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

Thlring the sessions, the emphasis is on supplying legis­
lators, on individual request, with personal memoranda, providing 
'them with infonnation needed to handle their own legislative 
problems. Reports and nenoranda both. give pertinent data in the 
fonn of facts, figures, argunents, and alternatives. 
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To Members of the Fifty-first Colorado General 
Assembly: 

In accordance with the provisions of Senate 
Dill 138, 1977 Session, the Legislative Council 
transmits the accompanying report of the Conrnittee 
on School Finance. 

Respectfully suhni tted, 

... -·,:; (c;. 

MfM6fRS ,,·~ t . ,~: 

SEN. FAl!D E. ANDERSON 

SEN. REGIS F. OROFF 

ll!N. BARBAIIIA S. HOLME 

SEN RAY KOQOYll!K 
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REP. 908 LEON KIRSCHT 
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REP. AUIIEN A. VALDEZ 

/s/ Representative Carl Gustafson 
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Legislative Cotmcil 
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FORhl\ORD 

Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Bill 138 (1977 Session) 
the Colorado Legislative Cotmeil appointed a fifteen-member cOl'llllittee 
to conduct a stu:ly of a canprehensive revision of the ''Public School 
Finance Act of 197311 am to report its findings to the second regular 
session of the fifty-first General Assembly. 

Th.is volune contains the report of the Cormnittee on School 
Finance, which report was accepted by the Legislative COlDlcil at its 
meeting on Novmnber 28, 1977. The ctmJJ1ittee report smrnarizes the 
procedures utilized by the c011111ittee in its stwy, the several 
proposals made to the carmittee to revise the "Public School Finance 
Act of 1973", and the camnittee's findings and recomnendations; 

A minority report of Senator Hugh Fowler and Representative 
Tancredo is included in this voltlTle. 

The c00111ittee and the staff of the Legislative Council were 
assisted in the preparation of bills by fuuglas G. Brolffl am Vincent 
C. Hogan of the Legislative Drafting Office. 

December, 1977 

V 

Lyle C. Kyle 
Director 
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SLNMRY OF PJWJCEWRES, FINDINm 
AND RBXMIENDATIONS 

The 1977 interim Omaittee on School Finance was established 
purstllJlt to S.B. 138 (1977 session) which, in part, provided: 

The ~islative Comcil is directed to appoint a special 
amaittee to conduct a study of a ccmprehensive revision of the 
''Plmlic School Finance kt of 1973''. 

Proceeding~ that directive, the coamittee reviewed the 
provisions a.rd ftmctioning of the School Finance Act of 1973, mi 
considered a variety of suggested revisions to that act,. The 
cona:i.ttee's efforts were structured so as to give attention both to 
the •thod used to distribute state school finance assistance nmies 
and the methods used to raise those mnies. 

At its initial meeting, the conmittee heard fran a nuiiber of 
persons concerning the current school finance act, its strengths and 
weaknesses. and received m.nerous recomnendations £or revisions or 
amendments thereto. The connittee adopted the following list of 
school finance objectiVes to be addressed in the process of its 
delibentions: 

1. To assure that adequate funds are available to n,et ,the 
edt.1:ational needs of the children, youth, and adults 
served by the public schools of C.Olorado; 

2. To pTOvide equalization of educational opportunities for 
all students between 6 and 21, in so far as possible, a1'Xl 
to assure that the quality of a student's educational 
c.,,portunities should not be a function of the wealth of 
the district or comrunity of his residence; 

3. To enhance the concept of local control of education am 
to provide ~twty for citizens in the local school 
districts to help llllke decisions concerning education; 

4. To encourage school districts to use creative and alter­
native approaches: first, to in"fll'OV'e the quality of edu .. 
cation; second, to improve the use of facilities; and 
third, to iq,rove the economic efficiency of education; 

5. To oo nothing that would interfere with the use of alter­
native appl"Oaches in the nmagement of public school 
facilities and resources by school districts; 

6. To approve the concept of the year around school; 

1. To provide mre equity in the distribution of tax bm-d .. 
ens; 

xi 
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84 To $earch :for the best possible a,thod for linancina 
pli:,lic sc:hao1s and to Ulllit dependence on the 1nopiYtt:y 
~· for that pmpose; 

g·. n, maintain at approxillately equal leveb thit . st,te . ,a 
local shares of revenue for school district apet"atlng 
purposes; 

10. To place sme kind of lillitation m increased school dis• 
trict budgets from year to year; 

11. To continue financing the excess costs of necessary -SJ119.ll 
attendance centerS; 

12. To continue financing categorical progtalll such as spe• 
cial edo:ation1 vocational education, and transportation; 

13. To continue to provide for the bwgetary needs of 5<:hool 
districts with declining enrollments and inct'easiug 
enrol I.ments ; 

14. to continue · the provision of additional itate n>nies- w 
school districts with concentrations of pt4)ils with 
disadvantaged baclcgro\Dlds; and 

1s. To. continue to require school districts to file 
semi-annual reports of actml revenues and actual 
expcmdi tures so that cmnparable financial data can be 
CCJll)iled on a calwar year basis as welt as a fiscal 
year basis. 

The COlllllittee began its consideration of specific alteTt!atives to the 
present act by hearing frmt Dr. Paul Bethke of the Colorado Education 
Association (CEA) on that organization's classxom 1.11.it proposal; fro1'II 
Senator JlJ,gh Fowler on his instructional mit proposal; and from Dr. 
Roger Black of the C.Olorado Departnmt of Educati011 on a percentage 
equalizin,g approach previously considet'ed by the 1976 intern a>111tit· 
tee. 

At its secom meeting, the cmad:t:tee omtinued its consider .. 
ation of spec;ific finance pn,posals by exandning Rq,teMtst.ttive 
Bledsoets H.J.. 1109 (lg'73 session), which wouht utilize an adjusted 
gross incme tax as the basis for school finance and fbr Ndllcing 
prq>erty taxes; Senator Meil:lejohn's sugested alternai:ive l'e?lsions 
of the- current act; Representative, Kirscht'$ prq,osed· l'HUi-on of the 
(;wtent act;. and Ser•tot Strlckland·•s S.B. 538 (1977) proposal, pro­
viding for legislative detel'llinatiol't of sdic»l district lafaets. 

At 'its next IIIHting., the CGllllittee funher exained the details 
of the proposals previously presented and took a series of "stntw 
votes'' to indicate their collective sentiments on the varlem Sl$POl"t 
proposals and on alternative funding •tllods. With 'l'HpeCt: ta the 
support pl'Gp()Sals, com-i ttee· ll9lbe'tS. were strongest in favor ef soae-
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fon of power equalization (as utilized in the current act) and the 
instTUCtional mit approach embodied in Senator H. Fowler's proposal. 
In terms of alternative sources to finance the package am redu:e 
property taxes, there was colllllittee interest in utilizing the prospec-­
tive proceeds frm the expenditure limitation in 1-k>use Bill 1726, 
which eanarks excess revenue for property tax relief; for continuing 
the increase in the cigarette tax passed as part of H.B. 1726 (1977) ; 
for increasing the state sales/use tax; for inCTeasing both the indi­
vidual am corporate income taXes; and for raising a new tax on 
adjusted grass incarne, 1he results of that balloting were to seTVe as 
an indication as to the alternatives mst likely to win favorable con• 
sideration in the connittee's futun, deliberations. All sponsors were 
then given an additional opportunity to revise their programs before 
the final calllli ttee meetings • 

At its st»sequent •eting, the conmittee further exmnined the 
fmdalaental elenmts of the Meilclejohn, H. Fowler, and Kirscht propos• 
als, as revised. SIJ,sequent to that review. the comittee voted to 
adopt, as iu preliminary reconierJations, Senator Meilclejohn's pro· 
posed $200 million revision of the ou-rent act and Representative 
Kirscht's proposed funding package, subject to further study when the 
appropriate bills could be drawn and additional projections prepared. 

At its final meeting, the COlllllittee discussed a range of sub­
jects related to school finance and heard from persons relative both 
to alternative interpretations of House Bill 1726's state general fund 
spending lind.tation and estimates of the anrnmt of property tax relief 
to issue from that limitation. Bill No. I (Senator Meiklejohn's sup­
port proposal) and Bill tb. 2 (Representative Kirscht's funding pt"o-­
posal) 1ere placed before the camittee for final amendlllent. Bill 
Nos. 1 and Z are reconmended as the result of the process which fol• 
lowed. (A conplete explanation of all proposals presented to the 
comittee can be found on page 35 of this report.) 

Providing Public Sch>ol S1.fJPOTt 

The ccnaittee has determined that the current school finan:e 
act has achieved a nml>er of its original objectives, but has failed 
to achieve others. The !"econllenda.tions of the canmittee relative to 
providin,g school finance s~rt are contained in Bill 1 (see page 
111) and are ahned at impToving the rurrent act in those areas· of 
deficiency while retaining its basic power equalization framel«>rk and 
maintaining categorical programs outside of the equalization program. 

The authorized revenue base was the basis for state equalized. 
property taXes enacted in l973, and was based on 1973 levels of prop-­
ert.y tueS aBi state aid. The cosmd.ttee received testimony that the 
1973 ARB's my have reflected constrained property taX raising abili• 
ties then present, and · the continued use of the ARB as the ftmding 
measure may have perpetlllted any inequalities existing when the 1973 
act was adopted. 
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state guarantee to being recipients of the mini.nn.on gmrantee. 

R«omnendation -- St.ate Guarantee. 1he CODlnittee recomnends 
that the state gmrantee be substantially increased in 1979 in order 
to reduce the nl.lllber of districts receiving the mini.nun guarantee. 
For 1978, the state guarantee is set at $35.00 per pupil per mill. 
1be camni ttee proposes to increase it to $44. 25 per iq,il per mill fbr 
1979. For sti>sequent years, the recomnendatlon is as follows: 

1980 ... $48.16 
1981 ... $52.44 
198Z •• $56.74 

In addition to the equalizing effects this would have between dis· 
tricts, the pTOPOSed q,ward revision would also increase state aid 
significantly while redt£ing average school district general fmd 
property taxes by approxinltely 10 percent or four llills. 1he guar• 
antee levels were chosen by the COllllittee on the basis of tJ\e costs or 
savings of its other rec:on1raerdations and the anount of additional 
revenue available. The gmrantee levels have been calculated to 
achieve an overall state cost of $80 million in additional aid in 1979 
and to stabilize mill levies thereafter. 

Reccmnendation -- MinimJn Guarantee. As an additional method 
to redg;e the nuii&r of districts on the mininln, and the mininun•s 
arguably disequalizing effect, the cmmdttee rec0JlllleOOS that the mini .. 
IUll guarantee per iq,il per mill be frozen at its 1978 level of 
$11.35. Th.us, over time, its significance and effects will be eroded 
as nr>Te districts come mder the guarantee while every district in the 
state can continue to share in state aid. 

Further reconmendations. The cmmdttee recomnends a further 
provision relating to the funding of edu:ational television. The lan­
guage of that provision would amml the terms of Senate Bill 138 
(1977) , eliminating the • tching funds requirement for receipt of 
state assistance by school districts which support (rather than oper­
ate) licensed public edu:ational television stations. The new lan• 
guage wuld provide that s1.eh school districts could receiVe one 
dollar for each pupil of attendance entitlement, ~ to a aaxi.mmn of 
$100,000, for the support of such stations. 

Finally, the connittee rec:onmends that the General Asseni:,ly 
review program support levels: and establish such for 1983. In the 
absence of legislative action in that regard during the 1982 session, 
the bill provides for the repeal of the public school finance act on 
Deceni>er 31, 1982. 

Fiscal;;j!;icatians. As indicated, the Cclllnittet;, on School 
Finance TeC0111t- several smstantive revisions to the School Finance 
Act of 1973. lhile those·revisions would, taken together, entail an 
appropriation of an additional $BO million in 1979, each of the revi .. 
sions, taken separately, has an associated cost factor. Those cost 
factors are as follows: 
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e!.7;.=rYear 
· $ Z. :S .-llliml 

$1z.:r· 
$6S.4' 

~· During the interim, the caanittee gave consideration 
to a ~ proposals telative to the financinl of public school 
siwort. Tes(--. wa received concernlng CUl'Tfflt stmtantia.1 rali .. 
ance 1CJOn the p:raperty tax, as well as 'fBl"ious Sl,ffl-lementary and 
alternatift revenue sources. It was the cxn,::ern of llll1Y COIIRittee 
witnDles tlat .'the paopeny tax CIOllfJOIIIIRt of school fina.nte be par­
tially or- mttrely replaced by other revenue sources. In the process 
of its deliberet:ions. the COIIBittee 'l'llll'1'0Wed the ran,e of s~lelllpll• 
tary am al~tive sources llltil. finally, ti«> such sources won 
caaittee aclopt;ion. 'lhose 90tll"CeS are larply ~leaentary in nature 
and 1f0Uld, by provicling the $80 Million by which the state share of 
scho01 finance M>U1d increase in 1979, help to provide· local school 
district property taX relief. In addition, that BJmt of mney would 
-proride for ~ overall progrllllS in SOiie districts •.. 

a,;: ,.ons:. Bill No. 1 contains a provision- relative. to 
one of new revenue sources rec:onaended by the condttee, ·-
nwly the pN.:e8ds fnw Hause Bill 1726'• seven percent· limitation on 
the ml sroith in state pneral fund expenditures. Specifically, 
Bill No. 1 c;onta.t.ns • legislative declaration stating that it is 
proper to utilize die pn,perty tax relief proceeds frail the q,eration 
of that limitation in the f\ntinl of tu sti>stantive seb.>ol finance 
provilionl, Such utilization is declared to be propel' only, however, 
"to the exteiitt that the distribution of said revenues tmder (the 
school finance· article) will achieve property tax relief". 

As its ~ibution to the finlur:in& of public school sin,art, 
Bill .No. 2 wuld, effective July 1, 1978, continue indefinitely the 
five cents per_pack state cip.rotte tax increase passed -•• part of 
House Bill 1726 (1971). It is the intention of the c:r::llindttee that an 
aa:>mt of ~ equal to that ,enerated by that increase .. be med to 
finance the provisions of Bill No. 1. In a related provision, the 
bill.._ .• tedlnical aie,ndment to correct an oversight in HDte:e Bill 
1726 am ensutj. that the sute receives the entire amtllt of addi· 
tional twve11.1C1>genentecl by the incnased tax an ciprettes. 

Pisc:al · ~icatlp. EltiaateS vary u to the 811)mt of IIDmtY 
to be afd!i&U- property tax relief through the operation of the 
seven percent liaitation in Jbuse Bill 1726. 'lbat variation ia 
largely a lmlc:tion of differing int.et pa: etations of what is or is not 
included ln the su.te "senenl fwd'', · and differing projections fbr 
the future ll'Q!th 1n state general fund TeYel'IJel. 1be . current ~ 
•tes of 'CM l:lldtati«.'s proceeds for Fiscal Yeu 1914•?9 ran,e 
approxillately -!56 million to appro.xilately $102 111111•. _ 
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1977 Interi.Jn Cclilnittee Proposal 
Appropriation P.equirements 1/ 

FY' 1977-78 (BaSe Year) 

CUrrent Act cost 

Under Current Act 

less Permanent School Fmd incane 
8:fuals FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation 

FY 1978·79 

112 er 191s 
1/2 Cl 1979 

Subtotal 
less Pel'11811ent School Fund income 

F,;(uals FY 1978-79 General Pmd >ppropriation 

FY 1978-79 General Fund Appropriation 
less FY 1977-78 General Fwd Appropriation 

Equals Appropriation Increase (no change in 
Act) 

FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation 
times 71 Allowable Increase (H.B. 1726) 

Equals Allowable Increase for FY 1978-79 

fY 1978-79 

1/2 Cl 1978 
112 cr 1979 

Subtotal 

Under Qnnittee Proposal 

less Permanent School Fund income 
F.quals Ff 1978-79 General Ftnd Appropriation 

FY 1978-79 General Fmd Appropriation 
less fY 1977-78 General Ftnd Appropriation 

Equals Appropriation Increase (with recom­
mended changes) 

F'i. 1978-79 Appropriation Increase 
less Allowed 7\ Increase (H.B. 1726) 
Subtotal 
less Projected Increased Cigarette Tax 
Reverwes (H.B. 1726) 

F.qua1s Required Portion of H.B. 1726 Property 
'Jax Relief M:mey,Y 

xvii 

$361.2 million 
-19.0 

$342.z million 

$193.6 million 
201.8 

$395.4. 
·-23.0 
$372.4 million 

$372.4 
-342.Z 

$ 30.2 

$342. Z 
X .07 

$ 24.0 

$193.6 millionb' 
241.3 
434.9 
-23.0 

$411.9 

$411.9 
-342.2 

$- 69. 7 

$ 69.7 
-24.0 
45.7 

-17.0 

$ 28.7 

i 



PY 1919·80 

112 a 197'. 
1/Z a lllO 
~ ', .. 
less Pel int SdlMl lllllil bo11 a 

Iiqulll !Y lffl-tlt ,wau,datian 

Allowable 1!£l!!H 

FY 1!;)71• 79 /41pnpriatian 
less po~_qf H.B. 1726 Psuputy 'lax 
Relief tt>n,y,N 

SIJ,tota1 ·. 
less m::reased Cigarette 'lax lewwue for 
FY' 19·71,-79 {H.B. 17JIS) 

Net Pr 191S.79 Base 
ti.ms 71 JJ.lal!18ble Increase 

Fquals Allotl8ble Incnase 

Kadlecek A1nendment and Ci&!!ttte 1n 

FY' 1979•80' lePl'Cl'riatim. 
less Not Ff 1971•79 Base 

Bqr.al.$ FY 0l979-80 &ic.r.ue 
less au.Olilld. 71 Increase (H.B. 17261. 

Eqtals ~ ReYellUe and H.B. 1726 ft1Jaeylf 
less 1-treased Cipntte Tax Revenue 
(H.B. 1726) 

Equrus Req\dnd "1rt,ion of H.B. 1726 Property 
1ax Relief· ~ 

FY' 1980-81 

1/2 Ci 19&0 
112 er 191l 

Subtotal 
less Pe:na-tt School Pia!. Incw 

Equals Pr ~_J980-81 General P\l'Jd Appropriation 

Allowable Incf!!!! 
FY 1979--80-Apprcpriaticm 

less ~ion .. <Jf H.B. 1726 Property Tax 
Relief -Jcney,H 

Smtotal :" 

·,;, j" 

xviii 

•il .. 9 

-2a. 1 
JJ:tz . 

•17.0 
!&6 .. 2 
X '.07 

S zs.l 

486.7 
-366~% tto.s 
•25 .. 6 
94.§ 

-11 .. s 
77.4 

$270.4 llillion 
303.7 
sh.I 
•27.0 
slo/.1 

·~-1 
-1-1.-4 -
.4§.! 

-~ 

. ' 

:... ·-t . 
...-... 
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l" 

"'' 
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Subtotal ( from preceeding page) 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue for 
1979-80 (H.B. 1726) 

Net Ff 1979-80 Base 
ti.nm 7\ Allowable Increase 

r:quals Allowable Increase 

J<adlecek Amendment and Ci.s:arette Tax 

Ff 1980-81 Appropriation 
less Net FY' 1979-80 Base 

Bquals FY 1980-81 Increase 
less Allowable 71 Increase (H.B. 11i6) 

Equals New Revenue and H.B. 1726 Voner-I 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue for 
Fl 1980·81 (H.B. 1726) 

Equals Required Portion of H.B. 1726 Property 
Tax Relief llarl.eyE/ 

FY 1981-SZ 

1/2 CY 1981 
1/2 C'i 1982 

Soototal 
less Permanent School Food income 

fttuals FY 1981-82 General Ftmd Appropriation 

SOURcF.S: 

Allr,wable Increase 

FY 1980~81 Appropriation 
less portion qf H.B. 1726 Property Tax 
Relief Mlney,!I 

Subtotal 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue 
for FY 1980-81 (H.B. 1726) 

Net FY' 1980-81 Base 
times 71 Allowable IncTe&Se 

Equals Allowable Increase 

KadlecekAmendnent and Cigarette Tax 

FY 1981-82 >ppropriation 
less Net FY' 1980-81 Base 

F.quals FY 1981-82 Increase 
less Allowable 71 Increase (H.B. 1726) 

Equals New Revenue and H.B. 1726 M:mey]/ 
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue for 
Fi 1981-82 (H.B. 1726) 

F.quals Required Portion of H.B. 1726 Property 
Tax Relief Von.eyy 

xix 

409.3 

-17.5 
391.S" 
X .07 2,., 

547.1 
-391.8 
Iss.3 
-27.4 
121.§ 

-18.0 

109.9 

$303. 7 million 
337.6 
641.3 
-29.0 

$612.!5 

547.1 

-109.9 
437. '2" 

·18.0 
419.2 
X ~07 

$ 29.3 

612.3 
-419.2 
193.1 
-29.3 
163.B° 

-18.5 

14S.3 
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t tttr ~-·zs:: nft"a ~wrr z · r · ::·· c 

Ytnclt.ties ortt, state eq\illi:zation; c1t)es not irtcltde any categorical 
progtma tppffiftri,Atlotd. : . 

Ynus figure i-apnaeinu • carry-over ftctll exbttna let. 
3/nie refeunce to H.B. 1726 i• tO tM so•call~ •~«k:ek Mflillftdlnent" to 

that 11Ct1 lfbich places a seWtn ~t lild.t-ati~t Ut the .aMU&l arowth 
in state 18ftlN1 ~ eJCl)eftdi~&, and pttrli&!!A that r~s in u­
cess of that lhdtation (e:ltdusiw of a four ~t reserve) be spent 
for p~ tax ttli•£• · .. 
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a»,t.fJITF..E ON SCHOOL r-INAt:lr.E 

Minority Report 

Senator H. Fowler and 
Representative Tancred.a 

In the firm belief that the present Colorado School Finance Act 
is based upon an essentially arbitrary and tmfair resource distri­
bution scheme, and that the foregoing report is not responsive to the 
challenge of Senate Bill 138 to reconrnend a "comprehensive revision of 
the 1973 Act11

, the above members of the 1977 Interim Conmittee on 
School Finance respectfully disagree with certain aspects of the 
majority report of the comittee and submit this minority report. 

tion: 
There are three separable elements to the sc~ool finance ques-

I. Haw much rooney will the state provide for elementary and 
secondary education, and what distribution mechanism 
(fonrula) will be used to as~re that every child gets 
his fair share? 

II. Since the state obviously will not support 100% of school 
costs, what kind of sharing formula should be used to 
assure that every taxpayer will make a reasonably similar 
effort to support his local schools? 

III. How will the money be raised to fmd the state's share of 
a finance program? 

With respect to (I), we do not agree that continuing the 
present distribution rrethod (11ARB") is a just or defensible course. 
We propose a distribution method involving two new approaches: 

A. Ftmding the needs of children based upon instruc­
tional tmit coll'{Jutation. 

B,. Abandonment of "categorical" programs and folding 
their costs into general ftmding. 

A completed bill is not submitted with this report although the 
attached district-by-district print-out describes the relative effect 
of fl.D'lding schools on the basis of changing needs rather than upon 
historical aSSUJT()tions. Please use this print-outcsrq.y to indicate 
the "level of 1.D'lfairness" in the ARB methcxl. The AP, 1s based upon 
arbitrary factors which would be subject to legislative correction. 
l-DWEVER, the APCS is c.alculated and adjusted using exactly the same 
fonm.tlae for every district. 

This system provides for a "foundation grant" for each dis­
trict, based tq>On an APCS (Average Program Cost per Student) com-
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puted on an instructional unit value per child adjusted for existing 
economic differences between districts. The APCS ma:y be seen by some 
as being roughly equivalent to the ARB -- the relative differences 
between them are a measure of the basic Lmfairness of the ARB 
approach. In addition to the fol.Uldation grant the system calls for a 
"supplemental grant0 which might be crnrq,uted according to the follow­
ing schedule: 

Supplement for 

Special education 

Small attendance 

t'iifted and talented 

Economically disadvantaged 

Non-English speaking 

Bi-lingual 

Transportation 

School lunch 

Base 

Actual incidence of handicapped 
children 

Bonus pupils as at present 

Flat St of pupils changing to 
actual incidence as they are 
identified 

Per Title I, no threshold 

Per OCR cotmt as at present, 
tutorial 

Per CDE-accepted program, 
per pupil entitlement 

Full cost reiU11Dursenent 

Full cost reiurnhursement 

With respect to (II), the action of the committee leads us to 
believe that there is some mysterious bond between the ARB concept and 
"Power 9qualization" as a sharing foTI1J.1la. We proposed that this for­
nula could be used with the instructional unit (APCS) distribution 
program, but the cormnittee apparently did not agree. Therefore, we 
support a change to a simple buy-in concept: following the develop­
ment of the APCS for any district, the district is invited to ''buy-in" 
to state support for the ''basic fotmdation and supplenental grants" hy 
levying at least 25 mills for the school general ftmd. (Districts 
raising the required APCS at lower levies would not be required to do 
any more than that.) The state would support any costs above 25 mills 
to reach the computed APCS. There would be no minimum guarantee, but 
there would be a hold hannless factor to assure every district no less 
than 1051 of the 1978 expenditure per childe IBIS SHARING ARRANGFMENT 
l\UJLD CUT nffi "AVERAGE" PROPERTY TAX R)R samL GENERAL flJND JN AIJ05T 
HALF ($250 saving on a $33,000 house)e 

With respect to III• we support the ftmding arrangements which 
the cormnittee favored until the last vote (at which two critical 
pro-sales tax members were temporarily absent). These ftmding mecha­
nisms inch.de: 

-2-
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A taxshift from property tax to a 1¢ increase in sales tax 

A continuation of the 1977 cigarette tax increase 

Application of the proceeeds of the 7t governmental spending 
limitation 

A measure incorporating the above proposals will be introduced 
in the forthcoming legislative session. We join to thank the leader­
ship of our interim connnittee for creating an environment within which 
conflicting views might result in a greater understanding of the 
issues involved and in the development of a superior plan for financ­
ing Colorado p.Jblic education, which we believe our plan to be. 

-3-
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f -Colorado Departllle!lt of F.ducation 
1i Con¥>arison of ARB and APCS 

1979 "~2~" J 
AilAE lhl.ts .ARB AJ C .* 

Adams, ftlpleton 5575 385.0412 1618 1728. 82 
Adams, Northglenn 19000 1313,0308 1563 1536.63 
Adams, Commerce City 5875 411.3969 1689 1754.58 
-~, Brighton 3850 265.5847 1696 1582.98 
Adams, Bermett 405 28.1468 1587 1589.20 

Adams, Strasburg 415 28.5711 1711 1587. 52 
Adams, Westminster 13700 970,6973 1550 1706.76 
Alamosa, Alamosa 2220 154.7945 1413 1772.14 
Alamosa, Sangre de Cristo 272 18.6895 1438 1758.95 
,\rapahoe, Englewood 4000 283,3494 1850 1885.45 . 
Arapahoe, Sheridan 1770 125.3453 1680 1809. 23 
Arapahoe, Cherry Creek 17300 1199.3938 1949 1523.88 
Arapahoe, Littleton 17000 1171.8330 1601 1724.18 
Arapahoe, Deer Trail 140 9. 9241 2642 2046. 80 
Arapahoe, Aurora 19%0 1347,o.i33 1691 15ti2.78 

Arapahoe, Byers 340 24.0643 1473 1683,60 
Archuleta, ArchUleta 890 61.3944 1400 1616.40 
Baca, Walsh 460 32. 2795 1527 1856.91 
Baca, Pritchett 110 7.6872 1923 1992,91 
Baca, Springfield 460 32.5982 1514 1712,49 

Baca. Vilas 92 6.4920 2271 2433, 57 
Baca, Cmrpo 125 8, 9511 1504 2208.55 
Bent, Las Animas 1010 70,4032 1466 1697.37 
Bent, Mc:Clave 195 13. 7389 1726 1897.66 
Boulder, St. Vrain Valley 14700 1014.0577 1557 1561. 25 

Boulder, Boulder Valley 21825 1510. 3474 1765 1678.39 
Chaffee, Buena Vista 1155 79. 9564 1400 1629.55 
Olaffee, Salida 1430 99.7200 1400 1716.98 
Cheyenne, Kit Carson 110 7.9573 2540 2400,18 
Cheyenne, Cheyenne Wells 275 19,3415 1814 1874. 78 

Cheyenne, Arapahoe 70 4.8548 2576 2659.67 
Clear Creek, Clear Creek 1200 82.2655 1757 1520,84 
Conejos, North Conejos 1200 82.9209 1400 1698.78 
Conejos, Sanford 340 21.3426 1400 1844.09 
f'..one)os 1 South Conejos 770 53.2B86 1400 15Bl. 95 

"'™' l.iieludes basic instru::tionlll units, educational administration, growth 
(!), ecc:inmic &ilj11S-t factor (teacher ~erience educatic:11), but does not 
irlclu:!e S!ffl""""'ts: special education; Gi ted and Talented; Bilingual• 
Bicultural; Na!t l:nglish; salt attendance; wcationlll; etc,, which would be 
added. 

-4-



' 1979 1152511 
" 

AD.AF Units ARB APCS i 

Costilla, Centennial 605 41.6018 1400 1852.41 I Costilla, Sierra Grande 245 17.1770 1545 1999.21 
Crowley, Crowley 560 39.8469 1400 1866. 72 
Custer, Consolidated 225 15.5464 1617 1833. 20 
Delta, Delta 4150 287.2989 1400 1688.39 

Denver, Denver 63500 4496.7744 2029 1905.65 
Dolores, OJlores 380 26.5400 1502 1849.54 
Douglas, Douglas SOSO 349.8042 1562 1516.04 
Eagle, Eagle 1715 117. 7230 2201 1454.87 
Elbert, Elizabeth 640 44.0068 1400 1489.18 

Elbert, Kiowa 145 10.3110 1957 2175.12 
Elbert, Big Sandy 270 19.1910 1526 1809.15 
Elbert, Elbert 155 11.0121 1513 1995.20 
Elbert, Agate so 3.4530 2904 , 3150.82 
El Paso, Calhan 270 18.8382 1522 1738.60 

El Paso, Harrison 6460 444.0298 1419 1510.03 
El Paso, Widefield 6750 473.0955 1400 1589.95 
El Paso, Fotmtain 3170 217.0253 1400 1115. 39 
El Paso, Colorado Springs 31830 2188.0703 1518 1637.06 
El Paso, Cheyenne }.t)untain 1815 125.9539 1994 1945.12 

El Paso, Manitou Springs 1105 76.2102 1504 1751. 58 
f:1 Paso, Academy 4350 299.4867 1400 1414.68 
F.l Paso, Ellicott 325 22.7509 1415 1710.88 
El Paso, Peyton 205 14.4371 1728 1787.39 
El Pa.so, Hanover 58 4.1396 2184 2678.99 

fl Paso, Lewis-Palmer 1055 72. 6230 1493 1563.57 
El Paso, Falcon 1020 70.3442 1550 1434.70 
El Paso, Edison 30 2.0829 2875 3629.19 
El Paso, Miami-Yoder 149 10.3856 1785 2320.26 
Fremont, C.anon City 3250 226.0623 1404 1690.23 

Fremont, Florence 1600 110.4337 1400 1663.91 
Fremont, Cotopaxi 170 11. 7386 1871 1930.13 
Garfield, Roaring Fork 3130 214.6798 1400 1650. 71 
Garfield, Garfield 1465 100.5681 1555 1643.45 
Garfied, Grand Valley 155 11.0032 2209 1915.37 

Gilpin, Gilpin County 230 15.5010 2616 2273.29 
Grand, West Grand 435 30.1621 1920 1636.20 
Grand, F.ast Grand 835 57.3615 1896 1658.25 
GtuU1ison, GWlllison West 1315 90. 7198 1523 1695.18 
Hinsdale, Hinsdale 71 4.7979 1876 2419.52 



) 
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1979 "525" -
ADAE Units ARB APCS ·1 

lfuerfano, Heurfano 1075 75.6705 1472 1707.56 I Huerfano, La Veta 200 13.7538 1499 1813.62 
Jackson, North Park 370 26.1104 1536 1642.21 
Jefferson, Jefferson 76200 5259.3896 1729 1614.18 
Kiowa, Eads 295 20.9161 1687 1750.41 

Kiowa, Plainview 99 6.9806 2212 2303. 63 
Kit Garson, Flagler 155 11.1872 1692 1973.01 
Kit Garson, Seibert 99 7.0267 1656 2216.08 
Kit Carson, Vona 52 3.5759 2091 3183. 05 
Kit Garson, Stratton 255 18.1395 1591 1826.69 

Kit Garson, Bethtm.e 114 7.8493 1732 2009.52 
Kit Carson, Burlington 1045 72.1741 1440 1759.34 
Lake, Lake Cotmty 1980 137. 6064 1810 l 723. 55 
La Plata, Durango 3470 241.1409 1477 1694.29 
La Plata, Bayfield 560 38. 7776 1400 154 3. 44 

La Plata, Ignacio 860 60.0404 1400 1250.59 
Larimer, Poudre 14000 962.3585 1700 1627.44 
Larimer, Thompson 9250 638.1151 1427 1565.66 
Larimer, Park (Estes) 1010 69,5()49 1665 1563.65 
Las Animas,. Trinidad 1865 130.5309 1434 1838. 28 

Las Animas, Primero 230 16.2769 1694 1937.37 
Las .Animas, Hoehne Reorganized 370' 25. 8040 1400 1836. 52 
I.as Animas, Aguilar 240 16.4828 1400 2055.19 
Las Ani.Iras, Branson 54 3.8()53 2329 2787.38 
Las Animas, Kirn Reorganized 120 8. 2710 2215 2266.33 

Lincoln, lfugo 200 14.1402 1619 1976.04 
Linea 1n, LilIKJil 495 34.8832 1400 1932.88 
Lincoln, Genoa 80 5.5260 1773 2316.99 
Lincoln, Karval 89 6.2066 1706 2593. 49 
Lincoln, Arriba 98 6.9210 1977 2218.61 

Logan, Valley 3535 244.7945 1590 1747.52 
Logan, FTenchman 210 14.9794 1665 2100.31 
Logan, Buffalo 305 21. 0208 1546 1797.66 
Logan. Plateau 154 10.6672 2597 2097.01 
~sa, DeBeque 134 9. 3034 2286 2199.55 

~1esa. Plateau Valley 281 19.3062 1400 1946. 99 
Mesa. Mesa Valley 13100 904.9982 1453 1685.27 
Mineral, Creede Consolidated 198 11. 7610 1665 1767.66 
M:,f fat• Moffat 2450 168.8535 1433 1578.52 
Montezuma. ~ntezurna 2780 192.2845 1400 1585.04 
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1979 0 S25" ii 

ADAE Units ARB APCS 

I Montezuma, Dolores 440 30.9604 1400 1669.66 
~ntezuma, Mancos 460 31. 6146 1400 1616.03 
Montrose, r-t>ntrose 4240 292.5324 1470 1624.24 
~\Jntrose 7 West End 900 61.8877 1531 1613.50 
M,rgan, Brush 1440 100.0943 1434 1712.45 

~brgan, Fort [','organ 2830 196.3607 1622 1741. 71 
Morgan, Weldon Valley 170 12.0201 1622 1830.23 
r-t>rganl' Wiggins 450 31.6188 1678 1837.0S 
Otero, East Otero 2700 185.3220 1412 1633.51 
Otero, Rocky Ford 1575 109.4969 1416 1644.19 

Otero, ~bnzanola 290 21.1274 1400 1801.81 
Otero, Fowler 540 38.0240 1613 1883. 38 
Otero, Oieraw 250 17.2499 1501 ' 1758.63 
Otero, Swink 315 22. 0571 1566 1810.88 
Ouray, Ouray 195 13. 3741 1642 1814.38 

Ouray, Ridgway 179 12.3912 1S33 1890.04 
Park, Platte Canyon 590 40. 5234 1829 1605.28 
Park, Park 263 18.1288 2576 1870.45 
Phillips, Holyoke 615 42.5929 1597 1734. 77 
Phillips, Haxttm 334 23.8914 1767 2018.16 

Pitkin, Aspen 1275 87.8D16 1902 1603.52 
Prowers, Granada 425 29.5927 1410 1615. 26 
Prowers, Lamar 220S 151.1890 1400 1665,.21 
Prowers, Holly 486 33. 4 789 1507 1627.18 
Prowers, Wiley 244 16. 8718 1498 1771.68 

Pueblo, Pueblo City 21400 1506.8992 1510 1843.12 
Pueblo, Pueblo Rural 4825 332.3941 1S03 1568.94 
Rio Rlanco, Meeker 700 48. 0438 1859 1873.61 
Rio Blanco, Rangely 530 36.7041 2140 1915.02 
Rio Grande, Del Norte 720 S0.1092 1400 1792.46 

Rio Grande, M:>nte Vista 1375 96.8844 1400 1700.28 
Rio Grande., Sargent 405 27.8447 1873 1832.51 
Routt• Hayden 480 32.9612 2028 1538.68 
Routt, Steamboat Springs 1206 82.8954 1956 1575.56 
Routt, South Routt 432 29.5992 2142 1703.48 

Saguache, Momtain Valley 260 18. 3195 1429 1890 .. 26 
Saguache, M:>ffat 75 S.2184 2620 2489.18 
Saguache, Center 645 44.7555 1400 1712.84 
San Juan, Silverton 145 9.9878 2285 1857.88 
San Miguel, Telluride 221 15.1391 1806 1855.99 



-J 
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1979 "525" 

~ 

AilAE Units ARB APCS -
San Miguel, Norwood 301 20.8024 1437 1860.37 I San Miguel, Egna.r so 3.4S03 1700 2976.88 
Sedgwick, Julesburg 388 26.7497 1699 1801.3S 
Sedgwick, Platte Valley 268 18.6950 1798 1871.07 
Sumni t, Summit 1080 74.0867 2147 1497.36 

Teller, Cripple Creek 250 17.1403 1813 1776.57 
Teller. troodla.J1ti Park 1230 84.5098 1431 1S68. 32 
Washington, Akron 501 34.4643 1553 1702.43 
WashingtOn, Arkkaree 164 11.4729 2251 1889.30 
Washington, Otis 200 14.1178 1697 2000.45 

Washington. Lone Star 54 3.7721 3351 3136.82 
Washingtcn. Woodlin 149 10.4173 2515 1939.92 
Weld, Gilcrest 1640 112.5341 1424 16S9.48 
Weld. Eaton 1105 76.4251 1431 17~5.84 
Weld, Keenesburg 1335 94.5703 1400 1627.93 

Weld, Windsor 1350 92.6906 1738 1627.03 
Weld, Johnstown 1180 81. 9438 1461 1635.82 
Weld, Greeley 9750 672.8131 1521 1668.32 
Weld, Platte Valley 925 63.9823 1599 1662.44 
Weld, Fort Lupton 1580 108.9616 1455 1645.26 

Weld, Ault-Highland 885 61. 5105 1623 1701. S6 
Weld, Briggstla.le 84 S.8496 2086 2283.78 
Weld, Prairie 124 8.7889 1997 2123.16 
Weld, Grover 134 9.3734 1913 2083.08 
Yuma, West Yuma 1140 78.8770 1786 1782.60 

Yuma, East Yuma 870 60.1291 1500 1718.4 7 
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The History of School Finance in Colorado 

Legislative Action Prior to 1952 

Under the provisions of the Constitution of the State of 
Colorado, adopted t-hrch 14, 1876, the General Asseni>ly was directed to 
11

••• provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorough and 
unifonn system of free public schools throughout the state". Legis­
lation adopted in 1877 to impleill31lt this requirement provided for the 
ftmding of such schools, on a county flow-through basis, from local 
property taxes levied by local Boards of Education and from the state 
Public School Income Ftmd. 

