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s i x  Senators,  s i x  Representatives,  p lus  t he  Speaker of 
t h e  House and the  Majority Leader of t he  Senate, serves 
a s  a continuing research agency f o r  t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  
through the  maintenance of a t r a ined  s t a f f ,  Between 
sess ions ,  research a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  concentrated on the  
study of r e l a t i v e l y  broad problems formally proposed 
by l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and t he  publ ica t ion and dks t r ibu t ion  
of f ac tua l  repor t s  t o  a id  i n  t h e i r  solut ion,  

During the  sessions,  t h e  emphasis i s  on supply- 
ing  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  on individual  request ,  with personal 
memoranda, providing them with information needed t o  
handle t h e i r  own l e g i s l a t i v e  problems, Reports and 
memoranda both give per t inent  da ta  i n  the  form of 
f a c t s ,  f igures ,  arguments, and a l t e rna t i ve s ,  
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December 11, 1972 

To Members o f  t h e  Fo r ty -n in th  Colorado General  
Assembly: 

I n  accordance w i t h  t h e  r o v i s i o n s  of House 
J o i n t  Reso lu t ion  No. 1033, 197f Sess ion ,  Sena te  
J o i n t  Reso lu t ion  No, 11, 1972 S e s s i o n ,  and House 
J o i n t  Reso lu t ion  No. 1046, 1972 S e s s i o n ,  t h e  Leg- 
i s l a t i v e  Counci l  submi ts  t h e  accompanying r e p o r t  
and recommendations p e r t a i n i n g  t o  s t a t e  and l o c a l  
f i n a n c e ,  

The repor t  o f  t h e  Committee on S t a t e  and 
Local  Fdnance was accep ted  by t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  
Council  f o r  t r a n s m i s s i o n  w i t h  recommendation f o r  
f a v o r a b l e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by t h e  f i r s t  r e g u l a r  
s e s s i o n  o f  t h e  Fo r ty -n in th  Colorado Genera l  As-
sembly, 

R e s p e c t f u l l y  submi t ted ,  

/s/ 	 R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  C. P. ( D O C )  Lamb 
Chairman 

iii 
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Dear M r .  Chairman: 

Pursuant t o  House J o i n t  Resolut ion,  No. 1033, 
1971 Sess ion ,  Senate  J o i n t  Resolut ion No. 11, 1972 
Sess ion ,  and House J o i n t  Resolution No.. 1046, 1972 
Sess ion ,  t h e  Committee on S t a t e  and Local Finance 
submits t h e  fol lowing r e p o r t  f o r  cons ide ra t ion  by 
t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council. 

The committee's f i n d i n g s  and recommendations 
inc lude  a power e q u a l i z a t i o n  approach t o  s t a t e  
funding of publ ic  educat ion,  a s t a t u t o r i l y  based 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  c a p i t a l i z a t i o n  r a t e ,  a r e v i s i o n  of t h e  
formula f o r  a s sess ing  o i l  and gas  l easeho lds  and 
lands ,  and a c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  
Board of Assessment AppeaAs t o  h e a r  c e r t a i n  appeals.  

A s  d i r e c t e d  by t h e  two r e s o l u t i o n s  of t h e  
General  Assembly, t h e  c e n t r a l  focus  of t h e  committee 
was d i r e c t e d  towards methods of r e v i s i n g  t h e  c u r r e n t  
formula of s t a t e  a i d  t o  pub l i c  schools  and reducing 
t h e  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t ' s  r e l i a n c e  on p roper ty  
t a x a t i o n  a s  a  source of  revenue. The committee rec-



ognizes t h a t  a i d  t o  public  educat.icn w i J  2 he o f  
major concern t o  a l l  members of t he  Forty-ninth Ge,l-
e ra1  Assembly and, the re fore ,  recommends, i n  conce?t, 
a power equal iza t ion formula. Legis la t ion  t o  imple- 
ment t h i s  concept w i l l  be introduced e a r l y  i n  t he  
session. 

Respectful ly submitted, 

/s/ Senator  Les Fowler 
Chairman 
Committee on S t a t e  and 

Local Finance 



The Committee on S t a t e  and Local Finance was e s t ab -
l i s h e d  by t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council  pursuant  t o  t h e  d i r e c t i v e  
of House J o i n t  Resolut ion No. 1033 of  t h e  F i r s t  Regular  
Sess ion  o f  t h e  For ty-e ighth  Colorado General  Assembly. The 
fol lowing members were appointed t o  s e r v e  during t h e  1972 
in t e r im:  

Sen. Les Fowler 
Chairman 

Rep. George Fen t re s s ,  
Vice Chairman 

Sen. Fred Anderson 
Sen. Allen Dines 
Sen. William Garnsey 
Sen. Kenneth Kinnie 
Sen. Harry Locke 
Sen. Kingston M i n i s t e r  
Sen. Dan Noble 
Sen. A1 Ruland 

Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 
Rep. 

Bev Bledsoe 
Harold E v e t t s  
John Fuhr 
C a r l  Gustafson 
Don Horst  
Harold Kos te r  
Aust in  Moore 
Kay Munson 
J e r r y  Rose 
E r i c  Schmidt 
P h i l  S tonebraker  

Sen. Joe  Shoemaker 
Sen. Ted S t r i c k l a n d  
Sen. Anthony Vollack 

Primary a t t e n t i o n  was devoted by t h e  committee t o  a 
formula of s t a t e  a i d  t o  p u b l i c  schoo l s  which would enable  
l o c a l  school  d i s t r i c t s  t o  provide  q u a l i t y  educa t ion  and 
reduce t h e  r e l i a n c e  on p rope r ty  t a x a t i o n .  A f t e r  cons idera-  
t i o n  of v a r i o u s  proposa ls ,  t h e  committee agreed on t h e  con-
c e p t  o f  a power e q u a l i z a t i o n  funding formula f o r  p u b l i c  
schoo l s ,  e s t ab l i shmen t  of an a g r i c u l t u r a l  c a p i t a l i z a t i o n  r a t e  
a t  1 2  p e r c e n t ,  and r e v i s i o n  of t h e  assessment formula f o r  
o i l  and g a s  l e a s e h o l d s  and lands.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  committee 
recommends l e g i s l a t i o n  which would c l a r i f y  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of 
t h e  Board of  Assessment Appeals t o  h e a r  c e r t a i n  appeals .  

The committee m e t  seven times during t h e  i n t e r i m ,  
r ece iv ing  and cons ider ing  numerous p roposa l s  from v a r i o u s  
concerned i n d i v i d u a l s  and groups. The committee wishes  t o  
expres s  a p p r e c i a t i o n ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t o  t h e  Council on Edu- 
c a t i o n a l  Development (COED) and M r .  Ray Carper,  Proper ty  Tax 
Adminis t ra tor  f o r  va luab le  informat ion  which a ided  t h e  com-
m i t t e e  i n  formula t ing  i t s  recommendations. 

v i i  



Leqis la t ive  Council s t a f f  members Allan Green, Re-
search Associate ,  and Jim Henderson, Research Ass i s tant ,  were 
ass igned t o  a s s i s t  t h i s  committee, Ms, Rebecca C. Lennahan, 
S t a f f  Attorney f o r  the  L e g i s l a t i v e  Drafting O f f i c e ,  a s s i s t e d  
i n  the p r ~ ~ a r a t i c n  the committee's b i l l s ,  of 

December 11, 1972 Lyle C, Kyle 
Director 

v i i i  
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BASIS OF (XMMITTEE FINDINGS 
AHD RErrYrYEwnATIObiS 

The major. focus of t h e  Cornittoe on Sta te  anal Local 
Finance during tho 1972 interim coacornod mothods by which a 
n w  s t a t e  program could a id  loca l  gwernments i n  tho nduc t ion  
of proparty taxation. 

Tho following charge was directed t o  tho c d t t o e  by
House J o i n t  Resslution We. 1046, 1972 Session: 

Twe cons t i tu t iona l  amendments re-
l a t i n z d p o r t y  t ax  l i a i t a t i o n s  , or0 rpon-
sored by tho Property Tax Lia i ta t ion  C o n i t t o o  
and tho othor by Conon Cluso, a re  baing pmpssed,
and pet i t ion8  are m w  being c i rcu la ted  t o  place 
t h m  on the  November, 1972, ba l lo t ;  and 

WHEREAS, h e  of theso amonQentr would 
sharply c u r t a i l  and the  othor t o t a l l y  eliminate 
tho use of preporty taxes  f o r  p b l i c  achoel sup-
port; and 

WHEREAS, Y o n  than three hundred a i l l i o n  
d o l l a r s  of property t a x  revenue i,s now being 
u t i l i r o d  f o r  the  o ra t ion  of public schsols, and 
t h e  adoptions of ei?titer  of those rarendmentswould 
require t h a t  tho 6enexal A s s e d ~ l  revise  the  
presont system of taxation t o  sdf t  revenues re-
su l t ing  from t h e  reduction of Colorade proporty 
t a x  t o  other  t a x  samrcos; and 

WHEREAS, Tho rarendaents would have the  ef-
f e c t  of requiring t h a t  the  s t a t e  detemine tho 
ameunt t o  be included i n  each of t h e  budgets of 
tho schaol d i s t r i c t s  of the  s t a t e ;  would elimi- 
nate school board control  over tho financing of 
schools; and mmld loco tho concept of loca l  
control  of schools Pn ser ious jeopardy; and 

WEREAS, Tho amendments mid freozo speci- 
f i c  t a x  l eg i s l a t ion  i n t o  tho cons t i tu t ion  whom 
a d j u s k o n t s  t o  meet changing s i t u a t i o n s  couldnot 
be readi ly  accoaplished; and 

WHEREAS, Tho adoption of e i t h e r  amendment 
would subs tan t ia l ly  d i s m p t  tho s t a t e ' s  economy
and t h e  f i s c a l  s t ruc tu re  of s t a t e  and loca l  gov- 
ernments; and 



WHEREAS, Although sne of the  propo8ed
a~ddmen t8  advance8 the cencept of having agri- 
cul tura l  land a8se8ument8 basdd u on reductive 
capacity, it i 8  recognized tha t  tRi5 !8 already 
a a ta te  rrses8mont practice M c h  the General 
Assembly deems essential t o  a healthy a g r i a l -  
t u r d  oconomy ; ROW, therefere, 

Tbat the General A8sembly prtblicly exprer- 
8es i ts  concern about theam trro propo~edi n i t i -
ated amenbents t o  the atate  con8titution on the 
grmnds tha t  both are i n  conf l ic t  with the coa- 
cept of local governance of p lb l ic  schools .ad 
could jeopardize edca t iona l  programs in,  the 
s t a t e ,  establ ish an inf lexible  and urupmageable
tax  a t m c t u n  within the  constitution, and pes-
s ib ly  destroy the  healthy econouic climatewhich 
the c i t izens  of Colorado enjoy; aad tha t  the 
General Assembly therefom recemends tha t  the  
electors  of the  s t a t e  of Colerado give carsful 
consideration t o  theem i s m e s  before sign$ag 
i n i t i a t i v e  putit ions o r  casting their 

d i e t r i h t i o n  of propert tax - h r d e ~ s  and tha t  
the  en t in ,  public schee I finance p m g r a ~  8heuld 
bo n d - d  in depths and tha t  the  Legislative 
a u n c i l  CMlrrittee on S ta te  md Local Finance i 8  
hetmb dirscted t o  conduct a p r p o s e h l  study 
of prrgl i c  schsol f inmce  and rolated praporty 
t ax  robloma md t o  submit, f o r  consideratienby 
the  !irst regular session of the Fort -ninth 
General M s m b l  , a new plan f o r  the  I inanciag
of p b l i c  schoo Is W c h  wi l l  adequately pravide 
f a r  the funding of education p m g r u s ,  m a c e  
the dependence upon 
naming pvblic 8cBoa P 8, 

raperty taxation f a r  f i -  
provide equrity i n  the 

d i s t r ik r t ion  of property t ax  bmlen8, and assure 
loaal  coatml  i n  the operation and n a n a g m t  6f 
p~rbl ic8~h0018, 

On the b a s h  of th i8  charge, t ha t  the coprrittee study 
school finance and rs lated property t ax  program, the c o n i t -  
t e e  ctmsidemd variau8 methods by rhich property taxes might 



be reformed and the School Foundation Act mvised, The fol-  
lowing s u ~ a r i z e s  the options available t o  the committee, the 
recommendations of the committee, and areas i n  which future 
consideration of s t a t e  and local  finances might be focused, 

Since the s t a t e  has net exercised i ts  conetitutiomal 
authority t o  levy up t o  f i ve  mills f o r  property t axa t ien , th i s  
source of revenue has remained exclusively with local  govern- 
ments, including schools, i n  Colorado, Authority f o r  local  
governments t o  tax roperty i s  granted b the s t a t e  and, 
tkraugh t h i s  autho r! ty ,  several options z o r  refom were con- 
sidered by the comit tee ,  They included providing local  gov- 
ernments with al ternat ive local  sources of revenue, providing 
s t a t e  funding t o  reduce prpperty tax reliance, provialing re- 
f o n  f o r  cer tain t y p s  of property md property m e r s h i p ,  
and revising methods by which property is  assessed, 

Alternative Sources of Revenue 

A t  the direction of the corraittee, the s t a f f  prepared 
a proposal by which local  m i l l  levies could be reduced through 
a state-collected, locally-shared sa les  tax, This  proposal, 
based on a two jmrcent statewide sales  and use tax  and a f ive  
cent per package cigaret te  tax, would have prwided a seurce 
of revenue collected by the  s ta te ,  redistributed t o  local 
governsents, and would have replaced a l l  local ly Imposed sales, 
use, and cigaret te  taxes, Certain l oca l i t i e s  would have been 
granted the option of levying an additional one percent sa les  
and use tax, The net revenue obtained from these taxes i n  a 
given county would have been f i r s t  applied t o  a replacementof 
the local -sa les ,  tass, and cigaret te  taxes currently w e e d  by 
local goventaents within the county with the remainder avr i l -  
able f o r  a reduction of local  property taxes, 

Under th5.s proposal, revenue from the two percent sales  
and use tax  would have been reduced by an amount equal t o  a 
$3 per person food sa les  tax  credi t ,  The reasoning behind on 
increase i n  the existing sa les  tax credi t  from $7 per 

to $lo r r person ms t h a t  srcb an added credi t  might 
equiteb e, 

The proposal considered by the committee i s  attached as  
Appendix A, T h i s  Ian, a m.lroran&m te  the corr i t tee ,  s e t s  
for th  one f o m l a  E y which such a tax  cerld be impluwnted, 

bkmems problems which might be encountered with a 
state-colleated, locally-sham8 sales,  use, and cigaret te  tax 



mere considered by the committee. It was noted t h a t  property 
taxea m l d  1Pe entirrely eradicated i n  some cases and the  plan 
rould p r w i d e  e o n  revenue than i s  current ly  being coJ.lected 
i n  some loca l i t ie8 .  Concern waa expressed t h a t  smaller con- 
m n i t i e s  currently f e e l  they are  protected by the use tax  and 
r i g h t  not favor mch a statewide tax. Border c ~ n i t i e s  
could f ind  the tax  d e t r h e n t a l  a s  consumers might cress bta te  
l i n e s  t o  avoid the  tax. 

Several loca l  governments exprsrsed objection t o  the  
concept of s ta te-col lected,  locally-shared taxes. These ob- 
jections ranged from philosophical t o  nrroving t ax  
responsibi l i ty  from the responsible 
f o r  providing public ons concern- 
ing d e t a i l s  of the  plan. 

1 
I n  the l i g h t  of eneral  and spec i f ic  opposition t o  the  

plan, the  committee dec f ded t o  seek o ther  methods of property 
t ax  refom ts recommend t o  the 1973 General Assembly. 

t e  Funds as  a Reglacement f o r  
Local Property Tax Bevenues 

A second method of property t ax  reform considered by 
the  committee was t h a t  of s t a t e  funds as  a replacement f o r  
loca l  property tax  revenues. After extensive analysis of tm 
i n i t i a t e d  const i tut ional  amenbents ( amendments seven and 
twelve) offered t o  the  Colorado e lec tora te  f o r  the  Nweaber . 
general e lec t ion ,  the  committee concluded t h a t  such d r a s t i c  
property t a x  l imi ta t ions  could r e s u l t  i n  serious damage t o  
the economy of the  s t a t e  and impose an excessive t ax  h r d e n  on 
cer ta in  groups. While the  copanittee voiced strong opposition 
t o  the cons t i tu t iona l  amendments, a t tent ion was devoted t o  
meme by which s t a t e  funding could reduce property taxer 
thraugh a viable  method. 

Proposed Yeans of Fiaaacins Public Schools 

The oa l  of providing addit ional  s t a t e  funds f o r  prop- 
e r ty  t ax  rs 9 i e f  was a l so  i n  l i n e  with the following d i rec t ive  
t o  the committee, Senate Jo in t  Resolution NO. 11, 1972 Geaer- 
a1 Assembly: 

The c a m i t t e e  s h a l l  a lso consider al terna- 
t i v e  means of financing public schosls i n  Cole- 
rado and t o  gather and prepare the  basic data  
necessary f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  use regarding t h e  *p- 



proachea t h a t  might be u t i l i z e d  i n  a revision of 
the  present school finance formula, 

The comaittee s h a l l  conduct hearings with 
in te res ted  groupa and individuals t o  discuss 
a l t e rna t ive  plane f o r  r a i s i n  the  necessary 
revenue and develo ing formu ae f o r  the  distri-
bution of funds wh ch could meet const i tu t ional  
t e s t s  undewguideline8 establiahed by recent 
court  decisions. 

