 40 students for enrollments exceeding
100, More teachers were required to be funded 1n districts in
sparsely populated areas, poor areas, and areas with particularly
small enrollments. An additional provision related to the number of
high school teachers, and required that one be funded for each 25 stu-
dents. If the amount necessary to raise such funds exceeded five
mills, only five mills would be levied and the difference made up out
of priority disbursements from the Public School Income Fund, before
the per capita disbursements of such fund. Districts were allowed to
make additional levies to pay for general operating expenses and
teacher salaries in excess of the minimums specified in the law.

In 1930, total general purpose school revenues totaled some
$24.8 million, of which the state contributed approximately $750,000
from the Public School Income Fund. County school revenues totaled
$5.8 million, with school districts raising an additional $18.3 mil-
lion from the property tax. ,

In 1935, as a means of bringing a court test of the validity of
direct state support for local school districts, an appropriation of
$500 was made from the state general fund to the public schools. The
appropriation for this purpose was upheld by the Colorado Supreme
Court in 1937 (Wilmore v. Annear, 100 Colo. 106, 65 P.2d 1433), stat-
ing that: '

...[t]he establishment and financial maintenance of the
public schools of the state is the carrying out of a
state, and not a local or municipal purpose,

In 1937, legislation was adopted to implement the state income

tax passed by the voters at the 1936 general election as an amendment
to the State Constitution. The apparent purpose of the constitutional
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amendment was to supplant property taxes as the source of funding for
public education and the act provided that the funds derived from the
income tax would be distributed to school districts in order to pay
for the minimum teacher salary provisions in the 1921 law. The first
allocation of moneys under this law was approximately $878,000, and
was based on the number of school age children in each district, as
compared to the state total. If a district's share of such funds was
in excess of the required minimum teacher salaries, they were
redistributed to all districts on the basis of pupils. Conversely, if
the monies so distributed were not sufficient the district would levy
an amount sufficient to make up the difference.

Also, in 1937, the General Assembly adopted legislation provid-
ing for a state program of home instruction for handicapped children.
In addition, ad valorem taxes on motor vehicles were replaced with
annual graduated specific ownership taxes which were distributed in
the same manner as property taxes. Accordingly, school districts
received a proportional amount of the tax relative to their mill levy
as compared to the total of other levies.

In 1939, the amount of income taxes reserved for public schools
was changed. Under the 1937 law, all amounts in excess of a five per-
cent retention for refunds, and three percent for administration, were
for schools. Under the 1939 amendment, the two deductions were
retained and the public schools given 65 percent of the remainder of
collections from 1937, 1938, and 1939 taxes. The other 35 percent was
set aside for a special general fund reserve for the state. Alloca-
tions on the basis of numbers of students were continued, and directed
to fund the minimum teacher salary program. An amendment to the Tlaw
required districts to reduce property tax levies by an amount compa-
rable to their receipts from the state income tax.

"~ By 1940, total school general fund revenues were $21.2 million,
down s17ghtTy from 1930, The state now contributed almost $1.8 mil-
lion to schools, while both county and school district property taxes
were down from 1930, to $4.1 million, and $15.3 million respectively.

In 1941, the allocations from the income tax, after deduction
for refunds and administration, were 10 percent for school districts
and 90 percent general fund reserve. After June 30, 1941, the 35 per-
cent schools and 65 percent state general fund distribution was rein-
stated utilizing the 1937 distribution scheme on the basis of student

" populations.

Under the Flood Control Lands Act of 1941 (30 USC 701¢c-3), 75
percent of federal receipts realized from the 1leasing of lands
acquired for flood control, navigation, and allied purposes were to be
returned through the state to the county of origin for roads or
schools.

In 1943, the administration expense deduction from the income

tax was 1increased to five percent; of the remainder, 35 percent went
to schools under the per student allocation formula adopted in 1937 to
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fund the minimum teacher salary program, and 65 percent was retained
by the state for the general fund, with the provision that for 1943
to 1945, 15 percent of the net receipts were set aside in a special
State School Equalization Fund -- such amount coming from the state's
65 percent share.

Under the Minimum Educational Program Act, also adopted in
1943, the State School Equalization Fund was utilized to aid districts
on the basis of classroom units. Under this act, the state set mini-
mum revenue needs per classroom unit at $1,000 for elementary students
and $1,333 for high school students. The county was required to levy
an amount sufficient to raise the $75 per month minimum teacher salary
(up to 5 mills), and the state continued to provide any difference
between the five mill levy and the minimum teacher salary levels from
Public School Income Fund priority disbursements and continuing per
student distributions. The provision of the 1937 law to distribute
income taxes on the basis of student population was also retained.
The state continued to recapture any excess of local revenues, plus
the state distribution for teacher salaries, and to reallocate these
monies to all districts on the basis of student population.

Under this new law, the state required the county to levy
enough revenue, regardless of the five mill 1imit, to fund the minimum
teacher salaries at their full level, after taking intc account state
distributions under the income tax law and Public School Income Fund.
In addition, each district was required to notify the county of the
difference between such local teacher salary revenues plus state sup-
port and the amount necessary to raise the minimum classroom revenue
specifiad by the state. The county commissioners couid then make an
additional levy of up to one mill to raise that amount., If this addi-
tional levy plus state revenues did not meet the minimum classroom
value, an additional 2.5 mills could be levied by the commissioners,
or 1.5 mills for union or county high school districts. Thi< revenue
was set aside 1in a separate special fund for each district known as
the "Minimum Educational Needs Fund”.

The state then made disbursements from the Special State Schonl
Equalization Fund equal to one-half of the difference between the
local revenues under the Minimum Educational Needs Fund and the total
required for the minimum classroom amount. Such distributions were
only made if the district certified a levy to the comissioners equal
to an amount which would raise the other half of the deficiency. How-
ever, in no case could the total levy of third class districts exceed
20 mills, and any deficiency was made up by the state from the equal-
ization fund.

In 1945, refinements to the 1943 law were made, with the state
funding the total difference between local and other state funds and
the minimum classroom value. Junior college districts were also pro-
vided with state support for the first time, based on the number of
students taking a full-time program. The distributions from the
income tax continued to be 35 percent schools, 50 percent state, and
15 percent special equalization aid to districts. This allocatian was
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of the amount remaining after deduction of the refund and administra-
tion costs of 10 percent from the total receipts of the income tax.

Also in 1945, the state program for the education of handi-
capped children was revised. Under the Handicapped Children's Edu-
cation Act, the state could make payments to school districts for the
education of handicapped children and also make payments to enroll
children who 1lived 1in districts without programs in districts with
such programs.

In 1947, all remaining revenues from the income tax, after
deduction of refunds and administration costs, were credited to the
state general fund. Automatic allocations to the special school aid
funds were discontinued.

The state support programs for minimum teacher salaries and
classroom-unit revenues were continued. These were now funded by
appropriations rather than direct earmarking of the income tax.

An additional state program was adopted whereby each district
received 15 cents per day of average daily attendance for each pupil,
funded by any excess from the appropriation for classrooms. Minimum
levies were set for the various classes of districts in order to par-
ticipate.

In 1949, 1legislation was adopted concerning equalization of
property assessments. The act provided that no district could receive
state funds for classroom units, or the spillover from that fund, if
they were assessed at more than five percent below the state average.
The State Tax Commission made such determinations on the basis of
sales ratio data and the State Board of Equalization was required to
make horizontal adjustments 1in classes to effect equalization of
assessments,

Also in 1949, the minimum classroom value was increased to
$2000 and allocations from the spillover of the equalization fund
given a $50 per year per pupil maximum.

By 1950, the total cost of public school general fund expendi-
tures haﬁ more than doubled from 1940 to $49.4 million. State funds
jncreased to about 20 percent of the total, or $10 million. County
property taxes totaled $4.3 million and school district property taxes
$35 million.

In 1950, Congress adopted Public Law 81-874 under which the
federal ~government makes payments to "impacted" school districts in
lieu of property taxes. Such impact was defined as either the exist-
ence of a large amount of tax exempt federal property or requirements
for educating a large number of pupils 1living on federal property
(e.g., military bases).

In 1951, the amount of the minimum classroom unit was increased
to $2100, and the requirement for equalized assessments for receipt of
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state funds was repealed.

In 1952, legislation was adopted requiring that county revenues
under the Federal Flood Control Lands Act of 1941 be credited 25 per-
cent to the road and bridge fund and 75 percent to schools. If there
is more than one district in the county, allocations are made on the
basis of average daily attendance. Although other federal programs
provide payments in lieu of property taxes to local governments for
roads or schools, these payments go to the county of origin and there
are no statutory provisions specifying what portion, if any, is to be
allocated to school districts. Included in this latter .category are
county receipts under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1935 (7
USC 1012), and the Materials Act of 1947 (Public Law 82-136).

The Public School Finance Act of 1952

The state's first educational foundation program was enacted
following a two-year study by a conmittee appointed by the Governor,
The recommendations were embodied in the "Public School Finance Act of
1952", and established the principle of state financing to ensure the
availability of a "foundation program” of education in each school
district.

Under this act, the state guaranteed each school district reve-
nues of $2625 per classroom unit served by a graduate certified
teacher and $2425 per classroom unit served by other certified per-
sonnel. Classroom units were determined on the basis of aggregate
days of attendance and one unit was granted for the first 12 student-
180 days of attendance; a second one for the next 16 student-180 days
of attendance; and additional units for each 20 student-180 days of
attendance, Special provisions in the act were made for districts in
sparsely populated areas or with necessarily isolated schools.

To be eligible to receive such state aid, districts could not
pay teachers less than 75 percent of the state guarantee per classroom
unit. The minimum school year was set at 170 days. In additien, cer-
tain levy requirements were imposed: six mills for the county public
school fund (distributed to each district educating students from such
county), or less, if allowed by the State Board of Education on the
basis of excess revenue. In addition, county or unfon high school
districts were required to levy two mills; class 1, 2, and 3 districts
comprising a portion of county or union high school districts, an
additional six mills; and other districts eight mills. .Single dis-
trict counties were required to levy 14 mills.

Districts received from the state the difference between their
share of the county's revenue plus their own revenue and the amount
guaranteed by the state. Nothing in the act prevented the levying and
expenditure of greater amounts if so desired locally.

The act was funded by combining appropriations from the Genegral
Assembly and revenues 1in the Public School Income Fund., A distri-
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bution of such monies was made in advance of the school year and final
entitlements determined half-way through the year and distributed.
Any remaining funds were distributed proportionately on the basis of
attendance at the close of the school year. The appropriation for the
1952-1953 school year was $12.5 million and total state aid approached
$15 million.

Junior college districts were also eligible for state funds at
a rate specified in the act. :

A contingency fund equal to 1.5 percent of appropriations was
held by the State Board of Education and could be distributed to dis-
tricts, upon application, for needs resulting from acts of God,
enrollment increases, and temporary enrollments. Any funds left over
at the end of the year were distributed to all districts on the basis
of attendance.

Philosophically, the act established several state principles
regarding public education. By establishing a basic expenditure level
per classroom, the state was accepting responsibility for providing in
partnership with county and school districts, a foundation program of
education opportunity to all children. Second, the act recognized
that state funding should be established for a minimum educational
program while allowing districts freedom to develop expanded programs.
Third, the act attempted to ensure tax equity through the setting of
uniform levies for the foundation program. Fourth, the act encouraged
use of qualified, college educated personnel. Fifth, mechanisms were
established for uniform school district accounting and budgeting.
Finally, these problems were addressed in a single, comprehensive
niece of legislation rather than in the traditional piecemeal fashion.

In 1953, adjustments to the act were made in the form of the
local mill levy requirements for participation. In addition, the
state guaranteed revenue level per classroom was increased.

Also in 1953, the state established provisions for the distri-
bution of federal Mineral Leasing Act monies. Since its adoption by
Congress in 1920, the state received 37.5 percent of such federal
revenues, which were to be used for roads and schools. This money had
been flowing directly through the state to the counties of origin with
no allocation requirements. Under the new law, the state retained
one-third of all revenues from this source and used it for funding the
state support program, The remaining two-thirds were still distrib-
uted to counties, but with a maximum 1imit of $200,000, except for new
discoveries. Counties could receive up to $500,000 annually from
revenues derived from the discovery of new oil fields, although only
for three years. Any excess that was recaptured was also used to fund
the finance act. Of the two-thirds county share, the law specified
that neither roads nor schools could receive less than 25 percent of
the county's total share. Again in 1955, mill levy requirements were
adjusted and the funding level per classroom increased. Minor changes
were also made in the payment dates of the State Public School Fund
under the act.



In addition,jhandicapped education was made a function of local
districts and a state aid program was Set up for the purpose of pro-
viding funds for such programs.

In 1955, attention was directed to alleged inequities in prop-
erty tax assessment between the several counties. The State Board of
Education was directed to compute the relation between actual assessed
valuation and appraised valuation in each county (as determined by the
State Board of Equalization and at that time 100 percent of actual
value). This factor was to be applied to the assessed valuation of
each county and each school district in order to arrive at an adjusted
valuation to be used in calculating the amounts that should have been
produced by the minimum levies. The State Tax Commission reported in
1955 that the State Board of Equalization found no differences between
the appraised valuation and the assessed valuation of any county in
the state and, therefore, this provision was never utilized.

In 1956, a new state categorical aid program was established
for school district transportation expenditures. Districts were
entitled to four cents per mile and two cents per day for each pupil
actually transported. Allowances to pupils for board, in lieu of dis-
trict transportation, were funded at 15 cents per day per pupil.

The Public School Foundation Act of 1957

After the 1955 session, a Legislative Council committee began a
study of several aspects of education including educational finance.
The following principles used as guides for this study were developed
by a subcommittee on school finance:

- Provide for a state-local partnership in the financing of a
realistic foundation program,

- Encourage the development and exercise of local 1leadership
and responsibility for education. _

- Ensure that all taxpayers in the state provide their fair
share of the cost of public education,

- Seek to secure optimum educational returns from all
expenditures.

- Provide that the law should be as simple, equitab]e, and as
adm1n1strat1ve1y sound as possible.

- Encourage the development of school districts and attend-
ance areas large enough to facilitate the operation of com-
plete, economical, and efficient schools.

The findings and recommendations of the subcommittee were
prefaced by the following statement summarizing the difficulties found
in the 1952 school finance act:

N



Most of the difficulty and confusion concerning
Colorado’s School Finance Act stems from the failure to
differentiate between this act as a means of distrib-
uting a fixed amount of revenue and a bona fide founda-
tion program. While the act has some characteristics of
both types of programs, it is fundamentally a distri-
bution plan.

Many of the recommendations of the interim study were incorpo-
rated in the rewrite of the Public School Finance Act of 1952,
reenacted as the Public School Foundation Act in 1957. Although the
foundation concept remained the same, several significant changes were
made.

Under the new law, classroom units remained the basis of state
funding, but were determined on the basis of average daily attendance
rather than aggregate daily attendance. One classroom unit was
allowed for the first 15 students of average daily attendance (ADA);
second, third and fourth classroom units were allowed for 20 ADA each;
and additional units for each additional 25 ADA. Guaranteed revenue
from county property taxes plus state support for such classroom units
was increased to $4500 for non-graduate certified teachers and $5200
for teachers with graduate certificates. The sparsity factor was
eliminated but small attendance center aid was revised and refined.

The minimum 1level of teacher salaries, as a percentage of
classroom guaranteed revenue, was reduced from 75 to 65 percent. The
minimum school year was increased two days to 172.

The required county school levy for participation in the pro-
gram was increased to 12 mills, whereas the requirements for district
levies were discontinued. As under the 1952 act, 1.5 percent of the
appropriation was retained by the state board for contingency distri-
butions. The contingency for enrollment increases was replaced by a
formal program providing funds, in the discretion of the State Board.
of Education, to districts with increases of more than seven percent
over the previous year. As under the 1952 law, any amounts remaining
in the contingency fund were distributed at the end of the school year
in the same manner as other funds distributed by the act.

The state funding mechanism changed slightly from the 1952 law.
Rather than combine appropriations and income from the Public School
Fund, the appropriation was used to fund classroom units and amounts
from 1income on state school lands were utilized to provide a "direct
grant" program on the basis of aggregate attendance. Receipts under
the federal Mineral Leasing Act continued to be used to fund the main
act. Another change was that excess appropriations were not distrib-
uted but reverted to the state general fund.

In brief, this act represented Colorado's first serious attempt
to provide equalization of the burden of taxation for the support of
schools. Under the 1957 act each county was regquired to levy 12 mills
for the support of schools and the state would add enough money to
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provide $5,200 for each classroom unit of the school districts. Reve-
nues derived from state school lands were distributed on the basis of
aggregate attendance and provided approximately $200 more for each
classroom unit being once again separated from the state appropria-
tions in terms of the distribution method.

The theory behind this plan was that it would provide the same
number of dollars for the support of each child through similar effort
on the part of each taxpayer. The interim committee recognized at
that time, however, that the amount provided was not adequate to pro-
vide a reasonable minimum education program.

Also in 1957, the transportation entitlement was raised to
eight cents per mile and four cents per pupil. A limitation was added
that no district could receive more than 75 percent of actual trans-
portation costs.

In 1960, the act was amended to return to the concept of the
1952 law and eliminate reversions from the funding of classroom units,
Any excess in the appropriation was distributed under the same "direct
grant" program then utilized to distribute income from state school
lands.

Also in 1960, a 50 percent sales ratio factor was added. A
sales ratio is the percentage the assessed valuation is of the market
sale price of property. The state average sales ratio and the sales
ratio of each of the counties was determined by studies conducted by
the Legislative Council over a three year period.

Under the plan adopted, the county's assessed valuation for
purposes of computing the amount to be raised by the 12 mill county
levy was adjusted from the county's actual sales ratio halfway toward
the state average sales ratio, resulting in a theoretical amount of
property taxes that would be raised if the assessed values vere
accordingly adjusted. In those districts whose assessed values were
adjusted upwards, the approach indicated a larger local share, and
hence reduced state support, than was actually collected. This left a
void funded neither locally or at the state level. The theory was
that higher assessing counties should not be penalized and lower
assessing counties should not be rewarded for their assessment prac-
tices in terms of the amount of state aid distributed under the Public
School Foundation Act

Despite the passage of this 1960 amendment, there was less than
total agreement in the General Assembly on the merits of such a
change, and an interim legislative committee was appointed to review
this question prior to the 1961 session. This committee reconmended
the continuation of the 50 percent sales ratio adjustment for one more
year, followed by revision of the act when more information became
available. The committee also recommended the use of appraisal ratio
studies to supplement sales ratio data, the inclusion of additional
information on recorded deeds, and the use of calendar year data in
the sales ratio computation.
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For 1960, total state funds to public schools were $30.9 mil-
lion, while local property taxes had increased to $115.2 million.

In 1961, after much discussion and controversy, the General
Assembly agreed upon a one-year program whereby state school aid under
the School Foundation Act would be distributed during 1961-1962 using
a sales ratio adjustment applied at 100 percent to urban real property
only. No adjustment in the assessed valuation of all other property
was directed. In addition, the General Assembly provided in a "grand-
father" clause that no county would receive any less money per class-
room unit than it had in 1960-1961, with due consideration given to
changes in the number of classroom units and in a county's assessed
valuation,

The funds provided to implement the program for 1961-1962 were
less than the total needed. Owing to the existence of a "grandfather"
clause in the amendment, allocations were not based upon a pro-rata
formula and varied from about 57 percent to about 105 percent. Thus
the grandfather clause in the 1961 bill for the most part negated the
basic formula adopted, i.e., adjusting the assessed valuation of urban
real property by sales ratio. Furthermore, those counties which the
act was designed to penalize because of under-assessment of urban real
property actually gained state aid as a result of the interpretation
of the bill's grandfather clause by the state Department of Education
and the Attorney General.

In 1961, transportation entitlements were changed to ten cents
per mile and three cents per pupil.

The 1961 amendments called for a Legislative Council committee
to study revision of the act. Major points that were recommended by
the committee included funding junior college districts in separate
legislation. Other recommendations were to fund all classroom units
on the basis of 25 students in average daily attendance rather than
the graduated scale provided by the 1957 act. The committee also con-
cluded that the differentiation between classrooms on the basis of
teacher qualifications be eliminated and that all classrooms be funded
equally. Significantly, the committee recommended against both the
“grandfather” clause and the use of sales ratio to adjust county
valuations for determining local revenue requirements for state aid.

Also in 1961, the General Assembly adopted a program for the

education of migrant children and provided implementation funds to
local school districts to implement the act.

The Public School Foundation Act of 1962

The 1957 act was extensively rewritten and reenacted by the
1962 session of the General Assembly. The act retained the basic
approach of the 1957 program, and the amendments thereto, but made
substantial changes to the determination of the amount counties would
be required to raise for participation.
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Under the terms of the 1962 act, each county was required to
levy an amount which would raise $200 per classroom unit. In addi-
tion, each county was required to raise an additional amount based
upon a determination of county "adjusted gross income” under the state
income tax law and its adjusted assessed valuation based on a 100 per-
cent adjustment of urban real property to conform to sales ratio data.
The remaining amount per classroom unit, now one for each 25 students
in average daily attendance, was funded by the state. The quarantee
per classroom was also set uniformly at $5200, regardless of teacher
qualifications.

The excess growth program was continued based on enrollment
increases during the first twelve weeks of the year exceeding seven
percent of the previous school year, but was separately funded. In
addition, any overfunding of the program reverted to the state general
fund.

A new and separate program was also established for small
attendance centers whereby additional classroom units for state fund-
ing would be granted for schools with average daily attendance of less
than 175, if 1located 20 miles or more from the nearest other such
center. Like the excess enrollment program, this program was sepa-
rately funded and any excess appropriations reverted to the general
fund.

Another new program was also adopted relating to low income
counties, which were defined to be those counties with an adjusted
gross income per classroom unit of less than $103,000. Distributions
of $200 per classroom were made to such eligible districts from the
contingency fund of the State Board of Education, rather than from a
separate appropriation.

The contingency reserve fund was continued, but was given a
separate, independent appropriation that reverted to the state general
fund if unspent,

Funding of the act returned to the 1952 provisions of combining
state general fund appropriations and income from state public school
lands for distribution to districts. In addition, revenues that the
state retained from the federal Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 were also
placed in the fund. Any excess appropriation reverted to the general
fund, but other amounts remained in the fund, if in excess. In prac-
tice, earmarked funds were totally expended and any excess reverted to
the general fund.

In 1963, the sales ratio adjustment of assessed value was
eliminated and a number of minor "“housekeeping" amendments to the
Foundation Act were adopted. The changes in the local requirements
tended to slightly increase the county share, whereas changes to the
small attendance center and low income programs made more districts
eligible for this special aid.

In 1965 the only change to the act was an expansion of the uses
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of the contingency reserve to allow distributions in the event of
tocal district financial problems that would force closure of schools.

Also in 1965, a new fund was created, entitled the Property Tax
Relief Fund, from which distributions to local districts were made.
The intent of the fund was to substitute state dollars for local prop-
erty tax dollars that might otherwise have been levied to accomodate
increased costs. There was, however, no requirement for local levy
reductions as a result of the grants. The grants were for 1966 and
provided $40 for each pupil in average daily attendance. In total,
the fund added some $18 million to the regular appropriation of $46.1
million to the school fund. This legislation was an outgrowth of a
1964 interim committee that concluded that property taxes were
approaching the "saturation point" and should not be further
increased. This was the first recent attempt to stabilize school dis-
trict mi1l levies.

In 1967, (for the year 1968) the amount of the grants under the
Property Tax Relief Fund was increased to $52 per pupil in average
daily attendance. Another increase was also authorized in 1968, this
time to $65 per pupil for 1969.

The Public School Foundation Act of 1969

In its 1969 session, the General Assembly enacted a foundation
program to assure each school district $440 per pupil in average daily
attendance from combined local and state sources, with the provision
that no district was to receive less state aid than $60 per pupil in
average daily attendance. In addition, this was the first year since
1876 that no county property tax funds were utilized and that all
required local revenues were raised by the districts themselves.

The portion of the $440 per pupil paid by the district was:

(a) the district's share of revenue raised through a 17 mill
levy; which was adjusted downward (but revenue requirements
upward) if 17 mills would raise more than $250 per ADA;

(b) the district's specific ownership tax receipts; and

(c) district revenue provided from state and federal sources
(excluding Public Law 81-874 moneys), which were available
for use as determined by the board for the basic education
program, i.e., non-categorical funds. These included fed-
eral mineral leasing, flood control, and timber reserve
payments.

The state provided the difference between the amount determined
to be the local share and the amount required to provide $440 for each
pupil. Normally, the basis for determining a school district's
entitlement in the following calendar year was the average daily
attendance during a four week counting period ending the fourth Friday
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of October, although provision was made for year-around schools.
Since prior finance acts had relied on the attendance of the previous
year, use of this basis removed the need for the increasing enrollment
program as it had been structured, and the program was eliminated,

The small attendance center program, with revisions, and the
contingency reserve program were continued from the 1962 act. These
were separately funded by general fund appropriations, with unspent
monies reverting to the general fund. The low-income district program
was discontinued. In another change, school districts were required
to schedule 180 days of instruction, and requirements for minimum
teacher salaries were eliminated.

The act was funded, as under the 1962 revision, by a combi~
nation of general fund appropriations, income from state public school
lands, and federal Mineral Leasing Act monies retained by the state
for this purpose. Any excess appropriation reverted to the general
fund.

Also under the 1969 act, expenditure increases, without a vote
of the electorate, were limited to 106 percent of the previous year.
Prior to the amendment, school districts had been covered as other
taxing Jjurisdictions, and 1jmited to five percent annual increases
without voter or Tax Commission approval.

Two new programs of categorical aid to school districts were
adopted in 1969. First, the Educatfon Achievement Act of Colorado
provided funding for special reading programs. Secondly, the Public
Education Incentive Program Act provided state financial support for
the development of new programs to either increase efficiency or
improve the economy of public education.

In 1970, state foundation support totaled $98.7 million and
local property taxes $249 million.

For 1971, the act increased the state foundation 1level from

$440 to $460 per pupil.

Also in 1971, the act was amended to provide monthly, rather
than quarterly, disbursements of state aid to districts. This changed
the provision that had been in effect since adoption of the 1957
finance act.

In 1972, . the support levels were increased from $460 to $518
for the 1973 school district budget year. In addition, minor house-
keeping amendments were made relative to changes in the structure of
state government.

The Public School Finance Act of 1973

Prior to 1973, Colorado's school finance act was a "foundatjon
program, meaning the state guaranteed revenues to a set level per
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pupil in an attempt to ensure the existence of a minimum "foundation"
program of education in each district of the state. Under this for-
mula, each district was required to generate from $250 to $380 per
student, depending on district wealth, or the revenue from 17 mills,
whichever was less. Without a vote of the people, districts were
limited to a six percent increase in general fund expenditures each
year. Districts spending less than $620 per pupil (%102 over the
foundation program), were not 1limited. The 1limitation could be
exceeded by a vote of the electorate.

Goals of the Act

The first major goal of the act was to increase educational
opportunity by ensuring that adequate funds would be available to meet
educational needs and to prevent educational opportunity from being a
function of local property tax raising abilities. Second, the act
attempted to address problems with the local property tax. In partic-
ular, the provisions of the act reduced property taxes to a lower
level, provided for a more equally distributed property tax burden
throughout the state, and limited increases in subsequent tax bills.

The 1972 interim committee, in recommending the concept of the
1973 act, identified the following goals:

1. To assure that adequate funds are available to meet the
educational needs of the children, youth, and adults served
by the public schools of Colorado;

2. To provide equalization of educational opportunities for
all students; and to assure a student's educational oppor-
tunities should not be a function of the wealth of the dis-
trict or conmunity in which he lives;

3. To provide more equity in distribution of tax burden;

4. To reduce dependence on property tax for financing public
schools;

5. To mitigate the burden placed on property taxes due to
annual increased educational costs;

6. To lessen the property tax burden on agriculture;

7. To enhance the concept of local control of education and
provide opportunity for citizens in the local communities
to help make decisions concerning education; and

8. To place some kind of limitation on increased school dis~

trict budgets from year to year to achieve a reduction or
stabilization of school district mill levies.
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Additional goals that were of great concern to some of the par-
ticipants included:

1. To foster the concept of the year around school;

2. To continue the financing of excess costs of necessary
small attendance centers;

3. To continue financing categorical programs such as special
education, vocational education, and transportation;

4. To provide for accommodating budgetary needs in school dis-
tricts with declining enrollments;

5. To require school districts to file semi-annual reports of
actual revenues and actual expenditures so that comparable
financial data can be compiled on a calendar year basis as
well as a July-dune basis;

6. To allocate annually a percentage of the state general fund
revenue growth to school districts to provide further
equalization and to help stabilize mill levies; and

7. To lessen the property tax burden on people with fixed
incomes,

Theory

The theory adopted to meet these goals was a modified "power
equalization" formula. Under this program, the state guarantees that
each district will be able to raise a minimum number of dollars per
pupil for each mill levied. For 1979, this level is $42.25 per mill
per pupil and the state makes up the difference between what the dis-
trict can raise on its own from the property tax and that quarantee
level.

In addition to equalizing the revenue raising abilities of each
district on a per pupil basis, a provision was enacted to equalize
expenditures among the districts. Under this provision, each district
computed its “authorized revenue base", which was the sum of the 1973
district general fund and state equalization expenditures. For 1974
through 1977, the district's authorized revenue base was a percentage
increase over the previous year, with lower spending districts granted
a greater percentage increase than the higher spending districts. For
1978 and subsequent years, ARB increases are provided at fixed dollar
levels. This provision was intended to narrow the variation between
district expenditures.

Both of these provisions also aided in meeting goals for
reforming the property tax. The equalization of the revenue rafsing
abilities of each district's mill levy had the effect of reducing the
variation in mill levies among the districts and bringing tax rates
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more closely in line with state averages. Second, the restriction on
increased spending under the authorized revenue base program worked to
1imit increases in local school district expenditures from year to
year and, as a side benefit, 1imit property tax increases. Most
importantly, along with enactment of the new financing formula, state
aid to school districts was increased almost $120 million from 1973 to
1974 for an overall increase in the state's share of local school dis-
trict general fund expenditures from 28 percent (1973) to 42 percent
(1974) of the total. This reduced average school district general
fund mill levies from 52.69 mills in 1973 to 37.67 mills in 1974 (pro-
jected at 37.78 mills in 1979).

A related provision of the equalization formula was also
adopted to reduce property taxes. Because the assessed value of some
districts of the state was high enough so that all of the revenue
guaranteed per pupil per mill by the state could be raised locally, a
special provision was added giving a minimum amount of state aid to
each district for each pupil for each mill levied. As a result, prop-
erty taxes in these districts were reduced. Also as a result of this
provision, only one district received less state aid in 1974 than
1973, although nearly 80 of the state's 181 districts qualified under
the minimum guarantee.

How It Works

Authorized revenue base. The School Finance Act of 1973
adopted the philosophy that the appropriate measure of education costs
to be funded was the district's previous year's expenditure per eli-
gible pupil from the general fund. Accordingly, the act funds each
district on the basis of its "authorized revenue base" (ARB) which is
defined to be the sum of the district's general fund property tax
expenditures and the state's equalization payments, per eligible
pupil, for the year preceding the budget year. A percentage factor
is then applied to the previous year's general fund expenditures to
determine the new ARB to be funded by the state and local school dis-
trict. For 1978, each district's ARB was determined by adding $120 to
its 1977 general fund expenditure. For 1979 each district's ARB is
determined by adding $130 to its 1978 general fund expenditure.

State guarantee. After calculation of each district's ARB, or
how much revenue 1s to be available per pupil, the mix between state
and local sources for such revenue is computed. In attempting to
equalize the tax generating resources of each district, the act pro-
vides for a "state guarantee" level of revenue for each mill levied by
each district for each eligible pupil. For 1979, the state has
guaranteed that each mill per pupil will raise $42.25 of combined
state and 1local funds. The act further guarantees that each mill
levied will generate $45.85 per pupil in 1980, and that the state
guarantee for 1981, 1982, and thereafter will be established at a
level which will ensure distribution of the same amount of state
equalization as for 1980. Each district's expenditure level, or
authorized revenue base, is then divided by the state quaranteed
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revenue per mill per pupil to determine the number of mills that each
district must levy in order to raise the corresponding amount of
revenue., For example, if a district's authorized revenue base is
$1,500 per pupil, $1,500 divided by $42.25, the state guaranteed level
of revenue per pupil, equals a mill levy of 35.50 mills which will be
necessary to fully fund the district's ARB frem combined state and
local sources (%$42.25 per mill per pupil times 35.50 mills equals the
district's ARB of $1,500).

Minimum guarantee. In order that all districts may share in
state education support and benefit from the property tax relief
offered, the act contains a minimum aid provision that guarantees that
each district will receive a minimum of $11.35 per mill per eligible
pupil, even if 1local revenues are sufficient to raise more than the
difference between the minimum and the state guaranteed level of sup-
port. If the mill levy of the district computed at the $11.35 minimum
guarantee level exceeds 20 mills, the district can receive 512.35 per
mill per pupil in 1979, and $13.35 per mi1ll per pupil 1in 1980, of
state support. Again, to compute the mill levy required to raise the
amount of state and local revenues necessary to fund the district's
ARB, the ARB is divided by the state guarantee, in this instance the
sum of local revenue capabilities per mill per pupil plus $11.35. For
example, if a district's ARB is $1,500 per pupil, and local revenues
will raise $35.00 per pupil per mill, the ARB is divided by the sum of
the district's local revenue raising capability per mill per pupil and
the minimum guarantee, or $35.00 plus $11.35 ($46.35). This computes
a mill levy of 32.36 mills necessary to raise the appropriate amount
of state and local funds to equal the district's ARB. Since, in this
instance, the mill levy computed at the $11.35 minimum quarantee level
(32.36 mills) exceeds 20 mills, the district qualifies for a minimum
guarantee level of $12.35 per mill per pupil, and the mill levy is
recomputed as follows: the local district revenue raisina capability
($35.00 per mill) 1is added to the alternate minimum guarantee level
($12.35) and the sum ($47.35) 1is divided into the district's ARB

$1,500). The new mill 1levy 1is then computed to be 31.68 mills
$37.35 per mill per pupil times 31.68 mills equals the ARB of $1,500
per pupil).

State/local share. The local share per mill per pupil is equal
to the amount that can be raised from the district's property tax base
per mill, divided by the number of eligible pupils. The state's share
per mill per pupil is equal to the difference between the amount that
the local property tax can raise and the state gquarantee. For
example, if the local tax base can raise $15.00 per mill per pupil and
the state guarantee is $42.25, the state's share is $27.25. For those
districts whose local tax base is sufficient to raise more than $30,90
per mill per pupil, and thus would receive less than $11.35 under the
state guarantee per mill of $42.25, the state's share is $11.35 per
mill per pupil, or $12.35 as discussed above, depending upon the
district's mill levy. The total expenditure per pupil is the ARB,
The total local share per pupil is the local share per mill times the
mill levy. The total state share per pupil is the state share times
the mill 1levy. Together, the total state and local shares per pupil
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are equal to the authorized revenue base, or expenditure level,

Attendance entitlement. A district's attendance entitlement is
the number of eligible pupils for which it may raise revenues, equal
to the district's ARB, for expenditure, The attendance entitlement is
determined on the basis of average daily attendance during a special
four week counting period ending the fourth Friday of October pre-
ceding the budget year. (A special provision is available for
full-year programs which allows for a similar four week counting
period ending about two months after the start of the school year.)

Total revenue. The total revenue of a district for its general
fund program comes from both state and local sources. The local share
of the total 1is the result of the school district's mill levy, com-
puted as noted above, times the district's total valuation for assess-
ment for property tax purposes. The state's share is the state's
share per pupil per mill, times the number of pupils, times the mill
levy. Together these two sources equal the amount of revenue required
to fund each attendance entitlement at the full ARB level,

Special Provisions

Increases in ARB above allowed level. In recognition of the
fact that specfal conditions can arise causing a school district to
need more revenue than might be authorized, the act allows districts
to request an increase in their authorized revenue base from a special
"State School District Budget Review Board" composed of the Lt. Gover-
nor, State Treasurer, and Chairman of the State Board of Education.
Any such increase that might be allowed would not be included in the
district's authorized revenue base for computation of the district's
state aid for the first year. The district's mill levy, and state and
local share would be computed in the normal manner exclusive of the
increase and then an additional computation made to determine the
increase in the local mill levy necessary to fund the increase. As a
result, the increase would be entirely locally funded for the first
year, but for subsequent years, the increase would be included in the
district's authorized revenue base and the state would share in its
funding in accordance with the formula described above.

The district may also have a vote of the peonle to authorize an
increase in the district's revenue base not granted by the review
board. Such a vote can only be taken after action by the state review
board and, again, the state does not participate in funding the
increase until the following year when it becomes a normal portion of
the district's authorized revenue base.

ARB increases and minimum ARBs. S.B. No. 25 (1978 Session)
established annual ARB increases over the prior year's ARB of $140 for
1980, $150 for 1931, and $160 for 1982, In addition, the bill pro-
vided that no district be required to have an ARB lower than $1,400
for 1979, $1,600 for 1980, and $1,800 for 1981, and thereafter. The
effect of allowing the lower spending districts to increase at the
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$200 per year minimum ARB Jevel while other districts increase at a
lesser rate is to narrow the variation in local district expenditures,.

Density factor. The act was amended in 1978 to provide that if
a district’s attendance entitlement is greater than 50,000, and it
averages more than 500 pupils per square mile of pupil density, it
qualifies for one hundred seven and one-half percent of the state
guarantee. For 1979, if a district met the requirements of the den-
sity factor, it would receive a state guarantee of $45.42 ($42.25
times 107 1/2% equals $45.42). Since a district's mill levy is deter-
mined by dividing its ARB by the state quarantee, increases 1in the
state guarantee will have the overall effect of lowering the mill levy
in a qualified district.

Declining enrollments. Another provision of the act relates to
districts that have declining enrollments. 1In recognition of the fact
that costs do not necessarily decrease in direct proportion to small
decreases in enrollment, optional methods of determining the number of
pupils used to determine a district's funding are provided. Although
normally the average daily attendance count made in the fall precedina
the budget year is utilized, the count for the second preceding year,
or an average of the three preceding years, is used if these numbers
are larger. This provision inflates the number of students funded
over those in actual attendance and provides a bonus in state and
local funds to such districts to allow a longer phase-down of expendi-
tures.

Increasing enrollment. A special provision was enacted in 1977
to provide additional aid to districts with increasing enrollments
during a budget year. For any district with an increase in its
attendance entitiement of greater than three percent or 350 pupils,
whichever is 1less, the state provides a special payment equal to 40
percent of the district's authorized revenue base for the budget year
for each pupil exceeding the lesser of the three percent or 350 pupil
increase. Attendance entitlement changes are measured during a
district's normal counting period.

Small attendance centers. The 1973 act continued a special
provision providing additional state aid to districts with small
attendance centers. Small attendance centers are defined by the act
to be elementary or secondary schools with 1less than 175 pupils
enrolled, and located at least 20 miles from the nearest other such
center not in a reorganized district.

Bonus pupils are allowed for attendance in small attendance
centers based on the following statutory schedule:
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Elementary ‘ Secondary
(Grades 1-6 or 1-8) (Grades 7-12 or 9-12)

Attendance Maximum Attendance Maximum
Entitlement Factor Allowed Entitlement Factor Allowed

0-20 Allow 24 24 0-25 2.0 40

20.1-50 1.2 55 25.1=50 1.6 75

50.1-80 1.1 84 50.1-75 1.5 105

80.1-115 1.05 120 75.1-125 1.4 159

115.1-150 1.04 150 125.1-150 1.2 165

150.1-175 1.1 175

If the product resulting from multiplication of the factor, times the
center's actual average daily attendance is greater than the maximum
allowed, the number of bonus pupils is reduced to the maximum allowed.
From this number is subtracted the attendance center's actual average
daily attendance to derive the bonus pupils eligible for additional
state aid. '

State small attendance aid 1is equal to the 1lesser of the
district's authorized revenue base times the number of bonus pupils,
or $35 for each mill levied in the district times the number of bonus
pupils (1973). Small attendance aid is comprised entirely of addi-
tional state dollars provided for these bonus pupils and no Tlocal
dollars are required. This provision places small attendance aid on
an equal basis for all districts, regardless of property wealth. In
effect, this provision increases the total number of dollars available
to the district to educate the pupils actually in attendance at a
center.

In order that the small attendance aid provision not serve as a
deterrent to school district reorganization, the act provides that the
provision would be phased out over a four year period. If a district
is reorganized so as to locate a previously eligible center within 20
miles of another such center, the center may still receive aid: 100
percent for the first year following such reorganization, 75 percent
the second following year, 50 percent in the third year, and 25 per-
cent in the fourth year, with no small attendance aid granted five or
more years after the reorganization.

Aid to low_income pupils. A new general aid provision to the
"Public School Finance Act of 1973" was enacted in 1977 to provide aid
to districts with high concentrations of pupils from low income fam-
ilies. To be eligible, the number of children from 1low income fam-
ilies in a district must exceed 15 percent of its attendance
entitlement. The aid is $125 per year for each such pupil exceedina
15 percent of the district's attendance entitlement. The mechanism
used to determine the number of students from low income families is
the number counted under Title I of the Federal Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act.

Aid to instructional television. Another new program enacted
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in 1977 provides state support to eligible districts that support or
operate instructional television stations. For districts operating
jnstructional television (Denver only), the aid is equal to one dollar
for each pupil residing in the primary coverage area. For districts
that support public educational television, the state aid is on a one
dollar per pupil basis and limited to a total of $100,000.

Example—cateulations

The following hypothetical example of a school district
illustrates the calculation sequence for a district being funded under
the state guarantee formula of $42.25 per pupil per mill.

Authorized-Expeonditures—Per—Pupit
Funded with state participation:

TGr® general fund gxpenditures $1,?§8.gg
] ily.al i as W
eqBlfs  THOSRSEANY 2INEd AncRse T
%ﬁ%‘lﬁ%&d by State School
District Budget Review Board $ 25.00
Increase granted by electorate 20.00
{%%g ﬁ%% $1,510.00
plus Increase granted by review board 53’33
1 S anted by electorate .
eqﬂa?g %8%2 a Stﬁgrized e%pgnggture $1,555.

Fligible Pupil
Fall 1976 average daily attendance 1,330
Fall 1977 average daily attendance 1,250
Fall 1978 average daily attendance 1,200
Three year average of ADA 1,260

Since three year average is largest
Attendance Entitlement equals 1,260

2?2
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divided by
equals

divided by
equals

plus
equals

less
equals
times
equals

divided by
divided by
equals

times
equals

District Mill Levy

1979 ARB $1,510.00
State guaranteed revenue per pupil 42,25
State participation mill levy 35.74 mills
Increased expenditure granted

by board and vote $ 45,00
Local revenue per mill per pupil 15.00
Additional local mill levy 3.00 mills

State Participation mill levy 35.74 mills
Additional local mill levy 3.00
Total district general fund mill levy 38.74 mills

State and Local Shares Per Pupil

State Share:
State guaranteed revenue per pupil $ 42.25

Local revenue per mill per pupil 15.00
State share per mill per pupil 27.25
State participation mill levy 35.74
State share per pupil $ 973.90

Local Share:
Local valuation for assessment $18,900,000,00

Attendance entitlement 1,260 pupils
One mill .001
Local Share per mill per pupil $ 15,00

Total district mil1l levy 38.74 mills
Local share per pupil $ 581.10
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times
equals

times
equals

plus
equals

times
equals

Total State and Local

Shares

State Share:

State share per pupil

Attendance entitliement
Total State Share

Local Share:

-24&

$ 973,90

1,260,00
S ’ » Ge

Local Share per pupil 581,10
Attendance entitlement . ..1,260,00
Total local share S~ 732,186.00
Total Revenues
Total State Share $1,227,114
Total Local Share 732,186
Total Revenue $|,§§§,§00
. Note:
Totals
Total Expenditures agree
Total allowed expend. 1,555
Attendance entitlement 1,260
Total expenditures $T:§5§:§ﬁf



History of School Finance Litigation
in the United States

In the period since 1970, a number of decisions have been
handed down in cases which challenged state school financing systems
as having wealth-related disparities in per pupil spending among dis-
tricts within a state. It has usually been alleged that the quality
of a child's education may not be "a function of the wealth of his
parents and neighbors" and that a "public school financing system
which relies heavily on local property taxes and causes substantial
disparities among individual school districts in amount of revenue
available per pupil for the districts’' educational grants invidiously
discriminates against the poor ...".1/

These allegations have been variously based on provisions of
the United States Constitution and provisions contained in the con-
stitution of the state wherein the discrimination was alleged to have
occurred. Specifically, the sources have been: (1) the equal pro-
tection clause contained in the Fourteenth Amendment to the United
States Constitution; (2) the equal protection provisions of a state
constitution;2/ and (3) the education clause of a state constitu-
tion. 3/

Traditionally, courts have used the "rational basis" test when
analyzing a state statute for possible violations of the equal pro-
tection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Under this standard of
review, the court presumes the law under attack to be valid. The
plaintiff has the burden of proving that the law bears no rational
relationship to a legitimate state purpose and thus is irrational or
arbitrary.

1/ Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal. 3d 584, 589, 487 P.2d 1241, 1244, 96
Cal. Rptr. 601, 604 (1971).

2/ The due process clause of article II, section 25 of the
Colorado Constitution has been construed to require equal pro-
tection of the law. People v. Max, 70 Colo. 100, 148P. 150
(1921); Cf. Vanderhoof v. People, 152 Colo. 147, 380 P.2d 903
21963); Trueblood v, linsley, i18 Colo. 503, 366 P.2d 655

1961).

3/ The Colorado Constitution provides that "[T]he general assembly
shall ... provide for the establishment and maintenance of a
thorough and uniform system of free public schools.” Colo.
Const. art. IX, sec. 2.
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A more strict standard of review, the "strict scrutiny" test,
is triggered if the legislation under attack differentiates between
affected parties on the basis of a classification which the Supreme
Court has declared to be "suspect", such as race, or if a right which
has been declared to be fundamental, such as the right to travel or
the right to vote, is involved., If the court employs the strict
scrutiny standard, the defendant state has the burden of showing: (1)
a compelling state interest which justifies its use of the 1law under
attack; (2) that no other reasonable, less discriminatory legislative
scheme could accomplish the same objective; and (3) that the distinc-
tions drawn by the law are necessary to further the law's purpose.

If an education clause exists in the state constitution,
another approach has been taken by some plaintiffs, alleging that a
state school finance system violates the state's constitutional com-
mand to the legislature to provide a “thorough and efficient" or a
“"general and uniform" system of free public schools. The argument
generally used to challenge the constitutionality of school financing
systems as violative of the education clause is that because of sub-
stantial interdistrict disparities in spending, the education clause
has not been complied with. State education clauses have been util-
ized by plaintiffs in New Jersey and Connecticut to strike down the
existing school financing systems, whereas Oregon, Idaho, and Washing-
ton have held that their systems did not violate any state constitu-
tional mandate despite substantial spending disparities per pupil
between districts.

An education clause may also be important in analyzing a case
under the equal protection clause. If a state constitution contains
an education clause, a court may regard it as evidence that education
is a fundamental right in that state and that the strict scrutiny test
should therefore be applied. A court's finding that a fundamental
right to education exists may be based on its determination that the
effective exercise of other fundamental rights, such as the right to
vote, depends on a right to education.

The Rodriguez Case

Facts., In 1973, the United States Supreme Court handed down
San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, 93
S. Ct. 1278, 36 L. Ed.2d 16. The pla1nt??? brought a class action on
behalf of school children from poor families who resided in school
districts having a low property tax base, alleging that the Texas
school system, which relied heavily on local ad valorem property taxes
to supplement state aid to school districts, violated equal protection
requirements because of substantial interdistrict disparities in per
pupil expenditures resulting primarily from differences in the value
of assessable property among the districts. 1In order to understand

the Supreme Court opinion, it is necessary to examine the Texas school
financing system.
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The Texas constitution provides for the establishment of free
schools by the state. Further amendments to that constitution pro-
vided for the creation of local school districts empowered to levy ad
valorem taxes for the “erection ... of school buildings" and for the
“further maintenance of public free schools."4/ Local funds were
supplemented by funds from the State's Permanent and Available School
Funds. These funds received moneys from various state lands and prop-
erty and other designated taxes and disbursed them to the local schoo]
districts. As Texas became more industrialized, the amount of tax
resources available to each district varied according to the commer-
cial and industrial property located therein. Growing disparities in
population and taxable property accounted to a large extent for the
increasing differences in local expenditures for education.

The Texas state legislature realized that a reevaluation of the
school financing scheme was necessary to ameliorate these differences,
and in the late 1940's established the Texas Minimum Foundation School
Program, which eventually accounted for approximately one~half of the
total educational expenditures in Texas. The nature of the Foundation
Program was explained by the Court:

The Program calls for state and local contributions to a
fund earmarked specifically for teacher salaries, oper-
ating expenses, and transportation costs. The State,
supplying funds from its general revenues, finances
approximately 80% of the Program, and the school dis-
tricts are responsible - as a unit - for providing the
remaining 20%. The districts' share, known as the Local
Fund Assignment, is apportioned among the school dis-
tricts under a formula designed to reflect each
~district's relative taxpaying ability. The Assignment
is first divided among Texas' 254 counties pursuant to a
complicated economic index ... Each county's assianment
is then divided among its school districts on the basis
of each district's share of assessable property within
the county. The district, in turn, finances its share
of the Assignment out of revenues from 1local property
taxation.5/

It was hoped that the Foundation Program would have an
equalizing influence on expenditure levels by placing the heaviest
burden on school districts most capable of paying and that by estab-
lishing the Local Fund Assignment each school district would contrib-
ute to the education of dts children but would not exhaust its
resources.

i Tex. Const. art. 7, sec. 3.
5/ 411 U.S. at 9.
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Throughout the course of the Rodriquez 1litigation, comparison
was made between the most affluent and tEe Teast affluent school dis-
tricts in the San Antonio area. The Court pointed out the disparities
that existed between the two:

Edgewood is one of seven public school districts in the
metropolitan area. Approximately 22,000 students are
enrolled in its 25 elementary and secondary schools.
The district is situated in the core-city sector of San
Antonio in a residential neighborhood that has 1little
commercial or industrial property. The residents are
predominantly of Mexican-American descent: approximately
90% of the student population is Mexican-American and
over 6% 1is Negro. The average assessed property value
per pupil is $5,960 - the lowest in the metropolitan
area - and the median family income ($4,686) is also the
lowest. At an equalized tax rate of $1.05 per $100 of
assessed property - the highest in the metropolitan area
- the district contributed $26 to the education of each
child for the 1967-1968 school year above its Local Fund
Assignment for the Minimum Foundation Program. The
Foundation Program contributed $222 per pupil for a
state-local total of $248. Federal funds added another
$108 for a total of $356 per pupil.

Alamo Heights is the most affluent school district
in San Antonio. Its six schools, housing approximately
5,000 students, are situated in a residential community
quite unlike the Edgewood District. The school popu-
lation 1is predominantly "“Anglo," having only 18%
Mexican-Americans and less than 1% MNegroes. The
assessed property value per pupil exceeds $49,000 and
the median family income is $8,001. In 1967-1968 the
local tax rate of $.85 per $100 of valuation yielded
$333 per pupil over and above its contribution to the
Foundation Program. Coupled with the $225 provided from
that Program, the district was able to supply %558 per
student. Supplemented by a $36 per-pupil grant from
federal sources, Alamo Heights spent $594 per pupil.6/

To demonstrate how the Local Fund Assignment attempted to miti-
gate these disparities in the 1970-1971 school year, data was offered
showing that Alamo Heights was required, because of 1its relative
wealth, to contribute out of its local property tax $100 per pupil,
which was 20% of its Foundation grant of $491 per pupil. Edgewood, a
district with much less property, was only required to pay $8.46 per
pupil, which was 2.47% of its Foundation grant of $356 per pupil. The

&/ Id, at TI-T3.
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Local Fund Assignment, in this respect, reflected a rough approxima-
tion of the relative taxpaying potential of each district. Despite
this, the District Court held that the system

discriminates on the basis of wealth in the manner in
which education is provided for its people.... Finding
that wealth is a 'suspect' classification and that edu~
cation is a 'fundamental' interest, the District Court
held that the Texas system could be sustained only if
the State could show that it was premised upon some
compelling state interest .... On this issue the court
concluded that 'not only are defendants unable to demon=-
strate compelling state interests ... they fail even to
establish a reasonable basis for these classifications.'

7,

The questions presented to the Supreme Court on appeal were:
(1) whether the Texas school financing scheme operated to the dis~
advantage of some suspect class or impinged upon a fundamental right
explicitly or implicitly protected by the United States Constitution
such that the system would be subject to strict judicial scrutiny; and
(2) if the system were not held to this strict scrutiny standard, did
it rationally further some legitimate, articulated state purpose and
therefore not constitute an invidious discrimination in violation of
the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment?

Suspect classification analysis. The Supreme Court pointed out
that the 1ndividuals or groups of individuals that constituted the
class or classes discriminated against in prior cases in which the
strict scrutiny test was applied showed two distinguishing character-
istics: (1) because of their impecunity they were completely unable
to pay for some desired benefit; and (2) they sustained an absolute
deprivation of a meaningful opportunity to enjoy that benefit as a
result of that impecunity. The Court stated that the plaintiffs did
not show that the Texas school-financing system discriminated against
a class "fairly definable as indigent, or as composed of persons whose
incomes are beneath any designated poverty level." However, even if a
class could have been defined, the Court found that the class did not
suffer from an absolute deprivation of education. It said, in
essence, that the equal protection clause does not require absolute
equality or precisely equal advantages, at least where wealth is
involved.

The plaintiffs also argued that the classification scheme was
unconstitutional on the basis of what the Court termed "district
wealth discrimination”, i.e., discrimination without regard to the
individual 1income characteristics of district residents. Once again,
the Court determined that the class alleged to be discriminated
against was too amorphous and had none of the traditional character-
istics of suspectness.

Yy Id, at T6.
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Fundamental interest analysis. The plaintiffs also asserted
that the system 1interfered with a “fundamental right" and that the
Supreme Court should subject it to a strict scrutiny standard of
review. The Court, while agreeing that the right to education.is
strongly rooted in our society ?quoting from Brown v. Board of Edu-

cation, 347 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct. 686, 98 L.Ed, 873 (1954)), indicated

that the mere importance of a service performed by the state did not
determine whether it must be regarded as fundamental for purposes of
examination under the equal protection clause. The Court stated that
substantive constitutional rights are not created under the guise of
the equal protection clause; rather, it must determine whether there
is a right, in this case 'a right to education, explicitly or
implicitly guaranteed by the constitution. The Court found no
explicit right to education in the federal constitution.8/

The plaintiffs contended that there is an implicit right to
education which should be deemed fundamental because of its nexus to
other rights and 1liberties guaranteed by the constitution, specifi-
cally First Amendment freedoms of speech and participation in the
electoral process. In reply, the Court stated that they "have never
presumed to possess either the ability or the authority to quarantee
to the citizenry the most effective speech or the most informed elec-
toral choice."9/ Furthermore, "a 'statute is not invalid under the
Constitution because it might have gone farther than it did,' ...
'reform may take one step at a time, addressing itself to the phase of
the problem which seems most acute to the legislative mind ...'".10/
For these reasons, the Court refused to find that education is a
fundamental right requiring the application of the strict scrutiny
standard of review. Instead, the traditional standard, requiring that
the state's system be shown to bear some rational relationship to
legitimate state purposes, was held applicable.

Rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose. In this
portion of the Rodriguez decision, the Court added some detail to its
earlier explanation o% the Texas school financing system and described
how it operated in relation to the demands of the equal protection
clause, While agreeing that interdistrict disparities in spending
were based primarily on the amount of assessable property available
within the district, the Court stated that the Texas system was compa-
rable to the systems in virtually all other states. The "foundation
grant" system used by Texas was designed to guarantee a minimum state-
wide educational program without sacrificing local participation in or
control of education. The Court said of the Texas system: "While
assuring a basic education for every child in the State, it permits

g 1d. at 34, 3.
9/  I1d. at 3.

10/ Id. at 39, quoting from Katzenbach v. Morgan, 384 U.S. 641,
657, 86 S. Ct. 1717, 1727, 16 L.Ed.2d B2 2_8-?'1_966).
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and encourages a large measure of participation in and control of each
district's schools at the Tlocal level."11/ The attack made by the
plaintiffs on the system was not that it failed 1in these objectives
but that it did not provide the same level of control and fiscal
flexibility in all districts. Replying to this, the Court once aqain
emphasized that only where the state action impinges on the exercise
of fundamental constitutional rights or liberties or employs a suspect
classification must the State choose the 1least restrictive alterna-
tive. In the Court's judgment, the system was not invidiously dis-
criminatory merely because the state imperfectly effected its goals.

Conclusion. The Court made every effort to emphasize the
importance of education in modern society but did not go so far as to
find an explicit or implicit right to education in the United States
Constitution to education. Therefore, in a constitutional challenge
to any state school finance plan, under the equal protection clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment, the correct standard of review is whether
the challenged state action rationally furthers a legitimate state
purpose or interest.12/ The Court held that the Texas plan abundantly
satisfied that standard.

Summaries of State Court Decisions

Decisions invalidating foundation plans. As a general proposi-
tion, "Toundation™ plans or programs assure each district of a basic
number of dollars per pupil. This may take the form of a flat grant
per pupil, or state educational aid for the purposes of "equalizing"
unequal district property tax burdens, or both. Some foundation pro-
grams may have limitations on district per pupil expenditures and
others may not. This section of this report contains descriptions of
the state court decisions in cases challenging school finance systems
based on foundation plans or programs. The decisions overturning
state school finance systems should not be accorded greater weight
merely because these decisions have been discussed in greater detail;
these decisions are treated at greater 1length 1in order that their
evidentiary and legal bases can be more fully understood and because
the reported decisions in these cases were more detailed and lengthy
than decisions upholding school finance systems. School finance deci-
sions often are lengthy and complex; oversimplification was necessary
in order to discuss these cases properly in the context of this
report.

|

1/ 411 U.S. at 49,

12/ Cf. McGinnis v. Royster, 410 U.S. 263, 270, 93 S. Ct. 1055,
Tﬁ?§77§?1:?ﬁ?§a‘?%§'TT973).
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California. The California Supreme Court decisions in Serrano
v. Priest I, 5 Cal. 3rd 584, 437 P.2d 1241, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601 T{V1971J),
(hereinafter referred to as Serrano I) and Serrano v. Priest II, 18
Cal. 3rd __, 557 P.2d 929, 135 Cat. Rptr. 345 (1976), (hereinafter
referred to as’ Serrano II) have been landmarks in school finance
litigation. Although these cases have not been frequently followed
since their decision, their nationwide influence in school finance
litigation and school finance reform is widely acknowledged.

Serrano I

Among other things, the complaint in Serrano I alleged that the
financing system for California public schools relied heavily on local
property taxes, causing substantial disparities among individual
school districts in the amount of revenue available for the districts'
educational programs and resulting in substantial disparities in the
quality and extent of availability of educational opportunities. The
relief requested was a declaration of the unconstitutionality of the
school finance system and an injunction against the system's enforce-
ment.

The defendants filed demurrers to the complaint, in effect
saying to the plaintiffs, "We think there 1is nothing legally wrong
with the California school finance system and a court will not grant
you relief even-if you prove all the allegations in your complaint".
The trial court agreed with the defendants and eventually granted
their motion to dismiss. The plaintiffs appealed the dismissal to the
California Supreme Court and the Court's answer was the Serrano I
decision (rendered before the decision in Rodriquez), which sald that
if the plaintiffs couTd prove the allegations of their complaint at
trial, the California school finance system did work a substantial
wrong in that it violated the equal protection provisions of the fed-
era]f and California constitutions. The Court's reasoning will now be
set forth.

First, the Court noted that the major revenue source for
schools was the local property tax (for 1968-69, the sources of educa=-
tional revenues were as follows: Tlocal property taxes 55.7%, state
aid 35.5%, federal funds 6.1%, and miscellaneous sources 2.7%) and
that district tax bases varied widely throughout the state. In addi-
tion, although state law placed ceilings on district tax rates, nearly
all districts had surpassed their ceilings in "tax override" elec-
tions.

The California school finance system was characterized by the
Court as a "foundation program” and consisted of the following compo-
nents: (1) "basic aid" - each district received $125 per pupil per
year, regardless of the property wealth of the district; (2) “equal-
jzation aid" - which consisted of the difference between basic aid
plus the amount of local property tax which could be raised with a tax
rate of $1 for each $100 of valuation for assessment (for elementary
school districts) and the state foundation program minimum. In short,
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the state would supply as "equalization aid" the difference between
the foundation program minimum per pupil and an amount determined by
adding basic aid per pupil to the amount of local property tax which
would be raised by applying a uniform tax rate in each district. (The
uniform tax rate was used merely for determining equalization aid and
had n? relation to the actual millage imposed for the school dis-
trict.

A further program entitled "supplemental aid" was provided to
those districts which had low valuations for assessment but exhibited
extra "tax effort" (a high tax rate or mill levy).

Then came what appears to be the critical juncture of Serrano
I; at this point the Court noted that, despite the admittedly
Ttempering" effect of the California school finance system on
disparities between district tax bases, those districts with lower per
pupil expenditures tended to be those districts with low property tax
bases per pupil and those districts with high per pupil expenditures
tended to be those districts with high tax bases per pupil. From this
fact the Court inferred that a district's low tax base per pupil
caused a district's low expenditure per pupil and that the California
schooT finance system did not offset inherent inequalities. In addi-
tion, the Court concluded that basic aid widened the gap between rich
and poor districts. This was because, while a poor district might
need basic aid plus equalization aid plus local property taxes at a
specified rate to reach the foundation program minimum per pupil, a
rich district could fully fund the foundation program minimum from
local property taxes at the same specified tax rate and still receive
basic aid (a major portion of state aid in California) which was dis-
tributed without regard to district wealth. Basic aid was meaningless
to poor districts because, in the absence of basic aid, a poor dis-
trict would stfll receive the same amount of money, even though it
would all be called equalization aid.

The Court rejected the claim that the California school finance
system was invalid under that state's education clause because "[W]e
have never interpreted the constitutional provision to require equal
school spending; we have ruled only that the education system must be
uniform in terms of the prescribed course of study and educational
progression from grade to grade.".13/

Turning to the equal protection claims, the Court had little
trouble finding that the California public school finance system
established the "suspect classification" necessary to subject the
scheme to strict scrutiny, because the Court had already decided that
the system discriminated on the basis of district wealth. First
citing cases prohibiting discrimination on the basis of wealth (appar-
ently to show that wealth was a suspect classification), the Court

T3/ 487 P.2d at 1249,
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then disposed of the following arguments advanced in support of the
financing system: .

