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the issue. The agricultural groups are all supporting the
amendment today, or I mean the bill. All I'm trying to say
is that they are making a mistake. What was a ctual l y
promised repeatedly on this floor in Amendment 4 was,
r emember t h ose words? You just used them. To maintain the
status quo. Everybody heard it. This s y s t e m i s de f i ni t e l y
not the status quo. It is the status quo f or on e ye ar .
What I am offering is the status quo on a permanent basis
for the future. In other words, the same taxing system that
was in effect. The only difference is that a system was in
e ffec t i l l eg a l l y p r i o r to Amendment 4. Amendment 4 gave
this Legislature the power and authority to maintain the
status quo which was what was sought by agricultural groups
and that's what my previous amendment did. However, as I
say, it's clear to me that the bill in its new formula form
is going to pass and Senator Lundy was right about one thing
he brought out. Senator Lundy said, if you don' t l i ke i t ,
you can come back next year and the next year a nd the n e x t
year and change the formula and that, my friends, is exactly
w hat you ' re g o ing t o d o . There will be no stability. There
wil l be no p r ed i ct ab i l i t y . There will be a system subject
to pr e s sures of whoe v er happens to h av e t he pow er o r t he
need for money at any particular time. What my amendment
does now is simply extends the current system for one year
and in that year between now and January I w ould hope t h e y
would either review this formula and change it or if they
chose not to do that, to come up with another system or
maintain the proposal I suggested earlier. I' ll simply
close by saying I have not unduly delayed this bill. The
valuing of agricultural land which i s a c r i t i ca l p i e ce o f
our whole tax system is a pretty important piece of
merchandise . Thi s is the first substantive d ebate , r ea l l y
substantive, on the issue or on alternatives o n the i s s u e .
And for somebody to say that by offering two a mendments, o n e
which simply extends the system for one year and one which
maintains the cur rent status quo system, that that' s
d elaying i s si mp l y n o t being very honest with t he i s s u e .
W hen you can spe n d t w o and t h r e e days on some of the less
important matters, you sure a s b l a z e s can s pend a cou p l e
hours on one of the most important ones. I ' l l f i ni sh s i m p ly
b y us i n g t h e wo r d s o f a go od fr>end of mine, a former tax
commissioner who refuses to let his n ame be used , b u t w h o I
think knows more about t he ag r i cu l t u r a l s i t u at i on and
agricultural valuation system than anybody since he took all
the cases to the Supreme Court and consistently won them,
but predicted all this was g o i n g t o h app en . He said,
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