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

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

Pursuant to the provisions of Senate Bill 138 (1977 Session)
the Colorado Legislative Council appointed a fifteen-member committee
to conduct a study of a comprehensive revision of the "Public School
Finance Act of 1973" and to report its findings to the second regular
session of the fifty-first Gemeral Assembly.

This volume contains the report of the Committee on School
Finance, which report was accepted by the Legislative Council at its
meeting on November 28, 1977. The committee report summarizes the
procedures utilized by the committee in its study, the several
proposals made to the committee to revise the "Public School Finance
Act of 1973", and the committee's findings and recommendations.

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

The committee and the staff of the Legislative Council were
assisted in the preparation of bills by Douglas G. Brown and Vincent
C. Hogan of the Legislative Drafting Office.

December, 1977 Lyle C, Kyle
Director
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SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES, FINDINGS
AND RECOMMENDAT JONS

The 1977 interim Committee on School Finance was established
pursuant to S.B. 138 {1977 session) which, in part, provided:

The legislative Council is directed to appoint a special
committee to conduct a study of a comprehensive revision of the
"Public School Finance Act of 1973",

Proceeding upon that directive, the committee reviewed the
provisions and functioning of the School Finance Act of 1973, and
considered a variety of suggested revisions to that act, The
committee's efforts were structured so as to give attention both to
the method used to distribute state school finance assistance monies
and the methods used to raise those monies.

At its initial meeting, the committee heard from a number of
persons concerning the current school finmance act, its stremgths and
weaknesses, and received numerous recommendations for revisions or
amendments thereto, The committee adopted the following 1list of
school finance objectives to be addressed in the process of its
deliberations:

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

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

3. To enhance the concept of local control of education and
to provide opportumity for citizens in the local school
districts to help mke decisions concerning education;

4. To encourage school districts to use creative and alter-
native approaches: first, to improve the quality of edu-
cation; second, to improve the use of facilities; and
third, to improve the economic efficiency of education;

5. To do nothing that would interfere with the use of alter-
native approaches in the wmanagement of public school
facilities and resources by school districts;

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

7. To provide more equity in the distribution of tax burd-
ens;
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8. To search for the best possible method for financing <
public schools and to limit dependence on the property
tax for that purpose;

9. To maintain at approximetely equal levels the state  and
Jocal shares of revenue for school district operating
purposes, .

10. To place some kind of limitation on increased school dis-
trict budgets from year to year;

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

12, To continue financing categorical programs suwh as spe-
cial education, vocational education, and transportation;

13. To continue to provide for the budgetary needs of school
districts with declining enrollments and increasing
enrollments;

14. To continue the provision of additional state monies to
school districts with concentrations of pipils with
disadvantaged backgrounds; and

1S. To «continue to require school districts to file .
sexi-amual reports actual revenues and actual
expenditures so that comparable financial data can be
compiled on a calendar year basis as well as a fiscal
year basis,

The committee began its consideration of specific alternatives to the
present act by hearing from Dr. Paul Bethke of the Cplordado Education
Association (CEA) on that organization's classroom unit proposal; from
Senator Hugh Fowler on his instructional umit proposal; and from Dr.
Roger Black of the Colorado Department of Education on a percentage

equalizing approach previously considered by the 1976 interi.m cosmnit- !
t”.

At its secml moeting, the committee continued its consider- "
ation of specific finance proposals by examining Representative -
Bledsoe's H.B. 1109 (1973 session), which would wutilize an adjusted
gross income tax as the basis for school finsnce and for reducing
praperty taxes; Senator Meiklejohn's suggested alternative revisions
of the current act; Representative Kirscht's proposed revision of the
current act; and Semator Stricklamd's S.B. 538 (1977) proposal, pro-
viding for legislative determination of school district hudgets.

At its next meeting, the committee further examined the details

of the proposals previously presented and took a series of "straw
votes" to indicate their collective sentiments on the variouvs mspport
proposals and on alternative funding methods. With respect to the
support propasals, committee members were strongest in favor of some
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form of power equalization (as utilized in the current act) and the
instructional unit approach embodied in Senator H. Fowler's proposal.
In terms of alternative sources to finance the package and reduce
property taxes, there was committee interest in utilizing the prospec-
tive proceeds from the expenditure limitation in House Bill 1726,
which earmarks 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 increasing both the indi-
vidual and corporate income taxes; and for raising a new tax on
adjusted gross income, The results of that balloting were to serve as
an indication as to the altermatives mpst likely to win favorable con-
sideration in the committee's future deliberations. All sponsors were
then given an additional opportunity to revise their programs before
the final committee meetings.

At its subsequent meeting, the conmittee further examined the
fundamental elements of the Meiklejohn, H. Fowler, and Kirscht propos-
als, as revised. Subsequent to that review, the committee voted to
adopt, as its preliminary recommendations, Senator Meiklejohn's pro-
posed $200 million revision of the current 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 committee 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 limitation and estimates of the amount of property tax relief
to issue from that limitation. Bill No. 1 (Senator Meiklsjohn's sup-
port proposal) and Bill No. 2 (Representative Kirscht's finding pro-
posal) were placed before the committee for final amendment, Bill
Nos. 1 and 2 are recommended as the result of the process which fol-
lowed, (A complete explanation of all proposals presented to the
committee can be found on page 35 of this report.)

Providing Public School Support

The committee has determined that the current school fipance
act has achieved a number of its original objectives, but has failed
to achieve others. The recommendations of the committee relative to
providing school finance support are contained in Bill 1 (see page
111) and are aimed at improving the current act in those areas of
deficiency while retaining its basic power equalization framework and
maintaining categorical programs outside of the equalization program.

The authorized revenue base was the basis for state equalized
property taxes enacted in 1973, and was based on 1973 levels of prop-
erty taxes and state aid. The committee received testimony that the
1973 ARB's may have reflected constrained property tax raising abili-
ties then present, and the continued use of the ARB as the fumding
measure may have perpetuated any inequalities existing when the 1973
act was adopted.
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state guarantee to being recipients of the minimum guarantee,

Recommendation -- State Guarantee. The committee recommends
that the state gunTantee De substantially ancreased in 1979 in order
to reduce the number of districts receiving the minimumn guarantee.
For 1978, the state guarantee is set at $35.00 per pupil per mill.
The committee proposes to increase it to $44.25 per pupil per mill for
1979. For subsequent years, the recommendation is as follows:

1980 -- $48,16
1981 -- $52.44 -
1982 -- $56.74

In addition to the equalizing effects this would have between dis-
tricts, the proposed upward revision would also increase state aid
significantly while reducing average school district general fimd
property taxes by approximately 10 percent or four mills. The guar-
antee levels were chosen by the committee on the basis of the costs or
savings of its other recommendations and the amount of additional
revenue available. The guarantee levels have been calculated to
achieve an overall state cost of $80 million in additional aid in 1979
and to stabilize mill levies thereafter.

Recormendation -- Minimm Guarantee. As an additional method
to reduce the mumber of districts on the minimm, and the minimm's
arguably disequalizing effect, the committee recomemis that the mini-
mm guarantee per pupil per mill be frozen at its 1978 level of
$11.55. Thus, over time, its significance and effects will be eroded
as more districts come under the guarantee while every dlstnct in the
state can continue to share in state aid.

Further recommendations. The committee recommends a further
provision relating to the funding of educational television. The lan-
guage of that provision would amend the terms of Senate Bill 138
(1977}, eliminating the matching funds requirement for receipt of
state assistance by school districts which support (rather than oper-
ate) licensed public edixational television stations. The new lan-
guage would provide that such school districts oould receive one
dollar for each pupil of attendance entitlement, uwp to a maximm of
$100,000, for the support of such stations,

Finally, the committee recommends that the General Assembly
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
December 31, 1982.

Fiscal implications, As indicated, the Committee on School
Finance recommends several substantive revisions to the School Finance
Act of 1973. While those revisions would, taken together, entail an
appropriation of an additional $80 million in 1979, each of the revi-
sions, taken separately, has an associated cost factor. Those cost
factors are as follows:




, ) | 1979 Calendar Year |

(1) Mibism ARB $ 2.3 million
(2}  Mandwmm ARB increase $12.3
{3) $tate Gusrantee $65.4

'Financing Public School Support

|3 . Muring the interim, the comnittee gave consideration
to s of proposals relative to the financing of public school
support. Testimony was received concerning current substantial reli-
ance won the property tax, as well as various supplementary and
alternative reévenue sources. It was the concern of many committee
witnesses that the property tax cosponent of school finence be par-
tially or entirely replaced by other revenue sources. In the process
of its deliberations, the committee mrrowed the range of supplemen-
tary and altermative sources wntil, finally, two such sources won
commiittee adoption. Those sources are largely supplementary in nature
and would, by providing the $80 million by which the state share of
school finance would increase in 1979, help to provide local school
district ty tax relief. In addition, that ssount of money would
provide expanded overall programs in some districts,

#ﬁm. Bill No. 1 contains a provision- relative to
one O New revemue sources recommended by the commdttee,”
namely the proceeds from House Bill 1726's seven percent limitation on
the summl growth in state general fund expenditures. Specifically,
Bill No. 1 d¢ontains a Jlegislative declarstion stating that it is
proper to utilize the property tax relief proceeds from the operation
of that 1imitation in the fuxiing of its substantive school finance
provisions. Such utilization is declared to be proper only, however,
"to the exteiit that the distribution of said revemues under (the
school finance article) will achieve property tax relief™.

: As its contribution to the financing of public school support,
Bill Ne. 2 would, effective July 1, 1978, contimue indefinitely the
five cents per pack state cigarctte tax increase passed .as part of
House Bill 1726 (1977). It is the intention of the committee that an
amount of money equal to that generated by that incresse be wsed to
finance the provisions of Bill No. 1. In a related provision, the
bill makes a technical amendment to correct an oversight in House Bill
1726 and ensurg that the state receives the entire asount of addi-
tional revemus generanted by the increased tax on cigarettes.

Fiscal %licatio_gg. Estimates vary as to the ammmt of money
to be av; r property tax relief through the operation of the
seven percent limitation in House Bill 1726, That variation is
largely a fimction of differing interpretations of what iz or is not
included 1n the state “general fund”, amd differing projections for
- the future h in state general fund revenues. The current esti-
mates of fimitation's proceeds for Fiscal Year 1973-79 range %Fﬁ
approximately .256 million to approximately $102 millios.
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1977 Interim Committee Proposal
Appropriation Requirements 1/

Under Current Act

FY 1977-78 (Base Year)

Current Act cost
less Permanent School Fund income
HFquals FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation

FY 1978-79

1/2 CY 1978
1/2 CY 1979
Subtotal .
less Permanent Schoel Fund income
Bquals FY 1978-79 General Fund Appropriation

FY 1978-79 General Fund Appropriation

less FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation
Equals Appropriation Increase (no change in
Act)

FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation

times 7% Allowable Increase (H.B. 1726)
Equals Allowable Increase for FY 1978-79

Under Committee Proposal

FY 1978-79

1/2 CY 1978
1/2 CY 1979
Subtotal
less Permanent School Fund income
Equals FY 1978-79 General Fund Appropriation

FY 1978-79 General Fund Appropriation
less FY 1977-78 General Fund Appropriation
Equals Appropriation Increase (with recom-

mended changes)

FY 1978-79 Appropriation Increase
less Allowed 7% Increase (H.B. 1726)
Subtotal
less Projected Increased Cigarette Tax
Revenues (H.B. 1726)

Equals Required Pgrtion of H.B. 1726 Property
Tax Relief Money>

$361.2 million
"'1900
¥HZ.Z million

$193.6 million
201.8

'-23.0

¥372.4 million

$372.4
-342.2

$ 30.2

$342,2
x .07

$193.6 millionZ/
241.3

-23.0




FY 1973-80

VIO ™
1/2 <Y 198 ,
Bquals Y 1979-80 Appropriation

SOERCES:
Allowable Incresse

2 4 1978-—7‘95. ion
lass porﬁ}tﬂ:!fs. 1726 Property Tax
Relief Money.

Subtotal
less Incroused tte Tax Reverme for
FY 1978-79 {(H.B. 1726)

Net FY 1978-79 Base
times 7% Allowable Increase

Bquals Allowabls Incresse

Kadlecek Amendment and Cigarette Tax

FY 1979-80 Appropriation
less Net FY 1978-79 Base
Equals FY '1979-80 Increase
less allowed 7% Incresmse (H.B. 1726
Equals New Revenue and H.B. 1726 Money
less Increased Cigarette Yax Revenue
(H.B. 1726)

Bquals Ra?d rod ion of H.B. 1726 Property
Tax Relie M:myg“ |

FY 1980-81

1/2 CY 1980
1/2 CY 1981
Subtotal
less Parmanent School Pund Income
Equals FY;}980-81 General Pund Appropriation

SOURCES :

Allowable Increase

FY 1979-80 Appropriation
less Portion of H,B. 1726 Property Tex

Relief MNoney.
Subtotal

xviii

b

$241,3 willion
210.4

$270.4 million
303.7

27.0

a

486.7
"770" ’




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

Net FY 1979-80 Base
times 7% Allowable Increase

FEquals Allowable Increase

Kadlecek Amendment and Cigarette Tax

FY 1980-81 Appropriation
less Net FY 1979-80 Base
Equals FY 1980-81 Increase
less Allowable 7% Increase {H.B. 17 ?)
Equals New Revenue and H.B. 1726 Maneyg
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue for
FY 1980-81 (H.B. 1726)
Equals uired Portion of H.B. 1726 Pmperty
Tax Relief Money3/

FY 1981-82

1/2 CY 1981
1/2 CY 1982
Subtotal
less Permanent Schocl Fund income
Bquals FY 1981-82 General Fund Appropriation

SOURCES:

Allowable Increase

FY 1980-81 Appropriation
less poruon f H.B. 1726 Property Tax
Relief Money3

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

Net FY 1980-81 Base
times 7% Allowable Increase

Equals Allowable Increase

Kadlecek Amendment and Cigarette Tax

FY 1981-82 Appropriation
less Net FY 1980-81 Base
Equals FY 1981-82 Increase
less Allowable 7% Increase (H.B. 17_;3)
Equals New Revenue and H.B. 1726 Money=
less Increased Cigarette Tax Revenue for
FY 1981-82 (H.B. 1726)
Equals Required Portion of H.B. 1726 Property
Tax Relief Money3/

$303.7 million
337.6

-29.0




e P

J Includes only state eqmiizatim; does not include any categorical
progran ﬂwrupriatiom. :

2/This figure tepresents a carry-over from existing ict.

3 The refetence to H.B., 1726 is to6 the so-called "Kadlecek Amstidment" to
that act, which places a sever percent limitation on the anmsl gmuth
in state tﬁ:nml fund expenditures, and provides that revemues in ex-
cess of that limitation (exclusive of a four percent resem) be spent
for property fax relief,
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COMMITTEE ON SCHOOI, FINANCE
Minority Report

Senator H, Fowler and
Representative Tancredo

In the firm belief that the present Coloradc School Finance Act
is based upon an essentially arbitrary and unfair resource distri-
bution scheme, and that the foregoing report is not responsive to the
challenge of Senate Bill 138 to recommend a “'comprehensive revision of
the 1973 Act", the above members of the 1977 Interim Committee on
School Finance respectfully disagree with certain aspects of the
majority report of the committee and submit this minority report.

There are three separable elements to the school finance ques-
tion:

I. How much money will the state provide for elementary and
secondary education, and what distribution mechanism
(fornula) will be used to assure that every child gets
his fair share?

IT. 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 fund the state's share of
a finance program?

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

A, Funding the needs of children based upon instruc-
tional unit computation.

B. Abandonment of "categorical” programs and folding
their costs into general funding.

A completed bill is not submitted with this report although the
attached district-by-district print-out describes the relative effect
of funding schools on the basis of changing needs rather than upon
historical assumptions. Please use this print-out only to indicate
the "level of umfairness” in the ARB method. The APCS 1s based upon
arbitrary factors which would be subject to legislative correction.
HOWEVER, the APCS is calculated and adjusted using exactly the same
formulae for every district,

This system provides for a "foundation grant” for each dis-
trict, based upon an APCS (Average Program Cost per Student) com-

-1-



puted on an instructional umit valve per child adjusted for existing
economic differences between districts. The APCS may be seen by some
as being roughly equivalent to the ARB -- the relative differences
between them are a measure of the basic unfairmess of the ARB
approach., In addition to the foundation grant the system calls for a
“supplemental grant" which might be computed according to the follow-
ing schedule:

Supplement for Base

Special educaticn Actual incidence of handicapped
children

Small attendance Bonus pupils as at present

Gifted and talented Flat 5% of pupils changing to
actual incidence as they are
identified

Economically disadvantaged Per Title I, no threshold

Non-English speaking Per OCR count as at present,
tutorial

Bi-1lingual Per CDE-accepted program,
per pupil entitlement

Transportation Full cost reiumbursement

School lunch Full cost reiumhursement

With respect to (II), the action of the committes leads us to
believe that there is some mysterious bond between the ARB concept and
"Power Equalization" as a sharing formula. We proposed that this for-
mila could be used with the instructional wmit (APCS) distribution
program, but the committee 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 foundation and supplemental grants” by
levying at 1least 25 mills for the school general fund. (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 harmless factor to assure every district no less
than 105% of the 1978 expenditure per child. THIS SHARING ARRANGEMENT
WOULD CUT THE "'AVERAGE" PROPERTY TAX FOR SCHOOL GENERAL FIND BY ALMOST
HALF ($250 saving on a $33,000 house).

With respect to III, we support the funding arrangements which
the committee favored until the Ilast vote (at which two critical

pro-sales tax members were temporarily absent). These funding mecha-
nisms include:




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 7% 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 committee 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 public education, which we believe our plan to be.

- | p————minil



Colorado Department of Fducation
Comparison of ARB and AP(H

1979 TR
ADAE Units ARB ALS®

Adams, Mapleton 5575 385,0812 1618 1728.82
Adams, Northglenn 18000 1313.0308 1563 1536.63
Adams, Commerce City 5875 411. 3269 1689 1754,58
Adams, Brighton 3850 265,5847 1696 1582,98
Adams, Bermett 405 28.14648 1587 1589,20
Adaws, Strasburg 415 28,5711 1711 1587.52
Adams, Westminster 13700 870.6973 1550 1706.76
Alamosa, Alamosa 2220 154.7945 14153 1772, 14
AMamosa, Sangre de Cristo 272 1B. 6855 1438 1758, 05
Arapahoe, Englewood 4000 283.3404 1850 1885.45
Arapahoe, Sheridan 1770 125.3453 1690 1809,123
Arapahoe, Cherry Creek 17300 1145, 3938 1949 1523.63
Arapahoe, Littleton 17000 1171.8330 1601 1724.18
Arapahoe, Deer Trail 140 9.9241 2642 2045, 80
Arapahoe, Aurora 19550 1347, 03353 1641 15382,.78
Arapahoe, Byets RE-T] 24,0643 1473 1683, 60
Archuleta, Archuleta 990 61,3944 1400 1616.40
Baca, Walsh 450 32.2795 1527 1856.91
Baca, Pritchett 110 7.6872 1923 1992.91
Raca, Springfield 460 32,5982 1514 1712,49
Raca, Vilas 92 6,4920 2271 2433,57
Baca, Campo 125 8.9511 1504 2208.55
Bent, Las Animas 1010 70,4032 1466 1697, 37
Fent, McClave 195 13,7389 1726 1897, 66
Poulder, 5t, Vrain Valley 14700 1014.0577 1557 1561.25%
Boulder, Boulder Valley 21825 1510, 3474 1765 1578,30
Chaffee, Buena Vista 1155 79.9564 Lagp 1629.55
Chaffee, Salida 1430 99,7200 1400 1714,98
Cheyenne, Xit Carson 110 7.8573 2540 2400.18
Cheyenne, Chevenne Wells 275 19,3415 14914 1874.78
Cheyenne, Arapalice 70 4, 3548 2576 2659.67
(Clear Creek, Clear Creek 1200 32.2R55 1757 1520.94
Conejos, North Conejos 1200 §2.92n9 1400 1698.78
Conejos, Sanford 340 23.3426 1400 1844,09
Coneios, South Conejos 770 53.28R6 1400 1581.95

WP Includes basic instructiomal units, educational administration, growth
(*), economic adjustment factor (teacher s:;_perimce «iucation), but does not
inciude supplements: special education; Gifted and Talented; Bilinguai-

Birultural; Non English; smmll sttendance; vocational; etc,, which would be
added,
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Costilla, Centermial
Costilla, Sierra Grande
Crowley, Crowley
Custer, Consolidated
Delta, Delta

Denver, Denver
Dolores, Dolores
Douglas, Douglas
Eagle, Faple
Elbert, Elizabeth

Elbert, Kiowa
Elbert, Big Sandy
Elbert, Elbert
Elbert, Agate

El Paso, Calhan

El Paso, Harrison
El Paso, Widefield
El Paso, Fountain

El Paso, Colorado Springs
El Paso, Cheyenne Mountain

El Paso, Manitou Springs
E1 Paso, Academy

Fl Paso, Ellicott

FEl Paso, Peyton

1.1 Paso, Hanover

FEl Paso, Lewis-Palmer
E1 Paso, Falcon

El Paso, Edison

El Paso, Miami-Yoder
Fremont, Canon City

Fremont, Florence
Fremont, Cotopaxi
Garfield, Roaring Fork
Garfield, Garfield
Garfied, Grand Valley

Gilpin, Gilpin County
Grand, West Grand
Grand, East Grand
Gunmison, Gunnison West
Hinsdale, Hinsdale

ADAF

605
245
560
225
4150

63500
380
5050
1715
640

145
270
155

50
270

6460
6750
3170
31830
1815

1105
4350
325
205
58

1055
1020
30
149
3250

1600
170
3130

1465
155

230
435
83S
1315
71

1979

[nits ARB
41,6018 1400
17,1770 1545
39,8469 1400
15.5464 1617
287.2989 1400
4496,7744 2029
26,5400 1502
349,8042 1562
117,7230 2201
44,0068 1400
10,3110 1957
15.1910 1526
11.0121 1513
3.4530 2904
18,8382 1522
444.0298 1419
473,0955 1400
217.0253 1400
2188.0703 1518
125.6539 1994
76,2102 1504
299.4867 1400
22.7509 1415
14,4371 1728
4.1396 2184
72.6230 1493
70,3442 1550
2.0829 2878
10.3856 1785
226.0623 1404
110.4337 1400
11. 7386 1871
214,.6798 1400
100.5681 1555
11.0032 2209
15,5010 2616
30,1621 1920
57.3615 1896
90,7198 1523

4,7979 1876

"525"
APCS

1852.41
1999,21
1866,72
1833,20
1688,39

1905. 65
1849, 54
1516.04
1454.87
1486,18

2175.12
1809.15
1995, 20

« 3150,82

1738,60

1510.03
1589.95
1115. 39
1637.06
1945.12

1751.58
1414.68
1710.88
1787.39
2678,99

1563, 57
1434.70
3629.19
2320.26
1690,23

1663,91

1930.13
1650,71

1643.45
1915.37

2273.29
1636.20
1658, 25
1695.18
2419.52



Huerfano, Heurfano
Huerfano, La Veta
Jackson, Morth Park
Jefferson, Jefferson
Kiowa, Eads

Kiowa, Plainview
Kit Carson, Flagler
Kit Carson, Seibert
Kit Carson, Vona
Kit Carson, Stratton

Kit Carson, Bethune
Kit Carson, Burlington
Lake, Lake Cowunty

la Plata, Durango

La Plata, Bayfield

La Plata, Ignacio
Larimer, Poudre
Larimer, Thompson
Larimer, Park (Estes)
Las Animas, Trinidad

Las Animas, Primero

Ias Animas, Hoehne Reorganized
las Animas, Aguilar

Las Animas, Branson

Las Animas, Kim Reorganized

Lincoln, Hugo

Lincoln, Limon
Lincoln, Genoa
Lincoln, Karval
Lincoln, Arriba

Logan, Valley
Logan, Frenchman
Logan, Buffalo
Logan, Plateau
Mesa, DeBeque

Mesa, Plateau Valley

Mesa, Mesa Valley

Mineral, Creede Consolidated
Moffat, Moffat

Montezuma, Montezuma

1075
200
370

76200
295

99
155
99
52
255

114
1045
1980
3470

560

860
14000
9250
1010
1865

230
370
240

4
120

200
495
80
89
98

3535
210
30
154
134

281
13100
198
2450
2780

1979

Units ARB
75.6705 1472
13,7538 1499
26,1104 1536
5259, 3896 1729
20,9161 1687
6,9806 2212
11,1872 1692
7.0267 1656
23,5759 2091
18,1395 1591
7.8493 1732
72.1741 1340
137.6064 1810
241,1409 1477
38.7776 1400
60.0404 1400
962,3585 1700
638,1151 1427
69, 5N49 1665
13,5309 1434
16,2769 1654
25.804n0 1400
16,4828 1400
3.8n53 2329
8.2710 2215
14,1402 1619
34.8832 1400
5.5260 1773
6., 2066 1706
6.9210 1977
244.7945 1599
14,9794 1665
21.0208 1546
10,6672 2597
9, 3034 2286
19,3062 14900
904,9982 1453
13,7610 1665
168,.8535 1433
192, 2845 1400