E P 


The conmittee s h a l l  develop appropriate 
revenue rejections and t a x  impact s tudies  t o  
i n f o m  tRe General Assembl of the  f i s c a l  and 
economic implications of a1t e rna t ive  revenue 
sources which are  f eas ib le  f o r  the  financing 
of public schoole i n  Colorado, 

A t  t he  request of the  committee, the  Council on Educa- 
t iona l  Development ED) offered f i v e  a l te rna t ive  programs 
f o r  s t a t e  a id  f o r  the  financing of public schools i n  Colorado, 
Each of these a l t e rna t ives  would have increased s t a t e  funds 
t o  loca l  schools and therefore would have provided the  poten- 
t i a l  f o r  reductions i n  loca l  m i l l  l ev ies ,  

The Courts and School Finance 

Another fac tor  considered by the  committee was the prob- 
a b i l i t y  t h a t  any school finance formula w i l l  be subjected t o  
court t e s t s ,  Court t e s t s  have been f i l e d  in  31 s t a t e s  and have 
resulted i n  a great  deal of confusion regarding the  constitu- 
t i o n a l i t y  of methods of financing public schools, T h i s  i s  t o  
be expected, because the  decisions involve a complicated sub- 
j ec t  (financing of education a s  it r e l a t e s  t o  qual i ty  of educa- 
t ion)  and no United S ta t e s  Supreme Court decision has been 
issued, Unt i l  the  Supreme Court m l e s  on the  c m c i a l  Texas 
case ( ~ o d r i  ez v. San Antonio I n d e ~ ,  School D i s t . ) ,  and er-
haps even ml ing ,  the  confusion regarding schoo P*that w 
finance w i l l  remain, 

As f o r  the  Colorado General Assembly, there  i s  a t  t h i s  
time no l ega l  impetus t o  require a revision of school financ- 
ing methods. Although a complaint was f i l e d  i n  the  Otero 
County D i s t r i c t  Court f o r  the  S t a t e  of Colorado on September 
3, '1971, no decision has been rendered a t  t h i s  point, How-
ever, any United S ta tee  Supreme Court decision on the  Texas 
financing formula w i l l  almost cer ta in ly  have d i r e c t  bearing on 
the  Colorado method, For t h i s  reason, the  corn i t tee  deemed it 
prudent t o  consider, i n  the  absence of a Supreme Court rul ing,  
what the  several  s t a t e  and United S ta t e s  d i s t r i c t  court  opin- 
ion8 have and have not implied regarding school finance, 



A t  t h e  ou t se t ,  it i s  important t o  note what ha8 not  
been opinioned by any cour t s ,  None of t he  cour t  c a a e e E v e  
suggested: 

(1)  That the  use of t h e  property t ax ,  a s  a t ax  
source f o r  public  education, i s  unconstitu-
t i o n a l ;  o r  

(2 )  That t h e  same amount of d o l l a r s  must be 
spent  on each ch i ld  wi th in  t he  s w ; o r  

( 3 )  That the  s t a t e  must adopt any spec i f i c  
school f inance system. 

Although more s t r i c t  guidel ines  could be imposed by tho 
cour t s  a t  a l a t e r  da te ,  t h e r e  a pears  t o  be a wide ranqe of 
financing a l t e r n a t i v e s  avai labPe under t h e  decisions t o  t h i s  
time. One pr inc ip le  has been es tab l i shed  i n  t he  cour t  tests 
and i s  t h e  major question before t he  United S t a t e s  Supreme 
Court. That p r inc ip le  i s  t h a t  l o c a l  wealth can no longer be 
a major determinant i n  providing educational opportunity t o  
elementary and secondary school chi ldren.  

The b a s i s  of t h i s  p r inc ip l e  was c l e a r l y  s e t  f o r t h  i n  
t h e  Ca l i fo rn ia  case, Serrano v. P r i e s t ,  which de temined  t h a t  
taxpayers i n  a flp0019SChdor d i s w a r e  forced t o  make sub- 
s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  e f f o r t  t o  provide subs t an t i a l l y  less rev-
enue f o r  t h e  operation and maintenance of t h e i r  schools a s  
compared wi th  what i s  required of taxpayers i n  a a r i cha  d is-  
t r i c t .  The s i t u a t i o n  i n  Colorado i s  not d iss imi lar .  I n  this 
state,  r e s iden t s  of the  Antonito D i s t r i c t  Re-10, Conejos
County, could r a i s e  on1 $3.99 per  m i l l  i n  1972 per  ch i ld ,  com-
pared wi th  $70.87 pe r  m111 per  c h i l d  i n  Lake City D i s t r i c t  
Re-1, Hinsdale County. This  s i t u a t i o n  i s  not confined t o  t h e  
smal ler  school d i s t r i c t s .  Westminister D i s t r i c t  50, Adams 
County, r a i s ed  $4.69 er m i l l  pe r  c h i l d  i n  1972 and had the  
seventh lazgert enrolfment i n  t h e  s t a t e .  Denver D i s t r i c t  1, 
on the  o t h e r  hand, wi th  the s t a t e ' s  l a r g e s t  enrollment, r a i sed  
$16.67 pe r  m i l l  pe r  c h i l d  i n  1972. With a Denver m i l l  levy of 
52.99, t h a t  d i s t r i c t  was ab l e  t o  budget $1,328.57 per  ADAE i n  
1972, whereas 72.61 mills i n  Westminister permitted t h a t  d i s -  
t r i c t  t o  budget only $822.41 pe r  ADAE f o r  t h e  same year. 

Committee Consideration of School Finance Al ternat ives  

School f inance formula a l t e r n a t i v e s  were evaluated by 
t he  committee from th ree  perspectives: (1)  providing addi- 
t i o n a l  s t a t e  a i d  t o  t h e  publ ic  schools without increasing 



s t a t e  taxes; (2) providing tax re l ief  t o  property amers;  md 
(3) we t ing  the guidelines established by the court$. 

The r l t e rn r t ives  presented t o  the committee can be 
grvw ed in t a  (1)incmases i n  the pnwent school foundation 
act  &j-in .ill 18 ap roach ( ~ t e x n a t i v e s  I, 11, an11 1111 
and (2 1 epower equal r a t  on approaches (Alternative8 IV and V). 
A8 presented t o  the c d t t e e  on Atgust 7 ,  the al ternat ives 
provided as  follorro: 

T h i s  ucnild be a foundation pro ram which 
would gararmtee each d i s t r i c t  3850 per
ADAE. 


The d i  r i c t  sh of the foundation so-
gramwe revenue fmm specif Pcrrou 
ownership taxes, e tc ,  . ( a s  i n  the prssent 
law) plu8 th$r revenue from a foundation 
levy of 30 rills. 

The t a  e sk re would be the diffesence 
betweerr foundation level  .ad the -0 
amount @f the d i s t r i c t ' s  ohare, 

ALTEWTIVE 11 (BUY- i n )  

T h i s  would be a feundation pm ram which 
would guarantee each d i s t r i c t  3850 per
AbAE. 

The d i s t r i c t  share of the foundation ,ro-
gram would be the revenue from specif fc 
6mership taxes, e tc ,  ( as  i n  the- present 
law) plus th9  revenue from a foundation 
levy of 35 m i l l s .  

The s a e sh  m would be the difference 
betwsen foundation level  and the*-50 
amount of the d i s t r i c t ' s  share, 

1, T h i s  umld  be a foundation pro ram which 
would guarantee each d i s t d c t  0850 per
ADAE. 




2, 	 The d i s t r i c t  sham of the foundation pro-
gram mwld be the revenue fron specific 
m e r s h i p  taxes, etc. ( as  i n  the present 
lm) plus the  revenue from a foundation 
levy of 40 n i l l s ,  

3, 	 The 8% 0 sh  re m.!ld be the difference 
between foundation level  u d  the -0 
mount of the d i s t r i c t ' s  share, 

IYE 	I V  (Power Equalization) 

1, For each of the f i r s t  12 m i l l s  l w i e d  by
a d i s t r i c t ,  s t a t e  resources would be ap-
plied t~guarantee revenue i n  the mount 
of $45 per ADAE f o r  each m i l l  levied. 
The r t a t e*  8 share would ba mduced by the  
amount received by the  d i s t r i c t  frorr 
specif ic  m e r s h i p  taxes, etc, ,  a s  i n t h e  
present law, The potent ial  revenue 
available t o  the d i s t r i c t  f roa the first 
12  m i l l s  levied m l d  be $540 per AME, 

2, 	 Far the next 30 n i l l s  levied by a dis-
t r i c t ,  s t a t e  resources would be applied 
t o  guarantee raveme i n  the mount of $12 
per 	ADAE f o r  each n i l1  levied, T h i r  
m l d  guarantee an additional $360 por
ADAE i f  the d iu t r i c t  e lec t s  t o  levy the 
f u l l  30 nills. The potential  mvenua t o  
a d i r t r i c t  would be a t  l e a s t  $900 w i t h  a 
42 m i l l  levy, 

3, 	 A ninimam of $100 per ADAE would be pro-
vided f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s ,  

ALTERRIATIYE V (Power Equalization) 

1, For each of the f i r s t  30 r i l ls  levied by
a d i s t r i c t ,  s t a t e  resources would be 
applied t o  guarantee revenue i n  the 
mount of $30 per ADAE. f o r  each m i l l  
levied, The a ta te ' s  share mwld be re-
duced by the amount received by the dir-
t r i c t  f r o r  specif ic  ownership taxes, 
etc., a s  i n  the resent law, The poten- 
t i a l  revenue ava f lable  t o  the d i s t r i c t  
f m n  the f i r u t  30 mills levied would be 
$900 per ADAE, 



For the next 5 mills levied bI a d i s t r i c t ,  
s t a t e  rceeurces would be appl ed t o  marc 
entee rrrsnue i n  the mount of $12 per
AME f o r  each m i l l  leried,  This would 
guarantm rar edditional S60 per AOAE i f  
the aivtr ict  e l ec t s  t o  levy the f u l l  5 
m i l l s ,  t en t i a l  m e n w  t o  a d i s -
t r i c t  mid a t  l e a s t  $960 with a 35 
ail1 lsvlp, 

A ain&mm of $100 per ADAE rsorrld be pro-
vided f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t$ ,  

A t  i ts  meeting on October 9, the comi t tee  voted t o  en- 
dorse the concepts d m d i e d  i n  Alternative N and requested 
tha t  data be pmsented t o  the committee concerning the ef fec ts  
of revised property aas.easaents and average dai ly attendance 
i n  the schools. As a recult of these data, QOEb presented a 
revised Alternative I V  t o  the coooittee on November 30, 

It i s  the recamendation of the committee tha t  the con- 
cepts hncluded i n  revigsd Alternative I V  be considedd by the 
1973 General Assembly, The reconmendation includes t h e  fol-
lowing concepts: 

Power Eaualization Forantla 

1, For each of the f i r s t  20 mills levied by a d i s t r i c t ,
s t a t e  resources would be applied t o  guarantee rev- 
enue i n  the amount of $36 per ADAE f o r  eahh m i l l  
levied, The d i s t r i c t ' s  sham w u l d  be the amount 
raised by the roperty tax  levy plus the revenue 
available t o  tRe d i s t r i c t  from specif ic  ownership 
taxes, e tc , ,  as i n  the present law, The s t a t e r s  
share would be the difference between the d i s t r i c t ' s  
guaranteed entitlement and the amount of the dis- 
t r i c t ' s  share, The revenue available t o  a l l  dis-
t r i c t s  qualifying f o r  equalization sup o r t  f o r  the 
f i m t  20 mills levied muld thus be $7 %o per ADAE, 

2, For the next 15 m i l l s  levied by a d i s t r i c t ,  s t a t e  
resources would be applied t o  guarantee revenue i n  
the amount of $12 per ADAE f o r  each sill levied,
The s ta te ' s  share wowld be the difference between 
the quaranteed entitlement f o r  the number, of mills . 



levied, l e s s  the amount raised by the levy, This 
would guarantee an additional $180 per ADAE i f  the 
d i s t r i c t  l ev ies  a l l  of the  additional 15 mills,
The potent ia l  revenue available t o  d i s t r i c t s  qual- 
i fying f o r  equalization support would thus be $900 
per  ADAE with a t o t a l  levy of 35 m i l l s ,  

3. A minimum s t a t e  su port of $100 per  ADAE would be 
provided f o r  a l l  d! s t r i c t s ,  

Budset Limitation Plan 

1, It is  roposed t h a t  a budget l imita t ion plan be es- E f o r  the  school d i s t r i c t  krd e t  year 1974, t a b l i s  ed, 
providing t h a t  the  t o t a l  general fund L dget per 
ADAE i n  a school d i s t r i c t  may not be increased by 
mom than a f ixed of the  t o t a l  general fund 
budget per -73. 	 The l i d t a t i o n  would ap- 
ply t o  a l l  general fund budgeted expenditures 
f o r  d i s t r i c t s  budgeting an amount i n  excess 
of $900 per  ADAE, For the  school d i s t r i c t  
krdget year 1974, increases i n  excess of t h i s  
amount could be authorized on1 -3by a s t a t e  
school d i s t r i c t  budget review oard. 

2, 	 For the school d i s t r i c t  budget year 1975 and there- 
a f t e r ,  the t o t a l  general fund budget eE AME could 
not be increased more than (!fixed %Iof the  t o t a l  
general fund budgeted ex en ure  e r  ADAE f o r  the  

Preceding budget year, fncreasea !n exceos of t h i s  
imitat ion could be authorized by the school dis- 

t r i c t  budget review board by a vote of the  people. 

Under the  revisions of the  exis t ing law,.a portion of 
the  general fund Eu dget of a school d i s t r i c t  is not subject  t o  
l imita t ion,  The portion of the budget which is subject t o  
l imita t ion var ies  from d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t ,  On the average, 
a proximately 8% of the general fund budget is subject t o  the 
6k l imita t ion provision , In  recent years, t o t a l  general fund 
budgeted expenditures per  ADAE have been increasing a t  a r a t e  
of about 8%per year, O E D  discussions centersd around the 
concept of authorizing a 7-l/2$ increase f o r  1974, dm ping
th iu  t o  a 7% l imitat ion f o r  1975 and the years thereaf P er ,
By establishing a f inn  l imita t ion on the t o t a l  amount t h a t  ma 
be budgeted e r  ADAE, a l l  excesu Eevenue available t o  a schooI 
d i s t r i c t  m u  Ed be applied t o  reduce the r a t e  of property taxa- 
t ion,  



Related Considerations - 
The language of  t he  b i l l  should acconmrodate t he  
year-round schlool concept. 

Provision should be included t o  accommodate the  
excess c o s t s  of financing small attendance centers.  

Certain programs, should continue t o  be financed 
through the  ca tegor ica l  approach -- such a s  spec i a l  
education, t r anspo r t a t i on ,  e tc .  

Provision should be included i n  t he  law t o  accom- 
modate t he  budgetary problems of d i s t r i c t s  experi-  
encing a dec l ine  i n  enrollment. The S t a t e  andLocal 
Finance Committee has previously approved t h e  con- 

e m i t t i n g  d i s t r i c t s  t o  base t h e i r  budget 
on sept t he  Of& AE of t h e  budget e a r  o r  t h e  ADAE of t he  
preceding budget year ,  wh 1 che re r  i s  greater .  

The language should provide f o r  semi-annual f inan- 
c i a 1  repor t s  t o  be wbmit ted  by school d i s t r i c t s .  
This  would permit f i n a n c i a l  da t a  t o  be developed 
f o r  both t h e  ca lendar  year  and t h e  Ju ly  1 - June 30 
f i s c a l  year. 

I n  o rder  t o  assure  t h e  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  of p roper ty tax  
r a t e s  and pennit  school c o s t  inc reases  t o  be accom- 
modated through growth i n  t he  t a x  base, it i s  sug- 
ges ted  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  e s t a b l i s h  a commitment t o  . 
a l l o c a t e  37-1/% of t he  s t a t e  genera l  fund revenue 
growth each year  t o  inc rease  t h e  a ropr ia t ion  of 
t h e  school equa l iza t ion  program. !!is would begin 
i n  t h e  1975-76 f i s c a l  year. 

P ro j ec t i ons  by GDED of t he  po t en t i a l  cos t s ,  and poten- 
t i a l  proper ty  t a x  reductions embodied i n  t h e  recornended plan 
a r e  a t tached a s  Appendices B and C. Appendix B provides data  
f o r  a l l  181 school d i s t r i c t s  on what t h e  general  fund m i l l  
l e v i e s  would have been had t h e  pro o s a l  been i n  e f f e c t  f o r t h e  
1972 school ear .  Appendix C prov des  comparative data,  f o r  1 P 
a11 school d s t r i c t s ,  concerning 1974 pro jec t ions  of enro l l -  
ment, f i n a n c i a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  s t a t e  support under t h e  present  
law and under t h e  proposed program. Exam l e s ,  provided by 
OOED, of how d i s t r i c t s  would be a s s i s t e d  y t h e  recommended 
fonnula a r e  a s  follows: 

E 



GOLPARATIVE DATA 

G O D  POWER EWALIZATIUd SCHOOL FIMANCE PLAN 
20 LUlls/S36 -- 15 Millr/S'l2 

1 Mopleton 
30 Wertminrter 
1 Englewood 
2 Sheridan 
5 Chrrxy Creek 

6 Lit t leton 
285 Aurora 

Re-1J Lon mont 
Re-2J ~oufdor  
Re-32 Solido 

R-1  K i t  Corron 
1 Denver 
3 Security 

11 Cole. Springs 
WJ Umi-Yoder 

1J Knnrling 
R - 1 Jefferson 
9 - R Duran o 
R - 1 Fort 8ol l inr  
R - 2J Lovelrnd 

Re- 1 Sterling 
51 Grand Junction 

Re- 1 Cortez 
R - 1 La Junto 

60 Pueblo City 

R - 1 Telluride 
Re- 2J Norrood 
Re- 1 Julorbvrg 

6 Greeloy 
R-J-1 Yma 

1974 
Ertimrted 

ADAE 

6,548.9 
15,924.4 
4,612.6 
2,315.4 

11.993.6 

17,679.6 
18,697.4 
12,630.8 
21,735.4 

1,454.1 

130.7 
80,959.0 

8,148.8 
34,762.0 

124.2 

422.5 
73,252.0 

3,713.1 
12,398.9 
7,868.0 

3,829.5 
12,184.8 
2.754.7 
2,774.8 

24,530.04 

212.3 
291.0 
424.8 

9,834.4 
1,026.2 

1974 Est. 
Rev./ADAE 
Roirad By 
Mill Law 

1974 Eat. 
Stota 

Support 
Par ADAE 
rt. 

