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VALUATION

STATE - Levy 1.500

6,022,937,223 Education Building
504,092,012 institutions Building
276,184,790
6,803,214,025

UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
6,803,214.03
3,401,607.01 10,204,821.04

COUNTY - Levy 16.041

6,022,937,223  General
504,092,012 Public Works
276,184,790  Public Health

6,803,214,025
Mental Health
County Building
Bond and Interest

* LIBRARY - Levy 2.956

5,085,100,322

General
435,704,236 Bond and Interest
238,629,816

5,759,434,374

Developmental Supports

73,379,652.87
13,960,194.27
3,680,536.28
5,292,906.24
8,252,297.70
2,143,010.20

2,421,945.97  109,130,543.53

14,081,818.11

2,943,071.33 17,024,889.44

PARK AND RECREATION - Levy 2.367

6,022,937,223
504,092,012
276,184,790

General
Employee Benefits
Bond and Interest

6,803,214,025

* Library District comprises all of the coun
and Olathe.

12,837,665.56
2,476,375.32

789,159.70 16,103,200.58

ty except the Cities of Bonner Springs
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VALUATION

73,377,350
4,501,653
8,870,122

86,749,125

25,758,450
23,014,141
35,421,819

84,194,410

13,841,395
1,136,288
1,827,870

16,805,553

8,692,339
644,663
3,746,265

13,083,267

0
60
377,951

378,011

TOWNSHIPS

AUBRY TWP - Levy .188

General

GARDNER TWP - Levy .201

General

LEXINGTON TWP - Levy -0-

General

McCAMISH TWP - Levy .088

General

MONTICELLO TWP - Levy -0-

General

03

UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
16,308.41 16,308.41
16,923.03 16,923.03

0.00 0.00
1,151.23 1,151.23
0.00 0.00




Charges fer Services in Unincerperated Area

Rurai
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/Unincorporated Road Costs

Road Budget (maintenance) $4,700,000
Construction (includes CIP) $3,600,000

Fleet (equipment) $1,700,000
Subtotal $10,000,000
rRurallUnincorporated Police Costs

[Edgerton District (excluding city cost) $204,808
DeSoto District (excluding city cost) $134,512
Patrol District 2 $433,912
Patrol District 4 $433,912
Patrol District 5 $433,912
Subtotal $1,641,056
Planning

Operating Budget @95% $1,052 551

Cost Allocation @95% $291 667
Subtotal $1,344,218
Grand Total $12,985,274
Assessed Valuation on unicorporated $262,321 ,'737 UM s f“
Mill Levy to Satisfy 50.771 &aﬂ
Annual Ad Valorem $300,000 Home $1752 {N
Annual Ad Valorem $300,000 Commercial Property $3.808

20 Mills in Unincorporated Generates $5,3t?»0,959u
Unincorporated JOCO Mean Generates $5,913,943 @-
Unincorporated JOCO Avg Generates $5,654,042

City Mill Levy's 2005

JOCO Mean 2198114
JOCO Avg 21.015
JOCO High (Edgerton) _ 46.740
JOCO Low (Overland Park) 9.037
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Johnson County Budget and Financial Planning

Kansas

MEMORANDUM

To: Board of County Commissioners
Michael B. Press, County Manager

From: Scott Neufeid, Acting Budget Director
Subject: Work Session on Charges for Services in Unincorporated Area
Date: May 19, 2005

At the request of Commissioner Segale, Budget and Financial Planning staff has prepared the following
information for discussion at the work session on Charges for Service in the Unincorporated Area. The
attached analysis is at a high-level and focuses on services that are primarily associated with the
unincorporated area. The data does not include costs of services that benefit all County residents, such
as libraries, jail operations, and Med-Act.

The programs areas included in the analysis are:
s Public Works: Rural Road and Bridge Program
« Sheriff: Rural Policing Program (excludes contracts for service with Edgerton and De Soto)
« Planning, Development and Codes {(excludes Contractor Licensing)

The analysis also includes assessed valuation of the unincorporated area and mill levy information. If you
would like any additional information or have any gquestions, please let me know.

