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Executive Summary 
Tax Incidence 

• Tax incidence analysis is the study of who ultimately bears the economic burden 
of a tax. I 

• The effective tax rate is the tax rate paid as a percentage of income. 

• A progressive tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate rises as income rises. 

• A proportional tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate does not change with 
income. 

• A regressive tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate falls as income rises. 

• Individual income, residential property, and retail sales taxes accounted for $6.4 
billion or 83.0 percent of all Kansas state and local government taxes in 2003. 

Individual Income Tax 
• Because of its graduated tax rate structure and allowance of personal 

exemptions and deductions, the individual income tax is, by design, progressive. 
The average effective tax rate for individual income taxes for the state as a whole 
is 3.2 percent. Effective tax rates rise significantly with increases in household 
income. At the low end, the ETR for the income tax is -7.4 percent for the lowest 
income group. It rises steadily to 4.7 percent for the highest income group. 
Lower income households can receive refundable tax credits, which can more 
than offset any income tax liabilities. Based on household composition single 
households without children and non-family households have the highest ETR at 
4.1 percent, while married couples with children have the lowest ETR at 2.0 
percent. 

• The Kansas individual income tax is modestly progressive. Although the Kansas 
individual income tax is only modestly progressive, it tends to be more 
progressive than many other states because it is comprised of only three 
brackets, with some taxpayers subject to the highest rate with taxable income as 
low as $30,000. The progressivity of the individual income tax nearly offsets the 
regressivity of the other taxes. 

• The counties with the highest average ETRs are in the Wichita area, the 
Lawrence area, and in western Kansas, while the counties with the lowest rates 
tend to be in the north and southeast areas of the state. Taxpayers in more 
densely populated counties areas are paying higher effective tax rates than those 
living in less densely populated areas. 

• Kansas individual income tax is less progressively distributed in the state's urban 
areas than in other areas, meaning that lower income households bear a larger 
share of the burden in these areas. 

Residential Property Tax 
• The average effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 2.3 percent, with the 

lowest income population group paying an effective tax rate of 23.6 percent, 
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while the highest income population group paying an effective tax rate of 0.6 
percent. This result derives because lower income households tend to spend a 
higher proportion of income on housing than higher income households. In some 
cases, effective tax rates of over 100 percent may be reported in cases where 
the taxpayer may be occupying a high value residence, while receiving a low 
level of Kansas adjusted gross income. 

• The Kansas residential property tax is significantly regressive. Property taxes 
were regressive across all household groups. Overall, households paid 2.3 
percent of their income in property taxes. The lowest income group (under 
$10,000) paid 23.6 percent of their income in property taxes. In contrast, the 
highest-income households ($200,000 and over) spent an -average of 0.6 percent 
of their income on property taxes. 

• The counties with the highest ETRs are concentrated in the northeast, while the 
counties with the lowest rates tend to be in the southwest. However, taxpayers 
in less densely populated areas are paying higher effective tax rates than those 
living in more densely populated areas. This may be due in part to the presence 
of economies of scale in service provision that may be present in more densely 
populated areas, but less pervasive in less densely populated areas. 

• The Kansas residential property tax is less regressively distributed in the state's 
urban and suburban areas where higher value residences are more likely to be 
located, while the tax tends to be more regressively distributed in the state's rural 
areas where there is less likely to be higher value residences. 

• Since the residential property tax includes both a uniform state component and 
non-uniform local government components, regional variations are the result of 
the distribution of wealth and income in the respective regions, the composition 
of that income, and local discretionary tax policy decisions. 

Retail Sales Tax 
• Average Kansas household pays $1,595 in retail sales taxes annually. The 

largest amount goes to housing ($416), food ($395), and transportation ($352). 
The average effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 3.7 percent. For 2003, 
the effective consumer sales tax rate for the lowest income group was 16.5 
percent, compared to the rate for the highest income group of 2.3 percent. 

• Taxpayers in moderately populated areas are paying higher ETRs than those 
living in more or less densely populated areas. 

• The Kansas retail sales tax is moderately regressive. Retail sales taxes in 
Kansas tend to be more regressive than many states because of the base of the 
tax is relatively broad and has relatively few major exemptions for such as for 
food and clothing. 

• The Kansas retail sales tax is less regressively distributed in the state's suburban 
areas. This may be due to the presence of a greater proportion of higher income 
households and the location of regional shopping malls in suburban areas. 
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Combined Taxes 
• Combined state and local taxes are proportional to slightly regressive. However, 

combined taxes in several counties are slightly progressive. The lowest income 
group (under $10,000) paid 32.7 percent of income in taxes. The effective tax 
rates decreased slightly for the middle-range of households, ranging from 14.6 
percent to 7.6 percent. These households had income between $10,000 and 
$199,000. The highest income group ($200,000 and over), paid 7.7 percent of 
income in taxes. The combined average effective tax rate for the state as a 
whole is 9.2 percent. Taxpayers in moderately populated areas tend to pay 
higher ETRs than those living in less densely populated areas. Combined taxes 
are less regressively distributed in less populated areas than in more populated 
areas. 

• On average the sales tax (3.7 percent) accounted for the largest burden most 
households. The second largest tax was the sales tax (3.2 percent). Although 
the property tax is the most regressive of the three taxes, it accounted for the 
smallest burden (2.3 percent) 

• Refundable tax credits increase the progressivity of the Kansas tax structure. 
The earned income tax credit makes the individual income tax increases 
progressive at low-income levels. The Homestead credit sharply reduces, 
though it does not eliminate, the regressivity of the property tax for low-income 
homeowners and renters. While refundable credits significantly reduced the 
burden of the poorest households, they did not completely eliminate the 
regressivity of the property tax. 
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Introduction 

Former Senator Russell Long of Louisiana had a succinct definition of 
tax reform: "Tax reform means 'don't tax you, don't tax me, tax that 
fellow behind the tree.'" While states tinker with their tax systems every 
year, most have tended to overlook the need for more fundamental tax 
reform to reflect structural economic change. Reform, according to 
University of Tennessee professor William Fox, "would seem to achieve 
more goals than just revenue chasing. Other goals might include better 
revenue elasticity, improved fairness, reduced efficiency costs, easier 
administration and compliance." 

Reconfiguring a tax system is a daunting task and broad tax reform 
efforts are not undertaken lightly. Yet most states have at least 
considered it at one time or another, usually through commissioning a 
tax study or appointing a blue ribbon panel. 

At least 37 states have conducted tax studies since 2000 (State Tax 
Study Commissions, 2004). 

The benefits to a state and its residents of developing the capacity to determine 
the incidence of its tax structure are many (Mazerov, 2002): 

• Making information about the distribution of tax liabilities across different income 
groups available to policymakers and to the public at large ensures that 
discussion about "who pays?" and 'who should pay?" state and local taxes can 
be included in the debate that accompanies the formulation of tax policy. 

• The availability of such information makes it much more possible for lawmakers 
to formulate tax change proposals that affect tax burdens in the way they intend. 

• States can use information about how tax proposals affect the distribution of their 
tax systems to ensure that tax changes complement rather than work against the 
priorities that have shaped spending decisions. 

• Moreover, it is important to prepare distributional analyses periodically and not 
just when major tax changes are being considered. A comprehensive study of 
the overall distribution of state and local tax burdens by income at regular 
intervals allows elected officials and the residents of a state to step back from 
time to time and assess the implications of changes in tax policy that may have 
been made piecemeal over the course of years. Regular tax incidence studies 
also allow policymakers and the public to determine whether changes in a state's 
economy have resulted in an unintended shift in tax burdens among people in 
different economic circumstances. This knowledge can lead to initiatives to 
change the resulting distribution. In addition, developing the capacity to do 
regular tax. incidence studies usually means that the capacity exists to study tax 
changes when they are proposed. 
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Exhibit 1: State Tax Incidence Models 

States with Multi-tax Economic Incidence ~Iodels 

Latest periodic "snapshot" report 

Colorado 1994 
'1\·1afue 2000 
Minnesota 2001 
iY.lissom:1 None 
Nebraska None 
Oregon 2001 
Texas 2001 
Washington None 

States Developing Multi-tax Economic Incidence Models 

Alabama 
New Hampshire 

s.tates with :\Iulti-tax Initial Tax Impact-Type lIodels 

Latest periodic "snapshot" re-port 

Utah 2001 

States with Personal Income Tax l\Iicrosimulation Modt>ls 

Arizona ~·fasBadmsetts Ohio 
California Michigan Pennsylvania 
Delaware fi.fississippi Rhode Island 
Illinois Montana Vermont 
Imva New Jersey Virginia 
Kansas New Mexico \Visconsln 
Kentucky Ne1,vYork 
l..,raryland North Carolina 

States Lackiug a Significant Tax Incidence Analysis Capacity 

A1aska* Hal,rau Oklahotna 
Ar~msas Idaho South Carolina 
Connecticut Indiana South Dakota* 
Disi. of Columbia Louisiana Tennessee* 
Florida* Nevada* \Vest Virginia 
Georgia North Dakota \Vyomllig* 

*St.ates without personal income ta.v.es 

Source: Mazerov, 2002. 
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According to Mazerov (2002) three states, Maine, Minnesota, and Texas, have enacted 
laws mandating that the state conduct both periodic studies of the incidence of the 
overall state tax system and analyses of the distributional impact of proposed tax 
legislation. Exhibit 1 presents the tax incidence analysis capacity of the various states. 

This study measures how the burden of Kansas state and local taxes individual 
income, residential property, and retail sales taxes were distributed across Kansas 
households in tax year 2003. The study analyzes the distribution of $6.4 billion state 
and local taxes across 2.6 million Kansas households. The taxes include state 
individual income taxes (27.7% of the total), and state and local property taxes, and 
state and local sales taxes (34.2%). 

Definitions 
Tax Incidence 

Tax incidence is the study of who ultimately bears the economic burden of a tax. 
Broadly speaking, tax incidence analysis examines the impact of taxes on the 
distribution of income within a society. To compare the tax burden of one set of the 
population to another, it is useful to measure the tax burden as a percentage of 
household income: Tax Incidence = Tax Burden / Household Income. Thus, the task of 
a tax incidence study is to estimate: (1) the tax burden for a particular household or 
group of households; and (2) household income for that household or group (Wisconsin 
Tax Incidence Study, 2004). 

Tax incidence analysis begins with the b?-sic premise that the party with the legal 
responsibility to pay a tax may not be the party whose economic wellbeing is ultimately 
impaired by the imposition of the tax (Fullerton and Metcalf, 2002). The legal incidence 
of a tax concerns who has the legal obligation to remit a tax. The economic incidence 
of a tax concerns whose economic wellbeing is ultimately negatively affected due to the 
tax. The economic incidence and the legal incidence is usually the same for taxes 
imposed on households. However, for taxes imposed on businesses this may not be 
the case. The economic incidence of a tax may differ from the legal incidence of a tax 
due to tax shifting. Tax shifting occurs when one party is able to shift the economic 
burden of a tax onto another party by engaging in avoidance behavior. The Minnesota 
Tax Incidence Study (2005) defines tax shifting as the process by which the incidence 
of a tax is transferred from the entity legally obligated to pay the tax to entity ultimately 
bearing the economic impact of the tax. 

However, tax avoidance should be distinguished from tax evasion. On the one 
hand, tax evasion is illegally failing to pay a tax that is legally owed. On the other hand, 
tax avoidance involves changing one's behavior to legally limit tax liability. A tax may 
be forward shifted onto a party downstream in the course of commerce or backward 
shifted onto a party upstream in the course of commerce. For example, in most cases 
retailers have the legal obligation to collect and remit sales taxes, however, they may 
avoid the economic burden by shifting the burden of the tax forward onto consumers in 
the form of higher prices. Some business taxes may also be backward shifted onto 
workers and suppliers in the form of lower wages and payments. 
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Effective Tax Rate 
One basic measure of tax incidence is to compare effective tax rates (ETR) 

across income classes. The effective tax rate is the tax rate paid as a percentage of 
gross income. The measure of income used in this study is Kansas adjusted gross 
income. However, when using the ETR as a measure of tax incidence it should be 
noted that effective tax rates for low income groups are unreliable for several reasons. 
Lower income groups include households with temporarily low incomes or who 
consume based on wealth rather than current income (retirees, for example). 

Tax Equity 
Tax equity has two primary components. Horizontal equity concerns whether 

taxpayers with comparable abilities to pay, owe comparable amounts of tax. Vertical 
equity concerns the rationality of the tax structure. A tax is regarded as being 
progressive if the proportion of income paid as tax increases as income increases, a tax 
is proportional if the proportion of income paid as tax remains constant regardless of 
income, and a tax is considered to be regressive if the proportion of income paid as tax 
decreases as income increases. The Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) uses the 
following definitions: 

• Progressive tax-A tax for which the effective tax rate rises as income rises. 

• Proportional tax-A tax for which the effective tax rate does not change with 
income. 

• Regressive tax-A tax for which the effective tax rate falls as income rises. 

According to the ability-to-pay principle a taxation scheme is equitable if 
taxpayers are charged according to their ability to pay. Based on the ability-to-pay 
principle a progressive tax would be regarded as being equitable because those with a 
greater ability to pay would pay a higher proportion of their income in the form of 
taxation. A proportional tax may be regarded as equitable to the extent that all 
taxpayers would pay the same proportion of their income as tax. Thus, higher income 
taxpayers would be paying a higher absolute dollar amount of taxes than lower income 
taxpayers. Alternatively, according to the benefit principle, a taxation scheme is fair if 
taxpayers are charged according to the benefit they receive from government services. 
Even a regressive tax may be regarded as being fair to the extent that the distribution of 
the benefit of government services may accrue more to lower income taxpayers than to 
higher income taxpayers. In many cases even for regressive taxes, although lower 
income taxpayers pay a higher proportion of their income as tax, higher income 
taxpayers still actually pay a higher absolute dollar value of taxes. 

Tax Incidence Models 
Theoretical Models 
Partial-Equilibrium Analysis 

. The most basic type of theoretical tax incidence analysis is partial-equilibrium 
analysis. This approach focuses on the context of a single market, ignoring any tax­
induced effects on other markets. Even if only one party is legally responsible for 
paying the tax, the burden may be borne both by consumers and producers. Keeping in 
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mind, however, that the burden on producers is a burden on people, things do not pay 
taxes; the producers' burden may result in lower profits to the owners, lower wages to 
employees, or lower prices for other factors of production. How the sellers' burden is 
divided among factors of production cannot be determined in single-market analysis. 
Generally, the party who is less able to change their behavior will bear the larger share 
of the burden. Willingness to change behavior as a tax alters prices is characterized by 
the price elasticity. If consumers are more able to change behavior than producers, 
then demand will be relatively more price elastic than supply, and producers will bear 
the greater burden of any tax. If producers are more able to change behavior, then 
supply will be more price elastic than demand, and consumers will bear the greater 
share of the burden. If supply is perfectly inelastic, reflecting that the same quantity will 
be supplied regardless of price, producers bear the full burden of the tax. If demand is 
perfectly inelastic, then consumers will not change their behavior as a tax alters price, 
so that the consumers' price rises by the full amount of the tax, and thus consumers 
bear the full burden of the tax. A tax also imposes an efficiency cost as consumers and 
producers are induced to switch to less desirable alternatives. The efficiency cost is the 
difference between the benefit to consumers and opportunity cost to society of each unit 
of the product foregone. That is, the difference between marginal social benefit and 
marginal social cost. Two limitations of single-market analysis are that: the effects in 
other markets, whether for other goods or for the same good in a different location, are 
not considered and the manner in which any producers' burden gets distributed among 
the various factors of production is not explicitly analyzed (Zodrow, 1999). Examples of 
studies that use this approach include the Texas' Comptroller's annual Tax Exemptions 
and Tax Incidence (2005) study and the Utah State Tax Commission's Western States' 
Tax Burdens Fiscal Year 2002-2003: Initial State and Local Tax Burdens for Selected 
Western States, Revised (MacDonald, 2004). Texas law requires the Comptroller to 
provide these estimates to the Governor and Legislature prior to each regular legislative 
session. The Utah model uses a sample of individual income tax returns for over 
34,000 full year resident taxpayers, and takes all necessary data from their state returns. 
and, where possible, federal tax returns. 

General-Equilibrium Analysis 
However, partial-equilibrium analysis is limited because most taxes have 

important effects on markets other than the one in which they are assessed. The 
imposition of a tax may have an effect in parallel markets and factor markets. The 
primary insight obtained from such models is that effects in markets other than that in 
which a tax is introduced are often very important (Zodrow, 1999). Two examples of 
studies that use this approach are the Nebraska Tax Burden Study (2002) and the 
Oregon Tax Incidence Model (2001). 

The Nebraska model is based upon a series of data sets constructed from tax 
files developed by the Nebraska Department of Revenue and the U.S. Department of 
the Treasury Internal Revenue Service. These files contain information on Nebraska 
resident taxpayers and businesses. The four tax files used in this study are the 1999 
Federal Information Return Master File (IRMF), the Nebraska Business Master File 
(NBMF), and the 1999 Nebraska Individual Income Tax Form 1040N. In addition, wage 
and salary information for the State of Nebraska developed by the U.S. Department of 
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Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) is used in this study for comparison 
purposes. 

The federallRMF is initially used to develop a data set detailing wage and 
employment information for Nebraska residents. This file contains information 
regarding the number of employees, number of jobs, total wages, and the amounts of 
deferred compensation and dependent care benefits. The IRMF data is used to study 
employment and compensation summarized by the size of the employer and by the 
location of employees. 

In order to obtain employment and compensation information, the IRMF data is 
merged with the NBMF data summarized by business sector of the employer. This 
merged IRMF and NBMF data is merged again with information from the Nebraska 
Individual Income Tax Form 1040N in order to develop adjusted gross income (AGI) 
information for each Nebraska household. The AGI data is used to calculate imputed 
Nebraska income and sales taxes. The results of the calculated taxes can be 
summarized to study Nebraska taxes by location, employer size, or industrial sector. 
Finally, the study uses BEA data on wages by industrial sector to compare the results of 
the study data. 

The foundation of the Oregon Tax Incidence Model is a computable general 
equilibrium model of the Oregon economy. The model specifies a description of the 
relationships among state households, businesses, and governments and the rest of the 
world. The Oregon economy is divided into 110 distinct sectors: 29 industrial sectors, 
two factor sectors (labor and capital), eight household sectors, one investment sector, 
69 government sectors, and one sector which represents the rest of the world. The 
government sector is the most detailed sector in the model because of its focus on the 
impact of state government policy. 

Empirical Models 
Representative Taxpayer Model 

The representative taxpayer approach to analyzing tax incidence compares tax 
liabilities at different income levels by calculating state and local taxes that would be 
paid by predefined "representative" taxpayers. Because taxpayer profiles are 
constructed hypothetically, the results are only an extrapolation of how tax liabilities 
would be distributed under the given assumptions. A representative taxpayer model 
calculates the state and local taxes that would be paid by hypothetical taxpayers based 
on income, consumption, homeownership, and demographic characteristics. A 
predefined number of taxpayer profiles are created. Varying levels of income are 
assigned to the profiles, and then additional characteristics affecting tax liability that 
would be typical for taxpayers of each income level are assigned. Other variables 
potentially affecting state and local tax liabilities are also assigned to each profile. For 
example, profiles are assumed to be renters or homeowners, and data from the Census 
Bureau are used to assign typical home values for families at each income level. Data 
from the U.S. Labor Department's Consumer Expenditure Survey may be used to 
estimate the share of income for each profile devoted to purchasing different types of 
goods and services, which determines the families' sales tax liabilities. Family sizes 
and ages of household members are assigned, which affect the' number (and in many 
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states the magnitude) of personal exemptions subtracted on state income tax returns. 
Finally, assumptions are made concerning the location of the profiled families within the 
state, since property tax rates usually vary widely among different local jurisdictions 
(Mazerov, 2002) 

An example of a study that uses this approach is the District of Columbia's 
annual Tax Rates and Tax Burdens (2005) study. The Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer for Washington, DC produces an annual report that compares the rates and 
burdens of major taxes in the District of Columbia with states and other large cities in 
the United States. This study compares tax burdens in 51 different locations for a 
hypothetical family of four. The major state and local tax burdens for the family in the 
District of Columbia are compared with those in the largest city in each state. 

In addition, the office also analyzes the relative tax position of the District 
compared to surrounding jurisdictions. This study compares the state and local tax 
burdens on a hypothetical family of four in six major metropolitan Washington area 
jurisdictions: the District of Columbia; the Maryland counties of Montgomery and Prince 
George's; the Virginia counties of Arlington and Fairfax; and the City of Alexandria in 
Virginia. 

The hypothetical family in this study consists of two wage-earning spouses and 
two school-age children. Families with annual gross income levels of $25,000, $50,000, 
$75,000, $100,000, and $150,000 for each jurisdiction are analyzed. Families at the 
$25,000 and $50,000 income levels are assumed to own their own home and one 
automobile. Families with annual incomes of $75,000, $100,000 and $150,000 are 
assumed to own their own home and two automobiles. This study compares the tax 
burden in each jurisdiction for the hypothetical family for four major tax categories: 
individual income tax, sales tax, real estate tax and the automobile-related taxes. 

, Initial Impact Model 
The initial tax impact approach is equivalent to the economic incidence approach 

in terms of analyzing the distribution among income groups of taxes directly imposed on 
households. Both approaches are based on taxpayer profiles constructed from 
sampled income tax returns and third-party data using statistical sampling and matching 
methods. The major difference between the two approaches is that the initial impact 
approach attempts to analyze only those taxes with an initial impact on households 
themselves while the economic incidence approach includes the impact of business 
taxes, which may be shifted onto other parties such as consumers and/or workers in the 
form of higher prices and/or lower wages. Initial tax impact models avoid some of the 
resource demands and economic theory disputes that are entailed in integrating taxes 
imposed on business into a tax distribution model (Mazerov, 2002). 

Economic Incidence Model 
The economic incidence approach is the most comprehensive method of 

determining how tax obligations are distributed among income groups. The economic 
incidence approach incorporates the impact both of taxes imposed directly on 
households and of taxes that are imposed initially on businesses and then passed 
through to households. The model is based on a representative sample of all 
taxpayers, and the model's results therefore can be generalized to the entire population 
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of a state. The economic incidence model requires more preparation and data 
collection than the initial tax impact model or the representative taxpayer model 
(Mazerov, 2002). 

The core of an economic incidence model is a statistical sample of state income 
tax returns. Information from the tax returns is supplemented with information about 
sources of income not reported on the return, such as home values, monthly rent 
payments, and similar variables that may affect income tax or property tax liabilities. 
Such information may come from the U.S. Census Bureau, state or local property tax 
office, or other agency that collects relevant data. The information may be integrated 
with each taxpayer profile in one of two ways. If the actual data can be obtained for the 
precise taxpayer-a so-called "hard match"-the information may be combined directly. 
If this cannot be done, then a "statistical match" may be done. Statistical matching 
involves imputing a value for an unknown variable by using a sample of households with 
similar characteristics. Estimates of household expenditure patterns generally are taken 
from Consumer Expenditure Survey, compiled by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
and are added to all of the household profiles. This information is used most often to 
analyze the distribution of sales and excise tax liabilities. Expenditure information must 
be added from a third-party source because very little relevant information of this kind 
can be gleaned from income tax returns. The taxpayer profile data are used to 
calculate tax liability for whatever household-level taxes are included in the economic 
incidence model. Economic incidence models may also estimate the amount of 
business taxes that should be assigned to each household profile. The models 
incorporate assumptions concerning the extent to which business taxes paid by 
businesses are passed on to individuals through higher prices for consumers, lower 
wages for workers, or lower returns to shareholders (Mazerov, 2002). 

Three examples that use this approach include the Institute on Taxation and 
Economic Policy's (ITEP) study, Who Pays?: A Distributional Analysis of the Tax 
Systems in all 50 States, 2nd Edition (Mcintyre, et al.), the Minnesota Tax Incidence 
Study (2005), and the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004). The ITEP model uses 
one of the largest databases of tax returns and supplementary data in existence, with 
nearly three quarters of a million records. The ITEP model's approach is very similar to 
that used by the congressional Joint Committee on Taxation, the U.S. Treasury 
Department and the Congressional Budget Office. 

The Minnesota modeT includes detailed information on income and taxes for a 
stratified random sample of 63,808 Minnesota households. This sample is then 
extrapolated to represent over 2.3 million Minnesota households. Individual income tax 
returns and property tax refund returns filed with the Department of Revenue were the 
primary sources of information and were supplemented with data on nontaxable income 
obtained from various sources. The use of social security numbers to merge income 
data from different sources for specific individuals is a unique and important aspect of 
this study. Income data was matched, for example, with property tax and market value 
information for individual homeowners. Information obtained from the American 
Community Survey of the United States Bureau of the Census was used to calibrate a 
number of items, notably nontaxable income and property tax-related variables. 
American Community Survey data were also used to estimate annual rent expenditures 
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for renter households. Finally, estimates of household spending patterns were obtained 
from United States Department of Labor Consumer Expenditure Survey data. 

The Wisconsin study employs data gathered from individual income tax returns 
and Homestead Credit returns. This information is collected on a stratified random 
sample of income tax returns, homestead tax relief credit claims and farmland 
preservation credit claims weighted to reflect a population of 2.55 million tax filers/credit 
claimants. Because not all people are required to file income tax returns, the Tax Model 
does not cover the entire income-receiving population. As such, data for low-income 
households that are not in the tax-filing population and that do not file a homestead 
credit return are obtained from non-Department of Revenue sources. Data from the 
Department of Workforce Development (DWD) allow nontaxable income from 
Wisconsin Works (W-2) payments and child-care subsidies to be included. The DWD 
data also allow for additional sample members who did not file either a Wisconsin 
income tax return or a homestead or farmland preservation credit claim. Non-filer 
households that received social security benefits were also added to the Tax Model 
data. A one-in-ten sample was drawn from the 174,000 non-filer social security 
recipients using Internal Revenue Service (IRS) informational return data. The IRS data 
are also used to identify other income sources for non-filers and for nontaxable income 
of tax filers. 

Exhibit 2 identifies principal differences among the types of empirical tax 
incidence models. 

Exhibit 2: Principal Differences among Empirical Tax Incidence Models . <"'0 

Taxes Selection }\'Iethod for 
Included Taxpayer Data 

"Economic" Incidence NIndel Household taxes Statistics-based sample of 
and actual taxpayers 

Business ta'{es passed-
through to households 

Initial Tax Impad Model Household taxes only* Statistics-based sample of 
actual taxpayers 

Representaii'\'e Taxpayer Model Household taxes only'" Subjective constmction 
of hypothetical taxpayers 

*Both models sometimes mclude estimates of property ta.xes on rental properties Ol\Ol1ed by businesses that are 
passed-through into :rent payments: of households. 

Source: Mazerov, 2002. 

Incidence Measures 
Measuring the tax burden as a percentage of household income allows a 

comparison of incidence across household groups. However, this does not provide a 
measure of the overall progressivity of a tax (Wisconsin, 2004). Although the definition 
of tax progressivity is generally agreed upon, there is not specific agreement on how it 
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should be measured. There have been many alternative means proposed for 
measuring tax progressivity. These measures may be categorized two ways: based on 
what the measure purports to measure and what affects the actual value of the 
measure. Within the category of measures of what affects the value of the measure, 
the measures may be further divided into two subcategories: structural measures and 
distributional measures. Structural measures are determined by the relationship 
between the amount of income and the amount of tax imposed on that income. 
Distributional measures are determined by both the tax structure and the distribution of 
income. DistriQutional measures may be further divided based on the measure of 
dispersion used: a measure of concentration or a measure of income equality. Some 
of the more commonly used distributional measures based on concentration include: 
effective progression, the Pechman-Okner Index, the Reynolds-Smolensky Index, the 
Khetan-Poddar Index, the Kakwani Index, and the Khetan-Poddar-Suits Index (Kiefer, 
1986). Most of these indices are adaptations of the Lorenz Curve and the Gini 
Coefficient of income equality. Indices based on income equality are derived from 
social welfare functions and assumptions about society's preference for income equity. 
For computational purposes this study will employ the Suits Index and the Kakwani 
Index as alternative measures of tax progressivity. 

Suits Index 
The Suits Index was developed to measure and compare different degrees of 

progressivity of taxes. The Suits Index is based on a comparison of the cumulative 
proportion of income and the cumulative proportion of taxes. The Suits Index is a 
measure of the progressivity of a tax or tax system. The value of the index can vary 
between -1 and + 1. Positive values reflect progressivity; negative values show 
regressivity, and values around zero indicate proportionality (Suits, 1977). Exhibit 3 
depicts a hypothetical Suits Index. Graphically, the value of the Suits Index equals [1 -
(Area below Incidence Curve/Area below Proportional Line)]. Tax regime A would be 
illustrative of a tax that is extremely progressive, while tax regime B would be indicative 
of a tax structure that is extremely regressive. The Minnesota, Oregon, Texas, and 
Wisconsin incidence studies use the Suits Index as their measures of tax incidence. 