The state Public School Income Fl.llld was established by the Con­
stitution and includes the proceeds from lands granted to the state 
for education purposes, estates that escheat to the state, and other 
grants, gifts or devises. Primary income to the ftmd is from proceeds 
of the state school lands, granted to the state by the Congress in the 
Enabling Act. 

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

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

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

In 1921, legislation was adopted providing that minimum teacher 
salaries be set at $1000 per year for teachers with two years of col­
lege education, and $1200 per year for teachers with four years col­
lege education. In addition, salaries were not to be less than $75 
per Jl'DJlth and teachers were to be paid on an annual basis. Related 
legislation was also adopted at that time requiring that districts 
levy an anmmt sufficient to raise $75 per Jll)nth per teacher. Further 
provisions stated that only one teacher per 25 students could be 
certified for the first 100 students enrolled in any district, and one 
teacher per 40 students for enrollments exceeding 100. MJre teachers 
were required to be ftmded in districts in sparsely populated areas, 
poor areas, and areas with particularly small enrollments. An addi­
tional provision related to the number of high school teachers, and 
required that one be funded for each 25 students. If the am:nmt 
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necessary to raise such funds exceeded five mills, only five mills 
would be levied and the difference made up out of priority disburse­
ments from the Public School Income Ft.md, before the per capita dis­
bursements of such fund. Districts were allowed to make additional 
levies to pay for general operating expenses and teach.er salaries in 
excess of the minimms specified in the law. 

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

In 1935, as a means of bringing a court test of the validity of 
direct state support for local school districts, an appropriation of 
$500 was made from the state general fund to the public schools. The 
appropriation for this p.1rpose was upheld by the Colorado Supreme 
Court in 1937 (Wilmore v. Armear, 100 Colo. 106, 65 P.2d 1433), stat-
ing that: . 

••• [t]he establishment and financial maintenance of the public 
schools of the state is the canying out of a state, and not a 
local or IIU'licipal purpose. 

In 1937, legislation was adopted to implement the state income 
tax passed by the voters at the 1936 general election as an amencbnent 
to the State Constitution. The apparent purpose of the constitutional 
amendment was to supplant property taxes as the source of ftmding for 
public education and the act provided that the ftmds derived from the 
income tax would be distributed to school districts in order to pay 
for the minim.un teacher salary provisions in the 1921 law. The first 
allocation of roneys tmder this law·was approximately $878,000, and 
was based on mmber of school age children in each district, as com• 
pared to the state total. If a district's share of such ftmds was in 
excess of the required minimum teacher salaries, they were 
redistributed to all districts on the basis of pupils. Conversely, if 
the mnies so distributed were not sufficient the district -would levy 
an anmmt sufficient to make up the difference. 

Also, in 1937, the r..eneral Assembly adopted legislation provid­
ing for a state program of home instruction for handicapped children. 

In 1937, ad valoren taxes on motor vehicles were replaced with 
annual graduated specific ownership taxes which were distributed in 
the sane manner as property taxes. Accordingly, school districts 
received a pro]X)rtional an:nmt of the tax relative to their mill levy 
as co~ared to the state total of school levies. 

In 1939, the anr:nmt of income truces reserved for public schools 
was chang~r the 1937 law, all anDun.ts in excess of a five per­
cent retention for reftmds, and three percent for administration, were 
for schools. Under the 1939 amendment, the two deductions were 
retained and the public schools given 65 percent of the remainder of 
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collections from 1937, 1938, and 1939 taxes. The other 35 percent was 
set aside for a special general ftmd reserve for the state. Alloca­
tions on the hasis of m.umers of students were continued, and directed 
to fund the minimlun teacher salary program. An amendment to the law 
required districts to reduce property tax levies by an amotul.t compa• 
rable to their receipts from the state income tax. 

¥{ 1940, total school general fund revenues were $21.2 million, 
down s 1ghtly from 1930. The state now contributed aboost $1.8 mil­
lion to schools, while both C01.Dlty and school district property taxes 
were down from 1930, to $4.1 million, and SlS.3 million respectively. 

In 1941, the allocations from income tax proceeds, after deduc­
tion for refunds and acbninistration, were 10 percent for school dis­
tricts and 90 percent for general ftmd reserve. After Jtme 30, 1941, 
the 35 percent schools and 65 percent state general fund distribution 
was reinstated and, still utilizing the 1937 distrihution scheme on 
the basis of student populations. 

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

In 1943, the administration expense deduction from the income 
tax was mcreased to five percent; of the remaining proceeds, 35 per­
cent went to schools mder the per student allocation fonnula adopted 
in 1937 to fwd the minimum teacher salary program, while 65 percent 
was retained by the state for the general ftmd. An additional provi­
sion directed that for 1943 to 1945, 15 percent of the net receipts be 
set aside in a special State School Equalization Ftmd -- such amotmt 
coming from the state's 65 percent share. 

Under the Mini.nrurn Educational Program Act, also adopted in 
1943, the State School Equalization Fund wa..~ utilized to aid districts 
on the basis of classroom tmits. Under this act, the state set mini­
mum revenue needs per classroom tmit at $1,000 for elementary students 
and, up to 5 mills, $1,333 for high school students. The cotmty was 
required, as before, to levy an ruoomt, up to 5 mills, sufficient to 
raise the $75 per m:>nth mininrurn teacher salary, and the state con­
tinued to provide any difference between the five mill levy and the 
minimrnn teacher salary levels from Public School Income Ftmd priority 
disbursements and continuing per student distrihutions. The provision 
of the 1937 law distributing income taxes on the basis of student 
population was also retained. The state continued to recapture any 
excess of local revenues, plus the state distribution for teacher sal­
aries, and to reallocate these nnnies to all districts on the basis of 
student population. 

Under this new law, the state required the cotmty to levy 
enough revenue, regardless of the five mill limit, to ftmd the mini.mtln 
teacher salaries at their full level, after taking into accotmt state 
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distributions tmder the income tax law and Public School Income Fund. 
In addition, each district was required to notify the cotmty of the 
difference between such local teacher salary revenues plus state sup­
port and the amount necessary to raise the minimum classroom revenue 
specified by the state. Tite c0tmty corrmissioners could then make an 
additional levy of up to one mill to raise that aroount. If this addi­
tional levy plus state revenues did not meet the miniJrun classTOOm 
value, an additional 2.5 mills could be levied by the corrmissioners, 
or 1. S mills for tmion or cotmty high school districts. This revenue 
was set aside in a separate special ftmd for each district known as 
the ''Mininrum Educational Needs Flmd". 

The state then made disburs~nts from the Special State School 
Equalization Ftmd equal to one-half of the difference between the 
local revenues under the Minimum Educational Needs Ftmd and the total 
required for the minimum classroom am:itmt. Such distributions were 
only made if the district certified a levy to the commissioners equal 
to an anoi.mt which would raise the other half of the deficiency. Hqw­
ever, in no case could the total levy of third class districts exceed 
20 mills, and any deficiency was made up by the state from the equal­
ization ftmd. 

In 1945, refinements were made to the 1943 law, with the state 
ftmding the total difference between local and other state funds and 
the mininnmt classroom value. Junior college districts were also pro­
vided with state support for the first time, hasect on the number of 
students taking a full-time program. The distrihutions from the 
income tax continued to be 35 percent schools, SO percent state, and 
15 percent special equalization aid to districts. This allocation was 
of the arm.mt remaining after deduction of the reftmd and administra­
tion costs of 10 percent from the total receipts of the income tax. 

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

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

The state SupJX>rt programs for nu.n1nrum teacher salaries and 
classroom-unit revenues were, however, continued. These were now 
ftmded by appropriations rather than direct eannarking of the income 
tax. 

l\n additional state program was adOl)ted under the tenns of 
which each district received 15 cents per day of average daily attend­
ance for each pupil. This new provision ftmded hy any excess from the 
appropriation for classrooms. Minimum levies were set for the various 
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classes of districts to qualify for participation in this state fund­
ing. 

In 1949, legislation was ad.opted concerning equalization of 
property assessments. The act provided that no district could receive 
state flDlds for classroom units, or the spillover £ran those ftmds, if 
the land within that district were assessed at rrore than five percent 
below the state average. The State Tax Commission made such detemi­
nations on the basis of sales ratio data and the State Board of Equal­
ization was required to make horizontal adjustments in classes to 
effect equalization of assessments. 

Also in 1949, the minimun classroom value was increased to 
$2000 and allocations from the spillover of the equalization ftmd 
assigned a $50 per year per pupil maxinrum, 

~ 1950, the total cost of public school general ftmcl expendi­
tures mre than doubled from 1940 to $49.4 million. S.tate ftmds 
increased to about 20 percent of the total, or SlO million. Cotmty 
property taxes totaled $4.3 million and school district property truces 
$35 million. 

In 1950, Congress adopted Public Law 81-A74 tmder which the 
federal government makes payments to "impacted11 school districts in 
lieu of property taxes. Such impact was defined as either the exist­
ence of a large 3ll'Dunt of tax exempt federal property or requirements 
for educating a large number of pupils living on federal property 
(e.g., militaty bases). 

In 1951, the arootmt of the mininn.un classroom unit was increased 
to $2100, and the equalized assessments requirement for rec.eipt of 
state ftmds was repealed. 

In 1952, legislation was adopted requiring that comty revenues 
under the Federal Flood r..ontrol Lands Act of 1941 be credited at the 
rate of 25 percent to the road and bridge fund and 7S J)ercent to 
schools. If there is more than one district in the county. alloca­
tions are made on the basis of average daily attendance. Although 
other federal programs provide payments in lieu of property taxes to 
local governments for roads or schools, these payments go to the 
county of origin and there are no statutory provisions specifying l\lhat 
portion, if any, is to be allocated to school districts. Included in 
this latter category are oo\IDty receipts mder the Bankhead-Jones 
Fann Tenant Act of 1935 (7 USC 1012), and the Mlterials Act of 194 7 
(Public Law BZ-136). 

The Public School Finance Act of 1952 

The state's first educational foundation program was enacted 
following a two-year study by a committee appointed by the r,overnor. 
The reconnnendations, embodied in the Public School Finance Act of 
1952, established the principle of state financing in order to en.sure 
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the availability of a "foundation program" of education in each school 
district. 

Under this act, the state guaranteed each school district reve­
nues of $2625 per classroom unit served by a graduate certified 
teacher and $2425 per classroom unit served by other certified per­
sonnel. Classroom units were detennined on the basis of aggregate 
days of attendance and one unit was granted for the first 12 
student-180 days of attendance; a second one for the next 16 
student-180 days of attendance; and additional W1its for each 20 
student-180 days of attendance. Special provisions in the act were 
made for districts in sparsely populated areas or with necessarily 
isolated schools. 

To be eligible to receive such state aid, districts could not 
pay teachers less than 75 percent of the state guaTantee per classroom 
tmit. The mini:num school year was set at 170 days. In addition, cer­
tain levy requirements were imposed: six mills for the cotmty public 
school ftmd (distributed to each district educating students from such 
county) , or less,, if allowed by the State Board of Education on the 
basis of excess revenue. In addition, cotmtY or tmion high school 
districts were required to levy twO mills; class 1, 22 and 3 <listricts 
comprising a portion of county or tm.ion high school districts an addi­
tional six mills; and other districts eight mills. Single district 
cotmties were required to levy 14 mills. 

Districts received from the state the difference between their 
share of the cotm.ty's revenue plus their own revenue and the amotmt 
guaranteed by the state. Nothing in the act prevented the levying and 
expenditure of greater amotm.ts if so desired locally. 

'nle act was ftmded by combining appropriations from the r,eneral 
Assembly and revenues in the Public School Income Ftmd. A distri­
bution of such nrmies was nede in advance of the school year and final 
entitlements detennined and distributed half-way through the year. 
Any remaining funds were distributed proportionately on the basis of 
attendance at the close of the school year. The appropriation for the 
1952-1953 school year was $12.5 million and total state aid approached 
$15 million. 

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

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

Philosophically, the act established several state principles 
regarding !XJblic education. By establishing a basic expenditure level 
per classroom, the state was accepting responsihility for providing in 
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In 1956, a new state categorical aid program was established 
for sclio61 aistrict transJXfftation expenditures. Districts were 
entitled to four C(..-nts per mile and two cents per day for each pupil 
ac..tually transported. Allowances to pupils for board, in lieu of dis­
trict transportation, were funded at 15 cents per day per pupil. 

The Public School Fo1.11dation Act of 1957 

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

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

- Encourage the development and exercise of local lea~r­
ship and responsibility for education. 

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

- Seak to sea..-re optimum educational returns from all 
expenditure~. 

- Provide that the law should be as simple, equitable. and 
as administratively sound as possihle. 

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

The findings and recommendations of the suboonani.ttee were 
prefaced by the following statement stumnariz~ the difficulties fotmd 
in the 1952 school finance act: 

,-t>st of the difficulty and confusion concen1ing 
Colorado's School Finance Act stems from the failure to differ­
entiate between this act as a 111eans of distributing a fixed 
amount of revenue and a bona fide foundation program. While 
the act has some characteristics of both types of programs• it 
is ft.mdamentally a distribution plan. 

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

Under the new law, classroom units remained the basis of state 
ftD1ding, but were detennined on the basis of average .dai.'1.o/LAfltendam:e 
rather than aggregate daily attendance. One classroom lUlit was 
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allowed for the first 15 students of average daily attendance (AnA); 
second, third and fourth classroom l..ttlits were allowe<l for 20 ADA each; 
and additional tmits for each additional 25 ADA. r.uarantee<l revenue 
from cmmty property truces plus state support for such classroom units 
was increased to $4S00 for non-graduate certified teachers and Sszon 
for teachers with graduate certificates. The sparsity factor was 
eliminated but small attendance center aid was revised and refined. 

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

The required county school levy for participation in the pro­
gram was increased to 12 mills, whereas the requirements for district 
levies were discontinued. As tmder the 1952 act, 1.5 percent of the 
appropriation was retained by the state board for contingency distri­
butions. The contingency for enrollment increases was replaced by a 
fonna.1 program providing ft.mds, in the discretion of the State Board 
of Education, to districts with increases of more than seven percent 
over the previous year. As under the 1952 law, any ruoounts remaining 
in the contingency fund were distributed at the end of the school year 
in the same manner as other ftmds distributed by the act. 

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

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

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

Also in 1957, the transportation entitlement was raised to 
eight cents per mile and four cents per pupil. A limitation was added 
that no district could receive rore than 75 percent of actual trans­
portation costs. 
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In 1960, the act was a.rrended to return to the concept of the 
1952 law and el.ilt'.inate reversions from the fl.Dlding of classroom units. 
Any excess in the appropriation was distributed l.Dlder the same "direct 
grant'' program then utilb;e,d to distribute income from st.:;.te school 
!ands. 

Also in 1960~ a SO percent sales ratio factor wl:lS added. A 
sales ratio is the pe1cen.tage the assessed valuation is of the market 
sale price of property. The state average sales ratio and the sales 
ratio of each of the counties was detennined by studies conducted by 
the Legislative Council over a three year period. 

Under the plan adopted, the cotmty's assessed valuation for 
purposes of computing the anm.mt to be raised by the 12 mill cotm.ty 
levy was adjusted from the county's actual sales ratio halfway toward 
the state average sales ratio, resulting in a theoretical amount of 
property taxes that would be raised if the assessed values were 
accordingly adjusted. In those districts whose assessed values were 
adjusted upwards, the approach indicated a larger local share, and 
hence reduced state Su--pport, than was actually collected. This left a 
void funded neither locally or at the state level. The theory was 
that higher assessing counties should not be penalized and lower 
assessing COlDlties shoul~ not be rew-arded for their assessment prac­
tices in terrr0 of the amount of state aid distributed under the Puhlic 
School Foundation Act. 

Despite the passage of this 1960 amendment, there was less than 
total agreemant h1 the General Assenbly on the merits of suc!l a 
change, and an interim legislative conrnittee was appointed to review 
this question r,rior to the 1961 session. This committee recommended 
the contL,uation of the SO percent sales ratio adjustment for one more 
year, followed by revision of the act when more information became 
available. The corrm:ittee also recorrnnended the use of appraisal ratio 
studies to supplement sales ratio data, the inclusion of a<lciitional 
information on recorded deeds, and the use of c:alend:tr year data in 
the sales ratio coniputation. 

For 1960, total state ftmds to pubiic schools were $30.9 mil­
lion, while local property taxes had increased to $115.2 million. 

In 1961, after nruch discussion and controversy, the General 
Assembly agreed upon a one-year program wherehy state school aid tmder 
the School Fotmdation Act would be distributed during 1961-1962 using 
a sales ratio adjustment applied at 100 percent to urban real property 
only. No adjustment in the assessed valuation of all other property 
was directed. In addition, the General Assembly provided in a ''grand­
father" clause that no county would receive a.i-iy less 100ney per class­
room unit than it had in 1960-1961, with due consideration given to 
changes in the number of classroom 1.Dlits and in a county's assessed 
valuation. 

The ftmds provided to implement the program for 1961-19~2 were 
less than the total needed. CMing to the existence of a "grandfathe~1 
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clause in the anencboont, allocations were not based upon a pro-rata 
fonrw.a and varied from about 57 percent to about 105 percent. Thus 
the grandfather clause in the 1961 hill for the most part negated the 
basic fonrula adopted, i.e., adjusting the assessed valuation of urha.n 
real property by sales ratio. Furthertll)re, those counties which the 
act was designed to penalize because of tmder-assessment of urban real 
property actually gained state aid as a result of the interpretation 
of the bill's grandfather clause by the state Department of Education 
and the Attorney r,eneral. 

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

The 1961 amencbnents called for a Legislative Council corran.ittee 
to study revision of the act. Major points that were recmmnended by 
the comittee included ftmding junior college districts in separate 
legislation. Other reconmendations were to ftmd all classroom units 
on the basis of 25 students in average daily attendance rather than 
the graduated scale provided by the 1957 act. The cotmrl.ttee also con­
cluded that the differentiation between classrooms on the hasis of 
teacher qualifications be eliminated and that all classrooms be funded 
equally. Significantly, the comnittee recomnended against hoth the 
11grandfather" clause and the use of sales ratio to adjust cmmty 
valuations for detennining local revenue requirements for state aid. 

Also in 1961, the General Assembly adopted a program for the 
education of migrant children and provided implementation ftmds to 
local school districts. 

The Public School Foundation Act of 1962 

The 1957 act was extensively rewritten and reenacted by the 
1962 session of the Cieneral Assembly. The reVised act retained the 
basic approach of the 1957 program, and the amendments thereto, but 
made substantial changes to the detennination of the amount counties 
would be required to raise for participation. 

Under the tenns of the 1962 act, each cotmty was required to 
levy an amount which would raise $200 per classroom tu1it. In addi­
tion, each cot.m.ty was required to raise an amcnmt based upon a 
determination of cot.m.ty "adjusted gross income" tmder the state income 
tax law and its adjusted assessed valuation based on a 100 percent 
a.djustnent of urban real property to confonn to sales ratio data. The 
remaining 3Jl'OlDlt per classroom unit, now one for every 25 stooents in 
average daily attendance, was ftmded by the state. The guarantee per 
classroom was also set tmiformly at $5200, regardless of teacher qual­
ifications. 

The excess growth program was continued based on enrollment 
increases during the first twelve weeks of the year exceeding seven 
percent of the previous school year. That provision, however, was 
separately ftmded. In addition, any overftmding of the program re .. 
verted to the state general ftmd. 
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A new and separate program was also established for small 
attendance centers whereby additional classroom tmits for state f1.md­
ing would be granted for schools with average daily attendance of less 
than 1 75, if located 20 miles or more from the nearest other such 
center. Like the excess enroll.r.lent program, this program was sepa­
rately ftmded and any excess appropriations reverted to the general 
ftm.d. 

Another new program was also adopted relating to lc,.,.r income 
cotmties, which were defined to be those cotmties with an adjusted 
gross income per classroom tmit of less than $103,000. Distributions 
of $200 per classroom were made to such eligible districts from the 
contingency ftmd of the State Board of Education. 

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

Ftmding of the act returned to the 1952 provisions for combin­
ing state general ftmd appropriations and income from state public 
school lands for distribution to districts. In addition, revenues 
that the state retained from the federal Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 
were also placed in the fund. Any excess appropriation reverted to 
the general fi.md, but other excess amunts remained in the fmd. 

In 1963 the sales ratio adjustment of assessed value was elimi­
nated and a nwnber of minor 11housekeeping11 amendments to the Founda­
tion Act were adopted. The changes in the local requirements tended 
to slightly increase the cotmty share, whereas changes to the small 
attendance center and low income programs made more districts eligible 
for this special aid. 

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

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

In 1967 (for the year 1968), the anol.Dlt of the grants under the 
Property Tax Relief Ftmd was increased to $52 per pupil in average 
daily attendance. Another increase was also authorized in 1968, this 
time to $65 per pupil for 1969. --
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The Public School Fotmdation Act of 1969 

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

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

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

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

(c) district revenue provided from state and federal sources 
(exclwing Public Law 81-874 moneys), which were avail­
able for use as detennined by the hoard for the basic 
education program, i.e., non-categorical fl.lllds. These 
included federal mineral leasing, flood control, and 
timber reserve payments. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

For 1971, the act increased the state foundation level from 
$440 to $460 per pupil. 

Also in 1971, the act was amended to provide monthly, rather 
than quarterly, disbursements of state aid to districts. This changed 
the provision that had been in effect since adoption of the 1;-i57 
finance act. 

In 1972, the support levels were increased from $460 to $51A 
for the 1973 school district budget year. In addition, minor house­
keeping amendments were made relative to changes in the structure of 
state government. 

The School Finance Act of 197J 

Judicial and Legal Influences 

In the early 1970's the public school finance systems of Cali­
fornia, New Jersey, Minnesota, and Texas were ruled unconstitutional. 
Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal.3d 584, 96 Cal. Rptr. 601, 487 P.Z<l 1241 
(Sup.Ct. l97l); Robinson v. Cahill, 287 A.2d 187 (1972); Van Dusartz 
v. Hatfield, 334 F.S\.W. 870 (D. MiM. 1971); and Rodriguez v. San 
Antonio Iride~dent School District, 337 F.Supp. 280 {W.n:tex. 1911). 
Generally, tese cases held that the subject public school finance 
schemes were violative of the equal protection clause of the Four­
teenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution or the education clauses of 
state constitutions or both. That whidt follows is a discussion of 
the legal criteria applied to public school finance in these cases and 
the relevance of the cases and legal criteria to the formulation of 
the current Colorado public school finance system. 

In evaluating claims that state action violates the equal pro­
tect ion clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, the U.S. Supreme r.ourt has 
developed two separate tests which are applicahle to different sets of 
circumstances. The traditional test, long applied in Fourteenth 
Aroondrnent cases, is whether the 11State's system can be shown to hear 
some rational relationship to legitimate state purposes." San Antonio 
School District v. 8.odriguez, 411 U.S. 1, at 40 (1973). Tfie second, 
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or 11strict scrutiny" test, has been recently developed by the Court 
for application in certain special cases. The fonnula for the "strict 
scrutiny" test is as follows: If the state action creates a suspect 
classification or impinges upon constitutionally protected rights, the 
burden is on the state to show not only that the state has a conpel­
ling interest, hut that the distinctions drawn hy the law are neces­
sary to further its purpose. San Antonio School District v. 
Rodriguez, 411 u.s. 1, at 16. 

The courts in each of the cases striking down state public 
school finance systems applied the "strict scrutiny" test rather than 
the traditional test and fotmd that such systems created a suspect 
classification and impinged upon constitutionally protected rights and 
fo1.D1.d no canpelling state interest which was served by the constitu­
tionally defective school finance systems. As an example, the court 
in Serrano v. Priest, the 11Dst wic1ely discussed case during the 
1972-1973 efforts to revise the Colorado public school finance system, 
found that the California school finance system created.a suspect 
class in that it classified on the basis of wealth because, among 
other things, "as a practical matter districts with small tax bases 
simply cannot levy taxes at a rate sufficient to produce the revenue 
that m:>re affluent districts reap with minimal tax efforts". Serrano 
v. Priest, 487 P.2d 1241, at 1250. In addition, in Serrano the court 
fo1.D1.d education to be a 11:ftmdamental interest" for several reasons 
which revolved armmd the "importance" of education. Serrano v. 
Priest, 487 P. 2d 1241, at 12S8, 1259. Finally, the Serrano court 
found that the financing system was not necessary to accomplish a 
compelling state interest. 

Because there were several basic similarities between the 
Colorado public school finance system and the California system struck 
down in Serrano, it was feared that the Colorado law would be found 
wanting under the Fourteenth Amendment equal protection test applied 
in Serrano and similar cases around the cotmtry. In fact, Allen v. 
Catmty of Otero, a case challenging the Colorado Public School Finance 
Act, was filed but was not argued because the 1973 Colorado public 
school law was adopted. 

It was against this background, and particularly with the 
Serrano case fresh in its memory, that the 1972 Interim Comittee on 
School Finance recorrmended that the 1973 General Assembly adopt a 
"power equalization" fonrula for funding the state's public school 
districts. Under the power equalizing concept, the state guarantees 
the revenue raising capabilities of each local district for each pupil 
on an equal basis. Although the interim corranittee did not recomnend 
any specific bills or formulae, school finance was a primary concern 
of the 1973 session of the (;eneral Assembly and llDSt discussion cen­
tered around some fonn of the power equalization concept. 

On March 21, 1973, in the midst of the 1973 session, the U.S. 
Supreme Court armo1IDced its decision in San Antonio School District v. 
Rodriguez. This case had come to the Court on the question whether 
the Texas public school finance system was violative of the equal pro-
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tection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The federal district 
court below had applied the "strict scrutiny" test and held the Texas 
system tmc0nstitutional. The U.S. Supreme Court held that, in evalu­
ating the claim that the Texas public school finance system was con­
trary to the equal protection clause, the test to be applied was not 
the "strict scrutiny" test, but was the more lenient "traditional" 
test. Tiie Court found that the Texas system neither created a "sus­
pect classification" nor impinged on a "constitutional right". San 
Antonio School District v. Rodriez• 411 U.S. 11 at 40. The Court 
went on to apply the "trad.1t1onal" test and fom.d that the Texas 
system bore a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose. 
Th.is decision, in effect, gives states mre latitude in their design 
of school finance systems than under the original Serrano decision. 

In spite of Rodrii!!ez. the r,eneral Assembly adopted the school 
finance act of 1973 which employs a mdifie<l fonn of power equaliza­
tion .. 

It should be clearly understood that public school finance sys­
te.sns are subject to legal attack on bases other than the federal equal 
protection clause. School finance systems also JffllSt con;,ly with rele­
vant provisions of state constitutions. Article IX of the Colorado 
Constitution reads as follows: 

Section 2. Establishment and maintenance of public 
schools. The general assembly shall, as soon as practicable, 
provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorou~ and 
t.mifonn system of free public schools throughout the sate. 
wherein all residents of the state, between the ages of six and 
twenty-one years, may be educated gratui taus ly. One or oore 
public schools shall he maintained in each school district 
within the state. at least three mnths in each year; any 
school district failing to have such school shall not be 
entitled to receive any portion of the school fund for that 
year. (Emphasis added.) 

The words "thorough and unifonn" have apparently not been interpreterl 
by the Colorado Supreme Court. However, a warning may be in order. 
In Robinson v. Cahill, 287 A.2d 187 (1972), a New Jersey superior 
court held that, with regard to its state constitutional provision 
requiring that the legislature provide for 11maintenance and support of 
a thorough and efficient system of public schools" (e!TQ)hasis added): 

The word "thorough" in the Education Clause connotes in common 
meaning the concept of completeness and attention to detail. 
It means oore than simply adequate or minimal. 

In devising a school finance system, attention should perhaps 
be given to the point that the Colorado constitution may require that 
the General Assermly maintain a system of puhlic schools which is 
"thorough" rather than simply adequate or minimal. 
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Goals 

The first major goal of the School Finance Act of 1973 was to 
increase educational opporttmity by ensuring that adequate ftmds would 
be available to meet educational needs and to prevent educational 
opportunity from being a ftmction of local property tax raising abili­
ties. Second, the act attempted to address problems with the local 
property tax. In particular, the provisions of the act reduced prop­
erty taxes to a lower level, provided for a roore equally distributed 
property tax burden throughout the state, and limited increases in 
subsequent tax hills. 

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

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

2. To provide equalization of educational opporttmities for 
all students; and to assure a student's educational 
opporttmities should not be a function of the wealth of 
the district or cOJ1111UJ1ity in which. he lives; 

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

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

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

6. To lessen the property tax burden on people involved in 
agriculture. 

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

B. To place some kind of limitation on increased school dis­
trict budgets from year to year. Reduction of mill 
levies and stabilization of mill levies should be accom­
modated. 

Additional goals that were of great concern to some of the par­
ticipants included: 

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

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

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



Theory 

4. To provide for accomnD<lating budgetary needs in school 
districts with declining enrollments; 

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

6. To allocate annually a percentage of the state general 
ftmd revenue growth to school districts to provide fur­
ther equalization and to help stabilize mill levies; an<l 

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

The theory adopted to meet these goals was a rrodified "power 
equalization" fornula. Under this program, the state guarantees that 
each district will be able to raise a mininrum number of dollars per 
pupil for each mill levied. For 1978, this level is $35 per pupil per 
mill and the state makes up the difference between what the district 
can raise on its own from the property tax and that guarantee level. 

In addition to equalizing the revenue raising abilities of each 
district on a per pupil basis, a provision was enacted to equalize 
expenditures amng the districts. Under this provision, each district 
computed its "authorized revenue base", which was the sum of the 1973 
district general ftmd and state equalization expenditures. For 1974 
and thereafter, the district's authorized revenue base is a percentage 
increase over the previous year, with lower spending districts granted 
a greater percentage increase than the higher spending districts. 
This provision was intended to narrow the variation between district 
expenditures. 

Both of these provisions also aided in meeting goals for 
reforming the property tax. The equalization of the revenue raising 
abilities of each district's mill levy had the effect of reducing the 
variation in mill levies ruoong the districts and bringing tax rates 
roore closely in line with state averages. Second. the restriction on 
increased spending undeT the authorized revenue hase program worked to 
limit increases in local school district expenditures from year to 
year and, as a side benefit) limit property tax increases. t,bst 
importantly• along with enactment of the new financing fonrrula, state 
aid to school districts was increased almost $120 million from 1973 to 
1974 for an overall increase in the state's share of local school dis­
trict general ftmd expenditures from 28 percent (1973) to 47 percent 
(1978) of the total. This reduced average school district general 
ftmd mill levies from 52.69 mills in 1973 to 37.67 mills in 1974 (pro­
jected at 40.12 mills in 1978). 
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A related provision of the equalization fonmtla was also 
adopted to reduce property taxes. Because the assessed value of some 
districts of the state was high enouRh so that all of the revenue 
guaranteed per pupil per mill by the state could be raised locally• a 
special provision was added giving a minimum amotmt of state aid to 
each district for each pupil for each mill levied. As a result, prop­
erty taxes in these districts were reduced. Also as a result of this 
provision. only one district received less state aid in 1q74 than 
1973, although nearly 80 of the state's 181 districts qualified tmder 
the mini.mum guarantee. 

How It Works 

Authorized revenue base. The School Finance Act of 1973 
adopted the philosophy that the appropriate measure of education costs 
to be fimded was the district's previous year's expenditure per eli~ 
gible pupil from the general ft.md. Accordingly, the act ftmds each 
district on the basis of its "authorized revenue base" which is 
defined to be the sum of the district's general fund property tax 
expenditures, per eligible pupil, and the state's equalization pay­
ments, per eligible pupil, for the year preceding the budget year. A 
percentage factor is then applied to the previous year's general ftmd 
expenditures to detennine the new ARB to be ftm.ned by the state and 
local school nistrict. For 1978 only, each district's ARB was deter­
mined by adding $120 to its 1977 general fund expenditure. 

State guarantee. After calculation of each district's ARB, or 
how uuch revenue is to be available per pupil the mix between state 
and local sources for such revenue is computed. In attempting to 
equalize the tax generating resources of each district, the act pro­
vides for a "state guarantee" level of revenue for each mill levied by 
each district for each eligible pupil. For 1978, the state has 
guaranteed that each mill per pupil will raise $3S of combined state 
and local funds. Each district's expenditure level, or authorized 
revenue base, is then divided by the state guaranteed revenue per mill 
per pupil to determine the number of mills that each district nn.ist 
levy in order to raise the corresponding amount of revenue. For 
example, if a district's authorize<l revenue base is $1,500 per pupil, 
$1,500 divided by $35, the state guaranteed level of revenue per 
pupil, equals a mill levy of 42.86 mills which will be necessary to 
fully fund the district's ARB per pupil from combined state and local 
sources ($35 per pupil per mill times 42.86 mills equals the 
district's ARB of $1,500). 

Mini..nn.un guarantee. In order that all districts may share in 
state education support and benefit from the property tax relief 
offered, the act contains a minimum aid provision that guarantees that 
in 1978 each district will receive a minimum of $11.35 (1978) per mill 
per eligible pupil, even if local revenues are suffident to raise 
roore than the difference between the minimum and the state guaranteed 
level of support. 
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Again, to compute the mill levy required to raise the amotmt of 
state and local revenues necessary to ftmd a district's ARB, the ARB 
is divided by the state guarantee, in this instance the stun of local 
revenue capabilities per pupil per mill plus $11. 35 state ftmds. For 
example, if a district's ARB is $1,500 per pupil, and local revenues 
will raise $25 per pupil per mill, the ARB is divided by the state 
guaranteed level of revenue, or $ 2 5 plus $11. 35 ($ 36. 35) • This com­
putes a mill levy of 41.27 mills necessary to raise the appropriate 
amo1.mt of state and local funds to equal the district's ARB ($36.35 
per pupil per mill times 41. 27 mills equals the ARB of $1, 500 per 
pupil). 

State/local share. The local share per pupil per mill is equal 
to the a.roount that can be raised from the district's property tax base 
per mill, divided by the number of eligible pupils. The state's share 
per pupil per mill is equal to the difference between the anntmt that 
the local property tax can raise and the state guarantee. For 
example, if the local tax base can raise $15.00 per pupil per mill and 
the state guarantee is $35 1 the state's share is ~20. For those dis­
tricts whose local tax base is sufficient to raise m:ire than $23.65 
per pupil per mill, and thus would receive less than $11. 35 tmder the 
state guarantee per mill of $35, the state's share is $11.35 per pupil 
per mill. The total expenditure per pupil is the ARB. The total 
local share per pupil is the local share per mill times the mill levy. 
The total state share per pupil is the state share times the mill 
levy. Together, the total state and local shares per pupil are equal 
to the authorized revenue base, or expenditure level. 

Attendance entitlement. A district's attendance entitlement is 
the number of eligible pupils for which it may raise revenues• equal 
to the district's ARB, for expenditure. The attendance entitlement is 
detennined on the basis of average daily attendance during a special 
four week counting period ending the fourth Friday of Octoher pre­
ceding the budget year. (A special provision is available for 
full-year programs which allows for a similar four week co1.mting 
period ending about two months after the start of the school year.) 

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

Special Provisions 

Increases in ARB above allowed level. In reco~1t1on of the 
fact that special ooriditions can arise causing a school district to 
need mre revenue than might be authorized, the act allows districts 
to request an increase in their authorized revenue base from a special 
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"State School nistrict Budget Review Board" coJll)osed of the Lt. r..over­
nor, State Treasurer, and Chainnan of the State Board of Education. 
Any such increase that might he allowed would not be included in the 
district's authorized revenue base for computation of the district's 
state aid for the first year. The district's mill levy, and state and 
local share would he computed in the nonnal manner, exclusive of the 
increase. An additional computation would he made to detennine the 
increase in the local mill levy necessary to ftm.d the increase. As a 
result, the increase would he entirely locally funded for the first 
year. For subsequent years the increase would be included in the 
district's authorized revenue base and the state would share in its 
fl..Dlding in accordance with the foI111Ula described above. 

The district may also have a vote of the people to authorize an 
increase in the district's revenue base not granted by the review 
board. Such a vote can only be taken after action by the state review 
board. The state does not participate in fl.Ulding the increa.c;e until 
the following year when it becomes a nonnal portion of the district's 
authorized revenue base. 

J)eclinin~ enrollments. Another provision of the act relates to 
districts thatave declln1ng enrollments. In recognition of the fact 
that costs do not necessarily decrease in direct proportion to small 
decreases in enrollment, several optional methods of detennining the 
number of pupils used to detennine a district's funding is provided. 
Although nonna.lly the average daily attendance count made in the fall 
preceding the budget year is utilized, the count for the second pre­
ceding year• or an average of the three preceding years, is used if 
these numbers are larger. This provision inflates the number of stu­
dents ftm.ded over those in actual attendance and provides a bonus in 
state and local funds to such districts to allow a longer phase-down 
of expenditures. 

Increasinf enrollment. A special provision was enacted hy 
Senate Bill l38l977 Session) provide additional aid to district's 
with increasing enrollments during a budget year. For any district 
with an increase in its attendance entitlement of greater than three 
percent or 350 pupils. whichever is less, the state provides a special 
payment equal to 40 percent of the district's authorized revenue base 
for the budget year for each such pupil (who exceeds the lessor of 
three percent or 3Sn pupils). Attendance entitlenent changes are mea­
sured during a district's nonnal counting period, and COll'q:>ute growth 
over a one year period of time. 

Small attendance centers. The School Finance Act of 1973 con­
tinued a special provision providing additional state aid to districts 
with small attendance centers. Small attendance centers are defined 
by the act to be elementary or secondary schools with less than 175 
pupils enrolled, an<l located at least 20 miles from the nearest other 
such center not in a reorganized district. 