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
Main Number 111 South Cherry, Suite 2300 FAX
{913) 715-0605 Olathe, Kansas 66061-3441 (913) 715-0558
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OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS
MONDAY, MAY 16, 2005
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The following is a publication of the Office of the Board of County Cominissioners
produced under the direction of Casey Joe Carl, Clerk of the Board,

Table of Contents

PUBLIC BEARING CONCERNING PROPOSED FY(6 BUDGET PAGE1 OF3
The Board of County Commissioners conducted a preliminary public hearing
on the proposed Fiscal Year 2006 Budget.
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A public hearing was conducied by the Board of County Commissioners of Johnson County, Kansas, at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, May
16, 2005, at the County Administration Building, rooms 1054-1055, by Chairman Annabeth Surbaugh with the foliowing members
being present and participating; to-wit: C. Edward Peterson, First District; John P, Segale, Second District: David A. Lindstrom, Third
District; and Dolores Furtado, Fourth District. Commissioners Douglas E. Wood, Fifth District, and John M. Toplikar, Sixth District,
were absent. Serving as Clerk of the Board, Casey Joe Carl. )

Whereupon, there came before the Board the matter of receiving comments from members of the public on the preliminary
development of the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget for Jobnson County Government,

ki

CALL TQ ORDER

The Chajrman opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. She said that the public hearing, though not required by state law, provided
citizens with an opportunity to comment upon pricrities in the development of the Fiscal Year 2006 budget for the county government,
The Chairman indicated the county was in the preliminary stages of developing its FY06 budget. Members of the public were invited
to submit written comments to the Board through June 29, prior to final deliberations on the budget proposal submitted by the County
Manager. Chairman Surbaugh introduced Scott Neufeld, Acting Budget Director, who provided an overview of the budget process.

Scott Neufeld, Acting Budget Director, Budget & Financial Planning Department, appeared before the Board.

FY06 PROPOSED BUDGET OVERVIEW

Mr. Neufeld said a formal overview of the proposed FY06 budget would be made to the Board on Jupe 8. Departmental presentations
would begin the week of June 20, and were anticipated to be completed by June 29, at which time final deliberations on the budget
proposal would be scheduled. Mr. Neufeld reiterated that the final public hearing on the budget proposa! would be held August B, as
required under state law.

Mr. Neufeld said the existing (FY05) budget represented a $607.1 million spending plan, with $537 million in budgeted expenditures
and 570.1 million in budgeted reserves, The Capital Improvement Program (CIP} for 2005 was $121.1 million. The budget included a
total of 3,774 fuli-time equivalent (FTE} positions. Assessed valuation for Johnson County was nearly $6.8 billion, with 26 percent of
the county’s budgeted reserves derived from ad valorem (property) taxes, equaling roughly $138.2 milkion. For 2005, the property tax
rate was sel at 21.364 mills, At that rate, Mr. Neufeld explained the average residential property owner paid $516 in county property
taxcs, which equated to approximately $42 per month. With respect to the county’s debt credit rating, Mr. Neufeld snid the county had
sustained its AAA rating on General Obligation bonds from Standard & Poor's, with a Azl rating from Moody's Investment Service.

Mr. Neufeld said the development of the FY06 budget was guided by the following principles; specifically:

*  Maintain a sufficient General Fund reserve for unknown and unusual circumstances;
s  Fund ongoing operating expenditures with ongoing revenue sources; and
»  Estimate revenues using a conservative approach to avoid budget shortfalls during the fiscal year,

Mir. Neufeld then reviewed a series of graphs which depicted the estimated dollar amounts and percentages in anticipated revenues and
expenditures for 2006, In highlighting these graphs, he pointed out that, of the county’s revenue sources, the largest chunk came from
ad valorem (property) taxes and from sales and other kinds of taxes, which collectively represented approximately 41 percent of the
current operating budget, or more than §216 million. Likewise, he said the largest expenditures were public works and public safety,
which represented 51 percent of the county’s total projected expenditures, or more than $302.4 million, Mr. Neufeld indicated that the
county’s mill levy had remained fairly stable over the five-year period running 2001 through 2005, and had lowered during that period
from 24.626 mills in FY01 to 21.364 mills in FY05, Mr. Neufeld said that the largest distribution of property taxes was made to local
school distriets, for a total of 58 percent of the tota] property tax bill. Cities and townships, collectively, represented another 16
percent, and the county government accounted for 15 percent.