Exhibit 3: Suits Index 

Suits Index 

-+- Proporaiicltal Line' 
-'ii!l--TAX REGlME A 

-'-TAXREGIMEB 

Cumulative Percent of lncome 

Source: Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study, 2004. 
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Kakwani Index 
The Kakwani Index was developed to analyze the effect of taxation on income 

distribution and vice versa. The Kakwani Index is based on a measure of tax 
concentration (Kakwani, 1977). The Kakwani Index is determined by the distribution of 
taxes across households as well as the distribution of pre-tax income. The Kakwani 
Index compares the distribution of taxes to the pre-tax income distribution. If the share 
of taxes borne by higher-income households exceeds their share of total income, then 
the tax is considered progressive. If the share of total taxes borne by these households 
is less than their share of total income, then the tax is considered regressive. Exhibit 4 
depicts a hypothetical Kakwani Index by plotting the cumulative proportion of income 
and cumulative tax share (vertical axis) against the cumulative percent of households 
(horizontal axis). 
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Exhibit 4: Kakwani Index 

K={k+c)-a '" ~ 
(a+f<-;'c} {a-H,+c) 

c 

CUmulative Shares of Households 

---+- Perfectly Proportionar 

-+-Cumufaliye lnccme 
Share 

-oIr- Cumulali'.1E TaxShare 

Source: Wisconsin Tax Study, 2004. 

With respect to income, the 45-degree line represents a perfectly equal income 
distribution, whereby each household quintile receives exactly 20 percent of total 
income. The thick line represents the pre-tax income concentration curve, often 
referred to as the Lorenz curve. The extent to which this curve sags below the 45-
degree line represents the degree of inequity in the distribution of income before taxes. 
In this example, the poorest 20 percent of households receive only 15 percent of total 
before-tax income. On the other hand, the highest-income quintile received 34 percent 
of total income. 

The thin line represents the tax concentration curve. A tax curve that is identical 
to the 45-degree line implies that each population group pays the same share of taxes. 
A tax concentration curve that sags below the 45-degree line reflects a tax system 
where the population groups with the low~st income pay a smaller share of taxes than 
their share of the population and the higher income groups pay a larger share of taxes 
than their population shares. In both cases, the further the curves are below the 
diagonal line, income and taxes are more concentrated in the higher income groups. 
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An indication of progressivity is obtained by comparing the tax concentration 
curve to the income concentration curve. As seen in Exhibit 4, the Kakwani Index, (K), 
measures the area below the income concentration curve (k+c) minus the area below 
the tax curve (c). 

Thus, the area denoted as (k) measures the area between the income 
concentration curve and the tax concentration curve. It is measured as a percent of the 
total area below the 45-degree line (a+k+c). A tax is progressive if the tax concentration 
curve lies below the income curve, in which case (K) would be positive. A negative 
value for K occurs when the tax curve lies above the pre-tax income concentration 
curve and reflects a regressive tax. If the tax and income curves coincide, (K) will be 
zero and reflect a proportional tax. The value of the Kakwani index ranges from -2 to 
+2; the closer it is to those extremes, the more regressive or progressive a tax or tax 
structure is judged to be. The Wisconsin Tax Study (2004) uses the Kakwani Index as 
its measure' of tax progressivity. 

Kansas Tax Incidence Model 
The underlying structure of the model developed for this study is based upon a 

methodology established for a study for the Report of the Governor's Tax Equity Task 
Force (Wong and Snyder, 1995). The taxes included in the Kansas tax incidence model 
are the state individual income tax, state and local residential property taxes, and state 
and local retail sales taxes. According to the Kansas Legislative Research Department, 
state individual income taxes accounted for 27.7 percent of total Kansas state and local 
taxes, while state and local residential property taxes accounted for 21.1 percent, and 
state and local retail sales taxes accounted for 34.2 percent. Collectively, the three tax 
sources accounted for $6.4 billion or 83.0 percent of total 2003 state and local taxes 
collected in Kansas. Exhibit 5 shows the break down of combined state and local tax 
revenue in 2003 by tax source. Appendix A presents various state tax collections and 
per capita tax collections by county. 

Exhibit 5: Percentage of Combined State and Local Tax Revenue, 2003 

Other State & 
Local Taxes 

17.0% 

State & 
Sales Taxes 

34.2% 

State Income 
Taxes 

Property Taxes 
21.1% 

Source: Tax Facts, 2005 
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Individual Income Taxes 
Estimation of Kansas Individual Income Tax Liability 

The individual income tax accounted for $1.8 billion of revenue in fiscal year 
2003. Income tax rates range from 3.5 percent to 6.45 percent on a tax base that 
conforms closely to the base for the federal individual income tax (Kansas Tax Facts, 
2000,2005). 

For the purposes of this study, hypothetical individual income tax liabilities were 
computed for five household characteristics and 10 income groupings for each of the 
105 Kansas counties and five county groupings. The county groupings used were: 

• Region, 

• Location: Border or non~border, 

• Concentration: Metropolitan, micropolitan, or rural, 

• Population, and 

• Income. 

Appendix B presents a detailed listing of the counties comprising the respective 
groupings. 

Data on household characteristics for each county were obtained from the 2000 
U.S. Census, Profile of General Demographic Characteristics (DP~1). The household 
characteristics used were: 

• Married with children, 

• Married without children, 

• Single with children, 

• Single without children, and 

• Nonfamily households. 

Data on income groupings for each county were obtained from the 2000 U.S. 
Census, Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics (DP-3). The income groupings 
used were: 

• <$10,000, 

• $10,000-$14,999, 

• $15,000~$24,999, 

• $25,000-$34,999, 

• $35,000~$49,999, 

• $50,000-$74,999, 

• $75,000-$99,999, 

• $100,000-$149,999, 
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• $150,000-$199,999, and 

• ;:::$200,000. 

From the household characteristics and income grouping data for each county, a matrix 
was constructed to estimate the number and percentage of taxpayers with each 
combination of characteristics in each county. Data for the county groupings were 
obtained by tabulating across the constituent counties. Exhibit 6 shows the estimated 
number and percentage of taxpayers with each combination of characteristics for the 
state of Kansas as a whole. 

Exhibit 6: Characteristics of Individual Income Taxpayers 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Married with children 22.333 16.642 35.948 36.524 47.177 52.995 25.098 15,803 4,Q45 4.358 
Married without children 26.277 19.581 42.296 42.974 55.509 62.353 29.530 18.594 4.759 5.127 
Single with children 7.204 5.368 11.596 11.782 15.218 17.095 8.096 5,Q98 1.305 1.406 

Single without children 4.233 3.154 6.814 6.923 8.942 10.045 4.757 2.995 767 826 

Nonfamily households 28.789 21,452 46.339 47.081 60.814 68.313 32.352 20.372 5.214 5.617 

Total 88.836 66.197 142.993 145.284 187.660 210.801 99.832 62.862 16.090 17.334 

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Married with children 2.2% 1.6% 3.5% 3.5% 4.5% 5.1% 2.4% 1.5% 0.4% 0.4% 

Married without children 2.5% 1.9% 4.1% 4.1% 5.3% 6.0% 2.8% 1.8% 0.5% 0.5% 
Single with children 0.7% 0.5% 1.1% 1.1% 1.5% 1.6% 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 

Single without children 0.4% 0.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.9% 1.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 

Nonfamlly households 2.8% 2.1% 4.5% 4.5% 5.9% 6.6% 3.1% 2.0% 0.5% 0.5% 

Total 8.6% 6.4% 13.8% 14.0% 18.1% 20.3% 9.6% 6.1% 1.6% 1.7% 

Next the total value of income for each combination of characteristics was 
estimated based on the midpoint of each income grouping. From this, the proportion of 
income for each combination of characteristics was derived. Finally, the total value of 
income attributed to each combination of characteristics was adjusted based on the 
total value of 2003 Kansas Adjusted Gross Income obtained from the Annual Statistical 
Report (2005) of the Kansas Department of Revenue. Exhibit 7 shows the estimated 
distribution of income for each combination of characteristics for the state of Kansas as 
a whole. 

Exhibit 7: Distribution of Income by Household Type 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KAN!)Al> .. <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

PERCENTAGE OF INCOME 

Married with children 0.2% 0.4% 1.4% 2.1% 3.8% 6.3% 4.2% 3.8% 1.3% 1.7% 

Married without children 0.3% 0.5% 1.6% 2.5% 4.5% 7.4% 4.9% 4.4% 1.6% 2.0% 

Single with children 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.7% 1.2% 2.0% 1.3% 1.2% 0.4% 0.5% 

Single without children 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.3'% 0.3% 

Nonfamily households 0.3% 0.5% 1.8% 2.7% 4.9% 8.1% 5.4% 4.8% 1.7% 2.1% 

Total 0.8% 1.6% 5.4% 8.3% 15.2% 25.1% 16.6% 15.0% 5.4% 6.6% 

The base of the Kansas individual income tax is comprised of Federal adjusted 
gross income, adjusted, less deductions and exemptions. Kansas Adjusted Gross 
Income is defined as the Federal Adjusted Gross Income after certain additions and 
subtractions. The additions include income that is taxable under state law but exempt 
under federal law, e.g., state and local government bond interest, contributions to public 
employees' retirement systems, federal net operating loss carry forward. The 
subtractions remove income that is exempt under state law but taxable under federal 
law. The subtractions include income that is exempt under state law but is taxable 
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under federal law, e.g., interest on U.S. government obligations, state or local income 
tax refunds, Kansas net operating loss carry forward, and exempt retirement benefits. 

Individual income tax liability per household was estimated in a similar fashion. 
First, taxable income was estimated for each combination of characteristics based on 
2003 Kansas Individual Income Tax and Sales Refund, Form K-40. Kansas Adjusted 
Gross Income was taken from the above computations. A standard deduction and 
personal exemptions were also subtracted from the Kansas adjusted gross income to 
arrive at taxable income. The standard deduction is $3,000 for single filers and married 
filers filing separately, $4,500 for heads of households, and $6,000 for married filers 
filing jointly. The standard deduction is higher for filers who are age 65 or older and/or 
blind. Kansas adjusted gross income was also reduced by personal exemptions equal 
to $2,250 for each tax filer, spouse and dependent. For taxpayers with children, it was 
assumed that such taxpayers had two children. Exhibit 8 shows taxable income 
imputed to each combination of household and income characteristics. 

Exhibit 8: Imputed Taxable Income 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KANSAS 
._-. r 

<$10,000 $14,999 $149,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $199,999 >$200,000 
--

TAXABLE INCOME 

Married with children (10,000) (2,SOO) S.OOO 1S,000 27,SOO 47,SOO 72,SOO 110,000 160,000 18S,OOO 

Married without children (S,SOO) 2,000 9,SOO 19,5OO 32,000 S2,OOO 77,000 114,SOO 164,SOO 189,SOO 

Single with children (8,500) (1,000) 6,500 16,SOO 29,000 49,000 74,000 111,SOO 161,SOO 186,SOO 

Single without children (2S0) 7,2S0 14,750 24,750 37,2S0 S7,2S0 82,2S0 119,7S0 169,7S0 194,750 

Nonfamily households (2S0) 7,2S0 14,7S0 24,7S0 37,2S0 57,2S0 82,2S0 119,7S0 169,7S0 194,7S0 

Exhibit 9 shows 2003 Kansas Individual Income Tax computation schedules. 

Exhibit 9: 2003 Individual Income Tax Computation Schedules 

sC!iri>ULi: l-::-MA~JtIED 1'iU~~ jOl.Nt' 

)tim"tn: """,,';:7.I'.:ttnK40-1'3; Etf.""an ;tl~S. F""id{-~1 

Over llui NlltO,,., 

$ - 0 ___ ._ .... : $3D,Oi:J>l. __ ... __ 

$3a,OO() ____ .: $6a.ooo~ ____ $1,050 !iIJill.2S%!)f!l;iva;""\'ti,$3o.000, 

$OO,l.'()j _. __________ $2;925!N~~ .. :tl%ol""c--,,\..,,~Q;OOO: 

. "' . 
S~IfEt)lt..r:.ll--Sl~01,.t::;JianOFItOU~.E~t.D,QR.MAAri:IEDf.1LllWSa>ARf<rE.· 

If<irno<£t wJ Un~ 7, ram, K,4IJ "", Ett. ... "'. riJ;'lll: !'\,t'i'fi K'''~' 
-.Ova;. !lui Not O;"'t· 

. .. 
$H,tOO .,-____ ~a,600_-_-_l525P[tI!;6.2S*'i:Jf~,,"" ... $15;am 
$~,OOJ _._ .. __ ... _ ... ______ .. _ $1 "(62.50 1P"~6A5% <rl ~"=-,,ln/;!d~;OOO 

Source: 2003 Kansas Individual Income Tax, Form K-40 

Gross taxes per household were computed for each combination of 
characteristics based on 2003 Kansas Individual Income Tax and Sales Refund Tax, 
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Form K-40, Schedules I and II. Kansas' tax rates are graduated, ranging from 3.5 
percent to 6.45 percent. The top rate applies to those with income exceeding $30,000 
for single filers and $60,000 for married joint filers. 

Exhibit 10 shows gross taxes per household before credits for each combination of 
taxpayer characteristics. 

Exhibit 10: Imputed Gross Taxes per Household before Credits 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KANSAS. ---_. ..--- <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 
GROSS TAXES PER HOUSEHOLD 

Married with children 176 526 963 2,185 3,731 6,150 9,375 10,988 
Married without children 71 333 683 1,177 2,425 4,022 6,440 9.665 11,278 
Single with children 228 620 1,402 2,690 4,301 6,719 9,944 11,557 
Single without children 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 
Nonfamily households 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 

In addition, gross taxes were reduced by nonrefundable credits. These credits 
are nonrefundable to the extent that they cannot reduce the total tax liability less than 
$0. A nonrefundable credit is available for child and dependent care expenses. The 
value of the credit is equal to 25 percent of the federal child and dependent care 
expenses credit from Internal Revenue Service Form 2441. The federal credit is a 
percentage, based on adjusted gross income, of the amount of work-related child and 
dependent care expenses paid to a care provider. The maximum dollar limit of 
dependent care expenses that can be claimed is $3,000 for one qualifying person or 
$6,000 for two or more persons. Exhibit 11 shows the percentage that applies to the 
federal credit based on adjusted gross income. 

Exhibit 11: Federal Child and Dependent Care Expenses Credit Schedule 

If, lill~ 7 is: . lfI!nG lis: 
But.Mt. D~~ihWr Bufn~ D~iinal 

OVflf over amount is OV:ef . over 3mountis 

t))-15,OOO .35 $2Q,.oOWtOOo . .27' 
15,000:-17,0(1) ;~4 31,obi.3:--3:3_(JOO .26 
17,000-19,000 ,33 33,000-35,000 .25 
·19;000-21:600 .32·: ·35,000-37,000 ;24 
; 21 ,009:-23,000 .31 ; 3.7,000-39:000 ,23 
23.000~25,OOO :,30 39.00~t,OOO -.;22-
25,oiio~2i.oOO .29 41 ;000-43.QOO .,21 
27,000'-29;000 .2S 43,ciOcL-Nolimit .20 

Source: 2003 Internal Revenue Service Form 2441. 

Exhibit 12 shows the imputed value of child/dependent care credits. Again, it was 
assumed that taxpayers qualifying for the credit had two qualifying children. 

Exhibit 12: Imputed Child and Dependent Care Credits 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 
CHILD/DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT 

Married with children 438 525 480 405 300 300 300 300 300 300 
Married without children 

Single with children 438 525 480 405 300 300 300 300 300 300 
Single without children 

Nonfamily households 
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Exhibit 13 shows taxes per household after nonrefundable credits. 

Exhibit 13: Imputed Taxes less Refundable Credits 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000· $15,000· $25,000· $35,000· $50,000· $75,00(J. $100;000· $150,000· 
KANSAS . <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

TAXES LESS NONREFUNDABLE CREDITS 

Married with children 121 663 1,885 3,431 5,850 9,075 10,688 

Married without children 71 333 683 1,177 2,425 4,022 6,440 9,665 11,278 

Single with children 215 1,102 2,390 4,001 6,419 9,644 11,257 

Single without children 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 

Nonfamily households 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 

In addition to nonrefundable credits, there are several refundable credits 
provided to particular types of claimants. These include the earned income tax credit, 
the homestead refund, and the food sales tax refund. A r~fundable credit may exceed 
the value of the taxpayer's tax liability. 

The earned income tax credit (EIC) is designed to provide tax relief to low­
income earners for excess income taxes. To qualify, a taxpayer must work and have 
earned income. Earned income includes taxable wages, salaries and tips; net earnings 
from self-employment; and gross income received as a statutory employee. To claim 
the credit using a child, the child must be a "qualifying child" by meeting all relationship, 
age and residency tests. Income and family size determine the amount of the EITC. 
However, taxpayers without children also may qualify for the credit. Each year, the 
limits on income and credit amount changes with the cost of living. The credit begins to 
phase out at certain income levels. For a taxpayer with two or more children in 2003 
the maximum federal credit was $4,204, for one child the maximum credit was $2,547, 
and for no children the maximum credit is $382. To have been eligible for a full or 
partial credit in 2003, a taxpayer must have had an adjusted gross income of less than: 

• $33,692 ($34,692 married filing jointly) and two or more children; 

• $29,666 ($30,666 MFJ) and one child; or 

• $11,230 ($12,230 MFJ) with no children. 

The Kansas earned income credit is a percentage of the federal earned income tax 
credit. The state EIC is equal to 15 percent of the federal credit. Again, it was assumed 
that taxpayers qualifying for the credit had two qualifying children. Exhibit 14 shows the 
imputed value of the earned income credit. 

Exhibit 14: Imputed Earned Income Credits 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000· $15,000· $25,000· $35,000· $50,000· $75,00(J. $100,000· $150,000· . ._.-.,- .... ,- .... , .......... _. 
KANSAS ' <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

EARNED INCOME CREDIT 

Married with children 302 631 463 147 
Married without children 57 
Single with children 302 631 432 116 
Single without children 57 
Nonfamily households 57 

In 1970, a system of income tax credits or refunds was established for low­
income homeowners who were age 65 or older or disabled (KSA Ch. 79, Art. 45). The 
current program authorizes direct refunds of or credits against property tax for low­
income homeowners or renters who are age 55 or older, disabled, or who have 

26 

EXP-WONG000045 



dependent children under age 18. Renters may claim as property tax paid 20 percent of 
rent paid for occupancy. 

The homestead refund is designed to provide tax relief for property taxes; the 
credit is based on property taxes or its rent equivalent and household income. The 
credit is available to households with income less than $25,000. In addition, the . 
claimant must be over 55 years old, or is blind or disabled, or has a dependent child 
under 18 who lived with the claimant all year. "Household income" is generally the total 
of all taxable and nontaxable income received by all household members. The amount 
of the refund is based on a sliding percentage based on income. The maximum 
homestead refund is $600. Exhibit 15 shows the relationship between household 
income and the percentage of the refund. 

Exhibit 15: Homestead Refund Schedule 

,hh~am:r.1I1t1:ln l'oJa ln~ 
Fcrm K40H. fsbet\\'een: 

Eraer this l=~.int3ge on 
l~ 14; Form K40H: 

S'·O ar.:f S·.'>;1XXL ............................. 1CO% 

$ 3.D:lt and';; 4;00D ...... c.;" ....... ,-,' .. "'" ja% 

S4:ml';]"id ~ 5.00iL", ..................... :_, .....•.. s4% 

S 5J}:}I:and $:B;oDO ............... '-·.c· .. ,: .•.•• '-' .... ;eO%· 

$ l}.oot a'nd$ 7,bon ................ _ .............. '7e% 

57.rot and:r 8,000: ." ..• "." .................. ,,: .. 72%. 

"s 8XOI and }·g,OmL ........... :., ....... , ....... ' .•.. e<1% 

S li,Ua1 an:j'S to,llOO ................................. e4~il 

llt2,C%land S t3,C{lO., ............. ; ..... , .... ..... ;.5~k 

. SJ3;Oalan:i S t4jico ......... , ..... ,c , ... ~,., .... __ +5~·f 

St4,OOI ani!' StB,8!JQ~ .. __ .,., ; ....... , .. :.' .• ,"_ .... 44~·~ 

S'15,001 and :ne,coo." ........ , ............. ..... A:;~~ 
~s4e~eU1·and s ~7jCCO .. ___ :_ .. -< _~ ;~ ...... ~ .<_ ~. _. +,. .. ~ ...... ___ ~'i~.~ 

.~H.':(H an~s~e,c.tl(L ........... '." ... '.' ........ ~ 32%' 

SHlc,l!{l·j .and S 19,COQ· ......... , ......... ; ..• " ...... 2i1%. 

$1\l;oo1.ano S 20,':;CO.,. ". ';'.". , .• , '" ..•.••• ,." .•• 24f,~· 

$1O.CUhnd SZUlOO ...... ,, ___ ..... __ ••.•• , '" .... 2.1~{, 

$2l.l!I}\.ano.$ZZ;WO. ~''''''.'''''''C._ ..••••• :_ •. .. iiii'!i 

$Z!,C01 antUj:23,OOO ..... , ..... " ....... ;.- •.• ; .... ':. 12~/;; 

m.C(ll and S24;CGL ................. :."., .: ...... 8% 

S2~iCGlanti :S:Z5.tClL" ... " •. '.' ............. : .•... ,4% 

S25,C{]f and .O'itl' ••.••• > ..•.• ;:: ; .•.. ; ~ •. :;.' .• :: .•• c; .• ·• 0%' 

Source: 2003 Kansas Homestead Claim, Form K-40H 

Exhibit 16 shows the imputed value of the .Kansas Homestead Refund. 
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2003 INCOME TAXES 

KANSAS 

HOMESTEAD REFUND 

Married with children 

Married without children 

Single with children 

Single without children 

Nonlamily households 

Exhibit 16: Imputed Homestead Refund 
$10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

<$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

504 324 144 

504 324 144 

The food sales tax refund offers a refund of the sales tax paid on food_ To 
qualify, the claimant must be 55 years of age or older, or be blind or disabled, or have a 
dependent child under 18 who lived with the claimant all year whom the claimant 
claimed as a personal exemption, and have qualifying income of $26,300 or less_ For 
claimants with less than $13,150 of qualifying income, the amount of the refund is equal 
to the number of exemptions times $72. For claimants with qualifying income between 
$13,150 and $26,300, the amount of the refund is equal to the number of exemptions 
times $36. The refunds may be claimed as refundable income tax credits. Exhibit 17 
shows the imputed value of the food sales tax refund. Again, it was assumed that 
taxpayers qualifying for the credit had two qualifying children. 

2003 INCOME TAXES 

KANSAS 

FOOD SALES TAX REFUND 

Married with children 

Married without children 

Single with children 

Single without children 

Nonfamily households 

Exhibit 17: Imputed Food Sales Tax Refund 
$10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000-

: <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 

288 288 144 

144 144 72 
288 288 144 

$100,000- $150,000-

$149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

Exhibit 18 shows estimated individual income tax liability by household composition and 
income class after refundable credits. 

Exhibit 18: Imputed Income Tax Liability 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-
KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 
TAXES LESS REFUNDABLE CREDITS 

Married with children (1,094) (1,243) (751) (26) 663 1,885 3,431 5,850 9,075 10,688 
Married without children (201) (73) 261 683 1,177 2,425 4,022 6,440 9,665 11,278 
Single with children (1,094) (1,243) (720) 99 1,102 2,390 4,001 6,419 9,644 11,257 
Single without children (57) 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 

Nonfamily households (57) 255 517 1,136 1,932 3,220 4,833 7,251 10,476 12,089 

It was assumed that all taxpayers that qualify for the listed deductions and credits use 
them. Because of the limitations of the data used in this model, it was not possible to 
include all deductions and credits which taxpayers may be eligible. However, the listed 
deductions and credits are the most common and significant ones used by taxpayers to 
reduce individual income tax liability in Kansas. Appendix C presents Kansas individual 
income tax receipts for tax year 2003 by county. 

Once average tax liabilities per household were estimated for each combination 
of taxpayer characteristics, total taxes were estimated based on the number of 
taxpayers with the respective combinations of characteristics. From this, the 
percentage of taxes paid by taxpayers with each of the combinations of characteristics 
was determined. Total individual income tax liabilities obtained from the Kansas 
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Department of Revenue Annual Statistical Report (2005) were then allocated based on 
household composition and income class. Exhibit 19 shows the percentage of taxes 
paid by taxpayers with each of the combinations of characteristics. 

Exhibit 19: Percentage of Individual Income Taxes Paid 
2003 INCOME TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-
J<ANSAS<······ . <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 
PERCENTAGE OF TAXES 

Married with children -1.2% -1.0% -1.3% 0.0% 1.6% 5.0% 4.3% 4.6% 1.8% 2.3% 15.9% 
Married without children ~O.3% ·0.1% 0.5% 1.5% 3.2% 7.5% 5.9% 6.0% 2.3% 2.9% 29.5% 
Single with children -0.4% -0.3% -0.4% 0.1% 0.8% 2.0% 1.6% 1.6% 0.6% 0.8% 6.4% 
Single without children 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.9% 1.6% 1.1% 1.1% .0.4% 0.5% 6.2% 
Nonfamlly households ·0.1% 0.3% 1.2% 2.7% 5.8% 10.9% 7.8% 7.3% 2.7% 3.4'::';0 42.0% 

Total -2.0% -1.1% 0.2% 4.5% 12.3% 27.1% 20.7% 20.6% 7.9% 9.8% 100.0% 

Incidence of Kansas Individual Income Taxes 
Exhibit 20 presents Kansas individual income tax incidence by household 

composition and income class .. The first section of the table shows the percentage of 
Kansas households with the respective combinations of household and income 
characteristics. Out of the ten income groupings, the highest percentage of households 
(20.3 percent) earn between $50,000 and $74,999. Based on household composition, 
the highest percentage of households are composed of non-family members (32.4 
percent), followed by married couples without children (29.6 percent), and married 
couples with children (25.1 percent). 

The second section of the table shows the percentage of income received by 
households with the respective combinations of household and income characteristics. 
Again, out of the ten income groupings, the highest percentage of income is received by 
households (25.1 percent) earning between $50,000 and $74,999. 

The third section of the table shows the percentage of Kansas individual income 
taxes paid by households with the respective combinations of household and income 
characteristics. Again, out of the ten income groupings, the highest percentage of 
individual income tax paid is by households (27.1 percent) that earn between $50,000 
and $74,999. Based on household composition, the highest percentage of individual 
income tax paid is by households comprised of non-family members (42.0 percent), 
followed by married couples without children (29.5 percent), and married couples with 
children (15.9 percent). Notice that some combinations of household and income 
characteristics show negative percentages of taxes. This is because some households 
may actually have a negative tax liability because of refundable credits. 

The fourth section of the table shows the average effective tax rates paid by 
Kansas households with the respective combinations of household and income 
characteristics. The average ETRs are computed as a percentage of Kansas adjusted 
gross income. Because of its graduated tax rate structure and allowance of personal 
exemptions and deductions, the individual income tax is, by design, progressive. The 
average ETR for the state as a whole is 3.2 percent. As seen in Exhibit 20, effective tax 
rates rise significantly with increases in household income. At the low end, the effective 
tax rate for the income tax is -7.4 percent for the lowest income group. It rises steadily 
to 4.7 percent for the highest income group. Lower income households can receive 
refundable tax credits, which can more than offset any income tax liabilities. Based on 
household composition single households without children and non-family households 
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have the highest ETR at 4.1 percent, while married couples with children have the 
lowest ETR at 2.0 percent. 

As a basis of comparison the Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) found an 
average effective individual income tax rate of 4.1 percent, with the lowest income 
group ($8,354 and under) paying an effective tax rate of -1.1 percent and the highest 
income group ($102,427 and over) paying an ETR of 5.5 percent. However, it should 
be kept in mind that finding from different studies may not be directly compared 
because of differences in study methodologies, tax structures, and income definitions, 
and economic conditions. Similarly, the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004) found an 
effective income tax rate for all households averaged of 3.6 percent. The effective 
individual income tax rate was 0.32 percent for the lowest income group and rose 
steadily for higher-income households. The highest income group paid 5.3 percent of 
their income in individual income taxes. 