Bonus pupils are allowed for attendance in small attendance 
centers based on the following statutory schedule: 
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Elementary Secon<lary 
(Cirades 1-6 or 1-~) {r,rades 7-12 or 9-12} 

Attendance Maxi.mum. Attendance M:tximum 
Entitlement Factor Allowed Entitlenent Factor Allowed 

0-20 Allow 24 24 n-25 2.0 40 
20.1-50 1.2 55 25.1-50 L6 75 
so.1-sn 1.1 84 50.1-75 LS 1()5 
80.1-115 LOS 120 75.1-125 1.4 150 

115.1-150 1.04 150 125.1-150 1.2 165 
150.1-175 1.1 175 

If the product resulting from nultiplication of the factor, times the 
center's actual average daily attendance, is greater than the maximum 
allowed, the Jllll1ber of bonus pupils is reduced to the maxi.nun allowed. 
From this number is subtracted the attendance center's actual average 
daily attendance to derive the bonus pupils eligible fo~ additional 
state aid. · 

State small attendance aid is equal to the lesser of the 
district 's authorized revenue base times the nunber of bonus pupils, 
or $3S for each mill levied in the district times the m.rnber of bonus 
pupils (1978). Small attendance aid is comprised entirely of addi­
tional state dollars provided for these bonus pupils and no local 
dollars are required. This provision places small attendance aid on 
an equal basis for all districts, regardless of property wealth. In 
effect, this provision increases the total nunher of dollars available 
to the district to echicate the pupils actually in attendance at a 
center. 

In order that the small attendance aid provision not serve as a 
deterrent to school district reorganization, the act µrovides that the 
provision would be phased out over a four year period. If a district 
is reorganized so as to locate a previously eligihle center within 2n 
miles of another such center, the center may still receive aid: 10n 
percent for the first year following such reorganization, 75 percent 
the second following year, 50 percent in the third year, and ?.5 per­
cent in the fourth year, with no small attendance aid granted five or 
more years after the reorganization. 

Aid to low income ~ils. A new general aid provision was 
enacted by Senate Bill 138 in~77 to provide aid to districts with 
high concentrations of pupils from low incorre families. To be eli­
gible, the nunber of children from low income families in a district 
RDJSt exceed 15 percent of its attendance entitlement. The aid is $125 
per year for each such pupil exceeding 15 percent of the district's 
attendance entitlement. The mechanism used to detennine the mnnber of 
students from low incone families is the numher comted tmder Title I 
of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

Aid to instructional television. Another new program enacted 
by Senate Bill 138 in 1977 provides state support to eligihle dis-

-~n-

◄ 



tricts that support or operate instructional television stations, For 
districts operating instnictional television (flenver only). the aid is 
equal to one dollar for each r,..ipil residing in the primary coverage 
area. f"Or districts that only support (as opposed to operate) public 
educational televisions, the state aid is on a matching one-for-one 
basis and limited to a total of ~100,noo. 

Example calculations 

The following hYJX)thetic:al example of a school district 
illustrates the calculation sequence for a district being ftmded tmder 
the state guarantee fonrula of $35 per JXJPil per mill. 
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plus 
plus 
·equals 

diviJecl by 
equals 

Authorized F-:xpendi tures Per Pupi 1 

f-l.llldcd with state rarticipation: 
197 7 genera.I fund cxpenc1i tuTCS 

statutority allowed increa.~c 
1977 Authorized Revenue Base 

iimdctl Joca I ly: 
Increase p,r:intcd hy State School lhstrict 

Budr,ct review Roard 

Increase ,~rnntetl by electorate 

Total Authorized expenditures 
1977 MB 
Increase granted by review board 
Increase granted by electorate 
Total authorized expenditure 

Elig i h1 c Pupils 

Fa11 1977 :1vcragc <laily attendance 
Fall 1978 averar.c daily attendance 
Three year averap,c of ADA 

Since three year averar,e is largest 
Attendance Intitlcment equals 

Di strict rli 1 l I.cvy 

1978 ARr~ 
State ,guarantcetl revenue per mill per pupi1 
State participation mill levy 

Increased expenditure granted by board and vote 
Divided by Local revenue per mil 1 rer pupil 
equals Mditional local mill levy 

plus 
equals 

State rart ic i pat ion mi 11 levy 
Addition~ 1 local mi 11 levy 
Tot:1.l district .'!Cncrnl rund mill levy 
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$1,380.00 
120.00 

$1,Soo.oo 

$25.00 

20.00 

$1,soo.oo 
25.00 
20.00 

$1, 54S. oo 

1,200 
1,250 
1,260 

1,260 

$1,500.00 
35.00 
42 .$6 mills 

$45.00 
15.00 

3.00 mills 

42 .86 mills 
,.oo 

lJ s-:-Bo mi 11 s 

_,_ 
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times 
equals 

less 
equals 
times 
eq11:ils 

dividcd hy 
dividc,I hy 
equals 

times 
equals 

times 
equals 

times 
equals 

State and Local Shares Per Pupil 

State 
State' 
Loc,11 
State 
State 
St;1tC' 

s:1:1rc: 
p11:1r:mtt'crl revenue rcr mill per 
;CVC!lliC pc r mi 11 per Pl lJl i l 
share per mi 11 ccr riup i l 
p.1rtTclnat10n mill levy 
sli:1rc! ncr p11nil ----

1.oc ;i 1 .';)i,1 re : 
Loc;1l-v;1f1i:1-t ion for ;isscssmcn.t 
Attcntlehcc entitlement 
One mill 
!..oca 1 .Slrnrc per mi 11 per pup i 1 

Tota] district rn 11 levy 
Local share per pupil 

pupil 

Total State and Local Shares 

State Shnrc: 
State Snare per pupil 
Attendance cntit]emcnt 
Total State Share ----- -·- -·---

l..oc:1 l SI 1,1 re: 
~ate -Sli:irc per pupi 1 
J\ttcndcncc entitlement 
Total local share 

$35,00 
15.00 

$20.00 
42.86 mills 

$857.20 

$13, ~JOO ,000. Oil 
1,260 pupils 

.001 
~:oo 

45. 86 mills 
$687. 90 

Sss1.20 
1260 

$1,080,072,00 

$(i87. 90 
1260 

1866 , 7 54--:-oTI" 

Total 
Total State Share 
Total Local Share 
Total Revenue 

Revenues 
l,0~0,072 

866,754 
Tl, 946~ 826 

Total Expenditures 

I 
Note: Totals agree 

times 
equals 
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Total allowed expen. $1,545 
Atten<lence entitlement 1,260 
Total expenditures $1,946,826 
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Stmnary of 1977 Interim School Finance Proposals 

In its deliberations, the Committee on School Hnnrn.:t<t ~nvt, con .. 
sideration to a rnnnber of speci fie proposals for re ronn or revi ~ion of 
the existing School Finance Act. Taken to~ether, these proposals con­
cern both school finance and state tax pol icy. ~reover, the propos­
als ranged from relatively minor to thorough in the degree to which 
they would alter the existing structure of state and local support of 
public schools. Senators Meiklejohn and H. Fowler, and Representa· 
tives Kirscht and Bledsoe, among committee menbers, all presented. spe­
cific proposals. In addition, the committee considered a plan similar 
to the one recently adopted in Washington State, a plan subnitted by 
Dr. Paul Bethke of the Colorado Education Association (CEA), and a 
plan proposed by Senator Strickland and the Joint Boo.get Caranittee. 
Each of these proposals has been briefly sununarized below. 
District-by-district computer simulations of most plans are available 
in the cCITimittee's files. 

I 112-. 
r1ouse Bill ..lJ.G9- (1973) -- School-Related Income Tax 

Representative Bledsoe presented a proposal embodying the 
essentials of llouse Bill 1109.. as introduced during the 1973 session, 
Many of those essentials have a lengthy legislative history, having 
originated nearly twenty years ago. 

Ill~ 
Briefly, House Bill Y-09 relates to the funding aspect of the 

school finance issue and provides for an additional state tax upon 
adjusted gross incane, to be used to partially or entirely supplant 
the existing property tax cauponent of school support. As surrmari?ed 
by Representative Bledsoe, it would tax the adjusted gross income of 
the following categories of taxpayers at t1ie foll0W1ng proportional 
rates: 

Category of taxpa;rer Rate 

1) Resident~ nonresident individuals, 
estatesi and tnists 3% 

2) Corporations 4% 

3) Cooperative organizations 4% 

The tax paid lllder the proposal would be deducted from a taxpayer's 
adjusted. gross income prior to the calculation of his existing state 
income tax liability. The acbninistration of the new, additional tax 
would parallel, to the extent possible, that of the existing incane 
tax. 
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Representative Bledsoe indicated that he conceived of this 
approach as a revision of the current school finance act and noted 
that the five mill local option levy authorized in the bill as intro­
duced in 1973 would probably be inappropriate at this juncture. The 
court might perceive such a local option to place a portion of school 
finance directly upon a local district's property wealth and to be 
cotmter-productive of the goal of equalized educational opportunity. 

The rnA Praposal-- Classroom Unit Plan 

Dr. Paul Bethke of the C.Olorado Education Association presented 
a proposal addressing both the revenue-raising and expenditure aspects 
of school finance. 

Funding units. The basis of the CEA distribution fonnula is 
the "classroom uut" (OJ). The proposal would fund local school dis­
tricts at levels commensurate with the number of such units attributed 
to ea.ch district. That attribution would be accomplished as follows: 
the basic ntlll.ber of UJs for each district would be determined by 
dividing their respective attendance entitlements by a factor of 20. 
(That factor is based upon a pupils/teacher ratio of 20, which is 
similar to the actual ratio cw-rently obtaining in the state.) An 
adjustment for teacher experience and preparation would be made to 
that product as follows: 

Teacher 
Experience 

o - 4 years 
5 - 9 years 

10 and over 

B.A. 
1.0 OJ 
Ll 
1.2 

Teacher Education 
M .. A. Ph.D. or Equivalent 

1.1 CU 
1.2 
1.3 

1.2 OJ 
1.3 
1.4 

The total QJs for each district would be equal to the product of those 
adjustments. For example: 

No. of Unadjusted Edu-- Exper- Adjusted 
Teachers QJ cation ience Factor OJ 

4 4 BA 0 • 4 1 4 
2 z BA 5 •10 1.1 2.2 
1 1 MA 0 - 4 1.1 1.1 
2 2 MA. 5 - 9 1.2 2.4 
1 1 MA Over 10 1.3 1.3 

TOTAL 10 10 11.0 
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Supnrt level. The 1977 support level for each district, in 
tenns ofcassroom t.mits, would have been deteTITlined by multiplying 
their existing ARB by a factor of 20 (the pupils/teacher ratio). For 
example: 

District A 

1977 ARB 
1977 CEA Support 

level"" 

$1,200 

$1,200 
X 20 

$24,000 

District B 

1977 ARB 
1977 CF.A Support 

level= 

$2,600 

$2,600 
X 20 

$52,000 

An inflation adjustment would be made to that factor, based upon the 
statewide inflation rate. That adjustment would apply in a 
sliding-scale rranner, providing inflation rate only increases for all 
districts with an average or above average support level, and 
proportionally larger increases for lower-revenue districts as an 
eq_ualization measure. If, for example, the statewide average support 
level were $28,000 and the statewide average inflation rate were six 
percent, the following adjustment scale would apply: 

Classroom ARB 

Under $23,000 
23,000 - 23,999 
24,000 ... 24,999 
25,000 - 25,999 
26,000 .. 26,999 
27,000 - 27,999 
28,000 and over 

1978 ARB= 1977 ARB plus: 

12 Percent 
11 Percent 
10 Percent 

9 Percent 
8 Percent 
7 Percent 
6 Percent 

Shari~ fonmtla. The sharing program tmder the CEA proposal 
would base te districts' state and local support upon their respec­
tive a<ljusted gross incanes per capita. A district's state support 
entitlement would vary inversely with its income. For eX3l'll)le: 

<~7-



Adjusted Gross State Share 
Income Per Capita of Entitlement 

Local Share 
of Entitlement 

over$ 6,500 20% 801 
6,250 • 6,499 23 77 
6,000 - 6,249 26 74 
5,750 - 5,999 29 71 
s, 500 • 5,749 32 68 

5,250 - S,499 35 65 
S,000 • 5,249 38 62 
4,750 - 4,999 41 59 
4,500 • 4,749 44 56 
4,250 • 4,499 47 53 

4,000 • 4,249 so 50 
3,750 - 3,999 50 50 
3,500 • 3,749 53 47 
3,250 • 3,499 56 44 
3,000 • 3,249 59 41 

2,750 • 2,999 62 38 
2,500 • 2,749 65 35 
2,250 • 2,499 68 32 
2,000 • 2,249 71 29 
1,750 • 1,999 74 26 

1,500 • 1,749 77 23 
Under 1,499 80 20 

In addition. the proposal 'WOW.d continue the present mechanism for 
funding state categorical programs, while providing a method for 
equalizing capital construction expenditures .. 

Funding. The CEA plan proposes the enactment of a nEM 100 per• 
cent surtax upon the existing state individual and corporate illC<ll1le 
tax to replace about 75 percent of the local school-related property 
tax and to provide for capital construction aid. 

The Washington State Plan •• Funding by Personnel Classification.s 

Dr. Roger Black of the State Department of Education presented 
an outline sumary of the "basic11 Education finance plan recently 
adopted in the state of Washington. That plan funds a basic education 
program in each district based upon a system of personnel classifi• 
cations. 

Ftmdi1 units. The Washington scheme is fotmded upon the clas· 
sification O school employees either as "certificated" or as uclassi• 

' . 
• 

• 
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f ied" personnel. A formula is prescribed for determining each 
district's total mit value, a formula based upon grade level and 
average daily attendance (ADA) • The fonnula is as follows: 

Certificated persormel plus classified personnel, as follows: 

1. Certificated Personnel equal to 

Kindergarten 
Grades 1-12 
Vocational Education 
Small attendance 

or 

Growth 

Decline 

1 tm.it per 23.5 ADA 
1 tm.it per 20.0 ADA 
1 unit per 19. 6 ADA 
1 tm.i t per 23. 5 ''bonus pupils" 
4 units minimum 

1/2 unit per 20.0 ADA increase 
greater than 3% or 350 

1/2 tmit per 20.0 ADA loss 

2. Classified Personnel equal to 

1 unit per 3 certificated personnel 

As is evident, the ft.m<ling formula contains special allowances for 
vocational education, small attendance centers, and growing- and 
declining-enrollment districts. 

Support level. The basic educational program allotted each 
district under the Washington plan is a ftmction of the combined cost 
of "certificated.11 personnel, "classified" personnel, and related 
non-salary items. The salary costs for both classes of employees are 
determined based upon the previous year's average salary for the 
employees in a district, with adjustments for inflation and experi­
ence. An additional percentage adjustment would be made to equalize 
support levels between districts, with below average districts receiv­
ing the larger percentage increase and above average districts receiv­
ing the smaller one. Non-salary costs would be ftmded at a set arnotmt 
per certificated unit. 

Sha~ fonnula. The relative state- and local-borne shares of 
the totaling provided under the Washington plan are determined by 
the application of the following percentage factors in the following 
fashion: 



State Share "" Basic educational program times 85 percent 

Local Share = Ba.sic educational program times 15 percent 

Fl.Dldi13&. The state--share portion of the Washington State plan 
would be derived from a tax on adjusted gross income. 

Senate Bill 538 (1977) -- Legislative Budgeting 

Sena.tor Ted Strickland outlined Senate Bill 538. as introduced 
and sponsored by the members of the Joint Boo.get Camnittee in the 1977 
session. Titis bill approaches school finance in a manner similar to 
that utilized by the General Assembly in funding other state programs. 
The proposal attempts to separate the question of what constitutes a 
reasonable budget for each school district from the question of from 
whence the funds derive to support those budgets. 

~ort level. Senate Bill 538 provides for annual legislative 
review approval of school district budgets, based upon 
programmatic, attendance, and staffing data. Such review would follow 
an in-depth review, and reconmendations, by the state school board and 
the Office of State Planning and Bulgeting. That budgeting process 
would take cognizance of a school district's non-state and --local 
revenue sources -- principally consisting of federal aid. Although 
the size of district budgets would be legislatively determined, no 
state controls or restrictions would be imposed as to the expenditlll"e 
of budgeted fmds. 

Shari~ fonnula. As provided in the other proposals. Senate 
Bill 538 entails the sharing of the total budgeted cost of education 
be~en the state and the individual school districts. The state sup­
port/local support ratio would be 50/50, although the precise state 
percentage share of any individual district's approved support level 
would be an inverse ftmction of that district's assessed valuation. 
Briefly, each district would levy a tmi.form millage, the size of 'tmich 
would be detennined by dividing SO percent of the sum of the totals of 
all 181 approved district budgets by the statewide assessed valua­
tion. That millage would then be levied by each district. The state 
share of any individual district's support level would be equal to the 
difference between that district's approved budget and the amolDlt of 
dollars raised by the application of the ccmoon mill levy to its 
assessed valuation. If a district produces oore than its approved 
budget when the comm:m mill levy is applied to its assessed valuation, 
the excess would be redistributed to other school districts whose 
local wealth is \.118.ble to meet their budget needs. The following 
example calculations deoonstrate the workings of this mechanism: 
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Assume: (1) Total of all approved llistrict budgets -· $700,. 000, 000 
(2) Total statewide assessed valuation -- $11,666,666,666 

Therefore: (1) 

(2) 

Approved Bu:lget 

Necessary state ftmds are $700,000,000 x SO%= 
$350,000,000 
$350,000,000 (loeal share), $11,666,666,666 
(assessed valuation)= 30 mills as the common levy 

District A District B 

$1,000,000 Approved Budget $3,000,000 
30 mills x District A 30 mills x District B 
assessed valuation= 4001000 assessed valuation= 31100 z 000 

State Payment $ 600,000 Alool.Dlt redistributed 
to other districts ($100,000) 

The proposal also provides for school board recourse to the 
electorate to obtain a budget increase in the event that a board feels 
that the legislatively approved support level is inadequate to meet 
its needs. 

Senate Bill 525 (1977) -- Instructional Unit Frmdi!IB 

Senator 1-hlgh Fowler presented a proposal which is essentially a 
revised version of Senate Bill S25 as introduced in the 1977 session. 
It attempts to approach the school finance question from the 
perspective of school district staffing needs, although it does not 
mandate any particular district staffing pattern. 

Fundi~ W1its. The Fowler plan is based upon what is termed 
the 11instruct1onal mit". There are delineated three different varie­
ties of instnictional tmit: "basicu, "supplemental",. and ''building 
administration". The rn.unber of such units in a given district is 
calculated on the basis of average daily membership (AJM), according 
to the following forrm.tla: 
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A. Basic Elementary/Secondary 

Additional 

Elenentary Art 
Elementary Music 
Elementary Physical Education 
Secondary CotmSelor 

B. Building Administration 

1 Unit per every 20 AIJ,1 

1 tmi t per every 300 ADM 
1 unit per every 300 AfJ.1 
1 tmi t per every 300 Ml 
1 unit per every 300 ATh't 

1 tmit per every 20 basic 
and additional units 

C. SUpplemental 

Handicapped 
Gifted and Talented 

1 variable by category of handicap 
1 unit per each 80 students in 

membership 
Low Income 
Small attendance 
Non English Speaking 
Vocational 

1 unit per each 40 eligible students 
1 unit per each 10 ''bonus .. students ' 
1 tmit per each eligible student 
1 mit per each 100 in secondary 

membership 

syort level. The Fowler proposal addresses the question of 
support evels by assigning set values to each type of instructional 
unit. Specifically, it proposes the following per unit values: 

Basic 
Elementary 
Secondary 
Building Administration 

Supplemental 

Special Education 
Gifted and Talented 
Poverty 
Small Attendance 
Non-English Speaking 
Vocational 

$ 9,000 per unit 
9,000 

11,000 

9,000 
10,000 

5,000 
8,500 

zoo 
Unspecified 

1be total instructional program entitlement for each district would 
then be adjusted by a factor to recognize differing levels of teacher 
experience and preparation and the effects of these levels upon dis­
trict salary schedules. A corrmittee would be established to advise 
the State Board of Education concerning the instnx:tional unit values 
and the adjustment factors. Finally, the plan would provide addi• 
tional support equal to 40 percent of the total instructional 
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entitlement, as calculated above, plus $50,000. This additional ftmd­
ing is intended to provide an amount sufficient to defray the adminis­
trative and overhead costs of school districts. 

Sharin~ fonnula. The proposal provides for separate 
state/locals ring fornrulae for the instructional entitlement and the 
additional support. The instructional entitlenent would be shared as 
follows: 

Local Share"' Revenue £ran 20 mills, not to exceed the 
instructional program 

State Share"' Instructional program less the Local Share 

The additional support would be shared as follows: 

Local Share"' Revenue from 10 mills, not to exceed the 
additional support 

State Share"' Additional support less Local Share less 
excess of specific ownership taxes and 
P.L. 81-874 receipts over 5% of total 
district revenues 

In addition, the state would entirely ftmd both the districts' current 
transportation operating expense and their general fLmd lunch sub­
sidies. Finally, no district may receive less than 105 percent or 
more than 120 percent of the revenue provided by the current act plus 
state categorical programs during the previous year. This last provi­
sion establishes a means of phasing-in the program without a signifi­
cant dislocation of existing resource patterns. 

Ftmdi&!. The plan was presented without a specific recorrnnenda­
tion as to t e method by which it should be financed. 

The Kirscht Proposals -- The ARB and Instructional Unit Ftmding 
Methods 

Representative Kirscht presented the comittee with two alter­
native proposals. The cormoon thread between the two proposals is the 
method by which they would be ftmded. The first plan is essentially a 
revision of the current school finance act; the second utilizes a 
variant of the instructional unit ftmding approach suggested by Sena­
tor H. Fowler (described above). 
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The ARB plan. Representative Kirscht's initial proposal is 
aimed at the achievement of equalization of district ARBs over a 
period of time. The plan was devised to raise the authorized revenue 
bases of the lower-spending districts and was based upon two factors: 
first, all districts need an annual increase of some amount; and 
second, lOlfer-spending districts need an additional boost in order to 
provide equalization between districts. The plan would provide each 
district an increase equal to seven percent of the average ARB of the 
previous year. Any district with an ARB below the previous year I s 
average would he raised to the average, plus seven percent, or would 
be given an increase equal to 14 percent of the average, whichever was 
less. This would have the effect of dramatically increasing the A.R.Bs 
of the lower districts in a few years and, therefore, greatly reducing 
the disparity between districts. The following are examples of how 
the program would work: 

1978 Statewide Average ARB= $1,527.84 

A. Above Average District 

1978 ARB~ $1,819.31 
Current Act 1979 ARB= 1978 ARn + 7% Increase 

or $1,819.31 + $127.35 
or $1,946.66 

Kirscht 1979 ARB= 1978 ARB+ 7% of 1978 Average 
or $1,819.31 + $106.95 
or $1,926.26 

B. Slightly Below Average District 

1978 ARB= $1,487.78 
current Act 1979 ARB~ 1978 ARB+ 7% Increase 

or $1,487.78 + $104.14 
or $1,591.92 

Kirscht 1979 ARB= lesser of: (1) 1978 Average+ 7% 
($1,527.84 + $106.95) 

or 

(2) 1978 ARB+ 14% of Average 
($1,487.78 + $213.90) 

since (1) $1,634.79 is less than (2) $1,701.68 
ARB is $1,634.79 

... 

.. 
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C. Well Below Average District 

1978 ARB= $1,283.04 
current Act 1979 ARB= 1978 ARB+ 7% Increase 

or $1,283.04 + $89.81 
or $1,372.85 

Kirscht 1979 ARB= lesser of: (1) 1978 Average+ 7% 
($1,527.84 + $106.95) 

or 

(2) 1978 ARB+ 14% of Average 
($1,283.04 + $213.90) 

since (2) $1,496.94 is less than (1) $1,634.79 
ARB is $1,496.94 

The equalization effect of the plan can be seen by the fact that sub­
stantially larger ARBs are provided for relatively lower-spending dis­
tricts, while other districts have significantly lower AR.Es than the 
current act would provide. 

The instructional lDlit plan. Utilizing the same instructional 
tmit fimchng base proposed by Senator Fowler, the second Kirscht plan 
also retains several concepts from the current act. Principal among 
those concepts is that of power equalization. This proposal would 
guarantee local districts that they would be able to raise a fixed 
amount -- $1,050 in the first year -- per instructional unit per mill. 
In addition, no district would receive less than $350 per instruc­
tional unit per mill in state equalization JT¥:mey. By way of atterrqJt­
ing to gradually narrow the range between high-ARB and low-ARB dis­
tricts, the plan provides that no district may receive less than 105 
percent, or JJ1Jre than 120 percent, of the revenue provided hy the cur­
rent act. Finally, the state would fully reimburse districts for 
their current transJX)rtation operating expenses and their general flDld 
school lunch subsidies. 

Funding. Both of the Kirscht proposals would be ftmded in the 
same fashion. In addition to utilizing that portion of state revenues 
currently devoted to school finance, they would retain the recent 
cigarette tax increase provided in H.B. 1726 (1977); would enact a one 
percent increase in the state sales/use tax; and would utilize the 
prospective proceeds from the operation of the state general fund 
expenditure limitation provided in House Bill 1726. The use of these 
funds would pennit a greater than 15 mill reduction in the local 
school districts' dependence upon the property tax. The resulting 
local property tax relief would be applied to all classes of property. 



The Meiklejohn Alternatives -- Revised ARB Plans 

Senator Meiklejohn presented the committee with three altetna­
tive revisions of the current act. Those alternatives are similar 
except to the degree they would alter the existing state support/local 
support relationship. 

Ftmd~ tmits. All three alternatives retain the present ARR 
system and te method by which attendance entitlenents are calculated. 

Sup~rt levels. All three alternatives propos~ to establish 
a minimum strict ARB at $1,400 in the initial year of their oper­
ation. Moreover, ea.ch district would be guaranteed an ARB increase of 
at least $130 over the previous year. Finally, the existing blrlget 
review board and electoral mechanisms for increasing the ARB would be 
retained. 

Sha.ring fonnula. The difference between the three alternatives 
is entirely a difference in the state/local sharing fonnulae they 
involve. All three propose to increase the ammmt the state contrib­
utes to the financing of edocation and thereby lower the local school 
district mill levies. It is the extent of that increase that is vari­
able. The least expensive alternative would involve an additional $80 
million and a 1979 state guarantee of approximately $45 per mill per 
attendance entitlement. The most e:xpensive alternative would involve 
an additional $200 million and a 1979 guarantee of approximately $65. 
The middle alternative would increase state ftmding by $140 million 
and imply a 1979 guarantee of approximately $53.SO. The dollar 
increase figures represent am01.mts over aoo above what the state share 
would be in 1979 under the current act. The guarantee figures would 
be adjusted upward in subsequent years in order to stabilize local 
rr.ill levies. In addition, the other program level figures would also 
be adjusted upward in subsequent years. Each of the alternatives 
implies a correspondingly greater or lesser am::>tmt of local property 
tax relief. The state equalization mininu.un guarantee of Sll.35 per 
mill per attendance entitlerrent would be eliminated, and the state 
categorical programs would be continued under all three alternatives. 

Ftmding. The three alternatives would be ftmded by variously 
combining the fo !lowing revenue sources : the frnding for the current 
act; an increase in the state sales/use tax of up to one percent; 
retention of the cigarette tax increase provided in House Bill 1726 
(1977); and the prospective proceeds from the operation of the state 
general ftmd expenditure limitation provided in !louse Bill 1726. 
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Computer Siwlation Tables 

The following tables -- Tahles I through VI represent the 
computer simulations prepared hy the state Department of Education. 
Table I, specifically, represents a surmiary comparison of the present 
school finance act, projected for calendar year 1978, and the 
conmittee's recOlTlllen<led proposal. projected for calendar years 1979 
through 1982. Tables II through VI represent the district-by-district 
simulations surrmarized in portions of Table I. Specifically, they 
siJJD.Jlate the district-by-district effects of the present act for 
calendar year 1979 and the cOlllllittee's reccmnen<le<l proposal for calen­
dar years 1979 through 1982. 

The infonnation in Tables II through VI has been presented in 
tenns of the JIX)St important elements of school finance. Those ele­
ments, abbreviated in the coll.DlUl headings for each simulation, are as 
follows: 

11AV11 
- Assessed Valuation 

11ADAE'' - Average Daily Attendance Entitlement 

11AE" - Attendance Entitlement 

11ARB11 
- Authorized Revenue Base 

''Mill" - Local School District Mill Levy 

"SE11 
- State Equalization 

"PT'' - Local School District Property Tax 

"PVRTY'' • Poverty 

"GRll-f' - Growth 

"LS" - Local Share 

"5511 
- State Share 

In addition, the assumptions underlying each simulation have been 
specified on the initial page of each table. These assumptions con­
sist of the values assigned to the minimum ARB, the minimum ARR 
increase, the state guarantee, an<l the miniml.DTl guarantee for each year 
simulated. 
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Tot<ll 
Program 

Calc.~dar Cost 
, Year (Mill fons) 
. 

1978 817,8 · 

1979 896,5 

1980 972.0 

1981 1,056.7 

1982 1,143.3 

NOTES: 

• • --- • 
' 

Table I 

SlM,!ARY CCWARISON OF: 

Present School Finance Act • • 1978 with 
Prop~l Finance Act •• 1979 through 1982 

• 

Projected ut .. t. 0/\ ~u 1 ~-- J-~rcn~f"d Snrnrlino-

Asscss~d Alm State Property Tax 
Value ARB Maximum Minimum Equal. @37.02 lllills 

/Millions\ Minimmn Increase GWlrante Guarantee /Millions\ (Millions) 

10,735,6 -- 120 35,00 11,35 387.5 430.3 

' 

11,171,7 1,400 130 44,25 11,35 482.7 413,8 

11,646.1 1,600 140 48, 16 11,35 540,9 431.l 

12,135.6 1,soo 150 52,44 11,35 607,5 449.2 

12,647, 2· 1,800 160 56. 71 II, 35 675,l · 468.2 
, 

- • 
• 

. 

1~ The Authorized Revenue Base used in the calcul4tions above include ~he revisions authorized by the SSDHRB 
but do not include changes which may be approved by the voters during the next month. 

2. _the assessed vall!ation Used in the 1978 calculations are preliminary~ Values for the succeeding yeara are 
best estimates based upon the 1978 values. 

3. Tne 1979 state share was determined by -estimating the 1979 eha~e under the current law an& then adding 
$80,000,000, 

•• • 
• 



Table II 

PRESENT School Finance Act -- 1979 

Assumptions: Guarantee = $35.00; Minimum = $11. 35. 

/IV S!:: f'l PVRJ'Y GRTH LS ss ADA E AE fl ilB MILL 
*******************************************************~***************~•·~············································· 
/\DAMS, t✓. APLF:TON 

$ 1U0.496 ':>191.2 53E'-3. 5 $1694.2'7 4 E. ,1 i :t :+ • 26 "i $ ·~. 865 $ .O2r $ . 000 18.65 16.35 

ADAMS, NORTHGLENN 
$ 185. 30'/ 185R8.5 18588.5 $1565,13 ""· n t 20. 807 $ p.. 2P.'( $ .000 t, . 138 9,97 25.03 

A;:J,~MS, COMl!ERCE CITY 
:t 88.741 5634. 1 5872.8 $1678.39 47.9 5 .. 5. (iQ 1 $ 4.256 $ . 201 !J: .ooo 1 5. 11 19,89 

AD/\MS, £1RIGHTON 
$ 74. 779 386':>. 0 3911.8 $1711.41 4?. 90 ,,. 3,0 38 $ 3.657 .. . ,019 $ .000 19.12 15.88 . .- ., 

ADAMS, BENNETT 
$ 11. 854 ;;5.:J. 3 ..j':)4.3 $1624.05 4 3. 37 $ .224 $ . 514 $ .009 $ .ooo 26.09 1 1 • 35 

ADAMS, !',TRAS!JIJRG 
$ 20.313 38?. 6 397. 1 $1715.02 27. 44 $ • 124 $ .557 $ .006 $ .000 51. 16 1 1 . 35 

/\DAMS, WESTMINSTER 
$ 151.891 13393.5 13935.8 $1600.42 45.P, ~ 15.358 $ 6.945 $ .035 ·$ .008 10.90 24. 10 

I 
ALAMOSA I ALAMOSA 

u, $ 39.867 2198.4 2219.2 $1441.82 iil.19 $ 1. 557 $ 1 .M2 $ .063 $ .000 17.96 17.04 
f--1 
I 

ALMIOSA I SANGRE ;:JECRISTO 
$ 5.736 251. 8 258.7 $1410.98 40.31 !: . 1 3;; $ . 231 $ .010 $ .000 22. 17 12.83 

ARAPAr.OE, ENGLEWOO;:J 
$ 109.656 3875.3 4030.8 $1841.31 47.76 $ 2. 185 $ 5.237 $ .078 $ • 000 27.20 11. 35 

ARAPAHOE, SHERI;:JAN 
$ 27.224 1650.6 1738.9 $1740.60 49.73 1, 1. 67 3 $ 1 • 354 $ .015 $ .000 15.66 19.34 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
$ 383,612 18292.6 18292.6 $1946.97 55.63 $ 14. 276 $ 21. 339 $ .000 $ .965 20.97 14.03 

ARA?AHOE, LITTLETON 
$ 255.644 16'.°,63.7 16699.6 $1575.iiO 45. 01 $ 14. 802 . $ 11.507 $ .ooo $ .000 1 5. 31 19.69 

ARAPAHOE, ;:JEER TRAIL 
s 21.064 117. 7 1 33. 2 $2687. 47 15.85 ¢' .024 $ ,334 "' .003 $ . 000 1 58. 19 11 • 35 , · •' 
ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
~ 2f-j.(:5') 20018.5 20018.5 $1742.43 49. 78 $ 20.938 d' 13.942 $ .000 $ .ooo- 13,99 21. 01 ,, 

~il .;P,',HOE; BYERS 
$ 10.923 331. 9 339; 8 $1718.24 39.51 $ • 152 $ .432 $ .005 $ .000 32. 14 1 1 • 35 

AnCH 1JLETA, ARCHULETA 
$ 25. 471 911.5 911.5 $1330.86 33. n $ . 350 $ .863 $ .008 $ • 008 27. 9ii 11.35 



AV A ;JA£ AE ARB MILL <'C' PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss .., __ 

*********************************************************~**************************** ********************************** 
EACA, WALSH 
$ 11. 84'+ 38,l.9 423. 2 1:1-199,92 38. 13 <t- .nn ~. • i.ioj2 $ • 010 ... • 00:J 27.99 11. 35 .,, ~-
BACA, PRITCHETT 
$ 4. 129 88,5 98. 1 $1928.61 36. 10 $ • 04'.l $ • 149 "' .003 $ .000 ~,2. 07 11.35 .,, 

BACA, SPRINGFIELD 
$ 10.919 52'1. 1 521. 1 $1486.56 42. '-17 t, • 311 t .46.:. $ ,008 $ .000 20.96 14.04 

BACA, VILAS 
$ 3,961 98.5 98.5 $2297,i.i5 ii4.56 $ .050 $ . 177 $ .001 $ .003 .'.i'j. 21 11.35 

BACA, CAMPO 
$ 2.978 130,7 13/.i. 0 $1475.B7 i.i2. 17 :1' .072 $ • 126 $ .003 $ .000 22.22 12.78 

BENT, LAS ANIMAS 
$ 12. -i74 958. 1 986.0 $1434,65 ..j(). 99 .,. .903 $ • 511 $ .046 $ .000 12. 65 22.35 .,. 

BENT, MCCLAVE 
$ 7,539 201. 8 ?.04.0 t1717,50 35.56 t, • 02,2 $ , 268 $ .005 $ .000 36.95 11. 35 

BOULDER I ST. VRAIN VALLEY 
¢ 202.665 1il102.9 1li102. 9 $1530,39 4 3. 73 $ 12.721 $ 8.862 $ .000 $ .000 1, 4. 37 20.63 .. 
BOULDER, B0 1JLDER VALLEY 
$ 469,492 21300.5 2152:i.3 $1753,86 50. 11 $ 14. 224 $ 23.526 $ .000 $ .000 21. 81 13. 19 

I 
V1 CHAFFEE, fl!JENA VISTA 
N $ 21. 043 1073.3 1109. 9 $1302.00 37,2:J $ 
I 

.A62 $ .783 $ .002 $ .ooo lfl.96 16.04 

CHAFFEE, SALIDA 
$ 26.000 1370.3 1399.4 $1256.68 35.91 $ .P.25 $ .934 $ .013 $ .000 1P.58 16.42 

CHEYENNE, KIT CARSON 
$ 8.592 110. 0 116.6 $3125.05 36.75 .. • O.'.i9 $ .316 $ .005 $ .000 73.69 11.35 .,, 

CHEYENNE, CHEYENNE WELLS 
$ 13.565 250.0 266.0 $1807.55 28.99 $ . 08!< $ ,393 $ .005 . t, .000 51. 00 11.35 

CHEYENNE, ARAPAHOE .. 4.570 69.2 69.9 $3021,31 39,37 $ .031 t- • 180 $ .002 $ .000 65.39 11.35 .. 
CLEAR CREEK, CLEAR CREEK 
$ 55.561 1176. 2 1176.2 $1750.83 29.88 !t .399 $ 1. 660 $ .000 $ .ooo 47.24 11. 35 

I 

CONEJOS, NORTH CONEJOS 
$ 1.122 1168. 5 1188. 3 $1283,38 36.67 $ 1 . 2<+2 $ .283 $ .058 $ .000 6.50 28.50 

CONEJOS, SMlFORD 
$ 2.70:J 328,3 330.4 $1273-98 36.40 ~ 

~-,, 
,)- ~ $ .098 $ .016 $ .ooo 8. 17 26.83 



Table II 

AV Aul\ E AF A.iHl MILL SE PT PVilTY GRTH LS ss 
............................................... , ......... , .... ~······························••11••••1••1••············ 
CONEJOS, SO'HII C 0,': ~ Jc,:; 
$ .:j.9(,J '/ ~,. 1 75./ • ., .t,1263,76 3 r) • , , ~ • 7"(4 $ • 1'/9 !- ,077 t • :'.101.l 6.58 2e ... 2 

CCSTILLA I CENTENNIAL 
$ 11. 858 631. 3 631. 3 $13-i5.46 3e ..... t • 394 $ • .. 56 $ • 0-+3 ~ .u◊u 1 8. 7!: 16.22 

COSTILLA, SIERRA GRJ\IIJE 
$ 1 ... .,75 292,9 292. 9 't1657.S3 27. 2fl .!, • C•<J 1 ~ • ?'Fi :t • 010 .t • QQ2 ..;9. 42 11. 35 

CROWLEY, CRCWLEY 
!, 11. 128 .,9,ri. 9 5-i?.O $1]61, 05 3E.F9 ~ ,312 $ ,-133 .!- .020 $ • QQ(J 20. :: .. 1 <i. 66 

c•.:srrn, CONSOLl;:ll\ TE:) l 

$ 11.968 z.,e." 2 .. 8 . .:j .t1598.51) 26. 85 ~ .076 $ .321 t .002 $ • 007 <1F.. 1R 11. 35 

JELTA I ;:r~:LTJ\ 
$ 50.960 39 .. 7 • ..; 3%2.3 $1302,01 37,20 $ J.2(-3 $ 1. 896 $ ,097 $ .000 12.86 22., .. 

