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exemption. Now obviously this change, if allowed by the
Legislature, will not affect any current recipients of the
elderly homestead exemption, will not affect a o ne . But i t
will, in a sense, curtail some applications of men and women who
become 65 during the course of the claim year, but are not 65 at
the beginning of the claim year. Th at savings to the state
would be about $750,000. I'm sorry, S714,000, you can l ook a t
your fiscal note. I do not th ink that is a controversial
change. T h e s e cond change i s t hi s , which is more controversial,
our homestead exemption is also applicable to certain disabled
people. Unlike the elderly homestead exemption where there is
an income test, that is not only must a person be 65, t hat
person must have income below certain statutory amounts. For
the disabled there is absolutely no income test whatsoever.
They simply have to establish that they are paraplegic, they
suffer from a neuro muscular disorder, they have a 10 0 p e r c en t
service connected disability from the service, and they are
veterans, or t h e y h a ve a nons e r v i c e connected disability and
t hey a re a l so a v et e r a n . If they meet those categories then
they become eligible for the homestead exemption without any
examination of income. The second change would apply to the
disabled 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. Veterans benefits
are not included in the equation. Social security benefits are
not included in the equation. Railroad disability benefits are
not included in the equation. Public assistance benefits are
not included in the equation. So to a large extent the kind of
income that a dis abled claimant would have, that could
c onceivably r e nder t h a t c l ai mant i n e l i g i b l e , would be interest
income, wage earnings of a spouse, and other items that are
basically taxable. Tha t change, w h i c h I be l i ev e is m o r e
controversial, would save the state $1.7 million. Now the
highly controversial change is one that, for the first time,
requires local cost sharing. And by local cost sharing I mean
that we will have in place this exemption program, but w e wi l l
then say that the state will only pay 90 percent of the cost.
Obviously the other 10 percent is simply not paid for by t he
state. If the other 10 percent is to be met it obviously has to
be met by the schools, and the county, and the cities, and other
property tax consumers so to speak. I am going to offer an
amendment somewhere, if I find it on my desk, which wi l l l i mi t
t hat o ne cha n g e t o one year . I'm going to sunset it. One
r eason why i s b eca u s e the Revenue Committee h as t ak e n t he
pledge, sort of like the temperance pledge I guess, but we have
taken the pledge that this summer and fall we wil l do a v er y

11145