Mir. Neufeld said the Board had already conducted a 10tal of five budget planning sessions concerning the proposed FY06 budget. He
said that, in February, the Board had directed the County Manager to develop a budget proposal that was based on a flat mill levy rate
not to exceed that of the current {(FY05) vear, which was set at 21.364 mills,

A copy of Mr. Neufeld's presentation is appended hereto and incorporated by reference as Exhibit A,

Mr. Neufeld said the Board would review the public input received during the prefiminary public hearing on the FY06 budget during a
work session scheduled for 1:30 p.m. on Thursday, May 19, 2005, Format action 1o adopt the budget would oceur in August, afier a
second public hearing on the actual proposed budget. Interesied residents may learn more about the FY0§ budget proposal by
contacting the Budget & Financial Planning Department, at (913) 715-0605, or the County Manager’s Office, at (913) 715-0725.
Residents may also contact their commissioner to discuss the budget by contacting the Office of the Board of County Commissioners
a1 (913) 715-6430. Budget information also will be posted 10 the Budget & Financial Planning Departroent’s website.

P ICC s

At this point in the proceedings, the Chaitman opened the public comments portion of the hearing. Thereupon, the courtesy of the
floor was extended 1o .
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Max Atwell, 8475 Kill Creek Road. De Soto.

Mr. Atwell spoke in favor of the Caich-A-Ride program provided by the Human Services & Aging Department. In addition
to serving as a member of the Commission on Aging, Mr. Atwell had served for nearly three years as a volunteer driver for
the Catch-A-Ride program. He said that the program supported elderly residents as well as younger people, and provided
service to anyone in need of transportation assistance. Mr, Atwell claimed the Catch-A-Ride program provided maximum
velue to the community at a minimum cost, since most volunteer drivers participating in the program elected not to receive
the 37 cents per mile allowance that was available, He believed one of the benefits of the program——particularly for elderly
clients—was the assurance that a ride both to and from appointments was available. Mr. Atwell said that ofien times, the
volunteer drivers offered social contact for clients, many of whom were otherwise without much social interaction outside
of their regular appointments. Mr. Atwell said several older clients were incapacitated or had significant mobility issues,
which necessitated the use of wheelchairs, walkers, and other assistive devices, Mr., Atwell noted that when he first joined
the Catch-A-Ride program three years earlier, the program had provided approximately 300 to 400 rides per month. That
amount had increased over the past three years 1o nearly 1,000 rides per month. These increases were accomplished largely
without the benefit of publicity or advertising; word-of-mouth had generated significant community interest in the program
and Mr. Atwell encouraged the Board to continue to support the Catch-A-Ride program in the future.

ve Hayd 19205 Gardner R Gardner.

Mr. Hayden, representing the Gardner Masonic Lodge, appeared before the Board to speak in favor of the Catch-A-Ride
program provided by the Human Services & Aging Department, Mr. Hayden said that his lodge first became involved in
the program five years ago, after witnessing the increasing need for transportation services for those with special needs. As
a result, the lodge organized its membership to serve as volunteer drivers for the Gardner-Edgerton area. Mr. Hayden said
the lodge currently had about 25 members registered as drivers in the Catch-A-Ride program averaging approximately 125
missions each year representing more than 3,000 miles and about 300 hours of volunteered service to the commumity. He
said most of the rides were provided to older men and women, although he concurred with previous statements indicating
that rides were also provided to others, of all ages, based on need and circumstznce, For example, the volunteer drivers in
the Gardner-Edgerion area took grade school students 10 and from school for 3 while. Despite the joy and personal reward
he derived from his participation in the program, Mr, Hayden said some client’s circumstances could be depressing. In the
end, however, the joy and happiness in helping others made volunteering for the program a successful experience. He
recounted some examples of his experiences with specific clients. He reiterated that a growing concemn was the demand to
capably assist oider clients who used assistive devices, such as wheelchairs and walkers, which could be difficult for older
volunteers to bandle, Mr. Hayden told the Board that the program volunteers could significantly improve services if the
county could provide a wheelchair-accessible van, ‘

Joe Schroeder, 7575 West 101® Street, Overland Park.

Mr. Schroeder also spoke in support of the Catch-A-Ride program. As a client, he expressed many of the personal benefits
which he received from the program, Most notably, Mr. Schroeder said that he was able to maintain & certain level of self-
sufficiency thanks, in part, to the support and assistance provided 1o him by the Catch-A-Ride program, He said one of the
hardest things for him, personally, had been acknowledging that he needed transportation assistance and relinquishing his
driving privileges. Although that had been difficult, he said the many positive benefits provided by the Catch-A-Ride
program more than compensated for those difficult decisions. He said the staff was always very pleasant and helpful. Mr.
Schroeder said he apprecialed the opportunity to express his personal appreciation and gratitude for the support provided
by the Board for the Catch-A-Ride program.

