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exenption. Now obviouslythis change, if allowed by the

Legislature, will not —affect any current recipients of the
el derly homestead exenption, will not affect 5 gne. But it
will, in a sense, curtail sone applications of nen and wormen who
becone 65 during the course of the claimyear, but are not 65 at
t he beginning of the claimyear. That savings to the state
woul d be about $750,000. |'m sorry, S714,000, you can |gok at
your fiscal note. I do not think that is a controversial

change. Thesecond changeis this, which is nore controversial,
our honestead exenption is also applicable to certain disabl ed

peopl e. Unl i ke theel derly honmestead exenption where there is
an income test, that is not only nust a person be 65, that
person nmust have incone below certain statutory amunts. For

the disabled there is absolutely no income test what soever.
They sinply have to establish that they are parapl egic, they
suffer froma neuro nuscul ar disorder, they have 5 100 percent
service connected disability from the service, and they are
veterans, or they have a nonservice connected disability and

they are also aveteran. |f they neet those categories then
they becorme eligible for the honestead exenption without any
exami nation of income. The second change woul d apply to the

di sabled claimant the same income standards currently being
applied to the elderly. Now a lot of income the disabled people
receive is not even included in the equation. \eterans benefits
are not included in the equation. Social security benefits are
not included in the equation. Railroad disability benefits gre
not included in the equation. Publ i c assistance benefits are
not included in the equation. So to a large extent the kind of
income that a disabledc|aimant would have, that could
conceivably render that claimant ineligible, would be i nterest
i ncome, wage earnings of a spouse, and other itens that are
basically taxable. That change, which | believe is more
controversial, would save the state $1.7 million. Nowthe
highly controversial change is one that, for the first time,
requires |ocal cost sharing. and by |ocal cost sharing | nean
that we will have in place this exenption program but o wil |
then say that the state will only pay 90 percent of the cost.
Obvi ously the other 10 percent is sinmply not paid for b t he
state. |If the other 10 percent is to be net it obviously Kas to
be met by the schools, and the county, and the cities, and other

property tax consumers so to speak. | amgoing to offer an
amendment somewhere, if | find it on nmy desk, which will 1linit
that one change to one year. I'mgoing to sunset it. One

reason why is  because the Revenue Committee has taken the

pl edge, sort of like the tenperance pledge | guess, but we have
taken the pledge that this sumrer and fall we \ijl do a very
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