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Sen. Hershman called the fourth meeting of the Commission to order and introduced former
state senator Beverly Gard to speak on the topic of elected fiscal body budget review for
public libraries with appointed boards.

Public Libraries

Ms. Gard indicated that she is now an advocate for public libraries, serves on the Hancock
County Public Library Board, and is the Vice President of the Indiana Library Federation.
She spoke on behalf of the Hancock County Public Library Board describing the history of
the library, the library's long range plan, the budget-making process, the use of reserves, and
the library's unique use of the economic development income tax. She described the
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be charged for hard copies.
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coordination that occurs in operating a public library, including State Library oversight. She
opposed control by an elected fiscal body over the budget of a public library with an
appointed board without an appeal procedure. She said a fiscal body would have to commit
considerable time to understand a public library's budget. She proposed binding review only
if certain budget limits are exceeded. Ms. Gard supplied two handouts: (1) The Hancock
County Public Library October 2012 Strategic Plan (Exhibit A); and (2) The Hancock
County Public Library Final Capital Improvement Plan (Exhibit B).

Wendy Phillips, Director for Carmel Clay Public Libraries and representing the Indiana
Library Federation, described the budget process for an appointed board public library and
said it works well and takes from June to January to complete. She said the process is
transparent, and she stated that the decision makers are accountable. She explained that the
appointed board system has worked well for decades for public libraries, that a board is
made up of citizens who pay taxes that support the public library, that an appointing
authority can remove an appointment, and that board members are term limited. She said
board members take their responsibility very seriously. She objected to adding more steps to
the process. In response to Sen. Hershman, she added that her budget will grow consistent
with the growing population in her district (approximately a few hundred thousand dollars
in the annual budget).

Jos Holman, representing the Indiana Library Federation, told the Commission that public
libraries are unique and unlike any other governmental unit. He said public libraries are a
source of community pride, are treasured assets, and open to everyone. He added that public
libraries serve a community's informational needs and recreational interests. He provided
various statistics about public library use. In response to questions, he stated that
coordination among all interested parties is a key, especially with schools for example, and
that some public libraries, like the Vigo County Public Library, have had to make cuts other
public library districts have not had to make. He emphasized that every public library
district is unique.

Beverly Martin, representing the Johnson County Public Library, indicted that she was the
former legislative chair for the Indiana Library Federation. She spoke on the topic of public
library district boundaries and noted that Sen. Walker had been interested in boundaries and
the issue of possibly making public library boundaries co-terminus with a city or town. She
agreed with the other presenters that the appointed board system is working for public
libraries. She provided a map showing the public library districts in Indiana (Exhibit C).

Andrew Berger, General Counsel for the Association of Indiana Counties, said the
Association's position is that taxes should be approved by elected officials and that public
libraries are now the only exception. He added that fiscal bodies are experienced in
reviewing budgets, that binding review will have benefits, and that the fiscal body is
accountable directly to the voters. He suggested that a bigger picture review is important
because of the property tax circuit breaker caps and limited resources available to counties.

Sen. Skinner noted that an appointed public library board is accountable and can make
decisions without politics being a factor. He wondered if appointed public library boards are
out of control and said that fiscal bodies tend to focus on dollars and cents and not the big
picture.
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Meredith Carter, a member of the Hamilton County Council, said the Hamilton County
Public Library has seven appointed board members and emphasized that communication is
the key. He stated that the Council has a liaison with each appointed board within the
County and that the appointed board system has worked fine in Hamilton County.

Township Assistance

The Commission began the discussion of township assistance with Debbie Driskell and
Dawn Manfriedi, of the Indiana Township Association. They described the township
assistance program, the application process, and accounting for administrative costs. Ms.
Driskell explained that administrative costs include expenditures that using normal
nonprofit accounting would not be categorized as administrative costs, so comparing
administrative costs of the township program to a nonprofit program is not appropriate. Ms.
Manfriedi added that in Howard County, Center Township, for example, administrative
costs include managing grants from the state. She noted that in nonprofit accounting this
would be a case management cost and not an administrative cost. They suggested that based
on their study of townships in Howard County, a different accounting method should be
used for medium and large townships.

Micah Vincent, Commissioner of the Department of Local Government Finance, discussed
the provisions of HEA 1585-2013 that separated Lake County, Calumet Township's
maximum property tax levy between the township assistance program and other township
services. He noted that Lake County adopted an income tax so the levy growth quotient now
applies.

Sen. Hershman commented that Calumet Township is now paying more in beneﬁts that it is
spending on administration, which was not true in the past.

Curtis Whittaker, a certified public accountant who is the financial advisor to Calumet
Township, described the Township's financial situation and in response to Sen. Hershman
emphasized that Gary and Calumet Township are unique because of the property tax circuit
breaker impact.

Property Tax Circuit Breaker Report

Robert Sigalow, Senior Fiscal Analyst for the Legislative Services Agency, briefly reviewed
the latest Property Tax Circuit Breaker Report (Exhibit D). Mr. Sigalow commented on the
total circuit breaker losses for 2013 and the 2014 and 2015 estimated losses. He mentioned
that Allen County and Lake County adopted a local income tax to provide property tax
credits that impact the losses and noted that LaPorte County is almost current in tax billings,
so the Laporte County data are much better than in previous reports.

After a lunch break, the Commission resumed its meeting and began the afternoon session
with the topic of land banks.

Land Banks

Sen. Hershman introduced Rep. Clere who discussed his proposed draft by describing it as a
work in progress on the use of land banks. He covered the legislative background of the
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issue and briefly discussed the benefits of land banks.

Gina Radice covered numerous issues and factors that are involved with the creation, use,
and success of land banks. She explained that the tax sale process in Indiana is not a tool to
get vacant and abandoned property back on the tax rolls. She said that land banks create a
path for vacant and abandoned properties to be returned to productive use and to the tax
base.

Sen. Hershman, Sen. Charbonneau, Sen. Skinner, and Ms. Radice discussed various
problems with the tax sale process and how a land bank should be a self-sustaining
nonprofit arm of the local unit. She said a land bank should be run as a business that
maintains an accurate inventory of properties in an organized way that is broadly accessible
in the market. She added that the local government unit should set priorities for the land
bank, how it is funded, and what happens with sale proceeds. She provided examples from
Ohio and Michigan. She noted that local governments typically benefit by getting the
property back in the tax base.

Adam Thier and Jeff Roeder, of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Development Commission,
said the Commission holds about 1,000 properties, that there are thousands of parcels in tax
sale surplus still titled to the delinquent owner, and there are thousands more properties in
mortgage foreclosure. Mr. Thier emphasized that there is no tax revenue from surplus
properties and they have a negative impact on neighborhoods and property values. He added
that these vacant properties cost the City in maintenance and require more police and fire
services than occupied properties. He noted that it also costs the City to demolish structures
at some point. He suggested that changes should be made to reduce speculation at the tax
sales and that the Commission supports the land bank approach.

In response to a question from Rep. Porter, Mr. Thier said community development
corporations are a major partner and would remain so.

Cindy Land, Marion County Treasurer's Office, described Marion County's recent history of
tax sales and the process Marion County uses. She explained that many parcels are not
vacant or abandoned and that an expedited process can be applied to vacant or abandoned
properties. She expressed concern for property owners who are having difficult times and
the proposed increase in the redemption rate makes it more difficult for an owner to redeem.
She added that when the County receives revenue, it is distributed to local units, whereas
the proposal would direct this revenue to the land bank. Ms. Land provided a handout
illustrating the Marion County tax sale process and provided data for 2012 and 2013

_ (Exhibit E).

Former state representative William Crawford, Deputy Marion County Treasurer, spoke
about the success of the Marion County Treasurer in reducing the inventory of properties
from 8,000 to 4,000. He described how the installment payment system has kept owners in
their property. He added that county treasurers are directly accountable to the voters unlike
the proposed land bank board.

Andy Frazier, Executive Director, Indiana Association for Community Economic
Development, and Gina Leckron, State Director, Habitat for Humanity of Indiana, both of
whom work in redevelopment, stated their support for the additional tool of a land bank.
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They explained that the tax sale auction does not work for all properties and if
redevelopment occurs there is property tax base growth. They added that a land bank could
focus on best uses of vacant and abandoned properties instead of focusing only on revenue,
which is the case in the tax sale system. Ms. Leckron indicated that they partner with land
banks and help those living in blighted areas. She discussed the related public safety issues
and agreed that land banks can be helpful in encouraging new development, which causes
economic growth. She added that Habitat for Humanity of Indiana uses subcontractors and
creates jobs. They provided a handout titled Land Banks: A Tool for Community Economic
Development (Exhibit F).

Andrew Berger, General Counsel, Association of Indiana Counties, told the Commission
that the current tax sale process is working, that cities can now use an expedited process for
vacant and abandoned properties, and that the surplus tax sale property system is also
working fine. He suggested that surplus properties not sold could possibly go to a land bank.
He said that the Association disagrees with diverting resources now going to local units to a
land bank system.

Dax Denton and Tom Dinwiddie, representing the Indiana Bankers Association, discussed
the process for selling mortgage foreclosed properties. They voiced support for tools to
address vacant and abandoned properties. They said that better notice to lenders is needed
for tax sale properties because a notice to the lender after the tax sale is inefficient. They
suggested that the tax sale could occur later in the process so that it could be a sale of the
real estate and not a sale of a certificate because the only incentive for a certificate buyer is
the statutory interest that can be earned if it is redeemed.

Tom Havens, representing the Indiana Builders Association, said the Association supports
the policy of land banks but does not fully support the proposal suggested by Rep. Clere. He
added that land banks have to bring property up to building code standards and there are
costs associated with doing so. He discussed properties that will not sell, leasing of
properties and below market rental rates, and local property inspection programs, which do
not exist in all counties.

Jim Kelly, Professor at Notre Dame University, who has expertise in land planning,
summarized a study of abandoned properties in South Bend, Indiana. He said abandoned
properties cost local government and neighborhoods each day. He suggested that better
coordination among interested parties is needed to address the abandoned property issue. He
agreed with previous speakers that the tax sale auction process does not work well for these
properties. He stated that a land bank should be given powers to better deal with these
properties. Mr. Kelley provided the Commission with a letter from South Bend Mayor Pete
Buttigieg (Exhibit G).

Rhonda Cook, General Counsel, Indiana Association of Cities and Towns, said that vacant
and abandoned properties are a problem for cities and towns. She supports land banks as a
helpful tool for cities and towns. She added that third class cities and towns should be
included in any legislation.

Supplier Pricing of Retail Products

Gus Olympidis, owner of 60 northern Indiana convenience stores named Family Express,
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summarized a legislative proposal to bring about fairness to retail consumers and counter
unfair pricing by some suppliers of retail products. He explained how suppliers categorize
their customers into classes, or channels, of trade and set wholesale prices according to
these categories. He said that promotions should be available to all retailers at the same
wholesale price, with differences based only on quantity and delivery factors. Mr.
Olympidis distributed the results of a survey of northwest Indiana retail prices for Doritos®
(Exhibit H).

In response to Sen. Charbonneau, Mr. Olympidis said that a retailer will not get the best
deal just by being a quantity buyer because of the class of trade categories. He added that
certain wholesalers with brand name products can set a wholesale price at their discretion,
unlike gasoline where the price is set using a commodity computation.

Don Goodin, of Good Oil and a third generation owner of convenience stores that serve
small communities, stated that he can buy some products at retail in a single case cheaper
than a half truck from his supplier because of the different trade channels. He indicated that
a supplier will cancel all products if you exclude some.

Jay Ricker, an owner of 50 convenience stores who has been in business since 1979,
testified that he, too, can buy certain products at retail from a "wholesale store" cheaper than
he can buy the same product from his supplier. He added that a supplier will even retaliate
against the wholesale store if they learn of a retailer buying from such a store. Mr. Ricker
provided a redacted copy of an email regarding Rickers Stores (Exhibit I).

Frank Davoli, representing Richmond Master, which is a distributor to convenience stores,
agreed with the retailers' comments. He noted that some of the communities served by these
retailers are "food deserts" and these pricing policies are unfair to consumers in these
markets.

Joe Lackey, representing the Grocery and Convenience Store Association, agreed that a
problem exists and that it also applies to smaller grocery stores, which are in a different
trade channel than a convenience store. He described the wholesale/retail grocery product
marketplace, noting that the bargaining power of some suppliers is considerable for certain
products. He added that soft drink suppliers, for example, have geographic territories and
there is no longer a local soft drink bottler in many places so effectively there is no
competition for certain name brands.

In response to Sen. Hershman's question about the bargaining power of a quantity purchaser,
Mr Lackey responded that the classes of trade drive the pricing and the major nationwide
retailers drive the retail price with nationwide deals so quantity purchasing by a local
retailer does not provide bargaining power on the wholesale price.

Chip Garver, representing the Beverage Association, described the channel of trade system.
Sen. Hershman asked how channels of trade are determined, and Mr. Garver said that
manufacturers spend a considerable amount of time and money on market research and
determine channels of trade based on this research. He said that a manufacturer knows what
products and sizes sell in each channel. He added that manufacturers provide discounts to
all channels. He opposed the proposal in HB 1367-2013, saying it would directly contravene
federal anti-trust laws and a court ruling by the 7th Circuit Court of Appeals on pricing,



7

would raise prices across all channels, and would be costly to enforce since prices for many
products would have to be monitored on a daily basis.

Commission members commented that there appears to be unfairness, that manufacturers
behave as if they know what is best for a retailer, and that these practices erode confidence
in the marketplace.

Ed Roberts, representing the Indiana Manufacturers Association, said that the Association
has members that are manufacturers, distributors, and transporters. The Association opposes
the proposal because it has the effect of the government setting prices. He explained that
there are a number of reasons why prices are different and that various arrangements are
made with retailers.

Final Report

Sen. Hershman announced that the Commission would not be making any formal findings
or recommendations and informed the members that he would finalize with staff an
informational report summarizing the Commission's work during 2013.

Sen. Hershman adjourned the meeting at 4:30 p.m.
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Strategic Priorities

Tier 1 - Priority Actions

Develop relationships and build trust with the staff and board of the Fortville-Vernon
Township Public Library
o See Exhibit A for detailed planning worksheet

Develop a model for what future library branches look like relative to space planning, services
offered and integration with the central library
o See Exhibit B for detailed planning worksheet

Strengthen partnerships with the school media center staff and the library resources within all
of our county schools
o See Exhibit C for detailed planning worksheet

Further develop the story of HCPL and its impact on the quality of life in our community
o See Exhibit D for detailed planning worksheet

Strengthen the connections/relationships that HCPL has with all the entities/organizations
that “sell” our community
o See Exhibit E for detailed planning worksheet

Develop a strong and vibrant local advocacy effort involving both staff and board members
o See Exhibit F for detailed planning worksheet

Tier 2 - Strategic Opportunities

Improve upon the accuracy and utilization of data to better drive our short and long term
planning efforts.

o Includes expanding on use of efficiency stats (i.e. per unit stats)

o Includes using data to understand generational utilization of services

Develop a HCPL volunteer tutor program that supports and enhances the growth and
development of our children and youth

Identify agencies/businesses that are discontinuing their online resources and look for
opportunities to fill the gap of these lost resources to our patrons

Develop awareness and improve the promotion of the diverse databases that are available to
our patrons and the community through HCPL

Set targets for future growth of the Endowment utilizing information from our donor system
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Key Strategic Focus Areas

e What are we doing well?

