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surely think that we ought to be changing this situation
whereby year af t e r yea r w e d o n ' t say to the counties, we' ll
pay you and then renege at a later time. So, with that,
Mr. President, that's what I have to say about it.

PRESIDENT: S e n a to r Rod J ohnson.

SENATOR R. JOHNSON: ( Response i naudi b l e . )

P RESIDENT: S e n a t o r Warne r .

SENATOR WARNER: Mr. President, I want to repeat again the
issues so that you have it well i n mind because t h i s i s n ot
a minor decision we' re making as far as total dollars. As I
understand it, and I think that I k n ow , i f I r eme mber
correctly, Revenue Committee held some, or at least I think
I read in the papers where they held some conversation with
the Department of Revenue as to why the increase in the
deficit was so much mo:i- than had been anticipated. This i s
a result of the legislation e nacted two yea r s a g o wh i c h
increased exemptions, as I recall, from 25,000 t o $35 , 000 ,
first valuation for people over 65 with certain income
conditions as to whe ther o r n ot t h ey h ad 100 pe rc e n t
exemption or some portion. As I understood from the
information, at least, from the county officials t hat t h e y
had estimated there was probably something like 7,000 more
i ndi v i d ua l c l ai m a nt s t h at qua l i f i ed under that particular
act and b a s e d o n an a ve r a g e levy across the state, that
would have increased the cost per additional claimant that
q ual i f i e d b y abo u t $7 0 0 wh i ch , i f that is accurate, and I
have no reason not to believe it' s not accurate, that that
would count for roughly 5 million of the 6.5 million that is
in the full deficit. I t hink Senator Nichoi h as out l i n e d
the issue very well in that and reflects the position I
think of the Appropriations Committee at least in the
def i c i t s i de . I n t h e de f i c i t bill the local governmental
subdivisions, it is not only counties of course, it's all
governmental subdivisions that share a portion of th at
property tax levy, did anticipate that this r evenue woul d b e
coming back from the state to replace the revenue lost from
the exempt property. There does r emain a qu est i on , I
indicated earlier, as to whether or not you want to fund the
same level next year and historically it's been the
Appropriations Committee' s position that if you' re not going
to fund these kinds of entitlement programs, then t he l a w
should be changed to reflect that difference in funding

9158