(1) That the system did equalize to some extent (the Court
found that the alleviation of district wealth disparities was not suf-
ficient to outweigh the essential defect that, as a whole, school
revenue was generated in proportion to district wealth);

(2) That neither valuation per pupil nor expenditure per pupil
was a reliable index of district wealtE EtEe Court answered that aés-
trict valuation for assessment and expenditures had to be related to
the number of pupils in order to have any significance at all);

(3) That the tax rate was at least partly determinative of
available school revenues and should be taken into account (the Court
discounted the tax rate's importance because the amount of revenue
raised by the same tax rate varied from district to district); and

(4) That district property tax wealth does not necessarily
reflect the wealth of individuals residing in the district (since this
fact was alleged by the plaintiffs and since the issue before the
Court was whether to sustain or reverse the trial court's dismissal of
the action, the Court merely treated this fact as admitted by the
defendants® demurrers).

That the system discriminated on the basis of district wealth
rather than individual wealth and that the discrimination was uninten-
tional were not viewed as obstacles barring the finding that the
system discriminated on the basis of wealth and that wealth was a sus-
pect classification. The Court felt that government participation in
the discriminatory scheme was evident in that zoning and other govern-
mental land use decisions affect property values and that school dis-
trict boundaries are the product of governmental action,

The plaintiffs in Serrano I also alleged that education was the
type of fundamental dinterest which was required to bring the strict
scrutiny test into play; they may have wished to establish this second
string to their bow because wealth had been recognized as a suspect
classification only in cases involving the criminal rights of defend-
ants and voting rights. Noting that the assertion of education as a
fundamental interest under the federal constitution was novel, the
Court discussed this point at length before concluding "[T]hat the
distinctive and priceless function of education in our society war-
rantf, indeed compels, our treating it as a 'fundamental inter-
est.'"14/

T4/ 1d. at 1258,
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Having found a suspect class and a fundamental interest (one
probably would have been sufficient), the Court went on to apply the
remainder of the strict scrutiny test, determining whether the Cali-
fornia school finance system was necessary to achieve a compelling
state interest. The defendants asserted that the state interests sup-
ported by the system were: (1) Local district control over adminis-
trative decision-making; and (2) Local control over educational
expenditures. The Court found the first interest was not tied to the
school finance system because 1local control over administrative
decision-making could be preserved regardless of how the state decided
to parcel out state aid to education. The Court handled the second
interest asserted by noting that poor districts had little or no
"fiscal freewill" when compared to rich districts; because of the
system's reliance on the property tax, residents of poor districts
could tax themselves heavily and still have per pupil expenditures far
below per pupil expenditures of rich districts which 1imposed 1less
severe tax rates. The Court characterized local fiscal control under
the California system as a "cruel illusion".15/

The Court, noting that if the allegations of the complaint were
proven the plaintiffs would be entitled to the relief requested,
reversed the trial court's dismissal and returned the case for trial.

Serrano II

In reaction to Serrano I, the California legislature passed two
bi11s substantially amending the California school finance system,
The parties to the action stipulated that these amendments should be
considered as part of the 1itigation.

The nature of the California school finance system after these
changes can be summarized as follows:

(1) The $125 per pupil basic aid was retained;
(2) Supplemental aid was dropped;

(3) The foundation program minimums were substantially
increased from $355 per ADA to $765 per ADA for elementary school dis-
tricts and from $488 per ADA to $950 per ADA for high school districts
and the computational rates for determining equalization aid were
increased; and

(4) District revenue 1limits were established allowing the
expenditures per pupil to increase over the previous year according to
an inflation factor. Increases in expenditures for wealthy districts
were limited in that inflation adjustments decreased in proportion to

T8/ Id, at 1260,
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the districts® wealth while poorer districts were allowed a greater
rate of increase in expenditures. (It was hoped that this mechanism
would result in reduction 1in the disparities between per pupil
expenditures.) The revenue limits applied only to general purpose tax
revenues and were subject to override by the district's voters.

Permissive overrides were allowed for special purposes such as capital

outlay.

The trial court had found that the changes in the school
finance scheme were not sufficient to overcome the constitutional
defects described in Serrano I because: (1) the retention of basic
aid continued the anti-equalizing effect found in Serrano I by
benefitting only those districts not qualifying for equaTization aid
(rich districts); (2) rich districts were favored because a smaller
tax effort was required to reach the foundation program minimum level
of support; and (3) the revenue limit feature was defective in that it
perpetuated previous inequities by using the level of expenditures
from a previous year as a base and that "convergence" of district
expenditures per pupil would take a long time, even assuming no voted
overrides. At bottom, the trial court found that the system would
"continue to generate school revenue in proportion to the wealth of
the individual district."16/

The California Supreme Court affirmed the trial court's conclu-
sions of law and found them to be supported by the findings and the
evidence.

It should be noted that the decision in Rodriguez occurred
after Serrano I and before Serrano II. Although Serrano I was
grounded on application of “the strict scrutiny test, Rodrigquez's
rejection of strict scrutiny under the federal constitution did not
overrule Serrano I, since the California Court had specifically stated
that the same analysis would be employed and the same result reached
under the equal protection provisions of the California constitution.

The Court rejected an alternative test of the California school
finance system's constitutionality proposed by the defendants; this
was because the Court believed the test set forth in Serrano 1
remained appropriate and had been followed by the trial court, because
the data upon which the defendants' alterpative test was based was
defective, and because the findings of fact by the trial court
conflicted with the assertions upon which the defendants' alternative
test was based.

The defendants argued that, if their alternative test was not
acceptable, at 1least the Court should employ the rational basis test
used by the U,S. Supreme Court in Rodriguez. The Court discounted
this argument, noting that the Serrano ! decision was based upon the

16/ 557 P.2d at 937.
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equal protection provisions of the California constitution as well as
the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the federal
constitution and that California courts had the authority to impose a
stricter test of equal protection under the state constitution than
the U.S. Supreme Court applied in the case of an asserted violation of
federal equal protection rights. The Court specifically affirmed
Serrano I and concluded that the California school finance system, as
amended since Serrano I, failed to meet the standards set forth in

Serrano I.

Finally, the Court summarily rejected the defendants' arguments
that the California school finance system under challenge was mandated
by certain provisions of the California constitution and should be
upheld despite the asserted violations of equal protection.

New Jersey. In Robinson v. Cahill, 62 N.J. 473, 303 A,2d 273,
decided April 3, i973, the New Jersey Supreme Court dealt with many of
the same issues confronting the California Supreme Court in Serrano I
and II., The New Jersey school finance system was similar In several

respects to the California system but was declared unconstitutional on

a different basis. (It should be noted that the Robinson case was
argued in the New Jersey Supreme Court prior to the U. S. Supreme
Court decision in Rodriquez, but that the decision in Robinson was
announced a few weeks after the decision in Rodriquez; ~the decision
in Robinson had to be revised to some extent to re?iect the decision

in Rodriguez.)

A discussion of the trial court decision in Robinson v. Cahill,
118 N.J. Super., 223, 287 A.2d 187 (1972), may be helpful in analyzing
the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision.

After summarizing the allegations in the complaint and the
defendant's responses thereto (which in many respects were similar to
the allegations and responses in Serrano I and II), the trial court
discussed the MNew Jersey school finance system. Prior to 1970, New
Jersey had a "foundation program" which could be briefly described as
follows: Every district received $100 per pupil, plus the difference,
if any, between $325 per pupil and the local fair share (the equiva-
Tent of the amount of revenue that could be raised locally with a tax
rate of 10 1/2 mills per dollar) plus $27 per pupil if the district
was in one of the six largest cities in New Jersey. In 1970, the
"State School Incentive Equalization Aid Law" (referred to as the
Bateman Act) was enacted and funded at the amount which would have
been paid in 1971-72 under the foundation program, plus 20% of the
difference between the amount of aid under the foundation program and
Bateman Act aid if the Bateman Act were fully funded. The complaint
had been amended to include the Bateman Act 1in the constitutional
challenge; the Bateman Act will be discussed in more detail later in
this section of this report.

The trial court noted that local property taxes yielded 67% of
statewide school operating expenses, state aid yielded 28%, and fed-
eral aid yielded the balance of 5%. Under the New Jersey school
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finance system, districts with high property tax wealth spent more
money per pupil than poor districts, spent more money on teachers'
salaries per pupil, and had more teachers and professional staff per
pupil; this was true despite lower tax rates in wealthy districts and
despite "“equalization aid" given by the state to poor districts. In
addition, the trial court pointed out that poor districts often had
larger minority populations to educate and that central cities were
fighting a losing tax battle with suburbs. Further, the New Jersey
school finance system failed to address the problems of poor suburban
and rural districts. Thus the trial court found that districts with
low property tax wealth per pupil suffered a fiscal disadvantage.
Whether this disadvantage was related to educational deficiencies was
the next point to be addressed.

While allowing that the quality of elementary and secondary
education in Mew Jersey probably was good to excellent in the vast
majority of districts, the trial court said:

The question is not how well we are doing on the aver-
age; the question is whether MNew Jersey's system of
financing public schools creates impermissible
disparities between rich and poor districts in educa-
tional opportunity, as well as tax burden.17/

After wrestling with the problem whether educational quality
should be measured by "input" (dollars spent) or ‘"output® (test
results), the trial court resolved the issue by finding both input and
output deficiencies in certain districts with per pupil property
valuations below the state average. These districts were character-
ized by fewer teachers with postgraduate degrees, high turnover, old
and outdated school buildings, equipment, textbooks, and 1library
facilities, and test results below the national norm.

In answering the objection that the 1level of educational
expenditures does not necessarily define quality of education, the
trial court, while acknowledging that family background and social
composition of the student body were important determinants, noted
that "“[T]he only evidence offered in the case does show correlation
between educational expenditures and pupil achievement over and above
the influence of family and other environmental factors."18/ Having
reviewed the evidence on this branch of the case, the trial court con-
cluded that "a large number of New Jersey children are not getting an
adequate education"19/ and that this was traceable to differences in
district property tax wealth.

Y77 287 R.2d at 200,
18 Id. at 203.

19/  Id. at 205.
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The trial court then turned its attention to the New Jersey
sthool finance system under the Bateman Act. The Bateman Act appears
to have been a comprehensive and 1involved statute which had been
enacted but neither fully funded (the "20%" level of funding was
previously discussed in this report) nor fully implemented (while the
act provided for classification of school districts into five cate-
gories, criteria for classification of districts had not been devel-
oped at the time of the trial court decision and had not been devel-
oped at the time of the New Jersey Supreme Court's decision nearly a
year later; the result was that all districts were given the same
"basic" classification.) Among other things, the Bateman Act provided
for: (1) "minimum support aid” of $100 per pupil for each district on
a weighted pupil basis reflecting lesser costs for education of kin-
dergarten pupils and greater costs for secondary pupils; (2) “incen-
tive equalization aid", the purpose of which was to give aid to those
districts which had "equalized valuations per pupil" which were less
than "guaranteed valuations"; and (3) additional weight for pupils who
were children in families residing in the school district who received
aid to families with dependent children.

Based upon a statistical model projecting the operation of the
Bateman Act, the trial court concluded that, although the Bateman Act
employed a wealth-based formula, the act was more acceptable than the
“foundation program”; in addition, the AFDC factor would have an
appreciable effect if the Bateman Act were fully funded.

The trial court then took up discussion of the education clause
in the New Jersey Constitution which read as follows:

The Legislature shall provide for the maintenance
and support of a thorough and efficient system of free
public schools for the instruction of all the children
in the state between the ages of five and eighteen
years.20/

Pointing out that the state was bearing up to 75% of the
expenses of public education during the time this clause was adopted,
the trial court concluded that it was a state legislative obligation
to provide a thorough education for all pupils wherever located. The
trial court interpreted the word "thorough" as connoting completeness
and attention to detail and as meaning more than simply adequate or
minimal and concluded, on the basis of the findings described above
relating to unequal expenditures per pupil, that a thorough education
was not being afforded to all pupils in New Jersey. However, the
trial court stated that the requirements of the education clause would
probably be fulfilled if the Bateman Act, with a few deletions, were
fully funded.

Id. at 209.



The trial court also found the New Jersey school finance system
was in violation of the equal protection provisions of the United
States and New Jersey constitutions. The trial court applied the
strict scrutiny test accepted in Serrano I and held that not only did
the New Jersey school finance system discriminate against pupils in
districts with low real property wealth, but it discriminated against
taxpayers by imposing unequal burdens for a common state purpose. (It
should be remembered that the trial court decision in Robinson was
announced well in advance of the U, S. Supreme Court's decision in

Rodriguez).

Upon review, the New Jersey Supreme Court accepted the trial
court's findings that there were interdistrict disparities in the
number of dollars spent per pupil and that quality of educational
opportunity depended in substantial measure upon the number of dollars
invested, and it held that the New Jersey school finance system vio-
lated the education clause of the MNew Jersey constitution. The
Supreme Court then devoted most of its opinion to a rejection of the
other bases for the trial court's decision.

The Supreme Court rejected the equal protection basis for the
trial court's decision primarily because the Court feared the impli-
cations of the application of such a theory to all important services
provided by local governments. Describing several governmental ser-
vices which were neither funded nor provided on a strictly equal
basis, the Court could not find any requirement of law that dictated
such equality if inequality was not connected with some invidious end.
The Court discussed in some detail the U. S. Supreme Court's reasons
for rejection of the strict scrutiny test 1in Rodriguez, citing the
concern that application of the strict scrutiny test strikes at the
heart of the time-honored concept of "local government with 1local
fiscal responsibility",21/ and reluctance to apply a single solution
to myriad problems in the provision of governmental services.

While accepting that wealth might be a suspect classification
in some cases, the New Jersey Supreme Court found that wealth was not
suspect as a basis for raising revenues and that taxation has never
been required to be uniform as among taxing districts; further, the
Court generally rejected the concept of according different rights
special protection according to their "fundamentality". Even assuming
wealth was a suspect classification and education was a fundamental
right, the Court pointed out that there may be a compelling state
interest in preserving the institution of local government and its
concomitant, local fiscal responsibility.

217 303 A.2d at 281,
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The MNew Jersey Supreme Court also rejected the contentions
that, under the state constitution: (1) The state could not delegate
the responsibility for raising taxes for school purposes to 1local
governments; and (2) Statewide equality among taxpayers must be
assured.

However, the Court found that the education clause required
equal educational opportunity for children. Equal educational oppor-
tunity did not mean just a minimal education; instead

The constitution's guarantee must be understood to
embrace that educational opportunity which is needed in
the contemporary setting to equip a child for his role
as a citizen and as a competitor in the labor market.22/

The Court then tested the HNew Jersey school finance system
against its interpretation of the constitutional requirement and found
that the system did not pass constitutional muster because of "dis-
crepancies in dollar input per pupil.”.23/ The Court could find no
other viable criterion for measuring compliance with the constitution
and refused to assume that the lowest level of dollar performance com-
plied with the constitution.

Since the state had delegated most of the responsibility for
funding schools to the local level, it was incumbent on the state to
spell out the meaning of equal educational opportunity so that local
districts had a more concrete standard to satisfy, Noting that the
Bateman Act had no apparent relationship to equal educational oppor-
tunity, the Supreme Court specifically rejected the trial court's
conclusion that full-funding of the Bateman Act would satisfy the
requirements of the education clause. The Court went on to observe
that, if the state wished to delegate to the local level the state's
obligation to provide a thorough and efficient education, the state
must define this obligation, compel 1local districts to raise the
necessary funds to fulfill the obligation, and, perhaps, compensate
for local failures to meet the obligation. Further observing that
these requirements apply not only to school operating expenditures but
to capital expenditures, the Court closed by noting that, upon the
record in this case, the Court doubted that a thorough and efficient
system of schools could be achieved by reliance on local taxation.

Connecticut. In Horton v. Meskill, 172 Conn. 615, 376 A.2d
359, decided April 19, 1977, the Connecticut Supreme Court analyzed
the trial court's findings and upheld the trial court's conclusion
that the Connecticut school finance system was unconstitutional under
the Connecticut constitutional provisions relating to equal protection
and the state's obligation to provide a free education.

Sy

Td, at 295.
.
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The Supreme Court first noted that the local property tax was
the primary source of educational revenue, The percentage contribu-
tions were local property tax 70 percent, state aid 20 to 25 percent,
and federal aid 5 percent or less, compared to the national average of
51 percent 1local property taxes, 41 percent state aid, and 8 percent

federal aid. Eighty-one percent of the aid to education from the

state was distributed as a flat grant depending on the average number
of pupils attending school daily; in 1973-74 the grant was %215 per
pupil and had been dincreased to $250 per pupil. The Court further
noted that a mi1l raised different amounts in each town (under Con-
necticut statutes, each town constituted a separate school district),
and that mill rates varied widely among towns. The Court's opinion
contains a table showing property tax revenue yield per pupil, per
pupil operating expenditures, and net school mill rates. The table
illustrates that districts with low property tax wealth per pupil had
low per pupil expenditures but had higher net school mill rates (some-
times two to two and one-half times higher) than districts with high
property tax wealth per pupil.

The Court went on to point out that property-rich towns tend to
have a wider range and higher quality of educational services than
property~-poor towns and cites several examples. Listing criteria it
believed were related to "quality of education", the Supreme Court
found that the "optimal version of the criteria is achieved by higher
per pupil operating expenditures"24/ and concluded there was a direct
relationship between per pupil school expenditures and the breadth and
quality of educational programs. The Supreme Court then cited other
findings of the trial court relating generally to Connecticut's poor
national ranking relating to the amount and method of distribution of
state aid to education, and relating to the state legislature's recent
efforts to bolster the Connecticut system of school finance by enlarg-
ing the basic grant and providing extra funds for school finance from
lottery proceeds for districts with low property wealth. The trial
court had found that the effect of enlarging the basic grant was
small, and the impact of the extra funds from the 1lottery was
"miniscule and not significant.".25/

The Supreme Court then 1isted the essential conclusions of law
which were contested on appeal. These can be summarized as follows:
(1) education was a fundamental right under the Connecticut constitu-
tion; (2) the state school finance system interfered with said right
and required "strict scrutiny”; (3) the state school finance system
violated state equal protection guarantees; (4) variation in revenues
available for schools produced variations in quality of instruction
and therefor produced discrimination against students from districts
with low property tax wealth (this conclusion also resulted in viola-

.2d at 368.

25/ 1d. at 369.
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tions of the Connecticut "“education clause"); (5) more effective
equalization would not diminish local control and therefor retention
9f local control was not a rational basis for the present school
finance system; (6) Connecticut had not selected the least drastic
means of reaching the objective of 1local control; and (7) the
legislature's attempts to remedy the situation had not succeeded.

The Court next turned to the merits of application of "strict
scrutiny” analysis under the Connecticut equal protection of laws
provision and, citing Serrano I and II and Robinson, concluded that
the right to an education was so basic and fundamental as to deserve
strict Jjudicial scrutiny. Indicating that the Connecticut school
finance scheme was notable for its "sheer irrationality”26/ and was a
result of a delegation by the state of its responsibility to provide
an education to each town without regard to the town's capability of
raising revenues for education, the Connecticut Supreme Court upheld
the trial court's conclusions on the equal protection branch and on
the other branches of the case.

Decisions Upholding Foundation Plans

Arizona. Shortly after the Rodriquez decision, the Supreme
Court of Arizona upheld the Arizona school ginance plan against claims
that it was discriminatory because of the disparity of wealth between
districts, because the disparity resulted in unequal education, and
because of the unequal burden on taxpayers. Shofstall v. Hollins, 110
Ariz, 88, 515 P.,2d 590 (1973). Even though education was held to be a
fundamental right under the Arizona constitution (which would ordinar-
ily have the effect of subjecting the school finance statute to the
strict scrutiny test), the Court concluded that a financing system
which meets the constitutional criteria of uniformity and availability
to all "need otherwise be only rational, reasonable and neither dis-
criminatory nor capricious." 27/ Applying this test, the Court in a
brief opinion stated that it found "no magic in the fact that the
school district taxes herein complained of are greater in some dis-
tricts than in others" 28/ and that the plaintiffs were to be compared
with taxpayers of other governmental units who shoulder different tax
burdens and receive varying degrees of services. It expressly
disagreed with the Serrano analysis under the state equal protection
clause.

Michigan. In Milliken v. Green, 390 Mich. 389, 212 N.W. 2d 711
(1973),~ the Supreme Court of Michigan vacated (reversed) its earlier
opinion, rendered prior to the decision in Rodriguez, which had

27 M. at 37,
27/ 515 P.2d at 592.
28/  1d. at 593,
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invalidated Michigan's school finance system under the state equal
protection clause, On rehearing the Court adopted a rational basis
test, thereby placing the burden of proving invalidity on the plain-
tiffs who challenged the financing scheme. Pointing out that many
different standards have been proposed to measure "educational oppor-
tunity", the Court declined to offer its own definition. It found
that neither the education clause (which does not include the “thor-
ough" or "uniform" language found in many constitutions) nor the equal
protection clause of the Michigan constitution required equality of
tax resources, as the plaintiffs had contended. 1Its ultimate holding
was that the plaintiffs had not met their burden of proof -- the evi-
dence and statistics offered did not establish that the disparity in
educational expenditures between districts resulted in significant
educational inequities and that "the state‘'s obligation to provide a
system of public schools is not the same as the claimed obligation to
provide equality of educational opportunity.” 29/

The Milliken case can be distinguished from most other school
finance cases on the basis of the Michigan constitution's lack of lan-
guage requiring a "thorough", "efficient", "general", or "uniform"
system of education. However, the Michigan Court seemed motivated not
so much by the text of the state constitution as by 1its difficulty
with the concept of equal educational opportunity, how to measure it,
and whether equal dollars per pupil would actually alleviate
disparities in opportunity. The Court concluded that it should not
discard the existing financing system in the face of its uncertainty
about the fiscal and educational consequences.

Washington. In an original proceeding before the Supreme Court
of Washington, petitioners claimed that the Washington school finance
system violated the equal protection clauses of the federal and state
constitutions and the state education clauses, which provide that it
is "the paramount duty of the state to make ample provision for the
education of all children" and that the system must be "general and
uniform". 30/ The Washington system guaranteed each school district a
specified number of dollars per weighted pupil and allowed districts
to utilize other funds raised by a local property tax if approved by
the voters at special millage elections. The petitioners alleged that
voters in districts having low assessed valuations per pupil were less
inclined to approve special millages and thus offered less educational
opportunity due to their relatively lesser wealth.

The Court, in Northshore School District No. 417 v. Kinnear, 84
Wash, 2d 685, 530 P.2d 178 (1975), upheld the Washington school
finance system. Like the Michigan court, it found no satisfactory
definition of "educational opportunity". The defendants presented
evidence that disparities in per pupil spending were more closely

29/ 212 N.W.2d at /20.
30/ Wash. Const. art. 9, secs. 1 and 2.
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related to disparities in district enrollment rather than to assessed
valuation per pupil. The Court then disposed of the federal and
state equal protection claims by holding that the Rodriguez case con-
trolled, since prior cases tied the meaning of the state equal pro-
tection clause to that of the federal clause.

Turning to the claims under the state education clauses, the
Court addressed the plaintiffs' contention that the phrase, "the para-
mount duty of the state” to provide education, be given special empha-
sis. The Court cited the principle of construction which requires
that all parts of an instrument should be harmonized whenever possible
in order to give effect to each, and it noted that the constitution
gives both the legislature and the superintendent of public instruc-
tion roles in assuring the availability of education. It held that
the nature and extent of the paramount duty, and the means for carry-
ing it out, are for the legislature and the superintendent to deter-
mine, so long as there is no invidious discrimination. Since whatever
variations may have existed were caused by differences in district
size, geography, and location and by differences in the aspirations of
the people of the district (and not by disparities in assessed valua-
tion per pupil), the court concluded that the financing system was a
valid exercise of legislative power.

Further, in analyzing the claim under the clause requiring a
"general and uniform system" of education, the Court defined a general
and uniform system to be

one in which every child in the state has free access to
certain minimum and reasonably standardized educational
and instructional facilities and opportunities....--a
system administered with that degree of uniformity which
enables a child to transfer from one district to another
within the same grade without substantial loss of credit
or standing and with access by each student of whatever
grade to acquire those skills and training that are
reasonably understood to be fundamental and basic to a
sound education.31/

Since the plaintiffs' evidence was not sufficient to prove that
Washington's system violated this standard, the system was upheld,32/

530 P.2d at 202.

¢ 13

Another case, raising the issue of the level of state funding
for education, has been decided by a trial court in Washington

and is being appealed. Seattle School District Ho. 1 of Kin
Count Washington v. State of Washington, No. 53950 (Thurston
County Supreior Court, Jan. 14, 1977). )
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Idaho. In Thompson v, Engelking, 96 Idaho 793, 537 P.2d 634
(1975),  the Supreme Court of Idaho upheld Idaho's school financing
system against similar contentions. The trial court had held that
equal expenditures per pupil were required to meet a standard of "com-
plete equal educational opportunity". The Supreme Court alluded to
the controversy over whether equal educational opportunity results
from equal expenditures per pupil but refused to enter an area which
it characterized as "a turbulent field of social, economic, and polit-
jcal policy".33/

The case is notable for its emphasis on the importance of the
legislative role 1in school finance. The Court stated that it would
not convene as a "super-legislature", and that it was “ill-suited to a
task which is the province of the 1legislature". 34/ Perhaps influ-
enced by its disinclination to overturn what it perceived as decisions
properly belonging to the legislature, the Court adopted a rational
basis test and not a strict scrutiny test. (It stated, however, that
even if strict scrutiny were applicable, the Idaho constitution did
not create a fundamental right to education.) After finding that the
legislature acted rationally and without unconstitutional discrimi-
nation in enacting a financing system which preserved 1local control
and direction of education, the Court approached the education clause
claims with the same deference to legislative action and held that
equal expenditures were not required.

Oregon. The Supreme Court of Oregon found Oregon's school
finance law to be constitutionally valid in Olsen v. State, 276 Or. 9,
554 P,2d 139 (1976). Instead of a strict scrutiny test, the Court
approved a balancing test which it stated was modelled after the test
articulated in the equal protection portion of Robinson v. Cahill,
that 1is, whether the detriment of the education of children in some
districts is outweighed by the justification of the school finance
scheme, As in Rodriguez, the interest advanced to justify the scheme
was local control over education; the plaintiffs' reply was that there
was no meaningful local control in districts with few property tax
resources. The Court answered with an extension of the plaintiffs'
argument to other services financed locally from the property tax.
Just because some districts have greater property wealth than others,
the Court said, it does not follow that the equal protection clause is
violated; there is no reason for such a severe denigration of 1local
control. In the education clause portion of the opinion, the Court
determined that the provision of a "uniform and general” system of
education did not entail a requirement that the amounts available must
approach equality.

33/ 537 P.2d at 640.
34/  Id. at 640, 642.
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We are of the opinion that Art. VIII, Section 3, is
complied with if the state requires and provides for a
minimum of educational opportunities in the district and
permits the districts to exercise 1local control over
what they desire, and can furnish, over the minimum.35/

Power equalization and other solutions

At least two basic financing methods which continue to rely on
the property tax have been advanced to meet the legal objections
directed toward most foundation plans: (1) a state-imposed property
tax, with a uniform levy on all property throughout the state and the
proceeds distributed according to school population and district bud-
gets; and (2) power equalization. Since Colorado's school finance law
is a modified power equalization scheme, the focus of this portion of
the report will be placed on power equalization. The essence of a
pover equalijzation scheme 1is that the state guarantees, by means of
the formula for state funding of local districts, that a mill levied
in any district, regardless of its wealth, will raise the same number
of dollars per pupil. That number of dollars is set by statute, and
local districts are free (usually within limits, as discussed below)
to adopt budgets at any level they find advisable. A relatively high
budget per pupil would require the imposition of a higher mill levy
than a lower budget per pupil, but the district's choice would theo-
retically be made on educational grounds and would not be a function
of the valuation for assessment. The proponents of power equalization
cite the preservation of decision-making at the local level as one of
the major advantages of such a plan.

"Pure" power equalization, however, has the disadvantage of
being fiscally open-ended; that is, the level of state expenditures
for education is governed by the choices made by local districts about
the amount of their budgets. Such choices could vary from year to
year, making the state's obligation somewhat unpredictable. To meet
these objectives, a state can set a maximum on school districts' per
pupil budgets or on the number of mills a district may levy. In addi-
tion or as an alternative to such maximums, a state might require that
district budgets be submitted to the state department of education for
review, in order to insure that additional moneys are being wisely
spent. Consistent with a power equalization plan, a state could also
require a minimum level of expenditures or a minimum mill levy on the
theory that the pupils' interests in equal educational opportunity do
not permit a district to choose an expenditure level which is substan-
tially below some defined point. ,

357 554 P.2d at 148.
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Although power equalization is usually discussed as a state
"guarantee", pure power equalization is not merely a guarantee that
every district will have available some minimum amount . of funding.
Without placing some kind of 1imit on wealthier districts, such a plan
would in essence be a foundation plan with all its attendant constitu-
tional problems. A pure power equalization plan, in which the legis-
lature has set the per pupil per mill guaranteed amount somewhere
below the actual per pupil per mill amount of the wealthiest district,
would vrequire districts in which the actual amount raised per pupil
per mill is greater than the statutory guarantee to return the excess
to the state for distribution to poorer districts. Thus wealthy dis-
tricts would be "equalized down", while poor districts would be
"equalized up".

This requirement of returning some portion of property tax
revenues to the state raises several 1legal questions. ~ In Buse wv.
Smith, 247 HN.W. 2d 141 (Wis. 1976), the Supreme Court of Wisconsin
invalidated a power equalization plan because it violated the rule
which requires local taxes to be spent for local purposes and not for
the benefit of other areas or of the state. This rule was held to be
mandated by the uniformity of taxation clause of Wisconsin's constitu-
tion. Woodahl v. Straub, 520 P.2d 776 (Mont. 1974), reaches the oppo-
site result, upholding a school finance plan which involved a state-
wide forty-mill levy and required those districts in which the levy
produced more funds than needed for the “foundation program" to remit
the excess to the state. The Supreme Court of Montana characterized
the forty-mill 1levy as a state, not a local, property tax and held
that the proceeds of such a state tax could be used for any public
purpose, including education.

Since Colorado's present law does not require any district to
remit locally generated funds to the state, these decisions raise only
hypothetical problems; however, it is useful to set forth the dissues
which would need to be resolved if a pure power equalization plan were
to be considered for Colorado:

(1) Is the levy required to be imposed by a school district
(i.e., district budget per pupil divided by the guaranteed per pupil
per mi1l amount) a state or a local property tax?

(2) If it is a local property tax, does the Co]drado constitu~
tion require that it be spent only for local purposes?

(3) If 4t 1s a state property tax, is it subject to the
limitation of section 11 of article X of the state constitution, which
prohibits the imposition of a tax on property for state purposes of
more than four mills?

(4) If it is a state property tax, does it violate section 15
of article IX of the state constitution, which provides that 1local
boards of education shall have control of instruction in the public
schools of their districts?
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The theoretical problem posed by a 1imitation on the use of
locally raised taxes at the local level is related to the question of
limitations on budgets generally. It is noteworthy that both the Mon-
tana case cited above, which upheld such a 1imit, and an opinion of
the Colorado Attorney General which seems to endorse a pure power
equalization bill (S.B. No. 538, 1977 session) refer to the options
available to local districts to increase their levy in order to exceed
the guaranteed budget amount per pupil. Even the Wisconsin law exam=
ined in Buse v. Smith allowed districts to increase their budgets over
the state-quaranteed amount, albeit with a penalty in the form of a
diversion to the state of a percentage of the additional revenues
raised, It is fair to say that the idea of imposing a maximum on dis-
trict expenditures in a comparatively wealthy district, and at the
same time requiring it to return excess property taxes to the state,
is discomforting and that some type of outlet, usually in the form of
an additional 1levy authorized by the voters, the local board of edu-
cation, or some state agency, may be desirable even though it tends to
favor wealthy districts.

In this connection, the case of Askew v. Hargrave, 401 U.S.
436, 91 S.Ct. 856 (1971), should be kept in mind. A Florida statute
which 1imited property taxes for school purposes to ten mills was
challenged on the ground that it discriminated against poor districts
in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Con-
stitution. The federal district court agreed,36/ but the U.S. Supreme
Court vacated the decision based on the doctrine of federal court
abstention, since another case raising similar issues under the
Florida constitution was pending in a state court. The case is cited
in Rodriquez,37/ apparently for the proposition that if a state ceil-
ing on Tlevies or expenditures has the effect of absolutely barring
desired tax increases, at least in poorer districts, it may be uncon-
stitutional.

Implications for the Colorado Statute

It is now possible to discuss the application of the legal
principles set forth above to Colorado's "Public School Finance Act of
1973%, article 50 of title 22, C.R.S. 1973. Several features of the
Colorado law are fairly comparable to features of other state laws
which have been litigated.

The authorized revenue base. The authorized revenue base per
pupil ("ARB™) is the level of expenditure of a district, and it deter-
mines the annual mill levy for the district. The law as enacted in
1973 allowed districts to increase their expenditures annually by a
given percentage over their ARB per pupil for the prior budget year,
building on actual per-pupil expenditure as they stood in 1973, In
recent years the percentage increase has been eliminated and replaced

3§/ Hargrave v, Kirk, 313 F.supp. 944 (M.D. Fla. 1970).

37/ 411 U.S. at 50.
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with an authorized increase of a flat dollar amount. Thus wealthy
districts will no 1longer be able to increase hudgets by applying a
percentage to a larger amount than poorer districts, thereby widening
the difference between the richer and poorer districts. By this
means, and by specifying in the law that no district need have an ARB
of less than a stated amount per pupil, poorer districts can increase
their expenditures at a faster rate than wealthier districts and arad-
ually “catch up*, if they so choose,

Issue: In spite of the possibility of poorer districts'
increasing their expenditures over a period of years so that they
spend approximately the same amount per pupil as wealthier districts,
does the fact that the ARB was based on 1973 spending levels (which
may have reflected differences in district property wealth) constitute
an unlawful discrimination between districts on the basis of wealth or
a denial of a thorough and uniform education?

The minimum state share. Section 22-50-105 (2), C.R.S. 1973,
provides that every district, regardless of how much is raised by
local property taxes, will receive at least a stated amount per pupil
from the state. Practically speaking, the effect of this provision is
to give this minunum amount to those districts in which a one-mill

levy will raise more than the auaranteed per pupil per mill amount and

which are therefore not eligible for basic equalization sunport.

Issue: Does the minimum state share exacerbate wealth differ-
entials between districts in an unconstitutional manner in that it
requires a grant of state funds to districts in which property wealth
is already over the equalization level set by the state?

It would be useful in this connection to determine whether the
minimum state share serves a policy purpose other than simply assuring
that every district receives something from the state. If the purpose
of the minimum state share is to compensate districts for special
needs which have not been taken into consideration in fixina the
guaranteed per-pupil-per-mill amount, the minimum state share may be
reasonably related to a valid state goal.38/

The option to override the ARB limitation. The Colorado law
permits a district which determines that its needs require per-punil
expenditures 1in excess of the ARR per punil 1imit to apnly to the
state school district budget review hoard for permission to increase
its property tax 1levy and, if denied in whole or in part, to submit
the question to the electors of the district. If an increased ARB 1is
authorized, the district itself absorbs the additional cost durina the
first year through property taxes; subsequently the increase becomes
part of the ARB and is funded according to the usual formula.

38/ J. Coons, W. Clune, and S. Sugarman, Private Wealth and Public
Education, suggest that nower equalization can be combined with
such a flat qrant, although they visualize the grant's being
available to all districts and not just to wealthier ones.
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Issues: Since wealthier districts can more easily bear the
burden of excess levies and will thus he more 1ikelvy to avail them-
selves of the option to override ARB 1imits, does the option discrimi-
nate unlawfully in favor of wealthy districts? Does the fundina of
budgets which have been increased over ARB 1imits from state as well
as local sources (after the first vear) unlawfully perpetuate such
discrimination?

Excluded categories of expenditures. Colorado's school finance
law pertains only to expenditures from a district's general fund. It
therefore has no application to capital expenditures, such as the con-
struction or improvement of school huildings or the purchase of capi-
tal equipment. It also does not encompass expenditures for so-called
"categorical” programs, such as education of the handicapped or
bilingual education, for which state grant moneys are made available
to local districts under different statutes and accordina to different
criteria and formulae.

Issue: If equal educational opnportunity cannot be assured
unless —all types of expenditures are equalized, does the exclusion of
certain categories of expenditures render the Colorado law unconstitu-
tional?

This issue might be resolved with certain data. For example,
if it can be shown that handicapped children are not distributed
evenly throughout the state, there may be justification for funding
special education according to a separate formula. Similarly, if the
gqreatest demand for capital construction is in property-wealthy dis-
tricts, there may be a rational basis for reliance on the property tax
(the traditional source) for funding capital construction.

The outcome on any of these issues will almost certainly be
affected by whether the court determines to apply the rational basis
test or the strict scrutiny test outlined above.

Miscellaneous nroblems and trends

Measures of quality. The court decisions invalidatinag school
finance plans have assumed, not withnut some reluctance, that educa-
tional quality 1s directly related to the level of dollars spent per
pupil. On the other hand, the decisions upholding plans often include
a finding that the evidence does not establish that equal dollars
create equal opportunity. While the primary determinant of the effec-
tiveness of education may not be the dollars spent, and while spending
without wise planning is probably doomed, it is surely true that most
proposals for enhancing educational quality involve increasina
expenditures. Thus the issue of whether equal dollars (or the avail-
ability thereof) measures equality of educational opportunity is a
continuing problem.

Some courts have tried to contend with output, instead of
input, measures. The federal district court in McInnes v. Shapiro,
293 F.Supp. 327 (D. IN1. 1968), aff'd sub, nom, mer., Mclnnes v.
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Ogilvie, 394 U.S. 322 (1969), found that it had no standards to mea-
sure the school's product, i.e., the quality of the education actually
delivered, and thus refused to adjudicate the equal protection ques-
tion raised there. If the equaltity sought in the context of public
education is defined to be an equai quality of education, the question

of how to measure such quality -- whether dollars spent, tax effort, .

educational product, or something else -- remains a thorny one.

Tax effort. Many references are made in the writing on school
finance to the term tax effort". The heart of a power equalization
plan is the equalization of tax effort, in that a property tax levy at
the same rate in every district produces equal revenues.
Realistically, however, the "tax effort" required to raise an addi-
tional mill's worth of property taxes may vary widely between dis-
tricts. For example, in a school district suffering from "municipal
overburden" (aenerally defined as a district, probably in an urban
area, where many jurisdictions 1levy property taxes and many public
services are required), the combined levies of all taxina jurisdic-
tions result 1in a relatively high tax rate, and higher school taxes
must compete to their disadvantage with requests for other worthy pro-
grams. Such a district might he relatively property-wealthy and still
have difficulty in raising school taxes because of an already high
millage. A further example: A district in which the average resi-
dence is valued at $25,000 would probably have qgreater difficulty in
increasing dits 1levy by one mill than would a district in which the
average residence is valued at 3100,000, because the taxpayers of the
latter district almost surely have much more discretionary personal
income than the former.

These examples raise guestions about the fairness of court
decisions and school finance laws which measure the wealth of a school
district solely according to its valuation for assessment and which
tie state school aid to property tax revenues. The ultimate question
is, of course, what portion of school funding, if any, is properly
borne by the property tax.

Equalized assessments. The fairness of a power equalization
plan is 1n very 1large part dependent on equalized property assess-
ments. It should be noted that the court decisions appear to assume
that equalized assessments exist; Colorado's recent experience indi-
cates that this very basic prerequisite is not so easily attained.

Special needs. Any school finance plan must cope with the
question of whether to fund programs fulfilling special needs, such as
special education, poverty, bilinqual education, small attendance cen-
ters, declining enrollments, or transportation, within the basic
school finance law or by using a cateqorical approach. A ‘"weiahting"
approach, 1in which a student with special needs is multiplied by a
statutorily-set factor and is then funded throuyh the dgeneral school
finance formula, is fairly common. An illustration of this approach
may be found in S.B. No. 525 from the 1977 session.

Courts have found a requirement of compensatihq for special
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needs in federal and state equal protection clauses, state education
clauses, and other leaislation such as the federal "Civil Riahts Act
of 1964". The U.S. Supreme Court, in Lau v. Nichols, 414 lI.S, 53, 94
S.Ct. 786, 39 L.Ed.2d 1 (1974), held that special Lnalish proqrams for
Chinese-speaking pupils 1in San Francisco were mandated by the Civil
Rights Act's prohibition on discrimination on the around of race,
color, or national origin in any program receivina federal aid, and
the federal quideline promulgated pursuant thereto requirina federally
funded school districts to rectify lanauage deficiencies in order to
assure that students of a particular race, color, or national oriain
are not denied the opportunity to obtain the education generally
obtained by other students in the system.

Another 1line of cases, which rely on state education clauses
and the mandate of equal protection, holds that states must provide
for the educational needs of the mentally retarded. See PARC v, Penn-
sylvania, 343 F. Supp. 279 (E.D. Pa. 1972). In one of the most
recent cases of this type, a federal district court 1in Pennsylvania
employed the Rodriquez reasoning and held that retarded children are a
suspect class because of their history of purposeful unequal treatment
and their releaation to a position of political powerlessness; accord-
ingly, strict Jjudicial scrutiny of laws concerning the education of
the handicapped is warranted. Fialkowski v. Shapp, 405 F. Supp. 946
(E.D. Pa. 1975). The court noted that complete exclusion of the
retarded from the educational system might not even satisfy the less
stringent rational basis test, since it might be shown that all
retarded children could benefit from some type of education.

The separation of powers theme. While it is surely the duty of
the judicial branch to interpret and apply the federal and state
constitutions, the courts have approached that duty with differina
degrees of deference to legislative enactments. The Idaho case dis-
cussed earlier comes close to characterizing school finance as a
political question, which the courts have traditionally refused to
adjudicate. On the other hand, in the Seranno decisions and others,
the courts have retained jurisdiction to oversee leaislation enacted
in response to the decisions. Although not much emphasis has been
placed on it in the cases, it is noteworthy that most state education
clauses are phrased in terms of the legislature's duty to provide a
thorough, uniform, or general education. Wherever a particular court
may draw the line between proper and improper judicial intervention in
the educational system, it would appear that many courts are reluctant
to invade the spheres of the legislative and executive branches except
in the clearest cases.39/

39/ As Judge Barrett pointed out in his concurring opinion in Keyes
v. School District No. 1, 521 F.2d 465 (10th Cir. 1975), the
school finance and desearenation cases decided by the federal
courts may also offend notions about the proper roles of fed-
eral and state governments:

(Continued on following page)
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The “equal sewers problem".40/ One of the most far-reaching
aspects o eranno I and II Ties in their determination that equal
protection requires equality of educational services (or equality of
opportunity therefor) between districts and not just within a dis-
trict. If the availability of other services is deemed to approach
the importance of education, the Serrano cases imply that the provi-
sion of such other services may also not depend on the wealth of the
political unit supplying them. Earlier cases have held that municipal
services or education may not be provided in a discriminatory manner
based on race,41/ for instance by using public funds to install street
paving or 1ighting and the 1ike only in white areas of a town, but
thus far such decisions have involved only areas within a political
unit. At 1least one law review comment suggests that the
interdistrict-intradistrict distinction 1is not significant and that
discrimination between districts based on wealth may be unlawful.42/
It is possible that the interest in an equal education will be viewed
as so much more fundamental than any interest in equal treatment 1in
the provision of highways, water, sewer, or fire and police protection
that the Serrano rationale will not be transferable. However, the
possibility of such a development poses profound questions for leqis-
lative consideration.

39/ (Continued)

«..[T]he School Board and administrative officials
of the District are no longer managing, operating
or controlling the system. The result from my
point of view is at direct odds with the proper
balance of Federal-State relations. As heretofore
noted, 1t imposes an onerous and overwhelming task -
on a federal judiciary which is already 'smothered'
with tremendous dockets involving issues designed
for true Jjudicial treatment, adjudicative rather
than administrative 1in nature. ‘'No one would
contend that the federal judiciary is the body to
allocate available state funds to the integrative
objectives of the school systems in such a manner
that it will decide the priority and amount of
remaining funds for other necessary and proper
state governmental functions. The Tenth Amendment
did reserve to the people of the various sovereign
states those powers not otherwise expressly dele-
gated to the Federal Government. 521 F.2d at 490.

40/ J. Coons, W. Clune, and S. Sugarman, supra, at 386.

41/  Hawkins v. Town of Shaw, 437 F.2d 1286 (5th Cir. 1971); Hobson
v. Hanson, 269 F. Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1967), aff'd sub nom.
Smuck v. Hobson, 408 F.2d 175 (D.C.Cir. 1969).

42/ See following page.
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General Information on thg Current Act

S.B. No. 25 -=- 1978 Session

The most recent amendments to the "Public School Finance Act of
1973" were enacted in 1978 in the form of S.B. No. 25. S.B. MNo. 25,
one of the most significant amendments to the act since its inception,
broke from the existing system of percentage ARB increases and estah-
lished a system of minimum ARBs and flat dollar ARB increases to more
rapidly reduce interdistrict ARB disparities across the state. The
significant features of S.B. No. 25 are summarized below.

Summary of S.B. No. 25

S.B. No. 25, as enacted by the 1978 session of the General
Assembly, increased the "gquaranteed mill" (the amount which the state
guarantees that each district can raise per pupil for each mill it
levies, regardless of its assessed valuation) from the calendar year
1978 level of $35.00 per mill per pupil to a 1979 level of $42.25 per
mill per pupil. A 1980 "guaranteed mill" level of $45.85 was also
established in the bill. A provision was added which specifies that
the equalization support level for budget years 1981, 1982, and there-
after would be the same as for 1980. An additional provision stipu-
lates that a district containing more than 50,000 pupils and a pupil
density of at least 500 pupils per square mile can receive up to one
hundred seven and one-half percent of the “gquaranteed mill" 1level
specified for the budget year.

The "minimum guarantee" (the minimum amount of state equaliza-
tion which each district is entitled to receive per pupil for each
mill levied, regardless of the size of its assessed valuation) was
modified to provide continuation of the 1978 level of $11.35 per mill
per pupil through 1982 unless such minimum quarantee level requires
that the district levy more than twenty mills. In the event that the
district's mill levy exceeds twenty mills at the $11.35 minimum quar-
antee level, the district is entitled to receive a minimum quarantee
of $12.35 per mt11 per pupil for 1979, and $13.35 per mill per pupil
for 1980 and each year thereafter.

The bill provided for "authorized revenue base" (the dollar
amount which each district is allowed to spend, per pupil, of combined
local property tax and state equalization support) increases over the
prior years' level and minimum authorized revenue base (ARB) levels as
follows: —

Budget Year ARB Increase Minimum ARB
1979 $130 $1,400
1980 $140 $1,600
1981 , $150 51,800
1982 ' $160 41,400
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Conclusions

It is impossible to precisely chart the course which will be
followed by the Colorado courts in deciding the issues posed in school
finance 1litigation. The constitutionality of nine fairly typical
foundation plans has been decided by courts of last resort, and the
totals thus far are slightly in favor of their constitutionality.
Only one power equalization plan has reached a final decision, but the
plan was invalidated on state constitutional grounds other than equal
protection and education clause requirements. Any of the courses out-
lined in this section of the report is a possibility for Colorado, and
other courses not discussed may be chosen. The Colorado courts could
apply the strict scrutiny test under the Colorado constitutional
orovisions relating to equal protection or construe the Colorado edu-
cation clause so as to find that, amona other things, interdistrict
per pupil spending disparities produced under the Colorado school
finance system render the system unconstitutional. The courts could
apply the "“rational basis" test, find that test to be satisfied, and
therefore defer to the legislative branch in school finance matters.
Whatever course is followed, it will likely resemble in large part the
courses already traveled by other states and reviewed in this memo.

There continue to be a number of vital questions involved in
school finance litigation which the courts appear to feel inadequate
to resolve, the most important of which are probably the relationship
of dollars to educational quality and the broad policy issue raised
for the tax structure by the traditional reliance on the property tax
for financing schools. While all can probably agree on the ultimate
goal of equal educational opportunity for every child, these uncer-
tainties, and the other issues articulated in this section of the
report, leave ample room for an evolving legislative solution.

327 Comment, The Evolution of Fqual Protection - Education, Munici-

al Services, and Wealth, 7 Harv. Civ. Rights-Civ. Lib. L.
Eev. 103 (1972).
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Legislative declarations pertaining to the propriety of utiliz-
ing property tax relief funds to fund the act, and the intent of the
"Public School Finance Act of 1973" to recognize a variety of factors
in the funding of public education in Colorado, were included in the
bill.

The law concerning state aid to instructional television was
amended to provide $1.00 for each pupil of attendance entitlement in a
qualified district in lieu of the dollar for dollar state match then
contained in the law.

A provision was added which directed each property tax taxpayer
to be notified of the additional mill levy which would be necessary if
state funds were not provided his school district.

The one-year limitation on the counting of kindergarten pupils

for attendance entitlement purposes was continued through June 30,
1979, An appropriation of $34,967,000 was made to fund the bill.

Costs of the Current Act

The following table (Table I) compares various cost features of
the current act -- as modified by S.B. No. 25 -~ with the act had S.B.
No. 25 not been passed. District-by-district simulations of the act
for 1978, the act without passage of S.B. No. 25 for 1979, assuming
seven percent ARB increases, and the act with S.B. No. ?5 for budget
years 1979 through 1982, are attached as Appendix A.
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Lqualization Lffects of the Current Act

Tahle Il shows the ARBs, m 11 levies and the local and state
shares for the state's highest, lowest, average, and median ARB dis-
tricts. The table compares the current act as amended by S.B, No. 25
for budget years 1979-1982 with the 1973 actual fiqures and the act
without S.B. No. 25 for 1979, assuming seven percent across-the-board
ARB increases.

As shown in the table, after four years of operation, S.B. No.
25 will have lowered the ARB disparity from $417.89 between the low
and average districts for 1978 to $207.96 for 1982 with S.B. No. 25, a
50 percent reduction in disparity. The overall disparity between the
state's highest ARB district and the lowest ARB district is similarly
reduced by $242.01 in 1982 under S.B. No. 25 (a 12 percent reduction),
and the disparity between the lowest ARB district and the median ARB
district is reduced by $191.98 by (a 54 percent reduction).
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ARB Percentage Increases Produced by S.B. No. 25

The system of minimum ARBs and flat dollar ARB increases
adopted 1in S.B. Ho. 2?5, expressed as percentage ARB increases from
1978 to 1979, range from 4.02 percent for the Washington Lone Star
school district to 23.46 percent in the La Plata Bayfield school dis~
trict. The average percentage ARB increase produced by S.B. No. 25 is
8.6 percent, The following frequency distribution (Chart I) shows the
number of districts falling within each percentage of increase within
the range. The district-by-district percentage ARB increases for the
period are attached as Appendix B.
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Information on School District Operating
txpenses and Financial Pressures

After examining the history and current law concerning distri-
bution of state revenues for school finance, the comittee's next step
was to examine the patterns according to which such funds are actually
expended. Examination of school district operating expenditure pat-
terns is critical for two reasons: 1) analysis of expenditure patterns
can reveal the relative proportions of school budget components for
the purpose of identifying those areas of school spending wherein
inflationary increases can cause extreme budgetary pressures; and 2)
investigation of the spending patterns of districts of various enroll-
ment size can assist identification of factors producing the
diseconomies of small scale which appear to exist 1in the state's
smaller enrollIment districts.

Analysis of School District Operating Expenses

The following series of tables depict, both on a statewide
basis, and for one school district selected randomly from each attend-
ance quartile, school district operating expenses for 1977 by object
and function. The school districts selected from each attendance
quartile are Denver, Boulder Valley, Greeley, and Platte Valley
(Sedgewick County).

Objects of expenditure included on each table are:

a) salaries =-- these are amounts paid to employees who are
considered to be in positions of a permanent nature or hired temporar-
ily, including substitute personnel and overtime salaries;

b) employee benefits -- includes amounts paid on behalf of
employees not included in the gross salary. Such payments include
employer contributions to group health or life insurance, retirement,
workmen's compensation, and the like;

c) purchased services =-- amounts paid for personal services
rendered by personnel who are not on the payroll, and other services
purchased;

d) supplies and materials -- amounts paid for material items
of an expendable nature that are consumed, worn out, or deteriorated
by wuse. Examples include workbooks, textbooks, library books, and
heating fuels;

e) capital outlay -- expenditures for the acquisition of fixed
assets or additions to fixed assets. They include expenditures for
land or existing buildings; improvements of grounds; construction of
buildings; additions to buildings; remodeling; initial equipment; and
addition to or replacement of equipment;
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f) other expenses -- this includes expenditures for payment of
dues and fees, liability insurance, and judgment payments; and

g) transfers -- this object does not represent a purchase;
rather, it is used as an accounting entity to show that funds have
been handled without having goods and services rendered in return.
Included here are transactions for interchanging money from one fund
to another and for transmitting flow-through funds to the recipient.

School district functions enumerated on the tables are:

a) instruction =- includes activities dealing directly with
the teaching of pupils, or the interaction between teacher and pupils.
Included are the activities of aides or assistants of any type (clerk,
graders, teaching machines, and the like) which assist in the instruc-
tional process;

b) support services =-- this cluster of activities is further
broken into:

1) pupils -- activities designed to improve the well-being of
pupils, including social work and counseling services, information and
records maintenance services, placement and other guidance services,
and health, psychological, speech pathology and audiology services;

2) instructional staff -- activities associated with assisting
the instructional staff with the content and process of pupil learn-
ing. These activities include improvement of instruction services and
providing educational media services. Emphasis 1is on assisting
instructional staff in planning, developing and evaluating the process
of teaching and upon the use of all teaching and 1learning resources
including hardware and content materials;

3) general administration -- includes activities of the board
of education, legal services, activities associated with the general
administration or executive responsibility for the entire district,
including expenses of the office of the superintendent, community
relations, staff relations and neqotiations services;

4) school administration -- these are activities concerned
with overall administrative responsibility for a single school or a
group of schools. The primary activities are those of the principal
and assistants and clerical staff;

5) operations and maintenance -- activities concerned with
keeping the physical plant open and keeping the arounds, buildings,
and equipment in working condition, and maintaining safetv in build-
ings and on the grounds;

6) pupil transportation -- activities concerned with the

conveyance of pupils to and from school and trips to school activi-
ties, including vehicle servicing and maintenance;
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7) food services =-- providing food to students and staff
tncluding preparing and dispensing food;

8) other business services -- these activities include budget-
ing, receiving and disbursing, financial accounting, payroll, inven-
tory control, duplicating and printing, planning, and data processing
services;

9) central support services -- these activities include plan-
ning, research, development, public information, and evaluation ser-
vices; and

10) other support services -- includes any activity not
accounted in any of the above functions;

(c) community services -- incudes activities which are not
directly related to the provision of education for pupils in the dis-
trict, such as community recreation programs, civic activities, public
libraries, and community welfare activities provided by the district
to the community as a whole;

(d) nonprogrammed charges -- includes tuition payments for
students attending facilities in other districts, community centers,
residential child care facilities, the Colorado School for the Deaf
and Blind, or Boards of Cooperative Services; and

(e) debt services -- includes interest payments on short-term
indebtedness (loans).

Beneath each figure, two percentages are shown. The percentage
on the left shows the percentage that the item comprises of the func-

tion total in which it is found (its percentage of general administra-

tion, for example). The percentage on the right depicts the percent-
age which the item comprises of the object total in which it is locat-
ed (its percentage of total salaries, for example).

Because of data reporting procedures utilized by the Department
of Education, Enterprise, Intra-Intergovernmental, and Trust and
Agency funds are not reflected in the attached tables. However, these
funds account for an extremely small portion of most districts' bud-
gets. In addition, food service funds were apportioned on the basis
of general fund distributions between objects. Student activity funds
are, for the purposes of the tables, accounted within the supplies and
materials object in the instruction function. Governmental Designated
Purpose Grant Funds are included only in the instruction function.

