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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The problem of financing and providing education has come under 

increasing scrutiny in recent years. In particular the property 

tax as one of the major sources of revenues used for financing common 

schools has been widely criticized. 

Property taxes provide a large portion of the funds used for 

public education in many states. The use of the property tax as a base 

for financing public education has been the subject of controversy. 

Questions are raised as to whether such systems of funding can provide 

equality of educational opportunity and whether or not the burden of 

paying for public education is distributed equitably. 

This situation has been reviewed in recent state and U.S. Supreme 

Court cases. The California Supreme Court ruled in Serrano v. Priest 

that the California school finance system "makes the quality of a childs' 

education depend upon the resources of his school district and ultimately 

upon the resources of his school district and ultimately upon the 

pocketbook of his parents'' (1, p. 2128). In a previous case the U.S. 

Supreme Court refused jurisdiction and refused to rule out the use 

of the property tax for financing public education. But the Court 

did state that "The need is apparent for reforms in tax systems which 

may well have relied too long and too heavily on the local property tax" 

(2, p. 24). 

1 
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Concepts of Equality in Public Education 

The concepts of equity and equality of educational opportunity 

are difficult to quantify. Equality of educational opportunity inherent 

in common school funding systems can be viewed from two sides. Equality 

can be viewed in terms of inputs to or outputs of the educational system. 

In defining equality in terms of educational inputs the main concern 

is how the revenues (inputs to the educational system) are raised. 

Equality in this case could be defined as equal expenditures for equal 

tax effort (3). This concept of equality--known as "fiscal neutrality" 

was introduced by John E. Coons, William H. Clune III, and Stephen H. 

Sugarman (4). In the courts the concept of fiscal neutrality has been 

argued more successfully than those cases centering on equality of 

educational output (5). The outputs of an educational system in terms 

of quality are often difficult to measure. Some researchers approach 

this problem by describing education as a production function (6)(7). 

The results of such analyses indicate that if equality of outputs from 

the educational system is desired the resources used in the educational 

process should be allocated differentially depending on education need. 

Differing costs of providing an education can affect the output of an 

educational system. 

A frequently used standard in evaluating equality of educational 

opportunity is to compare revenues per average daily attendance. 

The use of equal revenues a measure of equality has been widely criticized. 

If the price of educational resources varies from district to district 

equal revenues per pupil will not necessarily result in equal levels 

of educational output (8). Brown points out that students as inputs 
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to the educational process do not have equal educational characteristics 

before entering the educational system, and therefore require differing 

levels of expenditures in order for each student to reach the desired 

level of educational achievement (7). A primary factor that can 

affect student achievement is the student's socio-economic background. 

Even though equal expenditures per pupil will not necessarily 

provide equality of educational opportunity, a move toward equal 

funding is a step toward equality of opportunity. Expenditures per 

student is an adequate and appropriate measure of equality for a study 

dealing only with Oklahoma because most school districts are relatively 

homogeneous with respect to those factors influencing student inputs 

and the level of educational resource prices. 

There is evidence of wide variation in per pupil expenditures 

within many states. For the school year 1969-70 the ratio of maximum 

to minimum per pupil expenditure within those 49 states that use 

property tax revenues to support education ranged from a high of 

56.2/1 in Texas to a low of 1.4/1 in West Virginia. In Oklahoma the 

ratio was 29.7/1. Only two states had a greater ratio than Oklahoma (9). 

For the school year 1975-76 the maximum to minimum ratio of per pupil 

expenditures in Oklahoma had fallen to 7.0/1. Even though this range 

has decreased significantly the variation is still great with maximum 

per student expenditures of $4583 to a minimum of $654 and with the 

state average of $1187. Variation such as this can be the result of 

how revenues of common education are generated and the way these 

funds are distributed to the school districts within the state. 
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Common School Funding in Oklahoma 

As is the case in most states the funding of common schools in 

Oklahoma is dependent on three major revenue sources. These are 

locally raised revenues, state revenues and aid, and federal aid. The 

relative importance of each of these revenue sources is shown in Table 

I. Within the state the relative importance of each of these sources 

varies widely. For example dependence on locally raised revenues varies 

from 9% of total revenues in Sequoyah County to 61% of total revenues 

in Beaver County. 

In Oklahoma local revenues come almost exclusively from the local 

property tax. Most local property for each district is assessed by 

the county assessor. The primary exception is the assessment of 

property owned by public service companies which is performed by the 

Oklahoma Tax Commission. Within each taxing district all property is 

taxed at the same millage rate. 

Revenues from the state have two components, dedicated revenues 

and state aid. Dedicated revenues include gross production tax, auto, 

boat, and motor liscenses, REA tax, and school land earnings. Dedicated 

revenues are distributed to districts according to specific criteria 

such as collections by district, number of students, etc. State aid 

is distributed using a formula tha is a variant of the minimum 

foundation plan (10). A minimum level of support is ~tipulated for 

each elementary and secondary student. The foundation aid is determined 

using a formula which includes the net assessed valuation in the 

district. In addition the program provides funds for transportation, 

special programs for special education and vocational education, and 



TABLE I 

SOURCES OF REVENUES FOR COMMON SCHOOLS IN OKLAHOMA AND SELECTED COUNTIES 1976-77 

Local Revenues State Revenues Federal Revenues Total Revenues 

Per ADA Percentage Per ADA Percentage Per ADA Percentage Per ADA 
Oklahoma 443.06 38 594.63 51 128.25 11 1 165.95 ·-----
ADAIR 189.16 14 816.69 61 .336.40 2.'i 1,342.25 

BEAVER 1,497.25 61 939.18 38 18.50 1 2,454.93 

GREER 442.44 39 580.05 52 98.79 9 1,121. 28 

OKLAHOMA 432.36 39 587.56 53 93.83 8 1,113. 75 

PAYNE 428.09 37 651.40 57 66.00 6 1,145.49 

TEXAS 790.49 49 758.74 47 69.88 4 1,619.11 

TULSA 545.38 46 577.69 49 61.63 5 1,184.70 

Source: Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1976-77 Annual Report. 



incentive aid to encourage districts with relatively low assessed 

values to increase their tax levies. A more detailed description of 

the local property tax and school funding formula will be provided in 

Chapter II. 

In a funding system as diverse as that of Oklahoma inequality in 

expenditures can result from a variety of factors. A major cause 

of inequality may be variations in per capita property value among 

school districts. Another source of inequality could result from 

unequal distribution of public serivce utility assessments. The 

assessment procedures of the county assessor can also affect the 

revenues raised locally by the property tax. In Oklahoma variation 

may occur because property is assessed using different methods and 

different standards in each of the 77 counties. Ratios of assessed 

values to market values of property vary widely among counties. 

Within each county different classes of property can be assessed 

at different rates as long as the rates are applied in the same 

manner to a given class of property throughout the county. 

The Oklahoma Tax Commission identifies these property classes as 

residential, commercial-industrial, and agricultural. The assessed 

value of each of these property classifications is reported for each 

county but not for the individual school districts. 

6 

Another determinant of the level of revenues raised by the property 

tax for school funding is the millage rate. The millage rate is 

determined by the County Excise Board within limits provided by 

state law. In addition to variation resulting from the property 

tax and distribution of property value some inequalities may arise 

from the school funding formula itself. 



Objectives 

In order to determine the impact of each of these sources of 

variation on expenditures per average daily attendance, estimates are 

needed for the values of residential, commercial-industrial, and 

agricultural property for each of Oklahoma's 623 school districts. 

7 

The information provided by such analysis could be utilized by legislators 

and educators in evaluating the equity and equality implications of 

alternative educational financing systems. 

The main objectives of this study are as follows: 

1. To estimate 1976 market values of agricultural, commercial 

industrial, and residential property for each of Oklahoma's 

623 school districts. 

2. to identify and analyze sources of variation which result in 

inequalities of educational expenditures. 

Some questions that are addressed in this analysis concern 

whether inequalities in common school funding per pupil are the result 

of disparities in property values per student or are a consequence 

of variation in assessment procedures or are caused by variation in 

some other means of support. 

The effects of changes in the distribution of public service 

and personal property and changes in assessment rates on per capita 

assessed value will be evaluated using various measures of disparity. 

These measures will be formulated and compared for several assumptions 

about the determination of per capita assessed value. Similar measures 

will be used to ascertain the effects of changes in the millage rate, 
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distribution of state dedicated revenues, distribution of state aid, 

and distribution of federal aid on variations in per capita expenditures. 

Thesis Outline 

An overview of the local property tax and school funding formula 

is presented in Chapter II. The procedure for estimating property 

values in each school district for the three property classifications 

is described in Chapter III. The use of these data in analyzing the 

sources of inequality of educational expenditures is presented in 

Chapter IV. Conclusions and a summary of the study are discussed in 

Chapter V. 



CHAPTER II 

THE PROPERTY TAX AND COMMON SCHOOL FUNDING 

SYSTEMS IN OKLAHOMA 

Traditionally local governments have relied heavily on the property 

tax for financing. The property tax has been especially prominent in 

financing public education, In recent years dependence on the property 

tax by state and local governments has decreased; however, the local 

revenues still account for 48% common school funding nationwide and 40% 

in Oklahoma. 

The use of the property tax has been widely criticized. Some 

critieisms of property tax have been identified by Jansen and Tweeten 

(11, p. 16). These include: (1) The property tax is relatively 

regressive - the percentage burden of property taxes to income declines 

as personal income increases, (2) The value of property owned is not 

an adequate measure of wealth and ability to pay and (3) Assessment 

procedures treat different property classes differently. 

In Oklahoma the property tax is based on the assessed valuation 

of property. Property in each county is appraised and assessed by 

the County assessor. Property of public service companies is assessed 

by the Oklahoma Tax Commission. Personal property as well as real 

estate and improvements is assessed by the county assessor. Tangible 

personal property consists of improvements on the property, inventories, 

equipment, household goods, and luxury items. County assessment 

9 
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procedures for assessing personal property vary widely. Homestead 
I 

and personal property exemptions are subtracted from gross assessed 

value to get net locally assessed valuation. Figure 1 illustrates the 

calculations needed to determine the level of taxes levied. 

Revenues from the local property tax go toward financing common 

schools, county government, Vo-tech schools and junior colleges, and 

various other local government services. The revenues generated for 

common schools are determined by the total net assessed value within 

the district and the millage rate. A four mill county levy and a five 

mill district levy are the minimum millages required for common schools. 

In order for the district to be eligible for state aid the full 

fifteen mills at the discretion of the school board must be levied. 

Voters in the school district can approve up to fifteen mills additional 

levy. The maximum total millage allowed for common schools general 

funds is limited by the state constitution to thirty-nine mills. 

Most school districts in the state receive the maximum levy of thirty-

nine mills. Additional millages are levied to provide for common 

school captial outlays and debt retirement. This study is concerned 

only with those millages that provide common school general fund 

revenues for current operating expenditures and will not address those 

millages for capital items. 

Oklahoma Common School Funding Formula 

In addition to the revenues raised locally the state provides 

revenues for common school funding. Dedicated revenues from auto 

licenses, boat and motor licenses, mobile home taxes, rural electric 
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(+) Total Value of All Real Taxable Property in County 

(-) Property Owned by Public Service Companies 

(-) Exempt Property (Indian lands, school lands, public lands, etc.) 

(=) Total Taxable Property Value Net of Public Services 

(x) Assessment Ratio in County 

(=) Gross Locally Assessed Value 

(-) Homestead Exemptions 

(-) Personal Property Exemptions 

(=) Net Locally Assessed Value 

(+) Public Service Assessment 

(=) Total Assessed Value 

(x) Millage Rate 

(=) Tax Levied 

Source: H. Evan Drummond, "A Property Tax Model for Oklahoma," 
Stillwater, Oklahoma State University Agricultural 
Experiment Station Research Report P-730, December, 1975. 

Figure 1. Determination of Property Assessments and Taxes 
in Oklahoma 



cooperative taxes, and school land earnings are collected by the 

Oklahoma Tax Commission and distributed to the districts on the 

basis of specific criteria. 

12 

State aid is provided for common schools by legislative appropriations 

from the general fund of Oklahoma. This state aid is distributed to 

school districts according to a formula provided by state law. 

The common schools funding formula currently used in Oklahoma is a 

variation of a type of funding plan known as the minimum foundation 

plan (10, p. 9). 

This formula guarantees at least a minimum level of expenditures 

per average daily attendance. For the school year 1976-77 the formula 

stipulates a foundation levy of $300 per average daily attendance for 

elementary students and $360 per average daily attendance for secondary 

students. In order to be eligible for state aid the district 

must impose at least the fifteen mills that are at the discretion of 

the school board. Foundation aid is calculated by subtracting 

chargeable income from the stipulated minimum expenditure. Chargeable 

income consists of state dedicated revenues received by the district 

for common schools and the net assessed valuation in the district 

times fifteen mills. In addition to foundation aid, state aid is 

also provided according to the formula for transportation, special 

education, and vocational programs. 