"525"
APCS

1707.56
1813,62
1642.21
1614.18
1750.41

2303.63
1873,01
2216.08
3183,05
1826.69

2009, 52
1759,34
1723.55
1694, 29
1543.44

1250.59
1627.44
1565,66
1563,65
1838.28

1987.37
1836.52
2055.19
2787.38
2266.33

1976.04
1932.88
2316,99
2593.49
2213.61

1747.52
2100.31
1797.66
2097.01
2199.55

1946,.99
1685,27
1767.66
1578.52
1585.04

et w1



Montezuma, Dolores
Montezuma, Mancos
Montrose, Montrose
Montrose, West End
Morgan, Brush

Morgan, Fort Morgan
Morgan, Weldon Valley
Morgan, Wiggins
Otero, East Otero
Otero, Rocky Ford

Otero, Manzanola
Utero, Fowler
Otero, Cheraw
Otero, Swink
Ouray, Ouray

Ouray, Ridgway
Park, Platte Canyon
Park, Park
Phillips, Holyoke
Phillips, Haxtun

Pitkin, Aspen
Prowers, Granada
Prowers, Lamar
Prowers, Holly
Prowers, Wiley

Pueblo, Pueblo City
Pueblo, Pueblo Rural
Rioc Blanco, Meeker
Rio Blanco, Rangely
Rio Grande, Del Norte

Rio Grande, Monte Vista

Rio Grande, Sargent
Routt, Hayden

Routt, Steamboat Springs

Routt, South Routt

Saguache, Mountain Valley

Saguache, Moffat
Saguache, Center

San Juan, Silverton
San Miguel, Telluride

440
460
4240
900
1440

2830
170
450

2700

1575

290
540
250
315
195

179
590
263
615
334

1275
425
2208
486
244

21400
4825
700
330
720

1375
405
480

1206
432

260
645

145
221

-7~

1579

Units ARB
30,9604 1400
31.6146 1400
202,5324 1470
61,8877 1531
100,0943 1434
196, 3607 1622
12.0201 1622
31.6188 1678
185,3220 1412
109,4969 1416
21,1274 1400
38.0240 1613
17.2499 1501
22.05871 1566
13,3741 1642
12,3912 1533
41,5234 1829
18.1288 2576
42,5929 1597
23.8014 1767
87.8016 1902
29,5027 1310
151.1890 1400
33.4789 1507
16,8718 1458
1506.8992 1510
332.3941 1503
48.0438 1859
36.7041 2140
50,1092 1400
96,8844 1400
27,8447 1873
32.9612 2028
82.8954 1956
29,5992 2142
18,3195 1429
5.2184 2620
44,7555 1400
9,3878 2285
15.1391 1806

"525"
APCS

1669, 66
1616,03
1624.24
1613, 50
1712,.45

1741.71
1830, 23
1837.05
1633.51
1644,19

1801.81
1883.38
1758.63
1810.88
1814, 38

1890,04
1605, 28
1870.45
1734.77
2018.16

1603, 52
1615, 26
1665.21
1627.18
1771.68

1843.12
1568.94
1873.61
1915.02
1792.46

1700,28
1832,51
1538.68
1575,56
1703.48

1890, 26
2489,18
1712.84
1857.88
1855,99

i i



1979 ""525"

ADAE Units ARB APCS
San Miguel, Norwood 301 20.8024 1437 1860, 37
San Miguel, Egnar 50 3.4503 1700 2976.88
Sedgwick, Julesburg 388 26,7497 1699 1801. 35
Sedgwick, Plarte Valley 268 18,6550 1798 1871,07
Sumit, Summit 1080 74,0867 2147 1497, 36
Teller, Cripple Creek 250 17.1403 1813 1776.57
Teller, Woodlard Park 1230 84,5098 1431 1568,32
Washingten, Akron 501 34,4643 1553 1702.43
Washington, Arickaree 164 11,4729 2251 1889, 30
Washington, Otis 200 14,1178 1697 2000.45
Washington, lLone Star 54 3.7721 3351 3136.82
Washington, Woodlin 149 10.4173 2515 1939,92
Weld, Gilcrest 1640 112,.5341 1424 1655.48
Weld, Eaton 1105 76,4251 1431 1735. 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 1701.56
Weld, Briggsdale 84 5.8496 2086 2283,78
Weld, Prairie 124 8.7889 1997 2123.16
Weld, Grover 134 9,3734 1913 2083,08
Yuna, West Yuma 1140 78.8770 1786 1782.60
Yuma, East Yuma 870 60,1291 1500 1718.47



The History of School Finance in Colorado

Legislative Action Prior to 1952

Under the provisions of the Constitution of the State of
Colorado, adopted March 14, 1876, the General Assembly was directed to
"... provide for the establishment and maintenance of a thorough and
uniform system of free public schools throughout the state". Legis-
lation adopted in 1877 to implement this requirement provided for the
finding of such schools, on a county flow-through basis, from 1local
property taxes levied by local Boards of Education and from the state
Public School Income Fund.

The state Public School Income Fund was established by the Con-
stitution and includes the proceeds from lands granted to the state
for education purposes, estates that escheat to the state, and other
grants, gifts or devises, Primary income to the fimd 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-ammual disburse-
ments of the Public School Fund on the basis of the number of school
age children in each county. The first distribution in July, 1879,
totaled $7,041.30, or 26.6 cents per child.

In 1908, Congress passed the Forest Reserve Act and provided
for the return of 25 percent of federal revenues from national forests
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 find to school districts was enacted for purposes of matching
federal support for vocational education. The moneys were to be paid
out of funds appropriated for the maintenance and support of insti-
tutions under the control of the State Board of Agriculture.

In 1921, legislation was adopted providing that minimum teacher
salaries be set at $1000 per year for teachers with two years of col-
lege education, and $1200 per year for teachers with four years col-
lege education. In addition, salaries were not to be less than $75
per month and teachers were to be paid on an annual basis. Related
legislation was also adopted at that time requiring that districts
levy an amount sufficient to raise $75 per month 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. More teachers
were required to be funded in districts in sparsely populated areas,
poor areas, and areas with particularly small enrollments, An addi-
tional provision related to the mumber of high school teachers, and
required that one be funded for each 25 students. If the amount
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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 dishurse-
ments from the Public School Income Fund, before the per capita dis-
bursements of such fund. Districts were allowed to make additional
levies to pay for general operating expenses and teacher 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 purpose was upheld by the Colorado Supreme
Court in 1937 (Wilmore v. Ammear, 100 Colo. 106, 65 P,2d 1433), stat-
ing that: '

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

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

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

In 1937, ad valorem taxes on motor vehicles were replaced with
annual ~graduated specific ownership taxes which were distributed in
the same mammer as property taxes. Accordingly, school districts
received a proportional amoumt of the tax relative to their mill levy
as compared to the state total of school levies,

In 1939, the amount of income taxes reserved for public schools
was changed. Under the 1937 law, all amounts in excess of a five per-
cent retention for refunds, and three percent for administration, were
for schools., Imnder the 1939 amendment, the two deductions were
retained and the public schools given 65 percent of the remainder of

-10-
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collections from 1937, 1938, and 1939 taxes., The other 35 percent was
set aside for a special general fund reserve for the state, Alloca-
tions on the basis of numbers of students were continued, and directed
to fund the minimum teacher salary program, An amendment to the law
required districts to reduce property tax levies by an amount compa-
rable to their receipts from the state income tax.

?z 1940, total school general fund revenues were $21.2 million,
down sIightly from 1630. The state now contributed almost $1.8 mil-
lion to schools, while both county and school district property taxes
were down from 1930, to $4.1 million, and $15.3 million respectively.

In 1941, the allocations from income tax proceeds, after deduc-
tion for refunds and administration, were 10 percent for school dis-
tricts and 90 percent for general fund reserve. After June 30, 1941,
the 35 percent schools and 65 percent state general fund distribution
was reinstated and, still utilizing the 1937 distribution 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 Ileasing of lands
acquired for flood contrel, 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 increased to five percent; of the remaining proceeds, 35 per-
cent went to schools under the per student allocation formula adopted
in 1937 to fimd the minimm teacher salary program, while 65 percent
was retained by the state for the general fund, 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 Fund -- such amount
coming from the state's 65 percent share.

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

Under this new law, the state required the county to levy

enough revenue, regardless of the five mill limit, to fund the minimum
teacher salaries at their full level, after taking into account state
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distributions undey the income tax law and Public School Income Fund.
In addition, each district was required to notify the county of the
difference between such local teacher salary revenues plus state sup-
port and the amount necessary to raise the minimm classroom revenue
specified by the state., The county commissioners could then make an
additional levy of up to one mill to raise that amount. If this addi-
tional 1levy plus state revenues did not meet the minimm classroom
value, an additional 2.5 mills could be levied by the commissioners,
or 1,5 mills for union or county high school districts. This revenue
was set aside in a separate special fund for each district known as
the "Minimum Educational Needs Fund".

The state then made disbursements from the Special State School
Equalization Fund equal to one-half of the difference between the
local revenues under the Minimum Educational Needs Fund and the total
required for the minimm classroom amount. Such distributions were
only made if the district certified a levy to the commissioners equal
to an amount which would raise the other half of the deficiency. How-
ever, 1in no case could the total levy of third class districts exceed
20 mills, and any deficiency was made up by the state from the equal-
ization fund.

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

Also in 1945, the state program for the education of handi-
capped children was revised., Under the Handicapped Children's Edu-
cation Act, the state could make payments to school districts for the
education of handicapped children and also make payments to enroll
children who 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 fund. Automatic allocations to the special school aid
funds were discontinued.

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

An additional state program was adopted under the terms of
which each district received 15 cents per day of average daily attend-
ance for each pupil., This new provision funded by 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 adopted concerning equalization of
property assessments. The act provided that no district could receive
state funds for classroom units, or the spillover from those funds, if
the land within that district were assessed at more than five percent
below the state average. The State Tax Commission made such determi-
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 minimum classreom value was increased to
$2000 and allocations from the spillover of the equalization fund
assigned a $50 per year per pupil maximum,

25 1950, the total cost of public school general fund expendi-
tures more than doubled from 1940 to 349.4 million, State funds
increased to about 20 percent of the total, or $10 million. County
property taxes totaled $4.3 million and school district property taxes
$35 million,

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

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

In 1952, legislation was adopted requiring that county revenues
under the Federal Flood Control Lands Act of 1941 be credited at the
rate of 25 percent to the road and bridge fund and 75 percent to
schools, If there is more than one district in the coumty, 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 what
portion, if any, is to be allocated to school districts. Included in
this latter category are county receipts under the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act of 1935 (7 USC 1012), and the Materials Act of 1947
(Public Law 82-136).

The Public School Finance Act of 1952

The state's first educational foundation program was enacted
following a two-year study by a committee appointed by the Governor,
The recommendations, embodied in the Public School Finance Act of
1952, established the principle of state financing in order to ensure
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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-
somnel, Classroom units were determined on the basis of aggregate
days of attendance and one unit was granted for the first 12
student-180 days of attendance; a second one for the next 16
student-180 days of attendance; and additiopal units for each 20
student-180 days of attendance. Special provisions in the act were
made for districts in sparsely populated areas or with necessarily
isolated schools,

To be eligible to receive such state aid, districts could not
pay teachers less than 75 percent of the state guarantee per classroom
unit. The minimm school year was set at 170 days. In addition, cer-
tain levy requirements were imposed: six mills for the county public
school fund (distributed to each district educating students from such
county), oOr less, 1if allowed by the State Board of Education on the
basis of excess revenue. In addition, county or union high school
districts were required to levy two mills; class 1, 2, and 3 districts
compr151ng a portion of county or union h1gh school d15tr1cts an addi-~
tional six mills; and other districts eight mills, Single district
counties were required to levy 14 mills,

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

The act was funded by combining appropriations from the fGeneral
Assembly and revenues in the Public School Income Fund, A distri-
bution of such monies was made in advance of the school vear and final
entitlements determined 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 fumds at
a rate specified in the act.

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

Philosophically, the act established several state principles

regarding public education. By establishing a basic expenditure level
per classroom, the state was accepting responsibility for providing in
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In 1956, a new state categorical aid program was established
for school district transportation expenditures. Districts were
entitled to four cents per mile and twe cents per day for each pupil
actually transported. Allowances to pupils for board, in lieu of dis-
trict transportation, were funded at 15 cents per day per pupil,

The Public School Foundation Act of 1957

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

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

- Encourage the development and exercise of local leader-
ship and responsibility for education.

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

- Seck to secure optimm educational returns from all
expenditures.

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

- 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 subcommittee were
prefaced by the following statement summarizing the difficulties found
in the 1952 school finance act:

Most of the difficulty and confusion concerning
Colorado's School Finance Act stems from the failure to differ-
entiate between this act as a means 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 fundamentally a distribution plan.

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

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

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

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

The state funding mechanism changed slightly from the 1952 law.
Rather than combine appropriations and income from the Public School
Fund, the appropriation was used to fund classroom units and amounts
from 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 fumd the main
act, Another change was that excess appropriations were not distrib-
uted but reverted to the state general fund,

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

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

Also in 1957, the transportation entitlement was raised to
eight cents per mile and four cents per pupil. A limitation was added
that no district could receive more than 75 percent of actual trans-
portation costs.
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In 1960, the act was amended to return to the concept of the
1952 law and eliminate reversions from the funding of classroom units,
Any excess in the appropriation was distributed under the same "direct
grant" program then utilized to distribute income from state school
lands,

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

Under the plan adopted, the county's assessed valuation for
purposes of computing the amount to be raised by the 12 mill county
levy was adjusted from the county's actual sales ratio halfway toward
the state average sales ratio, resulting in a theoretical amount of
property taxes that would be raised 1if 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 support, than was actually collected. This left a
void funded neither locally or at the state level, The theory was
that higher assessing counties should not be penalized and lower
assessing counties should not be rewarded for their assessment prac-
tices in terms of the amount of state aid distributed under the Public
School Foundation Act.

Despite the passage of this 1360 amendment, there was less than
total agreemant in the General Assembly on the merits of such a
change, and an interim legislative committee was appointed to review
this question prior to the 1961 session. This committee recommended
the contimuation of the 50 percent sales ratio adjustment for one more
year, followed by revision of the act when more information became
available, The committee also recommended the use of appraisal ratio
studies to supplement sales ratio data, the inclusion of additional
information on recorded deeds, and the use of calendar year data in
the sales ratio computation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

education of migrant children and provided implementation funds to
local school districts,

The Public School Foundation Act of 1962

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

Inder the terms of the 1962 act, each county was required to
levy an amount which would raise $200 per classroom unit, In addi-
tion, each county was required to raise an amount based upon a
determination of county "adjusted gross income' under the state income
tax law and its adjusted assessed valuation based on a 100 percent
adjustment of urban real property to conform to sales ratio data. The
remaining amount per classroom unit, now one for every 25 students in
average daily attendance, was funded by the state. The guarantee per
classroom was also set uniformly 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 funded. In addition, any overfimding of the program re-
verted to the state general fund.
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A new and separate program was also established for small
attendance centers whereby additional classroom units for state fund-
ing would be granted for schools with average daily attendance of less
than 175, if located 20 miles or more from the nearest other such
center. Like the excess enrollment program, this program was sepa-
rately funded and any excess appropriations reverted to the general
fund.

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

The contingency reserve fund was continued, but was given a

separate, independent appropriation that reverted to the state general
fund if unspent.

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

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

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

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

In its 1969 session, the General Assembly enacted a €oumdation
program to assure each school district $440 per pupil in average daily
attendance from combined local and state sources, with the provision
that no district was to receive less 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 and that
all required 1local 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
(excluding Public Law B81-874 moneys), which were avail-
able for use as determined by the board for the basic
education program, i.e., non-categorical funds, These
included federal mineral 1leasing, flood control, and
timber reserve payments.

The state provided the difference hetween the amount determined
to be the local share and the amount required to provide $440 for each
pupil. Normally, the basis for determining a school district's
entitlement in the following calendar year was the average daily
attendance during a four week counting period ending the fourth Friday
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 fumd appropriations, with unspent
monies reverting to the general fund. The low-income district program
was discontinued. In another change, school districts were required
to schedule 180 days and requirements for minimun teacher salaries
eliminated.

The act was finded, as under the 1962 revision, by a combi-
nation of general fumd appropriations, income from state public school
lands, and federal Mineral Leasing Act monies retained by the state

for this purpose. Any excess appropriation reverted to the general
fund.,

Also under the 1969 act, expenditure 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 1limited to five percent ammual increases
without voter or Tax Commission 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 some $249 million.

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

$440 to $460 per pupil.

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

In 1972, the support levels were increased from $460 to $S1A
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 1973

Judicial and Legal Influences

In the early 1970’s the public school finance systems of Cali-
fbrnla, New Jersey, Minnesota, and Texas were ruled unconstitutional.

Serrano v. Priest, 5 Cal.3d 584, 96 Cal, Rptr. 601, 487 P.2d 1241
(Bup.Ct. 1971); Robinson v. Cahlll, 287 A.2d 187 (1872); Van Dusartz
V. Hatfleld 334 ¥, Supp, 370 (D. Minn. 1971); and Rodriguez v, San
Antonio Independent School District, 337 F.Supp. 280 (W.D, Tex. 1971).
Generally, these cases held that the sub)ect 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 which 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-
tection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, the U.S. Supreme Court has
developed two separate tests which are applicahle to different sets of
circumstances. The traditional test, long applied in Fourteenth
Amendment cases, is whether the "State's system can be shown to hear
some rational relationship to legitimate state purposes." San Antonio
5chool District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1, at 40 (1973). The second,
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or "strict scrutiny™ test, has been recently developed by the Court
for application in certain special cases. The formula 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 compel-
ling interest, but that the distinctions drawn by the law are neces-
sary ta 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 found that such systems created a suspect
classification and impinged upon constitutionally protected rights and
found no compelling state interest which was served by the constitu-
tionally defective school finance systems. As an example, the court
in Serrano v. Priest, the most widely 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 camnot levy taxes at a rate sufficient to produce the revenue
that more affluent districts reap with minimal tax efforts”. Serrano
v. Priest, 487 P.2d 1241, at 1250, In addition, in Serrano the court
found education to be a "fundamental interest" for Several reasons
which revolved around the "importance" of education. Serrano v,
Priest, 487 P, 2d 1241, at 1258, 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 country. In fact, Allen v.
Coutity of Otero, a case challenging the Colorada 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 Committee on
School TFinance recommended that the 1973 General Assembly adopt a
“power equalization” formula 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 committee did not recommend
any specific bills or formulae, school finance was a primary concern
of the 1973 session of the General Assembly and most discussion cen-
tered around some form of the power equalization concept.

On March 21, 1973, in the midst of the 1973 session, the U.S.
Supreme Court announced 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 unconstitutional. 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. The Court found that the Texas system neither created a 'sus-
pect classification” nor impinged on a "constitutional right". San
Antonio School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U,S. 1, at 40, The Court
went on to apply the "traditional" test and found that the Texas
system bore a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose,
This decision, in effect, gives states more latitude in their design
of school finance systems than under the original Serramo decision,

In spite of Rodriguez, the General Assembly adopted the school
finance act of 1973 which employs a modified form of power equaliza-
tion.

It should be clearly understood that public school finance sys-
tems are subject to legal attack on bases other than the federal equal
protection clause. School finance systems also must comply 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 thorough and
umiform system of free public schools throughout the state,
wherein all residents of the state, between the ages of six and
twenty-one years, may he educated gratuitously, One or more
public schools shall he maintained in each school district
within the state, at least three months in each year; any
school district failing to have such school shall not be
entitled to receive any portion of the school fimd for that
year. (Emphasis added.)

The words ''thorough and uniform' have apparently not been interpreted
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 "maintenance and support of
a thorough and efficient system of public schools' {(emphasis added):

The word "thorough'" in the Education Clause connotes in common
meaning the concept of completeness and attention to detail.
It means more 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 Assembly maintain a system of public 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 opportunity by ensuring that adequate fumds would
be available to meet educational needs and to prevent educational
opportunity from being a function 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 more equally distributed
property tax burden throughout the state, and 1limited increases in
subsequent tax bills,

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

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

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

3. To provide more equity in distrihution 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
anmnual increased educational costs;

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

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

8. 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:

l. To foster the concept of the vear around 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;
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4. To provide for accommodating budgetary needs in school
districts with declining enrollments;

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

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

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

Theory

The theory adopted to meet these goals was a modified "power
equalization" formula. Under this program, the state guarantees that
each district will be able to raise a minimum number of dollars per
pupil for each mill levied. For 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 among the districts. Under this provision, each district
computed its "authorized revenue base", which was the sum of the 1973
district general fund and state equalization expenditures., For 1974
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 among the districts and bringing tax rates
more closely in line with state averages. Second, the restriction on
increased spending under the authorized revenue base program worked to
limit increases in local school district expenditures from year to
year and, as a side benefit, 1limit property tax increases., Most
importantly, along with enactment of the new financing formula, state
aid to school districts was increased almost $120 million from 1973 to
1974 for an overall increase in the state's share of local school dis-
trict general fund expenditures from 28 percent (1973) to 47 percent
(1978) of the total. This reduced average school district general
fund mill levies from 52.69 mills in 1973 to 37.67 mills in 1974 {pro-
jected at 40,12 mills in 1978).
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Again, to compute the mill levy required to raise the amount of
state and local revenues necessary to fund a district's ARB, the ARB
is divided by the state guarantee, in this instance the sum of local
revenue capabilities per pupil per mill plus $11.35 state funds, For
example, if a district's ARB is $1,50D per pupil, and 1local revenues
will raise $25 per pupil per mill, the ARB is divided by the state
guaranteed level of revenue, or $25 plus $11.35 ($36.35). This com-
putes a mill levy of 41,27 mills necessary to raise the appropriate
amount of state and local funds to equal the district's ARB ($36.35
per gxupil 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 amount that can be raised from the district’s property tax base
per mill, divided by the number of eligible pupils. The state's share
per pupil per mill is equal to the difference between the amoumt that
the local property tax can raise and the state guarantee. For
example, if the local tax base can raise 315.00 per pupil per mill and
the state guarantee is $35, the state's share is §20. For those dis-
tricts whose local tax base is sufficient to raise more than $23.65
per pupil per mill, and thus would receive less than $11.35 under 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
determined on the basis of average daily attendance during a special
four week counting period ending the fourth Friday of October pre-
ceding the budget year., (A special provision is available for
fuil-year programs which allows for a similar four week counting
period ending about two months after the start of the school year.)

Total revenue. The total revenue of a district for its general
fund program comes from both state and local sources. The local share
of the total 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 pupil per mill, times the mmber of pupils, times the mill
levy. Together these two sources equal the amount of revenue required
to fund each attendance entitlement at the full ARB level.

Special Provisions

Increases in ARB above allowed level. In recognition of the
fact that special conditions can arise causing a school district to
need more revenue than might be authorized, the act allows districts
to request an increase in their authorized revenue base from a special
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"“State School District Budget Review Board" composed of the Lt, fover-
nor, State Treasurer, and Chairman of the State Board of Education,
Any such increase that might be allowed would not be included in the
district's authorized revenue base for computation of the district's
state aid for the first year. The district's mill levy, and state and
local share would be computed in the normal manner, exclusive of the
increase. An additional computation would be made to determine the
increase in the local mill levy necessary to fimd 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
funding in accordance with the formula 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 funding the increase wmtil
the following year when it becomes a normal portion of the district's
authorized revenue base.

Declining enrollments. Another provision of the act relates to
districts that have declining enrollments. In recognition of the fact
that costs do not necessarily decrease in direct proportion to small
decreases in enrollment, several optional methods of determining the
number of pupils used to determine a district's funding is provided.
Although normally 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 funded over those in actual attendance and provides a bonus in
state and local funds to such districts to allow a longer phase-down
of expenditures.