The expenditure figures contained in the tables are not total
operating expenses and are inexact in the sense that not all funds are
included; but the major funds included are intended to offer a repre-
sentative flavor of the components of school district budgets.
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Total Instruction
% Function/% Obj - -

SUPPORT SERVICES

=99~

Pupils
Function/% Obgecc
Instructional Staff
% Function/%.0bject
General Administration
# Function/¥ Object
School Administration
# Function/% Object
Operations - Maintenance
Punction/% Object
Pupil Transportation
% Function/% Object
Food Services
% Function/% Object
Other Business Services
% Function/# Object
Central Support Services
% Function/# Object
Other Support Services
% Function/% Object
TOTAL
% Function/# Object

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Total Community Services
£ Function/% Object

NONPROGRAMMED CHARGES

Tuition to Other Districts

% Function/# Object
BOCS

% Function/% Object
Other

% Function/% Object
TOTAL

% Function/% Object

DEBT SERVICES

Total Debt Services
% Function/% Object

GRAND TOTALS
% Function/3 Obje:t

TABLE III

Estimated Stdtewide 1977 School District Expenditures by Cbject and Function

Salaries

§&635525;§9§
77.3/68.3

28,593,467
82.4/4,2
24,295,959

70.9/3.6
10,265,148
58.8/1.5
51,881,805
83.8/7.6
51,646,717
48.4/7.6
18,114,540
55.6/2.7
13,939,125
31.6/2.%
9,310,90
ug.371.u
6,091,829
58.7/0.8
659,591
33.1/0.%

58.8/31.6

21k,261
37.3/0.1

$678,880,145
T 69.6/100.0

Employee Purchased Supplies/ Capital Other
Benefits Services =~ Mat OQutlay Expenses Iransfers Total
$ 63E]§3EQ&% $ L 8,6 " 525936,%12 L 8 5599.932!393
10.5/62. i.39i1.& .1/65.0 .2/39.5 .3/25.1 1.5529.5 100.0/61.5
4,078,093 921,351 710,165 123,035 101,352 191,8h; 3&,716,302
11.7/4.0 2.7/1, 2.,0/0. 0.4/0, 0.3/1.2 0.5/0, 00.0/3.
3,803,560 1,39?,8»8 3,718,97 79#,302 233,#29 0,706 3&,268,;77
11.0/3.8 4.1/2.0 10.9/5.0 2.3/4.3 0.7/2.9 0.1/0.1 100.0/3.5
1,480,941 4,382,901 648,596 360,175 1,886,394 64,058 19,089,213
7.8/1.5 23.0/6.3 3.4/0.9 1.8/2.0 9.9/23. 0.3/0.3 100.0/2.0
7,471,047 1,237,661 658,857 373,165 259,73 18,853 61,901,126
12.1/7.4 2.0/1.8 1.1/0.9 0.6/2.1 0.4/3.3 -/0.1 100.0/6.3
7,716,979 33,760,676 9,889,091 2,600,558 1,122,659 47,895 106,784,571
7.2/7.6 31.6/48. 9.3/13.2 2.4%/14,3 1.1/13.9 -/0.2 100.0/10.9
2,368,087 3,591,66 5,742,986 2,217,740 530,030 27,233 32,592,28L
7.3/2.3 1170/5.1 17.677.7 .8/12.2 1.6/6.5 0.1/0.1 100,0/3
7,386,906 992,825 3,086,846 1,298,721 331,330 17,061,431 44 ,086,7
ie.8/7.3 2.2/1.% 7.0/%.1 2.9/7.1 0.8/%.1 38.7/67.7 100.0/%.5
1,889,460 3,092,370 1,107,373 3,011,590 862,275 5,663 19,279,636
9.8/1.9 16.0/4.4 5.8/1 15.6/16.5 4.5/10.6 - 100.0/2.0
933.677 2,317,434 548,91k 221,750 263,448 - 10,377,052
9.1/0.9 22.3/3.3 5.3/0.7 2.1/1.2 2,5/3.2 - 100.0/1.1
666,00 388,319 21,906 14,070 52,340 188,937 1,991,167
33.4/0.7 19é5/o.6 . 1.1/- 0.7/0.1 2ﬁ7/o.6 2.5/2.7 1ooég/o.2
10.4%/37. 1 .3/73.5 7.2/3E.9 3.0/80.5 1.5/69.6 .8/70.0 100.0/37.
63,539 L8 104 35,946 4,625 149,426 125,064 1,376,965
4,6/0.1 35.2/0.7 2.6/0.1 0.3/~ 10.9/1.8 9.1/0.5 100.0/0.1
bk 2,577,285 - - - - 29577,285
- 100.0/3.7 - —_— - - 100.0/0.3
- 5,010,772 - - - - 5,010,772
- 100.0/7.2 - - - - 100.0/0.5
- 1,778 1752 hndad - - - 1’778 ’752
= 5966859 - . o - 5366809
- 9,3 9 - -- -- - 2366,
100.0/13.% 100.0/1.0
-- -- -- -- 281,206 - 284,206
- - - - 100.0/3.5 100.0/-
$101,011,334+ $69,874,753 $74,787,616 $18, 200,208 $8,118,6u42 $25,179,361  $976,052,059
10.3/100.0 7.2/100.0 7.7/100.0 1.9/100.0 0.7/100.0 2,6/100.0 100.0/100.0
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Fupction

INSTRUCT ION

Total Instruction
4 Function/# Object

SUPPORT SERVICES

Pupils

% Function/% Object
Instruction Staff

£ Function/# Object
General Administration

% Function/# Object
School Administration

%4 Function/% Object
Operations - Maintenance

% Function/% Object
Pupil Transportation

% Function/# Object
Food Services

% Function/% Object
Other Business Services

% Function/% Object
Central Support Services

% Function/% Object
Other Support Services

% Function/% Object

TOTAL SUPPORT
# Function/# Object

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Total Community Services
% Function/¥0bject

NONPROGRAMMED CHARGES

Tuition to Other Districts
g Punction/% Object

% Function/% Object

her
%4 Functior/%# Object

TOTAL
% Function/% Object

DEBT SERVICES
Debt Services Total
% Function/# Object

GRAND TOTALS
% Function/% Object

ot

TABLE IV
mat DENVER Expenditures
Employee Purchased Supplies/ Capital Other

Salaries Benefits Services Materials Outlay Expenses Transfers Total
$ 84,310,948 $10,168,269  $ 563,889 $4,134,531 $ 824,202 $562,654 $633,442 $101,197,935
83.3/67.5 10.0/60.4 0.6/7.5 4,1/51.5 0.8/32.9 0.6/68.7 0.6/78.6 100.0/62.7
3,722,496 489,646 3,681 33,922 2,045 4,953 - 1,296,813
86.6/3.0 11.4/2.9 0.1/0.0 0.8/0.4 0.1/0.1 1.0/5.5 - 100.0/2.7
4,183,454 551,837 77,737 366,388 35,970 L9,kok 2,659 5,267,449
79.3/a.g 10.5/3.3 1,5/1.0 7.0/4.6 0.7/1.4 0,3/6,0 0.1/0.3 100.0/3.3
682,40 84,009 247,834 68,652 9,516 28,433 - 1,120,852
60.9/0.9 7.9/0.9 22.1/3.3 6.1/0.9 0.9/0.3 2.2/3.5 - 100,0/0.7
10,082,53 1,276,955 991 - - ,680 - 11,365,165
81.7/7.6 11.2/7.6 0.0/0.0 - - 0.1/0.6 -- 100.0/7.0
9,855,455 1,240,992 4,313,279 1,559,884 146,877 3,162 - 17,119,649
57.6/7 7.2/7.4 25.2/57.0 9.1/19.4 0.9/5.9 0.0/0.4 - 100.0/10.6
h h97’933 6h3’257 3071725 8h9y258 h13’999 21151 - 6171h’ 23
87.0/3- 9.6/3.8 L.6/4,0 12.6/10.6 6.2/16.5 0.0/0.2 - 100.0/%,.2
3,472,101 1,841,527 241,399 765,579 317,267 89,662 169,571 6,897,106
50.3/2.8 26.7/10.9 3.5/3.2 11.1/9.5 4.6/12.6 1.3/10.9 2.5/21.0 100,0/%.3
2,127,726 284,196 1,348,172 158,567 754,132 16,92k - 4,689,717
45,3/1.7 6.1/1,7 28,7/17.8 3.4/2.,0 16.1/30.0 0.4/2,1 - 100.0/2.9
1 g77,808 178,457 372,397 85,055 4756 6,481 - 2,024,763
88.0/1.1 8.9/1.1 18.4/k4.,9 4.2/1.1 0.2/0,2 0.3/0.8 - 100.0/1.3
399,544 50,252 45,78l 2,745 249 3,145 - 501,719
79.7/0.3 10.0/0.3 9.1/0.6 0.5/0.0 0.1/0.0 0.6/0.1 - 100.0/0.3
$ 40,401,464 $ 6,641,128 $6,958,999 $3,890,120 $1,684,620 $248,995 $172,230 $ 59,997,556
67.3/32.3 11.1/39.% 11.6/91.9 6.5/48.5 2.8/67.1 0.k/30.% 0.3/21.4 100.0/37.1
227,615 28,493 8,981 1,681 - - - 266,770
85.3/0.2 10.7/0.2 3.4/0.1 0.6/0.0 - -- - 100.0/0.3
- -- 37,692 -- -~ -~ -- 37,692
- - 100.0/0.5 - - - - 100.0/0.0
- -~ $ 7,692 - -- - - 37,692
- - 100.0/0.5 - - - - 100.0/0.0
- - - -— - 6 - 6
$124,940,027 $16,837,890 $7,569,561 $8,026,332 $2,508,822 $818,905 $805,672 $161,507,209
77.3/100.0 10.4/100,0 4,7/100.0 5.0/100.0 1.6/100.0 0.5/100.0 0.5/100.0 100.0/100.0
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Object
Fupction

INSTRUCTION
Total Instruction

% Function/# Object

SUPPORT SERVICES
Pupils
% Function/# Object

Instruction Staff
£ Function/%# Object
General Administration
Function/# Object

School Administratan
4 Function/% Object
Opeiations - intenance
Function/%® Object
Pupil Transportation
% Function/% Object
Food Services
Function/#% Object
Other Business Services
% Function/# Object
Central Support Services
€ Function/% Object
Other Support Services
% Function/% Object

TOTAL SUPPORT
£ Function/# Object

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Total Community Services
% Function/ % Object

NONPROGRAMMED CHARGES
Tuition to
% Function/# Object
BOCS
% Function/% Object
Other
# Function/% Object

%€ Function/% Object

DEBT SERVICES

Debt Services Total
£ Function/ ¥ Object

GRAND TOTALS

ther Districts

TABLE V

Sstimated 1977 BOULDER VALLEY Expenditures

imployee Purchased Supplies/ Capital Other
Salaries Bepefits S e Mpterials _Outlay Expenses
g:gggzeggzu §g,§69§§gh $ 153,332 82l Ll ;339 181 642,136
70.7/67.2 11.4/62. 0.6/8.95 .3/67. 1.4/50.3 2.6/49.2
953,435 143,250 198,835 21,080 - 2,014
72.3/3.3 10.9/3.1 15.1/10%9 1.6/0.8 - 0.1)6.2
1,418,009 213,428 39,457 72,868 15,545 130,299
75.0/5.0 11.g/h.7 2.1/2,2 3.9/2.7 0.8/2.2 6.9/10.0
124,611 18,677 187,863 8,203 3,34k 24,709
33.9/0.4 5.1/0.k 51.1/10.3 2.2/0.3 1.0/0.5 6.7/1.9
2,323,743 348,661 -- 63,380 14% 935 56,223
79.1/8.1 11.9/7.6 - 2,272,k ¥.9/3%0.8 1.9/14.3
2,645,451 397,899 1,100,442 337,778 107,612 48,540
57.0/9.2 8.6/8.7 23.7/60.4 7.3/12.5 2.3/15.5 1.1/3.7

728,329 108,673 27,578 173,008 172 -

70.2/2. 10.5/2.1k 2.6/1.5 16.7/6,4 0.0/0.0 --
758,77 403,398 52,826 168,083 69,634 19,209
51.6/2.6 27.4/8.8 3.6/2.9 11.4/6.2 4.7/10.0 1.3/1.5
275,566 Lo,895 22,761 17,705 3,124 218,820
47,6/1.0 7.1/0.9 3.9/1.3 3.1/0.7 0.5/0.5 37.8/16.7
161,411 2k, 238 i, 200 1,512 1,68k 163,756
43,6/0.7 6.6/0.6 1.1/0.2 3.9/0.5 0.5/0.2 W4, 3/12.5
$ 9,389,329 $1,699,119 $1,633,962 $ 876,617 $346,050 § 663,570
64,3/32.8 11.6/37.2 11.2/89.7 6.0/32.5 2.4/49,7 4.5/50.8

- - 32,978 — - -

-- -- 1.8/100.0 - -- -

$ 32,978

- - ~1.8/100.0 - - —
8 $4,568,043 L 6 $1.305,706
72.0/100.0 11.5/100.0 &.6/160.0 6.5/160.0 1.8/100.0 3.3/100.0

Trapnsfers

Total

§25,Q§Zg1h2
100.0/63.1

1,318,614
100.0/3.3

1,889,606
100.0/4.8

367,407
100.0/0.9

2,936,942
100.0/7.4
4,637,722
100.0/11.7
1,037,760
100.0/2.6
1,471,924
100.0/3.7
578,871
100.0/1.5
369,801
100.0/0.9

$1u4,608,647
100.0/36.8

32,978
100.0/1.8

32,978
100.0/0.1

48,774
100.0/100.0
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Object
Function

INSTRUCT ION

Total Instruction
% Function/# Object

SUPPORT SERVICES

Pupils

% Function/% Object
Instruction Staff

% Function/# Object
General Administration

% Function/# Object
School Administration

£ Function/# Object
Operations - Maintenance

% Function/% Object
Pupil Transportation

% Function/% Object
Food Services

4 Function/¥ Object
Other Business Services

Function/% Object
Central Support Services
Function/# Object

Other Support Services

% Function/# Object

TOTAL SUPPORT
% Function/% Object

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Total Community Services
% Function/Z Object

NONPROGRAMMED CHARGES

Tuition to Other Districts
% Function/% Object
BOCS
%4 Function/% Object
Other
£ Function/# Object

TOTAL
% Function/% Object

DEBT SERVICES

Debt Services Total
# Function/# Object

GRAND TOTALS
% Function/% Object

Salaries

$252,03
68.9/70.5

11,994
89.2/3.5

37.9/3.6
1%,209
45,2/k.1

$343 470
55.56/100,0

Estimated 1977 PLATTE VALLEY Expenditures

TABLE VII

Employee
Benefits

R 7 x]

1,452
10.8/2.7
363
10,8/0.7
Iy, 489
9.2/8.k4
5,794
14.3/10.8
1,465
L.5/2.7
7,554
24.1/14.1

55736620

Purchased
Services

$ --

7,118
100.0/9.7
3,036
100,0/%4,0

20,15l
100.0/13.7

$76,333

12.3/100.0

Other
Expenses

TR

1I:h63
23.8/22.6

74995

9.2/15.8

15,866

49.0731.3
36

0
1.1/0.7

R 7

Rz

Total

Tooartels

13,L46
100.0/2,2

3,363
100.0/0.6

100.0/6.5
87,201
100.0/1k4.1
32,346
100.0/3.2
31,540
100.0/5.1

§2§6:362
100.0/41.5

7418
100.0/1.2
3,036

0 0

L0 T
100.0/1.7

618,1
100.0/100,0



Chart II shows the relative proportions of the objects of
school district expenditures on a statewide basis. The bar 1in the
center of the chart represents total budgeted operating expenditures,
and shows that employee salaries comprise 69.6 percent of 1local dis-
trict operating budgets statewide, with employee benefits, sup-
plies/materials, purchased services, and other objects accounting for
10.3 percent, 7.7 percent, 7.2 percent, and 5.2 percent of expendi-
tures respectively. Each of the four pie charts indicate the propor-
tions of the components within each of the expenditure objects.
Hence, for example, the salary pie chart shows that 68.3 percent of
all salaries paid by local districts were for instructional personnel
(teachers) and 31.6 percent for support personnel (principals, jani-
tors, school bus drivers, etc.).
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Table VIII displays discernible trends within major ohjects and
functions. Shown on each table is the percentaqe of the total budget
which the particular object or function comprises for each of the four
districts indicated.

When viewed within the object trends, salaries, for example,
tend to occupy a larger portion of the budget in larger districts than
in smaller districts. General administration, within the function
trends, tends to comprise a larger portion of small district budqgets
than large district budgets.



Trends in SgIecsﬁd Objects and Functions
ipressed As ercentage of Total

TABLE VIII

Budnet By Districts

OBJECT

Salaries

Benefits

Purchased Services
Supplies/Materials
Capital Outlay

FUNCTION

Instruction

General Administration
Operations/Maintenance
Transportation

Support

Pigtricts
Platte
Valley Greeley
55,6% 68.9%
8.7 11.8
12.3 7.6
12.1 8.6
2.5 2.5
56.,8% 59.8%
7.8 1.3
14,1 13.5
5.2 3.9
41.5 39.5
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Boulder
Valley

72.0%

11.5
b6
6.8
1.8

63.1%
0.9

11.7
2.6

36.8

Denver

77.3%

10.4
4.7
5.0
1.6

62.7%
0.7

10.6
L,2

37.1



Diseconomies of Scale

Diseconomies of Scale in Small School Districts

Chart III depicts the average per pupil operating expenditures
for 1977, by function, for thirteen qroups of school districts ranked
(from left to right) according to attendance size. The chart gener-
ally shows that for all functions, except for school administration,
per-pupil costs tend to decrease in relation to increases in district
attendance size. The converse relation appears to exist for school
administration. Table IX following the bar chart shows the average
per-pupil expenditure for each group by function.

Chart III and Table IX show that the average per pupil current
operating expense for the state's smallest fourteen schnol districts
is more than twice as much (101.7%) as the average current operating
expense for the nine districts in group 11, and more than sixty per-
cent higher (62%) than the state's two largest districts.
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Chart V shows the average per pupil cost of basic educational
operating expenses for twenty-one groups of the state's 181 school
districts during the 1976-77 school year. For purposes of the chart,
basic educational operating expense is defined to be current operating
expenses less expenditures for handicapped education, vocational edu-
cation, transportation, and all federal programs.

Chart V shows that for the 117 districts over 300 ADAE, exclud-
ing Denver, basic education costs vary only $265 per pupil (from
$1,069 per pupil to $1,334 per pupil), but the total variation for
districts with less than 300 ADAE is $1,112. The lack of uniformity
of Denver with the per pupil basic education operating expenses for
districts over 300 ADAE may reflect special circumstances unique to
that district and will be discussed 1in a subsequent section of this
report.
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CHART V

WEIGHTED COST PER ADAE FOR STAY 2 AND LOCAL BASIC EDUCATION
EXPENDITURES FOR COLORADO SCHOOL DISTRICTS [1976-77 School Year |

GRAPH OF COSTS

WEIGHTED
DISTRICTS HO. COST OF
BY ADAE OF BASIC
DIST. £DUCATION
Less than 75 9 $2,510
75 to 150 18| 2,000 3
150 to 225 21 1,652
225 to 300 16 1,393
300 to 500 26 1,274
500 to 700 12 1,289
700 to 1000 10 1,114
1000 to 1200 14 1,237
1200 to 1400 « 4
1400 to 1600 6
1600 to 1800 4
1800 to 2000 3
b g 13
L0000 to 6000 7
6000 to 3000 3
8,000 to 10,000 2
10,000 to 15,000 4
15,000 to 20,000 4
20,000 to 25,000 2
30,000 to 35,000 ]
.65,000 to 70,000 ]
75,000 to 80,000 ]
State Weighted
Average 181
State Weighted
Average
(Less Denver) 180

52,000

§2.,5600

: T 1~ State MWeighted
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Diseconomies of Scalie in Small Schools

Based upon actual 1975 total expenditures 1in the Jefferson
County School District, it appears that per pupil costs are lower in
larger schools than they are in smaller schools. Table X indicates
that in Jefferson County, elementary schools with enrclliments of
greater than 900 students average expenditures of $817 per pupil, com-
pared to an average per pupil cost of 51,050 in elementary schools
with )enro]]ments o7 less %han 250 students (a difference of $233 per
pupil).

In Jefferson County junior high schools, the difference 1in
average per pupil costs was $263 between schools with enrollments of
greater than 1,000 students (%903 per pupil) and schools with
enrollments of less than 500 students ($1,171 per pupil).

TABLE X

JEFFERSON COUNTY TOTAL EXPENDITURES
PER PUPIL BY SIZE OF SCHOOL, 1975

Llementary Schools -
Total Cost Per Pupil

Enrollment Low High Average
less than 250 $935 $1,174 $1,059
250 - 399 737 1,065 918
400 - 649 763 965 827
650 - 399 763 N9 822
more than 909 802 834 817

Junior High Schools -
Total Cost Per Pupil

Enrollment Low High Average
less than 500 $1,119 $1,308 $1,1N
500 - 999 896 994 943
more than 1,000 878 933 903

Increases in Per Pupil Operatin;
Expenditures -- 1968 Through 197

To evaluate increases in per-pupil operating expenditures over
the last ten years, it is necessary to compare them to inflationary
pressures in the genaral economy over the same period,
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Tahle XI compares rates of increase in ADAE, per pupil school
district operating expenditures, Denver and National Consumer Price
indices, average classroom teacher salaries, averaqe state employee
salaries, and Colorado and National Hourly Earnings indices.

Figures 1n column (3) of the table relate only to operating
expenditures. Excluded are capital outlay, transfers, debt service,
building, and capital reserve funds.

Figures in columns (6) and (7) are average salaries paid to
classroom teachers and state employees, and do not include employers'
contributions to benefits.

The hourly earnings index figures contained in columns (8) and
(9) pertain only to production and non-supervisory personnel employed
in the private, non-farm economy.

The table shows that per pupil increases in total operating
expenses have increased at a significantly faster rate over the past
ten years than other salary and consumer related indices, but that
average classroom teacher salaries have risen at a lesser rate than
for state employees.

-31-



- TABLE XI

Comparison of Rates of Increase in School District Operating Expenditures and Salaries - 1968-77

(1) (2) - o .(3) ) (5) 6) (7) (8. (9)
Statewide Per Pupil
ADAE % School District Denver Consumer Nat'l., Consumer Avg. Classroom Average State Colorado Hourly Nat'l. Hourly
Increase Operating Exp. Price Index - Price Index - Teacher Salary Employee Salary Earnings Index Barnings Index
Over - Increase % Increase Increase - % Increase - Increase - Increase - % Increase
Year Prior Year Over Prior Year 1/ Over Prior Year Over Prior Year Over Prior Year Over Prior Year= Over Prior Year 2/ Over Prior Year
68 - - - - - - - -
69 1.6 10.0 3.8 ’ 5.4 7.4 7.6 5.7 6.6
70 3.0 9.4 7.6 5.9 11.4% 10.b% 5.8 6.6
71 2.4 13.7 L.5 4.3 7.7 6.7 6.9 7.1
72 2.5 8.9 3.1 3.3 3.8 5.4 6.7 6.5
73 1.7 7.6 6.3 6.2 4,7 14.5 7.0 6.4
74 (0.3 12.3 10.8 11.0 7.9 9.5 8.3 8.2
75 (0.5 15.9 10.7 9.1 9.9 13.2 8.6 8.9
76 (0.L 16.2 5.6 5.8 10.0 L. L 6.3 7.1
77 (0.1) 12.6 8.2 6.5 5.8 7.0 7.7 7.3
Total %
Increase
Over Period 10.2 173.3 79.3 4.2 93.2 111.9 83.9 86.7
Avg. Annual
Increase
Over Period 1.1 11.8 6.7 6.4 7.6 8.7 7.0 7.2

1/ Figures provided on a fiscal year basis.

2/ Private sector non-farm economy.
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In order to isolate the functions which have accounted for the
increases, Table XII shows per pupil operating expenditures by func-

tion for the period.

Becayse of changes in accounting and reporting

procedures implemented by the Department of Education in 1976, the

functions contained on

the table do not correspond to functions

described elsewhere in this report. A brief summary of functions used
in the attached chart is contained below.

Administration

Instruction

Pupil Transportation

Operations/Maintenance

Fixed Charges

Other

-- all centralized administrative
activities of the district includ-
ing activities of the Board of
Education, 1legal services, per-
sonnel, public relations, business
administration, fiscal control,
etc.

== all activities at the school level
pertaining to instruction of
pupils. Included are activities
of the principal, assistant prin-
cipal, teachers, clerical per-
sonnel, etc.

-=- included are all expenses incurred
in transporting pupils, such as
salaries of supervisors, drivers,
mechanics, clerks, contracts with
public carriers, insurance, repair
parts, gasoline, 0il, etc.

-- activities concerned with keeping
the physical plant open and keep-
ing grounds, buildinqgs, and equip-
ment in safe working order.

-- school district contributions to
employee retirement, insurance,
judgments, rental of land and
buildings, and interest on short
term loans.

-- all other operating expenditures
of the district, including pupil
activities, attendance services,
health services, etc.

The final column on the table computes the total percentage
increase over the period for each function.,
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1
W
v

2 -

Function
Administration

Instruction
Salaries
Total Instruction
Expense

Fixed Charges

Operations -
Maintenance

Pupil Transportation
Other

Total Current
Operating Expense

1967-68

$ 21

410
437

42

69
18

12

599

1968-69

$ 23

L8
478

47

72
19

20

659

TABLE XI11

Per Pupil Total Current Operating Expense hy Function
68 T _

_1967-68 Through 1976-77.
1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-=73

$ 25 $ 28 $ 29 $ 32

L48 553 598 637

519 591 639 683

56 68 83 92

78 85 92 101

23 25 26 28

21 24 25 25

722 821 894 961

197374

$

35

705
765

104

115

36

1079

1974-75

$

53

801
872

126

138
46

26

1251

1975-76
$ 59

904
987

151

163
46

48

1454

1976-77
$ 79

990
1075

174

175
56
78

1637

% Increase
1967-68
Yhrough
1976-27

276.2%

141.5
146.0

314.3

153.6
211.1

550.0

173.3



Chart VI compares the level of total current aperating expenses
per pupil for 1967-68 with the level for 1976(-77, and accounts for the
increase by function. The shaded portion of the bar depicts the
1967-68 per pupil operating expenditure level. Within each section of
the unshaded portion of the bar 1is found the percentage of the
increase from 1967-68 to 1976-77 attributable to each function.
Actual dollar per pupil increases by function are shown to the left of
the bar. The bar chart shows that instruction and fixed charges
account for 74 percent of the per pupil operating expenditure increase
from 1967-68 to 1976-77, and operations/maintenance, administration,
pupil transportation, and other account for 10 percent, 6 percent, 4
percent, and 6 percent, respectively.
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CHART VI

1967-68 and 1976-77 Current Operating
Expense by Iunction

4] ? 66 6% _ Other
_&38 "'_W_—-'l Pupil Transportation
$ 58 6% Administration
$106 10% Operations Maintenance
Increase  $132 13% Fixed Charges
1967-68 to
1976-77 =F q
5108 | godmm mm e T
$638
Total
Instruction
$580 61% |
Ingtruction
(56% Instruc- Salaries
1976-77 Level Salaries)
$1637 |
Y v v | v Y
72
1967-68
Level 1967-68 Expense
$599 : A1l Functions




Mandated Costs - Absorption into ARB

On a statewide average basis, unreimbursed costs of selected
mandated state and federal programs of school districts (i.e., special
education, vocational education, transportation, employee retirement,
unemployment compensation and workmen's compensation) are projected to
amount to approximately 20 percent of the ARB in 1979 ($170.0 million
out of a total ARB amount for all districts of $896.3 million). The
largest single component of mandated costs is emplovee retirement
benefits ($91.6 million).

Mandated program costs tend to widen the disparity in the ARB
between high spending districts and 1low spending districts. For
example, the projected ARB for Washington - Lone Star (the highest
spending district) is $3,363.61 for 1979. The projected ARB for La
Plata -~ Bayfield (the lowest spending district) is $1,400.00 in 1979;
a difference of $1,963.61. After deducting mandated costs, the
remaining ARBs are $2,567.30 for Washington - Lone Star and $1,174.36
for La Plata - Bayfield; a difference of $1,392.94. In this example
between the highest and lowest spending districts, mandated costs have
increased the disparity in ARB by $570.67.

Appendix C at the end of this report contains mandated cost
figures and their impact on the ARB for all districts and the state
for 1979.

Denver School District's Unique Needs

The calendar year 1979 general fund operating budget for the
Denver public school system is $168.4 million (48.55 mills). This
represents a 4.4 percent increase over the 1978 budget. However,
inflation in Denver is estimated to be at an annual rate of 9.0 per-
cent. In order to achieve a no-tax-increase budget, $3.9 million was
cut from the budget, and 153 staff positions were terminated. The
beginning balance for 1979 has decreased to $2.7 million (or 1.6 per-
cent of operating expenditures) from a beginning balance of $9.7 mil-
lion in 1974.

The Denver school district may be unique in many ways. It con-
tains 9.1 percent of the state's enroliment, but a much larger per-
centage of students with special educational needs; such as students
from 1low income families, and students with mental or physical handi-
caps. In addition, 66 percent of the state's black children, 26 per-
cent of the state's Hispanic children, 25 percent of the state's
impacted area children, and 35 percent of the state's ADC children,
attend school 1in Denver. As a result, Denver has a much higher per-
centage of special educational requirements than other districts. In
addition, Denver has 31 percent of the state's free and part-pay
lunches and 74 percent of the state's free and part-pay breakfasts.
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Special education requirements mean lower teacher/pupil ratios
which may add to operating costs. The total cost for all special edu-
cation programs in Denver 1is estimated at $13.3 million. Programs
mandated by the state and federal government drive up costs to the
district and are only reimburseable at the rate of 59 percent. These
special circumstances, in addition to large proportions of teachers at
the high end of the salary schedule due to high tenure and high qual-
ifications, and Denver's high pupil transportation costs resulting
from court ordered desegregation, may make Denver's financial needs
unique among all districts in the state.

Average Classroom Teacher
Salaries

School districts with larger pupil attendance tend to have
higher average classroom teacher salaries than school districts with
smaller attendance. The following table compares average classroom
teacher salaries in each of the four attendance quartiles. Each
quartile contains approximately 25 percent of the state's averaqge
daily attendance entitlement (ADAE). The first quartile contains the
two largest school districts (Jefferson and Denver counties), the
second quartile contains the next six largest districts, the third
quartile contains the next 13 1largest districts, and the fourth
quartile contains the remaining 160 districts. The more urban dis-
tricts are found in the first three quartiles and the more rural dis-
tricts are found in the fourth quartile. The average salary figures
are compared for each of the years 1970, 1973, 1974, and 1977.

YENAR
Percent

1970 1973 1974 1977 Increase
(n $9,542 $11,614 $12,602 $16,87 76.8
(?) 3,914 10,502 11,206 14,920 7.4
(3) 8,311 9,764 10,407 13,127 7.9
(4) 8,007 3,828 9,435 11,365 41.9
Fourth
Quartile
As a Per-
cent of
First .
Quartile 83.9 76.0 74.9 67.4

In addition to showina the correlation between high salaries
and high attendance districts, the fiqures also indicate that the sal-
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pan

aries in the larger attendance districts have increased at a more
rapid rate than in the smaller attendance districts. In addition, the
figures show that the averade salaries in the fourth quartile have
decreased as a percentage of the average salaries in the first
quartile since 1970. This appears to indicate a widenina disparity in
average salaries between higher attendance districts and lower attend-
ance districts.

It should be noted, however, that there are several factors
which may help to explain the variance in teacher salaries. For
example, teachers in the first quartile tend to have more experience,
longevity, tenure, and higher qualifications than teachers in the
fourth quartile. As a result, teachers in the first quartile would be
at a higher end of the pay scale than teachers in the fourth quartile.

The following table compares the average classroom teacher
salary pay scales in each of the four attendance quartiles for 1978,
The pay scales are divided into four cateqories; B.A. degree; B.A.
degree plus five years experience; M.A. degree; and M.A. deqree plus
five years experience.

1978
B.A. B.A. +5 M.A. M,A. +5
(1) $10,418 $12,558 $11,364 $14,807
(2) 9,950 12,314 11,021 13,621
(3) 9,599 11,185 10,579 12,356
(4) 9,104 10,420 10,011 11,31
Fourth Quartile
As a Percent of
First Quartile 87.4 83.0 34.4 76.4

The figures indicate that average classroom teacher salary pay
scales in larger attendance districts are higher than in small attend-
ance districts. The disparity is more apparent at the higher degree
and experience levels.

In addition, as a general rule, districts with small ADAEs tend
to have high ARBs. This would suggest that if all districts were
required to adopt identical pay scales, ARB disparities between dis-
tricts could be expected to increase.
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PROPERTY TAX EFFECTS OF THE ACT

Because two of the goals of the 1973 act were to reduce the
reliance of school funding on the property tax and to ease the burden
of school finance on the property tax, the committee decided that
examination of the effects of the act on property taxes would comprise
the next step in its deliberations. In order to examine the property
tax effects of the "Public School Finance Act of 1973", the committee
selected four areas of inquiry:

(1) evaluation of assessment criteria and Colorado's shiftinqg
property tax base;

(2) investigation of the residential property tax effects of
the act;

(3) comparison of mill levy levels necessary to fund education
in the ahsence of state revenues with actual 1977 mill
levies; and

(4) examination of trends in the property tax and state equal-
jzation components of school finance since 1970.

Assessment Criteria and
Colorado's Shifting Property Tax Base

Colorado witnessed a substantial increase in the assessed value
of property in the state during the period 1966-77. The assessed
valuation increased by roughly 150 percent from $4,232.7 million in
1966, to 510,686.7 million in 1977. The major shifts in classes of
assessed valuation occurred hetween residential and agricultural prop-
erty. Residential property accounted for 40.3 percent of total
assessed valuation in 1966 ($1,725.4 million), and rose to 44,8 per-
cent in 1977 ($4,790.1 million). The reverse trend was true for agri-
cultural 1land. In 1966, agricultural land accounted for 13.0 percent
of total assessed valuation ($552.4 million), while by 1977, this
figure had declined to 5.9 percent ($631.7 million). Chart VII
illustrates the assessed valuation by class of property for 1966 and
1977.
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CHART VII

Total State Assessed Valuation

by Class of Property

Residential
$1,725.3
40,8%

/
/ Agricul ture
i $552.4
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Industrial
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$969.1
22.9%
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Total = $4,232.1 million

B
Millions of Dollars)

Matural
Resources
$594.6
5.6%

Agriculture
$631.7
5.9%

Industrial
$964.5
9.0%

Commercial

/‘/
State
Assessed
$1,085.5
10,2%

$2,620.3
24.5%

Residential
$4,790.1
44 ,8%

Total = $10,686.7 million
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Residential Property Tax Effects
of the Act

In an attempt to show the property tax effects of the "Public
School Finance Act of 1973" and S.B. No. 25 of 1978, the percentage of
per capita adjusted gross 1income (AGI) comprised of property taxes
paid on residential property was examined. The figures were based on
a selected 20 county basis (AGI figures were not available on a school
district basis, except for 1975), and the state average was also
determined.

Table XIII was computed for the period 1972-77, and statewide
averages were projected three additional years through 1980. It indi-
cates that the residential school property tax declined as a percent-
age of per capita AGI from approximately 1.46 percent in 1972, to 1.37
percent in 1977, on a statewide basis (there was a large decline
between 1973 and 1974, the initial year of the act's impact, from 1.42
to 1.06 percent, and then an increase and leveling off trend throuah
1977). When projected through 1980, the statewide averages indicate
an estimated decline in the percentage of per capita AGI to 1.11 per-
cent in 1980. Although the statewide average fiqures contained on
Chart VIII for 1978-80 are based upon projections, they appear to
indicate that the act is providing residential property tax relief.
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TABLE XIII

Residential School Property Tax Burden As
A Percentage (Of Per Capita Adjusted Gross Income

cY cY cY cY cY cY

County 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Adams 1.56 1.50 0.85 0.98 1.01 1.09
Arapahoe 1.83 1.77 1.22 1.43 1.54 1.42
Boulder 1.77 1.71 1.15 1.34 1.34 1.30
Conejos 0.68 0.63 0.45 0.59 0.53 0.87
Denver 1.41 1.40 1.18 1.40 1.31 1.27
E1 Paso 1.82 1.82 1.53 1.81 1.83 1.73
Jefferson 1.7 1.73 1.01 1.41 1.39 1.78
Kit Carson  0.60 0.46 0.37 0.54 0.57 1.13
Larimer 1.71 1.67 1.14 1.45 1.33 1.41
Las Animas  0.67 0.86 0.67 0.83 0.87 1.01
Logan 1.00 0.90 0.70 0.77 0.84 0.96
Mesa 1.50 1.36 0.78 0.84 0.74 0.84
Phillips 0.57 0.46 0.32 0.40 0.45 0.58
Pitkin 1.69 1.72 1.44 1.87 1.91 2.43
Pueblo 1.27 1.22 0.81 0.96 1.1 1.14
Rio Blanco  0.38 0.33 0.27 0.36 0.22 0.24
San Miguel 0.65 0.96 0.90 1.38 2.25 2.04
Washington  0.36 0.28 0.27 0.32 0.31 0.47
Weld 0.83 0.74 0.52 0.64 0.61 0.79
Yuma 0.66 0.52 0.38 0.47 0.47 0.78
STATE 1.46 1.42 1.06 1.30 1.28 1.37

NOTE: Using projected individual adjusted gross income, population, and
school property tax revenue figures on a statewide basis only, the
percentage of per capita adjusted gross income Tigures for calendar
years 1978, 1979, and 1980 would be 1.31, 1.16, and 1.11, respec-
tively. These are shown as broken 1ines on the attached bar graph.
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Mi1l Levy Levels Necessary to Fund
Education in the Absence of State Revenues

In the absence of state revenues for school finance purposes,
the number of mills most districts would have to levy to fund the same
programs each year would increase dramatically over existing levels.
In 1977, in terms of actual mills 1levied, all 181 districts fell
within a mill levy range of 1-60 mills and nearly 100 districts were
concentrated in the 30-40 mill levy range. 1In the absence of state
aid, the mill levy range would have expanded to 1-270, with less than
20 districts in the 30-40 mill levy range. Chart IX illustrates this
frequency distribution, and a district breakdown of estimated general
fund mill levies in the absence of state revenues appears at the end
of this report as Appendix D.

Appendix E at the end of this report divides total state reve-
nues per district into two components: vreceipts from the general
equalization program, and categorical, grant and other miscellaneous
receipts. Appendix F is a frequency distribution differentiating
state school aid for 1977 into state equalization and cateqorical pro-
gram support.
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Trends in the Property Tax
and State Equalization Components
of School Finance Since 1970

During the period 1970-78, state equalization payments have
risen to a level nearly equal to local property tax revenues as a per-
centage of total school district general fund budgeted expenditures.
These two sources have accounted for approximately 80-84 percent of
total school district general fund budgeted expenditures during the
nine year period, with the remaining 16=-20 percent made up of state
categorical grants and other state funds, other local funds, and fed-
eral funds. State equalization payments have risen most dramatically
since 1974, the initial year of the 1impact of the "Public School
Finance Act of 1973".

Since 1970, state equalization payments have risen by 209.7
percent, compared with an increase in local property tax revenues of
97.1 percent (the increase on a dollars per pupil basis is 195,7 per-
cent and 88.2 percent, respectively)., State equalization payments
have increased to account for approximately 37.6 percent of total
school district general fund budgeted expenditures in 1978 (compared
to 30.5 percent in 1970), while 1local property tax revenues have
decreased to approximately 42.1 percent (compared to 53.7 percent in
1970)., Table XIV indicates total dollars, dollars per ADAE, and per-
cent of total general fund budgeted expenditures for state equaliza-
tion payments and general fund property tax revenues during the period
1970-78.

-97-




TRSLL XTIV

Comparison of State i#qualization and

Local Property lex as a Fercentage
of Total School District General
Fund Budgeted Expendifures

1970-1975

(3 in Millions of Dollars;
$/ADAE in Dollars)

Total School
District General

Fund Budgeted State
Year £ ditures f£qualization
% 413.5 126.1
% 100.0 30.5
$/ADAE 826.39 251.98
% 472.6 137.1
% 100.0 29.0
$/ADAE 920.72 267.02
% 521.1 138 1
% 100.0 6.5
$/ADAE 990.32 262 53
% 579.2 160.3
% 100.0 27.7
$/ADAE 1,084,8% 300.19
5 656.3 77
% . 277.9
% 100.0 Lo.3
$/ADAE 1,233.01 522,11
% 756 .4 295.5
% 100.0 51
$/ADAE 1,428,32 558.00
=3
866.9 340.3
% 100.0 a
$/ADAE 1,643.56 6%5. 1%

1,039.3 390.9
% 100.0 37.6
8/ADAE 1,982.88 745.01
Total Percent
Increase in
$ Over Period 151.3 209.7
Average Annual
Percent Increase
in § Over Period 12.2 15.2
Total Percent
Increase in
$/ADAE Over
Period 139.9 195.7
Average Annual
Percent Increase
in $/ADAE
Over Period 11.6 14,5
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222.2
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255.6
54,1
498.00

293.1
56.2
557.00

315.5
54.5
591.00

2544
38.8
477.97
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41,5
592.09

35# 7
672 h9
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43.9
780.38

437.9
42,1
835.50
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ANALYSIS OF SELECTED COMPONENTS
OF THE SCHOOL FINANCE SYSTEM

Subsequent to its examination of the backgroynd, workings, and
effects of the act, the committee focused its attentfon on four compo-
nents of the school finance system:

(1) The capital reserve fund;

(2) small attendance center aid;

(3) cost of the minimum state guarantee; and

(4) cost of stabilizing the statewide average mill levy for the

1981 and 1982 budget years.

Analysis of the
Capital Reserve Fund

History and Provisions

School districts in Colorado were first authorized to establish
a capital reserve fund in 1945 for the purpose of paying the costs of
long-range building programs (L. 45, p. 610, Sec. 1). The fund con-
tained revenues raised from a tax levy limited to no more than one
mill per year on property in the district (L. 45, p. 611, Sec. 2). In
1964, the mill levy limit was raised to two mills (L. 64, p. 538, Sec.
1). The mill levy was raised to its current level of not more than
four mills per year in 1973 (L. 73, p. 1239, Sec. 1). The fund may
also contain revenues from gifts, donations and tuition receipts.

Expenditures from the capital reserve fund are limited to long-
range future programs and for the following purposes only:

(1) acquisition of land and construction of structures on such
land, or acquisition of 1land with existing structures thereon (the
latter provision was added by L. 73, p. 1292, sec. 1);

(2) construction of additions to existing structures;

(3) procurement of equipment for new buildinas and additions to
existing buildings;

(4) alterations and improvements to existing structures where
the total cost is in excess of $5,000;

(5) acquisition of school buses or other equipment with a cost

in excess of $2,500 per unit (L. 65, p. 1026, sec. 3 lowered the maxi-
mum cost from $5,000 per unit to $2,50n per unit); and
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(6) installment purchase or lease agreements with an option to
purchase for a period of at least one year but not more than five
years (this provision was added by L. 77, p. 1051, sec. 4 and 5).

The expenditure of monies from the fund must be authorized by a
resolution adopted by the board of education of a school district (in
the case of installment purchase or lease agreements not to exceed
five years, authorization must also be by a majority vote of the qual-
jfied electors in the district). Any balance in the fund remaining
after completion of a project may be encumbered for future projects.

Case Law: Does the State Have a Constitutional Obligation to Fund
Capital Programs? ‘ ‘

Several court decisions discussed earlier in this report con-
cerning school finance cases touch upon the question of whether there
are constitutional requirements applicable to capital expenditures, as
well as operating expenditures. The constitutional provisions on
which those cases rest are primarily state education clauses and equal
protection requirements.

Only one of those cases, the New Jersey case of Robinson wv.
Cahill, 62 N.J. 473, 303 A.2d 273 (1973), clearly holds that the state
js required to fund capital projects on an equalized basis. That
decision was based upon the state's duty to assure a "thorough and
efficient system of free public schools". For at least a century,
capital expenditures had been funded entirely from the local property
tax, separately from other expenditures. The court did not analyze
the issue of capital expenditures in detail but simply stated:

"We have discussed the existing scene in terms of
current operating expenses. The State's obligation
includes as well the capital expenditures without which
the required educational opportunity could not be pro-
vided."”

303 A.2d, at 297

While alluding to the problems posed for school districts by
the need for capital projects, other cases do not treat the issue of
the state's obligation directly. Under the finance plan struck down
in Serrano v. Priest II, 18 Cal.3d _ , 557 P.2d 929, 135 Cal.Rptr. 345
(1976), expenditures for repaying bonded indebtedness and state aid
loans for capital projects were apparently subject to statutory
revenue 1limits. Voter approval to levy a property tax in excess of
such 1imits was required. The court pointed out that wealthier school
districts (measured by assessed valuation per pupil) which voted to
override the 1imit could generate greater revenues at a qiven tax rate
than poorer districts, thus perpetuating the wealth-caused inequal-
ities between districts. Moreover, relatively poor districts could
not raise as many capital funds within their bonding capacities as
richer districts; thus they were compelled to resort to state 1oans
for capital projects., Poor districts were therefore more 1ikely to be
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in the position of seeking to override revenue 1imits for repayment of
such loans. These factors provided additional grounds for holding the
voter override provisions of the California law unconstitutional under
the equal protection clause of the California constitution.

The Supreme Courts of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington seemed to
say, very indirectly, that the education clauses of those states'®
constitutions do not require the state to fund, or to equalize the
funding, of capital programs.

(1) The Idaho Supreme Court in Thompson v. Engelking, 96 Idaho
793, 537 P.2d 634 (1975), while upholding the state's foundation act
(which did not provide funds for capital construction), noted that the
Idaho education clause "does not guarantee to the children of this
state a right to be educated in such a manner that all services and
facilities are equal throughout the State." 537 P.2d, at 647.

(2) The court in 0lsen v, State, 276 Or. 9, 554 P.2d 139
(1976), pointed out that the plaintiffs did not raise the issue of
whether the education clause required equality in areas other than
"educational opportunities", for example, in physical facilities. It
then stated:

"Because of plaintiffs' regard for local control of
education, we assume they do not believe uniformity is
required in other areas. We cannot determine any logi-
cal difference between uniformity in finances and uni-
formity in other areas."

554 P,2d, at 148

Thus it 1is implied (although it cannot be said to be held, since the
issue was not litigated) that the state has no obligation to equalize
the facilities themselves, and presumably the financing thereof, just
as it had no duty to assure that the amounts available for operating
expenses approach equality.

(3) Only the dissenters in Northshore School District No. 417
v. Kinnear, 84 Wash.2d 685, 530 P.2d 178 (1975), touched on the 1issue

of capital construction. In contrast to the majority, which held that

Washington's foundation act discharged "“the paramount duty of the
state to make ample provision for the education of all children" as
required by the education clause, the dissenters would have held the
act invalid under that clause. Justice Stafford would have found that
children living in districts "having an inadequate tax base to support
even operating and maintenance budgets" cannot be said to have had
ample provision made for their education. (Emphasis supplied.) 530
P.2d, at 221. Justice Utter, also dissenting, stated what he felt to
be the state's obligation very clearly:

"These sections impose a duty on the State government to
directly finance at 1least the basic operation and
maintenance budget of the schools."

530 P.2d, at 224
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Citing these dissenting opinions, the trial court 1in Seattle
School District No. 1 of King County, Washington v. State of Washing-
Ton, No. 53950 (Thurston County superior court, Jan. 14, 1977), found
that Washington's then-existing school finance plan (which was appar-
ently somewhat different and was being contested on different grounds
than in Northshore) was invalid under the state education clause, The
trial judge endorsed the "operating and maintenance" obligation pro-
posed in the Northshore dissents and did not hold that the state had
an additional duty in the area of capital construction. In defining
the content of a basic program of education, which he held the state
was required to fund, he referred to legislation enacted in 1973 which
set forth a definition of basic education which did not include capi-
tal programs. Since Washington has a separate grant program to aid
local districts with their capital projects (see Memorandum No. 3),
the fact that the court's holding does not include a capital construc-
tion component may not be significant.

It appears that the issue of the state's obligation with
respect to capital construction, if any, has not been treated as a
separate concept 1in the cases litigating school finance issues. The
cases have focused mainly on laws which govern state aid only for
operating expenses. In Mew Jersey, capital expenditures have been
held subject to the same constitutional requirements as apply to oper-
ating expenses. On the other hand, other cases have indirectly upheld
the absence of a capital construction component from foundation plans.
Therefore, the constitutional obligation of the state as to capital
construction remains undefined.

Growth in Use of the Fund

The maximum number of mills that can be levied by a school dis=~
trict for use in its capital reserve fund was raised from two to four
beginning in calendar year 1974. The table which appears below shows
the number of districts levying the maximum and zero mills for 1973,
1974, and 1978, with the percentage of the total number of districts
that that figure represents.

Year Maximum % of Total Zero % of Total
1973 152 84.0 9 5.0
1974 131 72.4 7 3.9
1978 137 75.7 5 2.8

The table indicates that the number of districts levying the
maximum number of mills decreased from 152 to 131 between 1973 and
1974, but that was when the maximum changed from two to four mills per
year. Since 1974, the number of districts levying the maximum of four
mills per year has increased from 131 to 137 (a 4.6 percent increase),
The number of districts levying zero mills has declined from 9 in 1973
to 5 in 1978 (a 44.4 percent decrease). On a statewide basis, the
average number of mills levied has increased from 3.30 in 1974 to 3.67
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in 1978 (an 11.2 percent increase). This appears to indicate that the
use of the capital reserve fund has been gradually increasing.

Mill Levies, Dollars/Pupil/Mill, and Type of District

The attached Appendix G contains figures which represent the
following information for each district for 1978:

(1) the number of mills levied for use in the capital reserve
fund;

(2) the dollars per pupil (ADAE) that one mill will raise; and

(3) in terms of enrollment, whether the district is an increas-
ing, stable, or declining district.

The figures indicate that of the 176 districts that levied
mills in 1978, 40 were increasing enrollment districts (22.7%), 17
were stable enrollment districts (9.7%), and 119 were declining
enrollment districts (67.6%). Of the five districts that did not levy
any mills in 1978, one was an increasing enrollment district and four
were declining enrolliment districts. The figures further breakdown as
follows:

Number of Mills Number of Districts % of Total

0 5 2.8

0.1 - 0.9 1 N.5
1-1.9 8 4.4

2 -2.9 17 9.4

3 -3.9 13 7.2

4 137 75.7

T8T 100.

Spending/Saving Fund

In an attempt to determine whether school districts are spend-
ing monies in the capital reserve fund on a "pay-as-you-go" basis each
year or whether they are saving a certain amount each year and accumu-
lating it for future spending, the committee staff examined the begin-
ning fund balance of each district for calendar year 1978 and computed
that as a percentage of the total amount of revenue in the fund for
the year. The beginning fund balance is referred to as "carryover"
from the preceding year. Those districts with a high percentage of
carryover can be assumed to be saving the monies in the fund (at least
for one year), and those districts with a low percentage of carryover
can be assumed to be spending the monies in the fund (once again, at
least for one year).
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The attached Appendix H contains figqures representing the 1978
beginning balance in the capital reserve fund (or carryover) as a per-
centage of the estimated total revenues in the fund for that year.
Only seven districts spent the entire amount of monies in the fund
during 1977, and hence have no carryover. The percentage figures
breakdown as follows:

Carryover as a
% of Estimated

Total Revenue Mumber of Districts % of Total

0-10 26 14.4
11 - 20 16 8.8
21 - 30 23 12.7
31 - 40 14 7.7
41 - 50 28 15.5
51 - 60 19 10.5
61 = 70 26 14.4
71 - 80 16 8.8
81 - 90 6 3.3
91 - 100 7 3.9
T8T 100.0

The above figures are illustrated graphically on Chart X. The
vertical axis represents the number of districts in groupings of five,
and the horizontal axis represents the carryover as a percentage of
estimated total revenue in deciles.
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Frequency - Number of Districts

CHART X

Carryover As A Percentage Of

Estimated Total Revenue Of
Capital Reserve Fund, 1978

50

45

40 -

354

30 4

25 -

20 1

15 4

10 1

0-10

11-20

21-30

31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70

Carryover As A Percentage of
Estimated Total Revenue

71-80|

81-90

91-100

-



Capital Reserve Fund Mill Levies in Low Property Wealth Districts

Districts with 1o assessed valuations per pupil per mnmill
appear to be 1levying th2 maximum number of mills for use in the
capitol reserve fund to the same or higher degree as all districts
statewide. Property wealth does not appear to be a factor in levying
mills for use in the fund. For 1978, 53 districts have an assessed
valuation per pupil per mill of less than $15.00. Of that number, 44
-- or 83.0 percent -- are levying the maximum number of four mills.
This compares with a statewide total of 137 -- or 57.7 percent =--
levying the maximum,

Small Attendance Center Aid

Provisions

Definition, Section 22-50-113, Colorado Revised Statutes 1973,
provides a mechanism for granting additional state assistance to qual-
ified school districts which operate one or more small attendance cen-
ters. A small attendance center is defined as an elementary or
secondary school with fewer than one hundred seventy-five pupils
enrolled.

Criteria. Each attendance center is entitled to receive the
state assistance provided by the statutory formula if:

1) the center is twenty or more miles from a similar attend-
ance center; or

2) the center is twenty or more miles from a similar attend-
ance center within the district if the district has been
reorganized under either the "School District Reorganiza-
tion Aﬁt of 1949" or the "School District Organization Act
of 1965". .

Bonus pupils. The additional state aid provided the districts
is based upon the number of bonus pupils in attendance in small
attendance centers derived as follows:

Step 1 - the attendance entitlement of the center is determined in
the same fashion as for general equalization support;

Step 2 - the attendance entitlement derived from step 1 1is then
multiplied by a statutory factor; 1/ and

Step 3 - the product from step 2 is reduced by the attendance
entitlement from step 1, and the resulting sum then repre-
sents the "bonus pupils" for which the district qualifies,

T/ “The bonus pupil formula is contained in section 22-50-113 (2)
(a).
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For example, if a district has an elementary small attendance
center containing 67 children (AE), the bonus pupils for that center
would be computed as follows:

Step 1 Statutory Formula
Elementary
(Grades 1-6 or 1-8)
Maximum
AE Factor Allowed
0- 20 Allow 24 24
20.1- 50 1.2 55
50.1- 80 1.1 84 67 times 1.1 =
80.1-115 1.05 120 73.7
115.1-150 1.04 150
Step 2
73.7 (Product from step 1)
minus 67.0 (Attendance entitlement)
equals 6.7
Step 3

Bonus pupils from all such centers in the district are added
together, and the sum is then funded as provided by law.

Funding. State small attendance center aid is provided to each
of the qual??ied districts for each honus pupil according to the
lesser of the following computations:

1) the district's ARB; or

2) the district's general fund mill levy times the state quar-
antee.

For example, if a district had a 1973 general fund mill levy of
27.31 mills (in the case of a district on the minimum quarantee) and a
$1,500.00 ARB, the following computations would ensue:

1) ARB = $1,500.00
2) State guarantee $ 35.00
times mill levy 27.31
Equals $955.,85

Since $955.85 is the lesser of the two fiqures, it is used for
funding purposes.

If the elementary small attendance center exemplified in the

bonus pupil illustration above were the only small attendance center
in the district, and the district's ARB of $1,5010.00, mill levy of
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27.31 mills, and $35.00 guarantee illustrated above were assumed, the
district would receive state small attendance center aid as calculated
below:

Bonus pupils 6.7
times entitlement $955.85
Equals $6,404,20 total state small

attendance center aid

Other provisions. The 1law also provides for a phasedown of
small attendance center aid if an otherwise qualified district
reogranizes and, hence, is no longer qualified under the provision.

Other provisions specify that, in cases when state appropria-
tions for small attendance center aid do not fully fund district
entitlements, districts receive amounts apportioned on a pro rata
basis; and that certification by a district of the information
required under the provision constitutes automatic application for
small attendance center support.

Financial Information

Nearly one-half of the school districts in the state are
receiving small attendance .center (SAC) aid (between 87 and 89 dis-
tricts per year $ince fiscal year 1973-74). Total statewide SAC
receipts have risen from $1.3 million in FY 1973-74, to $3.2 million
in FY 1977-78. On a dollar per bonus pupil basis, SAC receipts have
increased from $494,80 in FY 1973-74, to $1,152.82 in FY 1977-78,

Some districts receive more state financial assistance from
small attendance center aid than from state equalization payments
(between 8 and 12 districts since FY 1974-75). If the amount of small
attendance center aid were added to the average ARB of those districts
receiving the aid, the ARB would have increased by approximately 2.7
percent per year since FY 1974-75,

Appendix I at the end of this report provides the following
information concerning small attendance center aid for FY 1973-74
through FY 1977-78:

(1) the number of districts receiving small attendance center
aid;

(2) total small attendance center aid receipts;
(3) number of bonus pupils;

(4) SAC dollars per bonus pupil;

(%) SAC dollars per attendance entitlement (AL);
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(6) state equalization (SE) dollars per AE;
(7) ARB;

(8) number of districts receiving greater SAC $/AE than SE
$/AE; and

(9) SAC $/AE as a percentage of ARB,

Cost of the Minimum Guarantee

If the minimum state quarantee were eliminated and all school
districts were placed under the general equalization program, the
amount of state equalization would decrease and the number of mills
levied by those districts currently on the minimum would increase
through 1982 (under S.B. No. 25). 1In 1979, the projected state equal-
ization decrease would he approximately $8.4 million, with an average
projected statewide mill levy increase of 0.7 mills per district. In
1982, the projected decrease in state equalization would be approxi-
mately $25.2 million, with an average projected statewide mill levy
increase of 1.31 mills per district.

Tahle XV provides state equalization property tax and mill levy
figures under S.B. No. 25 with and without the minimum guarantee for
the period 1979-82. Appendix J at the end of this report contains
simulations of S.B. Ho. 25 without the minimum guarantee on a district
and statewide basis for all four years of the period.

TABLE XV

S.B. No. 25
Year Mill PT SE

1979 37.78 $135.188 $460.093
1930 38.13 466.682 510,849
1981 41,94 546.565 510.936
1982 45,16 628.463 510.844

S.B. No. 25 Without Minimum

Year MiN PT SE

1979 38.51 $443.614 $451.667
1980 38.86 475,606 501.924
1981 42.73 556.922  500.580
1982 46.97 653.701 485,605
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Difference

Year  Mill PT SE

1979  0.73  §$8.426 ($8.426)
1980  0.73 8.924 ( 8.925)
1981  0.79 10.357  (10.356)
1982 1.81 25.238  (25.239)

Cost of Stabilizing the Statewide Average
MiTT Levy in 1981 and 1982

In order to stabilize the statewide average mill levy in 1981
and 1982 at the estimated 1980 level of 38.13 mills, state equaliza-
tion payments would have to increase from $510.8 million in 1980, to
$560.6 million in 1981, and to $608.7 million in 1982, That would
amount to a $49.6 million increase in 1981 over the current S.B, No.
25 level for 1981, and a $97.8 million increase in 1982 over the cur-
rent S.B, No. 25 level for 1982,

Table XVI compares the cost components and mill levies which
would be generated by stabilizing the statewide average mill levy for
1981 and 1982 under S.B. No. 25. Simulations of S.B. No. 25 with a
stabilized statewide average mill levy for 1981 and 1982 are attached
as Appendix K.