Children/Youth

e Our children’s department is well run and stocked
Programming

e Summer reading program

Children Book Bags

School and daycare visits

Adults
e Big Read grant
e Utilizing technology
e Assisted living and nursing home visits

Business Community
e SRC
e Presentations of services at Chamber and service clubs

e What could we be doing that we are not doing?

ChiIdren[Youth

¢ Develop a tutoring partnership (HCPL Volunteer Tutoring Program)

¢ Develop stronger school partnerships with media center staff

¢ Increase our presence/services in Vernon Township

¢ Connect better with the homeschooled population

e Utilize Tutor.com

¢ Communicate better with parents

e Develop a literacy coalition

e Develop a walking tour of the library

¢ Programming and visits to early childhood/daycare facilities

¢ Donating children material to appropriate community businesses, organizations,
and/or programs

e Take our services into the facilities of the external sites we visit

e Develop stronger relationships with the activity directors of the skilled nursing facilities
e Utilize focus groups to better understand where we can better serve our patrons

e Provide education classes on e-books and other mobile devices like i pads

e Provide opportunities for guest authors




Develop a volunteer based home reader program

Develop more programs outside of the library

Increase awareness of available technology and services

Programs to serve the jail, community corrections and work release
Develop services to the homebound

Develop a one piece PR tool of services in the community

Business Community

Promote our available services and resources to this group

Provide classes on project management

Provide more adult classes

Invite business groups to utilize our facility for their regular meetings and utilize those
opportunities to expose their members to our services/resources

Develop classes on our community culture to better integrate new companies and
their employees to Hancock County

Conduct a survey of business community needs

e What do | need to know to better answer these questions?

Children/Youth

Adults

A list of all the children projects/programs in our schools so we can analyze how we
might engage with and support those programs

More information and understanding of how we best reach our techmobile patrons
More detailed stats on the community

Business Community

What does the Hancock County Education Alliance look like as they develop their adult
education model and how do we partner with and support each other?

How is WorkOne supporting our business community and what are the
partnership/collaboration opportunities with them?




Vernon Township Expansion

ldeal Future State
e Have Vernon Township/McCordsville residents request library service
e Have a physical location in McCordsville

Challenges '
e Fortville-Vernon Township Public Library
e TurfWar '

e Working within HCPL financial resources
¢ Working within available State laws

¢ lIdentifying the right location

¢ Build versus Lease decision

Next Step Ideas
¢ Initiate conversations between Board Chairpersons and Vice-Chairpersons
o Important that the discussion about the potential future state be driven by
the boards of each organization
¢ Small meetings with Fortville-Vernon Township Public Library leadership
e Work with Mt. Vernon School Corporation administrative staff to gain support
¢ Work with McCordsville Town Manager to help create positive movement for
library services
e Begin thinking of creative partnerships that would help pay for this expansion
e  Work to help educate all involved with funding mechanisms and issues
e Analyze avariety of options for expansion

Sugar Creek Growth

Ideal Future State (Year 2022)
¢ Owned Facility

Challenges
o Current lease ends in 2022
¢ Owner currently not willing to sell
e Funding challenges for future purchase or new construction

Next Step Ideas
¢ Develop model for how future library branches should look
o Best practice / Innovative approach relative to:

= Use of Space
= Delivery of Services
= Technology Integration

e Proceed with garage space conversion in 2015

e Commit to developing a plan by 2018 for purchasing existing facility/ building new




Actions

o Develop local advocacy program to strengthen and build upon the relationships we have with
local and state elected officials

e Better tell our story on the impact that our library system has on the quality of life in our
community. Connect this value to the support provided by taxpayers.

¢ Need continual alignment between budgets and the strategic plan

e Need to ensure that Capital Improvement Plan is financially supported

e Stay attentive to legislative activity such as potential “binding review” legislation

| Techn’old'gy_
Actions

e Ensure continued alignment between technology utilization and the strategic plan

e Support the completion of the RFID project

¢ Continue to analyze and understand the generational use of our services and how this impacts
the integration of technology into the services we offer

Key Staff Trénsitions '
Actions

e Director
o Pending Retirement - No later than June 1, 2013
o Need to hold Board Executive Session to develop plan

e Business Manager
o Pending Retirement — December 2013
o Hire Position ASAP
o 1 Year Mentorship/Transition

o,



Supporting Information

What do our stakeholders value in their relationship with us?

Adults
e Life-long learning opportunities
e Hours and access to services and information
e C(lasses
e Technology
e Library programming
e Availability of resources
e Community space
e Professionalism of the organization
e Print and online learning opportunities
e Free services
e Older adults value our outreach services
e Stay-at-home mom — enjoys the adult interaction while bringing her child along

Children
e Free services
e |nteraction with peers
e Variety of materials
e Computer classes A
e The fun and creative children programming
e Children department collection and staff
e Summer reading program
e Parents willing to bring them
e The technology that is available in the children’s room
e Programs like Storytime, etc.
e Area to gather with friends to play
¢ Information access
e Special programs and entertainment
e Programs that make learning fun
e Separate children’s room/space
¢ Qutside professional visitor program

Business Community
e Meeting space
e Library helps in recruiting new people to the community
e Research resources
e Technology education for their staff
e Opportunities for continue learning
e Efforts to hold college classes locally
e The Big Read included all ages in the community
e Online learning A
e A plus for economic development




Library Staff
e Appropriate board/staff interaction

e Board presence at department meetings, staff meetings and library events

Library Partners
e Volunteer Opportunities
e Friends of the Library

Local/State Government Officials
e Face to Face Interactions
e Like to hear our story
e Board advocacy
e Patron advocacy

Uninformed/Resistant to Change or Progress

e Seeing the impact of the library services as compared to the level of taxpayer support

Census and Cardholder Data

10 Year Census Growth By Township ..

Percent__.of 2010 Census that
are HCPL Cardholders

Township 2000 2010 % Growth

Blué River 1,328 . 1,417 6.7

Brandywine 2,255 2,392 6.08
Brown 2,579 2,571 -31

Buck Creek 6,659 8,430 26.6
Center 20,096 25,819 28.48
Green 1,622 1,662 247
Jackson 1,793 1,786 -.39

Sugar Creek 12,165 14,920 22.65
Vernon 6,895 11,005 59.61

Cardholders % of 2010
(as of 9/12)

553 39.01
806 33.70
849 33.02
2,074 24.60
12,281 47.57
472 28.40
659 36.90
5,600 37.53
521 4.73
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Strategic Planning Reflection Questions
Response Summary

What are the 2-3 biggest challenges that we face in the next 1-3 years?

Budget issues- Because the powers to be in the county think that library has plenty of
money. So they will continue to cut the tax revenue.

Vernon Township - Moving towards total county wide services and building services in
this township

The transition to a new director and financial manager

Meeting the needs of the community and providing the services they need with the
allocated revenue

Finding a way to serve the McCordsville community

Meeting the growing needs of the New Palestine/Sugar Creek community

Continue the Capital Improvemént Plan

Succession planning

Expansion of E book collection

Money to meet budget.

Trying to keep all parties happy on how money is spent.

Moving forward to serve everyone in county.

Possible consolidation with Fortville Library would include providing service to
McCordsville. This would most likely include opening a branch in McCordsville.
Phase out the Techmobile and redesign our outreach services.

Select a new director and facilitate with the transition from the retired director to the
new director.

Hire new Director, upon Dianne's retirement. And Business manager upon Debbie’s.
Vernon Twp. uncertainty; need a plan ready. Handle as a problem vs. an emergency.
Sugar Creek lease ends in 2022. We need a plan.

Leadership retirement (Director & Business Manager) and new leadership transition.
Expansion - Vernon Township.

Sugar Creek & Techmobile. Transition from Techmobile to Outreach Services. Space
conversion at Sugar Creek branch when Techmobile is no longer needed.

Transition of leadership with Director’s retirement in 2013. Succession planning has
been on our radar for a while and we're quickly reaching the finish line.

Next year there will be 3 new faces on the County Council combined with the ever-
present possibility of binding budget review by the Council in the future. Should the
legislature approve “binding review” of library budgets, the picture changes. (The
issue continues to come up each year in the General Assembly) It’s critical that we
maintain positive relationships with county officials while demonstrating the value of
library services.

Expansion into Vernon Twp./McCordsville by entering into deliberate discussions
between the Boards of both county libraries and with input from community
stakeholders.

Redefining and executing a new model of Outreach.

(o )
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o What are the characteristics of our organization that best position us to meet
these challenges?

The board and staff have been very budget minded over the last few years. Rainy day
fund.

A good working relationship with the school and community.

Strong, professional leadership from the professional staff and a dedicated and highly
gualified staff.

A dedicated board of trustees in general

Strong community and patron support for the library

Dedicated patrons

Sound financial management

We have a solid board and highly committed staff to prepare us for the future,

Spend money wisely and research the areas where the money is to be spent.

Keep current with technology.

Look to everyone in the county for what they want and need from the library.

Build better understanding with the community on what HCPL does, and can do for the
county.

Financial stability

Good leadership

Dedicated staff

“Good reputation” in the community

Board has diverse backgrounds & skill sets and we listen to & respect each other.
We're solvent and not in trouble. (fewer constraints/restraints)

Perceived well in community.

Funding and financial position.

Brand recognition (Well thought of in the community).

Size and flexibility of staff. The staff has and is able to quickly change direction and
seize opportunities as they arise.

Experienced leadership (both Administrative and Board) that recognizes and addresses
challenges and opportunities. As with line staff, the administration and Board work
well together, have strong connections within the community, and collaborate in a
proactive, thoughtful way.

Historically the library and county officials have a positive working relationship ,
despite occasional differences.

HCPL ranks in the “Excellent” category of standards maintained by the Indiana State
Library. The organization is financially sound with exceptional technology, facilities,
public services and community support.

~
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e Asa board, what do we need to improve upon so that we increase the value
that we add in our role as board members?

Be better prepared for board meetings and ask more questions.

Increase participation of board members in understanding the functions of the library.
Move to a governance model of active board committees that meet regularly and
report to the board monthly.

Continue to educate both local officials and citizens about the role of the library and
help them understand budgeting and funding issues

Have board members with a genuine interest in the library and its value to the
community

Maintain positive board development and have a clear understanding of our patrons
needs.’

Look outside the box, find out what other libraries are doing, not only in Indiana but
wherever successful libraries are.

Find a way to make people give and not beg for money.

Some board members seem to be experiencing a “disconnect” or loss of passion for
the library’s issues.

We need to find a way to reenergize their passion for the library or to reconnect to the
reason they volunteered to serve on the board.

We're not accustomed to allocating “homework” to individual members or
committees, to be integrated by the Board with other parallel assignments, yielding a
Board product. (We're not a high-performing organization).

We need everybody to speak up more.

We've gotten lazy, relying too much on the Director to Iead the way.

Increase Board committee activities/work.

Orientation for new Board members and a refresher to help new members understand
their role and expectations.

We have a long way to go to reach the goal of a “working Board,” where all members
are actively engaged. ( e.g. reading the Board packet 10 minutes before the meeting
starts) Committee work prior to the Board meeting has been effective, yet more is
needed.

Board members CAN step down if the original commitment and passion have
dwindied. It's okay. Continued engagement of each member is critical. Being a
“placeholder” doesn’t equal being a “board member.”

For several years, the Board identified building the library’s Endowment Fund as one of
its goals. It's difficult to motivate the community and businesses when Board
members don’t participate or contribute. It is my strong belief that Board members
are expected to support the library in all aspects, including philanthropy. Such*
direction is the responsibility of Board leadership.
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Exhibit A
Planning Worksheet
Relationship with Fortville-Vernon Township Public Library

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?
o Purpose: Develop relationships with the staff and board of the Fortville Public Library.
o Outcome: Build a level of trust that creates the opportunity for both organizations to
better understand current gaps in library services in Vernon Township and then work
together in a positive way to meet those patron needs. Our approach needs to:
*  Find common ground and avoid divisiveness '
= Gain community stakeholder input
* Ignite the voice of the customer

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
o 2010 Census data

Current utilization data of HCPL by Vernon Township patrons

Cost to Serve data per unit

MV Student Numbers by School

EBook Utilization Numbers

Summer Reading Club Numbers

0 0O 0O 0 O

What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?

o Fortville Library data relative to Vernon Township patrons and utilization

o Desires/Wants/Needs of Vernon Township residents relative to library services

= Possible FPL/HCPL survey of Vernon Township residents

o Areas of opportunity for collaboration with FPL

o Areas of opportunity for collaboration with MV Schools

o Areas of opportunity for cost avoidance (i.e. Amazon John)

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort?
o Animproved working relationship with the Fortville Public Library staff and board
members

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?

o Chairpersons of each respective boards

o Vice-Chairpersons of each respective boards

What is our timeline for action?
o Board Chairs and Vice-Chairs Meet — By February 8th _
o Develop next steps and timeline based upon outcome of board leadership meeting

( )
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Exhibit B
Planning Worksheet
Library Branch Model

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?

o Purpose: Develop a model for what future library branches look like along with a
supporting financial feasibility analysis.

o Outcome: Blueprint/vision for future library branch expansion that defines best
practices relative to space planning, services offered, technology offered and
integration with the central library. incorporate innovation and creativity in this model
to best meet the needs of our library patrons.

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
o Data and experience with Sugar Creek branch
o Utilization numbers by area of service for Sugar Creek branch
o Current patron numbers as a % of township population

What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?

o Need to know what others doing nationally with their library branches.

o Growth projections for Sugar Creek Township

o Identification of K-12/public library partnerships and collaborations

o Identification of business park/public library partnerships and collaborations

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort? '

o Model that works for future Sugar Creek Township growth

o Model that works for possible Vernon Township expansion

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?

o Staff Person(s)

o Board Member

o Community Member(s) / Sugar Creek Township Patrons

o Library Volunteer(s)

What is our timeline for action?
o Identify task force members - By June 1, 2013
o Initiate meetings and information gathering - By fuly 1, 2013
o Provide recommendation to Board - By January 1, 2014




Exhibit C
Planning Worksheet
School Partnerships

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?

o Purpose: Create a model with the Eastern Hancock School system to strengthen
partnerships with their school media center staff and thelibrary resources. This model
will then be used to expand relationships with all of our county schools.

o Qutcome: Defined collaborative activity between HCPL and the Eastern Hancock
School system.

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
o Total student numbers in each Eastern Hancock school
o Number of students who are current card holders

What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?

o Easter Hancock School system calendar

o Current services being provided by the schools

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort?
o Goal would be to for all eligible students to have library cards
o Have the school’'s Media Center Specialist and other appropriate staff trained on HCPL
tools and resources '

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?
o Peggy Pritzke and Jane Pfaff as board representatives
School Media Specialist
Mr. Pfaff and Ms. Pyle
Debbie Spangler
Cathy Riley and Dave Gray

0O 0 O ©

What is our timeline for action?
o Schedule meeting with school officials to discuss vision — By March 1, 2012
o Conduct training/education of identified school staff — Summer 2013
o Develop new timeline/plan for increasing card holder numbers — September 1, 2013
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Exhibit D
Planning Worksheet
HCPL Story

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?

o Purpose: Further develop the story of HCPL and its impact on the quality of life in our
community.

o Outcome: Build upon current marketing and promotional material to more specifically
define the various ways our library makes an impact on our community. Our story
should connect these defined values with the financial resources we are entrusted
with by the taxpayers.