Increasing enroliment. A special provision was enacted hy
Senate Bl 138 §I§77 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 vear for each such pupil (who exceeds the lessor of
three percent or 350 piupils). Attendance entitlement changes are mea-
sured during a district's normal counting period, and compute 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, and located at least 20 miles from the nearest other
such center not in a reorganized district.

Bonus pupils are allowed for attendance in small attendance
centers based on the following statutory schedule:
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Elementary Secondary

(Grades 1-6 or 1-8) (Frades 7-12 or 0-12)
Attendance Maximm Attendance Mexcimm
Entitlement Factor Allowed Entitlement Factor Allowed

0-20 Allow 24 24 N-25 2.0 A0

20.1-50 1.2 55 25.1-50 1.6 75

50.1-80 1.1 84 50.1-75% 1,5 1n5

80.1-115 1.05 120 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 multiplication of the factor, times the
center's actual average daily attendance, is greater than the maximm
allowed, the mmber of bonus pupils is reduced to the maximum allowed.
From this mumber is subtracted the attendance center's actual average
daily attendance to derive the bonus pupils eligible for additional
state aid, '

State small attendance aid is equal to the lesser of the
district's authorized revenue base times the number of bhonus pupils,
or $35 for each mill levied in the district times the number 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 number of dollars available
to the district to educate the pupils actually in attendance at a
center.

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

Aid to low income ils, A new general aid provision was
enacted by Genate Bill 138 in %E?? to provide aid to districts with
high concentrations of pupils from low income families. To be eli-
gible, the number of children from low income families in a district
must 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 determine the number of
students from low income families is the number counted under Title I
of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Fducation Act.

Aid to instructional television. Another new program enacted
by Senate Bill 138 in 1977 provides state support to eligible dis-
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tricts that support or operate instructional television stations. For
districts operating instructional television (Denver only), the aid is
equal to one dollar for each pupil residing in the primary coverage
area, For 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,N00,

Example calculations

The {following hypothetical example of a school district
illustrates the calculation sequence for a district being funded under
the state guarantee formula of $35 per pupil per mill.
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éﬁ%ﬁﬁs

plus
plus

‘equals

divided by
equals

Divided by
cquals

plus
cguals

Authorized Fxpenditures Per Pupit

funded with state participation:
1077 gencral Lund expenditures
statutority allowed increase
1977 Authorized Revenue Base

tunded Tocally: ‘ '
Tncroase granted by State School Mstrict
Budpeet review Board

Increase pranted by clectorate

Total Authorized expenditures
1977 ARB

Increase granted by review board
Increase granted by electorate
Total authorized expenditure

Elipible Pupils

Fall 1977 average daily attendance
Fall 1978 averapc daily attendance
Three yecar average of ADA

Since three year averape is largest
Attendance Intitlement equals

District Mill levy

1578 ARD
State pguaranteed revenue per mill per pupil
State participation mill lIcvy

Increased cxpenditure granted by board and vote
Local revenuc per mill per pupil
Additional local mill levy

State Tarticipation mill levy
Additional local mill lovy
Total «district sencral (und mitl levy

32~

$1,380.00
120.00
$1.500.00

$25.00
20.00

$1,500.00
25.00
20,00
$1,335.00

1,200
1,250
1,260

1,260

$1,500.00
35.00
4786 mills

$45.00
15.00
“3.00 mills

42 .86 mills
3.00
45 85 nmills

A



times
equals

Icss
cquals
times
eqiils

divided by
divided hy
cquals

times
cquals

times
cyuals

times
equals

Total State
Total Local

Total Revenuce

State and Local Shares Per Pupil

State Sharc:

Stite paranteed revenue per mill per pupil $35.00

local revenue per mill per ppil hlS.UO

State share per mill per pupil $20.00

State porticipation mill lovy 42.86 mills

State share ner punil $857.20

locnl Share:

Local valuation for assessment $18,900,000.00 .

Attendehce entitlement 1,260 OOIPUPlls

One mill <

Local Sharc per mill per pupil $15.00

Total district mill levy 45.86 mills

Jocal share per pupil $687.90

Total State and Local Shares

State Share:

Statc Sharc per pupil $857.20

Attendancc centitlement 1260

Total State Share $1,080,072.00

Local Share:

Statc Share per pupil $687. 91}

Attendence entitlement 31260

Total local share $866,754.00

Total Revenues Total Fxpenditures

Share — 1,080,072 Total allowed expen. $1,345

Share 866,754 times Attendence entitlement 1,200
$1,946,826 equals Total cxpenditures $1,946,826

Note: Totals aprec
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Sumary of 1977 Interim School Finance Proposals

In its deliberations, the Conmittee on School Fimance gave con-
sideration to a number of specific proposals for relorm or revision of
the existing School Finance Act. Taken together, these proposals con-
cern both school finance and state tax policy. Moreover, 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 members, all presented spe-
cific proposals. In addition, the committee considered a plan similar
to the one recently adopted in Washington State, a plan submitted by
Dr. Paul Bethke of the Colorado Education Association (CEA), and a
plan proposed by Senator Strickland and the Joint Budget Committee.
Each of these proposals has been briefly sumarized below.
District-by-district computer simulations of most plans are available
in the committee's files, ’

i
liouse Bill 1309 (1973) =-- School-Related Income Tax

Representative Bledsoe presented a proposal embodying the
essentials of llouse Bill 11¢9 as introduced during the 1973 session.
Many of those essentials have a lengthy legislative history, having
originated nearly twenty years ago.

/1t 2~

Briefly, House Bill 1389 relates to the funding aspect of the
school finance issue and provides for an additional state tax upon
adjusted gross income, to be used to partially or entirely supplant
the existing property tax component of school support. As summarized
by Representative Bledsoe, it would tax the adjusted gross income of

the following categories of taxpayers at the following proportional
rates:

Category of taxpayer Rate
1) Resident, nonresident individuals,

estates, and trusts 3%
2) Corporations 4%
3} Cooperative organizations 4%

The tax paid under the proposal would be deducted from a taxpayer's
adjusted gross income prior to the calculation of his existing state
income tax liability. The administration of the new, additional tax

would parallel, to the extent possible, that of the existing income
tax.,



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 wpon a local district's property wealth and to be
counter-productive of the goal of equalized educational opportunity.

The CEA Proposal~-- Classroom Unit Plan

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

Funding units., The basis of the CEA distribution formula is
the "classroom wnit™ (QU). The proposal would fund local scheol dis-
tricts at levels commensurate with the mmber of such umits attributed
to each district. That attribution would be accomplished as follows:
the basic number of CUs 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 currently cbtaining in the state,) An
adjustment for teacher experience and preparation would be made to
that product as follows:

Teacher Teacher Education
Experience B.A, -~ MJA. Ph,D, or Equivalent
0 - 4 years 1.0 CU 1.1 CU 1.2 QU
5 = 9 years 1.1 1.2 1.3
10 and over 1.2 1.3 1.4

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

No. of Unadjusted Edu- Exper- Adjusted
Teachers CU cation ience Factor 61
4 4 BA 0«4 1 4
2 2 RA 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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Support level, The 1977 support level for each district, in
terms of classroom units, would have been determined by multiplying
their existing ARB by a factor of 20 (the puplls/teacher ratio)., For
example:

District A District B
1977 ARB $1,200 1977 ARB $2,600
1977 CEA Support 1977 CEA Support
level = $1,200 level = $2,600
x 20 x 20
$24,000

An inflation adjustment would be made to that factor, based upon the
statewide inflation rate. That adjustment would apply in a
sliding-scale manner, providing inflation rate only increases for all
districts with an average or above average support 1level, and
proportionally larger increases for lower-revenue districts as an
equalization 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 1978 ARB = 1977 ARB plus:
Under $23,000 12 Percent
23,000 - 23,999 11 Percent
24,000 ~ 24,999 10 Percent
25,000 - 25,999 9 Percent
26,000 - 26,999 8 Percent
27,000 - 27,999 7 Percent
28,000 and over 6 Percent

Sharing formula. The sharing program under the CEA proposal
would base the districts' state and local support upon their respec-
tive adjusted gross incames per capita, A district's state support
entitlement would vary inversely with its income. For example:
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Adjusted Gross State Share Local Share
Income Per Capita of Entitlement of Intitlement
Over § 6,500 20% 803
6,250 - 6,499 23 77
6,000 -~ 6,249 26 74
5,750 ~ 5,999 29 71
5,500 « 5,745 32 68
5,250 - 5,499 35 65
5,000 ~ 5,249 28 62
4,750 - 4,999 41 59
4,500 = 4,749 44 56
3,250 ~ 4,499 47 53
4,000 ~ 4,249 50 50
3,750 - 3,993 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 - 2,245 71 25
1,500 -~ 1,749 77 23
Under 1,459 40 Z0

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

Funding. The CEA plan proposes the emactment of a new 100 per-
cent surtax upon the existing state individual and corporate income
tax to replace about 75 percent of the local schoal-related property
tax and to provide for capital construction aid.

The Washington State Plan -« Funding by Persomnel Classifications

Dr. Roger Black of the State lepartment of Education presented
an outline summary of the "hasic" 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.

Funding units. The Washington scheme is founded upon the clas-
sification of schooi employees either as “'certificated" or as *classi-
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fied" persomel. A formula is prescribed for determining each
district's total wit value, a formula based upon grade level and
average daily attendance (ADA). The formula is as follows:

Certificated persomnel plus classified personnel, as follows:

1. Certificated Personnel equal to

Kindergarten 1 wnit per 23.5 ADA

Grades 1-12 1 unit per 20.0 ADA

Vocational Education 1 unit per 19.6 ADA

Small attendance 1 it per 23.5 "bonus pupils"
or 4 units minimum

Growth 1/2 wnit per 20.0 ADA increase

greater than 3% or 350
Decline 1/2 wunit per 20.0 ADA loss

2. Classified Personnel equal to

1 unit per 3 certificated personnel

As 1s evident, the funding 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 function of the combined cost
of "certificated" persomnel, ‘"classified" persomnel, 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
enployees 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 funded at a set amount
per certificated unit.

Sharing formula. The relative state- and local-borne shares of
the total funding provided under the Washington plan are determined by
the application of the following percentage factors in the following
fashion:
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State Share = Basic educational program times 85 percent

Local Share = Basic educational program times 15 percent

Funding. The state-share portion of the Washington State plan
would be ived from a tax on adjusted gross income.

Senate Bill 538 (1977) -- Legislative Budgeting

Senator Ted Strickland outlined Senate Bill 538, as introduced
and sponsored by the members of the Joint Budget Committee in the 1977
session, This 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,

Support level. Senate Bill 538 provides for annual legislative
review and approval of school district budgets, based wupon
programmatic, attendance, and staffing data. Such review would follow
an in-depth review, and recommendations, by the state school board and
the Office of State Plamning and Budgeting. 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 expenditure
of budgeted funds.

Sharing forrmla, As provided in the other proposals, Senate
Bill 538 entails the sharing of the total budgeted cost of education
between 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 function of that district's assessed valuation.
Briefly, each district would levy a umiform millage, the size of which
would be determined by dividing 50 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 amount of
dollars raised by the application of the common mill levy to its
assessed valuation. If a district produces more than its approved
budget when the common mill levy is applied to its assessed valuation,
the excess would be redistributed to other school districts whose
local wealth is unable to meet their budget needs., The following
example calculations demonstrate the workings of this mechanism:
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Assume: (1) Total of all approved district budgets -- $700,000,000
(2) Total statewide assessed valuation -- $11,666,666,666

Therefore: (1) Necessary state funds are $700,000,000 x 50% =
$350, 000,000
(2) $350,000,000 (local share) ¢+ $11,666,666,666
(assessed valuation) = 30 mills as the common levy

District A District B
Approved Budget $1,000,000 Approved Budget $3,000,000
30 mills x District A 30 mills x District B
assessed valuation = 400,000 assessed valuation = 3,100,000
State Payment $ 600,000 Amount redistributed

to other districts ($100,000)

The proposal also provides for school board recourse to the
electorate to cobtain 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) -- Imstructional Unit Funding

Senator Hugh Fowler presented a proposal which is essentially a
revised version of Senate Bill 525 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.

Funding units. The Fowler plan is based upon what 1is termed
the "instructional unit'. There are delineated three different varie-
ties of instructional unit: “basic', "supplemental', and "building
administration", The mumber of such units in a given district is
calculated on the basis of average daily membership (AIM), according
to the following formula:
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A. Basic Elementary/Secondary 1 Unit per every 20 ADM

Additional

Elementary Art 1 it per every 3n0 AIM

Elementary Music 1 umit per every 300 ADM

Elementary Physical Education 1 unit per every 300 ADM

Secondary Counselor 1 unit per every 300 AIM
B. Building Administration 1 unit per every 20 basic

and additional units
C. Supplemental

Handicapped
Gifted and Talented

variable by category of handicap
it per each 80 students in
membership

unit per each 40 eligible students
unit per each 10 "bonus'" students °
imit per each eligible student
unit per each 100 in secondary
member ship

-

Low Income

Small attendance
Non English Speaking
Vocational

b

Support level. The Fowler proposal addresses the question of
support levels 0y assigning set values to each type of instructional
unit, Specifically, it proposes the following per unit values:

Basic
Elementary $ 9,000 per unit
Secondary 9,000
Building Administration 11,000
Supplemental
Special Education 9,000
Gifted and Talented 10,000
Poverty 5,000
Small Attendance 8,500
Non-English Speaking 200
Vocational Unspecified

The 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 wpon dis-
trict salary schedules. A committee would be established to advise
the State Board of Education concerning the instructional 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 350,000, This additional fund-
ing is intended to provide an amount sufficient to defray the adminis-
trative and overhead costs of school districts.

Sharing formula, The proposal provides for separate
state/local sharing tormulae for the instructional entitlement and the
additional support. The instructional entitlement would be shared as
follows:

Revenue from 20 mills, not to exceed the

Local Share
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 fund both the districts' current
transportation operating expense and their general fund 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.

FumdiEg. The plan was presented without a specific recommenda-
tion as to the method by which it should be financed.

The Kirscht Proposals -- The ARB and Instructicnal Unit Funding
Methods

Representative Kirscht presented the committee with two alter-
native proposals. The common thread between the two proposals is the
method by which they would be funded. The first plan is essentially a
revision of the current school finance act; the second utilizes a
variant of the instructional unit funding 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, lower-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 vyear's
average would bhe 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 ARBs
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 ARB + 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%
(31,527.84 + $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 ARBs than the
current act would provide.

The instructional umit plan., Utilizing the same instructional
wnit funding 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 umit per mill,
In addition, no district would receive less than $350 per instruc-
tional unit per mill in state equalization money. By way of attempt-
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 more than 120 percent, of the revenue provided by the cur-
rent act. Finally, the state would fully reimburse districts for

their current transportation operating expenses and their general fimd
school lunch subsidies.

Funding. Both of the Kirscht proposals would be funded 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 permit 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.

-AS-



The Meiklejohn Alternatives -- Revised ARB Plans

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

Funding units. All three alternatives retain the present ARB
system and the method by which attendance entitlements are calculated.

Support levels. All three alternatives propose to establish
a minimum district ARB at $1,400 in the initial year of their oper-
ation. Moreover, each district would be guaranteed an ARB increase of
at least $130 over the previous year. Finally, the existing budget
review board and electoral mechanisms for increasing the ARB would be
retained.

Sharing formula. The difference between the three alternatives
is entirely a difference in the state/local sharing formulae they
involve. All three propose to increase the amount the state contrib-
utes to the financing of education 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 expensive alternative would involve
an additional $200 million and a 1979 guarantee of approximately $65.
The middle alternative would increase state funding by $140 million
and imply a 1979 guarantee of approximately $53.50, The dollar
increase figures represent amounts over and 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 1local
mill 1levies. 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 amount of local property
tax relief., The state equalization minimum guarantee of $11.35 per
mill per attendance entitlement would be eliminated, and the state
categorical programs would be continued under all three alternatives.

Funding. The three alternatives would be funded by variously
combining fﬁe following revenue sources: the funding 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 fund expenditure limitation provided in llouse Bill 1726,
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Computer Simulation Tables

The tollowing tables -- Tahles I through VI ~-- represent the
computer simulations prepared by the state Department of Education,
Table 1, specifically, represents a summary comparison of the present
school finance act, projected for calendar year 1978, and the
committee's reconmended proposal, projected for calendar years 1979
through 1982, Tables II through VI represent the district-by-district
simulations swwnarized in portions of Table I. Specifically, they
simulate the district-by-district effects of the present act for
calendar year 1979 and the comnittee's recommended proposal for calen-
dar years 1979 through 1982,

The information in Tables II through VI has been presented in
terms of the most important elements of school finance. Those ele-
ments, abbreviated in the column headings for each simulation, are as
follows: )

VAV - Assessed Valuation

“ADAE" - Average Daily Attendance Entitlement
VAEM - Attendance Entitlement

“ARB' - Authorized Revenue Base

*"Miil" - Local School District Mill Levy
"SE" - State Equalization

"PT - Local School District Property Tax
"PVRTY' - Paverty

“GRTH" - Growth

IIISII

Local Share
'IISS"

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 minimm ARB
increase, the state guarantee, and the minimum guarantee for each year
simulated.
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Table I

SIMMARY COMPARISON OF:
Present School Finance Act ~- 1978 with

Propased School Finance Act -~ 1979 through 1982
Total Frojected ; With 80 Milifon Tncreased Spending
Program Acscssed _ AlD ‘ State Property Tax

Calendar Cost Value ARE Maximum Minimum Equal. @37.02 mills
Year (Mi11ions) | M11liong} IMinimum 1 Incresse |Cuarantec] Guarantee ]| (Millions} (Millions)

1978 817.8- { 1a,735.6 — 120 35.00 11.35 . 387.5 430.3

1979 896.5 11,177.7 1,400 130 44,25 11,35 482.7 413,.8

1984 972.0 11,645.1 1,600 140 48,18 11,35 540.9 431.1

1981 | 1,056.7 12,135.6 1,800 150 52,44 11.35 607,5 - 449.2

1982 1,143.3 12,647.2° | 1,800 160 56,71 11,35 675.1 - 468.2

ROTES :

1. The Authorized Eevanue Base used in the ¢alculations above include the revisions authorized by the SSDBKB
but do not include changes which may be approved by the voters durlng the next month. '

i
H
H

Z. The a2ssessed valuation used im the 1978 caleculatlons are prelimipary. Values for the succeeding years are%
bast estimates based upon the 1978 values,

3. Toe 1979 state share was determined by estimating the 1979 ghare under the current lawv and then adding
$60,000,000. :

PRI
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Table II

AN ADRE AE ARB MILL SE PT PYRTY GRTH LS 35
B AR TR AR R P RN AR RN AN R L RN R AR RN PR R AR NN R B AR F AN R S SR RN TR R RN N AP RN AR R AR AR R RN RA RO RA R A AR NN RN RN AR R RN

CONEJOS, S09TH CONFJCSH

3 4.963 31,1 T54.4  $1263.76 .11 ¢ T4 8 79 & 07T 8 L 00u 6.58 28.42
CCSTILLA, CENTENNTAL ' _

$  11.858 631.3 631.3  $§1345.46 3.4 ¢ L3094 8 L4560 & L0438 0DV 18.7¢8 16,22
COSTILLA, SIERRA GRANDE . o

$ 14,476 292,9 292.9  $1657.83 27.28 & L49 4 LMs ot 019 & 002 49,42 11.35
CROWLEY, CRCWLEY . )

(3 11,128 498.9 S47.0 $1361,05 JELED ot L3128 L4338 L0029 % , 0990 20,734 14.66
CUSTER, CONSCLIDATED 1

$  11.968 248, 4 248.4  21598,55 26.85 ¢ L0760 % .32 ¢ L0002 ¢ LU 4B 18 11.35
JDELTA, DELTA .
$  59.960 3GUT . 4 1962,3  $1302,01 37.20 & 3.263 % 1.8G6 0§ .O9T 0§  .0DD 12,86 22.14
DENVER, DENVER ;
$ 2083.894 63135.3 Goaba. 6 33106.17 SB.7T ¢ 36.240  £101.639 0§ 3.4t2 ¢ L000 21,03 11.35
DOLORES, JOLORES . : )

3 8,359 396.1 49101 £1473.56 42,19 ¢ .239 ¢ L3552 % L0011 3 L0900 20, B4 1, 16
DOUGLAS, DOYGLAS \
$  99.927 5693.8 5592.8 $1535.23 3,06 3 4.353 ¢ u.3R3 L3 L0008 L201 17.56 17.44
EAGLE, EACLE ' _

$ 168.15) 1665.8 1669.2 $2300.89 30.22 &  ,572 ¢ 3.268 ¢ ,008 0§  .000 64.79 11.35
ELBEAT, SLIZABTTH .

$  9.378 £S4. u 0.4  $1525.49  @3.59 % 657 8 L4593 000 §  .003 1251 21,49
ELDERT, KIOWA

3 4. B4b 168.6 168.9  $£1663.23 §9.03 ¢ LO94 $ L2388 L0003 , D0« 28.69 11,35
ELBERT, BIG SAHDY

$ 5.665 243.7 259.7  §£1503.61 42,96 % 147§  .2«43 & .003 % ,000 21,21 13.19
ELBERT, ELBERT ) _

$ 2.224 TuR. 8 150,060  $1487.49° 42.50 & .126 & .095 & ,000 % L GO® 14.83 20.17
ELBERT, AGATE - -

$  5.248 36.6 1.6 $2681.05  .21.67 % .010 & .14 & .00 % .0UD 126,22 11.35
EL PASQ, CALHAN _ -

$ 3.921 286, 8 208.0  $1481.53 42,31 ¢ ,261 & ,1%6 $ 003 §  .GOO 13.62 21.38
EL PASC, HARRISON . R
$  80.4® fa52.8 643%.9  $1383.02 319.51 t 5.725 ¢ 3,180 0§ L0090 ¢ L 390 12.50 22.50
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Ly ADAE AF AR MILL e PT PVRTY
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£, PASG, WIDEFITLD
$  31.u4l1f £81G.5 E020.7 $1254,77 35,55 L S | S 1.8a43 s LOah % L0090
EL PASO, FOUNTAIN
$ 14.435 3083.9 F14T.4  $1247.57 35,64 £ 412 8 515 * .013 $ L0990
EL PA 30, COLORADO SPRINGS
$ 55R, u}O 30989, 14 31675.2 814P7.64 42,50 * 22,254 * 23,718 % -2 hd L0006
EL PASD, CHEYENNE MTN,
$ 58.848 1763%,5 18048 32110.29 4R, 01 ¢ .90 £ 2,825 2 L0908 . 090
EL PASC, MANITOY SPGS,
$  15.906 1057.5 1076.4 $£1471.10 42.02 * L7418 LR 8 LODE 8 L 000
EL PASO, ACADEMY .
£ 55.027 wul6.7 Ju16.1 $1265.70 36,16 T 3,620 & 1,990 ¢ L000 & L 000
EL PASC, ELLICOTT
$ 4, 384 342.5 Jub. B 31396.903 20, RO % WGt 175 t . 001 $  .00D
EL PasD, PEYTOM
$ 3.184 2z2.8 222.B  t1738.66 40,68 & 229t . 158 s LG99 2 L002
EL PASD, HAMNCVER
4 4,369 58.2 58.9 £a20€.70 25,05 * LO17 2 L113 ¢ . 000 % L0900
FL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER
$  22.854 1093.6 1099.9 11553.09 44,27 ] L6802 % 1,014 ¢ . 620 * L0909
EL PAS0, FALCON :

L3 13. 805 1156.5 1156.5  §1528,29 i3, 66 ¢ 1.165 ¢ .B03 % L0900 § SO
€L PASO, FDISON

s 1.889 26.2 20,6 12946.37 35.08 ¢ Lotz 8 .072 $ Lou2 % . 600
EL PASO, MIAMI-YCDER

¢ 3.501 129,1 138.7  $1765.19 47.67 $ 0750 ¢ L1790 t . 050 3 .099
FREMGNT, CANCN CITY

$ 42,470 3235.17 3262.4  $1373.42 7 39,2+ ¢ 2,175 % 1,796 & LOould LU00
FREMONT, FLORENCE

$ 26,520 1817.3 1555.8  %12R81.19 316,61 ¢ 1.022 & 971 . % .039 $ . 000
FREMONT, COTOPAXI

s 7.436 176.5 176.0 $2096.79 39,12 ¢ LOT7F 4 . 201 K3 T3 B ) L0904
GARFIELD, ROARINC FORK

$ 71.400 3058.6 JU58.6 1255, 24 35,85 s 1,279 1 2.%6% s .000 $ . 009

FRTH

s Ss
7.4% 27.57
4.59 30,041
1767 17.33

32.61 11.35

16,42

14,29

T4.01 11.35

29,95 14,99
11,94 22.06
66.03 11.3%
25. kB 11.35

13.22 21.68
17.95
42,29 t1.3%

23.34 11.66

i
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Table II

AV ADLE AE ARE MILL 3% PT PVRTY GRTH LS 58
BN R RN RN AR R E RN R AR AR S PR RN B RNV N R R Rk R RN R AR Y R NP R AR R R AR R AR RN NP RN NN s R R F A N R R NE R R U RU RS AR SR RN S F RN UN

GARFIELD, GARFIELD

$ 21.525 1489.9 1489, 51599, 04 45,43 % 1,191 & ,072 & 054 & 000 tu, 5 20.55
GARFIELD, GRAND VALLEY - -

$ b, 642 140.5 151.5  $2228.60 53.68 ¢ ,09Y & 246 % .001 & .90 33.67 11.3%
GILPIN, GCILPIN CG.