John Seymour, 10019 Briar, Overland Park.

Mr. Seymour expressed his personal satisfaction as a volunteer driver in the Catch-A-Ride program, noting he had many
positive experiences as a resuit of his participation in the program. He said he had frequently provided transportation for
Mr. Schroeder, and had gotten to know him better as a result. He had driven Mr. Schroeder to the public hearing, in fact.
He said when he retired several years earlier, he had searched for a meaningful opportunity to contribute to the community,
and he had leamed about the Catch-A-Ride program through a senior Ieadership program. Mr. Seymour noted he currently
served as the chairman of the Commission on Aging and said he had the opportunity to learn a great deal about the working
of that department [Human Services & Aging], and had become close with the staff. Mt Seymour said that if there were
any programs in the county that deserved special consideration during budget time, he believed it was the Catch-A-Ride
program. He repeated previous comments about the increasing demand for service, And while the program was taking off,
he said the resulting need for more drivers had created some chalienges. Nevertheless, Mr. Seymour said the program was
an excellent collaborative effort that resulted in top-quality, excellent services at a Jow cost to the taxpayer,

Jfack Holzer, 8110 West 92 Sireet, Overland Park.

Mr. Holzer spoke in support of the county’s health and human services programs. He said his wife was disabled and was a
client who had received services from the county government for about ten years. He said his family originally participated
in the Meals on Wheeis program, coordinated through the Human Services & Aging Department, and said they continued
to take advantage of that program. He said that his family also received home assistance services, such as in-home cleaning
assistance. He told the Board that at one point his family had paid to receive notary public services; however, after talking
with staff at the Human $Services & Aging Department, staff had arranged for his famnily to receive notarial services at no
cost. This was one example of how the staff went above and beyond the requirements of their jobs. He thanked the Board
for its support of these social services programs, and urged the Board 1o continue to fund those programs and services in
the future.
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Joanne Bereman, 25253 Alexander Road, Lawtence, Kansas,

: Ms. Bergman noted that her parents, residents of the city of Shawnee, received support services from Johnson County. She
also noted that she bad a sister who was a resident in: the Johnson County Nursing Center. Ms. Bergman spoke in favor of
the county’s home programs, based on her expetiences with her parents and the rehabilitation of their home. She noted that
her father, who had suffered a stroke, was unable to complete many of the repairs con the family home, nor could he arrange
to have the work done, since he was wheelchair-bound and could no lenger speak, Through the home program, the family
was able 1o add a ramp to the front of the house, renovated a bathroom to provide better accessibility, and completed some
major structural improvements to the home, which included eiectrical and plumbing work. Ms. Bergman spoke positively
about the treatment provided to her sister at the Johnson County Nursing Center. She said because her sister had multiple
sclerosis and a brain tumor, she had fallen through the cracks until being admitted to the nursing center, The social services
safety net provided by the county government had provided the much-needed support her sister required. She thanked the
Board for its support of the county govemment’s social services programs and services and urged them to continue funding
for those programs and services in the fiture.

Melvonn Bryant, 8228 West 91* Terrace, Qverland Park.
Ms. Bryant appeared before the Board to speak in support of housing services coordinated by Johnson County. As a young

maother with two children, she.said that the support she received from the county government had esabled her to achicve
some of her goals. One of the most important of these goals was owning her own home, which she anticipated happening
in the mext two to three years, She said that was an accomplishment that would allow her to give her children a home of
their own. She, too, thanked the Board for its support of community social services programs and encouraged the Board to
continue funding those programs and services in the future.

Shannon Haidsiak, 9436 Haskins Drive, Lenexa.

Ms. Haidsiak, a participant in the county's family self-sufficiency program, appeared before the Board to speak in support
of the county’s social services programming. She said she had participated in the program for the past three years, and
added that she had also been on myriad state and federal assistance programs for the past nine years, In particular, she said
that she believed the county’s family self-sufficiency program provided the most benefits by instilling a sense of purpose
and motivating participants 1o pursue long-term personal and career goals through careful planning. She said that the self
sufficiency program had provided financial assistance in paying her rent and had established an escrow savings account in
her name, and she expressed her gratitude to the Board for this type of support. Ms. Haidsiak stated that the self-sufficiency
program helped individuals to become self-sufficicnt.

