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amendment , s ay s t ha t t h a t n ee d s f o r mu l a wi l l i n c r e a se a t o n l y
0 percen t pe r year , so i t ' s a r t i f i c i a l l y l ow. And agai n , m y
amendment j us t s i m p l y a l l o w s u s t o t r ac k w ha t t h a t n u mber wou l d
b e i n t he f o u r t h ye a r . Now, wi l l i t i mp a c t t h e b a l a n ce sh e e t ,
as Senator Wehrbein...or excuse me, as Senator Raikes mentioned?
Absolutely. But again, that's not a real number. We don't have
t o f u n d t ha t . I t j u s t s i mp l y a l l ows u s t o say , o k a y , ha d we
l ef t t h e f o r mu l a a l o n e, ha d w e l e f t i n ag r ee m en t w h a t we s a i d we
would do i n t e r ms o f s t at e a i d , t h e nu m b e r w o u ld b e $4 9 mi l l i o n
higher in four years than it is today. It doesn't increase our
b udget , d oe s n ' t i n c r e a s e o ur c o n t r i b u t i o n t h e r e . I t j u s t s i mp l y
a l l ow s u s t o t r a ck wh a t i t wo u l d h av e be e n . Wi t h t h a t , a g a i n
I'd answer any questions, but I would appreciate your support on
the amendment.

SENATOR CUDABACK: Thank you, Senator Bourne. Sena tor Ra ikes,
on the Bourne amendment.

SENATOR RAIKES: T hank you, Nr. President and members. Senator
Bourne had made a number of points that I'd like to respond t o .
First off, there is a direct definite intentional connection in
our schoo l f i na n c e mechanism t o conn e c t budg e t au t hor i t y t o
needs growth. Now that's the technical point I mentioned last
t i me , b u t a s f a r a s I ' m co n ce r n e d t h a t ' s ab so l u t e l y c r i t i c a l .
The needs calculation has to reflect as accurately as possible
what i t i s scho o l s c a n a c t u a l l y do o n t he spen d i n g s i de . So
to...I got the impression that Senator Bourne was thinking that
the two are independent, that the growth in needs has nothing to
do with spending authority. That is absolutely not the case.
At l e a s t i t ' s n o t i n t e n de d t o b e t h e c as e . An d ev i de n c e
suggests i t i s not t he cas e . And i t ' s ver y i mpor t a n t t hat we
keep those two connected which is one of the reasons that this
i s , i n m y o p i n i o n , n o t a go o d amendment, no t t he r i ght way t o
g o . Le t me . . . l e t me r e sp o nd a l i t t l e b i t t o some o f t h e
coaanents t h a t Se na t o r M a x w e ll o f f e r ed . I t wa s i n t e r e s t i ng , h e
described this a s hone st, an d at the same time, he says we
should n o t m a k e ad j u s t m e n t s i n t h e s t a t e a i d f o r mu l a wh i c h a r e
t her e an d a b l e . . .a b l e t o k.e i mp l e m e n t e d a n d r e f l e c t t h e cu r r e n t
t imes we ' r e i n . Fo r e x am p l e , t he r e i s a b | ~g et g r ow t h nu m be r i n
the state aid formula, and we can reduce t hat because we a re
c lear l y i n a s i t uat i on whe r e we can no t s u p por t t he l ev e l o f
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