$ T.747 265.3 265.2  $2662.15 65,66 * 198 ¢ .50 0§ .000 ¢ 057 29,20 1.35
GRAKD, WEST GRAND I
$  46.u20 415,79 27,1 $1044.16 16€.29  t L0709 ¢ ,752 % .009 & .000 108.69 11,75
GRAND, EAST GRAND

$  46.510 824.7 83u.2  21898,93 2R.20 & 2R % 1.716 ¢ .003 %  .00G 55,75 11.35
GIUNNISON, GUNNISON WATFRSHD

$ 28,352 1259.6 1292.0  $1518.48 w3.39 % L1320 & 1,250 % L 004 $ L0039 21.94 13.06
HINSDALE, HINSDALE .

$ 5,489 95.% 95.2  S1387.68 20,12 T4 L0222 0§ 119 % .0D2 ¢ L0 57,63 11.35
HUERFANQ, HUZHFANO ‘ .

& 15,018 10471 1957.7 $1470,17 2,00 ¢ .92« & 631 % L,075 &  .00) 14,20 20,89
HUERFANO, LA VETA

$ 5,376 172.4 185.9  $146B.19 36.4h & LOTT ¢ 196 0§ L0063 .00) 28.92 11.35
JACKSON, NORTH PARK

$ 16,858 462.6 462,6 $1513.15 31,66 & L166 $  ,534 & 000 & 000 36, ud 11.35
JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON i
$ 1486.800 T7106.P 77106.6  €1712,40 48,93  f 50,205 ¢ 72,741 ¢ .000 % ,aP9 19,23 15.72
KIOWA, EADS ) _

$  10.977 291.6 305.2  £1675.41 .41 2 123 ¢ L339 s 009 3 .909 15,97 11.35
KIOWA, PLAINVIEW

s 7.961 91.7 99.5  $2240.74 24,53 & ,028 ¢ 105 3 L0007 8 ot ls! g0.01 11,35
KIT CARSON, FLAGLER g

$ “.788 172.1 181,6  $1693.19 44.89 3 .083 ¢ .,215 % 006 & 00D 26,727 11,35
KIT CARSOK, SEIBERT X )

3 3.113 86.5 94,0  £1922.25  43.23 & .04k $  ,13% ¢ .003 $ .0DD EEPRR 11.35
KIT CARSON, VONA 4

L] 2.548 “5.7 49,4  g2422.80 38.50 $ 022 ¢ L.098 % .002 8 L GQY 51.57 11.35
KIT CAASON, STRATTON

$ 6.041 234,13 254.R  $1589,42 45.34 0§ 13 & 274 % .000 % .000 23.71 11.35

BB

l.
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AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PT PYRTY GRTH LS 55

lilill*ll!ll***lﬂIiiillll‘liiiﬁl‘ﬁlil!l‘il*lllll*!lliIIIl!liII!!I!!ﬂiIllllF*'l"l!l!iﬁ"ﬂlI*!*IK!*!!l*!*llllllllllillll!

KIT CARSON, BETHUNE

$  3.ha2 124.0 124.0  §1734.45 4436 ¢ gh2 g L1537 § L0014 000 2T.75  11.35
¥IT CARSON, BURLINGTON '

$ 21.616 999.0 1016.0  $1420.31 49,68 & .56 ¢ .BTT $ .00 & .009 21.28 13.72
LAXE, LAKE CO ' :

$  98.943 1878.9 1952.2  31851.34 2%.84 & .65 § 2.953 & .005 § .000 50.68  11.35
LA PLATA, DYRANGO _

s 7*'4.,054 3433.6 3512.0 $1452.73 41.51 + 2.029 $ 3.072 ¥ . 058 2 . 909 21.08 13.92
LA PLATA, BAYFIELD ‘ ,

s 11.0638 599, 6 590.6 £1213.56 34,67 $ .313 $ L, 434 $ 004 $ 012 19.71 15.29
LA PLATA, IGNACIO ) . . \

$  1G.314 984,90 984.0  $1249.76 35.71 % .P61 &  .368 ¢ .403 & .000 19,48 2ii, 52
LARIMER, POUDRE ' )

$ 244,060 13590.9 135006.5  $1687.48 2,27 £ 106,977 ¢ 11,806 % .018 % 000 18,14 16.86
LARIMER, THOMPSON . : -
$ 162.000 9255, 7 9255.7  $1391.177 39.76 & 6,450 % 6,442 0§ .000 0§  .041 17.59 17.50
LARIMER, PARK (ESTES PARK) .

$  4v.625 1115.5 “1115.5  $1643.21 32.00 § .«05 $§ 1.428 $ .000 & .010 40,00 11,35
LAS ANIMAS, TRINIDAD

$ 16.075 1883, 3 1994.1  $1399.70 39,99 § 2.022 ¢ .43 0§ .138 &  .509 2,44 26.56
LAS ANIMAS, PRIMERO REORG. - .

3 8,760 297.6 222,72 $1677.13 33.05 ¢ .983 0§ .2R% % .Ol#4 § 000 39,40 19.35
LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG . _
$ 6,110 318.7 340,2.  $1401.65 40.04 L3 .232 % - 245 $ 012 2 . 000 17.96 17.04
LAS ANIMAS, AGUILAR REORG. ' _

$ 3,492 242.2 242,2  $1251.72 35.76 % 176 ¢ .125 $ .013 §  ,000 14,42 20.58
LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON REORG. '

$ 2,498 56.3 6.4  $2359.59 - 45.3+ ¢ ,032 0§ .113 0§ .004 0§ .000 4,69 11.35
LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG.

s w. 241 115.8 118,0  $2237.58  47.32 § .063 . § .201 ¢ .GO5 &  .000 35,94 11.35
LINCOLN, HUGO

$ 6.973 199.,7 199.9  $1621.78 35,08 & .080 % .245_ % .005 3 .0GO 34.89 11.35
LINCOLN. LIMCN ' '

$ U, Uag 456.3 450.4  $1252.16 35.728 2 .233 & .3°1 &  .004 % .000 21.73 12,27

Bl
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Table II

AY AAE AL ARB MTLL St PT PURTY fGRTH LS SS
R AR AR AR NS R E RN RN RN BN N R AN RN AR F N SRR R R R R RN AN RSN R AR AR AR AN R R TN AR RO A RN AR IR RN R RARN NP ERRARRERNRN

LAINCOLN, GEKRGA

$ 2.961 75. 4 76,5  $1766.12 5.2t LydtooF 1da ¢ LGd2 3 LOve 38,71 11.35%
LINCOLN, KARVAL

$ 3.547 £8.4 99.9  $1698.77 33,72 0f ,03% ¢ 120 % .00t & uyu 39.93 11.35
LINCOLN, ARRIBA

$ 4042 58,8 76.7  S1904,24 39.3% ¢ L0260 b1 126 L3 002 8 .06 54,91 11.35
LOGAN, VALLEY *

$ 74,00 3394, 2 3459,1  $1573,09 4, FR 2,110 & 3,329 ¢ ,T69 % (OO0 21,40 13.65 .
LOGAN, FRENCHMAN : ' '
) 5.362 ?220.5 230.0  $1653.77 §7.25 1 AT s L2510t 007 ¢ L0900 23,11 11.69
LOGAN, BUFFALO

§  7.407 267.2 283.9  $1521.09  «0.€2 ¢ 131 & 301 & 003 5 .GOD 26.09  11.35
LOGAN, PLATEAY

[ 7.042 149, 8 151.8 22665, 40 4d, 13 4 .76 ¢ 312 b .002 ) . 00¢ a6, did 11.35
MESA, DESEQUE . .
3 6,708 112. 4 120.+  $2323.89 I, 66 0§ .0«7  F 233 0$ L0028 L0DD 55, 69 11,25
MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY

3 5.928 300.2 393.2 $1351.4R |61 % 17T & .229 ¢ 002 % .O0Y 19.75 15.25
MESA, MESA VALLEY

$ 183.750 13406.2 13406.3  21426.53 40.76 & 11.635 % T.4RQ % L1350 8 oM 12.71 2%.29
MINERAL, CREEDE CCUNS. .
$ 8. 284 185, 8 191,35  $1664,42 39,27 & L0606 & .251 % .002 $  ,009 43,21 11.35
MOFFAT, MOFFAT . -
¢ 111,674 2515.3 2515.3  T1416,32 25,41 & 725 8 2,837 %  .000 & .0683 du. 4l 11,33
MONTEZUMA, MONTFZUMA-CORTEZ ‘

$ 29.562 274,90 2755.E  $1259.01 35,71 ¢ 2.239 % 1,056 ¢ os2 ¢ .090 10.73 24.27
MONTEZUMA, DOLORES .
) 5.801 483.0 501.7  $1346.36 IR, AT 5 L,4B2 & ,223 s ,DOB 0§ ,0U0d 11.56 23. 4k
MONTEZUMA, MANCOS .

$ “.557 430.4 43,7  $12B0,03 26,57 % .392 & .67 0% 018 3 L0090 15,43 24.57
MONTROSE, MONTROSE ..

$ 52,143 4183.0 4199.3  $1-45.69 §1.31 ¢ 1,917 & 2,154 & 069 496 12,42 22.5¢8
MO TRCSE, WEST END

$ 13,180 814.5 §32.% $1513,28 43.20 ¢ (600 3 579 4 .00 % 500 15.¢3 19,17

_ JRI
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Table II

AY ADAE AE ARD MILL ) PT PVRTY GAFH Ls 55
Itﬁ&ti*!iulI!lli*llit*llﬂtiﬁiillﬁlllll&l!ﬁiﬁ*lll#l*l!!%ﬁ*!i&l*&ﬁ?!i)llillili!lt*l*!Ili!ﬁﬁi&k!iﬁi*ﬁl!iﬁ&#ﬁ*ll*lﬂﬂiiiifﬁi
MORGAN, BRUSH
$ 26,012 1372.2 TEOT, 6 31401,75 49,0% §£ L0 4 1,44 ¢ LG22 % L GA3 10, 52 16, 8
'MORGAN, FORT MORGAN
$  50.%56 28477 2726, 41608.232 45,95 & 2,053 % 2,332 % (058 % 009 N 16.39
MDRCAN, WELDOM VALLEY
$ 3.789 1641 169.7  $161A.02 #6,26 L1008 1Sy 01T 2 L 000 22.27 12,73
MCRGAK, WICCINS
§ 10,686 446, 459,7  £1867.69 47.65 & .2BT 08 530 % LD13 ® DI 23.75 14,75
OTERD, EAST DFERD
$ 25. 039 25311.9 280T.6 31375.%6 1,30 r 607 LS Ly g LORi 2 L 1! G. 60 25.40
DTERC, ROCKY FORD
£ 20.téy 1454.8 1532.3%  $1377.8B .37 & 1.%%% ¢ TS & 1118 L0Q0 13,18 21.82
OTERC, MANZANOLA
$ 2,581 265.5 292,45  3t%in,22 /.00 % ,203 & .pvw & 01T & .000 kL e3 25T
CTERD, FOWLER .

H] 8245 “ha L0 Seg.h 51593,47 4%9.93 &  Lahz ¥ L3758 .03T % 040 15,65 19,31
OTERQ, THERAW

[} 2,R20 2347 230.4  EYETI.S2 42,04 % ,21T 0% L0 % L0000 & 000 10. 04 24.06
OTERO, SWIHK

] 3.829 389.7 336,56  £i1539.01 a%,97 4 .15 & i6B % ,007 & ,06d 11, 38 23.62
CHRAY, OURAY '

§ 4,TR2 16u, 2 176.6  21633.92 43,52 &  ,0%% &  .20% 0§ .00Y % L nO) 27. bR $1.35
QURAY, RIDCWAY

) 3,058 tR8, 1 1891  £1513.9% 43,46 0 L% % T SRR ¢ 1 B SR L4 T 16,26 H L
PARK, FLATTE CANTON

¥ $3.858 693.4 603, 4 £182T . w1 52,21 i e ¢ POy [} . 020 s L 10,498 15.082
PARK, PARK

3 q1,u62 34R.B I4R, 8 #2663.02 26L& 104 & P2y % L0032 & 92R £9.E1 11,35
PHILLIPS, HALYOXE :

& 15,4773 47,5 394.5 $1R67.07 36,04 + 2a9 $ EA £ . 003 % L 000 31,07 11.35
PHILLIPI, HRAXTUM A

$ 10,974 352.% 352.9  £TTA0, 36 54,13 % 177 ¢ a5 % G416 % L0090 28,514 11,735

PITKIN, ASPES
5 1ra.511 1056, 2 1147.8  R2164.52 19,99 8 258 & 2,207 & .000 ¥ QU0 s, 03 11.35
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Table II

AV ADAE AE ARB MIiLL 32 PT PYRTY GRTH LS 58
AR RN R R R R R R B R RN R R R R R R R R R NN AR A RN RN F AR RN N A R E NN NN R E RN RN AR RN NN KRN RER AN RERN NN RENE N

PROWERS, GRANADA

$ 5,476 334.5 377.1 $1374.09 39.2% ¢ 354 & L2156 ¢ 032 & 00U 14,51 20,49
PROWERS, LAMAR :

$ 39,151 2082,8 2128.3  $1345.06 3,43 f 1,708 % 1,159 8 10T 8,000 14,17 20,83
PROWERS, HOLLY

$ 7.697 $38.9 461.1  $3481.36 42,32 ¢ 787 8 .26 & 026 ¢ 090 16,60 18,31
PROWERS, WILEY :

3 5.495 235.3 241,01 81472, 14 2,06 ¢ 12wt 21 & L0000 % 00D 22.79 12.21
PUEBLO, PHUEBLD CITY

$ 312,299 20429.6 21303,6  31478.3) 42,24 % 18,302 413,191 ¢ 624 % L00D ta. €6 20,33
PIUEBLO, PUEBLO RURAL

$ 82,282 4755.6 4720.6  $1577.38 45.07  * 3,738 4 3.70% & .05 % 00D 17.43 17.57
RID BLANCO, MEEKER

$ 24,223 796.9 706.9  $3B55.70 40,68 (326 % 975 & 000 & .O00 .27 11,35
RIO BLANCO, RANGELY

$ 186.864 522,79 534,1  $2154.61 5.96 & .03% & 1,315 § ,000 & ,009 349,87 11.135
RIO GRANDE, DEL NCRTE

$ 12,048 766, B 7844 $1326.71 37.91 % B84 £ 457 % .028 &  .OO0 15,36 19.64
RIO GRANDE, MONTE VISTA

$  17.161 1398.1 430,37  $£1333.81 38,10 ¢ 1,254 ¢ (654 & 068 & 00D 12,00 23.00
RIC GRANDE, SARCENT

$  10.351 379.2 38B.6  $£1870.96 5.25 & 217 & 510 ¢ L0vd$ L0039 26.64 11,35
ROUTT, HAYDEN

$  47.579 477.90 477.0  22042.18 12.28 & .100 ¢ (875 & 000 & .000 99.74 11,35
ROUTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS. .

$ 56,793 1363.9 1363.9  £1062,80 37.06 ¢ ,573 % 2,104 0§ .000 & 010 41,64 11.35
ROUTT, SOUTH RONTT .

$  20.570 5.3 ¢ 45B.3  $2164.,79 © 38,43 & 200 & ,792 & .01t & .004 4,89 11.325
SAGUACHE, MOUMTAIN VALLEY .

$ 4,297 257.8 264.3  £1398.40 39.95 ¢ 202 ¢ LI1BB & 025 % L0ud 15.92 19.08
SAGUACHE, MOFFAT

$ 7.680 TH. s .+ 73.6  $2668,48 22,97 4 .49 8 17T & .006 3 .000 104.30 11.35

SAGUACHE, CENTER )
$ 9.617 649.6 660.5  $1321.12 37.75 ¢  .310 % .363 & .04 & ,000 14.55  "20.45




Table II

AV ADAE AE ARB MILL st PT PYRTY GRTH L8 55
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SAk JUAM, SILVERTON
$ 5,410 179.2 179.2  52326.94 55,04 T Lila & 333 0¢ L0000t .G95 39. 24 11.35
SAN MIGUEL, TELLURIDE : .
& 12.828 231.0 231.0  $1880.39 28,11 ¢ .07+ % .31 % 000 0§ .00% 85. 54 11.35
SAN MIGUEL, MORWOOD
$ 4,859 330.5 370.5  $1404.55 40,17 ¢ L2702 % .10 ¢ L0084 2 509 14,67 20.33
SAN MIGUEL, EGRAR

" $ 3.377 61.7 62.4  $1657.07 25.31 ¢ .0V %8 L0BS & 000 % 000 54,12 11.35
SEDCWICK, JULESBURG
$ 8.680 397,06 4%4.3 $16B2.63 48.58 ¢ .263 & W17 0§ L097 & .000 21.47 13.53
SEDGWICK, PLATTE VALLEY
$.  B.u458 277.2 282.9  $1790.2% 43,29 % 139§ I/t ¢ ,002 0§ .000 30,459 11.35
SUMMIT, SUMMIT
3 138,263 1174.6 T17w.6  $2163,40 16.76 & .223 & 2,317 % L0090 0§ ,020 117,72 11.35
TELLER, CRIPPLT CREEK-VIC. 7 '
$  13.016 261,5 264.6  $1805. 40 29.82 % .099 0§ L3R & 009 5 .0OO 49,19 11.35
TELLER, WOODLAKD PARK
$ 24,708 1305, 4 1305.4  £1404,62 49.13 % Pap & .902 &  .000 $  .000 18,93 16,07
) WASHINGTON, AKRON
2 5 16,291 “G5. 2 498.8  $1526.88 .69 € 166 ¢ .565 & 005 §  ,000 32.66 11.35
]
WASHIKGTON, ARICKAREE
5 13,773 135. 151.5  $2281.59 22.31 ¢ .03 & .7 0§ 005 ¢ 999 99.92 11.35
WASHINGTCN, OTI5
$ 6.577 168.9 189,0 $1£87.58 36.57 & .078 §  .241 $  .004 % .00D Ju. 89 11.35
WASHTNGTON, LONE STAR
$ 2.6V 52.4 52.4  $3455.88 50,71 & L0330 $ .15t ¢ .001 &  .099 56. RO 11.135
WASHINGTON, WDODLIN )
$  14.516 129.3 149.4  $2560.51 22.31 ¢ 015 ¢ 324 0§ .02 0§ L000 103.42 11,35
WELD, GILCREST
$  57.5%3 1638.7 1644,2  $1387,48 29.92 % &5 & 1,723 ¢ 027 % .DU9 35,02 $1.35
WELD, SATON )
8 20.559 1092.3 1104.0  £1393.47 19.21 & .720 $ .B19 & 048 § 00D 18,62 16,38
WELD, KEEKESBURG
$  «7.560 1329.9 1366,8  $1301.63 28,21 4 L4™ & 1,341 $  .026 §  .000 3u, PY 11.35

“TIE
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WELD, WINDSOR

$ 92.154% re27.¢ 1227.8 $1814.55 21.09 * 293 1,935 $ . 006 $ 017 75.05 11.35%

WELD, JOHNSTOWN .

$ 15,414 10831 1097.9 $1497.33 42,78 $ 984 ¢ .659 $ 018 b - 000 Ta, Gy 20.96 -

WELD, GREELEY

$ 187.785 Su01.6 9528.2 $1497.29 42.7# $ 6.237 & B.0313 § . 130 % . 000 19,73 15.29

WELD, PLATTE VALLEY

& 15,314 873.0 889.2 *i649.21 4t,12 £ .TH45 L 722 $ L0286 $ 009 17.22 17.78

WELD, FORT LUPTONM .

$ T6.201 16u2.9 1642.9 $1511.17 26. 1R b3 L £ 1.095 $ - 039 b . 003 6. 3R 11.35

WELD, AULT=-HIGHLAND

b 16.918 g22.1 853.9 . $1603.22 45.81 & 504 1 775 % 023 $ . 000 19,81 15.19

WELD, RRIGGSDALE

$ 3.019 85.5 B7.7 42100.19 45.90 $ . 046 L1 . 138 L . 002 $ .000 34,32 11.35

WELD, PRAIRIE ’ -

3 5.863 109.5 114, 8 $2001.48 32.06 % 042 ¥ J1RR $ . 005 % . .000 51.07 11.35

WELD, GROVER )

$ 3.762 125. 1 131.4 $1911.16 47,81 b 071 $ . 180 $ . 005 $ . 000 28,63 11.35

YUMA, WEST YUMA

$ 32.919 1081, 4 10834 $1781.28 42.63 ¢ .523 $ 1,403 $ L0011 $ . 009 39.43 11.35

YUMA, EAST YUMA

$ 27.721 E6u4, 4 864.7 $1470.57 33.88 $ . 332 $ .93% $ .008 $ . 000 32.06 11.35
Iy ADAE AE ARRB MILL ar PT PYRTY GRTH L& 38

*nl!I!II!I!II!*I‘II*!!Il*i*I!!Iill!lli**!IIIlﬁi*ﬁ!*l!!*l*‘**llﬁlllll*lf!l'II*I!I!!IIIIIGIQ!Il!(illi!!l!lﬁ*l*llilil*l*!

STATE TOTALS - .
$11177.654 523447.3 531357.8 $1659.70 42,87 F402.665 $£479,22¢ ¢ 8.507 $ 2.175 21.04 15.37
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CONEJOS, SOUTH CONFJOS

$ 4.563 731.1 T54.4  $1400,00 5.6 ¢ LB99 ¢ L,I5T $ LO7TT 8§  .000 6.58 37.67

COSTILLA, CENTENNIAL

$ 11,858 631,3 631.3 $1400.00 31,64 ¢ .509 $ L3755 $ .043 ¢ .000 18.78 25,47

. [

COSTILLA, SIERRA GRANDE :

$ 14,476 292.9 292.9  $1679.37 27,67 ¢ .092 ¢ 40O $ .0%0 §& .002 U9, 42 11.35

CROWLEY, CROWLEY .

$ 11,128 490.9 S4T.0  $1402,01 31,68 8 .44 s ,353 08 020 8 .000 20, 34 23.9)

CUSTER, CONSOLIDATED 1 :

s 11.968 2484 248.4  $1624.00 27.28 % .07T $  .327 8 .002 0§ .00V 48.18 11.35

DELTA, DELTA -

$ 50.960 3997 . 4 3962,3  $1400,00 31.64 3% 3,635 $ 1,612 % .097 & .000 12.86 31.39

DENVER, DENVER . ;

$ 2083.894 63135.3 65464.6  $2098,38 47,42 ¢ 38.549 $ 98.820 $ 3.012 §$ ,000 31.83 12,42

DOLORES, D0LOAES ’ '

s 8. 360 396.1 401.1  $1597.16 4,06 ¢  .320 % ,285 ¢ .001 & .000 20.84 23.41

DOUGLAS, DOUGLAS : .

$ 99,927 5690.8 « 5600.8  $15G4,79 35.36 ¢ 5.,37Y % 3.534 ¢ ,000 §& ,205 17.56 26,69

EAGLE, EAGLE

$ 108.150 1665, 8 1669.2  $2280.28 29.95 $ .567 $ 3,239 §& .00B § .000 64,79 11,35

ELBERT, FLIZABETH

s 9,378 694, 4 654 .4  $1555,69 35.16 8% .751 $° ,330 § .000 § ,003 13.51 30.74

ELBERT, KIOWA : i

$ 4. B4k 168.9 168.9  $1964.79 4y, 40 8 N7 38 215 8  ,000 & 004 28.69 15.56
"ELBERT, BIG SANDY ' o ‘

3 5.665 243.7 259,7  $15135.24 34.69 % ,202 % LI%T &  .003 & .000 21,81 22.44
- ELBERT, ELBERT : .