$299.34 
383.301 
202.34 
354.1'7 
219.716 

334.28 
342 651 
331 .l6 
245.43 
307.69 

0X) 00 
1'16.28 
467 .O3 
296.20 
170.37 

134.59 
325.96 
312.34 
270.12 
332.06 

255.95 
317.39 
353.79 
386.37 
349.79 

1%. 80 
246.30 
199.70 
316.01 
197.77 

1974 Eat. 
Stota 

Su o r t  
20 uf!.nF 
15 Millr/S 2 

Currant 
U n .  Fuod 

P E d E E  
(1972) 

S 914.62 
822.41 

1,096.91 
905.89 

1,145 .O3 

884.92 
920.82 
921.62 

1,091.57 
6%. 78 

1,887.09 
1,328.57 

720 .L1 
975.73 

1,387.23 

1,128.W 
916.67 
843.37 

1,030.92 
833.37 

987.65 
854.56 
807.01 
884.40 
807.87 

1,213.80 
1,125.43 
1,189.08 

960.76 
l,lP4.15 

Currant 
Gan. Fund 

The projected cost to  the s t a t e  f o r  the 1973-74 f i sca l  
year i s  estimated a t  $202,562,227. For calendar year 1974, 
the cost would be $261,049,455. 

It i s  the conclusion of the conunittee that  the impla- 
mentation of the concepts of revised Alternative I V ,  including 
the l imitation on budget increases,could meet the goals of the 
committee, namely, t o  provide increased s t a t e  fundinq of pub- 
l i c  schools, provide property tax r e l i e f ,  and move i n  the 
direction of meeting the t e s t  of consti tutionality,  

The comi t tee  also concludes tha t  the proposed funding 
plan can be implemented without revision of present s t a t e  t ax  
rates, Attached as pendix D i s  a memorandum repared f o r  "e the committee by the egislat ive Council s t a f f  ! n which gener- 
a1 fund revenues from 1966 t o  1972 are examined and revenues 
pmjected t o  1975 on the basis of the 1966 t o  1972 trend, On 
the basis of these projections, the committee is  confident 
tha t  the recornended school finance plan can be implemented 
without increasing s t a t e  taxes. 



Testimony was presented t o  tha committee concerning the 
need t o  refom the fororulae by which certain types of r o p e r  E ty  and property m e r s  a m  taxed, I n  each instance, t e s t a t -  
u tes  c u m ~ t l y  prof ide different  nams f o r  evaluating property 
f o r  tax  plrposes, 

~ r i c r l t u r l r l  Lands Taxation 

Agricultural lands are msantly assessed on the basis 
of what they mcbce, A s  prov ! ded i n  section 137-7-3 (5) 
C.R.S. 1963 (f967 Supp.), the valua of agricultural  land8 
excltmive of improvementc, i$ t o  be detemined on the basis 
of the earning o r  productive capacity of the lands during a 
reasonable period of time, capitalized a t  Wcomonly accepted 
rates? .' 

The te rn  wcemonly accepted ratesW has led t o  a policy 
of the Sta te  Board of Equalization t o  capi tal ize the agricul- 
t u r a l  industry a t  a ra te  s f  seven percent plus two ercent f e r  J preperty taxes paid, OOED pSW3ded the committee t h  three 
exam l e s  designed to  represent an average s i tuat ion f o r  graz- e i n g  md, dry land and i r r iga ted  land, and t o  deaowstrate the 
significance of the ad valorem tax as  it applies t o  Colorado 
agricul tural  lands. In  outline fmm, these three examples were 
as follows: 

Assume an average s i tuat ion rrould reqraire 48, acres of 
land to  furnish grazing fo r  one cow unit ,  The number 
@f acres re i r ed  t o  graze one cow w i l l  vary throughout 
Colorado, a" owever, the present ad valorem tax  ferr;rla 
which i m p l m n t s  6ur present ad valorem tax s ta tu te  rel- 
a t ive  t o  agricultural  lands, adjusts this carrying capa- 
c i t y  t o  f i t  the various areas involved, Accerdingly, 
the valuation e r  acre wi l l  vary but the valuatiam per 
cor un i t  w i l l  1 e proportional, 

The Division of Praperty Taxation has established the 
f olloring : 

1, Assessor sha l l  properly c lass i fy  lands, 
2, Assessor sha l l  establ ish correct c a r e n g  capacity 

and grazing season for each area when land i s  
being appraised, 



In the i n t e r s s t  of u n i f o a i t y  and equalization 
of asseserreat, the following constant fac te r r  sha l l  be 
used u n t i l  changes i n  econom are suff icient  i n  m u n t  
rrod sustained over a period Ion9 enough t o  jus t i fy  such: 

1, $4,00 per A€JM sha l l  be used. 
2, 7 	conts per acre sha l l  be a de&izcllSlo 

e ense f o r  water and fencing,
3, Net7ncome sha l l  be capitalized a t  9%, 

Actual value of improvements sha l l  be deter- 
mined by the assereor considering s i x  factors  prescribed 
by law, and 3W of t h i s  t o t a l  taken as assesciaent of 
improvements f o r  current year, 

111. 	 Ad Valorer Tax @st8 - S10,42 

For a 48 acre caw uni t ,  it is assumed tha t  you would 
graze 4 acres per month, 


1, $4,00 income per MJM t 4 acres per N M  = $1,00

gross income per acre 

81,00 gross income -S,07 expenses = $33  net income 

S.93 	 net income + 9% cap ra te  = $10.33 actual value 
per acre 

$10,33 actual value x 30% = $3,10 assessed valuation 
per  acre, 

2, Using the average of 70 mills - tax per acre = 21,7+ 

3, A t  70 r i l ls  tax f o r  the 48 acres would be $10.42 

IV,  	 In teres t  Costs - $30,00 

1, A typical purchase price f o r  a cow un i t  is  $1,000,00, 

2, It  i s  estimated tha t  one-half of the value of a cow 
un i t  	i s  mortgaged, Therefore, a $500,00 loan a t  6% 
annual i n t e r e s t  on the cow un i t  would equal S30,00, 

V, 	 Producer Concept (assuming the following) 

1. 10 year average calf weaning weight 370# 



Cattle o erat isns i n  Colorado ve 
ed Q, n the part 10 yearo h&& cn$ ?maned) 

The average price received by Colo- 
rado cattlemen during the a r t  ten 
years f o r  the calf a t  manPng age 
was 33( per #,
3?0#1X 334 = $122.20 X 90% = 

Fixed cost of cow unit  -
Property Tax 
Interest 

Other cost of cow unit  such as -
bull  cost - supplemental feed - de-
preciation and maintenance of equip- 
ment, building, etc,  - veterinary 
costs - in teres t  on cow invesfment -
amortizing of cow cost -
Wet yield from which t o  pay lalaor 
costs and a return on l/2 of origi- 
nal cow uni t  investment -
$10.42 + $30,00 + $45.00 = $85.42 
$109.87 - $85.42 = net yield 

Assuming a 200 cow u n i t  -
Minimin labor requirement fo r  200 cow 
uni t  is  1 l/2 men - o r  the producer 
as 1man and famil assistance o r  1/2  
man equivalent - $54.45 per caw uni t  
o r  $4 890,00 e r  200 u n i t  would pro-
vide 43,260.d f o r  operator salary 
plus $1,630,00\ for family assistance 
o r  hired help,
Which muld allow fo r  labor per cow 
uni t  

This example shows the cow unit re* 
t a m i n g  $24.45 t o  offset  a minirum 
labor cost, o r  minima return on 
land equity, but not both. A l l  as-
sumptions are l iberal  and rrorrld re-
f l e c t  top level ef management, 

$109.87 grass 

10.42 
30.00 



1. Income t o  the Landlord (areuming the following) $495.00 

A, 	 Ueia 100 a c n r  of dry land f o r  wheat pro-
duct9on, 

Be 	Of the 100 acres, 10 acmr a m  deducted 
f a r  wasteland, fence mu$, e tc ,  = 90 acre8 
of t i l l a b l e  land, 

C, 	 InnMrrtt production, l /2 the acrrage i r  i n  
sumer  fallow, therefore, 45 acre8 rrerilld k 
i n  annual production, 

D, 	 10 year average yield per acre = 20 bushelr, 

E. 	 10 ea r  average price received per burhel, 
inc1uding government payments = $1.65, 

F. 	 45 acres X 20 bushels X $1.65 = $1,485.00 

(return f o r  100 acres of which l /3  crop 

n n t  t o  landlord = $495.00 (landlord 

share)), 


11. Ad Valorem Tax Cost 	 $115,50 

A, 	 $495.00 landlord income 9%cap ra te  t o  

get actual value = $5,500,00 ( f o r  100 

acms) 


B. 	 Actual value per 1 acre - $55,09 
Asressed valuation er acre = Actual value 
$55.00 X 3W = ~ 1 6 . b  (arsecred valuation 
per acre) 

Ce 	Assessed valuation f o r  100 acres = $1,650,09 

D, 	 Applying a 70 m i l l  average ra te ,  property 
tax an 100 acres i s  $115,50, 

111, In te res t  Coots 	 S300,Oo 

A, 	 Lanai capable of producing 20 bushel yield 
could be purchased f e r  $100,00 per acre X 
1W aC-6 = $1Q,OOO~OO 

B, 	 It i s  estimated tha t  1/2  of the value is  
mortgaged, Therefore, $5,000 loan a t  6% 



annual i n t e r e s t  on t he  100 ac res  would equal 
$300 ,OO 

I V ,  Summary 

A, 	 Income t o  t he  landlord = 

Less f ixed  cos ts :  


Property t ax  S115,50 
I n t e r e s t  

Net Return 	 s 79,50 

O r ,  	$79.50 re tu rn  t o  the  landlord  
on $5,000,00 equi ty  

IRRIGATED LAND 

I, 	 Income t o  t he  Landlord (8ssuming the  

following) 


A, 	 Using 100 ac res  of i r r i g a t e d  land f o r  

corn production 


Be 	10 year  average y i e l d  per  acre  = 100 

bushels 


C, 	 10 year  average p r i ce  received per  

bushel a $1,25 


D, 	 1 acre  X 100 bushels X S1,25.= S125,OO 
Landlord share l/3 of crop o r  S 41,66 

gross 


E, 	 Fixed Costs 
Fence c o s t s  S .40 pr '  acre  
Water c o s t s  (del iverd  

t o  f i e l d )  7,00 pe r  acre 
F e r t i l i z e r  c o s t s  - $20,00 

l/3 paid by landlord  6,67 
Spraying c o s t s  - $4,50 p e r  acre  

l/3 paid by landlord 1,SO 



40+ + $ 000 + $6*67 + $1.50 = f i x  d 
cost 7 without taxer o r  in terer t f  $ 15.57 

per acre 

F. Net Return (without taxes and interest)  
$41.66 - $15.57 26.09 

per acre 

I .  Ad Valorem Tax Cost 6.09 
per acre 

A. $26.09 landlord income per acre 9% 
ca ra te  t o  get actual production P vr ue = $289*88 per acre 

Actual value per acre = $289.88. Assessed 
valuation per acre 3 

Actual value $289.88 X 30% = $86.96 (as- 
&eased valuation) 

Assessed valuation 1 acre - $86.96 X 70 
m i l l s  = $6.09 tax per acre 

I Interest Cost 13,W 

A, Land capable of producing 100 bushel yield 
could be purchased for  $450.00 per acre 

B. It i s  estimated that  l,/2 of the value i s  
mortgaged. 

Therefore, S225.00 loan a t  6% annual i n t e r  
est on the 1 acre would equal $13.50 

A, Income t o  the landlord per 
acre * $26,09 

Less fixed costs: 
Property Tax $ 6.09 
Interest  13.50 

19.39 
Net Return 

O r ,  $6.50 return t o  the landlord on 
$225.00 equity," 



The data  from the  abwe examples indicate  t h a t  under 
optimal conditions and good fa rn  management, appreximately 23 
percent of real ized ne t  fanr  income i s  dedicated t o  property 
taxes, 


I n  July, 1972, the  Colorado Crop and Livestock Re 

ing Service published i n  i t s  compi la t i~nCo o &% 

i t i c  t h a t  t h e  n a l i z e d  ne t  f a=  ncome o?&ELFSfdtLh'ranchers i n  1970 was $175,200,000, It a l so  re-a m e r s  an 

D orted t h a t  the  t e t a l  taxes  on fazm property f o r  1970 w e n  
46,500,900, o r  27 percent of the  rea l ized  ne t  fann income, 


It is  the  recamendation of t h e  ~0mitt.e co ill A)

t h a t  a s t a tu to ry  capi ta l iza t ion  r a t e  of 12 percent be estab- 
l i shed  a s  such r a t e  would provide a more equitable r a t e  of 
taxation f o r  the  agr icu l tura l  industry i n  the s t a t e ,  When 
considered with a n v i s e d  school foundation forrrula, the  in- 
creased capi ta l iza t i tm r a t e  w i l l  ne t  impose m undue f i n m c i -  
a1 burden on loca l  school d i s t r i c t s ,  

A s  data  a re  available only f o r  county-wide assessme~ts ,  
the  e f f e c t s  of the  recotmendation, i n  Appendix E, indicate  
the revised arsesserents f o r  counties, and not school d i s t r i c t s ,  

O i l  and Gao Taxatton 

A s  contrasted t o  the  assessment of wort property i n  
Colorado a t  a r a t e  of 30 percent, o i l  m d  gas lands a m  as-
sessed a t  a r a t s  of 87-42 percent. Testimony t o  the c o n i t -  
t e e  indicated t h a t  t h i s  fozmula warP ad@ t e d  a s  a method of 
aiding l o c a l  area8 which were faced wit  R the  necessity of -
r iding subs tan t ia l  services  i n  a shor t  period of time i n  tR"e 
event of m boomm, The policy has ~ o t  resul ted i n  addi- 
t i ona l  taxes  on the  a i l  and gas industry, a s  they ray  subtract  
the  pmperty taxes from t h e i r  severance taxes  due t o  the  
s t a t e ,  

It i s  the  recommendation of the  committee re ill B)
t h a t  with the enactment of a revised fozoaula of s t a t e  fanding 
t o  public schools, the  sil arid gar property a r s e s s a e ~ t s  sh@ald 
be es tabl ished a t  30 ercent,  The e f f e c t  of the  r ecmenda-  
t ion  w i l l  be t o  eat& !i r h  a taxation f o r a r l a  f o r  o i l  rad gas
property consisent .with o the r  property i n  the  s t a t e ,  I n  the  
absence of increased s t a t e  funding of loca l  schools, such a 
n v i s i o n  could impose a s e v e n  hardship on those a n 8 8  with 
subs tan t ia l  o i l  and gas property, 

The e f f e c t s  of the  mcmmendation on counties an,  in -
cluded i n  Appendix E, 



Senior  Citizens Tax Credi ts  

The 1971 General Assembly adopted H.B. 1040 t o  provide 
an income t a x  c r e d i t  f o r  property t axes  paid by t h e  e lder ly .  
That b i l l  provided t h a t  Colorado . r e s i d e n t s  65 years  of age o r  
o lde r  could claim a c r e d i t  o r  refund aga ins t  s ta te  incorrv; 
taxes  f o r  proper t  t axes  paid o r  tax-equivalent payments made 
during t he  year  J t h  respect  t o  a ~wsfdunce ~ ~ C U p i c d  2: ':k 
claimant. The t a x  c r e d i t  o r  refund was proitided a s  50 percent 
of general  pmper ty  t axes  o r  t en  pexcent of ac tual  m n t  paid, 
i n  n e i t h e r  ins tance  t o  exceed $200. Xn addi t ion ,  a recfuction 
i n  the  c r e d i t  o r  refund was pmvided a s  10 percent  of t h e  in -  
come over  $500 f o r  an individual  taxpayer o r  10 e rcen t  of E income over $1,800 f o r  married taxpayers. Addit onal q u a l i f i -  
c a t i ons  included prohibktion t h a t  the  taxpayer be claimed a s  
an exemption by any o t h e r  person, t h a t  h i s  ne t  worth be l e s s  
than $20,000, and t h a t  h i s  income be l e s s  than $2,400 i f  a 
s i ng l e  taxpayer and l e s s  than $3,700 i f  married. 

House B i l l  1040, 1972 session,  increased t he  maximum 
c r e d i t  o r  refund from $200 t o  $250 and c l a r i f i e d  c e r t a i n  lan-  
guage i n  t he  law. 