The Oklahoma common school funding formula differs from the 

basic minimum foundation plan in that it provides incentive aid. 

The incentive program provides a matching grant for those districts with 

millage rates above fifteen mills. The formula used in calculating 

foundation aid and incentive aid is shown in Figure 2. 
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Tl;le following is the formula, as,provided by law, used in the calcu
lating of Foundation and Incentive Aid. It reflects the correct amounts 
and factors in use today. The two equal~~ing factors in the formula are: 

(1) The chargeable income in the Foundation Aid section. This re
flects the districts ability to support itself at home. 

(2) The district wealth ratio in the Incentive Aid section. This 
reflects the school districts valuation per A.D.A. in relation 
to the State valuation per A.D.A. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
( 6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11) 

FORM FOR CALCULATING STATE AID 
FOUNDATION AID 

Elem. A.D.A. X $300 $ 

Sec. A.D.A. X $360 $ 

Line 3 TOTAL $ 

SUBTRACT CHARGEABLE INCOME 

1976 Net Assessed Val. X 15 Mills 
(valuation) X.Ol5 

1975-1976 Collections of: 
75% of County 4 mill 
Auto License 
School Land 
Gross Production 
R.E.A. Tax 
Line 10 
Line 11 (Line 3 Total Minus Line 10) 

= $ 

$ ______ _ 

Source: Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1976-77 Annual 
Re:e9rt 

Figure 2. Oklahoma State Aid Formula, 1976-77 



ADD THE FOLLOWING 

(12) Transportation: 
(A.D.H. X Per Capita) 

X X 1.06 $ 

(13) Special Education: 

programs X $6000 $ 

(14) Vocational Programs: 

Vo. Ag. X $4200 $ 

Other X $2500 $ 

(15) TOTAL $ 

Foundation Aid - Line 11 plus line 15 $ 

INCENTIVE AID 

(1) District Valuation divided by District A.D.A. = District 
Valuation per A.D.A. 

(2) District Valuation per A.D.A. divided by 8,990 = District 
Wealth Ratio. 

(3) District Wealth Ratio X .550 = Local Support Ratio 

(4) 1.000 - Local Support Ratio - State Support Ratio 
(min .• 4150 Max .. 8350) 

(5) State Average Support per mill (8.990) divided by .550 
Support Level (16.35) 

(6) 16.35 X State Support Ratio - State Support per mill 

14 

(7) State Support per mill X mills levied above 15 = Matching Grant 

(8) Matching Grant X Dist. A.D.A. = Incentive Aid $ 

Total State Aid $ -------------

Figure 2~ Continued 



CHAPTER III 

ESTIMATION OF MARKET VALUES OF AGRICULTURAL, 

COMMERCIAL-INDUSTRIAL AND RESIDENTIAL 

PROPERTY FOR OKLAHOMA 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

The common school funding system in Oklahoma relies on the local 

property tax for approximately 40% of total revenues. The level of 

local revenues generated for common schools is also dependent on the 

assessed value of taxable property within the district and the millage 

levied. To accurately determine the effects of assessment procedures 

and the distribution of property on the distribution of educational 

revenues among school districts it is necessary to have some information 

about the property tax base in each individual district. County level 

data were used in previous analyses (10) of the Oklahoma school 

funding system even though variation in revenues per ADA may be 

as great within counties as among them. 

Data published by the Oklahoma Tax Commission provide only the net 

locally assessed valuation and millage rates for each school district 

(12). County totals for gross assessed values of agricultural, 

commercial-industrial, and residential property and homestead 

exemptions are published annually (13) (14). Also available are 

county assessment rates for each class of property designated as 

agricultural, commercial-industrial, and residential (15). 

15 
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School district boundaries in Oklahoma often overlap county 

boundaries. The section of a school district within each county 

was considered a subdistrict. A total of 807 subdistricts were included 

in the estimation procedure.!/ Market values were first estimated for 

each subdistrict and then aggregated to provide district market values. 

Proxy variables were used to estimate market values for each 

property class.~/ Proxy variable data in census data format are 

available for all subdistricts of districts that had more than 300 ADA 

in 1970. Proxy variables for the remaining subdistricts were estimated 

from census county division level proxy variable data less the value 

of the proxy variables for sub-districts within the county that were 

available. For each class of property, the proportion of the county 

total of the proxy variable located within a subdistrict was determined. 

That proportion of the county market value of the property class was 

assumed attributable to the subdistrict. Equation (3-1) illustrates 

the general formula used to determine subdistrict assessed values. 

Where: 

MVAL 
c 

Proxysd 

Proxy 
c 

MVAL is the estimated market value of property by class 

(3-1) 

Proxy is the value of the proxy variable and sd, c are subscripts 

referring to the subdistrict and county respectively. 

l/Many of the £ubdistricts identified contained little land area 
and few students. These were arbitrarily eliminated from the computations. 

1/A more detailed description of the estimation procedure used is 
provided by Drummond (16). 
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The proxy variable used to estimate residential property was the 

number of families in the subdistrict by family income classes. The 

reason for using this measure is that the number of families residing 

within a subdistrict and the incomes of those families should be a 

determinant of the level of residential property in the area. County 

level census data provide a two-way frequency distribution of the number 

of families by the value of residential units by each family income 

class (17). These data were used to derive a coefficient of the 

estimated value of residential property for each family in each income 

class: These coefficients were multiplied by the proxy variable of 

families in each income class in each school subdistrict to get an 

estimate of residential value by income classes in the school sub-

district (18). These estimates were summed across income classes to 

arrive at the estimated total market value of residential property in 

each school subdistrict. 

The level of non-farm employment within each subdistrict served 

as a proxy for commercial-industrial property values (18). The selection 

of this proxy variable was based on a regression analysis which indicated 

a significant relationship between this proxy variable and commercial-

industrial property value at the county level. The estimated regression 

equation with t-values in parentheses is as follows: 

ESTVAL -1821940.9030 + 2197.4056 EMPLOYMENT+ 376027768.4580 Dummy 
(-1.58) (19.16) (17.42) 

R2 .9966 

Where: 

ESTVAL = Estimated county market value of commercial-industrial property 

EMPLOYMENT = County total non-farm employment 



DUMMY = Dummy variable = 1 for Oklahoma and Tulsa counties, = 0 

for all other counties. 
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A procedure similar to that described for residential property was used 

to estimate commercial-industrial property with this proxy variable. 

A difficulty with this proxy variable is that it tends to underestimate 

commercial-industrial property in those subdistricts where large 

numbers of non-residents are employed and overestimate the value of 

commercial-industrial property for those subdistricts with a large 

number of residents employed outside the district. In general, 

it is expected that commercial-industrial property in subdistricts in 

inter-city areas is underestimated and that in bedroom districts is 

overestimated. 

Because both of these proxyvariables came from 1970 Census data, 

initial estimates were made for the 1970 market value of each 

property class. These estimates were then converted to the level of 

1976 market values using county average rates of growth for each property 

class. 

The 1976 assessed value of agricultural property was estimated using 

the area of the subdistrict as a proxy variable. The use of this 

proxy is based on two assumptions. First it is necessary to assume that 

property is of a uniform quality (or at least a uniform assessed 

value per acre) throughout the county. Second, it is assumed that 

the ratio of agricultural property to total property is constant 

for each subdistrict. Given these assumptions the estimate of the 

assessed value of agricultural land within each subdistrict 

is proportional to the total amount of land in the subdistrict. It is 

expected that this procedure will overestimate agricultural property 
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value in those subdistricts that are densely populated, have land 

values lower than the county average, or contain a significant area of 

such non-taxable land as military bases or Indian lands. 

The estimates provided for each property class by these proxy 

variables served to establish the relative weight of each property 

class within each subdistrict. These estimates were adjusted so that 

the sum of the estimated market values by property class of the 

subdistricts within each county was equal to the known county total 

property value of each class. The estimates were further adjusted 

such that the sum of the assessed value of the three property classes 

from all subdistricts was equal to the known assessed value of total 

property within each district. The resulting estimates of 1976 

market and assessed values of commercial-industrial, residential and 

agricultural property are presented in Table II. Summary data by 

school district are given in Appendix A. 
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TABLE II 

STATE TOTAL ESTIMATS OF 1976 MARKET AND ASSESSED VALUES FOR OKLAHOMA 

Residential Property 

Commercial-Industrial Property 

Agricultural Property 

Total Real Property 

Estimated 

Market Value 

Net Locally 

Assessed Value 

- - - - ($ millions) - - - -

12,865 

4,892 

11,469 

29,227 

1,915 

747 

609 

3,272 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Variations in per capita expenditures can result from differences 

in the level of local revenues, and the method of distributing state 

and federal funds among the school districts. For this analysis 

expenditures per ADA and total revenues per ADA are considered 

equivalent. The level of local revenues in each school district is 

dependent on the value of property within the district, the way the 

property is assessed, and the millage rate levied. The effect 0f 

changes in the property tax base and assessment procedures'can be 
I 

seen in the variation of per capita net assessed valuation. In 

addition to this source of variation the method of distribution of 

state and local funds also determines the level of per capita revenues 

for each school district.1 

Measures of Variation 

Variation in total revenue per average daily attendance will be 

analyzed for each of the alternatives. The variable measured will 

1 
Funds used for transportation of students are included in total 

revenues. The cost of transportation is dependent on the density of 
students in the district. Therefore total revenues and not instructional 
funds are equalized. 

21 
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be total revenues per average daily attendance (ADA). The observations 

on this variable will be made at the school district level. 

Decile Distributions 

The total population of students ranked according to the variable 

being measured can be broken into decile groups. This allows the 

presentationof the cumulative proportion of the variable being 

measured by decile of ADA. If total educational expenditures were 

distributed equally among all students the first decile would 

account for 10% of total expenditures, the second decile for 20% 

of total expenditures, and so on. Deviations from these percentages 

in each decile indicate that expenditures are not distributed equally 

among students. 

Lorenz Curves 

A visual representation of the joint cummulative distribution of 

two variables is known as a Lorenz curve. The horizontal axis measures 

the cummulative percentage of state total ADA and the vertical axis 

portrays the cummulative percentage of either total net assessed 

value or total expenditures. A sample Lorenz curve is illustrated 

in Figure 3. The 45° line represents the situation of perfect 

equality, that is each percentage of students receives that same 

percentage of the variable being measured. The Lorenz curve itself 

shows the actual distribution. The greater the curvature of the Lorenz 

curve the greater the degree of inequality. 
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Gini Coefficients 

A numerical measure of the degree of inequality illustrated by the 

Lorenz curve is known as a Gini coefficient. Figure 3 describes the 

calculation of the Gini coefficient and shows its relationship to the 

Lorenz curve. The value of the Gini Coefficient ranges from zero for 

a situation of perfect equality to one for a situation of perfect 

inequality. A fortran program was used to calculate the Gini Coefficients 

for this study (20). 

Population Variances 

Variances were calculated for each of the funding and property tax 

alternatives. These variances are a measure of the dispersion of 

district expenditures per ADA about the state mean. Because the 

observations are made at a district level the variance measures the 

variation among districts. However, the district observation is 

not weighted according to the number of students within the district 

so this variance does not measure the variation among students as 

in the previous criteria. This calculated variance is the actual 

population variance because observations were made on each element 

(district) in the population. Any change in the variance is indicative 

that the alternative under consideration either increased or reduced 

the level variation in revenues per ADA. 

Changes in the School Funding System 

Alternative changes in the system of funding common schools in 

Oklahoma are analyzed to determine the effects of each on the distribution 
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line of ---equality 

Curve 

0 

0 . 100% 
CUMULATIVE PROPORTION OF TOTAL ADA 

The Gini Coefficient is defined by the following formula: 

Area A n 
Gini = Area A + Area B L: 

i=2 
(X. 2 Y. - X.Y. l 

1- 1 1 1-

Where: 

X = Cumulative proportion of ADA for the ith district. 
i 

Y. 
1 

Source: 

Cumulative proportion of total expenditures for the ith 
district. 

Chaudhari, Ramesh. "Subprogram Gini." Mimeo. Normal, 
Illinois: Illinois State University, Center for the 
Study of gducational Finance, Dept. of Educational 
Administration, December, 1977. 

Figure 3. Lorenz Curve and Gini Coefficients 



of total revenues per ADA. The alternatives considered consist 

of changing the way revenues from each of the major sources are 

distributed. 

State Dedicated Revenues 

The effect of equalizing state dedicated revenues per ADA is one 

alternative analyzed. Total revenues per ADA for each district is 

calculated by adding the state average of dedicated revenues per 

ADA of $174,32 to the actual state aid, federal aid and local revenue 

per ADA. 

Local Revenues 

Two types of alternative changes in local revenues may be 

considered. Local revenues per ADA were equalized in one of these 

alternatives. The state average of local revenues per ADA of $392.58 

was added to the actual state dedicated revenues per ADA, and state 

and federal aid per ADA to determine the resulting total revenue 

per ADA for each school district. 