3 2.224. 1486 150.0  $1520.18 3.3 ¢ 152 ¢ L0716 $ L0000 $ .000 14,83 29.42

ELBERT, AGATE ~ : ‘

[; 5. 248 36.6 k1.6 $2916.03 21.20 $ .00 § .11t 0§  .00F $ ' .000 126.22 11.35

EL PASO, CALKAN ' -

$ 3.921 286.8 288.0  $1514.69 34,27 ¢ 302 0§ 134 0§ L0013 8,000 13.62 30,63

EL PASO, HARRISON ' ’
$ 80,481 6403.8°  6438.9  $1822,54 32,15 ¢ 6.572 § 2,587 $ .009 $ . ,000 12.50  31.75

BB
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EL PASQ, WIDEFIELD
&  S1.418 5819.5% 6920.7  $1400.90 31,64 § B.062 3 1.627 $ .046 §  .000 7.43 36.82
EL PASD, FOUNTAIN _
$ 14,435 3083.9 31474 $1400, 00 31.64 $ 3.950 $ LAU57 $ 013 $ 000 4,69 39,66
£L PASD, COLORADG ‘SPRINGS . : .
$ 558.030 30989, 1 31575,2  $1520.32 34.36 ¢ 28.B32 $ 19,173 8 L2711 % .000 17.67 26,58
EL PASOD, CHEYENNF MTN,
$ 58,848 1763.5 1804.8  $2102.23 47.51 ¢ .998 % 2,796 §$ .000 0§ ,000 12,61 14,64
EL PASO, MANITOY SPGCS: } '
$ 19,996 1057.5 1076.4  $1504,R6 34,00 $ ,940 § .580 & .00B '$§ .000 18.58 25.67
EL PASO, ACADENY ' .
$ 55.027  WN16.7 4416,7  $1400.00 .64 $ Houk2 8 NTEL 0 L0000 3,000 12,46 31.79
EL PASO, ELLICOTT
EL PASO, PEYTON ' _
s 3. 184 222.8 222.8  $1754.92 39,66 $ .265 & 326 & 000 $& 002 14,29 29.96
EL PASO, HANOVER
$ M. 361 58.2 58.9  $2192,34% 25.68 $ .07 ¢ .12 § .000 $ 00D 74,01 11.3%
EL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER . o
$ . 22,854 1090.9 1090.9  $1581.49 35.74 & .908 & .837 4 ,000 § 000 20.95 23.30
EL PASD, FALCON .
$ 13,805 1156.5 1156.5 $1558.22 35.2% 8 1,316 § Lu86 & .000 § .O4¥ 11.94 32,34

. . 1 N

EL PASO, EDISON
s 1,889 26.2 28.6 $2883.62 37.26 $ .012 ¢ .070 $ ,002 $& 000 66.03 11.35
EL PASO, MIAMI-YODER )
$ 3.561 129.13 138.7  $1779.71 40,22 0§  L104 $§  Lta3 0§ .00D & ,000 25.68 18.57
FREMONT, CANON CITY _ '
$ 43,470 3236,7 3262.4  $1413,57 31.95 § 3.223 % 1,389 § 048 § 000 13.32 30.93
FREMONT, FLORENGE . '
$ 26.520 1517, 3 15565,8  $1400.00 31.64 ¢ 1.339 $ -.839 §& ,039 $& 000 17.0% 27.20
FREMONT, COTOPAXI . ' .
s 7.436 176.0 176.0  $2089.53 38.98 & .076 $ .290 $ .000 $ .004 42,25 11,135

GARFIELD, ROARING FORK . :
$ T1.400 3058.6 3058.6  $1400.00 364 $ 2,023 & 2.259 % L000 % . 000 23.34 .20.9

Bl
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GARFIELD, GARFIELD

$ 21,525 - 1489.9 1489.9  $1616.02  36.52 % "1.622 $ ,786 § .054 § ,000 14,45  29.80
CARFIELD, GCRAKD VALLEY o

$ 4,642 140.5 151.5 $2212.80 50,01 § .03 $ .,232 $ .00% $ .000 30.63 . 13.62
GILPIN, GILPIN €O, :

$  7.747 265.3 265.3  $2617.99 59,16 $ .236 $ ,458 $ ,000 $ .056 29:20 15,05
GRAND, WEST GRAND

$ 6,420 415.9 427.1  $19u6,97 16,22 § .079 $ .753 & .000 § 000 108.69 11,35
GRAND, FAST GRAND : : _
$  46.510 824.7 B34.2 $1904,70 28.38 $ .269 $ 1,320 % 003 $ .000 55,75 11,35
GUNKISON, GUNNISON WATERSHD '

$  2B.352 1259.6 1292.0  $1549.14 35,01 $ 1,009 § .993 § .00k $ .000 21,94 22.3
HINSDALE, HINSDALE : , .

$  5.489 95.2 . 95.2 $1426,90  20.69 ¢ .022 § L,1t4- & 000 $ 012 57.63  11.35
HUERFANG, HUERFANO ' ' .
$  15.018 1047 .1 1057.7  $1503.99  33.99 § 1,080 '$ ,510 $ .075 $ .000 ' 14,20  30.05
HUERFANO, LA VETA

$  5.376 . 172.4% . 185.9 $1502.1%  33.95 $§ .097 $ ,182 & .006 $ .000 28.92 15,33
JACKSON, NORTH PARK - . ,

$ 16,858 462,6 462.6  $15M4.16 32,31 ¢ 170 s 545 $  .000 $ 000 36,44 11.35
JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON ‘

$ 1i86.800  77106.8  77106.8 $1730.37  39.10 ¢ 75,283 $ 58,%0 $ 000 $ .495 19,28 24,97
KIOWA, EADS _ ' | -

$  10.977 291.9 . 305.2 © $1695.80  35.84 $ .124 $ .393 § .000 S .000 35,97 11,35
KIOWA, PLAINVIEW : "

$ 7.961 9i.7 9g.5  $2224.15 24,35 s .027 $ 10 $ . 001 $ 000 80.01 11.3%

* KIT CARSON, FLAGLER - ' - . :
$ k,788 173.1 . 181.6  $1712.34 38,70 $ .126 § 185 $ .006 $ .00D 26,37 17.88

K1Y CARSON, SEIBERT - _ ’ : .
$  3.143 86.5 94.0  $1926.50  43.33 ¢ .0ou6 $ ,135 & 003 ¢ ,000 - 3311 1135

KIT CARSON, VONA :
$ 2.5u8 _ 45.7 49,4  $2394,30 38,05 % +021 $ . 097 $ .002 . 000 - 51,57 11.35

KIT CARSON, STRATTON : .
$ 6.0 234.3. 254.8  $1615.44 36,51 $ .191 $ .221 § .000 $ .000 2377  20.54
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KIT CARSON, BETHUNF

s 3, 442 124, 0 124,0  $1750.98 39,67 ¢ .08y & ,136 $ 000 § .000 27.75 16,50
KIT CARSON, BURLINGTON
$ 21.616' 999.0 1016.0 $1457.39 32.94 $ . 169 3 TV $ 010 L 5 « 000 21,28 22.97
LAKE, LAKE CO
: $ 98.943 1878.0  1952.2 $1860Q,22 29.9% 3 .1y L 2.?67 $ ..005 § . 000 £0.63 11,35
LA PLATA, DURANGO : '
$ Th.024 3433.6 3512.0 $1487.6% 33.62 $ 2.736 $ 2,489 3 . 068 3 . DOD 21,08 23.17
LA PLATA, BAYFIELD )
$ ° 11,638 590.6 580.6 $1400,00 31,64 3 459 3 « 368 $ L004. §& (04 19. 71 24,54 .
LA PLATA, ICNACIO . :
$ 10,314 984,0 984.0 . $1400,00 31,64 ¢ 1,051 0§ .326 & W03 & .000 10.48 11.77
LARIMER, POUDRE ' . | . -
$ 244,860 13500, 9 13500.9 © $1707.08 38.58 & 13.601 & ¢.446 $ .018 '$  .000 18,14 26.11
LARIMER, THOMPSON : ' :
$ 162.000 9295.7 9255.7 $1430.72 32.33 $ R.004 $ 5.238 L ) ., 000 3 » 043 17.50 26.7%
"LARTHER, PARK (ESTES PARK) :
- $ 4k, 625 1115.5 1115.6  $1665.7T1 32,44 0§ 411 $ 1,447 ¢ .000 $ .O% 40,00 11,35
LAS ANIMAS, TRINIDAD : : .
$ 1€.075 1683.3 1904.1  $1438.13 32.5¢ ¢ 2,216 $ .522 & ,138 § ,000 8.4k 35,81
LAS ANIMAS, PRIMFRO REORG. ' . .
$ 8.760 207.6 222,3  $169T.41 . 33,45 § .084 § ,293 $ .0 $° ,000 39,40 11,35
LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG : ' : '
s 6.110 318.7 340.2. $1439,77 - 32.54 & .29Y 0§ .199 $§ .012 $ 000 17.96 26.29
LAS ANIMAS; AGUILAR REORG. - '
s 3.492 242,2 242,2  $1400.00 31,64 ¢ .229 $ L3110 $ .01} 8§ .000 1%, 42 29.83
LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON REORG. : , o
$ 2.498 56.3 61.4 8$2335.22 - 44,87 ¢ .031 $§ .12 & ,004 $ 000 40.69 11.35
LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG. . . ’ .
$ .24 115.8 118.0  $2221.20 46,97 $  .063 & - ,19% $ ,005 §$ .0Q0 35.94 © 11,3%

LINCOLN, HUGO -
$ 6.973 190.7 199.9 $1645.68 35.59 $ .08 $ . 248 3 006 & .009 J4.89  11,.3%

LINCOLN, LIMON : -
$ 10.659 456, 3 490.4 ° $1400.00 31,64 $ . 349 $ «337 § L0048 . 000 21.73 22.52

1
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LINCOLK, GENOA

$ 2.5961 75.4 76.5 $1780.58 35,57 & .031 § 105 3 .002 § 000 38.71 11.175
LINCOLN, KARVAL _ :

$ 3.547 88,4 90.9  $1717.64 34,10 ¢ .03 $ .129 $ L0001 $ .000 39,03 " 11.35
LINCOLN, ARRIBA : . - “

$ 4,142 58.8 76,7  $1984.43 30,36 $ .026 $ 126 $ 002 § .000 54,01 11.35
LOGAN, VALLEY

$  T4.011 3394, 8 3459.1 $1597.37 36,10 % 2.854 & 2.672 $ ,769 $ 000 21.40 22,85
LOGAN, FRENCHMAR : '

$ 5,362 220.5 230.0 $1675.58 37.87 § .182 & ,203 ¢ 007 & ,000 23,31 20.94
LOGAN, BUFFALO . :

$ 7.407 267.2 . 283.9  $1551,58 35,06 $ .18 § ,260 $ ,003 $ .000 26,09 18. 16
LOGAN, PLATEAU

$ T.042 149.8 151,8  $2522.90 43,68 $ .075 & ,308 $§ 002 § 000 46.40 11,35
MESA, DEBEQIE ' ' .
- $ 6.708 112, 4 120,40 $2301.78 34,33 $ ,047 $ ,230 ¢ .002 & .000 55,69 11.35
MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY ' - C

$ 5.928 300,2 300.2  $1400.00 31.64 % .233 0§ 188§ .002 8§ 000 19.75 24,50
MESA, MESA VALLEY : _ ,
$ 183,750 13406, 3 13406.3 $1463.21 33,07 4 13.540 ¢ 6.076 & .135 $¢ ,000 13.74 30,54
MINERAL, CREEDE CONS. :

3 8,284 185.8 191.3  $1676.19 30,67 ¢ .06T ¢ .254 $ ,002 $ ,000 43,31 11.3%
MOFFAT, MOFFAT

$ 111,674 2515.3 2515.3  $1453.66  26.08 $ .T44 $ 2.912 $ 000 $ 054 4u, 4o 11,35
MONTEZUMA, MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ

$ 29,562 2714, 0 2755.8  $1400,00 31,64 8 2.923 % .935 $ .042 & ,000 10.73 33.52
MONTEZUMA, DOLORES '

$ 5,801 “§5.0 501.7  $1400,00 31.64 $ .519 ¢ L1B4 0§ .Q08 $& .00Q0 11.56 32.69
HONTEZUMA, MANCOS .

3 4,557 430, 4 436,7  $1400.00 31,64 ¢ 46T 8§ 144 8 ,018 § 000 10,43 33.82
MONTROSE, MONTROSE _ ' -

$ 52,143 $183.0 4199,3  $1481. M 33.47 % 4 474 % 1.745 3,069 8,000 12,42 31.83
MONTRDSE,  WEST END ' ' :

$ 13,380 819.5 B32.5 $1544.28 4,90 ¢ 826 $ 460 $ .004 § 000 15,83 28,42

R
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MORGAN, BRUSH

$  26.072 1372.2 1407.6  $1440.08 32,54 $ 1,179 $ LBUB 3 ,020 $ 000 18.52  25.73
MORGAN, FORT MORGAN . . '
$  50.756 2607.7 2726.8 - $1633.10 36,91 & 2.580 $ 1,873 $ ,058 $ .000 18.6% 25,64
A . -!'

MORGAN, WELDON VALLEY - : :
$  3.780 160, § 169.7  $1641.15  37.00 & ,138 § M0 S 7,017 $ .000 22,27 241,98
MORGAN, WIGGCIKS . : '
L3 10.68§ 446,11 . 459.7 $1688.59 18,16 $ » 368 $ 1 Y 1 013 L . 000 23.2% 21_.00
OTERO, EAST OTERO . ' ' ' )
$ 25.019 2513.9 2607.6 $1415,57 31.99 $ 2,880 $ LBOt $ . 084 $ . 000 9.460 34,65
OTERO, ROCKY FORD '
3 20.189 1454, 8 1532.3  $1417.7% 32,06 $ 1,526 § 647 -8 .1% ¢ .000 13.18 31,07
OTERO, MANZANOLA ' :
$  2.531 265.5 292.4  $1400.00 31,64 8 .328 $ ,082 $§ .01t & .00D B.83  35.42
OTERD, FOWLER . '
$  8.245 44,0 - 525.6  $1619,41 35,60 ¢ .549 § .302 $ .017 3 .000 15.69  28.56
OTERD, CHERAW '
$  2.520 214,7 230.4  $1505,25 3,02 ¢ .269 s L,086 8§ ,0000 & 000 10.94 33.31
OTERD, SWINK . -

' $ 3.829 329.,7 336.5  $1568,33 35.44 0§ .392 ¢ .136 $ 00T $ .000 11,38 32.87
OURAY, OUYRAY _ ' ) T
$ 5,782 164,2 176.6  $1657.03 37.46  § 114§ .179 % .001 0§  .00O 27.08 17.17
QURAY, RIDGWAY '
$  3.089 188, 1 188,1  $1544.91 34,91 ¢ L1RW 0§ ,W0T $ .000 $& ,pOW 16,26  27.99 -+
PARK, PLATTE CANYOR ' : , ' »
$ 13.858 693.4 693.4 $1837.92 1.53 ¢ .699 8 .576 $§ .000 & .03 19.98  24.27
PARK, PARX _ . .
$  31.252 . 348.8 348,8 $2618.80 25,94 & ,103 §& L8110 ¢ .003 $% 027 Y. 69 1.35
PHILLIPS, HOLYOKE e
$  18.473 567.5 .  59%,5 $1504,61 . 35,03 § .282 & .666 $ .00} % ,000 31,07 13,18
PHILLIPS, HAXTUN o - : . . _
$  10.074  352.9 352.9  $1775.20 40,92 $ .222 § .04 ¢ .0i6 $ .000 .°  2B.54 15,71
PITKIN, ASPEN _ . _ '
$ 112.51% 1056, 2 1147.8  $2152.92 19.68 §$ .256 & 2,215 § ,000 § 000 98.03 11.35

B
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PROWERS, GRANADA

$  5.476 334.5 3177.3 . $1414.86 31,97 $° ,359 0§ 175 8 032 §  .000 14,51 29.74
PROWERS, LAMAR .

$  30,15% 2082.8 2128,3  $1400,00 31.64 0§ 2,026 $ .954 & L1107 $& .000 14,17 30.08
PROWERS, HOLLY .

3 7.697 438,9 461,1  $1514,45 34,22 ¢ .u35 ¢ ,263 ¢ ,025 & ,000 . 16,69 27.56
PROWERS, WILEY ‘ »

$ 5.495 235.3 241.1  $1505,83 34.03 0§ .176 0§ 187 8 .000 $ . .000 32,19 21,46
PUEBLO, PYEBLO CITY ' ' :

$ 312,299 20429.6 21303.6  $1511.60 34,16 $ 21,538 ¢ 10,6686 $ .624 ¢ .000 14,66 29.59
PUEBLO, PUEBLO RURAL ' :

$  82.282 4705.6 4720.6  $1604.19 36,25 ¢ 4.590 ¢ 2,983 % .056 §& .000 17,43 26.82
RIO BLANCOD, MEEKER . ‘ :

$ 24,223 706.9 706.9 - $1864.30 40,87 & .328 ¢ .990 $ .000 % ,000 34.27 11.35
RIO BLANCO, RANGELY ' ' .
$ 186,864 522.9 38,1 $2143.65 5.93 ¢ .036 $ 1.109 $ .000 §$ .000 349, BT 11.35
RIQO GRANDE, DEL NORTE ' '

$  12.048 766.8 784.4  $1400.00  31.64 ¢ .77 0§ ,381 § 028 § .000 15.36 20.89
RIO GRANDE, MONTE VISTA

$ 17,161 1398.1 1430,3  $1400,00 31.64 8 1.459 $ -.543 & 068 3 .000 12,00 32.25
RI10 GRANDE, SARGENT .

$  10.35% 379.2 388.6 $1878.%6 42,4 0§ .291° $  .439 $ 014 $ 000 26,64 17. 61
ROUTT, HAYDEN '

$  47.579 477.0 §77.0  $2038.58 18.35 ¢ .099 $& 873 $ .000 $ 000 99,74 11.35
ROUTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS.

$  56.793 1363. % 1363.9  $1064,39 37,07 $ .5T4 $ 2,105 . $§ .000 $ .010 41,64 11.35
ROUTT, SOUTH ROUTT . ' ' :

$ 20.570 458, 3 458.3  $2153.17 38,29 & .199 $ .788 & ,011 § .004 44,89 11.35
SAGUACHE, MOUNTAIN VALLEY y ' '

3 i, 207 257.8 264.3  $1436.02 32.47 0§ L2437 0§ 137 %  .025 $ .000 15,92 28.33
SAGUACHE, MOFFAT ‘

$ 7.680 70,4 73.6 $2623.91 22,69 $ .019 $ 174 & ,006 & ,000 104. 30 11.35
SAGUACHE, CEMTER : '

$ . 9,610 - 6uU9.6 660.5  $1400,00 31,64 0§ 621 ¢ .304 ¢ .09 $ ,000 14,55 29.70

- IR
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SAN J'AN, SILVERTON .
$ 5.%19 179.2 179,2  $2304.7) 52,00 $. .131 ¢§ .,282 & .,000 § .00% 30,24 18,01
SAN HIGUEL, TELLYRIDE
s  12.928 231.0 231.0 - $1887,29 28,21 $ 074 § .362 § .000 $ 0O 55.54 11.35
SAN MIGUEL, NORWOOD ' | . R
$ G.850 130.5 330.5  $1442,66 32.60 ¢ .319 $ .58 §& ..004 $ .0Q0Q 14,67 29.58
SAN MIGUEL, EGNAR :
$ 3.377 61,7 62.4  $1678.66 25.64 2§ .018 ¢ 0BT $& .000 $ .0QQ 54,12 11.35
SEDGWICK, JULESBURG ‘

3 8.680 397.0 404.3 $1702.5%5 3B.48 $ . 354 $ « 334 $ . 007 $ . 0Q¢Q 21.47 22.74
SEDCWICK, PLATTE VALLEY ' ' .

$ 8,488 277.2 282.9  $1803.17 40,75 $ .64 0§ .36 8,002 § .00 30.00 14,25
SUMMIT, SUMMIT

$ 138,263 1174, 6 1174.6  $2151.R7 16.67 $ .222 4 2.305 $ ,000 $ .020 117.72 11,35
TELLER, CRIPPLE CREEK-VIC. '

] 13.006 261.5 264.6 3$1817.29 30.02 % 090 3% 39 $ 009 3§ L0092 49,19 11.38
TELLER, WOODLAND PARK

$  24%.708 1305, 4 1305.4  $1442,73 32,60 § 1.078 $ .806 $ ,000 $ .000 18.93 25.32
WASHINGTON, AKROU s

$ 16,291 495,2 498.8  $1556.99 35,15 ¢ ,203 $ .573 $ .005 $ .000 32.66 11.59
WASHIKGTOH, ARICKAREE ) :

$ 13,773 135. 4 11,5  $2262.33 22,92 § .038 $ .305 s ,005 $ .009 90.92 11.35
WASHINGTON, OTIS

$ 6.577 168.9 18,0  $1707.18 36,99 $ .079 $ .243 $ .00 $ .000 4, 80 11.35
WASHINGTON, LONE STAR ‘ '

$ 2.974 52,4 52.4  $3359.79 49,30 ¢ .029 $ 4T $ 001 $ 000 56. 80 11.3%
WASHINGTON, WOODLIN . ' :

$ 14,516 129.3 T40. 4 32523.00 2t.98 $ .035 $ .1 & 002 & .000 103. 42 11.35
WELD, GILCREST o _ - '

$ 57.585 1638.7 1644,2  $1426. 7 30,77 8§ .574 % 1.772 $ 027 & .009 35.02 11.35
WELD, EATON - _

$  20.559 1092, 3 1304,0  $1432, 0 32.37 $ .916 & .665 $ .048 $ .000 18.62 25.63
WELD, KEENESBURG

$  47.560 1320.9 1366.8  $1400.00 30.3% $ L4711 $ 1,483 0§ .026 $ .000 34,80 11.135

e
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WELD, WINDSOR

$  92.150 1227.8°  1227.8  $1825.84  21.13 % - .29%4 $& 1,947 $ ,006 $ .O17 76.05 11,35
WELD, JOHNSTOWN ' :

$ 15,414 1083. 1 1097.9  $1529.37  34.56 $ 1,146 8§ .533 $ .018 $  .000 14,04 30.21
WELD, GREELEY "
$ 187.785 5401.6 9528.2 $1529.25  34.56 & 8.081 § 6.k30 $ .130 & .000 19,71 24.54
WELD, PLATTE VALLEY ' '

s 15,314 873.0 B89.2 $1671.32 37.77 $ .90B & ,578 $ ,026 § .000 17,22 27.03
WELD, FORT LUPTON B

$ 76,20 1642.9 1642.9  $1542.31 . 26.72 $ .498 $ 2,036 ¢ .039 § 000 46.38 11,35
WELD, AULT-RIGHLAND - . : :

$  16.918 822. 1 853.9 $1628.34 36,80 8  .768 $ .623 $ .023 § .00D 19.81 20,44
WELD, RRIGGSDALE , : |

$ 3,010 85.5 87.7 . $2092.79 45,83 & .046 $ ,138 § 002 & 000 34,32 11.35
WELD, PRAIRIE . :

$  5.863 100.5 114,8  $2000.54 32,05 § .042 & ,188 $§ .005 § 000 59.07 11,35  °
WELD, GROVER ' ' :

$  3.762 125.1 1314  $1916.13  43.30 ¢ .0B9 $ .163 $ - .005 § .000 20,63 15,62

“YUMA, WEST YUMA ' '
3 32.%%0 1081, 4 1081.4  $1794.75 40,56 $ 606 $ 1,335 $ 011 % . 000 30.43 13.82

YUMA, EAST YUMA
$  2T.12 864.4 864.7  $1504,36 34.00 % + 358 $ -T2 | .008 § 000 32.06 12.19

iil!ﬂlllIll!llﬂilllliIi'lillllliliiililllIllill!llll‘llllllll'lllllIlIlilI-I'III.Illl'llill'l'llll.lll'llllllilliii.l’ll.l

AV ADAE AE © ARB MILL SE PT PVRTY GRTH LS 53
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STATE TOTALS
$1T177.654  523447.3  531357.8  $1687.08 37.02  suB2,654  $413,791 - .% 8.50T $ 2.193 21.04 20.86
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LY ADME AE ARR MILL SF PT PYATY GRTH LS 55
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COMNEJOS, SOUTH COKEJOS
$ 5.162 Ti2.7 731.3 £14600.00 33.22 q. . 999 $ AT % JOT7 3 000 T.08 _H1.10
COSTILLA, CENTENNTAL '
$ 12.332 6us,.2 6us.2 $1600.00 33.22 $ 623 $ L0 $ 043 $ .000 19.1% 25.05
COSTILLA, SIERRA’ GRANDE ' ' '
% 15,055 305.0 345.0 $£1819.37 29.97 $ . 104 3 U451 $ Q10 $ 002 49.136 11.35

. CROWLEY, CAROWLEY .