The last section of the table shows information used to assess the overall 
incidence of the individual income tax. The data for this section are derived from the 
above sections. Both the Suits Index (0.2284) and the Kakwani Index (0.2397) indicate 
the Kansas individual income tax is modestly progressive. Accordingly, the Minnesota 
Tax Incidence Study (2005) found a Suits Index of 0.199 for that state's personal 
income tax and the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004) reported a Suits Index of 
0.185 and a Kakwani Index of 0.167 for individual income taxes. The Kansas individual 
income tax may be more progressive than many other states because it is comprised of 
only three brackets, with some taxpayers subject to the highest rate with taxable income 
as low as $30,000. Note that there is a detailed companion table for each of the 105 
counties and five county groupings contained in the Detailed Appendix. 
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Exhibit 20: Individual Income Tax Incidence 
$10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-2003 INCOME TAXES 

KANSAS~ <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Married with children 

Married without children 

Single with children 
Single wilhout children 

Nonfamlly households 
Total 

PERCENTAGE OF INCOME 

Married with children 
Married without children 
Single with children 

Single without children 
Nonfamily households 

Total 

PERCENTAGE OF TAXES 

Married with children 
Married without children 
Single with children 

Single without children 

Nonfamlly households 
Total 

AVERAGE TAX RATES 

2.2% 

2.5% 

0.7% 

0.4% 

2.8% 

8.6% 

0.2% 

0.3% 
0.1% 

0.0% 
0.3% 

0.8% 

-1.2% 
-0.3% 

-0.4% 

0.0% 
-0.1% 
-2.0% 

Married with children -18.2% 
Married without children -3.3% 
Singlewlth children -18.2% 
Single without children -1.0% 

Nonfamlly households -1.0% 
Total -7.4% 

CUMULATIVE % OF HOUSEHOLDS 0.0856 
CUMULATIVE % OF INCOME 0.0085 
CUMULATIVE % OF TAX (0.0196) 

KAKWANIINDEX 0.0012 

SUITS INDEX 0.0001 

County 

1.6% 

1.9% 
0.5% 

0.3% 

2.1% 

6.4% 

0.4% 
0.5% 

0.1% 

0.1% 

0.5% 

1.6% 

-1.0% 
-0.1% 
-0.3% 

0.0% 

0.3% 
-1.1% 

-8.3% 

-0.5% 
-8.3% 

1.7% 

1.7% 

-2.3% 

0.1494 
0.0242 

(0.0308) 
0.0027 

0.0007 

3.5% 
4.1% 

1.1% 
0.7% 

4.5% 
13.8% 

1.4% 

1.6% 
0.4% 

0.3% 
1.8%. 
5.4% 

-1.3'% 
0.5% 

-0.4% 

0.2% 
1.2% 
0.2% 

-3.1% 

1.1% 
-3.0% 

2.1% 
2.1% 

0.1% 

0.2871 

0.0787 
(0.0292) 
0.0112 

0.0044 

3,5%~ 

4.1% 

1.1% 

0.7% 

4.5% 

14.0% 

2.1% 

2.5% 

0.7% 

0.4% 
2.7% 

8.3% 

0.0% 

1.5% 

0.1% 

0.4% 
2.7% 
4.5% 

-0.1% 
1.9% 

0.3% 
3.1% 

3.1<% 
1.7% 

0.4271 

0.1617 
0.0159 
0.0178 

0.0105 

4.5% 

5.3% 
1.5% 

0.9% 

5.9% 

18.1% 

3,8% .. 
4.5% 

1.2% 

0.7% 
4.9% 

15.2% 

1,6% 

3.2% 

0.8% 
0.9% 
5.8% 

12.3% 

1.3% 

2.3% 
2.2% 

3.8% 
3.8% 

2.6% 

0.6079 

0.3135 
0.1393 
0.0289 

0.0243 

5.1% 

6.0% 
1.6% 
1.0% 

6.6% 
20.3% 

6.3% 

7.4% 
2.0% 

1.2% 
8.1% 

25.1% 

5.0% 
7.5% 
2.0% 

1.6% 
10.9% 
27.1% 

2.5% 
3.2% 

3.2% 
4.3% 
4.3% 

3.4% 

0.8110 
0.5644 

0.4099 
0.0334 

0.0412 

2.4% 
2.8%,1 

0.8% 

0.5% 
3.1% 

9.6% 

4.2% 
4.9% 

1.3% 

0.8% 
5.4% 

16.6% 

4.3% 
5.9% 
1.6% 
1.1% 

7.8% 

20.7% 

3.3% 
3.8% 

3.8% 
4.6% 
4.6% 

4.0% 

0.9072 
0.7307 
0.6170 
0.0129 

0.0223 

1.5% 
1.8% 

0.5% 

0.3% 

2.0% 
6.1% 

3.8% 
4.4% 

1.2% 

0.7% 
4.8% 

15.0% 

4.6% 
6.0% 
1.6% 
1.1% 

7.3% 
20.6% 

3.9% 
4.3% 

4.3% 
4.8% 
4.8% 

4.4% 

0.9678 
0.8804 
0.8230 

0.0052 
0.0128 

0.4% 

0.5% 
0.1% 

0.1% 

0.5% 

1.6% 

1.3% 

1.6% 
0.4% 

0.3% 
1.7% 
5.4% 

1.8% 
2.3% 
0.6% 
0.4% 

2.7% 

7.9% 

4.3% 
4.6% 

4.6% 
5.0% 
5.0% 

4.7% 

0.9833 
0.9340 
0.9015 

0.0007 
0.0024 

0.4% 25.1% 

0.5% 29.6% 

0.1% 8.1% 
0.1% 4.8% 

0.5% 32.4% 

1.7% 100.0% 

1.7% 25.1% 

2.0% 29.6% 
0.5% 8.1% 

0.3% 4.8% 
2.1% 32.4% 
6.6% 100.0% 

2.3% 15.9% 
2.9% 29.5% 

0.8% 6.4% 
0.5% 6.2% 

3.4% 42.0% 

9.8% 100.0% 

4.4% 
4.7% 
4.7% 
5.0% 
5.0% 

4.7% 

1.0000 
1.0000 

1.0000 
0.0003 

0.0011 

2.0% 
3.2% 
2.5% 
4.1% 
4.1% 

3.2% 

0.2284 

0.2397 

Exhibit 21 shows average effective individual income tax rates by county for 
2003. The counties with the highest average ETRs are Greeley (3.83 percent), Haskell 
(3.78 percent), Sedgwick (3.58 percent), Hamilton (3.51 percent), and Sheridan (3.49 
percent). The counties with the lowest ETRs are Cherokee (2.21 percent), Doniphan 
(2.26 percent), Wyandotte (2.34 percent), Republic (2.~47 percent), and Elk (2.47 
percent). Exhibit 22 maps geographic variations in average effective individual income 
tax rates. The counties with the highest average individual income tax rates are 
indicated by the darkest shading, the counties with the lowest average ETRs are 
indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by transitional 
shading. As can be seen from the map, the counties with the highest average ETRs are 
in the Wichita area, the Lawrence area, and in western Kansas, while the counties with 
the lowest rates tend to be in the north and southeast areas of the state. 
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Exhibit 21: Average Effective Individual Income Tax Rates by County 

County PercentaQe County Percentage County PercentaQe 
Allen 2.81% Greeley 3.83% Osborne 2.67% 
Anderson 2.68% Greenwood 2.97% Ottawa 2.95% 
Atchison 2.68% Hamilton 3.51% Pawnee 2.86% 
Barber 2.89% Harper 2.99% Phillips 2.84% 
Barton 3.01% Harvey 2.99% Pottawatomie 3.16% 
Bourbon 2.57% Haskell 3.78% Pratt 3.16% 
Brown 2.59% Hodgeman 2.82% Rawlins 2.77% 
Butler 3.49% Jackson 2.93% Reno 3.08% 
Chase 2.94% Jefferson 3.05% Republic 2.47% 
Chautauqua 2.52% Jewell 2.53% Rice 2.80% 
Cherokee 2.21% Johnson 3.22% Riley 3.37% 
Cheyenne 2.89% Kearny 3.07% Rooks 2.78% 
Clark 3.01% Kingman 3.23% Rush 2.87% 
Clay 2.80% Kiowa 2.97% Russell 2.84% 
Cloud 2.76% Labette 2.68% Saline 3.22% 
Coffey 3.20% Lane 2.96% Scott 3.38% 
Comanche 3.00% Leavenworth 2.93% Sedgwick 3.58% 
Cowley 2.94% Lincoln 2.49% Seward 2.81% 
Crawford 2.85% Linn 2.72% Shawnee 3.34% 
Decatur 2.74% Logan 3.05% Sheridan 3.49% 
Dickinson 2.95% Lyon 2.81% Sherman 2.59% 
Doniphan 2.26% Marion 3.00% Smith 2.88% 
Douglas 3.42% Marshall 2.92% Stafford 2.81% 
Edwards 3.00% McPherson 3.30% Stanton 3.23% 
Elk 2.47% Meade 3.07% Stevens 3.26% 
Ellis 3.29% Miami 3.26% Sumner 3.04% 
Ellsworth 3.01% Mitchell 3.00% Thomas 3.16% 
Finney 3.03% Montgomery 2.73% Trego 2.71% 
Ford 2.93% Morris 3.16% Wabaunsee 3.00% 
Franklin 2.95% Morton 3.20% Wallace 2.76% 
Geary 2.72% Nemaha 2.78% Washington 2.82% 
Gove 3.09% Neosho 2.84% Wichita 3.17% 
Graham 2.97% Ness 2.99% Wilson 2.85% 
Grant 3.29% Norton 2.96% Woodson 2.59% 
Gray 3.33% Osage 2.98% Wyandotte 2.34% 

Total 3.18% 
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Exhibit 22: Variations in Effective Income Tax Rates 

Exhibit 23 shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by county for 2003. Keep in mind 
that a higher index value indicates a more progressively distributed tax, while a lower 
index value indicates a less progressively distributed tax. The counties with the highest 
Suits Indices are Woodson (0.4089), Cherokee (0.3765), Chautauqua (0.3672), Wilson 
(0.3665), and Smith (0.3647). The counties with the highest Kakwani Indices are 
Woodson (0.3831), Cherokee (0.3551), Wilson (0.3456), Chautauqua (0.3447), and 
Smith (0.3432). The counties with the lowest Suits Indices are Johnson (0.1427), 
Leavenworth (0.2094), Miami (0.2136), Shawnee (0.2251), and Sedgwick (0.2252). 
The counties with the lowest Kakwani Indices are Johnson (0.1386), Leavenworth 
(0.2020), Miami (0.2048), Douglas (0.2144), and Shawnee (0.2148). Exhibits 24 and 25 
map geographic variations in Suits and Kakwani Indices, respectively. The counties 
with the highest indices are indicated by the darkest shading, the counties the lowest 
indices are indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by 
transitional shading. As can be seen from the map, the counties with the highest 
indices are concentrated in southeast Kansas as well as northern and western Kansas, 
while the counties with the lowest indices are concentrated along the Topeka, 
Lawrence, Kansas City corridor and in the Wichita area. This is an indication the 
Kansas individual income tax is less progressively distributed in the state's urban areas, 
meaning that lower income hous'eholds bear a larger proportion of the burden in these 
areas. 
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Exhibit 23: Individual Income Tax Incidence by County 

Count:l Suits Kakwani Count:l Suits Kakwani Count:l Suits Kakwani 
Allen 0.3454 0.3259 Greeley 0.2872 0.2732 Osborne 0.3492 0.3283 
Anderson 0.3232 0.3059 Greenwood 0.3425 0.3215 Ottawa 0.2690 0.2558 
Atchison 0.3167 0.3009 Hamilton 0.3331 0.3164 Pawnee 0.2717 0.2594 
Barber 0.3090 0.2930 Harper 0.3410 0.3213 Phillips 0.2985 0.2821 
Barton 0.3289 0.3121 Harvey 0.2434 0.2327 Pottawatomie 0.2648 0.2536 
Bourbon 0.3448 0.3247 Haskell 0.2991 0.2874 Pratt 0.2868 0.2709 
Brown 0.3477 0.3286 Hodgeman 0.3207 0.3028 Rawlins 0.3211 0.3017 
Butler 0.2300 0.2208 Jackson 0.2610 0.2495 Reno 0.2805 0.2658 
Chase 0.3035 0.2882 Jefferson 0.2314 0.2217 Republic 0.3346 0.3156 
Chautauqua 0.3672 0.3447 Jewell 0.3262 0.3040 Rice 0.2978 0.2829 
Cherokee 0.3765 0.3551 Johnson 0.1427 0.1386 Riley 0.2799 0.2627 
Cheyenne 0.3389 0.3203 Kearny 0.3042 0.2924 Rooks 0.3494 0.3305 
Clark 0.3026 0.2869 Kingman 0.2728 0.2595 Rush 0.3173 0.2987 
Clay 0.3109 0.2950 Kiowa 0.3074 0.2903 Russell 0.3239 0.3027 
Cloud 0.3131 0.2961 Labette 0.3517 0.3335 Saline 0.2625 0.2506 
Coffey 0.2743 0.2609 Lane 0.2773 0.2638 Scott 0.2567 0.2457 
Comanche 0.3195 0.3006 Leavenworth 0.2094 0.2020 Sedgwick 0.2252 0.2156 
Cowley 0.3066 0.2910 Lincoln 0.3385 0.3203 Seward 0.3289 0.3144 
Crawford 0.3320 0.3109 Linn 0.2936 0.2770 Shawnee 0.2251 0.2148 
Decatur 0.3417 0.3242 Logan 0.3011 0.2853 Sheridan 0.3287 0.3108 
Dickinson 0.2850 0.2714 Lyon 0.3133 0.2964 Sherman 0.2975 0.2827 
Doniphan 0.3412 0.3237 Marion 0.3094 0.2946 Smith 0.3647 0.3432 
Douglas 0.2274 0.2144 Marshall 0.3146 0.2982 Stafford 0.3322 0.3155 
Edwards 0.3379 0.3194 McPherson 0.2530 0.2417 Stanton 0.2802 0.2670 
Elk 0.3527 0.3289 Meade 0.3038 0.2893 Stevens 0.2592 0.2496 
Ellis 0.2865 0.2695 Miami 0.2136 ' 0.2048 Sumner 0.2696 0.2573 
Ellsworth 0.2751 0.2610 Mitchell 0.2855 0.2711 Thomas 0.2671 0.2527 
Finney 0.3176 0.3065 Montgomery 0.3421 0.3229 Trego 0.3331 0.3124 
Ford 0.3012 0.2886 Morris 0.3281 0.3104 Wabaunsee 0.2507 0.2409 
Franklin 0.2699 0.2575 Morton 0.2915 0.2792 Wallace 0.3414 0.3229 
Geary 0.3580 0.3431 Nemaha 0.3348 0.3177 Washington 0.3554 0.3341 
Gove 0.3017 0.2847 Neosho 0.3342 0.3164 Wichita 0.3313 0.3148 
Graham 0.3346 0.3135 Ness 0.2901 0.2729 Wilson 0.3665 0.3456 
Grant 0.2723 0.2620 Norton 0.3374 0.3197 Woodson 0.4089 0.3831 
Gra:l 0.2823 0.2718 Osase 0.2743 0.2617 W:landotte 0.2928 0.2778 

Total 0.2397 0.2284 
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Exhibit 24: Variations in Income Tax Suits Indices 

Exhibit 25: Variations in Income Tax Kakwani Indices 

Region 
Exhibit 26 shows the 11 economic reporting regions used in the Governor's 

Economic and Oemographic Report and Exhibit 27 shows average individual income 
tax rates by region for 2003. A list of counties comprising each region may be found in 
Appendix B. The regions with the highest average ETRs are Region IV in south central 
Kansas (3.46 percent), Region I in eastern Kansas (3.15 percent), and Region III in east 
central Kansas (3.08 percent). The regions with the lowest ETRs are Region II in 
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southeast Kansas (2.70 percent), Region XI in northeast Kansas (2.71 percent), and 
Region VIII in northwest Kansas (2.93 percent). This, indicates that taxpayers along or 
near the Kansas Turnpike corridor are paying the higher effective tax rates, while those 
in the far corners are paying a lower effective tax rate. Since there is no provision for a 
local income tax in Kansas, these patterns are largely due to the distribution of income 
in the respective region and the composition of that income. In the urban areas of the 
state, a higher proportion of income is derived from wages and salaries, while in the 
rural areas a higher proportion of income is derived from other sources such as farm 
income. 

Exhibit 26: Kansas Economic Reporting Regions 

Exhibit 27 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by region for 2003. The 
regions with the highest Suits Indice.s are Region II in southeast Kansas (0.3478), 
Region XI in northeast Kansas (0.3192), and Region IX in northwest central Kansas 
(0.3146). The regions with the highest Kakwani Indices are Region II (0.3278), Region 
XI (0.3028), and Region VII (0.2972). The regions with the lowest Suits Indices are 
Region I in eastern Kansas (0.1932), Region IV in south central Kansas (0.2395), and 
Region X in north central Kansas (0.2807). The regions with the lowest Kakwani 
Indices are Region I (0.1851), Region IV (0.2288), and Region X (0.2668). Again, this 
indicates that the Kansas individual income tax is more progressively distributed in the 
rural areas of the state than in the urb~n areas. 
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Exhibit 27: Individual Income Tax Incidence by Region 

Region Percentage Suits Kakwani 
I 3.15% 0.1932 0.1851 
II 2.70% 0.3478 0.3278 
III 3.08% 0.3000 0.2844 
IV 3.46% 0.2395 0.2288 
V 3.05% 0.3016 0.2862 
VI 3.00% 0.2999 0.2865 
VII 3.00% 0.3094 0.2972 
VIII 2.93% 0.3070 0.2905 
IX 3.06% 0.3146 0.2958 
X 3.07% 0.2807 0.2668 
XI 2.71% 0.3192 0.3028 

Total 3.18% 0.2397 0.2284 

Location 
Exhibit 28 shows the geographic relationship between the border counties and 

the non-border counties in Kansas and Exhibit 29 shows average effective individual 
income tax rates by location for 2003. The non-border counties had an ETR of 3.31 
percent, while the border counties had an ETR of 3.04 percent. 

Exhibit 28: Kansas Border and Non-Border Counties 

Exhibit 29 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by location for 2003. Non­
border counties had a Suits Index of 0.2573, while border counties had an index of 
0.2156. Non-border counties had a Kakwani Index of 0.2450, while border counties had 
an index of 0.2057. This indicates that the Kansas individual income tax is more 
progressively distributed in non-border counties than in border counties. Thus, higher 
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income taxpayers in non-border counties tend to bear a higher income tax burden than 
those in border counties. 

Exhibit 29: Individual Income Tax Incidence by Location 

Location Percentage Suits Kakwani 
Border 3.04% 0.2156 0.2057 
Non-Border 3.31% 0.2573 0.2450 
Total 3.18% 0.2397 0.2284 

Concentration 
In 2003, the federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) announced new 

geographic definitions for metropolitan areas based upon updated criteria and data from 
the 2000 census. Under the new definitions Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) must 
have at least one urbanized area of 50,000 or more population, plus adjacent territory 
that has a high degree of social and economic integration with the core as measured by 
commuting ties. MSAs must have at minimum one county and oftentimes include 
several counties. Under the revised definitions, there are five recognized MSAs in 
Kansas: Kansas City, Missouri-Kansas; Lawrence, Kansas; St. Joseph, Missouri­
Kansas; Topeka, Kansas; and Wichita, Kansas. The Kansas portion of the Kansas City 
MSA includes Franklin, Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and Wyandotte Counties. The 
Lawrence MSA includes only Douglas County. The Kansas portion of the St. Joseph 
MSA includes only Doniphan County. The Topeka MSA includes Jackson, Jefferson, 
Osage, Shawnee, and Wabaunsee Counties. The Wichita MSA includes Butler, 
Harvey, Sumner, and Sedgwick Counties. Micropolitan areas must have an urbanized 
area (city) of at least 10,000 population but less than 50,000 population. Micropolitan 
areas must be at least one county. There are 15 recognized micropolitan areas in 
Kansas: Atchison (Atchison County), Coffeyville (Montgomery County), Dodge City 
(Ford County), Emporia (Chase and Lyon Counties), Garden City (Finney County), 
Great Bend (Barton County), Hays (Ellis County), Hutchinson (Reno County), Liberal 
(Seward County), McPherson (McPherson County), Manhattan (Geary, Pottawatomie, 
and Riley Counties), Parsons (Labette County), Pittsburg (Crawford County), Salina 
(Ottawa and Saline Counties), and Winfield (Cowley County). 

Exhibit 30 shows Kansas counties based on population concentration and Exhibit 
31 shows average effective individual income tax rates by population concentration for 
2003. Metropolitan counties (3.26 percent) had the highest ETR, followed by 
micropolitan counties (3.04 percent), and rural counties (2.90 percent). This indicates 
that taxpayers in more densely populated counties are paying higher effective tax rates 
than those living in less densely populated counties. Again, these patterns are largely 
due to the distribution of income in the respective region and the composition of that 
income. In the urban areas of the state, a higher proportion of income is derived from 
wages and salaries, while in the rural areas a higher proportion of income is derived 
from other sources such as farm income. 
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Exhibit 30: Kansas Metropolitan, Micropolitan, and Rural Counties 

Exhibit 31 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by population concentration for 
2003. Rural counties had the highest Suits Index (0.3181), followed by micropolitan 
counties (0.3018), and metropolitan counties (0.2048). Similarly, rural counties also had 
the highest Kakwani Index (0.3010), followed by micropolitan counties (0.2864), and 
metropolitan counties (0.1961). Again, this indicates that the Kansas individual income 
tax is more progressively distributed in the rural areas of the state than in the urban 
areas. Thus, higher income taxpayers in rural areas tend to bear a higher income tax 
burden than those from urban areas. 

Exhibit 31: Individual Income Tax Incidence by Concentration 

Concentration Percentage Suits Kakwani 
Metropolitan 3.26% 0.2048 0.1961 
Micropolitan 3.04% 0.3018 0.2864 
Rural 2.90% 0.3181 0.3010 
Total 3.18% 0.2397 0.2284 

Population 
Exhibit 32 shows Kansas counties according to population quintile and Exhibit 33 

shows average effective individual income tax rates by population quintile for 2003. The 
first population quintile is comprised of the 26 counties with the largest population. The 
second population quintile is comprised of the 25 counties with the next largest 
population, and so on. A list of counties comprising each quintile may be found in 
Appendix B. The first population quintile (3.24 percent) had the highest effective 
individual income tax rates, followed by the fifth quintile (3.02 percent), the fourth 
quintile (2.96 percent), the third quintile (2.93 percent), and the second quintile (2.89 
percent). This indicates that taxpayers in the 25 most heavily populated counties pay 
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the highest average ETRs, but after that, taxpayers in the least populated counties 
actually pay higher effective tax rates than those in relatively more populated counties. 

Exhibit 32: Kansas Counties by Population 

Exhibit 33 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by population quintile for 2003. 
The fourth quintile (0.3223) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the fifth quintile 
(0.3181), the second quintile (0.3051), the third quintile (0.2997), and the first quintile 
(0.2203). Similarly, the fourth quintile (0.3054) had the highest Kakwani Index, followed 
by the fifth quintile (0.3002), the second quintile (0.2896), the third quintile (0.2838), and 
the first quintile (0.2104). Again, this indicates that the Kansas individual income tax is 
generally more progressively distributed in the rural areas of the state than in the urban 
areas. 

Exhibit 33: Individual Income Tax Incidence by Population 

Quintile Percentage Suits Kakwani 
First 3.24% 0.2203 0.2104 
Second 2.89% 0.3051 0.2896 
Third 2.93% 0.2997 0.2838 
Fourth 2.96% 0.3223 0.3054 
Fifth 3.02% 0.3181 0.3002 
Total 3.18% 0.2397 0.2284 

Income 
Exhibit 34 shows Kansas counties according to income quintile and Exhibit 35 

shows average effective individual income tax rates by income quintile for 2003. The 
first income quintile is comprised of the 25 counties with the highest per capita income. 
The second income quintile is comprised of the 25 counties with the next highest per 
capita income, and so on. A list of counties comprising each quintile may be found in 
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Appendix A. The first income quintile (3.32 percent) had the highest effective individual 
income tax rates, followed by the second quintile (3.22 percent), the fourth quintile (2.90 
percent), the fifth quintile (2.88 percent), and the third quintile (2.75 percent). This 
indicates that taxpayers in the higher income counties paid the highest ETRs, while 
taxpayers in medium income counties actually paid lower effective tax rates than those 
in lower income counties. 

Exhibit 34: Kansas Counties by Income 

Exhibit 35 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by income quintile for 2003. 
The fourth quintile (0.3121) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the fifth quintile 
(0.3048), the third quintile (0.3022), the second quintile (0.2514), and the first quintile 
(0.2015). Similarly, the fourth quintile (0.2965) had the highest Kakwani Index, followed 
by the fifth quintile (0.2901), the third quintile (0.2858), the second quintile (0.2391), and 
the first quintile (0.1931). Generally, this indicates that the Kansas individual income tax 
is more progressively distributed in lower income counties than in higher income 
counties. 

Exhibit 35: Individual Income Tax Incidence by Income 

Quintile Percentage Suits Kakwani 
First 3.32% 0.2015 0.1931 
Second 3.22% 0.2514 0.2391 
Third 2.75% 0.3022 0.2858 
Fourth 2.90% 0.3121 0.2965 
Fifth 2.88% 0.3048 0.2901 
Total 3.18% 0.2397 0.2284 
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Residential Property Taxes 
The Kansas residential property tax includes both state and local components. 

The base of state property tax levies includes the assessed valuation of all taxable 
tangible property as of January 1 of each year. The state portion includes both a state 
building fund levy and a mandatory school district general fund levy. The state building 
fund levy includes a 1.0 mill levy to support the Educational Building Fund and a 0.5 mill 
levy to support the State Institutions Building Fund. A mill is $1 of property tax for each 
$1,000 of assessed valuation (Kansas Tax Facts, 2000, 2005). 

The base for the mandatory school district general fund levy is assessed 
valuation of all taxable tangible property as of January 1 of each year. In addition to the 
general property tax exemptions, KSA 2000 Supp. 79-201 x provides an exemption­
from this levy only-for the first $20,000 of the appraised valuation of property used for 
residential purposes. The present rate for the mandatory school levy is 20 mills 
(Kansas Tax Facts, 2000, 2005). 

The base of local property taxes includes the assessed valuation of taxable real 
and tangible personal property. Rates vary markedly among the numerous local taxing 
units (counties, cities, townships, school and community college districts, special 
purpose districts) in accordance with the ad valorem requirements of their locally­
adopted budgets. Kansas residential property taxes accounted for $1.4 billion of 
revenue in fiscal year 2003. This amounts to 21.1 percent of all state and local taxes. 
Average county mill levy rates ranges from a low of 68.989 mills in Coffey County to a 
high of 161.899 mills in Harper County. Appehdix D shows average countywide 
property tax levies per $1,000 of assessed valuation for years 2002 through 2004, while 
Appendix E presents total property taxes levied by county for tax years 2003 and 2004 
(Kansas Tax Facts, 2000, 2005). 

Estimation of Kansas Residential Property Tax Liability 
For the purposes of this study, hypothetical residential property tax liabilities were 

computed for five household characteristics and 10 income groupings for each of the 
105 Kansas counties and five county groupings. The county groupings used were: 

• Region, 

• Location: Border or non-border, 

• Concentration: Metropolitan, micropolitan, or rural, 

• Population, and 

• Income. 

Data on residential housing characteristics for each county were obtained from 
the 2000 U.S. Census, Profile of Selected Housing Characteristics (DP-4). Housing 
units were separated into owner-occupied units and rental units. Owner-occupied units 
were disaggregated based on value of the property, while rental units were 
disaggregated based on monthly rental costs: 

• Owner-occupied units 

o Less than $50,000 
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o $50,000 to $99,999 

o $100,000 to $149,999 

o $150,000 to $199,999 

o $200,000 to $299,999 

o $300,000 to $499,999 

o $500,000 to $999,999 

o $1,000,000 or more 

• Renter-occupied units 

o Less than $200 

o $200 to $299 

o $300 to $499 

o $500 to $749 

o $750 to $999 

o $1,000 to $1,499 

o $1,500 or more 

o No cash rent 

Data on income groupings for each county were obtained from the 2000 U.S .. 
Census, Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics (DP-3). The income groupings 
used were: 

• <$10,000, 

• $10,000-$14,999, 

• $15,000-$24,999, 

• $25,000-$34,999, 

• $35,000-$49,999, 

• $50,000-$74,999, 

• $75,000-$99,999, 

• $100,000-$149,999, 

• $150,000-$199,999, and 

• ;::$200,000. 

From the residential housing characteristics and income grouping data for each 
county, a matrix was constructed to estimate the number and percentage of taxpayers 
with each combination of characteristics in each county. Data for the county groupings 
were obtained by tabulating across the constituent counties. Exhibit 36 shows the 
estimated number and percentage of taxpayers with each combination of characteristics 
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for the state of Kansas as a whole. According to this data 65.2 percent of Kansas 
households occupy owner-occupied units, while 34.8 percent of households occupy 
renter-occupied units. 

