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a bove what t he sch o o l , in itself, was losing, the school
district itself was losing. And that was in effect from '57 on
into 1979, and it was legislation which I had i ntroduced wh i ch
really did not affect the in lieu of tax itself, but it was the
bill that had an effective date of a couple years later , t hr ee
years later, I think, which changed from 35 percent of actual
value for tax purposes to 100 percent of actual value and cents
on the dollars instead of mill levies. In that p r ocess, because
of the way the in lieu of tax works, that amount of money going
to schools was affected. So, i n '82 there was a bi ll
enacted...introduced and enacted which was meant initially to be
hold harmless for one more year the schools that were going to
have a substantial reduction because of the other legislation.
It was interesting to me in the statement of intent 6n that bill
in 1982, says traditionally the percentage for in lieu of tax
payments have been set at a s lightly higher rate than fo r
property taxes. This c ompensates for the lack of revenue
r eceived b y t he ot her , in effect, lo cal go vernmental
subdivisions from school land in the form of taxes. Now,
obviously, there may even be justification for that. But t hen
when I was listening to the discussion on I believe it was an
Attorney General's opinion or two that was suggesting t hat t he
whole concept might be unconstitutional, then as I recall there
maybe was a subsequent amendment...request rather for an opinion
which I believe maybe indicated that in lieu might n ot b e
unconstitutional. But I rather suspect that paying a school
district more than the actual value, as c u r r ent l aw pr o b ably
d oes p r obably cl e a r l y is some constitutional question,and
perhaps the courts will determine that. I t ' s k ind of
interesting, we did some calculations, I just saw these.
Obviously....I have two amendments up there, one st r i k es the
bill and inserts this material,and the other one just adds a
new section, they' re identical otherwise. But if e ither of
these amendments were adopted and we turned to what was most
likely a constitutional in lieu for school purposes, i t c o mes
out something like 43 counties would probably have less revenue
coming in. By the same token, if the land was sold and you had
constitutional amendment number 2 was adopted, this is broad
numbers estimates, of course, probably about 2 5 counties w o u l d
h ave l e s s r ece i p t s , and if you use market value and the higher
level maybe 17 counties would actually have l ess r e c e i p t s , i f
the property was sold, than they are receiving now. I do have
some of this in chart form, but s ince I do not par t i cu l a r ly
intend to pursue it today, other than to just discuss it so that
t he b ody i s awar e that there is such a possibility to be
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