George Lafferty, 5526 Fairway Drive, Fairway.
M. Lafferty, on behalf of the Transportation Advisory Council, appeared before the Board to emphasize the importance of

long-range, quality planning with respect to transportation, which he claimed supported a positive environment for growth
and development in the community, He asked the Board to maintain existing funding levels for 2006 in order to support the
continued creation, design, and maintenance of transit programming. Mr. Lafferty thanked the Board for its support of the
transportation planning and related initiatives, and urged continued support in the future for these types of initiatives.

Mama Dolpinoff. 8683 West 102™ Terrace. Overjand Park.
Ms. Dolginofl, a long-term member of the Commission on Aging, congratulated the Board for its leadership in building
and sustaining & community of choice. She said she was proud of the quality of local government services. Ms, Dolginoff
said Johnson County was one of the premiere communities in the nation, thanks in large part to the visionary ieadership
that had been provided through the years by local elected officials. On behalf of the community, she thanked the Board for
its leadership and continued support of the community.

The Chairman called for further public comments and, hearing none, closed the public comment portion of the hearing,

CLOSING COMMENTS
The Chairman thanked those in attendance for participating in the preliminary public hearing on the proposed FY06 budget.

The Chairman said that, while the Board appreciated the kind words and compliments, the success of Johnson County as a premiere
community was the result of collaborative partnerships between local government officials and agencies, the private sector, nonprofit
and charitable organizations, and volunteers. She also said that the success of the county government was due, in very large part, to the
dedication and professionalism of the county staff. She said many employees regularly performed above and beyond expectations, and
this was because public service was a personal calling that provided them with the opportunity to positively impact their community.
She cited the Catch-A-Ride program as an example of the type of ixmovative partnership between local governmental agencies, private
sector companies, and volunteers that had combined to address a need in the community.

Thereupon, with no further business to be presented, the Chairman at 7:42 p.m. declared the public hearing Adjourned.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS




VALUATION

R 11,466,921
P 769,568
U 3,112,113

15,348,602
R 22,941,979
P 594,109
U 1,950,560

25,486,648
R 17,094,694
P 1,144,679
u 2,036,748

20,276,121
Dec 46,526,540
Edc 7,171,247
Spc 23,917,201

TOWNSHIPS

OLATHE TWP - Levy -0-

General

OXFORD TWP - Levy .028

General

SPRING HILL TWP - Levy -0-

General

TOWNSHIP GENERAL
Lexington Levy -0-

McCamish Levy.088
Spring Hill  Levy -0-

04

UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
0.00 0.00
713.27 713.27
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
630.97 630.97
0.00 0.00
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VALUATION

2,424 978
601,572
73,955

3,100,505

35,563,178
7,370,490
3,692,872

46,526,540
24,186,955

6,433,437
199,460
538,350

7,171,247

75,733,190
5,871,110
2,824,390

84,428,690
0

0000

CITIES

BONNER SPRINGS CITY - Levy 33.625

General
Library
Bond and Interest

DE SOTO CITY - Levy 24.785
No Fire - Levy 14.929

General
Fire Protection
Law Enforcement

(N/F)

EDGERTON CITY - Levy 46.740

General

GARDNER CITY - Levy 23.994
No Fire - Levy 23.994

General
Fire Protection
Bond and Interest

(N/F)

GARDNER FIRE PROTECTION - Levy -0-

Fire Protection

05

UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
76,356.21
17,421.76
10,476.57 104,254.54
318,148.05
220,179.36
376,446.20 914,773.61
335,183.37 336,183.37
1,768,950.21
0.00
256,832.15 2,025,782.36
0 0
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VALUATION

935,411,923
67,786,204
37,481,019

1,040,679,146

21,795,475 (N/F)

16,757,646
5,028,403
2,131,152

23,917,201

8,526,030 (N/F)

62,715,760
2,212,836
742,444

65,671,040

17,714,051
182,354
290,613

18,197,018

CITIES UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
OLATHE CITY - Levy 24.932