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
o Current marketing/promotional material

What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?
o Personal stories from library patrons and community members
o Exit surveys from library programs and events
o Identification of the avenues in which to tell our story ~ stretch our thinking to expand
outside of what we have historically seen as our communication channels

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort?
o The addition of testimonials and stories to our current marketing materials
o A more visible and compelling connection to the value our library services are
providing to the community

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?

o Dr. Ted Gabrielsen

o Kitty Smock

o Community member (s) — Chris Dobbins/other community marketing specialists

What is our timeline for action?
o Initiate task force meetings — By January 1, 2013




Exhibit E
Planning Worksheet
Selling HCPL

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?
o Purpose: Strengthen the connections/relationships that HCPL has with all the
entities/organizations that “sell” our community.
o Outcome: Identified and defined relationships with area realtors, chambers,
economic development directors and other key community businesses/organizations.

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
o)

What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?
o Information needs to be determined later

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort? ’

o Have HCPL marketing and promotional material in the hands of those who are “selling’
the benefits of living/working in our community. The impact of this is a higher quality
of life for our community.

o Effort will also have a positive impact on the growth of our endowment and the long
term viability of our library system.

'’

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?

o Task force participants to be determined later

What is our timeline for action?
o Develop plan and timeline after the development of the “HCPL Story”.
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Exhibit F
Planning Worksheet
Advocacy Effort

What do we want to accomplish? What is our “opportunity statement”?
o Purpose: Develop a strong and vibrant local advocacy effort involving both staff and
board members.
o Outcome: A plan for defined annual activity that builds relationships with local and
state elected officials.

What factual information or data do we have relative to our opportunity statement?
O

~What is the information or data that we still need and where/whom do we need to get it
from?
O

Do we have a clear picture and affirmation as a group of where we want to end up with this
specific effort?

o Elected officials educated on how our library is funded.

‘o Elected officials educated on what library services we provide.

o Elected officials educated on our strategic planning priorities.

o Elected officials aware of potential library legislation that is on our radar.

Do we have all the right people involved and if not, who needs to be invited into the effort?
Have we identified the leadership within the group and are there other roles that need to be
defined?

o Newly elected county officials

o Senator Mike Crider

o House Republican Leader Brian Bosma

o Representative Sean Eberhart ,

What is our timeline for action? _
o Conduct a meeting for elected officials — By December 12, 2012
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HANCOCK COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY
Hancock County, Indiana

Capital Improvement Plan
Introduction

Hancock County Public Library (the “Library”) recognizes the importance of long-range capital
investment planning to maintain the growth and sustainability of the Library’s current
programs and services. This Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP”) matches the highest priority
capital needs with the expected sources of revenue. The CIP includes investments in operating
systems and branch improvements and expansions.

The CIP should be developed in advance of the operating budget. The Library has prepared a
Sustainability Analysis of all funds and the CIP will be integrated into this analysis. Revenue
projections have been prepared and the capital needs will be matched to these resources based
upon Library Board priorities.

The Library Board has a long history of balanced spending and strong fiscal management. This
CIP will ensure this tradition continues and the Library will continue to grow in a fiscally
prudent manner. The Library has and continues to maintain an outstanding credit rating of
“AA” in part due to their fiscal planning.

Funding Sources

The Library funds capital projects through a variety of sources:

* Library Improvement Reserve Fund (“LIRF”), including transfers from the Operating
Fund

* Pay-as-you-go from the Operating Fund

* Donations

* Grants

* Interest Earnings

* Sales of Excess Property

* Sale of Long-Term Bonds

The Library has historically funded most capital projects on a pay-as-you-go basis. The Library
currently has $3,990,000 of long-term debt outstanding. The Library transferred $250,000, in
2009, and $150,000, in 2010, from the Operating Fund to LIRF, to help fund future capital
projects. LIRF had a balance of approximately $670,000 by the end of 2012.

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013



PROJECTS

Operations Improvements

PROJECT 1 - PHASE 1

¢ Radio Frequency Identification (“RFID”) Project
Estimated Cost - $200,000

Possible Funding Sources - $150,000 LIRF; $50,000 Operating Funds

Estimated Timeline — 2012 - Tag collection, install security gates, and implement RFID self -
checkout (Greenfield & New Palestine) DONE
2013 - Expansion of sorting using RFID technology
2014 - Possible future branch RFID considerations

Description of Project - Addition of a multi-bin RFID unit which simultaneously and
automatically returns items, routing them to bins designated for specific locations or facilities.

Estimated Impact on Annual Operating Budget - Reduction of $5,000

Project Justification — The RFID system will provide the following benefits to the Library:
1. Reduction in operating costs, including reduction in mistakes from the current system;
2. Increased speed in checkout and circulation; and

3. Possible reduction in staff needed to maintain current services and reduction of annual
operating costs.

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013
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PROJECT 2

Branch Expansion/Improvements

e Conversion of Garage Space at New Palestine Branch into Program Space

Estimated Cost - $300,000

Possible Funding Sources - $300,000 LIRF

Estimated Timeline - 2015

Description of Project — The project consists of expanding the program space at the current New
Palestine branch by converting the existing garage into usable program space.

Estimated Impact on Annual Operating Budget - increase of $35,000 per year

Project Justification — The proposed expansion will provide the following benefit to the Library:

1. Increase available programming at the branch with minimum investment.

2. Eliminate costly duplication of programs and performers due to current space
restrictions

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013



PROJECT 3

Outreach Services

e Purchase of a fuel-efficient sprinter van (possibly a hybrid) to efficiently serve the
County

e Reorganization of HCPL Outreach Services

Estimated Cost - $40-50,000 each
$150,000 total

Possible Funding Sources - $120,000 LIRF
$30,000 Operating Budget

Estimated Timeline - 2015

Description of Project - the project consists of replacing the aging Techmobile unit and
deploying van(s) and staff to serve all ages throughout Hancock County.

Estimated Impact on Annual Operating Budget -~ No change

Project Justification - The proposed Outreach Services will provide the following benefits to the

Library and those it serves:

1. Outreach services will have greater flexibility in responding to patron needs, delivering
materials to shut-ins, and providing targeted services without the restrictions of a
cumbersome bookmobile.

2. Increased saturation of the County, especially services to schools, daycares facilities,
senior citizens, and the homebound.

3. Eliminates an aging asset, the Techmobile, which will be 15 years old and nearing the
end of its useful lifespan.

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013



PROJECT 4

e Refinance outstanding bonds

Estimated Cost - $0

Estimated Timeline - 2013

Description of Project ~ The project consists of refinancing its outstanding bonds in order to
lower the interest rates on the bonds and lower the annual debt service payment.

Estimated Annual Impact - $400,000 overall

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013



PROJECT 5
e Establishing a new branch facility
Estimated Cost - Unknown
Possible Funding Sources - Reserves and reallocation of existing revenue

Estimated Timeline - 2016

Description of Project - The project consists of establishing a new branch presence due to
expanding needs in the County.

Estimated Impact on Annual Operating Budget - Unknown

Project Justification - The proposed expansion will provide the following benefits to the
Library’s clients:

1. Increase available programming in Hancock County; and

2. Assist in equalization of Library services in the County.

Prepared by FSG Corp. 05/02/2013
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] =
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] =

2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.5%

2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

LaPorte County is Actual for 2008 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%

3 20 173 Net Credit Net Credit
O { < / Actual Net Credits {2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Summary By Count
Adams 232,216 1,012,554 1,303,736 1,292,084 1,164,883 1,331,375 1,309,399 40% 45% 4.3% 25% 29%  2.8%
Afien 4,758,883 22,273,806 _ 34,994,692 35265467 .. 40,849,010 31,848,227 33,508,012 | -11.1% 8.6% 8.8% 74%  58%  6.0%
Bartholomew 74,242 3,249,352 3,279,377 4,032,633 4,233,079 4,389,125 4,516,718 50% 52% 52% 34% 35% 3.6%
Benton 61,419 273,466 284,685 .. - 227,756 " 111,615. . .443,832 © 440,489 1.0% 4.0% . 3.9% 06%' 22% - 22%
Blackford 311,952 1,375,005 1,425,466 996,972 1,604,413 1,762,118 1,679,541 137% 14.9% 13.9% 87%  94%  89%
Boone 3655 . 2,214,057 4,036,630 6,442,922 7+ 6,685,154 5,962,263 - 5,798,341 8.0% 7.0% 6.7% 50% . 44%  4.2%
Brown 1 140 8,666 3,986 553 1,471 1,308 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Carroll 178,722 823,035 748,757 763,088 676,563 597,042 - 539374 45% 40%. 36% 24%  21%  1.8%
Cass 2,190,853 5,191.498 3,597,347 2,846,657 1,623,486 2.352,608 2,418,997 51% 72% 7.3% 30%  42%  4.2%
Clark 269,514 3,112,673 5,127,482 8.898,775 8,461,163 11,517,233 . 12,274,654 75% 9.8% 10.2% 45%  6.0%  6.2%
Clay 152,825 2417 17558 14,206 7,372 22,078 22,511 01% 01% 0.1% 00% 01%  0.1%
Clinton 445,032 2,002,133 3,307,805 3,011,591 © + 1,853,522 2,123,668 2,098,591 58% 65% 6.3% 37%  42%  4.1%
Crawford 127,307 786,694 1,233,792 821,269 1,075,287 1,312,721 1,311,701 13.1% 158% 15.5% 6.9% 84%  83%
Daviess 798,768 2,397,674 3,339,160, 2,549,959 2,386,808 . 2,573,658 2,609,082 96% 102% 10.2% 51% 54%  5.3%
Dearborn 0 625,383 475085 583,978 965,748 1,128,442 1,200,669 21%  25% 2.6% 08% 10%  1.0%
Decatur 851 297,210 . 382,014. . 490,348 484,435 548,822 '552,100 21%. 24% 2.3% 12% 13% 1.3%
DeKalb 61,863 609,930 876,297 1,239,233 1,572,620 2,103,314 2,165,249 36% 47% 4.8% 22%  30%  3.0%
Delaware 9929408 23,177,063 28,854,153 29,285,034 ;.. 42,005,615 44,618,208 46,146,191 33.3% 34.9% 35.3% 243% 256% 26.1%
Dubois 4,507 862,955 1,335,617 883,676 1,534,150 1,696,954 1,737,435 3.7% 40% 4.1% 19%  21%  2.1%
Elkhart 2,584,011 13,146,279 20,984,243 . 29,403,540 \ > | 38,367,405 40,347,717 |  16.5% 17.3%; 17.9% 108% 11.3%. 11.7%
Fayette 545,902 2,849,941 3983412 4,234,143 4,132,085 5,009,526 5172,039 | 17.8% 212% 21.4% 11.1%  13.3% 13.4%
Floyd 11,489 1,156,656 * 1,911,330 2,241,338 3,067, 5211, 3,460,494 3,667,245 | " 51% 57% 59%. 31% . 34%  3.5%
Fountain 20,326 339,629 313,518 311,096 264,400 286,226 268,293 21%  23% 2.1% 11%  12% 1.1%
Franklin 2,273 3019 . 18,184"- 42,484 115,685 118,532 i 111,446 0.8% * 0.8% 08%. 04%  04% - 0.4%
Fulton . 7,302 64562 85458 110095 73,598 81232 79436 | 05% 05% 05% 02% 03% 03%
Gibson 309,220 1459173 1,010,348 71,327,420 2,148,156+ . 2,289,283 :""12,299,630 56% 59% " 5.8% 39% - 41%  4.1%
Grant 1,793,868 1,336,869 2,274,095 1,518,402 4,275,640 4,838,105 7.5% 40%  48%  4.9%
Greene " 213,452 71,201,147, . 1818974 | 1,321.830 1,599,374 -~ 1,796,398 " 8.2% " 43% . 47%. 4.5%
Hamitton 146,817 12,663,401 22,118,937  25147,196 32,721,538 33,617,456 . 8.2% 52%  53%  5.3%
Hancock 198,275 .. 4,226,529.. " 5,269,502, E ‘ 5,418,472 © . 7.3% 6.5% 4.7% 4.4%
Harrison 11,497 95,415 32,329 57,644 0.3% 01% 01% 0.1%
Hendricks 670,735 8,777,797 . 19,479,807 T21470,649.. - C11.1%: 8.1%  7.9% " 7.5%
Henry 412,549 3,576,418 4,871,771 7,076,740 18.1% 10 8% 11.6% 11.5%
Howard 994,404 4,150,902 ;.. 7,897,507", " 4,1 “11,778,844" 11.6% S 6.9% 7.7% 81%
Huntington 551,396 3,590,610 4,653,792 4y 4686 295, 13.1% 7.0% 7.4%  7.5%
Jackson T 11,829 260,566.°. 630,277+ .. 810,280 . 869,658 ©1955,183-:. 2.8% 13% . 15%.. 1.5%.
Jasper 3,486 11 3543 6,975 4459 9,830 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Jay 4,023 475,930 . . 569,990, . 482,058, . 749,190 923,659 44% | 02.2%  2.8%% 2.6%
Jefferson 38,558 745,912 1 257913 841753 1 310,717 1,362,961 4.9% 37% 38%  3.8%
Jennings 178,842 607,513 7. 741815 ¢ .. 832,320 - - 729711 3.8% 28%  24% 23%
Johnson 1,453,106 8405134 11945650 11,578, 222 14,359,919 14,120,609 , 10.3% 54%  53%  52%
Knox 981,404 4,662,883 - . 7,256,308 - '3,533;810.777°4,158,913 - ' 4,742,161 .4 " . 12.2% S6T% 75%  7.5%
Kosciusko 25,436 888,856 858,808 845593 1,386,394 1616.538 1 594,756 20%  21%  2.1% 1.1%  1.2%  1.3%
LaGrange 6,792 139,937 227,701 - . 297,391 250,400 ' 7 279,963 2295247 °F . 09% - 1.0% 1.0% 05% 05% ' 0.5%
Lake 55,343,742 92,143,116 119,218,338 119.959,680 130,437,997 107,696,404 113,790,621 16.3% 13.4% 139% § 128% 106% 11.1%
LaPorte 3,104,033 3,352,325 . 8,083,195 . 8,689,739 i 8,778,936 '”‘5,075,913,{;-,5,590,740 72%. 42% 4.5% 54%  34%  3.4%
Lawrence 1,075,412 2,523,418 2,718,905 2,475,516 2,527,712 3,063,684 3,237,878 70% 83% 8.6% 41%  49%  5.1%

Prepared by Legislative Services Agency, December 3, 2013




Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law .

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013 .

Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est, Budget*

County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015

Madison 11,202,470 26,125,209 ' :32,403,049 .. . 32,296,834 - ;33:623,344 . ' - 37,144,402 . :37,711,720: § 25.2% - 27.5%  27.4% 18.1% 198%  19.9%.
Marion 10,566,981 66,837,877 134,624,753 111,246,154 158679836 L. 177,081,085 185,713,045 | 14.6% 159% 16.4% 6.3%  6.8%  7.0%
Marshal ’ © 110430 . 761,178 83045377 . 806,532 ¢ 11,145667% . 1371659 - i1417,329 ) - 28%  3.4% 34% 16% 1.9%  1.9%
Martin 31,473 160,073 255,871 108,440 70244 103784 104381 | 1.2% 17% 1.7% 06% 08%  0.8%
Miam| o 283,656 1,873,808 .. *.1,851,776 121,909,799 - - +.1,721,662. . 2240,174 .2329013: . 71% ' 91% 93% | . 44% 56%  58%
Monroe 10,011 174,391 505,960 199, 546946 522,309  609.907 05% 05% 0.5% 03% 03% 03%
Montgomery ‘ . 237229 2,256,741 ' .3,289,554 . 12,748,620 ° 4-‘4‘3‘2,208.‘1-‘12" 2,484,988 . 2,536,046 }" “4.9% . 5.5% .55% 3.4% . 38% 39%
Morgan 19,188 29118 46,858 40662 22297 29,730 31349 f 01% 01% 0.1% 00% 0.0%  0.0%
Newlon . - 41,188 330,279 - -.362,131%. 75,109.,. ' 5'332,207 . " 348,135 296,067, f . 2.i% 2.1% .18% 11%  11%  09%
Noble ‘ 126,463 507,048 1,509,752 931,848 988480 987‘739  24%  25% 25% 15%  1.5%  15%
Ohio : 316 L 136° 1,052, - o laB240 7T 437 L 434 0.0% -0.0% 0.0% 00% - 00%  0.0%
Orange 5,228 32,684 22,894 42,429 80,020 95,160 . 95 204 1 07% 08% 08% 03% 03% 03%
Owen © 26,042 . 210,522 ' 387.495. .. 198,878, . .7:- 445204 1 472,602, . 374754 § 3.1% ' 3.2%. 25% 2.0% . 21% 1.7%
Parke 4598 66,059 35250 32,445 17,608 21,160 12,467 02% 02% 0.1% 04%  01%  0.1%
Perry ) 204,621 1,030,788 . 1,133,920.. 1,186,073 . 2,002,029 - .0 2,226,090 ;. 2,269,265 [ 13.9% 15.3% 15.3% 81%  9.0%  9.0%
Pike 107,872 355,150 476,667 821414 391,940___ 428,017 428,782 26% 28% 27% | 17% 18%  1.8%
Porter ‘ 132,151 3,190,568 . 7,910,040 ' 9,709,870 . .12,101,233 . . 12,601,373 13,331,674 |:'6.3% .. 6.4% . 6.7% 47%  4.8%  5.0%
Posey 139,967 646,573 524,393 590,583 934,195 960516 1004229 | 29% 30% 3.0% 20% 21%  21%
Pulaski : 0 5,888 12,3097 *....16,269 .. .. 13901 . Ul2414 72050 ) 0.0% 0 0.0% 00% { - 00%  0.0% - 0.0%
Putnam _ 299 318,374 298,492 "1gs, 392 319,258 337,594 316,802 S 12%  1.3%  1.2% 06% 07% 0.6%
Randolph 930,084 2,290,875 2,803,393 . 3,086,771 3,213,688 .- 3,444,880° 73.465,150. | “14.0% 14.8% -14.6% 87% @ 9.3%  9.2%
Ripley ) 4,668 8911 14,236 14,640 19565 ‘1_9,723”‘ 21165 | 01% 0.1% 0.1% 01%  01%  01%
Rush 620,929 . 11,463,131, . 1510,554: 1,989,656 .  .1,949.773 :, /2,002,539 12,012,080, ) F10.8% 11.2% 11.0% 74%  76% 76%
St. Joseph 14,969,686 33,198,123 45,269,915__ 53 276,293 68662314 ,75 015,992 79 445849 | 17.9% 19.0% 19.7% 11.9% 128% 13.5%
Scott o 68,890 606,365 1,084,067 7. :.940,769 1,039,225- 1,236,075 "1 1,249,297 [ . 6.0% 7.0%  7.0% 3.5%  41%  41%
Shelby . 18,107 1,126,135 1,202,079 1298,255 . 1697676 1806779 1,854,275 48% 4.9% 4.9% 24%  25%  2.5%
Spencer . 45,070 72,264 . .. 84,544 80,488, ©, 74,9857 N 72437 | 03% . 0.3%  03% § - ..02%. 02%  02%
Starke ) 11,254 353,502 425,553 477,363 22%  27%  27% 13%  16%  1.6%
Steuben 1,892 . 150847 . . 67,698 218,096 . 0.3% . 06% 0.6% 02% * 03% - 04%
Sutlivan 252,596 646,339 714,184 824,512 39% 41% 3.9% 24%  26%  24%
Switzerland ‘ 14,457 9,878 © ' 8273 9477 5.03% 02% “02% [ -, 02% .01%  0.1%
Tippecanoe 6,606 4,043,706 5,995,745 ) 8,349,142 1 42% 49% 51% | 26% 31% 32%
Tipton . o . 226,346 - 398,912 . 808,194 . +761,405: ) 25.2% ~50% -.4.9%.]. . .27% = 26%. 2.6%
Union v N © 119,131 330,831 533,328 57 401,776 57%  59% 57% 33%  33%  3.2%
Vanderburgh : - 708,043 © 5,949,052 . 8,132,813 27374609 29,593,123 | .12.1% 1133% ' 14.1% W 70%  7.6%  8.1%
Vermillion ) 219,625 547,983 895,388 1,029,439 _ 48% B4% 6.1% 29%  39% 3.7%
Vigo i - 4,408,261 713,982,316 13,922,609 , 119.9% .,20.5%  '20.7% 13.6% 14.1% . 14.4%
Wabash 59,552 60,579 169 0.3% “11% 02%  06%  0.6%
Warren ‘ oo Tasdr T 17,885, L0.4% “0.0% . " 0.0%. . 00%  0.0%
Warrick ) 268117 .. 909,526, 6% 17% 17% | 10%  11%  1.14%
Washington : . | 202,439 . 777,787, 1 4.5% 3. L29% | 27% 1.9% 1.8%
Wayne _ 1,200,012 4,985,170 ) __9‘7% 11.4% 11.8% 6.0% 7.2% 7.6%
Wells : " o489 . - 74212 . T02% . 02%001% § -0 .01%.  .01%  0.1%
White , 0 233,594 374,795 1% 15% 15% }  05%  07% 07%
Whitley ) . 7,603 230,048 348,378 i3 ] 2% Y 2.3% ¢ 2.2% 1.2%  1.4%  1.3%
Total 137,907,096 420,375,735 623,115,344 635,824,179 775205945 792,574,682 824,965,542 | 10.8% 10.9% 11.2% 6.4%  6.5%  6.6%
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2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile

Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law
Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] =

2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.5%

2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are AHocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (20038 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy i as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 § 2013 2014 2015
Summary By Unit Type - .
Counties 22,977,931 61,088,242 78,006,859  83,425490 101,120,895 94,345,250 98,340,064 83% 75% 7.7% 4.6% 4.2% 4.4%
Townships 7,547,844 17,634,760 18,856,602 . 18,674,117 .» .22,439,005",..+.23,289,958 - 24,210,092 | .107% 10.9% 11.0% 6.4%, 6.6% 6.7%:
Cities and Towns 55,895,114 146,008,078 192,820,251 215,967,055 249,201464 256,633,540 269,718,179 16.5% 16.6% 17.0% 88%  89% 9.2% .
School Corporations 14,145,306 105,300,588° 209,166,714 .. 196,5671133: /245,205,726 " 253,263,492 258,747,426 | . 8.5%  8.7% 8.9% 7.0%. 0. 72%  7.2%
Libraries 9171110 20,564,941  25307,004 26,829,510 32261318 33,197,185 34,738,782 } 10.8% 10.9% 11.2% 68% 6.9%  7.0%
Special Units . 17,333,961 35,695,522 -. 54,495,020 " ‘50,174,182 >, 62,955,228.7"". 68,343,655 . 72,150,038..} 13.9% - 14.8% '15.2% ' 3.6% 3.8%  4.0%
Redevelopment Commissions - TIF Replacement 245313 193,609 16 ) a 0o 0 .0 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
TIF Allocations 10,690,517 32,989,995 - - 44,462,878 + 44,186,692 7 62.022.309 63,501,602 ' - 67,060,961 S - o
Total 137,907,096 420,375,735 623,115,344 635,824,179 775,205,945 792,574,682 824,965,542
Total Without TIF Allocations 127,316,579 387,385,740 578,652,466 591,637,487 713,183,636 729,073,080 757,904,581 10.8% 10.8% 11.2% 6.4% 6.5% 6.6%
Count of Affected Taxing Units* Total # of Units*
Counties 92 88 92 92 92 92 92 92
Townships 1,008 599 892 954 - 939 041 929 925,
Cilies and Towns* 586 400 535 555 552 553 548 549
School Corporations® 343 ° 291 328 333 - 330 329 ° 328 ' 328
Libraries* 247 213 242 242 243 241 241 242
Special Units* 220 134 150 160 | 1163, 164 161 181
Redevelopment Comm. - TIF Replacement 121 22 1 1 0 0. 0 o0
TIF Allocations 487 111 202 - 224 2307 249 - . 233 232
Total 2,617 1,747 2,240 2,337 2,319 2,320 2,299 2,297
Total Without TIF Alfocations 2,130 1,636 2,038 2,113 2,089 2,071 2,066 2,065
* Cross-county units are counted in each county in which they appear.
# of School Corporations, 296 272 291 282 291 289 289 288
multiple counts eliminated ’
3
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; Aill Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit).

Estimated Credits

Net Credit
as % of Est. Levy

Net Credit

as % of Est. Budget*

County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Adams Adams County 45,778 219,720 262,552 240,459 273,219 266,673 29% 33% 3.1% 18%  20%  2.0%
Adams Blue Creek Township 0 9 : ECI - : 9. 9 0.0%. 0.0% . 0.0% ©0.0%  0.0%  0.0%
Adams French Township 0 2 2 3 3 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Adams Hartford Township o 16 15° 25 . -25 ] 00%. 01% 01% 00% 0.0%  0.0%
Adams Jefferson Township 0 9 6 9 8 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Adams Kirkland Township 0 9. :25. 35 37 0.1%‘;‘ 01% 0.1% 0.0%, 0.0% 0.0%
Adams Monroe Township 35 207 262 282 257 04% 05% 04% 04%  04%  0.4%
Adams Preble Township 5 15 Tathel 22 23| . 00% 01% 01% 0.0%" 00%  0.0%
Adams Root Township 341 1,637 1,455 1,697 1,688 21% 24% 24% 08% . 0.9% 08%
Adams St. Marys Township 1 31, 55, 72 0 70 | - 0.2% '02%  0.2% 01%', 01%  0.1%
Adams Union Township 0 15 . 4 1 o3 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Adams Wabash Township 258 2,679 3,155 - 3,673 3,578 5.8% 4.6.3%  6.0% 33%" 38% 3.6%
Adams Washington Township 2,329 7,975 8,980 10,050 10,008 41% 45% 4.3% 3.2% 3.6% 3.6%
Adams Decatur Civil Gity 53,830 204,633 225,297 258,172 ' 260,833 6.3% . 71% ' 6.9% 31%  35%  3.4%
Adams Berne Civil City 8,337 93,628 120,736 138,744 136,747 10.2% 11.5% 11.0% 50% 56% 53%
Adams Geneva Civil Town 7,337 41,550 48,972 61,399 60,839 § '10.0% ‘12.3% 11.8% 73% . 89%  86%
Adams Monroe Civil Town 65 840 1,133 863 431 06% 05% 0.2% 03% 02% 0.1%
Adams Adams Central Community Schoo! Corp 87 2,092 2,722 2,906 2,415 01% 01% 0.1% 01%  0.1% 0.1%
Adams North Adams Community School Corp 84,572 235,183 250,324 280,731 276,278 38% 42% 4.1% 29%  33%  3.2%
Adams South Adams School Corp 14,393 121,930 173,050 197,901 188,910 4.3% . 4.9% 4.6% 29%,  33%  3.2%
Adams Berne Public Library 2,699 29,245 32,052 36,643 35,921 10.2% 11.4% 11.0% 59% 6.6%  6.3%
Adams Adams Public Library System 8,749 34,762 38,031 44,232, ", 44,556 67% 176% 7.4% V4.0% . 46%  4.5%
Adams Adams Counly Solid Waste Mgt Dist 3,400 16,367 17,932 20,329 19,734 29% 32% 31% 1.2%  14%  1.3%
Adams TIF_01010_Berne City-Monroe Township o] 0 0 0 0 ‘

Adams TIF_01014_Decatur City-Root Township a0 0 ) 0 0 0

Adams TIF_01022_Decatur City-Washington Township S0 0 ) L2020 . 358 .0 353 ‘

Allen Allen County 782,274 4,388,064 5854211 6,950,525 5,428,019 5707,035 f 101% 7.7% 79% 59%  46%  4.8%
Allen Aboite Township 2,328 19,9447 22,046 - ’ 27,376 . '~ . 28,953 57%. 45% 4.6% 24%  1.9%  2.0%
Alien Adams Township 4,462 22,086 30,705 65% 4.9% 5.0% 37%  29%  3.0%
Afien Cedar Creek Township 17 98 290 ' . 02% 02% 0.1%  0.1%
Allen Eel River Township 2 372 835 4.3% 5.6% 3.4% 3.6%
Allen Jackson Township 2 0 0. i - 0.1% 0.1%, 01% 0.1%
Allen Jefferson Township 28 356 515 05% 0.3% 0.3% 04% 03% 03%
Allen Lafayette Township -0 T BN I L 02%. 0A%" 0.4% 0.2% . 0.1% - -0.1%
Allen Lake Township 0 2,450 5377 76% 49% 4.9% C51%  32%  3.2%
Allen Madison Township L0 232 192, ©01%. - 0.0% . -0.0% '0.1%., 00%  0.0%
Allen Marion Township 5 192 129 02% 01% 0.1% 01% 01% 0.1%
Allen Maumee Township .9 1,669 - 1,776 1.8% . 1.4% ' 13% ©06% . 05% 05%
Allen Milan Township 7 11 51 02% 01% 0.1% 01%  0.0%  0.0%
Allen Monroe Township 7 732 897 C1.7% 2 1.5% | 1.5% 11% 10%  0.9%
Aflen Perry Township 387 28,010 64,753 57,824 9.8% 63% 6.2% 56%  35%  35%
Allen Pleasant Township 2 37 © 93 C1200 08% 05% 05% 05% 03% 0.3%
Allen Scipio Township 0 0 4 2 , 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 00%  0.0%
Allen Springfield Township 2 65 o102 10 283 [ A28s ) 04% [ 04% . 0.1% 01%  01%  0.1%
Alten’ St. Joseph Township 7,696 43,821 59,494 52,153 55989 | 10.3% 83% 86% 34%  2.7%  2.8%
Aflen Washington Township 1,518 7,277 12,590 - 10,573 21464 ] 4% 28% - 29% | 24% - 1.3%  1.4%
Allen Wayne Township 109,896 250,167 366,017 ) 351,769 376,940 | 14.3% 11.4% 11.9% 11.0% 88%  9.1%
Allen Fort Wayne Civil City 1,902,473 9,435,503 . 13,069,297 15,129,368 . ' 12,121,476 12,877,231 14.3% 41.1% 11.5% . 86% 68% 7%
Allen New Haven Civil City 31,764 294,524 394,104 481,148 418,085 436,083 82% 69% 7.1% 45% 38%  4.0%
Atien Woodburn Civil City 56 6,530 7,953 10,049 <. <7 8015 L7 .8,200 |4t 5.5% | 4.3% . 4.3% 31%.  25%  2.6%
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Historicat and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%

