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a_bove_wha_t t he SChOOl_, in itsel f, was | osi ng, the school
district itself was losing. And that was in effect from '57 on
into 1979, and it was legislation which I had jntroduced which
really did not affect the in lieu of tax itself, but it was the

bill that had an effective date of a couple years |ater, three
years |ater, | t hi nk, which changed from 35 percent of actual
value for tax purposes to 100 percent of actual value and (gpis
on the dollars instead of mill levies. |nthat rocess, because
of the way the in lieu of tax works, that anmpount of nopney going
to schools was affected. So, in '82 there was a bill
enacted...introduced and enacted which was neant initially to be

hold harm ess for one nore year the schools that were going to
have a substantial reduction because of the other |egislation.

It was interesting to ne in the statement of intent 6n that bill

in 1982, says traditionally the percentagefor in lieu of tax
payments have been set at a slightlyhhjgher rate than for
property taxes. This compensates for the | ack of revenue
received by the other, in effect, local governnental

SUb_di visions from school land in the formof taxes. Now
obviously, there may even be justification for that. But then

when | was |istening to the discussion on | believe it was an
Attorney General's opinion or two that was suggesting that the
whol e concept might be unconstitutional, then as | recall there
maybe was a subsequent anendment. .. request rather for an opinion
which | believe maybe indicated that in lieu m ght not be

unconstitutional . But | rather suspect that paying a school
district nore than the actual value, gs current faw probably
does probably clearly js some constitutional question, and
perhaps the courts will determine that. It's  kind of
i nteresting, we did some calculations, | just saw these.
Qoviously....l have two anendnents up there, one strikes the
bill and inserts this material,and the other one just adds a
new section, they're identical otherw se. But if either of

these amendnments were adopted and we turned to what was nost
likely a constitutional in Iieu for school purposes, it comes

out something like 43 counties woul d probably have | ess revenue
coming in. By the same token, if the land was sold and you paq
constitutional amendnent nunber 2 was adopted, this is broad
nunbers estimtes, of course, probably about 25 counties would
have less receipts, and if you use market value and the higher

| evel maybe 17 counties would actually have |ess receipts, if
the property was sold, than they are receiving now. | gg nave
some of this in chart form but since | do not particularly

intend to pursue it today, other than to just discuss it so that
the body is aware that there is such a possibility to be
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