Exhibit 36: Characteristics of Residential Property Taxpayers 
2003 PROPERTY TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000. $150,000-

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

NUMBER OF UNITS 

Owner-occupled units 49,812 37,118 80,178 81,463 105,224 118,199 55,977 35,248 9,022 9,720 
Less than $50,000 12,206 9,096 19,648 19,962 25,785 28,964 13,717 8,637 2,211 2,382 
$50,000 to $99,999 18,497 13,783 29,773 30,250 39,073 43,892 20,786 13,089 3,350 3,609 
$100,000 to $149,999 10,334 7,700 16,634 16,900 21,830 24,522 11,613 7,313 1,872 2,016 
$150,000 to $199,999 4,584 3,416 7,379 7,497 9,683 10,877 5,151 3,244 830 894 
$200,000 to $299,999 2,792 2,080 4,494 4,566 5,897 6,624 3,137 1,975 506 545 
$300,000 to $499,999 1,075 801 1,730 1,758 2,271 2,551 1,208 761 195 210 
$500,000 to $999,999 270 201 435 442 571 641 304 191 49 53 
$1,000,000 or more 54 40 86 88 113 127 60 38 10 10 

Renter~occupied units 26,542 19,778 42,724 43,408 56,069 62,983 29,828 18,782 4,807 5,179 
Less than $200 1,522 1,134 2,450 2,489 3,215 3,611 1,710 1,077 276 297 
$200 to $299 2,408 1,794 3,875 3,938 5,086 5,713 2,706 1,704 436 470 
$300 to $499 8,767 6,533 14,112 14,338 18,520 20,804 9,852 6,204 1,588 1,711 
$500 to $749 8,221 6,126 13,233 13,445 17,367 19,508 9,239 5,818 1,489 1,604 

$750 to $999 2,719 2,026 4,377 4,447 5,744 6,453 3,056 1,924 493 531 
$1,000 to $1,499 956 712 1,539 1,563 2,019 2,268 1,074 676 173 187 
$1,500 or more 333 248 535 544 703 789 374 235 60 65 
No cash rent 1,617 1,205 2,602 2,644 3,415 3,836 1,817 1,144 293 315 

Total 76,354 56,896 122,902 124,871 161,293 181,182 85,805 54,030 13,829 14,899 

PERCENTAGE OF UNITS 

Owner-occupied units 5.6% 4.2% 9.0% 9.1% 11.8% 13.3% 6.3% 4.00;., 1.0% 1.1% 
Less than $50,000 1.4% 1.0% 2.2% 2.2% 2.9% 3.2% 1.5% 1.0% 0,2% 0.3% 
$50,000 to $99,999 2.1% 1.5% 3.3% 3.4% 4.4% 4.9% 2.3% 1.5% 0.4% 0.4% 
$100,000 to $149,999 1.2% 0.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.4% 2.7% 1.3% 0.8% 0,2% 0,2% 
$150,000 to $199,999 0.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.8% 1.1% 1.2% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 
$200,000 to $299,999 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 
$300,000 to $499,999 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
$500,000 to $999,999 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
$1,000,000 or more 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%" 0.0% 

Renter-occupied units 3.0% 2.2% 4.8% 4.9% 6.3% 7.1% 3.3% 2.1% 0,5% 0.6% 
Less than $200 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0,0% 0,0% 
$200 to $299 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 
$300 to $499 1.0% 0.7% 1.6% 1.6% 2.1% 2.3% 1.1% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 
$500 to $749 0.9% 0.7% 1.5% 1.5% 1.9% 2.2% 1.01)/0 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 

$750 to $999 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 
$1,000 to $1,499 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
$1}500 or more 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
No cash rent 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total 8.6% 6.4% 13.8% 14.0% 18.1% 20.3% 9.6% 6.1% 1.6% 1.7% 

Total 

581,960 
142,608 

216,103 

120,734 
53,556 

32,616 
12,558 

3,158 

627 

310,101 
17,780 

28,129 

102,428 
96,050 

31,770 
11,169 

3,886 

18,889 

892,061 

65.2% 
16.0% 
24.2% 

13.5% 

6.0% 
3.7% 

1.4% 

0.4% 
0.1% 

34.8% 

2.0% 
3.2% 

11.5% 
10.8% 

3.6% 

1.3% 
0.4% 

2.1% 
100.0% 

Next the total value of income for each combination of characteristics was 
estimated based on the midpoint of each income grouping. From this, the proportion of 
income for each combination of characteristics is derived. Finally, the total value of 
income attributed to each combination of characteristics is adjusted based on the total 
value of 2003 Kansas Adjusted Gross Income obtained from the Annual Statistical 
Report (2005) of the Kansas Department of Revenue. Exhibit 37 shows the estimated 
distribution of income for each combination of characteristics for the state of Kansas as 
a whole. 
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Exhibit 37: Distribution of Income by Occupancy Type 
2003 PROPERTY TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 

PERCENTAGE OF INCOME 

Owner-occupied units 0.6% 1.0% 3.6% 5.4% 9.9% 16.4% 10.9% 9.8% 3.5% 4.3% 65.2% 
Less than $50,000 0.1% 0.3% 0.9% 1.3% 2.4% 4.0% 2.7% 2.4% 0.9% 1.1% 16.0% 
$50,000 10 $99,999 0.2% 0.4% 1.3% 2.0% 3.7% 6.1% 4.0%. 3.6% 1.3% 1.6% 24.2% 
$100,000 to $149,999 0.1% 0.2% 0.7% 1.1% 2.1% 3.4% 2.3% 2.0% 0.7% 0.9% 13.5% 
$150,000 to $199,999 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.9% 1.5% 1.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.4% 6.0% 
$200,000 to $299,999 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 3.YO/o 
$300,000 to $499,999 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.4% 
$500,000 to $999,999 0,0% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.00/0 0.0%, 0.4% 
$1.000,000 or more 0.0% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0,0"/0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Renter-occupied units 0.3% 0.5% 1.9% 2.9% 5.3% 8,7% 5.8% 5.2% 1.9% 2.3% 34.8% 
Less Ihan $200 0.0% 0,0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0,5% 0,3% 0.3% 0,1% 0,1% 2.0% 
$200 to $299 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 3.2% 
$300 to $499 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 1.0% 1.7% 2.9% 1.9~"Io 1.7% 0.6'% 0.8% 11.5% 
$500 to $749 0.1% 0.2%, 0.6% 0.9% 1.6% 2.7% 1.8% 1.6% 0.6% 0.7% 10.8% 

$750 to $999 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.9% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 3.6% 
$1,000 to $1,499 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2'% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.3% 

$1,500 or more 0.0% 0.0% .. 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 
No cash rent 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 2.1% 

Tolal 0.8% 1.6% 5.4% 8.3% 15.2% 25.1% 16.6% 15.0% 5.4% 6.6% 100.0% 

Residential property tax liability per household was estimated in a similar fashion. 
First, the taxable value of owner-occupied properties was estimated for each 
combination of characteristics based on the 2000 U.S. Census, Profile of Selected 
Housing Characteristics (DP-4). An adjustment was included to take into consideration 
the exemption from the mandatory statewide school district general fund levy for the first 
$20,000 of the appraised valuation of property used for residential purposes. An 
assessment ratio of 11.5 percent was applied to obtain assessed values of owner­
occupied residential properties. 

A similar procedure was used to derive the taxable value of renter-occupied 
properties. The taxable value of renter-occupied properties was estimated for each 
combination of characteristics based on the 2000 U.S. Census, Profile of Selected 
Housing Characteristics (DP-4). To convert the rental value of the properties into 
taxable values, the rental value of the properties were capitalized using a 6.0 percent 
annual capitalization rate and a 30 year amortization. An adjustment was included to 
take into consideration the exemption from the mandatory statewide school district 
general fund levy for the first $20,000 of the appraised valuation of property used for 
residential purposes. Again, an assessment ratio of 11.5 percent was applied to 
estimate the assessed values of renter-occupied residential properties. 

Property taxes per household were computed for each combination of 
characteristics based on the 2000 U.S. Census, Profile of Selected Housing 
Characteristics (DP-4) and average countywide property tax levies per $1,000 of 
assessed valuation for 2003 taken from the Kansas Department of Revenue Annual 
Statistical Report (2005). Exhibit 38 shows imputed residential property taxes per 
household. 
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Exhibit 38: Imputed Residential Property Taxes per Household 

2003 PROPERTY TAXES 
--

KANSAS Total 

TAXES PER UNIT 

Owner-occupied units 

Less than $50,000 287 

$50,000 to $99,999 954 

$100,000 to $149,999 1,621 

$150,000 to $199,999 2,287 

$200,000 to $299,999 3,288 

$300,000 to $499,999 5,288 

$500,000 to $999,999 9,955 

$1,000,000 or more 13,288 

Renter-occupied units 

Less than $200 176 

$200 to $299 510 

$300 to $499 844 

$500 to $749 1,344 

$750 to $999 1,900 

$1 ,000 to $1 ,499 2,734 

$1,500 or more 3,290 

No cash rent 
.. _-" .... _._-----

Average County Levy 115,95 

Once average tax liabilities per household were estimated, total taxes were 
estimated based on respective combinations of residential and income characteristics. 
From this, the percentage of taxes paid by taxpayers with each of the combinations of 
characteristics was determined. Based on this, total residential property tax liabilities 
obtained from the 2005 Kansas Department of Revenue Annual Report were allocated 
based on property and income characteristics. Once average tax liabilities per 
household were, estimated for each combination of taxpayer characteristics, total taxes 
were estimat~d based on the number of taxpayers with the respective combination of 
characteristics. From this, the percentage of taxes paid by taxpayers with each of the 
combinations of characteristics was determined. Based on this, total individual income 
tax liabilities obtained from the Kansas Department of Revenue Annual Statistical 
Report (2005) were allocated based on property characteristics and income class. 
Exhibit 39 shows the percentage of taxes paid by taxpayers with each of the 
combinations of characteristics. According to this data, households living in owner­
occupied dwelling accounted for 69.8 percent of residential property taxes, while 
households living in renter-occupied dwellings accounted for 30.2 percent. 
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Exhibit 39: Percentage of Property Taxes Paid 
2003 PROPERTY TAXES $10,000· $15,000- $25,000- $35,000· $50,000- $75,000· $100,000- $150,000-KANSAS ...... 

<$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 

PERCENTAGE OF TAXES 

Owner-occupied units 6.0% 4.5% 9.6% 9.8% 12.6% 14.2% 6.7% 4.2% 1.1% 1.2% 69.8% 

Less than $50,000 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 3.7% 

$50,000 to $99,999 1.6% 1.2% 2.5% 2.6% 3.3% 3.8% 1.8% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 18.5% 

$100,000 to $149,999 1.5% 1.1% 2.4% 2.5% 3.2% 3.6% 1.7% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 17.5% 

$150,000 to $199,999 0.9% 0.7% 1,5% 1.5% 2.0% 2.2% 1.1% 0.7'% 0.2% 0.2% 11.0% 

$200,000 to $299,999 0.8% 0.6% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% 2.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.1% 0.2% 9.6% 

$300,000 to $499,999 0.5% 0.4% 0,8% 0.8% 1.1% 1.2% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 6.0% 

$500,000 to $999,999 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 

$1,000,000 or more 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 
Renter-occupied units 2.6% 1.9% 4.2% 4.2% 5.5% 6.1% 2.9% 1.8% 0.5% 0.5% 30.2% 

Less than $200 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0'% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

$200 to $299 0.1% 0.1% 0,2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%, 0.0% 1.3% 

$300 to $499 0.7% 0.5% 1.1% 1.1% 1.4% 1.6% 0.7% 0.5%" 0.1% 0.1% 7.7% 

$500 to $749 1.0% 0.7% 1.6% 1.6% 2.1% 2.4% 1.1'% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 11.6% 

$750 to $999 0.5°/Q 0.3% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 5.4% 

$1,000 to $1,499 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 

$1,500 or more 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 

No cash rent 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%" 0.0% 

Tolal 8.6% 6.4% 13.8% 14.0% 18.1% 20.3% 9.6% 6.1% 1.6% 1.7% 100.0% 

Incidence of Kansas Residential Property Taxes 
Exhibit 40 presents Kansas residential property tax incidence by residential 

characteristics and income class, The first section of the table shows the average tax 
rates paid by Kansas households with the respective combinations of occupancy and 
income characte'ristics. 

The second section of the table shows similar data with owner-occupied units 
combined with renter-occupied units. Average effective tax rates are computed as a 
percentage of Kansas adjusted gross income. The average effective tax rate for the 
state as a whole is 2.3 percent, with the lowest income population group paying an 
effective tax rate of 23.6 percent, while the highest income population group paying an 
effective tax rate of 0.6 percent. As a basis of comparison the Minnesota Tax Incidence 
Study (2005) found an effective average residential property tax rate of 1 ,9 percent, with 
the lowest income population group ($8,354 and under) paying an effective tax rate of 
5,8 percent, while the highest income population group ($102,426 and over) paying an 
effective tax rate of 1.2 percent. According to Texas Tax Exemptions and Tax 
Incidence (2005) that state's effective average school property tax rate ranged from 9.3 
percent for the lowest income group (less than $12,820) to the highest income 
population group ($135,599 and over) paying an ETR of 2.3 percent. The Wisconsin 
Tax Study (2004) found that residents paid 4.5 percent of their income in residential 
property taxes. According to this study the lowest income group paid 6,9 percent their 
income in residential property taxes, In contrast, the top income group paid 4.0 percent 
of their income on residential property taxes. 

This result derives because lower income households tend to spend a higher 
proportion of income on housing than higher income households. In some cases, 
effective tax rates of over 100 percent may be reported in cases where the taxpayer 
may be occupying a high value residence, while receiving a low level of Kansas 
adjusted gross income. According to the Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) the 
effective tax rate for the lowest income group may be overstated for several reasons. 
First, the lowest income group includes households who have temporarily low incomes 
or have better overall economic well-being than is indicated by their money income. A 
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portion of retirees, for example, may be living primarily on savings or other assets but 
report small amounts of annual money income received. Due to unemployment or 
business fluctuations, some households who normally have higher incomes are also 
included in the lowest income group. Second, effective tax rates for the lowest income 
group may be overstated because income may be understated. The value of most 
Social Security payments, some pensions, food stamps, and housing subsidies are not 
included in the income base. Based on occupancy characteristics, owner-occupied 
taxpayers pay an average of 2.5 percent of income as property tax, while renter­
occupied taxpayers pay an average of 2.0 percent of income as property tax. 

The last section of the table shows information used to assess the overall 
incidence of the residential property tax. The data for this section are derived from the 
above sections. Because of the methodology used to compute residential property tax 
liabilities, the values of the Suits and Kakwani Indices will be equal. The Suits/Kakwani 
Index (-0.4026) indicates that the Kansas residential property tax is significantly 
regressive. Comparatively, the Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) found a Suits 
Index of -0.148 for that state's local general homeowners' property tax, while Texas Tax 
Exemptions and Tax Incidence (2005) found a Suits Index of -0.06 for that state's 
school property tax, and the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004) reported a Suits 
Index of -0.073 and Kakwani Index of -0.054 for residential properties including rental 
housing. Note that there is a detailed companion table for each of the 105 counties and 
five county groupings contained in the Detailed Appendix. 

Exhibit 40: Residential Property Tax Incidence 
.2003 PROPERTY TAJ(ES $10,001). $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000· $75,001). $100,001). $150,000-

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 
AVERAGE TAX RATES BASED ON INCOME 

OWnero.Occupied units 
Less than $50,000 

$50,000 to $99,999 
$100,000 to $149,999 

$150,000 to $199,999 
$200,000 to $299,999 

$300,000 to $499,999 
$500,000 to $999,999 

$1,000,000 or more 

Renter-occupied units 
Less than $200 

$200 to $299 
$300 to $499 

$500 to $749 
$750 to $999 

$1,000 to $1,499 
$1,500 or more 

No cash rent 

Total 

25,3% 10.1% 

5.4% 2.2% 
18.0% 7.2% 

30.6% 12.2% 
43.2% 17.3% 

62.1% 24.8% 

99.9% 39.9% 
188.0% 75.2% 
250.9% 100.4'% 

20.5% 8.2% 

3.3% 1.3% 
9.6% 3.9% 

15.9% 6.4% 
25.4% 10.2% 

35.9% 14.4% 
51.6% 20.7% 
62.1 CI/O 24.9% 

0.0% 0.0% 
23.6% 9.4% 

COMBINED AVERAGE TAX RATES BASED ON INCOME 

Less than $50,000 
$50,000 to $99,999 

$100,000 to $149,999 
$150,000 to $199,999 

$200,000 to $299,999 

$300,000 to $499,999 

$500,000 to $999,999 

$1 ,000,000 or more 
Total 

5.3% 2.1% 
17.3% 6.9% 

29.3% 11.7% 
43.2% 17.3% 
59.6% 23.9% 
99.9% 39.9% 

188.0% 75.2% 
250.9% 100.4% 

23.6% 9.4% 

6.3% 
1.4% 

4.5% 
7,7% 

10.8% 

15.5% 

25.0% 

47.0% 
62.7'% 
5.1% 

0.8% 
2.4% 

4.0% 
6.3% 

9.0% 
12.9% 

15.5% 

0.0% 

5.9% 

1.3% 

4.3% 

7.3% 
10.8% 

14.9% 

25.0% 

47.0% 
62.7% 

5.9% 

CUMULATIVE % OF HOUSEHOLDS 0.0856 0.1494 0.2871 
CUMULATIVE % OF INCOME 

CUMULATIVE % OF TAX 

KAKWANIINDEX 
SUITS INDEX 

0.0085 

0.0856 

(0.0033) 
(0.0003) 

0.0242 
0.1494 

(0.0065) 

(0.0016) 

0.0787 

0.2871 

(0.0230) 

(0.0091) 

4.2% 

0.9% 

3.0% 

5.1% 
7.2% 

10.3% 
16.6% 

31.3% 
41.8% 

3.4% 

0.6% 
1.6% 
2.7% 

4.2% 
6.0% 

8.6% 

10.4% 

0.0% 
3.9% 

0.9% 

2.9% 
4.9% 

7.2% 

9.9% 

16.6% 

31.3'% 
41.8% 

3,9% 

0.4271 

0.1617 
0,4271 

(0.0332) 

(0.0197) 
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3.0% 
0,6% 

2,1% 

3.6% 
5,1% 

7,3% 

11,7% 

22.1% 
29,5% 

2.4% 

0.4% 
1.1% 

1.9% 

3.0% 
4.2% 

6.1% 
7.3% 

0.0% 

2.8% 

2,0% 

0.4% 

1.4% 
2.4% 

3.5% 

5.0% 
8.0% 

15.0% 
20.1% 

1.6% 

0.3% 

0.8% 

1.3% 
2.0% 
2.9'% 

4.1% 

5.0% 

0.0% 
1.9% 

0.6%, 0.4% 
2.0% 1.4% 

3.4'% 2.3% 
5.1% 3.5% 

7.0% 4.8% 

11.7% 8.0% 

22.1% 15.0'% 

29.5% 20.10/. 
2.8% 1.9% 

1.4% 
0.3% 
1,0% 

1.7% 
2.5% 

3.5% 

5.7% 
10.7% 

14.3% 
1.2% 

0.2% 

0.6% 

0.9% 
1,5% 

2.1% 

3.0% 
3.6% 

0.0% 

1.3% 

0.3% 

1.0% 

1.7% 
2.5% 

3.4% 

5.7% 

10.7% 
14.3% 

1.3% 

1.0% 
0.2% 

0.7% 
1.2% 

1.7% 
2.5% 
4,0% 

7,5% 
10,0% 

0.8% 

0.1% 
0.4% 

0.6% 
1.0% 

1.4% 

2.1% 
2.5% 

0.0% 

0.9% 

0,2% 

0.7% 
1,2% 

1.7% 

2.4% 

4.0% 

7.5% 

10.0% 
0.9% 

0.6079 

0.3135 
0.6079 

(0.0506) 

(0.0425) 

0.8110 0.9072 0.9678 

0.5644 
0.8110 

(0.0549) 

(0.0679) 

0.7307 

0.9072 

(0.0203) 

(0.0352) 

0.8804 
0.9678 

(0.0080) 

(0.0197) 

0.7% 

0.2% 

0.5% 

0.9% 
1.2% 

1.8% 
2.9% 

5.4% 
7.2% 

0.6% 

0.1% 

0.3% 

0.5% 
0.7% 
1.0% 

1.5% 

1.8% 
0.0% 

0.7% 

0.2% 
0,5% 

0.8% 
1.2% 

1.7% 

2.9% 

5.4% 

7.2% 
0.7% 

0.9833 

0.9340 
0.9833 

(0.0011) 

(0.0037) 

0.6% 
0.1% 

0.5%, 

0.8% 
1.1% 

1.6% 
2.5% 

4.7% 

6.3% 
0.5% 

0.1% 

0.2% 

0.4% 
0,6% 

0.9% 
1.3% 

1.6% 

0.0% 

0.6% 

0.1% 

0.4% 
0.7% 

1.1% 
1.5% 

2.5% 

4.7% 
6.3% 

0.6% 

1.0000 

1.0000 
1.0000 

(0.0004) 

(0.0016) 

2,5% 

0.5% 

1.8% 
3.0% 
4.3% 

6.1% 

9.9% 
18.6% 

24.8% 
2.0% 

0.3% 

1.0% 

1.6% 
2.5% 
3$% 

5.1% 
6.1% 

0.0% 

2.3% 

0.5% 
1.7% . 

2.9% 
4.3% 

5.9% 

9.9% 

18.6% 
24.8% 

2,3% 

(0.4026) 

(0.4026) 
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County 
Exhibit 41 shows average effective residential property tax rates by county for 

2003. The counties with the highest ETRs are Elk (3.53 percent), Miami (3.02 percent), 
Leavenworth (2.98 percent), Riley (2.71 percent), and Douglas (2.70 percent). The high 
rates in Leavenworth, Riley, and Douglas Counties are due in part to the presence of 
significant federal and/or state facilities within the respective counties. The counties 
with the lowest ETRs are Doniphan (0.91 percent), Stevens (1.26 percent), Stanton 
(1.27 percent), Jewell (1.34 percent), and Comanche (1.40 percent). Exhibit 42 maps 
geographic variations in average effective residential property tax rates. The counties 
with the highest ETRs are indicated by the darkest shading, the counties with the lowest 
tax rates are indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by 
transitional shading. As can be seen from the map, the counties with the highest ETRs 
are concentrated in the northeast, while the counties with the lowest rates tend to be in 
the southwest. Because most property taxes are local, variations in effective residential 
property tax rates are heavily influenced by local economic conditions and local 
governmental taxing and spending decisions. 
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Exhibit 41: Average Effective Residential Property Tax Rates by County 

county Percentage County Percentage County Percentage 
Allen 1.78% Greeley 2.26% Osborne 1.83% 
Anderson 2.44% Greenwood 2.12% Ottawa 2.10% 
Atchison 2.18% Hamilton 1.88% Pawnee 2.33% 
Barber 1.79% Harper 2.38% Phillips 2.02% 
Barton 2.31% Harvey 2.12% Pottawatomie 1.81% 
Bourbon 2.22% Haskell 1.60% Pratt 2.60% 
Brown 1.86% Hodgeman 2.38% Rawlins 2.37% 
Butler 2.30% Jackson 1.91% Reno 2.60% 
Chase 2.26% Jefferson 2.35% Republic 2.42% 
Chautauqua 1.52% Jewell 1.34% Rice 2.04% 
Cherokee 1.66% Johnson 2.21% Riley 2.71% 
Cheyenne 2.25% Kearny 1.58% Rooks 2.45% 
Clark 2.01% Kingman 2.15% Rush 2.15% 
Clay 2.34% Kiowa 1.75% Russell 2.57% 
Cloud 2.20% Labette 2.15% Saline 2.22% 
Coffey 1.53% Lane 2.08% Scott 2.66% 
Comanche 1.40% Leavenworth 2.98% Sedgwick 1.78% 
Cowley 2.10% Lincoln 2.56% Seward 1.69% 
Crawford 1.80% Linn 2.04% Shawnee 2.26% 
Decatur 2.38% Logan 2.57% Sheridan 1.99% 
Dickinson 2.01% Lyon 2.19% Sherman 1.95% 
Doniphan 0.91% Marion 2.25% Smith 2.06% 
Douglas 2.70% Marshall 1.68% Stafford 1.86% 
Edwards 1.83% McPherson 2.28% Stanton 1.27% 
Elk 3.53% Meade 1.98% Stevens 1.26% 
Ellis 2.55% Miami 3.02% Sumner 2.54% 
Ellsworth 2.18% Mitchell 2.24% Thomas 2.46% 
Finney 2.05% Montgomery 2.19% Trego 2.62% 
Ford 2.30% Morris 1.99% Wabaunsee 2.44% 
Franklin 2.32% Morton 1.47% Wallace 1.70% 
Geary 2.34% Nemaha 1.85% Washington 1.51% 
Gove 1.60% Neosho 2.15% Wichita 1.89% 
Graham 2.42% Ness 1.73% Wilson 1.62% 
Grant 1.41% Norton 2.06% Woodson 2.32% 
Gray 2.08% Osage 2.12% Wyandotte 2.41% 

Total 2.33% 
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Exhibit 42: Variations in Average Effective Property Tax Rates 

Exhibit 43 shows Suits/Kakwani Indices by county for 2003. The counties with 
the highest Suits/Kakwani Indices are Wabaunsee (-0.3397), Jefferson (-0.34999), 
Leavenworth (-0.3512), Johnson (-0.3590), and Jackson (-0.3604). The counties with 
the lowest Suits/Kakwani Indices are Riley (-0.4369), Greeley (-0.4364), Russell 
(-0.4356), Crawford (-0.4340), and Wallace (-0.4325). Keep in mind that the negative 
values indicate that the tax is regressively distributed. Therefore, the indices with the 
least negative values indicate where the tax has the least regressive effect. Exhibit 44 
maps geographic variations in the Suits and Kakwani Indices, respectively. The 
counties with the highest indices are indicated by the darkest shading, the counties with 
the lowest indices are indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are 
indicated by transitional shading. As can be seen from the maps, the counties with the 
highest indices are clustered in or around urban area such as Kansas City, Topeka, and 
Wichita, while the counties with the lowest indices are dispersed through western and 
southeastern parts of the state. This is an indication the Kansas residential property tax 
is less regressively distributed in the state's urban and suburban areas where higher 
value residences are more likely to be located, while the tax tends to be more 
regressively distributed in the state's rural areas where there is less likely to be higher 
value residences. 
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Exhibit 43: Residential Property Tax Incidence by County 

Count~ Index Count~ Index Count~ Index 
Allen (0.3941) Greeley (0.4364) Osborne (0.4080) 
Anderson (0.3818) Greenwood (0.4063) Ottawa (0.3667) 
Atchison (0.3801) Hamilton (0.4055) Pawnee (0.3904) 
Barber (0.3825) Harper (0.4094) Phillips (0.3850) 
Barton (0.3997) Harvey (0.3653) Pottawatomie (0.3673) 
Bourbon (0.4115) Haskell (0.3825) Pratt (0.3975) 
Brown (0.3927) Hodgeman (0.3879) Rawlins (0.4099) 
Butler (0.3708) Jackson (0.3604) Reno (0.3989) 
Chase (0.3910) Jefferson (0.3499) Republic (0.4018) 
Chautauqua (0.4145) Jewell (0.4099) Rice (0.3814) 
Cherokee (0.4018) Johnson (0.3590) Riley (0.4369) 
Cheyenne (0.4036) Kearny (0.3723) Rooks (0.3804) 
Clark (0.4099) Kingman (0.3860) Rush (0.4070) 
Clay (0.3838) Kiowa (0.3954) Russell (0.4356) 
Cloud (0.4055) Labette (0.3928) Saline (0.3823) 
Coffey (0.3844) Lane (0.3869) Scott (0.4061) 
Comanche (0.4039) Leavenworth (0.3512) Sedgwick (0.3879) 
Cowley (0.3993) Lincoln (0.3860) Seward (0.3978) 
Crawford (0.4340) Linn (0.3854) Shawnee (0.3899) 
Decatur (0.3718) Logan (0.4003) Sheridan (0.3935) 
Dickinson (0.3711) Lyon (0.4050) Sherman (0.3891) 
Doniphan (0.3813) Marion (0.3711 ) Smith (0.3909) 
Douglas (0.4284) Marshall (0.3990) Stafford (0.3815) 
Edwards (0.4057) McPherson (0.3666) Stanton (0.4029) 
Elk (0.4195) Meade (0.3891) Stevens (0.3701) 
Ellis (0.4297) Miami (0.3708) Sumner (0.3762) 
Ellsworth (0.3756) Mitchell (0.3921) Thomas (0.4116) 
Finney (0.3819) Montgomery (0.4097) Trego (0.4072) 
Ford (0.3857) Morris (0.4049) Wabaunsee (0.3397) 
Franklin (0.3690) Morton (0.3819) Wallace (0.4325) 
Geary (0.3984) Nemaha (0.3934) Washington (0.3964) 
Gove (0.3940) Neosho (0.4031 ) Wichita (0.4044) 
Graham (0.4213) Ness (0.4008) Wilson (0.3972) 
Grant (0.3623) Norton (0.3905) Woodson (0.4137) 
Gray (0.3785} Osage (0.3614) Wyandotte (0.4039) 

Total (0.4026) 
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Exhibit 44: Variations in Property Tax Indices 

Region 
The regions with the highest average effective residential property tax rates are 

Region IX in northwest central Kansas (2.37 percent), Region I in eastern Kansas (2.31 
percent), and Region III in east central Kansas (2.31 percent). The regions with the 
lowest ETRs are Region XI in northeast Kansas (1.74 percent), Region VII in southwest 
Kansas (1.83 percent), and Region IV in south central Kansas (1.94 percent). Since the 
residential property tax includes both a uniform state component and non-uniform local 
government components, regional variations are the result of the distribution of wealth 
and income in the respective regions, the composition of that income, and local 
discretionary tax policy decisions. Exhibit 45 shows residential average effective 
property tax rates by region. 

Exhibit 45: Residential Property Tax Incidence by Region 

Region Percentage Index 
I 2.31% (0.3943) 
II 1.97% (0.4101) 
III 2.31% (0.4022) 
IV 1.94% (0.3894) 
V 2.29% (0.3940) 
VI 2.20% (0.3886) 
VII 1.83% (0.3878) 
VIII 2.24% (0.4036) 
IX 2.37% (0.4157) 
X 2.21% (0.3886) 
XI 1.74% (0.3870) 
Total 2.33% (0.4026) 

Exhibit 45 also shows Suits/Kakwani Indices by region for 2003. The regions 
with the highest Suits/Kakwani Indices are Region XI in northeast Kansas (-0.3870), 
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Region VII in southwest Kansas (-0.3878), Region VI in southwest central Kansas 
(-0.3886), and Region X in north central Kansas (-0.3886). The regions with the lowest 
Suits/Kakwani Indices are Region IX in northwest central Kansas (-0.4157), Region II in 
southeast Kansas (-0.4101), and Region VIII in northwest Kansas (-0.4036). There 
does not appear to be a clearly discernable pattern concerning the regional incidence of 
residential property taxes. 

Location 
Exhibit 46 shows average effective residential property tax rates by location for 

2003. The non-border counties had an effective residential property tax rate of 2.43 
percent, while the border counties had an effective residential property tax rate of 2.23 
percent. 

Exhibit 46: Residential Property Tax Incidence by Location 

Location Percentage Index 
Border 2.23% (0.4061 ) 
Non-Border 2.43% {0.39571 
Total 2.33% (0.4026) 

Exhibit 46 also shows SUlts/Kakwanl Indices by location for 2003. Non-border 
counties had a Suits/Kakwani Index of -0.3957, while border counties had an index of 
-0.4061. This indicates that the Kansas residential property tax is less regressively 
distributed in non-border counties than in border counties. 