The effect on total revenues per ADA of equalizing millage rates 
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in all districts was estimated as another alternative. The state average 

millage rate of 43.3 mills was calculated by dividing state total 

local revenue by state total net assessed valuation. This millage 

rate is a composite of district millages, county millages, and local 

revenues from sources other than the ad valorem property tax. Total 

revenues per ADA for each district are calculated by multiplying net 

assessed value per ADA by the state average millage rate and adding the 

result to the actual per ADA state dedicated revenues, state aid, and federal 

aid. 



TABLE III 

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL COMMON SCHOOL REVENUES BY DECILES OF STATE TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Average Daily Attendance 

Funding Alternative 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Revenues 

Actual 1976-77 Distribution of 
Common School Revenues Per 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
Among School Districts. 8.27 16.93 25.93 35.29 44.57 63.10 7Ll2 75.03 86.77 100.00 

Estimated 1976-77 Distribution 
of Common School Revenues Per 
Average Daily Attendance Assuming 
The Following are Equalized: 

State Dedicated Revenues/ ADA 8.50 17.93 26.12 35.95 45.03 63.39 71.56 75.64 86.97 100.00 

State Aid/ADA 8.69 15.53 24.15 35.21 42.31 52.01 62.75 73.24 86.33 100.00 

Federal Aid/ADA 10.70 17.54 27.71 35.90 46.04 55.95 64.94 80.90 86.08 100.00 

District Millage Rate 8.31 16.91 25.72 34.86 44.24 54.33 71.19 80.24 85.64 100.00 

Local Revenues/ADA 13.13 16.97 29.52 35.04 46.44 55.78 65,49 75.83 87.30 100.00 

Local and State Dedicated 
Revenues/ADA 13.29 17.17 32.35 34.89 44.20 54.79 64.64 75.50 90.89 •100.00 

N 
0\ 



TABLE IV 

GINI COEFFICIENTS, AND POPULATION VARIANCES FOR ALTERNATIVE 
CHANGES IN COMMON SCHOOL FUNDING SYSTEM, 

OKLAHOMA, 1976-77 

Gini 
Funding Alternative Coefficients Variance 

Actual 1976-77 Distribution 
of Common School Revenues .0827 392,204.38 

Estimated 1976-77 Distribution 
of Common School Revenues Per 
Average Daily Attendance Assuming 
The Following Are Equalized: 

State Dedicated Revenues .0742 333,990.38 

State Aid/ADA .1098 291,049.53 

Federal Aid/ADA . 0729 371,423.37 

District Millage ·Rate .0855 457,552.02 

Local Revenues Equalized . 0794 129,327.27 

Local Revenues and State 
Dedicated Equalized .0816 104,221.11 

27 



28 

State Aid 

Total revenues per ADA for each district were estimated with 

state aid equalized per ADA as another alternative. The state average 

for state aid per ADA of $494.72 was added to the actual state dedicated 

revenues, local revenues, and federal aid per ADA to estimate total 

revenue per ADA for each district. 

Federal Aid 

An additional alternative consisted of equalizing federal aid per 

ADA. Total revenue per ADA for each district was estimated by adding 

the state average federal aid per ADA of $103.25 to the actual 

revenues per ADA from other sources. 

Results 

The impact of each of the alternative changes in the funding 

system on the measures of variation on total expenditures per ADA is 

presented in Tables III and IV and Figures 16-22 in Appendix. The 

criterion used to evaluate each of the alternatives is to compare it 

with the actual 1976-77 distribution of total revenue per ADA. 

The results of those alternatives with equalized state or federal 

aid would seem at first glance to be inconclusive. For the alternative 

with state aid equalized the Gini ratio is greater than the current 

situation, however, the variance is decreased. This indicates that the 

current state aid program reduces the variation among students a.s 

indicated by the Gini coefficient but increases the variation among 

districts as measured by the population variation. This occurs because 
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in the calculation of the population variance each district has the 

same weight no matter how many students are in each district. A 

situation where this could occur is if the alternative resulted in the 

total revenue per ADA of several districts with relatively small 

proportions of the state total ADA moving away from the mean total 

revenue per ADA and a district with a relatively large proportion of 

total ADA was moved closer to the mean. Somewhat similar results 

indicate that equalizing Federal aid reduces variation among students 

but has very little impact on the amount of variation among districts. 

The alternative of levying a state average millage rate resulted 

in increasing the variation in total expenditures per ADA. This result 

is not unexpected since those districts with a relatively high net 

assessed value per ADA can finance common schools with a relatively low 

millage rate, and that those districts with relatively low net assessed 

value per ADA need a relatively high millage rate in order to generate 

sufficient revenues to fund common schools adequately. 

Both the variances and Gini coefficients indicated that equalizing 

state dedicated revenue and/or local revenues does reduce the variation 

in and inequality of total revenues per ADA. The level of actual local 

revenues per ADA is determined by the millage rate, and the net assessed 

value per ADA within the district. The results for a state average 

millage rate indicate that the variation is not the result of differences 

in millage rates. Therefore it follows that most of the variation in 

revenue per ADA is a result of variations in net assessed value per ADA. 
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Changes in the Property Tax System 

In order to determine the causes of variation in net assessed 

value per ADA several alternative changes in the property tax system 

were considered. Variation in net assessed value per ADA can be the 

result of assessment procedures or the actual distribution of property 

among districts. 

Changes in the Tax Base 

The alternatives considered consisted of equalizing the distribution 

among districts of two types of property; personal property and public 

service property. For the year 1976-77 personal property assessment 

per ADA ranged from $25,908 for Big Four School district in Kingfisher 

County to $58 for Belfonte school district in Sequoyah County (13). 

An equalized value for personal property assessments per ADA of $1,844 

was substituted for the actual personal property assessments in 

calculating total net assessed value per ADA in each district. 

Another alternative evaluated is the equalization of public service 

assessments. A bill that would provide for a constitutional change 

that would allow this was considered by the 1978 Oklahoma legislature. 

Public service property assessments for each district are established 

by the Oklahoma Tax Commission. For the year 1976-77 public service 

assessments per ADA a percentage of total net assessed value per 

ADA ranged from 93.6% to 1.3% in Oklahoma school districts. Total 

net assessed value per ADA for each district was calculated by 

adding the equalized public service assessment per ADA to the actual 

personal and real property assessments per ADA for each district. 



Composite Assessment Rates 

In 1976 composite assessment rates ranged from 4.31% in Atoka 

County to 15.95% in Tulsa County. One alternative examined consisted 

of multiplying the state average assessment rate for all classes 
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of property of 11.19 by the total market value of property in each 

district. Total net assessed value per ADA was then calculated by 

adding this value to the actual personal and public service properties 

per ADA of each district. 

Differential Assessment Rates 

Diffferent classes of property within each county may be assessed 

using different assessment rates for each class. The effect of 

equalizing these differential rates was determined by calculating 

net assessed value per ADA using a similar assessment rate in all 

districts for each class of property. The state mean assessment rate 

was used for each class. The mean assessment rate for commercial

industrial property was 15.28%, for residential property 14.89%, and 

for agricultural property 5.31% in 1976. These estimated assessed 

values were added to actual personal and public service property 

assessments to determine total net assessed value per ADA for each 

district. 

Results 

The results presented in Tables V and VI and Figures 4-15 in 

Appendix B provide information about the impact on the variation of 

net assessed value per ADA of each of the alternative changes in the 

property tax system. 



TABLE V 

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL NET ASSESSED VALUE BY DECILES OF STATE TOTAL AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Average Daily Attendance 

Tax Base Alternative 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Net Assessed Value 

Actual 1976-77 Distribution of 
Net Assessed Value Per Average 3.09 8.87 13.42 19.50 28.05 36.55 47.36 63.76 82.01 100.00 
Daily Attendance (ADA) by District 

Estimated 1976-77 Net Assessed 
Value Per ADA by Districts 
Assuming the Following are 
Equalized: 

Personal Property/ADA 4.81 10.77 17.22 24.40 32.75 41.80 53.03 66.00 82.91 100.00 

Public Service Property/ADA 4.43 10.07 16.40 23.90 32.75 42.01 54.25 72.16 92.84 100.00 

Personal and Public Service 
Property/ADA 6.00 12.93 20.83 30.68 31.52 46.33 57.27 76.37 93.23 100.00 

County Assessment Rates For All 
Property: 

State Average Rate 4.90 8.57 13.64 20.29 30.77 37.23 55.07 69.38 74.20 100.00 

State Average Rate With 
Personal and Public Service 
Property/ADA 6.97 13.74 21.£:3 29.43 39.34 48.11 64.71 77.64 81.47 100.00 w 

N 



TABLE V (CONTINUED) 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Average Daily Attendance 

Tax Base Alternative 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Cumulative Percentage of Total Net Assessed Value 

County Assessment Rates For Each 
Property Class: 

State Average Rates for CI, Res, 
Agt 3.47 8.50 14.1.1 20.59 28.47 37.82 48.81 65.40 81.38 100.00 

State Average Rates for CI, Res, 
Ag With Public Service and 
Personal Property/ADA 6.28 13.53 23.60 30.05 38.18 47.96 59.10 76.85 92.57 100.00 

CI and Res Rate of 13.00%, Ag 
Rate State Average (5.31%) 3.78 8.51 14.12 20.60 28.49 37.76 48.82 65.41 81.37 100.00 

CI and Res Rate of 13.00%, Ag 
Rate of 3.00% 3.28 8.90 14.10 20.14 27.98 37.39 48.50 66.97 83.65 100.00 

CI and Res ,Rate of 13.00%, Ag 
Rate of 5.00% 3.40 8.55 14.22 20.40 28.54 37.71 48.95 65.59 81.72 100.00 

CI and Res Rate of 13.00%, Ag 
Rate of 7.00% 3.59 9.27 13.97 20.90 28.62 40.15 48.96 64.50 80.13 100.00 

t 
CI- Conmercial-Industrial Property, Res - Residential Property, Ag - Agricultural Property 



TABLE VI 

GINI COEFFICIENTS, AND POPULATION VARIANCES FOR ALTERNATIVE 
CHANGES IN THE rROPERTY TAX SYSTEM, OKLAHOMA 1976-77 

Tax Base Alternative 

Actual 1976-77 Net Assessed Value 
Per Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
by District 

Estimated 1976-77 Net Assessed 
Value Per ADA by District Assuming 
the Following are Equalized: 

Personal Property/ADA 

Public Service Property/ADA 

Public Service and Personal 
Property/ADA 

County Assessment Rates for All 
Property 

State Average Rate 

State Average Rate With 
Public Service and Personal 
Property/ADA 

Gini Variance 

.3203 190,596,807.6 

.2499 126,803,516.5 

.2535 70,535,604.7 

.1799 32,202,322.2 

.3196 280,340,625.2 

.1700 80,098,104.1 
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TABLE VI (CONTINUED) 

Tax Base Alternative 

County Assessment Rate for Each 
Property Class: 

State Average Rates 

State Average Rates With 
Public Service and Personal 
Property/ADA 

CI and Res. Rate of 13.00% t 
Ag Rate State Average (5.31%) 

CI and Res. Rate of 13.00% 
Ag Rate 3.00% 

CI and Res. Rate of 13.00% 
Ag Rate 5.00% 

CI and Res. Rate of 13.00% 
Ag Rate 7.00% 

Gini 

.3033 

.1598 

.3031 

.3052 

.3032 

.3031 
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Variance 

178,588,907.2 

26,898,935.4 

17 8' 65 9' 8 71. 3 

145,090,844.7 

173,827,184.1 

206,798,023.0 

tCI - Commercial-Industrial property, Res -Residential property, 
Ag - Agricultural property. 
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The results indicate that the current treatment of personal and 

public service property contribute considerably to the variation of net 

assessed value per ADA. The variation in assessment rates alone does 

not appear to be a significant factor in the total amount of variation 

in net assessed value per ADA. However, in combination with equalized 

public service and personal property, statewide assessment rates for 

each property class are very effective in reducing the amount of 

variation. 

The use of differential assessment rates does not appear to be 

a major cause of variation in net assessed value. In general residential 

and commercial-industrial property are assessed at substantially higher 

rates than agricultural property. To determine the effect of changing 

the differential between these rates several alternatives were considered 

for which commercial-industrial property and residential property 

were assumed to be assessed at a 13% rate which is near the state 

mean of these rates. Agricultural property was assumed to be 

assessed at rates equal to, above, and below the state mean agricultural 

assessment rate of 5.31. The results indicate that the relative level 

of the assessment rate on agricultural property did not contribute 

much to the total variation in net assessed value per ADA. Decreasing 

the difference between the commercial-industrial and residential rates 

and agricultural assessment rate did not substantially reduce the 

variation. 

