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SE;JATOP. DE CA >xP: Senator Lewis, a little earlier we established
quite clearly that there were no provisions in the hill that
would >;uarantee o reduction 1n oroperty, if your amendment is
adopted . ;low, you di.i cu> rest, however, that the existin,"
economic con>iitionc, the concern of the people, and all these
other various factors, >iould cause this reduction of 1tself.
It would kinda flow like out of the heavens or wherever. Do
we have experience to look back on and see that this actually
occurred when we had our previous state a1d program or do we
have experience the other way to show that the state a1d that
was g1.ven .Just went 1nto the big pot and school costs continued
to increase, that there was no oroperty tax reduction at all?

SEJJATOB FRA.'IK LEWIS: First of all, I'd respond that last year
there was property tax reduction and obv1ouslv was a limit.
But the cost of school financinr 11ke everything else is not
out of disproportion and I >d adv? se you, 1 f you want to go back
to 1967, to the present and compare state rovernr ent expendi­
tures with school (local) district expenditures, you mi>.ht be
a little red-faced when you took that issue home. Simply
because of the mass1ve expenditures at this level. Obviously
1n a time of extremely volatile inflation, you' re not going
to be able to do anything except to keep up with the cost and
anybody that tells you that by passinr a mao'ic lim1t, you' re
going to solve the problems. For instance, I sup? ose in your
districts they do a lot of transportat1on of students. '.Jow
gas is up twice as hlrh and if you really want to do that, we
can cut out transportation ac a non-educational function.
That's the way to solve....to lower some of the cost of
education .

SEtJATOR DE CAilP: "dell, then as I understand it, your answer
is that there was property tax reduct1on last year in con­
Junction with the limit we imposed but there wasn't previous
to that when we had no limit, is that correct' ?

SENATOR FRAiJK LEI>JIS: Well, there's two th1ngs that you
d1dn't listen to again, Senator DeCamp, and I'm certainly not
chastising you for it. Bowever, I mentioned to you that when
>ie made the decision on the lim1t last year, that was in
June, the settlements from the teachers were pretty well in,
in fact they almost....I'd say 95' were in, rany school
districts had somewhat of' a cash reserve either througn a
number of systems and much of that .><as used up as a one-time
shot. Obviously that's why I put a one-time limit on it.

SENATOR DE CARP: One final question. Then, 1f you bel1eved
that imposing the limit would kill the b111, by that I mean
would not have enough votes to overr1de the veto, would vou
still 1nsist on imposing the 11mit?

SENATOR FBA.'JK LFNIS: Yes .

SENATOR DE CARP: You would rather not have state aid? h an
any controls, is that correct?

SE:JATOB FRAJJK LE'>JIS: ':lell, Senator DeCamp, you see sometimes
that's not exactly the choices you have to take. Obviously
I' ll cont1nue to fight for fair and free method of d1stribution
of aid and for the ."p20 million without the 11mit. But I don' t
11ke those people that try to give you that as the only
alternative. .'Jow, if you can assure me that's how it is and
give me a number of people that feel that way and you feel
you' ve Sot a nose count and those kind of th1ngs, then we can
start discussing this in less than the abstract and more in
the practical.