2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year

* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit

Actual Net Credits {2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Allen Zanesville Civil Town 0 13 10 - 44 . 64 ] 58 60 1.3% 12% 1.2% 03% 0.2% 0.2%
Allen Grabilt Civil Town 115 4,744 . 5,672 . 7A870F 8222 Lo 7201 i 7,6260f . 26% .2.2% 23% § . 1.4%  0.9%  1.0%
Allen Huntertown Civil Town 0 16,621 23,277 23,070 14,793 14737 |  74% 47% 4.6% 3.0%  1.9%  1.9%
Allen Monroeville Civil Town 1,147 13,349 14,565." ..18,530 y 8.2% "'7.9% ' 8.1% 33% . 3.2%  3.3%
Allen Leo-Cedarville 32 500 1,934 3,634 S 09% 02% 0.2% 03% 01%  0.1%
Allen M.S.D. Southwest Allen County School Corp 114,446 951,266 1,648,026 2,176,781, | 8.8% C72% - 79% " B61% © 6.2%
Allen Northwest Allen County School Corp 91,472 1,085839 3,038,063 o337t 14.2% 10.3% [ 13.6%  9.8%  9.7%
Allen Fort Wayne Community School Corp 1,128,018 2,851,251 - 5,928,164." 6,722,707 - : 83% §. 91%% 6.8%. 7.0%.
Allen East Alien County School Corp 100,748 443,926 644,390 711,546 - 29% 30% 24%  2.4%
Allen Allen County Public Library 304,054 1,582,816." 2,254,240, - '2,658,537 - :: 79%. 8 82%. 63% 64%
Allen Fort Wayrie Public Transportation 82,941 416,682 568,606 704,928 11.0% 53%  42%  4.3%
Allen Fort Wayne-Allen County Airport Authority 82,533.° 372,228 - 507,630 . - . 605,792, T 7.9% 27% 21% 2.2%
Allen Southwest Allen County Fire 1,235 6,109 7,748 8,450 515 0.8% 0.4%  05%  0.5%
Allen Allen County Solid Waste ) 0 0. 0" RV 0z 150.0% 0.0%;: * 0.0%° 0.0%
Allen Allen County Redevelopment Commission 65 0 0 0 0 o 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Allen Fort Wayne Redevelopment Commission 0 0 - 0:. 0 0 X " 0.0% 0.0%. - 0.0%. 0.0%
Allen Monroeville Redevelopment Commission 78 0 . 0 .0 0. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Allen TIF_02038_Aboite Township (11) 0 0 o - 0 0. o i
Allen TIF_02041_New Haven City Adams Twp Trans 30 228 348 815 215
Allen TIF_02042_Cedar Creek Township (13) 0. 0 .- 0 ] 0,
Allen TIF_02043_Grabill Town (40) 0 21 34 146 6
Allen TIF_02046_Jefferson Township (16) 0 0 0 0 ‘o
Allen TIF_02047_New Haven Jefferson Twp Trans 8 180 196 1,841 7
Allen TIF_02048_Lafayette Township (17) ) 0 0 0 0. 0
Allen TIF_02054_Milan Township (22) 0 (o} 0 0 0
Allen TIF_02056_Monroeville Town (45) 14 181 245 145, . 0.
Allen TIF_02057_Perry Township (24) 0 0 0 0 0
Allen TIF_02059_Pleasant Township (25) 0 0 0. 0o 0. -
Allen TIF_02068_Wayne Township-Trans (30) 0 0 0 . 0 0
Allen TIF_02071_Fort Wayne Pleasant Twp (70) 267 1,105 4,939 11,544 1,578
Allen TIF_02072_Fort Wayne St. Joseph Twp (75) 0 0 0 0 0
Allen TIF_02073_Ft Wayne Washington Twp (80) 227 (o} 17,059 18,267 . ‘0 0
Allen TIF_02074_Fort Wayne Wayne Twp (91-95) * 8,380 23,516 435,836 - 600,701 271,773 335,699
Allen TIF_02075_Fort Wayne Aboite Twp (59) .0 0 0 ) ‘ S0 Mol
Allen TIF_02076_Fort Wayne Wayne Fire Dist (96 129 64 207
Allen TIF_02077_Ft Wayne Adams Twp NH-Park-EAC 0 0 o0
Allen TIF_02080_Ft Wayne Pleasant - Fire (71) 45 1,026 2092 ‘ ‘
Bartholomew Bartholomew County 12,785 560,894 779,641 46% , 49% 49% "3.1% 3.4% 3.4%!
Bartholomew  Clay Township 62 258 314 0.4% 06% 0.7% 02% 03%  03%
Bartholomew  Clifty Township 7. 24 13 ©0.0%% 01% 0.1% - 00%  0.1% ' 0.1%
Bartholomew  Columbus Township 470 35,322 47,195° C41%  41%  4.2% 27%  28%  28%
Bartholomew  Flatrock Township 167 184 89 .0.2% -0.5% ~ 0.5% 0.1% .. 0.3%  0.3%
Bartholomew  German Township 195 1,672 1,588 12% . 1.3%  14% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9%
Bartholomew  Harrison Township 29 2,274 1,405 . 0.7%. 0.8% 0.8% 04% .. 05%  0.5%,
Bartholomew  Hawcreek Township 382 412 239 - 02% 06% 05% 0.1%  04%  0.4%
Bartholomew Jackson Township 6 - 3 198 0.5%. --05% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3%
Bartholomew  Ohio Township 3 17 131 01% 01% - 0.1% 01%  0.0%  0.0%
Bartholomew  Rockcreek Township 6 32 56- '0.2% .- 03% 0.3% 03% .05% 05%
Bartholomew  Sandcreek Township 8 20 36 01% 03% 03% 0.1%  0.2%  02%
Bartholomew  Wayne Township 3 175 305 0.2% 03% 03% 0.1%  0.2%  0.2%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013
Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Bartholomew Columbus Civit City 14,585 1,312,663 1325494 1,738,242 1,865,379 - 1,884,160 1850607 | 72% 7.2% 7.2% 4.3% 4.3% 4.5%
Bartholomew  Clifford Civil Town C0 4 s I - A s S T 00%. 0 00% 0.0% 00%  0.0%  0.0%
Bartholomew Elizabethtown Civil Town 0 0 3 3 17 34 38 02% 04% 04% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Bartholomew  Hartsville Civit Town 136 170 138" 122 93 Coiz18hY L 218 | 05% 1A% 11% . 01%-: 0.3%.. 0.3%
Bartholomew  Hope Civil Town 1,249 1,266 956 3 1272 3176 3361 | 05% 12% 1.2% 0.1%  04%  04%
Bartholomew  Jonesville Civil Town "0 S0 U 1 22T 34 2370 . 03% -05% :'05% 0.0% ., 01% . 0.1%
Bartholomew  Edinburgh Civil Town 18,686 199,598 212,946 193,562 164954 171,031 178099 | 150% 153% 15.5% 88%  92%  95%
Bartholomew Bartholomew Consolidated Schaol Corp 14,890 981,415 - 925,544 .w.1,138,834 - 1,178,537 1,232,311 . ‘,“‘,‘1,257;588 37% 39% 39% { 3.2% 3.3% 3.4%
Bartholomew Flatrock-Hawcreek School Corp 5,195 5,821 7,249 6,048 6,604 7,438 7,436 02% 03% 03% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Bartholomew Edinburgh Community School Corp 1,614 13,263 . 22,002 . 1 .719.0950 N 22,195 . 22,257. 22,530 § "34.6% 35.2%  356% 26.4% . 257% 253%
Bartholomew Bartholomew County Public Library 1,277 71,992 74,689 99,668 107,743 110,900 45% 48% 4.8% L21% 2.2% 2.2%
Bartholomew Edinburgh-Wright-Hageman Public Library . 1,426 16,450 . 17,448 . . ‘. TATA .., 1852 7.966. | 15.0% . 15.3% 15.5% .6.7% 71% 7.4%
Bartholomew  Bartholomew County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 1,061 45,425 47320 139,519 42,943 44,280 46% 4.9% 49% 11%  12%  1.2%
Bartholomew TIF_03005_Columbus City-Columbus Twp .0 0. S0 015229, . 1751950 . - 17,657 S N ' .
Bartholomew TIF_03021_Columbus City-Wayne Twp 0 0 566 A
Bartholomew  TIF_03024_Columbus City-Harrison Twp .0 0 B ol ) . S
Benien Benton County 8,647 38,200 48,254 0.4% 146"/:" - 1.4% 0.2% 07%  07%
Benton - Boalivar Township -~ -0 116 - 153 Z‘;- C0.0% . 05% 0.4% 0.0% 03%  02%
Benton Center Township 266 943 1,071 0.5% 168% 1.5% 0.2% 0.5% = 05%
Benton Gilboa Township . 0 -0 . -0 -0.0% " :0.0%  0.0% '0.0%- 0.0% - 0.0%
Benton Grant Township 25 133 , 186 © 03% 09% 08% | 01% 04%  04%
Benton Hickory Grove Township ° 0 76 R - SR L 0.0%::.02% - 0.2%.fF. .0.0%  02%  0.2%
Benton Oak Grove Township 39 283 294 0.1% 09% 0.8% 01%  05%  0.5%
Benton Parish Grove Township .. Y0 0 ' 0.0% .. 00% 0.0% 0.0%. 00% 0.0%
Benton Pine Township 0 0. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Benton Richland Township 0 40 T 0.0% 0.2%.°02% S00%  0.0%  0.0%
Benten Union Township Q0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Benton York Township .0 2 0.0%7.0.0% . 0.0% . 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Benton Ambia Civil Town 0 1,257 ..00% 157% 15.3% - 0.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Benton Boswell Civil Town- 2,807 17,490 U 5:8%: L22.0% , 21.7% 27%  10.3%  10.5%
Benton Earl Park Civil Town .0 . 1,696 . 00%  T7.0% 6.6% 00%  26%  26%
Benton Fowler Civil Town 26,689 101,687 5.8%,.21.2%- 121.2% 28%. .10.5%: 10.8%
Benton Otterbein Civil Town 20 5,833 00% 63% 55% 00%  31%  27%
Benton Oxford Civil Town " 2,344 18,473 . “1.4%:.°94%  9.1% 05% - 33% 3.2%
Benton Benton Community School Corp 19,062 78,631 05% 18% 1.7% 0.4% 1.3% 1.2%
Benton South Newton School Corp. ) . 49 0.0%.7 0.0%-.. 0.0% "k 0.0% 00% - 0.0%
Benton Tri County School Corp 0 0 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  0.0% 0.0%
Benton Boswell Public Library 413 ) 2,223 C1.0% . 28% " 2.6% 1 0.7% 2.0% 1.8%
Benton Earl Park Public Library 0 98 00% 06% 05% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2%
Benton Ofterbein Public Library ' 4 1,225 U 0.0% L 1.1% 7 0.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.7%
Benton Oxford Public Library 262 1,898 03% 20% 1.8% 0.2% 1.3% 1.1%
Benton Benton County Pubiic Library 806 2857 . T 06%  1.7% G 1.6% J04% 1% 1.0%
Benton York Township Public Library 0 1 . 00%  00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Benton Northwest indiana Solid Waste Mgt Dist .. 0. Y + 0.0% .. '0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Benton TIF_04007_Boswell (Grant) ‘35 255 . .
Bfackford Blackford County 106,771 372,129, 104% . 11.2% ~ 9.9% C49% . 54%° 4.9%
Blackford Harrison Township 851 4,416 34% 38% 21% 1.5% 1.6% 0.9%
Blackford Jackson Township 193 1775 - 3.4% 3.4%  1.2% 30% 2.9% . 1.0%
Blackford Licking Township 8,954 29,555 16.6% 17.8% 16.8% 129% 141% 13.8%
Blackford Washington Township Tir42 1473 - - 01%" 01% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag L.and, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
: 2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013 .