Examination of the decile data in Table V reveals that the 

alternatives that included equalized personal property and/or equalize 

public serivce assessments were effective in improving the distribution 
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of total net assessed value in the lower deciles. The other alternatives 

did not appear to change the distribution substantially. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Equality of educational opportunity is a concept that has 

received attention in recent court cases. Questions have been raised 

about the equality and equity aspects of common school funding systems 

that depend in a large part on the local property tax for revenues. 

In this study equal revenues per pupil was chosen as an adequate 

measure of equality of educational opportunity in Oklahoma. 

Common School Funding in Oklahoma 

The funds for conunon schools in Oklahoma c.ome from four main 

sources. Federally provided aid account for about 11% of total 

revenues for common education in Oklahoma. State dedicated revenues 

from such items as the gross production tax, auto, boat and motor 

licenses, provide about 12% of total common school revenues. Legislative 

appropriations account for 39% of total revenues. This state aid is 

distributed according to a formula provided by law. This formula 

includes net assessed value as a measure of the districts ability 

to support itself. The remaining 38% of total revenues come from 

local sources. Most of these local revenues are generated by the 

local property tax. 
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Property Tax System in Oklahoma 

In Oklahoma property taxes are levied on the assessed valuation 

of property. Most real and personal property in each county is 

assessed by the county assessor. This results in wide variation in 

assessment procedures, particularly assessment rates, across the state. 

The tax base in each school district consists of the assessed value 

of real and personal property in the district and the assessed value 

of public service property for the district as determined by the 

Oklahoma Tax Commission. County and district millage rates, within 

the limits established by the state constitution, are levied on the 

total net assessed value. Each of these factors partially determines 

the level of revenues from the property tax. 

Variation in revenues per ADA among the school districts of 
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Oklahoma may be due to variations in any of the four principal funding 

sources. In order to assess the relative importance of each in the 

total variation; the level of support each district would receive if 

a funding source distributed revenues in an equalized fashion was 

computed. The variation present in this equalized funding alternative 

was compared to the actual system to measure the net impact of equalizing 

that funding source. 

The distribution of total expenditures per ADA calculated for each 

of the alternative changes were compared using four indicators of 

variation. Decile distribution and Lorenz curves were prepared for 

each alternative. Population variances were estimated for each 

alternative and compared to the variance of the actual Oklahoma 

1976-77 distribution. Gini coefficients (univariate measures of 



inequality) were also computed. Variation in local revenues per ADA 

may be an indirect result of the distribution of net assessed value 

per ADA. To determine what causes the variation in net assessed 
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value per ADA information about the tax base in each district is needed. 

The available data for 'each school district provide only the total 

net assessed value of real, personal and public service property and 

the millage rate levied. In order to estimate the effect of changes 

in assessment rates, the market value of each class of real property 

is needed for each school district. 

These market values were estimated for commerical-industrial, 

residential, and agricultural property in each district by the use of 

proxy variables. The proxy variable used to estimate residential property 

was the number of families by income class for each district. Commercial

industrial property was estimated using the level of non-farm employment 

within the district. These proxy variables were estimated from 1970 

Census data. The value of agricultural property was allocated according 

to the physical size of each district. For each school district the 

proportion of the county total for the proxy variable,attributable to 

the school district was calculated. These proportions were used to 

allocate net assessed value amant the school districts within a county 

for each of the property classes. 

The effect on the distribution of net assessed value per ADA was 

estimated for several alternative changes in the property tax system. 

These alternatives included changes in the tax base and changes in 

assessment practices. The changes in the tax base considered 

were equalizing personal property per ADA and equalizing public 

service property per ADA. One alternative consisted of imposing a 



state average assessment rate for all classes of property statewide. 

Another alternative examined was imposing statewide differential 

assessment rates for agricultural, commercial-industrial, and 

residential property. 

Results 
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The results of this research indicate that variation in total 

revenues per ADA is caused by the distribution of revenues. Equalizing 

state dedicated revenues, federal revenues, or local revenues per 

ADA all resulted in reducing the variation, ceteris paribus. The 

results show that state aid served to reduce the variation in total 

revenues per ADA among students. The alternative of equalizing 

millage rates increased the variation in total in total revenues per 

ADA. Hence, most of the variation caused by local revenues is the 

indirect result of variation in the distribution of net assessed 

value per ADA. 

Variation in the distribution of net assessed value per ADA was 

substantially reduced when personal property and public service 

property per ADA were equalized. The results also showed that 

assessing different classes of property at different rates did not 

increase variation but was actually preferable to a uniform assessment 

rate for all property in reducing variation in net assessed value per 

ADA. 



TABLE VII 

SUMMARY OF GINI COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH COMMON SCHOOL 
FUNDING EQUALIZATION ALTERNATIVE, OKLAHOMA 

Source of Variation 

State Dedicated Revenues 

State Aid 

Federal Aid 

Local Revenues 

Millage Rate 

Actual 
1976-77 

Source of Variation Which Are Equalized 
For Each Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 

/ / 

/ 
/ 

./ / 
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6 

./ 
Gini Coefficient* .0827 .0742 .1098 .0729 .0794 .0816 .0855 

,~ 

Note = lower Gini coefficients signify more equal distributions of total 
revenue per ADA. 



TABLE VIII 

SUMMARY OF GINI COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH PROPERTY TAX 
. EQUALIZATION ALTERNATIVE, OKLAHOMA 

Source of Variation 
Actual 

1976-77 Sources of Variation Hhich Are Equalized For Each Alternative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Personal Property / .I I I 
Public Service Property I I / J I 
Differential Assessment Rates: I 

State Mean Rates / / 
CI and Res. = 13%, Ag-5.13% J 

CI and Res. = 13%, Ag-3% / 
CI and Res. = 13%, Ag-5% / 
CI and Res. = 13%, Ag-7% I V' I 

Composite Assessment Rate I 
State Mean Rate / ..; 

Gini Coefficient* .3203 .2499 .2535 .1799 .3033 .1598 .3196 .170( .3031 .3052 .3032 .3031 

*Note lower Gini Coefficients signify more equal distribution of net assessed value per ADA 



Implications for Oklahoma 

The results of this research can be used to answer important 

questions about the Oklahoma common school funding system. Does 

the current funding system provide equity in financing and equality 

of educational opportunity measured as equal educational revenues per 

ADA? Are inequalities in funding caused in part by the common school 

funding system itself? How can the system be improved with respect 
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to equity and equality? Are the disparities in assessed value per 

student as a measure of wealth the result of differences in assessment 

procedures or the actual distribution of property? 

The common school funding system in Oklahoma does not provide 

equity in school funding with respect to the concept of "fiscal 

neutrality" in providing equal expenditures for equal tax effort. 

The current funding formula considers only the millage rate in 

measuring tax effort, although the real or effective tax rate 

depends upon the millage rate and the assessment rate. In order to 

make the Oklahoma system more effective with respect to equity the 

current funding system could be changed to include the assessment 

rate in measuring the tax effort of a school district or by imposing 

standardized assessment rates statewide. 

The current system of funding does not provide absolute equality 

of educational expenditures per pupil. State dedicated revenues and 

local revenues as they are currently distributed both contribute 

to the inequality of per pupil expenditures. Equalizing state 

dedicated revenues can improve the current Oklahoma system of common 

school funding by eliminating some of these inequalities. Some of 



the inequalities resulting from the distribution of local revenues 

are indirectly caused by differences in assessed value per pupil. 

A substantial amount of the variation in assessed values per pupil 

can be reduced by equalizing the distribution of personal and public 

service property assessments. Imposing state average assessment 

rates for each property class in addition to equalizing personal and 

public service property would reduce the inequality in assessed 

value per pupil even more. Another change in the property tax 

system that would reduce variation is eliminating the tax on personal 

property. These changes would allow state aid funds to be used more 

effectively to compensate for differences in the actual distribution 
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of property and not differences caused by variation in assessment rates. 

Limitations of the Research 

This research is meaningful only to the extent that equal per 

pupil revenue is the desired measure of equality of educational opportunity. 

Equality of educational revenue is an adequate measure of equal opportunity 

only if it is assumed that equal revenues generate equal educational 

outputs. This implies that the costs and productivities of educational 

resources are constant throughout the state. 

Additional research could provide information concerning the ·costs 

of education throughout Oklahoma. The relationship between educational 

expenditures and actual education outputs could be examined for 

Oklahoma. Finally research could be conducted to estimate what level 

of educational output is optimum for Oklahoma. 
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197& E: S ll MA H.D IURKET VALUE ($ THOU) 

········-·-··--····················· 
DISTRICT COUNTY RESlOtNT, CUMH/lNDR AGRICUL, TOTAL 

················-··········-······--·····-··-·········-·····-············· 
ACAOEMV CENTHAL USAGE lb90, 355, i78, 4122, 
ACHILLE 8RYAN 367, 88, 529, 1001.1~ 
ADA PUNTL)TflC 9423, b213. lb2, 15798, 
ADAJ~ HAYES 90'5, 231. 1350, 2UKb, 
ADAMS lE.XAS 302, 115, 890, ll07. 
AFTON OTTAWA 11&2, 338, 1109, 2609, 
AGRA L. I NCOLN 148, 35, 211. 397, 
ALBION PUSHMATAHA 276, 14, 25'5, 565~ 
AL(JERSUN PITTSBURG 13, "'· Q.:S, 111. 
ALEX GRAIJY 517, 87, HOb, 141 0. 
ALFALFA C AUDO · ~bb, 7 7. 595, ens. 
ALINE•CLEO MAJOR 453, 1 ' 9 • too?, 2\79, 
AI.L E. N PONTOlUC oOl, 211. sqq, tqt5. 
ALLEN t:WWDEN CREEK H2fi, 153, 121, 1103, 
ALLUwE NOWATA 2!0, 48, 871, \130, 
ALTUS JACKSON 10422, Ul21, 9RO, 15724. 
ALVA wooos l.lb58, 2224, 6587, 13469, 
Af'1f3ff.I•PUCASSET GRADY 599, 128, 1548, 227"· 
Af.lfS 1'1AJ1l~ 117, 88, 1 t 54: tsc;q, 
ANAOARKll CAOOO 2hqq• 1105. 1328, 5.512. 
ANDE:~SON OSAGE 931.#. en~ 304, Jllb. 
AIHLfRS PUS t·H-1 A T A ~iA 21 bl •. l t 1. 1108, 1~82. 
APACHE CAOIHI 504, t5l. 902, 1 'jl,l). 
ARAPAHO CUSTER 447, 135. 1:137, tstq, 
ARDMORe CAl-HER 14124. 1.4323. 157, 18804, 
ARKOMA LEFLORE 51'~. 1 1 7 • ?.S • bS4, 
AR~ETT HARMON 149, ll, 701. 682, 

~ 
\0 



197& ESTIMAT~O MARt<ET VALUE ($ THOU) 
············-······················· 

DISTRICT COUNTY RE-SIDENT, CDMt-1/INOR AGRTCUL, TOTAL 
--····················-·-·-····················--·········~·-············· 

ARNETT ELLIS bOO, 132, 24bo, ll9b, 
ASHER POTTA~ATOMIE 298, ua. t;,Ob, 947, 
ATOKA ATilKA 1044, 179, 1077, 2300, 
.AVANT OSAGE 19b, 19 I 331, 548, 
BALKO SEAVER 401, 35. 1849, 2284. 
f:UNNEH CANADIAN 4b0, 81, qaq, l4CJO, 
tURNSOALL LlSAGf: 1oos, 107, 1.185, tb57. 
fURTLESV ILLE ~ASHINt;Tt1N 411521 12542, 1171. 548&5, 
BATTIEST MCCUIHA TN uso. 98, toOij, 21b2, 
t:lEAIWEN OKFUSI<EE 124, 4b, 377, 547. 
tiEAVEH tiE AVER 1279, 105, 18~5. 1210, 
HfGGS OKMULGEE 1080, 29, t1 b8, 227b, 
BEL.FONTE SEQUClV AH 107, lb, 11 b. 2'W, 
BELL ADAIR 14, to. t91, 235, 
tiENNINGTilN bRYAN 29'i, 49, 988, tl3b, 
HENTLEV ATOKA 34, b, 177. 217. 
t:lERRYHILL TULSA 1828, tOOl, 120, 2951. 
HfHWYN CARTER 140, 30, 2Kl 1 4'i3, 
BETHANY OKLAHOMA lbqb, 1028, 7. 2bf\O, 
BETHEL POTTAWATOMlE 1141, 1&7, 1175, 2bA3. 
tHG CABIN CRAIG 1l9. 17, b90, 6bb, 
iHG FOUW t~.lNGFISHER 22i, Sb. 1130. 1408, 
HIG PASTURE CIJl TON 4t9. 27, 19,9, 2414. 
tHLLINGS Nf1RLE 779, 171. 2788, 37lli. 
HINGER (4000 l7CJ. 107, 740, t~2b, 

BISHUP COMANCHE 470, 109. 229. 6(l'i. 
IHXHY TULSA 7456, 3980. 2250. 13oAB, 

\.Jl 
0 



197b E~TIMATEO MARt<ET VALUE ( ii THOU) 