DENVER, JEN VER 
$ 208].C9i.i 63135,3 6546'-I. f. $2106, 17 .. s.11 ~ 16. 2 .. •J $101.f.3') $ 3 • .:j 12 $ .00::i 31. n 11 . 35 

I 
VI 
w JOLO?.fS, ;:JQLORf.S I 

$ 8, 36:J 396. 1 i.i:)1. 1 ::1:..73,56 42. 1'J .! ,239 $ • 3">2 $ • 001 i • 0-JO 20,P.4 1 ii. 16 

;)QIJGLAS, ::>O'JGLA.S 
$ 99. 927 56".lJ.f 5690.B $1535.23 ,:n.P6 :: ., • 353 $ ". 383 $. .000 $ , 201 17.56 17.44 

EAGLE, EA CLE 
$ 108. 1:i) 1665.8 l6M.2 $2300.80 30.22 t, . s·r 2 $ 3. 268 $ .008 $ .ooo 6ii. 7<J 11. 35 

ELBERT, £LIZJ\BETII 
$ 9,378 cs:. ... 69.:.. 4 $1525. ii<J <i]. 5') .1'; • 651 $ ... :)'] t .000 $ • 003 1 ~. 51 21.ii9 

ELDERT, KIOWA 
$ ... 8 .. 6 168.9 16~. 9· $1963.23 ij{J, 03 $ . 09ii $ .238 $ • 000 $ . oo .. 2fl.69 11. 35 

El.BEriT, BIG SAIIJY 
$ 5.665 2:.3,1 259. 7 .i-1503.61 -12.96 :t . 1 .. 7 $ .2·'3 $ .003 $ .000 21, P,1 13. 19 

El.BE"RT I !'.LB!:RT 
$ 2.22 .. 1 .. e:. S 150,0 1- 1-<87. 49 . .'.12. 50 $ . 129 $ .095 $ ,000 $ ,000 14.P3 20. 17 

ELBERT, AGATE 
$ 5. 2-IB 36.6 41. 6 12S81. 05 . 21. 67 s .010 -!: • , 1'4 .f. .001 $ .ouo 12t'...22 11 . 35 

EL PA$0, CALHAN 
$ ].921 226. E 2P8. •:J $1481.53 42. 3 3 ! .261 t , 1 "i6 $ .003 $ .000 13. f,2 21. 38 

EL PASO, HARRISON 
$ 80.<181 t,,.')3,f (i;; 3 !\. 9 $1383,02 )1).51 1 5.725 ~- 3. 1 f 0 $ • 009 $ • :}")0 12.50 22.50 

I Ii 



lc:t.D.Le l.L 

/\irn ,- !C 
,\. PT PVRTY r.RTH LS ss f, V AJ/\ !" Al' l" ILL 

···················••11111••~*••·······~·············'···~~~-·······••1••···················•'* 11
*

111••···~············ 
~t PA;,O, WJ:lEFELJ 
$ S 1. 'll F 6819.5 6?20.7 ,7] 2:,'-1. 77 35. F5 .~ 6.f., 1 ~ 1,F•,3 t • o.:.6 $ • C,:j·j 7 . .:. 3 27.57 .. 
EL PASO, FOYNTAIN 
$ loi.•;35 30R3.9 31<17,4 .t12-+7.5"1 35, 6-i ~ ~ • .:i 12 t: .515 t. .013 $ ,u'JO ~-59 30.,. 1 

E!.. PASO, COLORADO SPRINGS 
$ ::,•:;R. ◊JO 30989.1 31575.::i .~HP7,64 ... 2. 50 .'!" 2:~. 2-S ➔ ... 2).71') $ . 2"11 :!" .000 17.f-7 17. 33 

EL PtSO, CHEYENN~ MTN, 
$ 58,848 1763. 5 180'-l. P .!,2110.29 4 R. 01 ~ .9~? $ 2. P2':I :s .uoo t .000 32.61 11. 35 

El. P/\SC, IUIH T0 1J S PG S. 
$ Vi,996 1057,5 1076. -1 -!1«71.10 42.0] ~ .74~ ~ • A,.') $ ,OOP, $ ,O'JG 1F,58 16.42 

EL pr.so, ACAD£MY 
4oi16.7 $ 55.027 ,I<; 16. 7 n265.70 36.16 ~ ? • 6:)'.) ~ 1,99'.) $ .ooo ~- .00:) 12.46 22. 54 

EL PASC, ELLICOTT 
$ ◄, 3R<1 J<12,5 3-.6. P $13%.03 39,P9 1- ,3(1') ,: • 175 '.I: • 001 S, .ooo l 2. 6 .. 22,36 

EL PASO, PEYTON 
$ 3. rn .. 222.fl 222,R i,ne.6f. .:. 9.6~ $ .229 ! • 15.'! ~- ,OO'J !: .u02 1'l,29 20.71 

EL pr,.so, !IANCVER 
$ 'I, 361 58.2 Sf.. 9 $2206.70 2S.fl5 :! ,017 ! • 113 t • 000 $ • 030 7.:..01 11. 35 

I 
V1 EL PASO, LEWIS-PnLMER ..... $ 22.854 l 09·'). 9 109'J. 9 f.1553,0? ➔➔- ~7 ~- • 68'.J ~ 1. 01 -1 1 .o::io " • 0:):) 20. 9':> 1 <I. 05 
I ' 

EL PA50, f"ALCC'N 
$ 13. eos 1156.5 1156.5 .$1528.20 ,n. 66 1" 1 . 1~5 ! . 603 $ .O'JO $ .1) .... 11 , 9 .. 23.06 

EL PASO, F~ISON 
t 1. 889 2&.2 2P,6 !29 ➔ 6.37 38.0R ! .012 !l" .072 s .002 t . 000 66.0J 11. ~5 

EL P/\SO, MihMI-YCJ~R 
~- J.561 129. 1 131:. 7 $1765. 19 '17.67 $ .075 $ .170 !- .000 t .llOO 25.f.13 11, 35 

FREMGn, CANON CITY 
$ .. 3. it70 3235,7 3262.l; $1373 • .. 2 39.2-, t 2. 775 $ 1,7-J6 ' • 048 $ .000 13.:12 21.68 

FRE"'ONT, FLORENCE 
$ 26,520 151 7. 3 155S.B ~12B1,19 36,61 ! 1.022 ~ ,971 .f. ,039 .f. .000 17.05 17.95 

fR~MOtlT, COTOPAXI 
$ 7 ... 36 176. G 176. 0 !2006. 70 39- 12 :;- • 07P $ • 291 • $ .000 .t . 00'1 .. 2, 25 11. 3S 

GARFJEL:i, ROAR rrrc FORK 
$ 71 ... 00 30"J8.6 305$.f. !1255.2.; 35,E5 ! 1. 279 1, 2.5c1 $ .ooo i . 00') 23. 3:j 11. 66 

I ~ 
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Table II 

AV r; ::,;, !'. A£ ,HI!:' 1':IL;:. ~~ PT PVRTY GRTH LS 5.'.', 

················•**********••·······················,···················,··················•'***'**••··············••** GARFIEL~, CA~rI~lj 
$ 21. 525 1 .. s9.9 , <l t,g ' 9 :'.1590.0-. .,.5. "3 .. l. 391 C: 07 o • • or,4 $ • o•Jo I"'. ◄ "i 20.S5 

' - ••. i.... ,· 

GARFIELD GRANO VALLEY 
$ •L 1-+0,5 151. S $2228.60 53. 08 t ,091 $ .246 $ .001 $ .ooo 30.6 7 11. 

Gt !..PIN, CILPIN CO. 
$ 1.1 .. 1 265,3 265.1 :t2662.15 65,66 ,,. . 198 $ • 509 $ • 00() t .057 29.20 11 • 3 5 

C~AHD, WEST CRAN~ 
$ 46. i+20 415.9 ~27. 1 $19.ioi. 7b 1c . .2"J t • 07') t .752 $ ,OOQ t 1UDO 10R.69 1T, 75 

CRA!D, EAST GnAND 
$ 46. 510 82·1. 7 83"'.?. ~HHl!L 93 21<.30 r. .26/1 1 1 • ~ 16 t .003 !i .ooo 55.75 11. 35 

G;JNNI GIJNNISO!l WAH'RSHD 
$ 1 259. 6 1292. 0 $1518.48 .. 3. 39 'f; ,732 f. 1. 230 t .oo;. $ • 00:) 21. 9 .. 1 3. 06 

HINSDALE, HINS~~LE 
$ 5,489 95 . .2 95.2 !',1 JP.7. 68 20.12 ~. .022 ! .110 $ .O'JO $ • 011 57.f>3 11 . 35 

I 
V1 H1JERFANO, HUEilFAtlO 
V, 

$ 15.~18 1 0.:.7. 1 1057. 7' $1;.70, 11 .. 2. O·) t, • gi .. $ • 6 ~, ' .075 $ • 00:) ,.:i.20 20.80 
I 

HUERFANO, LA VETA 
$ 5,376 17 2. ;i 185.9 $1'168.19 36. -.fi t .077 ! • 196 $ • 006 $ .00:) 28. 92 11 • 35 

JACKSON, NORTH PAilK 
$ 16.858 "162.6 46'2.& $1513,15 31, 66 !, .166 $ , 534 :t. • 000 $ .000 36. ;,;, 11. 35 

JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON 
$ 1.; 86. 8:)0 77106.!' 77106.8 t1712.40 -+r.93 !I' 59,295 !' 72.7 .. J $ • 000 $ • .:.f''l 1 (). 2:l 15. 72 

KIOWA, EADS 
$ 10. 977 291. 9 305.2 !:1675,l+l 35.41 $ .123 $ • 3e9 $ .ouo s .800 35,')7 11. 35 

K!OWA, PLAINVIEW 
$ 7.961 91.7 99.5 $2240,7<+ 2-1.SJ :!' ,02$ $ • 19, ·t • 001 $ • Cr:)0 M.01 1 1 • 35 

KIT CARSON, FtACLER 
$ 4,788 173. 1 121. 6 $1693,1:) 4'1.89 ,. .093 .t • 215 $ .006 $ ,000 26.:7 11 • 35 .;1 

KIT CARSON, SElBERT 
$ 3. 113 86 .. 5 9.:..,0 ,:1922.25 ,<13.23 t, .046 $ • 135 t .003 $ .000 :i3. 11 11 • ;5 

KIT CARSON, VONA 
$ 2.;48 .. s. 7 49.4 $2➔22.80 38. 50 $ .022 $ ,098 $ • 002 $ • Qi);j 51 . ,7 11.35 

KIT CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6.041 234,3 25.:.. B $ 1 599. 42 -.s. 3-1 $ • l 3 l $ • 27 -1 $ .ooo $ .000 23.71 11 . 35 

I II 



AF. ARB ~ILL Sf PT PVi!TY GRTH LS ss AV A ~A E ... , ••••.••...••.••.....•......•••..•••••......•.•...... ~,--., .. , ..... , .. , .......................... , •.•............... 
KIT CARSON, BETHUNE 

. Fi3 .001 ~, ,000 11.35 $ 3 • .'.i42 12:. .0 124.0 .t17J'-l • .:/5 'i ..j. ;:6 " . (•fi2 :!: $ 27.75 

UT CA ii SON, BURLINGTotl 
$ 21.616 999. 0 1016.0 $1<l20.31 .i1. se :I: .'jfi5 f. .P.77 $ .MO $ .000 21.28 T].72 

LUE, UK~ CO 
$ 98.943 1878. 8 1952.2 ~ 1851. 3;.i 29.s;, $ .651 $ 2.953 $ .005 $ .000 50-.68 11. 35 

U PLATA, D1Jil:ANGO 
s· 7'+ .02-. 3.i33.6 3512.0 t1;i52.73 41.51 :t 2.02Q $ 3,072 $ • 058 $ • 0.0:1 21 ~OR 13.92 

LA PLATA, BAYfIEL~ 
$ 11. GJB 590.6 590.6 11213.56 34. 67 $ . 313 $ • -.:).:i $ .00-l $ .012 19.71 15.29 

LA PLATA, IGNACIO 
$ 1Ii.31-1 984.0 98'-l. 0 $121'9,76 35.71 $ . 1161 $ • 36~ .i .403 $ .000 , ~- 4,8 24.52 

LA RIM Eii' PO IJJi!E 
$ 2 ➔ :i.e60 135:)0.9 13500.9 $1687.:+8 -t P,. 21 ! 10.?77 $ 11. !_106 $ .018 $ .ODO 1 e. lot 16.86 

LARIMER, THOMPSON 
$ 162. 000 9255,7 9255.7 $1391.77 39.76 (t; Ii. 440 :!; 6. •+ ➔ 2 $ .aoo $ .0-11 17.50 11' .50 

LARIMER, PARK (~ST~S PARK) 
$ <l'i. 625 111 ';a. 5 · 1115. 5 .1,16ol3. 21 32.0:.1 $ ... 05 $ , ... 2a $ .000 ! . 010 40.60 11. 35 

' UT LAS ANIMAS, TRINl~AD 
°' $ 16.075 1883. 3 190-1. 1 $1399-70 39,99 $ 2.022 $ • f:_j 3 ., • 138 ., • QQ(I e.44 26.56 
' 

LAS ANIMAS, PRIMERO REORG. 
$ 8,760 2'J7.6 222.3 $1677.1) 33. 0'.) ! ~:.183 $ • 2p.9 $ .014 $ ,000 39.'10 H.)5 

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE i!EDRG 
$ 6, 110 .318. 7 340. 2- $1-!0l.45 .:.o. 04 : .232 f .2.:.5 $ ,012 ~ .000 l7.96 17.04 

LAS ANIMAS, AG~ILAR REO~G. 
$ 3. '192 2 .. 2.2 2'-12,2 !-1251.72 35.76 ! . 178 $ . 125 $ .013 $ ,000 1•-1.42 20.58 

LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON REOi!G. 
$ 2.498 56.3 61." .i2359. 59 ➔ 5. 3 .. ! , 832 $ • 11 3 $ • 0:.14 $ .OJO 4J. 69 11. 35 

LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG. 
$ ". 2 ➔ 1 11s.e 118. 0 $2237.Se -17. 32 $ .063 $ .2')1 $ .005 $ , 000 35.9.i 11. 35 

LINCOLN, HUGO 
$ 6,973 190.7 199.9 :f 1621 , 78 35,08 -~ .080 $ . ;:, .. 5 • $ .006 $ • OuO J4.P9 11.35 

LI~CCi.r;. LIMC'N 
$ 1 L,. L "9 ➔ 56,3 490. « f, 1252. 36 35.7ft ~ .; 2·.-, . ~) .i • 3~ 1 $ .00 ➔ _f; . 000 21. 73 13. 27 

Ii Jr. 
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Table II 

AV A:'.:M.: AE Ail'!\ MTLL ~; PT P9RTY 'GilTH LS .ss 
*'l****ll•ttllfflllflllWll*lllfltlttltlllltflfltl*l**~••1•1t111Jffll•ttlflllflttllllltlllflllt~•••1111ttfftllflllllllltf 

l.HICOLN, GENGA 
$ 2. 961 75.;. 7(;. ':; $176&. 12 35. 2P ! . \)] \ ~ • 1 ',J .. f .u02 :t • :.)(JO 3P,'/1 11. }5 

L rncot.N' l<ARVAt. 
$ 3,5'17 es. 1.1 90.9 :f.169!L 77 33,72 ~ ,035 1 .120 $ • 001 · 1 • (it)!} 39.03 11.35 

LHICOLN, Aili!IBA 
$ i!,1.:;2 :.i8. R 76,7 :-;, 1 90 ... 24 JO, .. • o:?6 $ • 126 ~ ,002 $ ,000 5i.i.01 11.35 

LOGAN, VAU.n 
$ 7 ... 011 3394, 8 3li59, l $1570,09 .:.4, n, .. 2. \ 11 $ 3.3.:,0 t ,769 ,, .ooo 2l ... 0 13.60 ., 

l,0GAN, FREt.CHMAN 
s 5,362 ?20.5 . () $1653.'77 it 1 • .25 !I' • 127 ~ . . 251 t ,007 • .000 2::i_ 3, 11.69 .. 
LOGAN, B1JFF ALO 
$ 7,4L)7 267.2 283.9 ~1521.09 40.t~ ,,. 

• 1 31 $ • 301 f. .003 $ .oou 2fc. O<;J 11 . 35 
' 

LOGAN 1 Pt.UEA 1J 
s 7. 042 1 i.t9. 8 151. 8 $2560. llO ~~. 33 !) .076 t .312 

.,, .002 $ .000 -.6. 40 11 . 35 ... 

I MESA, JEE EQ1JE 
:.11 

$ 6,7:)8 112. -. 120.--. $2323.80 3i.i. 66 $ • 0 ... 7 f. .233 $ .002 $ • (,,O:i 55,69 11. 35 --.J 
I 

M£SA, PLATEAU VALLEY 
$ 5,928 300.2 300.2 $1351..:j.lj 3fl. 61 ~ . 177 $ • 229 $ .002 $ • 0(/'j l !) • 75 15.25 

MESA, MESA VALLEY 
$ 183.750. 13-.06.3 13-.06.3 ';:1426.53 -10. 76 t 11. 63'::> t 7 ... ~9 ' . 135 $ • (ji)IJ 1 3. 71 2,. 29 

MINERAL, CREE~E CCNS. 
$ 8. 280:. 185. ~- 191 • 3 $if.51.i ... 2 3-:J. 27 t .066 t • 25 t ~ , 002 $ , 000 -n.31 i 1 • 35 

MOFFAT, ~OF'f AT 
$ 111.674 2515.3 251S,3 !1416,32 25 • .u1 .• ,72', $ 2.837 i • OCH} $ .053 <I". -iO \ 1 • 35 

MONTEZUMA, MONTEZUHA-ccarEZ 
$ 29,562 27',4,(i 2"155.8 !!,1250.01 .71 ! :?.~~,9 $ 1,056 $ ', O-i2 $ .000 10. 73 2 ... 27 

MONT£ZUMA, ~OLCRES 
$ 5,1301 ;ifi-5.0 501. 7 $13 ... 6,36 3 8. ,.7 t .'-iS2 t .223 $ • 008 $ ,000 11. 56 23. ijij 

MONTEZ'JMA MANCOS 
$ ... -. 30. ii <1}6. 7 $1280.03 .36.57 $ . 392 $ • 167 $ ,OH! $ .000 10.,n 2!.+.57 

HONfROSE, MONTROSE 
22.58 $ 52. 1.:.3 .. , i: 3. 0 ii199.3 $1 .. -.5.69 "',. ;.n ;f 3.917 ! 2. 15 ➔ !, .u69 $ ,000 12 ... 2 

HO~ITRCSEt WE~T gN;::i 
19. 17 $ 13,180 819.5 832.S $1513.:?B ➔ 3. 2ij r .f'JC, $ • 570 $ • 00.ii $ .GOO 15.f3 

• 1; l,r--. 



• Table II 

ARD l" ILL "' ,, ·- PT ?VRTY GR.TH LS ss AV A;)AS: " ·······························•1••······················~·····~····································•1••··············· t-iORGA Ii, BRUSH 
1P-,•)2 H,. -.8 • 26.0'/2 1312.2 11!07 .6 $1'<::}1. 79 .if),O':- ' eon $ 1, ◊•H ' • 020 ' .():)'.} . , . ' 

HORGAN, FORT MORG,H! 
I S0,756 2601. 1 2726.B $1608.32 '<5,95 • 2.(1',1 , 2. 332 I • 05H ,, .000 1?, 151 16,39 

MO«CAN, WELDON VALLEY 

' J.?8;) 160. 1 169, 7 t-HiHL93 "16.20 ' • 1'.')') $ ,17S ; .017 ' .ooo 22.21 12. 73 

MORGAN, WIGGINS 
$ 10,686 :. .. 6.1 :i59, 7 $Hi67 .ti') :.7.65 .!, , 257 ' ,519 ,I .013 • "(y.J-:) 23, 25 ll.7'.5 

OTERO, EAST or&RO 
I 25,039 2513. 9 2607. 6 .!',137$.56 39,30 • ;:>,!i'J.l ' • \1t\<t ' .Oil4 ' .00\1 9.60 25. ➔0 ,, 

OTE~O, ROCKY FORD 

' 20. 189 14');,i • fl 1532.3 1,1377 .llB 39. 37 ' 1 , ', Hi ' , 7:IS ' • 11 1 • • 000 n. 1~ 21. 82 

on:no, t,IAIIZANOLA 

' 2,581 265.S 292.4 $13~0.22 3fl.;"'() ,, • ?')1 ' .099 ' • 01 i ,. • Ol),O B.PJ 2'5. 17 

OTEilO, FClfU:ii 

' 8.2-.5 484. 0 52<;. 6 $1?G3,67 iiS.53 ' • iif1.? ' . :n"> $ .017 ' .ooo lS.69 1 9. 31 

OTfRO, CHtRAW 

• 2,520 21<.i. 7 230.4 $1~71.52 'i2, o .. ' • 23? • . 106 $ .O?O ' • 000 10.9;.i 24.06 

' "" OfE!!O, SWINK "' ' I 3.B29 329,7 336. S !-1539,01 ,. 3, 97 ' . 350 ' • HiR ' , 007 • .noo 11 • 3-fl 23.62 

0 1JRA Y, O'litA Y 

' -'i.71'2 Hi-.. 2 176.6 :nG33.92 '12, 52 ' .OA? • • 20l I .001 ' • {!:)'.]- 27. 08 11. 35 

QiJRAY, RfDCWU 

' 3,059 tfHI. 1 186. 1 nsn.9'> •n.26 ' • 152 ' , 132 ' .ooo ' . oc ... 16.:?6 18. 7'< 

PARK, PLATTE CANYON 
$ 13.S?S 69]. 4 69 3,-. i1c21 ... 1 S:?,21 ' .s .... ' • 12-i ' .000 ' .DVi 19. 98 15. 02 

?ARK, PJ\RK 

' .)1,252 34F.e 1<ifi,B $2663.0.? 26. 3P ' • 1 J-1 ' • P2"1 • • 003 ' , 028 l'<l.C1 11, 35 

PHILLIPS, tfOLYOKE 

' H,,'<13 567.5 59'¼,5 $1567.03 ~6.94 ' • 2-.q ' .M::.' ' .003 ' .ooo 3 l, 07 11.3s 

PHILLIPS, H.AXi'JN 

' 1CI.U7 ➔ 352.9 352,9 n1no, 36 ➔ 4. 1 J ' • 177 ' • .:.:.5 ' ,016 ' .ono 2P. 54 11. 35 

PITKIN, ASPEN 
$ 112.s11 1056, 2 11•n.8 :t,216.i.52 1Q,'{9 ' • ?5!'! $ 2. 227 ' • 000 ' • fYl0 9B.O::t 11, 35 

• • • • 

■ IU 
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Table II 

AV AJAE AE Ai!B ~1LL <', 
--'·· PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 

······················•*••···•*••····••*••···············••*••········································~················ ?iWWERS, GRANA~/\ 
.t 5. '176 33'+.5 377. 3 t, 3 7ii. r·:i 39. 2.'l ~ • 3:J-+ ~ .215 .. .032 " • 00-.:1 1,;. 51 20.49 

PisOWERS, LAMAR 
$ 30, 151 2·JA2. 8 2128.3 $13~5.06 3/L i.i3 !' 1. 7Q➔ " 1.15') $ • 107 $ • :)1.)(l 14. 17 20.E3 

PROWERS I HOLLY 
$ 7.697 438.9 461. 1 .$1..jl\1.36 -12.3?. :I' , '<57 .$ • ?26 5 .025 .~ ,000 lf-. 69 l8.31 

?ROWERS, WILEY 
t, 5,>195 235.3 2 ➔ 1. 1 .n4?2.1'+ ;;2, 06 ~- . 12:. !' . 211 ,l', .000 $ ,O:):J 22.79 12.21 

PIJEElLO, PIJ£BLO CHY 
$ 312.299 20'129.6 21303,6 $1478,31 <12.2 .. !, H'. 303 .. 1 3, 191 f • 62-i t, .OQI) 1 i.i. f6 20.3>1 •' 

P•JEBLO I P'JEBLO R'Ji!AL 
$ 82.282 0:.705.6 '1720,6 .,:1577. 38 45. 07 1, 1. 731\ $ 3, ?Of. .. ... .OSfi $ .QI):) 17.43 17.57 

i!IO BLANCO, MEEKER 
$ 2<1,223 706.9 706.9 $H55. 70 .:.Q,6A :!'. • J2fi $ .91"-'i .!; • 000 ~ . 000 ~ti.21 1 1. 35 

I 
u, RIO BLANCO, RAN"GELY 
\0 $ 186. f\6.'.! 522,9 5 3ii. 1 $215.'.i.61 5. 96 _t, . 036 $ 1. 115 $ .ooo s .OO'.) 3'19.87 1 i. 3S 
' 

RIO GRANDE, DEL NORTE 
$ 12. o.iJ! 766.e 7 84. 4 $1326.71 37.91 ~ .584 !. • 457 $, .028 $ .ooo 15, 36 19. 64 

RIO CrlAN;:JE, MONTE VISTA 
$ 17. 161 1398, 1 1430, 3 ~1333,81 38. 11 $ 1. 25-i $ .654 $ .o6e $ .oo..:i 12. 0::0 23.00 

RIO GRAN~E, SARC:E:NT 
$ 10.351 379. 2 38R. 6 .tlE?0.96 li9. 25 .. . 217 $ ,51'.J $ • 01 ii $ .0'30 26.64 11. 35 ,, 

R0 1JTT. HAYDEN 
$ 47.S79 477. 0 i.i77. C, !2042. 18 , e. 3B $ . 10a !!; . e1s ,t, .ooo .t .000 gq. 7ii 11 . 35 

R0 1JTT. ::.rEAMBOA T S?GS. 
$ 56. 793 1363.9 1363.9 $1962. BO 37 .0<i t. , 573 !, 2. l'.JJ $ .000 $ • C, 1'.J 41. 6-1 11. 35 

RQIJTT' S0 1JTH R0 1JTT 
s 20.5'70 458,3 458.3 $216<l,19 38.'19 $ .200 $ .792 $ .01 l ~ .OO<l 44. P.9 11.35 

SACIJACHE, MOtJMTA IN VALLEY 
$ -l.2'J7 257.8 26 .. , 3 ~-1398 ... o 39. 95 ! .2n ~ • 1',fl t, • 025 $ • OCH) 15. 92 19.oe 

SAG1JACHE I MOFFAT 
$ 7.660 70.,; 73,6 $266.!!, 48 23,07 $ .019 ' $ . 177 $ .006 $ .000 1 o:.. 30 11.35 

SAGUACHE, CENTER 
$ 9. 610 6.:.9. 6 660,5 $1321.12 37. 75 ~ .510 $ • 363 t • O<l9 $ ,000 1-i. 55 ·n.45 

I; 111r 
. 



Table II 

AV fl:)J\E r, E A"B MILL <; C" PT PVRTY C"TH i..S ss 

·*·················································•*••~······························································ SAK J~lN, SILVERTON 
$ 5. -i 19 179.2 179.2 ~2326.9 ➔ 55.9-1 ::- • 11 'l : • 3:.il $ .ooo t .a0=i JQ • .'.'--I ll.35 

SAN MIG 1JEL, TEl..VlNDE 
t 12.828 231.0 231.0 $1880.30 28. 11 ·' • 0·1 --1 ! .361 ; .000 $ .QOt 55.54 11.35 

SAN MIG'JEL, MORWOQ:) 
$ 4.850 330.5 330.5 !,140-'I. 55 '40. q ~ .27-J $ • 1()5 t- .004 :t • :JOO 1-+. 67 20. 33 

SAX M IC'JE!.., EGN_A R 
$ 3. 377 6t. 7 62 . ..i $1657.07 25.31 $ . ::nr 3 • OR5 $ ,000 $ .ooo 5--1. 12 11. 35 

SEJGWJCK, J•!LESBURG 
$ 8.680 397. 0 -lO ➔• 3 $1682.63 ii!:. QB :!", • 263 ~ .~17 s .0.07 $ .ooo 21.~7 n. 53 

SEDG\llCK, PLATTE VALLEY 
$. 8. -..88 27'7 .2 2e2.9 $1790.29 --13. 29 :$ • 139 $ • 3fi7 $ • 002 $ .000 30,00 t 1. 35 

S!JMMIT. S1JMMIT 
:f 13e. 263 11'/"4.6 117 ... 6 $2163,i!O 16. 'fb ~ . 223 -!: 2. 31 fl $ .000 $ .020 117, 72 n.35 

TELLER, CRJPPL! CRF.F.K-VIC. 
$ 13.016 261,5 26'4.6 $18·.)5 ... o 29.82 $ . 09') $ • 3ftfl $ .009 $ .000 .; 9. l9- 11 ~35 

TELLER, ~OOJLAXJ PARK 
$ 2-i.718 1 3•J5. il 1305. 4 -,:1 .. oi..62 :..0. 13 !:, • f<12 ~ .992 ., .000 $ .000 lfl,93 16,07 

I WASHINGTON, AKRON 
c,.. 

$ 16,291 <195. 2 <198. 8 $t526.88 3<1.69 ~ . 1S6 $ .565 $ ,005 $ .00:::J 32.66 11. 35 
=> 

.,, 
I 

WASH:NGTON, ARICKf,REE 
$ 13.773 135 ... 151 .s $2281.59 22.31 ! • Q]P $ . 307 $ .005 ! • 0(1:j 90.92 11. 35 

WASH!NGTCN, OTIS 
$ 6.577 16R.9 189.0 $1l8?.58 36.57 !l', • o·r P, $ .241 $ .oo .. ~ .Ou•) 3 ... f".) l1. 35 

WASHINGTON, LONE STAR 
$ 2.s,· .. 52. 4 52. <.1 $3.,55. 8H 50.71 $ .Ol:) $ . 151 ! . 001 $ .ooo 56. ~D 11. 35 

WASHINGTON, WOOJLIN 
$ 1,.. 516 129.3 1 -.o. 4 $2560.51 22.31 ! .036 $ . 32 .. $ .002 $ • OQO 10). <l2 11. 35 

l.'ELJ, GI.,Cr1£ST 
$ 57. s:::-, 1638.? 1644.2 $l3!l7 ... ~ 29.92 .t, ,<,5R $ 1.723 $ . 027 $ ,01)',) ]5,02 11. 35 

WELJ, ~I\ TDN 
$ 20.':>:,9 1092. 3 110 ➔• 0 $1393,47 19. e 1 ! .720 $ • e 19 f • o.:.a $ .ooo 18.62 16,38 

1-.'Et.:J, KE£t:ESBURC 
$ .. -; . 560 132::,, 9 1366.e 1, 1 301. 63 2e.21 :t -~3~ $ 1. 3--11 ~- .026 $ .000 34,f:j 11. 35 

,,. 
• > ... 

• 1 il1f 
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Table II 
~ 

AV ADAE f, E AiH! MILL ::::::: PT PVRTY GRTH L!'o ~5 ......•.....••••••••..•.••........... , .... , .. , ........................................ , ••••.•.......... , .............. 
~! :.:L;:,, \.: rn DSOR 
$ 92,150 1227.f 1227. P. ~ 1814. 55 21.00 ;, .293 t 1. 93"J $ .006 $ .017 7S.OS 11.35 

~ELD, JOH!lSTOWN 
$ 15. ii 14 1083.1 1097.9 $1497.33 ~?.78 $ ,984 !: ,659 $ .018 $ .000 14.04 20.96 

WELD, GREELEY 
$ 187.785 9«01. 6 9528.2 $1497.20 42. 7r->c $ 6.23~ ~ 8.031 .t, • 13:) $ ,000 19, 71 15.29 

WELD, PLATTE VALLEY 
$ 15. 314 873,0 889.2 n6i.i9.21 47. 12 .! • 7,15 -~ • 722 $ • 026 :f: • 000 17.22 17. 78 

WEL;), FORT L1JPTON 
$ 76.201 16«2. 9 1642.9 $1511.17 26. 1P :t, ... Q~ ! 1.995 $ • 039 $ .000 46.38 11. 35 

·WELD, f,lJLT-HIGHLA~D 
$ 16. 918 822. 1 853.9 .t, 1 603. 22 .'.15. 81 .5 .594 t . 775 $ .023 $ .ooo 19, Pl 15. 19 

WEL;), DRTGGSDALE 
I $ 3,Ql'j 85.5 87.7 .t2100.19 45. 9r"/ $ 

°' 
• \),lf, $ • 1 JB .t, .002 $ .000 34.32 11.35 .... 

I WELD, PRAIRIE 
$ 5.863 100.5 114. P $2001.48 32.06 .t . 0 .. 2 .t ,1RP $ .005 $ .000 51. 07 11.35 

WELD, GROVER 
$ 3,762 125. 1 131. 4 $1911. 16 •H,81 1" • 071 $ . mo $ .005 $ . 0'.)0 2P.63 11.35 ... 
y1JMA, WEST YUM A 
$ 32.910 1081. 4 10[ll. 4 $1781.28 42.63 $ .523 ~ 1. 403 $ .011 $ ,000 30 • .:.3 11. 35 

Y1JMA, EAST YUMA 
$ 27. 721 e6.:. ... 864.7 $1470.57 33. 88 $ ,332 $ .939 $ .008 $ ,000 32.06 11. 35 

AV AilflE AE flRB MILL <'I/ 
•J ~T PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 

fJlflllllllllllllllllf.1111111.IIIJ•lllllllll*lllllll*Y~llffllllllfllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllf 

srATE TOTALS 
$11177. 65.'.i 5234ol7,3 531357.8 :, 1659. 70 .. 2. e1 :1 •d:?.665 .f.;79.22S t 8. 507 $ 2. 175 21. o .. 15.37 

■ Ii iri 



Table III 

PROPOSED School Finance Act -- 1979 

Asstnnptions: Guarantee - $44.25; Minimum= $11.35; 
Minimum ARB= $1,400; ARB Increase= ~130 • 

.. .. .. .. .. .. ... . . ..... .... ... , .. ·- ~ -
AV ADAE Ar ARl3 'MILL SF PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss ...........................•................• , ...•...................................•........................•.•....... 

ADAMS, MAPLETON 
$ 100.496 5191.2 5388.5 $1713,43 38, 72 $ 5,341 $ 3,891 $ • 028 $ ;000 18,65 25,60 

ADAMS, NORTIIGLENN 
. $ 185. 307 18588,5 18588,5 $1592,74 35,99 $ 22,937 $ 6. 670 $ .ooo $ • 140 9,97 34,28 

ADAMS, COMMERCE ·cJTY 
$ .88.741 5634, 1 5872.8 $1698,59 38,39 $ 6,569 $ 3.406 $ .201 $ . • ooo 15. 11 29. 14 .. 
ADAMS, DRTGHTON 
$ 74.779 3865.0 3911. 8 $1729,45 39,08 $ 3,843 $ 2,923 $ . • 019 $ ,000 19. 12 25,13 

ADAMS, BENNETT 
$ 11. 854 li54. 3 454,3 · $16ll7,80 37,24 $ • 307 $ • 441 $ • 009 $ ,000 26.09 18. 16 

ADAMS, STRASBURG 
$ 20.313 387 . ·6 397, 1 $1732. 82 27,72 $ .125 $ • 563 $ .006 $ .ooo 51. 16 11.35 

ADAMS, WfSTMINSTER 
$ 151.891 13393,5 13935,8 $1625,72 36,74 $ 17,075 $ 5.580 $ .035 $ ,000 10.90 33, 35 

I ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA . 
°' ..,.. $ 39.e67 2198,4 2219,2 $1477,50 33, 39 $ 1.948 $ 1. 331 $ ,063 $ • 000 I 17 .96 26.29 

I 

ALAMOSA, SANGRE DECRISTO 
$ 5,736 251,8 258,7 $1448,67 32.74 $ • 187 $ .188 $ .010 $ ,000 22, 17 22.08 

ARAPAIIOE ., ENGLEWOOD 
.$ 109,656 3875.3 4030.8 $1850.85 41.83 $ 2,874 $ 4.587 $ • 078 $ ,000 27,20 17,05" 

ARAPAHOE, SHERIDAN 
$ 27. 224 · 1650.6 1738. 9 $1756,73 39,70 $ 1. 974 $ 1'.081 $ . • 015 $ .ooo 15,66 28.59 

AR~PAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
$ 383,612 18292,6 18292,6 $19-+9,60 44,06 $ 18,762 $ 16,901 $ ,000 $ .966 20,97 23.28 

ARAPAHOE, LITTLETON 
28,94 $ 255,644 16563,7 16699,6 $1602.34 36,21 $ 17.501 $ 9.257 $ ,000 $ .000 15,31 

ARAPAHOE, DEER TRAIL 
$ 21. 064 117. 7 133,2 $2641,65 15,58 $ • 024 $ .328 $ .003 $ .ooo 158. 19 11,35 

ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
$ 280.059 20018,5 20018.5 $1758, 44 '3 9. 7 4 $ 24,072 $ 11.129 $ .ooo $ ,000 13.99 30,26 

ARAPAHOE, BYERS 
$ 10,923 331.9 339, 8 $"1735,83 39.23 $ • 161 $ .428 $ .005 $ .ooo 32,14 12. 11 

.ARCHULETA, ARCHULETA 
t. ,,; _ 1,71 011 ,; 011 . ,; t.1unn nn -i 1 F.u it u7n it . AOF. • _ nnR * _ooo 27.04 16.31 



Table III 
·· ······ ·· ·· ·· ·· ·· --·· - -··- -- . 