No Fire - Levy 23.206
General 11,018,712.39
Fire Protection 1,758,592.80
Library 2,601,751.05
Library Employee Benefits 280,983.32
Bond and Interest 10,248,609.86 25,908,649.42
SPRING HILL CITY - Levy 35.581

No Fire - Levy 26.744

General 551,243.25
Cemetery 19,300.96
Fire Protection 136,011.83
Bond and Interest $9,096,95 775,652.99
FAIRWAY CITY - LEVY 12.854
General 764,476.46
Bond and Interest 79,658.94 844,135.40
LAKE QUIVIRA CITY - Levy 13.126
General 238.854.03 238,854.03
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VALUATION

CITIES UNIT TAX

LEAWOOD CITY - Levy 24.233
No Fire Levy - 24,233

571,882,830
15,239,935
6,864,743

593,987,508

General

Bond and Interest

1,625,810 (N/F)

LENEXA CITY - Levy 26.513
No Fire Levy - 26.513

8,769,037.96
5,626,062.14

TOTAL TAX

14,394,100.10

675,625,628 General 14,639,110.66
146,084,234 Bond and Interest 8,335,125.40 22,974,236.06
44,917,378
866,527,240
157 (N/F)
MERRIAM CITY - Levy 19.275
139,119,131 General 2,641,715.90
11,158,513 Bond and Interest 325,423.31 2,967,139.21
3,659,520
153,937,164
MISSION CITY - Levy 9.935
111,715,964  General 992,611.21
9,023,996 Storm Water 125,491.01
4,748,114 Bond and Interest 128,625.38 1,246,727.60
125,488,074
MISSION HILLS CITY - Levy 22.592
125,182,769 General 2,705,252.51
665,054 Bond and Interest 166,520.15
1,268,743  Intangible 125,560.77 2,997,333.43

127,114,566
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cuoa

cUoa

Lo e s |

cCvoa

VALUATION

6,623,178
358,064
47,920

7,029,162

2,188,270,765
147,792,353
81,213,795

2,417,276,913

246,178,002
5,450,888
4,162,647

255,791,537

56,328,144
1,495,671
1,770,132

69,593,947

547,537,292
41,505,527
18,045,144

607,087,963

CITIES UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
MISSION WOODS CiTY - Levy 12,934

General 90,915.15 90,915.15
OVERLAND PARK CITY - Levy 9.037

General 8,008,438.51

Fire Protection 11,445,805.97

Storm Water 2,390,686.48 21,844,930.96
PRAIRIE VILLAGE CITY - Levy 15.843

General 3,672,640.55

Bond and Interest 479,864.66 4,052,505.21
ROELAND PARK CITY - Levy 21.981

General 1,009,998.31

Bond and interest 299,936.29 1,309,934,60
SHAWNEE CITY - Levy 20.856

General 2,429,565.11

Improvement 27,925.22

Employee Benefits 5,391,549.65

Law Enf-Fire-Ambulance 304,151.01

Bond and Interest 4,5608,235.29 12,661,426,28
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cUoa

(et v i s

VALUATION

22,634,563
4,226,422
4,434,255

31,295,240

6,011,666
23,765
36,156

6,071,587

CITIES UNIT TAX

WESTWOOD CITY - Levy 13.090

General 409,654.82

TOTAL TAX

409,654.82

WESTWOOD HILLS CITY - Levy 17.010

General 103,277.66

103,277.66
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cUx

CcCUTx

CcCTUa

cCUa

VALUATION

6,022,937,223
504,092,012
276,184,790

6,803,214,025

1,752,5633,550
104,180,521
47,377,868

1,904,101,939

1,832,701,777

45,048,821
6,308,837
5,543,435

56,901,093

52,578,884

116,323,799

30,922,758
43,215,455

190,462,012

177,536,456

SCHOOLS UNIT TAX

COMMUNITY COLLEGE - Levy 9.438

General 60,677,868.79
Capital Outlay 3,401,668.32
Special Assessment 129,248.88

TOTAL TAX

64,208,785.99

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JT NO 229

Blue Valley
Levy - 64.197

General 36,654,031.99
Supplemental General 16,377,182.09
Extraordinary Growth Facilities 9,141,592.95
Capital Outlay 17,136,935.89
Special Assessment 308,462.93
Special Liability 1,738,443.09
Bond and Interest 35,492,460.60
Recreation Comm - General 3,309,332.22
Recreation Comm - Emp Ben 651,202.64