-·········-~-~----·················· 

DISTRICT (';OUNTV RESIDENT. C 1.1 M M I ItW R AGRtCUL, JOTAL 
······················-·····································-··········-·· 
~LACK WELL KAY 4bUl, tuaa. 800, &CJ2o. 
SLAIH JACKSON 466. 155. 420. 1042, 
~LANCHARD MCCLAIN 11 ue, i!07, 839, 2tqu, 
t3LUE B~YAN lf~S, 37, l8b, b01, 
BLUEJACKt.T CRAIG ~17. 130, 15SO, 21CJ7, 
BOISE CITY CIMARRON 1280. 119, l8tll. 5442, 
BOI\CI11TO HRVAN ust. en. 1b1, 111 t • 
BOKOSHE LEFLOHE 35o, &a. 21U, bCJ2, 
~OLEV OKFUSKEE i!19, &CJ, 167, b~b. 
eOOI'IIE CADDO b0 11 Z2. 4lJ 1 • S?..S, 
BOSwELL CHOCTAW 518, 64, 537, 1 1 1 q • 
bOWLEGS SEMINOLE 329, su. 273~ bSb, 
BOWRihtG OSAGE 808, 79, 1255, 2141, 
I:Hl't'NTON HUSKDGEE 337, 109, l41. 1Bb, 
HRADLE. '( GHAOV 1 7 0. 37. 437, b4.S, 
HIHQ(.j5 MUSI<OGfE 11 b. 19, lRO, 1'55, 
fiRAMAN KAY toat, 282, t221. 2524, 
tJ~AV S TE.PHENS lb1, 1.14, 2183, 2lq5, 
HRillGE CREt::K GRADV 321, &9, 555, qa4, 
HRIGGS CHEROKEE lc7, bl. 410. Jq1, 
tHtlSTOw CREEl< 42lH>, 7'19, 1133, bl?.l, 
HRlli<EI·J ARROW TULS4 2~Q75, 11971. Jaqo, 407lb, 
BRUKE:.N anw MCClhH A lN 17'~2. 428, 938, Jtne. 
I::HWX Tl)N CAODO 79, 27, SOl, bOCJ, 
BRUS~V SEQUOYAH 137. 47. lb5, 349, 
l:tUFfALfl HARPER 1060, 112, 287b, 42«7. 
t:WFF ALII vALLEY LATtt-1ER 209, 1S. S'.H, snt. 

Vl 
f-' 



1CH& ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE ($ THOU) 
•w•••••••••••••••••••~•••••••~•••••• 

DISTRICT COUNfV RESIDENT, CUMM/JNI)R AGHtCUL, lrH A l. 

··················-··········~·-················~··················-······ 

BURBANK OSACiE. l7:S. lb. SOl, 912. 
~URLINGTON ALF"ALFA 1 ~ t 7. 27b, 1754, 54tJ7 1!1 

BURNS FLAT ~>~ASH ITA 20b, 37. 5lo, 776. 
BlJTLEH CUSTER 195, 40, ti7a, t 5' 1 • 
BlJTNER SEMINOLE sao, 109, 355, 1043, 
BYARS MCCLAIN 117, 17, 479, bt2. 
BYNG PONTOTOC 1387, 749, 8&3, 29qR, 
CACHE COMANCHE d4'-'· 189, ttt:s. 21~s. 
CADUU !:iRYAN b t 1 • 141, 1.424, 1578, 
CALERA MIHAN blS, 158, 332, 1105, 
CALUMET CANAl) JAN SoO, '-'b. 1498, 210«4. 
c•LVIN HUGHES 4&8, 5&, 5&2, 108o, 
CAI-1A~GIJ OEWEV 49, t7, uq2, 557. 
CAMERON LEFLORE 329, So, 3&5. 750. 
CANAlHAN PlTTSAURG 1035, 268, uq, 1372. 
CANEY ATOKA 139, 24, 4&4, b27, 
CANEY VALLEY WASHINGTi1N 1211, 341, 1017, 2o08, 
CA~TON BLAINE "23, 192, t7oo, 2374, 
CANUTE. 1'1481-tlTA j,2q, o5, 941, tllt>. 
C A RME N•() A.C UM A WOODS 1075, 132, 3074, ·4481, 
CARNE.GIE CAOI>O qQH, 271. t7J1. 300Cl, 
CARNE.V LINCOLN 160, 38, 20o, 404. 
CARTE~ Hf.CKHAM Slb, 168, 1081, 17 h 7. 
CAIHER G, wunoso ;'IAGONEH 260, 1/.f 1 1 0 t ' S7S, 
CAS~ InN KINGFISHER di.&U 1 190, 11R7, 2220 •· 
CASTLE UkFUSt<EE 21, 1 1 • 78, tto. 
CATfH)SA ROGERS 384&5, 7Sd, 7\6, 5119. 

U1 
N 



197b ESTIMATED MARKEl VALUE ($ THOU) 
····---·-·········-~-······-·-···-·· 

DISl~ICl COUNTY Rf:SIDENT, CUMM/INOR AGkTCUL. HIT Al. 

--···············-························-········-······················ 
CAVE SPHINGS 
CEMENT 
CENTRA HO~IA 
C~NTHAL 
CfNfHAL HIGH 
CHANDLE.R 
CHAT 1' ANDfJGA 
CHECUTAtt 
CHELSEA 
CHt::HfiKEE 
CHf.Y[NNf 
CHICKASHA 
CHOCTA~ 

CHOTEAU•MAZIE 
CHR13Tlt 
CLAREI¥It1RE 
CLAYTON 
CU.ORA 
CLE VELA N() 
CLINTON 
COALGATE 
CIJLREWT 
COL CURD 
COLEMAN 
COL.LIN~VlL.LE 
CDMANCtif: 
C01'1MEHCE 

ADAIR 
CADDO 
COAL 
STEPHfNS 
SEQUrn' AH 
LINCOLN 
Cll"1ANCHE' 
MCINTOSH 
ROGERS 
ALFALFA 
HUGn~ Mill 8 
GliADY 
llKL AHm1A 
MAV'ES 
ADAIR 
RU(;E:RS 
PUSHMATAHA 
DELAWARE 
PA~NEF. 
CUSTER 
COAL 
I.H:CYAN 
OELAWAkt. 
JlJHNSTUN 
llJLS A 

STEPHENS 
UTTAWA 

30, 
14 t • 

9b, 
1.31, 
144, 

1058, 
i,JQq, 

2"Ab, 
119\, 
t 1 1 9 • 
231, 

10"9u. 
578b, 

d9q, 
b9, 

7335. 
b07, 

12b8. 
407ti, 
5221, 

ij 51 • 
b2d, 
~29, 
lb£1, 

l'lbo, 
154b, 
1~83, 

9, 
102, 
20, 
14, 
49, 

25'4, 
95. 

345, 
382, 
292, 

73, 
2831, 
?51)7, 

25ij, 
20, 

?2'30, 
6&, 

1b8, 
517. 

lbll. 
198, 
1 ~ ~. 
tn, 
27, 

174o, 
114, 
Sbi, 

t~o. 
411, 
2H4, 

tOSb, 
157, 

t OQ 1 • 
2t25. 
1535, 
820, 

4713. 
14bt. 
n27. 
bh4, 

10b7, 
197, 
3tH • 
8'J1. 
5'55, 

?230, 
1423, 
t54b, 
440, 
419, 
}88, 
945, 

lb32, 
170, 

1~9. 
875. 
401. 

1221. 
3r;o. 

2403. 
?714, 
43bb, 
25Q3, 
&144, 
17b7, 

1l94tj, 
901H, 
2221). 

2f\b, 
99lJ1, 
15b4, 
1991, 
&82~. 
6277. 
2~9b, 
1210, 
lOll, 
579, 

o2S7, 
1'192, 
2411.&, 



1q7b t::SflloiATEll t-~ARt<ET VALliE (i THOU) 

~--·-··················--~---------· 

DISTRICT t:UUN'TY R t: S 1 () t. t;,~ T , C. U tH1/ ! N D R A G R I C U 1. , TOTAL 

································---·-··-·····························-···· 
CONNE~VILL.f. 
COPAN 
CURDtLL 
COT TUNwthJD 
CO~ l N(; HlN•OOLittLA 
COWETA 
COYLE 
CRAWFIJIW 
CRESC~NT 
CROOKED UAK 
CHOwOF.~ 
CHUTCHO 
CUSt-IING 
CUSTER 
CYRIL 
DAHLONE"GAH 
DALE 
DARl.INGTON 
DAUGHERTY 
OAVENPiliH 
DAVIDSON 
DAVIS 
DEER CREEK 
DE.f.R CRE-.tK•l..A,.10N 
l>t:LAillhlf 
DENISON 
tJEPE:w 

Jl)HNSTON 
WASHINGTON 
WASHITA 
COAL 
GAt-trlEU> 
~>;AGUNt::R 

L.IJGAN 
RUGER MILLS 
LOGAN 
Ul<l.AHOMA 
PITT SHURG 
UKL A H0r>1A 
PAYNf 
CUSTER 
C A()Q(I 

ADAIR 
PDTTAWATOMIE 
CANADIAN 
MURRAY 
LINCOLN 
TILL~AN 
~HJRRA Y 
I.Jt<LAHUMA 
GRA~T 
NUWATA 
MCCURlATN 
CHtEK 

111.4. 
o7H, 

14cti, 
t;t,. 

771, 
27lc, 

72ij, 
ct, 

1373, 
l•H 1, 

551. 
1719, 
5314, 

b42, 
718, 

19, 
b21, 
3Sl, 
159, 
2So, 
180, 

17qJ, 
2243, 
1217, 
247, 
j08, 
l.loS, 

20, 
200, 
~~ 0 1 • 

lti, 
132, 
196, 
162, 

19, 
22Z., 

1721~, 
154, 
746, 

tb20, 
l2b, 
247, 

5, 
·113' 

6\, 
2b, 
b2, 
48, 

291, 
970, 
1A7, 
ttl, 
78, 
AO, 

278, 
bb1, 

2855, 
211, 

40o.s, 
10Ul 1 

1090, 
to7o, 
1485, 

1.18, 
373, 
119. 
btb, 

22qb, 
660, 

35, 
641, 

tose, 
2LI2, 
lt17, 

tq67, 
824, 

tOQI.I, 
37Jb, 

381, 
177, 
1HA, 

1.11~. 
1~45, 
4b8Q, 
.51~. 

t,jq"'· 
j93tl, 
1980, 
115~. 
30RO, 
'5743, 
tO'Hi. 
2SH5. 
751J9, 
3064, 
1b2b. 

SH, 
1381. 
1473. 
427. 
bb5, 

23q~. 
290H, 
ti307. 
51 41 • 

bBti, 
51:d, 
7]4, 



t97o ESTJMATEO ~IARKET VALUf: ( $ THOU) 
-·······-···-···---~···-······---··· 

DISTfHCT COUNTY RE:SIOtNT, CUMM/INOR AG~TCUL, TOlAL 
·······················-········································~·········· 

DE WAH OKMULGEE 328, 9, 12 t • 459, 
DE IIlEY WASHlNGTIIN 28]0, 900, ot-2, tncn, 
OlSBLE MCCLAIN 300, 5&, 755. t 11 1 • 
DICKSON CAHTER 1211. 394, 849, 2475, 
OILL tiTV wASHITA 195, 410. o37, 812. 
DOVER KINGFISHER 498, lt9, 1721. 2141, 
ORUMM(1N0 GARFIELD 9 t 1. 1b9, 1514, 25q4, 
DRUMRIGHT CHEEK 1601, 313, 213, ~3~7. 
OUHOIS MUSKOGEE 88, :so, bl, PH. 
DUKE JACI<S!lN 404, 114, 1£1/JQ 11 19fH. 
DUNCAN STEPHENS 15218, 3990, t 1 94 •· 20402, 
OLJkANT t:iRVAN b350, 1952, 511, 8ti33. 
DUSTIN HUGHES 271, 17, 310, b40, 
EAGLETUWN r'1CCLIRTAtN 357, 8&, 958, 1402, 
EAKLY CADDO &no,- 7£1, bOS, q 1 0. 
EARLSBORO PUTTAWATflMlE 221, 41, 478. 7Ll2. 
EDMOND OKLAHOMA 27"59, 1393&. 3Jb8, LIL11b2, 
E-. L RE.NO CANADIAN b873, 13Sq, 51~9. B7A2, 
tLDOIHD(J JACKSON 3tH~, 115, t4l1J, t8C)7 1 

ElGIN COMANCHE 1214, 280, 8£19, 2142. 
ELK CITY BEC~<HAM LIS08, t•nq, b11, 71Ci7. 
ELMORE C tTY (;AHV IN oOl" 128, t otn, 1776. 
EMPIRE STEPHE:.NS ~50, 124, 1003, tb11, 
EI>~ID GARFIELD l247b, 8838, ~b7, 42181. 
ERICk BECKHAM 782, 28b, 1b4J, 27to. 
EUFAULA ~~C PHOSH 2290, 3~0. 10U2, ]hb2. 
FAIRfAX USAGE 1b02, 149, 892, zau3. V1 