AV A:)AF.: AE ARA MILL SF. PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BACA, WALSH 
$ 11. 844 388,9 423,2 $1531,19 34,62 $ • 238 $ ,410 $ , 010 $ .ooo 27.99 t6.26 

BACA, PRITCHETT .. 
$ 4. 129 88,5 -98,1 $1932,44 36.17 $ .040 $ . • 149 $ , 003 $ .ooo 42.07 11. 35 

. -
BACA, SPRINCF!ELD -~ -
$ 10,919 521. 1 52'1. 1 $1519.31 34,33 $ .417 $ , 375 $ ,008 $ .ooo 20,96 23.29 

BACA, VILAS 
,175 $, 3,961 98,5 98.5 $2277.15 'lj 4. 17 $ • 049 $ $ , 001 $ .003 40.~1 lt. 35 

BACA, CAMPO 
$ 2,918 130,7 ,1 34. 0 $1509,32 34. 11 $ • 10 f $ .102 $ .003 $ ,000 22.22 22,03 

BENT, LAS ANIMAS 
$ 12.li7l+ 958. 1 986.0 $T470,79 33,24 , ~ · 1.036 $ , 415 $ , 046 $ .ooo 12.65 31,60 

BENT·, KCCLAVF.'. 
$ 7,539 201.8 204.0 $1735,14 35,92 $ ,083 $ , 271 $ ,005 $ .000 36.95 1 ,., 35 

BOULDER, sr. VRA IN VALLEY 
$ 202,665 14102,9 14102.9 $1560,27 35,26 $ 14.858 $ 7, 146 $ .ooo $ .000 1 If. 37 29,88 

BOIJL:)ER, BOULDER VALLEY 
I $ 469,492 21300,5 21524,3 $1769,12 39,98 $ 19,309 $ 18,770 $ .ooo $ .ooo 21. 81 22.44 

O'• .;. 
CHAFFEE, BUENA VISTA t 

$ 21 • o:i 3 1073. 3 1109,9 $1400.00 31,64 $ .A88 $ • 666 $ .002 $ .ooo 18 .. 96 25,29 

CHAFFEE, SALIDA 
$ 26.000 1370,3 1399,4 $1400,00 31,64 $ , • 137 $ .823 $ ,013 $ .ooo 18.58 25.67 

CHEYENNE, KIT CARSON ' 
$ 8,592 110.0 1l6. 6 $3050,61 35,87 $ .047 $ , 308 $ .005 $ .ooo 73. 69 11.35 

CHEYENNE, CHEYENNE WELLS 
$ 1 3. 565 . 250.0 266,0 $1819,30 29. 18 $ ,.088 $ · . • 396 $ :005 $ .000 51.00 11. 35 

CHEYENNE, ARAPAHOE 
$ 4. 570 69,2 69,9 $2953,65 38,49 $ .031 ' $ ,176 $ .002 $ .ooo 65,39 ' 11. 35 

-CLEAR CREEK, CLEAR CREEK 
$ 55,561 1176.2 1176.2 $1766.29 30. 15 $ ,402 $ 1.675 $ • 000 . $ .ooo ll7.24 11.35 • 
CONEJOS , NORTH CONEJOS 
$ 7,722 1168.5 - 1188,3 $1400,00 ' 31,64 $ 1.li19 $ ,244 $ ' .058 $ .ooo 6.50 37,75 
CONE~OS, SANFORD 
$ 2,700 328.3 330. 4 $1400,00 31 • 6ll $ , 377 $ • 085 $ .016 $ , 000 8. 17 36,08 



-
Table III 

AV AOflF AE ARB MILL Sf PT PVRTY Ci!ITH LS ss 

··············································································~········································· CONEJOS, sourn CONF.JOS 
$ lj.963 731.1 7Sil,4 $11100,00 )l.6~ $ .899 $ .157 $ • 011 • • 000 6.58 37, 67 

COSTILLA, CENTENNrAL 
$ 1 1. 858 6)L3 6)1.J $1~00.00 31. 611 $ • 509 $ • 375 $ .0.113 • • 000 18.78 25,117 

t, 

COSTILLA, SIERRA GRANDE 
$ . 14,.1f76 292,9 292,9 $1679,37 27,63 $ • 092 $ ,JiOO $ • OtO $ .002 1.19,.112 11,35 

CROWLEY, CROWL£Y 
$ i L 128 il91L9 547,0 $11102,01 31,68 $ • 1114 $ • 353 $ .020 • .ooo 20. )Ji 23.9, 

CUSTER 1 CONSOLIDATED 1 
$ 11.968 20:.6, II 2ll8.I! :Sl62ll.Ol 27,28 i ,0'11 $ • 327 $ .002 $ .007 118.18 11. 3~ 

DELTA, ::JF:LTA 
$ S0,960 39117,4 3962,3 $1400,00 31. 6lt $ 3.935 $ 1 .612 $ ,097 $ • 000 12.86 31.39 

::>EN\/ER; Of.NVER 
S 2083.89-l 63135,3 65lo61'.6 $2098.38 4 7. 112 S 38.549 $ 98.620 $ 3,102 $ .ooo )1.83 12.42 

' °' DOLORES, OOLORES tn 
I $ 6,360 396,1 ll01. 1 $1sn.16 311,06 $ • 320 $ .285 $ .001 $ .000 20. Bli 23.-1 

DOUGLAS, OOIJGLAS 
$ 99,927 5690.8 ' 56?0.8 $15611.79 35.36 $ 5,371 $ 3.534 $ , 000 $ .205 17,56 ,26. 69 

EA CLE, EM~LE 
$ 108. 150 1665,6 1669.2 $2280.28 29. 95. $ , 567 s 3,239 $ • 008 $ .ooo 6ii.79 11,35 

£LBERT,. FLIZABETII 
30,74 $ 9. 378 69~.4 694.4 $1555.69 35. 16 s • 751 $' .330 $ .ooo $ .003 13. 51 

ELBERT, KIOWA 
15,56 $ 4. 8l46 168,9 168. 9 $196i.l.79 'fit, 40 $ , 117 $ • 215 • .ooo • • 004 28,69 

'ELBERT. BIO SANDY 
$ 5,665 2113,7 259.7 $1535.24 JQ.69 $ • 202 $ • 197 s .003 • • 000 21.81 22,44 

• ELBERT, ELBERT 
29,42 $ 2.22-.. 1-4,81,,& 150,0 $1520. l8 3q. 35 $ ,152 $ .076 $ .ooo $ • 000 1.11.83 

ELBERT, AGATE 
$ 5.2-48 36,6 41.6 $2916.0) 2,. 20 $ • 010 $ • l 1 l $ .001 $ ' • 000 126.22 l 1. 35 

EL PASO, CALHAN 
13.62 ]0.63 $ 3.921 286.8 288,0 $15H.61 34,23 $ .302 $ , 13- $ , 003 $ .ooo 

EL PASO, HARRISON 
12,50 31.75 $ 80,481 6403,8. 6.:.38.9 $1422,Slj 32,15 $ 6,572 $ l.581 $ .009 s . .ooo 

I I 



Table III 

PVRTY CRTII LS ss AV ADII.E Af. ARB HILL SF. Pr .......•..................•.•...•.••.••••....• , ............................•......................•....................• 
E~ PASO, WIJEFIELD 
$ 51.418 6819.5 6920.7 $11l00.00 31, 6:.. s 8.062 $ 1,627 $ .0~6 $ .ooo 7. 43 36.82 

EL PASO, FOUNTAIN 39,66 
$ 14. 1435 3083.9 31l17.J.i $1400,00 31,611 $ 3,950 $ .~57 • ,013 $ .ooo 4.59 

EL PASO, COLDRAi.)d'SPRINCS 
-~ . . 

$ 558.030 30989. 1 31575.2 $1520,32 341,36 $ 2fl,B32 $ 19. 17) $ .• 271 1 • 000 17,67 26.58 

EL PASO, CHEYENNF. MTN. 
$ sa.a.:.a 1763,5 18011. 8 $2102,23 417.51 $ ,998 $ 2,79ft $ .ooo $ ,000 32,61 11,611 

£L PASO, MANITO~ SPCS; 
$ 19,996 1057,5 1076.4 $1504,A6 311, 01 1 ,940 $ ,680 • .00B '$ .ooo 18.56 25,67 

EL PASO, ACAJEMY 
$ 55.027 41.116. 7 4416,7 $11,jQQ,OO 31,64 $ -4,442 $ 1,741 $ .ooo $ ,000 12. 116 31, 79 

EL PASO, ELLICOTT 
$ 4,384 3112,5 346,8 $143-1,70 32,42 $ • 355 $ .142 • .001 $ .009 12,6" 31,61 -

EL PASO, PEYTON 
$ 3. 18tl 222.8 222.8 $175-1.92 39,66 s ,265 • ,126 • ,000 • .002 1.11.29 29-96 

EL PASO, HANOVER 
I 

$ II, 361 58,2 58,9 $2192.3.11 25,6B s ,017 • • 112 ' .ooo • .ooo 7.11~01 11,. 35 

°' °' EL PASO, LEWIS~PALHER 
I $ · 22,8511 1090,9 1090,9 $1581. .119 35.7tl $ ,908 $ • ti 17 • ,000 $ ,000 20,95 23,30 

EL PASO, FALCOH 
$ 13,805 1156,5 1156,5 $1558,22 . 35,21 s 1, 3Hi $ ,1186 • .ooo • • 04.11 11. 9.11 32,31 

EL PASO, EDISON 
.$ l, 889 26.2 28.6 S2fl83,62 37,26 .$ .012 $ .070 $ • 002 $ .ooo 66,03 . 11. 35 

EL PASO, MIAMI-YODER 
$ 3. 561 129, 1 138,7 $1779, 71 40,22 $ , 104' $ • 1.113 $ ,000 $ ,000 25,68 18,57 

fREHONT, CANON CITY 
$ -13, 470 3236,7' 3262,.11 $11113,57 31, 95 $ 3,223 s ·1.3a9 s ,0118 $ ,000 13.32 30,93 

FREHONT, FLORENCE 
s 26.520 1517,3 1555.8 ,1-100.00 31. 61l $ 1,339 $ ·• 839 • ,039 $ .ooo 17, 05 21.20 

FREMONT, COTOPAXI 
s 7,436 176.0 176.0 $2089. 53 38,98 s ,078 s .290 $ .000 $ ,OOll il2,25 11,35 

GARFIELD, ROARING FORK 
$ 71 ,,ljQQ 3058,6 3058,6 $1400.00 31,64 s 2,023 $ 2,259 $ .ooo $ .ooo 23. 3.1.1 .20.91 



Table III 

AV AiHIF AE A Rn MILL !1-r. PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CARFif.LO, GARFIELD 
$ 21.525 1489,9 1489,9 $1616,02 36,52 S ·1.622 $ ,.766 $ ,05.11 $ ,000 1.ll,Jl5 29,80 

CARFIELO, GRANO VALLEY 
$ LI. 642 l~0.5 151,5 $2212,80 so.01 $ • 103 $ ,232 $ .001 $ .ooo 30,63 13:62 

CILPlN, CILPIN CO, 
$ 7,7;.7 265,3 265.3 $2617, 99 · 59. 16 $ .236 $ ,458 $ , 000 $ .056 29,20 15,05 

GRANn, WEST GRANO 
s <i6, ~20 415.9 l.l27, 1 $1946,97 16,22 $ ,079 $ ,753 $ ,000 $ ,000 108.69 11, 3'i 

GRANO, fAST GRAND 
$ li6.510 824.7 8311,2 $1904.70 28,38 s .269 $ 1,320 $ .• 003 $ ,000 55.75 11,35 

CUWNISON, GUNNISON WATERSHD 
s 2B,352 1259,6 1292,0 $15119, 111 35,01 $ 1. 009 $ ,993 s ,OO!t s ,000 21.94 22,31 

HINSnALE, HINSDALE 
$ 5,li89 95,2 95,2 $1426,90 20.69 $ , 022 $ , 114 · $ .oeo $ ,012 57,63 11.35 

I HUERFANO, H1JERFANO 
°' $ 15,018 10!+7. 1 1_057, 7 $1503,99 33,99 s , • 080 ·s ,510 $ ,075 $ ,000 I 14,20 30,05 "--J 

I 

HUERFANO, LA VETA 
i 5. 376 172.11 185,9 $1502, 14 33,95 $ .097 s , 182 s .006 $ .ooo 28.92 1'i, 33 

JACKSON, NORTH PARK 
s 16,858 462,6 1.162,6 $151111,16 32. 31· s ,170 $ .5145 $ .ooo $ :ooo 36, Jjij 11. 35 

JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON 
$ 1486.800 77106. 8 77106.8 $1730,37 39. ,o $ 75,283 ssa.1.110 $ ,000 $ ,1195 19.28 2Zl.97 

KIOWA, HJS 
$ 10.977 291.9 305.2 $1695.80 35.84 $ , 124 $ • 393 s .ooo s ,000 35,97 11.35 

KIOWA, PLAINVIEW .. 
$ 7. 961 91, 7 99.5 $2224. 15 211,JS $ .027 s , 194 s • 001 s ·.ooo 80,01 11,35 

tIT CARSON, FLAGLER · . 
s li,788 173, 1 · 181. 6 $1712,34 38,70 s ,126 s ,185 $ ,006 $ .ooo 26, 37 17,88 

KIT CARSON, SEIBERT 
$ 3. 113 86,5 9!1. 0 $1926,50 JI 3. 33 $ • Oll6 $ , 135 . $ .oar t • 000 33,11 11. 35 

KIT CARSON, VONA 
$ 2.5li8 !l5,7 119. II $23911,30 38, 05 $ .02, s ,097 s • 002 $ .ooo 51 , 1;>7 11,35 
. 

KIT CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6.041 2311. 3, 254,8 $1615,1111 36,51 $ .191 $ • 221 $ ,000 s .ooo 23. 71 20.511 

I I 



- Table III 
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AF A Rll MILL SF PT P\'RTY GRTH LS ss AV Av~ F. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
KIT CARSON, BETH~NF, 

' 3. ol-{2 12<1, 0 1211,0 $1750,98 39,57 $ , 081 .. .1]6 $ ,001 .. ,000 27,75 16', 50 

KIT CARSON, BURLINGTON 
1016,0 t, 21. 616 999.0 ,1o157,39 32,94 t, ,769 $ ,712 $ .010 s .000 21,28 22,97 

.. 4 •' 

LAKE, LAKE CO 
$ 98,943 1878.0 1952,2 $1860.22 29,99 $ ,664 $ 2,967 s , .005 t, .000 50,68 .n.35 

LA PLA1A, D~RANGO 
$ 71+.02:i 3433,6 3512,0 $16'87,69 33,62 $ 2,736 $ 2,489 I .osa s ,D00 21.08 ~3- 17 

LA PLATA, BAYFIELD 
$ 11. 6]6 590,6 590.6 $1400,00 31,6lt $ ,.1159 $ • 368 $ • ooit . $ .0111 19,71 24. S4 . 

LA PLATA, IGNACIO 
$ 10.3111 9811,0 9811,0 $1400,00 31,64 $ 1,051 $ • 326 $ • 403 • ,000 10.48 l3,77 

LARIMER, POUDRE 
i 2:i-1.860 13500,9 13500,9 $1707,08 38,58 S 13,601 $ 9,41(6 $ .018 • .ooo 18, 14 26.11 

LARIMER, THOMPSON 
$ 162.0QO 9255,7 9255,7 S1li30,72 32, 33 • 8.00lt $ 5,2]8 $ .ooo • .oi.3 17,50 26,75 

LARIMER, PUK (ESTES PARK) 
$ ljlj, 625 1115,5 1115,5 $1665.71 32,lllt s . "11 $ 1. 447 $ .ooo • , 011 ,o.oo 11, 35 

I 

°' LAS ANIMAS, TRINIDAD 
00 S 1f.07S 1883.3 190.11,1 _$1438, 13 32,50 $ 2,216 ' ,522 s ,1]8 $ ,000 8.1414 .3~.81 I 

LAS ANIMAS, PRIMFRO REORG, 
$ 8.760 207,6 222,3. $1697,141 3],45 $ ,0814 • .29] • .0111 $' .ooo 39,140 11,35 

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG 
$ 6. 110 318,7 3110.2 $11139,77 32,Sll $ .291 $ ,199 $ .012 $ .ooo 17,96 26.29 

LAS ANIMAS; AGUILAR REORG, 
$ 3,;.92 2i.i2. 2 242,2 SHI00.00 31,61i 1 .229 ' • 110 $ .013 _$ .ooo 1 II, !12 29,83 

LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON JEORC. 
$ 2,498 S6.3 61.4 $2335.22 · 411, 87 • • 03.1 $ .,12 • ,004 $ • OCiO 40,69 11. 35 

LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG, 
$ 11, 2<1 l 115,8 118. 0 $2221. 20 !16,97 $ . 063 $ ,199 $ ,005 $ .ooo 35,94 11,35 

LINCOLN, HIJGO 
$ 6. 973 190,7 199.9 $16-'15.68 35,59 $ • 081 $ • 2:{8 $ ,006 $ .ooo 34,89 11.JS 

LINCOLN, LIMON 
$ 10,659 l456i3 ll90."ll $11100.00 31,611 s ,349 s , 337 s , 0014 $ .ooo 21.73 22,52 
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Table III 

AV ADAF AF ARB MILL SF PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LINCOLN I GENOA 
$ 2,961 75.4 76,5 $1780,58 35,57 ' • 031 $ .105 $ .002 $ .ooo 38,71 11.35 

LINCOLN, KARVAL 
$ 3,547 88.4 90,9 $1717,64 34, 10 s .015 $ .121 $ ,001 $ .000 39,03 - 11. 35 . 
LINCOLN, ARR IBA 
$ LI, 11t2 58.8 76,7 $1984.43 30, 36 s • 026 $ ,126 $ .002 $ ,000 511, 01 11,35 

LOGAN, VALLEY 
$ 711. 011 339-1,8 3459,1 $151)7, 37 36,10 $ 2.M4 $ 2.672 $ ,769 $ .000 21.l!O 22,85 

LOGAN, FRENCHMAN 
$ 5. 362 220,5 230,0 $1675. 58 37,87 $ , 182 $' ,203 $ .007 $ ,000 23 ,.) 1 20,94 

LOGAN, BIJF'FALO 
18.16 $ 7,407 267,2 283,9 $1551. 58 35,06 $ • 181 $ ,260 $ ,003 $ .ooo 26.09 

LOGAN, PLATEAU 
$ 7, 0.:+2 149,8 151.8 $2522.90 43,68 $ ,075 $ • 308 $ .002 $ .ooo 46.LIO 11, 35 

I 
MESA, DEB EQiJE Q\ 

'.0 ·$ 6,708 112.4 120,4 $2301. 78 311, 33 $ • 047 $ ,230 $ .002 $ .ooo 55,69 11,35 
' 

MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY 
$ 5,928 300.2 300,2 $11100.00 31, 6Li $ ,233 $ ,188 $ .002 $ , 000 19,75 24.50 

MESA, HF.SA VALLEY 
30,511 $ 183,7SO 131106,3 n4o6. 3 $1463,21 33,07 $ 13,5110 $ 6. 076 $ , 135 $ .ooo 13,71 

MINERAL, CREEDE CONS. 
$ 8. 2811 185,8 191.3 $1676, 19 30,67 $ .067 $ ,2511 $ ,002 s ,000 113,31 1,. 35 

MOF'f'AT, MOFFAT 
$ 111, 67-i 2515,3 2515,3 $11153,66 26,08 $ ,71111 $ 2,912 $ ,000 s .0511 U,ijO .11. 35 

MONTEZUMA, MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ 
s 29,562 211 ... 0 2755.8 $1LIOO,OO 31, 64 $ 2,923 $ . ,935 $ .042 s , 000 10,73 33,52 

MONTEZUMA, DOLORES 
$ 5.801 ,;65.0 501,7 $1400,00 31. 6ij s ,519 $ , 18ij $ ,008 $ , 000 11. 56 32,69 

HONTEZUMA, MANCOS 
$ 4,557 .. 30, JI 436,7 $11100.00 31. 6ll $ .-i67 $ , 11111 s ,018 $ ,000 10,43 33,82 

MONTROSE, MONTROSE 
$ 52. 1-13 &i183,0 4199,3 $1481. 11 33,47 $ "·"7'1 $ 1,7115 $ .069 $ .ooo 12,!12 31,83 

HONTROSE,·WEST ENJ 
$ 13, 180 819, 5' 832.5 $1541i,28 311,90 $ .826 s • 1160 • .0011 $ ,000 15,83 28,112 

• Ii r I I 



Table III 

PT PVIITY CITH LS ss AV ADAF. 11£ ARB MILL SE 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MORCAN, 8RIJSH 

$11440.08 25,73 $ 26,072 1372. 2 1407-,6 32,54 .$ 1,179 s , 8!18 • ,020 s .ooo T8,52 

MORGAN, rOR1 MORGAN 
2726. 8 $ 50,756 2607, 7 $1633,10 36,91 .f 2,580 s 1,873 $ ,058 s ,000 18, 61 25,611 

-~ 
'' 

MORCAN, WELnoN VALLEY 
$ 3,78\l 160, 1 169,7 $16!11. 15 37.09 $ ,138 $ , 1110 $ , · ,011 $ .ooo 22. 27 21,98 

MORGAN, WIGCIHS 
$ 10,686 ~46.1 459,7 S!688,S9 18, 16 $ • 368 $ ,1108 .$ ,013 $ .ooo 23,25 21.00 

' 
OTERO, EAST OTERO 
$ 2~.039 2513,9 2607,6 $1415,57 31,99 .. 2,890 $, ,801 $ • 081t • .000 9,60 311,6S 

OTERO, ROCKY FORD 
$ 20.189 ,~54.8 1532.J $1!117,714 32,04 $ 1,526 $ ,60 ·S • 111 • .ooo 13, 18 31, OT 

OTERO, MANZANOLA 
s 2,551 265,5 292,4 111100.00 31,64 s • 328 $ ,082 $ .011 $ .ooo 8,83 35,lt2 

O?ERO, FOWLER 
$ e.2~s 4&:..o 525,6 $1619,lll 36,60 $ ,51.19 $ • 302 $ ,017 $ .ooo 15.69 28.56 

I OTERO, CHERi\W 
---.I 
0 

$ 2,520 214.T 230,4 $1505,25 )4.02 $ • 261 $ , 086 • ,000' • .000 to. 9"' 33,31 
I 

OTERO, SW-INK 
' . 3.ai9 329,7 336.5 $1566,33 35,IHI $ • 392 $ .136 i -.001 • .ooo 11.38 32.87 

OURAY, O!JRAY 
$ 4,782 16i4. 2 176,6 $1657.03 37,115 $ .1111 $ .179 $ .001 $ .ooo 27,08 17, 17 

OURAY, RlDGWAY 
s 3,0S9 1 88, 1 188. 1 $15411.91 34,91 s ,184 $ ,107 s .ooo • ,004 16.26 27 .. 99 . 
PARK, PLATT£ CANYON 
$ 13,858 693,11 693,11 $1837 .92 .Ii,. 53 $ • 699 • ,576 $ .ooo $ ,034 19,98 211.21 

PARK, PAl!X 
3iis:a $ 31,252 348.8 $2618,80 25,94 s • 103 $ ,811 $ • 003 • .02? 89.61 1,. 35 

PHILLIPS, HOLYOKE . 
s 18,473 567,S 594,5 $1594,51 36,03 $ .282 $ ,666 $ .003 • .ooo 31.07 1]. 18 

PHILLIPS, HAXTUN 
$ 10.074 352._9 352,9 t,1775.20 40. 12 $ ,222 $ ,404 $ .016 $ .ooo 28.54 15.71 

PITKIN, ASPEN 
$ 112.511 1056,2 111/7. 8 $2152,9,2 19,68 $ .256 $ 2.215 $ .ooo $ ,000 98,03 11. 35 

r 1111r • 



Tahle III 

AV ADAE Af A Rn MILL !; f. PT PVRTY GRTH L!; ss 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PROWF.RS, GRANA:>A 

377', 3 $ 5, 1176 33ll, 5 $1 II 1 II, 86 31, 97 $ . , 359 $ ,175 $ .032 • .000 11,i. 5, 29,711 

PROWERS, LAHAR 
$ 30. 151 2082.8 2128,3 $11100,00 31. 6il $ 2.026 $ , 95"' $ , 107 $ , 000 111, 17 30,08 

PROWERS, HOLLY 
$ 7,697 ll38,9 461, 1 $15111,!15 311,22 s .o+35 $ . 263 $ ,025 $ ,000 16,69 27,56 

PROWERS, WILEY 
$ 5,1,95 235,3 2111 .1 $1505.83 34.03 s • 176 $ • 187 $ .ooo $ · . 000 22.79 21,116 

PUEBLO, PijEBLO CITY 
$ 312.299 20429,6 21303.6 $151 L60 34,16 $ 21,534 $ 10,668 $ .624 ' ,000 14.66 29.59 

PUEBLO, PUEBLO RURAL 
$ 82.282 11705.6 11120. 6 $16011. 19 36.25 $ 4,590 $ 2,9R3 $ , 056 $ .ooo 17,43 26.82 

RIO BLANCO, MEEKER • $ 2o+,223 706,9 706.9 $18611.30 110,87 $ ,328 $ .990 $ .000 $ ,000 )II. 27 11,35 

I 
RIO BLANCO~ RANGELY 

....., $ 186,864 522.9 5311. 1 $21-+3,65 5,93 $ .036 $ 1,109 $ ,000 $ ,000 3119,87 11,35 
~ 
I RIO GRANDE, DEL NORTE 

$ 12.0-18 766.8 784. it $11100.00 31. 64 s ,717 $ ,381 $ • 028 $ .ooo 15.36 28.89 

RIO GRANDE, MONTE VISTA 
$ 17, 161 139B.1 11130. 3 $11400, 00 31. 611 $ 1. 459 S · .5113 

t 
$ , 068 $ .ooo 12,00 32,25 

RIO GRANDE, SARGENT 
$ 10.351 379,2 388.6 $1878,56 42.115 $ • 291 $ , 439 s • 0111 $ ,000 26.611 17,61 

ROUTT, HAYDEN 
$ 47,579 -177.0 477_.o $2.038. 58 18.35 $ ,099 $ • 873 $ .ooo $ .ooo 99,711 11. 35 

ROUTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS~ 
$ 56,793 1363,9 1363,9 $1964,39 37,07 $ • 57!1 $ 2. 105 . $ .ooo $ .010 4 1 , 6!1 11.35 

ROUTT, SOUTH ROUTT 
s 20,570 458. 3· "158.] $2153, 17 38, 29 $ ,199 $ • 788 s ,011 $ ,004 411.69 11. 35 

SAGUACHE, MOUNTAIN VALLEY 
s -+. 207 257,8 2611. 3 $1-1)6.92 32,47 $ , 2-'3 $ ,137 $ .025 s .000 15,92 28. 33 

SAGUACHE, MOFFAT 
s 7.680 70.!i 73,6 $2623, 91 · 22. 69 $ ,019 $ .174 s .006 $ .ooo 104,JO 11. 35 

SAG1JACHE • CEMTER 
$ 9,610 6119,6 660.5 $11+00.00 31,611 $ .621 $ ,304 $ .0119 $ .ooo 111,55 29,70 

• 1 Jif711 



Table III 

Ai' A :;fl f. AF A RA MILL SF PT PVRTY GRfH LS ss ... , .................•.........••.............................••....•.......•..••..••.••.•........••..............•..•.• 
SAN J~AN, SILVERTON 
s 5.419 179.2 179,2 $230:j, 71 52. 08 $ . , 131 $ .282 $ ,000 $ • 00"5 30.211 u.01 

SAN HIG 1JEL, Tf.LLIJRIDE 
s 12.828 2,31.0 231. 0 $1887,29 28.21 $ , 0714 $ • 362 $ • 000 $ , OOl 55.5• 11. 35 

... . 
SAN MIGUEL, NORWOOD 
$ 4.850 330,5 330.5 SJJ.142.66 32,60 $ • 319 $ ,158 $ • ·• 0014 • .ooo 11t,6T 29,58 

s,H HIGUELi EGNAR 
$ 3,377 61.7 62. 1,j $1678, 66 25,6il $ .018 $ ,087 • ,000 $ .oao Sit. 12 11. 35 

SEDGWICK, JULESBURG 
s 8.680 397.0 404,3 $1702,55 )8.48 $ • 35JI • • J3ij • .007 $ .000 21."7 22,78 

SE:>CWICK, PLATTE VALLEY 
s 8.488 277,2 282,9 $1803, 17 140,75 s • 161t $ • )lt6 $ ,002 • ,000 30.00 14. 2'i 

SUMH IT, S1JMMIT 
s 1)8,263 1174,6 1174,6 $2151,R7 16.67 s ,222 $ 2. 305 $ .ooo $ .020 117, 72 11.35 

TELLER, CRIPPLE CREEK-VIC. 
s 13.016 261.5 261t,6 $1817 .·29 JO. 02 s .090 $ ,391 $ .009 $ .oo, l,j9. 19 11. 35 

T[LLER, WOODLAND PARK 
I s 2~.708 1305. l,j 1305,14 $14Li2,73 32,60 s 1. 078 s • 806 • • 000 $ .OLJO 18.9) 25.]2 

--...:i 
N 
I WASHINGTON, AKRON 

$ 16,291 495.2 498.8 $1556.99 35,19 s ,203 $ , 573 • • 005 $ .ooo 32.66 11.59 
" WASHINGTON, ARICKAREE 

s 13,773 135. Li 151.5 $2262.33 22.12 $ , 038 $ .305 • .005 s .000 90.92 11.35 

WASHINGTON, OTIS 

• 6. 577 168.9 189,0 $1707.18 36,99 s ,079 s ,243 $ .0011 • .ooo ]Li, 80 11.35 

WASHINGTON, LONE STAR 
$ 2,974 52. Li 52, l,j $3359,79 49,30 $ • 029 s • 1147 $ .001 $ .OLJO 56.80 11.35 

WASHINGTON, WOODLIN 
$ 14.516 129. 3 140. 4 $2523, 00 21.98 $ .035 $ ,319 • ,002 $ .000 103,42 11.35 

WELD, GILCREST 
s 57.585 1638,7 16i1Li. 2 $1oi26,71 30,77 $ .SH $ 1,772 $ ;027 $ .00() 35.02 11 • 35 

WELD, EATON 
s 20.559 1092,3 1104.0 $1432,31 32, 37 s .916 s .665 $ • 048 $ .000 18.62 25,63 

WEL.>, KEENESBURG 
s 1+7.560 1320.9 1366.8 $1400.00 30,34 $ • 471 $ 1,443 $ .026 $ • 000 3~.80 11, 35 

,.. 

Iii In: 
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Table III 

AV AJ/\F. (\f AllD MILL sr PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WEI..D, WINJSOR 
$ 92, 150 1221.s· 1227, 8 $1825,84 21.13 s . , 294 s 1,947 s • 006 $ ,017 '15,05 11,35 

WELD I JOii NS TOWN 
s 15, 41 ii 1083. 1 1097,9 $1529,37 34,56 $ 1,146 $ ,533 $ ,018 s ,000 14, 04 30,21 

WELD, CflEELEY 
$ 187. '185 9401,6 9528,2 $1529,25 34,56 $ 8,081 

~. 
$ 6,490 s .no s .ooo 19,71 21.1,54 

WELD, PLATTE V~LLEY 
$ 15,31-ll 673, 0 889,2 $1671. 32 37, 77 $ ,908 $ I 578 $ .026 $' ,000 17,22 27,03 -
WELD, FORT LUPTON 
$ 76,201 1642,9 1642,9 $1542,31 . 26. 72 $ • <11)8 $ 2,036 $ , 039 $ ,000 46,38 ·11,35 

~ELD, AULT-HIGHLAND 
s 16.918 822. 1 853,9 $1626,34 36,80 $ ,768 s ,623 $ ,023 $ .ooo 19.81 2if. "" 

I .WELD, BRIGCSDAL£ 
--I $ 3,010 85,5 87,7 $2092.19 45, 83 $ .046 $ , 138 s .002 s ,000 311.32 11, 35 ~ 

I 

WELD, PRAil'IJE 
s 5.863 100.5 111,. 8 $2000.54 32. 05 $ • 042 $ , 1RB s ,005 $ .ooo 51,07 11,35 

WELD, GROVER 
$ 3,762 125, 1 131. !I $1916, 13 43,30 $ .0A9 $ , 163 s .005 s .,ooo 28.63 15,62 

YUHA, WEST YUMA 
s 32.910 1081.4 1081,4 $1794,75 40.56 ' ,606 $ , • 335 $ .011 .S .ooo J0.43 13.82 

YUHA, EAST YlJHA 
$ 27,721 864,ij 864.7 $150<1.36 3.4. 00 $ • 3'5 !I $ ,9 .. 2 $ ,008 s .ooo 32,06 12. 19" 

-·············~···························•·i••···•·1••••1••··························•i••··••1••······················· AV ADAE AF. ARR HILL SF. PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss •......... , ...•......•.......••••••......•••....•..............•••.•......•••..•..••.•••..•••.••..••••••.•.•••••..•.•••• 
STATE TOTA.LS 
$1?177,654 523447,3 531357.8 $1687,08 37,02 .$482. 654 $413. 791 · . $ 8,501 $ 2.193 21.04 20,86 

■ 1; l! 
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Table IV 

PROPOSEn School Finance Act -- 1980 

Ass~tions: lliarantee = $48.16; Minimum = $11. 35; 
ninrum ARB= $1,600; ARB Increase= $140. 

.. 

AV A:->J\E /IE f1Rn Ml LL SE PT PVRTY GRTII LS SS 
******~X~**••***•****************************•***••••••••••·•••·········••···•··•·••·····•·•·••t•••·····••········•··••t 
A:::>/IM.S, MAPL.ETON 
$ 103,510 5066,3 5192,3 $1853,43 38,48 · ) 5,640 $ 3.984 $ ,030 $ .ooo 19,94 28.22 

ADAMS, t:ORTHGLENN 
$ 190.R66 19176.1 19176.1 $1732.74 

ADAMS, COMMERCE CITY 
$ 91.404 5.;12.6 • ·. 5637,1 $1838,59 

A ;)J\M s I Fl RI CH TON 
S 77,022 3818.8 3865.2 $1869,45 

AD/IMS, BENNETT 
$ 12.209 460.5 460.5 $1787.eo 

ADAMS, STRASBURG 
$ 20.922 385.0 387.6 $1872.82 

A.>AMS, WESTMI NSTER 

35,98 $ 26.360 $ 6.867 $ ,000 $ 

38.18 $ 6,875 $ 3.489 $ .205 $ 

38.82 $ 4.236 $ 2,990 $ ,020 $ 

37. 12 $ · • 370 $ ,453 $ ,009 $ 

, 165 

.ooo 

.ooo 

,000 

28.67 $ ,126 $ .600 $ • 006 $ • ood 

$ 156.447 12917.6 13399.4 $1765,72. · 36,66 $17,924 $ 5,736 $ ,044 $ .000 

ALAMOS/I, ALAMOSA 
~ 41.063 2188.9 2198.4 $1617,50 · 

ALAMOSA, SANGRE DEC~ISTO 
$ 5~937 248.1 251.8 $1600.00 

ARAPAHOE, ENGLEWOO:::> . 
$ 113,494 37-i0.1 3877.0 $1990,85 

ARAPAHOE, SHERIDAN 
$ 28.177 1587,2 1651,4 $1896,73 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
$ 402.793 20032,6 20032,6 $2089,60 

ARAPAHOE, LITTLETON 
$ 268.426 16491,7 16563,8 $1742,34 

ARAPAHOE, JEER TRAIL 
$ 22.012 106.8 118.0 $2781.65 

ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
$ 294.062 20321:9 20321.9 $1898.44 

ARAPAHOE, BYERS 
$ 11.414 324 . 6 332 . 0 $1875.83 

ARCHULETA, ARCHULETA 
~ ?~ - ~1R Q<;<; _ ? Q<;<; _ ? 11600 . 00 · 

33,59 $ 2,177 . $ 1.379 $ .063 $ ,000 

33,22 $ ,206 $ .197 $ .010 $ . • ooo 

41,34 $ 3,027 $ ll,692 $ .080 $ 

39,38 $ 2.023 $ 1.110 $ ,016 $ 

, 000 

.ooo 

43,39 $ 24.383 $17,477 $ · ,000 $ 1,162 

36,18 $ 19,149 $ 9,711 $ .ooo $ ~000 · 

14.06 . $ ,019 $ ,309 $ ,003 $ .ooo 

39,42 $26,988 $ 11.592 $ ,000 $ .ooo 

38,95 $ ,178 · $ ,445 $ -.005 $ .ooo· 

·n.22 · $ .6llll $ .884 $ ,007 $ · .010 

9,95 

16. 21 

1,9, 93 

26,51 

53,98 

11.68 

18, 68 

23,58 

29, 27 

17,06 

20, 11 

16.21 

186,li9 

1 4, 47 

38. 21 . · 

31,95 

28.23 

21.65 

11.35 . 

36,48 

29,ll8 

2ll,58 

18.89 

31, 10 

28.05 

31,95 

11.35 

33,69 

13,78 

27,87 20.29 



Table IV 

AV ADAE AF flRR t-1T LL SF. PT PVRTY GRTH 
, 

LS ss 
··-·j······························•·*••········ ·· ·················· ··································~················· BACA, WALSH 
$ 12,377 371.7 . 3 89. 1 $1671,79 34.71 $ .221 $ .430 $ .010 • $ .000 31.81 · 16. 35 

BACA, PRITCHETT 
$ 4,31-l . 83. 7 88.6 $2072,4ll 34,51 $ • 035 $ .149 $ .003 $ .000 48.70 11,35 

BACA, SPRINGFIEl,D ~ 

$ 11. .j 11 525.6 525 ·. 6 $1659,31 34.45 $ .479 $ • 393 $ .008 $ .ooo 21.71 26.45 

BACA, VILAS 
=> 4. 139 104. 7 104.7 $2417,15 -47.51 $ .056 $ .197 $ .001 $ .003 39.53 11.35 

BACA, CAMPO 
$ 3. 112 127.6 130,8 $1649,32 34.25 $ • 109 $ .107 ·s .003 $ .ooo 23.80 24,36 

BENT, LAS ANIMAS 
$ 13,035 937,6 958.3 $1610,79 33.45 $ , 1. 108 $ .436 $ • 047 $ .ooo 13.60 311.56 

BENT, MCCLAVE 
$ 7.878 199.7 201.8 $1875.14 37,22 $ .085 $ • 293 . $ .005 ' $ • 000 39.03 11. 3·5 

BOIJL:>ER' ST. VRAIN VALLEY 
$ 213.812 141118.3 141118,3 $1700.27 35,30 $ 16,966 $ 7.549 .$ .ooo $ . ooo 14.83 33,33 

BO\JL::>ER, BOULDER VALLEY 
I 

$ 497,661 21158.6 21300,9 $1909,12 39,64 $ 20,938 $ 19,728 $ .000 $ · .ooo 23,36 21f.80 
-...J 

°' CHAF:FEE, BUENA VISTA I 
$ 21. 885 1 051 . 9 1073. 4 $1600.00 33,22 $ ,990 $ , 727 $ .002 $ .ooo 20. 39 27. 77 . 