Although the  committee o f f e r s  no recommendation f o r  
addi t ional  revis ion of t h e  s en io r  c i t i z e n s  income t ax  c r e d i t ,  
i t  w i l l  l i k e l y  be a t op i c  given c lose  a t t en t i on  by t h e  1973 
General Assembly. 

Pmper ty  Assessment Po l i c i e s  
and Procedures 

Extensive a t t en t i on  was devoted by t h e  committee t o t h e  
need f o r  reform of severa l  p o l i c i e s  and procedures involved 
i n  t he  assessment of roperty valuat ion,  For t he  1973 Gener- 
a l  Assembly, t he  comm !. t t e e  recommends only one b i l l   ill C) 
concerning assessment appeals. However, at tached as Appendix 
F i s  a statement,"Property Assessment Legis la t ionR,  presented 
t o  the  committee by M r .  Raymond E, Carper, Property Tax Ad- 
minis t ra tor ,  I n  t h a t  statement,  M r ,  Carper d iscusses  severa l  
i s s u e s  which may be i n  need of f u r t h e r  in te r im stddy, 

The committee does recommend B i l l  C, which would au- 
t ho r i ze  t h e  Board of Assessment Ap e a l s  t o  hear  an a peal i n  g P t h e  case of f a i l u r e  by the  county oard of equal iza t  on o r  an 
assessor  t o  respond t o  a proper ap a1  within t he  prescribed 
time period, I n  addit ion,  t h e  b i l  P" would authorize t he  Board 
t o  hear  appeals from decis ions  of t h e  boards of county con- 
missioners, 



TAX PHIFILE STUDY 

The Committee on S t a t e  and Local Finance was d i rec ted  
by Senate J o i n t  Resolution No. 11 t o  undertake a mTax Pro- 
f i l e  Studym with funding of $30,000 provided i n  t he  Long B i l l  
(chapter  27, Session Laws of  1972). 

Although t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of such a study had been 
agreed upon f o r  some time, t h e  committee found t h a t  t he re  was 
l i t t l e  agreement a s  t o  what such a study should e n t a i l ,  o the r  
than t o  determine t h e  u l t ima te  incidence of t axa t ion  -- who 
pays what t axes  and how much. In  o r d e r  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  
conduct of  t h e  study, a spec i a l  ad hoc committee of Senator  
Fowler, Senator  Dines, and Representative Fen t re r s  was ap-
pointed t o  negot ia te  a con t rac t  f o r  t h e  study. 

The ad hoc committee agreed t h a t  a b i -par t i san  approach 
fo  t h e  study was e s s e n t i a l  i n  o rde r  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  af- 
f i l i a t i o n  be no f a c t o r  i n  considerat ion of t h e  study. In  
addi t ion ,  t h e  ad hoc committee p re fe r red  t h a t  a Colorado based 
f i m  conduct t h e  study. The f i rm of Bickar t ,  Brawne, Codding-
ton and A s ~ o c i a t e s ,  Inc., of Denver, i n  conjunction with D r .  
Reuben Zubrow of  t he  Univers i ty  of Colorado war se lec ted  by 
t h e  committee t o  conduct t he  study. 

The proposal of  Mssra. Coddington and Zubrow included 
a time schedule based -on c e r t a i n  i n f o m a t i o n  t o  be obtained 
from income t a x  r e tu rns  by t h e  Department of  Revenue. Cons 
s u l t a t i o n  wi th  t he  Department ascer ta ined  t h a t  the  compilation 
of such da t a  would requ i re  d iver t ing  s eve ra l  key s t a f f  people 
f ram t h e i r  normal d u t i e s  i n  t h e  Department, the re fore ,  ' a 
t r a n s f e r  of $5,900 from l e g i s l a t i v e  s tudy funds t o  t he  Depart- 
ment was authorized by t h e  Leg is la t ive  Council t o  cover addi- 
t i o n a l  c o s t s  f o r  temporary replacements of these  r egu la r  de- 
partment a l  employees. 

With t h e  s igning of a con t rac t  on December 1, 1972, t he  
committee has received t h e  assurance of a comprehensive t a x  
p r o f i l e  which w i l l  s e t  t h e  s tage  f o r  ana lys i s  of t h e  a f f e c t s  
of a l t e r n a t i v e  t a x  proposals. The p ro j ec t  i s  scheduled f o r  
completion by September 1, 1973. 



APPENDIX A 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL MEMORANDUM NO. 2 

April  20, 	 1972 

TO: 	 The S t a t e  and Local Finance Committee 

FROM: 	 Legis la t ive  Council S t a f f  

SUBJECT: 	 State-Collected and Locally Shared Sa les ,  Use, 
and C iga re t t e  Taxes 

The purpose of t h i s  memorandum i s  t o  s e t  f o r t h  what 
could be accomplished toward replacement of  l o c a l  s a l e s ,  
use, and c i g a r e t t e  t axes  and reduction of property t axes  
with a  2 percent  s a l e s  and use t a x  on t h e  s t a t e  base and a 
5 cen t s  per  pack c i g a r e t t e  t ax ,  same t o  be add i t ions  t o  
ex i s t i ng  s t a t e  t axes  and t o  be shared l o c a l l y  i n  t h e  manner 
ind ica ted  below. The analyses a r e  based upon data  a s  fo l -  
lows: Property t a x  l e v i e s  f o r  general  fund county and 
municipal purposes f o r  1970 payable i n  1971, revenue fmm 
l o c a l  s a l e s ,  use,  and c i g a r e t t e  t axes  f o r  calendar year  
1970 (o r ,  i n  t h e  case  of c i g a r e t t e  t axes ,  f o r  e a r l i e r  years  
i n  those i n s t ances  i n  which 1970 da t a  a r e  not a v a i l a b l e ) ,  
and revenue from t h e  ex i s t i ng  3 percent  s t a t e  s a l e s  and use 
t ax  and t h e  5 c e n t s  per  pack c i g a r e t t e  t a x  f o r  f i s c a l  year  
1970-71. I n  each case,  t h e  da t a  a r e  shown by count ies  and 
by mun ic ipa l i t i e s  t h e r e i n  (Table l ) ,with  county-wide sum-
maries of one l i n e  per  countylc (Table 2) .  

The revenue from t h e  2 percent  s a l e s  and use t a x  i s  
reduced by an amount equal t o  a $3 per  person food s a l e s  
t a x  c r e d i t  with t h e  thought t h a t  an inc rease  i n  t h e  e x i s t -  
ing  food s a l e s  t a x  c r e d i t  from $7 per  person t o  $10 pe r  
person might be des i rab le .  The n e t  revenue t hus  obta inable  
p lus  t h e  revenue ob ta inab le  from t h e  5 cen t s  per  pack cig-  
a r e t t e  t ax ,  i n  g iven o n t  , i s  f i r s t  applied t o  a  re-  
placement o f T h e  ocaf T ys a  e s ,  use,  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e s  i n  
t h i s  county; and t h e  remainder i s  applied t o  a  reduction of 
property t a x e s  i n  t h i s  county and i n  i t s  munic ipal i t ies .  

*See t h e  Attachment, page 38.,f o r  explanatory no tes  which 
e labora te  upon s ta tements  made here in  concerning t h e  data 
rrrd methods of ana lys i s  employed. 



This  remainder i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  so a s  t o  br ing  about t h e  
same propor t ional  proper ty  t a x  reduct ion i n  one j u r i sd i c -  
t i o n  (county o r  munic ipal i ty)  a s  i n  another  i n  t h e  given 
county. Each county wi th  i t s  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  being con-
s idered  a s  a  u n i t  f o r  t h i s  purpose, t h e r e  i s  wide var ia -  
t i o n  i n  t h i s  propor t ional  reduct ion i n  property t axes  for 
genera l  fund purposes f r o m  one county t o  another. 

To i l l u s t r a t e  what i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  t a b l e s ,  con-
s i d e r ,  Pueblo County. I n  Table 1, Column 1, t h e  t o t a l  as-
sessed va lua t ion  i s  shown f o r  1970 f o r  t h e  county a s  a  
whole, including t h e  t h r e e  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  l i s t e d ,  and t h e  
assessed va lua t ion  f o r  each of  t h e  t h r e e  munic ipal i t ies .  
The m i l l  l e v i e s  a r e  presented next ,  followed by t h e i r  
equivalent  i n  property t a x  revenue i n  Column 3 and t h e  
amount of revenue f r o m  l o c a l  s a l e s  and c i g a r e t t e  t axes  i n  
columns 4 and 5, t h e  t o t a l  from the se  t h r e e  sources being 
shown -- t o  f a c i l i t a t e  comparison wi th  t h e  t o t a l  obta inable  
f r o m  t h e  ind ica ted  state-wide t a x e s  -- i n  Column 8. 

To explain how t h e  t o t a l  ava i l ab l e  f o r  Pueblo Coun- 
t y  -- $2,642,232 -- "above l o c a l  s a l e s  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e ~ , ~  
a s  presented i n  Column 6, was obtained,  it i s  neceesary t o  
r e f e r  t o  Table 2. I n  Column 5 of  t h i s  t a b l e  appears t h e  
amount, $4,966,667, obta inable  i n  Pueblo County from a 2 
percent  s a l e s  and use  t a x  on t h e  s t a t e  base, t h i s  being two- 
t h i r d s  of t h e  amount obtained i n  f i s c a l  year  1970-71 f r o m  
t h e  e x i s t i n g  3 percent  tax. This  i s  reduced by t h e  amount 
of t h e  $3 pe r  person food s a l e s  t a x  c r e d i t  a s  shown i n  
columns 6 and 7 of Table 2; and, t o  t h e  d i f f e r ence  i s  added 
t h e  revenue obta inable  from t h e  5 c e n t s  pe r  pack c i g a r e t t e  
t ax ,  Column 8, t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  n e t  revenue obta inable  --
$5,271,932 i n  Column 9 -- f r o m  t h e  ind ica ted  sources. 
Inasmuch a s  t h e  plan ou t l i ned  c a l l s  f o r  t h e  r e t u r n  of t h i s  
e n t i r e  amount t o  Pueblo County and t h e  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  
t h e r e i n  and t o  be appl ied  f i r s t  toward replacement of t h e  
l o c a l  s a l e s ,  use, and c i g a r e t t e  t axes ,  s a id  amount i s  
reduced by t h e  sum -- $2,629,700 -- of columns 4 and 5, 
Table 1, f o r  Pueblo County. The amount so obtained,  
$2,642,232, i s  t h e  t o t a l  shown i n  Column 6, Table 1; and 
t h i s  amount i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  h e b l o  County and i t s  munici-
p a l i t i e s  so a s  t o  br ing  about i d e n t i c a l  propor t ional  reduc- 
t i o n s  i n  t h e  property taxes ,  f o r  genera l  fund purposes, of 
t h e  ind ica ted  j u r i sd i c t i ons .  

The f i g u r e s  so derived a r e  added t o  those shown i n  
columns 4 and 5 f o r  l o c a l  s a l e s  and c i g a r e t t e  t axes  t o  
ob ta in  t h e  amounts t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  l o c a l  governments 
a s  shown i n  Column 7, Table 1. The amounts remaining t o  be 



borne by l o c a l  governments, t h e  county and t h e  municipal- 
i t i e s  -- Column 8 min s Column 7  -- a r e  presen ted  i n  
Column 9, w i t h  t h efi11 levy  e q u i v a l e n t s  i n  Column 10.r m 

The above i s  perhaps an adequate explana t ion  of  
Table 2. It i s  noted,  however, a s  shown i n  t h e  l a s t  
column o f  t h i s  t a b l e ,  t h a t  t h e  p rope r ty  t a x  r educ t ion  which 
would be made p o s s i b l e  i n  Pueblo County and i n  i t s  munici-
p a l i t i e s  i s  40.3 pe rcen t  o f  s a i d  t a x e s  f o r  gene ra l  fund 
purposes. 

By r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  t o t a l s  ( o r  averages)  shown i n  

Table 2, c e r t a i n  s t a t emen t s  -- wi th  rounding o f  numbers 

f o r  purposes  of s i m p l i c i t y  -- a r e  made. Under cond i t ions  

e x i s t i n g  i n  1970-71, t h e  combined revenue from a  2 percent 

s a l e s  and use  t a x  and a 5 c e n t s  p e r  pack c i g a r e t t e  t a x  

would be $129.04 mi l l i on .  According t o  t h e  i n d i c a t e d  plan,  

t h i s  would provide f o r  an i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  food s a l e s  t a x  

c r e d i t  o f  $3 p e r  person amounting t o  $6.00 m i l l i o n ,  a  r e -  

placement o f  l o c a l  s a l e s ,  use ,  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e s  i n  t h e  

amount o f  $65.38 m i l l i o n ,  and a  r educ t ion  o f  $57.66 m i l - 

l i o n  i n  p rope r ty  t a x e s  f o r  county and municipal  g e n e r a l  

fund purposes. T h i s  amounts t o  a  50.1 percent  reduc t ion  i n  

such p rope r ty  t a x e s  on a  s ta te -wide  b a s i s ,  


There a r e  two c o u n t i e s  -- Del t a  and Je f f e r son  --
i n  which t h e  amount a v a i l a b l e  a f t e r  replacement of l o c a l  
s a l e s ,  use ,  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e s  would exceed t h e  p rope r ty  
t a x e s  f o r  county and municipal  g e n e r a l  fund purposes. The 
excess  i s  small  f o r  De l t a  County; it i s  l a r g e r  percentage- 
wise  f o r  J e f f e r s o n  County, A t  t h e  o t h e r  extreme a r e  Denver 
and P i t k i n  coun t i e s ,  For  Denver t h e  amount a v a i l a b l e  a f t e r  
replacement o f  l o c a l  s a l e s  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e s  i s  s u f f i c i -
e n t  t o  reduce p rope r ty  t a x e s  f o r  g e n e r a l  fund purposes by 
11.1 percent .  For  P i t k i n ,  because i t ems  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
s k i  i n d u s t r y  -- n o t  inc luded  i n  t h e  s t a t e  base  f o r  s a l e s  
t a x e s  - - a r e  included i n  t h e  l o c a l  base ,  t h e  combined amount 
r a i s e d  by a  2  pe rcen t  s a l e s  and use  t a x  on t h e  s t a t e  base  
and t h e  5 c e n t s  p e r  pack c i g a r e t t e  t a x  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
r e p l a c e  t h e  l o c a l  s a l e s  and c i g a r e t t e  t a x e s  completely. Th i s  
sho r t age  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  m i l l  l evy  shown 
i n  Column 12,  Table 2, f o r  P i t k i n  County i s  l a r g e r  t han  t h a t  
shown i n  Column 1. I t  i s  noted,  however, t h a t  t h i s  Column 1 
m i l l  l evy  i s  t h e  second s m a l l e s t  among t h o s e  shown f o r  t h e  
s i x t y - t h r e e  c o u n t i e s  of  t h e  s t a t e .  



ATTACHMENT: EXPLANATORY NOTES 


Cer ta in  f a c t s  per ta in ing t o  sources of t he  dzta  pre- 
sented i n  t he  accompanying t a b l e s  and, i n  a few ins tances ,  
t he  nature  of t h e  computations required t o  der ive  them a re  
s e t  f o r t h  below i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  than would be uppr t+L
a t e  i n  t h e  t e x t  o r  i n  footnotes  t o  t h e  t ab les ,  

Data on t h e  1970 assessed valuat ion of property and 
on property t a x  l e v i e s  f o r  1970, payable i n  1971, were 
obtained from t h e  59th Annual Re o r t  of t he  Colorado Tax 
Commission. I n  t h e  case of munic p a n t =  i n  t h r ee  coun- -+ 
t i e s  -- Grand, Je f fe r son ,  and Larimer -- the m i l l  l e v i e s  
presented i n  t he  t a b l e s  may include bond and i n t e r e s t  l ev i e s  
i n  addi t ion  t o  general  fund l e v i e s ,  t he  s i t u a t i o n  being t h a t  
information on t h i s  mat ter  i s  not reported f o r  these  coun-
t i e s  i n  t he  Colorado Tax Commission repor t  and was not ob- 
t a inab l e  from the  o f f i c e s  of t he  county t reasure rs .  The 
Treasurer  f o r  Morgan County indicated t h a t  Fort  Morgan, 
Brush, and Hi l l rose  do not have bond o r  i n t e r e s t  l ev ies .  I n  
the  case of Log Lane Vi l lage ,  he l i s t e d  a  Water D i s t r i c t  
levy of 24.90 mills; t h i s  was subtracted from 34.10 mills 
as  reported by t he  Colorado Tax Commission t o  obta in  9,20 
mills as  used f o r  t h i s  municipality.  