V1 



1Q7b ESTIMATtn MARKET VALUE C :i THOll l 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DISTRICT COUNTV RESIDENT, COMM/INOR AGIHCIIL • TOlAL 
············-························································-···· 
FAIRLAND OTTAWA 93o, C!9o, 864, 20Q7. 
fA!RvJf.W MAJOR t14o, 4Q8, lOQ"• SJJij, 
FALl.S CLEVELAND· 78b, t9b, 527. 1508, 
F ANSHA1'4E LEFLORE 111. 24, 212. lA8 1 

FAHGO ELL. IS 4iU 1 11 7. t2U7, 17RH, 
FAHRIS ATUKA l(}Q, 19. 509. bl7. 
FA~UN COMANCHE 2b8, b2. 3b2. b91, 
,_. E L T CIMARRON 1171 111 20b0, 2231.· 
FJLLMllt<E JOHNSTON 45, 8, t19. tQl, 
FLETCHER COMANCHE o82, tb5, 31.12 I ttA9 1 
FLOWER MOUND COMANCHE 2ou, b~. 103, 429, 
FOREST Gl-lUVf t·1CCLIFH A IN 144, 381 1q2. 374. 
FORGAN HEAVER 3&2. 24. l'H 5, 2~no, 
FDIH cuaB CADDO 440, 14b, 80&. tl92. 
F'Q)( CAHTER SQO, 142, 721.1. 145b. 
FOYIL RUG.F. RS 221, bl, 270. SSLI, 
FRE.DERIGK T I LLMAI~ 1137, b7H 1 22121 b0Ll7. 
fREEllUM WI IUDS l4LI, 115, 1782, 22b0, 
FRit:NO G~AI)'I' Ll09 1 88, qqq, QQb, 
FRINK CHAMfiE.~S PITTSBURG 3a7, lO:S, 442, 91:), 
FT, Glt3SIIN MUSKO(a.E 922. 2QK 1 775. 1qqu, 
F.T • SUPPLY wUODWARO bt9, 215, q72. 1826. 
F'T, TOv.SUN CHOCTAw o271 67, 444, \\)8. 
GAGt tll.IS ,S89, 107, tlb2, Jb')ql 
GANS SE\JlJllYAH 1881 b~. t851 "l7. 
GAHI:-'ER GARFlfl.O 1328, 2451 25bA, 4lll2 1 
GARRETT tH:AV!.R 155, 1 " • q;?S, lOtJ4 1 

V1 
0'\ 



197& EIH I Ml TEf> HARKET VAL liE' ($ THI1U) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Dl8T~ICT C!JUNTV ~ESID£NT, COM~1/l NO~ AGRtCUL, TOTAL 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

GATE tiEAVEf.i 12'1, 9, blt. 756, 
GE.ARY HLAtNE. 754, 212. 2018, 1004. 
GERONIMO COMANCHE &11. 118, !:i7S, t32b, 
GLt:.NCUl:. PAYNE 359, 95, 10&&, 1520, 
GLE.NPUDL TLJLSA 234, 79, 9A1, 1294, 
GLOVER MCCURTAIN c7, 1 7. 100, 184, 
GOOOL. AND CHOCTAw &b, 11. 73, 149, 
GOODWELL TEXAS 31b, llU, 1 t 8&. 170o, 
GORE SECJUOY AH 1151, 351, 1012. 25t9, 
GOTt:l1n KIU~IA UH, ';9, t5lb, 2027. 
GOULD HARMUN 240, Sl, 17b7, 2ono, 
GIUCt:MUNT CADDO .H \ • 121. &90, 1122, 
GRAHAM CARTER 258, 55, 488, 1;01, 
GRAHAM OKFUSKEE &5, 25, 205. 295, 
GRANUFIELO TlLLM4N 723, lOb, 2147, 297'5, 
GRANDVJflll 5 H:.PHENS 378, 8&, 85, 549, 
GRANIJV!EW CHEROKEE td 6, lt 4. 28b .. 1 0 t 8. 
GkANITE GREER bbO, 157, ?071. 2889. 
GHANT CHOCTAw 42"7. 57, 2Hl. 7&&. 
G~E.ASY A I) A 11~ 30, 9, 150. 189, 
G~EENFlELD t;LAINE 17b, 9<1. 1402. 1&7b, 
GHEENVILLE LOVE 178. ?2, t87, lA7, 
GRE.GOHY fHIGERS 203, ~8. 130, 391, 
GROVE POTTAWATOMlE ~08, l'i'l, 318, 1102. 
GRUVe DELAwA~t r:,b2"1, 745, 1uq1, Q4b9, 
GUM SPRINGS SE(WOVAH 29q, 98, 89. UAb, 
GUlHfoiiE LOGAN 7134, 1~98, 2457. tlOA9. 

Vl 
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197b ESTIMAT~O MAf~KET VALUf:: ( i THOU) 

············-······················· 
DlSTRJCT COUNTY RESIDt:NT, COMM/INUR AG~tCUL, TOTAL. 

···················-~·····························-····················-·· 

GUY..,ON TEXAS 557b, 2SSq, 1'521.1, 11b54, 
GYPSY CREEK iOl, 1.10, 2q1. suo. 
HAILEYVILLE PITTSHURfi o06, 1&8, 92, Hb8, 
HAMMON CUSTER 259, 51. t578, 18~8. 
HANNA MCINTOSH 225, 2b, 394, bUS. 
tiAfH>EST Y TEXAS 25~. 95, tt73, 1520. 
HARM{JNV ATOKA 83, 15, 121. 4\9, 
HARRAt~ OKLAHOMA 1949, 734. 78b, l4n9, 
HARTSHORNE PITTSBURG 840, 224, lb8, 14~2. 
HA SKEl.L MUSKOGEE' 1200, l20, 1072, 25Q2, 
HAWORTH MCCLHHAIN 4b1, 88, 589, 11tl5, 
HAY~(JU!J PITTSBuRG 112, ld. . 121. 4b5. 
HEALOTON CARTER tctb. :no. 3b4, 1950, 
HEAVENER l.EFLORI: ")72, 107, b2l.l, 1303, 
HELENA ALFALFA 370, ~2. 2817, 32A9, 
HE~~ESSEV KINGFISHER 2117. 521, t1225. 70bl, 
HENRVET1'A OKMULGEE 4027, Q'i, &22. 4748, 
HlllDALE. MUSKOGEE 2'tHo, 913. sr;o, 1959, 
HINTON CADOfl 92'1, 189, 22b0, ll7c, 
HITCHCOCK tH.AlNE 232, 129, t4tJ2. \80j. 
HOBART KT.nWA 29bb, 110. 1390, SObS. 
HODGEN LEFLURf:: 72, 13. 2h4, lS \). 
HIJLDE:NV lLLf HUGHES 2929, lb0 1 581, 1870, 
HOLLIS HARi"tON 1243, 2b2, 20?Q, 3534. 
HOLLV CREEK MCClHH A IN \'il, 1'1, 118, 330. 
H0t+1HJV OSAGE 21 (n. 2\1, t l)b8. 347'5. 
HOOKfR TEXAS 1189, 395, tb'SO, 3215. 

Vl 
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197& ESTlHATEO t1ARKE T VAL,UE ( s THOU) 
·······~··········-················· 

DISTRICT COUNTY RtSIDENT, CUM~I/J N()R AGRICLIL, HJT AL. 

---~·-··-·····--·-······-·········-···-··································· 

HO.,..E LEf.LORE 18o., ~~. 147, lbb, 
HUlJO CHOCTAW 2125, ll9, 1.141, 30R7, 
HULBf~T CHf::ROKEE 557, 109, 562. tZ27, 
HVPRU CAD!>O sao, l f 1 1 1482, 2&79, 
IDAtH.L t-1CCURT A IN 3365, 812, 850, 5026. 
tnt. At Ct-lA{G 162, 41, 910, 113S, 
lNDlAhtJI'!A COMANCHE 1qo, 78, 570, 989, 
HHllAN CAMP USAGE 71b, 7b, 878, 1730, 
l1110lANULA PITTSBURG 537. 150, 157, 104~. 
lNULA FHlGE f( S 1019, 294, 570, 1901, 
JAY DEtAWARE 2489, 314, 20&7, 48QO, 
JENI<S TULSA 27879, 15200, 44&5, 4751.13, 
JENNINGS PAWNEE Zbl.l, 35, 79, 377. 
JET•NASH ALFALFA 77i., 142, 2987, 3901. 
JUNES OI<L4t1(lMA 1758, o77, 432, 28&7. 
JOY MURRAY 2&8, 42, 28i.i, 5QtJ, 
JUSTICE SEMINOLE 162, 29, 39, 2!0, 
JUSTUS ROGERS 523, 1~9. 192, H&4 1 

KANSAS DELAWARE lollS, ss. bOb, 10Q7, 
KAW CITY KA'( 142. 41. 214, 3Qb, 
KELLYVILLE CHE'EK 1219, 222. &Ob, 20IJ7 1 

KE NWLH)f) OELAIIlARE q, 2, 47. 58, 
KfUTA HASKELL 47b, flO, 477. to~:s. 
KE,TCHUt-1 CRAIG ~~o. 24"· loSS, 28Jq. 
KEYE& C!MARRUN 19t~, 187, 16'39, 2620, 
KEVS tHEI-ltlKEf 1175, 211, 8Q2. 22AO, 
KEYSTONE: TlJLSA ,7b1, 422, 29 t. 147"· 

V1 
\0 



1976 ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE ($ THOUl 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I>I~TklCT COUNTY IH.S!OENT 1 CUMM/I~DR AGHICUL, TOTAL .. 
··········································-·····-···--···········--··-·-·· 
KIEFt.R CRtF.K SAl, 1 t b. 52, 7tJ9, 
KILDARE KA't b27, 175, 92 t • 17~3. 
KINGFTSHER KtNGF.lSHER 3802, 912. 2861. 7597, 
KINGSHtN MA!oiSHALL 17""· 2'10, 1090, 3074, 
KINTA HASKELL .300 1 61, 536, 897, 
KlUWA PITTSBURG 28q, 79, 848, 1215, 
KONAWA SEMlNIJLE 1008, 152, &06, 176b, 
KREBS PITTSBURG 662, 184, ~OI.l, 12~0. 
KREMLIN GARFIELD 1021, 189, 2058, 3270, 
LAHOIAA GARFIELD 524, 100, 86q, 1l.l9l, 
LANE ATOKA 110, 1'1, 475, cn:s. 
LANGSTON lOGAN 114, 19, 217. 349, 
LATTA PONTOTOC 1570, 865, lL109 1 J81J4, 
LAVERNE HARPER 887, 20&, 3417, 4510, 
LAlli TON COMANCHE 50653, 11062. tl37, b305l, 
LEACH DELAWARE 185, 26. ll.lO, 350, 
LEEDV IJE~EV 25S, 76, 20&1, 23q4~ 
LEFLORE LEFLORE 170, 27, ~R2, b7q, 
LEHIGH COAL 4o, 11. 76. 11"· 
LENAPAH NfJIIIAlA 380, 81, 11Qq, tosq, 
LElJN LOVE 121. tS, tt;tl, 2QO, 
LEUNAkl) TULSA 81, 29, St14, b5S, 
L~XlNGTUN CL.fVELANO 1251:1, 331, 805, 239~. 
LIBE~TY TULSA 191, &7. t20CJ, 14&7, 
LlBEkTY S f lJ IH I 't A H 1q, 27. 108, 214, 
LIBERTY UKMUL.GEE 1&0, l.l, 462, b2b, 
LINDSAY' GARVIN 2S3o, o& 1. 2371. 5568, 

0\ 
0 



197& ESlJMATED MARKET VAUtf (S THftU) 

········-···--·-···--·-·······--···· 
DISTRICT COUNTY RESIDENT, COMr•1/ 1 NDR AGfHCUL. lOTAl 

-------·-·------····-·······-·-·-----·--·······-········-···---~-·----···· 
LITTLE AXl CLEVELAND 4UJ. 107. 54&. t07.S.. 
lOCUST GROVE ~AYES !071. 244. 807. lt22. 
LOMEGA KINGFISHER ~~n • 140, ?993. 1120. 
LONE GROVE CAR'TEA 97Ua 2b2. 741. PHS. 
LONE 8TAfl CREEl\ t7So. 178. 401. 2514. 
LONE i!JOLF l\ IOWA blS. 104. to7c. 24tl. 
l.UkGDALE SlAtNE 104. 53. 64ba snz. 
l00Kf8A•SICKLE8 CADDO .. .,.~. 142 • 95&. 1598. 
LUST CITY CHEROKEE 12. 14. 147. 212. 
LOWREY CHeROKf.f 20Jt. 17. 102. 519. 
LUKFATA MCCURTAIN t~'s. 42. to~. ltO. 
LUTHER OKLAHOMA 879. 109, t t lo. 2}24. 
M4COr-t8 POTTAWATOM!E 172, 72. t025. t4&o9. 
f'tAOILL MAflSHALl 10. t1. 5071. 51'58, 
MANGHJ!ol GREER soe. Z2. b28CJ. b~t9. 
MANITOU TILLMAN 59, t4. &9&,, 7&9, 
MANrtFORD CREEK 2bb2, 457. tt&l. 4282. 
MANNSVILLE JOHNSTOt-1 270. r;:s. 322, blJb 1 

MAPLE CANADIAN l5b, b1, tl09, t72b. 
MARBLE CITY SEQlJOYAH to~. 33, 90. 227, 
P.tAR IE TTA LOVE 1q70, 202, b48, 2320, 
MA~LANO NOBLf 349. 80, tS~~. 1971. 
"'ARU.IW STEPHENS 25&0, '580. 835. 197b, 
MARTHA JACKSON .H 1, 1 1 " • SUb, 971. 
MAHYETTA Af)AJR 127. 37. 187, :sr;o. 
~1ASON OKFUSKEE 180, bb, 594, 840. 
MAUD PlllTALIIATUMlE o59, lOb, b8b. 1450. 