$ 11,574 459, 4 500.1  £1600,00 33.22 ¢ w6 3, .35 3,02V % » 000 23,14 25.02
CUSTER, CONSOLIDATED 1
$ 12,447 267.3 267T.3  $1768u,01 30,46 % .092 % 379 8 .00 % 008 U6, 5T 11,35
DELTA, DFLTA ' : ' .
$ 52.998 1976, 8 3976.8 $1600.00 33.22 ¢ 4.602 5 1.76%Y %  .097 § .000 13.33 34.83
DENVER, DENVER ' ' )
$ 2146, 411 60892.7  63162.8 $2238.38 4b. 4R % 41,622 % 99.761 $ 3.454 & . 000 . 33.98 14,18
DOLORES, ODQLGRES ' ‘ -
$ 8.610 391, 366, 1 $16u47.16 34,20 L .358 $ . 294 $ L0014 $ . 000 21. 74 26.42
DOUGLAS, DOUGLAS |
+ 102,925 6219, 4 6219,4  $1704.79 15.40 $ 6.959 ¢ 3.643 § ,000 $ 24k 16.55 31.61
EAGLE, EAGLE- . : :
5 111,384 1667.6 1667.6 £2420,28 314,97 < L5186 £ 3.450 3 L007T .. & .0go 66,80 11.35
ELBERT, FLIZABETH ' ' ' '
$ 9,659 720.2 720.2 $1695.69 . 35.21 $  LRB1 $ e 11T+ N TS 12 1s T ! 003 13. 41 IU.TS

ELBERT, KIQWA : )
$ 4,991 178.7 178.7 $2104.79 43.70 3 .158 % . 218 3 . 000 3 . 004 27.93 20.23

ELBERT, RIG SANDY : )
$ 5.835 231.8 243.9  $1675.24 34.78 % L2068 203 8 .003 $ . 000 23.92 24.24

ELBZRT, ELBERT . . _
$ 2,291 150.7 150.7_ $1660,18 34,47 L | 171 $ 079 $ 000 $ . 000 15,20 32.96

ELBERT, AGATE . . : ] - : , :
$  5.405 32.7 36.8 $3056.03  19.31 % 008 $ .104 8 L0010 § .0Q0 146,93 11.35

EL PASO, CALHAN :
S 4,039 285.6 286.8 $1654.60 34,36 ¢ 336 ¢ + 139 3 003 $ .000 14.08 34.08

EL PASQ, HARRISON :
$ 82,896 £368.8 6u03.8 " $1600.00 33,22 s T.492 % 2.75% ¢ .00 % .000 12.94 35.22

i



_BL-

Table IV
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ni;liili!liiiilil-inluii.iiliﬁliiuui!nlinlunnlu!nniuilnuuulnu;uauuultull!dlililli&l!l!lllllilIII!lillIlllllli!illl!lllil
EL PASG, WIDEFIELD

$ 52,961 6719.7 6320.0  $1600.00 33.22 3 9.152 8 1,759 ¢ L0483 .000 7.77 40,39
EL PLSG, FOUXTATH _ .

$  1a.868 3021.8 J084.4  $1600,00 33,22 ¢ A48y % L4098 .01k § 000 W, B2 43,34
EL PASG, COLORADO SPRINGS , .
$ 577,561 30i§13.B 30992,7  §1660,32 34,48 & 31.546 ¢ 19,91 & . .28% 3,000 18,664 . 29.52
EL PASO, CHEYEWNE MTH,

t  65.907 1722, 1763.8, $2242.2) 46.66 3 1.119 $§ 2.83% $ .000 § ,000 34.53 13.63
£l PARO, MANITCU SPCS. '

s 20.996 1038.9 1057.6  $1644.86 34,16 ¢ 1,036 0§ 703 8 .009 $ - 000 19,47 28.69.
EL PASOD, ACADEMY -

$ 56.678 4443, 6 4443.6  $1600.00 33.22 $& 5,227 & 1,883 ¢ ,000 $ 000 12,76 35, 40
EL P4SO, ELLICOTT )

3 4.515 338.3 342,5 $16040,00 13,22 % .398 & L1580 % .00t $ .000 13,18 34,98
EL PASO, PEYTON

$ 3,279 231.8 231,88  $1894.92 39,35 $ ,310 $ .120 % .000 8§  .002 14,15 34, 01
EL PASO, HAKOQVER ' .

$ w. G2 58.2 58,2 $2332.34 26.36 & .017T & L,118 & .000 3  .000 77.13 11,35
EL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER : .

$  23.654 1109. 3 1109,3  $1721.49 35,75 $ 1,064 $ P46 $ ,000 § 000 21,32 26.9%
EL PASO, FALCON '

$  14.288 1269.5 . 1269.5  $1698.22 35.26 & 1.652 ¢ .50 & .000 8 ,053 - 11.26 36.90 .
EL PASO, EDISON -

] 1,845 23.9 26.2  $3023.62 315,35 ¢ .01 3,069 $ .002 3 ,000 T4.18 11.35
EL PASO, MIAMI-YODER

$ 3.668 . 124.3 129.2  $1919,71 19,86 §& .102 0§ 146 $  .000 3  .000 28,40 19.76
FREMONT, CANON CITY

1 w.G9Y 3211.2 3236.8  $1600.00 33,22 ¢ 3.684 & 1,495 ¢ .048 8,000 13.90 34, 26
FREMCNT, FLORENCE - .

$  27.581 1493,0 1517.5  $1600.00 33.22 0§ 1,512 $ .916 $ .00 8§ ,000 18.18 29.98
FREMONT, COTOPAXT: . ' . :

$ 7.733 185.9 185.9 $2229.53 42,11 3 .0R9 $ . 326 L 000 f .00y 41.59 11.35
GARFIELD, RCARING FORK :

$  Tu.970 3097.9 3097.%  $1600.00 33.22 ¢ 2.465 % 2,491 § .000 $ .0GO 24.2% 23.95

Ml
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GARFIELD, GARFIFLD

$ - 22.601 1513.2 15132 $1756.02 36,46 ¢ 1.E33 & .B24 § 054 & .00 M9y 3322
SIS T NS lior samsacee wmais s .92 8 .23 8 L0018 .000 | 34.80  13.36 ’
GILPLY. SLLpod Cg;2.1' 2.1 $2757.99  57.21 8 W78 s .66 & 000 § .076 23.78 . 2u.38
ey M 416.0  $2086,97 16,17 % .076 $ .T92 § 000 $ 000 17.73 11,35
. Sea, CRAND 824.7 3204470 28086 & .20 $ 1416 $ .003 § .000 59.50 11,35
GUANISON, CUNNISQU WATERSHD 51689.1"- 35,07 $ 1.104  $ 1,004 & -;005 s .000 22.95  25.21

| . HINSDALE, JINSDALE 124.8 $1600.00 28,46 & 040 $ .159 § 000 $ 017 w8 1135

‘ 3 S 15318 T 043.5  10M7.1 $1643.99 3.k 8 1199 8 .523 8 .0T5 3 .000 14.63 3353
:uangfgé3Ln VET?sa.s 172.7  $1642.18  34.10 § .097 § 187 $ .006 §  .000 " 31.75 js.n1
JACKSON, KOARTH PARK

$  17.195 475.5 475.5  $1684.16 3.9T 0$ L1998 601 8,000 §& 000 36,17 11.99
} JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON ‘

$1861,140  78186.4  78186.4  $1870.37  38.84 5 B5.608 & 60.629 § ,000 § .546 19.97  28.19
Rt o CR 292.1 .$1835.80 36,40 $ 121 § 416§ .00 § .000 - 39,09 11.35 /
{0ty frprie Ba.5 91.9  $2364.15 23,31 0§ .024 0§ .193 0§ 001 & .000  90.07 11,35
s Cilosot TR amaa srmsaa 3846 ¢ 129 8 192 8 .006 3 .000 28,74 19.42

| §;rlc§?§g$. i 86.7 $2066.50 42,44 & .02 § '.137 $ .003 § .000 37.30 11,35
T et M o 5.8  $2534.30 36,62 $ .019 $ - 09T § .002 & .000 57.85  11.35
KIT CARSON, STRATTON

$  6.283 220.9 - 234.5 $1755.44 36,45 3,183 ¢ .22 § .000 § .000 26.79  21.37

TR
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KIT CARTOK, BETHUNE

$ 3,479 124, 4 124.4  $1890,98 39,26 & L0985 & L4t $ .00 0§ 23D 28,76 19.40
K1T CARSON, BURLINGTON

$ 22.589 996.0 999.0  $1600.00 33,22 & LB48 8 ,750 & .00 $ .20 22,61 25.55
LAKE, LAKE CO _

$ 103,890 1818. 1 1878.6  $2000,22 30,067 § L6403 0§ 3.8 0§ .006 $ .M 55,30 11.35

_LA PLATA, DURANGO _ ,

A T6.985 3356.9 3434.2 $1627.69 313.80 $ 2.988 s 2.602 3 060 $ <00 2. 42 25.7Ta4
LA PLATA, BAYFIELD . ' o .
$ 12,154 634.2 634,2  $1609.00 33,22 $§ .613 ¢ LMO02 ¢ .003 § .07 19.08  29.08
LA PLATA, IGKACIO '
$ 10,727 956.7 996.7 $1600.09 33.22 8§ 1.238 3 .356 0§ (402 0§ .00 10.76 37.40
LARIMER, POUDRE ' ' :
$ 259,552 13547.9 13547,9  $1B47.08 - 36.35 $ 15.069 $ 9.955 $ .017 & .2 - 19,16  29.00
LARIMER, THOMPSON .
$ 174.960 9610.5 9610.5 $1600.00  33.22 § 9,564 $ 5,813 §$ .000 $ .49 18.21 29.95 -
LARIMER, PARK (ESTES PARKX) ’ ) ,
$  46.856 1165.5 1165.5  $1805.71 35,03 $ .463 § 1,641 $ .000 § .0%2 49,20 11.35

" LAS ARIMAS, TRINTDAD :
$ 16,718 1862.8 1883.4 $1600.00 33,22 § 2.458 $ .555 $ 138 0§ .o B.88 39.29
LAS ANIMAS, PRIMERO REORG.
$  9.119 196. 1 207.9 . $1837.41 33.30 8  .079 0§ .303 $§ .OTh 0§ 00D 43,82 11.35
LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG . ' . '
$  6.354 309.9 318.7  $1600.00 33,22 ¢ .299 $ ,211 0§ .012 0§ Qa0 19.94  28.22
LAS ANIMAS, AGHILAR REORG. - '
$  3.632 . 243.0 243.0  $1600.00  33.22 § .268 $ .121 0§  .0%3 0§  .00D 14,93 33.22
LAS ANIMAS, BRANSON REORG. o - :
$  2.598 51,6 56,4  $2475.22 43,13 $ . ,028 $ L1312 ¢ .00 $  .000 46,08 11.35
LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG. . .
$  4.411 113.6 115.8  $2361.20  47.75 $ .063 0§ L2117 0§  .005 -3  .00Q 38.09 © 11.35
LINCOLN, HYGO _ .
$  7.252 183.7 190.8  $17B5.68 36,18 %  .078 3 .22 $ ,006 $ .000 38.00 11.35

. LINCOLN, LIMONM :
$  11.139 425.8 457.0 - $1600.00 33,22 0§ .361 $ .3IT0 0§ L,004 $ 000 20,317 23.79

i . ) n
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LINCOLY, GENDA

Table IV
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£1920.56 36,68 § .031 & .113 & .002 ¢ .090 41,01 11,35
$1857.64  34.88 5,035 § .129 $ .002 3  .000 ¥.90 1135
$2124.43  25.07 § .07 & .109 § .,003 § .000 73.40 - 11.35-
§1737.37  36.07 & 3.121 § 2,777 & .70 $  .000 22,67 25.49
$1815.58  37.70 § .190 $ .210 $ 007 § .0OO 25.27  22.89-
$1691.58 35,12 ¢  .182 ’s 27V § L0038 .000 28.82  19.34
$2662.90  45.20 §  .075 & L3264 $  .002 § . .000 48.90  11:35
240178 328§ .043 §  .232 & -.002 & .00 62.01  11.35
£1600,00. 33.22 ¢ .290 § .205 § ,002 & .000 19.96  28.20
$1603.21  33.20 3 16.579 § 6.423 § .129 §  .000 14,06 34.10
$1816.19  31.46 & 066 & .271 % .002 $  .000 26,31 11.35
$1600.00  29.35 § 896 ¢ 3.809 §  .000 § .06 23.17 11,35
$1600.00 3322 § 3.312 § 1.031 ¢ 043 % 000 17,43 ge.vz'
$1600.00  33.22 & .574 . .202 5 .008 §  .009 12.55  35.61
$1600.00 33.22 § .536 $ .59 § .01 § .00 11,02 37.14
$1621.11  33.66 $ 4.921 $ 1.860 § .069 § .000 13,21 34.95
$1684.28  34.97 $  .896 $  L004 § .000 16,99  31.17

$ 0 3.004 75.3 15,4
LINCOLN, KARVAL _
s 3707 86,1 88.5
LINCOLN, ARRIGA
$  4.350 50.6 59,3
LOCAN, VALLEY
A 16.972 3362.0 3394.9
LOGAN, FRENCHMAN
S 5.576 211.4 220.6
LOGAN, DUFFALO
$  7.704 256.2 267.3
LOGAN, PLATEAU
§  T.304 148.3 149.8
MESA, DEDFQUE ‘
3 6.076 108, 2 112.5

" MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY
t  6.165 309.0 309.0
MESK, MESA VALLEY
$ 162.937 13723.6  131723.5
HIN:R L, CREEDE COKS.
$ 15 184,39 185.8
MOFFAT, MOFFAT

ERREN 2663.5 2699.5
MOWIEZCMA, MONTEZUNA-CORTEZ
$ 31.uad 2672.9 2714.3
MONTE? M4, DOLOXES
$  6.o9 163.5 “85.2
MONTE2:MA, MANDOS
: “. 78S “ia, 3 Q3.3
MOKTRSE, MOKTRCSE
$  55.772 ~168.9 4183.1
MONTROSE, WEST £XD
$  13.570 £22.1 822.1

89
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MORGAN, DRUSH

3

$  27.636 1344, 6 1372.4  $1650.00 33,22 §$ 1,278 ¢ .9%8 § ,021 ¢ ,000 20. 14 28,02

MORGAN, FORT MORGAN '

$ 52,787 2518,7 2608,.8 $1773.10 36,02 $ 2.6R2 $ 1.94% $ - .060 $ . 000 20.23 27.9)

MORGAN, WELDON VALLEY _ '

$ 3.931 152. 1 160.3 $1781.15 36,98 4% L1400  f+ L145  % .,0VT §$  .000 24.52 23.64

MORGAN, WIGGINS : .

$ 11,114 W3z2.9 44H,3 $1628,59 37.97 $ 2 304 § +H22 ] 013 $ 000 24.90 23.26

OTERO, FAST OTERO .

$ 26,001 2447,2 2514.5 $1600,00 33,22 $ 3.158 $ . B&S $ «OB5 $ . 000 10. 6 37.80 .

OTERD, ROCKY FQRD ' . .

$ 20,997 1387.3 1455.8  $1600.00 33.22 ¢ 1,632 § .,698 § .12 $§ .000 W, 42 33.74

OTERO, MANZANOLA :

3 2.68i 2a1.4 266.3 $1609,90 33,22 8§ .33 & .0R9 & ,012 & 000 10,08 15.08

OTERD, FOWLER '

$ 8.575 451, 4 4R4.E8 51759, 99 316,63 0§ .540 0§ .33 & ,018 0§ ,000 17.69 30,47

OTERQ, CHERAW

E 2.621 205.6 214.8  $1645.25 34.16 ¢ ,264 % ,090 $ .000 $ .000 12.20 35.96

OTERO, SWINK

3 3.982 323.1 329.8  $1708.13 35,47 & LE22 ¢ L1 ¢ ,007 $ ,000 12.07 36.09

OURAY, CYRAY

$ 4,973 157, 4 164,13 $1797.03 37.3 3 110 $ « 186 $ . 001 $ . 000 30,27 17.89

OURAY, RIDGWAY '

s 3,181 200.6 200.6  $1684,0% 39,99 $ ,227 $ .11t &  ,000 $& ,00% 15.86 32.30

PARK, PLATTE GANYON

$  14.k12 765, 1 765.1  $1977,92 41,07 ¢ .922 §& .592 ¢ ,000 §& ,0WD 18,84 29,132

PARK, PARK . . .

$ 32.%02 368.3 388.3  12758.80 29,031 $ 128 0§ .943 & 002 $§ .032 81.70 11.35

PHILLIPS, HOLYDKE ' .

$  16.212 547.0 567.8  $1734.51 3,02 0§ 293 & ,692 3 .00 $§  .009 33.83 14,33

PHILLIPS, HAXTUN ’ . '

$ 10,417 359.6 359.6 $1915,20 30,77 % L.2T2 & L41T $ .016 $ .000 29,14 19.02
i .

PITKIN, ASFEN . '

$ 114,761 1006.8 1057.0  $2292,92 19,12 & ,229 ¢ 2,%%4 $ ,000 $ .000 108.57 11.35

[
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PROWENS, GRANADA

$ 5,586 308.2 1335,3  $1600.00 313,22 -$- .351 ¢ L6 8,032 $& .000 16,66  31.50
PROWERS, LAMAR '
$  31.0%6 2046.7 2083.0  $1600,00 33,22 ¢ 2.301 % 1,032 % L1107 8 000 14,91 23.2%
PROWERS, HOLLY ' ‘ , '
H 7.928 §16,9 439,2  $1654,45 34,36 $ 454 0§ ,272 & L0255 & 000 18,05 30. 1
PROWERS, WILEY , ’ . ’
$ 5.660 209.5 235.3  $1645.83 3,17 ¢  .193 $& .93 ¢ ,000 § . ,000 24,06 24.10
PUEBLO, PYEBLO CITY )
$ 324,791 19693.4 20438.8 $1651,60 34,29  $ 22.6186 $ 11,138 8 ,638 & ,000 15.89 32-27'
PUEBLO, PUEDLO RURAL
$  85.57d 4725.8 4T25.8 $1T44,19 36.22 & 5.143 $ 3,099 s .05 & 002 18, 11 30.05
RIO BLANCO, MEEKER f .
$ 25,192 724.5 724.5  $2004.10 4r.62 & Lu04 % 1,048 0§ ,000 $ 000 34,77 13.39
RIO BLANCO, RANGELY ' :
$ 192.470, 511,56 521.0 $£2283.65 6.02 & .036 $ 1.9 ¢ ,000 § .000 368.03 11.35
RI0 GRANDE, DFL NORTE ‘
£ 12,410 749.5 766,9 $1600.00 33.22 & .B15 0§ L,u12 & .028 § .000 16,18 31.98
RID GRANDE, MONTE VISTA :
$  17.676 1366, 6 1398.3 | $1600.09 33.22 § 1,650 & 587 $ .069 . §  .000 12.64 15,52
RIO GRANDE, SARGENT : C )
$  19.662 370.1 379.3 $2018.56 41.91 ¢ .319 & 4§77 % ,014 -~ § 000 .28, 20.05
© ROUTT, HAYDEN . .

8§ 49,482 491,6 491.6 $2178.58 19.45 $ ,109 §$§ .662 $ 000 $ .000 100. 66 11.35
ROUTT, STEAMBOAT SPGS. : '
$  59.065 1417.7 1417.7  $2104.39 39.70 8 .633 0§ 2,345 s .000 § .0%1 'un.ae 11.35
ROUTT, SCUTH ROUTT , < ) .
£ 21.393, “76.9 - 476.9  $2293.17 4.g0 s 221 $ L8773 ¢ .00 § .005 44,86 11.35
SAGUACKZ, MOUNTAIN VALLEY ’ 4
$ 3.375 251.5 257.9  $1600,00 33.22 ¢ ,267 ¢ W5 0§ .025 ¢ .000 16i91 31,19

SAGUACHE, MCFFAT . y
3 T.987 67.8 70.4  $2763.M1 22.1% 3 018 3 7T 8 L0068 <000 113,40 11.35

SAGUACEE, CENTER - ~ .
$ 5.%95 638.9 649.7  $1600.00 33.22 ¢ .707 % .332 & .04 & ,000 15.38 32.78

Wi
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SAM JUAN, SILVERYCNM '

$  5.636 1691 190,10 2444, T 50.76 % .179 & 286 0§ .000 $ .005 29.65  18.51
SAN MIGUEL, TELLURIDE “

$§ 13,341 239, 4 239.4  $2027.29 39.22 s 082 $ .403 & .000 $ 001 55,73 11,35
SAN FIGYUEL, NOAWOOD ' _ '
$ 5. 0u4 340.4 349.4  $1690.00 33.22 0% 31T ¢ 168 0§ . .00k 0§ 000 14,62 33,34
SAN MIGUEL, EGNAR : ' _

$  3.512 61,0 61.7 $1818.66 26,63 ¢ ,019 $ ..094 $ .000 $ .000 56,95 11,35
SESCWTICK, JULESBYURG ‘

s 9.027 389.9 397T.1  $1842.%5 38,26 § .36 ¢ .395 % ,007T ¢ .00 22.13  25.33.
SEDGWICK, PLATTE VALLEY ' ' : _

3  B8.828 271.7 277.3  $1943.17  40.35 0§ 183 0§ .35 $ ,002 § .000 . 31,84 16,32
SUMMIT, SUMMIT ' )

$ 145,177 1233, 8 1233.8  $2291,87 17.76 § .248 ¢ 2,579 % .000 $ 022 117.67 11,35
TELLER, CRIPPLE CREEK-VIC. : : :

$  13.667 258, 4 261.5  $1957.29  39.77 ¢ .00 § 421§ ,009 & 000 52,26 11,35
TELLER, WOODLAND PARK ‘ :

$  25.$43 1337.1 1337.1  $1600.00  33.22 ¢ 1.278 % .62 § ,000 $ 000  19.40  2B.76
WASHINGTON, AKRON : .. .

$ 16.943 491,56 495.2  $1696.99 35.24 % L243 % .59 ¢ .005 & .000Q ‘. N 13.95
WASHINGTCN, ARICKAREE o
$ 14,324 122.5 135.9  §2402.33 20,58 $ .032 3 .295 $§ 006 § .000 105.40° 11,35
WASHINGTON, OTIS .

$ 6,549 153.6 169.5 $1847.18  35.72 $ L0690 $§ .44 0§ ,005 § .000 49,31 11.35
WASHIKGTON, LONE STAR '

H] 3.093 53.7 53.7  $3499.79 50.80 § .031 $& L157T $ .000 § .000 . 5T7.54 11.3%
WASHINGTON, WOODLIN .