For information on l o c a l  (county and municipal) 
s a l e s  and use t ax  co l l ec t i ons  i n  calendar e a r  1970, a 
llComparison of Three Percent Sa les  Tax Col 1ec t ions  and 
Equivalent M i l l  Levies f o r  Incorporated C i t i e s ,  Towns and 
Counties, Colorado, 1970: a compilation made by t h e  Divi- 
s ion of Local Government, Department of Local Af fa i r s ,  
and t he  f i l e s  of t h e  o f f i c e  o f  t h i s  Division were drawn 
upon. I n  many cases t he  d o l l a r  amounts were re or ted;  i n  
o thers ,  da ta  were ava i lab le  on t h e  r a t e  only, Fo r  the  
l a t t e r ,  it was necessary t o  t ake  70 percent of t he  y i e ld  
of t h e  s t a t e  t ax  a t  t h e  indicated  r a t e ,  t h i s  70 percent 
f i gu re  being t h e  approximate average 1i e l d ,  reported by 
the  Division of Local Government, of oca l  s a l e s  t axes  on 
the  respect ive  l o c a l  bases a t  a  given r a t e  when expressed 
a s  a  percent of t h e  y i e ld  of t he  s a l e s  and use t a x  a t  the  
same r a t e  on t h e  s t a t e  base. For t h i s  purpose, t h e  data  
on t h e  y i e ld  of t h e  t h r ee  percent s a l e s  and use t a x  on t he  
s t a t e  base i n  f i s c a l  e a r  1970-1971, a s  reported i n  t h e  
above-mentioned compi1a t ion  of t he  Division of Local Gov- 
ernment, were used. For s i x  munici a l i t e s  -- Basal t ,  Bay- 
f i e l d ,  Blackhawk, Federal Heights, Rederland, and S i l t  --
da ta  on s a l e s  and use t ax  co l l ec t i ons  on the  s t a t e  base 
were not  avai lable ;  a l loca t ions  were made t o  them on a 



population bas i s ,  t h e  amount f o r  a given municipal i ty being 
so determined t h a t  it represents  t h e  same proportion of 
t o t a l  co l l ec t i ons  i n  t h e  county i n  which sa id  municipality 
i s  located  a s  t h e  munic ipal i ty ' s  population i n  1970 repre- 
sented of t h e  county's population i n  t h a t  year, 

For municipal c i g a r e t t e e  t a x  co l l ec t i ons  two sources 
were drawn upon: t h e  f i l e s  of t h e  Division of Local Gov- 
ernment and "Selected Non-Property Revenues of Colorado 
C i t i e s  and town^,^ a  publ ica t ion of t h e  Colorado Municipal 
League. Data f o r  calendar year  1970 f o r  forty-seven muni- 
c i p a l i t i e s  were obtained from t h e  f i r s t  of these  sources; 
t h e r e  a r e  twenty-seven add i t iona l  c i t i e s  f o r  which da ta  
f o r  1968 or ,  i n  a  few cases,  f o r  e a r l i e r  years  a re  pre- 
sented i n  t h e  second of these  sources. These da ta  were 
used with t h e  thought t h a t  they should be reasonably r e  
r e sen t a t i ve  of 1970 co l l ec t i ons  because, genera l ly  spea R--
ing, t h e  growth i n  c i g a r e t t e  t a x  co l l ec t i ons  has not been 
l a rge  i n  recent  years,  

The revenue obtainable from t h e  2  percent s a l e s  and 
use t a x  on t he  s t a t e  base f o r  each county, a s  shown i n  
Table 2, Column 5, i s  two-thirds of t h e  t o t a l  reported i n  
t h e  above-mentioned compilation of t h e  Division of Local 
Government f o r  f i s c a l  year  1970-1971 f o r  t h e  3 percent tax. 

Data on c o l l e c t i o n s  from t h e  ex i s t i ng  s t a t e  t a x  of 
5 cen t s  per  pack on c i g a r e t t e s  a r e  ava i lab le  f o r  t h e  s t a t e  
a s  a  whole, but  not f o r  counties  wi th in  t h e  s t a t e .  Alloca-
t i o n  o f  t h e  s t a t e  t o t a l  f o r  f i s c a l  year  1970-1971 was made 
t o  t h e  counties ,  a s  shown i n  Table 2, on t h e  b a s i s  of 
s a l e s  and use t a x  co l l ec t i ods  on t h e  s t a t e  base i n  t h a t  
year. This  means t h a t  each county's proportion of t he  
s t a t e  t o t a l  f o r  c i g a r e t t e  t a x  co l lec t ions ,  a s  a l loca ted  i s  
t h e  same a s  it was f o r  ac tua l  s a l e s  and use t a x  c o l l e c t  ons I 
i n  1970-1971. 

The problem with respect  t o  a l l oca t i on  o f  t h e  $3 
food s a l e s  t a x  c r e d i t  t o  t he  count ies  was t h e  same a s  t h a t  
of c i  a r e t t e  t a x  co l lec t ions .  The amount of t h e  $7 c r e d i t  
f o r  f Ps c a l  year  1970-1971 f o r  t h e  s t a t e  a s  a  whole was 
known, a s  reported by t h e  Department of  Revenue; a l l oca t i on  
of three-sevenths of t h i s  amount was made t o  t h e  counties  
i n  t h e  same manner a s  t h a t  explained above f o r  c i g a r e t t e  
t a x  co l lec t ions .  
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County and 
L a u n i c i ~ a l i t y  

GILPIN COUNTY 

Blackhawk 
Centra l  C i ty  

(RANDCOUNTY 
Fraser  
Granby
Grand Lake 
Hot Sulphur Springs 
Krramling 

aJMlISOtd COUNTY 
Crested Butte 
Gunni so n 
P i t k i n  

HINSDALE COUNTY - Lake Ci ty  

i A l W A N O  COUNTY 
La Veta 
Walsenburg 

JAaSON C O W  
Walden 

JEFFERSN COUNNd 
Arvada 
Bow Mar 
Broomf i e l d  
Edgewater 
Golden 
Lakewood 
Morrison 
Mountain View 
Westminster 
Wheatridge 

1970 
Assessed 

Valuation 

3 4,110,220 
322,275 
656,145 

18,615,160 
162,920 

1,206,110 
1,405,820 

311,475 
1,173,835 

17,632,965 
735,355 

5,439,635 
119,890 

2,323,120 
643,440 

12,598,505 
553,900 

3,795,120 

9,761,026 
1,018,950 

TABLE 1 (Continued) 

1970 
Mill 

Levy f o r  
General 

Fund 

General Fund 
Revenue Obtained from Local 

Proper ty  Sa les  and Cigare t t e  

Dis t r ibu t ion  
of Amount 
Available 

Above Local 
Sa les  and 
Cigare t t e  

faxes  

To ta l  t o  
Local 

Governments 

Total  now 
Being Raised 

by Local 
Goverments 
from Roper-

Sales, and 7:~; $r;;, 

Amount 
Remaining 

t o  be Borne 
by Local. 

Governments 

M i l l  
Levy

Equlv 
a len 

37.70 
32.50* 
13.25 
26.00 
19.50 
19.90 
26.00 

-8%-



TABLE 1 (~ont inu=d)  

Total now 

County and 
Municipality 

1970 
Assessed 

Valuation
-7-n-

1370 
. K i l l  

Le-q fur  
General 
F~ind 

General Fund 
Re-~or~ueObtainod from Local 

~ a r z - a T  Cigarette 
U-;e Tax 

Distribution 
of Anount 
Availabla 

Above Locsl 
Sales and 
Cigarette 

faxes 
l o )  

Total t o  
Lo: a1 $;;[-mnm;; 

k i n g  Raissd 
by L 9 = 3 l  

Governments 
from Propert5 

Sales, and yi74p
3 + 4 + 5-

mount 
Remaining 

t 3  be Borne 
by Loc a 1  -

Mill 
L e y
Equlv-* 

KIOWA COUNTY 
Eads 
Haswell 
Sheridan Lake 

$ 46,798 
1,526 

231 
272 

$ 309,759 
10,098 
1,529 
1 902 

$ 262,961 
3,572 
1,238 
1 530 

15.87 
8.14 
8.91*48,827 

KIT CAXSON COUNTY 
Bethune 
Burlington
Flagler 
Seibert 
Stratton 
Vona 

367,510 
337 

45,501 
14,234 
1,453 

11,021 
804 

440,86d 

490,689 
450 

60,751 
19,005 
1.w 

14,715 
1074 - 123,179 

113 
15,250 
4,771 

487 
3,694 

270 
147,764' -

4.59 
1.51 
3.51 
5.60 
1.76 
4.79 -w 

4-

LAKE COL'KPI 
Leadville 

261,068 
74 354 

355,422- 560,372 
159 599 

t19,9fT 
299,304 

85 245 - 6.20 w 
UI LA PLATA C O W  

Bayf ie ld  
D u r  ango 
Ignacio 

559,246 
9,494 

413,801 
17 357 

792,712 
10,873 

449,871 
20 078-nm= 

233,466 
1,379 

36,070 
2 721 

5.23 
4.71 
2.09 

4% 
LARIMER C O W  

Berthoud 
Estes Park 
Fort Collins 
Lovrland 
Timnath 
Wellington 

LAS ANIMAS COUMY 
Aguilar 
Branson 

1,937,973 
50,118 

297,508 
1,544,3% 

571,156 
1,448 
8.132 

4,410,7= 

283,873 
2,303 

268 

2,573,258 
56,451 

312,731 
1,714,626 

659,683 
1,923 

10 797 -
740,913 

6,011 
699 -

635,285 
6,333 

15,223 
170,230 
88,527 

475 
2 665 

PZ8-,-138 
457,040 

3,708 
431 

3.51 
3.95 
2.22 
2.47 
2.89 
3.21 

-2% 
14.93 
13.26 
8.94 

Cokedale 320 835 515 10.48 
Trinidad 

LINCOLN COUMY 
Arriba 
Geno a 
Hugo 
Limon 

243 %7 
530,731 

l85.017 
4,225 
1,292 

13,725 
48 370 
2 5 2 m  

335 165 

322,892 
7,373 
2,256

22,528 
80 406 

435* 

111 198
572-,892 

137,875 
3,148 

964 
8,803 

32 036 - 2% 
6.98 

11.20 
5.26 

11.79 



TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Total  nor 

County and 
Municipali ty 

1970 
Assessed 

Valuation 
T1) 

1970 
M i l l  

Levy f o r  
General 

p+:es 

General Fund 
Revenue Obtained from Local 

Proper ty  Sales  and Cigare t t e
Use Tax 

Dis t r ibu t ion  
of Amount 
Available 

Above Local 
Sa les  and 
C i g a r e t t e  

Total  t o  
Localgyverl:;

faxes  
16) 

Being Raised 
by Local 

Governments 
from PropeaV, 

Sales, and 

Amount 
Remaining 

t o  be Borne 
by Local 

T 
Mill 
Levy

Equiv-g 
LOGAN-

Crook 
Fleming 
I l i f f  

11.62 
12.75 
13.75 
6.73 

S 675,538 
2,832 
A ,070 

8 10 - S 73,963 
3 10 
445 
89 

1.15 
1-26 
1.36 
0.67 

Merino 
Peetz 
S t e r l i n g  

WSA c o r n  
Collbran 
Do Beque 
F r u i t  a 
Grand Junct ion 
Pal isade 

18.03 
16.40 

4%-
17.10 
23.50 
32 .OO 
19.00 
14.OO* 

3,052 
3,568 

285 968 

1,624,797 
5,935 
4,324 

64,468 
1,239,487 

42.992 -m=m 

334 
391 

31 310 
136,842 

230,960 
. 844 

615 
4,990

75,821 
3 691 -

1.78 
1.62 

4% 
2.13 
2.93 
3.98 
2.36 
1.74 

4% 
MINERAL ODUFSTY 

i Creede 
P ',,AT CDUNTY 

Craig
Dinosaur 

WONTENMA COUNTY 
Cortez 
Dolores 
Mancos 

MNTROSE COUNTY 
Lbntrose 
Na tur i t a  
Nucla 
Olathe 

mRw a > w  
Brush 
For t  Morgan 
H i l l r o s e  

10, GOC 

Log Lane Vil lage 



TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Total now 

County and 
bkmicipality 

OTERD UNNW 
Cheraw 
Fowler 
La Junta 
Manzanola 
Rocky Ford 
Swink 

PAFK c o r n  
Alma 
Fairplay 

PHILLIPS OUNTY 
Haxtun 
Holyoke 
Paoli 

PITKIN COCMTY~/ 
Aspen 

PRDWERS COUNTY 
Granada 
Hartman 
Holly
Lamar 
Wiley 

PUEBLO OWTY 
bone  
Pueblo 
Rye 

1970 
Assessed 

Valuation 
--IT-

1970 
Mill 

Levy fo r  
General 

pu:;is 

18.33 
12.84 
12.78 
16.20 
14.25 
21.87 

42%-

17.16 
24.00 

4%-

23.50 
20 .oo 
19.85 
24162 


*
9.91 

23.71 
12.00 

9.80 

72% 

24.56 

5.10 
6.00 

17.50 
10.00 
14.00 
28.57 


19.40 
26 .OO 
19.75 

22% 


General Fund 
Revenue Obtained from Local 

Property Sales and Cigarette 
Use Tax Tax 

(5) 

Distribution 
of Amount 
Available 

Above Local 
Sales and 
Cigarette 

Taxes 
T 

Total t o  
Localys;m:i 

Being Raised 
by Local 

Governments 
from Pnperty, 

Sales ,and 

Amount 
Remaining 

t o  be Borne 
by Local 

GJwmeyt s 

Mill 
Levy

Equlv-o??T 
B 623,419 

4,440 
16,773 

150,857 
5,474 

122,194 
6 685 

929,842 

B 141,629 
1,008 
3,811 

30,728 
1,244 

25,7521 518 --
3.39 
2.38 
2.37 
3.00 
2.64 
4.05 
2.59 

7 3 3  

14,666 
31,011 
1 027 

46,nT3- 74,687 
22,463 
5 231 - 14.34 

20.06 

Hi! 
49,982 

558 
1 825- 200,6982,243 

7 327 

18.81 
16.02 w 

139.15 
20,142 
28,581 
1 092 

51,981 
7,525 
9,151 

408 
69,065' 

2.70 
6.45 
3.26 

4% 
402,787 
485 304 

888,091 
449,195 

1,281 
559 

15,531 
249,666 

2 732 -
661,424115 430 

7176,85;4 
323,733 

924 
403 

8,779 
40,839 
1 969 

376,647-
13.55 
4.98 rn 

10.29 
2.14 
2.51 
7.33 
4.19 

6% 
1,629,505 

2,652 
3,638,082 

1.693 

2,416,762 
3,934 

1,495,557 
2 511 

11.59 
15.53 
11.80 

59271,93 



""I;
o e.4 
I c e *  
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 

Total now 
Distribution 

1970 of Amount 
Mill Available 

1970 
Levy fo r  
General 

General Fund 
Revenue Obtained from Local 

Above Local 
Sales and 

County and 
Municipality 

Assessed 
Valuation 
11) 

Fund 

w Property Sales and 
Use Tax 

Cigarette Cigarette
Taxes 

SULOlmT COUNTY 15.85 
Blue River 5.00 
Breckenridge
Dillon 

25.00 
24.00 

Frisco 26.00 
Silverthorne 42%-

TELLER COUNTY 28.88 
Cripple Creek 
Green Mtn. Fal ls  

48.00 
17.00 

Victor 52.00 
Woodland Park 19.06 

38,02-

WASHZNGrON COUNTY 
Akron 

8.43 
23.30* O t i s  

Q 
9' WELD O D W  16.42 

Ault 17.56 
Dacona 10.oo 
Eaton 21.84 
Erie 25.00 

I Evans 13.12 
Firestone 9.00 

, -

Fort Lupton 
Frederick 

14.50 
1.96 

I Gilcrest 11.15 
I Greeley

Grover 
15.00 
18.27 

Hudson 20.56 
Johnstown 21.00 
Keenesburg 
Keota 

20.76 
10.00 

Kersey 
La Salle  

18.00 
23.00 

Mead 21.04 
Milliken 15.00 
Nunn 18.00 
Pierce 8.26 
Pla t tevi l le  18.50 
Raymer 
Rosedale 

13.51 
0.97 

Total to  

Local
yopIy;~ 


S 195,005 
627 

9,135 
7,738 
4,346
1 810 

118,661 

75,645 
10,215 

125 
4,252 

35.016 
325,255 

109,751 
23,286 
3 539 

136-


2,001,863 
10,597 
1,459 

29,226 
7,290 

24,554 
1,264 

81,586 
4 14 

2.005 
1,497,338 

975 
5,694 

41,134 
6,445 

76 
4,429 

20,504
1,937 
3,743 
2,373 
2,125 
6,205 

744 
99 

Being Raised 
by Local 

Goverment s 
from Roperty, 

Sa le s  and 

Amount 
Remaining 

t o  be Borne 
by Local 

Gowi7;,'Ps 

S 164,839 
2,034 

29,64125,108 

14,100 
5 872 -


171,055 
23,099 

284 
9,616 

21 139 -

232,940 
38,812 
5 755 

277,507 

1,316,550 

6,969 
960 

19,220 
4,794 

16,149 
832 

16,980 
273 

1.318 
341,747 

641 
3,745 
9,251 
4,239 

50 
2,912 

13,484 
1,273 
2,461 
1,561 
1,398 
4,081 

490 
65 

Mill 
Levy

Equiv-

12.12 
3.82 

19.11 
18.35 
19.87 w 

20.02 
33.28 
11.80 
36.06 

M 

5.73 

15.84 w 

6.51 
6.97 
3.97 
8.66 
9.92 
5.21 
3.57 
5.75 
0.78 
4.42 
5.95 
7.25 
8.16 
8.33 
8.24 
3.97 
7.14 
9.12 
8.34 
5.95 
7.14 
3.28 
7.34 
5.37 
0.38 





Table 2 

EXTBT OF WSSIBeE OF L O U  SALES. USE. AND UGARmE TAXES )SID 
iWWXI01( OF PIDPEItTY TAXES WITH A 2 P E K m  STATEWE ULES AND USE TAX 

M D  A 5 m S  PER PIO: UC.iAREnT TAX: (XIUCTr- -m 

11111 kry 
Eqsivalent 
of Corbind 
b u n t y  and 
Ymnicipal 
Pmp*rty
T u e r  f o r  