Net Credit Net Credit

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as_% of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Blackford Hartford Cily Civil City 141,550 440,205 506,416 389,708 565,277 623,393 632,902 | 265% 286% 28.2% 17.2% 18.9% 19.2%
Blackford Dunkirk Civil City 2,257 4,515 5972° ' .6,568. % 19008 . . v 9,669 T 10,040 | 384% 40.0%' 40.3% 22.8% ' 243%  25.2%
Blackford Montpelier Civil City 16,517 38,658 31,573 24,438 30,243 38,432 38,158 65% 81% 7.8% 42%  52%  50%
Blackford Shamrock Lakes Givil Town 286 2,070 1663 - . 1462, % 1335 .. . 3078, : 2975} 40%. 9.1% 85% 16% .- 3.7% 3.4%
Blackford Blackford Counly School Corp 10,149 327,232 382,464 236,455 438,636 471746 421,338 § 10.3% 111% 9.9% 87% 90%  7.8%
Blackford Jay County School Corp 1,923 3,708 4719 - 4566, . 6288 7 6570 . 6,679 384%  404% '408% | . 347% . 36.2% 36.8%
Blackford Hartford City Public Library 20,582 63,728 70,709 56,260 88,507 90,042 | 265% 28.5% 282% | 19.7% 21.2% 21.0%
Blackford Montpelier Public Library 1,578 5,853 3924 .- 2079, 7. T 4,445 - 3411 | v45% 52% 0 38% § Y. 3.4% - 3.9%. . 2.9%
Blackford Dunkirk Public Library 299 559 743 809 1,202 1247 } 384% 400% 403% 23.4% 24.2% 24.4%
Blackford Blackford County Sofid Waste Mgt Dist 0 0 339" ~ 230 384 e 33774 +104% 11.0% . 9.9% 33% 36% " 3.4%
Blackford TIF_05002_Montpelier City 0 0 o o o 0
Blackford TIF_05006_Hartford City 0 79,129 54,063 ... 32,810% 78284 7 77,084 f i e AL
Boone Boone County 355 268,809 416,596 626,013 565441 550,929 | 7.5% 6.6% 63% §  29% 27%  26%
Boone Center Township 0 1,725 2960 ... % ::3 L8270 e a2 f - 04%,.04% 0 04% | 0. 0.0%: . 00%  0.0%
Boone Clinton Township 0 4 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Boone Eagle Township 0 0 0.0% - 0.0% ' 0.0%. f-© 00%° 00% - 0.0%
Boone Harrison Township - 0 6 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%. 00%
Boone Jackson Township 0 86 02% , 0.2% . 0.2% . 01%,  01% 0.1%
Boone Jefferson Township 0 4 00% 00% 0.0% . 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Boone Marion Township 0 3 0A4%-¥01% . 0.1% 0.0% ~ 00%  0.0%
Boone Perry Township 6 73 00% 00% 00% 00% 00%  0.0%
Boone Sugar Creek Township 0 28 '0.0%. .0.0% 0.0% | :100% - 00%  00%
Boone Union Township 0 0 0 . 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00%  0.0% 0.0%
Boone Washington Township 0 7 3 3| 110.0%: 0.0%.  0.0%- ‘00%: . 0.0%  0.0%
Boone Worth Township 163 2,665 85 0.0%  0.0% 00%  0.0%  0.0%
Boone Lebanon Civil City 7 35,832 TATs 15.02%2.04% = 0.11%.. G1%." 01%:  0.1%.
Boone Advance Civil Town 0 6,891 6,889 6,304 6.0% 68% 6.0% 22%  25%  2.3%
Boone Jamestown Civil Town 0 63 V277 .. L 294 1003% C 03% 0 03% 01% - 01% 0.1%
Boone Thomtown Civil Town 0 216 ) 14 119 01% 01% 0.1% 00% 00%  0.0%
Boone Ulen Civil Town 0. 468 Jrereny i oo L 0] 0.0%.°00%  0.0% 0.0%" - 0.0% " 0.0%
Boone Whitestown Civil Town 1,005 186,143 293,445 284,934 285,695 |  82% 7.8% 7.6% 42%  40%  3.9%
Boone Zionsville Civil Town . 74 427,133 '1,468,629 1,307,896, .1,285683.| 715.7% “13.7% 13.2% 9.5%° 85%  8.4%
Boone Western Boone County School Corp 0 8,653 5982 6,494 5841 | 01% 01% 01% g 01%  0.1% 0.1%
Boone Zionsville Community School Corp 252 1,053,344 3,870,873 . 3,404,340 1 3,286,170 | :121%:10.6% 102% § --'9.3%; 7.9%  7.4%
Boone Lebanon Community School Corp 1776 141,948 ..11.382 . 10308 |  0.2% _yiO.1%\ 01% 0.2% . 01%  0.1%
Boone Sheridan Community Schools 0 178 ° CU10020 0 97Tl 0% L01% 0 0.1% §. . 0.1%, 00% © 0.0%
Boone Lebanon Public Library 2 7,927 L1140 01%  01% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Boone Thorntown Public Library 0 207 ok t108°)  0.0% ¢ 0.0% . 0.0%: 0.0%: 0.0%. 0.0%
Boone Hussey - Mayfield Memorial Library 14 71,644 164,385 143% 12.5% 11.9%. 7.0% 8.1%: 5.8%
Boone Boone County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 0 0. : f 0.0%.%.00% 0.0% 00% = 00% - 0.0%
Boone City Of Lebanon Redevelopment o] 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Boone Zionsville Redevelopment Comm 1 0. 0.0% . 00% 0.0%. f . 00%." 00%  0.0%
Boone Boone County Redevelopment Comm 0 0 00% 00% 0.0% _0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Boone TIF_06002_Lebanon City 0 0 - : o B
Boone TIF_06005_Eagle Township 0 0.
Boone TIF_06006_Zionsville Town 0 0. '
Boone | TIF_06013_Perry Township 0 ]
Boone TIF_06018_Worth Township 0 0
Boone TIF_06019_Whitestown Town 0 0
Boone TIF_06020_Whitestown - Perry 0 o’
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law
2009 Caps: Homesteads =1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Boone TIF_06021_Whitestown - Eagle 0 0 7,005 88,691 174,384 192,767 190,114
Boone TIF_06027_Lebanon-Perry 0 0 o i o o S0 0 : ‘ S
Brown Brown County 0 50 2,364 1,287 196 519 459 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Brown Hamblen Township 0. 0 .8 R S0 1 i 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Jackson Township 0 1 0.0% - 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Van Buren Township 0 0 T 00%  0.0%: 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Washington Township 0 2 - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Brown Nashville Civil Town 0 - 7 0.0%  0.0% ..0.0% . 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Brown County School Corportation 1 72 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Brown County Public Library .0 -6 00% 0.0% 0.0% . 0.0%. 0.0%.
Brown Hamblen Township Fire Protection Dist 0 0 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Brown Brown County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 0 2 - 0.0%° 0.0% ,0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Carroll County 20,705 92,116 o 1T7% 1.5% 0.8%, 0.7% 0.6%
Carroll Adams Township .0 0 . 0.0% - 0.0% 00%'  0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Burlington Township 3 12 ~ 00% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Carroliton Township 0 6 .70.0% - 0.0% ©0.0%. . 0.0% . 0.0%
Carroll Clay Township 0 1 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Deer Creek Township 1,923 7.212 - 80% " 7.2% 4.4% 41% . 3.7%
Carroll Democrat Township 0 0 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Jackson Township 354 1,048 1A% 11.0% f 1 07% 0 1U05%  04%
Carroll Jefferson Township 12 23 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Liberty Township 0 5 0.0% 0.0% g OJ% . 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Madison Township 0 0 00% 0.0% 01%  0.0% 0.0%
Carrolt Monroe Township 3 1,336 1.7% - 1.3% 12% . 0.9% 0.7%
Carrolt Rock Creek Township 0 59 0.0% 0.0% 03%  0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Tippecanoe Township 0. 28 0.4% - 0.1% J *03% . 00% - 0.0%
Carroll Washington Township 0 4 14 6 00% 0.0% 0.0% ~ 00%  00% 0.0%
Carroll Delphi Civil City 96,409 388,861 - 1 206%:119.7% .718.2%. 8 16.2% ¢ 15.4% . 14.2%
Carroll Burlington Civil Town 18 13 ) 1.3%  0.0% 0.0% .. 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Camden Civil Town 7.258 23,402 22,580 < ', . T 18.7%. 14.1% . 13.1% e AT% [ 4.2%
Carroll Flora Civil Town - 18 57,708 63,581 33,307 C 7% 54%  4.4% 1.5% 1.2%
Carroli Yeoman Civil Town . 0 . 0. .0 w000 2 1.0% - 0.0% '-0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Carroll Consolidated School Corp 66 35,633 10,208 . 09% 07% 05% 0.3% 0.2%
Carrol! Delphi Community School Corp 45,939 .. 181,630, 43%. 3.7% 3.3% -2.9% 2.6%
Carroll Rossvile Consolidated School Corp 0 T . 04% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Carroll Twin Lakes Community School Corp 284, \ ' F 01%.+ 0.0%;  0.0% . 0.0% . 0.0%
Carroll Camden Public Library 276 2% 17% 1.4% 0.8% 0.7%
Carroll Delphi Public Library 5,334 3.4% 1,32% . 2.9%. 17% . 1.5%
Carroll Flora Public Library 20 . 3.0% 23% 1.8% 1.2% 0.9%
Carroll Northwest Indiana Solid Waste Mgt Dist 0 S0.0%5.0.0% - 0.0% 1 0.0% | 0.0%
Carroll TIF_08006_Deer Creek Township 0
Cass Cass County ~ N 517,151 . 3.7%:1.51% . 5.0% 2.0% 7 2.9% " - 2.9%
Cass Adams Township 6 . 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0%
Cass Bethlehem Township, B . 01%.§ 1" 04%.  .01% - 0.1%
Cass Boone Township 314 1.0% 06%  08% 0.7%
Cass Clay Township 6 1. 9.4% 0.0% -70.8% ' - 0.8%
Cass Clinton Township 0.9% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5%
Cass Deer Creek Township “"0.0% 0.0% 00% -0,0% 0.0%
Cass Eel Township 14.2% 146% 6.1%  89% 9.4%
Cass Harrison Township . k '0.0% 0.0%. 0.0% 0.0%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law
2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; {Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Rea! and Pers Prop =3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; {Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Alfocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit)

LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Estimated Credits

Net Credit
as % of Est. Levy

Net Credit
as % of Est. Budget*

County Unit Name 20093 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Cass Jackson Township 52 507 372 276 324 452 439 | 08% 1.0% 1.0% 04% 06% 06%
Cass Jefferson Township 31 98 143 . 83 S0 68 61 .02% . 02% 0.2% 01%. 01%  0.1%
Cass Miami Township 857 10,896 5,485 7,537 4,939 6,826 6,330 24% 33% 3.0% 13%  17%  1.6%
Cass Noble Township 201 983 411 514 198 337 335 § - 12% 18% ° 1.7% . 05% . 09%  0.9%
Cass Tipton Township 16 224 238 106 117 155 145 03% 04% 0.4% 02% 03% 02%
Cass Washington Township 1,224 3,647 1,804.~ . 966" 175 511 533 ‘02% 05% :0.5% 0.2% 05% " 05%
Cass Logansport Civil City 1,375,149 2,454,845 1,611,846 947,137 493,350 719,906 762,387 | 97% 13.8% 14.2% 38% 54%  55%
Cass Galveston Civil Town 1,989 22,785 15,142, 13,411, 16,888 "t 24,054 24584 k- 63% 88% . 87% 27%  37%. .37%
Cass Onward Civit Town 3 716 409 283 227 465 420 22%  4.4%  3.9% 08%  17%  15%
Cass Royal Center Civil Town 12,336 30,224 20,1707 . .17,344’ 19,143 26,375 27,233 | 9.9% " 13.4% 13.5% 43%." 57%  58%
Cass Walton Civit Town ) 777 12,504 8,858 6,780 8,134 13,190 13326 | 50% 80% 7.8% 17%  27%  27%
Cass Pioneer Regional School Corp 10,580 23,503 18,031" 11,320 11,532 14,676 14,141 f - 0.6%:  07% 0.7%. 04%: 05%  0.5%
Cass Southeastern School Corp 3,609 65,992 21,913 29,653 28,316 06% 09% 0.8% 05% 06% 06%
Cass Logansport Communily School Corp 72,596 1,152,391 595,716 858,153 . ...'877,262:f ~ 7.6%.v10.8% - 11.0% 6.0%: 8.4%  8.4%
Cass Caston School Corp 112 138 362 348 306 01% 01% 0.1% 00% 00% 0.0%
Cass Loganspori-Cass Public Library 64,655 121,609 41,733 59,970 . 60,597 40%4:5.6% ' 55% .. 2.3% ' 32%  31%
Cass Royal Center Public Library 1,110 2,569 1,338 1,779 1,707 | 16% 21% 19% | 12%  15%  15%
Cass Wialton Public Library 186 2,797 1,577 2,238° 20700 .. 09% “13% - 12% ' 07%  ~09% . 09%
Cass Cass County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 0 0 0 0 .0 00% 00% 0.0% 00%  00%  00%
Cass Logansport/Cass Co. Airport Authority 33,793 64,172 20,761 29,577 - 29,467 37% 54% 50% j7. 26% 35%  3.4%
Cass Cass County Fire District #1 0 0 19,464 30,881 30787 | 27%  42% 41% 5%  3.9%  3.9%
Cass TIF_09007_Clinton Township 0 1,031 . o0l y ) - ‘ R

Cass TIF_09010_Logansport City-Eel Twp. 56,484 113,903 ) 12,652

Cass TIF_09023_Washington Township-Southeaste 0 0 0 0

Cass TIF_09025_Logansport City-Washington Twp 0 101 66 70 °

Cass TIF_09027_Logansport City-Wash Twp-SE Scl 765 52,554 33,938 . . 262 L . . S .

Clark Clark County 19,016 243,940 502,247 696,667 b 7.9% 8.2% 31%  41%  43%
Clark Bethlehem Township 0 BN | 20 B 1 00% .00% % .00%  00%  00%
Clark Carr Township 2 7 6 6 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  00%  0.0%
Clark Charlestown Township 13 . 1,095 3,270 . 5.4% . 56% §  26% 3.3%: 3.5%
Clark Jeffersonville Township 1,591 19,723 28,518 63,227 12.6% 13.0% | = 45% 59%  6.3%
Clark Monroe Township 1 26 67 i 39 , "01%  0.1% § .7 00% - "0.0%  0.0%.
Clark Oregon Township 0 2 12 02% 02% f  02%  01% 0.1%
Clark Owen Township 0 4 6 0.0%. . 0.0% 87 00% - 00% 0.0%
Clark Silver Creek Township 34 103 1,307 17% 24% 05%  07% 0.7%
Clark Union Township 0 3 1 0.1%. . .0.1% - . 1%. .00% ~ 0.0%,
Clark Utica Township 6 291 394 27% 53% 5%  2.9%  3.2%
Clark Washington Township 10 16 - 21 T104%: . 0.2%: 4. 0.0%: 0.0%, . 0.0%,
Clark Wood Township 5 17 73 ‘ L ‘ 03% 0.4% ~02%  03% 0.3%
Clark Jeffersonville Civil City 13,671 941,159 1,767,241 i 3,736,178 _..274,009.165" -} 12.3%.16.0% o BO0%: 10.7% . 11.4%.
Clark Charlestown Civil City 242 46,503 163,517 174,063 6.1% 8.1% 27%  35%  3.7%
Clark Clarksville Civil Town 102,495 438,074, 1954898, ©.1,022,100:1: [6.7%  .9.0% 733% . 46% " 4.9%.
Clark Town Of Borden 87 4709 5,035 16%  3.2% 06% 11%  1.2%
Clark Sellersburg Civil Town 634 46,3127 : 2 L'2.8%. . 07% . 1.1%  1.1%
Clark Utica Civil Town 41 180 - 02% 01%  01%  0.1%
Clark West Clark Community School Corp 1,749 . 153,753 161,151, % . 3.3% 0% Y 1.0% 7 1.0%
Clark Clarksville Community School Corp 92,626 385,844 408,224 8.9% 29%  38%  3.9%
Clark Greater Clark County School Corp 13,630 52,739,754, .2,862,402.} [:'84% 10.8% '63%.  7.9% . 8.0%
Clark Jeffersonville Township Public Library 7,924 137,503 268,895 284,768 | 11.1% 14.3% 6.4%  82%  8.4%
Clark Charlestown-Clark County Contractual Lib - 160 9:1267 ! 1.9%."%.2.7% *
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law
2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.0%
2009+:; Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit

Actual Net Credits {2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Clark Jeffersonville Flood Control 8830 65,628 57,227 83,583 80,976 108,042 111537 [ 104% 139% 14.3% 48% 62% 6.2%
Clark Charlestown Fire 40 - 661 4,568 111,005 10,146 T 14,318 15,074 26% 36% 3.7% J17% T 23%  2.4%
Clark Tri-Township Fire Protection Dist 235 725 7059 15165 1199 17,622 18,875 1.1%  1.6% 1.7% 07% 09%  1.0%
Clark Monroe Township Fire Protection 4 115 ‘282, Vo131 L. 264 - 240 7, 7, 236 ] 04% 04% - 0.1% "04%.) . 01% - 0.1%
Clark Utica Township Fire Dist 16 139 190 R 109 109 . 113 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%  01%  0.1%
Clark New Washington Fire Protection Dist 35 81 1200 5 1136 oaris T 1e9 S 104 01% 04%.. 0.1% 01%  01% . 01%
Clark Clark Counly Solid Waste Management Dist 0 Q 0 o 0 00% 00% 00% 00% 00%  0.0%
Clark Clark County Redevelopment Comm 0 0’ 0.7 o ' .. 0} '00% 00% 00%§. :00% . 00% °00%
Clark Clarksville Redevelopment Comm o] 0 0 B 0 ) 0 00% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Clark Jeffersonville Redevelopment Comm 0 0 0 .. 0 o s 0.0% 00% 0.0% 200% . 00%  0.0%
Clark TIF_10003_Charlestown Twp 0 0 o . ) 0
Clark TIF_10004_Charlestown City . 0 28 29,475 . 38,763
Clark TIF_10009_Jeffersonville City-OF W 1,605 229,146 715909 1,116,738
Clark TIF_10010_Jeffersonville City-IFW 0 50,630 © 135,630 [ 244,437 0o
Clark TIF_10011_Clarksville Town-OFW 4,073 12,009 124622 179,260 )
Clark TIF_10012_Clarksville Town-IFw - 570 156 IR {17 SR ¥ -7 ¥ N
Clark TIF_10013_Clarksville Town-Ges-OFW 169 99,515 199,480 235,859
Clark TIF_10014_Ciarksville Town-Ges-1FW . 0 S o . RN 2,167
Clark TIF_10026_Carr Township 0 0 0
Clark TIF_10027_Monroe Township 0 o} 0
Clark TIF_10030_Silver Creek Township 0 0 0
Clark TIF_10031_Sellersburg Town 0 0 4152
Clark TIF_10032_Union Township 0 0 0
Clark TIF_10033_Utica Township 0 0- 0
Clark TIF_10037_Utica Town 0 0 0
Clark TIF_10039_Jeff City-Utica Twp-OF W 0 4,882 Mie 78659 ¢ 108,002 § : i : - :
Clay Clay County 22,339 374 2972 2986 | 00% 01% 01% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
Clay Brazil Township 2,520 25 292 © 305 §701%, T03% . 0.3% 0.0% . 01%  0.1%
Clay Cass Township 0 0 T B o-} 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%  0.0%
Clay Dick Johnson Tawnship 31 -0 34, 0 ees 00 24 01% .0 01%: . 0.1% +00% - 00% - 0.0%
Clay Harrison Township 5 1 9 20 20 ] 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00%
Clay Jackson Township 50 1. B e . 8 0.0% . 00%. 0.0% 0.0% - 00% “0.0%
Clay Lewis Township 0 s 2 o3 3] 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Clay Perry Township .5 0 o . 70 . 0. 00% L 00%, 00% 0.0% ' 00% 0.0%.
Clay Posey Township 145 0 00% 0.0% 0.0%  00%  0.0%
Clay Sugar Ridge Township . 8 0 " 0.0% .-0.0% 0.0% .. 0.0% - .0.0%
Clay Van Buren Township 95 6 01% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Clay Washington Township ARk 0. . 0.0%. 0.0%, Y00% . 0.0% . 0.0%
Clay Brazil Givil City 54,611 840 1 03% 0.3% 00% 01%  0.2%
Clay Carbon Civil Town 0 0o ©1.8% .0 1.8% 0.0% :03%  03%
Clay Center Point Civil Town 9 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0%
Clay Clay City Civil Town : 68" 19 "0.4% 7 .0.4% 0.1%". 02% ' 0.2%
Clay Knightsville Civil Town 13 1 00% 0.0% 00% _ 0.0%  00%
Clay Staunton Civil Town 111 3 .. 0.0%.:0.0% 0.0%. ..0.0% -0.0%
Clay Harmony Civil Town 165 2 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Clay Clay Community School Corp 62765 904 S01% " 0.1% 0% " 0.0%
Clay M.S.D. Shakamak School Corp o] 92 0.0% 0.0% 00%  0.0% 0.0%
Clay Brazil Pubfic Library 9,693 143 T.03%  0.3% 0.1% | 02% - 02%
Clay Clay-Owen-Vigo Solid Waste Mgt Dist 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
Clay Poland Fire Terr (Jackson Township) [ S 0%  0.0% 0.0%, 00% ° 0.0%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
Current Law
2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop =3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2008+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2008 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*