CHAFFEE, SALIDA 
$ 27.040 1349,9 1370.4 $1600,00 33,22 $ 1. 294 $ .898 $ .013 $ · • 000 19 , 73 28.43 

CHEYENNE, KIT CARSON . 
$ 8 . 936 103,8 110, 1 $3190,61 3ll,50 $ . • 043 $ .308 $ • 005 $ .ooo 81. 14 ., 1. 35 

CHEYENNE, CHEYENNE WELLS 
:> 1.j, 108 237,4 250.2 $1959,30 28,93 $ • 082 $ .408 $ • 006 $ .000 56,38 11.35 

CHEYENNE, ARAPAHOE 
$ ij. 752 68.7 69.2 $3093,65 38.68 $ ,030 $ • 1£14 $ ~002 $ .ooo 68.63 11,35 

CLEAR CREEK, CLEAR CREEK 
$ 58,339 · 119a.3 1198,3 $1906.29 31. 75 $ ,432 $ 1.852 $ .ooo $ .ooo 48 , 69 11,35 

CONEJOS, NORTH CONEJOS 
$ 8.031 1153,0 1168.5 $1600 .-oo · 33. 22 $ 1. 603 $ .267 $ • 059 $ .000 6.87 41 • 29 

CONEJOS, SANFORD · 
$ 2.808 333,2 333,2 $1600,00 33.22 $ .440 $ .093 $ .016 • $ .ooo 8,43 39.73 
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Table IV 

AV t,. D/1 F /\E A RA HILL Sf PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
······················~·············•1••················································································ CO~EJOS, SO~TH CO~EJOS 
$ 5. 162 712,7 731.3 f.1600.00 3 3, 22 $ , 99 9 $ • 17 1 s .077 s • 000 7,06 1n. 10 

COSTlLLA, CENTENNIAL 

' 12.332 6<15.2 645.2 $1600.00 3),22 $ • 623 $ • '"10 $ • 0-13 $ • 000 19. 11 29,05 

• COSTILLA, SIER~A· C~AN~E 
$ 15..055 305.0 305,0 $1819,37 29,97 $ • 1 0-1 j • 1.151 $ • 010 $ .002 49,36 11. 35 

CROWLEY, C~OWLEY 
s 11. 57 4 i.i59, lj 500, 1 tl600,00 33.n $ , ll 16 $ • 385 $ ,02\ " ,000 23,114 25.02 

CUSTER, CONSOLIJATED 1 
$ 12.11-.7 267, 3 267,3 $176-4.01 30,ll6 $ .092 $ ,379 $ .001 $ .oo~ I.I 6 I 57 11. 35 

DELTA, Dft1A 
$ 52,998 3976,8 3976,8 $1600.00 33.22 $ il.602 $ 1. 751 $ .097 $ .000 13, 33 314.83 

DE NVEii I :JE NVE R 
$ 21<16,411 60892.7 63162.8 $2238, 38 46, li8 $ 111,622 $ 99,761 $ 3,4'5'4 $ • 000 . 33. 98 14, 18 

I 
---1 

:JOLORES, DOLCRES ....., 
I $ 8.610 391. 1 396. 1 $161!7.16 3'4,20 $ • 358 $ , 29!1 $ .001 $ .ooo 2L7ij 26,!12 

DOUOLAS, OOIJCLAS .. 102,925 6219,il 62 19 .• LI $17011,79 35,l!O $ 6.959 $ 3.6~] s .ooo $ , 2ij 4 16.55 31.61 

EIIGI..E, Er.CLE· 
$ I 11 • 31}4 1661. 6 1667,6 $2~20.28 3C,97 ,. . SM $ 3,1450 $ • 007,. $ .ooo 66.80 11.35 

ELBEnT, ELIZABETH 
$ 9.6$9 720,2 120.2 $1695,69 3 5. 21 s ,fl81 $ ,340 $ .ooo t, .003 n. 41 3!1.75 

EL8£RT, KIOWA 
$ ·L 991 178. 7 178.7 $210.'.i,79 IIJ,70 s .158 $ • Z18 ' • 000 $ .001.1 27,9] .20.23 

ELBtRl, BJG SANDY 
$ 5,835 231. 8 2113.9 $1675.2<1 34,78 $ ,206 $ ,203 $ .003 $ ,000 23,92 2'4. 211 

ELBERT I ELDERT 
$ 2,291 150.7 150,7 $1 660. 1 8 34.47 s .171 $ .079 s .ooo $ .000 15,20 32,96 

ELBERT, AGATE 
$ s . .:.(15 32,7 36,8 $3056.03 19,31 s ,008 $ . ,o~ • .001 $ .ooo .1'16,93 11.35 

EL PAS0 1 CALHAN 
$ -..039 285,6 286,8 $ \ 654. 61 311. 36 t .336 $ • 139 s , 003 $ .ooo 1 ~. 08 34,08 

EL PASO, HA~RISON 
3S.22 $ 82.896 6368.8 6ijQ3,8 - $1600.00 33, 22 s 7, ij92 s 2,75~ * ,010 $ .ooo 12,94 

•11 lllr:11 



Table IV 

~ If r, 'Ji', E A E fl R~ MlLL ~ f' PT PVIITY CRTH LS ss 
•illftt,•••·•••••••*•••••••••tllllllttllRl•••••••••••••••••••••••••••1•llll.lt•ltltlllllllflllflllfllll•1JII.Jffll.ll·•· 

EL PASD, ~lJEFJELJ 
$ 52,961 6719,7 6B20. 0, $HOO.CO 33,22 $ 9. 152 $ 1,759 • • O.'.IR $ .ooo 1.11 40.39 

E~ Pisa, fO~XfA(ti 
$ , ... 868· 3021,8 3084,ij $1600,00 33,22 $ 4 • .'.14 1 $ '~9.:i s .ou • .ooo Ii. 62 43,3&1 

EL PASQ, COLORAJO SPRINGS 
$ SH, 561 30~13.B 30992.7 $1660.32 3ii, 118 S 31. 546 $ \9,911 ' .• 281 $ ,000 ,e.6ij .29.52 

EL P,\SO, CltE'tEtHJ E 11, HI. 
$ 6Q,')07 1723,l 1763, 8. $2~42~2J -.6. 56 $ 1. '19 • Z,83b • • 000 $ , 000 314,53 13.63 

E~ P~SO, MANITOU SPGS. 
., 20.~?6 1038.9 1057. 6 $16~<1.f!f. Jii. 15 $ 1,0J6 $ .10~ s , 009 $ ,000 19.111 28.69. .. 
El. PASO, ACADEHY 
$ 56.678 ""'" 3. 6 

<l4il].6 $1600,00 33,22 s 5,227 $ 1,B83 $ . ,000 $ ,000 12.76 35,110 

EL PASO, fL~Icorr 
$ -+. 515 338.3 342,5 $160u,OO 33.22 $ , 398 $ , 150 $ .001 $ .ooo 13.18 3 II .·98 

EL PASO, PEYroN 
$ 3,279 231.a 231, 8 $1fl<Jil,92 39,35 $ ,310 s ,129 $ • 000 I .002 HI, 15 3". 01 

EL PASO, P.ANOVE~ 
$ " ... 92 56.2 58.2 $2332, 34 26,36 $ .017 s , 1 1 8 $ ,000 $ .000 77. 13 11.35 

I 
--...i EL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER ::c 
I $ 23.65-. 1 t 09. 3 1109. 3 $172 1 • ~9 35, 75 s 1 • 0611 $ , fl&l6 $ .ooo ' ,000 2),)2 26.81' 

EL PASO, FALCON 
$ 1 ... 253 1269. 5 1269,5 $169B • .22 35.26 s. 1. 652 s , 501' s .000 s ,053 11.26 36,90 

EL PASO, DISON 
$ 1.9~5 2],9 26.2 $3023.62 35,35 s , 011 $ ,069 $ ,002 t ,000 7i6, 18 11.35 

EL PASO, MlA~I-YOD£H 
$ ].668 12-1. 3 129.2 $1919,71 39,86 $ • 102 s ,H6 s ,000 $ .ooo 28,110 19,76 

F"RE/1O/JT, C,HWN C nr 
i· -i-.. 991 3211. 2 3236.8 $1600.00 33.22 $ 3. 68ij $ 1. 1195 $ , 048 $ , 000 13.90 3Ji,26 

FREMCNT, FLO~ENCE · 
$ 27.581 1'193,0 1517,5 $1600.00 33.22 $ 1 , 512 $ . ,,6 $ .01.0 $ , 000 18, 18 29,98 

FRE~ONT, COTOPAXI· . 
$ 7. 733 1 RS. 9 185.CJ $2229.53 112, 11 $ , OR9 $ • 326 $ • Ql)O t • 0011 lf1.S9 11.JS 

CAiffIED, RCA RING f'ORK 
$ 7~.970 3097. 1 3 097. 1 $1600.:JO 33.22 :, 2 .1165 $ 2.#91 $ • 000 $ , 000 24. 21 23.95 

I 1111-~ 
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Table IV 

/IV I\ ;}f\ E r\F. AilB MILL SF PT "PVR TY GRTH LS ss 
···~·~·-····-·-························-·········~··································•·1••······························· GARF1ELJ, GARFIElJ 
s · 22.60i 1 ') 1 3, 2 1513,2 $1756,02 36,46 $ 1.P33 $ ,824 $ • 054 $ .ooo 111,9q 33,22 

GARFIELO, CRAND VALLEY 
$ -1,897 1,31,2 140,7 t:2352,80 il8,8S $ ,092 $ , 239· $ .001 $ , 000 3i..eo ,;. 36 

► 
GILPIN, GILPIN CO. 
$ 8. 13-1 3il2, 1 3il2. 1 $2757,99 57,27 $ ,478 $ .i.66 s I •• OO'J $ ,076 23,78 . 2ij, 38 

GRANJ, WEST CRlND 
$ -l8.973 .:.011. 2 ij 16. 0 $2036,97 16, 17 $ .076 $ ,792 $ ,000 $ ,000 117, 73 11,35 

GRANJ, FAST GRANJ 
$ '19.068 815,3 e2'1,1 $20<+1.1,70 2!1. 86 $ ,270 $ 1. &I 16 $ , 003 $ ,000 59,50 11.35 

GUNNISON, C~NNJSON WATERSHD 
$ 28.919 1228. 1 1259,9 $16!19,111 35,07 $ 1.1111 $ 1. 011' $ ,005 $ .000 22.95 25,21 

HINSDALf, HINSDALE 
I 

$ 5. 598 12:+. 8 124.8 $1600.00 28.i.6 $ , 0-10 $ ,159 $ ,000 $ ,017 ijij. 87 11,35 
--..J ,.o HUERF/INO, ~ijERFAUO 

I $ 15.318 1 0~ 3, S 1 0117. 1 $16'-13,99 34, lit $ 1,199 s .523 $ • 075 $ ,000 , ... 63 33,53 

HUERFANO, LA VETA 
$ 5.-183 159,8 172,7 $16il2.111 Jij. 10 $ .097 $ , 187 $ ,006 s· ,000 31,75 16,ij1 

JACKSON, NORTH PARK 
$ 17. 195 i+75,5 475,5 $168ll. l6 311. 97 $ • 199 $ .601 $ , 000 s ,000 36, 11 11,99 

JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON 
$ 1561, 1140 78186.:i 78186.4 $1870,37 38,{14 t A5,60fl $ 60,629 $ ,000 $ ,546 19,97 28,\9 

KIOWA, El'IOS 
$ 11. 411 b 279.1 292, 1 .$1835,eO 36,40 $ • 121 ,$ • ll 16 $ , 000 $ .ooo 39,09 11,35 I 

KIOWA' PLA IN°VlEW 
$ . 8.279 A:i .5 91,9 $236"<, 15 23,31 $ ,02ij $ , 193 • , 001 $ .ooo 90,07 11,35 

KIT CARSON, FLAGLER 
$ oi,980 1 65. 1 113.3 $1852.34 , 38, ij6 $- ,129 $ ,192 ·s .006 • .ooo 28,74 19, ij2 

KIT CARSON, SEI0ERT · s . 3,237 79,6 86.7 $2066.50 <12, ljij $ ,0112 $ , 137 * I 003 $ .ooo 37,3<1 11.35 

KIT CARSO~ I VONA 
$ 2. 64)(1 .. 2. 7 ;.5, 8 $25311,30 36,62 $ ,01~ $ .097 $ , 002 s ,000 57.85 11,35 

KIT CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6,283 220.9 234,5 $1755,11~ 36. 115 $ • 1fl3 $ ,229 $ .ooo $ .ooo 26,79 21. 37 

. 

■ 1: Ill 



Table IV 

!, V A;JAF, AF. (\fl[] MJLL :; f, PT PVilTY G ii !iii LS ss 

···•·-•··'·····················································································-························· KIT c,R~OH, DETHUNE 
s 3,579 t2,:+.4 124,4 .tlf.90,98 39,26 t ,095 $ . ,,., $ .001 $ .K!J 211.76 19.40 

klt CAR~ON, BURLINGTON 
$ 2~. 589 996.0 999,0 $1600.00 33,22 t, • fl-f8 s ,750 f .010 s -~O 22.61 25,55 

LA'kE, LAk'E CO 
$ 103,890 1818.1 1878,6 $2000,22 30,01 $ , (140 $ 3,118 $ . • 006 $ • :N'IO 55,30 11.35 

. U PLATA, ·::mt ANGO 

. $ 76,985 3356, 9 343'4,2 $1627,69 33,80 $ 2,988 $ 2,602 s ,060 $ .ao.:i 22.42 25,71f 

LA PLATA, BAYFIEL~ 
$ 12, 10-1 634.2 634.2 $1600.00 33,22 $ • Ii 1J $ • .11.02 .. • OOJ s . e-n 19,08 29,08 

LA PLATA, IGNACIO 
$ 10,727 996.7 996,7 $1600.00 )3.22 $ 1, 23fl s • 356 $ • -102 s .~:J 10.76 37,40 

LARIMER, PO!JDRE 
$ 259,552 135•'7.9 13547,9 $1847.08 38,35 S 15.069 $ 9,955 s ,017 • .C"~ 19, 16 29.00 

LARIMER, nJOMPSON 
$ 17<l. 960 9(,10,5 9610.5 $1600.00 33.22 $ 9,564 $ 5,813 $ .ooo s ,1,:--1,9 18.21 29,95 

LARIMER, PARK (ESTES J>ARX) 
$ i.6.856 1165. 5 1165,5 $1!\05.71 35,03 s • 463 $ 1,6-11 s .000 $ .012 .110.20 1t,35 

I 
00 LAS ANIMAS, TRINTOAO 0 
I $ 16.718 H!62. 8 1883,4 $'1600,00 33,22 $ 2,458 $ .555 $ .138 $ . ~:) 8.88 39.28 

LAS ANIMAS, PRIHERO REORC. 
$ 9. 110 196. 1 207,9. $18]7.<11 33,30 $ ,079 $ .303 $ , OTJI s .ooo '13,82 11.35 

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG I ,. 6. 35il 309.9 318,7 $1600.00 33,22 $ ,299 $ .211 s .012 $ .~JO 19, 9-t 28.22 

LAS ANIMAS, AC~ILAR REORC, 
$ 3,632 2~3.0 2113.0 $1600.00 33.22 $ ,268 s .121 $ ,013 s , l'1..'0 111.911 33.22 

LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON REORC. 
$ 2,598 51. 6. 56,4 $2475,22 -13, 13 $ ,028 $ .112 $ .oo.i s .OtlO .li6. O'I 11, 35 

LAS ANIMAS, KIH REORG. 
$ -1.-111 113. 6 115,8 $2361.20 ot7,75 $ • 063 $ • 211 $ ,005 ·S • l,)(h) 38.09 11.35 

LIN COLN, HIJGO 
$ 7,252 183.7 190,8 $1785,68 36, 18 $ ,078 $ .262 $ .006 $ • 000 38.00 11.35 

LINCOLN, LIMON 
$ 11. 139 425.~ .:i51.-o · $1600.00 33,22 $ .)61 $ • 370 $ .0014 s .01,)0 2.q,37 23,79 

Ii U~~ 
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Table IV 

f, V .~ :-.iA t AF. A il!l ;, iLL ;, f PT PVRTY CRTH LS ss 
.... ,.,.~ ......... , ................ *•··············•1••································································· LIN:::ou;, GENOt, 
i J. tJ9 <I 75.J 75,4 .s:,no.se 36,C.~ ., .031 $ • 11 3 $ ,002 t, .o::io ~ 1, 01 11, 35 

L lHC rlLt1, K /\ RVA L 
$ :,.'Wl fl6. 1 88.5 $1857,64 31+.fl8 s ,035 $ . 129 $ ,002 $ .ooo ll 1 , 90 11. 35 

LHJCOLN I /\RilI0A 
s 11. 3~0 ,;0.6 5<.l, 3 $212!1,:j] 25.07 $ ,017 t .109 $ · , 003 $ .ooo 73.40 11. 35 · 

tOCAN, VALLEY 
t, '/6.9'(2 3362.0 3 3 9'-1, 9 $1737,37 36,07 ~ 3, 121 ' 2. 777 $ ,770 $ • 000 22. 67 25,49 

LO Cf, ll, f itEl:C t1M AN 
s 5. 5'{6 211 , '-I 220,6 $1815,58 37,70 t • 190 $ , 210 $, , 007 $ .ooo 25,27 22, 89 · 

LOGA 11, fl'IFF' ALO 
$ 1.10 .. 256,2 267, 3 $1691.58 15, 12 ~ • 1 e2 $ ,271 $ ,003 $ .000 28. 82 19, 3!1 

I 
LOGAN, PLA TEii U 

00 $ 7. 3,:>;j 14 9, 3 1 i.,9. B $2662,90 .:i:i. 20 $ • 075 $ • 324 $ , 002 $ .ooo ll8,Q0 11 ;35 
..... 

I MES/\, ~rn fQIJE 
$ 6. 97 ti 108.2 11·2.s $2441.78 33. 28 $ , O:.t 3 $ .2)2 $ ·,002 $ .000 62.01 11. 35 

MESA, PLATEAU VRLLFY 
t 6. 165 309.0 J·J9. a ~ 1 600, 00. 33,22 $ ,290 $ .205 $ ,002 t .ooo 19,96 28,20 

MESA, ~FSA VA~LE? 
$ 102. 93-:" :3723.5 1)723,5 $1603,2'1 33,29 $ 15.579 $ 6,423 $ .• 129 ,$ ,000 14.06 3il. 10 

HIUEil,~L. Ci!H:!E CO/.."S, 
.$ S. 615 1 h. 9 185.8 $1816.19 31, Li6 $ ,066 $ • 271 l ,002 s • 000 46.37 11,35 

XOHH, ~,)ffAT 
$ 116.1 .. 1 269·). 5 2690.5 t1600.00 29,35 s • 896 i ).Li09 s ,000 $ • 06il ilJ.11 11. 35 

MO~rrz~~•. MCNTEZU~A-CORTfZ 
$ 3,. ;.• .. o 2672,9 27lit. 3 $1600.00 33-, 22 $ 3,312 $ 1. 031 . f , 04 3 s .ooo , 1 ..... 36.72 

MONTEZ ;:u, XLCH~ 
$ 6 • .;S 1 ;,f.:1,S -.85.2 $1600.00 33,22 $ ,SH $· .202 $ ,008 $ • 000 12.55 35,61 

MONTE:'..'~~.~. "'n.:.:s 
s ... ,135 .. 3;.. 3 "3,.. 3 .$\600.00 33,22 $ ,536 $ ,159 $ ,018 $ .ooo 11. 02 37, 14 

MONTJ;,.~SE, ~.)JGilwi.: 
$ 55.z:'2 -.lf.6,9 .;. 1 B3. l $1621. 11 ·33. 66 $ 4,921 $ 1. 860 s ,069 $ .000 13.21 314,95 

HON.HOSE:, VES, rs::> 
$ 1J,'i10 !22, 1 622. 1 $1684. 28 314,97 $ ,ll96 $ , 489 • .004 $ ,000 16.99 31.17 

• Ii 'ill 



Table IV 

AV ADAF Ar, Aim ~ILL SF PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
··•illlllflll•tllll.lllliflllll*lllllllllllfllllJl~IIIIIJllllllllflfllflllllffffl.lJlllfffllilllfllllfflllllllllllllllll 

MOilGA t,,, !lRUSH 
$ 27,636 13oill. 6 1372.4 $1600.00 33, 22 .$ 1,278 $ ,918 $ ,021 i .ooo 20. 14 28.02 

HORGAN, FORT MORGAN 
$ 52.787 2518,7 2608.8 $1773,10 36."'2 $ 2.6~2 $ 1. 943 $ • 060 $ .ooo 20.23 27-93 

MORGAN, WELDON VALLEY 
$ 3-931 152, 1 160,3 ~171\1, 15 36,96 $ , 140 t, • 1 Jll;i $ · , 017 $ .ooo ZJl.52 23,64 

MORGAN, WIGGINS 
$ I 1. 11ii il32, 9 >lil6, 3 $1828,59 37,tJT $ • J9i4 $ .1i1n • .013 $ .000 24,90 23,26 

OTERO, FAST OTERO 
$ 26,0~1 2-1!11,2 251Jl,5 $1600, 00 33,22 s 3, 1':i8 $ ,MS * ,085 $ ,000 10,16 37, 80 · 

OTERO, ROCKY FORJ 
$ 20,997 1 387, 3 , .. 55,9 $1600.00 33,22 t 1,632 • ,698 s , 112 $ ,000 14,42 33,74 

OTERO, ~ Al:Z A NOLA 
f 2,68.:i 2 .. 1. 4 266,3 $160~.oo B,22 $ , 337 $ • OR9 • ,012 g .oqo 10,0R 38,08 

OTERO, FOWLER 
$ 8.575 1+51, 4 ilR➔ .e :,1759,41 36,53 $ ,5ll0 $ ,313 $ .ou $ ,000 17,69 30,47 

OTERO, Cl-lEilAW 
I $ 2,621 205,6 214,8 $161t5,25 34. 16 t :0 

, 264 $ , 090 $ .ooo $ ,000 12,20 35,96 
N 
I OTERO, SWlNK 

$ 3,982 J,n., 329,8 $1708, 33 35,47 $ ,ii22 $ , 141 -$ , 007 $ ,000 12. 07 36,09 

01Jil AY I 01/R A y 
$ -+,973 157. I+ 1M,3 $1797,03 37, 31 ;: .110 $ • Hl6 $ ,001 • .ooo 30,27 17.69 

OURAY I RJJGWAY 
$ 3, 161 200,6 200,6 $1681.,91 3-1. 99 $ , 227 $ , 1 1 1 $ , 000 $ .005 15,86 32.30 

PARK, PLATTE CANYON 
$ 1 !I • ., 1 ;:! 765,1 765,1 $197'1,92 41, 07 $ ,922 $ ,592 $ ,000 $ ,040 18. 8'1 29,32 

PARK, PARK 
$ 32,,02 368,3 3e.s. 3 t2758,fl() 29.03 $ • 128 $ , 9113 $ ' .002 $ ,032 83,70 11,35 

PHJLLIPS, HOLYOKF. 
$ 19.212 5 .. 7.0 567,8 $17)4.51 36.02 $ ,293 s ,692 $ ,004 $ ,000 33,83 14. 33 

PHILLIPS, HAXTUN 
$ 10. 4'{1 359.6 359,6 :, 1915, 20 39, 77 $ ,272 $ ,417 $ .016 s ,000 29, 14 19,02 

PITKIN, ASPEN 
$ 11 il. 761 1006,8 1057.0 $2292,92 19, 12 :!' ,229 $ 2,194 $ .ooo $ ,000 108,57 11,35 

.. & 

,J ,.J . "w...· ~ ~ ----111 < 
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Table IV 

/1 V I, ;JI\ E AF. rlim MILL ~f' PT PVRTY . CRTH LS ss 
·········-···············-·······•·1••·•·*·············································································· PriOWEk~ 1 GRANA~A 
$ 5.'586 308. 2 335. 3 $1600,00 33, 22 $. ,351 $' • 1B6 $ .03z $ .ooo 16.66 31,50 . 
PROWERS, LAMAR 
$ 31.056 2o;i6.7 2oe3.o $1600,00 33,22 $ 2,301 i 1,032 $ .,01 s .ooo 11t. 91 33.25 

PROWEi!S, r!OLLY 
$ 7,928 ~19,9 439,2 $1651L i.iS 3i..35 $ • 454 $ .212 $ ·• 025 s .ooo 18,05 30.,1 

PROWERS, WILEY 
$ 5,660 229,5 235,3 $1645.83 311. 17 $ • \'.)-1 $ • 191 s , 000 s .ooo 2:i.06 24. 10 

PUEBLO, P1Jl!81..0 CITY 
$ 32;,,791 19fi<}J.4 20438,8 $165\,60 3.11.29 $ 22,618 $ 11 , 13A s .636 $ .ooo 15,89 32.27 

PUEBLO, P1JEIJ.LO ilURAL 
$ 85.57-i ;,12s.B ll725.8 f.17-lii. 19 36,22 $ 5,lli3 $ 3,099 $ , 056 $ .ooo 1 R.11 30.05 

RIO BLANCO, MEEKER 
$ 25. l 92 n.:..s 721.i, S $200;.,30 <i l, 62 $ , 4011 $ . 1. 0lf8 $ , 000 $ .ooo. 34. 77 13.39 

• RIO BLANCO, RANGELY 
00 $ 192 • .:.10, 51 l, 9 523.0 t:?283. 65, 6.02 $ .036 $ t. 159 $ • 001 $ .000 368.03 11. 35 v-1 
I 

RIO GRANDE, ~EL NORTE 
$ 12. ◄ 10 7;i9. 5 766,9 $1600.00 33,22 $ .815 $ • ru2 $ ,028 $ .ooo 16.18 31,98 

RIO CRANjE, MOMfE VISTA 
s \7.676 1366.6 1398,3 $1600,00 33, 22 $ 1,659 $ ·.587 $ .069 $ .ooo 12. 61li 3S,52 

RIO GRA~JE, SARGENT 
$ l:.J.662 370, 1 379,3 $2018.56 1n. 91 $ ,319 $ .11117 $ ,014 $ .oao 28. 11 20.05 

il01JTT, HAYDEN ' $ 49.-i82 491,6 491.6 $2178.58 19.45 $ • 109 $ .962 $ .ooo $ .000 100.66 t,. 35 

ROIJTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS, 
$ 59.065 1417.7 1~17.7 $2104,39 39,70 $ • 639 $ 2,345 $ .ooo $ .011 ~ 1. 66 11. 35 

ROUTT, SOUTH ROUTT 
$ 21.393, i.+76.9 ~76,9 $2293. l7 :io.ao $ ,221 $ ,873 $ .010 $ • 005 '44'. ij6 11.35 

SAGIJACnc' MOIJNTA IN VAL.LEY 
$ :..315 251,5 257.9 $1600.00 33.22 $ • 267 $ • 1lt5 $ • 025 $ .000 16.97 31'. 19 

SAGUACHE, ~CFFAT 
$ 7.987 67,8 7 0. Ii .f.2763.91 22. 16 t ,OHi $ .177 $ .006 $ .ooo 113 ... 0 11,35 

S~GUAC~E. CENTEn 
$ 9.S95 638-9 649. T. $160D,00 33,22 $ .701 $ .332 $ .049 $ .ooo 15,38 3~.78 

•1; 1

11 



- Table IV 

A:iH AE J\RB !'ILL SF PT PVRTY CRTH LS s~ ;, V 

··················~······························-······································································ SAN J~Att, SILVER?CH 
$ 5,636 1 9:J • 1 190. 1 1:2.:.-.ii. 71 50.76 $ • 179 $ .2P:6 $ .ooo $ .005 29.65 18.51 

SAN MIG~EL, TtLL~RIJ£ 
$ 13.3 .. , 239,11 239,li $2021.29 JO. 22 $ ,082 s , 1103 s .ooo s .001 55,73 11,35 

SAW 1-iTC'IEL, NORWOOJ 
.$ 5. (J-4,t 3 .. 0.11 3110. Ii :,1600.00 33,2~ ' .377 s ,168 $ ,OOZI s .ooo 1-1.82 33,3'4 

SAN HJGq[L, EGNAR 
$ J.512 61,0 61.7 $1P.18,66 26.63 ' ,019 s . ,0911 s .ooo $, ,ooo 56,9S 11. 35 

SEr.GW J CK I J 1JLE SBIJRC 
$· 9,027 !89.9 397. 1 s1ei.2.ss 38,26 ' • 386 ' ·, 3,.5 s ,007 $ ,000 22,73 25,4). 

SEDGWICK, PLATT£ VALLEY 
s 8.828 271, 7 277. 3 $19'43,17 110.JS $ ,183 s , 356 s ,002 $ ,000 31,811 16,32 

SU141'1 IT, VJl'!M IT 
s HS.177 1233,8 1233,8 s2291.e1 17,76 $ .2 .. 9 $ 2,579 J ,000 $ ,022 117,67 • 11. 35 

TELLER, CRIPPLE CRF.EK~VIC, 
$ 13.667 258,<I 261,S $1957.29 30,77 $ ,091 s , .1121 $ .009 $ .ooo 52,26 11,35 

TELLf.R, WOOJLAND PARK 
$ 

I 
2~. 1y.;,3 1337. 1 1331.1 $1600.00 33,22 s 1. 278 s ,862 s ,000 $ .ooo 19. 110 28,16 

:0 
.::,. WASHINGTON, AKRON 

I $ 16. 9~3 <191. 6 .ti95,2 $1696,99 35.2.:i s • 2!13 s ,597 • ,005 s .ooo 311.21 13,95 

WASHI~GTCN, ARICKAa£E 
$ 1 ot. 32<1 122.5 135,9 $2.:io2.33 20,58 $ ,032 s ,295 s ,006 $ .ooo 105. -io· 11,35 

WASH UlCTON, OT IS 
$ 6' /J't'J 15).6 169. 5 S18o!7,18 35,72 $ ,069 s .2£111 $ .005 $ .ooo .:io. 37 11,35 

WAS!IINCTON, LONE STAR 
s ].0()3 53,7 53,7 $3499,79 50.80 s , 031 $ ,157 $ .ooo $ .ooo 57,Sit 11, 35 

WASII l NC?Oll, WOODLIN 
$ 15,096 l2l._6 129,11 $266).00 20.81 $ ,031 $ ,JUI s ,002 $ ,000 H6,6) 11,35 

WEL:), GILCREST 
$ 60 ... 65 1633.2 16)8.7 $1600,00 33, 16 s .617 s 2,005 s ,027 $ .ooo 36,90 11,35 

WELv, EATON 
$ 21. 382 1080.7 1092, 3 $1600,·00 33.22 s 1. 037 s .710 s .o.:ie s .ooo 19,57 28.59 

WELD, KEENESBUil:G 
·s o.i9, 700 \276:5 1321.~ $1600.00 32,68 $ • 1190 s 1.6211 • .027 s .ooo )7,61 11,35 

~ L • • 

'- 1 :r1r 

• 
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Table IV 

f, V ,, ;JI\ F. AF /\RB MILL SF. PT PVRTY ClRTH LS ss 
•*•******••···················••*••····••1••············································································ WEL;), wrn::isoR 
$ 96.757 1289,7 1289.7 $1965,821 22,76 $ ,333 $ 2.202 s • 005 $ ,020 75,02 11, 35 

WEL:>, JOHNSTOWN 
1085~9 $ 1 6. 107 1 0115, 9 $1669.37 34,66 s 1,254 $ ,558 $ • 018 $ .ooo 14. 83 33.33 .. 

WELD, GREELEY 
$ 197. 174 9317.9 9401. 9 $1669,25 34. 66 s 8,860 $ 6,834 $ ·.132 $ .ooo 20,97 27,19 

WELD, PLATTE VALLF.Y 
$ 1 6. 079 865.4 873.0 $1811. 32 37.61 $ ,977 $ • 605 $ • 026 $ , 000 18,ll2 29,74 

WELD, FORT LUPTO~ 
$ 80,011 1660,7 1660,7 $',1682. 31 28.26 $ ,533 $ 2,261 $ , 038 $ .ooo li8.16 11.35 

WELD, A ULT ~HIGH LAN:) 
$ 17,764 800.7 822,3 $1768,34 36,72 $ .fl02 $ .652 $ .02~ $ .ooo 21.60 26,56 

I WELD, DRICCSOAL£ 
11.35 00 $ 3. 160 83.3 BS, 5 S2232.79 ll6.22 $ • 045 $ • 1 ll 6 I .002 $ , 000 36,96 

V1 
I 

WELD, PRAIRIE 
' ' '$ 6.1':;6 9':l. 8 100, 9 $21~0.Sll 29,57 $ • 034 $ .182 $ .005 $ .ooo 61.03 11,35 

WELP, CRCVER 
$ 3,950 119.6 ,2s.2 $2056,13 li2, 69 $ • 089 $ .169 $ .005 $ • 000 31,56 16.60 

YUMA, WEST YUMA·. 
$ 3.:;,555 1095.3 1095,3 $193ll.75 110, 17 $ • 731. $ 1,386 $ .011 $ .ooo 31.55 16.61 

YUMA, EAST YIJMA 
$ 29.107 871. l! 871. 4 $1644,36 34,14 $ .439 $ .994 $ ,008 $ .ooo ' 33, 40 U.76 . 

' . 
ll*flflllll*lllllll•i~ll~l-iltfll*ljll•l*l*l~••tJNlllllllllll•lllllltllllllllllllltll•tlllllllllllt•IIIIIIIIIIIII•••-· 

l\V ADAE (\ f. ldll) MILL SF PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 

·············•~i••·····•***'*************••············································································· .STATE TOTALS 
$116 .. 6.100 523330,9 53013~.1 $1833,49 37.02 ss,o.B11 • $,31.121 $ 8.612 $ 2,583 21. 97 22,83 

• ll If lr71111 
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Table V 

POOPOSE!) School Finance Act -- 1981 

Ass~tions: Guarantee= $52.44; ~lininn..nn = $11.35; 
Mininum ARB - $1,800; ARB Increase= $150. 

AV ADAF. AF. ARR MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTII LS SS •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••• ,.,1 
ADAMS, MAPLETON 

,$ 106.616 4944,3 5067.3 $2003.43 38.20 $ 6. 079 $ ~ - 073 $ .032 $ ~ooo 21 , 04 31.40 

ADAMS, NORTHGLENN 
$ 196.592 19782,4 19782,4 $1882,74 35,90 $ 30,187 $ 7. 058 $ .ooo $ • 193 9.94 42.50 

ADAl'-IS, COMMERCE CITY 
$ 94. 146 5199,9 5415.5 $1908.59 37.92 $ 7. 199 $ 3.570 $ • 209 $ .000 17.38 35.06 

ADAMS, DRIGHTON 
$ 79,333 377 3. 1 3818.9 $2019.45 38.51 $ 4.657 $ 3.055 $ .021 $ .ooo 20.77 31. 67 

ADAMS,· .DENNETT 
$ 12.576 466,8 466.8 $1937,80 36,95 $ • 440 $ • 465 $ • 009 $ .ooo 26.911 25.50 

ADAMS, STRASB URG 
$ 21. 550 382.5 385,0 $2022.82 30.05 $ • 131 $ • 648 $ .006 $ • 000 55.97 11.35 

ADAMS, WESTMINSTER 
$ 161. 141 

I 
12458.6 12923.3 $1915,72 36.53 $ 1 8. 87 1 $ 5.887 $ .053 $ • 000 12. 47 39,97 

co 
ALAMOSA, . flLAMOSA -.....J 

I $ 42.295 2179, 4 2188.9 $1800,00 34.32 $ 2,1188 $ 1 .1152 $ ,063 $ .ooo 19.32 33. 12 ., 
ALAMOSA, SANGRE DECRISTO 
$ 6. 1115 244.5 248. 1 $1800.00 34,32 $ , 236 $ • 211 $ .010 $ .ooo 211.11 27. 67 

ARAPAHOE, ENGLEWOOD 
$ 117. 466 3609,7 3741. 7 $21ll0,85 ll0,82 $ 3,215 $ 4,796 $ .083 $ .ooo 31.39 21. 05 

ARAPi\HOE, SHERIDAN 
$ 29. 163 1526.2 1580. 0 $2046.73 39.03 $ 2. 112 $ 1. 138 $ ,017 $ .ooo 18,36 34.08 

ARAPAHOE, CHERRY CREEK 
'$ 422.933 21938. 1 21938, 1 $2239,60 42,71 $ 31.070 $ 18,063 $ • 000 $ 1. 393 19.28 33, 16 

ARAPAHOE, LITTLF.TON 
$ 281.848 16420.0 . 1_61191,8 $1892.34 36,09 $ 21. 037 $ 10.171 $ .ooo $ .ooo 17.09 35.35 

ARAPAHOE, DEER TRAIL 
$ 23.002 n.o 107,2 $2931,65 12.97 $ • 016 $ , 298 $ ,003 $ .ooo 214,65 11. 35 

ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
i 308.765 20629,9 20629,9 $20ll8.ll4 39,06 $ 30,198 $ 12,061 $ .ooo s · , 000 14.97 37,ll7 

ARAPAHOE, BYERS 
$ 11. 928 317. ~ 324.6 $2025.83 38,63 $ • 197 · $ .461 $ • 005 · $ .ooo 36,74 15.70 

ARCHULETA, ARCHULETA 
$ 27,815 100~·. 0 1001.0 $1800.00 34,32 $ • 8117 $ ,955 $ .006 $ .012 27,79 . 24. 65 



Table V 

AV ADAE AE ·ARB MftL SE PT PVRTY. G.RTH LS ss 
•tWlltlll*lllllltltllllllltltlltlltllllllllllllllllllllllllllflllllffllllllflffllllllll.llfl~t•tllllllllllllllllllllll~· 

BAC-A; WA-LSH 
$ ,12.9J;j 355.3 Jn.o $ 1182'1. 79 3,4.74 $. , 228 $, .,411,9 $ ..oto $ • 000, 3'4.77 17.61 

BAC.A, PRITCHETT 
$ 4 .• 5:09' .. 7;9. r SJ.8 · $2'222 .411 14. TO· $ .,0:3'2 $ •· 1i5Ji $ .. o,n $ • oo·o 5,l.,&l 11. 3,5 .. 
BA.CA·, SPR INGFL'E.L.D 
$' 1.1. 924 530, 1 9'30 .•. r $1809.,31 3'4.50· $ •. 548 $: • 4-1'1 $: :ooa, $: •. ooo 22,.,119· 2·9,. 95 

BACA,. v.1LAS 
$ 4~J2'6 rt1 "'s ,· ,r..3 $-2567 •. 1'.5 4 8 .. 9-5· f' • 074 $ .2t2 $ ,.QOl $i .ao~ · 1s,. am n .. s.1 

BACA,. CAMPO 
f J.2.52 1 Z4~5 127 •. 6. s., tmo .. oo 34,.52 $. • n8 $, ..1'1'2' $. •. 003' $ ,.000; 2:5,.,49, 26.9:5 

BEN,T, LAS UlMAS-
$ 1 l,-62:2 9-1'7 .5 417,8 $·1800. 00 14.32 $ 1; 220 $ .468 $ • 047 $· .ooo l~ .. 9-} 31' •. 9.1 

BEN-T, MCCL1WE 
$ 8 •. 2'J3 1'9·7. 5 199,7 $2025.14 JS.5·1 $ • 08'7 $ .:nr $- .0'05 $ .ooo 4T.23 1 f. 35. 