0"> 
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197& ESTit<!ATEO MARKET VALUE. CS THflUl 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DlSTklCT COlJNTV RESlOE:.NT, CW.iM/INOR AGktCUL, TOTAL 
········································-~·--·-··························· 

f'1AYSVtLLE GARVIN 1054, 277, 101.l9, 2380, 
MCALt:STER PITTSBURG 81.lA7, 295&, tf\2, 11&26, 
MCCORD OSAGE 1060, 87, 323, 1489, 
MCCURTAIN 1-iASI<ELL 4!41, 52, 18&, bRO, 
MCLISH. PONTOTOC 101, 164, 546, 1 0 11 • 
MCLOUD PliTTAWATOMlE l24b, 320, t 11 8. 2&84, 
ME.OFliRO GlUNT lb'iq, 275, 1117. 52QO, 
MEOlCINE PARK COI'>IANCHE 75, 18. 95, 1A9, 
MEEKER. LINCOLN 113, 74, 5ll.l, 921. 
MERRITT BECKHAM 512, 1&7, 980, 1&58, 
MIAMI OTTAWA 11075, 4551, 1885, 17511. 
MlDDLEHERG GRADY tna, 23, 41&, 545, 
MIDWAY MCINTOSH 159, 41, 340, 7UO, 
MJtJwt.ST CITY UKL4HOMA 49511, 21450, 682, 71903, 
MILBURN JOHNSTON 158, t'b, 289, 473, 
MILFAY CHEEK 211. 41, 342, 5Q4, 
MILL CREEK JOHNSTON 514, 81, b76, 1271, 
MILLWOOD OI<LAHOMA 4ol5, 2170, 1t0, b9&4, 
MINCO GRADY 811, 171, 1244. 2225. 
MINGO TUL.SA 736., ;?59, tt&l, 215q. 
MOFFE.TT SEQUOYAH to7, 57, lo, 2&1. 
MONROE LEFt ORE 1 bO., 29, 1q1. 3AO, 
t10UR~ CLEVELANil 33788, 11875, 2235, 478q8, 
MOORELANO wonr>~ARD 1109, 359, 2~00, '58b6, 
MURRIS IIKt<~Ul.GEE 925, 21, Q28, t87l, 
MORRISON NOBLE 17'7, 8&, lbQ7, 21oo, 
MOSELEY OELhiAWE 371, 58. 117. 54b, 

0\ 
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197b UHIMAH.D MARKET VALliE ($ THOll) 

·····························--····· 
DISTRICT COUNTY RtSlOENT, CUI<lM/lND~ AGHTCUL, TOTAL 

···············-·························································· 
MOSS HUGHES 518, 62, 558, t 1171 
HOT liN MUSKOGEE. 178, b1, 139, l8t.l, 
MUlJNIJS CREEK 722, 11.12, 17&, 1041, 
MOYERS PUSHMATAHA 152, ~l. 352, 7tH. 
MT 1 PARK KIOWA 270, 58, 4U5, 773, 
MT, VIEW !(IOWA 8Sl, lt 8. 2253, '52,?5, 
MULDROw SEQUUYAH &80, 2'3&, l&t, t277. 
MULHALL•O~L AHO!l LOGAN to~ti. 235, t&83, 296b, 
MUSI<OGEE MUSKOGEE 27900, 10bl3, 1921. 40414, 
MUSTANG CANAU!AN 7ouo, J55o, 3&10, 12805, 
I'J A SHOB A PllSHMATAIH s. 1 • bb, 71. 
NAVAJO JACKSON 289, 10&, 873, t2tt8, 
NEW LJMA SEMINOLE 4'11, 75, 14 t • b57, 
NEitfCASTlE tiCCI.AIN 12bb, 225. lt 58. 2o49, 
NEWKIRK KAY JS79, 430, t78U 1 3793, 
NINNEKAH GRADY 781, 158, tt5l, 20q1, 
NO, ~o<OCK CREEK POTTAWATOMIE 'll9, 71, 62b, 1llb, 
NUHLE CLEVELANl) 2081, 638, 1200, '1'118, 
NOBLt:lOWN SEMINOLE 9 7. 18, 22, i3b, 
NUHIWIAN CL~VELAN() '18627, 17559, tb81, b18b1, 
NOfHH ENID GA~FIELD 2240, btlb, 2151. '5038, 
NORWUOD CtH· ROK~f. 182, Jq, 202, 419, 
NUWATA NOWATA 22ti, b14, 1&39, 45?.5. 
NUVAKA OKMULGEE 69, 2, 114, 445. 
OAK (ilhJVE. PAYNE bb, 18, 183, 4b8, 
UAKDALt (IKLAI-IrJrU. 1022, 41~6. 1&8, lbJ7. 
IJAKS MISSION DELAwARE tso, 21. 258, tl3b. 0"1 
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197b ESTIMATE() MARKEl VALliE ($ THOU) 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

DISTRICT C01lN1V RfSIDfNl, COMM/li'Jt)R AGWJCUL, TOTAL 
·······-····················-·····-···~············--·-··················· 

OGLESBY WASHlNGTtlN lSl. qq. 313. 764. 
OIL TUN CR~EK Sbb• 100, 1 , 8. 784. 
DKARLHf KINGFISHER 1052. lql. 2722. 1966. 
UI<AV ~~;A GONER 517. 34, 313. 92~. 
UKEENE t:n• INE 1233. 5£13, 3005, 47R1, 
UKEMAH UKFUSKEE 1234, 452, 810, 249~. 
0KLAH0t1A CITY UKl AH0t>1A 279090. 124941, 2U35, tiObUbb, 
OKMULGEE UKMLILGEE 10507, :uz. 117~. 11 qcn. 
OKTAHA MUSKOGEE 281, q£1, 605, 980, 
OLIVE CREE:K 731, 130, 411. t2q2, 
OLNEY CtlAL 206, az, 529, 779. 
ULUSlEE JACI'-SON 291, 97. 973, 13~1. 
ONEY CAOOO 121. 54. 953, 1128. 
OOLEtiAH ROGERS 1570, 387. 14n4, 3361. 
OPTIMA lEXAS 9&, ]8, 3Sll, 4Aq, 
USAGt MAVES 3tH. 105, 174, &20, 
OSAGE HIL.LS OSAGf 777, 77, 2tb, 1070. 
llWASSU TULSA &199, 32&9, 1065, 10~31, 
PADEN OKFUSI<EE 279, 85, 1.173, 811). 
PANAMA L.EFl.OR~ 589, qq. 351 1 1039, 
PANULA LATTMER 17&, ]0, 4S 1, &58, 
PAOLI (;A 1-< V 1 N lii5, qe, &92, t t 7n" 
PAULS VAL.LtV GAkVIN lb1b, 9Qb, R99 1 5'571. 
PAwHlJSi'A OSAGE 3467, lA7, 793, 4&48. 
PAWNEE PAWNeE. 228l, 280, 20t6, 4580, 
PE4VlNt:. ADAIR 60, t 8 • 154, 232. 
PECKHAI1 I<.AY 720, aoo, 857. 177b. 

0\ 
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1q7b ESTIMATED MARI\ET VAL.Ut: ($ THnlJ) 

··-······-·························-
l>lSTkiCT COUNTY Rl:.SIDENT, CU,.1M/ INOR AGHICUL, TOTAL 

···············································----················-······ 
PEGGS CHERUkEE lq"· 17. 3'36, 5&7, 
PE.RKlNS•TRYON PAYNE 15U5, ~4b, !224, '3215, 
PE~NELL GARVIN 170, 43, 7t~7, qij(), 
PERRY NOHLE 3717, lOOi, 2&01, 7320, 
PIC~it.R lJTlAWA 281.4, Q8, toq, "qo, 
PlCKETT•Cl:.NTER PONTUTOC 271, 151, tlo, 556, 
PIEDMONT CANADIAN t:Hq, 232, 2210, 3R21, 
PIONEE"R GRADY HIS I 40, 1121, bllb, 
PIUNEER•PLEASANT GARFIELD tSto, 279, 2277, 4o7e. 
PITTSBuRG PITTSBURG 220, 65, 212, 511. 
PLAINVlEi-4 CARTER· 1qo9, 57b, 1254, '.H38, 
PLAINVIEw CIMARRON 84, 22, PH&, 20A2, 
PLEASANT GROVE POTTAWATOMIE 2bl, 49, en, 4(')4, 
PL.EASANT GkOIJE SEMINOLE )Sts, 54, 98, 510. 
PLEASANT VIEw PAYNE 459, 151, 255, 8&5, 
POCOLA LEFLORE o37, 143, 205, 985. 
PONCA CITY KAY 22832, 7777, 2506. 3lltS, 
PnNO CREEK GRANT 10q7, uu. 3476, a7so. 
PORTER 1-iJ\GDNER 9oo, 51. 781. 1798. 
PORUM MUSI<OGE~ 423, tll, hlt. 1175, 
POTEAU LEFLORE 2993. o9Q, SCJS, 42R7, 
PRAGUE LINCOLN 1109, 208, t594. 29tt. 
PRESTON UKHUUiEE 211. ;. 41t. bfHi. 
PRETTV wATER tREEK 257. IH. toe. 417. 
PROGkESSIVE MAJOR ~os. 119, t3'10, t9t7. 
PRUE OSAGE bll. b2, bill. LB&. 
PRYOR MA'fES &122. 1772, t22l. qlf7. 

(j\ 
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t<Hb ESTH1ATfD MARt< F. T VALU~ Oi THOll) 

········-··························· 
DISTRICT CUUNTV Rt:SJDE:NT, C (J ,.1M I I N f)~ AGHICUL, TflT~L 

···························································-·············· 
PURCELL MCCLAIN 2990, btb, 807, ~Hitl, 

PUTNAM CITY tlKLAHOI.,A 10blb7, 48045, 1 ~ 1 1 • 155823. 
QUAPAW OTTAWA Sl.ll, 191, btl], t 3 78 •. 
YUINT0~'-1 PlTTSBURr. 448, 103, 351, 901, 
RALSTON PAwNEE 575, 71. qzo. 15~1). 