Concentration 
Exhibit 47 shows average effective residential property tax rates by population 

concentration for 2003. Rural counties (3.47 percent) had the highest effective 
residential property tax rates, followed by micropolitan counties (2.25 percent), and 
metropolitan counties (2.18 percent). This indicates that taxpayers in less populated 
counties are paying higher effective tax rates than those living in more densely 
populated counties. This may be due in part to the presence of economies of scale in 
service provision that may be present in more densely populated areas, but less 
pervasive in less densely populated areas. 

Exhibit 47: Residential Property Tax Incidence by Concentration 

Concentration Percentage Index 
Metropolitan 2.18% (0.3925) 
Micropolitan 2.25% (0.4023) 
Rural 3.47% (0.39741 
Total 2.33% (0.4026) 

Exhibit 47 also shows SUlts/Kakwanl Indices by population concentration for 
2003. Metropolitan counties had the highest Index (-0.3925), followed by rural counties 
(-0.3974), and micropolitan counties (-0.4023). This indicates that the Kansas 
residential property tax is less regressively distributed in the metropolitan areas of the 
state than in the micropolitan areas. 

Population 
Exhibit 48 shows average effective residential property tax rates by population 

quintile for 2003. The first population quintile (2.19 percent) had the highest effective 
residential property rates, followed by the second quintile (2.09 percent), the fifth quintile 
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(2.08 percent), the third quintile (2.06 percent), and the fourth quintile (1.97 percent). 
This indicates that taxpayers in the most heavily populated and least heavily counties 
pay the higher ETRs than those in moderately populated counties. 

Exhibit 48: Residential Property Tax Incidence by Population 

Quintile Percentage Index 
First 2.19% (0.4001 ) 
Second 2.09% (0.3897) 
Third 2.06% (0.3933) 
Fourth 1.97% (0.3967) 
Fifth 2.08% (0.40661 
Total 2.33% (0.4026) 

Exhibit 48 also shows Suits/Kakwani Indices by population quintile for 2003. The 
second quintile (-0.3897) had the highest Index, followed by the third qUintile (-0.3933), 
the fourth quintile (-0.3967), the first quintile (-0.4001), and the fifth quintile (-0.4066). 
Generally, this indicates that the Kansas residential property tax is less regressively 
distributed in moderately populated counties than in either heavily or lightly populated 
counties. 

Income 
Exhibit 49 shows average effective individual income tax rates by income quintile 

for 2003. The second income quintile (2.51 percent) had the highest effective 
residential property tax rates, followed by the third quintile (2.31 percent), the first 
quintile (2.09 percent), the fourth quintile (2.09 percent), and the fifth quintile (2.08 
percent). This indicates that taxpayers in the higher income counties paid the higher 
ETRs than those in lower income counties. 

Exhibit 49: Residential Property Tax Incidence by Income 

Quintile Percentage Index 
First 2.09% (0.3931) 
Second 2.51% (0.3971) 
Third 2.31% (0.4086) 
Fourth 2.09% (0.3952) 
Fifth 2.08% (0.38181 
Total 2.33% (0.4026) 

Exhibit 49 also shows Suits/Kakwani Indices by income quintile for 2003. The 
fifth quintile (-0.3818) had the highest index, followed by the first quintile (-0.3931), the 
fourth quintile (-0.3952), the second quintile (-0.3971), and the third quintile (-0.4086). 
Generally, this indicates that the Kansas residential property tax is less regressively 
distributed in lower and higher income counties than in moderate income counties. 

Retail Sales Taxes 
The Kansas retail sales tax includes both state and local components. Kansas 

state and local retail sales taxes accounted for $2.2 billion of revenue in fiscal year 
2003. This amounts to 34.2 percent of all state and local taxes (Kansas Tax Facts, 
2000,2005). 
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The base for state retail sales taxes includes gross receipts from retail sales of 
tangible personal property and certain services. The present rate for state sales taxes 
is 5.30 percent on most taxable transactions (Kansas Tax Facts, 2000, 2005). 
Appendix F presents total state sales tax collections by county. 

The base for local sales taxes includes the same application and exemptions as 
state sales tax, with the exception of most residential utility services, which are subject 
to local taxes but exempt from the state tax. Cities and counties may levy a tax up to a 
normal maximum of 2.0 percent, subject to several exceptions. Sales taxes of up to 1.0 
percent may be used for general purposes, but the additional authority (up to 1.0 . 
percent) normally must be used only for the financing of "health care services." A city 
may impose a tax earmarked for health care only if the county has no such tax. 
Moreover, any such city tax expires immediately upon the imposition of a county health 
care sales tax. The Washburn University Board of Regents also has authority to 
impose a tax of up to 0.65 percent throughout Shawnee County (Kansas Tax Facts, 
2000,2005). 

Estimation of Kansas Retail Sales Tax Liability 
For the purposes of this study, hypothetical retail sales tax liabilities were 

computed for five household characteristics and 10 income groupings for each of the 
105 Kansas counties and five county groupings. The county groupings used were: 

• Region, 

• Location: Border or non-border, 

• Concentration: Metropolitan, micropolitan, or rural, 

• Population, and 

• Income. 

Data on consumer expenditures were obtained from the 2003 Consumer 
Expenditure Survey (CES) conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. The CES 
consists of two surveys-the quarterly Interview survey and the Diary survey-that 
provide information on the buying habits of American consumers, including data on their 
expenditures, income, and consumer unit characteristics. The surveys target the total 
non-institutionalized population of the United States. The data are collected in 
independent quarterly Interview and weekly Diary surveys of approximately 7,500 
sample households. Each survey has its own independent sample, and each collects 
data on household income and socioeconomic characteristics. The Interview survey 
includes monthly out-of-pocket expenditures such as housing, apparel, transportation, 
health care, insurance, and entertainment. The Diary survey includes weekly 
expenditures of frequently purchased items such as food and beverages, tobacco, 
personal care products, and nonprescription drugs and supplies. The major categories 
of items incorporated in the CES include: 

• Food 

o Food at home 
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-0 Cereals and bakery products 

-0 Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs 

-0 Dairy products 

-0 Fruits and vegetables 

-0 Other food at home 

o Food away from home 

• Alcoholic beverages 

• Housing 

o Shelter 

o Utilities, fuels, & public services 

o Household operations 

o Housekeeping supplies 

o Household furnishings & equip. 

• Apparel and services 

• Transportation 

o Vehicle purchases (net outlay) 

Other vehicle expenses 

• Health care 

• Entertainment 

o Fees and admissions 

o TVs, radios, & sound equip. 

o Pets, toys, & playground equip. 

o Other entertainment supplies, equip., & services 

• Personal care products & services 

• Reading 

• Tobacco products & smoking supplies 

• Miscellaneous 

Most of these major categories are also broken down into more detailed subgroupings. 

Data on income groupings for each county were obtained from the 2000 U.S. 
Census, Profile of Selected Economic Characteristics (DP-3). The income groupings 
used were: 

• <$10,000, 

• $10,000-$14,999, 
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• $15,000-$24,999, 

• $25,000-$34,999, 

• $35,000-$49,999, 

• $50,000-$74,999, 

• $75,000-$99,999, 

• $100,000-$149,999, 

• $150,000-$199,999, and 

• ::::$200,000. 

From the average annual household expenditures and income grouping data for 
each county, a matrix was constructed to estimate the number and percentage of 
taxpayers with each combination of characteristics in each county. Data for the county 
groupings were obtained by tabulating across the constituent counties. Exhibit 50 
shows the estimated average annual household expenditures by type and income class 
for the state of Kansas as a whole. Based on this data an average Kansas household 
spends $42,742 annually including $5,593 on food, $13,653 on housing,$1 ,744 on 
apparel, $8,041 on transportation, $2,495 on health care, and $2,155 on entertainment. 
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Exhibit 50: Average Annual Household Expenditures by Type and Income 
2003 SALES TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- $75,000- $100,000- $150,000-
KANsAs···· <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 

AVERAGE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 17,643 20,061 26,375 31,983 37,344 53,459 61,543 81,026 99,850 118,674 42,742 

Food 3,097 3,422 4,030 4,666 5,240 7,030 7,694 9,202 10,318 11,435 5,593 

Food at home 1,953 2,425 2,668 2,952 3,141 4,027 4,245 4,619 4,821 5,023 3,236 

Cereals and bakery products 293 365 384 409 442 564 604 613 641 670 456 

Cereals and cereal products 114 122 131 145 152 189 203 193 206 218 155 

Bakery products 180 243 253 264 290 375 401 420 436 452 301 

Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs 489 633 716 792 803 1,053 1,031 1,153 1,214 1,274 837 

Beef 130 169 207 228 236 352 331 325 347 368 252 

Pork 108 157 165 178 168 193 194 217 222 227 171 

Other meats 60 88 87 96 100 133 130 136 137 137 104 
Poullry 91 107 127 135 138 187 190 211 210 208 145 

Fish and seafood 72 79 92 116 123 151 146 217 251 286 125 

Eggs 29 33 40 41 40 39 41 48 48 48 38 

Dairy products 200 252 287 312 344 420 456 484 506 528 343 

Fresh milk and cream 84 105 120 125 134 159 170 165 169 172 132 

Other dairy products 116 147 167 187 210 261 287 319 337 356 212 

Fruits and vegetables 338 428 473 524 537 683 742 829 845 861 556 

Fresh fruits 100 121 149 166 169 223 251 282 291 300 177 

Fresh vegetables 109 137 151 176 173 223 251 269 277 286 179 

Processed frults 73 95 98 103 106 137 142 161 163 164 112 

Processed vegetables 57 75 77 80 89 101 99 118 114 111 87 

Other food at home 633 746 807 915 1,016 1,308 1,412 1,642 1,616 1,690 1,044 

Sugar and other sweets 72 91 105 111 119 148 160 183 192 202 123 

Fats and oils 54 71 77 83 88 105 110 119 118 118 87 

Miscellaneous foods 305 367 386 439 504 649 719 770 809 649 513 

Nonalcoholic beverages 189 203 224 259 277 357 359 390 396 401 281 

Food prepared by consumer unit on od6of-town trj~~ 17 25 29 51 65 82 101 120 38 

Food away from home 1,144 997 1,363 1,714 2,099 3,003 3,449 4,583 5,497 6,411 2,358 

Alcoholic beverages 208 200 229 278 358 587 604 825 1,264 1,703 442 

Housing 6,537 7,457 9,200 10,544 11,994 16,094 18,461 24,962 30,966 36,971 13,653 

Sheller 4,004 4,268 5,295 6,073 6,890 9,296 10,406 14,876 18,496 22,117 7,921 

Owned dwellings 1,503 1,553 2,436 3,107 4,045 6,948 8,251 12,240 15,275 18,310 5,247 

Mortgage interest and charges 634 427 1,021 1,581 2,255 4,293 5,062 7,291 8,877 10,463 2,947 

Property taxes 524 637 744 833 990 1,553 1,868 2,673 3,762 4,850 1,310 

Maintenance, repairs, insurance, othl&texpenses 490 671 693 800 1,103 1,322 2,277 2,637 2,997 989 

Rented dwellings 2,339 2,591 2,711 2,787 2,592 1,850 1,535 1,417 1,254 1,090 2,220 

Olher lodging 163 123 149 179 254 498 621 1,218 1,968 2,717 455 

Utilities, fuels, & public services 1,552 1,945 2,293 2,530 2,786 3,325 3,606 4,021 4,495 4,969 2,820 

Natural gas 198 295 323 338 366 446 470 589 696 802 387 

Electricity 606 749 867 951 1,035 1,170 1,261 1,325 1,496 1,667 1,021 

Fuel oil and other fuels 54 85 91 100 107 136 156 174 164 193 112 

Telephone services 539 608 758 856 951 1,168 1,270 1,441 1,552 1,662 970 

Water and other public services 156 208 255 286 328 406 450 492 569 646 330 

Household operations 187 337 406 432 505 831 1,040 1,643 2,417 3,191 730 

Personal services 52 144 182 156 195 373 499 751 918 1,085 303 

Other household expenses 135 194 224 276 310 458 541 892 1,499 2,106 427 

Housekeeping supplies 259 348 418 460 518 699 833 1,078 1,234 1,390 582 

Laundry and cleaning supplies 80 103 136 134 135 193 220 168 203 239 145 

Other household products 122 158 178 209 257 317 410 621 712 803 287 

Postage and stationery 56 88 104 118 126 190 205 290 319 348 149 

Household furnishings & equip. 538 558 788 1,050 1,296 1,945 2,577 3,346 4,325 5,304 1,600 

Household textiles 41 44 79 86 112 161 197 275 298 321 126 

Furniture 118 126 174 250 303 536 724 886 1,218 1,551 419 

Floor coverings 18 37 13 23 30 50 78 167 229 292 64 

Major appliances 63 101 131 179 198 227 289 319 475 632 205 

Small appliances, miscellaneous housewates 47 63 74 74 121 152 151 226 302 95 

Miscellaneous household equipment 255 202 330 438 580 850 1,136 1,551 1,878 2,205 701 
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Exhibit 50 (Continued) 
2003 SALES TAXES $10,000- $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000· $75,000· $100,000· $150,000-........... _ .. 
KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Totat 

Apparel and services 913 912 1,091 1,308 1,509 2,258 2,548 3,118 4,101 5,083 1,744 

Men and boys 216 137 203 284 353 519 624 658 897 1,135 385 

Men, 16 and over 171 79 146 210 269 400 494 521 698 874 294 

Boys, 2 to 15 45 58 57 75 84 120 130 137 199 261 91 

Women and girls 321 410 431 522 600 968 1,066 1,239 1,672 2,104 699 

Women, 16 and over 279 360 357 441 511 795 865 1,056 1,420 1,783 588 

Girls, 2 to 15 42 50 74 81 90 172 201 183 252 321 110 

Children under 2 36 , 46 67 76 85 111 134 162 159 155 86 

Footwear 241 216 255 257 266 404 405 483 469 455 311 

Other apparel products and services 100 102 137 170 206 257 321 577 905 1,234 263 

Transportation 2,685 3,130 4,824 6,294 7,461 11,098 12,418 14,982 15,890 16,799 8,041 

Vehicle purchases (net outlay) 1,115 1,397 2,098 2,936 3,475 5,553 6,266 7,614 7,648 7,683 3,871 

Cars and trucks, new 399 750 877 1,353 1,448 3,096 4,006 5,370 5,687 6,003 2,154 

Cars and trucks, used 686 639 1,222 1,564 1,967 2,357 2,125 2,081 1,858 1,636 1,649 

Other vehicles 61 7 38 60 100 136 163 104 44 68 
Gasoline and motor oil 590 652 980 1,181 1,402 1,787 1,950 2,129 2,131 2,133 1,353 

Other vehicle expenses 810 952 1,518 1,916 2,316 3,318 3,687 4,402 4,766 5,130 2,416 

Vehicle finance charges 107 94 180 295 383 593 691 699 652 605 383 

Maintenance and repairs 246 294 466 528 631 860 989 1,137 1,228 1,320 657 

Vehicle insurance 298 444 661 815 942 1,221 1,353 1,592 1,621 1,651 929 

Vehicle rental, leases, licenses, other ctfIDges 120 212 277 359 644 654 975 1,265 1,555 447 

Public transportation 170 129 230 263 270 441 516 838 1,345 1,853 400 

Health care 1,130 1,834 2,151 2,373 2,545 2,756 3,018 3,472 3,959 4,447 2,495 

Health insurance 570 975 1,118 1,230 1,313 1,431 1,489 1,694 1,904 2,115 1,267 

Medical services 210 340 398 521 626 717 874 931 1,201 1,470 612 

Drugs 301 456 539 513 503 477 501 650 643 636 501 

Medical supplies 51 64 96 111 105 132 155 198 212 226 115 

Entertainment 702 716 1,232 1,630 1,834 2,803 3,425 4,096 5,622 7,147 2,155 

Fees and admissions 152 105 183 260 338 636 784 1,218 1,908 2,599 511 

TVs, radios, & sound equip. 354 397 522 610 713 921 1,031 1,225 1,457 1,689 745 

Pets, toys, & playground equip, 117 156 329 370 369 500 592 724 822 920 411 

Other entertainment sply., equip., & servlcill 58 199 390 415 747 1,019 931 1,435 1,939 488 

Personal care products & services 263 335 373 418 493 680 797 1,007 1,206 1,405 559 

Reading 51 72 86 100 117 162 191 261 316 372 133 

Education 782 361 292 286 360 728 969 2,129 3,186 4,243 792 

Tobacco products & smoking sply. 209 257 315 324 369 335 342 251 228 204 307 

Miscellaneous 302 292 464 528 619 835 797 1,116 1,245 1,373 658 

Cash contributions 427 519 753 1,021 1,104 1,505 1,900 2,468 5,501 8,534 1,458 

Personal Insurance and pensions 341 554 1,338 2,216 3,344 6,591 8,383 13,141 16,050 18,958 4,710 

Life and other personal insurance 111 142 236 249 314 460 575 837 1,397 1,958 414 

Pensions and Social Security 230 412 1,102 1,967 3,031 6,132 7,808 12,305 14,653 17,001 4,296 

Next the total value of income for each combination of characteristics was 
estimated based on the midpoint of each income grouping. From this, the proportion of 
income for each combination of characteristics was derived. Finally, the total value of 
income attributed to each combination of characteristics was adjusted based on the 
total value of 2003 Kansas Adjusted Gross Income obtained from the Annual Statistical 
Report (2005) of the Kansas Department of Revenue. 

Retail sales tax liability per household was estimated in a similar fashion. First, 
the taxability of each category of consumer expenditure was established based on 
Kansas law in 2003. From this, average taxable expenditures per household were 
established for each income class. 

Retail sales taxes per household were computed for each income class based on 
estimated taxable expenditures based on the CES and average countywide sales tax 
rates for 2003 computed from the Kansas Department of Revenue Sales Tax Reports 
(2003). These average tax rates were computed based on a weighted average of retail 
sales within each county. 

Once average tax liabilities per household were estimated, total taxes were 
estimated based on respective combination of consumption categories and income 
classes. From this, the percentage of taxes paid by taxpayers with each of the 
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combinations of characteristics was determined. Based on this, total retail sales tax 
liabilities obtained from the Kansas Department of Revenue Annual Statistical Report 
(2005) were allocated based on property and income characteristics. Once average tax 
liabilities per household were estimated for each combination of taxpayer 
characteristics, total taxes were estimated based on the number of taxpayers with the 
respective combination of characteristics. From this, the percentage of taxes paid by 
taxpayers with each of the combinations of characteristics was determined. Total 
individual income tax liabilities obtained from the Kansas Department of Revenue Sales 
Tax Reports (2003) were then allocated based on property characteristics and income 
class. 

Incidence of Kansas Retail Sales Taxes 
Exhibit 51 presents Kansas retail sales tax incidence by expenditure category 

and income class. The first section of the table shows the average annual taxes paid by 
Kansas households for the respective expenditure categories based on income. Based 
on these data an average Kansas household pays $1,595 in retail sales taxes annually. 
The largest amount goes to housing ($416), food ($395), and transportation ($352). 

The second section of the table shows the average effective tax rates paid by 
Kansas households with the respective combinations of household and income 
characteristics. In agreement with most incidence studies, this analysis finds the 
consumer portion of the sales tax to be regressive, especially at low-income levels. This 
is because the share of income represented by taxable consumption tends to be smaller 
for high-income households than for low-income ones. Hence, tax burdens as a 
proportion of income tend to decline as income increases. Average effective tax rates 
are computed as a percentage of Kansas adjusted gross income. The average 
effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 3.7 percent. For 2003, the effective 
consumer sales tax rate for the lowest income group was 16.5 percent, compared to the 
rate for the highest income group of 2.3 percent. 

As a basis of comparison the Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) found an 
average effective state and local retail sales rate on purchases by individuals of 1.9 
percent, with the lowest income population group ($8,354 and under) paying an 
effective rate of 5.2 percent and the highest income population group ($102,426 and 
over) paying an ETR of 1.3 percent. According to Texas Tax Exemptions and Tax 
Incidence (2005) that state's effective average limited sales and use tax rate ranged 
from 10.0 percent for the lowest income group (less than $12,820) to the highest 
income population group ($135,599 and over) paying an ETR of 1.6 percent. The 
Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004) found that households paid 2.1 percent of their 
income on sales taxes. The lowest income households paid 4.0 percent of their income 
in sales taxes, whereas the highest income households paid 1.5 percent of their income 
in sales taxes. 

The last section of the table shows information used to assess the overall 
incidence of the retail sales tax. The data for this section are derived from the above 
sections. Both the Suits Index (-0.1730) and the Kakwani Index (-0.1643) indicate the 
Kansas retail sales tax is modestly regressive. The Minnesota Tax Incidence Study 
(2005) found a Suits Index of -0.143 for that state's state and local sales tax. Similarly, 
Texas Tax Exemptions and Tax Incidence (2005) found a Suits Index of -0.18 for that 
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state's limited sales and use tax, while the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study reported a 
Suits Index of -0.134 and a Kakwani Index of -0.099 for consumer purchases. Retail 
sales taxes in Kansas tend to be more regressive than many states because of the 
base of the tax is relatively broad and has relatively few major exemptions for such as 
for food and clothing. Note that there is a comparable table for each of the 105 counties 
and five county groupings contained in the Detailed Appendix. 

Exhibit 51 : Retail Sales Tax Incidence 
2003 SALES TAXES $10,000· $15,000- $25,000- $35,000· $50,000· $75,000- $100,000· $150,000· 

KANSAS <$10,000 $14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 Total 
AVG. TAXES PER HOUSEHOLD 706 795 1,029 1,245 1,433 2,036 2,307 2,853 3,405 3,958 1,595 
Food 219 242 285 330 370 497 544 651 729 808 395 

Food at home 138 171 189 209 222 285 300 327 341 355 228 
Cereals and bakery products 21 26 27 29 31 40 43 43 45 47 32 
Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs 35 45 51 56 57 74 73 82 86 90 59 
Dairy products 14 18 20 22 24 .30 32 34 36 37 24 
Fruits and vegetables 24 30 33 37 38 48 52 59 60 61 39 
Other food at home 45 53 57 65 72 92 100 109 114 119 74 

Food away from home 81 70 96 121 148 212 244 324 389 453 167 
Alcoholic beverages 15 14 16 20 25 41 43 58 89 120 31 
Housing 187 224 274 318 365 489 578 746 956 1,165 416 

Shelter 11 9 10 13 18 35 44 86 139 192 32 
Utilities, fuels, & public services 110 137 162 179 197 235 255 284 318 351 199 
Household operations 10 14 16 20 22 32 38 63 106 149 30 
Housekeeping supplies 18 25 30 33 37 49 59 76 87 98 41 
Household furnishings & equip. 38 39 56 74 92 137 182 237 306 375 113 

Apparel and services 64 64 77 92 107 160 180 220 290 359 123 

Transportation 110 128 196 266 316 499 559 687 717 746 352 
Vehicle purchases (net outlay) 81 99 148 209 246 393 443 538 541 543 274 
Other vehicle expenses 29 29 48 57 70 106 116 149 176 203 78 

Health care 4 5 7 8 7 9 11 14 15 16 8 
Entertainment 50 51 87 115 130 198 242 290 397 505 152 

Fees and admissions 11 7 13 18 24 45 55 86 135 184 36 

TVs, radios, & sound equip. 25 28 37 43 50 65 73 87 103 119 53 
Pets, toys, & playground equip. 8 11 23 26 26 35 42 51 58 65 29 

Other entertainment sply., equip., & service'S 4 14 28 29 53 72 66 101 137 34 
Personal care products & services 19 24 26 30 35 48 56 71 85 99 40 
Reading 4 5 6 7 8 11 14 18 22 26 9 
Tobacco products & smoking sply. 15 18 22 23 26 24 24 18 16 14 22 

Miscellaneous 21 21 33 37 44 59 56 79 88 97 47 

AVG. TAX RATE BASED ON INC. 16.5% 7.4% 6.0% 4.8% 3.9% 3.8% 3.1% 2.7% 2.3% 2.3% 3.7% 

CUMULATIVE % OF HOUSEHOLDS 0.0856 0.1494 0.2871 0.4271 0.6080 0.8111 0.9073 0.9678 0.9833 1.0000 
CUMULATIVE %'OF INCOME 0.0085 0.0242 0.0786 0.1617 0.3136 0.5645 0.7308 0.8804 0.9340 1.0000 
CUMULATIVE % OF TAX 0.0374 0.0689 0.1567 0.2648 0.4254 0.6817 0.8193 0.9263 0.9590 1.0000 
KAKWANIINDEX (0.0012) (0.0023) (0.0085) (0.0127) (0.0)94) (0.0233) (0.0099) (0.0041) (0.0005) (0.0002) (0.1643) 

SUITS INDEX (0.0001) (0.0006) (0.0033) (0.0075) (0.0163) (0.0287) (0.0171) (0.0100) (0.0019) (0.0008) (0.1730) 

County 
Exhibit 52 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by county for 2003. The 

counties with the highest ETRs are Seward (6.42 percent), Ellis (5.70 percent), Geary 
(5.68 percent), Pratt (5.64 percent), and Saline (5.62 percent). The counties with the 
lowest ETRs are Doniphan (1.07 percent), Jefferson (1.20 percent), Wabaunsee (1.30 
percent), Clark (1.38 percent), and Rush (1.53 percent). Exhibit 53 maps geographic 
variations in effective retail sales tax rates. The counties with the highest ETRs are 
indicated by the darkest shading, the counties with the lowest ETRs are indicated by the 
lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by transitional shading. As can 
be seen from the map, the counties with the highest ETRs are primarily in the 
micropolitan areas. 
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Exhibit 52: Average Effective Retail Sales Tax Rates by County 

County Percentage County Percentag_e County Percentage 
Allen 3.93% Greeley 3.02% Osborne 3.32% 
Anderson 3.03% Greenwood 2.52% Ottawa 1.53% 
Atchison 3.84% Hamilton 3.14% Pawnee 2.87% 
Barber 4.42% Harper 3.28% Phillips 3.30% 
Barton 5.30% Harvey 2.10% Pottawatomie 5.33% 
Bourbon 4.00% Haskell 2.43% Pratt 5.64% 
Brown 3.34% Hodgeman 1.54% Rawlins 2.37% 
Butler 2.09% Jackson 2.82% Reno 4.88% 
Chase 2.29% Jefferson 1.20% Republic 3.11% 
Chautauqua 2.23% Jewell 1.95% Rice 2.49% 
Cherokee 2.52% Johnson 3.49% Riley 4.72% 
Cheyenne 3.99% Kearny 1.59% Rooks 3.42% 
Clark 1.38% Kingman 1.88% Rush 1.53% 
Clay 3.66% Kiowa 1.88% Russell 3.80% 
Cloud 4.97% Labette 4.10% Saline 5.62% 
Coffey 2.14% Lane 2.03% Scott 3.41% 
Comanche 2.67% Leavenworth 2.94% Sedgwick 3.74% 
Cowley 2.94% Lincoln 2.24% Seward 6.42% 
Crawford 4.18% Linn 1.96% Shawnee 4.40% 
Decatur 2.29% Logan 3.56% Sheridan 2.72% 
Dickinson 3.48% Lyon 4.27% Sherman 4.91% 
Doniphan 1.07% Marion 2.38% Smith 2.46% 
Douglas 4.06% Marshall 3.05% Stafford 2.21% 
Edwards 2.10% McPherson 3.21% Stanton 1.84% 
Elk 2.50% Meade 2.50% Stevens 2.33% 
Ellis 5.70% Miami 2.91% Sumner 2.11% 
Ellsworth 2.53% Mitchell 4.04% Thomas 5.23% 
Finney 5.11% Montgomery 4.72% Trego 3.44% 
Ford 5.51% Morris 2.68% Wabaunsee 1.30% 
Franklin 3.74% Morton 2.96% Wallace 2.08% 
Geary 5.68% Nemaha 2.71% Washington 1.97% 
Gove 3.83% Neosho 5.27% Wichita 2.16% 
Graham 4.09% Ness 4.01% Wilson 2.81% 
Grant 3.93% Norton 3.00% Woodson 2.55% 
Grax 1.96% Osage 1.73% Wxandotte 4.12% 

Total 3.73% 
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Exhibit 53: Variations in Average Effective Sales Tax Rates 

Exhibit 54 shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by county for 2003. The counties 
with the highest Suits Indices are Wabaunsee (-0.1409), Jefferson (-0.1444), Johnson 
(-0.1459), Leavenworth (-0.1464), and Jackson (-0.1522). The counties with the 
highest Kakwani Indices are Wabaunsee (-0.1359), Johnson (-0.1378), Jefferson 
(-0.1381), Leavenworth (-0.1389)' and Jackson (-0.1468). The counties with the 
lowest Suits Indices are Russell (-0.2018), Woodson (-0.2004), Crawford (-0.1995), 
Riley (-0.1974), and Chautauqua (-0.1958). The counties with the lowest Kakwani 
Indices are Woodson (-0.1961), Russell (-0.1948), Crawford (-0.1928), Elk (-0.1908), 
and Chautauqua (-0.1902). Exhibits 55 and 56 map geographic variations in the Suits 
and Kakwani Indices, respectively. The counties with the highest indices are indicated 
by the darkest shading, the counties with the lowest indices are indicated by the lightest 
shading. The remaining counties are indicated by transitional shading. As can be seen 
from the map, the counties with the highest indices surround urban areas such as 
Kansas City, Lawrence, Topeka, and Wichita. This is an indication the Kansas retail 
sales tax is less regressively distributed in the state's suburban areas. This may be due 
to the presence of a greater proportion of higher income households and the location of 
regional shopping malls in suburban areas. 