120,809,644.40

{School General Value)

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JT NO 230

Spring Hill
Levy - 70.753

General 1,051,5677.68
Supplemental General 778,236.47
Capital Outlay 227,604.09
Special Assessment 219,126.45
Bond and Interest 1,634,906.79
Recreation Comm - General 128,027.63

3,939,479.11

(School General Value)

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JT NO 231
Gardner - Edgerton - Antioch

Levy - 73.008
General 3,56560,729.12
Supplemental General 3,254,615.07
Capital Outlay 1,333,239.50
Special Assessment 38,663.04
Bond and Interest 5,469,493.00

13,646,739.73

{School General Value)
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cCUom

cvoa

ey« ¢

VALUATION

251,831,598
26,094,209

13,788,867

291,714,675

272,761,314

1,281,928,852

144,745,716
49,300,910

1,475,975,478

1,389,304,358

2,574,608,478

191,745,181
116,835,405

2,883,189,064

2,715,134,380

SCHOOLS

UNIT TAX

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 232

DeSoto
Levy - 72.806

General

Supplemental General
Extraordinary Growth Facilities
Capital Outlay

Special Assessment

Bond and interest

(School General Value)

5,455,226.28
4,644,389.64
1,025,869.32
3,208,865.74

161,399.42
8,373,966.03

TOTAL TAX

20,859,516.43

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 233

Clathe
Levy - 69,177

General

Supplemental General
Extraordinary Growth Facilities
Capital Qutlay

Special Assessment

Bend and Interest

{School General Value)

27,786,072.67
25,639,169.74
12,566,456.60
5,911,279.74
450,173.43
28,016,966.58

100,370,118.76

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 512

Shawnee Mission
Levy - 42.655

General

Supplemental General
Capital Outlay
Special Assessment
Special Liability

Bond and Interest

(School General Value)
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54,302,672.98
20,320,715.62
22,350,483.36
533,389.10
2,280,601.33
19,833,457.59

119,621,319.98




(ondin e B s

cvax

VALUATION

18,730
47
1,535

20,312

18,111

643,394
84,743
121,315

849,452

789,656

SCHOOLS UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
UNIFIED SCROOL DISTRICT JT NO 289
Wellsville
Levy - 61.395
General 360.25
Supplemental General 394,78
Capital Outlay 101.43
Bond and Interest 304.07
Recreation Comm - General 35.81
Recreation Comm - Emp Ben 4.70 1,201.04
{School General Value)
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JT NO 491
Eudora
Levy - 65.466
General 15,793.10
Supplemental General 14,723.52
Capital Outlay 3,394.42
Bond and Interest 20,503.22 54,414.26

{Schoo! General Value)
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cva

cvua

U

v

cCva

coa

VALUATION

75,963,530
4,708,788
9,033,894

89,706,213

40,713,802
8,233,858
4,613,699

53,561,359

278,613,504
17,152,905
11,089,774

306,856,183

266,132,062
3,787,865
5,813,699

275,733,626

690,527,653
24,784,111
14,225,590

729,537,254

6,018,078
258,924
476,544

6,753,546

CEMETERY DISTRICTS UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
AUBRY CEMETERY - Levy -0-

General 0.00 0.00
DeSOTO CEMETERY - Levy .296

General 15,853.89 15,853.89
MONTICELLO CEMETERY - Levy .042

General 12,887.39 12,887.39
PLEASANT RIDGE CEMETERY - Levy .004

General 1,103.28 1,103.28
PLEASANT VALLEY CEMETERY - Levy -0-

General 0.00 0.00
PRAIRIE CENTER CEMETERY - Levy .764

General 5,159.71 5,159.71
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cvo3

cCUoax

v

VALUATION

81,209,540
5,483,360
2,208,169

88,801,069

4,447,053
774,231
540,466

5,761,750

17,682

17,682

DRAINAGE DISTRICTS UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX
MERRIAM DRAINAGE - Levy 3.749