BOIJL:JER, ST. VRAIN VALLEY 
$ 225.572 14740.8 14740.8 $1850.27 3-5 .•. 28 $ 19.316 $ 7,959 $ .o·oo $ .ooo 15,30 · 37. 14 

BOIJL;)E R' BOULDER VALLEY 
I $ 527.521 2101'7.7 21159 .• 0 $2059.12 39'. 27 $ 22. 855 .· $ 2:0 •. T\4 $ .ooo $ .900 24,93 27. 51 

::0 
::0 CHAFFEE, BUE.NA V:ESTA I 

$ 22. 76 l 10,31,0 1052. 1 . $1800.00 34 •. 3'2 $ 1. 1'12 $ ,,78,1 $ .002 $ . ~ 000 21. 63 30.&1 

CHAFFE.E, SA>LIDA 
$ 2.8. 122 1329,7 t350.0 . $1800. 00 3·4, 32 $ 1 • 4-65 . $ ,965 $ .013 $. .ooo 20.83 31,61 

CHEYEN·NE, KIT CARSON 
$ 9. 293 97.9 103.9 $3340.61 33. 1 Ii $ • 03.9 $ • 308 · $ ,.005 $ .ooo 89.45 11.35 

CHEYENNE, CHE.YENNE WELLS 
$ 1 i;. 672' 225,4 237.6 $2109.30 28 •. 85 $ • 078 $ .423 $ • 006 $· • 000 61.76 11. 3.5 

CHEYENNE, ARAPAHOE 
$ 4,94-3 68. l 68,7 $3243.65 38,94 $ .030 $ .192 $ .002 $ .ooo 71' .,95 f1. 35 

CLEAR CREEK, CLEAR CREEK 
$ · 61.256 1220.8 1.220. 8 $2056 .. 29 :n.42 $ .463 $ 2. 047 . $ .ooo $ .000 50~ 18 1T. 35 

CONEJOS, NORTH CONEJOS. 
$ 8. 3.52 1137.8 1153, 1 $1800 .. 00 34,32 $ 1,789 $ • 287 $ .059 $ .ooo 7 •. 24 45.20 

CONEJOS·, SANFORD 
$ 2.921 338,1 :Ba, 1 $1800.00 34,32 $ • 508 $' .,oo $. . • ()16 $ .ooo 8.64 43,80 



....... ,, • .~_...---- 'I j_ ... 

Table V 

AV fi;)l\f. I\F: ARA MILL ~E PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss .••.••........•.... , ...•...................................................••..•.....•.•.........•..••.•..•..•••••.....• 
CONEJOS, SOUTH CONEJOS 

$1800.00 $ 5. 368 694,7 712,8 3!1,32 f 1,099 $ , 1 Rli $ , 07~ $ .ooo 7,53 llli. 91 

COSTILLA, CENTENNIAL 
$ 12,826 659,3 659;3 $1800.00 3:i,32 $ .1,n $ ,liliO $ .042 $ .ooo 19,li5 32,99 

COSTILLA, SIERRA GRANDE 
$ 15.657 317.6 317, 6 $1969. 37 32,47 $ , 117 $ ,508 $ ·.009 $ ,003 li9,30 11,35 

CROWLEY, CROWLEY 
s · 12,036 <123. 1, 460,5 $1800,00 34,32 $ .416 s .413 $ ,022 $ , 000 26, 1li 26,30 

CUSTER, CONSOLIDATED 1 
!15~02 s 12.9.;5 287.6 287 .6 $1914.01 33,96 ·$ , 111 $ ,4<10 $ , OOf $ .009 11.35 

DELTA, DELTA 
t 55,118 ~006,5 4006.5 $1800.00 34,32 $ 5,320 $ . 1 • 892 $ , 096 $ .ooo 1 3. 76~ 38,68 

DEii VER, DENVER 
S 2210.803 58729,8 60919,3 $2388,38 . :is. 55 $ li4,807 $100,691 $ 3,li95 $ .000 36,29 16. 15 

' :::0 DOLORES, DOLORES ~ 
I . $ 8.869 386,2 391. 1 $1800.00 3<1,32 $ • •tOO $ • 30li $ .001 $ ,000 22.67 29,77 

DOUGLAS, DOUGLAS 
$ 106,013 6797. 1 6797,1 $1854,79 35, 37 * 8,85R $ 3,750 $ ,000 $ , 290 15,60 36,Bli 

EAGLE, EAGLE 
$ 114. 736 1669,3 1669,3 $2570,28 32,09 $ ,608 $ 3,682 $ ,007 $ .ooo 68. 73 11,35 

ELSERT, ELIZABETH 
$ 9.9~9 747,0 1i.1.o $18-15.69 35,20 $ 1,029 $ ,350 $ .ooo $ ,004 13,32 39, 12 

. Et.BERT, KIOWA 
$ 5. 141 189.1 189. 1 $2254,79 <13.00 $ ,205 $ • 221 $ .ooo $ ,005 27, 18 25,26 

ELBERT, BIG SANDY 
$ 6.010 220,4 232,0 $1825.2<1 )ii, 81 $ .214 $ , 209 s ,003 _$ .000 25.91 26.53 

Et.BERT, ELBERT 
36,98 $ 2. 359 152,6· 152.6 ·s1e10.1e Jij,52 $ , 195 $ • 081 s • 000 s .ooo 15,li6 

ELBERT, AGATE 
$ 5,567 29,2 32.9 $3206.03 17.74 $ , 007 $ ,099 $ • 001 $ ,000 169,39 11,35 

Et. . PASO, CAt.HA N 
14.':>6 37,88 $ 4. 160 284,5 285.6 $1804,61 34,41 $ • 372 $ • 1li3 $ .003 $ ,000 

EL PASO, HARRISON 
39,03 $ 85. 382 6334,t 6368.9 $1800.00 3<1,32 $ 8,533 $ 2. 931- $ .011 s .ooo 13.,u 

1· 111 



Table V 

AV ~. DA F.: Af ARB MILL Sf: PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EL PASO, WIOEFIELO 
$ S-1,549 6621. II 6720. 2 $1800.00 3:i.32 $ 10,22-1 $ 1.872 $ .0.119 $ .oo-o e. 12 IUI·, 32 

EL PASO, FOUNTAlK 
$ 15, 3H 2960,9 3022.2 ,' $1800.00, 3:i. 32 $ .II, 91 .II $ ,526 $ .015 $ ,000 5,07 47,37 

.:,. . 
EL PASO, COLORA.>O SPRINGS 
$ 597,775 298119,2 30-117.3 $1810.32 34,52 $ 34,1129 $ 20,636 s ·,292 $ ,000 19,65 32,79 

EL .PASO, CHEYENNE HIN, 
s 6).039 1683,7 1723,11 $2392.23 115.62 s 1.2:i? • 2,876 $ .ooo $' • 000 36,58 15.86 

EL PASO, HAIUT0IJ SPGS. 
$ 2.l,21:i 1020.6 1039,0 $1800.00 34,32 $ 1. 142 $ ,728 $ .009· $ .ooo 20,42 32.02 

EL PASO, ACA DEHY 
$ · 58,378 ij:j70. 6 41170,6 $1800,00 31i,32 s 6. 0113 $ 2. O.Olf $ ,000 $ .ooo 13,06 39,38 

EL PASO, ELLICOTT 
s 4.651 3311.1 338,) $1800,00 311,32 s • 11-49 $ ,160 $ • 001 s .ooo 13,75 38,69 

£L PASO, Pt'YTON 
s 3,377 2111.2 241,2 $20-44,92 39,00 $ ,361 $ , 132 s .boo $ ,002 111.00 38,411 

EL PASO, HANOVER 
I $ 11.626 58.3 58,3 $2-+82,34 27,37 $ .018 ,$ .127 $ .ooo $ .ooo 79,35 . t 1. 35 

3 E~ PASO, LEWIS-PALMER I 

$ 24.-482 '1128,1 1128.1 $1871.119 35,69 $ 1. 237 • .874 $ .ooo $ .coo 21,70 30.711 

EL PASO, F'ALCON 
s 1'1.788 1 393. 5 1393. 5 $11!li8.22 35.24 s 2,054 $ .521 $ .• ooo $ .0611 10. 61, 111.83 

EL PASO, EDISON 
$ 2. oo .. • 21, 9 2-+,0 $3173,62 

33 • "" 
$ ,009 $ .067 $ .002 $ ,000 83,57 11,35 

EL PASO, MIAMI-YO~ER 
$ J.778 119,7 l 2:i, II $2069,71 39,47 s ,108 $ • 149 $ .ooo $ .ooo 30,38 22,06 

FREMONT, CANON CITY 
$ 46.566 3185,9 .' 3211.3 $1800.00 34,32 $ II. 182 $ 1,598 $ ,049 $ , 000 111,50 37,94 

FREMOllT, FLORENCE 
$ 28.684 1469.0 1493,1 $1800,00 · 34, 32 $ 1,71'3 s ,985 $ ,040 $ ,000 19 .·21 33,23 

FREMONT, COTOPAXI 
$ 8. 0:.3· 196, II 196. Ja $2379,53 115, 38 $ • 102 $ , 365 $ .ooo $ ,005 40,94 11. 50 

CARFIELD, ROARING FORK 
$ 78,718 3136,0: 3136,0 $1800.00 34,32 $ 2.943 $ 2,702 $ ,000 $ .ooo 25. 10 27,34 



' 
T--,.. 'I 'I .. .. ' -----------,--- .. 

Table V -
, 

AV f, Jf, F AE ARB MILL ~F PT PVRTY CRTH LS ss 
··················~····································································································· GARFIELJ, CARFlf.LJ 
$ 23. 731 1S36,9 1536.9 $1906.02 36,35 $ 2,067 $ .86] $ , 053 • .ooo 15, 44 37,00 

GARFIELJ, GRANJ VALLEl 
$, s. 167 122. 5 · 131, 4 f.2502,flO 47.73 $ • 082 $ ,247 s , 001 s .ooo 39,31 13.13 

GILPIN, GILPIN CO. 
$ 8. 5~ 1 441. 0 <141. 0 $29u7,99 55,45 $ .809 $ , 1.174 $ • 000 s , 103 19, 37 33; 07 

GRAND, WfST GRAND 
$ 51. 667 400.6 4D8.3 $2236.97 16.22 $ • 0·75 s ,838 s .ooo s ,000 126.55 11.35 

CRANJ, FAST CRANJ 
$ 51. 767 806.0 815.4 $2194.70 29. 33 s • 271 s 1,518 $ ,004 s ,000 6],49 11,35 

GUNHISON, GUNNISON WAfERSHD 
s 29.497 1197, 3 1228.4 $1839, 14 ]5.07 $ 1. 225 s r. 035 s ,005 $ .ooo 24.01 28,43 

HINSDALE, HINSDALE 
s 5.710 16]. l.l 163, 4 I $1800,00 34,32 s • 098 $ ,196 s· .000 $ .025. ]4.94 17 •. 50 

I 
:.0 HUERFANO, HUERFANO 
I-' $ 15,625 1039,8 104 3. 5 $1800.00 34,32 $ , • 342 s ,536 s ,075 $ .ooo 14,97 37,47 
' 

HUERFANO, LA VETA 
$ 5. 593 148.2 160. 1 $1800.00 ]4.]2 $ .096 s ·• 192 s ,006 • .ooo 34,93 17,51 

JACKSON, NORTH PARK 
$ 17.539 i.8B.7 488.7 $18]4.16 34,98 s .283 $ .• 613 $ • 000 • .ooo 35.89 16.55 

JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON 
$ 1639. 197 79281.0 79281. 0 $2020. 37 38-53 $ 97,023 $ 63,154 $ ,000 $ ,602 20.68 31,76 

KIOWA, EADS 
s 11.873 266,9 279,3 $1985,80 36,87 $ .117 $ ,438 $ ,000 $ .ooo 42,51 11.35 

KIOWA, PLAIN VIEW 
$ 8.610 11.9 84.7 $251 Ii. 15 22.25 $ .021 s ,192 • .001 s .ooo 101,63 11,35 

KIT CARSON, FLAGLER 
$ 5.179 157. 4 165,2 $2002.3!.i 38. 18 $ , 133 $. ,198 s ,006 $ .000 31,35 21,09 

KIT CARSON, SEIBERT. 
$ 3.367 73,3 79,8 $2216.50 41. 39 $ ,037 $_ ,139 s ,003 s .ooo 42.20 11,35 

KIT CARSON, VONA 
$ 2,756 39.9 42,B $2684,30 -35,41 $ .017 $ .098 • .002 s .ooo 61'. 616 ll, 35 

" KIT CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6.5]-& 208.2 221. 1 $1"905, 44 · 36, 3.11- $ , 184 s ,237 s .001 s .ooo 29,55 22.89 

1; ll 



- Table V -
/\V AD.H J.F AilS MJLL ~F PT PVltTY G~TH LS ss 

·······~········································································•t••···································~ KU CtdiSCN, BETI-IIJNt 
$20ll-:).98 38. 92 $ .uo • 1115 .001) 29.&1 22.63 . $ 3. 722 12~. 9 12"4. 9 s $ .001 $ 

Kl? Cf,VlSON, BURLINCTOlf 
. 98] .8 ta .ooo 23,70 28.1" $ .?] • 605 9,93. O 996.0 $t60Q.00 34,32 • • • , 010 • 

LAKE, LAKE CO 
$ 109,08'4 1760. 2 181&.8 $2150. 22 30.1s $ • 622 i ].286 $ ·• 007 • .ooo i9,98 11. 35 

LA PLATA, DUil ANGO 
C $ 8').065 3282. 0 3351',S $1600.00 H.32 $ • J.295 ' 2.1.i.e $ •.061 I .ooo Z3,85 26,59 
z 
< LA PLATA, BAY'flllD m 
::a .1132 18.•8 33.96 u, $ 12.,aa 6Sl.O 6Sl,O $ t80!>.00 311,. 32 $ .79~ $ • .002 s .020 

~ 
LA PLATA, IGNAC 1-0 

... $ 11.156 1009.6 1009.6 $180~.oo 3li,32 $ 1 • 4)4' • .383 $ , .1102 ' • 000 11.05 41.39 
Cl ,..,, 
z t.Aff IMCI I POUDRr ..;: ,..,, g 275,125 135914.9 13594.9 $1997.08 3e, OS t 16,673 S \0,118 s • 016 • .ooo 20.24 .32.20 
:::0 

n LARIMER, !WOMPSOff C) 
r- s 188.9S7 9979.0 9979.0 $\800.00 3,,32 $11,476 • 6.~86 .$ • 000 ' ,058 18,94 33.50 . 
r- ' r,-, 

.r;:,, 
f"'l t LARH-IER 1 PARK (ESTES PUIO 
0 '.0 $ 49,199 1211.1 1217,7 $1955,71 37 ,29 $ • 5117 s l,835 s • 000 $ I ,Q1) ijQ,ijQ 12. 01' ...... N 

r 
LAS ANIMAS, TRINIOA~ 

1:;; 
$ . 17. 386 18-'2. 5 1862.9 $1800,00 311.32 $ 2,75-6 $ ,597 • • 1)8 • .ooo 9.33 113. 11 

;:,;J LAS ANIMAS, PAIHERO REORG, > 
:0 $ 9. 117-1 165.2 196,3 $1987. 111 33, 3ij $ • 074 s ,316 $ .015 • .ooo l.18.27 \ 1. 35 
rn 

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHN£ REO~C 
$ 6,608 30\,S 310,0 S1800,0Q 3Ji,32 s , 331 $ ,227 $ .012 * .ooo 21.;2 3,.12 

1.A$ i\N!HA$ 1 i\G 1Jll.AR 11EOftC •. 
$ 3,777 243,9 2ll3,9 S. 1800,00 311.32 t, , 309 $ ,130 • • 01'3 * .ooo . 15~119 36.95 

LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON ~(ORC. 
$ 2,702 111. 3' 51,7 $2 62'5, 22 II 1 • 29 .. • 02~ $ ,112 $ .oo~ • , 000 52.23 1,. 35 

"LAS ANIMAS, KlM REORG, . 
$ i.1.587 111.' 113. 6 $2511,20 Jt7,89 $ .066 $ ,220 $ .005 · $ .ooo ZI0.38 12.06 

LIHCOU!, HUGO 
$ 7. 5,42 176,6 16).7 $1935,68 36,91 $ .077 $ .278 $ ,006 · $ , 000 Ji\. 0~ 11. '40 

LINCOLK, LIMON 
.$ 11. 6ll0. 397,lt.· ij26.S s, 800. 00 3i..32 $ , 368 $ • 400 $ .005 $. .ooo 27. 29 25,15 

~ 

11r1r 
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Table V --
AV ADAF: AE A Rf\ MILL Sf PT PVRIY GRTH LS ss 

·····-················································································································· LINCOLN, GF.NOA 
jB, 13 ' }. 233 75, 1 75,3 $2070,58 s. .033 $ .123 $ • 002 $ .ooo ij2,9S 11.35 

LINCOLN, KARVAL 
$ 3-874 83,7 86,1 S2007.6li 35,62 $ ,035 $ .138 $ .002 $ .ooo i!S,01 11. 35 

LINCOLN, ARRIBA 
$ il.567 Ii), 5 50.9 $22711.li) 22,52 $ ,013 S · ·, 103 $ ,003 $ • 000 89,65 11,35 

LOGAN, VALLEY 
$ 80.051 3329,6 3362, 1 $1887,37 35.99 $ 3,il6i! s 2,881 $ ,770 $ .ooo 23.81 28.63 

LOGAN, FRENCHMAN 
$ 5.799 202,6 211.5 .$11)65,58 J7,'i8 $ • 198 $ ,217 $ ,007 $ .ooo 27,lt2 25,02 

LOGAN, BIJFFALO 
s 8,012 21i5.7 256 • .'.I $1&.'.11.58 35, 12 $ ,191 $ , 281 $ . ooi. $ ,000 31.25 21.19· 

LOGAN, PLATEAU 
Si812,9!l I $ 7. 617 1118. 7 1119. 3 .:is. 011 $ -~ • 076 $ , 3113 s .002 ·s ,000 51,03 11. 35 

,A 

' MESA' JEB EQIJ E 
$ 7. 255 101+.0 108.2 $2591. 78 33.06 $ • 0.'.I, $ ,2ll0 s ,002 s .-000 67,0.'.I 11. 35 

MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY 
$ 6,412 318.0 318.0 $1800,00 311,32 $ ,352 $ .220 s .002 · $ ,000 20,16 32,28 

MESA, MESA VALLEY 
$ 202.584 1.'.ICJ!i8.2 1-1048. 2 $1800,00 Jli,32 S 18. 333 $ 6,95il s .123 $ .ooo 1 ii. !12 38,02 

MINERAL, CREEJE CONS. 
$ 8.960 183 ,9 184, 9 $1966.19 32, 87 $ .069 $ • 295 s , 002 s ,000 !18, 1n 11,35 

MOF'FAT, MOFFAT 
$ 120.787 2878.0 2878.0 $1800,00 33,76 $ 1, El) s 11,078 s , 000 $ .077 !I,. 91 11,35 

MONTEZUXA, MONTEZUMAwCORTEZ 
!10.25 $ 32,592 2632,4 2673,1 $1800.00 34,32 s J.693 '$ 1. 119 $ ,043 $ .ooo 12, 19 

HONTEZU~A, JOLORES 
$ 6.395 453. 3. 1+69. 1 s1eoo.oo 311, 32 $ ,625 $ .220 s ,008 $ .000 13.63 38,81 

HONTEZUHA, MANCOS . 
$ s.02.:i .'.138. 3 438,3 $1801,00 3&1,32 s ,617 $ • 172 s .OHJ $ ,000 11 • !16 110.98 

~ONT?.OSZ, HONraosE 
s 55.588 '1150.7 416!>,9 $1800.00 3.i.32 s 5. 1'89 $ 2.011 s ,069 $ .ooo lli,06 38,38 

MOSTROSl, WEST ENJ 
$ l-f,809 824,8 82!!,8 $183&1,28 311,98 s ,995 s ,518 $ ;0011 s .ooo 17,95 311. li9 

• 1: 1r1 



- Table V 

AV ADH " "" MILL Sf PT P¥Rtt GATH LS ss ... , ..••....•.•........••.••••.....••.........•......••.....•..•••...•••.•..•......•••••..••....••••••..•••••••••••••••• 
~GRG!,U, URIJSH 

• 29 .Z9>1 1317.$ ,; ... 7 $1800.00 3,.32 • 1 • lti ') I 1.00(! I , 021 • .ooo 21. T8 30,66 

MORGAN, FORT HORGAN 

• 511,898 2<132.7 2519,7 .$1923.10 36,67 $ 2,832 I ~.on I .062 I .000 21. 79 30,65 . . 
HCRCAN, WELDON VALLEY 

• 4,068 1 ~4. 5 152. 2 $1931~1$ 36,83 ' , 1<t3 I • 151 ,. ·.ou ' .O()O 26.55 25,S, 

MOIICAN, WIGGINS 

• 11.558 -120.2 •ll,1 $1978.59 37. 73 I • li!1 I . •l6 I .. ,. I • 
, 

•••• 26.6' n.n 
oreao~ f.AST OTERO 

' 27,083 2382. 2 24~1.a $1800.00 3,,32 • 3.•n ' :~30 I .086 I ·- 11, 06 41,,S · 

OTE~O, ~OCKY roao 
$ 21.8]7 1322,9 1388,l SlS00.00 34,32 • 1.7149 • ,TSO I • 1 ,~ ' .... 15. 73 36, Tl 

OTERO, MJ\t/7.ANOLA 
f1MO.OO • 2,792 219,5 2i.i2.2 34,32 • .34'~ ' ,096 ' ~012 $ .ooo 11,53 40.9l 

OTERO, FOWLER 

• S.918 <120. 9 U!i:2, 1 $1'909+.\11 J6,41 ' ,519 • .• 325 • .-019 $ ,000 19.72 lZ,71 

OTERO, CHERAW. 

• ' 2,126 197. 0 205.7 Sl800,00 3'1,32 $ .211 • ,09' • .ooo • .ooo 1 l. 25 39, 11 ._, . ... OTERO, SWUlk ' • 4 • 141 J16.6 323.2 $1656.33 .is.•• • • .ltS4 • . , . ., • ,001 • , 000 .12.a, 39,63 

Q(/UY, Ol)RAY 
$ s. 172 150.8 l 57 • S $19117.03 37, 13 • • 115 • .192 • • 001 ' .ooo 32.8.lt 19.60 

OU~A't, RIDGWAY 
$ 3,309 213. 9 213. 9 $1PJ;~.<)l J•.99 • • 211 • • 1:lti • ,000 • • 00-5 15.41 36,97 

PARK, PLATT£ CA~lOW 

' 1il.983 8-l<l, 3 844. 3 $2127.92 '10,58 • 1. 188 $ ,608 • .ooo $ .048 17.75 i•.69 

PARK, PARK 

' n.an 432.4 4 32. 4 $2906.~0 12.,9 ' , 159 • , • 098 • .001 • ,038 1e,n 11,35 

PHILLIPS, NOLYOKt 
$ 19.980 527, 1 547.2 $188<l,5,1 35. 9• ' ,313 $ ,118 • .004 $ .ooo J6.•H 15.93 

PHILLIPS, HAXTUN 

• 10. 896 366 •• 366. • $2065, 20 39.38 • • 327 $ •• 29 ; .()16 $ ,000 29. 7q 22.10 

PITKIN, ASPU 
$ 117.057 959.6 1007.S $24~2. 92 19, 16 • ~219 • 2,242 $ ,000 $ .ooo 11'5, 18 11. 3S 

1 ,r1r~, 
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Table V 

AV ft DA i'. AF t, R!1 MILL :::; F. n PVRH GR:TH LS ss ...... , ••............••.....................•.•............. , ....................•...................................... 
Ptto...rtRS, CR.\tlAOA • 5. 698 283,9 )08, 9 $H!O'.'i.OO 34. 32 t • 360 • • 196 I .OJJ $ .000 18.45 JJ,99 

PROWfllS, LAMAR 

' 3i.988 20,,,.,_ 2o;io. 9 $1300.00 34. 32 • 2, 5~6 I 1,098 I • ms I .ooo 15,63 J6, s, 
?ROYF:IIS, BOt.L '! 

• 060 • &. 166 401, 8 •H?O. 2 $1804.45 311. 111 $ • 411 $ • 2:81 I .025 $ 19,if3 33. 01 

PROWESS, WILEY 

• 5,83:1 224.0 229,6 $1800.00 34.32 • • 2t l • .200 $ .ooo $ • 000 25, 39 27.05 

PIJGBLO, PUEBLO C!TY 

' 337. 783 18983,6 19702,2 $1801,60 3<1,36 S 23,89t $ 11.605 ' ,651 $ , 000 17. \If 35,30 

PUEBLO, PIJEBLO 11\JRAL 

' B8. 997 i.1 .. s.o 47Q6.0 $189 1•.19 36. i2 ' 5,775 ' 3. 215 $ .oss • , 000 16, 75. 33,69 

RlO BLANCO, MEEKER 

' 26.200 742.4 7 U2, <I $2154.30 ~1.05 • ,In $ 1,076 $ , 000 $ .ooo 35, 29 17 .,15 

• RlO DLANCO, RANCf.LY "' V, $ 198,<Nii 50 t. 2 512. 0 $2'<33,65 6. 11 • , 035 $ t. 211 $ .001 • .ooo 387. 19 11. 35 • 
RIO GRAttDE, DEL NORTE 
$ 12. 782 732'.6 7119,6 $'1800.00 i•.32 • • 911' $ • 419 $ , 028 I • 000 17.05 35, 39 

RIO CEANJ£, ~ONTe VlSTA 
• 625 • 16.206 tJlS,8 1366.8 $1800,00 3•1.32 • i. 835 • I .010 I , 000 13,32 39, 12 

RIO GRANDE, SARGENT 
$ 10,982 36 l. 1 370, 1. $2168.56 ij 1. 35 ' .3119 • .454 • • 014 • , 000 29,67 22.11 

ROUT!, !iA Y:)EN • 
$ 51.461 506.6 506.6 '2328,58 20.{)2 • • 11 9 • 1,061' ' ,000 $ .ooo 101.59 11.34; 

ROUTT, St£AMBOAT SPGS, 
$ 61.it,28 \473.6 14'r3,6 $2254. 39 '4 2, 51 ' , 711 • 2,6'1 $ .000 $ .()12 41. 69 11. 35 

ROUTT, S0 1JTl-l ROUTT 

• 22,249 496.'4 ◄ <,6,l. $2'44).17 43.<19 $ • 21l5 I ,968 .I ~ 010 • .oo; 411.82 11. 35 

So\C1UCHF; • MOUNT A IN VALLEY 
J4,3S • 4,551 245, 3 251 • 6 ,$'!800.00 34,32 • .297 I • 156 $ .025_ • .ooo 18. ,;9 

SAGUACHE, MOFFAT 

• 8. 307 65.J 61, 8 ;2913.91 -.::.73 • • {'}17 ; • 181 I • 006 ' .ooo 122.46- 11.)S 

SA.Grt•CHE:, CEN!tR 

' "I. 395 628.4 6; 1 • S '1.)'). 00 j '• " 
• e 793 I • 3· ' ,, • o,:.o 16. 27 36. 17 

■ I ill 



Table\' _ .. _ ___,_ 

AV A Df1f. Af'. ARA MILL Sf. PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
•ffl1l•J•1•1i••11Jlfl*llltlll*lllllllllo~•••••1ttltlltl1111111lllllllllllllll•t!etlflltlllll~ltfftfl•Rllllllllltllllllll 

SAN JUAN, SILVERTON 
$ 5. 861 201. 7 201.7 $2594.71 i.9.i.s $ .233 $ .290 $ • 000 s ,OC6 29,06 23.38 

SAW MIGUEL, TELL•JR IDE 
, 091 $ 1).875 248,2 248.2 $2177, 29 32,37 $ $ • 449 $ :ooo $ • 001 55,91 11.35 

SAN MJG~EL, NORWOOD 
~ $ 5.2<i5 350,6 350;6 $1800.!)0 34,32 $ ,451 $ • H!O $ ~004 $ .ooo 14. 96 37 ,1.18 

SAN MIG 1JEL, ECNAR 
$ 3.653 69.2 61. 0 $1968,66 27,62 $ .019 $ .101 $ -.ooo s • 000 59.92 11.35 

SEDGWICK, JULESBURG 
$ 9. 388 382,9 390,0 $1992,55 38,00 $ • <120 s • 3~1 $ ,007 $ ,000 21.1,08 28,36 . .' 

SE;>GWICK, PLATTE VALLEY 
$ i;, 181 266,3 271.7 $2093. 17 39,92 s • 202 s • 366 s ,002 $ .ooo 33,79 18.65 

SIJM~ IT, SIJMM IT 
$ 152,435 1295.9 1295,9 $2ll41,87 18.93 $ .278 $ 2,886 $ .ooo $ .025 117.63 11.35 

TELLER, CRIPPLE• CREEK-VlC, 
.009 . 

' llt,350 255,4 258,4 $2107,29 31.51 $ • 092 $ , li52 $ $ .ooo 55.53 11. 35 
I TELLER, ·woo~LAND PARK ':;I 
?\ $ 27.2.:+1 1369,6 1369~6 $1800,00 34,32 $ 1,530 $ ,935 s • 000 $ .ooo 19.89 32,55 
' 

WASHINGTCN, AKRO~ 
$ 17. 620 li8fl.O 491.6 $18ll6,99 3'5,22 $ ,287 $ .621 $ .005 s .ooo 35,8ll 16.60 

WASHINGTON, A~lCKAREE 
$ 1-1,897 110.9 123.0 $2552,33 19,26 $ .027 $ , 287 $ .006 s .ooo 121, 16 11,35 

WASHINGTON, OTIS 
$ 7. }llj 139,7 1 Sll, 1 $1997,18 34, 72 $ , 061 s • 2i.1 $ ,005 s , 000 &16. 17 11,35 

WASHINGTON,_ LONE STAR 
$ 3. 216 55.2 55,2 $36-i9,79 s2.i11 $ ,033 * , 169 $ .ooo $ .ooo 58,29 11, 35 

I 

WASHlNGfCN, WOODLIN 
$ 15,700 114. 3 121.7 $2813.00 20,04 s .028 $ • 315. $ .002 $ , 000 129,00 11,35 

WELD, GILCREST 
s 63.~88 , 621. a 1633,2 $1800.00 34,32 s ,761 $ 2. 179 s ,027 s .ooo 38,87 13,57 

WELD, EATON 
$ 22,237 1069.2 1080,7 $1800.00 314,32 s 1. 182 $ ,763 s ,049 ·$ .ooo 20.58 31,86 

WELD, KEENESBURG 
$ 51.936 1233,6 1277. 0 $1800,00 Jlt,32 $ ,516 s 1,7R3 $ ,028 $ ,000 40.67 11,77 

/ 

I ff' 
~ 
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Tahlc V 

t,V f1Df, F. i\ F i<ilfl MTLL _<;F PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
·····~·-··············································································································· WELO, WINJ.SGR 
$ 101.595 1354,8 1354,8 $2115.R4 24,51 $ . , 377 $ 2. ij90 $ , 004 $ ,022 711,99 11, 35 

\.JEL~, JOliNST0WN 
$ 16.832 1088.8 1 088. 8 $1819,37 3-1, 69 $ 1, 397 s ,584 $ • 018. $ , 000 15. -16 )6.98 

WELD I GiH'.ELf.Y 
$ 207,033 923..i,9 9318. l $1B19.25 34.69 :- 9.770 t, 7. 182 $ , 133 $, , 000 22.22 30.22 

WELD, PLATTE VALLEY 
$ 16.883 857.9 865.4 $1961.32 37, 40 $ 1,066 $ ,631 $ ,026 $ .ooo 19,51 32.93 

WELD, FORT LUPTON 
$ 8!1. Cl 1 1678. 7 1678.7 $1832. 31 29,8<1 $ .569 t 2.507 $ ,038 s , 000 50.05 11 • 3.S 

WELD, AULT-HIGHLAND 
$ 18.652 779. 9 800,9 $1918,34 36,58 $ .854 $ .682 $ .02.:+ $ .000 23.29 29. 15 

WELD, B" I GGS DA LE 
$ 3. 3 l 8 81.2 83.,3 t2382.79 4 5. 44 $ .0~13 $ , 151 $ ,002 $ .ooo ]9.82 12.62 

' l.O WELD, PRAIRIE --.l 
I 1- 6.46<i 82.0 91.1 1-2291,511 27.83 $ .029 $ , 180 $ ,005 $ .ooo 70,95 11, 35 

WEL:>, GROVER 
$ ~, 148 11 II • "' 119,7 $2206.13 ~2.07 $ , 090 S, • 174 s ,005 s • 000 Jli.65 17.79 

YUMA, WEST YIJM,1, 
$ 36,283 110~.s 1109, 5 $206<1.75 39.75 $ .871 $. 1. 4112 $ ,011 • , 000 32.10 19.74 

YUMA, EAST YUMA 
$ 30,563 878,LI S78,4 $1800.00 31i-32 $ .532 $ , • 049 $ • 008 • ,000 34,79 17. 65 

·••1••···•*••···••1••••1••···········••1•< ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
AV /1.:}/\E Af. /,RB MILL SF. PT PVRTY (';RTH LS ss 

·························································································~······························ STA TE TOTALS 
$12135,615 52 38:'.>8. 1 53a391,6 $1992. 32 37,02 ${, ·,~. 4'?J $1149,218 $ 8,712 $' 3,QJjlj 22.88 25, 17 

■ 1: ]i 



Table VI 

PROPOSED School Finance Act -- 1982 

Asswnptions: G.Iarantee = $56.71; Mininn.un = $11.35; 
Minirnt.ml ARB= $1,800; ARB Increase= $160. 

AV A "J(1 F: AF: A rlB MILL SF PT PVRTY CRTH LS ss 
'**~********************************************•********************'*****•············································ 
Aril\MS, 1111PLETON . 
$ 109. 81 ll 4825.2 4945,3 $2163,ll3 38. 15 $ 6,509 $ 4,189 $ ,035 $ .ooo 22.21 3-l,50 

ADAMS, llORTIICLENN 
$ 202,'l90 20<i07,8 201l07,8 $201l2,71l 36,02 $ 34,394 $ 7.294 $ .ooo $ .225 9,92 46,79 

ADAMS, CCl~MERCE CITY 
$ 96,970 4995,5 5202,7 $2148,59 37. A9 $ 7,504 $ 3,674 $ .213 $ • 000 18.64 38. 07 , · 

ADAMS, BRIGHTON 
$ 81. 713 3727,9 3773,3 $2179,45 38.43 $ 5.083 $ 3,140 $ .021 $ .ooo 21.66 35.05 

ADAMS, P-HINETT 
$ 12.953 473,2 473., 2 $2097.80 36.99 $ ,514 $ ,479 $ ,009 $ .ooo 27.37 29. 34 . 