64 

EXP-WONG000083 



Exhibit 54: Retail Sales Tax Incidence by County 

County Suits Kakwani County Suits Kakwani County Suits Kakwani 
Allen (0.1779) (0.1739) Greeley (0.1927) (0.1822) Osborne (0.1918) (0.1867) 
Anderson (0.1689) (0.1648) Greenwood (0.1853) (0.1805) Ottawa (0.1566) (0.1511) 
Atchison (0.1674) (0.1631 ) Hamilton (0.1820) (0.1756) Pawnee (0.1716) (0.1646) 
Barber (0.1709) (0.1659) Harper (0.1868) (0.1813) Phillips (0.1675) (0.1624) 
Barton (0.1799) (0.1741 ) Harvey (0.1540) (0.1477) Pottawatomie (0.1549) (0.1488) 
Bourbon (0.1868) (0.1813) Haskell (0.1650) (0.1578) Pratt (0.1756) (0.1695) 
Brown (0.1752) (0.1714) Hodgeman (0.1713) (0.1662) Rawlins (0.1859) (0.1800) 
Butler (0.1577) (0.1495) Jackson (0.1522) (0.1468) Reno (0.1756) (0.1686) 
Chase (0.1731 ) (0.1678) Jefferson (0.1444) (0.1381) Republic (0.1860) (0.1801) 
Chautauqua (0.1958) (0.1902) Jewell (0.1902) (0.1848) Rice (0.1654) (0.1601) 
Cherokee (0.1821) (0.1780) Johnson (0.1459) (0.1378) Riley (0.1974) (0.1891) 
Cheyenne (0.1889) (0.1827) Kearny (0.1601) (0.1535) Rooks (0.1735) (0.1702) 
Clark (0.1832) (0.1750) Kingman (0.1665) (0.1597) Rush (0.1843) (0.1785) 
Clay (0.1673) (0.1625) Kiowa (0.1764) (0.1709) Russell (0.2018) (0.1948) 
Cloud (0.1838) (0.1772) Labette (0.1773) (0.1731) Saline (0.1653) (0.1587) 
Coffey (0.1662) (0.1598) Lane (0.1689) (0.1623) Scott (0.1753) (0.1657) 
Comanche (0.1875) (0.1817) Leavenworth (0.1464) (0.1389) Sedgwick (0.1649) (0.1567) 
Cowley (0.1754) (0.1692) Lincoln (0.1756) (0.1713) Seward (0.1745) (0.1678) 
Crawford (0.1995) (0.1928) Linn (0.1670) (0.1620) Shawnee (0.1666) (0.1585) 
Decatur (0.1694) (0.1664) Logan (0.1801) (0.1736) Sheridan (0.1761 ) (0.1702) 
Dickinson (0.1594) (0.1546) Lyon (0.1801) (0.1743) Sherman (0.1723) (0.1664) 
Doniphan (0.1686) (0.1650) Marion (0.1621) (0.1573) Smith (0.1779) (0.1749) 
Douglas (0.1873) (0.1778) Marshall (0.1787) (0.1723) Stafford (0.1699) (0.1657) 
Edwards (0.1853) (0.1794) McPherson (0.1550) (0.1487) Stanton (0.1751) (0.1666) 
Elk (0.1956) (0.1908) Meade (0.1694) (0.1630) Stevens (0.1576) (0.1501) 
Ellis (0.1931) (0.1848) Miami (0.1551) (0.1469) Sumner (0.1597) (0.1535) 
Ellsworth (0.1616) (0.1569) Mitchell (0.1755) (0.1688) Thomas (0.1804) (0.1725) 
Finney (0.1651) (0.1582) Montgomery (0.1854) (0.1799) Trego (0.1838) (0.1790) 
Ford (0.1671) (0.1605) Morris (0.1821 ) (0.1758) Wabaunsee (0.1409) (0.1359) 
Franklin (0.1567) (0.1510) Morton (0.1656) (0.1588) Wallace (0.1956) (0.1873) 
Geary (0.1789) (0.1725) Nemaha (0.1738) (0.1683) Washington (0.1838) (0.1796) 
Gove (0.1740) (0.1682) Neosho (0.1817) (0.1757) Wichita (0.1804) (0.1734) 
Graham (0.1930) (0.1864) Ness (0.1785) (0.1728) Wilson (0.1813) (0.1773) 
Grant (0.1537) (0.1471) Norton (0.1780) (0.1729) Woodson (0.2004) (0.1961) 
Gray (0.1627) (0.1553) Osage (0.1525) (0.1476) Wyandotte (0.1787t (0.172"Q 

Total (0.1731) (0.1643) 
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Exhibit 55: Variations in Sales Tax Suits Indices 

Exhibit 56: Variations in Sales Tax Kakwani Indices 

Region 
The regions with the highest average effective retail sales tax rates are Region X 

in north central Kansas (4.72 percent), Region IX in northwest central Kansas (4.45 
percent), and Region VII in southwest Kansas (4.43 percent). The regions with the 
lowest rates are Region XI in northeast Kansas (2.78 percent), Region V in southwest 
central Kansas (3.38 percent), and Region IV in south central Kansas (3.50 percent). 
Exhibit 57 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by region. 
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Exhibit 57: Retail Sales Tax Incidence by Region 

Region Percentage Suits Kakwani 
I 3.61% (0.1655) (0.1560) 
II 4.06% (0.1490) (0.1246) 
III 4.23% (0.1779) (0.1714) 
IV 3.50% (0.1664) (0.1585) 
V 3.38% (0.1738) (0.1678) 
VI 4.33% (0.1690) (0.1624) 
VII 4.43% (0.1681) (0.1610) 
VIII 4.01% (0.1812) (0.1747) 
IX 4.45% (0.1885) (0.1819) 
X 4.72% (0.1705) (0.1641) 
XI 2.78% (0.1708) (0.1659) 
Total 3.73% (0.1731) (0.1643) 

Exhibit 57 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by region for 2003. The 
regions with the highest Suits Indices are Region II in southeast Kansas (-0.1490), 
Region I in eastern Kansas (-0.1655), and Region IV in south central Kansas 
(-0.1664). The regions with the highest Kakwani Indices are Region II (-0.1246), 
Region I (-0.1560), and Region IV (-0.1585). The regions with the lowest Suits Indices 
are Region IX in nQrthwest central Kansas (-0.1885), Region VIII in northwest Kansas 
(-0.1812), and Region III in east central Kansas (-0.1779). The regions with the lowest 
Kakwani Indices are Region IX (-0.1819), Region VIII (-0.1747), and Region III 
(-0.1714). It should be kept in mind that negative index values indicate a regressively 
distributed tax. Therefore, a less negative index value would indicate a less 
regressively distributed tax. Thus it would appear that the retail sales tax is less 
regressively distributed in the state's urban areas than in the rural areas. 

Location 
Exhibit 58 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by location for 2003. 

The non-border counties had an effective individual income tax rate of 3.92 percent, 
while the border counties had an effective individual income tax rate of 3.50 percent. 

Exhibit 58: Retail Sales Tax Incidence by Location 

Location Percentage Suits Kakwani 
Border 3.50% (0.1724) (0.1627) 
Non-Border 3.92% (0.1620~ (0.1491} 
Total 3.73% (0.1731) (0.1643) 

Exhibit 58 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by location for 2003. Non­
border counties had a Suits Index of -0.1620, while border counties had an index of 
-0.1724. Non-border counties had a Kakwani Index of -0.1491, while border counties 
had an index of -0.1627. This indicates that the Kansas retail sales tax is less 
regressively distributed in non-border counties than in border counties. This may be 
due in part to non-border counties likely being less affected by interstate differentials in 
sales tax rates than border counties. 
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Concentration 
Exhibit 59 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by population 

concentration for 2003. Micropolitan counties (4.71 percent) had the highest effective 
retail sales tax rates, followed by rural counties (3.61 percent), and metropolitan 
counties (3.53 percent). This indicates that taxpayers in moderately populated counties 
are paying higher effective tax rates than those living in more or less densely populated 
counties. Again, these patterns are largely due to the distribution of income in the 
respective region and the composition of that income and the presence or absence of 
locally imposed sales taxes. 

Exhibit 59: Retail Sales Tax Incidence by Concentration 

Concentration Percentage Suits Kakwani 
Metropolitan 3.53% (0.1654) (0.1562) 
Micropolitan 4.71% (0.1776) (0.1710) 
Rural 3.61% (0.1779) (0.1724) 
Total 3.73% (0.1731) (0.1643) 

Exhibit 59 also shows SUIts and Kakwanl IndIces by population concentration for 
2003. Metropolitan counties had the highest Suits Index (-0.1654), followed by 
micropolitan counties (-0.1776), and rural counties (-0.1779). Similarly, metropolitan 
counties also had the highest Kakwani Index (-0.1562), followed by micropolitan 
counties (-0.1710), and rural counties (-0.1724). Again, this indicates that the Kansas 
retail sales tax is less regressively distributed in the urban areas of the state than in the 
rural areas. 

Population 
Exhibit 60 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by population quintile for 

2003. The first population quintile (3.78 percent) had the highest effective retail sales 
tax rate, followed by the second quintile (3.61 percent), the third quintile (3.09 percent), 
the fourth quintile (2.67 percent), and the fifth quintile (2.63 percent). This indicates that 
the ETR seems to increase with population. 

Exhibit 60: Retail Sales Tax Incidence by Population 

QuintiJe Percentage Suits Kakwani 
First 3.78% (0.1703) (0.1612) 
Second 3.61% (0.1705) (0.1648) 
Third 3.09% (0.1735) (0.1676) 
Fourth 2.67% (0.1777) (0.1718) 
Fifth 2.63% (0.1831) (0.1767) . 
Total 3.73% (0.1731) (0.1643) 

Exhibit 60 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by population quintile for 2003. 
The first quintile (-0.1703) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the second quintile 
(-0.1705), the third quintile (-0.1735), the fourth quintile (-0.1777), and the fifth quintile 
(-0.1831). Similarly, the first quintile (-0.1612) had the highest Kakwani Index, followed 
by the second quintile (-0.1648), the third quintile (-0.1676), the fourth quintile 
(-0.1718), and the fifth quintile (-0.1767). This indicates that the Kansas retail sales tax 
is less regressively distributed in more populated areas than in less populated areas in 
the state. 
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Income 
Exhibit 61 shows average effective retail sales tax rates by income quintile for 

2003. The third income quintile (3.90 percent) had the highest effective retail sales tax 
rate, followed by the fourth quintile (3.79 percent), the first quintile (3.72 percent), the 
second quintile (3.65 percent), and the fifth quintile (2.74 percent). This indicates that 
taxpayers in moderate income counties paid a higher percentage of their income in 
sales tax, than did taxpayers in higher income or lower income counties. 

Exhibit 61 : Retail Sales Tax Incidence by Population 

Quintile Percentage Suits Kakwani 
First 3.72% (0.1655) (0.1562) 
Second 3.65% (0.1714) (0.1635) 
Third 3.90% (0.1818) (0.1755) 
Fourth 3.79% (0.1742) (0.1681) 
Fifth 2.74% (0.1661~ (0.1606~ 
Total 3.73% (0.1731) (0.1643) 

Exhibit 61 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by income quintile for 2003. 
The first quintile (-0.1655) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the fifth quintile 
(-0.1661), the second quintile (-0.1714), the fourth quintile (-0.17472), and the third 
quintile (-0.1818). Similarly, the first quintile (-0.1562) had the highest Kakwani Index, 
followed by the fifth quintile (-0.1606), the second quintile (-0.1635), the fourth quintile 
(-0.1681), and the third quintile. (-0.1755). Generally, this indicates that the Kansas 
retail sales tax is less regressively distributed in higher and lower income areas than in 
moderate income areas. 

Incidence of Combined Individual Income, Residential 
Property, and Retail Sales· Taxes 

Exhibit 62 presents the distribution of combined Kansas individual income, 
residential property, and retail sales taxes by income grouping. The first section of the 
table shows the effective tax rate paid by households within the respective income 
groupings. Out of the ten income groupings, the highest effective tax rate paid is by 
households that earn less than $10,000 (32.7 percent), while the lowest effective rate 
paid is for households with $200,000 or more of income (7.7 percent). Again, it should 
be kept in mind that the ETRs are computed as a percentage of Kansas adjusted gross 
income. The average effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 9.2 percent. 

As a basis of comparison the Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) found an 
effective average total state and local tax rate on individuals of 8.9 percent, with the 
lowest income population group ($8,354 and under) paying an effective tax rate of 10.2 
percent, while the highest income population group ($102,426 and over) paying an 
effective tax rate of 9.1 percent. According to the Oregon Tax Incidence Model (2001) 
that state's effective average total state and local tax rate on households was 7.1 
percent, ranging from 5.9 percent for households earning between $21,255 and 
$128,739 to the highest income group (over $126,172) paying an ETR of 8.9 percent. 
The Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study (2004) found that the overall tax structure was 
moderately progressive to proportional for almost all households. The lowest income 
group paid 9.6 percent of their income in taxes, while households with income between 
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$93,401 and $254,200 paid the highest tax rate of 11.9 percent, but the tax rate for the 
highest income group declined to 10.9 percent. 

The next section of the table shows information used to assess the overall 
incidence of the combined taxes. The data for this section are derived from the above 
sections. Both the Suits Index (-0.0888) and the Kakwani Index (-0.0892) indicate total 
Kansas state and local individual income, residential property, and retail sales taxes are 
slightly regressive. The Minnesota Tax Incidence Study (2005) reported a Suits Index 
of -0.018 for total state and local taxes, while the Wisconsin Tax Incidence Study 
(2004) reported a Suits Index of 0.006 and a Kakwani Index of 0.013 for total state and 
local taxes. 

The chart at the bottom of the exhibit shows the relationship among the average 
effective tax rate, the cumulative percentage of households, the cumulative percentage 
of income, and the cumulative percentage of tax. Note that there is a comparable table 
for each of the 105 counties and five county groupings contained in the Detailed 
Appendix. 

Exhibit 62: Combined Tax Incidence by Income Class 
2003 TOTAL TAXES. "" 

KANSAs. 

AVG. TAX RATE BASED ON INC. 

CUMULATIVE % OF HOUSEHOLDS 

CUMULATIVE % OF INCOME 

CUMULATIVE % OF TAX 

KAKWANIINDEX 

SUITS INDEX 

County 

$10,000- $15,000· $25,000- $35,000- $50,000· $75,000· $100,000· $150,000· 
<$10,000 

32.7% 
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0.8% 

3.0% 
(0.0009) 
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5.5% 12.6% 22.0% 
(0.0017) (0.0053) (0.0074) 
(0.0004) (0.0021) (0.0044) 

$49,999 $74,999 $99,999 

9.3% 9.1% 8.4% 

60.8% 81.1% 90.7% 
31.4% 56.4% 73.1% 

37.3% 62.1% 77.2% 
(0.0107) (0.0118) (0.0047) 

(0.0089) (0.0145) (0.0081) 

/ / 
/' x 

/ I' 
)t /' 

$149,999 $199,999 >$200,000 

8.0% 7.6% 7.7% 

96.8% 98.3% 100.0% 
88.0% 93.4% 100.0% 
90.1% 94.5% 100.0% 

(0.0019) (0.0002) (0.0001) 
(0.0046) (0.0009) (0.0004) 

<$10,000 $10,000· $15,000· $25,000· $35,000· $50,000· $75,000· $100,000· $150,000·>$200,000 
$14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,999 
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-+-AVG. TAX RATE BASED ON INC. __ CUMULATIVE % OF HOUSEHOLDS 

,,---CUMULATIVE % OF INCOME -*,""CUMULATIVE % OF TAX 

Tolal 

9.2% 

(0.0892) 
(0.0888) 

Exhibit 63 shows combined average effective tax rates by county for 2003. The 
counties with the highest ETRs are Pratt (11.70 percent), Ellis (11.54 percent), Saline 
(11.06 percent), Seward (10.92 percent), and Thomas (10.85 percent). The counties 
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with the lowest ETRs are Doniphan (4.25 percent), Jewell (5.82 percent), Kearny (6.24 
percent), ChautaLJqua (6.27 percent), and Washington (6.30 percent). Exhibit 64 maps 
geographic variations in combined average effective tax rates. The counties with the 
highest ETRs are indicated by the darkest shading, the counties with the lowest ETRs 
are indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by 
transitional shading. 

Exhibit 63: Combined Average Effective Tax Rates by County 

County Percentage County Percentage County Percentage 
Allen 8.51% Greeley 9.11% Osborne 7.82% 
Anderson 8.15% Greenwood 7.61% Ottawa 6.57% 
Atchison 8.69% Hamilton 8.53% Pawnee 8.06% 
Barber 9.09% Harper 8.65% Phillips 8.17% 
Barton 10.61% Harvey 7.21% Pottawatomie 10.30% 
Bourbon 8.79% Haskell 7.80% Pratt 11.70% 
Brown 7.79% Hodgeman 6.74% Rawlins 7.52% 
Butler 7.88% Jackson 7.66% Reno 10.56% 
Chase 7.49% Jefferson 6.59% Republic 8.00% 
Chautauqua 6.27% Jewell 5.82% Rice 7.34% 
Cherokee 6.39% Johnson 8.92% Riley 10.80% 
Cheyenne 9.12% Kearny 6.24% Rooks 8.64% 
Clark 6.40% Kingman 7.25% Rush 6.55% 
Clay 8.81% Kiowa 6.60% Russell 9.22% 
Cloud 9.93% Labette 8.92% Saline 11.06% 
Coffey 6.87% Lane 7.07% Scott 9.45% 
Comanche 7.07% Leavenworth 8.85% Sedgwick 9.10% 
Cowley 7.99% Lincoln 7.29% Seward 10.92% 
Crawford 8.84% Linn 6.72% Shawnee 9.99% 
Decatur 7.42% Logan 9.17% Sheridan 8.20% 
Dickinson 8.44% Lyon 9.46% Sherman 9.45% 
Doniphan 4.25% Marion 7.63% Smith 7.41% 
Douglas 10.18% Marshall 7.65% Stafford 6.89% 
Edwards 6.93% McPherson 8.78% Stanton 6.34% 
Elk 8.51% Meade 7.55% Stevens 6.85% 
Ellis 11.54% Miami 9.19% Sumner 7.69% 
Ellsworth 7.73% Mitchell 9.28% Thomas 10.85% 
Finney 10.19% Montgomery 9.64% Trego 8.76% 
Ford 10.75% Morris 7.83% Wabaunsee 6.74% 
Franklin 9.01% Morton 7.64% Wallace 6.53% 
Geary 10.74% Nemaha 7.34% Washington 6.30% 
Gove 8.52% Neosho 10.26% Wichita 7.23% 
Graham 9.48% Ness 8.73% Wilson 7.27% 
Grant 8.63% Norton 8.02% Woodson 7.45% 
Gra~ 7.37% Osage 6.83% W~andotte 8.87% 

Total 9.24% 
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Exhibit 64: Variations in Combined Average Effective Tax Rates 

Exhibit 65 shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by county for 2003. Based on the 
Suits Index total taxes are distributed slightly progressively in six counties: Doniphan 
(0.0573), Haskell (0.0154), Kearny (0.0144), Stanton (0.0116), Washington (0.0069), 
and Stevens (0.0016). Based on the Kakwani index total taxes are distributed slightly 
progressively in only four counties: Doniphan (0.0489), Haskell (0.0120), Kearny 
(0.0103), and Stanton (0.0073). On the hand, the counties with the lowest Suits Indices 
are Elk (-0.1292), Wyandotte (-0.1155), Douglas (-0.1121), Ellis (-0.1086), and Riley 
(-0.1084). The counties with the lowest Kakwani Indices are Elk (-0.1347), Wyandotte 
(-0.1167), Douglas (-0.1127), Riley (-0.1101), and Ellis (-0.1093). Exhibits 66 and 67 
map geographic variations in the Suits and Kakwani Indices, respectively. The counties 
with the highest indices are indicated by the darkest shading, the counties the lowest 
indices are indicated by the lightest shading. The remaining counties are indicated by 
transitional shading. 

72 

EXP-WONG000091 



Exhibit 65: Combined Tax Incidence by County 

count:£ Suits Kakwani Count:£ Suits Kakwani Count:£ Suits Kakwani 
Allen (0.0505) (0.0551) Greeley (0.0517) (0.0542) Osborne (0.0580) (0.0630) 
Anderson (0.0709) (0.0751 ) Greenwood (0.0408) (0.0474) Ottawa (0.0328) (0.0374) 
Atchison (0.0714) (0.0743) Hamilton (0.0194) (0.0239) Pawnee (0.0774) (0.0793) 
Barber (0.0600) (0.0627) Harper (0.0659) (0.0706) Phillips (0.0591) (0.0628) 
Barton (0.0835) (0.0853) Harvey (0.0641) (0.0656) Pottawatomie (0.0635) (0.0638) 
Bourbon (0.0883) (0.0916) Haskell 0.0154 0.0120 Pratt (0.0881) (0.0899) 
Brown (0.0531 ) (0.0579) Hodgeman (0.0422) (0.0485) Rawlins (0.0697) (0.0750) 
Butler (0.0485) (0.0501) Jackson (0.0457) (0.0481) Reno (0.0979) (0.0989) 
Chase (0.0519) (0.0562) Jefferson (0.0439) (0.0473) Republic (0.0906) (0.0942) 
Chautauqua (0.0227) (0.0297) Jewell (0.0164) (0.0243) Rice (0.0485) (0.0525) 
Cherokee (0.0454) (0.0512) Johnson (0.0945) (0.0929) Riley (0.1084) (0.1101 ) 
Cheyenne (0.0747) (0.0778) Kearny 0.0144 0.0103 Rooks (0.0641 ) (0.0688) 
Clark (0.0257) (0.0314) Kingman (0.0359) (0.0401) Rush (0.0379) (0.0447) 
Clay (0.0729) (0.0759) Kiowa (0.0736) (0.0756) Russell (0.1048) (0.1084) 
Cloud (0.0949) (0.0963) Labette (0.0705) (0.0740) Saline (0.0844) (0.0845) 
Coffey (0.0098) (0.0141) Lane (0.0465) (0.0502) Scott (0.0859) (0.0863) 
Comanche (0.0148) (0.0207) Leavenworth (0.0976) (0.0976) Sedgwick (0.0552) (0.0556) 
Cowley (0.0569) (0.0603) Lincoln (0.0736) (0.0785) Seward (0.0795) (0.0793) 
Crawford (0.0757) (0.0794) Linn (0.0469) (0.0521) Shawnee (0.0862) (0.0861) 
Decatur (0.0454) (0.0509) Logan (0.0819) (0.0846) Sheridan (0.0139) (0.0196) 
Dickinson (0.0546) (0.0573) Lyon (0.0758) (0.0785) Sherman (0.0882) (0.0892) 
Doniphan 0.0573 0.0489 Marion (0.0391) (0.0434) Smith (0.0259) (0.0333) 
Douglas (0.1121) (0.1127) Marshall (0.0391) (0.0428) Stafford (0.0219) (0.0274) 
Edwards (0.0168) (0.0230) McPherson (0.0565) (0.0585) Stanton 0.0116 0.0073 
Elk (0.1292) (0.1347) Meade (0.0343) (0.0380) Stevens 0.0016 (0.0004) 
Ellis (0.1086) (0.1093) Miami (0.0954) (0.0959) Sumner (0.0615) (0.0647) 
Ellsworth (0.0519) (0.0558) Mitchell (0.0790) (0.0807) Thomas (0.1024) (0.1028) 
Finney (0.0649) (0.0648) Montgomery (0.0870) (0.0898) Trego (0.0905) (0.0950) 
Ford (0.0863) (0.0864) Morris (0.0326) (0.0375) Wabaunsee (0.0385) (0.0420) 
Franklin (0.0717) (0.0734) Morton (0.0160) (0.0185) Wallace (0.0305) (0.0356) 
Geary (0.0907) (0.0911 ) Nemaha (0.0369) (0.0413) Washington 0.0069 (0.0014) 
Gove (0.0425) (0.0461) Neosho (0.0850) (0.0869) Wichita (0.0142) (0.0194) 
Graham (0.0861) (0.0899) Ness (0.0620) (0.0652) Wilson (0.0150) (0.0216) 
Grant (0.0254) (0.0263) Norton (0.0420) (0.0466) Woodson (0.0552) (0.0626) 
Gray (0.0226) (0.0254) Osage (0.0310) (0.0353) Wyandotte (0.1155) (0.1167) 

Total (0.0888) (0.0892) 
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Exhibit 66: Variations in Combined Tax Suits Indices 

Exhibit 67: Variations in Combined Tax Kakwani Indices 
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Region 
Exhibit 68 shows average effective total tax rates by region for 2003. The 

regions with the highest ETRs are Region X in northern Kansas (9.99 percent), Region 
IX in northwest central Kansas (9.88 percent), and Region III in north central Kansas 
(9.62 percent). The regions with the lowest ETRs are Region XI in northeast Kansas 
(7.23 percent), Region V in southern Kansas (8.72 percent), and Region II in southeast 
Kansas (8.73 percent). 

Exhibit 68: Combined Tax Incidence by Region 

Region Percentage Suits Kakwani 
I 9.07% (0.0995) (0.0985) 
II 8.73% (0.0512) (0.0463) 
III 9.62% (0.0786) (0.0807) 
IV 8.90% (0.0583) (0.0593) 
V 8.72% (0.0677) (0.0706) 
VI 9.53% (0.0719) (0.0731) 
VII 9.25% (0.1324) (0.1300) 
VIII 9.18% (0.0795) (0.0819) 
IX 9.88% (0.0872) (0.0900) 
X 9.99% (0.0802) (0.0815) 
XI 7.23% (0.0393} (0.0436} 
Total 9.24% (0.0888) (0.0892) 

Exhibit 68 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by region for 2003. The 
regions with the highest Suits Indices are Region XI in northeast Kansas (-0.0393), 
Region II in southeast Kansas (-0.0512), and Region IV in south central Kansas 
(-0.0583). The regions with the highest Kakwani Indices are Region XI (-0.0436), 
Region II (-0.0463), and Region IV (-0.0593). The regions with the lowest Suits Indices 
are Region VII in southwestern Kansas (-0.1324), Region I in eastern Kansas 
(-0.0995), and Region IX in northwest central Kansas (-0.0872). The regions with the 
lowest Kakwani Indices are Region VII (-0.1300), Region I (-0.0985), and Region IX 
(-0.0900). 

Location 
Exhibit 69 shows the combined average effective tax rates by location for 2003. 

The non-border counties had an ETR of 9.66 percent, while the border counties had an 
ETR of 8.77 percent. 

Exhibit 69: Combined Tax Incidence by Location 

Location Percentage Suits Kakwani 
Border 8.77% (0.0970) (0.0966) 
Non-Border 9.66% (0.0754} (0.0746} 
Total 9.24% (0.0888) (0.0892) 

Exhibit 69 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by location for 2003. Non­
border counties had a Suits Index of -0.0754, while border counties had an index of 
-0.0970. Non-border counties had a Kakwani Index of -0.0746, while border counties 
had an index of -0.0966. This indicates that combined Kansas state and local taxes are 
less regressively distributed in non-border counties than in border counties. This may 
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be due in part to non-border counties being less likely to be affected by interstate 
differentials in tax rates than border counties. 

Concentration 
Exhibit 70 shows combined average effective tax rates by population 

concentration for 2003. Micropolitan counties (10.01 percent) had the highest ETR, 
followed by rural counties (9.98 percent), and metropolitan counties (8.97 percent). 
This indicates that taxpayers in moderately populated counties are paying higher 
effective tax rates than those living in more or less densely populated counties. Again, 
these patterns are largely due to the distribution of income in the respective region and 
the composition of that income. 

Exhibit 70: Combined Tax Incidence by Concentration 

Concentration Percenta!;!e Suits Kakwani 
Metropolitan 8.97% (0.0867) (0.0861) 
Micropolitan 10.01% (0.0807) (0.0823) 
Rural 9.98% {0.1079) {0.1113) 
Total 9.24% (0.0888) (0.0892) 

Exhibit 70 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by population concentration for 
2003. Micropolitan counties had the highest Suits Index (-0.0807), followed by 
metropolitan counties (-0.0867), and rural counties (-0.1079). Similarly, micropolitan 
counties also had the highest Kakwani Index (-0.0823), followed by metropolitan 
counties (-0.0861), and rural counties (-0.1113). 

Population 
Exhibit 71 shows combined average effective tax rates by population quintile for 

2003. The first population quintile (9.21 percent) had the highest ETR, followed by the 
second quintile (8.59 percent), the third quintile (8.08 percent), the fifth quintile (7.73 
percent), and the fourth quintile (7.60 percent). This indicates that the ETR generally 
increases with population. 

Exhibit 71 : Combined Tax Incidence by Population 

Quintile Percenta!;!e Suits Kakwani 
First 9.21% (0.0879) (0.0876) 
Second 8.59% (0.0641) (0.0669) 
Third 8.08% (0.0576) (0.0611 ) 
Fourth 7.60% (0.0394) (0.0439) 
Fifth 7.73% (0.0522} (0.0565} 
Total 9.24% (0.0888) (0.0892) 

Exhibit 71 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by population quintile for 2003. 
The fourth quintile (-0.0394) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the fifth quintile 
(-0.0522), the third quintile (-0.0576), the second quintile (-0.0641), and the first 
quintile (-0.0879). Similariy, the fourth quintile (-0.0439) had the highest Kakwani 
Index, followed by the fifth quintile (-0.0565), the third quintile (-0.0611), the second 
quintile (-0.0669), and the first quintile (-0.0876). This indicates that combined Kansas 
state and local taxes are less regressively distributed in less populated areas than in 
more populated areas in the state. 
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Income 
Exhibit 72 shows combined average effective tax rates by income quintile for 

. 2003. The first income quintile (9.14 percent) had the highest ETR, followed by the 
second .quintile (9.38 percent), the third quintile (8.97 percent), the fourth quintile (8.78 
percent), and the fifth quintile (7.70 percent). This indicates that taxpayers in higher 
income areas paid a higher percentage of their income in taxes, than'did taxpayers in 
lower income areas. . 