TABLE XVI
Current S.B. No. 25
Year Guarantee Mill PT SE
1979 $ 42.25 37.78 $435.183 $460.093
1980 45.85 38.13 466.682 510.849
1981 44 .57 41.94 546.565 510.936
1982 43.05 45.16 628.463 510.844

S.B. No. 25 with Stabilized Levy for 1981 and 1982

Year Guarantee Mill PT SE

1979 $ 42,25 37.78 $435.188 $460.093
1980 45.85 38.13 466 .682 510.849
1981 49,59 38.13 496,945 560.557

1982 53.27 38.13 530.651 6N8.654
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Difference

Year Guarantee
1979 -
1930 -
1981 $ 5.02
1932 10,22
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$(49.60)
(97.812

$ 49.621
97.810
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APPENDIX A
SIMULATION OF THE "PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973" -- COMPARISON OF

Without S.B, NO, 25

ASSUMPTIONS:
1978
1979
S.B. NO,
1979
1980
1981
1982
ADAMS
Mapleton
W/0 SB No, 25 1978 $
1979
SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982
Northglenn
W/0 SB No., 25 1978
1979
SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982
Commerce City
W/0 SB No. 25 1978
1979
SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982
Brighton
W/0 SB No, 25 1978
1979
SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

25

AV

Guarantee
Guarantee

Guarantee
Guarantee
Guarantee
Guarantee

V'

97.569
99.642

99.642

101.635
103.668
105.741

179.910
201.328

201.328
223.473
248,054
275.340

ACT WITHOUT S.B. NO. 25 AND WITH SB.B. NO. 25

$35.00; Minimum =

= $35.00;

ARl

$43.05;

18018.8
18101.6

18101.6
18184.8
18268.4
18352.4

3911.8
3895.9

3895.9

Minimum =

Minimum
Minimum
Minimum
Minimum

18018.8
18101.6

18101.6
18184.8
18268.4
18352.4

6130.5
5908.6

5908.6
5716.9
5546 .4
5380.9

3911.8
3911.8

$11.35; ARB Increase = 7%

$11.35/$12.35;
$11.35/$13.35;
$11.35/$13.35;
$11.35/$13.35;

$1583.43
169L4.27

1713.21
1887.67
2037.67
2197.67

1462, 74
1565.13

1590.87
1758,21
1908.21
2068.21

1568.59
1678.39

1695.95
1955.91
2105.91
2265.91

1599.45
1711.41

1728.00
1895, 44
2045, 44
220544

ARB Increase = $130.00; Minimum ARB =
ARB Increase = $140.00; Minimum ARB =
ARB Increase = $150.00; Minimum ARB =
ARB Increase = $160.00; Minimum ARB =
MILL SE PT PVRTY
L7,9%4 $ L.277 $ L.677 % 006
L8, 41 4,238 L.823 .011
40,55 5.122 L. 040 .011
41,17 5.395 L ,184 .016
45,72 5.117 L. 740 .021
51.05 L.735 5.398 .025
42.99 18.622 7.736 .000
Ly, 72 19.328 9.003 .000
37.65 21.217 7.581 .000
38.35 23.403 8.570 .000
L2,81 24,240 10.620 .000
L8,04 24,729 13.228 .000
L 82 5.755 .861 .172
47.95 5.426 L91 176
Lo.1k 6.261 3.759 .176
42,66 6.867 L. 315 .179
L7.25 6.519 5.162 .183
52.63 5.983 6.210 .186
L46,28 2.897 3.360 .021
48.90 2.885 3.810 .021
L0.90 3.573 3.187 .021
Ly.34 3.938 3.466 .021
45.89 3.843 L.o9k .021
51.23 3.633 4,889 .021

$11.35; ARB Increase = $120.00 (Includes

SSDBRB Changes

)

$14+00.00
$1600.00
$1800.00
$1800.00

GRTH

$ .000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

17.25
18.63

18.63
20.03
21.43
22.93

9.98
11.12

11.12
12.29
13.53
15.00

14,05
15.85

15.85
17.69
19.70
21.93

18.56
19.92

19.92
21.40
22.99
24,70

17.75
16.37

23.62
25.82
23.14
20.12

25.02
23.88

31.13
33.56
30.99
28.05

20.95
19.15

26.40
28.16
24,87
21.12

1644
15.08

22.33
2445
21.58
18,39
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS

ADAMS
Bennett
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 11.504 L48,1 LL8, 1 $1517.80 L41.62 $§ .o01 $ 478 $ .008 $ .01k 25.67
1979 13.951 L6644 L66 .4 1624.05 39.36 .208 .549 .008 .003 29.91
SB No. 25 1979 13.951 Le6 Lt L66 4 1649,51 39.0k .225 545 .008 .003 29.91
1980 16,044 L85.L4 L85 L 1789.51 39.03 242 .626 .0C7 .00k 33.05
1981 18.450 505.2 505.2 1939.51 38.89 .262 .718 .007 .OCk 36.52
1982 21.218 525.8 525.8 2099.51 39.09 274 .830 .007 .005 Lo.39
Strasburg
W/0 SB No, 25 1978 19,721 390.1 413.5 1602.82 27.15 .127 .535 .003 .000 17,69
1979 17.622 383.1 395.6 1715.02 30.68 .138 USH .00k .000 L 55
SB No. 25 1979 17.622 383.1 395.6 1730.63 30.k2 149 .536 .00k .000 L4, 55
1980 18.000 376.2 383.1 1910.01 31.66 .162 .570 .00k . 000 46.98
1981 18.386 369.4 376.2 2060.01 33.11 .166 .609 .00k .000 18.87
1982 18.780 362.7 369.4 2220.01 34,59 .171 .650 .00k .000 50.83
Westminster
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 147 .467 13880.9 14548, 2 1495,72 47,83 14,708 7.052 .000 .000 10.1k4
1979 157.103 13211.2 13880.9 1600.42 45,73 15.032 7.184 .00k .00C 11.32
SB No. 25 1979 157.103 13211.2 13880.9 1625.12 38.46 16.515 6.043 .0Ck .000 11.32
1980 185.030 12573.8 13222.0 1829.65 39.91 16.808 7.38L .016 .000 13.99
1981 217.921 11967.2 1258Lk.1 1979.65 LL Lo 15.233 9.679 .028 .000 17.32
1982 256.659 11389.9 11977.0 2139.65 L9,70 12.870 12.756 040 .000 21.43
ALAMOSA
Alamosa
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 33.616 2207.9 2251.4 1347.50 L0.51 1.672 1.362 .062 .000 14,93
1979 36.347- 2116.5 2207.9 141,82 L41.19 1.686 1.497 .063 .000 16.46
SB No, 25 1979 36.347 2116,5 2207.9 1476.99 34.96 1.990 1.271 .063 .000 16.46
1980 38.527 2028.9 2117.8 1616.99 35.27 2.066 1.359 .065 .000 18.19
1981 L0.838 1944.9 2030.1 1800.00 L0,39 2.005 1.649 .066 .000 20.12
1982 43,287 186L4.4 1946.1 1960.00 45,53 1.843 1.971 .068 .000 22.24
Sangre DeCristo
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 5.162 255.5 270.0 1318.67 37.68 .162 .194 .010 .000 19.12
1979 5.170 272.9 272.9 1410.98 Lo,31 .177 .208 .010 .005 18.94
SB No. 25 1979 5.170 272.9 272.9 1445 95 34,22 .218 177 .010 .006 18.94
1980 5.221 291.5 29, 1600.00 34,90 . 284 .182 .010 .007 17.91
1981 5.273 311.L4 311.4 1800.00 L0.39 .348 .213 .009 .008 16.93
1982 5.325 332.7 332.7 1960.00 45,53 110 242 .009 .009 16.01
ARAPAHOE
Englewood
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 105.870 Lo15,4 4201.8 1720.85 472,09 2.246 4,985 .068 .000 25.20
1979 107.861 3747.9 L0154 1841.31 48.19 2.196 5.197 .071 .000 26.86
SB No. 25 1979 107.861 3747.9 4015.4 1850.47 43,80 2.706 L, 724 .071 .000 26 .86
1980 109.910 3498,.2 3753.8 2056.94 LL .86 2.791 4,931 .076 .000 29.28
1981 111.998 3265.1 3503.7 2206.94 Lg,52 2.187 5.546 .081 .000 31.97
1982 114.126 3047.5 3270.3 2366.94% 49,06 2.142 5.599 .085 .000 34.90
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS 85
ARAPAHOE
Sheridan .
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 26.291 1721.2 1857.1  $1626.73 49,25 $ 1.726 & 1.29% $ .012 $ .000 14.16 20.84
1979 28.825 1737.9 1772.1 1740.60 49,73 1.651 1.43L% .01k .000 16.27 18.73
SB No. 25 1979 28.825 1737.9 1772.1 1756.65 41,58 1.914 1.198 .01k .000 16.27 25.98
1980 30.843 1754,8 1754, 3 19%7.38 42,25 2.096 1.303 .01k .000 17.58 28,27
1981 33.002 1771.9 1771.9 2087.38 46,83 2.15 1.546 .01k .000 18.63 25.94
1982 35.312 1789.2 1789.2 2247.38 52.20 2.17 1.843 .013 .000 19.74 23.31
Cherry Creek
W/0 SB No., 25 1978 66.246 16703.8 16703.8 1819.60 51.99 11.354 19.041 .000 .8h1 21.93 13.07
1979 19.060 17801.6 17801.6 1946.97 55.63 11.348 23.311 .000 «Shly 23. 5% 11.46
SB No. 25 1979 419,060 17801.6 17801.6 1949,.39 L6,.1k 15.367 19.335 .000 .583 23.54 18.71
1980 497,728 18971.6 18971.6 2089.39 45,57 17.869 21.770 .000 .685 25.18 20.67
1981 Sy, 609 20218.5 20218.5 2239.39 50,24 17.914 27.364 .000 .803 26.94 17.63
1982 620.854 21547.4 21547 .4 2399.39 55.73 17.097 34.603 .000 .939 28.81 1h. 2k
Littleton
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 243,877 16645.,0 16899, 2 472,34 42,07 14,622 10.259 .000 .000 14 .43 20.57
1979 263.346 16462.3 16668.8 1575. 45,01 14.407 11.854 .000 .000 15.80 19.20
SB No. 25 1979 263,346 16462.3 16668.8 1602.78 37.94 16.726 9.990 .000 .000 15.80 26.45
1980 271.346 16281.6 16463.0 1778.57 38.79 18.755 10.526 .000 .000 15.48 29.37
1981 279.589 16102.9 16282.3 1928.57 L3, 27 19.304 12.093 .000 .000 17.17 27.40
1982 288.082 15926.2 16103.6 2088.57 48,51 19.657 13.976 .000 .000 17.89 25.16
Deer Trail
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 20.157 129.6 150.4 2511.65 17.28 .029 .348 .003 .000 134.02 11.35
1979 17.837 125.2 135.1 2687.47 18.74 .029 <334 .003 .000 132.06 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 17.837 125.2 135.1 2641.36 18.42 .028 .329 .003 .000 132,06 11.35
1980 18.194 120.9 125.2 2781.36 17.76 .025 .323 .00k% .000 1hk5,28 11.35
1981 18.558 116.7 120.9 2931.36 17.79 .024 .330 . 004 .000 153.46 11.35
1982 18.929 112.6 116.7 3091.36 17.82 .02k .337 .00k .000 162.13 11.35
Aurora
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 266.951 19719.6 19719.6 1628. 44 Lg,28 18.956 13.156 .000 .018 13.5h 21.46
1979 292,522 20357.9 20357.9 1742.43 49,78 20.909 1k,563 .000 .188 20.63
SB No. 25 1979 292.522 20357.9 20357.9 1758.27 41,62 23.621 12.174 .000 .203 14,37 27.88
1980 318.849 21016.9 21016.9 1915.31 41,77 26.934 13,319 .000 .237 15.17 30.68
1981 347.5u45 21697.2 21697.2 2065.31 L6, 34 28.707 16.105 .000 .27 16.02 28.55
1982 378.824 22399.5 22399.5 2225.31 51.69 30.264 19.582 .000 .31 16.91 26.1k4
Byers
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 10.452 339.4 348.2 1605.83 L41.23 .129 A31 .003 .000 30.02 11.35
1979 10.778 328.3 339.4 1718.24 39.86 .154 430 .003 .000 31.76 11.35
EB No. 25 1979 10.778 328.3 339.4 1747.15 39,61 .166 Lo7 .003 .000 31.76 12.35
1980 11.101 317.6 328.4 1887.15 L41.16 .163 457 .003 .000 33.80 12.05
1981 11.433 307.2 317.7 2037.15 41.29 .175 JA72 .00k .000 35.99 13.35
1982 11.776 297.1 307.3 2197.15 k2,52 «174 .501 .00k .000 38.32 13.35
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS

Im
w

ARCHULETA
Archuleta
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 24,374 869.8 869.8 $12:3.79 31.59 $ .312 $ .770 $ .006 $ .o002 28.02 11.35
1979 27.329 894.3 89%.3 1330.86 31.76 .322 .868 .006 .000 30.56 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 27.329 894.3 89%4.3 1400.00 3& . 346 . 906 .006 .000 30.56 11.69
1980 28.000 919.5 919.5 1600.00 gl .977 .006 .000 30.45 15.40
1981 28.688 945 L 945 L 1800.00 543 1.159 .005 .000 30.3k% 14,23
1982 29.392 972.0 972.0 1960.00 hs 53 . 567 1.338 .005 .000 30.24 12.81
BACA
Walsh
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 11.33% Y74 .0 476.8 1401.79 39.92 .216 452 .008 .000 23.77 11.35
1979 12.487 396.7 L4740 1499.92 39.79 .21k 497 .008 .000 26. 3% 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 12.487 396.7 L7240 1531.8% 36.26 .273 453 .008 .000 26.34 15.91
. 1980 12.500 332.0 . 400.9 1775.41 38.72 222 L8h .010 .000 31.18 14,67
1981 12.513 277.9 335.5 1925.41 38.02 .170 476 .011 .000 37.29 13.35
1982 12.525 232.6 280.8 2085.41 35.99 .135 451 .012 .000 Ll 50 13.35
Pritchett
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 3.951 94,1 112.3 1802. 44 38.74% .O4g .153 .002 .000 35.18 11.35
1979 3.884% 85.0 97.1 1928.61 37.57 L0kl .146 .002 .000 39.99 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 3.88k4 85.0 97.1 1930.19 36.88 .OLl 143 .002 .000 39.99 12.35
1980 3.900 76.8 85.3 2070.19 35.05 L040 .137 .003 .000 L5. 72 13.35
1981 3.916 69.4 77.1 2220.19 34,60 .036 .136 .003 .000 50.81 13.35
1982 3.932 62.7 69.6 2380.19 34,09 .032 .13k .003 .000 56 .47 13.35
Springfield ) B . . _ B .
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 10.449 516.6 516.6 1389.31 39.69 .303 415 .007 .013 20.23 14,77
1979 10.879 493,2 516.6 1486.56 Lo, 47 .306 462 .007 .000 21.06 13.94
SB No. 25 1979 10.879 493.2 516.6 1518.21 35.93 .393 .391 .007 .000 21.06 21.19
1980 10.900 4720.9 L93.,6 1658.21 36.17 Loy . 3% .007 .000 22.08 23.77
1981 10.921 Li9.6 L471.2 1808.21 40,57 409 .uu3 .008 .000 23.18 21.39
1982 10.943 429.3 L49,9 1968.21 45,72 .385 .500 .008 .000 2k .32 18.73
Vilas R
wW/0 SB Ko. 25 1978 3.791 92.7 92.7 2147.15 41.10 043 .156 .002 .000 40.89 11.35
1979 5.509 89.0 92.7 2297.45 32.46 .03L .179 .002 .000 56,43 11.35
SB No, 25 1979 5.509 89.0 92.7 2276 .75 31.72 .036 .175 .002 .000 5543 12.35
1980 5.525 85.4 89.0 2416.75 32.05 .038 177 .002 .000 62.06 13.35
1981 5.541 81.9 85.4 2566.75 32.82 .037 .182 .002 .000 64,86 13.35
1982 5.557 78.5 81.9 2726.75 33.60 .037 .187 .002 .000 67.81 13.35
Campo
W/O SB No. 25 1978 2.850 134%.0 135.0 1379.32 39.41 074 .112 .003 .000 21.11 13.89
1979 2.907 122.4 134.0 1475.87 42,17 .075 .123 .003 .000 21.69 13.31
SB No. 25 1979 2.907 122.4 134.,0 1508.28 35.70 .098 104 .003 .000 21.69 20.56
1980 2.920 111.8 122.7 1648, 28 35.95 .097 .105 .003 .000 23.79 22.06
1981 2.933 102.1 112.1 1800.00 40.39 .083 .118 .00k .000 26.17 18.40
1982 - 2,946 93.2 102.4 1960.00 45,53 .067 134 .00k .000 28.78 14,27
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BENT

Las Animas
W/0 SB No., 25

SB No. 25

McClave

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

BOULDER

St. Vrain Valley
W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

Boulder Valley

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

CHAFFEE

Buena Vista
W/0 SB No, 25

SB No. 25

Salida

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979

1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981

1982

11.937
12.597

12.597
12,800
13.007
13.217

7.21k
8.478

8.478
8,550
8.623
8.697

221.633
260.550

260.550
300.000
345.4k23
397.72L

442, 386
4,83.836

483.836
495,000
506,421
518.106

20.234
19.538

19.538
20.000
20.473
20.957

25.785
27.166

27.166
28,000
28.859

29.745

2075?.%
20091.
19%27.&

1882k, 2

1095.1
1142.3

1142.3
1191.5
1242.8
1296.3

1391.1
1381.5
5

1159.6
1142.3

1142.3
1191.9
1242,8
1293.6

1436.8
1403.1

1403.1
1381.5
1372.0

1362.6

$1340.79
1434 .65

1470.72
1653.00
1803.00
1963.00

1605. 14
1717.50

1735.57
18%75.57
2025,57
2185.57

1430.27
1530.39

1559.94
1699, 9L
1849. 9%
2009.9%

1639.12
1753.86

1768.31
1925.47
2075 .47
2235.k7

1216.82
1302.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1174 .47
1256.68

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00

1960.00

38.31
L0.99

34.81
36.05
Lo.u45
45,60

34.65
32.46

32.20
33.85
36.23
38.73

40.86
43,73

36.92
37.08

1.51
4€.69

46,83
50.11

41.85
41.99
46,57
51.93

35.36
37.20

33.1h4
k.90

0.39
45.53

33. 56
35.91

3&.1&
3k.90
40,39
45.53

.911
.90k

1.018
1.1k
1.211
1.273

.081

.081
092
.098
. 104

10.674
9.806

11,988
12.520
11.497

9.614

15.062
13.364

17.668
19. 19?
18.1

16.5 6

.696
. 760

.952
1.208
1.410
1.587

.822
.788

1.064

1.233
1.304

1.316

$ .h57
.516

438
461
.526
.603

.250
.275

.273
.289
312
337

9.057
11.393

9.620
11.123
14,337
18.569

20.718
24,245

20.250
20.788
23.582
26.904

.716
727

647
.698

.827
.95k

.865
.975

.900
=977
1.166

1.35k

PVRTY

$ .04l
041

.01
042
042
042

.005
.005

.005
.0C5
.005
.005

.000
.000

.0Co
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.011
.011

.011
.012
.012

.012

GRTH

¢ .000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
-000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

OOO
.000
. 000

.000
.007

.008
.010
.011
.013

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000

.000

i

11.
12.

12.
13.
.50
.83

13

16
18

21

20.
22.

22.

23.
25.
26.

17

16
16

17.
19.

19.
20.
.03

21

21.

69
72

72
18

.98
.56

.56
.06
.56
.07

.07
.81

18.
.57
24,
28.

81

74
36

27
56

56
8k
20
63

45
17.

17.
.79
47
16.

10
10

17

95
36

36
27

83

23.31
22,28

29.53
32.67
31.07
29.22

e
Wwwh HH-

.
W  Ww
(OIGICTC RN, (N

18.93
16.19

2314k
24,28
19.83
14.69

14,73
124k

19.69
22.01
19.37
16.42

17.55
17.90

25.15
29.06
28.10
26,88

17.05
15.64

22.89
25.58
23.54

21.22
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE pPT PVRTY GRTH Ls
CHEYENNE
Kit Carson
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 8.261 116.6 119.4 $2920.61 37.28 ¢ .04 $ .308 $ .005 $ .000 69.19
1979 7.797 113.7 116.6 3125.05 39.95 .053 .312 .005 .000 66.87
SB No. 25 1979 7797 113.7 116.6 3050.00 38.50 .055 .300 .005 . 000 66.87
1980 7.900 110.9 113.7 3190.00 38.52 .058 .304 .005 .000 69,46
1981 8.004 108.2 110.9 3340.00 39.06 .058 .313 .005% .00 72.15
1982 8.109 105.6 108.2 3500.00 39.65 .057 .321 .005 .000 7%.93
Cheyenne Wells
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 13.044 263.3 284,6 1689.30 29.54% .095 .385 .00% .000 45.83
1979 12.639 260.1 269.3 1807.55 31.02 .095 .392 .005 .000 46.93
SB No. 25 1979 12.639 2%60.1 269.3 1819.31 30.69 .102 .388 .005 . 000 46.93
1980 12.800 256.9 260.1 1959.31 31. 32 .109 R} .005 .000 49,21
1981 12.963 253.7 256.9 2109.31 33 .113 L29 .006 .000 50.46
1982 13.129 250.5 253.7 2269.31 118 1458 . 006 .000 51.75
Arapahoe
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 4,395 69.8 70.6 2823.65 929 .027 .17 .002 .000 62.22
1979 4,309 60.1 69.8 3021.31 1.3% .033 .17 .002 .000 61.73
SB No. 25 1979 h.&gg 60.1 69.8 2954,65 39.89 .03k .172 .002 .000 61.73
1980 L, 51.7 60.5 3206.40 37.27 .030 .164 .002 .000 72.69
1981 L4 493 Luy,5 52.1 3356.40 33.70 .02 .151 .003 .000 86.24
1982 L.589 38.3 L4 .8 3516.40 30.39 .01 .139 .003 .000 102.3%
CLEAR_CREEK
Clear Creek
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 52.915 1153.0 1153.0 1636.29 28.58 374 1.51 .000 .000 L45.89
1979 61.239 1233.5 1233.5 1750.83 28.70 02 1.75 .000 .030 49.65
SB No. 25 1979 61.239 1233 1233.5 1770.87 28.56 435 1.749 .000 .033 49.65
1980 64.100 1319.6 1319.6 1977.71 31.94 .563 2.047 .000 .039 48.58
1981 67.095 1411.7 14+11.7 2127.71 34.95 .659 2.345 .000 045 L47.53
1982 70.230 1510 2 1510.2 2287.71 38.22 771 2.684 .000 .051 46.50
CONEJOS
North Conejos
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 7.397 1184.1 1212.4 1199.42 34.27 1.201 .253 .057 .000 6.10
1979 7.692 1132.3 1184.1 1283.38 36.67 1.238 .282 .058 .000 6.50
SB No. 25 1979 7.692 11 2.8 1184.1 1400.00 33.14 1.;&5 .255 .058 .000 6.50
1980 7.700 1082, 1133.1 1600.00 34,90 1. .269 .059 .000 6.80
1981 7.708 1035.5 1083.5 1800.00 L0.39 1.639 .311 .060 .000 7.11
1982 7.716 990.3 1036.2 1960.00 45,53 1.680 .351 .061 .000 7.45
Sanford
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 2.993 323.5 339.5 1190,6% 34.02 .316 .088 .016 .000 7.6k
1979 2.604 323.5 328.8 1273.98 36.40 . 324 .095 .016 .000 7.92
SB No..25 1979 2.604 323.5 328.8 1400.00 33.14 .37k .086 .016 .000 7.92
1980 2.610 323.5 323.5 1600.00 .90 Lo7 .091 .016 .,000  8.07
1981 2.616 323.5 323.5 1800.00 .39 477 .106 .016 .000 8.09
1982 2.6D2 323.5 323.5 1960.00 45.53 .515 2119 .016 .000 8.11
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH Ls sS
CONEJOS
South Conejos
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 4,772 750.0 782.1 $1181.08 33.75 $ 63 $ .161 §$ .072 $ .000 6.10 28.90
1979 4.610 706.1 750.0 1263.76 36.11 .781 .166 .073 .000 6.15 28.85
SB No. 25 1979 4,610 706.1 750.0 1400.00 33.14 .897 .153 .073 .000 6.1 36.10
1980 4,625 664 .8 707.0 1600.00 34,90 .970 .161 .07 .000 6.5 39.31
1981 4.640 625.9 665.6 1800.00 Lo.39 1.011 .187 .07 .000 6.97 37.60
1982 4.655 589,3 626.7 1960.00 45,53 1.016 .212 .075 .000 7.43 35.62
COSTILLA
entennial
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 11.402 617.8 617.8 1257 .44 35.93 .367 410 .043 .000 18.46 16.54%
1979 12.169 569.4 617.8 1345.46 38.44 .363 .468 .043 .000 19.70 15.30
SB No. 25 1979 12.169 569.4 617.8 1400.00 33.14 462 403 .ou3 .000 19.70 22.55
1980 12.500 524.8 570.7 1600.00 34.90 477 436 Noinn .000 21.90 23.95
1981 12.84%w0 483.7 526.0 1800.00 L0,.39 428 .519 .ous .000 24,41 20.16
1982 13.190 L45.8 L84.8 1960.00 45,53 .350 .601 045 .000 27.21 15.84
Sierra Grande
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 13.919 281.3 281.3 1549.37 25.96 .075 .361 .009 .013 L9 48 11.35
1979 15.552 270.2 281.3 1657.83 24,88 .079 .387 .009 .000 55.29 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 15.552 270.2 281.3 1680.07 24,84 .086 .386 .009 .000 55.29 12.35
1980 16.200 259.5 270.3 1820.07 24,84 .090 Loz .009 .000 59.93 13.35
1981 16.875 249.2 259.6 1970.07 25.15 .087 Lol .009 .000 65.00 13.35
1982 17.578 239.3 249.3 2130.07 25.40 .085 L7 .009 .000 70.50 13.35
CROWLEY
Crowley
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 10.701 541.8 600.4 1272.01 36.gh .375 .389 .020 .000 17.82 17.18
1979 10.259 508.0 550.1 1361.05 .350 .399 .021 .000 18.65 16.35
SB No. 25 1979 10.259 508.0 550.1 1403.67 33.22 431 341 .021 .000 18.65 23.60
1980 10.515 426.3 508.7 1600.00 4.90 k7 367 .022 .000 20.67 25.18
1981 10.777 446.6 L277.0 1800.00 0.39 423 435 .022 .000 22.60 21.97
1982 11.046 418.8 L7, 2 1960.00 45,53 374 .503 .023 .000 24.70 18.35
CUSTER
Consolidated 1
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 11.509 230.9 230.9 1494 ,01 24 41 .06L .281 .003 .003 49.8 11.35
1979 11.776 259.7 259.7 1598.59 28.20 .083 .332 .003 .013 45,3 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 11.776 259.7 259.7 1624.12 28.15 .090 .331 .003 .01k L5, 34 12.35
1980 12.070 292.1 292.1 1764.12 32.27 .126 .389 .002 .017 41.32 13.35
1981 12.371 328.5 328.5 191k4.12 37.52 .165 RYan .001 .021 37 66 13.35
1982 12.680 369.4 369.4 2074.12 43,51 .215 .552 .001 .026 34.32 13.35
DELTA
Delta
W/0 SB No., 25 1978 59.051 3924,2 4019.9 1216.83 34.77 2.839 2,052 .102 .000 14.68 20.32
1979 70.889 3905.6 3949.9 1302.01 37.20 2.506 2.637 .103 .000 17.95 17.05
SB No. 25 1979 70.889 3905.6 3949.9 1400.00 33.14 3.181 2.349 .103 .000 17.95 24.30
iggg ge.gg& 3ggg.1 3985.g igog.oo &h.9o 3.527 2.322 .1ot .000 19.97 25.88
. . . 00.00 0. 531 . .1 .000 22, .
1982 9L . 433 %Bso.z 3§6§.7 1960.00 us.ég %.383 3.299 . 85 . 000 2&.8? fﬁ.k&
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DENVER
Denver

W/0 SB No, 29

SB No. 25

DOLORES
Dolores
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

DOUGLAS
uglas
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

<
[op]
-
[c]

0
-
Se

/C SB No.

W/0 SB No.

ELBERT

Elizabeth
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Kiowa

W/0 SB No.

SB No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

1978
1979

1979
1980

1981
1982

1978
1979

1979

1982

$ 2023.198
2099.145

2099.145
2132.900
2167.198
2202.049

96.940
105.372

105.372
113.900
123.119
133.084

96.818
110.303

110.303
115.000
119.897
125.003

9.105
10.221

10.221
11.242
12.365
13.601

L
6
6
.7
9
10

691
303

303
563
075
890

1677.7
1727.0

1727.0
1792.3
1860.1
1930.5

$1968.38
2106.17

2098.39
2313.43
2&63.#3
2623,43

1377.16
147356

1510.09
1650.09
1800.09
1960.09

1434.79
1535.23

1563.93
1703.93
1853.93
2013.93

2150.28
2300.80

2281.82
2421.82
2571.82
2731.82

1425,69
1525.49

1554.73
1694.73
1844,73
2004.73

1834.79
1963.23

1967.42
2107 .42
2257.42
2417.42

$ 98.205
101.829

97.001
100.110
111.426
112.473

- 319
.3&1

.290
. 292
.327
.369

PVRTY

$2.769
2.816

2.816
2.865
2.912
2.958

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.006
.005

.005
.003
.002
.001

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.0Cc0
.000
.000

GRTH

$ .000

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

-003
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.269
-199

.217
-259
309
.368

. 000
011

.012
.013

.016

LS

16 .40
16.56

23.81
27.67
26.65
25.39

Ty N

wwwnn =
s s s s

Wwilwlww Wi
A RN RN, 4N, § i\

21.40
21.44

28.69
32.60
31.63
30.41

Sy Ry

Wwwn [aalland
» s e »

W Wil
A RS RN, 48, § i\
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ELBERT
Big Sandy

W/0 SB Neo.

SB Neo.

Elbert
W/0 SB

SB

Agate

W/0 SB

SB

EL PASO

alhan
W/0 SB

SB

Harrison
wW/0 SB

SB

Widefleld

W/0 SB No.

SB No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

25

25

25

25

]
(Y

R
\Jt

25

25

25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

257.3
262.2

262,2
267.2
272.3
277.5

146.9
161.1

161.1
176.7
193.8
212.6

41.0
b1,2

41,2
L1.4

41.8

6882.3
6820,2

6820.2
6758.7
6697.8
6637.4

ARB

$1L405.24
1503.61

153445
1674 .45
1824.45
1984,45

1390,18
1487.49

1520.49
1660.49
1810.49
1970.49

2786.03
2981.05

2914,99
3520,96
3670.96
3830.96

1384,61
1481,53

1515.79
1655.79
1805.79
1965.79

1292.54
1383.02

1422,32
1600.00
1800.00
1960,00

1172.68
1254.77

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

40.15
42.96

36,32
36.52

46.10
9.72
2.50

35.99

36.22

40.62
45.77

23.89
23.78
23.07

28.88

Ies

.177
.161

.207
J242
267
292

.128
.149

.168
.216
.263
.318

.013
.012

.012
.015
.015
.016

PVRTY

$ .003

.003
.003

.003
.003

.00C
.0CO

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.001

.001
.001
.001
.001

.038
.00

.04ko
042
043
.OLly

GRTH

$ .000

.000

.000
.000
.00C
.000

.00C
.005

.006
.007
.009
.010

.00C
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

[
9]

19.40
20.99

20.99
21.01
20.62
20.23

14.02
13.19

13.19
12.17
11.22
10.35

105.27
114,01

114.01
119.28
119.29
119.31

13.09
13.65

13.65
13.81
13.97
1h,1h4

12.13
12,46

12.46
12.65
12.85
13.05

[YollocTo ot BENRLN RN |
NI oH
NN Mo

15.60
14.01

21.26
24, 8L

22.82
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EL_PASO
Fountain

W/0 SB No. 25 1978
1979

SB No. 25 1979

1980

1981

1982

Colorado Springs
W/0 SB No. 25 1978
1979

SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

Cheyenne Mountain
W/0 SB, No. 25 1978
1979

SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

Manitou Springs
W/0 SB No. 25 1978
- 1979

SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

Academy
w/0 SB No, 25 1978
1979

SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

Ellicott
W/0 SB No, 25 1978
1979

SB No. 25 1979
1980
1981
1982

627.023
659.537

55.980
59.490

59.490
63.230
67.205
71.430

19.394
20.221

20.221
21.060
21.934
22.845

61.162

61.162

31580.2

30666.0

30666.0

29778.3
28916.3

28079.3 -

1799.8
1901.2

1901.2
2008.3
2121.4
2240.9

1076.4
1093.4

1093.4
1110.7
1128.3
1146.2

4389.9
L641,2

L641,2
4906.9
5187.8
5484 ,8

348.8
371.0

371.0
a94.6
19.7

3177.5
31474

3060.1
2974 .5
2891.3

31791.7
31580.2

31580.2
30674.8
29786.9
28924, 6

1860.0
190l.2

1901.2
2008.3
2121.4
2240.9

1090.0
-1093.4

1093.4
1110.7
1128.3
1146,2

4389.9
L4641.2

Lel1,2

-

$1165.95
1247.57

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960,00

1390.32
1&87.64

1520.02
1660.02
1810.02

1970.02 -

1972.23
2110.29

2136.31
2276.31
2426.31
2586.31

%a?k.86

71.10 -

1505.13
1645,13
1800.00
1960.00

1182.90
1265.70

1400,00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1304,70
1396.03

1430.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

3.238
3.358
3.878

.286

L. 580
4.710

22.798
22.892

27.614
29.338
28.451
26.801

+950
1.068

1.149
1.432
1.489
1.711

- 737
759

467
.569

.529
.610
774
957

21.402
24.088

20.389
21.582
25,46k
3C.181

.261

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.003
.003

.003
.002
.002
.002

.000
.Co0

.000
.000
.000

.002
.001

.001
.001
.000
.000

GRTH

$ .000

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.0C0
.000
.000
.000

.000
.037

.01
.06
.051
.058

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
057

.067
.081
.096
.111

.001
.006

.008
.010
.011

16.95
17.95

17.95
19.43
21.05
22.8C

30.10
31.29

31.29
31.48
31.68
31.88

17.79
18.49

18.49
18.96
19. 4k
19.93

12,15
13.13

13.18
13.70
14,24
1%.80

12.09
12.30

12.30
12.48
12.67
12.86
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS
EL PASO

eyton
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 2.827 197.8 200.2 $1624,92 ue.ug $ .194 $ .1&1 $ .001 $ .000 14,12
1979 2.868 201.6 201.6 1738.66 49,6 .208 1 .001 .000 14,23
SB No. 25 1979 2.868 201.6 201.6 1748.20 41.38 .234 .119 .001 .000 14.23
1980 2.900 205.5 205.5 1960.45 42,76 .279 124 .001 .000 14,11
1981 2.932 209.5 209.5 2110.45 L7, 35 .303 .139 .000 .000 14.00
1982 2.964 213.6 213.6 2270.45 52.74 .329 .156 .000 .000 13.88

Hanover
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 L,.346 58.1 60.5 2062.34 24,79 .017 .108 .000 .000 71.83
1979 4,277 61.4 61.4 2206.70 27.24 .019 .117 .000 .00l 69.66
SB No. 25 1979 4,277 61.4 61.4 2195.40 26,77 .020 11k .000 .001 69.66
1980 4,278 64,9 64.9 2335.40 29.46 .026 .126 .000 .002 65.92
1981 4,279 68.6 68.6 2L485.40 32.82 .030 .140 .000 .002 62,37
1982 4,279 72.5 72.5 2645 .40 36.56 .035 .156 .000 .002 59.02

Lewis-Palmer

W/0 SB No. 25 1978 22.200 1068.4 1068.4 1451.49 43,15 .593 .959 .000 .000 20.78
1979 23.748 1165.0 1165.0 1553.09 L4, 37 .755 1.054 .000 .037 20.38
SB No. 25 1979 23.748 1165.0 1165.0 1581.76 37.44% .95k .889 .000 .04 20.38
1980 25.360 1270.3 1270.3 1721.76 37.55 1.235 .952 .000 .08 19.96
1981 27.081 1385.1 1385,1 1871.76 L2.00 1.455 1.137 .000 .057 19.55
1982 28.919 1510.3 1510.3 2031.76 47,20 1.704 1.365 .000 -068 19.15

Falcon
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 13.340 1057.2 1057.2 1428.22 40.81 . .966 .Sl .000 .056 12.62
1979 15.279 1167.2 1167.2 1528.20 43,66 1.117 667 .000 .05 13.09
SB No. 25 1979 15.279 1167.2 1167.2 1558.28 36.88 1.255 . 564 .000 .049 13.09
1980 17.325 1288.6 1288.6 1698.28 37.04 1.547 642 .000 .059 13044
1981 19.645 1422,.6 14¥22.6 1848.28 41,47 1.815 .815 .000 .070 13.81
1982 22.277 1570.5 1570.5 2008.28 46.65 2.115 1.039 .000 .085 14,18

Edison
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 1.834 28.6 29.9 2723.62 37.87 .013 .069 .001 .000 61.35
1979 1.811 24.3 28.6 946.37 39.46 .013 .071 .001 .000 63.33
SB No. 25 1979 1.811 24.3 23.6 2879.73 38.09 .013 .069 .001 .000 63.33
1980 1.812 20.6 24,5 3019.73 34.59 .011 .063 .001 .000 73.96
1981 1.81 17.5 20.8 3169.73 31.54 .009 .057 .001 .000 87.16
1982 1.81 14,9 17.7 3329.73 28.68 .007 .052 .001 .000 102.73

Miami-Yoder

W/0 SB No. 25 1978 3.455 134,11 152.8 1649,.71 42,13 .089 .163 .000 .000 22.61
1979 3.634 129.7 138.9 1765.19 49,05 074 .171 .000 .000 26.17
SB No. 25 1979 3.634 129.7 138.9 1774.99 42,01 .94 .153 .000 .000 26.17
1980 3.785 125.4 129.7 1914,99 41.77 .090 .158 .000 .000 29.18
1981 &.9u2 121.2 125.4 2064 ,99 46,33 .076 .183 .001 .000 31.43
1982 ~L.106 117.1 121.2 2224,99 47,12 .076 .193 .001 .000 33.87



FREMONT
on City
W/0 SB No.

SB No.
Florence
W/0 SB No.
SB Nc.
Cotopaxi
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

L
[\%3

' GARFIELD
Roaring Fork
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Garfield
wW/¢ 3B No,

SB No.

Grand Valley
W/0 SB No,

SB No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

»

AV ADAE
40.620 3262.4
Ly 151 3291.5
44,151 3291.5
45,152 3320.9
46.179 3350.6
47,222 3380.6
24,869 1540.1
27.992 1513.5
27.992 a
28.112 1487, h
28.232 1461.8
28.353 1436.6
6.524 163.0
7.356 185.3
7.356 185.3
7.k25 210.7
7.495 239.6
7.566 272.5
64.248 3020.6
71.730 3022.9
71.730 2022.9
74,229 3025.2
76.815 3027.5
79.492 3029.8
18.8%2 1466.9 -
21.168 1600.6
21.168 1600.6
21.897 1746.5
22.651 1905.7
23.431 2079.4
3.929 150.5
3.967 158.9
3.967 158.
3.967 127.3
3.967 177.2
3,967 187.1

3303.1
3291.5

3291.5

- 3021.7

3022.9

3022.9
3025.2
3027.9
3029.8

ik72.0
1600.6

1600.6
1746.5
1905.7
2079.4

163.6
158.9

158.
127.3
177.2
187.1

$1283.57
1373.k42

1413.48
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1197.37
1281.19

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00

1960.00 -

1959.53
2096.70

2097.97
2237.97
2387.97
2547.97

1225.32
1255. 24

1400,00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

i433.82
1590.04

1562.29
1702.29
1852.29
2012.29

2082.80
2228.60

2211.16
2351.16
2501.16
2661.16

MILL

36.67
39.24

33.46
34,90

45.53

34,21
36.61

33.14
3%.90
Lo.39
45.53

39.43
L1.07

40.31
46.06
53.58
59.19

35.98
35 78

33 o1k
uo 39
45.53

%0.97
45,43

36.98
37.13
L1.56
46,74

58.90
61.37

52.34
57134
56.12
61.82

I3

$ 1.490
1.733

1.477
1.576
1.865
2.150

.851
1.02%

.928

1. lhO
1.291

-257
.302

. 297

2.311
2.567

2.377
2.590
3.102
3.619

.772
.962

.783
.813

1.095

.231
283

.208
.203
.223
245

PVRTY

$ .028
.028

.028
.028
.027
.026

.023
.02

.02k
.025
.025
.026

.000
.000

.000
.00C
.000
.000

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

ol2
.009

.009
.006
.003
.000

.001
.001

.001
.001
.001
.001

GRTH

3 .000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
. 000

.0C0
L0ll

.01%
.08
.022
.026

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
053

.056
.067
.079
094

.000
.003

.00
.00
.00k
.00%

LS

12.30
13.41

13.41
13.60
13.78
13.97

15.55
18.05

18.05
18.57
18.98
19.39

40.03
39.70

39.70
35.24
31.28
27.77

21.26
23.73

23.73
24 .54
25.37
26,24

12.61
13.22

13.22
12,54
11.89
11.27

24,01
24,96

24,96
23.64
22.39
21.20
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss
GILPIN
Gilpin County
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 7.376 205.8 205.8 $2487.99 52.72 $  .123 $ .389 $ .000 $ .o00 35.84 11.
1979 7.416 222.8 222,8 2662.15 59.64 .151 L2 . 000 .011 33.28 11.
SB No. 25 1979 7.416 222.8 222.8 2525.18 55.33 .152 10 .000 .011 33.28 12,
1980 7.447 41,2 41,2 2665.18 58.13 .210 b33 .000 .012 30.87 14
1981 7.478 261.1 261.1 2815.18 63.16 .263 72 .000 .01k 28.64 15.
1982 7.510 282.6 282.6 2975.18 69.11 .322 .519 .000 .016 26.57 16
GRAND
West Grand
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 51.447 423.8 441,95 1816.97 14,24 .070 .732 .000 .000 116.53 11.
1979 52.137 435.0 435,0 194416 14.82 .073 773 .000 .000 119.85 11.
SB No. 25 1979 52.137 435.0 435.0 1928.54 14.70 .073 .766 .000 .000 119.85 11.
1980 53.000 LL6.5 6.5 2068.54% 15.91 .081 .8u3 .000 .000 118.70 11.
1981 53.878 458.3 458.3 2218.54 17.21 .090 .927 .000 .000 117.56 11.
1982 54,770 470.L 470.4L 2378.54 18.61 .099 1.020 .000 .000 116.43 11.
Bast Grand
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 4 169 834.2 837.5 1774,70 27.69 .263 1.223 .002 .000 52.74 11.
1979 47,607 858.5 858.5 1898.93 28.43 .277 1.353 .002 .000 55.145 11.
SB No. 25 1979 47.607 858.5 858.5 1901.70 28.05 .297 1.335 .002 .000 55.45 12.
1980 50.000 883.9 883.5 2082.51 29.77 .351 1.489 .002 .000 56.59 13.
1981 52.513 909.2 909.2 2232.51 31.40 .381 1.649 .001 .000 57.76 13.
1982 55.152 935.6 935.6 2392.51 33.09 113 1.825 .001 .000 58.95 13.
GUNNISON
Gunnison Watershed
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 27.949 1292.0 1322.95 1419.14 40.55 . 7hl 1.133 .003 .000 21.13 13.87
1979 29,544 1319.4 1319.4 1518.48 43,39 722 1.282 .003 .000 22.39 12.61
5B No. 25 1979 29. 544 1319.4 1319.4 1544, 29 36.55 .958 1.080 .003 .000 22.39 19.86
1980 31.04% 1347.4 1347.4 1684.29 36.73 1.129 1.140 .003 .000 23.04 22.81
1981 32.620 1376.0 1376.0 1834,29 L1.16 1.182 1.342 .002 .000 23.71 20.86
1982 34,275 1405.2 1405.2 1994, 29 46.32 - 1.215 1.588 .002 .000 24,39 18.66
HINSDALE
Hinsdale
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 5.381 72.7 72.7 1296,90 15.19 .013 .082 .000 .003 7%.02 11.
1979 6.090 70.8 72.7 1387.68 1L4.59 .012 .089 .000 .000 83.77 11.
SB No. 25 1979 6.090 70.8 72.7 1400.00 14,72 .012 .090 .000 .000 8g.77 11.
1980 6.290 68.9 70.8 1600.00 15.97 .013 .100 .000 .000 88.84 11.
1981 6.497 67.1 68.9 1800.00 17.05 .013 J111 .000 .000 94,24 11.
1982 6.710 65.3 67.1 1960.00 17.61 .013 .118 .000 .000 99.98 11.
HUERFANO
Huerfano
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 14,700 1050.8 1075.1 1373.99 40.60 .880 .596 .063 .000 13.67 21.33
1979 11.015 1000.9 1050.8 1470.17 42,00 1.082 463 .06 .000 10.48 24.52
5B No. 25 1979 11.015 1000.9 1050,8 1503.87 35.59 1.188 .392 . 064 .000 10.48 31.77
1980 11.015 953.4 1007.1 1669.36 36,41 1.271 Jo1 .065 .000 11.00 34.85
1981 11.015 908. 2 954 .2 1819.36 40.82 1.286 u50 .066 .000 11.54% 33.03
1982 11.015 865.1 908.9 1979.36 45,98 1.293 . 506 .066 .000 12.12 30.93
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HUERFANQO
La Veta
W/0 SB No.

SB No.
JACKSON

North Park
W/0 SB No.

SB No.
JEFFERSON

Jefferson
W/0 SB No.

SB Nn.

KIOWA
ds
W/0 SB No.

SB No.
Plainview
W/0 SB No.
SB KNo.
KIT CARSON

Flagler
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

16.527
16.520

16.520
16.595
16.670
16.746

1311.311
1449, 845

449,845
1565.832
1691.098
1826.38%

10.559
11.503

11.503
11.513
11.523
11.534

7.655
8.130

8.130
8.172
8,214
8.256

4,598
4.869
4.869
5.015

5.165
5.320

5%

450.1
394.2

394,2
45,2

302.3

264,7

75918.6
75970.8

75970.8
76023.0
76075.2
76127.4

305.2
302.5

302.5
299.8
297.1
294 .k

i waian

9
7
7
5
3
1

OO0 O

181.6
174.3

174.3
167.3
160.6
1542

75918.6
75970.8

75970.8
76023.0
76075.2
76127.4

319.4
308.0

308.0
302.9
299.8
297.1

108.0
101.0

101.0
97.5
95.5
93.5

181.6
181.6

181.6
1744
167.4
160.5

31&72.14
1468,19

1499,88
1768.98
1918.98
2078.98

1414.16
1513.15

1544,81
168k%,81
1834,81
1994.81

1600.37
1712.40

1730.28
1870.28
2020.28
2180.28

1565.80
1675.41

1695.26
1835.26
1985.26
2145.26

2094%,15
2240,74

2224.39
2364.39
2514,.39
2674 .39

1582. 34
1693.10

1702.07
1842.07
1992.07
2152.07

MILL

36.0
41.8

35. 50
38.58

2536
u3:29

29.42
31.49

31.49
30.52

29.16

.190
.185

.157

2213

59.960
70.935

59.376
63.872
76.655
92.498

.372
.396

.392
SB11
RN
L7k

159
.192

.195
-199
. 208
.217

.198

.21

.196
.201
.231
.246

PVRTY

$ .ook4
.005

.005
.005
.005
.005

.000
.000

.000
.000
.00C
.001

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

-000
.000

.000
.0oe

.000
.0301
.001
.001

.00k
.00k

. 004
.00k
.00k
.005

GRTH

-000

.000
.000
.000
.000

025
.000

.000
-.00C
.00
.000

.298
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

. 000
.000
.000
.000

.000
000

.0GC
.C00
.000
000

.005
.000

.000

., -.000

.000

Ls
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KIT CARSON
Seibert
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 2.999 94.0 101.9 $1796.50 46 .40 $  .o4L $  .139 3 .002 $ .000 29.43 11.35
1979 3.162 82.5 9L4.0 1922.25 42,73 - .06 .135 .002 .000 33.64 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 3.162 82.5 94.0 1908.07 L1.49 048 131 .002 .000 33.64 12.35
1980 3.256 72.4 83.0 2048.07 38.94 043 .127 .003 .000 39,24 13.35
1981 3.353 63.5 72.8 2198.07 37.00 .036 .12L .003 .000 L6.06 13.35
1982 3.453 55.7 63.9 2358.07 34,98 .030 .121 .003 .000 54 .06 13.35
Vona
W/0 8B No, 25 1978 2.450 49,0 53.5 2264, 30 40,87 .021 .100 .002 .000 45,80 11.35
1979 2,536 L6,1 Lg9.5 2422,80 38.74 .022 .098 .002 .000 51.19 11.35
S8 No. 25 1979 2.536 46,1 Lg,.5 2390.25 37.62 .023 .095 .002 .000 51.19 12.35
1980 2.611 L34 46,2 2530.25 36.20 .022 .095 .002 .000 56 .56 13.35
1981 2.688 40,9 43,5 2680.25 35.64 .021 .096 .002 .000 61.85 13.35
1982 2,768 38.5 40.9 2840.25 35.09 .019 .097 .002 .000 67.60 13.35
Stratton
W/0 35 e 25 1978 5.807 248,.5 281.7 1485414 Lo bl .172 246 .000 .000 20.61 1%.39
1979 6.118 251.6 260.6 1589.42 L5 L1 .136 .278 .000 .000 23.48 11.52
EZ No. 25 1979 6.118 251.6 260.6 1606 .04 38.01 .186 .233 .000 . 000 23.438 18.77
1980 6.301 254 .7 254.,7 1887.32 L41.16 .221 .259 .000 .000 oL 74 21.11
1981 6.489 257.8 257.8 2037.32 L4s,71 .229 .297 .000 .000 25.17 19.40
1982 6.683 260.9 260.9 2197.32 51.0k4 .232 3k .000 .000 25.61 17.44
1
~ Bethune
' W/0 S2 lo. 25 1978 3.310 123.6 123.6 1620.98 42,51 . 060 L1412 .001 .003 26.78 11.35
1979 3.220 116.9 123.6 1734 .45 46.37 .065 .149 .001 .000 26.05 11.35
S5 Lo. 25 1979 3.220 116.9 123.6 1743.21 41,26 .083 .133 .001 .000 26,05 16.20
1980 3.317 110.6 117.0 1883.21 41.07 . 084 .136 .001 .000 28.34 17.51
1981 3.417 104.6 110.7 2033.21 45,62 .069 .156 .001 .000 30.86 13.71
1982 3.519 98.9 104.7 2193.21 L46.70 .065 .16k .001 .000 33.61 13.35
Burlington
w/0 Sb 5. 25 1978 20 685 1002.1 1046.8 1327.39 37.93 .605 .785 .009 .000 19.76 15.24
1979 27.934 969.8 1006.2 1420.31 36.31 15 1.01L4 .009 .000 27.76 11.39
SF i, 25 1979 27.934 969.8 1006.2 1450.30 34,33 . 500 .959 .009 .000 27.76 14.49
1980 28.772 938.5 970.1 1600.00 34.90 .548 1.004 .010 .000 29.66 16.19
1981 29.635 908.2 938.8 1800.00 L40.39 493 1.197 .011 .000 31.57 13.00
1982 30.524 878.9 908.5 1960.00 41.75 . 506 1.274 .011 .000 33.60 13.35
LAKE
Lake County
W/0 38 Ho0. 25 1978 94,231 1939.8 2038.7 1730.22 30.22 .680 2.848 .003 .000 L6.22 11.35
1979 109.206 1854,9 19445 1851. 34 27 .42 . 605 2.995 .005 .000 56.16 11.35
28 lo. 25 1979 109.206 1854.9 194kL.5 1858.39 27.12 .651 2.962 .005 .000 56.16 12.35
1980 122.000 1773.7 1856.1 2133.34 26.98 .668 3.291 .006 .000 65.73 13.35
1981 136.293 1696. 1774.9 2283.34 25.33 .600 3.452 .008 .000 76.79 13.35
1882 152.261 1621.9 1697.2 2443, 34 23.71 .537 3.610 .009 .000 89.71 13.35
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Park (Estes Park)

25

. 25
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1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

W/0 SB No. 25 1978

SB No.

25

1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

71.177
82.607

82.607
91.006
100,259
110.453

11.190
13.261

13.261
14,960
16.877
19.040

9.917
12.339

285.660
295.360
305.389
315.759

127.362
143,812

143.812
147,923
152.152
156.502

46,728
52,027

a
5%.709
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13614.7
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13777.1
139414
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8875.8
9312.8
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9771,3
102524
10757.2
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1078.3
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1979
1980
1981
1982

8,902
9.902
11.01%
12.251

282.591
314.399

230.0
219.5

219.5

190.9

118.8
120.7

124.5

238.0
230.0

230.0
219.7
209.7
200.1

306.0
286.8

286.8
275.7
272.8
269.9

155.2
157.9
157.9
165.9
174.3
183.1

132.0
122.6

122.6
120.7
122.6
124.5

291.6
309.9

309.9
329.3
349.9
371.8

13096.4
13569.4

13569.4
14059.5
14567.3
15093.k

P
v r
‘

ARB

$1545.58
1653.77

1673.57
1813.57
1963.57
2123.57

1421.58
1521.09

1552.08
1692.08
1842.08
2002,08

2392.90
2560.40

2521.17
2661.17
2811.17
2971.17

2171.78
2323.80

2266.31
2552 ,85
2702.85
2862.85

1263.07
1351.48

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1333.21
1426.53

1463,31
1603.31
1800.00
1960,00

MILL

38.09
Lo.76

34.63
34.97
40.39
45.53

.140
124

.170
.183
.172
.157

146
L1441

.195
.215
.221
.223

.077
.086

.090
.110
.127
.146

053
.038

.00
.03
.043
.043

-135
.132

.181
.225
.235
.226

10.027
10.052

11.949
13.660
14,808
15.269

.228
257

.215
.215

. 268

.289
<295

.250
. 252
.282
.317

.295
.319

.308
.331

-398

PVRTY

¥ .004
.005

.005

.005
.005

.003
.003

.003

.OOM
.00k

.002
.002

.002
.002
.002
.002

.001
.001

.001
.001
.001
.001

.002
.001

.001
.001
.000
.000

.109
.100

.100
.091
.082

.072

GRTH

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.003

.003
. 003
.00k
.004

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.00k
.00%

.009
.006
.008
.009

.02k
.066

.072
.09C
2114
.138

LS

21.66
23.62

23.62
24,73
25.92
27.15

23,28
23.77

23.77
24.73
24.99
25.26

43.63
L42.22

42,22
4%0.19
38.25
36.41

49.95
72.63

72.63
g2.0k
89.8%
28.37

22.14%

.65

24 .65
26.24
27.92
29.72

14,90
16.82

16.82
18.07
19.40
20.83

[}
ny

« o e 0

W ww  (w

11.35
11.35

12.35
13.35
13.35
13.35

12.84
11.35

17.60

16.65
13.33

20.10
18.18

25.43
27.78
25.17
22.22
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AV ADAL AE ARB MILL Sz PT PVRTY GRTH LS
MINERAL
Creede
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 7.965 187.1 201.4 $1546.19 30.38 $ .069 $ .ou2 $ .003 ¢ .o00 39.59
1979 9.861 150.8 187.1 1654 .42 25.83 .055 .255 .003 .000 2.71
SB No. 25 1979 9.861 150.8 187.1 1677.58 25.79 .060 .25k .003 .000 52.71
1980 11.000 121.5 153.1 1817.58 21.34 LOlks .235 .004 .00C 71.83
1981 12.270 97.9 123.4 1967.58 17.76 .025 .218 .005 .000 99. Ll
1982 13.687 78.9 99.4 2127.58 14,28 .016 .195 .00% .000  137.66
MOFFAT
Moffat ) 3
W/0 3B No. 25 1978 107.379 2351.5 2351.5 1323.66 23.22 .620 2.493 .000 .023 45.66
1979 147.082 2575.8 2575.8 1416.32 20.69 .605 3.043 .050 .081 57.10
53 No. 25 1979 147,082 2575.8 2575.8 145% .36 20.94 .666 3.080C .000 .089 57.10
1980 191.000 2821.5 2821.5 1600.00 19.74 L7LL 3.771 .0C0 .108 67.69
1981 2h8.031 3090.6 3090.6 1800.00 19.65 .689 L.,874 .000 .133 80.25
1982 322.092 3385.4 3385.L 1960.00 18.41 .707 5.928 .000 .158 95.14
MONT EZUMA
Montezuma~Cortez
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 28.708 2755.8 2755.8 1168.23 33.38 2.261 .958 .037 .000 10.42
1979 32.01% 2782.8 2782.8 1250.01 35.71 2.335% 1.143 .037 .000 11.50
SB No. 25 1979 32.014 2782.8 2782.8 1400.00 33.14 2.835 1.061 .037 .000 11.50
1980 34,000 2810.1 2810.1 1600.00 34.90 3.310 1,186 .036 .00C 12.10
1981 36.109 2837.7 2837.7 1800.00 40,39 3.650 1.458 .036 .000 12.72
1982 38.348 2865.6 2865.6 1960.00 45,53 3.871 1.746 .035 .000 13.38
Dolores
Ww/0 3B No. 25 1978 5.524 501.7 501.7 1258.28 35.95 L33 .199 .000 .012 11.01
1979 6.261 519.4 519.4 1346.36 38.47 1458 241 .000 .001 12.05
SB No. 25 1979 6.261 519.4 519.4 1400.00 33.14 .520 .207 .000 .001 12.05
1980 6.760 537.7 537.7 1600.00 3Lk.90 .624 .236 .00C .002 12.57
1981 7.299 556.6 556.6 1800.00 40,39 .707 .295 .000 .002 13.11
1982 7.881 576.2 576.2 1960.00 45,53 .770 .359 .C00 .002 13.63
Mancos
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 4,340 426.5 453,3 1196.29 34.18 .39% L1u48 .016 .000 9.57
1979 4,737 426 4 435,54 1280.03 36.57 .384 .173 .017 .000 10.83
3B No. 25 1979 4,737 426 .4 L435.4 1400.00 33.14 45 .157 .017 .000 10.88
1980 5.007 426.3 426.4 1600.00 34.90 .50 .175 .017 .000 11.7%
1981 5.292 426.2 426.3 1800.00 40,39 L5950 .214 .017 .000 12.41
1982 5.594 426,1 426.2 1960.00 45,53 .581 .255 .017 .000 13.12
Montrose
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 49,196 4172.2 4175.9 1351.11 38.60 3.743 1.899 .060 .000 11.78
1979 54,161 4097.8 4172.2 145,69 L1.31 3.795 2.237 .060 .000 12.98
8B No. 25 1979 54.161 4097.8 L4172.2 1483.12 35.10 L, 287 1.901 .060 .000 12.98
1980 57.360 Look,7 4098.2 1623.12 ag.ho 4,621 2.031 .061 .000 14.00
1981 60.748 3952.9 L4025.1 1800.00 .39 4,792 2.453 .063 .000 15.09
1982 64.337 3882.4 3953.3 1960.00 45,53 4,819 2.929 <064 .000 16.27

o< ) ¢ ’
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MONTROSE
West End
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

MORGAN

Brush
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Fort Morgan

W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Weldon Valley

W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Wiggins

W/0 SB No.

5B No.

OTERQ

East Otero
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

1978
1979

1976
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

12,434
17.572

17.572
17.000
16.l47
15.911

P
o)

1331.7
1309.6

2699.9
2602.7

2602.7
2509.0
2418.7
2331.7

168.6
159.3

159.3
150.5
142,2
1344

459.7
L07.3

2582.
L1y,

2Lk 4
2257.2
2110.2
1972.8

=

861.0
825.9

825.9
800.0
783¢)+
767.1

1450.2
1409.2

1409.2
1377.2
135k,
1331,

2872.7
2725.1

2725.1
2603.9
2510.1
2419.8

180.4
169.4

169.4
159.5
150.7
LSRR

L7kl
459.7

459.7
409.3
362.7
321.4

2726.3
2582.5
]

2582,

2418.0
2260.6
2113.4

$1414 .28
1513.28

1550.68
1734.46
188446
2044, 46

1310.08
1401.79

1440,90
1614,23
1800.00
1960.00

1503.10
1608.32

1633.54
1773. 54
1923 54
2083.54

1511.15
1616.93

1637.37
1777.37
1927.37
2087.37

1558.57
1667.69

1689.17
1829.17
1979.17
2139.17

1285.57
1375.56

1410.30
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

MILL

Lo,41
L3.24

36.70
37.83
L2.28
L7.49

36.73
39.30

s
30139
45.53

$

I

715
.90
.636
745

.781
.813

-979
.781

1.013

1.1

¥

. 502
.760

645
.643
.695
756

.921
1.195

1.017

1.469

PVRTY

$ .003
.00k

.00k
.00k
. 009
.005

.020
.021

.021
.021
022
.022

.09
.057

.057
.059
.061
.063

.016
017

.017
.017
.017
.017

.026
.026

.026
.027
.028
.029

.077
-079

-079
.082
.085
.088

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

-000
.000
.000

.000
.00C

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
000
.000
.000
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRT GRTH L3

l (%]
[#5]

OTERQ
Rocky Ford . .
W/0 SB No, 25 1978 $ 19.uL13 1523.8 1611.8 $1287.74 36.79 $ 1.361 & .71 $ .104 $ .000 12.0k 22.96
1979 20.138 1462.9 1532.8 1377.88 39.37 1.319 .793 .106 .000 13.1k 21.86
5B No. 25 1979 20,138 1462.9 1532.8 1417.23 a.su 1.497 .676 .106 .000 13.14 29,11
1980 20.432 140k 14 1463,7 1600.13 1.629 .713 .107 .000 13.96 31.89
1981 20.730 1348.2 1405.2 1800.00 uo 39 1.692 .837 .108 .000 14.75 29.82
1982 21.033 129%,2 1348.9 1960.00 L5.53 1.686 .958 .109 .000 15.59 27.46
Manzanola
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 2.482 292.0 319.6 1252.54 35.79 .311 .089 .010 .000 7-77 27.23
1979 2,514 251.7 292.0 1340.22 38.29 .295 096 .010 .000 8.61 26.39
SB No. 25 1979 2,514 251.7 292.0 1400.00 33.14 .326 .083 .010 .000 8.61 33.64
19 2.523 217.0 253.6 1600.00 Bh.9o .318 .088 .011 .00C 9.95 35.90
1981 2.532 187.1 218,6 1800.00 0.39 .291 .102 .012 .000 11.58 32.99
1982 2.542 161.3 188.5 1960.00 45,53 . 254 .116 .012 .000 13.49 29.56
Fowler
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 7.928 219.0 573.9 1489,k41 L2,55 .517 .337 013 .000 13.81 21.19
1979 8.099 65.8 519.6 1593.67 45,53 159 .369 .Cl4 .000 15.59 19.41
SB No. 25 1979 8.099 L65.8 519.6 1615.87 38.25 .530 .310 .01k .000 15.59 26.66
1980 8.139 L418.1 L67.6 1813.26 39.55 .546 .322 .015 .000 17.40 28,45
1981 8.179 375.3 L419.7 1963,26 L, 05 Jbl .360 .016 .000 19.49 25.08
1982 8.220 336.9 376.8 2123.26 49,32 .395 Loy .016 .000 21.82 21.23
Cheraw
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 2.4k2 224.1 252.5 1375.25 39.29 252 .095 .000 .000 9.60 25.40
1979 2.5 182.0 22k.1 1471.52 L2,0L . 225 .105 .C00 .000 11.17 23.83
SB No. 25 1979 2.504 182.0 22k.1 1505.25 35.63 248 .089 .000 .000 11.17 31.08
1980 2.51k 147.8 184.6 1645,25 35.88 2214 .090 .000 .000 13.62 32.23
1981 2.524 120.0 1k9.9 1800.00 40,39 .168 .102 .000 .000 16. 8L 27.73
1982 2.535 97.4 121.7 1960.00 L5, 53 .123 .115 .000 .000 20.82 22.23
Swink
W/0 5B No. 25 1978 3.681 336.5 336.5 1438,33 L1.10 -333 .151 .005 .000 10.9% 2. 06
1979 L,019 336.9 336.9 1539.01 43,97 342 .177 .CO5 .000 11.93 23.07
5B No. 25 1979 L.019 336.9 336.9 1568.49 37.12 .379 L1549 .005 .000 11.93 30.32
1980 4,196 337.3 337.3 1756.03 38.30 432 .161 .005 .000 1244 33.41
1981 L.380 337.7 337.7 1906.03 L2.76 456 .187 .005 .000 12,97 31.60
1982 L.573 338.1 338.1 2066.03 47,99 79 .219 .005 .000 13.52 29.53
QURAY
Ouray
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 4,770 171.3 94,2 1527.03 Lo,52 .094 .203 .000 .000 24,56 11.35
1979 4,841 159. 175.0 1633.92 41.87 .083 .203 .000 .000 27.67 11.35
SB No. 25 1979 L,.841 159.4 175.0 1659. 4k 39.28 .100 .190 .000 .000 27.67 14,58
1980 4,982 148.3 159.7 1799.44 9.25 .092 .196 .001 .000 31.20 14.65
1981 5.127 138.0 148.6 1949, 44 0.73 .081 .209 .001 .000 34,51 13.35
1982 5.276 128.4 138.2 2109. 44 40,95 .076 .216 .001 .000 38.16 13.35



=LET~

OURAY

Ridgway
W/0 SB No. 25

SB Ne. 25

PARK

Platte Canyon
W/0 SB No, 25

SB No., 25

Park
W/0 SB Ne. 25

PHILLIPS
Holyoke
W/0 SB No. 25

SB Nc. 25

Haxtun
W/0 38 o, 25
3B -, 25

PITKIN

Aspen
W/0 SB No., 25

SB Nu. 25

1978
1979

1979

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

2,948
2.863

2.863
2.932
3.003
3.076

13.325
.896

14.896
15.510
16.149
16.815

30.050
33.381

33.381
34,765
36.206
37.707

17.762
19.107

19.107
19.790
20.497
21.229

9.687
9.856

9.856
10.021
10,188
10.359

112.485
122.093

122.093
131,792
142,262
153.563

=3
=

1348.1

313.2
328.8

328.8
345.2
362.4
380.5

346.4
333.6

333.6
321,.3
309.5
298.1

1108.
1033.

309.6

1279¢0
1140.2

1140,2
1035.3
965.7
900.8

$1414.91
1513.95

1547.32
1687.32
1837.32
1997.32

1707.92
1827.47

1748.63
1913.49
2063.49
2223.49

2488.80
2663.02

2592.44
273244
2882.44
304244

464,51
1567.03

1595.28
1851.79
2001.79
2161.79

1645.20
1760.36

1774.06
1914.06
2064 .06
2224,06

2022,92
2164.52

2153.40
2381.49
2531.49
2691.49

L40.43
43,26

36.62
6.80
1.22

46.40

48,80
52,21

41.39
41.73
46,30
51.65%

23.20
23.59

22.77
23.96
25.45
27.05

36.91
36.12

35.94
38.69
39.97
L1.23

41.85
L4, 23

41.99
41,75
46,31
47,52

20.69
18.28

18.18
17.18
15.95
14.80

1

<135
171

.196
. 254
.311
-379

423
.612

-713
1.11k
1.551
2.129

.082
.088

.092
110

.123
.137

.263
.2k

.265
. 296

.299

.165
J17h

.201
.221
.192
.196

. 260
.237

.235
.202
.175
.151

.119
L1224

.105
.108
124
143

1.020

.656
.690

.687

-819
.875

405
L36

Sk
1418
472
492

2.328
2.232

2.220
2.264
2.270
2.273

PVRTY

.002
.001

.001
.001
.001
.000

.0CO
000

.00C
.000
000
.000

.0C3
.002

.002
.0C2
.002
.001

.001
.002

.002
.002
.003
.003

.000
.007

.008
.010
.012
01k

.041
.077

.079
.10%
-137

-179

.038
.006

.006
.007
.008
.009

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.001
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.00C
.000

.000
.000

000
.000

16.40
14.72

14.72
13.67
12.69
11.79

21.20
19.59

19.59
16.85
14.50
12.47

95.95
101.52

101.52
100.71
99.91
99.11

28.33
32.04

32.04
3k.52
36.73
35.09

27.96
28.45

28.45
30.02
31.69
33.45

87.95
107.08

107.08
127.30
1“7 32

18.60
20.28

27.53
32.18
31.88
31.26

13.80
15.41

22.66
29.00
30.07
30.°8

11.35
11.35

12.35
13.35
13.35
13.35

11.35
11.35

12.35
13.35
13.3%
13.35

11.35
11.35

13.80
15.83
12.88
13.35

11.25
.35

11.35
11.35

11.
11.%%
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AV ADAE AL ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS

PROWERS
Granada i
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 5.569 363.1 L343 $1284,86 36.71 $ .361 &  .197 $ .026 % .000 12.36
1979 5.498 33k 377.3 1374.80 39.28 .303 .216 .027 .000 14.57
SB No. 25 1979 5.498 3344 377.3 1416.42 33.52 .350 .184 .027 .000 14.57
1980 5.550 308.0 335.2 1600.00 34.90 L343 .19% .028 .00C 16.56
1981 5.603 283.7 308.7 1800.00 L0.39 .329 .226 .028 .000 18,1%
1982 5.656 261.3 284.3 1960.00 45,53 .300 .258 .029 .000 19.89
Lamar
w/0 SB No., 25 1978 29.264 2119.6 2182.4 1257.07 35.92 1.692 1.051 .C80 .000 13.41
1979 30.660 2001.6 2119.6 1345.06 38.43 1.673 1.178 .081 .000 1L .47
SB No. 25 1979 30.660 2001.6 2119.6 1400.00 33.14 1.951 1.016 .081 .000 14,47
1980 30,798 1890.2 2003.8 1600.00 34,90 2.131 1.075 .083 .000 15,37
1981 30.936 1785.0 1892.3 1800.00 Lo,39 2.157 1.249 .085 .000 16.35
1982 31.075 1685.7 1787.0 1960.00 45,53 2.088 1.415 .087 .000 17.39
Holly
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 7.471 458.8 L485.5 1384.45 39.56 .377 .296 .018 .000 15.39
1979 7.682 400.2 458.8 1481.36 L2,.32 .354 .325 .018 .000 15,74
SB No. 25 1979 7.682 400.2 458.8 1507.23 35.67 L17 . 274 .018 .000 16.74
1980 7.800 349.1 L02.7 1647.23 35.93 .383 .280 .019 .000 19.37
1981 7.919 304,5 351.3 1800.00 L0.39 .312 .320 .020 .000 22.55
1982 8.0u1 265.6 306.4 1960.00 45,53 . 234 .366 .021 .000 26.24
Wiley
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 5.323 241.1 245.5 1375.83 39.31 .129 . 209 .000 .000 21.68
1979 6.060 241.8 242.8 1472,1kL Lo.54 .112 .2u6 .000 .000 24.96
SB No. 25 1979 6.060 241.8 242.8 1508.13 35.70 .150 .216 .000 .000 24.96
1980 6.147 242.5 22,5 1786.56 38.97 .194 .240 .000 .000 25.35
1981 6.235 43,2 243,2 1936.56 L3 L4y . 200 .271 .000 ,000 25.64
1982 6.324 243.9 23,9 2096.56 48,70 .203 .308 .000 .000 25.93
PUEBLO
Pueblo City
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 § 300.288 $ 21193.4 $ 20087.7 1481.60 39.47 18.939 11.854 .578 000 13.47
1979 311.940 20614.8 21365.3 1478.31 Lo, o4 18.5%09 13.176 .595 .000 RIS
SB No. 25 1979 311.940 20614.8 21365.3 1511.23 35.77 21.130 11.158 595 .000 17.60
1980 319.546 20052.0 20620.1 1651.23 36.01 22.540 11.508 .609 .000 15.50
1981 327.337 19504.6 20057.1 1801.23 Lo,4] 22.899 13.229 .169 .000 16.32
1982 335.318 18972.1 19509.6 1961.23 L5.56 22.987 15.276 .630 .000 17.19
Pueblo Rural
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 79.118 4685.6 4770.5 1474%,19 45,09 3.466 3.567 .050 .000 16.58
1979 81.809 4703.8 4720.0 1577.38 L5,07 3.758 3.687 .C51 .000 17.33
SB No. 25 1979 81.809 4703.8 4720.0 1602.22 37.92 4,460 3.102 .051 .000 17.33
1980 93.802 L722,1 L722.1 1742,22 38.00 L4.663 3.564% .051 .000 19.86
1981 107.553 L740,5 L4740,5 1892.22 Lo 46 L L0k L. 566 .050 .000 22.69
1982 123.320 4759.0 4759.0 2052.22 47.67 3.888 5.879 .050 .000 25.91
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RIO BLANCO
Meeker
W/0 SB No.