RAlTAN PUSHMATA._.A I.J4l, bb, 944, tt!Sl, 
kAY IA JOHNSTON 8b 1 15. 251, 152. 
Rt:D flAK LATIMER 251, t12, SLit, 834, 
RED kOCK NO~LE 2l8, ss. l290, 158l, 
1-<EYDUN RflGER MILLS 87, 2o, tu&7, 1580, 
RINGLING JEFFERSON b8b, 81, 2079, ZBtlb, 
RlNGwOUf) MAJOR """· t2l. 15]b, 2102, 
RIPLEY P4VNE 1040, 303, 77, 1419, 
HIVEHSIDE CANADIAN 473, 82, 81.15, 1'100, 
ROSIN t1ILL CLEVELMH) 177. ""· t""· l.ltb, 
HOCK~ MT, AOAIR 24, 7, Q5, 12b. 
!-<OFF PONH1TOC 594, 283, t085, 19&2. 
HOLAN() SEQUOV4H 397, 112. 224. 753. 
~OOSEVELT !(lO~A bbl, 132, PJ84, 2777. 
HUSH SPRINGS GRADY 942, 157. 1271. 2171, 
~VAL MCINTOSH lt. l. b2. 8b. 
RYAN JEFFERSON 524, 68, 1Q2J. 25tb. 
:UL,lNA f-'•AYES 725, 139, 363, t227, 
SALLISAW 8E raUtJV A H 2002, b1b, o17. lltS, 
SAND SPRINGS Tt.ILSA 12550, 7103, 11&0. 20812. 
SAPUl.PA CR£EK 13251. 2655, 2fl2, .1&307, 
SASAKWA SEMINOLE ,/4321 7o. 299, 607, 

(j\ 
(j\ 



1976 E:STIMATEO t-'ARKfT VALUE ,, THOUl 
-·~································· 

OISTIHCT COUNTY RESIDENT, COI·lM/ I NOR AGIOCUL, TOTAL 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SAVANNA f'lTTS~URCi 297, 89, 172. sr;9, 
SAY~C. bECKHAM l'HH • 829, 1944, U720, 
SCHULTE:H OKMULGEE 221, s. u~s. 412, 
SCHWAIHl CLEVELAND 494, l2b, 241, 6h1, 
SElLING DEWEY 471:!, lob, 212t. 2Cibb. 
SEMINilLE SEMINOLE 4209, At 1 , 79, 50QQ, 
SENTINEL wASHITA b35, 140, 12?0, JQQ4, 
SEQUtJYAH HilGERS 81)2, l42. 521. t b, 5. 
SHAD'V' GROVE CHE:ROKEE bO, t 2. t03, 174, 
SHADY PUINT LEFLORE 129, 24, 12, 185, 
SHAMFWCK CREEI4. lbl, ll, ~bO, 455, 
SHARIJN•t<IUTUAL j~j(]()OwARD &57, 540, t910, 1107, 
SHATTUCK ELLIS 133'1, 3b9, 24S2, 41'54, 
SHAWNEI:: POTT HIAT!lMJE 15713. 1235. b51. 19599, 
SHIDLER CJSAG~ 1385, 117. 181Jb, 3348, 
SILO H~YAN b31, 158, 967. t75b, 
SKELLV ADAIR So, t 4.t. 295, 565. 
St<IATOUI'- TULSA 2888, 1017, t302, '5207, 
SMITHVILLf r-1CCtHHAJN 274, !iS. 1294, tb?l. 
SNYDfH KIOWA 816, tA2, 1'129. 2U49 1 

so. Cllff"fYVIL.LE NOWATA Ll81, l 17. 595, tt9.S, 
so. 1-f()C:Io. CREEl< ..,I,TTAWATIIM!E 721, 1'39, 4b9. 1129. 
SDPEt< CHOCTAW ~OLI, '5 l • ~60, 1;11b. 
SOUTHSIDE JACKSON 4~1. 151, ttttS. 17UO. 
SPARKS liNClllN 81, 19, 122. 221. 
SPAVINAW t-1AYE.S j8t, 61, 96. 5J9. 
SPERHY TULSA 1218. 551, lb5. 21'i4. 

0'1 
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tq7b EST lt-1ATEO MARKET VAUlt ($ THflU) 

······-~···········-···-·······-···· 

OISTHIC1 COUNTY RES!I)ENT, CtlMM/INl>R AGRlCIJl, HHAL 
-~···-···········································~·····-········-~·-······ 

SPIRO LEFLORe 1517, 2C17 • b8b, 2500, 
SPRlNGE.R CARTER 194, bl, bb2, 9tA, 
ST, LOUIS POTTAWATOMlE 121, 24, 147, 4Q3, 
STERLING COMANCHE b44, 154, Sol. tlo2, 
STID.,.AM MCINTOSH 125, 14, 219. 358, 
STIGLEiR HASKELL 1800, 4Jb, 1298, 3514, 
STlLLwATEk PAYNE' 23984, tl'lo9q, 1471, 3615o. 
STILWElL ADAIR 1064, 2<H. 855, 2210, 
STONEWALL PllNTUTOC 512, 219, SbO, 13 t 1. 
STONY POINT COMANCHE 90, 22, 111. 221. 
STRAIGHT TEXAS 221, 102, 1464, 1789, 
STRATFORD GARVIN 78o, 145, 99b, 1927. 
STHINGTDWN • TCJK A 111, 14, 789, 9tb, 
STROTHER SEMINOLE 962, tbS, 27b, 1423. 
STROUf) LINCOLN 976, c2l.IO, t134, 23')0, 
STUART 1-!UGHES 350, ua, lJb9, BbO. 
SULPt-illioC MUNIU V 3057, 41ol1. o92, a len. 
SUMNER NOhLE tSb, 36, 798. 991. 
SWEETWATER BECKHAM 139, 44. t33t. t SHI, 
SWINK CHUCTAw 89, a. 14b, 2ll5. 
TAHLE(Jli4H CHEROKEE 607i., 1575, 11&7, 8815. 
TALII-tJNA LEFLORE 35.5, 51, 587, qcn. 
TALOGA LJEwEV 1351. 445, 912, 2708. 
lANN~Hlll PITTSBURG 148, lJ], 178, 3&9. 
TECUMSEH PUTTAIIIATOMlf 2391 .. 4117. t527. 4!35, 
TEMPLE CllTTDN b47, 54, t8tl4, 25Lib, 
TfNKILLt.R CHE.ROKEE 192, 3b, 2A2, 509, 

0\ 
():) 



t97c EST1~1ATEO MARKET VALUE ($ THrlU) 

······························-····· 
lJlSTkiCT COUNTY RES!Dt.Nr, COMM/lNllF" AGRTCUL, T DT Al 

········-·············-·········-···················~····················· 

TERRAL JEFFERSON 2&8, 37. 5'32. 8Ci7, 
lE.XH()MA TEXAS o38, 121, tbQO. 2449. 
THACKtRVILLE LfiVf 211. 27. 240. 478. 
THOMAS CUSTf:.R 107b, 257. 2311, lblHI, 
TIAWAH f.iiHtfkS 32ij, 94, 238, bbO. 
Tl PT(JN TILLMAN ijJ'l, 1b2, 1577, 2573, 
TlSHO~INGO JOHNSTON l4b4, lt'l, t 4 t 9. J2oe. 
TOM Mt,;CIHH A IN 191, lb, 198, 425. 
TONKAWA KAY 221b, 753, tl38, 4307, 
TULSA TULSA 390145, 214809, 50'57. b100! 1, 
TUPELO CflAL 'lbo, 8S, 748, 1198, 
TURKEY FORD UTTAWA 393, 135, 211, 738, 
TURNER LOVE 1097, 11 7. ?093, 1308, 
TURPIN BEAVfR "745. tJB. 2&77, l4b9, 
TUSH!<. A ATOKA en. t 7. l&c, 475, 
lUSKAHUMA PUSHMATAHA t9b, 24, 188, I' 0 9 1 

TUTTLE GRADY Joua, 157, l2b8, 1274, 
TWIN HlLL.S OKMULGE.E 221, b, ROb, toJq, 
TYRONE TE)(AS 340, 129, b08, 107b, 
UNION TUl-SA 24237, 12bb5, '53ll9, 42250, 
UNION 1'. A'( l5S, 100, lfH, 842, 
UNION CITV CANADIAN 5b:S, Cil.4, fl!,Ql, tl24b, 
UTICA ti~VAN 71. t 5. t98, 2Rba 
\lALLI ANT MCCUIH A l f<J bQb, 12'1, 502, 132ba 
VAMUUSA SEMINOLE c32, 35, 151, 42U, 
VANOSS PONTOTijC 490, 2b2. 5lt. 12Rl, 
VARNUM SEMlNDt~E l9b. 69, 8Q, 5'34, 

0'\ 
1..0 



1976 1:' S T 1 M A T ~ ll 1-1 ARK E T VALUE. (Si Tt-IOU) 

··············--·-·············-···· 
orsr~rcr COUNTY RE.SIDENT 1 CUMM/INr)k AGRICUL. TOTAL 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Vtl.MA•ALMA STEPHENS b01. l4b 1 2009. 27bl. 
VERDEN GRADY o91, lb~. t O'H • 1957. 
VERDJGIUS ROGERS 1345, toto. 979. 5334. 
VIAN SEQUOYAH 79b, etao, 778. t8t4. 
VIti DE.~EV 200. b1. 1128, 15Q4, 
VINITA CRAIG 3lbb, 1014, 1b52, bOll. 
wAGONER i'!4GONEH ll9tl. 295. 1337. 65lJb, 
WAINwRIGHT tr1US~<OGEE 304, 104, 214, IJIJ2, 
WAKITA GRANT S4b 1 1 0 1 • 1390. t&Ol7 111 

WALKER GAHVtN lll. 15, 558. 72b. 
WAL.TERS COTTON 1303, 102. ~1'79, 35A5, 
WANETTE PflTTAWATClMIE 368, r;z, t570, 1989, 
WANN NOWATA 199. 1.19, ~so. bQ9, 
WAPANUCt<A JLIHNSTON 334, S4, 801, t 1 qo. 
WARNt.R r-tUSKOGE.E 7bl, 2~U. 701, 1708. 
~ASHlNGTilN· . MCCLAIN bb 1, 131. 1J5U, 211.18. 
WASHITA HEIGHTS WASHITA 187. 83, 2211, ?682. 
WATONGA BLAINE 2aoo, 10q8, lqtJ. 5210, 
WATSON MCCURTAIN 155. 39, 204, ;sqe. 
WAlTS •tJAIR 151, 19, 2bl. 4Sl. 
WAUKOMIS GARFIELD 821. 115, 1b8t, ib38, 
WAURIKA JEFFERSUN 1058, 175, 2511. 371.1U, 
wA~Nl MCCLAIN 703, 131 • tU15, ?2n9. 
WA'tNUKA vHlODS 731, 215, 2899, 3847, 
WEATHERFORD CUSTER U4Qb, l7LI4 1 tb8q, 792~. 
~EAvE:R TILLMAN :550, 80, t5bb, 19qb, 
~t~EtlBERS FALLS MUSKOGEE ':S&2, 111. b27, 1102. 

-...J 
0 



1Q7b ESTI"'ATED I~ARKET VALUE (S THOU) 

········-·········--················ 
DISTklCT COUNTY RESIU~NT, ClJI-'M/lNDR AGRtCllL, TOTAL 

············································---~---··············~·-······ 

WEL.CH CIHIG b70. lb2, t7c5, 2')Q7. 
vtEL~ETi<A !IKF USKEf sea, l'lO, 701. t~os. 
WELLSTON llNCULN 124, 71. 517. 93.?. 
Wf.SH:RN HEIGHTS W<LAHtlMA 12713, bObl~, 70b. 1Q4R2, 
wtSTVILL~ AO.AIR bl6, t2c, 1037, 1781, 
WE TUt-1K A HUGHES 959, 122, 4CH~ 1 1579, 
v~E.WO"'-A SEMINOLE 3022, 553. LJ9, 171~. 
WHITE OAK CRAIG 190, ~q. It 77• t 41 b. 
WHITE IWCK liNCOLN q2, . 22. 17~. 287. 
wi-IITEBEALl GARVIN 4lQ, l 11, Sbl, t lt 5. 
WHITEFIELD HASKeLL 100, 21. 157. ens. 
~HITESBORO LEFLORE tqo, 28, bS2, 8 '71 • 
WICKLIFF£. MAYE.S b2, 101 Sl, 125. 
ill I UHJRTON LA TIME~ ltlb, 224, 912, 22qz. 
WILSL)N CARTER 709, 175, 452, t3.Sb. 
WlLSllN llKMULGEE 213, s. 217. 455. 
~lSTER LEFLORE 270, 141. 171, «R4, 
wOOl) ALL CHEROKEE 159, ]0, 1&8. 357. 
wouDwARO WOODWAHO 850b, 1187, t938. 13832. 
WIHC;HT CITY MCCURTATN 372, 102, btl. tOAo, 
WVANOIHTE UTTAI'tiA t;84, l.b1, toto, 21hb, 
WYNNEI'lfiOD GAFf\IJ N ll8b, lbt, lt8b, 2933. 
WYNONA OSAGE :B'I, 3l. 470. 83b. 
YALE PAYNF to92, 274, 81 7. 21B4, 
YAkS~OUGH TEX~S 923, llt. 2411, 'bb8. 
YUbA H~VAN 282, 5~. 51o, b74. 
YUJo:()t.J CANAI)JU~ 12871, 2852, 2215, 17998, 

-...1 
1-' 
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Figure 13. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total ~et 
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Assessment Rate of 13.00% and Agricultural Assessment 
Rate of 3.00% 
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Figure 14. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total Net 
Assessed Value with Commercial-Industrial and Residential 
Assessment Rate of 13.00% and Agricultural Assessmetn 
Rate of 5.00% 
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Figure 15. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total Net 
Assessed Value with Commercial-Industrial and Residential 
Assessment Rate of 13.00% and Agricultural Assessment 
Rate of 7.00% 
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Figure 16. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total 
Revenue 
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Figure 18. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total 
Revenue with State Aid Per ADA Equalized 
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Figure 19. Lorenz Curve for the Distribution of Total Revenue 
Federal Aid Per ADA Equalized 
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Figure 21. Lorenz Curve fot the 1976-77 Distribution of Total 
Revenue with Local Revenues Per ADA Equalized 
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Figure 22. Lorenz Curve for the 1976-77 Distribution of Total 
Revenue with Local and State Dedicated Revenues 
Per ADA Equalized 
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