Exhibit 72: Combined Tax Incidence by Income 

Quintile Percentage Suits Kakwani 
First 9.14% (0.0845) (0.0837) 
Second 9.38% (0.0867) (0.0878) 
Third 8.97% (0.0918) (0.0941) 
Fourth 8.78% (0.0664) (0.0689) 
Fifth 7.70% (0.04851 (0.05211 
Total 9.24% (0.0888) (0.0892) 

Exhibit 72 also shows Suits and Kakwani Indices by income quintile for 2003. 
The fifth quintile (-0.0485) had the highest Suits Index, followed by the fourth quintile 
(-0.0664), the first quintile (-0.0845), the second quintile (-0.0867), and the third 
quintile (-0.0918). Similarly, the fifth quintile (-0.0521) had the highest Kakwani Index, 
followed by the fourth quintile (-0.0689), the first quintile (-0.0837), the second quintile 
(-0.0878), and the third quintile (-0.0941). Generally, this indicates that combined 
Kansas state and local taxes are generally less regressively distributed in lower income 
areas than in higher income areas. Combined state and local taxes are most 
regressively distributed in moderate income areas. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The objective of this study was to measure the distribution of $6.4 billion of state 

and local taxes collected in 2003. The report: 

• Analyzed $6.4 billion in taxes collected in 2003, a total that represents 83.0 
percent of all state and local taxes. 

• Calculated average household tax burden by income range. 

Tax Incidence 
• Tax incidence analysis is the study of who ultimately bears the economic burden 

of a tax. 

• The effective tax rate is the tax rate paid as a percentage of income. 

• A progressive tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate rises as income rises. 

• A proportional tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate does not change with 
income. 

• A regressive tax is a tax for which the effective tax rate falls as income rises. 
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• Individual income, residential property, and retail sales taxes accounted for $6.4 
billion or 83.0 percent of all Kansas state and local government taxes in 2003. 

Individual Income Tax 
• Because of its graduated tax rate structure and allowance of personal 

exemptions and deductions, the individual income tax is, by design, progressive. 
The average effective tax rate for individual income taxes for the state as a whole 
is 3.2 percent. Effective tax rates rise significantly with increases in household 
income. At the low end, the ETR for the income tax is -7.4 percent for the lowest 
income group. It rises steadily to 4.7 percent for the highest income group. 
Lower income households can receive refundable tax credits, which can more 
than offset any income tax liabilities. Based on household composition single 
households without children and non-family households have the highest ETR at 
4.1 percent, while married couples with children have the lowest ETR at 2.0 
percent. 

• The Kansas individual income tax is modestly progressive. Although the Kansas 
individual income tax is only modestly progressive, it tends to be more 
progressive than many other states because it is comprised of only three 
brackets, with some taxpayers subject to the highest rate with taxable income as 
low as $30,000. The progressivity of the individual income tax nearly offsets the 
regressivity of the other taxes. 

• The counties with the highest average ETRs are in the Wichita area, the 
Lawrence area, and in western Kansas, while the counties with the lowest rates 
tend to be in the north and southeast areas of the state. Taxpayers in more 
densely populated counties areas are paying higher effective tax rates than those 
living in less densely populated areas. 

• Kansas individual income tax is less progressively distributed in the state's urban 
areas than in other areas, meaning that lower income households bear a larger 
share of the burden in these areas. 

Residential Property Tax 
• The average effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 2.3 percent, with the 

lowest income population group paying an effective tax rate of 23.6 percent, 
while the highest income population group paying an effective tax rate of 0.6 
percent. This result derives because lower income households tend to spend a 
higher proportion of income on housing than higher income households. In some 
cases, effective tax rates of over 100 percent may be reported in cases where 
the taxpayer may be occupying a high value residence, while receiving a low 
level of Kansas adjusted gross income. 

• The Kansas residential property tax is significantly regressive. Property taxes. 
were regressive across all household groups. Overall, households paid 2.3 
percent of their income in property taxes. The lowest income group (under 
$10,000) paid 23.6 percent of their income in property taxes. In contrast, the 
highest-income households ($200,000 and over) spent an average of 0.6 percent 
of their income on property taxes. 
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• The counties with the highest ETRs are concentrated in the northeast, while the 
counties with the lowest rates tend to be in the southwest. However, taxpayers 
in less densely populated areas are paying higher effective tax rates than those 
living in more densely populated areas. This may be due in part to the presence 
of economies of scale in service provision that may be present in more densely 
populated areas, but less pervasive in less densely populated areas. 

• The Kansas residential property tax is less regressively distributed in the state's 
urban and suburban areas where higher value residences are more likely to be 
located, while the tax tends to be more regressively distributed in the state's rural 
areas where there is less likely to be higher value residences. 

• Since the residential property tax includes both a uniform state component and 
non-uniform local government components, regional variations are the result of 
the distribution of wealth and income in the respective regions, the composition 
of that income, and local discretionary tax policy decisions. 

Retail Sales Tax 
• Average Kansas household pays $1,595 in retail sales taxes annually. The 

largest amount goes to housing ($416), food ($395), and transportation ($352). 
The average effective tax rate for the state as a whole is 3.7 percent. For 2003, 
the effective consumer sales tax rate for the lowest income group was 16.5 
percent, compared to the rate for the highest income group of 2.3 percent. 

• Taxpayers in moderately populated areas are paying higher ETRs than those 
living in more or less densely populated areas. 

• The Kansas retail sales tax is moderately regressive. Retail sales taxes in 
Kansas tend to be more regressive than many states because of the base of the 
tax is relatively broad and has relatively few major exemptions for such as for 
food and clothing. 

• The Kansas retail sales tax is less regressively distributed in the state's suburban 
areas. This may be due to the presence of a greater proportion of higher income 
households and the location of regional shopping malls in suburban areas. 

Combined Taxes 
• Combined state and local taxes are proportional to slightly regressive. However, 

combined taxes in several counties are slightly progressive. The lowest income 
group (under $10,000) paid 32.7 percent of income in taxes. The effective tax 
rates decreased slightly for the middle-range of households, ranging from 14.6 
percent to 7.6 percent. These households had income between $10,000 and 
$199,000. The highest income group ($200,000 and over), paid 7.7 percent of 
income in taxes. The combined average effective tax rate for the state as a 
whole is 9.2 percent. Taxpayers in moderately populated areas tend to pay 
higher ETRs than those living in less densely populated areas. Combined taxes 
are less regressively distributed in less populated areas than in more populated 
areas. 
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• On average the sales tax (3.7 percent) accounted for the largest burden most 
households. The second largest tax was the sales tax (3.2 percent). Although 
the property tax is the most regressive of the three taxes, it accounted for the 
smallest burden (2.3 percent) 

• Refundable tax credits increase the progressivity of the Kansas tax structure. 
The earned income tax credit makes the individua.l income tax increases 
progressive at low-income levels. The Homestead credit sharply reduces, 
though it does not eliminate, the regressivity of the property tax for low-income 
homeowners and renters. While refundable credits significantly reduced the 
burden of the poorest households, they did not completely eliminate the 
regressivity of the property tax. 

incidence Models 
• There are many benefits to developing a tax incidence model, and many states 

have already done so. 

• While the study estimates the incidence of Kansas' current level of taxes, its 
findings cannot be used to draw conclusions about incremental tax changes, 
since the incidence of an incremental change of a tax may not be the same as 
the incidence of an existing tax. 

• For instance, business owners may bear the burden of an existing tax, but be 
able to entirely shift an increase in that tax to workers or consumers if the 
resulting effective tax rate is higher than the national average. 

• However, the tax incidence model may be useful for evaluating existing features 
of Kansas' tax structure, for example, the distributional impact of existing tax 
exemptions, deductions and credits, or the effectiveness of the current earned 
income tax credit in lifting the working poor out of poverty. 

• Other areas to consider for further development of the tax incidence model 
include the following: 

o Include more taxes in the analysis. In particular, the incidence of the 
cigarette, alcohol beverage, motor fuels and other excise taxes and of the 
estate tax can be explored. 

o Explore factors that may result in horizontal inequities such as race, 
gender, and age. 

o Compare findings to prior years to assess changes in tax incidence and 
the underlying causes 

o Develop a comprehensive microsimulation economic incidence model 
based on a sampling of actual income tax returns and property tax 
records. 

The purpose of the study was to measure the distribution of taxes across Kansas 
households. The study does not seek to make policy recommendations. However, it is 
hoped that the findings of the study will be used to inform the policy making process. 
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Appendix A (Continued): 

COUllty Comparison of Val'iom State Tax Collections and Peer Capita Tax Collections 
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Appendix B: 

County Distributional Categories 

Regions 

I-Anderson, Coffey, Douglas, Franklin, Jefferson, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, 
Osage, Shawnee, Wyandotte 

II-Allen, Bourbon, Cherokee, Crawford, Labette, Montgomery, Neosho, Wilson, 
Woodson 

III-Chase, Clay, Dickinson, Geary, Lyon, Marion, Morris, Pottawatomie, Riley, 
Wabaunsee 

IV-Butler, Cowley, Elk, Chautauqua, Greenwood, Harvey, McPherson, Reno, Rice, 
Sedgwick 

V-Barber, Barton, Comanche, Edwards, Harper, Kingman, Kiowa, Pawnee, Pratt, 
Rush, Stafford, Sumner 

VI-Clark, Ford, Gray, Hodgeman, Meade, Ness 

VII-Finney, Grant, Greeley, Hamilton, Haskell, Kearny, Lane, Morton, Scott, Seward, 
Stanton, Stevens, Wichita 

VIII-Cheyenne, Decatur, Logan, Rawlins, Sheridan, Sherman, Thomas, Wallace 

IX-Ellis, Gove, Graham, Norton, Osborne, Phillips, Rooks, Russell, Smith, Trego 

X-Cloud, Ellsworth, Jewell, Lincoln, Mitchell, Ottawa, Republic, Saline 

XI-Atchison, Brown, Doniphan, Jackson, Marshall, Nemaha, Washington 
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Appendix B (Continued): 

Location 

Border-Atchison, Barber, Bourbon, Brown, Chautauqua, Cherokee, Cheyenne, Clark, 
Comanche, Cowley, Crawford, Decatur, Doniphan, Greeley, Hamilton, Harper, Jewell, 
Johnson, LabeUe, Leavenworth, Linn, Marshall, Meade, Miami, Montgomery, Morton, 
Nemaha, Norton, Phillips, Rawlins, Republic, Seward, Sherman, Smith, Stanton, 
Stevens, Sumner, Wallace, Washington, Wyandotte 

Non-Border-Allen, Anderson, Barton, Butler, Chase, Clay, Cloud, Coffey, Dickinson, 
Douglas, Edwards, Elk, Ellis, Ellsworth, Finney, Ford, Franklin, Geary, Gove, Graham, 
Grant, Gray, Greenwood, Harvey, Haskell, Hodgeman, Jackson, Jefferson, Kearny, 
Kingman, Kiowa, Lane, Lincoln, Logan, Lyon, McPherson, Marion, Mitchell, Morris, 
Neosho, Ness, Osage, Osborne, Ottawa, Pawnee, Pottawatomie, Pratt, Reno, Rice, 
Riley, Rooks, Rush, Russell, Scott, Saline, Sedgwick, Shawnee, Sheridan, Stafford, 
Thomas, Trego, Wabaunsee, Wichita, Wilson, Woodson 

Concentration 

Metropolitan-Butler, Doniphan, Douglas, Franklin, Harvey, Jackson, Jefferson, 
Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, Osage, Sedgwick, Shawnee, Sumner, Wabaunsee, 
Wyandotte 

Micropolitan-Atchison, Barton, Chase, Cowley, Crawford, Ellis, Finney, Ford, Geary, 
Labette, Lyon, McPherson, Montgomery, Ottawa, Pottawatomie, Reno, Riley, Saline, 
Seward 

Rural-Allen, Anderson, Barber, Bourbon, Brown, Chautauqua, Cherokee, Cheyenne, 
Clark, Clay, Cloud, Coffey, Comanche, Decatur, Dickinson, Douglas, Edwards, Elk, 
Ellsworth, Gove, Graham, Grant, Gray, Greeley, Greenwood, Hamilton, Harper, Haskell, 
Hodgeman, Jewell, Kearny, Kingman, Kiowa, Lane, Lincoln, Linn, Logan, Marion, 
Marshall, Meade, Mitchell, Morris, Morton, Nemaha, Neosho, Ness, Norton, Osborne, 
Pawnee, Phillips, Pratt, Rawlins, Republic, Rice, Rooks, Rush, Russell, Scott, Sheridan, 
Sherman, Smith, Stafford, Stanton, Stevens, Thomas, Trego, Wallace, Washington, 
Wichita, Wilson, Woodson 
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Appendix B (Continued): 

Population Quintiles 

First-Barton, Butler, Cowley, Crawford, Douglas, Finney, Ford, Geary, Harvey, 
Johnson, Leavenworth, Lyon, McPherson, Miami, Montgomery, Reno, Riley, Saline, 
Sedgwick, Shawnee, Wyandotte 

Second-Allen, Atchison, Bourbon, Brown, Cherokee, Dickinson, Ellis, Franklin, 
Jackson, Jefferson, Labette, Marion, Marshall, Nemaha, Neosho, Osage, Pottawatomie, 
Rice, Seward, Sumner, Wilson 

Third-Anderson, Clay, Cloud, Coffey, Doniphan, Ellsworth, Grant, Greenwood, 
Harper, Kingman, Linn, Mitchell, Morris, Ottawa, Pawnee, Pratt, Russell, Sherman, 
Thomas, Wabaunsee, Washington 

Fourth-Barber, Chautauqua, Decatur, Gray, Haskell, Jewell, Kearny, Lincoln, Meade, 
Morton, Norton, Osborne, Phillips, Republic, Rooks, Rush, Scott, Smith, Stafford, 
Stevens, Woodson 

Fifth-Chase, Cheyenne, Clark, Comanche, Edwards, Elk, Gove, Graham, Greeley, 
Hamilton, Hodgeman, Kiowa, Lane, Logan, Ness, Rawlins, Sheridan, Stanton, Trego, 
Wallace, Wichita 

Income Quintiles 

First-Barton, Coffey, Ellis, Geary, Graham, Harvey, Jewell, Johnson, Kiowa, Lane, 
Marshall, McPherson, Ness, Phillips, Rawlins, Saline, Scott, Sedgwick, Shawnee, 
Sheridan, Wallace 

Second-Barber, Butler, Chase, Clark, Clay, Douglas, Edwards, Gove, Greeley, 
Harper, Haskell, Jackson, Leavenworth, Mitchell, Pottawatomie, Pratt, Reno, Sherman, 
Smith, Thomas, Wichita 

Third-Allen, Bourbon, Brown, Cowley, Crawford, Decatur, Dickinson, Ellsworth, 
Hamilton, Logan, Miami, Montgomery, Nemaha, Neosho, Osborne, Riley, Rooks, Rush, 
Stafford, Stanton, Wyandotte 

Fourth-Chautauqua, Cherokee, Cloud, Comanche, Ford, Franklin, Grant, Gray, 
Kingman, Labette, Lyon, Meade, Morris, Norton, Pawnee, Republic, Russell, Seward, 
Stevens, Sumner, Wilson 

Fifth-Anderson, Atchison, Cheyenne, Doniphan, Elk, Finney, Greenwood, Hodgeman, 
Jefferson, Kearny, Lincoln, Linn, Marion, Morton, Osage, Ottawa, Rice, Trego, 
Wabaunsee, Washington, Woodson 
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Appendix c: 
Imih~diHlflncometax for Tax Year 2003 by Connty 

."" . ..~ 

Ri!~c!ent ra';.payem Only 

Number T~,,';{ea~ 
Percent Pez Reru:m 

Kallo;as AdjUsted ofT<ital Aver~ge 
Canute ~t.t,.w. Gros~.a~ liii12..ign,: ~i'a~@y i~:Yi!QjJitr ~ 

lillen ' 7,237 S205A5t256 $5.,764,398 0.3% $79] 1.:1-
Anile[~QIi 4;H19 $119;160:937 $3,1!,l5,O:l(} :.O.l~{. $}7& ,79 
Atchison; ],94.2 ~j51,'i'8()A57 ' $6;i5t,349 ll.4%, 5356 ,61 
Blirner 2;609 >71;104520 $2.1()O309 OJ% $805 ' 72 
~tUtQll : 13;603 5426,163,337 • $12,814,442 9··f!1~ 5942 44 
BoUibmt 7,17° }207,477"}~93 $$}Jl~773 ().3% 57# 8/j 
Brc\\'ll 5,253 S144,230J'32 $J,136551 O·.2°f~ $711 91 

,BUtler 29.1&1 $i,177,554,460 $;(4,577,652 ; i4~'~ $L521 3 
Chaze 1,416 ; $41;408;77q $1,217;534 0.1% S8(1) 61 
Chautauqua n89 $50;0&7,.370 $1,262,449 6.1% ~$71)~ 95 
Che..'IlKee 9:845 s~95.m.801 $6,540,059 O~4~~· 5664· 99 
Che;{ell1le 1,489 S13,5nS12 S96S.430 6j~l~ '$6:)0 IOO 
Clark 1,157 S~7,766)34 $[,137;975- jU~o 59&4 3& 
Clay. '4,;242" $121)35,{41) . $~A09,6g1 0.2% ,$864 73 
Cloud. 5Jm S13!U:34.9D9 $3,$52,064 O~l~~ $766 83 
C()ffev 4.43S $155:147:592 $4.959,312 03o/li $l.U? 21 
Coman:he,. 1;043 S31,11&,O()3 $934,642 0:-1% $&96 ,53 
Cowley 17;464 $5&3,41D,973 $17.166,692 , .0.9% $9&3 39 
Ciawford: 17,940 $568,124,700 $16.210~i]4 0:9% $904 52 
Decatur' 1;735 543,063,151 $1.i81,4S6 0,1% $681 97 
Did:imol1 9,3&6 S}05,:536,689 $9,017)89 Q.~~b ,$912 51 
Domph?!l ~t40{}· $1&2,144,&63 $:1;124:095 0.2% .$937 45 
Dlltlglas 4~,090 $2,023}5l,45~ $69130663 .. 3··rr~· $lAlB 4 
+=dvdrrds 1';721 $4&,355,623 '$1,450,6t4 1):1% SS·E· 6} 

Elk 1,m S:n,906,413 5937;,765 o.m :S597 104-
Ellis 13,714 S478;755,391 $15,766,998 0.9% $1)50 15 
Em;',orth 3,050 $93,912,2&5. $2:;827A73 ri~l~~· S927 49 
Firuiev 17.881 $631:975.&76 $19.200.147 'to'h $1.074 26 
r'.lrd 13,972 54&'2,157,630 '$1-:t126J14 0.&% $1,011 34 
FranliiiIi. 13,027 $449,1:i6,4~3 ' $13;2i4~560 0.7% $1,fr17 3:3 
Gtllr;r 10,842 B15,291;S1)8 $8;,}82,103 O!.5~:; $792 77 
Ga\'~ 1.01{) S40A61,S44 $1.151,020 0.1% $773 80 
Graham 1;395 S34.417'()40 $1,021,591 0.1·% sm 90 
Giant '~;64tr $B1A~;j,i37 $.:\,325,m . 02~~ $1;186 11 
Grav 3,0&1 S10S,357,()61 $3,608,045 {;:l~'~ $1,tn .13. 
Gre~le+ '754 520,745392 $79:>.598 ·1)"0% $1,(153 29 
Greemvc)od 3,732 $99,735,497 $2,991,111 Q2~~ $793 76 
HsiiilltCin 1,236 $36,335;li50 $1,275.628 0.'1%· $1,032 31 
F~er 3,3H Sn:S07,452 $.1,921,J3\! O.2l)~ S&~2 5'4 

,Har,ey 16~966 $626,436,&62, $18.711:991 LO% $I,103 23-
Hlj.;!:ell ~879 5;54,021,431 $2,420,711 0.1.% $1,283 8 
Hodgeml\U; .992 $17;547,398 S77(i.1l43 OJ)~~ $7&1, -78 
Jacl.:sOIr 6,787 S215;314~90i $6,316,608 ·O3}~ $931 47 
JeffersoJ1 "91523 .$358;427,15&' $10,918.235 U.6~~ $1,147 17 
Jewell 1,7)ll S41.09'4.405 $1,~64,6n 0.1% $594 105 
Jchn.;ou 253;955 $17,556,li;7,S40' $565;524,858, 30.6% $'12"7 1 
Kearny, 1,862 .$67,854,381 $2,tis.i,35S 0.1% $;)i~ 2ei 
Kin2riliul 4,OR3' S136,a69,514, $4,391,075 .o::r}~ $1;076 15 
Kiowa .1~-S77 S%i::Ci!l $1,m,909 0,1% }871 56 
Labeiie·, lO~871 $8,079,935 0.4% $743 88 
Lane 1;077 .$]1,958~762 $944,525 .·O~l~~· ,$877 51 
Le!lveu\'iorili jS535 $U19.096;776 $32.755544 1.3% $1.148 16 
Lillcoln 1,717 S42,567;6~1 $,\,061,566 0,1% $618 102 
Lirui 4;534 $144,411,113 $3,225,6:13' O~2%1' ssM 57 
Logan 1,601 $43,367,319, $1,J20,~&7 0.1% ,SZ15. 67-
Lyon. l7.326 $569;g50,549 . $17,104;740 0.9,%. S984 36 
Mmc;n (in $200,941,686 $6,001,595, OJ~b $,1)33, 46 
Ma:mh!iit 5,6lJ(r $166,745,192- $4,&62,828 O~3.~~;: ,859 62 

Annual Report 24 Kausas' DeplllimeniofRf..'etule 
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Appendix C (Continued): 

11ldIvi(huil Incoin~ Ta~ {or Tax Year 2003 by Coul1ty 
.Resident Ta;;pa:j'ero OJJly 

Percen! ' Per Rerum 
,Nuniber Kansas.li,ilju~iEd ' Tax'YeaI: ofTctl11 -:A:verage -~'-' -

COUll"" Retum~ Gro~3lJicOlM. Liabilli;{ Lillbiliiy Ta:\:liability~.auk 
M':Pher;qll 15.,006 S586,31&,28q $19,345,619 U)% ,$l,lS~ 7 
Meade 2~{)17 $61,356,290 , $1,886,176 ··QA.~/~· $931 48 
l\·fiami B.65{) $592,094,064, $19;27'1;113 LO%, $1,412 :5 
Mitcheli 3,65.2 $111,956;&65 $3,354,882 in";. $919 50 
!v!ontgoIDer'{ 17,82) })35A73,I,O& ' $i4.612.687 , . O~8?,1; Sfl20 69 
1v1orris 2,914 $94,491,(51) S;!,937,324 ·O.2~~O $1,(125 n 
Morton. 1;642 $60.044;134 $1,919;884 0:1% $1,169 .1'1 

, 'Nemaha i'~1~, $162,695;675 S4,5i6,188 :Q.2~;~ $3-61 59 
~eDsho ,-~ Sl44,7F;UJ, $(957,757 .·.I)A~/~. SS1:1 70 
NilSS' 1;74&: $50,336;255 $1505,575' .0:1%' S:M 00 
NortOn. )'700 $14;?2:!2&6 :li1JOO: 690 1))1% 5815 71 
Osage 1l,511? £279,077,093 $8,128,518 ·OA~·~ S966 42 
Oiborue 2,m!): S5:!,390,047 $1,409,951. 0.1% 5691 .96 
Otta\\;a' 3:;m S10&J}63,90T $JJ85,OB 0.1%, 59&4 31 
Pah.ne~ 3',4n SlDD,66&;6P si:sgi57i f).1'~~ $-&44 64-
Phillips 2/974. S:n,517,747 . $2,204,979 f).I%' 5741 89 
p:Jttawatomie : 8,1l7{} S310,451;015> $10J21,463 ,:,pj~,~ $1;14-1 18 
Pm\! ~tB1J S1!iD,057,J1D $5,194,849 03%1 $1.679 24 
Rrf!.ylliii· 1;44& $36.89&,074 $l.On,06& 0:1% ' 5707 94-
Reno 3LS16 $1,081,057,789 :m,181,629 1.8% $1,046 30 
RepubliC 2,rhs S7:L23::t684 $1,J84,5-52 O~1,~1 .5629 101 
Rice 5;018 S154,473,912. $4,330,163 i'.2~,~ $863'.' 5& 
R.iley:: 21,90B S811;4n,995 ' $27, 719,902 : 1.)~.~ $1,265 9 
,Rooks ~t7~4 S11,:m8,057 $2,013,083 0:1% SIlfi .91 
Ruili l,ll&} $50,400,083 $,1,445,181' ~.1% S766 84 
RUIi-~e~, 3,854 $103;150,1351', $~.937.191 C'.J% S762 85 
Sallite 2&;42& $1;036,17L698 $33,3~&.:i5j 1.S% $1.173 12, 
Scott 2t~17 $&4,&53;242 $2,866,378, ,j);2% $1.125 19 
Sedl!wick 234;411 $W,514,272,'I92. $376;117,431, ldj~~~ $1,605 .2 
S~ard 10,169 S34&',220,!!32 $9,792,27& ~J).5~·~· $954 43 
Slri''Illee 96,048 $3~7S) ,S6S)!!!5 $niSJ46.528 -6:8%~ $1.307 {) 
Sheridan. 1,37;5 S39;782,5TI $1,388,875 0.1% $1,010 :~5 

Shenn.1ll 3;403 HOS,126,633 , $2;S05,7S1 -o~2~'~ S&:lj' 68 
Smith 1301 $59,~39;7&7 H,no,ni . i),I,),. '5143 87 
Stafford 1::324 568,383,434 $1.924,226. :.:D:1~~ $3:28 

" 

65 
Stanton 1,r83 ,$40,S,R51& $1,3::!O,404 ~~.1~(~ li 1, Wi 22 
Ste~eJi!l 2,584 S9&;2~O;315 $J,201,606 02% $1,:!39 10 
SUllmer 11~$J2 $397,929,6SS $12,096;295 (li7o/. .$1,06'7 ·21 
Thoiii:a~ 4.ll97 $4.004,525 ·-(t2~'~ 5977 41 
Tregll -1,662 $1.111.072 .[1.1% $669, 98 
\Va]jruiJ;;,e~ 3,373 S11&,489,941 $:>,553->343 '{),2%,. $1,054- 28 
Wallace ,904 S23~759,967 S655,430 oI)J}~h' ~725 92 
Wa~iifugt(m B!j' S90;Jl&t3:2& $1558;865 1ti% 'Sut 81 
Wichita 1,441 U4;746,911 $1,420,:£17 1},!% $982 40 
\Vil~<)n' 5,O6(} $141,123,494 ' $4,015-,787 ·.:~i%): S794 75 
WOOdSQIl 1.S38 54}.397,397 , $1,O~7,429 ' ' OJr· 5597 i03 
\Vyand~t)~ 80,123 $2,635;&42;608 $61;e;5~,899 3.3%1, $710 82 

Xs:Resid~llt.i \.',-'-ith 
~~t); in<\i~~ci.t: " 1.~357~9]9· ~.')S,Og4,6 [S,9~;l :S1,S4B,657;Q~$. $1,361 

KSRB"idffits.1rith IlD 

$U59,O§1I5~i $42.423.961 $1;1-90 c~ indi:cafur 2gA7~ 

T "w Re,ideut> 1,586,4158 $59,443;68S,521 Sl,89!,ORl,Oti5 87,9~~ $1,364-

Non-Resident; ~l§-~~Q~, }}l,~M.Q..Q.~!Q.o, " $2._~?J.95.6}j, lJ.JYi $1,101 

All T,,-'<PaY~' ~,622,!511 $92:793,688;521 52,151,lR6J03 l(;{L{)~·~ $1,326 

A.nnual Repo1t 
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Appendix D: 

An!l'age-'CQunty"ide Le,iell pe-I' 51,000 Assessed Villuation,TaxYeal's 2002.tbrollgh 2004 