SB No.
Rangely
W/0 SB No.
5B No.
RIO GRANDE

Del Norte
W/0 SB No.

3E io.

Monte Vista
W/C SB No.

Sargent
wW/C 38 Jo.

W/0 3B No.

S.. No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

. 25

25

25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

23,291
23.359

2&-359
2h.150
24,968
25.81%

181,421
157.836

157.836
165.690
173.934
182.589

11.614
12.053

12.053
12.90%
13.815
14,790

16.651
17.009

17.009
17.292
17.579
17.871

9.933
10,082

10.082
10.249
10.419
10.591

Lk, 701
53.099

689.8
800, 4

800.4
928.7
1077.6
1250.4

534,1
534.1

534.1
02.1
71.3

442.5

7844
784.0

784 L
764 ,2
744 .3
74,9

1442, 5
1431.3
3

$1734.30

1855.70

1865.04
2005.04
2155.04
2315,04

2013.65
2154,61

2144 87
2479.59
2629.59
2789.59

1239.92
1326.71

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1246.55
1333.81

1400,00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1748,56
1870.96

1876.70
2016.,70
2166.,70
2326.70

1908,58
2042,18

2041.28
2311.99
2461,99
2621.99

5.78
14

53.78

35.43
37.91

33.1%
34,90
40.39
45.53

36.95
38.11

33.14
3k, 90
k0.39
45.53

L4.7_89
50.12

W 42
43,98
48,61
50.80

17.79
17.47

17.46
19.24
19,94
20.3%4
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.000
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.000
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.000
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.000
.000

.000
.020

.021
.026
.031
-035

33.77
29.18

29.18
26.00
23.17
20.6L4

339.68
295.52

295.52

12,64

14.81
15.37

15.37
16.89
18.56
20.40

11.5%
11.88

11.88
12,60
13.37
1%4.19

25.16
25.98

25.98
27.96
30.12
32.45

95.90
105.56

105.56
108.80
114,14
115.58

11.35
11.35

16.27
17.89
1445
13.35

[ ™)
W

.
Wl Wi
Vi



™

gL te
91°02
6041
65° 1T

65°H1
L8t

s4°cg
ch’98

[T AL

G2 hb
64708

gt 61
61°8T
L0 LT
£0°91

£0°9T
49761

0o0*
000°
000°
000°

000°
9T10°

000°
000°
000°
000°

000°
0Co*

c00°
c00°
c00°
c00*

c00*
000°

000°
000°
00C°
000~

000°
000°

H10°
cl10”
110"
0t10°

600°
100°

AL
§10°
£10°
cto*

110°
tso0-

HIMD

ooo*
000°
000°

000"
000~

150°
6+x0°
8HO*
9H0°

940"
970"

900°
200°
900°

900°
900°

420"
L20°
420°
420°

L20°
4L26°

200°
400"

g800°
800°
800°
000°

000"
000"

000*
000"

ALHAd

¥

(1A%
AR %
00t "
w62 *

Hot *
69¢°

o’

OKE"
AL

T9¢"*
9ct

PAY A
q1e”
G6T*
YA

£t
291"

261"
691"
sH1°
ont”

H9T*
16T

960°1
cl6”
c98°
84L°

L64°
tos-

920" ¢
099°¢
Het e
2go-¢

ocl°c
6£8°1

&l

£otT”
cot"
T101°
+©60°

680°
660"

gto-
teo"
620°
£co"

cco*
€co°

HI"EE

4Lt
gc st

00°2t
czéc
69°92
£9°He

i2°se
go*/e

oo. €

92 "9t
91°8t

o

(AL L VA
68479942
§4°9tHe
G4962C

w6°92te
T4 HLTC

00°0961
00°008T
00° 0091
00°00HT

2T°12€T
69°HET

8T°6L0t
81°6162
81°694¢2
g1°4c9c

8%°8995<
T6°L6He

00°096T
00°008T
00°009T
94°9¢HT

Ox°"86LT
c6°90tT

TH°1092
Th*Thie
TH 1622
THTSTC

64°H912
A Rl X{ 074

68°2THS
68°zsee
68°20T2
68°2961

om.momH
6L "HEQTe

0°94T
2°09T
5191
6°89T

67891
6°891

oo YO A
. . il
0 O ML
OO oWt

AN ONONHIN
. . . ¢ s .

MO D OoOWNO

o NOO O

—HO NH O
.

O VMO

wwn Nt e

NN NN

4°99%1

L4°99¢tT
TASAR NN

«

OO O

:G-r;u\u\

ATaNTaNToa QTN
.

—~
~
N
.
LTaSVe JuRYe A¥e RVe XVe]

.
~

OO \Orioﬁ

P AT TN IaYTaY

NN NN ONH
.

aoN VOO O

FoR3
NN NS
L]

[aalse]
O &

2861
1861
0861
6461

6461
8461

cg61
86T
0861
6461

6461
8461

2861
1861
0861
6461

6461
8461

2861
1861
0861
6461

6461
8461

2861
1861
0861
6461

6461
8461

cg61
1861
0861
6461

6461
L] 8461

se

(14

(14

(44

(44

44

(14

(44

"

‘ON €S

“ON 45 O/M
U0qI3ATTIg

NYOr NVS

"ON dS

‘ON dS O/M

I3juay

“ON g9

‘ON 45 O/M

1830y

‘ON ds

*ON €S O/M

KaTTep utpejunoy

(14

(14

(14

(44

JHOVNOYS

‘ON 43

‘ON dS 0/M

3300y Yy3nog

‘ON €5

"ON gS 0/M

s3utadg jeoquealg

iL004

=140~



-Iﬁt-

SAN MIGUEL

Telluride

W/0 SB No. 25

5B No. 25

Norwood
W/0 SB

53

Egnar

W/0 3B

SB

SEDGWICK

Julesburg
W/0 SB

5B

Flatte Va

“/0 5B

33

SUMMIT

Summi ¢
W/0 5B

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

lley

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

No. 25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1982
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

94,896
106.935

106.935
114.935
123.533
132,774

>
t=

1118.2
1180.3

1180.
1245,
1314,9
1387.8

1118.2
1180.3

1180.%
1245,

1314,9
1387.8

ARB

$1757.29
1880.30

1892.68
2086.09
2236.09
2396.09

1312.66
1404, 55

147,46
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1548.66
1657.07

1648,14
1788.1k4
1939.14
2098, 14

1572.55
1682.63

1701.59
1841.59
1991.59
2151.59

1673.17
1790.29

180k 42
1944 4o
2094 42
2254 42

2021.87
2163.40

2150.96
2290.96
2440,96
2600.96

MILL

27.10
28.59

28.35
28.06
27.30
26,50

37.50
L4o.13

34,26
34.90
Lo.39
l+5. 53

24 43
21.35

20.97
19.76
19.05
17.89

L 93
48.08

40,27

L. 68
47,45

41.96
L, 67

42,71
Lo, L1
46.99
48,72

21.01
21.22

20.89
21.69
22.75
23.86

$

.066
.072

.078
.076
.067
059

246
.227

«273
.292
-293
-279

017
015

.016
.01k
.010
.008

.261
.256

<333
.317

.201

$ .000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

GRTH

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.005
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.005
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
000
.000

.020
.023

.025
.028
.031
.035

11.35
11.35

12.35
13.35

11.35
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AV ADAE AE ARB HMILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH
IELLER
Cripple Creek-Yic. . -
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 12.393 261.6 261.6 $1687.29 28.73 $ .085 $ .35 $ .008 $..005
1979 13.230 282.7 282.7 1805.40 31.05 .100 RIS 51 .007 .009
SB No. 25 1979 13.230 282.7 282.7 1820.51 30.78 .107 ko7 .007 .010
1980 13.403 305.5 305.5 1960.51 4. 26 140 .L59 .007 .011
1981 13.578 330.1 330.1 2110.51 38.74 .171 .526 .006 .013
1982 13.755 356.7 356.7 2270.51 L3.74 .208 .602 .006 .015
Woodland Park
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 23.521 1275.5 1275.5 1312.73 37.51 .792 .882 .000 .021
1979 25.348 1460.0 - 1460.0 1kok.62 - L0.13 1.033 1.017 .000 077
5B No. 25 1979 25.348 1460.0 1460.0 1440.01 34,08 1.238 .864 .000 .084
1980 26.185 1671.2 1671.2 1600.00 34.90 1.760 .91k .000 .107
1981 27.049 1913.0 1913.0 1800.00 L0.39 2.351 1.092 .000 .138
1982 27.942 2189.8 2189,8 1960.00 45,53 3.020 1.272 .000 .172
WASHINGTON
Axron
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 15.665 L98.8 506 .6 1426.99 33.76 194 .529 -00% .000
1979 16.294 479.5 L98.8 1526.88 34,69 .196 .565 .005 .000
SB No. 25 1979 16.294 L479.5 4L98.8 1556.03 34,57 .213 .563 .005 .000
1980 18.524 L460.9 L79.7 1696.03 32.64 .209 .605 .006 .000
1981 21.059 443.0 L461.1 1846.03 31.28 .193 .659 .006 .000
1982 23.941 L425.8 L43,.2 2006.03 29.78 .176 .713 .006 .000
Arickaree
w/0 SB No. 25 1978 13.243 150.7 172.6 2132.33 24,21 .0L7 .321 .00k .000
1979 13.450 146.0 155.3 2281.59 23.30 Mo .313 .005 .000
SB No. 25 1979 13.450 146.0 155.3 2257.68 22.82 Ol .307 .005 .000
1980 13.668 141.4 146.0 2397.68 22.42 .okl .306 .005 .000
1981 13.889 136.9 1414 2547.68 22.84 043 .317 .005 .000
1982 14,114 132.5 136.9 2707.68 23.26 .043 .328 .005 .000
Otis
W/0 SB Ho. 25 1978 6.324 185,8 212.3 1577.18 38.34 .092 242 .00k .GO0
1979 6.459 182.1 193.4 1687,.58 37.71 .083 o 2k .00% .000
5B No. 25 1979 6.459 182.1 193.4 1707.62 37.33 .089 241 .00k .000
1980 6.594 178.5 182.1 1847.62 37.28 .091 246 .00% .000
1981 6.731 175.0 178.5 1997.62 39.13 .093 .263 .005 .000
1982 6.872 171.6 175.0 2157.62 L1.01 .096 .282 .005 . 000
Lone Star
W/0 SB No, 25 1978 2.859 51.0 53.3 3229.79 49.69 .oao 142 .001 .000
1979 2.853 60.4 60.4 3455.88 58.99 .00 .168 .000 .010
SB No. 25 1979 2.853 60.4 60.4 3363.61 56.45 .0L2 161 .000 .011
1980 2,896 72.% 71.5 3503.61 65.06 .062 .188 .000 .013
1981 2.94%0 8k, 84.6 3653.61 75.96 .086 .223 .000 .016
1982 2,984 100.1 100.1 3813.61 88.59 .117 .26k .000 .020
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH
WASHINGTON
Woodlin
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 $ 13.958 137.9 149,.3 $2393.00 22.83 $ .039 $ .319 $ .002 $ .000
1979 13.285 123.1 137.9 2560.51 23.78 .037 .316 .002 .000
SB No. 25 1979 13.285 123.1 137.9 2533.28 23.31 040 .310 .002 .000
1980 13.473 109.9 123.6 2673.28 21.85 .036 «29% .002 .000
1981 13.664 98.1 110.4 2823.28 20.58 .030 .281 .003 .000
1982 13.858 87.6 98.5 2983.28 19.63 .022 .272 .003 .000
WELD
Gilcrest
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 54,843 1644, 2 1644, 2 1296.71 29.01 .54l 1.591 .019 .000
1979 64,264 1702.5 1702.5 1387.48 28.26 . 546 1.816 .018 .005
SB No. 25 1979 64,264 1702.5 1702.5 1426.66 28.48 .599 1.830 .018 .005
1980 71.900 1762.9 1762.9 1600.00 29.56 .696 2.125 .017 .006
1981 80.443 1825.4 18254 1800,00 31.35 764 2.522 015 .007
1982 90.001 1890.1 1890.1 1960.00 32.15 .811 2.893 .01k .008
Eaton
W/0 SB No., 25 1978 19.769 1090.8 1121.7 1302.&1 37.21 .725 .736 Ol .000
1979 21.329 1086.2 1097.7 1393.47 39.81 .680 .89 KoM .000
3B No. 25 1979 21.329 1086.2 1097.7 1432.19 33.90 .849 .723 Ol .000
1980 22.791 1081.6 1086 .2 1600.00 4,90 .943 .795 045 .000
1981 24,354 1077.0 1081.6 1800.00 0.39 .963 . 984 045 .000
1982 26.023 1072.4 1077.0 1960.00 45,53 .926 1.185 045 .000
Keenesburg
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 45,512 1356,1 1403.5 1216.48 27.79 L3 1.265 .025 .000
1979 46.009 1314.8 1357.0 1301.63 28.76 L3 1.323 .026 .000
SBE No. 25 1979 46.009 1314.8 1357.0 1400.00 30.27 .507 1.393 .026 .000
1980 46.500 1274.8 1315.2 1600.00 32.85 577 1.528 .026 .000
1981 46.997 1236.0 1275.2 1800.00 35.85 .610 1.685 .027 .000
1982 47.499 1198.%4 1236.4 1960.00 37.86 625 1.798 .028 .000
Windsor
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 87.762 1168.8 1168.8 1695.84 19.77 247 1.735 009 .001
1979 90. 64l 1256.4 1256.4 1814,.55 21.73 .310 1.970 .007 .036
SB No. 25 1979 90. 644 1256.4 1256.4 1825.84 21.61 .335 1.959 .007 .038
1980 93.369 1350.6 1350.6 1965.8k 23.83 130 2,225 .006 .Olly
1981 96.176 1k51.9 1451.9 2115.84 26.5 .515 2.557 .00k .051
1982 99.068 1560.8 1560.8 2275.8L 29.62 .617 2.935 .002 .059
Johnstown
W/0 SB No. 25 1978 15.389 1080.3 1130.2 1&%9.37 42,95 .921 .661 .015 .000
1979 15.802 1127.7 1127.7 1497.33 42,78 1.013 .676 .015 .008
3B No. 25 1979 15.802 1127.7 1127.7 1528.98 36.19 1.152 .572 .015 .009
1980 16.275 1177.2 1177.2 1668.98 36.40 1.372 .592 .01k .010
1981 16.762 1228.9 1228.9 1818.98 40.81 1.551 .684 .013 .012
1982 17.264 1282.9 1282.9 1978.98 45,97 1.745 794 .012 .01k
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WELD

Greeley
W/0 SB No., 25

SB No., 25

Platte Valley

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

Fort Lupton

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

Ault-Highland

W/0 SB No. 25

8B No. 25

Briggsdale

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

Prairie

W/0 SB No. 25

SB No. 25

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979
1979
1980

1981
1982

1978
1979
1979

1982

$ 178.843
196.309

196.309
212.980
231.067
250.689

14,585
15.572

15.572
16.500
17.484
18.526

72.572
96.126

96.126
120.125
150,115
187.592

16.112
16.515

5.9

1630.7
1709.2

101.5

1630.7
1709.2

1709.2
1791.5
1877.8
1968.3

895.5
852.1

852.1
817.1
790.8
765.3

88.L
88.4

88,4
89.1
89.8
90.5

132.6
117.5

117.5
108.7
106.2
103.8

$1399.25
1&97.20

1529.11
1709.54
1859.5L
2019.54

1541.32

1649.21

1670.9%
1810.94
1960.94
2120.94

412,31
1511.17

1536.13
1676.13
1826.13
1986.13

1498, 34
1603.22

1628.17
1768.17
1918.17
2078.17

1962.79
2100.19

2092.53
2232.53
2382.53
2542.53

1870, 54
2001.48

2003.94
21&3.3t
2293.

2453.94

42.81
L5.81

38.54
38.56

e

L, 85
42.99

41.97
Lo.72
40.23
39.67

34.99
3440

6.418
5.978

7.577
8.673
8.651
8.347

.732
.719

.856
.848
.757
.638

b1
Ju3k

PVRTY

$ .115
.117

.117
.115
.113
.111

.023
.02k

.024
.025
.026
.027

.038
.037

-037
035
-033
.032

.022
.022

022
.023
.02k
.02

.001
.001

.001
.001
.001
.001

&y

GRTH

.000
-000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.005
.017

.018
.021
.024
.027

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

18. 44
20.45

20.45
21.92
23.49
25.18

15.96
17.68

17.68
19.92
22.47

)
29.34

Lk, 50
56.24

56. 2L
67.05
79.9%
95.31

17.99
19.38

19.38
20.80
22.12
23.52

32.h
37.51

37.51
L1.48
45,88
50.75

L2,11
16,8l

46.48
51.04
52.67
54, 34

&

16.56
14.55

21.80
23.93
21.08
17.87
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WELD
Grover
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

YUMA

West Yuma
W/0 SB No.

SB No.

Bast Yuma

W/0 SB No.

SB No.

25

25

25

25

25

25

STATE TOTALS

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

1978
1979

1979
1980
1981
1982

30.947
34.302

3k4.302
37,044
Lo.005
43,202

$10624.055
11520.318

$11520.318
12237.736
13032.715
13917.219

$523933.4
521005.6

$521005.6
518917.7
517678.1
517301.6

138.4
131.3

131.3
125.1
119.7
1145

1091.0
1076.7

1076.7
1075.2
1079.0
1082.8

872.4
858.4

858.4
84,9
832.0
819.3

$533439.1
530951.1

$530951.1
527937.8
526283.6
525519.0

$1786.13
1911.16

1916.24
2056.24
2206.24
2366.24

1664.75
1781.28

1794.18
1934.18
2084.18
224,18

1&74.36
1470.57

1504.65
1727.41
1877.141
2037.41

$1552.06
1659, 20

$1686.18
1851.60
2009.38
2167.96

147]

$ .075
.072

.083
.086
.070
.075

574
.569

.702
.775
.705
.706

.291
-279

.305
<341
+339
«337

$390.259
388.376

$460.093
510.849
510.936
510.8Lk4

& .172
.179

.168
.171
L19%
.196

1.242
1.349

1.230
1.304
1,504
1.724

.908
.983

.987
1.119
1.223
1.332

$437.670
492,581

$435.188
LE6.682

$ .003
.003

.003
.00k
.00k
.00l

.010
011

.011
.01l
.011
.0l0

.006
.006

.006
.007
.007
.007

$6.178
6.285

$6.285
641k
6.526
6.634

$ .000
.000

.000
.000
.C00
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

$1.977
1.935

$2.092
2.497
2.976
3.521

18

11.35
11.35

13.96
15.38
11.90
13.35

11.35
11.35

15.36
17.09
13.96
13.35

11.35
11.35

12.35
13.35
13.35
13.35

15.81
15.16

19.70
21.61
20.09
18.69



— APPENDIX B

INCREASES IN AUTHORIZED REVENUE BASE (ARB)
~  DUE TO SB NO. 25 == 1979 OVER 1978

COUNTY 1978 Est. 1979 Percent
District ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change
ADAMS
Mapleton $1583 $1713 $130 8.21
Eagtlake 1463 1593 130 8.89
Commerce City 1569 1699 130 8.29
Brighton 1599 1729 130 8.13
Bennett 1518 1648 130 8.56
Strasburg 1603 1733 130 8.11
Westminster 1496 1626 130 8.69
ALAMOSA
Alamosa 1348 1478 130 9.64
Sangre de Cristo 1319 1449 130 9.86
- ARAPAHOE
v Englewood 1721 1851 130 7.59
. Sheridan 1627 1757 130 7.99
Cherry Creek 1820 1950 130 7.14%
Littleton 1472 1602 130 8.88
. Deer Trail 2512 2642 130 5.1
Aurora 1628 1758 130 7.99
Byers 1606 1736 130 8.09
ARCHULETA
Pagosa Springs 1244 1400 156 12.54
BACA
Walsh 1402 1532 130 9.27
Pritchett 1802 1932 130 7.21
Springfield 1389 1519 130 9.36
Vilas 2147 2277 130 6.05
Campo 1379 1509 130 9.43
BENT
Las Animas 1341 1471 130 9.69
McClave 1605 1735 130 8.10
BOULDER
St. Vrain Valley 1430 1560 130 9.09
) Boulder Valley 1639 1769 130 7.93
CHAFFEE
Buena Vista 1217 1400 183 15.04%
Salida 1174 1400 226 19.25




COUNTY 1978 Est. 1979 Percent

District ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change
CHEYENNE

Kit Carson $29201 $3051 $130 L. 45

Cheyenne Wells 1689 1819 130 7.70

Arapahoe 2824 2954 130 4.60
CLEAR CREEK

Idaho Springs 1636 1766 130 7.95
CONEJOS

La Jara 1199 1400 201 16.76

Sanford 1191 1400 209 17.55

Antonito 1181 1400 219 18.54%
COSTILLA

San Luis 1227 1400 143 11.38

Sierra Grande 1549 1679 130 8.39
CROWLEY

Ordway 1272 1402 130 10.22
CUSTER

Westcliffe 1494 1624 130 8.70
DELTA

Delta 1217 1400 183 15.04%
DENVER

Denver 1968 2098 130 6.61
DOLORES

Dove Creek 1377 1507 130 9.44
DOUGLAS

Castle Rock 1435 1565 130 9.06
EAGLE

Eagle 2150 2280 130 6.05
ELBERT

Elizabeth 1426 1556 130 9.12

Kiowa 1839 1965 130 7.08

Big Sandy 1405 1535 130 9.25

Elbert 1390 1520 130 9.35

Agate 2786 2916 130 k.67
EL PASO

Calhan 1385 1515 130 9.39

Harrison 1293 1423 130 10.05
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COUNTY 1978 Bst. 1979 Percent
District ARB ARB/GB 25 Difference Change
Security $1173 $1400 $027 19.35
Fountain 1166 1400 234 20.07
Colorado Springs 1390 1520 130 9.35
Cheyenne Mountain 1972 2102 130 6.59
Manitou Springs 1375 2505 130 9.4
Academy 1183 1400 217 18.3
Ellicott 1305 1435 130 9.96
Peyton 1625 1755 130 8.00
Hanover 2062 2192 130 6.30
Lewis~Palmer 1451 1581 130 8.96
Falcon 1428 1558 130 9.10
Edison 2754 2884 130 4,72
Miami Yoder 1650 1780 130 7.88

FREMONT
Canon City 1284 1414 130 10.12
Florence 1197 1400 203 16.96
Cotopaxi 1960 2090 130 6.63

GARFIELD :

Glenwood Springs 1225 1400 175 14.29
Rifle 1434 1564 130 9.07
Grand Valley 2083 2213 130 6.24

GILPIN
Central City 2488 2618 130 5.23

GRAND
Kremmling 1817 1947 130 7.15
GranBy 1775 1905 130 7.32

GUNNISON
Gunnison 1419 1549 130 9.16

HINSDALE
Lake City 1297 1427 130 10.02

HUERFANO |
Walsenburg 1374 1504 130 9.46
La Veta 1372 1502 130 9.48

JACKSON
Walden 1414 1544 130 9.19

JEFFERSON
Jefferson 1600 1730 130 8.13
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COUNTY ' 1978 - Bst. 1979 Percent

District ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change
KIOWA
Eads $1566 $1696 $130 8.30
Plainview 2094 2224 130 6.21
KIT CARSON
Flagler 1582 1712 130 8.22
Seibert 1797 1927 130 7.23
Vona 2264 2394 130 5.74
Stratton 1485 1615 130 8.75
Bethune 1621 1751 130 8.02
Burlington 1327 1457 130 9.80
LAKE
Leadville 1730 1860 130 7.51
LA PLATA
Durango 1358 1488 130 9.57
Bayfield 1134 1400 266 23.46
Ignacio 1168 1400 232 19.86
LARIMER
Fort Collins 1577 1707 130 8.24
Loveland 1301 1431 130 9.99
Estes Park 1536 1666 130 8.46
LAS ANIMAS
Trinidad 1308 1438 130 9.94
Primero 1567 1697 130 8.30
Hoehne 1310 1440 130 9.92
Aguilar 1170 1400 230 19.66
Branson 2205 2335 130 5.90
Kim 2091 2221 130 6.22
LINCOLN
Hugo 1516 1646 130 8.58
Limon 1170 1400 230 19.66
Genoa 1651 1781 130 7.87
Karval 1588 1718 130 8.19
Arriba 1854 1984 130 7.01
LOGAN
Sterling 1467 1597 130 8.86
Frenchman 1546 1676 130 8.41
Buffalo 1422 1552 130 9.&h
5.3

Peetz 2393 2523 130
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COUNTY 1978 Est. 1979 Percent

District ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change
MESA

DeBeque 2172 2302 130 5.99

Collbran 1263 1400 137 10.8%

Grand Junction 1333 1463 130 9.75
MINERAL

Creede 1546 1676 130 8.41
MOFFAT

Craig 1324 1454 130 9.82
MONTEZUMA

Cortez 1168 1400 2&2 19.86

Dolores 1258 1400 142 11.29

Mancos 1196 1400 204 17.06
MONTROSE

Montrose 1&51 1481 130 .62

Naturita 1414 1544 130 9.19
MORGAN

Brush 1310 1440 130 9.92

Fort Morgan 1503 16&3 130 8.65

Weldona 1511 1641 130 8.60

Wiggins 1559 1689 130 8.34%
OTERO

La Junta 1286 1416 130 10.11

Rocky Ford 1288 1418 130 10.09

Manzanola 1253 1400 147 11.73

Fowler 1489 1619 130 8.73

Cheraw 1375 1505 130 9.4

Swink 1438 1568 130 9.0
OURAY

Ouray 1527 1237 130 8.51

Ridgway 1415 1545 130 9.19
PARK

Platte Canyon 1708 1838 130 7.61

Fairplay 2489 2619 130 5.22
PHILLIPS

Holyoke 1465 1595 130 8.87

Haxtun 1645 1775 130 7.90
PITKIN

Aspen 2023 2153 130 6.43
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COUNTY 1978 Est. 1979 Percent

District ARB ARB/SB 25  Difference Change
PROWERS

Granada $1285 $1415 $130 10.12

Lamar 1257 1400 143 11.38

Holly 1384 1514 130 9.39

Wiley 1376 1506 130 9.45
PUEBLO

City 1382 1512 130 9.41

Rural 1474 1604 130 8.82
RIO BLANCO

Meeker l73h 1864 130 7.50

Rangely 201k 2144 130 6.45
RIO GBANDE

Del Norte 1240 1400 160 12.90

Monte Vista 1247 1400 153 12.27

Sargent 1749 1879 130 7.43
ROUTT

Hayden 1909 2039 130 6.81

Steamboat 1834 1964 130 7.09

Oak Creek 2023 2153 130 6.43
SAGUACHE

Mountain Valley 1307 1437 130 9.95

Moffat 2LgL 2624 130 5.21

Center 1235 1400 165 13.36
SAN JUAN

Silverton 2175 2305 130 5.98
SAN MIGUEL

Telluride 1757 1887 130 7.40

Norwood 1313 1443 130 9.90

Egnar 1549 1679 130 8.39
SEDGWICK

Julesburg 1573 1703 130 8.26

Platte Valley 1673 1803 130 7.77
SUMMIT

Frisco 2022 2152 130 6.43
TELLER

Cripple Creek~Vic. 1687 1817 130 7.71

Woodland Park 1313 1443 130 9.90
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1978

Percent

o COUNTY Est. 1979
District ARB ARB/SB 25 Difference Change
WASHINGTON
‘ Axron $1427 $1597 $130 9.11
Arickaree 2132 2262 130 6.10
Otis 1577 1707 130 8.2k
Lone Star 3230 3360 130 L.02
Woodlin 2393 2523 130 5.43
WELD
Gilcrest 1297 1427 130 10.02
- Eaton 1302 1432 180 9.98
Ny Keenesburg 1216 1400 184 15.13
- Windsor 1696 1826 130 7.67
Johnstown 1399 1529 130 9.29
Greeley 1399 1529 130 9.29
Kersey 1541 1671 130 8.4k
Fort Lupton 1412 1542 130 9.21
Ault-Highland 1498 1628 130 8.68
™ Briggsdale 1963 2093 130 6.62
New Raymer 1871 2001 130 6.95
Grover 1786 1916 130 7.28
YUMA
West Yuma 1665 1795 130 7.81
East Yuma 1374 1504 130 9.46
——
e
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APPENDIX C

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS ON ARB FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1979

COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Workmen's Remaining
District AE ARB Education Education ~ Iransportation P.E.R.A. Coppensation G a —ABB
ADAMS
Mapleton
’r’ 1: 88.5 § 231,631.87 $ 8ok.16 $ 183,272.k2 § 9k, 952,95 § 1,173,475.74 $ 29,094.44% $ 39,224.47 $ 92,315,807.69
Por Untt: 5)388.5 % 31:7%3.2'{ 395 73.ik5 3 3%.01 717,62 RS T 1 " 50 "T9.28 771)357.67
Northgl
O;ogl?m 18,588.9 29,571,889.17 906,487.75 918,043.59 33k4,077.81 2,520,001.22 62,479.37 96,776.5% 2k4,734,022,89
Per Unit: 1,590.87 48.77 49.39 17.97 135.57 3.36 95.21 1,330.61
Commerce City
T : 890, 670, 480,734.62 199,136.82 132,899.29 1,107,493,6k% 27,458,52 45 742,98 7,997 ,204.70
Por Unt: 5,890.9 9’99({:632.;; 81,61 ! 33.80 32 22.56 11075 128 60 " .66 ' o, Y357,
Brighton '
Total!} 11.8 6 .06 249,216.08 185,340.20 105,498,01 699,569.58 17,344,71 25,937.99 5,476,683.49
Per Unit: 399 ’753:332.00 63.71 3l+7.38 T ’178.gl+ Rl £ '776.63 71,400 0k
Bennett
Total: L5, 7 2.38 19,600.61 29,429.95 15,106.02 62,559.79 1,551.06 2,226.10 618,898.85
Per Unit: -3 l?:%l%%l "u31k ' 6l 78 "33, '137.71 EEN *i.90 1,362.31
Strasburg
Total! .1 687,175.41 17,819.60 17,278.07 14,713.79 61,173.39 1,516.69 2,539.74 572,134.16
Por Unit: 37 1:733.63 "7 .88 4351 ’"37.06 ’153.06 773,82 7640 1,4k0.90
Westminster
T : 1 6.k 22,652,642, 1,173,113.4 8 48 208,102.31 2,353,789.75 58,358.42 83,722.53 18,437,162.42
Por Bait: 3,93 ! 51:625.133 173:133-33 335,373- 28 1983 393,788 k19 ""76.01 ' 10322, 95
m; 0SA
lamosa
Total: 2,219.2 277,785.52 106,261.1 132,708.51 61,987.04 303,385.62 7,521.96 11,103.89 2,654,817.3
Por Unit 1219 ¥ 11372.39 ’ k7.8g ’ 59.%0 '727.93 '136.71 '7"3039 *5 00 ’717196. 2
Sangre DeCristo .
Total: 258. 4,063.72 14,489.83 9,259.37 9,339.9% 36,824.12 913.00 1,579.17 301,658.28
Per Unit: 207 371,1#3.;5 > '56.00 ’735.79 ’“36.10 "1k2.32 3.53 T 1,165.90
mpggos
lewood
tal: 4,030.8 458,936.34 235.9% 64,25 25,351.28 780,5%42.74 19,352.30 30,202.87 6,147,886.97
Por Unit: 03 7 5113%0.&7 3% 33.12 %33 91 "76.29 ’193.64 135030 "on9 *T11525.21
Sherida
;gtalr: 1,738.9 3,05%,911.83 168,204.33 87,903.55 38,075.50 305,709.10 74579.57 12,115.31 2,#3{,&38.80
Per Unit: 1,756. 96.73 50.55 21.90 175,81 L.36 ' 6.97 - 71,k00.52

Cherry Creek .
Total: 18,292.6 659,40% .98 1,328,484.51 478,987.97 873,732.76 2,844 ,498.56 20,524,75 118,461.65  29,94%;714.76
Per Unit: 29 3% 5?:%9.39 1325 72.22 759334 70596 IS 773,86 ’ 6.hg 771763699
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COUNTY

ARAPAHOE
Littleton
Total?
Per Unit

Deer Trail
Total:
Per Unit:

Aurora
Total:
Per Unit:

Byers
Total:
Per Unit:

ARCHULETA
Archuleta
Total:
Per Unit:

BACA
Walsh
Total:
Per Unit:

Pritchett
Total:
Per Unit:

Springfield
Total:
Per Unit:

Vilas
Total:
Per Unit:

Campo
Total:
Per Unit:

BENT
Las Animas
Total:
Per Unit:

McClave
Total:
Per Unit:

BOULDER

16,702.6 § 26,770,652.57
1,602.78

132.6

20,018.5

339.8

911.5

423.2

98.3

521.1

98.5

134.0

986.0

St. vrain Valley

Total’
Per Unit:

14,102.9

350,1 6. 31
641.36

35, 197 928.39
1,758.27

593, 739 7;

1,276,100.00
hO0.00

6k8’325.gz

1531,

189,737.68
1,930.19

224, 259 88
2,276.75

202,109.52
1,508.2

1,1450,080. 88
1,470.72

35%,056.29
1,735.57

21,999,674.56
1,5

Special
EZducation

§ 1,240,265.04 §
7.2

5,345.41
40,32
1,317,604.11
6 2

14,255.21
41,95

36,25
25,684.26
60.
7,338.53
*Cok.65
36,695.01
70.42
7,338.53
74,50
7,338.53
54,77
54,038.25
"5y, 81

14,677.06

704,249,86
49.94

Vocational

Edyecation Iransportation

607,402.14 $

36.37

12,660. 23

1,032,135.01
032 %g.ss

19,815.09
5
230,46

& 3o

15,371.45
36.32
7,692.83
78.26

23,093.

.00
.00

14,629.66
109.18

6,931.95
g 9350

19,202.46

94,13

1468,937.0k4
33.25

290,472.05
17.39

11,083.04
83.60

278,896.06
13093

16,478.21
48.49

23,6h6.1&

16,808.82
39.72

3,353-02

23,944.72

3,258. 67
33.08

3,047.7
22.7

44,099.90
.73

4,927.11
5

376,626.58
26.71

Unemployment

P.E.R.A. Compensatjon
$ 2,596,483.84 §& 64,375, 3
155.45 3.85
41,201. 3% 1,021.53
310.80 7.71
3,276,764.65 81,242.10
163.69 .06

62, 500 49 1,549.60
183.92 7756
107,776.36 2,672.14
118.24 2.93
66,224, 26 1,6h1.3§

’156.47 3.

23,584.95 584,75
239.93 5.95
65,962.57 1,635.43
126.58 3.1k
23,555.86 584,02
239.15 5.93
»355.84 531.97

60 12 3.97
159,597.92 3,956.97
161.87 4.01
39,888,.61 988.98
195.53 4.85
2,052,664 .42 50,892.50
145,55 3.61

V\ \

$

Workmen's

Compengation

97,520.60
5.84

1,793.08

125,135.46
6.25
2,508.41
35 738
3,643.64
4,00
3,016.52

7.13

936.4k4
9.53

2,877.77
5.52

828,24
8.41

5,133.1k
5.21

1,255.58
6.15

78,240.15
5

Remaining
— _ARB

$ 2, 87% 233.27

,309 63

29,086,150.99
1,452.96

426,632.7
13%02.5%

1,100,091.91
,206.90

519 578.56
1,227.64

146,234.16
1, 487,72

636,929.76
1,222.28

188,694.55
1,915.68
154,300.79
1,151.50

1, 126 322 76
12,35

273 116 50
1,338.81

18,268,06%4.01

1, 295 34
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COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Workmen's Remaining
Digtrict AE ARB Education Education ~ Iransportation P.E.R.A. Compensation  Compensation ___ARB
BOULDER
erlldei Valley 21,524.2 $ 38,061,513.2+ & 1,378,707.16 $ 827,896.88 $ u431,442.18 ¥ 3,911,376.02 $ 96,976.27 $ 161,269.72 § 31, 253 845,01
otal: . N . . . . - .
Per Unit: ’ 17885 B A 773816 oo ' 181172 B "ok 1,452.03
CHAFFEE
Buena Vista
Total: 1,109.3 1,553,066.55 43,5%4,15 .00 55,550.28 136.280.47 3,378.85 6,073.48 1,308,239.33
Per Unit: 1,400.00 39.25 .00 50.08 122.85 3.05 5.47 1,179.30
Salida
Total: 1,399.4 1,959,160.21 54,430.48 68,025.66 17,408.42 158,377.85 3,926.72 4,984 54 1,652,006.54
Per Unit: 1,400.00 38.90 48,61 12,44 113.18 2.81 3.56 1,180.51
CHEYENNE _
TKit Carson
Total: 116.6 355,629,97 5,345.41 11,177.84% 13,384.25 31,522.18 781.54 1, 566 z 291,852,224
Per Unit: 3,050.00 45,84 95.86 114.79 270.34 6.70 3 2,503.02
Cheyenne Wells
Total: 266.0 483, 875 85 18,346.91 9, 677 66 1%,883.24 L4 733,69 1,109.10 1,891.09 393,234.19
Per Unit: 1, 19.31 68.98 36.39 55.96 168.19 4,17 7.11 1,478.51
Arapahoe
Total: 69.9 206,431.59 7,338.5& .00 10,869.74 23,391.41 579.95 1,116.64 163,135.27
R Per Unit: 2,954.65 105.0 .00 155.58 334.80 8.30 15.98 2,33%.95
\n
3 CLEAR CREEK
R v 6 82,897.35 81.8 55k . 8 58,813.6 197,763.86 4,903 .24 7,593.45  1,742,286.38
otal: 1,176.2 2,082,897, 37,981.89 33 . 3.69 3. .
Per Unit: ’ e 87 732,29 '728.53 ’750.00 '168.1% ! 3.17 .46 1)481.28
CONEJOS
North Conejos
Total: 1,188.3 1,663,666.55 62,790.‘+E 116,111.80 36,004.17 142,076.41 3,522.56 4,782.98 1, 298 378.18
Per Unit: 1,400.00 52.8 97.71 30.30 119.56 2.96 4,02 092.60
Sanford
Total: 330.4 462,606.69 19,319.77 6,225,84 12,166.10 36,185.49 897.17 1,230k 386,581.88
Per Unit: 1,400.00 58.47 18.84 36.82 109.51 2.72 3.72 1,169.92
South Conejos
Total: 754 b 1,056,160.03 38,640.73 53,292.91 19,063.82 83,625.65 2,073.37 2,605.21 856,858. 85
Per Unit: 1,400.00 51.22 70.64 25.27 110.85 2.75 3.45 1,135
COSTILLA
Coprennial 631 883,819.90 33,810.79 28,979.66 27,149, 86 75,3782k 1,868.88 3,003.146 713,329.01
tal: .3 . . . . . . .
Per Unit: 140000 753056 745290 43018 "119.ko 2.96 L6 1112994

Sierra Grande
Total: 929.9 492,092, 46 1%,%89.83 37,227.06 9,396.82 39,056.58 968.34 1,536.62 389,%17.21
Per Unit: 1, 680 o7 4o 47 127.20 32.08 133.34 3.31 : 5.25 1,329.52
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COUNTY
District

CROWLEY
Crowvley
Total:

Per Unit:

CUSTER

Consolidated

Total:

Per Unit:

DELTA
Delta
Total:

Per Unit:
DENVER

Denver
Total:

Per Unit:
DOLORES

Dolores
Total:

Per Unit:
DOUGLAS

Douglas
Total:

Per Unit:

EAGLE
Eagle
Total:

Per Unit:

ELBERT

Elizabeth

Total:

Per Unit:

Kiowa
Total:

Per Unit:

Big Sandy
Total

Per Unit:

Elbert
Total:

Per Unit:

Agate
Total:

Per Unit:

547.0 $

2u8.4

3,962.3

65,46k4.6

5,690.8

1,669.2

69 14

168.9

261.3

149.9

41.6

767, 85% 22
1 403 67

40o3,431.43
1,624,12

5,547,172.56
1,400.00

137,396,519.26
8.79

’ 9

605,697.10
1,510.09

8, 900 0l2.15
1,563.93

3,808,813. 5t
72, 281.82

1,079,60%.35
771, 554.73

332,297.21

1967.

401,002. 89
1 53 M5

227,921.4%
1,520.49

121,166.45
2,914,99

Special

Eggca;;on

30,879.17
56,45

21,9%42,12
88.33

411,269, 22
103 8c

7,918,865.51

120.9
25,696.11
64.06

241,185,
’ uz.gg

65,318.00

28,023.39
15,36

14, Oll 10
82.96

14,011.10
53.61

14,011, 10
93.47

1,782.20
42,88

Vocational

Education

37,818.36
69.13

8,655.03
’ 3k,8%

137,137.93
361
3,595,481.81
’ 5l+.92

27,211.68
67,84

72,130.40
12.67

101,929.31

18,593.39
26.78

.00
.00

24,331.02
93.10

5,257.72 V

.00
.00

Iransportation

29,451,28
’ 53,84
11,041.56
L L5

1k, 6%3 35
6.50

22,539.34
56.19

344, 534,00
"780. 5%
179,232.85
107.38

17,831.45
8

6,163.04

11,762.03
*y5.01

8,611.19
r 5 ]+

4, 386.76
’105. 54

$

P.E.R.A.

Unemployment
Compensation

86,011.05 § 2,132.50
157.23 3.9C
34,340, 50 851.42
138.25 3.43
576,460.39 14,292.40
EUL RN 3.61
17,015,021.03 %21,860,0
! 5’253.91 T 6
67,339.31 1,669.57
167.89 L4.16
81%,103.03 20,184,38
’143.06 Y
382,193.52 9,i475.88
228.97 5.68
78,9%47.95 1,957.39
113.69 2.82
26,642.2 660.55
’157.7 3.91
40,075.90 993.61
153.35 3.80
22,073.28 547.27
147, 3.65
21,165.47 524,76
509 19 12.62

Workmen's

Compensation

690,553.09
10.55

2,942,22
7.34

37,338.24
6.56

16,477.93
9.87

2,939.11
1933 2

1,238.74
7.33

1, 617 61
6.19

852.55
5.69

901.70
21.69

$

Kemaining
ARB

578,312.35
1,057.18

325,271, 80
1’309

4,241,961.07
1,070.59

104,155,078.07

1,591.01

458,298.86
1, y142.61

7y 370 536.57
9295.17

3, OSM 126 06
829,69

931, 311 67
1,341.17

283,581.56
1 67 .99

308,211.62
1,179.38

176,568433
1,1

92,405.55
2,223.07



-681-

CCUNTY
District AE

EL_PASO
Talhan

Total: 288.0

Fer Unit:

Harrison
Total:
Per Unit:

6,438.9

Widefield
Total:
Per “nit:

6,920.7

Fountair
Total:
Per Unit:

3,147.4

Colorado Springs
Total: 31,580.2
Per Unit:

Cheyenne Mountain
Total: 1,804.8
Per Unit:

Manitou Springs
Total:
Fer Unit:

1,076.4

Academy
Total
Per Unit:

Ellicott
Total:
Per Unit:

4,416.7

346.8

Peyton
Total:
Per Unit:

222.8

Hanover
Total:
Per Unit:

58.9

Lewis-Falmer
1,090.9

Falcon
Total:
Per Unit:

1,156.5

Edison )
Total: 28.6
Per Umit:

Miani-Yoder
Total:
Per Unii:

138.7

$ 436,547.53
1,515.79

9,158,175.85
1 2

9,688,978.91

y#00.00

4 h06 59.86

0.00

48,002,535.03
1,520 02

3, 865,898 81
y142.01

1,620,121.66
1,505.13

6 183 78.91

0.00

H95 923 98
,430.00

389,532.38
1,7&8.35

129 382 25
95.40

’
1,725,356-“7
1,581.5

1,802,150.85
1,558.28

245 4131.93
1,77k .08

Special
Education

$ 1u,o&1.1o $

280,237.45
k3.5

294, 249, 74
42,52

1#0,1&3.1}

1,848,301.86
58.53

210,177.20
47.59

14,011.10
40.40

%,011.10
62.89

1%,011.10
237.74

56 ,047.96
51.38
56 ,047.96
L8. 46

14,012,110
489,90

14,011,120
101.04

Vocational

Education

24,669.92
85.66

116,526, 54
18.10

116,199.48
16.79

25,59%.20
8.13

544,665.01
17.25

21,067.61

22,157.78

79,487.88
18.00

14,131.97
40.75

.00
.00

10, 7l . 1k
"182. 31

27,058.82
""o24.80
14,099.92

12.19

.00
.00

20,238.13
‘18552

Trans ta
$ 13,775.29
*47.83
111,508.18
17.32

73,084.30
6

46,721.0
’ 1».83
255,805.71
8.10

.00
.00

23,358.16

114,346.19
25‘89

9,597.08
27.€7

7,570.78
33.98

2,719. 51
46

O J

38,109.87
3

45 617.85
3904k

3,990.98
>* 139054

)*’558059
32.87

"~ v,
J
. Unempioyment
P.E.R.A. Compensation
36,750. 70 $ 911.18
127.6 3.16
883,656.78 21,908.85
137.24 3.40
910,783.59 22,581.41
131.60 3.26
429,677.88 10,653.17
136.52 3.38
5,452,695.9C 135,190.80
172.66 4,
5%,181.89 §,781.37
3 "196. 24 ’ u.87
2, 317 os 3,528.52
2. 3.28
608,704.62 15,091.85
137.82 Rh
42,636.68 1,057.11
122.94 3.05
28,411.16 704,41
127.52 3.16
10,804.45 267.88
’183.33 4,55
139,360.76 3, NSS 23
127. 3.17
110,232.85 2,733.05
95.32 2.36
8,969.32 222.39
313.61 7.78
21,950.12 sl 22
158.29 3.92

Workmen's

Com

32,513:38
16,286.99
5.17
186,631.57
5.91
8,596.96
4.76

S, 088 68
4.73

21, 068 03
4.77

1,566.47
L,52

1,064.00

4,566.34
3'95

322.31
11.2%

756.90
5.46

demaining
—ARB

345, 028 .07

7,714.054.23

1,198.

8,239,566.71
1,190.37

3,737,308.44
1, 3

39,579,244.18
1,253.29
3,389,200.81
1,877.88

1,36{,62%.69

»270.

5 3“ $03.13
1,162.52

412,923.57
1,190.67

337 770.92
1,516.03

90,319.52
1,532.57

1,455,593,k
1 .31

1, 568 852 85
6.55

S, Bl . 17
1,917.63

184,072.87
1,327.45
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COUNTY

District AE

FREMONT
Canon City
Total: 3,

Florence
Total: 1,
Per Unit:

Cotopaxi
Total:
Per Unit:

GARFIELD
ring Fork

Total:

3,0

Per Unit:
Garfield

Total:

Per Unit:

Grand Valley
Total:
Per Unit:

GILPIN

Gilpin
Total:
Per Unit:

GRAND
West

Grand

Total:
Per Unit:

East

Grand

Total:
Per Unit:

GUNNISON

son Watershed

Total: 1,
Per Unit:

HINSDALE
Hinsdale
Total:
Per Unit:

HUERFANO
erfano
Total: 1,
Per Unit:

262.4

555.8

176.0

58.6

1,489.9

151.5

265.3

L27.1

834.2

292.0

95.2

057.7

u,611.a36.95 $
1,

13.48

2,178,073.24
1000

') -

368,130.38
2,091.65

4,282,039.45
1,400.0C

2,327,655.78
1,562.29

335.064 .45
2,211,146

669,930.25
2,525.1

823,615.1
1:928.53

1,586,398.01
1,901.70

1,995,222.73
1,54.29

1,590, 593.42
1,503.87

Spezial

Edycation
248,673.37
76.22

117,021.85
22

14,628,47
83.12

79,715.40
300.47
40,879.1k
95.72

7%,326.15
89.10

54,202,96
L

l*,7%2-63

87,767.28
82.98

!ocational

sducation

§  146,648.51
Lk, 95

74,207.65
47,70

.00
.00

92,240.57

108,268.47
72.67

12,753.85
73835

2k ,449,52
57.25
39,190.10
"42.18

13,738.%6
10.63

23,937.61
22

Transportation

$ 62,843.78
19.26

61,080, 5%
39.26

4,453.12
25.30

83,004,232
27.1h

25,183.%4
16.91

3,825.09
25.24

18,881.33

%0,896.92
L

63,9&7.27

9,535.47
100,16

20,076.97
18.98

Unemployment
E-R-A Compensation
4L72,859.82 § 11,723.80
14k, 9L .5
195,928. 44 4,857.73
125, 3.12
37,701.45 934,74
21k, 5.31
449, 575.45 11,14€.5¢C
"i46.99 B
220,629.1 5,470.15
148.0 3.67
38,688.91 959.23
255.32 6.33
15,325.21 379.97
57.77 1.43
92,494,211 2,293.25
216. .3
173,913. 34 4,311.90
*308.08 g
227,770.77 5,647.21
176.2 4,37
6,112,91 151.56
'l 21 1.59
188,473.30 4,672.90
178130 k2

1,249.72
8.25

881.13
3.32

3,551.11
*7°8.32

6,802.81

Remaining
ARB

3,651,506.82
1,119.27

1,717,933.17
’ 1:103.2u

308,549.45
1,755.39

3,516,583.7
> 1:1u9.73

1,901,840.27
1,276.49

272,145.08
1’795-9"

55%,747.03
2,091.02

6399 352.02
1,497.08

1,250,956.79
459.59

1,620,531.42
1,25%.32

112,247.19
1,179.07

1,259,018.31
1,190.37
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COUNTY
[¢]

HUERFANO
eta
Total:
Per Unit:

JACKSON
North Park
Total:

Per Unit:

JEFFERSON
efferson
Total:
Per Unit:

KIOWA
Eads
Total:
Per Unit:

Plainview
Total:
Per Unit:

KIT CARSON
Flagler
Total:

Per Unit

Seibert
Total:
Per Unit:

Vona
Total:
Per Unit:

Stratton
Total:
Per Unit:

Bethune
Total:
Per Unit:

Burlington
Total:
Per Unit:

Lake County
Total:
Per Unit:

’ y ‘ ( - ' t !

! 12 ’ 3. 1
Special Vocational Unemployment
AE ARB Education Education Iransportation P.E.R.A. Compensation
185.9 § 278,827. ,6 $ 14,628.47 9,561.33 5,564.63 $ 37,151.61 § 921.12
1, ,499.88 78.69 51.43 29.93 199.85 %.95
462.6 714,629.10 596 .10 25,254.11 7,43%.51 74,935.07 1,857.90
55,81 . 54,59 16.07 161.99 4,02
77,106.8  133,423,297.14% 7,891,739.14+ 2,079,331.00 1,357,643.11  13,302,512.84% 329,814.37
1,730.37 102.35 26.97 17.61 172.52 4,28
305.2 517,393.27 22,015.58 5,337.11 15,192.52 55,888.87 1,385.67
»695. 72.13 17.49 49,78 183.12 54
99.5 221 326 82 7,338.53 .00 14, uuz 43 29,770.99 738.13
2,224,39 73.75 .00 145.15 299.21 7.42
181.6 309,095.88 8,909.80 19,493.,97 13,823.88 33,103.82 820.76
1,702.07 49,06 107. . 182.29 4,52
94,0 179,358.59 3,56%.39 11,139.92 9,843.56 24,257.52 601.43
,908. 37.92 118.51 104,72 258.06 40
4o L 118,078.35 1,782.20 .00 3,957.80 15,036.50 372.80
2,390.25 36.08 .00 80.12 304.38 7.55
254 .8 409,272.5 10,692.00 6,306.42 12,066.56 48,316.66 1,197.93
) % 711 .96 "ol "y7. ’189.60 "kl
124.0 216,158.04 5,345.41 254,77 7,013.85 23,354.71 579,04
1,763.21 43011 2.05 '"58.56 ’188. 3k .67
1,016.0 1 u73 456,52 k6,3ao.01 27,645,38 2%,419,89 13%4,136.96 3,325.7i
1,450.30 5.60 27.21 24,04 132.03 3.27
1,952.2 627,886.95 65,315.6 60,915.8 80,275.89 369,633.71 9,164.48
’ 3 1]858. 33008 91350 "I ’183.35 "hl69

Workmen's Remaining
Compensation ARB

$ 1,318.10 $ 209,682.20
7.09 1,127.93
2,682.20 557,868.90

. 1,205.
537,874+.8% 107, 92# 381. 85
6.98 ,399. 7
3,080.81 414 492,70
10.09 1,358.10
1,347.76 167 688'97
. 685.32
1,577.90 231,365.77
778,69 1, E.oh
969.62 128,982.16
10.32 1,372.15
822.40 96,106.65
- 16,65 1,945.48
2,169.13 328,523.85

8.51 N .
970,67 178,639.59
7.83 1, .6l
14,869.87 1 232 728 7o

4,79 213.36

14,522.1 3,028,059.30
192508 > 71,551.13



en°6SE¢T €l 8t mm 941 2g°ts 00° 85 °4h m 137U J8g
TH 20l Tie 60" ST 82°948 e EHECSE L1°L6400T 00°* 08°606‘g om +wE0*62¢E 6°66T "Hso.wam
[o]
NTOONIT
I HGLET 5H*6 2g°s 0l-hEe, T€°€9 62°16 96°T9 49°ozet 2 137U d8gq
$9°489°402 69°8TT T 56°889 H0°g84 ‘L2 €1 9674 1€°608°0T ISRL ISP T 426429z H*BTT :Te30g
*81o09y Wiy
mm.HZ..H €€ 1T 94 46°00¢ 99°6¢€ i..mmﬁ TT°6TT Ll HEE R 137U J9g
256804501 26669 LT°86H TE°6417'8T £g 681'e LG°2ET 6 w9 ETE¢L 9g°HSE ‘EHT 719 :Te30g,
*3109y ‘uosueag
96°6H0°T €0°g 624 98°24T \.N.mm 00°02 09°06 00°004*T 137Un I8y
857662 HS2 . 96°GH6T TO°gE0*T £7°998°TH 0L EHI‘ET 9T +H8°H FARE 3 4 L6°6406E€ 2*ene :T®30g
*8109y JeTIN3Y
w2 0HO'T T0°4 2L°€ 96 64T *6Q €9°45 00°98 00° o? I 13TUn Jog
62 068 €4E L2 9gE‘e w8 H92 ‘1 TO*STO* TS §E°490%62 +©6°909°6T 94°662'62 20981 98H 2 oxt 18307,
*3109y suysoy
2€gs€e 1 68°9 654 £0°69T T0°S4 00* 18°59 49° \.mo T 137Uy I9g
16666°TOE £9°646°T €8 So T I EL1¢TH 26°4499T 00°* Lh"g29°H1 09°248E 4 LLE €reee :Te30],
*3I109y oJawlJIg
2€ 0601 om 18°€ 69°€ST 20°T¢E 00°€4 9908 06°LEH T 137U 94
99°640'940%¢ 6% °9gec ‘ot geeaszts Tg°€€9%z6e 60°990°6S 22 T66°gET Hh2Z6SEST 66°H06"LEL E T*H06°T :T®30]
PEPTUTIY
SVAIRY SV1
£ €8E¢T 9°H 06°€ 10 THT £g°4€ 48°4n mm&m . 99°5991 . 197U I9g
95°9TTEHG‘T T°84T°S 18°668°€ 99° w62 4ST L6°T02%2H QT L6E €S 69°658°2S £9°E4#0‘gSB*T GUSTI'T 178307
(Axeg s93SyE) Adeqd
€e* o$ T ge°h €0°€ g0°22T €l 22 9g°g¢t Lih 86°TERT 137U J9g
6€°TT6°TL0TT 09°g79°6¢ Ll*HwT0'8e cE626'62T T GEr0L£00Te 6T°60L°66€ 9€°96€ ‘HTH 66°GL6°€GZ €T L°66246 M.Hmwuw
osdmoyy,
HIRI HV]
6€°601°T ee 9 7AL 127241 86°41 S Hm 40°95 96°404<T 1370 189
B9 61u 8C0 6T 61°29€‘tg 49 19t €6-€x0*GTlte 29°664ehe SHo8 T1°920° 464 L6°€66°g504 €T 6°005 ‘€T ;uwwm_o
d
Eei 1y gl
HT* mNH T €r°6 65°4 217581, 0T°*TH 18°2 2g°S¢ 00°004(T 131U d9g
TT THT4OT'T on eHE S 22915 H g6° €8T 2T 80"t 0N 86°09.‘2 HweehesE 00°0094LE T 0°+g6 Lﬂowu
otoesudy
9¢*° :S eT” T 91°60T 96°0¢ 6€°TH 62°4LE 00° oo: 13TUn JI8g
09°4LG4E69 €T°6EH'e 9 865 ¢ T L2 Tih*H9 99°492'81 66 Enthe s2*9z2o‘ee 26°6£8°928 9° 065 :Te30g
PTaTJA®g
£8° o.a 1 49°S 67°¢ ngIONT whegt 1262 2 €€ gL Hm} 1 :3TUn JI8g
T2 HOBCLEE H 8 ET*626'6T ¢ L2 €92'2T § +©9°81I9‘#6H 8 TO0°986°HET & TH°645°CTOT & mw.mmu.oz 8¢ H5°o26‘gte‘s ¢ 0°eTS‘t ww%w:a
VIVid
S8V UoTjesusdmoy T 73 esUedlos Vi 3'd CRETEY i CEn UOT3eonpy UoT3 eonpy Tav v FoII35Ta

dururswayg S, USUD{IOM juemioTdmaun TBUOT3 B0, Tetoadg XINNOD

-162-



-Eg'[-

COUNTY Special Vocational Unemployment Workmen 's Remaining
Disgrict AE ARB Education Education ~ Iransportation P.E.R.A. Compensation Compensation — ARB
LINCOLN
Limo:
nfol’:al: 490.4 § 686,606.59 § 19,600.61 § 5,748.30 $§ 5,894.,05 $ 60,261.80 § 1,494,09 § 2,476.75 § 591,131.08
Per Unit: 1,400.00 39.97 11.72 12.02 122,87 3.05 5.05 1,205.32
Genoa
Total: 76.5 136, 231 48 3,563.21 .00 2,200.49 19,548.37 L84 .67 889.68 109,545.05
Per Unit: 1.58 46.60 .00 28.78 255.65 6.34 11.63 1,432.59
Karval
Total: 91.3 15%4,595.53 3,563.21 .00 5, 832 ug 21,576.63 534,95 1,070.79 122,017.52
Per Unit: 1,693.27 39.03 .00 8 236.33 5.86 11.73 1,336.45
Arriba
Total 76.7 151,503.20 1,782.20 9,418.15 2,525,17 23,664 .46 586.73 990.88 112,535.62
Per Unit: 1,975.27 23.24 122.79 32.92 308.53 7.65 12,92 1,467.22
LOGAN
Valley
Total: 3,459.1 5,524,579.10 131,722.61 204,662, 34 91,505.86 53,858.06 13,484.08 21,224 .47 Y 518 121, 67
Per Unit: ' 1,597.13 38.08 59.17 26.45 157.23 3.90 6.14 ,3
Frenchman
Total: 230.0 384%,921.12 9,201.30 18,109.92 7,758.01 38,466, 56 953.71 1 1+56 21 308,975.40
Per Uni:: 1,673.57 46.01 78.74 33.73 167.25 4,15 6.33 1,343.37
e 8 440,68 5 6,788.65 5,9 46,692.10 1,157.65 1,788.53 336,768.94
Total: 283.9 7.20 11,501.33 26,788. 15,990.00 2. . .
Per Unit: 1,552.08 40,51 "9k, 35 756,32 "16k .45 ""k.08 *76.30 1186.08
Plateau
Total: 151.8 382,629.54 6,900.09 26,030.27 8,729.68 37,565.55 931.38 1,%27.20 301, ohs 08
Per Unit: 2,521.17 45,47 171.52 57.52 247.52 6.14 9.h41 1,983.60
MESA
Do e 4 8 8,024.6 5,839 30,139.76 747.26 1,007.8% 225,156.31
otal: 120. 272,939.2 024,63 . 2,023.93 . . . .
Per Unit: 2:226.31 "766.63 ’ Ea.i‘é 053: 8 ’2%50.26 6.20 '778.37 1,869.55
Plateau Valley
Total: 300.2 420,279.93 16,049, 25 .00 17,388.27 38,031.02 942,92 1,261.59 346,606.88
Per Unit: 1,400.00 53.46 .00 57.92 126.69 3.1k B.20 1,154.59
Mesa Valley .
Total: 13,406.3 19,617,221.92 778,401.81 417,819.74 235,023.68 1,887,307.97 46,792.76 72,634.70 16,179,591.26
Per Unit: 1,k63.31 58.0 31.17 17.53 140.78 X 5.42 1,206.
MI L
' Crgegelcons. 320,919.18 9,659.89 00 1,030.93 34,948.53 866 .49 1,035.91 273,377.45
otal: 191. . . . . . . .
Per Unit: 3 1.677.57 "750.50 .00 775,39 ’182.69 .53 TTs k2 1132 .05
MOFFAT
ffat
Total: 2,515.3 3, 658 151 69 80,038.90 55,353.57 35,792.06 326,203.24 8,087.69 13,097.73 3,139,578.51
Per Unit: J454,36 31.82 22,01 14,23 129.69 3.22 5.21 1,248.19



COUNTY
District

MONTEZUMA
Montezuma-Cortez
Total:
Per Unit:

Dolores
Total:
Per Unit:

Mancos
Total:
Per Unit:

HO%%ROSE

trose
Total:
Per Unit:

West End
Total:
Per Unit:

MORGAN
Brush
Total:
Per Unit:

Weldon Valley
Total:
Per Unit:

Wiggins
otal:
Per Unit:

OTERO
st Otero
Total:
Per Unit:

Roecky Ford
Total:
Per Unit:

Manzanola
Total:
Per Unit:

Fowler
Total:
Per Unit:

2,755.8

501.7

%36.7

4,199.3

832.5

1,%07.6

2,726.8

169.7

459.7

2,607.6

1,532.3

292 .4

525.6

$

858,119.7
3850358

y 100,
702,379.93
1:Eoo.oo

611,426, 67
1,400.00

6 227 016.19
h82.87

1,290,889.37
? 1:550.28
2,02§,Eﬁg.k9

4,454 282,42
1,633.54

277,861.68
1 637 37

776 511 33
689.17

3,677,451.72

,410.