Goneral Fund Property 

Gomral Fund 
Rwenue Obtained 

fmLocal 
s aSaa Cigaret te  

Revenue Obtainable from Indicated 
2% Sales Less: $3 

and Use 
Tax on 

S ta te  Base 
7 

Per Person 
Food Sales 
Tax Credit 
T 

State- t ide Taxes 
5e wr Total 

t o  Local wc i g a r e t t e+ 

Total nar . 
Being Raised 

by Local 
Governnants 

from Property, 
Sales.ard 
Cigaret te  

4 F ( 4 1  

mt 
Remaining 

t o  k Borne 
by Local 
v e m n t sgo;li(9, 

M i 1 1  bry w 
A d r r  S8.186.000 S 927.137 4.72 
A l w s a  
hap-
Archuleta 
Baca 

614.667 
9.174.000 

90,667 
198.667 

69.616 
1,039,037 

10.269 
22.501 

2-89 
4.82 
6.64 
9.69 

Bent 
Boulder 
Chaf fee  

147.333 
6.162.000 

398.667 

16.687 
697.901 
45.152 

15-25 
12.32 
5.69 

Cheyenne
C l e u  Cnek 

78.000 
219.333 

8.834 
24.841 

10.68 
11.60 

Conejor 
Cor t i l l a  

118.667 
41.333 

13.440 
4.681 

11.P 
17.50 

Crowley 
Custer 
a i t a d  

62.000 
18,000 

535,333 

7.022 
2.039 

60.631 

1 2 6 3  
12-14 
(2.04) 

37.724.667 4.272.652 22.89 
31.333 3.549 16.51 

266.000 30.127 9.16 
514.667 58.291 10.76 
43.333 4.- 12.98 

El Paro 
Fremnt 
Guf  i e ld  
Gllpin 
Grand 

10.482.667 
709,333 
988.000 
53.333 

309.333 

1.187.255 
80.338 

111.900 
6.040 

35.035 

12.00 
3.73 
0.45 

28.84 
4 . u  

360.000 40.773 4.91 
l 6 . W  1.812 U.38 

180,667 20 .462 24.47 
65.333 7.400 0.34 

11,750,667 1.330.867 (6.03) 

r n r ~ h ~ e  
Reduction 

Possible 
Ln the 

P r o ~ e d r+ 

7B.e 
88.8 
71.5 
47.6 
47.2 

28.2 
33.2 
n . 9  
32.2 
23.6 

47.0 
P . 0  
38.4 
24.5 

(11.1) 

11.8 

2l.6 

56.1 
30.2 
16.7 

60.6 
84.4 
97.5 
12.5 
76.7 

74.1 
32.2

n.1 
45A 

(39.1) 



Table 2 (Continuad) 

Kiwa 
K i t  Carson 
m e  
La Plat. 
Larimer 

Yoffatt 
Yonteama 
w t m u  
Yorp-
Otem 

.Pu.blo 
Rio Blanco 
Rio G r a d e  
Routt 
Srguacb. 

a 

u11 Levy 
Equivalent 
of Combined 
Gunty  and 

Ylniclpal 
Property 
Taxes f o r  

General Fund Property

+%-

General Fund 
P.evenue Obtained 

f m a  Local 
Sales and Cigaret te
Use Tax 

Revenue Obtainable from Indicated State-r ide Taxer 
a es  ass::ota 

and Use 
Tax on 

S ta te  Base 
7 
S 46 000 

4u:333 
316.000 
942.000 

4.155.333 

=o.oc"J 
238.000 
919.333 

2.809.333 
23.333 

370.667 
603.333 
668.667 
938.667 
876.000 

44,000 
49.333 

178.000 
836.667 
677.333 

4,966.667 
lU.667 
481.333 
354.667 
91.333 

Per Person 
Food Sales 
Tax Credit 
T 
rS 2.383 

21.513 
16.368 
48.792 

215.230 

25.898 
12.327 
47.618 

145.512 
1.416 

19.199 
31.250 
34,634 
48,619 
45.373 

2.279 
2.555 
9.220 

43.336 
35,083 

257.254 
9.565 

25.242 
18.370 
4.731 

Pack 
Ciaaret te  

t o  Local 

Total nor 
h i n g  Raised 

by Local 
Governments 

from Propertn 
Sales. and 
Cigaret te  

b u n t  
W i n i n g  

to k Borne 
bv Local 

Percentage 
FWbction 
PossLblein the 

?G 
15.U 
74.9 
46.6 
70.5 
75.3 

38.3 
57.3 
90.1 
87.6 
28.4 

66.9 
65.3 
66.7 
91.8 
81.5 

16.4 
19.9 
72.a 
38.2 
58.1 

40.3 
26.7 
65.6 
61.7 
44.7 

sm Juan 
S.a YLgu.1 
Sbdgrlck 
S d t  
Tel le r  

Washington
k l d  
YIEa 

z5.667 
4 6 . W  

172 .W 
P6.W 
l l E . W  

128.667 
3.586.W 

396.667 
15.91690 

1.381 
2.383 
8.909 

10.670 
6.112 

6.664 

15.4 
27.3 
61.4 
23.6 
30.7 

32.0 
60.3 

H 
in 1971. rwenue from local  sales .  use, and cigaret te  taxes i n  1970 ( o r  e a r l l e r  years i n  case 
3 percent sales  and use tax and the 5 cents per pack c igare t te  tax i n  f i s c a l  year 1970-71. 
11. l2. and 13 f o r  Delta and Jefferson counties represent excess amounts. 
11. 12. and 13 f o r  Pi tkin county represent upward adjustments t o  take care of the shortage of 

1970 



Comparison o f  1972 School D i s t r i c t  General Fund Levies 

With What the Levies Would Have Been Under COED 


20/36 - 15/12 


Adams County 

1 Map1 eton 
12 Eastlake 
14 Adams C i  ty 
275 Brighton 
295 Bennett 

I 315 Strasburg 
U, 5 0 Westminster 
Y 

A1 amosa County 

Re-1 1 J A1 amosa 
Re-22J Mosca 

Arapahoe County 

1 

2 

5 

6 


265 

285 

325 


Engl ewood 
Sheridan 
Cherry Creek 
L i  t t l e t o n  
Deer T ra i  1 
Aurora 
Byers 

Archuleta County 

505 Pagosa Springs 

1972 1972 
1972 Revenue Per Total  

Revenue ADA€ From General 
ADAE S.O., State Fund 

1 M i l l  Levy & G.F. Levy Levy 

61 .29 
63.28 
70.02 
61.05 
39.00 
51.80 
72.61 

45.89 
44.90 

59.526 
67.00 
73.95 
66.1 9 
34.84 
72.08 
42.146 

35.82 

COED 
20/36-15/12 

1972 Levy 
Woul d 

Have Been * 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Tota l  20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., S ta te  Fund Would 

1 M i l l  Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Bee* 

Baca County 

Re- 1 
Re- 3 
Re- 4 
Re- 5 
Re- 6 

Wal sh 
P r i t c h e t t  
S p r i  n g f i  e l  d 
V i l a s  
Campo 

Bent County 

Re-
Re-

1 
2 

Las Animas 
McCl ave 

I 
UI 
;b 
I 

Boulder County 

Re- 1J Longmont 
Re- 25 Boulder 

Chaffee County 

R -31 
R -325 

Buena V is ta  
Sa l i da  

Cheyenne County 

R - 1  
R - 2  
R - 3  

K i t  Carson 
Cheyenne We1 1 s 
Arapahoe 

C l  ear  Creek County 

R - 1  Idaho Springs 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Total 20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., State Fund Would 

1 M i l  1 Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

Conejos County 

Re- 1J 
65 

Re-1 0 

La Jara 
Sanford 
Antoni t o  

Costi  11 a County 

R - 1 
R -30 

San Luis 
Bl anca 

Crow1 ey County 

1UI 

<r 
Re- 1J Ordway 

Custer County 

C - 1  Westcl i f f e  

Del ta County 

505 Delta 

Denver County 

1 Denver 

Do1 ores County 

Re- 1J Dove Creek 

Doug1 as County 



Eagle County 

Re-50(J) Eagle 

El b e r t  County 

C - 1  	 El izabeth 
C - 2  Kiowa 

100(J) Simla 
200 El b e r t  
300 Agate 

El Paso County 
1
u' 

$" RJ-	 1 Cal han 

2 Harrison 
3 Secur i ty  
8 Fountain 

11 Colorado Spgs. 
12 Cheyenne Mtn. 
14 Mani tou Spgs. 
20 Academy 
2 2 El 1 i c o t t  
233 Peyton 
28 Hanover 
38 Monument 
4 9 Fa1 con 
545 Edison 
603 Miami -Yoder 

1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per To t a  1 20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., State Fund Would 

1 M i l l  Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

39.93 

53.80 
40.75 
42.93 
51.81 
27.58 

52.90 
48.32 
54.80 
40.01 
53.13 
56.06 
48.00 
38.10 
56.96 
86.37 
24.14 
47.01 
53.00 
38.54 
40.58 

Fremont County 

Re- 1 Canon City 51.83 
Re- 25 Florence 40.10 
Re- 3 Cotopaxi 53.94 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Total  20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., Sta te  Fund Would 

1 M i l  1 Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

Ga r f i e l d  Countv 

Re- 1J 
Re- 2 

16 

Glenwood Spgs. 
R i f l e  
Grand Val l e y  

G i l  p i n  County 

Re- 1 Central City 

Grand County 

I 
UI 
4)
I 

1 J Kremnl i n g  
2 Granby 

Gunnison County 

Re- 1 J Gunnison 

Hinsdal e County 

Re- 1 Lake City 

Huerfano County 

Re-
Re-

1 
2 

Wal senburg 
La Veta 

Jackson County 

R - 1  Wal den 

Jef ferson County 

R - 1  Jef ferson 



1972 
Revenue 

ADAE 
1 M i l  1 Levy 

1972 
Revenue Per 
ADAE From 

S.O., State 
& G.F. Levy 

1972 
Total 

General 
Fund 
Levy 

COED 
20/36-15/12 

1972 Levy 
Would 

Have Bee* 

Kiowa County 

Re-
Re-

1 
2 

Eads 
Sheri dan Lake 

K i t  Carson County 

R - 1  
R - 2  
R - 3  
R - 4  
R - 5  
RE- 65 

Flagl e r  
Sei b e r t  
Vona 
S t ra t ton  
Bethune 
hrlington 

t 
U1 
a 
E 

Lake County 

R - 1  Leadvi 1 1 e 

La P la ta  County 

9 - R  
10-Jt-R 
11 Jt. 

Du~ango 
Bay f ie ld  
Ignacio 

Larimer County 

R - 1  
R - 25 
R - 35 

F o r t  Col 1 i n s  
Lovelmd 
Estes Park 

Las Animas County 

1 
2 
3 
6 

82 
88 

Tr in idad 
Primero Reorg. 
Hoehne Reorg . 
Agui 1 a r  Reorg. 
Branson Reorg . 
K i m  Reorg. 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 

Revenue 
Revenue Per 

ADAE From 
Total 

General 
20/36-15/12 

1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., S t a t e  Fund Woul d 

1 Mill Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

Lincoln County 

Re- 1 Hugo 
Re- 45 Limon 
Re-13 Genoa 
Re-23 Karval 
Re-31 Arri ba 

Logan County 

Re- 1 Ster l  i ng 
Re- 3 Fl emi ng 
Re- 4 ( J )  Merino 
Re- 5 Peetz 

Mesa County 

49J t. DeBeque 
5 0 Col 1 bran 
51 Grand Junction 

Mineral County 

1 Creede Cons. 

Mof f a t  County 

Re: No. 1 Craig 

Montezuma County 

Re- 1 Cortez 
Re- 4A Dolores 
Re- 6 Mancos 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 

Revenue 
ADAE 

1 Mil 1 Levy 

Revenue Per 
ADAE From 

S . O . ,  State 
& G.F. Levy 

Total 
General 

Fund 
Levy 

20/36-15/12 
1972 Levy 

Woul d 
Have Been* 

Montrose County 

Re- 1J Montrose 
Re- 2 Naturi t a  

Worqan County 

Re- 25 Brush 
Re- 3 Fort Morgan 
Re-20J We1 dona 
Re-SOJ Wiggins 

Otero County 
I 

8 R - 1  La Junta 
n R - 2 Rocky Ford 

at. hnzanola 
R - 45 Fowler 

31 Cheraw 
33 Swink 

Ouray County 

R - 1  Ouray 
R - 2  R l  dgway 

Park Count1 

1 Bailey
Re- 2 Fai rpl ay 

Phil 1 ips County 

Re- 1J Holyoke
Re- 25 Haxtun 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Total  20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., S ta te  Fund Would 

1 M i l l  Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

P i  t k i n  County 

R - 1  Aspen 

Prowers County 

Re- 1 Granada 
Re- 2 Lamar 
Re- 3 Ho l l y  
Re-13J N i l  ey 

Puebl o County 

& 60 Pueblo City
I-' 7 0 Pueblo Rural 
I 

Rio Blanco County 

Re- 1 Meeker 
Re- 4 Range1y 

Rio Grande County 

7 Del Norte 
8 Monte V is ta  

Re-33J Sargent 

Routt County 

Re- 1 Hayden 
Re- 2 Steamboat Spgs. 
Re- 3(J) Oak Creek 

~aguache County 

Re- 1 Saguache 
2 Moffat  

265 Center 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Total  20/36-15/12 

Revenue ADAE From General 1972 Levy 
ADAE S.O., Sta te  Fund Woul d 

1 M i l  1 Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

San Juan County 

1 S i  1 verton 

San Miquel Count.y 

R - 1  T e l l  iiri de 
Re- 25 Norwood 

18 Egr;ar 

Sedgwick County 

Re- 1 Ju l  e s b u q  
Re- 3 Ovid 

Sumi t County 

Re- 1 F r i  sco 

T e l l  e r  County 

Re- 1 C r i  pple Creek 
Re- 2 Woodl and Park 

Washington County 

R - 1  Akron 
R - 2  An ton 
R - 3  O t i s  

101 Lone S ta r  
R- 104 Woodrow 



1972 1972 COED 
1972 Revenue Per Tota l  20/36-15/12 

Revenue 
ADAE 

ADAE From 
S.O., S ta te  

Genera 1 
Fund 

1972 Levy 
Would 

1 M i l  1 Levy & G.F. Levy Levy Have Been* 

We1d County 

Re- 1 G i l c r e s t  
Re- 2 Eaton 
Re- 35 Keenes burg 
Re- 4 Windsor 
Re- 55 Johnstown 

6 Greel ey 
Re- 7 Kersey 
Re- 8 F o r t  Lupton 
Re- 9 Aul t 
Re-1 OJ Briggsdal e 
Re-1 1 New Raymer 
Re-1 2 Grover 

Yuma County 

R-J-1 Yuma 
RJ-2 Wr a y  

*I974 Levy w i l l  probably be s ~ e w h a t  h igher  due t o  c o s t  increases from 1972 t o  1974. 