County Unit Name : 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Clay Clay Counly Redevelopment Comm o] 0 0 0 0 [ ) o] 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Clay TIF_11002_Brazil City - Brazil Township : 191 0 0 0. o 3,585. o359 | . : ‘
Clay TIF_11007_Jackson Township 0 0 0 ) 0 0 ] 0
Clay TIF_11011_Posey Township o 0 B I 0-." SO E G0 -0
Clay TIF_11016_Van Buren Township ) 0 o] 0 . oy . )
Clinton Clinton County © 57850 = 288,447 - 1.0 285,270 38%  43% 4.0% 1.9% 22%  2.1%
Clinton Center Township 5,502 26,057 30,329 80% 102% 9.9% 57% 67%  6.7%
Clinton Forest Township ‘ . 0 18 Ce. 14} 01% 01% 01% §, . 00% ' 00%  0.0%
Clinton Jackson Township 0 14 71 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
Clinton Johnson Township 0 28 . 10§ 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Clinton Kirkiin Township 0 2 12 ) 00% 07% 08% 00% 00%  0.0%
Clinton - Madison Township 0 53 110 01% 03% 0.2% 00% 01%  0.1%
Clinton Michigan Township 0 1 87 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
Clinton Owen Township ) 0 6 ). 00% .00% 0.0% 00%-. 0.0%  0.0%
Clinton Perry Township 259 847 936 08% 0.9% 0.8% 06% 06%  0.5%
Clinton Ross Township 1 2 .67} 01% 01%  01% § - -00% ', 00%  0.0%
Clinton Sugar Creek Township 0 0 0 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  0.0%
Clinton Union Township 0 6 3.1 01% 01% " 01% ¥ 0.1% . 01% " 0.1%-
Clinton Warren Township 0 7 2 B . ) 6 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0%
Clinton Washington Township 0 1 i0 200 a7 T s oL 18 04% 0.2% - 0.1% '00%-  01%  0.0%
Clinton Frankfort Civil City 211,976  1.052,926 1,516,208 1493639 725994 839,154 847,605 108% 12.2% 12.0% 62% 71% -7.1%
Clinton Colfax Civil Town 11,779 42,537 45,731 483557 . 56,826 . - 59,984 "7 60,435 | 25.4% 262% 256% § . :200%. 20.5% 20.0%
Clinton Kirklin Civil Town 1 41 2,022 5445 o 3597 5913 5110 | 27% 4.3% 3.6% 10% 1.7%  15%
Clinton Michigantown Civil Town 0 0 30 .14 80 - 81 . 7307 01% 01% 01% 00% . 00%  0.0%
Clinton Mulberry Civil Town 0 1,205 1173 . 560 824 3448 2,223 05% 1.9% 1.2% 02% 07% 0.4%
Clinton Rossville Civil Town 14 29 222 . 624 : ’ 617 01% 03% .03% L00%  01%  0.1%
Clinton Clinton Central School Corp 1 305 2,083 6,984 4,498 01% 02% 02% S 01%  04%  0.1%
Clinton Clinton Prairie School Corp - 6,307 22,592 . 23,468 - 21,156 26,786°F. 08% 09% 08% .0.6% 07% 06%
Clinton Frankfort Community School Corp 128,634 459,298 1,137,067 878,472 706,544 | . 9.5% 10.7% 10.5% 85% 9.6%  9.4%
Clinton - Rossville Consolidated School Corp .26 48 398 . 1,508 ©71,351 0.0% 0.1% .0.1% . 0.0% 01%  0.1%
Ciinton Colfax-Perry Township-Public Library 1,471 4953 4809 4,887 5768 34% 34% 31% 26% 25%  23%
Clinton Frankfort Community Public Library 16,521 79,063 . 110,700 108,755 90,452 ] . 85% 10.7% 10.4% 3.14%. 3.5% 3.4%
Clinton Kirkiin Public Library 0 8 528 1,144 689 1015 819 05% 07% 06% 03% 04%  0.4%
Clinton Clinton County Contractual Public Lib ) 2 - 201 . . 429 48T . . 307 822 515 1. 01% 0.1% 0.1% .00% 04%  014%
Clinton Frankfort/Clinton County Airport Authori 0 o [} 0 28,593 27,224 3.8% 43% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Clinton Wild Cat Solid Waste Management District . o} 0 - [o I ) 2,042 .. 1961 |7 3.8% .43% 4.0% 0.0%: 0.0% 0.0%
Clinton Frankfort Airport 4,328 21733 29462 31041 0 0 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0%
Clinton Wildcat Creek Solid Waste Mgt Dist 360 1,711 2,712 7 72,458 om0 v - o] 00% 0 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  0.0%
Crawford Crawford County 81,748 333,545 423,077 314,196 390,208 481,169 482,964 | 129% 156% 15.2% 50% 62%  6.2%
Crawford Boone Township - ) 196 . 896 . 1444 . 0 Ad24% 0 0 1815 1,718, 72 1,709-] 16.2% 23.3% - 22.5% } 0 13.3% 19.6% 19.5%
Crawford Jennings Township 413 2,848 2056 1552 1,821 2,340 2,356 | 11.3% 14.2% 13.9% 52% 67% 6.7%
Crawforg Johnson Township © 46 282 325 . il hi223e 208 - 344 © - 348" -10.4%. 11.9% +11.7% 33% 39%  3.9%
Crawford Liberty Township 386 1,643 2,054 S 1500 2,041 2348 2348 | 144% 158% 153% 83% 107% 10.7%
Crawford Ohio Township ‘ 105 - 825 480% T 3e2isr . 45800 7l 1566 | . 582°]: 8.3% 10.0%.110.0% T 45% ©.54% - 54%
Crawford Patoka Township 582 2,326 2753 2,065 2516 3,309 3278 | 14.4% 18.5% 17.8% 77%  98%  95%
Crawford Sterling Township 497 2010 2,501 o0 A . -2327 0 ) 2,768 - 2,801} 13.2% .:15.3% 15.1% ©9.4%. 10.8% - 10.7%
Crawford Union Township 238 930 1,203 938 1,194 1,397 1,408 156% 17.8% 17.4% 67% 76% 7.5%
Crawford Whiskey Run Township 571 1,758 1,848 . ‘1,452 7 1,864 . . 2,467 2,187 | 14.4% 16.4% -16.0% 10.8% 12.2% 12.0%
Crawford Alton Civil Town 0 0 0 o Lo -0 1 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Crawford English Civil Town 2,875 12,870.. - 15852 % %9,948..5 139527 . ...16,7957 - 16,769 | 1 16.9% 19.9% 19.3% 35% 4.1%  4.0%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits
. Current Law
2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Crawford Leavenworth Civil Town 779 2,883 4272 3,085 4555 4553 [ 15.0% 21.5% 20.9% | 52% 76% 7.6%
Crawford Marengo Civil Town 1,955 8,775 10,802 . 9,951 7~ . . 11,761 11,676 | 16.5% 19.0% .18.3% | ~.8.9% 105% .10.4%
Crawford Milltown Civil Town 8,431 16,480 16,032 . 18,274 18,565 | 27.7% 30.1% 29.8% 165% 18.5% 18.8%
Crawford Crawford County Community School Corp 8,136 321,087 632,319 - Cos21,717 627.649" | - 129% 156% 153% | . 9.2% 109% 10.6%
Crawford Crawford County Public Library 4,260 17.418 21718 o994 24,756 129% 156% 15.2% 72%  886% 8.4%
Crawford Marengo-Liberty Township Fire 1,670 6,928 8,650 - e, 8574 - 9,880 14.1%.°15.8%.. 154% | ~ 11.8% 13.6% 13.6%
Crawford English Fire 5,161 20,640 37,006 31,709 39,143 | 13.9% 16.9% 16.5% 10.9% 13.1% 127%
Crawford Whiskey Run Fire Protection Dist 4,075 10,883 7,072 8,925 -+ 10,4367} 14.4%  16.4% " 16.1% N78%  87%  8.6%
Crawford Leavenworth Fire Protection District 0 0 15,314 12,256 9 17,527 9.5% 13.1% 12.8% 95% 135% 13.6%
Crawford Crawford County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 5,183 . 21,669 - 27,014 124,877 7 30,8904 - 30,767 §. 12.9% 156% 15.1% 175% .. 90% 87%
Crawford Crawford County Redevelopment Comm 0 0 0 .0 o o 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Crawford TIF_13003_Jennings Township -0 0 . [ | ¢ HE O ¢ R N ) R N
Daviess Daviess County 250,714 621,732 792,480 603,206 538,193 = 578,247 _ 56% 59% 57% 248%  25% @ 2.4%
Daviess Barr Township o 49 38 Ry 3% w11 B R 0.0% . 0.0%. .. 0.0% "0.0%. - 0.0% 0.0%
Daviess Bogard Township 0 8 7 -8 0.0% , 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Daviess Elmore Township 48 144 SESAYAS 145 o 0.4%: L 05% § . 02%. .7 03% - 02%
Daviess Harrison Township 1 17 2. 2 - 0.0% . 0.0% 00% 00%  0.0%
Daviess Madison Township 73 484 415 447" 07% C L 0.7% 0% 1% | 1.0%
Daviess Reeve Township 0 20 10 11 0.1% 0.1% 00%  00% 0.0%
Daviess Steele Township 48 246 . 40 189 234 T 05% G0, 0.8%, ‘04% - 05%  0.5%
Daviess Van Buren Township 0 2 8 o7 0 2 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Daviess Veale Township . 0 753 1,875 T2y 21 20 _01% 04% . 01% }. 00% 00%  0.0%
Daviess Washington Township 11.107 24,272 34,945 27,778 25,376 27361 27778 § 105% 111% 11.0% 4B%  51%  5.0%
Daviess Washington Civif City 433,124 1,046,304 1,235,020 1,096,678" 1,071,468 1,165,227 1,205,200 § 27.9% 29.6% .29.7% 14.5% 153% 15.4%
Daviess Alfordsville Civil Town 5 221 263 253 134 7 158 2.2% 2.8% 25% 13%  16%  1.4%
Daviess Cannelburg Civil Town .0 39 89 Coergt T 49 S48 47 ] 05% .-05% . 04% $04% - 04%  0.1%
Daviess Elnora Civil Town 2,299 7,627 7.785 9,322 11,320 11,500 | 10.5% 13.2% 13.0% 38% 48% 4T7%
Daviess Montgomery Civil Town 0 ‘845 . 1,287 T 998 . 473 424" | . 06% .08% . 07% . 02% + 02% .0.2%
Daviess Odon Civit Town 1,123 10,037 11,316 11,256 11394 11,223 49% 60% 57% 23% - 29% 2.9%
Daviess Plainville Civil Town 768 3,452 3,690 ..3,715 3,614 13577 | . 48%. 57%  55% 15%  1.9%  1.8%
Daviess Barr-Reeve Community School Corp o2 2,307 2,283 1,768 799 708 0.0% 01% 00% 00%  00%  0.0%
Daviess North Daviess Gounty School Corp 5,221 26,081 - 25,869 . 24,853 24,343 . 23,014.| . 0.7% .0.8% - 0.7% 05% - 06% 05%
Daviess Washington Community School Corp 21,022 480,772 1,083,304 670,333 608,285 640,870 637,144 § 12.0% 127% 12.5% 101% 10.3%  9.9%
Daviess Odon-Winkelpleck Public Library 73 568 623 - 591 488" - 566 . 536 1.5% .1.7% 1.5% 0.8% . 0.9%  08%
Daviess Washington Camegie Public Library 62,368 144,252 95,287 73,571 27.9% 298% 29.7% 14.9% 158% 159%
Daviess Veale Fire Dist ‘o 1,325 2,782 13 . 01% - 01%  0.1% 1.00% - 00% . 0.0%
Daviess Southeast Daviess Fire Protection Dist 10 1,108 2378 440 0.1% 01% 01% 0.0% = 0.0% 0.0%
Daviess Daviess Counly Solid Waste Dist 10,743 19,404 29,888 . 22,632 56% 59% 5.7% 2.8% . 30% 3.0%
Daviess | TIF_14008_Madison Township 0 0 0 0 N
Daviess TIF_14016_Washington Township o 172.. 1055 LT 0 ‘
Daviess TIF_14017_washington City 0 5335 5,683 1382 . 7,847 8,045 8,181
Dearborn Dearborn County - 0 107,388 75786 . . 98130: ' 160,655, . 188,160 - '200,819.f 18% 21% . 2.2% ,'08% 0.9% 0.9%
Dearborn Caesar Creek Township 0 15 2 0 0 0o 0] 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0%
Dearborn Center Township 0 1,259 1,254 1,080 1,285 " 1504 .. 1,587 ). 34% .38% . 3.9% CAT7%. 20% . 2.0%
Dearborn Clay Township 0 336 288 o185 297 381 398 | 05% 06% 06% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
Dearborn Harrison Township 0 110, 118" - o224 .70 U789 Uuge0 . 993 | T 11%  1.3% : 1.3% '05% . 06%  0.6%
Dearborn . Hogan Township [} 19 1 0 0 o] 0 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dearborn Jackson Township 0 5" 3 2 73 © 48 50 03% 02% 0.2% 02% 01%  0.2%
Dearbomn Kelso Township 0 1 1 - 33 33 34 02% 02% 02% 01%  01%  0.1%
Dearborn Lawrenceburg Township . 0 555 286 FUTe00 1,022 1,200 1,296 1.5% . 1.7%  1.8% 10% 12%  1.2%
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Current Law
2008 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.5%; Alt Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit)