2,171,329.1&
1,5817.07

409,31
1,

$

Special
Education

157,391.46 $
57.11

28,908.56
5

25,696,.11
% ?g.eu

261,021.95
62.16

ue,lgg:gg

84,071.35

147,148.57
53.96

8, 8%9 37

28,023.39
60.96

142,816.31
oM L7y

8%,918.61
’ 550k

15,440.18

27,019.72
51.40

Vocational

Education
107,106.01
38.87

22,827.29
i

18,23;.33

132,#32.;&

22,699.31
27.27

91,738.12
65.17
72,7614.36
26.69
11,790.47
’69.u8
19,887.38
"43.%6
94,330, 84
36.18

80,9%1.70

5, 644,02

k7,961.7§

Transportation

$ 121,144.37 $
43.96
16,365.64
32.62
14,363.04
32.89

129,5“3.k§

29,133.71
35.00

%2,679.12
30.32

117, MHB Ly
43,07

9,299.66
54,80

28, 608 77
62.23

42,581,95
16.33

19,757.03

8,509.28

11,545.18
21.96

P.E.R.A.

392,286.88 $
142235

66,045, lk
131.6%

56,422.22
129.19

569,%#5.hk

126,04, 14
151.k1

216,090.24
153.52

475,729.68
174 .47
35’970-""7

211.97

86,299.20
18

380,497.73
’145.92

266,559.98
173.96

45,198.99
’l5h

88,723.04
’168.80

Unemployment
c s [o]

9,726.12

1,637.48
3.26

1,398.90
3.20

14,111.04
6

3,125.06
5

5,357.60
3.81

11,79%.95
4.33

9,433.83
3.62

6, 608 92
4.31

1,120. 6k
3.83

2’193'§8

$

Workmen's

Com

14,788.77
5.37

2,366.85
Y.72

2,178.65
4,99

18,540.62
"hono

S 021 19
6.03

6,997.70
4,97

18 32k 11
6.72

1,740.77
10.26

3,470.55
7.55

13,899.87
5.3

9,233.95
6.03

1,505.86

" 3,284.79
6.25

Remaining
ARB

3, 055 676.11
1,108.82

564,228.97
1,124.63

493,112,09
1,129.09

5,102,221.28
1,215.02

1 056 685 02
9.3,‘

1,581,276.36

»123.

3,611 o72 31
24.31

209 319. 11
1,233.47

608,082.k41
1,322.78

2,993,891.19
1,148,

1,703,328.95
7771111064

331,89%.33
1,135.20

668,618.90
1,272.03
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COUNTY

OTERO

Cheraw
Total:
Per Unit:

Swink
Total:
Per Unit:

QURAY
Ouray
Total:
Per Unit:

Ridgway
Total:
Per Unit:

PARK

Platte Canyon

Total:
Per Unit:

Park
Total:
Per Unit:

PHILLIPS

Holyoke
Total:
Per Unit:

Haxtun
Total:
Per Unit:

PITKIN
Aspen
Total:
Per Unit:

PROWERS

Granada
Total:
Per Unit:

Lamar
Total:
Per Unit:

Holly
Total:
Per Unit:

230.% §

336.5

176.6

188.1

693.4

348.8

59%4.5

352.9

1,147.8

377.3

2,128.3

461.1

293 001.7
1659 .4

291,050.87
1,547.32

1, 212 k99 79
48.63

904,243, 02
2 592.44

9438,340.81
1,595.28

626,065.73
1,774.06

2,471,600.49
2,153.40

53%4,415.22
1,416,142

2,979,573.24
’ 1ZEoo.oo

69# 933.48
1,507.23

Special

11,579.5%+ §
50.25

19,299.63
57.35

6,608. 59
37.4

13,738.56
73.04
27,215.24
39.25
16,328.91
46.81

25,303.88
42.57

16,102.58
45.63

l+3,51+’+-la

22,015.58

-3

135,766.92
63.79

29,3%5.30
63.67

Vocational
a

22,348.56
126.57

.00
.00

26,140.47
37.70

6,318,27
1

21,003.62
35.33

32,797.64
92.94

41,26k%.26
35.95

23,584.49
62.51

62,805.86

29.51

13,229.02
28.69

Iransportation

$

Lovgean ®

6,296.9%
18.71

6,828.99
8

7,457.03
39.64

33,405.5
"*08:33
11,035.64
7316k
30,413.48
51.16

13,659.17

116,636.74
101.62

19,868.42
52.66

31,31&-69

19’913ol+5
43.19

P.E.R.A.

32,819.96
1243

47, 910 21
142,38

31,641.32
179.20

25,068,136
133,27

10%,793.20
151.13

68,596 .49
196.66
101,222.9
170.2

66,521.
’ga 55

252,202,58
219.73

57,887. 07
"153.42

276,189.40
129.77

69,697.55
151.17

gnemployment
Compensation
$ 813.71

3.53

1,187.86
3.53

784,50
U

621.53
3.30

2,598.18
3.75

1,700.74
"""h.88
2,509.65
k.25

1,649,30
" 48y

6,252,96
5.45

1,435.21
3.80

6,847.67
3.22

1,728.0k
3.75

Workmen 's

Compensation

$ 1,332.07
5.78

1,648.61

1,135.76
6.43

849.95
k.52

4,986.45
7.19

2,487.49
7.13

l+,398.3'(3)

2,655.07
7.52

12,385,00

2,219.93
5.88

8,528.39
4,01

Remaining
ARB

223,65u.og
1,266.6

243,315,k
1,293.54

1,013,360.72
’ 11&61.%

797,775.49

2,287.20

763 h88 72
8k.33

492,680.43
1,396.09

1,999,31%.80
7# 1.92

Lo7,40k, 52
1,079.79

2,458,123.32
! 1:15&.99

558,061, 51
1,210.37
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COUNTY
District AE

PROWERS
Wiley
Total:
Per Unit:

PUEBLO
Pueblo City
Total:
Per Unit:

Pueblo Rural
Total:
Per Unit:

21,303.6

4,720.6

RIO BLANCO

Meeker
Total:
Per Unit:

Rangely
Total:
Per Unit:

RIO GRANDE
Del Norte
Total:

Per Unit:

Monte Vista
Total:
Per Unit:

706.9

534.1

78% .}

1,431.3

Sargent
Total:
Per Unit:

388.6

ROUTT

Hayden
Total:
Per Unit:

477.0

Steamboat Springs
Total: 1,363.9
Per Unit:

South Routt
Total:
Per Unit:

SAGUACHE

Mountain Valley
Total:
Per Unit:

264.3

2411 §

458.3

ARB

363 610 08
08.13

32,194,588, 2k
1,511.23

7,563,385.77
1,602.22

1,098,159.86
hOO 00

2,003,819.73

,400.00

730,8%9.96
1,880.70

2,677,185.g3
1,962.

985,991.25
2,151.141

379,664%,29
1,436.49

Special
Education

18,345.73
76.09
1,485,611.7
T 69.7&

242,025.68
51.27

23,161.45
32,76

17,472.40
32,71

8,640.73
3% 49.256
72,450.34

50.62

19,3&9.77

44,596.40
93.49

122,638.62
9.92
44,596.40
97.31

14,489.83
’ 54,82

Vocational

Education

$ 12,0&5.75 $
9.92
623,793.85
29,28
176,778.78
37045

48,031.63
67.95

28,73&.87
53.80

15,462.69

50,280.71
35.13

23,084 .43
1 5 k

12,240.75
25.66
29,543.71
21.66
28,448.79

62,07

2,497.92
?* ks

Irapsportation

18,117.03 §
5

116,281.25
6

261,&35.5%

25,397.49

30,677.7
O50le

18,004 .46
22.95

23,229.00
16.23

21,913.68
5

23,072.58
748,37
52,722.93
38.66
31,756.05
69.29

L, 745,81
17.96

o

Unemployment
P.E.R.A. Compensation
43,866.57 $ 1,087.50
181. 4,51
3,462,085.91 85,836.84
162. 4,03
691,035.63 17,133.61
146,39 3.63
118,757.72 2,944 41
168.00 4,17
141,032.71 3,496.68
264.06 6.55
97,797 .29 2,424 .73
"124 .68 N
195,889.65 4,856.77
136.86 3.39
63,998.45 1,586.74
3 >"4.08
88,468.21 2,193.k2
185 47 §,60
212,653.51 5,272.40
155. 3.8
75,115.57 1,862.37
163.90 4,06
37,935.10 91, 0L
143.61 3.56

« s

Workmen's

Compensation

$ 1,714,29 $
7.11
125,455.41
5.89
33,041.39
7.00

k,973.éﬁ

5,41k, 63
10.1k4

4,134.86
5.27

6,860.18
.79

2,532.93
6.52
3,499.51
7.34

8k%3m
6.20
3,287.8Y4
717

. 1157%:3&

Remaining
ARB

268,443.10
1,113.41

26,295,523.
1,23%.32

6,141,915.18
1,301.10

1,095,130.79
’ 1:5&

918,746.5
1,720.1

921,695.10
1,175.03

1 650 253 08
2,98

598,403.96
1,539.90

"99 649 70
6.35

2,245,899.95
1166.68

800,92%.21
1 7“7.

317,463.36
1,201.15



A

COUNTY
Digtrict

SAGUACHE

Moffat
Total:
Per Unit:

Center
Total:
Per Unit:

SAN JUAN

660.5

Silverton

Total:
Per Unit:

179.2

SAN MIGUEL

Telluride
Total:
Per Unit:

231.0

Norwood
Total:
Per Unit:

Egnar
Total:
Per Unit:

330.5

62.4

SEDGWICK

Julesburg
Total:
Per Unit:

Lok, 3

Platte Valley
Total:
Per Unit:

282.9

SUMMIT

Summit
Total:
Per Unic<:

1,174.6

TELLER

Cripple Creek-Vic.
Total: 264,6
Per Unit:

Woodland Park
Total: 1,305.4
Per Unit:
WASHINGTON
Akron
Total:
Per Unit:

498.8

73.6 @

193,236.69

P .

924 ,700.00
1,400.00

411,577.56
2,296.75

137,209. 06
1,892.6

478, Eus 52
102,848.92
1,
687,952.85
1,701.59
510,470.33
1180#.&2

2, 526 517.26
150.96

481,781.00
1,820.79

1,879,788.93

440,01

776,147.76
1,556.03

¢

Special
Education

L4,829,.94 §
65.59
33,810.79
51.19
6,608.59
'"36.88

12,848.65

19,272.38
58.31

3,212.46
51.48

18,402.61
45,52

13,802.55
"48.79

48,986.72
9 )+ l

14,011.10
52.95

6,047.96
5 l+7 3k

23,003.85
"48.12

Vocational

Education Transportation

.00
- +00

11,600.87
6

8,104.02
45,22

.00
.00

19,048.42
57.64

.00
.00

29,304. 3k
’ 72.38

21,283.27

25,521.91

19,352.95
73.1
28,838.65

22.09

27,u§3.72

$ 6,859.80 $

15,761.31
’ 23.86

.00
.00

11,177.84
18.39

8,185.78
A

1 679 10
26.91

13,309.60

9,905.18
35.01

63,041.67

7,458.21
8.19

46,692.61
35.77

2u,1go.01

P.E.R.A.

19, 158 12
260.18

88,296.29
122.68

36,329.70
202.73

41,598.10
180.08

52,220.81
158.01

13,324.23
213.53

67,393.48
’166.69

45,613.47
’161. 2k

198,560.01
169.0%

41,326.29
156.18

148,377.73
113.66

76,310.56
152.99

$

Unemployment
Compengation

475.00
6.45

2,189.16
3.31

900.74
5.03

1,031.36
i 3u 36

1,294,73
2

1’138'91

4.922,98
"4 19

1,024, 62
3.87

3,678.79
2.82

1,891.99
3.79

Workmen's

Compensation

$

731.18 §
9.93

292.8
3 u.9g

1,141.09
6.37

1 h53 69
6.29

1,835.77
5.55

64,72
10.33

2, 560 25
6.33

1,206.
’ u.é?

8,603.91
7.32

1 780 12
6.73

4,872.10
3.73

" 2,777.88
5.57

Remaining
ARB

161,182.65
2,188.99

769,748.73
1,165.40

358,493.43
2,000.52

369,099.43
1,597.83

376,527.64
1,139.27

3.06

83,6
1,
555,311.67
1,373.51
hl? 28
235

2, 176 880 o5
»853.30

396. 827 70
1,499.73

1,591,281.08
1,219.00

620,543.75
112%3107
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COUNTY
Digtrict

WASHINGTON

Arickaree
Total:
Per Unit:

Otis
Total:
Per Unit:

Lone Star
Total:
Per Unit:

Woodlin
Total:
Pgr Unit:

WELD
Gilcrest
Total:
Per Unit:

Eaton
Total:
Per Unit:

Keenesburg
Total:
Per Unit:

Windsor
Total:
Per Unit:

Johnstown
Total:
Per Unit:

Greeley
Total:
Per Unit:

Platte Valley
Total:
Per Unit:
Fort Lupton
Total:
Per Unit:
Ault-Highland
Total:
Per Unit:

151.8

189.0

52.4

140.5

1,644.2

1,104.0

1,366.8

1,227.8

1,097.9

9,528.2

889.2

1,642.9

853.9

342,715. 82 3
2,257.68

322,740.20
1,707.62

176,253.14
3,363.61

35u 615.00
2,523.95

2 3#5 21k .16
1,426.66

1 581 237 15
,#32.28

1,913,519.73
1,%00.00

2,241,766.10
’T10805.84

1,678,616.20
28.98

14,569,614 .96
1,529.11

1,485,855.60
1,670.94%

2,533,597.92
31:5% 5

1,390,470.64
1

9 .

Special
Education

6,900.09
45,46

9,201.30
120528

2,300.0
,3l+ 83

7,375.26
“52.kg

86,520.69
52.62

59,197.62
53.62

72,857.97
5

88,121.59
71.77

59,197.62
5

632,485.61
32 66.38
45,537.27

51,21

86,520.69
52.66

45,537.27

$

Vocational Unsmployment
Edycatjon ~ Iransportation P.E.R.A. Compensation
29,738.04 $ 6,288, 6h 3 38,896.99 $ 964,38
195.90 41 .43 256 .2 6.35
22,049.95 19,832.87 45,679,00 1,132.53
116.67 10k, 94 241.69 .99
10,469,.22 8,037.66 19,540.90 484 49
199.79 153.39 372.92 9.25
41,075.85 20,161.10 39,637.144 982.75
292,35 ’143.50 282.12 6.99
48,391.86 52,123.34 201,501.07 %,995.90
29.43 31.70 122.55 3.
42,549.9 37,775.70 151,585.31 3,758.32
’ 38.52 ’ 33.22 ’137.31 *730
%1,579.46 100,406, 18 132,246,12 3,278.83
30.42 73.46 96.76 2.40
60,331.64 17,093.21 184,501.1k4 4,574 4]
Lo, 1k 3.92 150.27 3.73
28,144,26 39,100.50 162,806.20 4,036.52
25.64 35.61 148.29 3.68
271,06k, 282,373.9 1,470,297.12 36,453,65
7 28.2? ’ ?. & SRNET > 73,83
49,967.88 51,427.76 120, 965 80 2,995.16
56,19 57.83 136.03 3.37
36,315.82 65,685.3k4 211,&15.78 5,241,72
22.10 39.98 128.6 3.19
36,609.69 30,369.63 1k, 069 77 3,571.97
""42.88 735057 68.73 >7k18

(%0}

Worxmen's
atio

1,671.57 @

2,225.56

894,57
17.07

2,008.96
14.30

8,115.59

R

5,711.20

55315.63
3.89
6,337.36
5.16

€,334.63
5.77

[y OOO 29
.7

5,465.91
6.15

7,717.39
* k70

5,165 41
’ 6.05

Remaining
ARB

258,256.11
1,701.29

222,618, 99
1 177.88

134%,526,27
2,567.30

243,373,64
1,732.20

1,944,065.61
182 38

1,280,659.05
1,160.02

1,557,835. 52
»139.77

1, 880 806.75
1,531.85

1,378,996.48
1,256.07

11,812,939.75
1,239.79

1,209,491.83
1,360.15

2,120,701.24
1,290.83

1,125,146.90
1,317.71
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COUNTY
Digtrict

WELD
Briggsdale
Total:

Per Unit:

Prairie
Total:

Per Unit:

Grover
Total:

Per Unit:

YuMa
West Yuma
Total:

Per Unit:

East Yuma
Total:

Per Unit:

STATE TOTALS
Total:

Per Unit:

87.7 § 183,514.86

2,092.53

114.8° 230,052.28

2,003.9%

131.4% 251,730.06

1,916.24

1,081.k4 1,9%0,226.00

1,79%4.18

864.9 1,301,371.55
1,50%.65

531,387.2 $896,287,225.08
312,922.75

Special Vocational
Education Education
$ 5,899.97 $ 4,493.41
67.27 51.24
5,899.97 26,618.01
51.39 231.86
7,374.08 14,738.67
56.13 112.19
48,308.92 60,475.02
4,67 55.92
39,107.61 60,384,964
45, 69.82
$39,176,282.65 $19,187,764.95
11,231.18 8,714.43

. LS B
Iransportation P.E.R.A.
$ 3,187.57 $  23,015.58
’736.35 ’262.24
16,250.70 36,357.95
141.56 316.71
6,350.26 31,891, 24
’ Ee.3u *ol2.77
33,952.99 175,320.1
3 gl.uo 185013
51,355.48 143,105 .44
759,38 ’165.46
$14,639,816.13 $91,579,156.59
7,768.43 31,679.26

Unemployment
Compepsation

$ 570.63
6.51

901. 4k
7.85
790.69
6.02
4.346.78
3525

3,548.07
k.10

$2,270 .66
y27 ’33?.1.»

Workmen's

Compengation

$ 916.72
10.45

1,612.66
14.05

1,223.57
9.31

7,673.02
7.10

Remaining
ARB
$ 145,430.97
1,658.28

142,411.5%
1,240.52

189,361.55
11&&1.%7

1,610,149.13
’ 1:h83.95

$725,882,263.91
"2510448

'Y .

8]
/



APPENDIX D
1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES

VALY

HE_ABSENCE QF STATE R ES
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total Value (000) Levy Levy Difference
Adams Mapleton 4,079,025 4,981,996 9,061,021 94,952,240 42.85 95.43 52.58
Adams Northglenn- 7,414,199 17,569,273 24,983,472 175,855,400 42,92 142.07 99.15
Thornton

Adams Adams County 3,880,242 5,899,525 9,779,767 21,114.070 48.39 120.57 72.18
Adams Brighton 3,250,005 2,972,303 6,222,308 70,472.560 46.79 38.29 41,50
Adams Bennett 408,875 245,616 654,491 9,821.220 41,93 66.¢4 4.1
Adams Strasburg 504,644 158,947 663,591 18,245.470 27.59 36.37 8.78
Adams Westminster 6,531,783 14,796,310 21,328,093 145,830.570 45,23 146.25 101.02
Alamosa Alamosa 1,125,205 1,825,749 2,950,954 30,476.850 36.44 96.83 65.39
Alamosa Sangre De Cristo 181,190 235,823 417,013 4,679.480 37.22 89.12 51.90
Arapahoe Englewood 4,900,428 2,392,005 7,292,433 102,744,200 47.64 70.98 23.34
Arapahoe Sheridan 1,120,411 1,781,893 2,902,304 25,100.040 44,80 115,63 70.83
Arapahoe Cherry Creek 17,555,366 10,087,338 27,642,704 334,256.730 52.70 82.70 39.70
Arapahoe Littleton 9,779,768 14,604,364 24,384,132 230,474,000 42.46 105.30 63.34
Arapahoe Deer Trail 397,100 56,091 453,191 19,391,080 19,10 23.37 4.27
Arapahoe Adams-Arapahoe 11,973,424 18,217,910 30,191,334 253,735.090 47 .34 118.99 71.65
Arapahoe Byers 329,195 203,636 532,831 9,527.940 33,07 55.92 22.85
Archuleta Archuleta Co. 653,324 413,423 1,066,747 23,454,690 28.78 45.4¢8 16.79
Baca Walsh 399,798 267,919 667,717 10,753.440 38.53 62.09 23.5¢€
Baca Pritchett 141,958 109,419 251,377 3,842.290 37.20 65.43 28.23
Baca Springfield 397,238 321,663 718,901 3,966.880 39.60 72.13 32.53
Baca Vilas 140,212 100,238 240,450 3,294,450 42.56 72.99 30.43
Baca Campo 103,513 139,552 243,065 2,660.120 39.30 21,37 52.07
Bent Las Animas 470,274 1,033,936 1,504,210 11,239.940 40,37 133.83 93.46
Bent McClave 235,472 189,479 424,951 6,660.640 35.25 63.80C 28.55
Boulder St. Vrain Valley 7,367,225 11,725,635 19,092,833 130,022.030 40.97 106.06 65.09



AA

1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES

IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total Value (000) Levy Levy Difference
Boulder Boulder Valley 19,349,932 16,128,588 35,478,520 406,950.580 47.67 87.18 39.51
Chaffee Buena Vista 564,945 741,859 1,306,804 16,111,380 34.17 81.1 46.94
Chaffee Salida 775,970 844,018 1,619,988 23,916.860 32.67 67.73 35.06
Cheyenne Kit Carson 245,657 119,361 365,018 7,322,490 33.7 49,85 16.14
Cheyenne Cheyenne Wells 379,527 130,213 509,740 11,970.920 31.67 42.58 10.91
Cheyenne Arapahoe 139,104 79,101 218,205 3,785.270 36.46 57.65 21.19
Clear Creek Clear Creek 1,482,494 491,133 1,973,627 55,111.240 27.01 35.81 8.80
Conejos North Conejos 279,483 1,187,173 1,466,656 7.247.580 39.20 202.36 163.16
Conejos South Conejos 187,340 815,741 1,003,081 4,675.100 35.34 214.5¢ 175.22
Conejos Sanford 87,093 301,177 388,270 2,487.530 33.48 156.09 122.61
Costilla Centennial 390,063 310,694 700,757 11,657.380 35.52 60.11 24.59
Costilla Sierra Grande 276,474 118,574 395,048 13,575.680 20.48 29.10 8.62
Crowley Crowley 375,746 425,983 801,729 10,529.130 36.02 76.14 40.12
Custer Consolidated 250,801 129,804 380,605 10,842,890 22.69 35.10 12.41
Delta Delta 1,625,075 3,490,865 5,115,940 48,440.660 34,05 105.61 71.56
Denver Denver 92,332,999 44,855,519 137,188,518 1,957,908.930 46,94 70.07 23.13
Dolores Dolores 339,398 337,306 676,704 8,088.050 39.22 83.67 44 .45
Douglas Douglas 3,866,535 3,236,589 7,103,124 94,264,590 41.10 75.35 34.25
Eagle Eagle 2,770,261 950,779 3,721,040 96,493.790 28.81 38.56 9.75
Elbert Elizabeth 299,220 556,285 855,505 8,308.240 35.77 102.97 67.20
Elbert Kiowa 190,985 82,712 273,697 4,397,340 43,52 62.24 18.72
Elbert Big Sandy 216,245 264,393 480,638 5,420.130 39,98 88.68 48.70
Elbert Elbert 81,534 178,940 260,474 2,075.130 39,57 125.52 85.95
Elbert Agate 142,142 57,335 199,477 4,647.580 29.84 42.92 13.08
El Paso Calhan 141,731 306,081 447,812 3,618.210 39.27 123.77 84.50
E1 Paso Harrison 2,875,886 4,968,759 7,844,645 75,946.110 38.02 103.29 65.27
J t ( ) y '
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1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVEWUES

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total Value {00D) Levy Levy Diffarence

E1 Paso Widefield 1,646,478 6,175,730 7,822,208 48,090.860 34.45 162.65 123.2
E1 Paso Fountain 442,552 3,179,432 3,621,984 13,547.280 32.67 267.36 234.6¢
E1 Paso Colorado Spgs. 20,327,345 23,400,103 43,727,448 511,455.780 39.72 85.50 45.78
E1 Paso Cheyenne Mtn. 2,394,516 964,410 3,358,926 51,848.910 4¢.17 64.78 18.61
E1 Paso Manitou Spgs. 748,634 669,399 1,418,033 18,442,900 40.53 76.89 36.36
E1 Paso Academy 1,664,452 3,244,235 4,908,687 50,134.570 33.26 27.91 54 65
E1 Paso Ellicott 147,021 306,890 453,911 4,102.990 36.51 110.€3 74.12
E1 Paso Peyton 124,492 187,766 312,258 2,684.970 49,54 116.30 €6.7¢
E1 Paso Hanover 101,139 33,243 134,382 4,179.240 24.19 32.15 7.96
E1 Paso Lewis-Palmer 927,928 473,194 1,400,762 21,993.810 39.94 €3.69 23.75
E1 Paso Falcon 532,366 781,704 1,314,070 13,044,510 40,72 100.74 60.02
E1 Paso Edison 71,353 23,999 95,352 1,739.890 40.87 54.80 13.93
E1 Paso Miami-Yoder 156,436 110,859 267,295 3,358.310 46.70 79.59 32.89
Fremont Canon City 1,413,062 2,723,499 4,136,561 39,146.270 36.15 105.67 69.52
Fremont Florence 815,246 1,006,582 1,821,835 23,534,360 34.58 77.41 42.83
Fremont Cotopaxi 210,335 134,725 345,060 6,547,570 32.55 52.7¢ 20.15
Garfield Roaring Fork 2,070,033 1,413,185 3,483,218 63,389.540 32.79 54.95 22.16
Garfield Garfield 758,483 1,321,209 2,079,692 18,554,630 40.88 112.08 71.20
Garfield Grand Valley 229,917 124,609 354,526 3,917.370 58.34 90.50 32.16
Gilpin Gilpin County 362,782 136,077 498,859 7,060,390 50.50 70.6€ 20.16
Grand West Grand 678,615 169,587 848,202 40,794.420 16.69 20,79 4.10
Grand East Grand 1,133,096 358,131 1,491,227 40,866.900 27.78 36.49 8.
Gunnison Gunnison Watershed 1,281,659 554,112 1,835,771 43,818,280 29.68 41,90 12.22
Hinsdale Hinsdale 67,003 27,565 94,568 4,934,200 13.50 19.17 5.67

Huerfano Huerfano 593,715 930,630 1,524,345 14,420.760 40.43 105.70 65.27
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1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES

(M (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total value (000) Levy Levy Difference

Huerfano La Veta 177,120 157,316 334,436 4,871.530 37.30 68.65 31.35
Jackson North Park 414,784 194,724 609,508 16,638.520 24.72 36.63 11.91
Jefferson Jefferson 58,481,690 60,051,388 118,533,078 1,322,099.670 46.78 89,66 42.83
Kiowa Eads 355,088 225,610 580,698 10,112.160 35.14 57.43 22.29
Kiowa Plainview 199,765 89,589 289,354 7,806.190 25.62 37.07 11.45
Kit Carson Flagler 186,698 178,698 365,396 4,476,792 41.65 81.67 32,97
Kit Carson Seibert 111,326 83,050 194,376 2,862.950 33.76 £7.89 29.13
Kit Carson Vona 82,233 40,659 122,892 ¢,379.450 34,67 51.65 16.98
Kit Carson Stratton 225,372 262,191 487,563 5,326.310 42.01 91.54 4¢_ 53
Kit Carson Bethune 123,933 115,791 239,724 3,079.990 40.22 77.83 37.C1
Kit Carson Burlington 715,125 €19,234 1,334,359 19,145,390 37.2¢ €9.70 32.41
Lake Lake 2,612,658 843,065 3,455,723 81,579.940 32.23 42.3¢€ 19.13
La Plata Durango 2,624,247 2,143,077 4,767,324 64,788,500 40.75 73.58 32.83
La Plata Bayfield 348,259 198,792 547,051 10,878.820 30.81 50.29 16.43
La Plata Ignacio 261,302 836,681 1,097,933 9,380.840 32.6€ 117.05 34.39
Larimer Poudre 9,588,046 11,302,950 20,890,99 211,922,740 45.43 93.58 53.15
Larimer Thompson 4,665,679 6,162,427 10,323,106 127,182,240 36.86 85.14 48.28
Larimer Park(Estes Park) 1,139,693 408,098 1,547,791 40,957.780 27.84 37.7¢ 9.95
Las Animas Trinidad 562,435 2,041,538 2,603,973 14,990.860 37.11 173.70 136.59
Las Animas Primero Reorganized 265,412 145,073 410,485 6,725.730 39.67 £61.03 21.36
Las Animas "doehne Reorganized 201,745 325,606 527,351 5,747.190 34.06 91.7¢6 56.82
Las Animas Aguilar Reorganized 103,146 223,358 326,504 3,193.080 32.81 102.25 £9.44
Las Animas Branson Reorganized 104,240 87,566 ’ 191,806 2,311.310 45.16 82.99 37.83
Las Animas Kim Reorganized 178,021 161,688 339,709 4,006.100 44,82 84.380C 39.98
Lincoln Hugo 225,465 159,443 384,908 6,361.530 35,40 60.51 25.11
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1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES

IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES

Mm (2) (3) (4) (5) {6) (7) (8) (%)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total Value {(000) Levy Levy Difference

Otero Cheraw 101,215 245,118 346,333 2,331.730 43.47 148.53 105.06
Otero Swink 159,489 314,323 473,812 3,459.710 46.39 136.95 91,56
Ouray Quray 212,585 131,662 344,250 €,769.030 30.63 50.86 20.23
OQuray Ridgway 132,020 153,972 285,992 3,434,790 40.19 83.26 43.07
Park Platte Canyon 595,846 376,057 971,903 12,838.580 46.30 75.70 29.40
Park Park 552,075 194,758 746,833 29,269,200 19.55 25.52 5.97
Phillips Holyoke 610,714 357,746 968,460 1€,245.630 37.48 50.61 22.13
Phillips Haxtun 361,169 261,039 622,208 8,706.220 41.14 71.47 30.33
Pitkin Aspen 1,915,290 371,529 2,286,819 117,380.570 16.94 19.48 2.54
Prowers Granada 195,252 457,302 652,554 5,420.080 36.33 12C.4n 34.07
Prowers Lamar 1,001,437 1,633,698 2,635,135 27,302,220 36.53 9¢:., 52 50_ 00
Prowers Holly 233,103 410,022 693,125 7,220.100 39.37 6,00 5€.63
Prowers Wiley 179,639 213,521 393,1€0 4,189.129 39.10 93.85 54.75
Pueblo Pueblo City 11,402,776 19,482,843 30,885,619 286,862,839 36,92 197.66 67.74
Pueblo Pueblo Rural 3,021,302 3,531,916 6,553,218 76,766.580 39.24 8c.37 46.13
Rio Blanco Meeker 816,299 339,130 1,155,429 23,686.620 35.07 48.76 13.71
Rio Blanco Rangely 997,637 65,593 1,063,230 177,849.420 5.60 5.98 .38
Rio Grande Del Norte 394,470 543,555 938,025 11,268.899 35.00 83.24 48.c4
Rio Grande Monte Vista 599,545 1,279,074 1,878,619 1€,353.039 36.25 114.88 73.63
Rio Grande Sargent 481,743 248,604 730,347 9,407.640 50.87 77.€3 26.7¢6
Routt Hayden 723,637 150,920 874,557 30,778.760 23.33 28.41 5.08
Routt Steamboat Spgs. 1,709,788 522,364 2,232,152 53,061.010 31.12 42.07 10.95
Routt South Routt 558,432 262,845 821,277 18,463.170 34.92 44.48 9.56
Saguache Mountain Valley 146,379 219,779 366,158 3,979.650 36.95 9z.01 55.06
Saguache Moffat 165,189 51,379 216,568 6,844,390 23.86 31.64 7.78
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1977 ESTIMATED GENERAL FUND MILL LEVIES
IN THE ABSENCE OF STATE REVENUES

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
District Property State Assessed 1977 Actual 1977 Adjusted
County Name Tax Revenue Total Value (000) Levy Levy Difference

Saguache Center 304,769 575,379 880,148 9,082.200 34.82 96.91 62.2¢
San Juan Silverton 243,121 153,562 396,683 5,422.830 42,66 73.15 30.49
San Miguel Telluride 306,741 110,403 417,144 13,064.410 23.11 31.93 8.82
San Miguel Norwood 157,157 373,613 530,770 4,214,480 37.18 125.94 83.7¢
San Miguel Egnar 66,959 34,333 101,292 3,147.520 20.75 32.18 11.43
Sedgwick Julesburg 337,646 329,891 667,537 7,440.520 45,40 89.72 24,32
Sedgwick Platte Valley 339,582 187,275 526,857 7,592.270 44 .60 69.39 24.79
Surmit Summit 1,812,152 294,692 2,106,844 102,583.360 17.77 20.54 2.77
Teller Cripple Creek 324,957 133,476 458,433 11,305.710 28.63 40.55 11.92
Teller Woodland Park 739,081 744,967 1,484,048 20,126.220 37.37 73.74 36.37
Washington Akron 493,483 244,179 737,662 14,739.770 33.20 50.05 16.85
Washington Arickaree 348,717 124,933 473,650 11,988.970 28.93 39.51 10.58
Washington Otis 235,117 195,335 430,452 6,003.580 39.46 71.70 32.24
Washington Lone Star 136,022 78,322 214,344 2,852.440 43.17 75.14 26.97
Washington Woodlin 321,817 119,425 441,242 13,816.770 23.25 31.94 8.69
Weld Gilcrest 1,390,504 636,517 2,027,021 45,534,180 3n.46 44,52 14,06
Weld Eaton 695,126 756,273 1,451,399 18,822.080 37.00 77.11 40.11
Weld Keenesburg 1,128,348 560,912 1,682,260 40,838.620 28.03 41.36 13.33
Weld Windsor 1,442,429 458,294 1,900,723 71,548,950 20.12 26.57 6.45
Weld Johnstown 531,817 975,17 1,506,988 13,944,120 37.94 108.07 70.13
Held Greeley 6,462,392 6,790,319 13,252,711 163,623.120 39.83 81.a0 a.17
Weld Platte Valley 584,538 769,339 1,353,877 13,301.760 44 .03 101.78 57.75
Weld Fort Lupton 1,446,295 686,845 2,133,140 51,721.130 28.14 41.24 13.10
Weld Ault-Highland 647,901 775,704 1,423,605 14,971.570 43.19 95.0¢ 51.9n
Weld Briggsdale 117,648 129,666 247,314 2,421.730 48.89 102.12 53.23
Weld Prairie 193,357 144,734 338,091 5,326.500 36.62 63.47 26.85
Weld Grover 161,450 161,527 322,977 3,542.410 47.12 91.17 44.05
Yuma West Yuma 1,131,852 798,447 1,930,299 24,600,210 46.01 78.47 32.46
Yuma East Yuma 819,314 453,994 1,273,308 26,930.530 30.12 47.28 17.16
State Totals 411,313,886 409,257,926 820,571,812 10,043,673,550 40,95 81.70 40.75
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CALENDAR YEAR 1977 STATE SUPPORT, BY DISTRICT

Categoricals,

State Eggalizat%og Grapts Othe Total State Support
County of % % of of

School District (000) Total (000) Total (Q00) Total
ADAMS
Mapleton 3,765.1 75.6 1,216.9 ok Lt 4,982.0 100
Northglenn 15,855.7 90.2 1,713.6 9.8 17,569.3 100
Adams 5,254.7 89.1 64L .8 10.9 5,899.5 100
Brighton 2,425.5 81.6 546.8 18.4 2,972.3 100
Bennett 149. 4 60.8 96.2 39.2 45,6 100
Strasburg 11%.9 72.3 ) 27.7 158.9 100
Westminster 13,209.9 89.3 1,682.6 10.7 14,796.3 100
ALAMOSA
Alamosa 1,529.4 83.8 296.3 16.2 1,825.7 100
Sange De Cristo 165.2 70.5 70.6 29.5 235.8 100
ARAPAHOE
Englewood 2,030.0 84.9 362.0 15.1 2,392.0 100
Sheridan 1,576.3 88.5 205.6 11.5 1,781.9 100
Cherry Creek 8,21%.1 81.4 1,873.2 18.6 10,087.3 100
Littleton 13,048.7 89.3 1,555.7 10.7 14,604 L 100
Deer Trail 35.4 63.1 20.7 36.9 56.1 100
Adams-Arapahoe 16,120.3 88.5 2,097.6 11.5 18,217.9 100
Byers 131.6 64.6 72.0 35 203.6 100
ARCHULETA
Archuleta 262.2 63.4 151.2 36.6 413.4 100
BACA
Walsh 201.7 75.3 66.2 24,7 267.9 100
Pritchett 45,2 41,3 64,2 58.7 109.4 100
Springfield 261.4 81.3 60.3 18.7 321.7 100
Vilas 41.6 71.0 58.6 29.0 100.2 100
Campo 70.4 50.4 69.2 49.6 139.6 100
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County
School trict

BENT
Las Animas
MeClane

BOULDER
St. Vrain Valley
Boulder Valley

CHAFFEE

Buena Vista
Salida

CHEYENNE
Kit Carson
Cheyenne Wells
Arapahoe

CLEAR CREEK

Clear Creek

CONEJOS

North Conejos
South Conejos
Sanford

COSTILLA
Centennial
Sierra Grande

CROWLEY

Crowley

CUSTER

Custer

Stat 0

(000)

815.3
82,2

10,339.0
13,700.5

684,9
725.5

N Co £
o O
L L ]

w\no

324.6

87.6
48.6

83.0

)+l.6

Categoricals,

G;%nts, and Otggz
of

(000) Total
218.6 21.1
107.3 56.6

1,386.6 11.8

2,428.1 15.1

57.0 7.7
118.5 14,1
76 .4 64.0
)+3.7 33.6
50.8 64,2
166.5 33.9
159.7 13.5
141.6 17.4
21.7 7.2
38.6 12.4%
61.0 51.4
72.4 17.0
75.8 58.4

T State S (o)

of
£000) Total
1,083.9 100
189.5 100
11,725.6 160
16,128.6 100
741.9 100
844,0 100
119.4% 100
130.2 100
79.1 100
491.1 100
1,187.2 100
815.7 100
301.2 100
310.7 100
118.6 100
426.0 100
129.8 100

~
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Coupty

School District
EL PASO (Cont'd.)

Falcon
Edison
Miami-Yoder

FREMONT
Canon City
Florence
Cotopaxi

GARFIELD
Roaring Fork
Garfield
Grand Valley

SILPIN
Gilpin

GRAND
West Grand
East Grand

GUNNISON
Gunnison

HINSDALE
Hinsdale

HUERFANO
Huerfano
La Veta

JACKSON
Jackson

JEFFERSON
Jefferson

) \

State Equalizatio

(co0)

679.8
14.5
79.0

1
77 .
108.4

49,246.,0

of
Total

68.5

Categoricals,
Grants, and Other

3 % of
(000) Total
101.9 13.0
9'5 3906
31.9 28.8
2474 9.1
98.6 9.8
75.4 56.0
333.5 23.6
138.0 10.4
15.4 12.4
28.6 21.0
98.4 58.0
112, 31.5
143.3 25.9
18.0 65.2
199.2 21.4
80.1 50.9
86.3 Ll 3
10,805.4 18.0

Total State Support

vgﬁ of

000) Iotal
781.7 100
24.0 100
110.9 100
2,723.5 100
1,006.6 100
134.7 100
1,413.2 100
1,321.2 100
124.6 100
136.1 100
169.6 100
358.1 100
55%.1 100
27.6 100
930.6 100
157.3 100
194.7 100
60,051.4 100

——
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County

School District

KIOWA
Eads
Plainview

KIT CARSON
Flagler
Seibert
Vona
Stratton
Bethune
Burlington

LAKE
Lake

LA PLATA
Durango
Bayfield
Ignacio

LARIMER
Poudre
Thompson
Park

LAS ANIMAS
Trinidad
Primero
Hoehne
Aguilar
Branson
Kim

State Equa atio
¥ % of

£000)

[
W
N
L] L
O (o

N OO Fn
L J

P

n oo+ £
L] L] L] L ] L]

WO O

682.3

Iotal

56.9
36.7

G%EOMFVLV
~J F\0 oo~
o o o o o o
Oy NN OO

(0]
o
L 4

O

oo 0o OO
O FF
L] L ]

[0 o] AN 3 |

~J o
£ o
L]
oo

W oM
AR O
® e o o o o
N Co\ O

Categoricals,

Gra and Ot
$ % of
£000) Total
97.3 43,1
56.7 63.3
93.7 52.4
B0 Ge.o
20.8 51.1
79.9 30.5
64.1 554
76.9 12.4
160.8 19.1
331.3 15.5
31.6 15.9
160.5 19.2
1,672.6 14.8
833.7 13.5
104.6 25.6
283.0 13.9
53.3 36.7
10808 330)"‘
74.8 33.5
55.4 63.2
102.7 63.5

% of
(000) Total
225.6 100
89.6 100
178.7 100
83.1 100
40.7 100
262,2 100
115.8 100
619.2 100
843.1 100
2,1#3.1 100
198.8 100
836.7 100
11,303.0 100
6,162.# 100
408.1 100
2,0#1.5 100
145,11 100
325.6 100
223.4 100
87.6 100
161.7 100
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School District

LINCOLN
Hugo
Limon
Genoa
Karval
Arriba

LOGAN
Valley
Frenchman
Buffalo
Plateau

MESA
DeBeque
Plateau Valley
Mesa Valley

MINERAL
Mineral

MCFFAT
Moffat

MONTEZUMA
Montezuma
Dolores
Mancos

MONTROSE
Montrose
west End

Categoricals,
Grants, and Other

Stage Equalization

7rbf
000 Total
82.1 51.5
320.7 88.4
28.4 36.9
35'5 35.0
45,8 L3 k4
2,078.9 85.7
135.4 60.3
130.4 39.7
69.0 9.3
61.3 52.4
109. k4 60.6
9,242.1 88.0
72.4 56 .4
762.1 69.6
2,064 ,7 83.
378.0 82.
334.1 76.
3,186.1 86.3
43,7 86.6

—~

% of

£000) Total
773 48,5
41.9 11.6
48,5 63.1
65.9 65.0
59.6 56.6
345.3 14.3
87.9 9.7
88.0 ¢3
70.8 50.7
55.7 47.6
71.0 39.4
1,25h.O 12.0
55.9 43.6
333.3 30.4
399.2 16.1
7805 17.2
103.2 23.6
503.9 13.7
115.2 13.4

(000)

159.4
362.6

76.9
101.k4
105.4

2,424 ,2
223.3
218.4
139.8

117.0
180.4
10,496.1

128.3
1,095.4

2,459.9
456.5
437.3

3,690.0
858.9

100
100

100

100

100
100
100

100
100
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c

School District

MORGAN
Brush
Ft. Morgan
Weldon Valley
Wiggins

OTERO
East Otero
Rocky Ford
Manzanola
Fowler
Cheraw
Swink

OURAY

Ouray
Ridgeway

PARK
Platte Canyon
Park

PHILLIPS
Holyoke
Haxton

PITKIN
Pitkin

PROWERS
Granada
Lamar
Holly
Wiley

State Eggalizgt%on

(000)

943.3
1,977.3
102,0
273.9

2,459.0
1,330.5
310.5
495.k
218. 4
289.4

65.0
94.0

E
o
t

O
H

~JWn oo
O~ H+-
[ ] [ ]
o c)No RN

L] L] L] L]
H = O\ o0

\O 00 CONO\O OO
NN\ O

oF
H\0
L ] L ]
ow

Categoricals,

{000)

211.0
272.2
98.7
89.2

306.2
134,2
13.3
87.6
26.7
24,9

66.7
60.0

98.7
138.9

91.4
111.

122.5

132.1
150.2
77.8
70.1

Grants, and Othe
_%-—_‘-_———_%_lo.—i:

Total

18.3
12.1
49,2
24,6

Total state Support
of

(000)

100

100

100
100

100
100

100
100

100

100
100
100
100
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County
School District

PUEBLO
Pueblo City
Pueblo Rural

RIO BLANCO
Meeker
Rangely

RI0 GRANDE
Del Norte
Monte Vista
Sargent

ROUTT
Hayden
Steamboat Springs
South Routt

SAGUACHE
Mountain Valley
Moffat
Center

SAN JUAN
San Juan

SAN MIGUEL
Telluride
Norwood
Egnar

SEDGWICK
Julesburg
Platte Valley

State Eggglizggéon
of

(000) Total
17,504,k 89.8
2,963.3 83.9
247.9 73.1
33.1 50.4
501.0 92,2
1,031.6 80.6
170.9 68.7
110.6 73.3
406 .0 77.7
161.7 61.5
172.2 78.3
20.0 38.9
L,7,.8 77 .8
68.1 L, 3
58.0 52.5
223.0 59.7
12.2 35.6
251. 4 76,2
120.1 6k%.1

—~—

Categoricals,
Gr S, a 9]

of
£000) Total
1,978.4 10.2
568.6 16.1
91.2 26.9
32.5 49,6
""2.6 708
247.5 19.4
77.7 31.3
Lo, 26.
116. 22.3
101.1 38.
47.6 21.7
31.4 61.1
127.6 22,2
85.5 55.7
52.4 47,5
150.6 ho.a
22.1 6L,
78.5 23.8
67.2 35.9

100
100

100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100

100

100
100
100

100
100
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County
School District

SUMMIT
Summit

TELLER
Cripple Creek
Woodland Park

WASHINGTON
Akron
Arickaree
Otis
Lone Star
Woodlin

WELD
Gilcrest
Eaton
Keenesburg
Windsor
Johnstown
Greeley
Platte Valley
Fort Lupton
Ault-Highland
Briggsdale
Prairie
Grover

YUMA
West Yuma
East Yuma

STATE TOTAL

342,648.2

VN WINHEFEOANE OO M+

47 (W 00 ON 00 0O OO\ ~\] Qo o
N0 NI O £\ O F20 Oovn

Categoricals,

Grants, and Other
¥ % of
£000) Iotal
103.8 35.2
53.6 40,2
80.4 10.8

57.2 23.
75.9 60.8
95.8 )“'901
50.4 64 L4
79.0 66.2
92.8 14.6
84,8 11.2
117.7 21.0
210.8 46.0
135.6 13.9
975 .4 144
122.1 15.9
232.6 33.9
135'5 1705
81.3 62.7
87.3 60.3
87.4 54,1
254.0 31.8
166.8 36.7
66,609.7 16.3

[s .

D

Total State S ort
___?§_~.__ﬁ__232%£3?

(000)

798.

409,257.

L] [ ] L] . . L] [ ] L] L] [ ]
NN NI oo w DWW

Iotal

100

100
100

100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100

100
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APPENDIX F

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION; CATAGORICAL PROGRAMS AND GRANTS

70 -
60
gy
o 50
Q
&
] 40
Q
<
30
(No. of Districts)

20

10

AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STATE FUNDS PROVIDED

TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS -~ 1977

10

Range:

|

30 4% S0 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage Deciles

Low -~ 0% -- El1 Paso, Widefield

Avg -- 16.3%
High -- 71.3% -- Park, Park




County/S.D.

ADAMS
Mapleton
Northglenn
Commerce City
Brighton
Bennett
Strasburg
Westminster

ALAMOSA
ATamosa
Sangre de Cristo

ARAPAHOE
EngTewood
Sheridan
Cherry Creek
Littleton
Deer Trail
Aurora
Byers

ARCHULETA
rchuleta

BACA
Walsh
Prichett
Springfield
Vilas
Campo

BENT
Las Animas
McClave

BOULDER
St. Vrain
Boulder Valley

CHAFFEE
Buena Vista
Salida

APPENDIX G

CAPITAL RESERVE FUND MILL LEVIES
E DI »

Mill Levy

Wb £~ A=A N 2N LD

v BN

o w

Dollars/Pupil
(ADAE)/Mi 11l

$ 18.34
9.98
14,69
18.56
25.67
50.56
10.61

15.22
20.20

26.37
15.32
21.93
14.65
155,53
13.54
30.80

23.02

27.86
42.21
21.23
40.89
21.27

12.19
35.36

16.07
20.63

15.48
18.54

-191-

Type of

District

Declining

Stable
Declining
Stable
Increasing
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining
Increasing
Declining
Declining
Increasing
Declining

Increasing

Declining
Declining
Increasing
Stable
Declining

Declining
Declining

Stable
Declining

Declining
Declining



County/S.D.

CHEYEIWNL
Kit Carson
Cheyenne Hells
Arapahoe

CLEAR CREEK
Clear Creek

CONEJOS
Horth Conejos
Sanford
South Conejos

COSTILLA
Centennial
Sierra Grande

CROWLEY
Crowley

CUSTER
Consolidated

DELTA
Delta

DENVER
Denver

DOLORES
Dolores

DOUGLAS
Douglas

EAGLE
Eagle

ELBERT
ET1 zabeth
Kiowa
Big Sandy
Elbert
Agate

EL PASO
Calhan
Harrison
Widefield
Fountain

Mill Levy

Dollars/Pupil

(ADAE)/Mill
4 $ 70.85
2 49.54
4 62.96
4 45,83
4 6.25
1 8.01
4 6.36
4 18.46
3 49.48
4 19.75
2 49.85
4 15.07
4 3001
4 20.23
4 18.62
4 58.18
4 13.60
50 29.39
4 : 21.33
4 14.70
2 124.27
2 13.13
4 12.13
4 7.21
4 4.45

-192-

Type of

District

Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining

Stable
Increasing

Declining

Increasing

Declining

Declining

Declining

Increasing

Declining

Increasing
Increasing
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Stable

Declining
Declining



County/S.D.

Cola. Springs
Cheyenne HMtn.
Manitou Spgs.
Academy
Ellicott
Peyton
Hanover
lLewis-Palmer
Falcon

Edison
Miami-Yoder

FREMONT
Canon City
Florence
Cotopaxi

GARFIELD
Roaring Fork
Garfield
Grand Valley

GILPIN
Gilpin
GRAND

West Grand
East Grand

GUNMISON
Gunnison

HINSDALE
Hinsdale

HUERFANO
Huerfano
La Veta

JACKSO!|
Worth Park

JEFFERSO:
Jefferson

KIOWA
Eads
Plainview

1

wW

Mill Levy

.75

s bbb RAN

SN

P~ -1

I W

50

Dollars/Pupil
(ADAE)/Mill

~193-

$ 17.06
31.02
18.02
12.15
12.16
13.20
74.30
20.69
12.66
64.14
25.77

12.45
]6.]3
39.16

21.27
12.85
26.10

35.84

121.39
52.95

21.63

74,02

13.99
28.35

36.72

17.24

34.58
76.93

Type of

District

Declining
Declining
Declining
Stable
Declining
Stable
Declining
Increasing
Increasing
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining

Increasing

Declining
Declining

Declining

Increasing

Declining
Declining

Increasing

Increasing

Declining
Declining



County/S.D.

Mill Levy

Dollars/Pupil
(ADAE)/Mi 1l

KIT CARSON
Flagler
Seibert
Vona
Stratton
Bethune
Burlington

LAKE
Lake

LA PLATA
Durango
Bayfield
Ignacio

LARIMER
Poudre
Thompson
Park

LAS ANIMAS
Trinidad
Primero
Hoehne
Aguilar
Branson
Kim

LINCOLN
Hugo
Limon
Genoa
Karval
Arriba

LOGAN
Valley

Frenchman
Buffalo
Plateau

MESA
DeBeque
Plateau Valley
Mesa Valley

MINERAL
Creede

3.25

PO P

3.51

E- R -3 g - - — s D D [ASEACIE-Y

DhpdwWw

3.50

E- V]

$ 25.32
31.90
50.01
23.37
26.78
20.64

43.58

20.27
20.35
10.21

18.34
14.29
43.77

8.12
33.30
17.93
13.92
39.13
34.56

33.84
20.86
37.25
37.74
57.25

20.52
22.41
25.56
45.05

57.05
22.89
15.21

42.66

~19%-

Type of

District

Increasing
Declining
Beclining
Declining
Increasing
Declining

Declining

Declining
Increasing
Increasing

Stable
Increasing
Increasing

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining
Increasing
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Increasing
Increasing

Declining



County/S.D.

MOFFAT
Moffat

MONTEZUMA
Mont.-Cortez
Dolores
Mancos

MOHTROSE
Montrose
West End

MORGAHN
Brush
Fort Morgan
Weldon Valley
Wiggins

OTERO
East Otero
Rocky Ford
Manzanola
Fowler
Cheraw
Swink

OQURAY
Ouray
Ridgway

PARK
Platte Canon
Park

PHILLIPS
Holyoke
Haxtun

PITKIMN
Aspen

PROWERS
Granada
Lamar
Holly
Wiley

PUEBLO
Pueblo City
Pueblo Rural

Hill Levy

oD D D

2D

PPhApPPPPOOID

1.40

PN S

B WY

Dollars/Pupil
(ADAE)/Mi]]

-195-

$ 45.66

10.42
11.01
10.18

11.72
15.22

17.56
18.08
23.38
22.35

9.32
12.72
8.50
15.27
10.381
10.94

27.85
16.71

21.20
95.95

30.16
27.96

101,51

14.79
13.81
16.28
22.08

14.17
16.89

Type of

District

Increasing

Stable
Increasing
Declining

Stable
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining
Stable

Declining
Declining

Increasing
Increasing

Declining
Increasing

Declining

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining



County/S.D.

RIQ BLANCO
Meeker
Rangely

RIO GRANDE
Del Norte
Monte Vista
Sargent

ROUTT
Hayden
Steamboat
South Routt

SAGUACHE

Mountain Valley

Moffat
Center

SAN JUAN
Silverton

SAN MIGUEL
Telluride
Norwood
Egnar

SEDGWICK
JuTesburg

Platte Valley

SUMMIT
Summit

TELLER

Cripple Creek
Woodland Park

WASHINGTON
Akron
Arickaree
Otis
Lone Star
Woodlin

WELD
Gilcrest
Eaton
Keenesburg

Mill Levy

N &

3.19

B RN}

3.75

PN S JE- ]

E~ P P

Dollars/Pupil

(ADAE)/Mi1l

$ 33.77
339.68

14.81]
11.63
25.56

96.57
36.73
42.53

15.31
81.63
14.00

30.85

54.57
14.53
52.04

20.64
28.85

84.87

46.84
18.44

31.40
88.46
34.04
56.06
101.51

33.36
17.91
33.30

=196~

Type of
District

Stable
Stable

Increasing
Declining
Declining

Declining
Increasing
Increasing

Stable
Declining
Declining

Increasing

Declining
Increasing
Increasing

Stable
Declining

Increasing

Increasing
Increasing

Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Stable
Declining
Declining



- County/S.D.

Windsor

| Johnstown

— Greeley

| Platte Valley

—~ Ft. Lupton

- Ault-Highland

| Briggsdale
Prairie
Grover

YUMA

Hest Yuma
East Yuma

STATE

Mill Levy

3.84

PP aan D

P

3.67

Dollars/Pupil
(ADAE)/Mi1l

$ 75.09

-197-

14.24
18.85
16.56
44,65
19.09
32.68
50.17
27.39

25.10
36.09

20.28

Type of

District

Increasing
Declining
Declining
Declining
Increasing
Declining
Declining
Declining
Declining

Declining
Declining

Declining



APPENDIX H

CAPITAL RHESERVE FUND, 1978 SPENDING/
SAVING COMPARISON

Beg. Fund
Bal. as %
Beg. Fund Est. 1978 Est. Total of Est.
o S.D. Balance + Rev, = __1978 Rev, Total Rev,
ADAMS
Mapleton $ 40,000 $ 416,284 $ 456,284 8.8%
Northglenn . =0= 767 700 767,700 -0~
Commerce City 259,194 uoz 928 662 122 39.1
Brighton -0~ 330 500 330, 500 -0~
Bennett 1,050 52, 016 53, 066 2.0
Strasburg 69, 1686 85 882 155 568 L4 .8
Westminster hO 000 6%9 866 689 866 5.8
ALAMOSA
Alamosa 78,243 216,500 294,743 26.5
Sangre de Cristo 250,000 211,100 u61 100 54,2
ARAPAHOE
Englewood 62,000 238,000 300,000 20.7
Sheridan 209, 750 117, l-I-OO 327,150 64.1
Cherry Creek -0- 1,569, 983 1,569, 983 -0-
Littleton 72,999 1, oho 510 1, ,113, u69 6.6
Deer Trail 239, 95# 20, 1156 260 110 92.3
Aurora 3% 088 1, 178 803 1,212, 891 2.8
Byers 6# 000 u3 800 107 1800 59.4
ARCHULETA
Archuleta 15,000 147,496 162,496 9.2
BACA
Walsh 12,261 49,535 61,796 19.8
Pritchett 16 200 11, 1800 28 000 57.9
Springfield 25 000 h8 39596 73, 596 34,0
Vilas 1 h25 15 162 16 587 8.6
Campo 11, 600 11, hOO 23, OOO 50.4
BENT
Las Animas 118,178 57,016 175,194 67.5
McClave 8. ,013 418 8,494 94.3
BOULDER
St. Vrain 300,000 942,600 1,242,600 24,1
Boulder Valley hll 898 2, Ohh Slly 2 h56 4l 16.8

~199-




Beg. Fund Est. 1978 Est. Total of Est.
Co S.D. Balance * Rev, = __1978 Rev. Total Rev,

CHAFFEE | |

Buena Vista $ -0- § 60,700 $ 60,700 -0-%

Salida 40,000 113,000 153,000 26,1
CHEYENNE

Kit Carson 54,008 35,945 99,953 64,0

Cheyenne Wells 60,000 29,087 89,087 67.3

Arapahoe 1,000 19,000 20,000 5.0
CLEAR CREEK
" Clear Creek 25,000 211,661 236,661 10.6
CONEJOS

North Conejos 13,500 39,169 52,669 25.6

Sanford ,000 3,790 11,790 67.9

South Conejos 64,380 19,589 83,969 76.7
COSTILLA

Centennial h?,OOO h5,607 92,607 50.8

Sierra Grande 39,500 42,258 81,758 48.3
CROWLEY

Crowley 53,895 44,802 98,697 54.6
CUSTER
" Consolidated 67,704 27,089 94,793 71.4
DELTA

Delta 629,935 oll 128 874,063 72.1
DENVER

Denver 5,465,541 9,197,292 14,662,833 37.3
DOLORES

Dolores 1,582 33,21)"' 3)"',796 )'"05
DOUGLAS ‘

Douglas 175,000 573,000 748,000 24,0
EAGLE

Eagle 120,000 394,773 514,773 23.3
ELBERT

Elizabeth -0- 36,618 36,618 -0~

Kiowa 26,000 2,545 28,545 91.1

Big Sandy 120,000 31,250 151,250 79.3

~-200-



~ Beg. Fund

-201-

Bal. as
Beg. Fund Est. 1978 Est. Total of Est.
o ty/S.D. Balance + _Rev, = __ 1978 Rev, Total Rev,
Elbert $ 13,500 $ 9,338 $ 22,838 59.1
Agate 36, 382 10, 189 46 571 78.1
EL PASO
alhan L ,000 7,710 11,710 34,2
Harrison 925 561 347 362 1, 272 923 72.7
Widefield 179,896 213,710 393,606 45,7
Fountain 302,000 72, 049 374, 049 80.7
Colorado Springs 1,060,000 1,008,373 2,068,373 51.2
Cheyenne Mountain 4?0 000 131, 960 551 960 76.1
Manitou Springs 31, OOO 82,575 4575 27.3
Academy 103, 068 225 392 32 460 3l.
Ellicott 12,000 18,866 30, 866 38.9
Peyton 10 373 11, 280 21,653 7.9
Hanover 66 . 4127 18 384 8l ,511 78.2
Lewis-Palmer 6 800 94 299 101, 099 6.7
Falcon 5 428 54 808 60,236 9.0
Edison -0- 7,338 7,338 -0~
Miami-Yoder 20,500 13,094 33,594 61.0
FREMONT
Canon City 371,688 180,280 551,968 67.3
Florence 104 201 63 386 167,587 62.2
Cotopaxi 8. 4923 29,265 58 188 49.7
GARFIELD
Roaring Fork 257,810 286,993 544,803 47.3
Garfield 153 956 78 000 231,956 66.
Grand Valley 30,000 17, 715 47 715 62.9
GILPIN
~ Gilpin 43,000 16,756 59,756 72.0
GRAND
West Grand 78,092 212,795 290, 887 26.8
East Grand 60,000 187 226 247 226 24,3
GUNNISON
Gunnison 91,000 126,500 217,500 41.8
HINSDALE
Hinsdale 27,000 23,000 50,000 54.0
HUERFANO
Huerfano 61,303 60, 142 121 445 50.5
La Veta .26 200 23, 080 49 280 53.2



County/S.D.

JACKSON

North Park

JEFFERSON
Jefferson

KIOWA
ds
Plainview

KIT CARSON
Flagler

_ Seibert
Vona
Stratton
Bethune
Burlington

LAKE
Lake

LA PLATA
rango
Bayfield
Ignacio

LARIMER
Poudre
Thompson
Park

LAS ANIMAS
Trinidad
Primero
Hoehne
Aguilar
Branson
Kim

LINCOLN
Hugo
Limon

Genoa
Karvel
Arriba

Beg. Fund

" $ 233,598

388,236

39,800
7,600

3,000

9,60k
22,318
11,600
3,196
32,096

22,507

289,750
6,017
47,500

760,985
174,765
42,200

60,000
8 500
5 000

26, 788

37,000

15,000
67,500

10,264
15,000
31,000

Est. 1978 .