General 333,290.14 333,290.14
MONTICELLO DRAINAGE - Levy 11.823

General 68,697.30 68,697.30
WEAVER BOTTOMS DRAINAGE - Levy 7.159

General 126.58 126.58
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Coxm

cCva

VU

cToOa

cvx

VALUATION

637,390,046
23,456,696
17,208,411

678,055,153

45,954,496
23,973,622
39,768,715

109,696,833

122,918,735
9,759,784
15,503,044

148,181,563

FIRE DISTRICTS UNIT TAX TOTAL TAX

JOHNSON COUNTY CONS FIRE NO 2 - Levy 9.241

Generai 5,026,421.77
Employee Benefits 1,239,484.69 6,265,906.46

JOHNSON COUNTY FIRE NO 1 - Levy 8.254

General 703,046.69
Ambulance 202,390.43 905,437.12

JOHNSON COUNTY FIRE NO 2 - Levy 15.947
Bond & Interest - Bond "C" - Levy 1.065
Bond & Interest - Bond "D" - Levy 1.375
Bond & Interest - Bond "E" - Levy 1.375

General 1,824,707.84
Ambulance 334,594.02
Bond and Interest 311,783.60 2,471,085.46

58,537,952 Bond "C”
33,143,940 Bond "D"
85,225 Bond "E"

56,620,842
3,281,361
6,952,560

66,854,763

0
60
377,951

378,011

JOHNSON COUNTY RURAL FIRE NO 3 - Levy 8.953

General 282,929.17
Employee Benefits 62,642.79
E.M. S. 157,242.76
Bond and Interest 95,735.61 598,550.33

MONTICELLO TWP FIRE NO 1 - Levy -0-

General 0.00 0.00
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CODE

DO72
7082
7083
7084
7104

B315
B319
H323
7530
7558
7565
7601

7602
7604
7805
7606
7607
7608
7610
7704
7705
7706
7707
7708
7709
7710
7905
8205
9053
9054
9055
9056
2057
2058
9059
9151

9152
9998
9999
F110
G110
H110
1110

J110

2004 SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS

SEWER DISTRICT

MILL CR §#1 JTB ESC

CEDAR CR S#1

TOMAHAWK CR S#6 LSDi#4
INDIAN CR MID BAS MC LSD#20
SEWER PERMIT

LITTLE MILL NORTH JTD ESC
TOOLEY CR#1 JT5 ESC
TOOLEY CR#1 JT4 ESC
CLEAR CR S#1 LSD#

MISSION TWP M#1 LSD #96
TOOLEY CR #1 LSD#18

IND CR MID-BAS MC JT#3
TOOLEY CR Mi#1 LSD#23

BLUE RIVER #5 LSD#52
TURKEY CR #1 LSD#156

LITTLE MILL CR NSD#1 LSD#70
TURKEY CR #1 LSD#152

LITTLE MILL CR S#5 LSD#2
MILL CR #1 LSD#16
TOMAHAWK CR #12 LSD#4
MISSION TWP M#1 LSD#101
MILL CR #14 LSD#

MISSION TWP M#1 LSD#100
CLEAR CR S#6 LSD#3

TURKEY CR M#1 LSD#163
BLUE RIVER #14 LSD#1

INDIAN CR MID BAS MC JT 2
LPS SYSTEM

INDIAN CR MID BAS MC JT 5
MILL CR SSD#7 LSD #1

LSD T-137

BLUE RIVER S#5 LSD#36
CEDAR MILL SSD#1 LSD#13
TURKEY CR M#1 LSDi#151
BLUE RIVER #10 LSD#4
TOOLEY CR M#1 LSD#26

BLUE RIVER #5 LSD #43

WWD CAP CHG

WW USAGE FEE

FINANICIAL ASSISTANCE FUND
FINANICIAL ASSISTANCE FUND
FINANICIAL ASSISTANCE FUND
FINANICIAL ASSISTANCE FUND
FINANICIAL ASSISTANCE FUND

TOTAL SEWER DISTRICTS

16

AMOUNT OF
ASSESSMENTS

858.02
90,705.624
8,571.80
5,010.39
3,000.00
777.83
38,409.98
17,405.71
17,901.81
1,416.12
2,860.20
15,144.62
9,740.43
2,289.39
1,160.11
1,158.47
14,838.09
16,905.36
17,993.60
38,548.51
3,168.60
23,143.36
1,657.06
9,652.92
2,144.70
1,221.78
25,358.50
9,483.20
10,358.75
17,384.32
4,449.76
21,834.04
1,009.02
2,907.00
3,385.00
17,010.84
10,711,144
19,854,937.50
386,260.56
21,413.81
34,526.10
9,508.70
5,450.40
14,245.90

20,797,030.44























































