$  15.096 121.6° 129.4 $2663.00 20.81 $ .031 & .34 ¢ ,002 § 000 116.63 11.3%
WELD, GILCREST , . ' e

$  60.965  1633,2 1638.7 $1600.00 33,16 $ .617 $ 2,005 $ 027 $ .000 36,90 11,35
WELD, EATON . ' '
$  21.382 1080.7 T 1092.3  $1600.00 33.22 ¢ 1,031 ¢ .T10 8 .048 3 .000 19.57 28,59
WELD, KEENESBURG '

s 49,700 1276,5 1221.4 $1600.00 32.68 3 L4980 3 1.624 ¢ 02T 8 4 000 37,61 11.35

o R T
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WELD, WIHDSOR

$  96.757 1289.7
WELD, JOHNSTOWN ,
3 156,107 1085.9
© WELD, GREELEY
$§ 197.174 9317.9
WELD, PLATTE VALLEY
s 16.079 865. 4
WELD, FORT LUPTOM
$ 80,011 1660,7
WELD, ANLT-HIGHLAND
$  17.764 B00.7
WELD, DRIGGSDALE A
$ 2,160 83.3
WELD, PRAIRIE
8 6.156 $9.8
 WELD, GRCVER
$ 3.959 119.6
YUMA, WEST YUMA -
$ 34,555 1095.3
YUMA, EAST YUMA .
$  29.107 871.4

- - 7 @ Fhee . T e v = - -
Table IV
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12B9.7 . $1965.84 22,76 & .333 % 2,202 § .,005 § .020 75.02 11,35
1085.9  $1669.37  34.66 $ 1,254 $ ‘.558 $ .018 $ .000 :Q,ea 33.33
9401.9  $1669.25  34.66 8 B.860 & 6.834 $ 132 0§ 000 20,97  2T.19
873.0 $1811.32  37.61 $ 97T $ .605 $ .026 § .000 18,42 29,74
1660.7  $1682.31  28.26 $ .533 ¢ 2,261 § .038 § .000 48,18 11,35
822,3 $1768.3%  36.72 s .602 $ 652 § .024 § .00 21.60  26.56
85.5  $2232,7% 46.22 ' .045 8§ W6 $ 002 $ 000 36,96 11.35
100.9  $2740.54  29.57 & .03 § .182 § .005 § ., 000 61.03 11,35
125.2  $2056.13 42,69 3 .089 $ ,169 § .005 & ,000 31,56 16.60
1095.3  $1934.75 40,17 0§ .73% 8 .1.388 $ 011§ .000 31.55 16.61
8714 SI64IL36 3NN S 439 5 .93 5 .008 § .00 33,40 14,76

IiIlllllliliikiil&“lHiiﬁhliﬁli*klililﬂlliIGI&IIIIHlll‘ﬂlillII!IilIIIl.IIIIIIIl'llIllllllllliilll.llilllIIII!'II'I!!-m
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STATE TOTALS

$11646. 100  523330.9

$30134,1

$1833.49

37.02  $540.874

©$431,124 8 B.612

$ 2.583

21.97

22.83

- IRR |
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CONEJOS, SOUTH CONEJOS

$  5.368 694,7 712.8  $1800.00 . 34.32 & 1,099 $ L1B4 $ 078 & .000 7.53 44,91
COSTILLA, CENTENNIAL .

$ 12,826 650, 3 659.3 $1800.00 34.32 3% JTHT 8 U0 $ L0428 . 000 19.45 32.99
COSTILLA, SIERRA GRANDE . ‘

$  15.0657 317.6 317.6  $1969.37 32,47 ¢ .M1T7T $ .508 $ ,009 $ .003 49,30 - 11,35
CROWLEY, CROWLEY ' -

$ . 12,036 423.1 460.5  $1800,00  34.32 & 416 0§ 413 $ ,022 § .000 26.74  26.30
CUSTER, CONSOLIDATED i . : :
$  12.945 287.6 287.6  $1914.01 33.96 % .11% 0§  LB4O s 001 §  .009 45,02 11,35
DELTA, DELTA

$ 55,118 4006.5 5006.5 $1800.00  34.32 § 5.320 $ 1.892 $ .096 4 .000 13.76,  38.68
DENVER, DENVER . ' ’

$ 2210.803 58729.8 50919.3  $2388.38 . 45,55 ¢ 44,807 $100.691 % 3,495 $ .000 36.29 16.15
DOLORES, DGLORES ' ’ .
$  B.869 386,2 391.1  $1800.00  34.32 $ .400 $ .304 $ .,001 $ ,000 22.67  29.77
DOUGLAS, DOUGLAS

$ 106,013 6797.1 6797.1  $1854.79  35.37 § B.658 $ 3.75¢ $ .000 $  .290 15.60  36.84
EAGLE, EAGLE ¢

$ 114.736 1669.3 1669.3 $2570.28 32,09 $ .608 §$ 3.682 ¢ 007 § .000 68.73  11.35
ELEERT, ELIZABETH

$  9.949 - 747.0 747.0  $1B45.69 35,20 $ 1,029 $ .350 § .000 § .004 13.32  39.12
ELBERT, KIOWA ‘ ' '

£ 5.4 1891 189.1  $2254,79 43,00 § ,205 $ .221 § .000 $ .005 . 271.18 25,26
ELBERT, BIG SANDY ’ '

$  6.010 220.4 232.0 $1825.24  34.8% $ .24 $ .29 § ,003 $ .000 . 25,91 26.53
ELBERT, ELBERT i ’

$ 2.359 152,6- 152.6 “$1810.18 34,52 §& ,195 ¢ .081 '$ ,000 § .000 15,46 36,98
ELBERT, AGATE " Lt

$  5.567 29.2 32.9  $3206.03 17.74 $ .007 & .099 § .00t § . .000 169.33  11.35
EL 'PASO, CALHAN '

$  4.160 284.5 285.6  $1804.61 W41 & .372 0§ .43 0§ ,003 $ .000 14,56  37.88
EL PASO, HARRISON . )

$ 85.382 6334. 1 6368.9 $1800.00 34,32 $ B.533 § 2.931% & .00 $ ,000 13,41 39.03

Bl
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EL PASO, WIDEFIELD .
$ 54,549 6621.4 6720.2 $1800.00 34.32 $ 10,220 $& 1,872 & 04O % . 000 8.12 4i, 32

EL PASO, FOUNTAIN
$ 15.314 2660.9 3022.2 - $1800.00 - 349.32 & 4,914 % 526 % 015 & .000 o 5.07 47.37

EL PASO, COLORADO SPRINGS ‘ o , : - .
$ 597.775  29849,2  30417.3 $1810.32  34.52 $ 3U.429 $ 20,636 § .22 & ,000 19.65  32.79

EL .PASO, CHEYENNE MTN. - . ‘
$  63.039 1683.7 1723.4  32392.23  45.62 $ 1.247 & 2,876 3 .000 $ ,000 36.58  15.86

EL PASC, MANITOY SPGCS.

$ . 21.214 1020.6 1039.0 $1800.00  34.32 8 1,142 $ 728 0§ .009 § .000 20,42 32.02
EL PASO, AGADEMY ' :

$ - 58.378 4470.6 - 4470.6 $1800,00 34,32 $ 6.043 & 2.004 $ ,000 §$ 000 13.06 39,38
£L PASO, ELLICOTT '

$  4.651 334.1 338.3  $1B00,00  34.32 0§ .4¥9 $ 160§ .001 $ 000 13.75  38.69
EL PASO, PEYTON . _ : : .-
$  3.377 281,2 241.2  $2044,92 39.00 $ .36t $ ,132 & .boo § 002 14,00 38,43  °*
EL PASO, HANOVER :

$ 4,626 58,3 . $8.3  $2482.3%  27.37 ¢ .018 -$ .12 § .000 $ .000 79.35 " 11.35
EL PASO, LEWIS-PALMER ' '

$ 24,482 1128, 1 1128.1  $1871.49 35,69 8 1,237 & BT & .000 $ .000 21,70 30.74
EL PASO, FALCON :

$  14.788 1393.5 1393.5 $1848.22 35.24 $ 2.054 $ ,521 $ °.000 $ 064 10.61  §1.83
EL PASO, EDISON - ‘ : '

$ 2.004, 21,9 24,0 $3173.62 33.44 0§ ,009 $§ L.067 & .,002 $ .000 83.57 11.35
EL PASO, MIAMI~YODER ' '

¢ 3.778 119.7 1244 $2069.71 39.47 % .10B % .149 8§ 000 $ ,000 ' 30.38 22,06
FREMONT, CANON CITY '

§ 46,566 3185.9 3211.3  $1800.00 34,32 08 4.182 ¢ 1.598 & L,049 $ ,000 14,50 37.94
FREMONT, FLORENCE . . ' '

$ 28,684 1469.0 1493,1 $1800,00 34,32 $ 1,703 $ .985 §$ .04d 3 ,000 19,21 33.23
FREMONT, COTOPAXI , - - .
$  8.043 . 196.4 196.4  $2379.53 45,38 0§ .102 $ .365 $ .000 $ .005 40,94 11.50
GARFIELD, ROARING FORK :

$ T78.7i8 3136.0;  3136.0 $1800.00  34.32 3 2.943 § 2,702 $ 000 § .000 25,10 27.34

- Bi|
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CARFIELD, OARFIELD

$ 2371 1536.9 1536.9  $1906.02  36.35 $ 2.067 $ .863 3 .053 § .000 15,44 37,00
GARFIELD, GRAND VALLEY ‘

$.  5.167 122.5 - 131.4  $2502.80  47.73 $ ,082 $ .24 8 .001 $§ .000 39,31 13.13
GILPIN, GILPIN CO. : _ . ' _ ' '

$  B.54% §41.0 441,0  $2907.99  55.45 $§ ,BO9 & 474 § .000 $  .103 19.37  33.07
GRAND, WEST GRAND ' ' , |

$ 51,667 460, 6 4upB,3  $2236.97 16,22 ¢ .075 $ ,838 $ .000 $ ,000 126.55  11.35
GRAND, FAST GHAND :

$  51.767 806.0 B1S.4  $2394.70  29.33 $ ,271 § 1,598 $ .004 $ .000 63.49 11.35
GUNNISON, GUNNISON WATERSHD \ '

$  29.497 1197, 3 1228.4  $1839.34 35.07 $¢ 1.225 $ 1.035 $ .005 $ 000 24,01 28.43
HINSDALE, HINSDALE ' ] “ '
$  5.710 . 163.4 163.4, $1800,00  34.32 $ .098 $ ,196 §  .000 $ _ .025 39,99  17.50
HUERFANO, HUERFANO . : : .
§ 15,625 1039.8 1043.5  $1800.00 34,32 § 1.3%2 $ .536 $ 075 $ .000 14,97 - 37.47 .
HUERFANO, LA VETA . .

$ 5,593 146.2 . 160.1 $1800.00  34.32 $§ .096 $ ..192 $ ,006 $ 000 32.93 17.51
JACKSON, NDATH PARK . ' _

$  17.539 488.7 . 488.7  $1834.16 34,98 & .283 § .613 $ ,000 $ 000 35.89 16.55
JEFFERSON, JEFFERSON : ’ . . : '

$ 1639,197 79281,0  79281.0 $2020.37  38.53 $ 97.023 § 63.754 $ ,000  § 602 20,68 31.76
KIOWA, EADS ‘

$ 11.873 - 266.9 279.3  $1985.80  36.87 $§ .117 0§ .438 $ 000 $ .000 42,51 11.35

KIOWA, PLAINVIEW ,
s B.610 77.9 84.7 82514.15  22.25 § .02% $  .192 § .000 $ .000 103,63  11.35

KIT CARSON, FLAGLER '
$ 5.179 157.4 165.2 $2002.34 38.18 $ » 133 $. 198 $ . 006 $ 7000 31.35 21.09

KIT CARSON, SEIBERT - . '
s 3.367 73.3 79.8  $2216.50 41.39 $ .037 $ .,139 § .003 & .000 42.20  11.35

KIT CARSON, VONA

s 2,756 39.9 42.8  $2684.30 © 35.47 0§ .017 3 .098 § .002 $ .000 64.46  11.35
KIT CARSON, STRATTON : ' ' '

"$ 6.53% . 208.2 221,10  $1905.44  36.3% $ 184 0§ .237 3 .001 3§ 000 29.55  22.89

HIl
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KIT CARSON, BETHUNE ,
-3 3.722 124,9 124,9  $2040.98 18.92 % 110 8,185 % .00y % 00D 29.81 22.63

K1T CARSON, BURLINOTON' , ;

3 2].60% 993.0 9946.0  $18Q0.00 34,22 ¢ .983 s& .BtC 0§ .00 & 000 23.70 28. 7%

LAKE, LAKE CO .

$  1G9.084 1769.2 1818.8  $2150.22 30,15 ¢ .622 ¢ 3.288 $ ,007 & ,000 59,98 11.35

LA PLATA, DURANGO ) .

s 83,085 3282,0 3357.5  $1800.00 34.32 ¢ ,3.295 s 2.748 s .06t 3§ 000 23.85 28.59

LA PLATA, BAYFIELD ‘ .

LA PLATA, IGNACIO : ’

$ 11,156 1059.6 1006,6  $1809,00 34,32 0§ 1,434 ¢ .38 8 .802 0§ .000 11.05 41.39

LARIMER, PQUDRE

g 275.125 13594, 9 13594,9  $1997.09 38,08 $ 16,673 ¢ 40478 3 016 $ .000 20,24 .32,20

LARIMER, TMOMPSOK

3 188.957 9979.0 §979.0  $1800,00 34,32 0§ 11,476 - § 6,486 $ ,000 § .058 . 18.94 13.50 °

LARIMER, PARK (ESTES PARK) ‘ . ' :

$ 49,199 1217.7 1217.7  $1955. 11 37.29 $ .57 8§ 1,B35 8 .0QD § : .0%3 40.40 12,04

LAS ANIMAS, TRINIDAD ' ‘

$ 17.386 1842.5 1862.9  $1800,00 34,32 $ 2.7%6 & ,597 ¢ 138 & .00Q0 9.33 3.1

LAS ANIMAS, PRIMERC REORG. | ~ '

s 9. UTH 185.2 . 196.3  $1987.41 33.34 $ L0748 .36 & .05 & ,000 48.21 11,35

LAS ANIMAS, HOEHNE REORG

$ - 6,608 301.5 310,0  $1800.00 34.32 s .31 8 22Y 0§ .02 0§ 000 21.32 3.2

LA3 ANIMAS, AGUILAR REORG.. )

$ 3L.77T 243,9 2439 $1800.00 .32 ¢ 309 & .130 & .013 & .00O 15,49 16.95

LAS AKIMAS, BRANSON REORG. . . : o

$ 2,702 u7.3, 51.7  $2625.22 41,29 § .02% $ .12 0§ L0004 & ,000 52.23 11.35
"LAS ANIMAS, KIM REORG, ’ J

3 4,587 AR 113.6 - $2511.20  uT.B9 § .066 & ,220 § L0005  § .00G 40,38 - 12,06

LINCOLH, HUGO . : .

$ T.542 176.8 183.7  $7935.68 36,91 3 07T $ 278 8§ 006 - 8 . 000 §31.04 11,40

LINCOLN, LIMON
% ‘ 11.640° 197.4.- 426.5  $1800.00 34.32 % 368 % «H00 $ .005 ¢ .00 27.29 25.15

R 1R
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LINCOLN, GENOQA

s 3.233 75.1 75.3  s2070.58  J8.93  $° .033 s 123 8,002 $ .000 2,95  11.35
s g 36.1  $2007.64  35.62 5 .035 & 138§ .002 % .000 45,01 11.35
e A r;3.s 50.9  $2274.43  22.52 8 .013 §- .03 § 003 § .000 965 11.35
$0B5.051 | 3329.6 33621 S1887.37  35.99 & 3.464 3 2,801 8 770 & .00 2381 28.63
EOC“Hé_ggg"c“”‘"202.6 211.5  .$1965.58  37.48 § .98 § .217 § ,007 § 000 27.42  25.02 °
s M S Y sy 256. 4 $13u1_53. 35.12 ¢ .19t § .281 § .004 § .00 3125 21.19°
EOG“N%.Z%$TEaU 148.7 149.3  $2812,99 45,09 $ .076 § .343 s .002 "$ .000 51.03  11.35
:ESA'T?SESQUE 104. 0 108.2  $2591.78  33.06 § L0410 § 240 $ ,002 $ .000 67.04 11.35
ot Ty ALY 318.0  $1800.00  34.32 ¢ .352 § .220 § .002° § .000 20,16 32,28
$ 2527554 '19548.2  14048.2  $1800.00  34.32 $ 18.333 5 6.954 & 123 5 .00 4,42 38,02
MINERAL, CREEDE coks, 1849 $1966.19  32.87 $ .069 § .25 & 002 $ .00 4847 11,35
S eolrer ' 2g78.0 2878.0  $1800.00  33.76 4 1103 " § w078 $  .000 & LOTT 4197 11.35
s T3aum0s OUEEE eI siso0.00 3432 $ 3.693 ‘s 1.119 § .043 §  .000 12.19 40,25
onTELUR, °9L°“E§3.3'  469.1  $1800.00 3432 8 625 §  .220 & .008 &  .000 13.63  38.81
S et ™ %8s - u38.3 s1800.00 3432 8 .61 8 .72 8 L0168 § 000 11,46 40.98
s sgsee MO0, 4166, $1800.00  34.32 8 5.489 8 2,011 $ .069 $ .000 14,06  38.38
§°”T§§?§5g“ssr Egg;.a | 824,8 $1834.28 34,98 ¢ .,995 $ .51 s ,Joo4 § .000 17,95 34,49

Film
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av ACRF

FLRGAH, DRUSH

AE ARD RILL SF PY PYRTY GHTH LS S5
.“iﬂ"Ql!l‘)’lt!&‘ﬁ‘lﬂll"ﬁ‘&i!*l.*lﬂﬁ‘l‘ll‘*l*li!i‘l"'l‘I’ﬁ!i‘ii'I'l'."l‘l.2...'.‘.'*'..""!""*'I‘ll"""'.li‘l"..
2 20 .24 1317.5 $345,7 140804, 00 34,32 3 1,415 $ 1.008 ] 021 ) + 000 21, 7R 30,86
MORGAN, FORT MORCAN .

s 54,898 2132.7 2519,7 - 31923,10 38,67 & 2,832 § 2,043 % ,062 & .400 21,79 10,65
MGRCAY, WELDON VALLEY

$ . QBB 1455 152.2  $1931.15  35.83 3 .43 0§ 191 & L&I8 0§ ,000 26,85  25.59
HORGAN, WIGGINS ' . .

$  11.558 §20,2 ¥3%.1  $1978.59 . 37.73 ¢ .N2% & LW3& & .0%h &, .00Q 26.69 395,715
OTERO, FAST OTERG ; .

$ 27.083 2182.2 2447.8  83800.00 34,32 $ 3.476 5 930 4 ,086 & 000 19,06 41,38
OTERD, ROCKY FORD '

$  21.B37 1322.9 1388.3 S1800.00 - 38.32 % 1.749 &  ,TH0 § .14 8,000 15,73 36.T9
OTERQ, WABZANOLA : ‘ :
3 2,792 219.5 2§2,2  $1860.00 34,32 § .37 % D96 & .012 " 3  ,00D 11,53 40,91
OTERO, FOWLER :

OTERD, CHERAW, )

s 2,726 . 197.0 205.¥ $i1B00,00 34,32 % .277 & .O94 % L0000 §& .00 13.25 39,18
OTERO, SWINK

v i, 1k 1164 323.2 A1R58.3%1  35.44 % LNSN 8 LiET 0§ .007 0§  ,000 12,81 39.63
OURAY, OQURAY -

$  5.172 150, 8 157,5  $3947.03 37,13 s .15 0§ ,192 % .0001 § .0OD 32,8% 19,80
OURAY, RIDGWAY

$ 3.309 213.9 213.9  $1834,91 34,99 & .77 & L%tk 0§ 000 & .00% 15,47 86,97
PARK, PLATTE CANTON : ' . ‘

$  14.988 844, 3 84,3 $2127.92 40,58 & 1,188 $ L&08 & .000 &  .04d 17715 N, 69
PARK, PARK . ‘

§ 13,802 432.4 432.% $29098.80  1a,%9 3,159 § 1,098 s  .p40Y & 038 TEAT 11,35
PHILLIPS, HOLVOKE - )

3 19,980 527.1 547.2  $1884.%t 35,95 ¢ .343 $ 718 s 004 & 000 16.5% 15,93
PHILLIPS, HAXTUK . ‘ )

t  10.£06 366,46  368.4  $2065.20 39,38 8 ,327 $ 429 4§ .08 & Q00 29.7% 23,70
PITKIN, ASPEM R

$ 117.057 959, 6 1007.5 5,16 & .219 § 2.282 8 .000 3 000 196,18 11.35

$2842.92

Tabie V
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Table Y

MY ADAE AF & RN BILL SE PT PYRTT GRTH LS S5
R I I I N T I s I T ey

PROWERS, GRAMNADA

L] §.698 283.9 I06.9 s1807.00 I%.32 £ .360 8 .196 % ,033 5 .000 18,45 33.9% |
iﬂougiféﬂgnﬂnﬂ 2911,1-°  2046.9  $1B2Q,0C 4. 32 & 2,586 ¢ 1,098 3 ,198 ¢ .000 15.63 16.81 ’
inﬂuzg?§égoLLY 401.& §20.2  $1804.45 W4y r LW 4 L2n1 8,025 8 .000 %9;i3 33.0%
§“°”E2?53§§L[Y 224.0 - 229.6  $1800,00 34,32 % .13 ¢ .20 & .00 8,000 25.179 27.05 %
§UE§E$:T§§EDLOzg§g§*5 18702,2  $180%,60 34.36 & 23,891 ¢ 31,605 & .65t & ,000 17,1 35.30
:UEBngaggEBLG f?fg%c N7484,0 | $1894%. 19 36.12 & 65,775 ; 3.219 & ,056 & 000 - 18,75. © 33.69
:Io gk?ggg' HEEK?ﬁz.s' 742.4  $2154.30 $1.08 8,523 $ 1,076 3,000 & 000 55,29 1715
:ID}gE?ggg, RANGEE{.Q 512.0  $2433.65 Bty .s 035 ¢ 1.211 & .600 B D00 387,15 11.35
:Io ?:f?gg’ ek #ggfgl "749.6  $1800.00 3#.32 $ L9110 % Le3 ¢ 028 3§ .pOo 17,05 15,39
:zo ?STESE* kﬂH:%:;fEYA 1366.8  33800,00 38.32 ¢ 1,835 8 .B25 4§ L0700 & « 000 13.32 19. 12
£ %p 083" R 370.1. $2168.56  41.35 § .39 0§ 450 & .014 3§ ,000 . 29,67 22.11

* . $
20urginﬁgiazu ‘ 50¢. 6 506.6  $2328,58 20.62 § L1195 & 1,067 & ,00D & L.000 . 01,89 | 11,35
§°“TEi.f§§“”B°A¥q?§?§’ 1473.6  $2254.39 42,5t 8 71y % 2,641 s .000 § 032 W1,85 $1.35
gour;éigngH Rouzgﬁ.h 49,4 - $2543. 17 aj,a5 3,245 4. ,968 ¢ 010 § .005 &, 82 11.35
ihcqlgfgéaHGUHTﬁgzsfgLLET 251,656  $1895.00 . '3n,32 s .297 4 .i56 § .025 % .000 »za,¢q 34,35
innaag?ga?ncFrnr §5.3 BT.é' $2613.91 i.TH 08 L0%¥T ¢ L1E1 & L0065 .000 122. 45 vi%.35

SAC/'ACHE, CENTER ; '
3 1,355 528, 4 R %39, 07 s U193 8 W3 LUt L .000 15.27 16.1%7

B
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Table V

———— e

AV ADAE AE “ARR MILL S¥, PT PYRTY GRTH Ls S5
I'Iﬁiililﬂ"ﬂlllhIilﬂllll!lilllﬁllllll|iSlﬁliliﬁllill‘lllIIiIl‘l"I'l"IIHII.*.!EI'GH'I.H'!‘HIlﬂlll"ﬂ'.ﬂ'l'll'llll.lﬂ'l
SAN JUAN, SILVERTON - '
$  5.867 - 201.7 201.7 $2594.71 49,48 $ .233 $ .,290 $ 000 § ,0CH 29.06 23,38
SAN MIGUEL, TELLURIDE . - » “ '
$  13.875 248.2 248.2  $2177.29  32.37 §  .091 $ .44y § 000 $ 00 55,91 11.35
SAN MIGUEL, NORWOOD - .
$  5.245 350,6 350.6 $1800,00  34.32 $ .451 $ 180 § 004 §& .000 14,96 37,48
SAN MIGUEL, EGNAR : .
$  3.653 60,2 61.0 $1968.66 27.62 $ .019 $ .101 $ 000 § .000 59,92  11.35
SEDGWICK, JULESBURG : :

§  9.388 382.9 390,0 $1992.55  38.00 $§ .420 & .357 § ,007 §& 000 24.08  28.36.°

SEDGWICK, PLATTE VALLEY ' ,

$  5.181 266.3 271.7 $2693.17  19.92 § .202 $ .366 § .002 & .000 33.79  18.65

SUMMIT, SUMMIT : ,

$ 152,435 1295.9 1295.9  $2441,87 . 18.93 & .278 § 2.886 $ .000 § .025 117,63 11.35

TELLER, CRIPPLE. CREEK-VIC. | ‘ '

§ 14,350 255. 4 258,4 $2107.29  31.51 ¢$ .02 $ ,452 ¢ .009  $ .000 55.53 11,35

TELLER, WOODLAND PARK :

s 27.24% 1366.6 1369,6  $1800.00 34,32 % 1.530 & .935 & .000 $& .000 19.89 32.55

WASHINGTON, AKRON C

$  17.620 488.0 491,6 $1846,99  35.22 $ ,287 $ .61 $ .005 $ .000 35.84 © 16.60

WASHINGTON, ARICKAREE : : : :

$ 14,897 110.9 123.0 $2552.33 19,26 ¢ .027 § .28T & 006 $ .000 121.16 11,35

WASHINGTON, OTIS o .