Estimated Credits

Net Credit
as % of Est. Levy

Net Credit

as % of Est. Budget*

County Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Dearborn Logan Township 0 0 0 8 291 460 489 04% 0.6% 06% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5%
Dearborn Manchester Township -0 259 - 98 Loag) © A8 - .60 . 59 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dearborn Milier Township 0 92 130 383 1,624 1,872 1.944 11% 1.2% 1.2% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9%
Dearbomn Sparta Township 0 94 130 3. 57 92 95 0.1% 0.2% ' 02% 01% 01%  0.1%
Dearborn Washington Township 0 10 0 0 0 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Dearborn Yaork Township 0 82 o B2 % 108 108 0.3% 04% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Dearborn Lawrenceburg Civit City 0 35,785 48,502 61,040 70,207 09% 11% 1.2% 0.1% 01%  0.1%
Dearborn Aurora Civil City 0 85,233 89816 104,310 109,984 | " 7.3% . 82% - B.4% 21% . 23%. .. 2.4%
Dearborn Dillsboro Civil Town 0 9,372 X 8,670 12,535 13.250 52% 66% 6.8% 1.2% 1.5%  1.5%
Dearborn Greendale Civil Town 0 95,960 69,526 227,813 264,143 286,005 9.7% "10.9% . 11.5% 44% . 50% 5.2%
Dearborn Moores Hill Civil Town 0 1,208 706 1.244 1,956 2,070 3.0% 4.6% 4.7% 1.5% 2.3% 2.4%
Dearborn St. Leon Civil Town 0 0 0 -3, T4 -4 0.2%,..03% 0.2% 0.0% " 0.0% 0.0%
Dearborn West Harrison Civil Town 0 3.324 3,464 8,340 9,886 10,324 9.0% 104% 10.5% 5.3% 6.2% 6.4%
Dearborn Sunman-Dearborn Community School Corp 0 13,003 12,137 105,834 122,577 124,482. 09% '1.0% " 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9%
Dearborn South Dearborn Community School Corp 0 164,646 149,751 124,195 146,314 149,970 21% 2.5% 2.5% 1.7% 2.0% 2.0%
Dearborn Lawrenceburg Community School Corp [0} 72,614 35,768 i 127,372 144,313 155,818 27% 3.0% . 3.2% 21% 2.3% 2.5%"
Dearborn Aurora Public Library 0 17,706 17,384 17,610 21,108 21929 24% 25% 25% 1.4% 17% 1.7%
Dearborn Lawrenceburg Public Lib 0 7,924 . 4,493 21922, 25453 . 27,424 T17% . 1.9% 7 2.0% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
Dearborn Dearborn Counly Mgt Dist 0 6,682 5,211 11,176 13,129 14,046 18% 21% 22% 1.3% 1.5% 1.6%
Dearborn Greendale Redevelopment Comm .0 Q 0 0 - S0 0'F  00% .00% 00% 0.0%' = 0.0% 0.0%
Dearborn TIF_15006_Harrison Township 0 0
Dearborn TIF_15010_Kelso Township 0 0
Dearbom TIF_15013_Lawrenceburg City-A o] 0
Dearborn TIF_15016_Greendale Town-A Y] 1,691
Dearborn TIF_15021_Sparta Township 0 0
Dearborn TIF_15023_Washington Township 0 0
Dearborn TIF_15025_Greendale Town-B 0 0
Decatur Decatur County 216 51,791 08% . 09% 0.8%
Decatur Adams Township 1 9 01%  01%  01%
Decatur Clay Township L4 38 0.0%  0.0% 0.0%
Decatur Clinton Township 0 12 0.1% . 01%  01%
Decatur Fugit Township 0 7. 0.0% ' 0.0% 0.0%
Decatur Jackson Township 1 15 ~01% 01% 0.1%
Decatur Marion Township 0 31 2 0.2% 7. 02% ¢ 0.2%
Decatur Saltcreek Township 2 13 _0.1% 01% 01%
Decatur Sandcreek Township 31 81 - . "0.2% .1 0.2% 0.2%
Decatur Washington Township 0 312 - 0.0% 01%  0.0%
Decalur Greensburg Civil City 103 104,474 C22% - 25% . 25%
Decatur Milthousen Civil Town -0 6 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Decatur New Point Civil Town 23 54" “02%  02% . 0.2%
Decatur St. Paul Civil Town 13 38 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Decatur Westport Civil Town 70 265, ©04% . 04% 01%
Decatur Decatur County Community School Corp 252 1,744 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Oecatur Greensburg Community School Corp 101 115,136 - 20%  2.1% 2.1%
Decatur Greensburg Public Library 9 14,549 1.5% 1.7% 1.7%,
Decatur Decatur County Contractual Library 12 1138, 10.1% 0.1% . 01%
Decatur Decatur County Solid Waste Mgt Dist 11 2,637 0.8% 0.9% 0.9%
Decatur Greensburg Redevelopment Comm -2, 0. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Decatur TIF_16015_Washington Township 0 o L
Decatur TIF_16016_Greensburg City - 0 5859 - 233,061
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Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law

2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2.6%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] = 2,.0%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.0%
2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Allocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units,
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Net Credit Net Credit
Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit) Estimated Credits as % of Est. Levy as % of Est. Budget*
Counly Unit Name 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Decalur TIF_16017_Adams/Greensburg 0 o] 7 0 18 0 0.
Decatur TIF_16018_Clay-Greensburg .0 0 : BRI I o e Y | B o ‘
DeKalb DeKalb County 7,569 88,599, 118,868 232,529 308,200 315,488 34% 34% 13%  1.7%  1.7%
DeKalb Butler Township 3 23 28 e St 09 108 . 03% 0.3% 02%  02%  0.2%
DeKalb Concord Township 0 16 06% 0.6% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2%
DeKalb Fairfield Township 0 10 . T 04%  0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
DeKaib Franklin Township 0 1 0.1% 0.1% 00%  0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb Grant Township 541 1,179 . C40%  4.1% " 1.8% C23% . 23%
DeKalb Jackson Township 0 74 0.3% 0.3% - 02% 0.2% 0.2%
DeKalb Keyser Township 3 373 . 4.3%.1..4.3% "21% . 31% 3.2%
DeKalb Newville Township 0 0 01% 01% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb Richland Township 87 - 211 " 09% < 0.9% . 06% " 0.7% 0.7%
DeKalb Smithfield Township 17 323 1.0%  1.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7%
DeKalb Spencer Township 0 37 L704%  01% 01% " 01% . 0.1%
DeKalb Stafford Township 0 8 02% 02% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
DeKalb Troy Township 0 4 - 04% - 0.1% 01%  01%  0.1%
DeKalb Union Township 22 1,179 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb Witmington Township .0 142 14% 1.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7%
DeKalb Auburn Civil City 1432 89,526 69% T71% 2.9% 3.7% 3.8%
DeKaib Garrett Civil City 399 51,420 9.9% -10.0% .3.2% 4.8% 5.0%
DeKalb Butler Civil City 0 19,999 71%  7.2% 31%  43% 4.5%
DeKalb Altona Civil Town 42 575 87% 97% 2.3% .. 3.8% 3.9%
DeKalb Ashley Civil Town 448 11,434 - 40%  4.0% 1A% 1.6% 1.6%
DeKalb Corunna Civil Town 4,177 . 9,919 ° © 26.8%  271% '8.4% 9.8% 10.0%
DeKalb St. Joe Civil Town 0 36 3% 46% 4.6% 0.8% 12%  1.2%
DeKalb Waterloo Civil Town 22,250 42,970 %" 16.0% 116,4% - 6.1% .. .8.7% 8.9%
DeKalb * Hamilton Civil Town 0 6 0.2% 02% 01%  0.1% 0.1%
DeKalb DeKaib County Eastern Comm School Corp .0 15,307, 1A% - 1.1% 07% .. 09% 0.9%
DeKalb Garrett-Keyser-Butier Comm School Corp 628 63,773 49% 4.9% 2.8% 3.9% 3.9%
DeKalb DeKaib County Central United School Corp 20,709 160,190 ©49% - 4.9% 5 3.3% . 4.2% 4.3%
DeKalb Hamilton Community School Corp -0 6 01%  0.0% L 01%  0.0% 0.0%
DeKaib Auburn-Eckhart Public Library 226 13,482 '~ . 6.8%. 6.8% 3.7% 4.8% 4.9%
DeKalb Butler Carnegie Public Library 0 3,455 0 8.2%  93% 4.4% 5.9% 6.0%
DeKalb Garrett Public Library 86 | 8,968 54% 54% 0.7%- 1.0% 1.0%
DeKalb Waterloo Public Library 2,986 6,121 80% 8.1% 34%  4.8% 4.8%
DeKalb Northeast Indiana Solid Waste Mgt Dist 226 2,623 | TV 3.4%., 12% 0 1.6% 1.6%
DeKalb DeKalb County Airport Authority 0. 0 . 3.4% 00%  0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb DeKalb County Redevelopment Comm 0 0 0.0%. -..0.0%. 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb Garrett City Redevelopment Comm 0 0 0.0% 00% §  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
DeKalb Auburn Redevelopment Comm 0 0 ©00% . 0.0% § :i00% 00% 00%
DeKalb TIF_17006_Hamiton Town 0 0
DeKalb TIF_17008_Waterloo Town-Grant Township 0 ... 413 |
DeKalb TIF_17009_Jackson Township Y 0
DeKalb TIF_17011_Keyser Township 0 .. 121
DeKalb TIF_17012_Auburn City-Keyser Township 0 4,444
DeKalb TIF_17013_Garrett City 0. . 685
DeKalb TIF_17018_8mithfield Township 0 0
DeKalb TIF_17019_Ashley Town 12 559 79 .
DeKalb TIF_17025_Auburn City-Union Township 0 11,719 20,008 B
DeKalb TIF_17026_Wilminglon Township - 0 S0 )
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2009 Caps: Homesteads = 1.5%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities]
2010+ Caps: Homesteads = 1.0%; [Apartments, Other Res, Ag Land, Mobile Home Land, and Long Term Care Facilities] =

Historical and Estimated Future Circuit Breaker Credits

Current Law

2009+: Qualified Senior Homestead Net Tax Increases Limited to 2% Per Year
* Estimated Budget Appropriations Only Include Funds With Property Tax Levies and are Aliocated Between Counties Based on Levy For Cross-County Units.
LaPorte County is Actual for 2009 - 2012, and Estimated for 2013

Actual Net Credits (2009 and 2010 - Net of Replacement Credit)

Estimated Credits

=2.5%; All Other Real and Pers Prop = 3.5%
2.0%; All'Other Real and Pers Prop =3.0%

Net Credit
as % of Est.-Levy

Net Credit
as % of Est. Budget™

County Unit Name 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Delaware Delaware County 1,785,916 3,795,295 4,213,432 4305105. 5651540 . 6,010,463 6,173,201 24:8% 257% 25.7%. 15.3% 163% 16.7%
Delaware Center Township 313,568 631,291  © 722,198 - F775750%" 990,810 '+ - 1,058,841 (-7 1,103,345 | 43.8% 457% 462% | | 33.7% 35.9% 37.3%
Delaware Delaware Township 0 509 516 564 729 13% 1.3% 13%°| 09% 08% 09%
Delaware Hamilton Township 180 1,792 . 20227 " 8., 2,281 . 15% 5. 1.7% ' - 1.7%. 11%  13%  1.3%
Delaware Harrison Township 0 80 329 145 05% 08% 1.2% _02%  05% 06%
Delaware Liberty Township ' 65 324 302 1726 0.7% . .08% 09% 05%. - 0.7% 0.7%
Delaware Menroe Township 18 5,007 41865 3.048 32% 3.7% 3.2% L 1.6%, 1.9% 1.7%
Delaware ML. Pleasant Township 3,760 23,712 32,194 10,588 14.9%. 16.7% - 16.9% § . 15.1%. 16.9% -17.1%
Delaware Niles Township 0 225 412 165 1 08% 098% 0.9% 0.3%  0.3%  0.3%
Delaware Perry Township 8 0 0. 155 0.2%02% - 02%.) - 041%. 04% . 0.1%
Delaware Salem Township 224 4318 3,418 1,843 28%  26% 2.1% 1.0%  09%  0.7%
Delaware Union Township 280 1,220 1,819 2,209 41% .- 4.3% .. 4.2%. 29%  32%  3.2%.
Delaware Washington Township 143 464 555 . o o772 ) o 2.0% 22% 21% 1.3% 1.5% 1.4%
Delaware Muncie Civil City 4,181,959 7.986,505.  9,677,889.. - 8,737,307 ~.13,921,708: 14,834,926 . 15,441,084 | '45.7% 47.5% ' 480% | . 32.3%. .334% 33.7%
Delaware Aloany Civil Town 0 18,898 21,691 22257 25598 29224 30107 | 79% 87% 88% 33%  38% 39%
Delaware Eaton Civil Town 10,989 50,041: -  82334. 858050 ... 115820 126,972 - 7 131,201} 22.5% 24.0% 24.2% | \ 13.5%. - 14.8% 15.3%
Delaware Gaston Civil Town 9453 30,156 43340 45409 62,050 71514 74592 | 29.1% 327% 332% 17.1%  19.5% 20.2%
Delaware Selma Civil Town 164 5,822 4559 - -5027° -  10,868. . 12,226 . 12,388 9.8% . 10.8%  10.6% | * 45%  49%  4.8%,
Delaware Yorktown Civil Town 29,897 227,387 272,844 285163 256,833 315036 333,356 | 11.2% 134% 13.8% 48% 58%  59%
Delaware Chesterfield Civil Town ) 9,623, 8381 5234 .. " .3843 .. 5884 . 6,000 } . 45% 68%. 6.7% 22%  34%  3.4%
Delaware Daleville Civil Town 4,507 14771 14,057 18,647 264247__ 30,688 31,106 | 82% 9.3% 9.2% 44%  51%  52%
Delaware Delaware Community School Corp 24,485 120,004 - 193,849 158,665 1 192,357 . 207,373 209,090 ) T .3.9% . 41% . 4.1% 24%  25%  2.5%
Delaware Wes-Del Community School Corp 5042 18,606 29874 35319 48500 77,822 95395 2.8% 4.3% 52% 21%  3.3%  41%
Delaware Liberty-Perry Community School Corp 4,011 14,528 . 13,185, " 109297 25,831 29509 - 29204 | 12% . 1.4% . 1.4% 08%  1.0%  1.0%
Delaware “Cowan Community School Corp 183 48,652 40,058 ‘3‘6,_336‘ . 48,268 56,268 49,195 32% 3.79% 3.2% 2.8%  32%  28%
Delaware ML, Pleasant Township Comm School Corp 12,564 433,025 838,042 .- , : 7.834,632. . 861,515 ] ,154% 17.0% 17.3% 10.8%. 11.7% 11.7%
Delaware Daleville Community Schools 10,352 68,111 77,400 78,135 - 69,499 1 40% 4.1% 3.6% 29%  3.0% 2.7%
Delaware Muncie Community School Corp 179,144 3,130,722 5,386,031 . .6 79,156,161, 79,340,804 §| 43.8% .456% 46.3% 452% ' 47.4% 48.3%
Delaware Muncie Public Library 622,239 1,175,989 1,400,221 1 2,069,234 43.2% 45.2% 45.9% 39.6% 425% 44.4%
Delaware Yorktown - Mt Pleasant Library 3,968 39,310 - 57,7967 .. o .‘ 71,375, "13.1%:.14.9% 15.2% "10.4%. 11.8% 12.1%
Delaware Muncie Sanitary 1,095,295 2,149,991 