_ + . -Re¥,

$ 78,000
6,459,243

41,450
31, 1618

16,000

12 588
. _O_
56,729

13,240

76, 1208

338,124

716 965
»380
21 00

1,082,227

70,826
35,691
2l+,000
1,431
9,610
i, ,077

29,319
43,795

11,266
13,580
16,472

=202~

‘Est.

$

6

1,

1

Total
Rev

311,598

» 847,479

81,250
39,218

19,000
22,192
22, 318
68 v 329
16 436
108 304

360,631

006,715

28, v 397
68,900

,843,212

729 ;780
229,918

130,826
94 191
69,000
41 139

9, 1610
W1, ,077

44,319
111,295

21,530
28 580
47, 472

=N £
ool =
L] ] [

ow

DO £
8! F Vo
10N

e O o o o



L

C ty/S.D

LOGAN
Valley
Frenchman
Buffalo
Plateau

MESA
DeBeque
Plateau Valley
Mesa Valley

MINERAL
Creede

MOFFAT
Moffat

MONTEZUMA
Montezuma-Cortez
Dolores
Mancos

MONTROSE
Montrose
West End

MORGAN
Brush
Fort Morgan
Weldon Valley
Wiggins

OTERO
Bast Otero
Rocky Ford
Manzanola
Fowler
Cheraw
Swink

QURAY
Ouray
Ridgway

PARK
Platte Canyon
Park

Beg. Fund
Balance

$ 262,000

2& 855
9,100
289

21,318

’539
596,000

34,000
40,845

100,000
5 000
58,000

10,000
12,335

200,000
105 000
lh 000
90, OOO

145,700
62,995
17,500

5,000
6,500
36, 25#

47,000
27,520

34,000
120,000

~203-

Est. 1978 Est. Total
Rev, = 1978 Rev,
$ 213,495 $ 475,495
21,121 us 976
29,090 38 190
~0=- 289
23,342 Ll 660
1# 729 15 268
92% 317 1,520,317
33,861 67,861
501,120 541,965
126,331 226,331
22 097 27, 097
19, 858 77, 858
252,314 262,314
Sh 536 66 871
113,300 313,300
211,217 316,217
16, 418 30, 418
uu 100 13h 100
111,305 257,005
87 651 150, ' 646
9, 92h 27, hzh
33,000 38 000
10,950 17, 450
18 y725 5% 979
6,762 537762
11,793 39,313
56,300 90,300
122,201 2&2 201
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Countv/S.D.

PHILLIPS
Holyoke
Haxtun

PITKIN
Aspen

PROWERS
Granada
Lamar
Holly
Wiley

PUEBLO
Pueblo City
Pueblo Rural

RIO BLANCO
Meeker
Rangley

RI0O GRANDE
Del Norte
Monte Vista
Sargent

ROUTT
Hayden
Steamboat
South Routt

SAGUACHE
Mountain Valley
Moffat
Center

SAN JUAN
Silverton

SAN MIGUEL

Telluride
Norwood

Egnar
SEDGWICK

Julesburg

Platte Valley

Beg. Fund
Balance

$ 118,000

235,000
425,000

9,034
19,166
36,838
11,874

200,000
79, 1325

575373
237,217

36,824
100,000
31, 600

51,900
125 000
28,000

47,000
5 000
12, 1640

190,000

165,957
25 860

5,285

252,490
10,000

=20k~

Est. 1978 Est. Total
Rev, = 1978 Rev,
95,000 $ 213,000
Ll 746 279, 746
-0- 425,000
21,476 30,510

123,556 142 722
1k, 946 51, 784
22 791 34 665

1,302,558 1,502,558

377,260 456 585
69,420 126,793

233,159 470 376
48,956 85,780
72, 975 172,975
20,000 51, 1600

149,595 201,495

180,750 305 750
79 300 107,300
17,181 64,181
23,868 28, 868
36,951 49 591
0= 190,000
56,637 222,594

6 663 32 523
6 490 11 775
36,422 288,912
32,646 h2 646

¥ s

!
Beg. Fund
Bal. as %
of Est.

Total Rev,

50.4

~



.,
— ~ Beg. Fund
Bal., as $
Beg. Fund Est. 1978 Est, Total of Est.
County/S.D. Balance + Rev, = 1978 Rev, Total Rev,
SUMMIT
Summi t $ 300,000 $ 383,198 $ 683,198 43.9
TELLER
Cripple Creek 46,800 27,825 74,625 62.7
Woodland Park 165,000 102,000 267,000 61.8
WASHINGTON
Akxron 82,000 79,742 161,742 50.7
Arickaree 43,000 31,301 74,301 57.9
Otis 7,200 27,050 34,250 21.0
Lone Star 4,100 12,700 16,800 4.4
Woodlin 4,000 55,830 59,830 6.7
WELD
Gilcrest 373,000 233,373 606,373 6l1.5
N Eaton 380,000 78,000 h58,000 83.0
Keenesburg 360,891 190,046 550,937 65.5
Windsor 288,640 386,050 67%,690 42,8
| Johnstown 25,000 59,135 84,135 29.7
> Greeley 374,579 788,171 1,162,750 32.2
Platte Valley 58,105 58,338 116,443 49,9
Fort Lupton 3,000 303,289 306,289 1.0
- Ault-Highland 80,000 61,000 144,000 55.6
- Briggsdale 2,675 11,465 14,140 18.9
Prairie 17,500 22,000 39,500 k3
Grover 55,406 15,832 71,238 77.8
YUMA
West Yuma 4,000 117,400 121,400 3.3
East Yuma 86,212 129,788 216,000 39.9
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APPENDIX I

SMALL ATTENDANCE CENTER AID
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— -- RELATED FINANCTAL TNFORMATION
. FY 1973-74 THROUGH FY 1977-78
County/S.D. 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
ADAMS
Bennett
Total $ 26,718.68 23,030.25 27,530.01 22,992.10
Bonus Pupils 31.8 25.2 26.5 17.2
$/Bonus Pupil 840.21 932.55 1,027.76 1,336.75
SAC $/AE 60 53 64 55
SE S$/AE 344 363 389 356
ARB 840 933 1,050 1,337
Strasbur
Total g 29,996.75 17,501.14 12,247.00 16,778.20
Bonus Pupils 28.1 18.7 14.7 19.1
$/Bonus Pupil 1,067.50 954.99 824.18 878.44
SAC $/AE 74 43 29 40
SE $/AE 341 318 294 272
ARB 1,081 1,157 1,262 1,461
ALAMOSA
Sangre de C.
Total $ 15,141.13 25,125.73 28,317.53 35,717.91 38,493.14
Bonus Pupils 30.6 27.2 28.7 32.5 32.4
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 923.74 1,006.82 1,087.21 1,188.06
SAC $/AE 100 106 125 135
SE $/AE 438 511 540 579
ARB 924 1,007 1,111 1,188
ARAPAHOE
Deer Trail
Total $ 22,662.22 31,280.25 33,397.39 25,991.81 22,226.93
Bonus Pupils 45.8 46.6 46.2 41.6 36.4
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 671.25 737.64 618.28 610.63
SAC $/AE : 165 176 145 130
SE $/AE 214 246 221 208
ARB 1,933 2,068 2,236 2,392
Byers
Total $ 8,461.22 12,759.50 12,661.11 13,820.71 19,106.18
Bonus Pupils 17.1 13.0 12.5 14.4 18.1
$/Bonus Pupil 494 .80 981.50 1,033.56 949.46 1,055.59
SAC $/AE 28 28 35 52
SE $/AE 333 345 339 359
ARB 982 1,060 1,151 1,223



County/S.D.

BACA

Pritchett

Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

Vilas

Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

Campo

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

BENT

McClave

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

BOULDER
| Bldr. Valley

Total $

Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
16,031.79 28,863.20 37,606.94 43,848.75 40,404.07
32.4 33.1 40.9 42.7 34.1
494,80 872.00 938.25 1,015.87 1,184.87
251 336 392 360
279 313 363 403
1,343 1,437 1,563 1,673
13,656.71 24,745.63 25,978.07 42,920.67 45,646.27
27.6 28.9 30.7 32.5 33.6
494,80 856.25 863.46 1,306.45 1,358.52
297 338 498 507
274 288 372 462
1,358 1,452 1,899 2,021
19,347.00 38,392.60 37,773.78 43,274.56 46,162.65
39.1 38.8 36.2 37.3 36.8
494,80 989.50 1,064.77 1,147.82 1,254.42
27 262 300 331
331 417 470 505
989 1,069 1,173 1,254
38,076.00 27,762.89 44,930.12 52,770.94
45.6 34.0 46.6 46.9
835.00 833.22 953.81 1,125.18
182 132 209 246
267 278 340 383
1,182 1,265 1,379 1,476
2,375.08 6,649.50 5,465.22 6,409.32 6,514.54
4.8 6.0 4.5 4.6 4.3
494.80 1,108.25 1,239.28 1,407.83 1,515.01
0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
516 540 620 627
1,108 1,240 1,408 1,515
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County/S.D.

CHEYENNE

Kit Carson
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Cheyenne Wells
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Arapahoe
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

CONEJOS

North Conejos
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

COSTILLA

Sierra Grande
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/8onus Pupil
SAC S/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
19,693.37 29,043.90 27,970.26 34,908.13 40,781.16
39.8 37.2 32.9 37.6 37.9
494,80 780.75 867.51 918.43 1,076.02
199 191 253 322
249 288 ~ 328 340
1,728 1,849 2,011 2,290
2,820.41 4,089.60 8,043.84 9,894.70 20,925.83
5.7 4.8 9.5 11.3 20.7
494,80 852.00 864.00 866.23 1,010.91
13 26 32 70
272 288 309 291
1,091 1,168 1,278 1,564
16,378.15 21,692.25 32,229.07 36,416.84 36,310.56
33.1 31.1 33.0 32.3 31.2
494.80 697.50 996.57 1,115.34 1,163.80
235 403 490 508
223 219 346 396
1,171 1,785 2,173 2,326
3,711.,06 8,750.00
7.5 12.5
494,80 700.00
7
617
750
16,130.75 24,486.00 23,503.47 22,856.37 20,722.92
32.6 38.5 33.8 31.2 31.7
494 .80 636.00 709.56 724.7 653.72
89 85 87 80
203 215 259 222
938 1,100 1,211 1,295
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County/S.D. 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
CUSTER
Consolidated
Total § 23,503.39 30,430.40 30,265.61 19,150.60 22,089.93
Bonus Pupils 47.5 44.8 45.3 29.4 30.5
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 679.25 681.75 644,38 724.26
SAC $/AE 152 160 100 101
SE $/AE 217 227 230 246
ARB 1,093 1,170 1,281 1,367
DOLORES
Dolores
Total § 10,588.90 29,705.63 32,379.52 45,854.38 48,698.91
Bonus Pupils 21.4 30.2 31.1 39.€ 38.9
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 983.63 1,062.39 1,145.50 1,251.80
SAC $/AE 68 78 105 112
SE $/AE 494 452 432 524
ARB 984 1,062 1,170 1,252
EAGLE
Eagle
Total $ 2,671.96 16,457.70 19,668.51 22,914.43 20,967.34
Bonus Pupils 5.4 20.4 20.5 20.8 22.8
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 806.75 979.02 1,089.82 919.62
SAC $/AE 10 n 14 12
SE $/AE 258 258 339 293
ARB 1,102 1,420 1,731 1,951
ELBERT
Big Sandy
Total $ 20,831.43 40,381.80 44,597.27 49,574.53 59,205.93
Bonus Pupils 42 .1 40.8 42.n 42.0 46.4
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 929,75 1,083.51 1,167.83 1,275.99
SAC $/AE 131 147 166 201
SE $/AE 316 392 an 541
ARB 1,013 1,084 1,193 1,276
Elbert
Total § 18,753.23 32,696.30 36,122.66 48,252.07 49,003.23
Bonus Pupils 37.9 36.4 37.3 41.3 38.8
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 898,25 989.20 1,180.49 1,262.97
SAC $/AE 200 247 K13 318
SE $/At 507 548 597 730
ARB 898 988 1,181 1,263
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County/S.D.

Agate
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

EL _PASO

Calhan
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

FREMONT

Cotopaxi
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

GILPIN

Gilpin
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE S/AE
ARB

GRAHD

West Grand
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
13,557.75 19,443,90 19,421.64 21,684.12 23,328.16
27.4 28.2 25.0 25.1 24,5
494,80 689.50 792,72 854.63 952.17
320 319 364 392
220 264 305 324
2,142 2,292 2,488 2,654
38,171.66 32,711.39
32.8 26.1
1,163.77 1,253.31
126 108
713 784
1,189 1,272
19,099.60 36,427.31 41,976.88 50,029.52 45,404.30
38.6 36.4 39.8 46.2 43,7
494,80 1,000.75 1,076.22 1,071.26 1,039.00
243 280 346 270
320 356 382 353
1,295 1,385 1,515 1,621
3,463.66 5,541.25 6,525.40 8,059.80
7.0 7.4 4.4 5.0
494,80 764,10 1,467.11 1,611.96
69 4] 4]
255 524 548
2,036 2,212 2,366
13,062.94 22,461.50 25,686.87 18,808.52 14,277.43
26.4 26.9 27.4 26.7 26.8
494.80 835.00 956.61 696.87 532.74
50 57 4] 31
267 287 249 156
1,069 1,240 1,348 1,670
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County/S.D.

GUNNISON

Gunnison
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

HINSDALE

Hinsdale
Total $
Bonus Pupils
~ $/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

HUERFANO

Huerfano
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

La Veta
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

JACKSON

North Park
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74  1974-75  1975-76  1976-77  1977-78
3,513.14 4,476.00 4,279.48 5,782.33 4,921.44
7,1 4.8 4.2 5.1 5.2
494,80 932,50 1,039.72 1,121.72  946.43
3 3 4 4
433 450 499 306
933 1,040 1,146 1,273
2,276.12  2,347.80 4,009.53 4,338.81  3,059.53
4.6 5.2 8.6 8.4 7.1
494.80 451,50  475.74 510,98  430.92
100 141 89 47
144 171 182 146
1,931 2,066 2,061 1,626
2,820.41 5,098.57 6,493.83 8,138.15 5,867.95
5,7 6.2 7.1 7.5 4.8
494,80  822.35  933.29 1,096.38 1,222.49
a 6 8 5
480 523 609 680
822 934 1,096 1,222
13,953,59 28,768.00 42,355.35 51,022.48 51,077.60
28,2 32.0 43.7 46.8 42.9
494,80  899.00  989.01 1,078.51 1,190.62
117 173 221 246
401 463 513 372
899 989 1,102 1,249
13,508.27 18,492,15 21,528.12 23,227.60 12,624.96
27.3 25.8 29.5 32.2 16.0
494,80  716.75 744,66  715.14  789.06
35 47 55 31
229 226 255 268
939 1,100 1,201 1,286
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County/S.D,
KIOWA

tads
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Plainview
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AL
SE $/AE
ARB

KIT CARSON

Flagler
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Seibert
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Vona
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Stratton
Total §
Bonus Pupils
$/Boaus Pupil
SAC $/At
SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
19,495.45 28,147,93 27,050.65 33,986.09 37,351.62
39.4 33.7 30.3 33.8 33.3
494,80 835.25 910.98 994,70 1,121.67
78 77 97 m
267 301 355 381
1,143 1,224 1,343 1,437
15,287.57 22,589.70 23,134.62 26,205.88 28,974.75
30.9 34.7 34.1 33.9 35.5
494.80 651.00 692.28 764,73 816.19
159 182 206 245
208 230 273 277
1,573 1,682 1,834 1,962
21,969.49 50,979.38 47,618.24 60,691.01 64,145,48
44.4 47 .5 42.3 45.5 48.4
494.80 1,073.25 1,148.58 1,348.50 1,325.32
230 216 292 341
382 417 436 452
1,073 1,149 1,348 1,442
20,336.62 43,437.80 41,949.06 39,960.18 44,787.36
4.1 43.7 41.6 36.1 36.2
494,80 994.00 1,028.97 1,095.04 1,237.22
341 348 332 405
318 341 391 404
1,086 1,162 1,276 1,406
11,627.99 24,032.01 19,049.77 19,662.63 21,580.07
23.5 25.6 22.2 20.6 19.5
494,80 938.75 875.61 944,24 1,106.67
340 317 327 388
300 291 337 357
1,414 1,513 1,652 1,841
7,174.72 20,177.13 23,238.79 27,160.88 43,698.68
14.5 20.5 20.8 21.9 32.6
494.80 984.25 1,140.05 1,226.99 1,340.45
63 74 89 144
464 452 573 602
984 1,140 1,253 1,341
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County/S.D. ]973,74 1974-75 1975776 1976-77 1977-78
KIT CARSON (cont'd)

Bethune
Total $ 16,229,71 34,208.40 35,933.85 38,933.49 42,109.30
Bonus Pupils 32.8 34,8 33.4 33.7 32.8
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 983,00 1,097.82 1,142.89 1,283.82
SAC $/AE 294 294 318 355
SE $/AE 314 346 408 436
ARB 1,141 1,272 1,385 1,482
LA PLATA
Durango
Total $ 2,177,16  3,901.95 4,059.71 5,242.99 6,503.95
Bonus Pupils 4.4 4.6 4.4 5.0 5.3
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 848.25 941,49 1,037.33 1,227.16
SAC $/AE 1 1 1 ?
SE $/AE 484 513 564 499
ARB 848 942 1,060 1,227
Bayfield
Total $ 9,302.39 12,900.00 19,756.03
Bonus Pupils 18.8 17,2 24,0
$/Bonus Pupil 494,380 750.00 839.97
SAC $/AE 31 44
SE $/AE 269 316
ARB 750 840
LARIMER
Poudre
Total $ 21,573.64 45,438,79 55,663.81 68,278,25 63,660,71
Bonus Pupils 43,6 43,5 46.6 50,9 43.9
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 1,044.57 1,218.88 1,347.63 1,450.13
SAC $/AE ‘ 4 4 5 5
SE $/AE 568 603 723 725
ARB 1,045 1,220 1,355 1,450
LAS ANIMAS
Primero
Total $ 18,109.98 24,764.60 24,147.25 39,845.01 47,485.13
Bonus Pupils 36.6 36.1 35.1 35.6 37.5
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 686.00 789.21 1,107.22 1,266.27
SAC $/AE 97 92 152 19
SE $/AE 219 263 319 370
ARB 833 925 1,208 1,444
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— County/S.D. 1973-74  1974-75  1975-76  1976-77  1977-78
I LAS ANIMAS (Cont'd)
P Hoehne
fi Total $ 20,138.70 25,033.20 32,491.29 30,449.25 46,422.27
Bonus Pupils 40.7 30.0 35.8 29.5 41.6
_ $/Bonus Pupil 494,80 834,44 926,10 1,021,09 1,115.92
SAC $/AE 73 91 85 124
rf SE $/AE 322 388 476 579
- ARB 835 926 1,043 1,116
' Aguilar
i Total $ 23,552.87 35,568.00 38,460.48 45,586.32 48,280.07
, Bonus Pupils 47.6 46.8 46.1 47.5 46.1
[’ $/Bonus Pupil 494,80 760.00 851.31 949.46 1,047.29
- SAC $/AE 148 160 188 200
SE $/AE 447 496 590 614
ARB 760 851 970 1,047
Branson
Total $ 14,398.92 34,618.50 29,240.32 32,539.98 37,335.11
- Bonus Pupils 29.1 31.4 24.4 23.3 25.9
. $/Bonus Pupil 494.80 1,102.50 1,222.93 1,381.56 1,441.51
. SAC $/AE 470 376 418 568
f" SE $/AE 352 408 493 490
ARB 1,679 1,797 1,943 2,079
Kim
Total $ 16,130.75 32,699.50 28,321.07 39,607.50 51,217.28
I Bonus Pupils 32.6 34,0 26.5 32.3 35.8
g $/Bonus Pupil 494.80 961.75 1,090.53 1,213.07 1,430.65
{'~ SAC $/AE 268 227 317 422
. SE $/AE 309 364 433 486
- ARB 1,582 1,686 1,837 1,965
[f‘ LINCOLN
Hugo
Total $ 15,685.42 22,897.88 25,577.40 29,526.93 46,554.77
- - Bonus Pupils 31.7 30.5 31.6 31.3 41.2
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 750.75 825.93 933.22 1,129.97
SAC $/AE 97 108 129 203
- SE $/AE 240 275 321 359
. ARB 984 1,063 1,202 1,369
Limon
. Total $ 197.92
5 Bonus Pupils 0.4
s $/Bonus Pupil 494 .80
., 7 SAC $/AE
[ SE $/AE
- ARB
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County/S.D. 1973-74  1974-7%  1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
LINCOLN (Cont'd)
Genoa
Total § 17,961.54 34,094,63 30,658.47 30,014.02 33,436.30
Bonus Pupils 36.3 33.5 30.3 30.7 31.4
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 1,017.55 1,032.48 967.15 1,064.85
SAC $/AE 334 333 366 426
SE $/AE 326 344 345 362
ARB 1,226 1,312 1,437 1,523
Karval
Total $ 18,456.35 22,196,00 29,470.57 28,863.43 34,718.71
Bonus Pupils 37.3 35.8 37.3 32.7 32.9
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 620.00 - 806,22 873.19 1,055.28
SAC $/AE 225 299 292 351
SE $/AE 203 235 312 359
ARB 1,074 1,250 1,366 1,456
Arriba
Total § 18,753.23 37,125.00 44,286.11 44,071.27 38,944.30
Bonus Pupils 37.9 39.6 42.0 39.5 32.2
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 937.50 1,075.95 1,103.74 1,209.45
SAC $/AE 34 387 385 350
SE $/AE 299 359 394 411
ARB 1,389 1,487 1,614 1,727
LOGAN
Frenchman
Total § 20,781.95 34,237.81 35,286.15 49,859.59 54,324.09
Bonus Pupils 42.0 38.6 36.7 38.1 38.4
$/Bonus Pupil 494 .80 886.99 975.78 1,322.27 1,414.69
SAC $/AE 13 126 188 213
SE $/AE 236 309 328 395
ARB 887 976 1,322 1,415
Buffalo
Total § 20,435.58 40,716.00 44,419.73 45,400.07 48,537.84
Bonus Pupils 41.3 41.6 42.5 39.7 39.0
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 978.75 1,066.50 1,131.29 1,244,56
SAC $/AE 127 140 143 157
SE $/AE 313 356 404 423
ARB 1,033 1,106 1,212 1,296
Plateau
Total $ 19,248.04 29,211.,43 45,557.74 43,746.80 51,170.96
Bonus Pupils 38.9 37,9 37.7 39.5 39.1
$/Bonus Pupil 494.80 770.75 1,233.09 1,095.62 1,308.72
SAC $/AE 181 283 283 330
SE $/AE 246 285 391 445
ARB 1,398 2,026 2,193 2,347
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County/S.D.

MESA

DeBeque
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Plateau Valley
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

Mesa Valley
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

MINERAL

Creede
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

MOFFAT

Moffat
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
44,917.07
36.1
1,244.24
310
423
2,036
18,654.27 31,364.55 32,483.35 39,875.60 43,868.70
37.7 37.8 37.6 39.2 38.9
494.80 829.75 881.55 1,006.30 1,127.73
108 120 148 159
265 294 360 397
866 952 1,058 1,128
11,281.63 26,199.00 20,277.56 23,578.75 25,017.21]
22.8 28.4 20.3 21.2 20.8
494.80 922.50 1,019.28 1,100.26 1,202.75
2 2 2 2
585 631 719 728
922 1,020 1,124 1,203
17,318,29 37,648.00 30,809.98 41,270.03 49,421.02
35.0 41.6 39.1 42.7 49.8
494,80 905.00 804.06 956.13 992.39
226 162 192 230
289 268 341 337
1,132 1,300 1,322 1,415
16,279.19 31,064.42 37,857.44 51,154.54 54,137.33
32.9 34.1 38.9 49.9 54.1
494,80 910.98 993.06 1,014.13 1,000.69
17 20 25 24
383 420 362 340
M 993 1,106 1,183
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County/S,D. 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
MONTEZUMA

Dolores 3,958.47
Total $ 8.0
Bonus Pupils 494,80
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB
Mancos
Total § 17,219.33 18,900.00 22,057.82 10,319.78 16,275.40
Bonus Pupils 34.8 25.2 26.8 10.8 15.2
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 750.00 839.85 945.40 1,070.75
SAC $/AE 46 53 24 36
SE $/AE 531 593 678 737
ARB \ 750 840 965 1,134
MONTROSE
Montrose
Total § 9,054.99 16,783.80 18,257.40 21,269.44
Bonus Pupils 18.3 20,0 20.0 20.0
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 837.19 931.50 1,074.54
SAC $/AE 4 4 5
SE $/AE 600 664 765
ARB 839 932 1,075
West End
Total § 2,573.00 4,350.00 5,748.60 10,170.45 8,580.36
Bonus Pupils 5.2 5.0 5.9 8.9 6.7
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 870.00 994.12 1,154.64 1,280.65
SAC $/AE 5 7 12 10
SE $/AE 581 627 756 864
ARB 870 995 1,155 1,281
MORGAN
Weldon Valley
Total § 19,495.45 45,842.16 46,684.11 52,041.31 60,510.05
Bonus Pupils 39.4 42.0 40.8 41.0 441
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 1,091.48 1,167.57 1,255.70 1,372.11
SAC $/AE 217 221 261 320
SE $/AE 400 464 487 540
ARB 1,092 1,068 1,283 1,372
Wiggins ,
Total §$ 7,471.60 15,770.48 12,753.70 18,629.34 17,569.07
Bonus Pupils 15.1 15.3 11.8 12.1 12.3
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 1,030.75 1,102.88 1,334,98 1,428.38
SAC $/AE 3 25 37 36
SE $/AE 344 391 487 558
ARB 1,031 1,103 1,335 1,428
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Bonus Pupils
. $/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

>- = —~ County/S.D.
N OURAY

“ Ouray

r Total §
},)?

Ridgway
SN Total $

. Bonus Pupils
b $/Bonus Pupil
s SAC $/AE
SE $/AE
ARB

PARK

Platte Canyon
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

|- SE $/AE
. ARB

n Park
Total $
Bonus Pupils
v $/Bonus Pupil
.o SAC $/AE
SE $/AE

lf‘ ARB

PHILLIPS

!‘ Haxtun
P Total $
P~ Bonus Pupils
~ $/Bonus Pupil
: SAC $/AE
. SE $/AE
ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
19,693.37 46,499.88 51,429,53 49,873.79 34,415.39
39.8 42,0 44.3 42.3 35.2
494,80 1,107.14 1,184.63 1,166.38 977. 71
219 242 248 176
362 390 416 332
1,107 1,185 1,301 1,392
15,685.42 39,806.10 42,268.13 55,403.62 52,208.34
31.7 41.4 39.6 46.7 40.7
494,80 961.50 1,089.16 1,173.63 1,282.76
303 296 306 289
309 388 628 520
1,018 1,089 1,199 1,283
13,557.74 30,829.41 10,042.74
27.4 27.0 7.6
494,80 1,141.,83 1,348.38
67 21
602 657
1,051 1,350
26,274.32 46,514.93 40,618.37 23,834,39 22,403.04
53.1 50.3 55.1 50.5 35.9
494.80 924.75 752,22 466.90 624,04
182 170 88 83
295 251 162 207
1,800 1,926 2,131 2,326
12,766.05 28,477.58 45,719.07 45,588.26 51,739.69
25.8 28.7 42.6 38.2 39.4
494,80 922,25 1,095.12 1,180.59 1,313.19
77 134 138 155
318 365 421 446
1,216 1,301 1,408 1,517
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County/S.D, 1973-74  1974~75 1975-76  1976-77 1977-78
PROWERS
Granada
Total § 17,961,54 34,652.80 38,409.49 37,858.85 45,457.50
Bonus Pupils 36.3 39.2 40.3 35.3 39.2
$/Bonus Pupil 494 .80 884.00 972.54 1,061.11 1,159.63
SAC $/AE 79 82 81 101
SE $/AE 473 578 682 722
ARB 884 972 1,084 1,160
Holly
Total $ 7,422.13 15,539.60 20,410.75 1,975.97 24,268.58
Bonus Pupils 15.0 17.2 21.2 1.7 19.6
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 893,00 982.42 1,174.43 1,256.56
SAC $/AE 28 39 4 49
SE $/AE an 522 596 677
ARB 893 982 1,174 1,257
Wiley
Total $ 16,279.19 30,803.40 31,457.31 32,096.61 38,315.75
Bonus Pupils 32.9 31.4 30.3 27.8 30.7
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 981,00 1,059.45 1,142.31 1,248.07
SAC $/AE 108 m 124 156
SE $/AE 432 499 546 582
ARB 981 1,060 1,167 1,248
PUEBLO
Pueblo Rural
Total $ 2,523.52 30,010.13 31,426.40 42,409.91 39,455.01
Bonus Pupils 5.1 34.8 33.8 36.6 31.5
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 862.36 948,75 1,170.80 1,252.54
SAC $/AE 6 7 9 8
SE $/AE 538 573 639 621
ARB 862 949 1,1N 1,253
RIO BLANCO
Meeker
Total § 2,869.89 4,000.88 4,491.01 7,234,80 7,500.18
Bonus Pupils 5.8 4.7 4.8 7.1 6.7
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 851.25 954.72 1,008.04 1,119.43
SAC $/AE 6 7 n n
SE $/AE 272 298 360 370
ARB 1,198 1,350 1,47 1,609
-D00-
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County/S.D,

RIO GRARDE

Sargent

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

ROUTT

Hayden

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

South Routt

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

SAGUACHE
Mtn, Valley

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

Moffat

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
17,664.65 25,137.50 31,632,08 31,224,78 43,625.34
35.7 25,0 28.1 26.3 26.9
494,80 1,005.50 1,148,67 1,174,50 1,621.76
61 76 75 109
305 359 419 427
1,026 1,099 1,262 1,623
21,029,35 20,277.30 15,561.46 5,337.97
42.5 25.7 15.4 6.9
494,80 789,00 1,037,07 765,31
52 37 12
252 268 273
1,109 1,450 1,570
16,477.12 21,876.48 29,789.31 37,723.75 44,697.47
33.3 27.1 35.9 31.9 40.1
494,80 807.25 846.72 1,169.86 1,114,65
54 73 91 105
258 257 309 379
1,108 1,275 1,768 1,892
18,951.16 30,299.82 21,186.84 23,452.37 35,854.97
38.3 32.7 21.6 21,5 30.4
494,80 926.60 1,000.89 1,079.09 1,179.44
13 75 83 132
425 494 590 636
927 1,010 1,104 1,179
16,081.26 20,668.70 17,197.81 21,847.84 23,229.11
32.5 33.8 30.5 32.0 30.5
494,80 611.50 575.37 675.41 761.61
255 211 268 299
195 213 241 259
2,123 2,271 2,215 2,370
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County/S.D. 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
; ArILLIA bl : ‘ —~
SAN_JUAN
Silverton
Total $ 20,435,58 43,216,00 41,253,39 45,569.82 59,234,39
Bonus Pupils 41,3 37,0 36,3 371 43.5
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 1,168,00 1,159.65 1,215,10 1,361.71
SAC $/AE 255 253 302 403
SE $/AE 373 337 401 462 .
ARB 1,386 1,650 1,902 2,035
SAN MIGUEL
Telluride B
Total $ 22,563,26 35,647.50 39,183.13 26,512.24 27,367.55
Bonus Pupils 45,6 42.0 47.8 42.6 37.1
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 848,75 836.46 615.67 737.67
SAC $/AE 165 181 115 118
SE $/AE 27 265 202 251 -
ARB 1,117 1,245 1,455 1,556
Norwood o
Total $ 31,618,25. 46,905.89 59,273.63 68,834.85 71,682.11 .
Bonus Puypils 63,9 53,1 60.7 62.7 60.4 B
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 883,35 976.43 1,086.05 1,186.79 g
SAC $/AE 151 191 215 224
SE_$/AE 493 568 649 697 _
ARB 883 997 1,109 1,187
SEDGWICK
Julesburg
Total $ 7,867,45 17,652,38 32,542,31 33,775.10 36,664.00
Bonus Pupils 15,9 15.3 26.9 25.2 25.3
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 1,153,756 1,234,44 1,325,88 1,449.17
SAC $/AE a0 76 79 90
SE $/AE 376 485 555 618
ARB 1,154 1,235 1,354 1,449
Platte Valley
Total $ 2,671.97 14,734.45 19,723.71 31,509.00 35,733.11
Bonus Pupils 5.4 15.7 20.3 29.7 25.1
$/Bonus Pupil 494,80 938,50 99].44 1,049.51 1,423.63
SAC $/AE a0 62 103 121
SE $/AE 300 330 375 405
ARB 1,086 1,162 1,274 1,543
/\_/
"
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County/S.D.

) TELLER

o= Cripple Creek
Total §

Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

WASHINGTON

Arickaree
Total §
Bonus Pupils
) $/Bonus Pupil
, SAC $/AE
v SE $/AE
b ARB

- Otis
Total $
Bonus Pupils
r‘ $/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE
‘ SE $/AE
r*“ ARB

Lone Star
Total $
Bonus Pupils

. $/Bonus Pupil

- SAC $/AE

SE $/AE
ARB

e Woodlin

- Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

1973-74 1974-175 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
11,034.22 29,108.63 31,711.86 36,783.91 28,078.52
22.3 27.3 31.9 ana 30.8
494,80 1,066,25 1,014.39 885,37 911.64
N2 116 134 109
34 338 316 310
1,253 1,341 1,461 1,563
20,287.14 29,466.15 31,690.61 32,326.73 37,848.33
41.0 39.9 44.0 45,7 4.0
494,80 732.50 734,94 699.77 923.13
133 155 158 191
236 245 247 248
1,301 1,391 1,524 2,000
17,367.77 32,107.35 48,164.48 56,030.68 54,161.08
35.1 31.9 42.5 45.4 43.0
494,80 1,006,50 1,156.41 1,220.90 1,259.56
133 194 225 233
327 385 436 428
1,151 1,239 1,352 1,447
11,281.63 23,191.66 27,091.13 27,141.88 35,979.61
22.8 24,6 24,6 20.9 23.4
494.80 942.75 1,123.74 1,284.70 1,537.59
459 536 540 675
301 375 459 523
2,506 2,681 2,898 3,101
22,860.14 26,091.00 26,039.82 27,568.19 28,943.46
46.2 46.8 4.7 38.7 39.0
494 .80 557.50 637.20 704.70 742.14
149 149 165 18]
178 212 196 252
1,464 1,558 2,139 2,265
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County/S.D.

WELD

Briggsdale
Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

Prairie

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

Grover

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

YUMA

West Yuma

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

East Yuma

Total $
Bonus Pupils
$/Bonus Pupil
SAC $/AE

SE $/AE

ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
17,664,66 43,039,53 46,546,04 53,108,.48 50,250,35
35,7 35,3 33,9 34,9 32,2
494,80 1,219,25 1,400.76 1,505.39 1,560.57
456 492 561 551
390 468 537 530
1,482 1,586 1,716 1,836
19,841.81 38,110.00 47,045.46 47,386.42 44,668.70
40.1 41.2 41.6 43.5 38.7
494.80 925,00 1,153,98 1,077.64 1,154,23
247 308 n 309
296 385 385 397
1,399 1,497 1,633 1,747
18,802.71 37,712,20 41,661.11 48,514.50 55,199.37
38.0 38.6 38.6 38.3 36.7
494 .80 977.00 1,101.33 1,253.09 1,504.07
267 278 324 381
312 384 447 511
1,392 1,489 1,554 1,663
19,099.60 39,197.03 42,418.66 51,025.24 59,600.80
38.6 36.9 35.8 37.4 40.6
494,80 1,062.25 1,209.06 1,349.66 1,468.00
37 a1 49 55
339 376 448 499
1,113 1,191 1,436 1,536
18,951.16 34,516.95 32,662.75 35,400.25 36,918.91
38.3 40.3 36.2 35.7 38.4
494.80 856.50 920.70 980.78 961.43
38 38 40 42
274 307 350 327
984 1,062 1,168 1,250
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County/S.D.

STATE TOTALS

(1) Number of Dis-
tricts Receiving
SAC Dollars

(2) Total Receipts

(3) Total Bonus
Pupils

(4) Receipts/Bonus
Pupils

(5) SAC $/AE

(6) SE $/AE

(7) ARB

(8) Number of Dis-
tricts Receiving
Greater SAC $/AE
than SE $/AE

(9) SAC $/AE as a
Percentage of ARB

1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
89 89 89 88 87
1,320,000.00 2,609,593.72 3,168,592.01
2,440,665.93 2,900,000.00
2,667.7 2,738.8 2,736.7 2,746.7 2,748.5
494,80 891.14 953.55 1,055.81 1,152.82
27.58 29.65 33.01 38.03
485.95 519.14 595.54 591.99
1,012.70 1,100.01 1,260.02 1,394.73
12 10 8 10
2.72 2.70 2.62 2.73
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Commerce City
1979
1980
1981
1982

Brighton
1979
1980
1981
1982

Bennett
1979
1980
1981
1982

Strasburg
1979
1980
1981
1982

Westminster
1979
1980
1981
1982

$

ZAnan Yy A 2 v - »
N ‘ ‘ ' l‘ ( (‘.‘ Z ’ B ‘; r ’ ’ ‘a g i *
APPENDIX J
SIMULATION OF THE “PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 19731" AS AMENDED
BY SB NO. 25 -- WITHOUT THi MINIMUM GUARANTEE
ASSUMPTIONS:

1979 -- Guarantee = $42.25; ARB Increase = $130.00; Minimum ARB = $1400,00

1980 -- Guarantee = hz .85; ARB Increase = $140.00; Minimum ARB = $1600,00

1981 -- Guarantee = 573 ARB Increase = $150.00; Minimum ARB = $1800.00

1982 -~ Guarantee = $43.05; ARB Increase - $160.00; Minimum ARB = $1800.00
ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY
99,642 5070.6 5348.3 $1713.21 40.59 $ s5.122 4,040 $ .011
101.63% 4833.5 507h 5 1887.67 41.17 5.395 4,184 .016
103,668 4607.5 4837.2 2037 67 45,72 3.117 4,740 .021
105.741 %392.1 4611.0 2197.67 51.0 .735 5.398 .025
201 18101.6 18101.6 1590.87 37.65 21.217 7.581 .000
73 18184,8 18184,8 1758.21 8.35 23.403 8.570 .000
2u 18268.4 182684 1908.21 2.81 24,240 10,620 .000
275.3 18352.4 18352.4 2068.21 48.0k4 24,729 13.228 .000
93. 655 5§u3 5908.6 1695.95 40,14 6,261 «759 .176
101.148 7 5716. 9 1955.91 42,66 6.867 .315 <179
109,241 5379. 5546 54 2105.91 47,25 6.519 5.162 .183
117.981 5218. 5380.9 2265.91 52.63 5.983 6.210 .186
77.913 3895.9 3911.8  1728.00  40.90 3.57 3.187 .021
83.365 3880.1 3895.9 1895 .4k 41,34 3'3& E.uus ,021
89.198 3864.4 3880.1 204544 45,89 3.843 094 .021
95 .4k40 3848.8 38644 2209 .44 51.23 3.633 4,889 .021
13 951 466.4 466 .1 1649,51 39.04 .225 .55 .008
obly 485. 4 485 .4 1789.51 9.03 242 .626 .007
18 450 505.2 505.2 1939.51 .52 2177 .803 .007
21.218 525.8 525.8 2099.51 .77 .069 1.035 .007
17.622 383.1 + 395.6 1730.63 8.85 .000 .685 .004
18.000 376.2 383.1 1910.01 .65 .000 .732 004
18.386 369.4 376.2 2060.01 42,15 .000 .g?S 004
18.780 362.7 369.4% 2220.01 43,67 .000 .820 .00k
157.103 13211.2 13880.9 1625.12 38.46 16.515 6.043 . 004
185.030 12573.8 13222.0 1829.65 33.91 16.808 7.28# .016
217.921 11967.2 12584.1 1979.65 L2 15.233 9.679 .028
256.659 11389.9 11977.0 2139.65 48.70 12.870 12.756 040

GRTH

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
000
.000

.00
.00

.005

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

18.63
20.03
21.43
22.93

11.12
12.2
13,5
15.00

15.85
17.69
19.70
21.93

19.92
21.40

24.70

21. 62



ALAMOSA
Alamosa
1979
1980
1981
1982

Sangre DeCristo
1979
1980
1981
1982

ARAPAHOE
glewood
1979
1980
1981
1982

Sheridan
1979
1980
1981
1982

Cherry Creek
1979
1980
1981
1982

Littleton
1979
1980
1981
1982

Deer Trail
1979
1980
1981
1982

Aurora
1979
1980
1981
1982

Byers
1979
1980
1981
1982

Eg.g2§

u3:287

114,126

28.825
30.843
33.002
35.312

419.060

427,728
509
620.854

263, 346
2707346
279.589
288.082

17.83
18

.1
18.558
18.929

292,522
318.849
347,545
378.824

10.778
11,101
11.433
11.776

16462.3
16281.6
16102.9
15926.2

125.2
120.9
116.7
112.6

20357.9
21016.9
21697.2
22399.5

328.3
317.

307.2
297.1

1789

17801.
18971.
20218.
21547,

16668,
16463,
16282.
16103.

135.
125.
120.
116.

20357.
21016.
20697.
22399.

339.
328.
317.
307.

6
6

8
0

2

1
2
9
7

9
9
2
5

"
W
7
3

$1476.99
1616.99
1800.00
1960.00

1445.75
1600.00
1800.00

1850.47
2056.9%4
2206.94
2366.94

1756.65
1937.38

7.38
2247.38

1949,39
2089.39
2239.39
2399.39

1662,78

1928.57
2088.57

2641.36
2781.36
2931.36
3091.36

1758.27
1915.31
2065.31
2225.31

1747.15
1887.15
2037.15
2197.15

k1.62
51.69

41,35
ik
51.0

17.097

57
18.

19.304
19.657

.000
.000
000
.000

23.621
26,934
28.707
30.264

147
.163
.12
07

13,976

-357
3%
3

.361

12.17%
13.319
16.105
19.582

.000
.000
. 006

.008
.009

16.46
18.19
20.12
22.24

18,9k

34.90

16.27
17.58
18.6
19.7

23.54
25.18
26.9%
28.81

15.80
16.48
17.17
17.89

132.06
145,28
153.46
162.13

14,37
15.17
16.02
16.91

27.88
30.68
28.5
26.1

10.49
12.0

¥.73
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ARCHULETA
rchuleta

BACA
Walsh

Campo

BENT
Tas Animas

1982

McClave
1979
1980
1981
1982

BOULDER
St. Vrain Valley
1979
1980
1981
1982

Boulder Valley
1979
1980
1981
1982

CHAFFEE
Buena Vista
1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

Salida

12.500
12.513
12.585

2.907
2.920

5:382

12,597
12.800
13.007
13.217

8.478
8.550

260.550
300.000
351423
397.72

483.836
495,000
506,421
518.106

19.538
20.000
20.473
20.957

27.166
28.000
28,857
29.745

>
lo]

122.4

102.1
93.2

971.2
963.4

381

203.3
202.6
201.9
201.2

13851.6
13908.1
1&96&.8
14021.7

20756.3
20091.2
19447, 4
18824, 2

&

894.3
919.
9u5.
972.0

474.0
400.9
385.5
280.8

13851.6
13908.1
396h .8

021.7

21443 .4
20763.6
20098.3

g5k .3

1142.3
1191.5
1242.8
1296.3

1

1403.

1381.5
137z.0
1362,6

ARB

$1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1531.84
1775.41
1925.41
2085.41

1508.28
1648, 28
1800.00
1960.00

1470.72
1653.00
1803.00
1963.00

1735.57
1875.57

2009.9%

1768. a
1925.47

2235.47

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

MILL

Ry
30139

)+5. 53

36.26
8.72
3.20

46.76

35.70
5.95
0.39

45.53

34.81

45.60

1.018

1.211
1.273

.006
.032
.018
.000

11.988
12,520
11.4%97

9.614

17.668
19.192
18.131
16.586

.952
1.208
1.410

1.587

1.06%
1.23
1.30
1.316

PVRTY

.006
.006
.005
.005

.008
.010
.011
.012

.003
.003
.00k
.00

.0l

.02
042

.00%
.005

.005

.000
.000
.000
000

.000
.000
.000
000

.000
.000
000
.000

.01l
.012
.012
.012

W B T
» n

GRTH LS
$ .000 30.56
.000 30.45
.000 30.34
.000 30.2%
.000 26.34
.000 31.18
.000 az.z9
.000 .60
.000 21.69
.000 23.79
.000 26.17
.000 28.78
.000 12,72
.000 13.18
.000 13.50
.000 13.83
.000 41.56
.000 42,06
.000 42,56
.000 43,07
.000 18.81
.000 21.57
.000 24,74
.000 28.36
.000 22.36
.000 b
.000 25 20
.000 26.63
.008 17.10
.010 16.79
.011 16.47
.013 16.17
.000 19.36
.000 20.27
.000 21.03
.000 21.83

20.56
14.27

29.53
32.67
31.07
29.22

3.79
2.01
.00

2 Sk

.28
19.83
14.69

19.69
22,01
19.37
16.42

25.15
29.06
28.10
26.88

22.89
25.58
23.54
21,22



CHEYENNE
Kit Carson
1979
1980
1981
1982

Cheyenne Wells
1979
1980
1981
1982

Arapahoe
1979
1980
1981
1982

CLEAR CREEK
Clear Creek
1979
1980
1981
1982

CONEJOS
North Conejos
1979
1980
1981
1982

-gte-

Sanford
1979
1980
1981
1982

South Conejos
1979
1980
1981
1982

COSTILLA
Centennial
1979
1980
1981
1982

Slerra Gragde9
1330
1981
1982

7.797
.900
004

8.109

12.689
12.800
12.963
13.129

4,30

500
4,493
4,589

61.239
64.100
67.095
70.230

7+692
7.700
7.708
7.716

2.604

- 2.610

2.616
2.623

4,610
L.625
4,640
4,655

12.169
12.500
12.840
13.190

15 552
«200

16 879
17.578

$3050.00

3500.00

1819.31
1959.31
2109.31
2269.31

1770.87
1977.71
2127.71

2287.71,

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1680.07
1820.07
1970.07
2130.07

MILL

45,61
45.92
L46.29
L46.71

38.77
9.81
1.80

43.85

47.86
44,11
38.92
3k4.36

5.67
.71

49.19

30.39

30.21

.000

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

PVRTY

.000

.058
.060
-061
.016

.016

GRTH

«000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000

.033

051

.000

.000

.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

36.10
39.31

35.62

22,55
23 .95
15. Bh

.00

.00



-1te-

I ‘n, ) “‘
CROWLEY
rovley
1979
1980
1981
1982
CUSTER
Consolidated 1
1979
1980
1981
1982
DELTA
Delta 1979
1980
1981
1982
DENVER
Denver 19g9
1980
1981
1982
DOLORES
Dolores 1979
1980
1981
1982
DOUGLAS
Douglas
1979
1980
1981
1982
EAGLE
Eagle
1979
1980
1981
1982
ELBERT
Elizabeth
1979
1980
1981
1982

10.259
10.515
10.777
11.0

11.776
12.070
12,371
12.680

2099.145
2132.900
2167.198
2202.049

8,106
8.106
8.106
8.106

105.372
113.900
123.119
133.08%

110.303
115.000
119.897
125.003

10.221
11.242
12,365
13.601

62835.4
60315.7
57897.1
55575.5

359.5
322.2
288.8
258.9

5714.5
6266, 3
6871,
7534.9

1727.0
1792.3
1860.1
1930.5

753.8
843.7

550.1
08.7

42,2

65460,k
62870.5
60349.4
57929 .4

Lo1.1
360.9
323.5
290.0

5714.5
6266. E
6871,
7534.9

1075.7

$1403.67
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1624,12
1764.12
1914.12
207%.12

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

2098.79
2313.%43
2

343

2623.43

1510.09
1650.09
1800.09
1960.09

1563.93
1703.93
1853.93
2013.93

2281.82
2421,82
2571.82
2731.82

155# 73
94.73
Wi, 73
2004.73

35.7

2. 19

36.80
6.96

6.57

.000

.000

2796
1.023
1.251
1.523

422
.611

2.349
2.722
466
+299

97.001
100.110
111.426
124,829

PVRTY

.021
.022
.022
.023

.003
.002
.001
.001

.10
« 10
.10k
.105

2.816
2.865
2.912
2,958

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
-000

.005
.003
.002
.001

.000

.000
-000

GRTH

.000
.000
.000
.000

.01k
.017
.021
.026

.000

.000

Ls

13.56

12.64

23.81

25.39



BACA
Pritchett

Springfield

Vilas

ELBERT
iowa

Big Sandy

Elbert

Agate

EL PASO
alhan

Harrison

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

277.5

$1930.19
2070.19
2220.19
2380.19

1518.21
1658.21
1808.21
1968.21

2257.42
241742

291k4.99
3520.96
3670.96
3830.96

1515.79
1655.79
1805.79
1965.79

1422,32
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

43.83

$

.010
.000
.000
.000

-393
2l
-+09
.385
.000
.000

.000
.000

.038
-000
-000

0207
242
.267
.292

.168

-31

«177
.176
171
<166

<391
.Ezh
3
.500
.211

.223

.263

.003

.003

.000
.000
.000
«000

.001
.001
.001
.001

.003
.003
.003
.003

.009
.005
002
.000

GRTH

$

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000

.000
.000

.003
.00
.00
.00k4

.000
.000
.000
.000

.006
.007
.009
010

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000

.000
-000

LS

9.99
5.72
50.81
56.47

21.06
22.08
23.18
24.32

59.43
62.06
64.86
67.81

&7.%5
2.61
48.48
55.16

20.99
21.01
20.62
20.23

13.19
12.17
11.22
10.35

114,01
119.28
119.29
119.31

13.65
13.81
13.97
14,14

12.46
12.65
12.85
13.05

29,06

32.70

.00

28.60
32.04
30.60
28.91

29.79
33.20
31.72
30.00



—CE P

AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss
EL_PASQ
Widefield
1979 $ 53.898 6820.2 6896.6 $1400.00 33.14 $ 7.869 $ 1.786 $ .040 $ .000 7.82 34,43
1980 56.500 6758.7 6820.4 1600.00 34%.90 8.941 1.972 042 .000 8.28 37.57
1981 59,228 6697.8 6758.9 1600.00 40,39 9.774 2.392 .Ota .000 8.76 35.81
1982 62.087 6637.4 6698.0 1960.00 45,53 10.301 2.827 . .000 9.27 33.78
Fountain
1979 15.951 3059.3 3147.4 1400.00 33.14 3.878 .529 .009 .000 5.07 l3‘3.18
1980 17.490 2973.7 3060.1 1600.00 34.90 .286 .610 .011 .000 5.72 .13
1981 19.177 2890.5 2974.5 1800.00 40.39 4,580 774 .01 .000 6.45 38.12
1982 21.027 2809.6 2891.3 1960.00 45,53 4,710 <957 .0l .000 7.27 35.78
Colorado Springs
1979 566.723 30666.0 31580.2 1520.02 35.98 27.614 20.389 .211 .000 17.95 ao
1980 596.111 29778.3 30674.8 1660.02 6.21 29.&38 21.582 .228 .000 19,43
1981 627.023 28916.3 29786.9 1810.02 0.61 28.451 25,464 <2l .000 21.05 23 52
1982 659.537 28079.3 28924 .6 1970.02 45,76 26.801 30.181 261 .000 22.80 20.25
Cheyenne Mountain
1979 59.490 1901.2 1901.2 2136.31 50.56 1.054% 3.008 .000 041 31.29 10.96
1980 63.230 2008.3 2008.3 2276.31 49,6 1.432 3.139 .000 046 31.48 14,37
1981 67.205 2121.4 2121.4 2426.31 Sh L 1.489 a.659 .000 .051 31.68 12.389
1982 71.430 2240.9 2240.9 2586.31 60.08 1.504 «291 .000 .058 31.88 11.17
Manitou Springs
1979 20.221 1093.4 1093.4 1505.13 35.62 .925 720 .003 .000 18.49 23.76
1980 21.060 1110.7 1110.7 1645,13 5.88 1.072 .756 .002 .000 18.96 26.89
1981 21.9ah 1128.3 1128.3 1800.00 0.39 1.145 .886 .002 .000 19.4% 25.13
1982 22.845 1146.2 1146.2 1960.00 45,53 1.206 1.040 .002 .000 19.93 23.12
Academy
1979 61,162 Ley1,2 Léyl.2 1400.00 3a.lh L. 471 2.027 .000 .067 13.18 29.07
1980 67.210 4906.9 4906.9 1600.00 30.90 5.506 2.345 .000 .081 la.7O 32.15
1981 73.856 5187.8 5187.8 1800.00 .39 6.355 2,983 000 .096 30.33
1982 81.158 5484.8 5484.8 1960.00 45.53 7.055 3.695 .000 .111 14,80 28,25
Ellicott
1979 4,562 371.0 371.0 1430.00 3&.85 .376 J15% .001 .007 12.30 29.95
1980 4,925 a9h.6 a9h.6 1600.00 30.90 459 .172 .001 .008 12. 33.37
1981 5.317 19.7 19.7 1800.00 .39 541 215 .000 .010 12.67 31.90
1982 5.741 L6 4 L6 4 1960.00 45,53 614 .261 .000 .011 12.86 30.19
Peyton
1979 2.868 201.6 201.6 1748.20 41.38 234 .119 .001 .000 14.23 28.02
1980 2,900 205.5 205.5 1960.45 42,76 279 124 .001 .000 14,11 31.74
1981 2.932 209.5 209.5 2110.45 47.35 .303 .139 .000 .000 14.00 30.57
1982 2.964 213.6 213.6 2270.45 52.74 329 .156 .000 .000 13.88 29.17
Hanover i
1979 4,277 61.4 61.4 2195 40 31.51 000 .135 .000 .001 69.66 .00
1980 4,278 64.9 64.9 2&8 35.43 .000 152 .000 .002 65.92 .00
1981 4,279 68.6 68.6 5.40 39.85 .000 .170 .000 .002 62,37 .00
1982 4,279 72.5 72.5 2645.40 Ll 82 .000 .192 .000 .002 59.02 .00



-ﬁfz-

~L_PASO

Lewls-Palmer

Falcon

Edison

FREMONT
Canon City

Florence

Cotopaxi

GARFIELD

1981
1982

Roaring Fork

Garfield

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

25.360
27.081
28.919

46.175
47,222

27- 992
28.112
28,232
28.353

7.356

3029.8

1600.6
1746.5
1905.7
2079.%

1165.0
1270.3
1385.1
1510.3

3027.9
3029.8

1600.6
1746.5
1905.7
2079.4

$1581.76
1721.76
1871.76
2031.76

1558.28
1698, 28
1848,28
2008.28

2879.73
3019.73
3169.73
3329.73

177%.99
1914.99
206%.99
2224.99

1413.48
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

2097.97
2237.97
23d87.97
2547.97

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1562.29
1702.29
1852.29
2012.29

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
+000

-000

.001
.001
.001
.001

.000
.000
.001
.001

+028
.028

.026

024
.025
.025
+026

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.009
.006
.003
.000

L0l
.08

.068
.049

.085

.000

.000

.000
.000

.000

.015
.018
022
.026

.000
.000
.000
.000

.056

+079
09k

14,18

63.33
73.96
872.16
102.73

26.17

33.87

21.87
25.89
25.02
23.90

29.16
2.4
28.87

16.08

9.18

28.684

29.03

32.68
31.78



-g€e~

2 S
GARFIELD
Grand Valley
1979
1980
1981
1982
GILPIN
Gilpin County
1979
1980
1981
1982
GRAND
West Grand
1979
1980
1981
1982
East Grand
1979
1980
1981
1982
GUNNISON
Gunnison Watershed
1979
1980
1981
1982
HINSDALE
Hinsdale
1979
1980
1981
1982
HUERFANO
Huerfano
1979
1980
1981
1982
La Veta
1979
1980
1981
1982

52.513
55.152

29.5%4
31,044
32.620
34,275

6.090
6.290
6.497
6.710

11.015
11.015
11.015
11.015

4,418
L. 418
4. 418
4. 418

ARB

$2211.16
2351.16
2501.16
2661.16

2378.54

1901.70
2082.51
2232.51
2392.51

1544,.29
1684,29
1834.29
199%+.29

1400.,00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1503.87
1669,36
1819.36
1979.36

1499.88
1768.98
1918.98
2078.98

MILL

34,29

0.59

36.55
6.73
1.16

46.32

16.71
18.01
19.10
19.60

35 9

kS 98

35 50,
58

38.06

48,29

o1k
-191
.221
.253

.119
.210
.263
322

.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.958
1.129
1.182
1.215

.000
.000

000

1.188

1. 286
1.293

123
J1l4]
.130
.115

$

+157

.213

¥

PVRTY

.001
.001
.001
.001

«000
.000
.000
.000

.000
000
.000
.002
.002

.001

My

GRTH

"o08
.00
.005

.01l
.012
.01k
.016

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000

.000
.000

LS

27.99

17.29
22.21
22.18
21.85

8.97
14,98
15.9
16.%

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

19.86
22.81

18.66
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JACKSON

North Park

JEFFERSON
efferson

KIOWA

Plainview

KIT CARSON
Flagler

Seibert

Vona

Stratton

Bethune

1979

1982

1982

1979

1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

16.520
16.595
16.670
16.716

1449.845
1565.832
1691.098
1826.385

11.503
11.513
11.523
11.53%

8.130
8.172

-

~
[oN)
Q
~
W
o o o
FOO®

. )
AN AL T )

OV o
W
.

w EF £
oogwox

IR
W\ F -

75970.8
76023.0
76075.2
76127.4

308.0
302.5
299.8
297.1

$15u4,.81
1684.81
1834,81
1994%.81

1730.28
1870.28
2020.28
2180.28

1695.26
1835.26
1985.26
2145.26

2224,39
2364.39
2514.39
2674.39

1702.07
1842.07
1992.07
2152.07

1908.07
2048.07
2198.07
2358.07

2390.25
2530.25
2680.25
2840.25

1606 .04
2197.32

1743.21
1883.21
33, 21
a1

40.29

4+9.99

45,16
L 67
47,72
43,62

46.69
4l L7l
43,33
42,01

38.01
L1.16
45,71
51.04

41.26
41,07
45.62
50.95

.091
.058
.000
.000

72.075
78.312
77.039
73.481

.061
.09%
.082
.063

.000
.000
.000
.000

.196
.201

.266

.000

~000
-000

.000
.001
.001
.001

.00k

.004
.005

.002
.003
.003
.003

002
.002
.002
.002

.000
.000
.000
.000

.001
.001
.001
.001

$ .000

000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

000
.000
.000
.000

.000

-000
~000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
000
.000
.000

Ls

55.07

26.05
28.gk
30.86
33.61

15.4%4
17.09
13.72

9.9%

8.61
6.61
.00

.C0

.00
~00

18.77
2l.11
19.4%0
1744

16.20
17.51

1371

9.4y
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH Ls ss
KIT CARSON
Burlington
1979 27.934 969.8 1006.2 $1450.30 34.33 $ .500 $  .959 .009 $ .000 27.76 14 .49
1980 28.772 938.5 970.1 1600.00 33.90 .548 1.00% .010 .000 29.66 16.19
1981 29.635 908.2 938.8 1800.00 .39 193 1.197 .011 .000 31.57 13.00
1982 30.524 878.9 908.5 1960.00 45.53 .391 1.390 .011 .000 33.60 9.45
LAKE
Lake County
1979 109.206 1854,9 19445 1858.39 33.09 .000 3.614 .005 .000 56.16 .00
1980 122.000 1773.7 1856.1 2133.34 32.46 .000 3.960 .006 .000 65.73 .00
1981 133.293 1696.1 1774.9 2283.34 29.7 .000 .053 .008 .000 76.79 .00
1982 152.261 1621.9 1697.2 23,34 27.2 .000 4,147 .009 .000 89.71 .00
LA PLATA
Durango
1979 82,607 3521.5 3523.1 1491.65 35.31 2.339 2.916 .0k6 .000 23.45 18.80
1980 91,006 3533.8 3533.8 1631.65 5.59 2.52 3.239 06 .000 25.75 20.10
1981 100.259 3546.1 3546.1 1800.00 0.39 2.33 L,0lk9 .046 .000 28.2 16.30
1982 110.453 3558.4 3558.4 1960.00 45,53 1.946 5.029 .06 .000 31.0 12.01
Bayfield :
1979 13.261 517.9 534,k 1400.00 33.1% .309 1439 .005 .000 24,81 17.44
1980 1k, 960 501.9 518.1 1600.00 .90 .307 522 .006 .000 28.88 16.97
1981 16.877 486.4 502.1 1800.00 .39 .222 .682 .006 .000 33.62 10.95
. 1982 19.040 4714 486,6 1960.00 45,53 .087 .867 .006 .000 39,13 3.92
N
Y Ignacio
h 1979 12.339 908, 2 953.3 1400.00 33. «926 Lo9 .029 .000 12.9% 29.31
1980 14.339 865.2 908.9 1600.00 .90 <954 .500 .030 .000 15.78 30.07
1981 16.663 82,2 862.3 1800.00 .886 .673 .031 .000 19.24 25.3
1982 19.663 785.1 82k, 1960.00 L5, 53 .735 .882 .032 .000 23.47 19.
LARIMER
Poudre
1979 285.660 13614.7 13614.7 1707.96 40.43 11.706 11.548 .000 .000 20.98 21.27
1980 295.360 13777.1 13777.1 1847,96 40,30 13.559 11.90% .000 .000 2144 2441
1981 305.389 1&9&1.& 13941, 1997.96 L, 83 14,165 13.690 .000 .000 21.91 22.66
1982 315.759 14107.7 14107.7 2157.96 50.13 14,616 15.828 .000 .000 22.38 20.67
Thompson
1979 143,812 9312.8 9312.8 1431.98 33.89 8.462 4,874 .000 .098 15.44 26.81
1980 147.923 9771.3 9771.& 1600.00 .90 10.472 5.162 .000 .115 15,1k 30.71
1981 152,152 10252, 10252. 1800.00 .39 12.310 6.145 .000 .139 16.8y 29.73
1982 156.502 10757.2 10757.2 1960.00 45,53 13.959 7.125 000 .155 14.55 28.50
Park (Estes Park)
1979 52.027 107 o 1073.0 1665.66 34,35 .000 1.787 .000 .000 48,49 .00
1980 §E.351 o% 1078.3 1805.66 36.149 .000 1.947 .000 .000 49,48 .00
1981 .709 10 a .0 1083.6 1955.66 38.73 .000 2,119 .000 .000 50.49 .00
1982 56,101 108 1088.9 2115.66 1,06 .000 2.30% .000 .000 51.52 .00



AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH Ls ss

LAS _ANIMAS
Trinidad
1979 $ 19,918 1798,0 190+.1 $1437.90 34,03 $ 2.196 $ 542 $ .131 $ .000 8.36 33.89
1980 16.017 1697.8 1800.0 1600.00 34,90 2.331 +559 .133 .000 8.90 6.95
1931 16.117 1603.2 1699.7 1800.00 Lo.39 2.ko9 .651 .135 .000 9.48 5.09
1982 16.217 1513.9 1605.0 1960.00 45,53 2.407 .738 .137 .000 10.10 32.95
Primero Reorg.
1939 8.603 211.3 223. 1697.65 40,18 .th .346 .011 .000 Eg.h9 3.76
1980 8.627 203.0 211. 1952.65 42,59 .05 .367 .011 .000 .81 5,04
1981 8.651 195.0 203.1 2102.65 47.18 .019 o8 .01l .000 42,59 1.98
1982 8.675 187.3 195.1 2262.65 50.89 .000 RASE .011 .000 44 46 .00
Hoehne Reorg.
1979 6.129 316.0 341.9 1429,16 33.83 .281 «207 .013 .000 17.92 24.33
1980 6.130 300.4 316.3 1600.00 50.90 .291 .215 .013 .000 19.45 26.50
1981 6.171 285.6 300.7 1800.00 .39 +292 249 .01 .000 20.53 24,04
1982 6.193 271.5 285.8 1960.00 45,53 .278 .282 .01 .000 21.66 21.39
Aguilar Reorg.
1979 3.L484 210.4 241.3 1400.00 33.14 .222 .115 .015 .000 144 27.81
1980 3.502 183.5 211.7 1600.00 3kh.90 .217 2122 .015 .000 16.5% 29.31
1981 3.520 160.0 184.6 1800.00 40,39 .190 142 .016 .000 19.06 25.51
1982 3.537 139.5 161.0 1960.00 45.53 .155 .161 .016 .000 21.97 21.08
. Branson Reorg.
o 1979 2.550 63.9 63.9 2314.58 5%,.78 .008 140 .004 .001 39.90 2.35
% 1980 2.550 66.5 66.5 2564.99 55 .94 .028 <143 .004 .001 38.35 7.50
1 1981 2.550 69.2 69.2 2714.99 60.92 .033 .155 .003 .001 36.86 7.71
1982 2.551 72.0 72.0 2874.99 66.78 .037 .170 .003 .001 35.42 7.63
Kim Reorg. :
1979 4.066 108.1 118.4 2220.67 52,56 049 .21k .005 .000 34,34 7.91
1980 4.066 98.7 108.4 2360.67 51.h9g 047 .209 .006 .000 7.51 8.34
1981 4,066 - 90.1 99.0 2510.67 56.33 .019 .229 .006 .000 1.09 3.
1982 4,067 82.2 90.3 2670.67 59.33 .000 24l 006 .000 45,01 .00
LINCOLN
Hugo
1979 6.814 203.7 204.0 1645.08 ag.9h .070 . 265 .00k .000 33.41 8.84
1980 6.875 209.4 209.4 1874 .95 .89 2111 .281 .04 .000 32.83 13.02
1981 6.937 215, 215. 2024.95 45,43 .121 .315 .00L .000 32,22 12.35
1982 7.000 221, 221, 2184.95 50.75 .128 .355 .004 .000 31.62 11.543
Limon
1979 10.754 467.3 LoL,1 1400.00 33.14 .335 .356 .001 .000 21.77 20.48
1980 10.851 46,7 L67.6 1600.00 Eh.9o .370 .379 .002 .000 23.20 22,65
1981 10.9 427,0 L447.0 1800.00 0.3% .362 2 .002 .000 oh.L9 20.08
1982 11.047 408.2 427.3 1960.00 45,53 .335 .503 .003 .000 25.85 17.20
Genoa
1979 2.874 73.9 76 .0 1781.58 42,17 014 .121 .002 .000 37.83 L L2
1980 2.897 72.2 7329 2141,73 46.71 .023 .135 .002 .000 39.23 6.62
1981 2.925 70.5 72.2 2291.73 51.42 .015 .150 .002 .000 Lo.51 4,06
1982 2.950 68.8 70.5 o2451.73 56.95 - 005 .168 .002 .000 41,84 1.21
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH Ls ss
LINCOLN
Karval
1979 $ 3.365 76.2 89.1 $1698.46 40.20 $ .016 $ .135 & .00l $ .000 33.77 4 .48
1980 3.&95 65.2 76.8 8 40,10 ,005 .136 .001 .000 .19 1.66
1981 3.h25 25.8 65.7 1988.46 38,16 .000 .131 .002 .000 52.11 .00
1982 3.456 7.8 5643 2148.46 34,97 .000 .121 .002 .000 61.43 .00
Arriba
1979 a.97g 38.1 76.5 1975.27 38.02 .000 .151 .002 .000 51 95 .00
1980 .00 9.4 58.6 2115.27 30494 .000 124 .003 .000 68.36 .00
1981 L, Obly 42,0 49.8 2265.27 27.92 .000 2113 .003 .000 81.14% .00
1982 4,079 35.7 Lok 425,27 25.19 .000 .103 .003 .000 96,28 .00
LOGAN
Valley
1979 74.883 3261.9 3427.9 1597.13 37.80 2.644 2.831 .015 .000 21.85 20.40
1980 77.133 3103.9 3264.6 1737.13 37.89 2.749 2.922 .018 .000 23.6 22,22
1981 79.450 2953.6 3106.5 1887.13 2.34% 2.498 3.364 .021 .000 25.5 18.99
1982 81.837 2810.6 2956.0 2047.13 47.55 2.160 3.892 024 .000 27.68 15,37
Frenchman
1979 5.432 219.5 230.0 1673.57 39.61 .170 .215 .005 .000 23.62 18.63
1980 5.#33 209.5 219.7 1813.57 9.55 .183 .215 .005 .000 2k.73 21.12
1981 543 200.0 209.7 1963.57 .06 172 .239 .005 .000 25.92 18.65
1982 5434 190.9 200.1 2123.57 49,33 .157 .268 .005 .000 27.15 15.90
Buffalo
1979 6,816 275.7 286.8 1552.08 36.7% .195 .250 .ooa .000 23.77 18.48
1980 6.817 272.8 275.7 1692.08 6.90 215 .252 .00 .000 2k,73 21.12
1981 6.818 269.9 272.8 1842,00 1 33 .221 .282 .00k .000 24,99 19,58
1982 6.818 267.0 269.9 2002.08 46,51 .223 317 .00k .000 25.26 17.79
Plateau :
1979 6.667 157.9 157.9 2521.17 59.67 .000 .398 .002 .003 42,22 .03
1980 6,667 165.9 162.9 2661.17 58.04 .055 .387 .002 .00 40,19 5.66
1981 6.667 174.3 174.3 2811.17 63.07 .069 21 .002 .00 38.25 6.32
1982 6.668 183.1 183.1 2971.17 69.02 . 084 60 .002 .00k 36,41 6.64
MESA
DeBeque
1979 8.902 118.8 122.6 2266.31 31.20 .000 .278 .001 .000 2.6 .00
1980 9.902 120.7 120.7 2552.85 31.12 .000 .308 .001 .000 2.0 .00
1981 11.01k4 122.6 122.6 2702.85 30.09 .000 .331 .001 .000 89.84 .00
1982 12.251 124,5 124,5 2862.85 29.10 .000 .357 .001 .000 98.37 .00
Plateau Valley
1979 7.640 309.9 309.9 1400,00 33.1% .181 .253 . 001 .005 24,65 17,60
1980 8.640 329.3 329.3 1600.00 30.90 .225 .302 .001 .006 26.24 19.61
1981 9.771 349.9 349.9 1800.00 .39 .235 .395 .000 .008 27.92 16.65
1982 11.049 371.8 371.8 1960.00 45,53 .226 .503 .000 .009 29.72 13.33
Mesa Valley
1979 228.302 13569.4 13569.4 1463.31 34.63 11 949 7.907 .100 072 16.82 25.#8
1980 254,000 14059.5 1%059.5 1603.31 34,97 .660 8.882 .091 .090 18.07 27.7
1981 282.591 1#567.3 14567.3 1800.00 40.39 .808 11.41 .082 114 19.40 25,17
1982 314,399 15093, 15093.5% 1960,00 45,53 15 269 14,31 .072 .138 20.83 22,22



AV
MINERAL
Creede
19 9 $ 9,861
1980 11.000
1981 12,270
1982 13.687
MOFFAT
Moffat
1979 147,082
1980 191,000
1981 248,031
1982 322.092
MONT EZUMA
Montazuma~Cortez
1979 32.01%
1980 34,000
1981 36.109
1982 38.348
Dolores
1979 6.261
1980 6.760
1981 7+.299
1982 7.881
Mancos
1979 %.737
1980 5.007
1981 5.292
1982 5.594
MONTROSE
Montrose
1979 54,161
1980 -57.360
1981 60.748
1982 64,337
West End
1979 17.572
1980 17.000
1981 16.447
1982 15.911
MORGAN
Brush
1979 29.527
1980 30.618
1981 31.430
1982 32.263
Fort Morgan
1979 50.472
e A
181
1982 53.589
[ . N3
¢ oY %

426.4

426.1

187.1
153.1
1234

99.4

2575.8
2821.5
3090.6
3385.4

2782.8

2810.1

2837.7
86

$1677.58
1817.58
1967.58
2127.58

1h5L, 36
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600,00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1483.12
1623.12
1800.00

1960.00

1550.68
46

MILL

38.66

hg 16

+000

037

.035

000
.000

.000

.089
.108

.15

«000
.000
.000
.000

«000
.000
.000
000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000

57.10

95.1%

11.50
12.10
12.72
13.38

12.05
12.57
13.11
13.68

10.88
11.7%
12.41
13.12

12.98
14,00
15.09
16.27

21.28
21.25
20.99
20.74

21.17
22.23
23.21
24422

18,52
19.90
21.19
22,56

20.49
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MORGAN

Weldon Valle
P9

Wiggins

OTERO

1

1980
1981
1982

19g9
1980
1981
1982

East Otero

1979
1980
1981
1982

Rocky Ford

Manzanola

Fowler

Cheraw

QURAY
Curay

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

«957
.059
L.13%
4,271

10.188
10.456
10.731
11.013

25. 474
25.949
26.%433
26.926

20.138
20.432

8.220
2.504%

2.535

4,811

5.276

182.0

120.0
97.4

336.9
337.3
337.7
338.1

138.0
128.4

24,1
121.7

336.9
337.3
337.7
338.1

175.0
139.7
148.6

138.2

$1637.37
1777.37
1927.37
2087.37

1689.17
1829.17
1979.17
2139.17

1410.30
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1417.23
1600.13
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1615.87
1813.26
1963.26
2123.26

1505 25
1645.25
1800.00
1960.00

1568.49
1756.03
1906.03
2066.03

2109.44

MILL

‘-‘: ‘ﬁ - |4 [ . h’, ‘“
SE PT PVRTY GRTH Ls ss
124 .153 .017 .000 23.35 18.
.126 .157 .017 .000 ok, 20,
.110 .180 .017 .000 27.6 16.9
.090 .207 .017 .000 30.01 13.0
.369 JL07 .026 .000 22.16 20.09
.332 417 .027 .000 25.55 20.30
2k 577 .028 .000 29.59 14,98
+140 .547 .029 .000 34,27 8.78
2.792 .850 .079 .000 9.86 32.39
2.963 906 .082 .000 10.73 35,12
3.002 1.068 .085 .000 11.69 32.8
2.916 1.226 .088 .000 12.74% 30.31
1.497 .676 .106 .000  13.1% 29,11
1.629 .713 .107 .000 13.96 31,89
1.692 .837 .108 .000 14,75 29.82
1.686 .958 .109 .000 15.59 .
.326 .08 .010 .000 8.61 33.64
.318 .08 .011 .000 9.95 35.90
.291 .102 .012 .000 11.58 32.99
. 254 .116 .012 .000 13.49 .56
.530 .310 .01% .000 15.59 26.66
«526 .322 .015 .000 17. 28.45
6l .Ego .016 .000 19.49 25.08
.395 dos .016 .000 21.82 21.23
.248 .089 .000 .000 11.17 31.08
.214 .090 .000 .000 13.62 32423
.168 .102 .000 .000 16.84 27.73
.123 .115 .000 .000 20.82 22,23
.379 149 .005 .000 11.3& 30.32
132 .161 .005 .000 12. 33.l1
456 .187 .005 .000 12.97 31.60
479 .219 .005 .000 13.52 29.53
.100 .190 .000 .000 27.67 14,58
.092 .196 .001 .000 31.20 14,65
.065 224 .001 .000 34,51 1o 06
.033 .259 .001 .000 38.16 4,89
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Ridgway

PARK

1979
1980
1981
1982

Platte Canyon

Park

PHILLIPS
Holyoke

Haxtun

PITKIN
Aspen

PROWERS
Granada

Holly

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1080
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981
1982

1979
1980
1981

1982

-—

2.863
2,932
3.003
3.076

1%.896
15,510
16.149
16.815

33.381
3. 765
36.206
37.707

19.107
19.790
20.497
21.299

9.856
10.021
10.188
10.359

122.093
131.792
1h2.262
153.563

960.5
920.4
111%.9
1348,1

1685.7

400.2
349,1
304.5
265.6

$1547.32
1687.32
1837.32
1997.32

1748.63
1913.49
2063 .49
2223.49

1595.28
1851.79
2001.79
2161.79

1774.06
191%,06
2064.06
2224,06

2153.40
2381.49
2531.49
2691.49

141642
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1400.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1507.23
1647.23
1800,00

1960.0C

41.99

51.66

20.11
18.71
17.18
15.79

.196
54

.3
«379

+713
1.11k
1.591
2.129

.000
.000
.000

230
.262
.196
.108

.201
221
.192
<154

.000
.000
.000
.000

PVRTY

$ .00
.001
.001
.000

.000
.000
.000
.00C

.002
.002
.002
.001

002
.002
.003
.003

.017
017
.018
.018

GRTH

.008
010
.012
.01k

:079
.105
«137
-179

.006
.007
.008
.009

.000

.000
.000
.000
.000

.000
.000
.000
-000

.000
.000
.000

Ls

14,72
12.67
12.69
11.79

19.59
16.85
14.50
12.47

101.52
100.71
99.91
99.11

32.04
34,52
36.73
39.09

28.45
30.02
31.69
33.45

107.08
127.30
1%7.&2
170,48

14.57
16.56
18.15
19.89

14,47
15.37
16.35
17.39

16.74
19.37
22,59
26.24

27,53
32.18
31.88
31.26

22.66
29.00
30.07
30.58

.00

.00
.00

10.21

R

3.96

13.80

15.8

12.8
9.60
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PROWERS
Wiley
1979 6.060 241.8 242,8 $1508.13
1980 6.147 242.5 242,5 1786.56
1981 6.233 243,2 243,2 1936.56
1982 6.32 253.9 243,9 2096.56
PUEBLO
Pueblo City
1979 311.940 20614.8 365 -3 1511.23
1980 319.546 20052.0 1651.23
1981 327.337 1950%.6 20057 1 1801.23
1982 335.318 18972.1 19509.6 1961.23
Pueblo Rural
1979 81.809 4203.8 4920.0 1602.22
1980 93.802 4222,1 4922.1 1742,22
1981 107.553 47240.5 740.5 1892,22
1982 123,320 4759.0 47259.0 2052,22
RIO BLANCO
eker
1979 23.359 800.% 800.4 1865.0k%
1980 24,150 928,7 928.7 2005.04
1981 24,968 1077.6 1077.6 2155.04
1982 25.81% 1250.% 1250.4% 2315.0%
Rangley
1979 157.886 0l.4 534.1 214,87
1980 165.690 720.7 02.1 2479.59
1981 173.93% 1.9 71.3 2629.59
1982 182.589 L1k4.9 42,5 2789.59
Del Norte
1979 12,053 764.0 784 4 1400.00
1980 12.304 74k ,1 7264,2 1600.00
1981 5 724,7 74,3 1800.00
1982 705. 724.9 1960.00
RIO GRANDE
nte Vista
1979 17.009 1371.2 1431.3 1400.00
1980 17.292 1313.6 1372.0 1600.00
1981 17.579 1258, 1314 . % 1800.00
1982 17.871 1205.5 1259.2 1960.00
Sargent
1979 10.082 366.2 388.1 1876.70
1980 10.249 345,5 366.6 2016.70
1981 10.419 326.0 345,9 2166.70
1982 10.591 307.6 326. 2326.70

$ .15

<194
«200
203

21.130
22.

22,899
22.987

4 460

hoeo

3.888

L1462

PVRTY

«000

-000

.001
.001

.027
027
.027
.028

.060
.061
.062
.063

.016
.016
.017
.017

GRTH

.000
.000
.000
.000

24+.96

25.93

12. 6

15.37
18. 56

11.88
12.60
13.37
14.19

17.29

17.12
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ROUTT

Eyden
1979 $ 53.099 503.0 503.0 $2041.28 19,34 $ .000 $ 1.027 $ .000 $ .021 104.56 .00
1980 59.472 546.6 546.6 2311.99 21.25 .000 1.264 .000 .026 108.80 .00
1981 66.610 594.0 594.0 2161.99 21.95 .000 1.462 .000 031 112,14 .00
1982 74,605 645.5 645.5 2621.99 22.69 .000 1.693 .000 .035 115.58 .00
Steamboat Springs
1979 58.471 1366,7 1366.7 1962.89 45,88 .000 2.683 .000 .012 42,78 .00
1980 67.275 1423.5 1423.5 2102.89 4k, 50 .000 2.993 .000 .013 49,26 .00
1981 77.405 1482,7 1482,.7 2252.89 93.%3 .000 3.340 .000 .015 52.21 .00
1982 89.080 1544 4 1544 4 2412.89 43, .000 3.726 .000 .017 57.67 .00
South Routt
1979 20.118 464.7 L464,7 2151.41 49.69 .000 1.000 " 008 .010 43,29 .00
1980 21.507 490.5 490.5 2291.41 49,98 .049 1.075 007 .011 43,85 2.00
1981 22,992 517.7 517.7 24k 41 54,78 .005 1,259 .007 .012 ol .16
1982 24.579 546 .1+ 464 2601.41 57.83 .000 1.421 .006 .01k 44,98 .00
SAUGACHE
Mountain Valley
1979 4,116 | 242.9 256.7 1436.76 34,01 «229 .140 .027 .000 16.03 26.22
1980 l+.1go 229.8 3.1 1600,00 4,90 o 24l 145 027 .000 17.07 28.78
1981 4,18y 217.4 230.0 1600.00 0.39 .24 .169 .027 .000 18.19 26.38
1982 4,219 205.7 217.6 1960.00 45,53 .23 - .192 027 .000 19.38 23.67
Moffat
1979 7.248 76.9 76.9 2625,18 27.8 .000 «202 .006 .002 94, 25 .00
19 7.301 80.9 80.9 2765.18 30.6 .000 .224 006 002 90.25 .00
1981 7.&05% 85.1 85.1 2915.18 33.73 .000 .248 006 .002 86.42 .00
1982 2.508 89.5 89.5 3075.18 37.16 .000 .275 .006 .002 82.75 .00
Center
1979 9.556 66.6 654.9 1500.00 3&.1# 600 «317 T 000 14,59 27.66
1980 9.751 90.2 0.6 1600.00 E «90 EK; alom 048 .000 17.09 28.76
1981 9.950 424 .1 93.6 1800.00 0.39 “a 402 049 .000 20.16 24 4]
1982 10.15% 366.9 427.1 1960.00 45,53 .375 L62 .051 .000 23.78 19.27
SAN_JUAN
Silverton
1979 6.548 164.5 168.9 2296.75 54%.36 .032 +356 .000 .000 38.77 3.48
1980 6.549 160.2 164.5 2436.75 sgcl)z .05 .3 .000 .000 9.80  6.05
1981 6.550 156.0 160.2 2586.75 58. .03 E .000 .000 .88 3.69
1982 6.550 151.9 156.0 2746, 63. .011 418 . .000 41,98 1.07
SAN_MIGUEL
Telluride
1979 12,124 202.4 222.8 1892.68 34,78 .000 422 .000 .000 54,42 .00
1980 12,384 183.9 203.0 2086.09 34,20 .000 .2k .000 .000 60.99 .00
1981 12.649 167.1 184.5 2236.09 32.61 .000 12 .000 .000 68.57 .00
1982 12.920 151.8 167.6 2396.09 31.08 . 000 402 .000 .000 77.08 .00
Norwood
1979 5.578 306.7 320.9 144746 34.26 .273 .191 .00k .000 17.38 24,87
1980 5.697 293.1 306.9 1600.00 ag 90 +292 .199 004 .000 18.56 27.29
1981 5.818 280.1 293.3 1800.00 <39 <293 - «235 .005 .000 19.84 2,73
1982 5.942 267.7 280.3 1960.00 45,53 279 271 .005 .000 21.20 21.85
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SAN MIGUEL

Egnar

SEDGWICK

Julesburg
1

1981
1982

Platte Valley

1979
1980
1981
1982

SUMMIT
Summit
1979
1980
1981
1982

IELLER

Cripple Creek=-Vic.
1979

1980
1981
1982

Woodland Park
1979
1980
1981
1982

WASHINGTON
Kkron
1979
1980
1981
1982

Arickaree

Otis

8.823

9.25

9.7
10.177

8.126
8.364
8.603

106.935

13.755

25,348
26.185
27.049
27.942

16.294%
18.524
21.059
23.

P
=
=

w
RESP
ow £

B3
OF=O

Beey
LI

498.8

461.1
43,2

155.3
146,0
1.k
136.9

193.4
182.1
178.5
175.0

$1648.14
1788.1k%
1938.14
2098.14

1701.59
1841.59
1991.59
2151.59

1804 42
1944 42
209442
2254 42

2150.96
2290.96
2440.96
2600.96

1960,00

1556.03
1696.03
1846.03
2006.03

2257.23
2397.

2547.68
2707.68

1707.62
1847.62
1997.62
2157.62

MILL

36.83
Lo.lk2
37.1k4
26.07
25.62
26.27
Lo.k42
40.30

4,82
50.12

.000
.000

.000

.333

.253
176

163
.186
.168
<143

.10

.087

PVRTY

.008

.007
.007
006

.006
.000
.000
.000

.005

.000
.000

000
.000
.000

029
.028
.031
.035

.010
.011
.013
015

L 08)+
.107
.138
.172

66.26
77.14
90.38
105.92

21.82
4.7
28.1
32.00

28,72
30.06
31.46
32.93

32.67
5Z.67

86.59
93.60

103. .06

33.40
36.20
37.70
39.26

.00
.00
.00

20,43
21.10
16.43
11.05

13.53
15.79
13.11
10.12
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WASHINGTON
Lone Star

1982

Woodlin
1979
1980
1981
1982

Gilcrest
1979
1980
1981
1982

Eaton
1979
1980
1981
1982

Keenesburg
979
1980
1981
1982

Windsor
1979
1980
1981
1982

Johnstown
1979
1980
1981
1982

Greeley
1979
1980
1981
1982

Platte Valley
1979
1980
1981
1982

I=

PERR

.8
.8
-9
-9

13.285
13.47
13.66
13.858

6k, 264
33.900

3
90.001

21.3;;
22,

24,354
26.023

46.009
g
47.499

90, 64+
93.369
96.170
99.068

15.802
16.275
16.762
17.264

196.309
212.980
231.067
250.689

15.572
16.500

17.
18.526

ARB

$3363.61
3503.61
2653.61
3813.61

2533.28
2673.28
2823.28
2983.28

1426.66
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1432,19
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1%00.00
1600.00
1800.00
1960.00

1529.11
18595
N

1670.94
1810.9%
1960.94
2120.94

MILL SE

K

PYRTY

71.21 $ .000 $ .203 $ .000

726.41 .029 .221 .000
81.97 .068 .2k1 .000
. .117 .264 .000
26.30 .000 .349 .002
24,53 .000 .331 .002
22.80 .000 ..312 .003
21.21 .000 .20k .003
33.77 259 2.170 .018
30.90 .312 2,509 .017
.39 .037 3.249 .01
41.16 .000 3.705 .01
33.90 .849 .723 Ol
13;.90 943 .795 045
.39 <963 .984 .
45,53 .926 1.185 .
33.14 375 1.525 .026
.90 582 1.62 .026
.39 .397 1.8 .027
45.53 .26 2.163 .028
25.31 .000 2.294 .007
28. .000 2.655 .006
31.94 . .000 3.072 .00k
35.86 .000 3.552 .002
36.19 1.152 .572 .015
6.40 1.372 .592 .01k
0.81 1.551 .684 .013
45,97 1,745 <794 .012
36.19 7.577 7.105 .117
7.29 8.673 7.941 .115
1.72 8.651 9.641 .113
46.91 8.347 11.760 111
39.55 .856 .616 024
az.so .838 .652 .025
.00 .757 .769 .026
49.27 .638 .913 .027

.011
.013
.016
.020

.000
000

000

.005
.C06
00
.00

47.23
Lo

29.81

1.0
13.83
13.6

13.46

20.45
21.92

25.1

22.82
24,87
22,05
18.89

8.3k
10.50
7.72
4,63

28.2k
32.02
30.93
29.59

21.80
23.9
21.0l
17.87

24,57
25.93
22.10
17.71
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WELD
Fort Luptén

1979
1980
1981
1982

Ault-Bighland
1979
1980
1981
1982

Briggsdale
19

1
1981
1982

Prairie
1979
19
1981
1982

Grover
1979
1980
1981
1982

1982

STATE TOTALS
1979
1980
1981
1982

$11520.318
12237.736
13032.715
13917.219

108.7
106.2
103.8
101.5

125.0
119.6
1144
109.4

1071,k
1025.2
1079.0
1082.8

8Lk .8
831.9
819.2
806.7

521005.6
518915.7
517678.1
517301.6

-1709. 2
91
1508:3

852.1
817.1
790.8
766.3

88.4

530951

52623316
525519.0

$1536.13
1676.13
1826.13
1986.13

1628.17
1768.17
1918.17
2078.17

1916.24
2056, 24
2206.24
2366.24

179%,.18
1934,18
2084,18
2244.18

150%.65
1727.41
1877 .41
2037.41

$1686.18

2167.96

‘‘‘‘‘

MILL

27.31

20,84

42,47
42,18
46.76
52.13

35.61
37.68
39.04
38.64

38.51
8.86
2.73

46.97

".000

+751
.789
64

.722

$451,667
501,92k
00.580
85,605

.011
.011
.011
.010

.006
.007
.007
$6.28
6%

6.526
6.634

GRTH

$ .018
.021
.02k
.027

.000

$2.092

3.521

26.89
28.76

32.57

22.87
25.65
22,45
19.53

b P
4.37

00
.00

15.36
10.48
2.29
2.00
.00
16.02
17.88

16.01
14,06
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APPENDIX X
SIMULATION OF THE "PUBLIC SCHOOL IFINANCE ACT OF 1973" AS AMENDED BY
S.B. NO. 25 —= WITH STABILIZED STATEWIDE AVERAGE MILL LEVY
FOR 1981 AND 1982 AT 1980 LEVEL OF 38,13 MILLS
ASSUMPTIONS:
1981 -- Guarantee = $49.59; Minimum = $11.35/$13.35; Minimum ARB = $1800.00; ARB Increase = $150.00
1982 -- Guarantee = $53.27; Minimum = $11.35/8$13.35; Minimum ARB = $1800.0C; ARB Increase = $160.00C
AV ADAZ AE ARB MILL feji PT PVRTY GRTH is 88
(millions) (millions) (millions) {miliicns)(millions)
ADAMS
Mapleton
1981 $ 103.668 4607.5 4837,2 $2037.67 41,09 $ 5.597 $ 4,260 .021 & .000 le.hj $28.16
1982 105.741 4392,1 4611.0 2197.67 41,26 5.771 4,362 .025 .000 2.93 30.3%
Northglenn
1981 248,054 18268.4% 18268.% 1908.21 38.48 25.315% 9,545 .000 .000 13.58 36.01
1982 275.340 18352.4 18352.4% 2068.21 38.83 27.267 10.690 .000 .000 15.00 38.27
Commerce City
1981 109. 241 5379.3 5546 4 2105.91 Lo, 47 7.041 L4.639 .183 .000 19.70 29.89
1982 117.981 5218.8 5380.9 2265.91 Lo, ok 7.174% 5.018 .18¢ .000 21.93 21,34
Brighton
1981 89.198 3864 .4 3880.1 204 5. 41 Lk1.25 4,257 3.679 .021 . 000 22.99 26.60
1982 95.440 3848.8 3864 .4 2205.4L 41.40 4,571 3.951 .021 .000 24,70 28.57
Bennett
1981 18.%450 505.2 505.2 1939.51 39.11 .258 .722 .007 .00k 36.52 13.07
1982 21,218 525.8 525.8 2099.51 39,41 .268 .836 .007 .005 40,35 12,92
Strasburg
1981 18.386 369.4 376.2 2060.01 33.11 .166 .609 .00k .000 48,87 13.35
1982 18.780 362.7 369.4 2220,01 34,59 .171 .650 004 .000 50.83 13,35
Westminster
1981 217.921 11967.2 12584.1 1979.65 39.92 16.213 8.699 .028 .000 17.32 32.27
1982 256.659 11389.9 1197720 2139.65 40,17 15.317 10.309 040 .000 21.43 31.8
ALAMOSA
Alamosa
1981 40.838 1944.9 2030.1 1800.00 36.30 2.172 1.482 .066 . 000 20.12 29.47
1982 43,287 1864 .4 1946,1 1960.00 36.79 2,222 1.593 .068 .000 22.24 31.03
Sangre DeCristo
1981 9,273 311.4% 311.4% 1800.00 36.30 .369 .191 .009 .008 16.93 32.66
1982 5.325 332.7 332.7 1960.00 36.79 1456 .196 .009 .009 16.01 37.26
_ARAPAHOE
Englewood
1981 111.998 3265.1 3503.7 2206.9% 44,50 2.748 L 984 .081 .000 31.97 17.62
1982 114,126 3047.5 3270.3 2366.9% Lh L3y 2.670 5.071 .085% .000 34.90 18.37
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ARAPAHOE
Sheridan
1981
1982
Cherry Creek
1981
1982
Littleton
1981
1982
Deer Trail
1981
1982
Aurora
1981
1982
Byers
1981
1982
ARCHULETA
Archuleta
1981
1982
BACA
Walsh
1981
1982
Pritchett
1981
1982
Springfield
1981
1982
Vilas
1981
1982
Campo
1981
1982
BENT
Las Animas
1981
1982

33.002
35.312

544,609
620.85%

279.589
288,082

18.558
18.929

347,545
378.824

11.433
11.776

28.688
29.392

12.513
12.525

3.916
3.932

10.921
10.943

5.541
5.557

2.933
2.946

13.007
13.217

FS
=
tx3

1771.9
1789.2

20218.5
21547 4

16102.9
15926.2

116.7
112.6

21697.2
22399.5

307.2
297.1

95l
972.0

277. 9
232.6

69.4
62.7

449.6
429.3

1771.9
1789.2

20218.5
21547 .4

16282.3
16103.6

120.9
116.7

21697.2
22399.5

317.7
307.3

9454
972.0

112.1
102.4

963 .4
955.7

me——

ARB

$2087.38
2247.38

2239.39
2399.39

1928.57
2088.57

2931.36
3091, 36

2065.31
2225.31

2037.15
2197.15

1800.00
1960.00

1925.41
208541

2220.19
2380.19

1808.21
1968.21

2566.75
2726.75

1800.00
1960.00

1803.00
1963.00

42.09
42.19

45,16
L5, 04

38.89
39.21

17.79
17.82

41,65
41.77

41.08
k1.25

36.30
36.79

38.83
35.99

34.60
34.09

36.46
36.95

32.82
33.60

36.30
36.79

%8

fE:

$ 2.309
2.531

20,684
23.736

20.528
22.339

.02k
024

30.337
34,021

.178
.190

.660
.82k

.160
135

.036
.032

Lk
1481

.037
.037

-095
.092

1.264
1.389

=
£
C o

24,594
27.965

10.873
11.295

.330
-337

b7k
15.825

470
486

1,041
1.081

486
A451

.136
.13k4

.398
Lok
.182
.187

.106
.108

473
L1487

L

PVRTY

.01k
.013

.000
.000

.0CC
.000

.004%
.00k

.000
.000

.00k
.00k

.005
.005

.011
.012

.003
.003

.008
.008

.002
.002

.00k
.00k

042
.02

GATH

$ .000
.000

.803
<939

.000
000

.000
.000

.273
<314

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

9
45}

$30.96
33.53

22.65
24 .46

32.42
35.38

11.35

36.09
39,14
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BENT
McClave
1981
1982
BOULDER
St. Vrain Valley
1981
1982
Boulder Valley
1981
1982
CHAFFEE
Buena Vista
1981
1982
Salida
1981
1982
CHEYENNE
Kit Carson
1981
1982
Cheyenne Wells
1981
1982
Arapahoe
1981
1982
CLEAR CREEK
Clear Creek
1981
1982
CONEJOS
North Conejos
1981
1982
Sanford
1981
1982
South Conejos
1981
1982

8.623
8.697

345,423
397.724

506.421
518.106

20.473
20.957

28.859
29.745

8.004
8.109

67.095
70.230

7.708
7.716

2.616
2.623

L. 640
L.655

=

201.9
201.2

13964.8
14021.7

19447 . L
18824.2

1242,8
1296.3

1362.6
1353.3

108.2
105.6

253.7
250.5

g,
38.

Ln

1411.7
1510.2

1035.5
990.3

323.5
323‘ 5

625.9
589.3

202.6

201.9.

13964.8
13021.7

20098.3
19454.3

1242.8
1296.3

1372.0
1362.6

110.9
108.2

256.9
253.7

52.1
L. 8

1411.7
1510.2

1083.5
1036.2

323. 5
323‘ 5

665.6
626.7

ARB

$2025.57
2185.57

1849.94
2009.94

2075.47
2235.47

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.0C

3340.00
2500.00

2109.31

- 2269,31

3356.L40
3516.40

2127.71
2287.71

1800.00
1960,00

1800,00
1960,00

1800.00
1960.00

MILL

36,
38.

37.
37.

L1,
k1.

36.
36.

36.
36.

39.
39.

33

30.

34,
38.

36.
36.

36,
36.

36.
36.

23
73

30
73

85
96

30
79

30
79

06
65

.06
.86

.70

39

95
22

30
79

30
79

30
79

$

[

.098
.10k

12.948
13.176

20.518
21.747

4ol
.770

H =

122
.576

-

.095
.097

.168
.171

PVRTY

§ .009
-005

‘r

GRTH s

$§ .000  ®L2.956
.000 43.07

.000 247y
.C00 28.36

.000 25.20
.000  26.63

.011 16.47
.013 16.17

.000 21.03
.000 21.83
.000 72.15
.000 74.93
.000 50.146

.00C 51.75

.000 86.2k4
.000 102.34

.04y 47.53
051 46.50

.000 7.11
.000 7.45
.000 8.09
000 8.11
.000 6.97
.000 7.43
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COSTILLA
Centennial
1981
1982
Sierra Grande
1981
1982
CROWLEY
Crowley
1981
1982
CUSTER
Consolidated
1981
1982
DELTA
Delta
1981
1982
DENVER
Denver
1981
1982
DOLORES
Dolores
1981
1982
Douglas
1981
1982
ZAGLE
Eagle
1981
1982
ELBERT
Elizabeth
1981
1982
Kiowa
1981
1982
Big Sandy
1981
1982

12.840
13.190

16.875
17.578

10.777
11.046

12.371
12.680

85.824
A433

2167.198
2202.049

8.106
8.106

123.119
133.084

119.897
125.003

12.365
13.601

9.075
10.890

-3
g
&1

483.7
45,8

249.2
239.3

L446.6
418.8

328.5
369.k4

3868.7
3850.4

57897.1
55575.5

288.8
258.9

6871 .4
753%.9

1860.1
1930.5

955.5
1075.7

187.2
197.4

272.3
277.5

Fo

£\
QN
O

259.6
249.3

477.0
k7.2

328.5
369.4

3887.1
3868.7

60349.4
57929.4

323.5
290.0

5871.4
7534.9

1860,1
1930.5

955.5
1075.7

187.2
197.4

272.3
277.5

$1800.00
1960.00

1970.07
2130.07

1800.00
1960.00

1914%.12
207%.12

1800.00
1960.00

463,43
2623,43

1800.09
1960.09

1853.93
2013.93

2571.82
2731,.82

1844,73
200%.73

225742
2417.42

182445
1984 .45

MILL

36.30
36.79

25.15
25.40

36.30
36.79

38.60
38.9%

36.30
36.79

46.21
45.81

36,30
36.80

378

33.05
34,98

37.20
37.63

36.51
35.29

36,79
37.25

2

[

81
465

.087
.085

L6y
470

48.520
51.094

.288
. 270

8.136
10.143

.821
.901

1.303
1,645

.091
.093

. 290
342

100.147
100.80C

.29
.298

4,603
5.031

3.963
4.372

1460
.512

.331
.384

. 207
.209

PVRTY

$ 045
045

.009
.009

.022
.023

.001
.001

.000
.000

.002
.001

.000
.000

.000
.000

.003
.003

GRTH

% .000
.000

.000
.000

.000
. 000

.021
.026

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

- 309
.368

.01k
.016

.060
.073

.00k
.00k4

.000
.000

#2441
27.21

65.00
70.50

22,60
24,70

37.66

W32

22.08
2441

Wi
oo\n
. e

[ 1]
o

25.06
27.95

64 .46
64.75

12.94
12,64

48.48
55.16

20662
20.23

Ié:

$25.18
26.06

23.35
13.35

26,99
28.27
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ELBERT
Elbert
1981
1982
Agate
1981
1982
EL PASQ
Calhan
1981
1982
Harrison
1981
1982
Widefield
1981
1982
Fountain
1981
1982
Colorado Springs
1981
1982
Cheyenne Mountain
1981
1982

Manitou Springs
1981
1982

Academy
1981
1982

£llicott
1981
1982

Peyton
1981
1982

Hanover
1981
1982

Lewis-Palmer
1981
1982

2,175
2.200

L.962
4.987

3.968
3.987

89.736
93.635

59.228
62,087

19.177
21.027

627.023
659.537

67.205
71.%30

21.93k
22.845

27.081
28.919

>
=

282.0
280.0

6983.6
7175.2

6697.8
6637.4

2890.5
2809,6

2. 5.
28079.3

2121.4
2240.9

1128.3
1146.2

5187.8
548L4.8

419.7
L6 .4

209.5
213.6

1385.1
1510,3

193.8
212.6

41.8

284,0
282.0

6983.6
7175.2

6758.9
6698.0

2974.5
2891.3

29786.9
28924.6

2121.4
2240,9

1128.3
1146.2

5187.8
5484 .8

$1810.49

1970.49

3670.96
3830.96

1805.79
1965.79

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1810.02
1970.02

2426,31
2586.31

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

2110.k45
227045

2485.40
2645.40

1871.76
2031.76

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

k2,96
42.62

32.82
36.56

37.%
38.1k4

155

10.016
10.844

L.658
4.893

31.029
32.591

1.859
2.328

<317
359

.030
.035

1.570
1.966

.796
.8l

2.681
2.986

-193
.211

.129
.126

140
.156

1.022
1.103

o 24k
.261

.000
.000

.002
.002

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.002
.002

-057
.068

$11.22
10.35

119.29
119.31

21.05
22.80

31.68
31.88

19.4k
19.93

14,04
14.80

12.67
12,86

1%.00
13.88

62.37
59.02

19.5%
19.15
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EL PASO
alcon
1981
1982
Edison
1981
1982
Miami-Yoder
1981
1982
FREMONT
Canon City
1981
1982
Florence
1981
1982
Cotopaxi
1981
1982
GAgEIELD
oaring Fork
1981
1982
Garfield
1981
1982
Grand Valley
1981
1982
GILPIN
Gilpin Countg
19481
1982
GRAND
West Grand
1981
1982
East Grand
1981
1982

7.478
7.510

2578

52.513
55.152

121.2
117.1

3350.6
3380.6

1461.8
1436.6

239.6
272.5

3027.5
3029.8

1905.7
2079.4

e

Al

1422.6
1570.5

20.8
17.7

125.4
121.2

187.1

261.1
282.6

e

909.2
935.6

—

$18u8.28
2008, 28

3169.73
3329.73

2064.99
2224.99

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

2387.97
2547.97

1800.00
1960.00

1852.29
2012.29

2501.16
2661,16

2815.18
2975.18

2218.54
2378.54

2232.51
2392.51

37.27
37.70

31.54
28.68

41,64
41.77

36,30
36.79

36.30
36.79

48.15
47.83

36.30
36.79

37.35
37.78

50,44
49,96

56.77
55.85

17.21
18.61

31.40
33.09

1.822

211
.332

2.661
3,014

2,684
3.299

243
«300

.311
1421

.090
.099

.381
413

“

1.676
1.737

1.025
1.043

.361
.362

2.788
2.925

.846
.885

.200
.198

425
419

«927
1.020

1.649
1.825

PVRTY

$ .000
.000

.001
.000

.001
.001

027

.026

.025
.026

.000
.000

.000
.0C0

.003
.000

.001
.001

.000
.000

.000
.000

.001
.001

.000
.000

000
.000

.000
. 000

.022
.026

.000
.000

.079
+09%

.00l
.005

.01k
.016

.000
.000

.000
.000

13.78
13.97

18.98
19.39

31.28
27.77

25.37
26.24

11.89
11.27

22.39
21.20

28.64
26.57

117.56
116.43

57.76
58.95

$35.78
39.09

13.35
13.35

18.16
19.40

35.81
39.30

30.51
33.88

16.31
25.50

24,22
27.03

-%

-2
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GUNNISON
Gunnison Watershed
1981
1982
HINSDALE
Hinsdale
1981
1982
HUERFANO
Huerfano
1981
1982
La Veta
1981
1982
JACKSON
North Park
1981
1982
JEFFERSON
Jefferson
1981
1982
KIOWA
Eads
1981
1982
Plainview
1981
1982
KIT CARSON
lagler
1981
1982
KIT CARSON
eibert
1981
1982
Vona
1981
1982
Stratton
1981

1982

32.620
3k.275

6.497
6.710

11.015
11.015

4. 418
4.418

16,670
16.746

1691.098
1826,385

11.52
-11.53

8,21k
8.256

5.165
5.320

3.353
3.453

2.688
2.768

6.489
6.683

b
=

1376.0
1405.2

202.3
264,7

76075.2
76127 .4

297.1
294 .4

1376.0
1k05.2

166,8
157.9

347.2
30k.1

76075.2
76127 .4

299.8
297.1

260.9

ARB

$183k4.09
199%.29

$1800.00
1960.00

1819.36
1979.36

1918.98
2078.98

1834%.81
1994%.81

2020,28
2180.28

1985,26
2145, 26

251%,39
267%4.39

1992.07
2152.07

2198.07
2358.07

2680.25
2840.25

2037.32
2197.32

MILL

17.05
17.61

36.69
37.16

38.70
39.03

29.90
29.16

Lo. 74
%0.93

38.3%
40,27

25.31
26.31

.139
.118

84,798
91.227

.153
.173

.032
.033

.126
131

.036
.030

.021
.019

«259
.298

$ 1.207
1.283

.111
.118

Lok
409

171
.172

.198
488

68.895
M.752

.19
L6

.208
.217

«207
.215

.12k
.121

.096
.097

267
. 276

$ .002

.002

.000
.000

.066
.066

.005
.005

.000
.001

.000
.000

.000
.000

.001
.001

.004
.005

.003
.003

.002
.002

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

13.35
13.35

18.74
20.16
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KIT CARSON
Bethune
1981
1982
Burlington
1981
1982
LAKE
Lake County
1981
1982
LA PLATA
Durango
1981
1982
Bayfield
1981
1982
Ignacio
1981
1982
LARIMER
Poudre
1981
1982
LARIMER
Thompson
1981
1982
Park (Estes Park)
1981
1982
LAS ANIMAS
rinidad
1981
1982
Primero Reorg.
1981
1982
Hoehne Reorg.
1981
1982
Aguilar Reorg.
1961
1982

—

$

3,417
3.519

29.635
30.524

136.293
152.261

100,259
110.453

16.877
19.040

16.663
19.363

305.389
315.759

152.152
156.502

5k4.709
56.101

16.117
16.217

8.651
8.675

6.171
6.193

3.520
3.537

139414
14107.7

10252.4
10757.2

1083.6
1088.9

285.6
271.5

160.0
139.5

110.7
104.,7

938.8
908.5

1774.9
1697.2

3546.1
3558.L4

502.1
486.6

865.9
824.8

l&9hl.h
14+107.7

10252.4
10757.2

10835

»~

1699.7
1605.0

203.1
195.1

300.7
285.8

18L4.6
161.0

$2033.21
2193.21

1800.00
1960.00

2283,34

2443, 3k

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960,00

1800.00
1960.00

1997.96
2157.96

1800.00
1960.00

1955.66
2115.66

1800.00
1960.00

2102.65
2262.65

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

MILL

41.00
41,17

36.30
36.79

25.33
23.71

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

40.29
L0.51

36.30
36.79

30.63
32.61

36.30
36.79

37.58
39.1k

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

'U)
to

.085
.085

.61l
.658

.600
.537

291
253

95k
.90k

15.550
17.652

12.932
15.326

kel
L7k

2.7k
2.549

.102
.102

.317
.332

.205
.185

.140
145

1.076
1.123

3.452
3.610

PVRTY

.031
.032

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.135
<137

.011
.011

.01
.01

.016
.016

GRTH

$ .000

.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.135
.155

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000

$30.86

—~—

33.61

31.57
33.60

76.79
89.71

28.27
31.04

33.62
39.13

19.24
23.47

21.91
22.38

14.84
14.55

50.49
51.52

9.48
10.10

L2.59
Wl L6

20.53
21.66

19.06
21.97

27.68
30.89

34,75
38.72

[y
wiw
Wi
i\

Lo,11
43.17

13.38
13.35

29.06
31.61

30.53
31.30



AT A

N
LAS ANIMAS
Branson Reorg.
1981
1982
Kim Reorg.
1981
1982
LINCOLN
Hugo
1981
1982
Limon
1981
1982
Genoa
1981
1982
Karval
1981
1982
Arriba
1981
1982
0G
Valley
1981
1982
Frenchman
1981
1982
Buffalo
1981
1982
Plateau
1981
1982
MESA
DeBeque
1981
1982
Plateau Valley
1981
1982

Mesa Valley
1981
1982

2.550
2.551

4.066
4,067

6.937
7.000

10.949
11.047

79.450
81.837

5,434
23

6.818
6.818

6.667
6.668

11.01k
12.251

9.771
11.049

282.591
314.399

427.0
408.2

70.9
6

£\
MmN N\
. .
NO oW

w £

2953.6
2810.6

200.0
190.0

349.9
371.8

14567.3
15093.k%

69.2
72.0

99.0
90.3

215.3
221.k

Lh7.0
427.3

122.6
124,5

349.9
371.8

14567.3
15093.14

$2714.99
2874.99

2510.67
2670.67

2024.95
218%.95

1800.00
1960.00

2291.73
2451.73

1988.46
2148.46

2265.27
2425,27

11887.13

2047.13

1963.57
2123.57

1842,08
2002,08

2811.17
2971.17

2702.85
2862.85

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.09

w
o

§ .ou8
.069

.061
055

153
.197

ko7
JA31

L0kl
.037

.027
022

.01é
.013

2.839
2.906

-197
.208

. 249
. 284

127
.172

043
043

.275
.322

15,964
18.015

$ .1k
.138

.188
.185

.283
.287

10.257
11.568

PVRTY

$ .003
.0C3

.006
.006

.00k
.00k

.002
.003

.002
.002

.002
.002

.003
.003

.C21
.02k

.005
.005

00k
.00k

002
.002

.001
.001

.000
.000

.082
072

GRTH

» 001

.001

.00C
.000

.000
.000

.G00
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.00k
.00k

.000
.000

.008
.009

114
.138

$36.86
35.42

41,09
45.01

32.22
31.62

24 49
25.85

Lo.51
L1.8%

2,11
€1.h43

81.14
96.28

27.92
29.72

19.40
20.83

| S
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MINERAL

Creede Cons.
1981
1982
MOFFAT
Moffat
1981
1982
MONTEZUMA
Montezuma~Cortez
1981
1982
Dolores
1981
1982
Mancos
1981
1982
MONTROSE
ntrose
11981
1982
West FEnd
1981
1982
MORGAN
Brush
1981
1982
Fort Morgan
1981
1982
Weldon Valle,
1981
1982
Wiggins
1981
1982
OTERO
East Otero
1981
1982
Rocky Ford
1981
1982

12.270
13.687

248,031
322.092

36.109
38.348

7.299
7.881

5.292
5.594

60.748
64.337

16,4147
15.911

31.430
32.263

53.181
54.589

L.164
L.271

10.731
11.013

26.433
26.926

20.730
21.033

ARB

$1967.58
2127.58

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1884 .46
204k .46

1800.00
1960.00

1923, 54
2083.5k

1927.37
2087.37

1979.17
2139.17

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

MILL

17.76
14,28

19.65
18.41

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

38.00
38.38

36.30
36.79

38.79
39.11

38.87
39.18

39.91
40.16

36.30
36.79

36.30
36.79

$

%

.02%
.016

.689
. 707

3.797
. 206

<737
.839

-975
-630

5.040
5.381

.851
.958

1.297
1.423

2.766
2.907

.129
.130

.289
.2u5

3.110
3.152

1.777
1.870

-—ry

.192
. 206

2.205
2.367

625
.611

1.141
1.187

2.063
2.135

.162
167

128
L2

-959
<991

.752
774

PVRTY

$ .005
.005

.000
.000

.036
.035

.000
.000

.017
.017

.063
.06L

.005
.022
.022

.061
.063

.017
.017

.028
.029

.085
.088

.108
.109

$ .000 ¥ 99.L44

.000 137.66
.13 80.25
.15 95.1%

.000 12.72
.000 13.38

.002 13.11
.002 13.68

.000 12.41
.000 13.12

000 15.09
.000 16.27
.000 20.99
.000 20.74

.000 23.21
.000 2k, 22

.000 21.19
.000 22.56

.000 27.64
.000 30.01

.000 29.5
.000 34,27

.000 11.69
.000 12.74

.000 14.75
.000 15.59

$11.35
11.39

11.35
11.39

36.87
39.89

36.48
39.59

£
T~
W@

34.50
37.00

28.60
32,53

26.38
29.05

28.40
30.71

21.95
23.26

20.00
19.00

37.90
40.53

34,84
37.68

o



T

N
OTERO
Manzanola
1981
1982
Fowler
1981
1982
Cheraw
1981
1982
Swink 1981
1982
OURAY
Ouray
1981
1982
Ridgway
1981
1982
PARK
Platte Canyon
1981
1982
Park 1981
1982
PHILLIPS
Holyoke
1981
1982
Haxtun
1981
1982
PITKIN
Aspen
1981
1982
PROWERS
Granada
1981
1982
Lamar
1981
1982

2.532
2,542

8.179
8.220

2,524
2.535

4.380
4.573

16.149
16.815

36.206
37.707

20,497
21.229

10.188
10.359

142,262
153.563

5.603
5.656

30.936
31.075

[
g
[

187.1
161.3

(SN { U]
(9]

120.0
97.4

337.7
338.1

138.0
128.4

236.6
261.0

1113.9
1348.1

362.4
380.5

309.5
298.1

899.3
838.9

283.7
261.3

1785.0
1685.7

218.6
188.5

419.7
376.8

149.9
121.7

337.7
338.1

148.6
138.2

236.6
261.0

308.7
284.3

1892.3
1787.0

$1800.00
1960.00

1963.26
2123.26

1800.00
1960.00

1906.03
2066.03

1949, Ll
2109.h4

1837.32
1997.32

2063.49

- 2223.49

28824k

- 30k2.44

2001.79
2161.79

2064 ,06
2224 ,06

2531.49
2691.49

1800.00
1960.,00

1800.00
1960.00

$  .302
.276

.500
H72

.178
149

.521

1.627
2.296

.123
137

-290
.313

.239
«256

175
.151

2.283
2.359

I3

.092
0%

.324
.328

.092
.093

.168
.177

. 202
. 205

.111
.115

.672
.702

.921
1.020

.827
.862

Lok
k32

2.27C
2.273

.203
.208

1.123
1.143

# .012
.012

.016
.016

.000
.000

.005
.005

.001
001

.001
.000

.000
.000

.002
.001

.003
.003

.018
.018

.000
000

.028
.029

.085
.087

GRTH

» .000

.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.012
.01k

137
.179

.003
.009

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

LS

$11.
13.

19.
21.

16.
20.

12.
13.

3k,
38.

12.
11,

1k,
12,

99.
99.

36.
39.

31.
33.

147,
170.

18.
19.

16.
17.

58
49

L9
82

8L
g2

97
52

51
16

69
79

50
L7

91
11

73
09

69
L5

32
48

15
89

35
39

17.90
19.82
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PROWERS
Holly
1981
1982
Witey
1981
1982
PUEBLO
Pueblo City
1981
1982
Pueblo Rural
: 1981
1982
RIO BLANCO
Meeker
1981
1982
Rangely
1981
1982
RIO GRANDE
Del Norte
1981
1982
Monte Vista
1981
1982
Sargent
1981
1982
ROUTT
Hayden
1981
1982
Steamboat Springs
1981
1982
South Routt
1981
1982

7.919
8.0kl

6.23
6.32

327.337
335.318

107.553
123.320

24,968
25.814

173.934
182.589

13.815
14.790

17.579
17.871

10.419
10.591

66.610
74,605

77405

89.060

22.992
24.579

304.5
265.6

243,2
243.9

19504.6
18972.1

4740.5
4759.0

1077.6
1250,k

20057.1
19509.6

4740.5
4759.0

1077.6
12504

ARB

$1800.00
1960.00

1936.56
2096.56

1801.23
1961.23

1892,22
2052.22

2155.0k4
2315.04

2629.59
2789.59

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

2166.70
2326.70

2461,.99
2621.99

2252.89
2412.89

24h] 41
2601.41

MILL

36.30
36.79

39.05
39.36

363

38.16

38.52

43.46
43.46

$

I

<345
»305

227
.262

24,238
25.917

14,866
5.016

1.237
1.773

.037
.033

.838
.877

1.728
1.810

294
.297

<134
.175

.680
.700

292
.329

.287
-296

2243
249

11.890
12.345

N
4,7

i

1

1.085
1.122

1.202
1.201

.501
N

.638
.658

455
1463

1.328
1.517

2,660
3.026

.972
1.096

104 .

PVRTY

$ .020
.021

.000
.000

.619
.630

.050 .

.050

.000
.000

.001
.001

.027
028

.062
.063

.017
.017

.000
.000

.000
.000

.007
.006

GRTH

$ .000
.000

.000
.000

.000
. 000

«000
.000

<104
.130

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.031
.035

.015
017

.012
.01k

LS

$22.59
26.24

25.64
25.93

16.32
17.19

22.69
25.91

30.12
32.45

112,14
115.58

52.21°

N

57.67

Ll 41
L. 98

85

$27.0L
27.03

23.99
27.3h4

33.27
36.08

26.90: -

27036

26,42
32.63
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SAGUACHE
Mountain Valley
1981
1982
Moffat
1981
1982
Center
1981
1982
SAN_JUAN
Silverton
1981
1982
SAN MIGUEL
Telluride
1981
1982
Norwood
1981
1982
Egnar
1981
1982
SEDGWICK
Julesburg
1981
1982
Platte Valle
1981
1982
SUMMIT
ummi t
1981
1982
TELLER
Cripple Creek-Vic.
1981
1982
Woodland Park
1981
1982

L,18%
4,219

7-238

9.950
10.15%

6.550
6.550

12.649
12.920

5.818
5.942

9.70k
10.177

8.603
8.852

123.53
132.77

13.578
13.755

27.049

=3
=i

2174
205.7

89.5

318.1

273.4
268.8

$1800.00
1960.00

2915.18
3075.18

1800.00
1960.00

2586.75
2746.75

2236.09
2396.09

1800.00
1960.00

1938.1k4
2098.14

1991.59
2151.59

2094.4+2
2254 .42

2440.96
2600.96

2110.51
2270.51

1800.00
1960.00

MILL

36.30
36.79

29.22
32.00

36.30
36.79

47.70
L9, 6L

27.30
26,50

36.30
36.79

19.05
17.89

40,16
40.39

L2,23
42,32

N
[
.

~J
\

23.86

23:05

36.30
36.79

$ . 262
.271

.03
.03

. 527
63

.102
.103

.067
.059

<317
331

.010
.008

.297
.273

.209
.231

gt

.171
.22k

2,462
3.264

.152
155

.215
-237

.361
.37k

.312
.325

.345
.342

.211
.219

.082
-079

.363
-375

2.810
3.168

.526
.586

.982
1.028

PVRTY

.027
.027

@

.006
.006

.049
.051

.000
.000

.000
.000

.005
.005

.000
.000

.008
.008

.003
.003

-000

.006
.006

.000
.000

GRTH

.000
.000

.002
.002

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

000
.000

.031
.035

.013
.015

.138
172

LS

$18.19
19.38

86.42
82.75

20.16
23.78

40.88
41.98

68.57
77.08

19.84
21.20

90. 38
105.92

28.1k
32.00

31.46
32.93

93.99
95.67

41.13
38.56

1.1k
12.76
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WASHINGTON
Akron
1981
1982
Arickaree
1981
1982
Otis
1981
1982
Lone Star
1981
1982
Woodlin
1981
1982
WELD
Gilcrest
1981
1982
Eaton
1981
1982
Keenesburg
981
1982
Windsor
1981
1982
Johnstown
1981
1982
Greeley
1981
1982
Platte Valley
1981
1982
Fort Lupton
1981
1982
Ault-Highland
1981
1982

90.001

24,354
26.023

46.997
47.499

96.176
99.068

16.762
17.264

231.067
250.689

17.484
18.526

150.115
187.592

17.489
17.997

1825.4
1890.1

1077.0
1072.4

1236.0
1198.4

1451.9
1560.8

1228.9
1282.9

9836.5
9956.1

=

461.1
443,2

1414
136.9

178.5
175.0

84,6
100.1

110.4
98.5

1825.4
1890.1

1081.6
1077.0

1275.2
1236.4

1451.9
1560.8

1228.9
1282.9

9836.5
9956.1

778.2
731.1

1877.8
1968.3

790.8
765.3

$1846.03
2006.03

2547,68
2707.68

1997.62
2157.62

3653.61
3813.61

2823.28
2983.28

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

1800.00
1960.00

2115.84
2275.84

1818.98
1978,98

1859.54
2019.54%

1960.94
2120.94%

1826.13
1986.13

1918.17
2058.17

MILL

31.28
29.78

22.84
23.26

40,28
40,50

73.68
71.59

20.58
19-63

.085
.099

.092
.168

.030
022

. 764
.811

1.063
1.153

589

76
.515
.617

1.621
1.897

9.627
10.603

-835
.813

491
L16

.888

.659
.713

.317
.328

.271
.278

.217
2214

.281
.272

.884
-957

¥ .006
.006

.00%
.005

.009
.005

.000

.000

.003
.003

.015
.01k

.04s5
045

.027
.028

.00k
.002

.013
.012

113
.111

.026
.027

.033
.032

.02k
.024

5 .000

.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.016
.020

000
.00C

.007
.008

000
.00C

.000
.000

.051
059

.012
.01k

.000
.000

.000
.000

024
.027

.000
.000

Ly 07
47,62

22.52
24,16

36.85
38.42

66.24
63.47
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WELD
Briggsdale
1982
Frairie
1981
1982
Grover
1981
1982
YUMA
West Yuma
1981
1982
Bast Yuma
1981
1982
STATE TOTALS
1981
1982

$ L,120
L.593

54596
5.642

2231

33.023
35.266

40.005
43.202

$13032.715
13917.219

103.8
101.5

1144
109.4

1079.0
1082.8

819.2
806.7

517678.1
517301.6

1079.0
1082.8

832.0
819.3

526283.6
525519.0

ARB

$2382.53
2542.53

2293.94
2453.94

2206.24
2366.24

2084,18
224,18

1877.41
2037.41

$2009.38
2167.96

MILL

40,23
39.67

3.7
36.25

Lk L9
Ly L2

42,03
42,13

30.56
30.83

38.13
38.13

SE

(%]

$ .ou8
.0u8

.0k9
.050

-090
.093

.861
-9l

1332

$560.557
608.654

1.223
1.332

496,945
530.651

PVRTY

$ .001
.001

.005
.005

.00k
.00k

.011
.010

.007
.007

$6.526
6.634

GRTH

$ .000
.00C

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

.000
.000

$2.976
3.521
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COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE

BILL 1

A BILL FOR AN ACT
CONCERNING THE COUNTING OF KINDERGARTEN PUPILS UNDER THE "PUBLIC
SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973".

Bi11 Summary

(Note: This summary applies to this bill as introduced and
does not necessarily reflect any amendments which may be
subsequently adopted.)

Continues for one year the present method of counting
kindergartners under the "Public School Finance Act of 1973".

Be it  enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. 22-50-102 (1) (b), Colorado Revised Statutes
1973, as amended, is amended to read:

22-50-102. Definitions. (1) (b) For the period July 1,

11976, through June 30, 3979 1980, pupils enrolled in kindergarten

classes shall be counted as one-half day of atteﬁdance or,
alternatively, not more than a total of ninety full days per year
of attendance, regardless of the number of days or hours of
actual attendance; except that a district shall be entitled to
count as one full day of attendance for the entire year the

number of pupils enrolled in kindergarten classes of four hours

Capital letters indicate new material 10 be added to existing siatute.
Dashes through the words indicate deletions from existing statute.

-265-



n

=
N =2 O

#
and fifteen !minutes per day or more, not to exceed the number

counted by the district as full-day pupils during the four-week

‘pefiod ending the fourth Friday of 0ctobéf,__1975, or other

counting period as provided in section 22-50-104 (1), during the
calendar year 1975. The total number of pupils enrolled in
kindergarten classes statewide who may be counted Qs one full day
of attendance for the entire year shall not exceed three thousand
five hundred. .

SECTION 2. Safety clause. The general assembly hereby

finds, determines, and declares that this act is necessary for
the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, and

safety.
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