COMPARATIVE DATA 
COED POWER EQUALIZATION SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN 

Adams County 

1974 
Est. 
ADAE 

1974 Est. 
Rev. /ADAE 
Raised by 
1 M i l l  Levy 

1974 
Est. State 
Support Per 
ADAE a t  $518 

1974 Est. 
State Support 
20 Mi l ls /$36 
15 Mi l ls /$12 

Current 
Gen. Fund 
Bgt. Per 
ADAE (1972) 

Current 
Gen. Fund 

Levy
:(1972) 

1 Mapleton 
12 Eastlake 
14 AdamsCity 
273 Brighton 
293 Bennett 
313 Strasburg 
50 Uestmi ns t e r  

A1 amosa County 

Re-113 Alamosa 

Re-22J Mosca 


, Arapahoe County 
6 
0 

I 	 1 Englewood 

2 Sheridan 
5 Cherry Creek 
6 L i t t l e t o n  

265 Deer T r a i l  
285 Aurora 
323 Byers 

Archul eta County 

503 	 Pagosa Springs 

Baca County 

Re-1  Ualsh 
Re- 3 P r i t c h e t t  
Re -4  Spr ingf ie ld  
Re-5  V i las  
Re- 6 Campo 

6,548.9 
16,023.3 
7,233.8 
4,292.4 

51 7.8 
462.4 

15,924.4 

2,194.9 
241 .3 

4,612i6 
2,316.4 

11,993.6 
17,679.6 

158.9 
18,697.4 

588.9 

784.6 

501 .2 
123.1 
505.5 
87.6 

132.5 

$ 9.59 
6.01 
6.43 
7.40 

11.I8 
12.68 
5.60 

$ 914.62 
739-34 
848: 85 
913.38 
959.45 
915.72 
822.41 

764.55 
957.75 

1,096.91 
905.89 

1,145.03 
884.92 

1,462.60 
920.82 

1,216.94 

840.86 

1,105.62 
1,877.62 

973.19 
1,724.37 
1,302.57 



Bent County 

Re- 1 Las Anirnas 
Re- 2 McClave 

,hlder County 

Re- 13 Longmont 
Re- 23 Boulder 

Chaffee County 

R -31 h n a  Vista 
R -323 Salida 

8
OI 
0' 

Cheyenne County 

R - 1 K i t  Carson 
R - 2  
R - 3 

Cheyennekl ls 
Arapahoe 

Clear Creek County 

R - 1 Idaho Springs 

Conejos County 

Re-13 LaJara 
63 Sanford 

Re-10 Antoni t o  

Cast i l la  County 

R - 1  SanLuis 
R -30 Blanca 

1974 
Est. 
ADAE 

1,em.!!
186.5 

12,630.8 
21,735.4 

1,149.3 
1,454.1 

130.7 
332-0 
93.6 

1,281.8 

1,347.0 
332 -6 
833.O 

645.7 
249.1 

1974 Est. 
Rev. /ADAE 
Raised by 
1 M i l l  Levy 

$ 9.74 
29-28 

9 000 
12.99 

8.01 
9.96 

51 -17 
23-31 
30.32 

29.05 

4.64 
7.18 
4.35 

6.91 
21.94 

1974 1974 Est. Current 
Est. State State Support Gen. Fund 
Support Per 20 M i  11s/$36 Bgt. Per 
ADAE a t  $518 15 Mi l ls /$ l2  ADA€ (1972) 

Current 
6en. Fund 

Levy 
(1972) 

46.04 
34.92 

56-97 
61-82 

30.05 
32.00 

32.99 
37.66 
30.72 

33.98 

46.00 
37.30 
42.90 

55.90 
33.99 



< a K & u ;
h - O Fh ( U ~ r a  

a a e a  
CCCN 





1974 1974 Est. 1974 1974 Est. Current Current 
Est. Rev./ADAE;, Est. State State Support 6en. Fmd 6en. Fund 
ADAE Raised by 

1 M i l  1 Levy 
Support Per 
ADAE a t  $51 8 

20 Mills/$36 
15 M i l l s 1 2  

Bgt. Per 
ADAE (1972) 

Levy 
(1972) 

Grand County 

1J Kremnling 
2 Granby 

h n n i  son County 

Re- 1 J Gunni son 

Hinsdale County 

Re-1 LakeCity 

Huerfano County 

b ~ e -1 Ualsenburg 
?Re-2 LaVeta 

Jackson County 

i R - 1  Walden 
I 

Jefferson County 

R - 1 Jefferson 

- Kiowa County 
4 

Re- 1 Eads 
Re- 2 Sheridan Lake 

K i t  Carson County 

R - 1  Flagler 
R - 2 Seibert 
R - 3 Vona 



1974 1974 Est. 1974 1974 Est. Current Current 
Est. Rev. /ADAE Est. State State Support Gen. Fund Gen. Fund 
ADAE Raised by Support Per 20Mi l l s /$36  Bgt. Per Levy 

1 M i l  1 Levy ADAE a t  $518 15Mi l l s /$12  ADAE(1972) (1 972) 

K i t  Carson County 

R - 4 S t ra t ton  
R - 5 Bethune 
Re- 63 Bur l  ington 

Lake County 

R - 1 Leadv i l l e  

La Pla ta  County 

9-R Ourango 
10-Jt-R Bayf i e l d  

I 11 Jt. Ignacio 
4 

V 
I Larimer County 

R - 1 Fo r t  Co l l i ns  
R - 23 Loveland 
R - 33 Estes Park 

Las Animas County 

1 Tr in idad 
2 Primero Reorg. 
3 Hoehne Reorg. 
6 Agui l a r  Reorg. 

82 Branson Reorg. 
88 KimReorg. 

L i  ncol n County 

Re- 1 Hugo

Re- 43 L i m n  

Re-13 Genoa 

Re-23 Karval 

Re-31 Arr iba 




1974 1974 Est. 1974 1974 Est. C u r r e n t  Current 
Est. 
ADAE 

Rev. /ADAE 
Raised by 
1 Mill Levy 

Est. S ta te  
Support Per 
ADAE a t  $518 

Sfate Support 
20 Mil 1 s/$36 
15 Hills/$12 

6en. Fund 
Bgt. Per 
ADAE (1972) 

6en. Fund 
Levy 

(1972) 

Logan County 

Re- 1 S te r l ing  

Re- 3 Fleming 

Re- 4 Merino 

Re- 5 Peetz 


Mesa County 

49 Jt. DeBeque 
50 Col 1 bran 
51 Grand Junction 

H i  neral County 
I 
4 

I-' 1 Creede Cons, 
I 

Hoffat County 

Re:No.l Craig 

Montezuma County 

Re- 1 Cartez 

Re- 4A Dolores 

Re- 6 Mancos 


Mntrose  County 

Re- 13 Montrose 

Re 2 Naturita 


Morgan County 

Re- 23 Brush 
Re- 3 Fort Morgan 
Re- 203 We1 dona 
Re- 503 Wiggins 



Otero County 

R - 1 La Junta 
R - 2 Rocky Ford 
3 St. Manzanola 
R - d l  F w l e r  

31 Cheraw 
33 Wink 

, Ouray County 

R - 1  Ouray 
R - 2 Ridgway 

I Park County 
4 


y 1 Bailey 
Re- 2 Fairplay 

Ph i l l i p s  County 

Re- 1J Holyoke
Re- 25 Haxtun 

P i t k i n  County 

- R - 1 Aspen 

h e r s  County 

Re- 1 Granada 
Re- 2 Lamar 
Re- 3 Hol ly 
Re-135 H l e y  

1974 
Est. 
ADAE 

2,719.8 
7,776.2 

393.8 
652.8 
241.4 
283.8 

203.7 
117.9 

440.6 
296.3 

603.1 
356.6 

1,250.6 

396.9 
2,186.6 

543.8 
269.1 

1974 Est. 
Rev. /ADAE 
Rzi i  sed by 
1 M i l l  Levy 

$ 6.09 
8.78 
7.00 
9.95 
8.92 

11,09 

16.49 
20.22 

12.48 
38.81 

22.90 
22.67 

44.47 

1974 1974 Est. Current Current 
Est. State: I State Support Gen. Fund Gen. Fund 
Support Per 20 Mil ls/$% Bgt. Per Levy 
ADAE a t  $518 15 M i l  ls/$12 ADAE (1972) (1972) 



1974 
Est. 
ADAE 

1974 Est. 
Rev. /ADAE 
Raised by 
1 M i l l  Levy 

1974 
Est. State 
Support Per 
ADAE a t  $518 

1974 Est. 
State Support 
20 Ui l ls /$36 
15 Ui l ls/$12 

Current 
Gen. Fund 
Bgt. Per 
MAE (1972) 

Current 
Gen. Fund 

Levy 
(1972) 

Puebl o County 

60 
70 

Pueblo C i t y  
Pueblo Rural 

24,530.4 
4,814.7 

$ 8.14 
8.56 

$ 349.79 
340.53 

Rio Blanco County 

Re- 1 
Re-4  

Meeker 
Rangely 

655.1 
580.0 

27.27 
64.20 

141.68 
80.00 

Rio Grande County 

I 
4 

7 Del Norte 
8 Monte Vis ta 

Re-33J Sargent 

~ o u t tCounty 

805.8 
1,603.1 

423.7 

9 -92 
7.50 

17.53 

310.95 
346.83 
220.80 

Re- 1 
Re- 2 
Re-35 

Hayden 
Steamboat Spgs. 
OakCreek 

396.6 
1,154.3 

371.5 

24.83 
21.41 
16.82 

142.36 
173.03 
208.78 

Saguache County 

Re- 1 
2 

265 

Saguache 
Moffat  
Center 

285.9 
82.6 

736.0 

12.71 
49.22 
10.30 

266.95 
95.63 

304.86 

San Juan County 

1 Si lver ton 166.7 23.61 202.01 

San Miguel County 

R - 1 Te l lu r ide  212.3 20.79 155.80 



1974 1974 Est. 1974 1974 Est. Current Current 
Est. Rev. /ADAE Est. State State Support Gen. Fund 6en. Fund 
ADAE Raised by Support Per 20 Mills/$36 Bgt. Per Levy 

1 	M i l l  Levy ADAE a t  $518 15 H i l l s /$ l2  ADAE (1972) (1972) 

San Miquel County 

Re- 23 Norwood 

18 Egnar 


Sedqwi c k County 

Re- 1 Julesgurg 
Re- 3 Ovid 

Sum~it County 

Re- 1 Frisco 

Telle r  County4
'	Re- 1 - Cripple Creek 
Re- 2 Woodland Park 

Yashinqton County 

R - 1 Akron 

R - 2  Anton 

R - 3 Otis 


101 LoneStar 
R-104 Woodrow 

'Weld County 

Re-1 Gi lc res t  
Re- 2 Eaton 
Re- 35 Keenesburg 
Re- 4 Yindsor 
Re- 53 Johnstown 

6 Greeley 

Re- 7 Kersey 


$ 246.50 47.25 
8e.80 39.17 

199.78 	 51 -41 
181.09 	 37.78 

128.80 	 33.28 

175.80 	 52.13 
314.26 	 52.95 

186.49 	 36.50 
80.00 	 28.62 

173.60 	 45.02 
80.00 	 34.02 
80.00 	 20.00 

34.21 
34.62 
39.26 

45.57 
53.89 
62.24 
51. lo  
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APPENDIX D 

LEGISLATIVE OOUNCIL MEMORANDUM NO. 11 

August 25, 1972 

TO: 	 Conunittee on S t a t e  and Local Finance 

FmM: 	 Leg is la t ive  Council S t a f f  

SUBJECT: 	 General Fund Revenue, 196601972, With Pro jec t ions  
t o  1975 

The purpose of t h i s  memorandum i s  t o  examine t h e  t rend 
of genera l  fund revenues from 1966 t o  da t e  and t o  present  
p ro jec t ions  (no t  f o r e c a s t s )  t o  1975 according t o  two basesof  
project ion.  Percentage changes i n  revenue f  rom t h e  preced- 
ing year  were determined f o r  each year  s i nce  1966 f o r  eachof  
t h e  main sources of revenue feeding i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t  i n t o  
t h e  genera l  fund. This was done a f t e r  making allowance, so 
f a r  a s  seemed t o  be f e a s i b l e ,  f o r  lack  of comparabili ty of 
t h e  data.  

The two bases of p ro jec t ion  employed, f o r  each main 
revenue source, a r e  t h e  average percentage inc rease  of t h e  
pas t  t h r ee  years  and t h e  average ercentage inc rease  of  t h e  
pa s t  s e a r s .  The t o t a l s  of tRe s e  p ro jec t ions  f o r  1973, 
1974, and 1975 were reduced by est imated amounts f o r  o ld  age 
pension payments and food s a l e s  t a x  c r e d i t s  t o  obta in  pro- 
jec ted  genera l  fund revenues. ( s e e  Tables 1 and 2 f o r  da ta  
on ac tua l  revenues f o r  1966 through 1972 and t h e  p ro j ec t i ons  
t o  1975). 

A s  shown i n  Table 2, t h e  projec ted  general  fund reve-
nues f o r  1975 according t o  t h e  ind ica ted  bases of p ro jec t ion  
are:  Average percentage inc rease  of t h e  pa s t  t h r ee  years ,  
$701,416,$00; average percentage inc rease  of  t h e  pa s t  s i x  
years ,  $675,686,600. The genera l  fund revenue t r end  s ince  
1966 and t h e  p ro j ec t i ons  t o  1975 a r e  portrayed i n  Chart 1. 



CHART I 


GENERAL FUND REVENUE, 1966 THROUGH 1972, WITH 


PROJECTIONS TO 1975 


Bas i s  o f  Project ion  by Main ~ e v e n u e  Sources 

----- Average Percentage Increase  o f  Past  Three Years 0 ,4 700 
0 

- - - Average Percentage Increase  o f  P a s t  S i x  Years ,* / 
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Table  2 

Revenue Source 

S a l e s  Tax Group 

I n d i v i d u a l  Income Tax 

Corpora te ,  F iduc ia ry .  and 
o i l  and Gas Income Taxes 

I n h e r i t a n c e  (L G i f t  Taxes 

Ni rce l laneous  (Except In-  
t e r e s t  on  Investments)  

C 
I n t e r e s t  on Investments  

g 
Less: Old Age Pension 

Payments and Food S a l e s  
Tax Credit** 

GRdERAL FUND REVRWE 

REVeniE PWXIECfIONS: SOURCES FEEDING IN WHOLE OR I N  PART INTO THE GENERAL 
( ~ l l  D o l l a r  Amounts Ln Thousands) 

P e r c e n t  
I n c r e a s e  

f tom 
1971-72 Preced ing  
Base - Year 

S232.823.5 13.31 

P e r c e n t  
P r o j e c t i o n s  According t o  I n c r e a s e  P r o j e c t i o n s  According t o  

Avera e Percen ta  e I n c r e a s e s  from Avera e Percen tage  I n c r e a s e r  
4 . e p a s t  & Years  Preced ing  *e ~ a s t p  y e a r s  

972- i 3  1973-74 2-73 4 -75 - - 1974-T5 - Year - 19 -74 - 

No e s t i m a t e  made of i n c r e a s e  o r  d e c r e a s e  from 1971-72 i n  i n t e r e s t  on investasnts. 

...Plus a small  adjustment  f o r  purposes of comparab i l i ty .  



EFFECT 3P:TAX SASE 

(Change i n  cap. r a t e  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a n d s  and i n  v a l u a  i o n  f o r  
assessraent  of  o i i  and g a s  l a n d s  and l e a s c h o l d s ) ~  

-


County 

T o t a l  1 9 7 1  
V a l u a t i o n  

1 9 7 1  V a l u a t i o n  
f o r  Assessment  
o f  A g r i c u l t u r a l  

Lands S u b j e c t  
t o  Cap. R a t e  

(21 

1 9 7 1  V a l u a t i o n  - T o t a l  
f o r  Assess.?rer.t 1971  Valua-  1971 Valu- 
o f  Aqr ic . ; l tu ra l  t i o n  w i t h  a t i o n  f o r  

Lands w / i ~ c r e a s e  I n c r e a s e  i n  A s s e s s r e n t  
i n  Cap. R a t e  A ~ r i c u l t u r a l  o f  O i l  and 

From 9% t3 12% Cao. ? a t  Gas Lands 
7-15) 

1971 V a l u a t i o n  
f o z  Assessment  
o f  O i l  and Gas 
i a n d s  w i t h  Ad- 
j u s t z e n t s  f r o a  
87.53 t o  33% 

( 0 )  

- A -.- - L l  

1971 V a l u a t i o n  
f o r  A s s e s s c e n t  
of  O i l  and Gas 

Lands w i t h  
Adjus t -en t  

( 7 )  

T o t a l  
R e d x t i o n  

i n  Assessed  
' Jaluat  i o n  

(a]  

1 9 7 1  V a l u a t i o n  
F o r  Assessment  

w/ Increase  I n  
Agr. Capr R a t e  
and W/OLL & Gas 

Adams 
Alamosa 
Arapahoe 
A r c h c l e t r  
Baca 

Bent 
Boulder  
C h a f f e e  
Cheyenne
C l e a t  Creek 

I 

C o n e j o s  
C o s t i l l r  
Crowley
C u s t e r  
D e l t a  

Cenver  
D o l o r e s  
Dou l a s  
Eag3e 
E l b e r t  

E l  Paso  
F?-scmt 
G a r f i e l d  
G i l p i n  
Grand 

Gunnism 
I i i n r d a l e  
Huerf ano 
J a c k s o n  
J e f f e r s o n  

Kiowa 
K i t  C a r s o n  
Lake 
La T l a t r  
L u i m e r  
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RAYMOND E. CARPER ANTHONY G. FERRARO 
Proprrty Tax Admlnlstrator D l r r c t a  of Appr8lS8lS 

STATE O F  C O L O R A D O  

J O H N  A .  L O V E .  O O V E R N O R  


OFFICE OF DIVISION OF PROPERTY TAXATION 
DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL AFFAIR8 


STATE CAPITOL ANNEX DENVER, COLORADO 80203 

1303) 802-237 1 


November 9, 1972 

Lyle C. Kyle, Director 

Legislative Council 

State Capitol Building 

Denver, Colorado 80203 


Dear Lyle: 

In a recent visit to  this office you suggested that 
I outline for use of the Fiscal  Affairs Committee legisla- 
tion which would enable this office t o  do a more satisfactory 
job. 

The attached paper, l t ~ r o p e r t yAssessment 
Legislation, " is a response t o  that request. 

Very truly yours, 

DIVISION OF PROPERTY TAXATION 

~ a y m & d  E. Carper 
Property Tax Administrator 

REC ak 

enc. 



"PROPERTY ASSESSMENT LEGISLATION" 

Recent court decisions in other states concerning use of the property tax 
to finance public education, and the recently proposed constitutional amendments 
which embodied tax limitations makes it more  and more important to enact 
legislation which will insure more  uniformity of assessment. v:-1 er  ~i:ci*,\i? -
property tax evasions a s  well a s  avoidance, the burden of government becomes 
greater  on the remaining taxpayers. 

In a similar  let ter  dated June 25, 1968, among other things, I stated "1n 
1959 the United States Congress created the Advisory Commission on Intergovernment 
Relations. This Commission investigated the tax laws and the administration of 

, tax laws in each of the  50 states and found in a report published in  June 1963 
that the states a r e  facing an embarrassing dilemma. 'They can ill afford any 
weaknesses in the tax that supplies nearly half of all  state - local tax revenue, but 
they a r e  reluctant to take the necessary steps t o  make the tax as  strong as it 
should be. I "  ACIR states that "any widely decentralized operation needs central 
supervision and coordination to  produce a uniformly standard product;" that "The 
central supervising agency's four basic functions are:  1)central assessment, 
2) supervision, 3 )  equalization, 4) research.  I '  

The Division of Property Taxation at the present time makes a central 

assessment of all public utilities. It is constantly engaged in  research. It is 

constantly updating appraisal manuals, and mapping and office procedures for use 

by county assessors.  It conducts an annual school for assessors  at the University 

of Colorado, and in addition i t  conducts a r ea  schools in the use of the updated ap- 

praisal manuals and in  the interpretation and application of property tax laws. 