~i?H!!it .~QQ.~ 1.\1.\11 ;;QQ.-1: C:!l.W;gy; ;;9..2':: ;;9.Q~, ::l.m):4 
Allen 129.19 134:37 l34.fi4. Lo.gj~ B4.94 135,75 130.36 
Aude!10n 117.67 12s.42 11353 Ly-o.n.. BO,}) 133.69 ~35,6{ 
Atchl.,QU. 12{).4i 13{LG4. 12!t.lll ~.filll,,1l. . 114.6& 1'H.S7 12S:'iQ 
Bru:bru: 134.ClO 13i>:6i 115:65 Z;hr-.Ji.ill t:!.(Ul3 wi.sO • 123.49 
B.,ton 150.Gl i5{)~U t5Ut ~ICPhP-...rnOl" 116:S0 llS.U IJ:~A4 
Bomb;;n 138.6! 144.55 141.17 :~\'tead~ 106:44 llO.93 IH.S] 
Brown. 109.49 1l<'i.22 11&30 Miami 10935 108.'11 10;l.s6 
But!~r 13p~ i34.36 135.28 Mi:ch~Jl 133.64 133.45 14Q.96 
Chi,.' 116.66 1.l7.:!5: 117.l0 i,r~tgom!;ry; 14:739 147.65 145,53 
Ch.aitlanqu;>. i32.!t~ i33;i}} 140,55 McriiS lOU) 10,;40 108.19 
Ch..r6kee· ~3.S.4 97.20 9&.39 },:!ort~n': '·9.1.25 . 93:80 SEAs 
Ch.e}·~'te. 90~74 95.46 90.18 Nemaha 113.27 1l8Xl3 116.&ol. 
C~atk 151.93 160.75 163.71 Neosno 152.94 151;76 .147.&3 
Ciay 133,56 138.16 140.63 }!aSa 133:83 111.00 126.6S 
CloUd: 150.B 14\1,16 1'IS.98 N6~Dl>' i19,60 131.96 129.14 
Coney t;S.6~ . 68.!{1l 69.03 O,-,ge lO):i.s 10638 ilM8 
CcmoDche 11955 125.90 113.9S O,borue' 142.26 143:44 . 151.12 
Co\\"l~y:' 134.33 14LJ!f H3.69 O~;''tW'·' n3.21 12:4.26 133.13 
C",nf<ird ~09J9 111.31 121.69 h\v'n~e 149.91 15:1.75 147.88 
DEcatur·· 112.23 llo.55 124.8.1 Phillip~ HS.54 139:91 139.6& 
Dick;""o,,: 119.11 116.23 i16.S0 Potr.al\'iltQWi~ 79.66 SUO E2;35 
Dtllriph;m' 97.15 1(\4.41 103.64: Prat! 151.42 i58.39 .153.0+. 
Dougl~.· 101.74 J!.l4;33. Hhl ~wlin; 139.,96 144.06 137.73 
idiNr& l3(U5 134,42 mAs R.~ll(,). B5.99 141.11 140:14 
Elk 1~6.&3 145Jl6 14H2 R;,p;,IlI,C' 145.13 146.36 146.16 
Elli;' 118.16 114,45 113:79 FJc~- l47.02 14353 13551 
Elkworth' 14~;23 151.75 150.92 Rile~' lH.98 113.32 113.89 
F1Wley 112.73- 120.41 111.26 ROQk; .i 54.32 163.70 15(Un 
Ford. 156.12 143.&i 151.1S Ruzh. i44.53 1~9j9 J48.12 
Fr.riilill P'i.% 11'3.87 iJO.8;) Ru>.,.ir JS2.QS 16(}:25 1]8..16' 
Gear;;' 153.96 131,17 135046 . Saline 104.59 106.81 JH;OS' 
Goy-e 11]8.75 107,62 1l~.90 .S.::ott 128.97 119.56 ml.28 
Graham 143.:n 145.83 )3&.00 Sedgwiok 113.13 Ul.n2· .113.29 
G6nt .19.26 78.~5 '7157 S"wOJ':d 106j3 118.'12 Hi~.78 
Gr,;j' m,;i". i23.93 125.75 Si!nt·j";,,. 132.96 131.18' 13612 
Gl:a~l-e-y" 13{).S.j. 123.84 BUll Shedd';; 116:35 116.0'1.) • 120.66 
Graenwocld 13':;.91 ]39.16 140.15 Shetmm H23& 11930 120.83 
Hamiltou 11057 h~.~2 122.01 $nliili B8.52 146.34- Hh,5() 
rfu.p& i61.95 i,61.~(} 155.V7 §taff"i~ 1:13.21 150:52 147.66 
H.,..:-.y ll!l.~tl 119.57 122.61 Si~ntoll-. 90.90 .97.72 92.33 
rushll. &5,41' 8&:36 81>43. St;,~·en.i' 66.22 72'()6 71.16 
Ho~.man 150.a8 161,63 112.74 SWlll1.r 14-7:77 l~3.3S 154.52 
Jack,<>n 1 i5~60 116Al 122.1)9 Tho~~u WL7S 136.57 136.34-
jeffe.r&O-~. 120}9 US>,.!I.! 110..;'1 T!~gv' n2.35 B5,6(}': 143-.24, 
J.:",,,ll 127:95 13"6:&+ 136.66 Wabaume.a: li6:·P n3;5(} 124-.+1 
J';~Q~ ii13.7fJ iOJ:03 106.24- \Vallate 102;14 112,84- 119.34 
K'.my 78.41· &5.14 74.73 W~gt~l1' 138.91 139.12 142,43 
Kfu.::,-=mz.u: 125.42 i14.B 120.57 Wi<ihita i3i17 137.51 137.99. 

. Y,iowi 118.(16 125.% 117.63 WH,m" H3;87 119;37 118.39 
Laboit. 13S55 i4fi.65 iso.-+O Wo{)'bo_rl' 123.58 131J35 13458 
L;we. 14~;59 1415;4~ 147.25 \Vyalidptt'· 1155.25 15U4 15!l,14 
l.~a ..... ~nv .. orth > 121.19 12LOi .119.76 
Lmcotn-·· 155A7 152.9~ i5.t66 Stat'''lid~ 11.5:10 115.95 116.68 
r..u",: 90.,&6 9Ul4 90:91 

Annll~lM'port, 67 Kau~3L Depa.rtment bf.Ret:-euu;t" 
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Appendix E: 

total Pr~lImhHll'yReal and F~rsonalPropel'ty Taxe.s Leyied by Omnty 
Figtlr-as 'do not md~~de: ~cit,):"wcle:i t1.~d ucdEr l~.S,Ar i&l~S,lOO. 

~P.~¥£.""ir 
Allo" 
'~"'"5oo: 
A~ch;,o~ 
E~w 
Eaton. 

B~h.:i'O~ ... 
Br-tm.'D. 
Bn:l.:: 
·quS! 
Caa;uta:!i~~ 

.Cliero •• " 
·Ch~'em-e. 

Clam 
Clay 
cianil 
Coffetl 
'Com~tilit 
·towl~\·:· 

:Crai\.ihrd 
·Dl!canl.r 

~~t~rtyT;DCU 

~I~.:X~,~9..Q1 
.$~,Q24,31·f 
. ii,6S4,l4S:·' 
• 13,501,94:" 
. S 7 ,43.3l9~'r . 
S15,30>1,43';· 
SID,!lli'~AS(J 
~&,71:r.776 

}S~401,5tj5 

14,145,249 
'~1:il~3;535' 

Hl,340,S..,..·· 
·~3~434]4S 

.BJI$,6~6· 

H;SS~,d6S 

$~,1~~lo2a 
))(I,411

1
13S 

H.4#,gSfr 
,1S.377.:Pl 
.i22,310.,079C 

l3,Kl0j347 . 

. :p!a~-:'1Y TaXES' :Perci!1lt 

,I~;.x~g),QQ± ~~ 
.!it1J,on,4i)o "4.n. 
~Et70J:f054 13.1% 

.~H,1~,670 5.i?~ 
.~7,B¥O,75il 6.n.'~. 

~6~O17,235' 2..a~;~ 
~IU74,3011 1-~~'G'_ 
·S!',.421,';50 .. E.E.:c 

H6,IQ7,140 7.1'" 
·f4·~+?~1~5~ . 6.3~~ 
-J;3;2,):!/J6l 7)i% 
m,~9,m ·.'.~~~ti 
B,4'it;SJO 1.4% 
tS~~7!217 .·9~~~ 
~.812gS-! 707 5.1)~i 

·S.g~~9~!1S 1.4)0-' 
·S3!tl~4;;7 ) 3:0!;~ 

\4,954,141 ,it'A~o 
' 1!7.,7:!S.5~7 ,·M" 
t:!5~42E~7S6 '1104% 
.~3~~14,O54 "1.4~~' 

przxiwotl' n4~147175tY .U5~02g1936 .~..5~% 
po.cipbm.. ·S-6~~&,532.· , 56102 "F!~'11 5.2%: 
Douglas }~3,94,615 ,!&.ll,n9,6i~ 6.3:% 

~~~~~~ __ ~~"_"" .. ,, .. ",~_,,~ __ ._11~~g1;::::::-... =_~.§22f:.79~_, ... 2~!!!. .. ~ .. ~ 
.EI:k S3)3t\l42 .nr313193~ 7.BS"* 
'Ellis t:2~-:349:~5.5d '. .<!;:~t\~lE,3S~· 6.:;% 
EUsworitl" :S?~H"¥.!9g!· .:s.:\5~~~~1~ ~.~~ 
Finney .W~3,g.$,2:43 t~O:1~.E:2S~ i3~3% 
Ford $3Q;J9~9*3 $.33,075,754 7J~~ 

FJi:luk1U:i )..!(if'!':W;.200 tJl,28:7,643 :~.!~,; 
j3.es.ty. j:15,2.¥3i40S ·H6."s7:1:,~;n SA, • 
9ov! ·~3~S53!522. 
Gr,ili,,,, 14;401,765 
.Gmt .. ' s:i\!t.jv]~5t)7 

. $4·~7J.!279 1O~9:O:~. 

S-l:-75&:S5~ ·:6.7"~. 
·tl1l,6SS,Q4R .O ... P~ 

Gmy Sll~:517' .!."MN}~T69~ ·2j~.~ 

Gre!!e': B.615,75S" S4.32{1.S73. 1)t.5% 
}7;"~+,912 1.0>. 

Hamilton.. ·t7t0il:8,.365· is,524,523 21 .. .5% 
H;l~ }&~25;4i}7 . Sii,4R4,060 Lg-~i 

S~I5,3~S~6?7" 4.S~~ . 
$14;209:005 .16~?% 

HarrE): llS,1.341P25 
Has!!:"'.!', Hl,lTI,63c. 

14334;144 "ST'~'% 
~1'O.39T~7$ lO.2~o 

Hode~~·~ ________ ~~$=~.9~9~1~;;~·O~~~ ____ ~~~~ __ -7~;-_ 
.JJc..\~~ .)8:192.\370' 
i.~"'Jl ~14,1S1,693 
~i.",.ll H,oM;-!61 

. r~l!Ji,ou 506~9111.jl;-
Ke~y 15!!73560.-r.S: 
r:ill"",,,, 19,)72,0")" 
lli~·J1. ~:i~1l£,44a 
~abe.rn - SI5.4S.o",'I31" 

!>5:Ki,Q05 
S;O.,J9iJO,· . Le;;'\~\\-~.~1?: -

lli<olu· . 
tim 

H.7s..,.)73 . 
m,P?l;#; 

·tt~~:2:i2~gSg 65'~'G: 
14,[46,094 ·l.g% 

Snl.$J!5.?l1 "s . .!.~.: • 
18142,6334· -13.6%' 
$!o;J.~P~1S7 E5~~ 
. S~,214;i&2 0 . .1% 
$l~.3es.31-i ·S .. H~ 

~ ~~.1S7·.~~1 7~O:·. 
.",.969,,·,{> 7_1%. 
'YWS.715 7JJ~~' 

SN.1S-~.41, 2~~~~. 

. Pro:;:~rty Ta..~~~ ·Prc~'l}' Taxes PE-rc~( 

'~.Q~;.y . .I~1~X~~r.:J~~~J ~J ... 1~.·1]f!!J.~.Qj., !;:!;>.!.!,gj\ 
Logan .s4~37,S~6 S4:425~Z27 3~:!% 
Lyon $1(.,91<.,7&8 ·\'!&.,4SS,167 ~ .. ~·o 
.M..anoa, . l11,4.2~A·";'7· ·~II1R.g?:~2~4· 4rl!.~ 
1-trrsaail SlO,G] 0,061 'H{t!507,37( 5.~o.· 

·:M.:?hEr-~,n.· 53.1;310,062 ; Hl,m;060 3S% 
!d~a.i~ tS'~3-4·1.2j.~ ~~1::93,?~:+ . .... _-O.3~c 

·Mlmri. ~2S~5Q3,.p~ Bl,m,1l4 9.0% 
'1!hchur :)·~I~.a~5 S7A3;>,Q74 ;S.1-!,~ 

.1~I~~t~e.lli.ary $}~1~~+:i2~ !2Y;3~~;:i3i ' 3A~~ 
·1t.loIri>j. $5142a)75 ~517$51827' tiM" .• y,iIt. 

l.mwil si I,B4},759 SIl,S39.515 eA~~ 
·NE!uilia· SE.,Tl:j;r74 $2.$67.005 1.2%: 

·.?\~sao -l12,~45~5.P4 .i~11~;'~:9:+5 1:2% 
N.s, ·i5t 35.7,S44 r$,55!>,~6, 3.~.D 
Nono:;! "$5t06SJ132 .. t5;v.ry/~74 ..0:5% 
Osage" m;354,625 ) 11,~11;527 .13.7% 
O;bQr~et >4,657,186 S5.:29&r27:! :13.8~l)· 

Ott:m-a 55:433.506 t7~14Q:.24.i 10.6~' 
Pawn~ $'{~7~g-r793 ni54,oo;> ·O:5~. 

Phllll;>, l6,1351~41 .~6;N710P1f 4~~~ 
Pomm~.amcll~ S!11~S4~2S2·- . S.~~541,562 73% 
P.r;itt" ·m,~13,rF JI~~8~t-133a 6.i"% 
.P.awbus', ·l"-4~~J.9Y . t412~n:B"7S. }.G% 

l::eno ~-.._-.-.y __ ~w=_J!,!~~:1?~~~=-=L~t?lJ!~_~L .. =.~ 
RE:pnblit :i6!146,3~'; , '!,6:~~3~6S4 2.5~«. 

lU,te. il~l5.9:~~~10 trl,'&~I;102 1.$"'1,0 
Rl1ev 335;99~,539 n9,01&,532,· 8.4% 
Rooh ~61P-3.01567· .S,710.1$~5Ef 1.2%.-
:R.?s.h. 14;79.CqS9 ·S4t&~lJ68 ~l;.~~·· 
Rn ... U S>\OP1,S~5· Sl1l,R51,697 19;,+~. 
is.aline S4"s!,197~292 :S"4gTg.';5,·~eoS· 7.~~ 

'Scott $£J30~7.97 S-E:34y;:53"2 2~7~~ 
SM~'!t'ld:~ S370t194:;S59 .BS.S"~9"41~35';· 4:~i·. 
Seward.: Sll,315;n:o ~·2615?:!::~:Z~. ·13.7?-o 
SbaWD~ sl:;:i;047;j~a Sl~$~04)O~ S,5~~ 
Sbert&.n. B.S"S.693 .B ri9-j,PT: 6.3~iS . 
:Sherman.. 5"~~<iY..s49 ·S~~21l"597 3·.S~.\) 
:Smitb ,\5,104,666 . S~,ltn,20g 13:0% 
,sta.fi"ord'" :n~.9IjQ$"~lZ. !;E,OI ~~10? O.~D. 
·Srt!Jlinn. 1a,iJ9a;599 ' .&,5'43,281 '.6% 
.sr~./~ll$, >17,.5231707 ~2o~i13~33:;' ·15.7~b 
5unmer n21S43J:~O $1J,.~5g.~'Hl.' 4.P<!o 
7.b.cmll~ S~1S~1~42 . .2 SlOA7S,992 6.2,%· 
7rf:~' l4~~~9"~S39 <5=:t;9'5.5};~· .9.4% 
·W~b3'.m.see , .$?lq13,~~? ·H~44~i367 ·6.2% 
·\V·~GCI!· ~~;~39~~3 .$2jt5.~·1119. ..t . .2~~ 
\Vas.hi.!L.~':-ll' 1714r,5-!66~ . t7~s..."4;,no. 52%.' 
e;;\'",'j",d;;;":",,,,,-~~ _____ .;,,,,,,4,?54,03S. . . NJ37,479 ..U,!L..,. 
WIls.on $71~n.753 S.7;5S>9";5S7 75t-i 
\~"oods~ . ·}~156~:06:; ·S.3~ 75~ .• ~4{)· 5A% 
·:n-·.YmiaQ~~ S)?J:1(}3~):B2' 'H . .65 Id95 .. 2P+. 5.5~~ 
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Appendix F: 
, ,. 

Total Am{)Unt'Stllte Sales T:u: c()n~cti()ns byOmnty 
53~4' staTe. ru.a;: ts.."t'!a(e.:', 

Pel·eOllt. FY2Q1}4 FY2004 FY2005 FY100~ 
b2:¥.P.:D;.' IT?'itol ff~QIl~ ('1!al!g~ J.':i!1:£i1.P.(!.'l .!:£. . .Re.!1k ;P,gLC.~P..~!§,! :PS:R"w.i~ 

Alleu ~5,S97:666 $5983099 1..5% s,,:n.oa .i.l S428.99 ,46 
.. ~~~i;ou 

,~ ~., 

lj~'9' S:m:91 $2,m;9i'j $2,898,906 SHH5 63 68 
Ai~hi;o~ $6,750,559 $7,520,066 ].l~4%: SOl03,24 46. $446,35 43 
Barb-:l' $2;659,230 $2,174,841 -4)% 5528.25 21 $m~G8 15 
B:nton SI7,52S,045 $IS,491;~03 5_5% SIBS.~5 11 5675:68 II 
'Hom1>c" $6,016;1145 $6,352;91:5 5,6%' $393,73- 48 5421.58 ·47 
.Br""'" $3,oU;ns $4',OS.7,054 112~~ $345:88 62 S394-43 S5 
Butler $14,092,081 $25,368,641 5:3% $39.u3 50 S41031 51 
CIl;ue S76J,IHl $739,713 :'3.lS,D $245.53 90 $14Ul 95 
Ch.ubuqua S927;746 $936:840 LO%. $221,68 99 $124.23 liB 
Ch..rMe $.4,980,4~5 $5,2tiO:SS9 4A~~' .>228.30 ~] $136.93 97 
Ch,,}'elfu, $976,593 $S55J,86 -11.3% $33GA9< 69 S29D.66 &3. 
Cla,k $577-1147 ,$612r772 til%· S2~734 SSI 526153 90 
CJay $3,:h4:479 $3,391;875 2~}tt·. S31l6.62 54 SJ!N·.54 54 
Cloud .$5,093,650 $5)>76,6.0] llA~o $516.65 23 S531).49 IS' 
Coney $3,457,085 $3.606,;:]5 43% S392.lS 52 S41l.73 50 
C"=!ll"h~ SS()Sj30~ $357.959 6:1% 54-12.35 42 S451J.85 41 
(;o,,:[ey SH;713,853 . ~H,S3(2S1 O~S%' .S4lC.31 44 S-l1·k61 48 
("<w:fard SiS,lin,621 $IS,918208 4.2% '$472~n 3.2 $49i.06 29 
De:,hu: . 5345218 $877,712 !~S% $')56.52 S6 $}68.0~ 87· 
Dicl:.iu""ll )8,181,375. $8;797,424 "7~5% '$424.90 40 $459.83 39 
DOlh'phan, $1~595,85S sa;954,596 22_5:% .$:195.83 103 S142A5 94 
.Do:ugbs 560,941,886 $g,154;031) -5.3% 5591.80 16: $62..1.15 15 
Edw.,dS 5913,719 !:965~4s4 ·5.7~·o S279~OO S3 S291~S6 &1 
Elk 5796,627: !.S30,908 43% 5151.54 88 S~6657 88 
Elli, Sl2,S49,11lO $2';:,145,014 : ~ ~to" 

..i'.Tl.~ 0 $S39,61 3 $S92.2& 3 
EIL"wOl:W. $1;953,9&4 $2;115;851 83% S307.SO: n $333.20 is 
"·Fitmey· ~j4.76S,136 $1:4.995,156 0.9% S63~.23 11 5636.48 13 
FOl"'· .$19,5 fl,651 $ 19,5H,118 1.2% S592.S7 15 559539 17 

'Fmudili $11,3G'l,209 $12,202,056 ..{).9"%. S+St96 19 $468,43 37 
GeaIj" SI3,287,102 .$14,111,831 i&% 'S:'i04,96 ,};7 $57034 20 
G01.';e $1;319,814 1-1,367,919 -3:6% $453:54- 34 $430.82 33 
Gl',h:un. $L23J;6l)S $1;179,415 n.8%. S~39.3:l, 37 S5Q1.52 ~S 
Gr.mt $4,5~?,195 .S4,37:';,7!')3 ~3~3~[~' $5&4.01 i7: S569.i3 21 
G~~y $1,'140,478 $1,m;~98 +:3~Q $2S7.01 71. S~()3.58 79 
Gr~.l:"Y' $545,7'3S $540,939 -(t9~'O $-384.32 56' S382.2& 59 
Gre~nwood' $2,OlS,m $2,112,039 5.1% 5269.71 &5 528151 S$ 
HaimIto;' $911,315 $9~3;9J1 'f;~~ $141.83 65 SJ59A3 65 
E:ul'Of $2,767,218. $3;O10~563 9~2~o $445;89 36. S4&4.22 32' 
R:u",y $l6,3(P,923 $16,490,716 1"(!.' S?S6;63 18 5488.34 31 -" 
Hask"ll $IAD5,S35. Sl;499.5~1 ,6_7~~ S331.10 68·. $351.02 69 
'E~i?!ma~ 5436,620' $4S0,9<J5 lO.l~~ S202.98 101 $:130.21 99 
J."k,ou·. $5,039,956 $5,450;SI4" S.2'?~1i .S3SUS; 53 $413.91 49' 
Jeff~r:.ilu $3,607,695 $3~976.7-"8 10.1% Sl91.92 104- 5210.3.J. lOt 

. Jewell S69{IJ01 H79,S47 13)J% $:201.03 102 S2n:89 .1Gl 

. J,,1=;oi\; ~431;171,lO7 $44],09(f,61~ 3.7~Q·- $886.24 1 S901lI+ 2 
K~';.mY; $1;038,303 $1;073,203 :3A% 5226.16 9S S237.7(} 96 
~K.in~~ . $2,678,443 $.3,002,698 l:t1-~~ S3i~.55 71 s357.sii 66 
. Kiowa $1,148,9'/4 '$:1,384,019 10.&% S396;2~ 4!) 544877 42 
bb';.t!e $8,576,667 $8,5S4,14S O.l~~· S3S5jl 55 $3&5.4& 58 
Lone .5518;891 . $65+;OU ~.5~·~·. .S291.48 76' S325.14 76 
L.,veuworth· S24,5i6,971 $25,756,462 5.1% S342.67 g S355~56' 67 
Lincou. S827,838 $7516,683 ~J.S% ~136.66 93- S:m.22 98 
Iirui $2;329,750 $J,4111.Hl 3 .• 8% S2~9.64 92 524.7.38 9i 

'Logan:, $1;371,575 $3,3Dl,213 ·5~1%' S;!S0.41 30 $46G.2S 3S 
Lyoll SIS;i53;734 $19~2ii593 2.5-~lo' 'S523.71 22 : $538.05 25 

",'l'lilllQ!l $3;761,K,6 $3,917,63] 4.1% .S2112.S1 81 S3(lU1 80 
'M3~Zlwl l{6)5,9{19 $Q,S74,m 5:6%" S435~9.2 39 S468.58 36 
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Appendix F (Continued): 

Total A.mouut State- Sates Tin: Cqllection.; by Coullty 
5.3% ~t3~ ~Jl~:rttz: Nte~' 

P-E!',z-mt' FDClG4 
,(mmlx ITJ.QQ::!.·. f.1'1.9S!,i ~~~g~: f~:l=.itJlj~ 

.. I .. {~~er1Qu $15;955;31i2 $i6,&73~~9 5,8%, S543.}O 
M""i!~ H;297;~q5. · $1;3l'1.041 L5% '$278.41 
I!'<fi~. S 12,782,415 $13,46&:643 5A% S4E95 
Mitch'll! $3;62&}6S $M~3~07S 0-4:% $540.93 
Monig"","w 517,795,594 lilS,524,fi54 .tJ"~' S509Al, 
Mmri, $2,114.497 $2,2]4,912 5".}~'Q $351;7] 
M<>.tcin $1;571,624' $li56J,391J -O,~~ S473.£1 
Netlllh. $3;771,117 .$4,0]9,915 ll.l% SJ5~.15 
i;i,,;'\w $9,52n,966 $9,884),56 j .. ~~h S57":61 

. 'Nes's $1,943,63's. ~j;OS7,S56 ·7,-!~·~ . 5615,46 
N"iton $2.162;914: $1,l18,8.0a ,1.6% $373.17 
Osage' $3,E?9,4-~3 . H~56,ll29 7.1:% S]J;J.l4 
Osborne'. $,i,638~9S9 Si,6111,514 -2~3% 53n.1.9 

·Ott2wa $1,345,335 .$1,390,103 l.5~o-' £217,89 
Piiwtt>%·- . $2A51;336 $1,l85;705 L3~o S36LOI) 
Phillip, $1:176l 569 $2,249;36[1 -1.2% S.f02A3 
Poita,,:atonli. S.l6 ,1& 7 .617 $17,671;&6& 85~i" 587034 
Pntt '$6;ni6:910 $6,&44;113 Ll~i" S7I7.()6 
Rawliw 5719,234 $771)88 5~8-~<o S2565(} 
Reno S39.:S29,6S0 :t40A06,35S lA% ~ii13,93 
RepUblic S:I,76+,&7~ · $1,883;951} 6.1%-· 533156 
P.3.ee $3,209,899 $35.n,m 10.l}~~ $30329 
Riley. Sn,9G7.947 .$3ll,0?2A-30 '7.6-~·'O $+\3.Q3 
Rooh $2~24,629 $2,381,843 7.1% S·UD.63 
Rmb. 

". 
S783573 $79~,17& L6% .. $:129,2.5 

Rm""ll $3,l84~·m $3..:126,547 I·H. $461.05 
Salme. 343,:598,195 . $#,291,974 1.6% 3S11.35 
501)tt $2,429,571 $2,630,499 ~3.% $50553 
s&dgWid: 5330,051,41$ 5343,198,1:() 4:0% 5713:02 
S.w';,j, SH1,i55,575 $l5.S7{J~093 ~t&~b', 5699:155 
Shawnee S121,'}7l;457 Si2.(i16:S93 1>3~o $709,61) 
Sb..iid;;m ,S909,4t6 $941,OI1 35% .$341.63 
Sh=:sm $4,333,6;15 };,461,413 2.9-~:~; $690,41 
SWith $1,365,752 $1:,404;793, 2~~.%· $316.66 
s!:tfford $1;461,774' $1;510,035 4J]% S3I854 

. Sionton 5637;322 $734605 6-9~,~ . S2S5:91 
Sfe,~' $1,047,603 . $1)2i:oc.5 I{&% SH!i:96 
·S\1nm~{ $7,i~7,5n · $7;345,305 -:L1~o S2U40 
Thom ... · $5,619,1:40' ${916,+37 'Sj~'~ , S708;41 
Ti~gu $1,261,394 n;:m,585 K6% s..;06.S3 
'Viaba.\ln~ee $1,154,810 .$1;259,268 "9.t1% S170,65 
Wa.ua~~ S4~7,748 $~,279' ,9~S% S307.06 
Wa::hiniton $,1.487;707 $1,607it3 :SJ~-o. $.242:65 
Vlicliita. $694,936 $792;831 14;1% $284.02 

"W:ihon $2,S26.11(j · .$3,0-4;753 7:t% S230A3 
\,'oiia;,,~ $S38,778 $926,S85 lil.5%.· , $231;00 
Wyandotte: ~79,liH"HO $83,168,151 4A~';. $507:1:> 

T Ot.aJ CO\llltie; Sl-~c~7.,:·554:!3S3. $1,711 ,4011;775 £604.94 
I\>{i~cell,anE:otli ~Z,9.g.J~~'£ . .. j.§~~~g~~Q.~: 
Gr.mdTot!Y $1,054,555,)135. S l,717;7S9~{l3S: 3.8% 

~~tllad.C>!l bnied ~O!1i!gG!~j c.e.~~; 1C'~ .~cr~til!ypf5tilt~.b:~·.dJe:Di~1:il~ rit"me.:3udgetol:; l~y 1. -!On5. 
·Eig":~~D.fJt~ddiro::nroIt!)rlin.: 
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FY20D4 FY2005 FY201)~ 

!'£ .. k~ :r~r.t:;:~l'it .. ~ J:hA..;;,nj;:',· 

IS< ~5.73,6:Z 19 
&4 $236:81 84 
38 5453.31 40 
2D $555:01 2+ 
.14 SS:!9.65 17 
01 S372.25 60 
31 S477.N 3+ 
fiO S391U1 .57 
18 $597.08 II!, 
1+ 5677;88 11 
58 S367.11J 61 
9+ S243.17 $3 
)1 $39{),61 56 

100 S125Jl 102 
59 S36S~31 62 

.41 $40LS9 :53 
:2 5936.56 ,1 
5 m6.79 7 

S? S!79.i3 1>6 
~3 S63456 1+ 
6,7 $360.63 63 
73 SB6,39 11 
35 $476.34 35 
43. 5442:23 .# 
.96 S22Ul If X) 
33 $49LOS 30 

" sm:n 4 
.16 S561L75 21' 

I> $739~~7 6 
9 S6S:t9c7 10 
7 S722.S{} 8 

66 ~359.99 64 
Hl $711'5ll 
70 S3%.16 73, 
12- S336.8.9 71 
78 S3D9A4 TI 
57 S~I}3.62. 52. 
so S191D? 32 
8 S153.41 5 

45 $434.00 45 
1(}~. 5i315O 105 
75;' S345~~7 70 
91 5203::18 89 
79 .$335:95 74 
1P' S3G6J3 78 
95 S26tlJt7 .91 
25 S53L4] 26 

S62%3 
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