ADAMS, STRASBURG 
$ 22. 196 380.0 382.5 $2182.P.2 31,47 $ • 137 $ • 698 $ .006 $ .ooo 58.02 11.35 

ADAMS, r.'ESTMINSTER 
$ · 165,975 12015.9 12464, l ,$2075.72 36.60 $ 19,797 $ 6. 075' $ • 061 $ ;ooo 13.32 43. '39 

I ALAMOSA, ALAMOSA \D 
\D $ 43,564 2170.0 2179.~ $1960.00 34,56 $ 2.766 $ 1-.506 · $ .063 $ .ooo 19,99 36.72 
I 

ALAMOSA, SANGRE DECRISTO 
$ 6,360 2-10.9 244,5 $1960.00 34,56 $ • 259 $ • 22.0 $ .010 $ .ooo 26.01 30,70 

ARAPAHOE, ENGLEWOOD 
$ 121. 577 3483.8 3611.2 $2300,85 '10.57 $ 3,376 $ 4,933 $ .085 $ • .ooo 33,67 23,04 

ARAPAHOE, SHERIDAN 
$ 30.184 1467.6 1527.0 $2206.73 38,91 $ 2. 195 $ 1. 175 $ .oi8 $ .ooo 19.77 36.94 

ARAPAHOE I CHERRY CREEK 
$ 441l. 079 24024.8 24024.8 $2399.60 42,31 $ 38.859 $ 18,791 $ .ooo $ 1. 667 18.48 38,23 

ARAPAHOE, LITTLETON 
$ 295,940 16348.7 16420.1 $2052,34 36.19 $ 22.990 $ 10,710 $ .ooo $ ,000 1 fl. 02 38,69 

ARAPAHOE, DEER TRAIL 
$ 2-i. 037 88. 1 97,3 $3091.65 11.96 $ .013• $ ,288 ~ ,004 $ ,000 2li7.06 11. 35 

ARAPAHOE, AURORA 
$ 324.203 20942.6 20942.6 $2208. ijij . 38,94 $ 33,625 $ 12.625 $ .ooo $ .ooo 15.48 ll 1. 23 

ARAPAHOE I BYERS 
$ 12.465 310.4 317.5 $21 85, 83 38.'54 $ .213 $ .480 $ .005 $ .ooo 39.26 17,45 

H ULETA I ARCH 1JLETA 
$ 29.067 1049.0 1049.0 $ J ,00 11l.56 t O'i 1 s . , . oo c:; i - n <' ,; ~ 0 111 '.:>7 71 '.:>O nn 

I 



Table VI 

;:1 ·ADI\£ AE ARB MILL Sf PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 
·······~················••*••··························································································· BACl., ',/1,LSH 
$ 13.516 339. 6 355.6 $1981,79 34,95 $ ,232 $ .472 $ .011 $ .ooo 38.01 18.70 

BACA, PRITCHETT 
s 4,712 74,8 79.2 $2382.44 33,63 $ ,030 $ , 158 $ ,003 $ ,000 59,50 11.35 

SACA, SPRrnGFIELD 
$ 12. ;,61 534.7 534.7 $1969,31 34. 73 $ .fi20 $ .43l $ ,008 $ .ooo 23,30 33. 1n 
BACA, VILAS 
$ 4.520 118. 3 118. 3 $2727, 15 48. 09 $ , 105 $ ,217 $ , 001 $ .004 38,22 . 18.49 

BACA, C,\MPO 
$ 3,398 121, 4 124.5 $1960,00 34.56 $ , 127 $ , 117 $ .003 $ , 000 27,30 29.41 

BENT, LAS ANIMAS 
$ 1:..235 897, 9 . 917,7 $1960,00 34,56 $ 1. 307 $ .li92 $ , 048 $ , 000 . 15, 51 41.20 

BENT, MCCLAVE 
$ 8.603 195.;, 197,5 $2185.14 " 38,53 $ • 100 $ • 331 $ . ,005 $ ,000 43,55 13,.T6 

BOUL;:JER, ST. VRAIN VALLEY 
$ 237.978 15010.6 15070,6 $2010.27 35,45 $ 21.860 $ 8.li36 $ .ooo $ ,000 15,79 40,92 

. BO'.JDER; BOUL;)ER VALLEY 
$ 559.172 20877,7 21018,0 $2219. 12 39, 13 $ 24.760 

I 
$ 21. 881 $ • 000 $ , 000 26.60 30, 11 

~ 
0 CH.\FFEE, BUENA VISTA 
0 $ 23.671 1010.li · 1031. 1 $1960.00 34,56 $ 1. 203 $ .818 $ .003 $ ,000 22,96 33,75 I 

CHAFFEE, SALI;)A 
$ 29, 2;,6 1309. 9 1329,8 $1960.00 3li,56 $ 1. 596 $ 1. 011 $ ,014 $ ,000 .· 21.99 34,72 

CHEYEr-;NE, KIT CARSON 
$ 9,665 92.4 98,0 $3500.61 31.83 $ ,035 $ ,308 $ ,005 $ ,000 98,62 11,35 

CHEYENNE, CHEYENNE WELLS 
s 15.259 21ll,O 225.6 $2269,30 28. 73 $ • 074 $ .438 $ ,006 $ • 000 67,65 11,35 

CHEYENNE, ARAPAHOE 
$ 5. 1.'.lO 67,6 68, 1 $3403,fi5 39,22 $ ,030 $ . , 202 $ .002 $ .ooo 75,li3 11. 35 

CLEAR CREEK, CLE/\R CREEK 
·$ 6 ;j. 319 12-l3, 6 1243,6 $2216.29 35. 14 $ .496 $ 2,260 $ .ooo $ .ooo 51.72 · 11. 35 

CONEJOS, NORTH CONEJOS 
$ 8.687 1122. 7 1137,8 $1960,00 3°4,56 $ 1. 930 $ .300 $ • 059 $ ,000 . 7,63 49,08 

CONEJOS, SANFORD 
$ 3,038 31i3, 1 343, 1 ~1960,00 34,56 $ .568 $ ,105 $ .016 $ • 000 8,85 47. 86 



Table VI 

f, V ~. u/1 F. /IE II RO MILL ~F. PT PVRTY GRTil LS ss 

-~·····~·-·······,······································································································ CCrlEJOS, SOIJTH CotJF.JOS 
$ 5.583 677.2 694,9 $1960,00 34,56 $ 1 .• 169 $ , 193 $ , 078 $ . , 000 8.03 118,68 

COS TILL/I, CENTENNIAL 
$ 13,339 673.8 673. 8· $1960.00 34,56 $ .860 $ ,461 $ ,042 $ ,000 19,80 36,91 

· COS TILL/I, SIERRA GRAN;)E 
~ 

$ 16.284 330, 7 330, 7 $2129,37 35. 15 $ • 132 $ , 572 $_ , 009 $ .003 49.23 11.35 

CROWLEY, CROWLEY\ 
• 12.518 389. 6 424, 1 $1960.00 31l. 56 $ • 399 $ , 113 3 $ ,022 $ ,000 29,52 27, 19 .., 

CUSTER, CONSOL IDA TED 1 
i 13,463 309,4 309,4 $2074,01 36,57 $ , 149 $ , 1192 $ ,000 $ , 011 43,51 13, 20 · 

i)ELTA, i)E LT A 
$ 57,323 ll036,3 4036,3 $1960,00 311,56 $ 5,930 $ 1,981 $ ,096 $ .ooo 111.20 1'2 , 51 

I 
DENVER, DENVER 

~ $ 2277, 127 56643,8 . 58755. 4 · $2548,38 411. 94 $ 47,4011 $102.327 $ 3,534 $ .ooo 38,76 17.95 
0 
~ ::>OLORES, DOLORES I 

$ 9. 135 381.4 386.2 . $1960.00 34.56 $ . 1141 $ ,316 $ ,001 $ ,000 23,65 33 - ~6 

:>OUGLAS, DOIJGLAS 
$ 109,193 7428.5 7428.5 $2014,79 35,53 $ 11.088 $ J, 879 , $ ,000 $ · • 345 111.70 42.01 

EAGLE, EAGLE 
$ 118.178 1 671 , 0 1 671 • 0 $2730,28 33. 27 $ .631 $ 3,931 $ ,007 $ ,000 10.12 11.35 

ELBERT, ELIZABETH 
$ 10.247 774. 8 774.8 $2005,69 35, 37 $ 1. 192 .$ ,362 $ • 000 $ .004 13.23 ~3.118 

ELBERT, KIOWA 
$ 5,295 200, 1 . 200. 1 $24111.79 ll2,58 $ ,258 $ .225 s · .ooo $ .005 26.46 30,25 

ELBERT, BIG SANDY 
$ 6. 190 209,6 220.6 $1985.24 35,01 $ • 221 $ ,217 $ ,004 $ .ooo 28,06 28.65 

-ELBERT, ELDERT 
$ 2,ll30 154,6 154. 6 $1970, 18 34,7ll $ .220 $ ,084 $ .ooo $ • 000 15.72 40.99 

ELBERT, AGATE 
$ 5. 734 26. 1 29,4 $3366.03 16.29 $ .005 $ ,093 $ · ,001'. $ ,000 195. 27 11 :35 

EL PASO, CALHAN 
$ 4,285 ~83,3 2a.:i. 5 $1964,61 311. 6li $ .410 $ , 1 ii8 $ .003 $ ,000 15,06 41.65 

EL PASO, HARRISON 
$ . 8 7 • 9li .:i 6299 •. 5 6334.2 $1960.00 34.56 $ 9. 375 $ 3,0110 $ .011 $ , 000 13.88 ii2.83 



Table VI 
. .. .. - - - .. . 

AV A::JAE AE ARB MILL SF: PT PVRTY GRTH L~ ss 
••••••~•tffflll*•fffft•ttlfllAllltllllllllllllfllllflllllllllWWll·•••ttlllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll~tllllllllllll 

EL PASO, WIJEFIEL;:J 
$ 56. 186 652 ➔ ,6 6621.9 $1960,00 34,56 $ 11. 037 $ 1,942 $ : , 051 $ .ooo 8,48 118.23 

EL PASO, FOUNTAIN 
$ 15.774 2901 , 2 2961,3 $1960,00 34,56 $ 5,259 $ • 545 $ .016 $ .ooo 5,33 51.38 

EL PASO, COLORADO SPRINGS 
$ 618,697 29295. 1 29852.7 $1970,32 34,74 $ 37. 323 $ 21.496 $ . • 302 $ .ooo 20.73 35.99 

EL PASO, CHEYENNE MTN. 
$ 65,2ii6 1 645. 2 . 1684.0 $2552.23 45,00 $ 1. 362 $ 2.936 $ • 000 $ .ooo 38.711 . 17.97 

EL PASO, MANITQIJ SPGS, 
$ 21. 850 1002,7 1020,7 $1960,00 34,56 $ 1. 245 $ .755 $ .009 $ .ooo 21. 111 35,30 

EL PASO, ACADEMY 
$ . 60. 129 4497,9 4497,9 $1960.00 34,56 $ 6,738 $ 2,078 $ .000 $ .ooo 13. 37 · II 3. 34 

EL PASO, ELLICOTT 
$ 4. 790 . 330. 0 334. 1 $1960.00 34, 56 $ ,489 $ ,166 $ .001 $ .ooo 14.34 112,37 

' 
EL PASO, PEYTON 
$ 3. 419 . 250,9 250.9 $22011,92 38,88 $ .418 $ .• 135 $ , 000 $ .002 13,86 112.85 

EL PASO, HANOVER 
$ 4. 765 58,4 58. 4 $2642. 34 . 28, 42 $ .019 $ .135 $ · ~000 $ · .ooo 81. 64 11,35 

I 
\ I-' EL PASO I LEWIS-PALMER 

0 $ 25:339 1147,1 1147,1' $2031,49 35,82 $ 1,423 $ ,908 $ · • 000 $ .ooo 22.09 34,62 N 
I 

EL PASO, FALCON 
$ 15,306 1529,7 1529,7 $2008.22 35,41 $ 2,530 $ · • 542 $ ,000 $ · • 076 10.01 46.70 

EL PASO, EDISON 
$ 2. 064 20.0 21.9 $3333.62 31,60 $ ,008 $ .065 $ .002 $ .ooo 94. 13 11.35 

EL PASO, MIAMI-YODF.R 
$ 3,892 115. 2 119.8 $2229,71 39,32 $ • 1111 $ .• 153 $ .ooo $ .ooo 32.50 24.21 

FREMONT, CANON CITY 
$ 4 8. 196 3160. 8 · 3186,0 $1960.00 34,56 $ 4,579 $ 1.666 $ .049 $ .000 . 15.·13 lil.58 

FREMONT, FLORENCE 
$ 29.831 1 ;;45. 4 1469.2 $1960.00 ·34,56 $ 1,849 $· , • 031 $ .041 $ .ooo 20.31 36.40 

FnEMCNT, COTOPAXI 
$ 8. 364 207,5 207,5 $2539.53 · 44,78 $ ,152 $ • 375 $ .ooo $ .005 110.31 16.40 

GARFIELD, ROARING FORK 
s 82.654 3175,' 1.i 3175,4 $1960,00 34.56 $ 3.367 $ 2. 857 $ .ooo $ .ooo 26.03 30.68 



Table VI 

AV A DAE Af. A Rn MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss 

**********••····~--~···~~-······························································································ GARFIELD, GAilFif.L;) 
$ , 24. 918 1561 . 0 1561. 0 $2066.02 36,113 $ 2. 317 $ ,908 $ ,053 $ .ooo 15.96 110,75 

GARFIELD, GRAN:) VALLEY 
$ 5. 451 1 14, 4 122,7 $2662,80 116.95 $ , 071 $ .256 $ ,001 $ .000 114.42 12.29 

·~. 
GILPIN I GILPIN CO. 
$ 8. 968 568.6 568. 6, $3067,99 511. 10 $ 1. 259 $ • 1185 $ ·• 000 $ • 1110 15, 77 110,911 

GRAND, WEST GRAND 
$ 54,508 393,2 400,7 $2396,97 16. 26 $ , 0711 $ ,886 $ 

I 
.ooo $ .ooo 136,011 11,35 

GRAN;), E!IST GRAND 
$ 54.614 796,9 806. 1 $2354,70 29,77 $ • 272 $ 1,626 $ , 0011 $ ,000 67,75 11,35 

GUNNISON, GUNNISON WATERSHD 
$ 30,087 1167. 4 1197. 6 $1999, 14 35 •. 25 $ 1 • 3311 $ 1.061 $ ,006 $ ,000 25 . 12 31,59 

HINS::JALE I HINSDALE 
$ 5,825 214. 1 214. 1 si960.oo 34,56 $ .218 $ .201 $ .ooo $ ,036 27.20 29,51 

I · HUERFANO, HIJERFANO 
...... $ 
0 

15,937 1036.2 1039,9 $1960.00 311,56 $ 1.487 $ ,551 $ • 075 $ .ooo 15,33 41,38 
(.,,I 
I HUERFANO, LA VETA 

$ 5,705 1 37. II 148. II $1960.00 311,56 $ ,094 ·s .197 $ ,006 $ .ooo 38,43 18.28 

JACKSON, 'NORTH PARK 
. $ 17.890 502,3 502,3 $1994, 16 35, 16 $ , 372 $ .629 $ .ooo $ .ooo 35,62 21. 09 

JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON 
$ 1721.157 80391,0 80391,0 $2180. 37 38,45 :;109, 108 $ 66.175 $ ,000 $ .663 .'21,41 35,30 

KIOWA I EA::JS 
$ 12,347 255.2 267. 1 $2145.80 37,27 $ • 11 3 $ ,460 $ .ooo $, .ooo 116.23 11. 35 

KIOWA, PLAINVIEW 
$ 8.955 71.8 78,l $2674.15 21.22 $ ,019 $ ,190 $ ,. 001 $ , 000 114,67 11. 35 

KIT CARSON, F'LAGLER 
$ 5,386 1 50. 1 157. 5 · $2162,34 38,13 $ , 135 $ · .205 $ , 006 $ .ooo . 34,20 22,51 

KIT CARSON, SEIBERT 
$ 3,501 67, li 73, 4 ' $2376,50 40.25 $ ,0311 $ ,141 $ .003 $ .ooo 47,69 11,35 

KIT CARSON, VONA 
$ 2. 867 37.2 39,9 $2844,30 3li,20 $ • 0'15 $ • 098 $ .002 $ .ooo 71.81 11,35 

KIT CARSON, STRATTON 
$ 6,795 196,3 208.li $2065,lili 36,li2 $ , 183 $ · ,2li7 $ ,001 $ .000 32.60 24. 11 · 



Table VI 

AV A::>H AE ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS S$ 

·································································································~······················ KIT CARSON, 8ETH 1Jl4E 
:l 3,671 125,3 125.3 $2200,98 38.81 • $. .125 $ • 150 $ .001 $ .ooo 30.90 25.81 ,. 

KIT CARSON, 'BURLINGTON 
;ooo $ 2-1.667 9~9.9 '. 993,0 $1960.00 34,56 $ 1. 094 $ .853 $ .010 $ 24.84 31,87 

LAKE, UKE CO 
I $2310,22 .008 I $ 114,538 1704.1 1760.8 30,24 $ ,604 $ 3,464 $ $ .ooo 65.05 11.35 

LA PLATA, DIJRANCO 
$ 83.267 3208,7 3282,5 $1960,00 34.56 $ 3,556 $ 2.878 $ .062 $ .ooo 25. 37 31. 34 

LA PLATA, BAYFIELi:> 
$ 1 3. 091 731,3 731,3 $1960.00 34,56 $ ,981 $ .452 $ .001 $ ;023 17,90 38,81 

LA PLATA I IGNACIO. 
$ 1 1 • 602 1022.6 1022,6 $1960.00 34,56 $ 1. 603 $ • iio 1 $ .402 $ .ooo 11. 35 lt5,36 

LI.RIMER, POUDRE 
$ 291. 632 13642.2 13642.2 $2'157,08 38.04 $ 18,334 $ 11 • 09 3 $ .015 $ .ooo . 21.38 35,33 

LARIMER I THOMPSON 
$ 20.'.i. 073 10361.6 10361,6 $1960.00 34,56 $ 13,256 $ 7,053 $ .ooo $ .065 19,70 37,01 

LARIMER I PARK (ESTES PARK) 
$ 51.659 1 272. 3 1272 ,-3 $2115,71 37,31 $ ,765 $ 1. 927 $ .ooo $ ,015 lt0.60 16. 11 

I 
LAS ANH:AS, TRINI::>AD ~ 

::::> $ 18. 082 1822.li 1842.6 $1960.00 · 3 4. 56 $ 2.987 $ .625 $ ,139 $ .ooo 9.81 lt6,90 
~ 
I 

LAS ANIMAS, PRIMERO REORG. 
$ 9.853 . 17·L 6 1 85. 4 · $2147,41 33,29 $ • 070 $ ,328 $ • 015 $ • ooo . 53. 16 11 , 35 . 

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG 
$ 6.873 293.2 301. 6 $1960.00 34,56 $ ,354 $ ,238 $ .013 $ .ooo 22.79 33,92 

LAS ANIMAS, AG1JILAR REORG. 
$ 3,928 244.8 24ll, 8 · $1960.00 . 34. 56 $ • 344 $ ,136 $ . .013 $ .ooo 16.05 ll0.66 

LAS ~NIMAS, BRANSO!l REORG, 
$ 2.810 43.'4 47. lt $2785.22 39,45 $ .021 $ • , , 1 $ ,0011 $ .ooo 59.211 11.35 

LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG. 
$ 

' 
.... 770 109,3 111.11 $2671.20 47. 10 $. ,073 $ • 225 $ ,005 $ .ooo 42.81 13,90 

LINCOLN I . HUGO 
$ 7,8<14 170. 3 176,9 $2095.68 36,95 $ ,081 $ • 290 $ .006 $ .000 411.33 12.38 

LINCOLN, LIMON 
$ 12. 1611 370.8 398.0 $1960.00 . 34. 56 $ ,360 $ ,1120 $ ·• 005 $ . • 000 30,56 26.15 



Table VI 

MILL sf. PT PVRTY GRTH LS ss AV A;}AE A[ ARA 

·••t••···················••t••·························································································· LINCOLN, GENOA 
! 3. 378 75.0 75, 1 $2230.58 39,33 $ .035 $ ,133 s • 002 $ .ooo 44.98 11. n 
LINCOLN, KARVAL 
$ ;. • O.i8 ~1.5 83,8 $2167. 61l 36,32 $ • 035 $ ,H7 $ • 002 $ .ooo 48,34 . 11. 35 

LINCOLN I ARRIBA 
...... 

$ ~-795 37.4' 43,8 $2'f3~-~3 20. 15 $ .010 $ .097 $ ;003 $ .ooo 109,148 11,35 

LOGAN, VALL£l 
$ 83.253 3297,li 3329.7 $20il7. 37 36. 10 $ 3. a,, $ 3,006 $ • 771 • .ooo 25.00 31. 71 

LOGAN, FRENCHMAN 
$ 6.031 194,3 202.8 $2125.56 37, 48 $ ,205 $ • 22f. $ • 007 $ .000 29. 75 26.96 

LOGAN, fliJfFALO 
$ 8. 332 235. 7 2ll'i,9 $2001.58 35.30 $ • 198 $ ,294 $ • 00.ii $ .ooo J].89 22,82 

LOGAN, PtJ\TEAU 
$ 7, 92 1 11+8.2 1'18.7 $2972-90 !l-6, 0 l $ ,078 $ '• 3611 $ , 002 $ .• 000 53.26 1,. 35 

I !'\£SA, i)EBEQIJE 1---' 
0 $ 7,5.:;5 1 00. 1 10-i. 1 12751. 78 32,82 $ • 039 $ .248 $ • 002 • .ooo 72,49 11. 3; 
t.n 
I 

MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY 
$ 6.668 327,3 327.3 $1960.00 311.56 $ • <l11 $ • 230 $ • 002 • .ooo 20, 37 36,3" 

MESA, KESA VALLEY 
$ 212. 71.i+ 1;i.3el),S 1ll380,5 $il)M,OO 34.56 $ 20,834 s 7,352 $ .n1 $ .000 n.19 ll1,92 

MINERAL, CA££DE CONS. 
s 9,318 183,0 183 .9 $2126.19 31'. 29 $ .072 $ .320 • .002- * ,000 :so.66 11. 35 

MOFFAT, MOFFAT 
$ 125.618 3078.4 3078. 'i $1960.00 34,56 $ 1,692 $ q. 3142 • .ooo i .089 ijQ. 81 . 15.90 

MONTEZUMA, 110NTEZ IJMA-CORTEZ 
$ 3-..221 2592. 5 2632,6 $1960,00 31L56 $ 3,977 s 1,183 $ , 01.i II $ .ooo 13.00 It). 71 

HOHTEZUMA, DOLORES 
$ 6,715 4J8.2 ll53.5 11960.00 34.56 $ ,657 $ .232 •• .ooa $ .ooo n.e1 ~U.90 

MONTEZUMA, MAHCOS · 
$ 5.275 i. i.2. 3 .li4f2. 3 $1960.00 34, S6 $ ,685 $ .182 $· .o,a $ ,000 11.93 4i..18 

KONTil0S£, MO?ITROSE 
$ 62. 103 lllJll,7 4150,7 $1960.00 3.f, 56 $ 5,989 $ 2. 1 !16 s • 069 $ ,000 1 II. 96 ai1. TS 

MOHTROS£, WEST ENO 
18.97 $ l5.697 827-~ 827 • .II $,t994l-,28 35,17 ' 1.098 $ .552 • .ooi,. $ .ooo ·37. 71t 

1; ill 
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Table VI 

AV AwAE AE ARB MILL SF, PT PVRTY GRTH LS SS 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NORGAll, DRIJSH 
$ 31.052 1290.9 

MORGAN, FORT MORGAN 
$ 57.094 2349.6 

MORGAN, WELDON VALLEY 
$ 4,252 137,2 

MORGAN, WIGGINS 
S 12.020 407.7 

OTERO, EAST OTERO 
$ 28,166 2318.9 

OTERO, ROCKY FORD 
$ 22,710 1261,5 

OTERO, MA~ZANOLA 
S 2.903 199,6· 

OTERO, FOWLER 
S 9,274 392,5 

OTERO, CHERAW 
$ . 2, 835 1 88; 7 

OTERO, SWINK 
$ U,307 310,3 

CURA Y, QIJRA Y 
$ 5,379 1~4.6 

OIJRAY I RIDGWAY 
$ 3,441 228,1 

PARK, PLATTE CANYON 
$ 15,588 931,6' 

PARK, PARK 
$· 35,155 481. 5 

PH.JLLIPS, HOLYOKE 
$ 20.779 508.0 

PH I LLI PS, HA XTlJN 
$ 11.332 373,3 

PITKIN, ASPEN 
$ 119.395 914.7 

' 

1317.7 $1~60,00 

2433.6 $20R3,10 

1li4.6 $2091.15 

420,3 $2138,59 

2382.8 $1960.00 

1323,9 $1960,00 

220.2 $1960.00 

421,6 $2069,lll 

197, 1 $1960,00 

316,7 $2018,33 

150.9 $2107.03 

228.1 ~199<1.91 

931. 6 $2287. 92 

<181 .5 $3068,80 

527,4 $20lill.51 

373.3 $2225,20 

960.11 $2602,92 

34,56 $ 1,509 $ 1,073 $ .022 $ .ooo 

J6,73 $ 2,972 $ 2,097 $ ,063 $ .000 

36,87 $ ,146 S ,157 $ ,.018 $ .ooo 

37, 71 $ • 4-15 $ .453 S . .014 $ .ooo 

34,56 $ J,697 S ,973 $ .088 S .ooo 

34,56 $ 1,810 $ ,785 S ,115 $ .ooo 

34,56 S ,3l1 S .100 S ,013 S ,ooo. 

36,49 $ .SJ<! S ,338 S ,019 $ .ooo 

34,56 $ ,2A8 $ ,098 $ .000. $ ,000 

35,59 $ ,486 $ ,153 $ .007 $ .ooo 

37.15 $ ,118 $ ,200 $ .001 $ .ooo 
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A BILL FOR AN ACT 

1 CCEJERNING PUBLIC SClIEKIL FINANCE, ANII W I N G  AN APPROPRIATION 

B i l l  Sunmary 

(WIE: ? h i s s m a  lies t o  this bill as introduced and 
hoes not n e c e s ~ a r d e a n ~~ s ~ w h TF&~ mav i 

'Ihe b i l l  accomplishes the following: (I) Provides increased 
equalizatim s q p o r t  levels for  fu ture  years [sections 1 and 2) ; 
(2) h t i n u e s  the "minimum guarantee" a t  the cumnt  level 
(sectim 3 ) ;  (3) Revises the authorized nwnw base concept to 
provide that each district's authorized revenue base s ldl  be 
annually enlarged by a f la t  dollar amount per pupil of attendance 
entitlemnt, and allaws certain districts with a low authorized 
revenue base to increase said base, thereby reducing the gap 
between the authorized mmnw bases of certain districts 
(sect im 4) ; (4) Adds a legislative declaration t o  the "Mlic 
School Finanm Act of 1973" that use of general fund revenues in 
excess of the seven percent limitatim m general h d  
expenditures to fund said act is proper t o  the extent that  such 
use w i l l  acconplish property tax relief [sectim 5); ( 5 )  kmves 
the requiremnt that districts sqporting a licensed public 
educatimal *levision station provide matching funds in order t o  
qualify for state assistance [section 6 ) ;  (6 )  Repeals certain 
outdated provisions (section 7) ; (7) Makes an tzppropriatian 
(sectim 8). 

3 -- -Be i t e n a c ~ d & t h e f ~ n e r a l h s s e h l y o f t h e S t a t eof Colorado: 

4 SFSTION I. 22-50-105 (I) [a) , Colorado Revised Statutes 

5 1973, as arrrended, and as further amended by Session Laws of 



L-

Colorado 197 7 ,  is m n & d  BY 'IlE ADDITIW 01: lTIE FOLUIVINT; M 3 V  

I, 

SUnPARAWIE t o  read: 

22-50-105, State equrtlizatim program - district support 

lewl - s t a t e t s  share. (I) (a) (VT) For 1979, forty-four dol lars  

and mmty-five c a t s  for each pupil  of attendance e n t i t lemnt 

for each m i l l  levied for the general h d  of the district for 

collectim &ring 1979; 

(VI I) For 1980, forty-eight dollars and sixteen cents for 

each pupil of attendance enti t lemnt for ea& mill lerLed for the 

general h d  of the district for collection during 1980; 

(VIII) For 1881, fifty-two dollars and forty-four cents for 

each pupil of attendance entitlement for eauh m i l l  levied for the 

general. fund of the district for collection &ring 1981; 

j IX) For 1982, fifty-six dollars and seventy-me cents for 

ea& pupil of attendance enti t lemnt for  each mill levied for the 

general k d  of the district for collection during 1982. 

SECTIm 2.  22 -50-105 (1) (b) , Colorado Revised Statutes 

1973, is EPEhLE)3 tLW WENACTED, W I l N  AMENWm, to read: 

22-50-10s. State equalization propam - district support 

level - state's share. (1) (b) For 1983 and themafter, the 

pneral  assmbly sha l l  annually review and adjust the program 

support level. If the ~ n e r a lassehly does not adopt a pmgram 

support level f o r  1983, this article shall be repealed effective 

SFClTW 3, 22-50-105 ( 2 )  (d. 1),Colorado Revised Statutes 

1973, as enacted by chapter 264 ,Session Laws of Colorado 1977 ,  

is anrended, and the said 22-50-105 ( 2 )  , as anrended, is further 



amended BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW PARAGRAPHS, to read: 

22-50-105. S t a t e  equalization program - district support 

l eve l  - state's share.  (2) ( d . 1 )  For 1978,  eleven dol lars  and 

thirty-five cents for each  p u p i l  of a t t endance  entitlement, 

multiplied by t h e  number of mills l ev ied  for the g e n e r a l  fund of 

the d i s t r i c t  f o r  collection during 1978; Far---+9?9---and 

t h e r e a f t c r ~ - t h c - g e n c ~ a ~ - ~ ~ ~ e m b ~ y - s h a ~ ~ - a n ~ u ~ 3 ~ y - ~ t v + e w - a n d - a d j u ~ t  

the-program-sapport-ftvc3~ 

( d . 2 )  For 1979, eleven d o l l a r s  and t h i r t y - f i v e  cents for 

each  p u p i l  of  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement, m u l t i p l i e d  by the nynber of 

mills levied f o r  t he  general fund of the d i s t r i c t  for collection 

during 1 9 7 9 ;  

( d . 3 )  For 1980, e leven  d o l l a r s  and thirty-five cen t s  f o r  

each p u p i l  of  a t t endance  entitlement, n i u l t i p l i e d  by the number of 

mills levied for  t h e  general fund of  t h e  district for  collection 

du r ing  1980; 

( d . 4 )  For 1981, eleven d o l l a r s  and thirty-five cents for 

each pupi l  of attendance entitlement, multiplied by t h e  number of 

mills Levied f o r  the general  fund of  the d i s t r i c t  f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  

d u r i n g  1981; 

( d . 5 3  For 1982, eleven dollars and thirty-five cents for  

each p u p i l  o f  attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number o f  

mills levied f o r  the general fund of the d i s t r i c t  for  collectiou 

dur ing  1982. For 1983 and t h e r e a f t e r ,  the general assembly s h a l l  

annually review and adjust the program support level. I f  the 

general assembly does n o t  a d o p t  a program support level for 1983, 

t h i s  article shall be repealed e f f e c t i v e  December 31,  1982. 

-113- B i l l  1 



SECTION 4 .  22-50-106, Colorado Revised S t a t u t e s  1973, as  

amended, and as further amended by Session Laws of Colorado 1 9 7 7 ,  

is  REPEALED AND REENACTED, WITH AMENDMENTS, to read: 

22-50-106. Authorized base per p u p i l  of attendancerevenue ---

entitlement - l imi ta t ion .  (1) F o r  each budget year, the "revenue 

base" per p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement i n  a d i s t r i c t  shal l  be 

the  sum o f  t h e  t o t a l  amount of property t a x  revenue which the 

district is e l i g i b l e  to receive from the levy of the d i s t r i c t  f o r  

i t s  gene ra l  fund during the budget year, assuming one hundred 

percent c o l l e c t i o n  of such levy,  plus t h e  total amount,of 

equalization support which the d i s t r i c t  i s  e l i g i b l e  t o  receive 

from the s t a t e  during the  budget year pursuant to provisions of 

this a r t i c l e ,  d iv ided  b y  the attendance entitlement of the 

d i s t r i c t  f o r  the budget year .  

( 2 )  (a)  ( I )  For the 1978 budget year, the authorized 

revenue base of a d i s t r i c t  for each p u p i l  of  at tendance 

entitlement s h a l l  be the  revenue base f o r  each pupi l  o f  

attendance entitlement for tha t  district for  the 1977 budget year 

p l u s  one hundred twenty d o l l a r s .  

(11) In order to provide for  the replacement of  revenue 

t h a t  would otherwise be l o s t  to districts a s  a r e s u l t  o f  changes 

i n  procedures for mobile home t a x a t i o n  as provided i n  p a r t  2 of 

article 5 of t i t l e  3 9 ,  C.R.S .  1973, an increase in t h e  authorized 

revenue base per p u p i l  of attendance entitlement of each d i s t r i c t  

shall be allowed for the 1978 budget year i n  an amount equa l  to  

the t o t a l  mobile home specific ownership taxes re+feeted  RECEIVED 

by the d i s t r i c t  i n  the calendar year 1977 divided by the 1977 



at tendance  entitlement of the district. The computation for such 

increase  s h a l l  be v e r i f i e d  by the state board of education and 

c e r t i f i e d  t o  t he  d i s t r i c t .  

( b )  For t h e  1979 budget y e a r ,  t h e  authorized revenue base 

of a district f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement shall be 

the revenue base f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement f o r  

that d i s t r i c t  for t h e  1978 budget y e a r  p l u s  one hundred thirty 

d o l l a r s ;  except t h a t  no  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be required t o  have an 

author ized  revenue base  l e s s  than one thousand four hundred 

d o l l a r s  per pupi l  o f  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement. 

( c )  For t h e  1980 budget year, the authorized revenue base 

of a d i s t r i c t  for each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement s h a l l  be 

the  revenue base f o r  each p u p i l  of  a t t e n d a n c e  entitlement for  

t h a t  d i s t r i c t  f o r  the 1979 budget year plus one hundred forty 

d o l l a r s ;  except  that no district shall b e  required to have an 

authorized revenue base l e s s  t h a n  one thousand s i x  hundred 

d o l l a r s  pe r  pupil of attendance entitlement. 

Ed) F o r  the 1981 budget year, the authorized revenue base 

of a d i s t r i c t  f o r  each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be 

the revenue base  f o r  each p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement for 

that d i s t r i c t  for  the  1980 budget year p l u s  one hundred f i f t y  

d o l l a r s ;  except that no district shall be required to have an 

authorized revenue base less  than one thousand eight hundred 

dollars per p u p i l  of  attendance entitlement. 

(e) For the 1982 budget y e a r ,  the author ized  revenue base 

o f  a d i s t r i c t  f o r  each p u p i l  o f  attendance entitlement sha l l  be 

the  revenue base for each p u p i l  of attendance entit lement for 

-115- B i l l  1 
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i
1 t h a t  d i s t r i c t  for the 1981 budget year p l u s  one hundred s i x t y  4 e ! ! = z ~  

2 d o l l a r s .  

(3) Except as provided in sec t ions  22-50-107 and 22-50-108, 

4 the board of education of a district may not  c e r t i fy  a levy 

5 requirement for an amount which, together w i t h  the s t a t e  

equalization support the d i s t r i c t  is e l i g i b l e  to receive during 

the budget year, shall exceed the district's authorized revenue 

base multiplied by the district's attendance entitlement f o r  the 

budget year. 

SECTION 5 .  Article 50 of title 22, Colorado Revised 

Statutes 1973,  as amended, and as f u r t h e r  amended by Session Laws 

of Colorado 1977, i s  amended BY THE ADDITION OF A N E W  SECTION to 

read : 

22-50-101.7. Legislative -- - use of general fundd e c l a r a t i o n  

revenues in excess of seven percent limitation to fund a r t i c l e .  

The general assembly hereby finds and declares t h a t  the funding 

of t h i s  a r t i c l e  through appropriation of general fund revenues in 

excess of t h e  seven percent l i m i t a t i o n  prescribed in section 

24-75-201.1, C.R.S. 1973,  is proper to t h e  extent that  the 

distribution of s a i d  revenues under this a r t i c l e  w i l l  achieve 

prope r ty  t a x  re l i e f .  

SECTION 6 22-50-113.7 (2) and ( 3 ) ,  Colorado Revised 

S t a t u t e s  1973,  as  enacted by chapter 264 ,  Session Laws o f  

Colorado 1977, are amended t o  read: 

22-50-113.7. A i d  for  instructional 
- television. 

(2) Beginning January 1, 1977, and for each budget year 

.thereafter, a school district q u a l i f i e d  for s t a t e  support 



p u r s u a n t  to t h e  provisions of SUBSECTION (1)  OF this s e c t i o n  

s h a l l  receive one d o l l a r  f o r  each p u p i l  of attendance entitlement 

in school d i s t r i c t s  within the coverage area o f  such s t a t i o n ,  a s  

d e f i n e d  by 47 C . F . R .  7 3 . 6 8 3 ,  and drtermined by the department of 

education. 


( 3 )  I n  addition to school  d i s t r i c t s  covered under the 

provisions of subsections (1) and ( 2 )  of  this section, any other 

school  d i s t r i c t s  suppo r t i ng  a licensed p u b l i c  educational 

t e l e v i s i o n  s t a t i o n  s h a l l  receive one d o l l a r  f o r  each matching 

dattar--paid--by PUPIL OF ATTENDANCE ENTITLEMENT IN the school  

d i s t r i c t .  Such morieys received and-matched by t h e  l o c a l  school  

d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be  p a i d  by t h e  d i s t r i c t  to the educational 

t e l e v i s i o n  station. The t o t a l  s t a t e  assistance for this 

subsection ( 3 )  shall n o t  exceed one hundred thousand dollars. 

SECTION 7 .  Repea l .  22-50-105 (1) ( c )  and (2) (el, Colorado 

Revised S t a t u t e s  1973, a s  amended, and as f u r t h e r  amended by 

Session Laws of  Colorado 1977, a r e  repealed. 

SECTION 8 .  Appropriation. There is hereby appropriated, 

o u t  of any moneys i n  t h e  s t a t e  treasury n o t  otherwise 

a p p r o p r i a t e d ,  f o r  t h e  fiscal y e a r  commencing J u l y  1,  1978, the 

sum of doLlars ($ 1 ,  or so much thereof as may 

be necessary,  t o  the department of educat ion  f o r  implementation 

of this act. 

SECTION 9 .  Effective date .  T h i s  a c t  s h a l l  take effect J u l y  

1 ,  1978. 

SECTION 10. Safety c l a u s e .  The g e n e r a l  assembly hereby 

f i n d s ,  de te rmines ,  and declares t h a t  t h i s  a c t  is necessary for 

Bill 1 



1 the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, and 

2 safe ty .  
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A UILI .  FOR AY 


1 CQ;.JrnITG mn TAX IWENUES. 


-+*
Bill Slxmlary 

m: This s u m  a l ies  to this b i l l  as introduced and 
does not necessari Y re ect G a m e a n t s  which m a y b e

-

subsequently adapt*.) 


Continues indefinirely tF0 increased cigarette tax i m p s 4  
in 1977, and alters slightly tb portion tbreof  going to 1-1 
governnents, 

2 De it eruacted b~ the General ilssmbly of the State of Colorado: 


3 SETION 1, 39-22-623 (1) (a), Colorado Pevised Statutes 


4 1973, as mertded by cbpter 516, Session Laws of Colorado 1977, 


5 is amended t o  read: 


6 39-22423.  Dispositim of collections. (I) (a) An anaunt 


7 -1 to forty-six percent of the gross s ta te  cigarette tax, 


8 camencing July 1, 1973, shall be apportioned to incorporated 


9 cities and incorporated toms rh-hkh levy taxes and adopt fomdl 


10 bulgets aul to caunties; except that, 4er-tke--pclpied cmencing 

13. July  1, 1377, and-c n d b g - d a e  38; -U 7 8 ;  the am~trntapport ion4 

12 s k l l  b ekifiy-cm IIIRTY ~;.3TIQ-TI-IPUXpercent of the gross 

13 state cigarette tax. For tk purflroses of t h i s  section, a city 

14 and county shall be considered as a city. The ci ty  or tam skre 



shall be apportion& according to the percentage of state sales t-

tax revemes allected by the department of revenue in an *E 
incorporated city  or tom as cmprd to the mtal state s l e s  

tax collections tllat may be allocated to al l  plitkal 

subdivisims in the state; the county share shall be ths same as 

that which t l ~pexentage of state sales tax remms collected 

in the mhorporated area of t k  amty bears to total state 

sales tax revenues which may be allocated to a l l  political 

subdivisims in the state. The department of revenrw shall 

certify to the s a t e  treasurer, at least amittally, the percenmge 

for allocation to d city, tom, and comty, and such 

percent;lge Eor a l l m t i o n  ssl certified shall be applied by said 

deparaent in a l l  distributions to cities, torms, and camties 

until changed by certification to d m  state treasurer. In order 

m qualify for distributions of state incam t ax  mneys, units of 

local goverment are prohibited from ir;rposing fees, lkesrses, or 

t a x e s  crar any person as a candition for engaging in the business 

of selling cigarettes or fmattmpting in any m e r  to impose 

a bx m cigarettes, For  purposes of this paragraph (a), tb 

gross state cigarette tax means the total tax before tb discomt 

provided for in section 39-28-104 (1). 

SKTIOIJ 2 .  39-28-103 [ 2 ) ,  Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, 

as m e d  by cllapter 51G, Sessiun laws of Colorado 1977, is 

aneded to  read: 

39-28-103. Tax levied. ( 2 )  Fer-the-perid Cmmcing July 

1, 1977, md--mdhg--drnc--GQr--A974; tb tax i m p o d  by this 

section sbl l  be levied at t l lc rate of soven and one-Imlf mills 



- -  

2 SETION 3, Effective date, This act shall mke effect July 

3 1, 1978. 

4 SUTXOIJ 4. Safety clause. The general assmbly hereby 

5 fi&, datemines, and declares tlut thisact isnecessryfur 

6 theitwedialepresemation of the pblic peace, health, and 

Bill 2 
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