However, the Property Tax Administrator has no power of supervision, and, thus, 

is severely handicapped in any attempt to achieve equalization. 


Pr io r  t o  1964, 1963 C.R.S. 137-5-12 (Vol. 6 )  read as  follows: "It shall 

be the duty of the (Tax) Commission, and it shall have and exercise the power 

and authority: (1)to have general supervision over the administration of and to 

enforce all laws for the assessment and levying of taxes, and to this end shall 

exercise supervision over county assessors ,  boards of county commissioners, 


, 	county boards of equalization, and all other officers and boards of assessment and 
levy, to  the end that all assessment of property, real ,  personal and mixed be 

11made relatively just and uniform - - -. 
In 1959, the then Tax Commission was severely criticized by the Legislature 


for i t s  failure t o  exercise i t s  power and authority. In the years  1961, 1962 and 

1963 the Commission increased i t s  staff, began to enforce the property tax laws of 

Colorado, and then strange things happened. 




In 1964 the Legislature enacted House Bill 1005 (Chapter 94, 1964 S. L. ). 
This legislation was the implementation of two constitutional amendments, one in  
1956 and the other 1962. In general it was a worthwhile piece of legislation in  
that it recodified the property tax laws of Colorado, and with certain noted 
exceptions provided for fractional assessments. However, it also transferred 
authority. 137-9-6 of this Act states, "The (State) Board shall have supervision 
of the administration of all laws concerning the valuation and assessment of tax- 
able property and the levying of property taxes. " 137-3A9 was also enacted t o  
read: "1t shall be the duty of the (Tax) Commission, and it shall exercise authority: 
(2) to assist  and cooperate in the  administration of all laws concerning the valuing 

of taxable property, the assessment of same, and the levying of property taxes. 11 


By this enactment, the Legislature clipped the wings of the then Tax Commission 

and road-blocked i ts  efforts to  achieve statewide uniformity. 


In 1970 when the Legislature created the Division of Property Taxation, 
the head of which shall be the Property Tax Administrator, it did not change 
137-9-6 and 137-3-9 (2). Thus, tht? Legislature has created the position of 
Property Tax Administrator without any powers of administration. 

It is my feeling that the wording of 137-5-1 2, before enactment of the 1964 
Act should be reinstated and that 137- 9-6 be repealed. 

Lest there be any fears  that the  authority be abused and a dictatorship be 
created, in 1970 the Legislature also created the Board of Assessment Appeals. 
137-3-21 provides, "(1) (a) The Board crf Assessment Appeals shall perform the 
following duties - - -. (c) (1)Hear appeals f rom orders  and decisions of the 
Property Tax Administrator filed not l a te r  than 30 days after the entry of any such 
order or  decision. I '  

After making certain exceptions which involve the assessment of producing 
mines; the valuation of oil and gas 1easeho:lds and lands; the valuation of public 
utilities; the valuation of stocks of merchandise; and the valuation of agricultural 
lands, 137- 1-2 (5) provides that the actual value of all  other taxable property shall 
be determined by consideration of six factors insofar as  the same shall be applicable 
to any property. These six factors are:  1) location and desirability, 2 )  functional 
use, 3) current replacement cost, new, l e s s  depreciation, 4) comparison with other 
properties of known o r  recognized value, 5) market value in the ordinary course 
of trade, 6) earning or  productive capacity. 

It is a well recognized fact that there  a r e  three  main approaches t o  value, 
o r  three main value indicators. These three value indicators are: (a) current 
replacement cost, new, l e s s  depreciation, (b) comparison with other property of 
known or  recognized value, and (c) earning o r  productive capacity. Location and 
desirability and functional use a r e  reflected in  the market value of property o r  in  



the income it  will produce o r  in both. The factors of comparison with other 
property of known or  recognized value and market value in the ordinary course of 
trade to some extent duplicate each other. It should also b e  noted that Ncbraska, 
from whence these s ix  factors were copied, taxes intangitrlcs, and the fzctor of 
market value in  the ordinary course of trade was intended to  apply to the valuation 
of intangibles. 

I n m y  opinion 137-1-2 (5) shouldbe amended to rzau:  A l ~ o ~ h z - and, e ~  
personal property shall be appraised and the actual value thereof for property tax 
purposes determined by the assessor  of the county wherein such property shall be 
located. The actual value of such property, other than agricultural lands exclusive 
of improvements thereon shall be that value determined by consideration of the 
following factors, insofar a s  the same shall be applicable t o  any property: a )  cur-  
rent replacement cost, new, l e s s  depreciation, b) comparison with other property 
of known or recognized value, c )  earning o r  productive capacity. The actual value 
of agricultural lands exclusive of improvements thereon shall be determined by 
consideration of the earning o r  productive capaciity of such lands during a reaionable 
period of time, capitalized at commonly accepted rates. ' I  

If the Legislature wished to  be entirely realistic,  it would also delete f rom 
13 7-1 -2 (5) the following provisions: "Other than agricultural lands exclusive of 
improvements thereon shall be determined by consideration of the earning or  pro- 
ductive capacity of such lands during a reasonable period of time, capitalized at 
commonly accepted rates.  I t  

I realize full well that a large  part of the economy of Colorado is based on 
farming and ranching, and that at i t s  best, both farming and ranching a r e  a gamble. 
Therefore, I would not oppose but would favor a l esse r  percentage of assessment 
in  this case. The Legislature has a1read:y se t  a precedent by providing that free- 
port inventories and merchandise inventories be assessed at 570 rather than at 
30% of the average investment. Allowing the assessor  t o  use  the complete appraisal 
process of cost, market, and income in the appraisal of agricultural lands, and an 
assessment of 570 or  1070 of the actual value so  determined would result in more 
uniformity and equality of assessment in this class of land. 

In 1969 the State Board of Equalization adopted a formula to  be used by al l  
county assessors  in the assessment of agricultural lands. In February of 1972 
this office began an audit to determine whether o r  not the counties had used or  were 
using this formula. By September of 1972 the audit was completed in 3 5 counties. 
The results  of the audit indicated that four counties had completed an agricultural 
land reappraisal using the formula; four counties did not apply the formula but the 
valuations on agricultural land were reasonably correct; -eight counties had partially 



completed the reappraisal for 1972 and have hopes of finishing the work in 1978; 
one county is u ~ j n gthe valuation ordered by the State Board of Equalization in 
1968; two c:ountic?~.1, Denver, and San ,Juan, do not have sufficient agricultural land 
to warrant an audit; and the remaining 13 counties did not use the agricultural land 
formula and had made no effort to  do so. Because of time and staff limitations, 
the Property Tax Administrator filed a petition with the Board of Assessment 
Appeals against four of this lat ter  group asking for reappraisal. In two of the four 
cases, the Board of Assessment Appeals did not agree that a reappraisal was 
needed. Also, at the present t ime there is general disagreement among the counties 
a s  to which of the components of the agricultural land formula a r e  mandatory and 
which a r e  discretionary. This, of course, again results  back to  the element of 
supervision. 

It is very probable that the same rat io of compliance would be found state- 
wide in the assessment of all other classes of property. 

13 7- 3 -1 1 provides: 1 1The Property Tax Administrator shall examine all 
complaints filed with him wherein it is alleged that a class or  subclass of taxable 
property in a county has not been appraised or  valued a s  required by law, or has 
been improperly or  erroneously valued, o r  that the property tax laws have in any 
manner been evaded or violated. Complaints shall be in writing and may be filed 
only by a taxing authority in a county or  by any taxpayer. Complaints may be filed 
only with respect to property located in  the county in which the taxing authority levies 
taxes or in which the taxpayer owns taxable property. 1 1  

In 1971 a taxpayer in  Garfield County filed a complaint with the Property 
Tax Administrator concerning the assessment of grazing land in Garfield County. 
The Property Tax Administrator examined the complaint and instructed his staff 
to investigate the method of assessment. It was determined that the grazing land 
in Garfield County had not been properly appraised and assessed. However, when 
the Property Tax Administrator attempted to  issue an order for  the proper assess-  
ment of that class of property, the Attorney General issued an opinion that the 
Property Tax Administrator had no authority to issue such order. He further 
stated that having investigated the complaint, the Property Tax Administrator had 
done all that was required of him by 137-3-11. Thus, 137-3-11 becomes meaning- 
l ess  unless the Property Tax Administrator, after examining a complaint and 
determining that the c lass  of property has not been appraised o r  valued as required 
by law, has authority to  issue an order. I would propose that this authority be 
added to 137-3-11. 

Article 7 of C. R.S. , Chapter 137 provides for the assessment of oil and 
gas leaseholds and lands and provides that the assessment be based on 874% of 
the selling price of the oil and gas produced, saved and sold therefrom during the 
preceding calendar year. In other words, production is used a s  the norm to value 
oil and gas leaseholds andlands. 



Article 6 of Chapter 137 defines a producing mine a s  one whose groLce 
proceeds during the preceding calendar year exceeds the amount of $5,000. The 

.assessment is based on an amount equal t o  2570 of the gross  proceeds or  on the net 
proceeds, whichever is greater .  Again, the assessment is based on production. 
The chapter excludes from this formula mines operated primarily for coal, 
asphaltum, rock, limestone, dolomite, o r  other stone products, sand, gravel, clay 
or earths. 

The statutes state that the exclusions a r e  t o  be valued Lnt a b r l ~ cd,, ELI o ~ n t i  
lands, i. e . ,  by use of 137-1-3 (5). However, i t  is my feeling from a review of 
the abstracts of assessment that gravel, peat, limestone, coal, etc., a r e  valued 
the same as  adjoining land, i. e. , a s  waste land, grazing land or  on a minimum 
acreage basis  with no regard to production. 

The 1971 summary of Mineral Industry Activities published by the Colorado 
Bureau of Mines indicates nonmetalliferous extraction, exclusive of coal, in 
an amount of $59,53 1,026. Yet the combined abstracts  of assessment of the counties . 
show an assessed value of $1,489,800, or  of the production. If these non- 
metalliferous extractive lands were assessed at 3 0$, based on production, the 
assessment would be in the neighborhood of $17,859,300. 

Also, the same Bureau of Mines report  shows coal production in an amount .-
of $30,251,443. The total assessment for the state taken from the abstracts of 
assessment is $1,075,380. At 3070 of the gross production, the assessment would 
have been $9,075,430. 

These  a r e  wasting assets .  Once they a r e  depleted they cannot be replaced. 
It is my conviction that legislation should be enacted which would place the assess-  
ment of nonmetalliferous extractive lands on a production formula the same a s  
metalliferous extractive lands, and oil and gas leaseholds and lands. 

A growing industry in Colorado is that of the commerical feed lot feeder. 
In December of 1971 at the annual county assessors1 convention, the assessors ,  
without a dissenting vote, agreed to  assess  feed lot cattle at 770 of the feeder 's  
prior year's investment, o r  $3 per head per month times the mill levy, o r  10C 
per head per  day times the mill levy. These figures a r e  compatible with the values 
established for range and stock cattle. A review of the abstracts of assessment 
reveal the following: only 8 counties used the agreed figures. One county used 
870 of the prior year's investment; 3 counties used 1070 of the prior year 's  invest- 
ment; 1 county used 41C per  head for the feeding period; 1 county used 1 1 C  per 
head per day; 4 counties stated that they used Circular No. 1 minimum values 
even though minimum values &re  not stated in  Circular No. 1 for commercial 
feeders; and another county used 3370 of the prior  year ' s  investment. There a r e  
more variations, but this will give you a general idea. 



To correct  the situation, I feel legislation should be enacted which would 

place the assessment of feed lot cattle on a basis compatible with the assessment 

on range and stock cattle. 


In 1967 the Legislature enacted Article 13 of C. R. S. Chapter 137. This is 
the article which provides for a documentary fee on conveyances of rea l  property. 
137-13-7 provides: "1t shall be the duty of each assessor  to  examine at least once 
each year al l  documents recorded in  his county upon which a documentary fee 
has been paid, and t o  determine in each case  the consideration upon which such 
fee was computed and paid. He shall compile and maintain in his office continuing 
record of all  such considerations to ass is t  him in  appraising property and determin- 
ing the actual value thereof a s  required by the provisions of Section 13 7-1 -3 (5). " 

It is gratifying t o  note that all  but four counties have cooperated with the 
Division of Property Taxation and a r e  furnishing the compiled information. Some 
counties furnish the information on a monthly basis; some on a periodic basis; 
and a few on an annual basis. The information furnished is used t o  compile the 
annual Sales Ratio Study. In 1972, in addition t o  the county sales ratio, this 
Division was able to  compile the county sa les  rat io by age group. For  1973 the 
report will show the sales rat io by county, by age groups, and by area  within the 
county. 

T o  insure continuance of this report,  I would urge that 137-13-7 be 
amended to  require the assessor  to compile the sales information monthly, to  
place the current assessed value opposite the sa les  price on the compilation, 
and to  furnish a copy of the compiled information to  the Division of Property 
Taxation on a monthly basis. 

Again, 13 7-1-2 (5) establishes a cr i ter ia  for  determination of actual value. 
In spite of this, and in spite of frequent advice to  the contrary, we find at least 
17 counties that a r e  engaged in the practice of allowing "subdivider discounts; I I 

that is, the assessor  assesses  the land not yet sold by the subdivider at a lower 
value than that land which has been sold. This practice amounts to assessing 
people ra ther  than property. I feel legislation should be enacted which would place 
a penalty on any assessor  engaged in this practice. 

Some mention should be made also concerning the school foundation and 
state aid to schools. The f i rs t  Minimum Education Program Act in 1943, was 
tied to  assessed valuation. The most recent legislation provides for a 17 mill 
buy-in levy. Since 1943 each piece of legislation dealing with state aid to 
schools has put a premium on low assessed valuation. It is a well known and often 
discussed fact that i f  a countv can maintain low assessed values and high mill 



levies versus high assessed values and low mill levies, that the school districts 
in that county will receive more state funds for education than they would normally 
be entitled to. -


Percents of 
P e r  State & Local 

Year Property Tax Capita Government OJo of GNP 

1902 .7 of a billion $ 9 
1922 3.3 billion $ 30 
1946 5 billion $ 36 
1963 20 billion $1 07 
1966 25 billion $125 
1969 31 billion $1 51 

We can all agree that with the steady increase in prices since World War 11, 
school buses cost more; road maintenance equipment costs more; buildings and 
structures cost more; the salaries of teachers and other county employees have 
increased. An automobile that cost $900 in 1941 will cost $4,000 to $4,500 today. 
A home that cost $5,000 in 1941 will cost from $20,000 to $25,000 today. Property 
taxes have not increased in the same proportion. The table indicates that property 
taxes do not take any greater percentage of the gross national product today than 
they did in 1963, and a smaller percentage of the gross national product than 
in 1922. Why, then, do we hear the constant statement that "taxes have reached 
an unbearable burden? " Because over a period of time we have constantly eroded 
the tax base, and the burden of taxation falls on fewer classes of taxpayers, 
especially the homeowner, and it is beginning t o  pinch. Thought should be given 
to enlargement rather than erosion of the tax base. 

The following statement may also be of interest to the committee: "Another 
basis for opposition to  the Tax Commission, the history of which begins long before 
the establishment of the body, is afforded by the old feud against the corporations. 
There appears to be a substantial portion of the community which feels that the 
large corporations have, in the past, obtained unfair advantage in taxation and in 
other fields, to the detriment of the interest of the state at large. The tax commissiol 
is charged with the responsibility of assessing the public utilities, and, consequently, 
its actions have been closely scrutinized by those who have bitterness in their hearts 
because of real  or  fancied injuries suffered at the hands of railroads and other corpor: 
tions. 



1 IThe sentiment in favor of local self-government, which is very strong in 
Colorado, also appears to cause dissatisfaction with the commission. To have in  
cxistenco ;L body with power to  overthrow the assessments of a locally elected 
orficial apponrs to many to be "un-American" and oppressive. This particular 
element in the situation is s t ressed by some of the local assessors  in their corre-  
spondence and appears in some of the resolutions sponsored by the Farmers1  
Education and Co-operative Union. 

11Closely related to this type of opposition is that which springs f rom the 
golden opportunity open t o  the county assessor  to "play politics. ' I  It is alleged 
that some of the assessors  have sought to ingratiate themselves with the electorate 
in their counties by making low assessments with the purpose of rousing the commis- 
sion to a battle in which the assessor  can parade in the attractive role of champion 
of the oppressed, struggling to  obtain justice from a powerful and tyrannical state 
authority. 

I I With these elements present in  the situation to  begin with, it is not 
surprising that the work of the tax commission, both in equalizing and in making 
original assessments, should fail t o  give universal satisfaction. But to  these 
must be added the friction which a r i ses  f rom time to  t ime in  the course of the 
administration of such an office. The judgment of the local assessor  is reviewed 
and ofttimes must be disapproved. Irritation and antagonism, more or l ess  personal 
in its nature, is apt t o  a r i s e  and actually has developed to a considerable extent in 
Colorado. Especially if  an appeal is taken to  the courts, does bitterness develop in  
such cases, and the Colorado tax commission has been involved in  litigation of 
this type almost constantly since its establishment. ' I  

These words were not written in 1964 when the commission was deprived 
of much of its authority, nor were they written upon demise of the commission on 
July 1, 1971. These words were taken f rom the annual report of the Colorado 
Tax Commission written in  1916. 