$ 7.4 139.7 154.1  $1997,18 34,72 $ L061 8 ' .247 § ,005 § ,000 46,17 11.35

WASHINGTON, LONE STAR - : : S .

$ 3.216 55.2 55,2 $3649.79 52.41 $ .033 $ 169 $ 000 $ . 000 58.2% 11.35
.

WASHIKGICN, WOODLIN ' .

$  15.700 14,3 121.7  $2813.00 20.04 ¢ .028 $ 315 § .002 $ 000 129.00  11.35

WELD, GILCREST . .

$ 63,438 1627. 8 1633.,2 $1800.00  34.32 s .761 & 2.179 § .02T $ .000 38.87  13.57

WELD, EATON B : ) :

$  22.237 1069.2 1080.7  $1600.00  34.32 § 1.182 §$ .763 & .04 - § 000 20.58 31,86

WELD, KEENESBURG : . :

$  51.936 1233.6 $1800.00 34,32 ¢ .516 § 1,783 & 028 $ 000 40.67 11,77

1277.0

e
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Table V

Y ADAE hF fRR MILL SF PT PYRTY GRTH L3 38
BAR AR NN N KRR RN AN KRN O AR E R AR NN RN N RN AN K R R RN NN RN TR AR N RN RN SRR RN NN RN AR N RN RN REERR RN

WELD, WINDSCA

$ 101.595 1354, 8 1354,8  $2115.84 24,51 $ - 37T 0§ 2.499 0§  .00% § Q22 74,99 11,35
WELD, JOKNSTOWN : ' :
$  16.832 1088.8 1088.8  $1819,37 34,69 $ 1,397 $§ ,584 $ .08, $ 000 15.46  36.98
WELD, GREELEY " _

$ 207.033 9234.9 9318.3  $1819.25  34.66 & 9,770 ¢ 7T.182 $ ,133 $ .000 22.22 30.22
WELD, PLATTE VALLEY S '

¢ 16.883 857.9 B65.4  $1961.32  37.40 4 1.066 $ .63 & .026 & .000 S19.51  32.93
WELD, FORT LUPTON

$  B4.011 1678.7 1678.7  $1832.31 29,84 & ,569 ¢ 2.507 . .038 3 .000 50.05  11.35
WELD, AULT-HIGHLAND _

$  18.652 779.5 800.9 $1978.3%  36.58 $ .854 § .682 & L0234 §  .000 23.29  29.15
WELD, BRIGGSDALE

s 3.318 81.2 83,3 $2382.79  u5.44 & 048 $ 151 § ,002 $ .000 39.82  12.62
WELD, PRATRIE

¢ 6.ubs 82.0 91.1  $2250.54  27.83 $ .02¢ $ 180 § .005 § .00O 70.95  11.35
WELD, GROVER ' -

$ 4,148 114, 4 119.7  $2206.13 42,07 $ .090 $ .174 $ .005 $  .000 34.65  17.79
YUMA, WEST YUMA

$  36.283  1106.5 1109.5  $2084.75  39.75 & .8T1 $ 1,442 § .011 $ .000 32,70 19.74
YUMA, EAST YUMA

$  30.563 878. 4 878.4  $1809.00  34.32 0§ .532 § 1.049 $& .00 $ ,000 J4.79  17.65

il!ilililiil'lhill*l#'iﬂiilllll!lllililinﬁ ilillil'!IIﬂiﬁlilliliil!ll!il!llllalllU!lllliIII!ll.llllhllll!li.'l.""lllll

ADAE AE 4RB MILL SF. PT PVRTY GRTH ' LS 58
A A L R L T O T Iy R R N ATy T R I IR YLy

STATE TOTALS ) _
$12135.635  523808.1 530391.6  $1992.32 37.02 $6.7.4M $449,218 $ B.712  §  3.044 22.88 2317
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Table VI

AV ADAF, AE ARB MILL SF. PT PYRTY GRTH L3 33
R e o e R e R T R N N N R R RN RN AR SRR E R RS ANER AL AN

LINCOLN, GEMNOA

¢ 3.378 75,0 75.1  $2230.58  39.33 § .035 & .133 8 .002 § .0OO 44,98 11.73
LINCOLN, XARVAL L : )
5 4,048 81.5 §3.8 $2167.64 36.32 ¢ .035 $ L7 & ,002 § 000 48,34 11,35
LINCOLN, ARRIBA
$ . 795 37.4 43,8 $2u434.43 20.%5 §& .00 ¢ .097 $ .003. § ,000 109,48 11.35
LOGAKN, VALLEY .
3 83.253 3297.4 3329.7  $2067.37 36.10 $ 3.8v7 & 3.006 & 77TV & L0060 25.00 LT
LOGAN, FRENCHMAN
s 6.031 154,3 202.8  $2125.58 37.48 % .205 3 .226 $§ L0007 % .000 29.7% 26.96
LOGAN, BUFFALO . -
¢ B.332 235.7 245.9  $2001.58 35.30 $ .198 & .294 & L,004 $ .0DO 33.89 22.82
LOGAN, PLATEAU . : E
3 T.921 148.2 148.7 $29712.90 46, $ .078 $ 364 ¢ .002 §$ .000 53.26 11,35
HESA, DEBEQUE ‘ -
3 7.546 100.1 104.1  $2751.78 32,82 $ .03% §$ ,2u8 $ .002 § 000 72,49 11.35
MESA, PLATEAU VALLEY .
$ 6.668 127,13 327.3 $1960.00 34,56 ¢ .4a1f 8 .230 8,002 $ .000 20.37 36.34
MESA, MESA VALLEY ; ’
£ 232,71 14380.5 14380.5  £1960,00 34,56 $ 20,834 ¢ 7.3%2 & N7 §$ .000 14.79 41.92
MINERAL, CREEDE CONS, ‘ ’ | e
s 9.8 183.0 183.9  $2126.19 - 34,29 ¢ .072 § 320 § .002- § .000 150, 66 11.35
MOFFAT, MOFFAT : -
$ 125.618 3078.4 3078.4  $1960,00 34.56 & 1,692 ¢ 4,342 4 .000 & .089 40.81  .15.90
MONTEZUMA, MONTEZ!UMA-CORTEZ - , :
$  3%.221 - 2592.5 2632.6 $1960.00 34.56 & 3.97T7 8 1.183 0§ - Q44§ ,000 13.00 &3.T1
MORTEZUMA, DGLORES : . - '
3 6.715 q38.2 453.5 $1960.00 34,56 & ,657 3 .232 °"$ .008 $ .000 1y, 81 41.90
MONTEZUMA, MANCOS - ‘ - . . )

.8 5.275 442.3 T R42.3 - $1960.00 34.5% §$ .58 & .12 $. .08 $ ,000 $1.93 44.78
MONTROSE, MONTROSE ' _ : o " .
$  62.103 4134,7 #150.7  $1960.00 34,56 $ 5.989 § 2,146 $ .06 & .000 14.96 Y1.75

MONTROSE, WEST END _
$  15.697 . 827.4 827.4 $1994.28  35.17 ¢ 1.098 $ .552 & .004 & .000 18.97  37.7%

N1l
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Table VI

AV ADAE AE ARB MILL SE PYRTY  GRTH LS ss
III‘UlilﬂlllillllilﬁlIliiIlIIl'lllllllllllillllilllllIIIIIIIiIllil'lIllIlIl'lll..*llIlllI.Il"lIIilll'."'.'.l."lllll'l

MORGAN, DRUSH

$  31.052 1290.9 1317.7  $1960,00 34.56 $ 1,509 $ 1.073 $ .022 §$ .000 23.57  33.W
MORGAN, FORT MORGAN .

$ 57.094 2349,6 2433.6 $2983.10 36.73 $ 2.972 $ 2.097 § . 063 $ . 009 23.46 33.2%
MORCAN, WELDON VALLEY

$ 4,252 137.2 144.6  $2091.15 36,87 § .146 8,157 § ,018 $ .000 29.40  27.3%
MORGAN, WIGGINS _ '

$  12.020 307.7 420.3  $2138.59 37.7t 0§ .445 0§ 453 8. 0% $ ,000 28.60  28.11
OTERO, EAST OTERO

$ 28,166 2318. 4 2382.8 $1960.00 34.56 $ 3,697 $ 973 $ . 088 $ . 000 11.82 Wi, 89
OTERQ, ROCKY FORD :

$ 22,710 1261.5 1323.9  $1960,00 W.56 $ 1,810 $ .785 $ M5 $ .000 17,15 39.56
OTERO, MANZANOLA :

$ 2.903 199.6° 220.2  $1960.00 34.56 4 .3311 $ L1000 $ .013 $  .000. 13.18  43.53
OTERO, FOWLER ' .

$ 9.274 392.5 421,6  $2069.41 36,49 ¢ .53% $ ,33 8 ,019 & ,000 22,00 34,71
OTERO, CHERAW -

$  2.835 188.7 197.1  $1960.00 34,56 $ .28 $ ,098 $ ,000. $ .000 14,38 42,33
OTERO, SWINK . ' :

$ i.,307 310, 3 316.7 $2018.33 35,59 ¢ .48 $ L,153 $ .007 $ .000 13.60 43.1
CURAY, OURAY . \

$  5.379 144, 6 150.9  $2107.03 37.1% ¢ L,118 $§ .,200 $ .001 §& .00D 35,64 21.07
OURAY, RIDGWAY -

$ 3, 441 228, 1 22B.1  $1994.91 35.18 ¢ .33 ¢ 121§ ,000 § 006 15,09 41.62
PARK, PLATTE CANYOM .

$ 15.588 §31.6 931.,6  $2287,.92 0.3 % 1.503 $ .626 $ .000 $ .057 16.73 19.98
PARK, PARK ‘ . .

$ 35,155 481.5 i81.5 $3068,80 36.38 0§  .199 $ 3,279 $ .000 ¢ .044 73.01 14.35
PHILLIPS, HOLYOKE ) :

$  20.779 508.0 527.4  $2044.51 36.05 $ .329 § L,749 . $ 004 . $ ,000 39.40 17.31
PHILLIPS, HAXTUN

$  11.332 373.3 373.3  $2225.20 39.24 § .386 $ L445 $ .016 $  .000. 30.36  26.35
PLTKIN, ASPEN .

$ 119.398 914.7 960.4  $2602.92 19.19 § .209 8§ 2.291 $ .000 $ .000 124,32 11,135

i
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Table VI
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WELD, WINDSOR

$ 106.675 1423.13 1423.1  $2275.84 26,37 0§ .426 % 2,813 ¢ .003 § .025 74,96 11.35

WELD, JOENSTOWN : ' '

$ 17.599 1091.6 1091.6  $1679.37 34.90 ¢ 1.547 $ .6l $ ,018 $ ,000 16,11 40,60

WELD, GREELEY _

$ 217.384 9152, 6 9235.1  $1979.25 34.90 ¢ 10,692 & T.58T 0§ .135 $ 000 23.54 33,17

WELD, PLATTE VALLEY ' : : .

$  17.728 850.5 857.9  $2121.32 37.4% ¢ 1,157 § L6631 § .026 §& .000 20.66 - 36,05

WELD, FORT LUPTON ' '

$ B8.212 1696.9 1696.9  $1992,31 31.46  $ €06 % 2,775 % .038 $ .000 51,99 11.35

WELD, AULT-HIGHLAND : '

4 19,585 . 759.6 780.1  $2078.34 36.65 $ .904 $ .78 $ ,024 $ .000 25.11 31.60

WELD, BRIGGSDALE :

$ . 3,484 79.1 - B1.2  $2542.79 4,84 $ .050 $ .15 $ ,002 $  .000 42.90 13,87

WELD, PRATRIE

$ 6,768 T, B2.3  $2u50.5% 26,12 $ 024 $ L,17T $  .006 & 000 82.48 11.35 .

WELD, GROVER

s 4,355 108, 4 14,5  $2366.13 1,72 % .08 $ .182 $ .005 $ .000 38.04 18.67
 YUMA, WEST YUMA .

$  38.007 1123.8 1123.8  $2244.7% 39.58 & 1,015 $ 1,508 $ .g1v ¢ 000 33.90 22.81

YUMA, EAST YUMA , . -

$ 32.097 885.6 885.6  $1969.00 34.56 ¢ .627° % 1.109 $ .00B $ .000 16.24 20,47

IilhliuiI*I!llhililtl!lilliii!il*liﬂiﬂ‘ilHIIillllﬂilllll!liilliiilllliii!lllllll.llll"llllﬂllIllli!Ii'!ll'lillill;lilll f
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STATE TOTALS -
$12647.170 524905,5  531278.1  $2152,06 37.062  $675.120  468.220 $ 8.808 § 13,581 23.81 27.62
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OOMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE

BILL 1

A BILL FOR AN ACT
CONCERNING PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE, AND MAKING AN APPROPRIATION
THEREFOR.

Bill Surmary

(NOTE: This summary applies to this bill as introduced and

does not necessarily reflect any amendments which may be
subsequently adopted. ) _

The bill accomplishes the following: (1) Provides increased
equalization support levels for future vears {sections 1 and 2);
(2) Continues the "minimum guarantee’” at the current level
(sectian 3); (3) Revises the authorized revenue base concept to
provide that each district's authorized revenue base shall be
annually enlarged by a flat dollar amount per pupil of attendance
entitlement, and allows certain districts with a low authorized
revenue base to increase said base, thereby reducing the gap
between the authorized revenue bases of certain districts
(section 4}; (4) Adds a legislative declaration to the "Public
School Finance Act of 1973" that use of general fimd revenues in
excess of the seven percent limitation on general fund
expenditures to fund said act is proper to the extent that such
use will accomplish property tax relief (section 5); (5) Removes
the requirement that districts supporting a licensed public
educational television station provide matching finds in order to
qualify for state assistance (section 6); (6) Repeals certain
outdated provisions (section 7); (7) Makes an appropriation
(section 8).

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. 22-50-105 (1) (a), Colorado Revised Statutes

1973, as amended, and as further amended by Session Laws of

-111-
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Colorado 1977, is ayended BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW
SUBPARAGRAPHS to read:

22-50-105, State equalization program - district support

level - state's share. (1) (a) (VI) For 1979, forty-four dollars

and twenty-five cents for each pupil of attendance entitlement
for each mill levied for the general fimd of the district for
collection during 1979;

(VI1) For 1980, forty-eight dollars and sixteen cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement for each mill levied for the
general fund of the district for collection during 1980;

(VIII) For 1981, fifty-two dollars and forty-four cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement for each mill levied for the
general find of the district for collection during 1981;

(IX) For 1982, fifty-six dollars and seventy-one cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement for each mill levied for the
general fund of the district for collection during 1982,

SECTION 2, 22-50-105 (1) (b), Colorado Revised Statutes
1973, is REPEALED AND REENACTED, WITH AMENIMENTS, to read:

22-50-105. State equalization program -~ district support

level - state's share. (1) (b) For 1983 and thereafter, the

general assermbly shall annually review and adjust the progran
support level. If the general assembly does not adopt a program
support level for 1983, this article shall be repealed effective
Decerber 31, 1982,

SECTION 3, 22-50-105 (2) (d.1), Colorado Revised Statutes
1973, as enacted by chapter 2064, Session laws of Colorado 1977,
is amended, and the said 22-50-105 (2), as amended, 1is further

-112-
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amended BY THE ADDITICN OF THE FOLLOWING NEW PARAGRAPHS, to read:

22-50-105. State equalization program - district support
level - state's share. (2) (d.1) For 1978, eleven dollars and

thirty-five cents for each pupil of attendance entitlement,
multiplied by the number of mills levied for the general fund of
the district for cellection during 1978; Fer---1979---and
thereafrers-the-generat-assembiy-shati-annuatiy-review-and-adjuss
the-pragram-support-tevel:

(d.2} Tor 1979, eleven dollars and thirty-five cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number of
mills levied for the general fund of the district for collection
during 1979;

(d.3) TFor 1980, eleven dollars and thirty-five cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number of
mills levied for the general fund of the district for collection
during 1980,

(d.4) For 1981, eleven dollars and thirty-five cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number of
mills levied for the general fund of the district for collection
during 1981;

(d.5) For 1982, eleven dollars and thirty-tive cents for
each pupil of attendance entitlement, multiplied by the number of
mills levied for the general fund of the district for collection
during 1982. For 1983 and thereafter, the general assembly shall
annually review and adjust the program suppert level. If the
general assembly does not adopt a program support level for 1983,

this article shall be repealed effective December 31, 1982.

-113- Bill 1
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SECTION 4. 22-50-106, Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, as
amended, and as further amended by Session Laws of Colorado 1977,
is REPEALED AND REENACTED, WITH AMENDMENTS, to read:

22-50-106. Authorized revenue base per pupil of attendance

entitlement - limitation. (1) For each budget year, the "revenue

base' per pupil of attendance entitlement in a district shall be
the sum of the total amount of property tax revenue which the
district is eligible to receive from the levy of the district for
its general fund during the budget year, assuming one hundred
percent collection of such levy, plus the total amount, of
equalization support which the district is eligible to receive
from the state during the budget year pursuant to provisions of
this article, divided by the attendance entitlement of the
district for the budget year.

(2) (a) (I) ¥For the 1978 budget vyear, the authorized
revenue base of a district for each pupil of attendance
entitlement shall be the revenue base for each pupil of
attendance entitlement for that district for the 1977 budget year
plus one hundred twenty dollars.

(I1) 1In order to provide for the replacement of revenue
that would otherwise be lost to districts as a result of changes
in procedures for mobile home taxation as provided in part 2 of
article 5 of title 39, C.R.S. 1973, an increase in the authorized
revenue base per pupil of attendance entitlement of each district
shall be allowed for the 1978 budget vear in an amount equal to
the total mobile home specific ownership taxes ecodiected RECEIVED

by the district in the calendar year 1977 divided by the 1977
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attendance entitlement of the district. The computation for such
increase shall be verified by the state board of education and
certified to the district.

(b) For the 1979 budget year, the authorized revenue base
of a district for each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be
the revenue base for each pupil of attendance entitlement for
that district for the 1978 budget year plus one hundred thirty
dollars; except that no district shall be required to have an
authorized revenue base less than one thousand four hundred
dollars per pupil of attendance entitlement. .

(c) For the 1980 budget year, the authorized revenue base
of a district for each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be
the revenue base for each pupil of attendance entitlement for
that district for the 1979 budget year plus one hundred forty
dollars; except that no district shall be required to have an
authorized revenue base less than one thousand six hundred
dollars per pupil of attendance entitlement.

{d) For the 1981 budget year, the authorized revenue base
of a district for each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be
the revenue base for each pupil of attendance entitlement for
that district for the 1980 budget year plus one hundred fifty
dollars; except that no district shall be required to have an
authorized revenue base less than one thousand eight hundred
dollars per pupil of attendance entitlement.

(e} For the 1982 budget year, the authorized revenue base
of a district for each pupil of attendance entitlement shall be

the revenue base for each pupil o¢f attendance entitlement for

-115- Bill 1
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that district for the 1981 budget year plus one hundred sixty
dollars.

(3) Except as provided in sections 22-50-107 and 22-50-108,
the board of education of a district may not certify a levy
requirement for an amount which, together with the state
equalization support_the district is eligible to receive during
the budget vyear, shall exceed the district’'s authorized revenue
base multiplied by the district’'s attendance entitlement for the
budget year.

SECTION 5. Article 50 of title 22, C(Ceolorado Revised
Statutes 1973, as amended, and as further amended by Session Laws
of Colorado 1977, is amended BRY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to

read:

22-50-101.7. Legislative declaration - use of general fund

revenues in excess of seven percent limitation to fund article.

The general assembly hereby finds and declares that the funding
of this article through appropriation of general fund revenues in
excess of the seven percent limitation prescribed in section
24-75-201.1, C.R.S5. 1973, 1is proper to the extent that the
distribution of said revenues under this article will achieve
property tax relief.

SECTION 6. 22-50-113.7 (2) and (3), Colorado Revised
Statutes 1973, as enacted by chapter 264, Session Laws of
Colorado 1977, are amended to read:

22-50-113.7. Aid for instructional television.

(2) Beginning January 1, 1977, and for each budget vyear

. thereafter, a school district qualified for state support
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pursuant to the provisions of SUBSECTION (1) OF this section
shall receive one dollar for each pupil of attendance entitlement
in school districts within the coverage area of such station, as
defined by 47 C.F.R. 73.683, and determined by the department of
education.

(3) In addition to schoal districts covered under the
provisions of subsections (1) and (2) of this section, any other
school  districts  supporting a licensed public educational
television station shall receive one dellar for each matehing
dottar--patd--by PUPIL OF ATTENDANCE ENTITLEMENT IN the_school
district. Such moneys received and-matehed by the local school
district shall be paid by the district to the educational
television station. The total state assistance for this
subsection (3) shall not exceed one hundred thousand dollars.

SECTION 7. Repeal. 22-50-105 (1} (c) and (2) (e), Colorado
Revised Statutes 1973, as amended, and as further amended by
Session Laws of (olorado 1977, are repealed.

SECTION 8. Appropriation. There 1is hereby appropriated,
out of any moneys 1in the state treasury not otherwise
appropriated, for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1978, the
sum of dollars ($ }, or so much thereof as may
be necessary, to the department of education for implementation
of this act.

SECTION 9. Effective date. This act shall take effect July

1, 1978.

SECTION 10. Safety clause. The general  assembly hereby

finds, determines, and declares that this act is necessary for
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the immediate preservation of the public

safety.
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OMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE
BILL 2

A BILL FOR AN ACT
CGHCERNING STATE TAX REVENUES.

Bill Sumary

(NOTE: This sum applies to this bill as introduced and
does not necessarily reEEect any amendments which may be
subsequently adopted. )

Continues indefinitely the increased cigarette tax imposed

-in 1977, and alters slightly the portion thereof going to local

goverments,

Be it enmacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1., 39-22-623 (1} (a), Colorado PRevised Statutes
1973, as amended by clapter 516, Session laws of Colorado 1977,
is amended to read:

39-22-623. Dispositien of collections. (1) (@) An amount

equal to forty-six percent of the gross state cigarette tax,
camencing July 1, 1973, shall be apportioned to incorporated
cities and incorporated towns which levy taxes and adopt formal
budgets and to counties; except that, fer-the--peried comencing
July 1, 1977, and-ending-dume-38;-3978; the amount apportioned
shall be thirty-tws TIIRTY AND TW)-THIRDS percent of the gross
state cigarette tax, For the purposes of this section, a city

and county shall be considered as a city., The city or town share
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slall be apportioned according to the percentage of state sales
tax revenues collected by the department of revenue in an
incorporated city or town as campared to the total state sales
tax collections that may be allocated to all political
subdivisions in the state; the county share shall be the same as
that which the percentage of state sales tax revenues collected
in the unincorporated area of the county bears to total state
sales tax Tevernues which may be allocated to all political
subdivisions in the state. The department of revenue shall
certify to the state treasurer, at least annually, the percentage
for allocation to each city, tow, and coumnty, and such
percentage for allocation so certified shall be applied by said
department in all distributions to cities, towns, and counties
until changed by certification to the state treasurer, In order
to qualify for distributions of state income tax moneys, units of
local govermment are prohibited from imposing fees, licenses, or
taxes on any person as a condition for engaging in the business
of selling cigarettes or fram attempting in any manner to impose
a tax on cigarettes, For purposes of this paragraph (a}, the
gross state cigarette tax means the total tax before the discount
provided for in gection 39-28-104 (1).

SECTIGN 2.  39-28-103 (2), Colorado Revised Statutes 1973,
as amended by chapter 516, Session laws of Colorado 1977, is
anended to read:

39-28-103, Tax levied, (2) Fer-the-peried Commencing July
1, 1977, &and--ending--June--o8y--1074; the tax imposed by this

section shall be levied at the rate of seven and one-lalf mills
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on each cigarette,

SECTION 3, Effective date. This act shall take effect July

1, 1978.

SICTION 4, Safety clause. The peneral assembly hereby

finds, determines, and declares that this act is necessary for
the inmediate preservation of the public peace, health, and

safety.

-121- Bill 2
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