April 25, 1989 LB 84, 279, 809

have brought us this bill, along with the Governor, for making
the idea of property tax relief nore than just an enpty phrase
that we have been passing around year after year. | think all

parties have gone to naking this a very serious discussion. Now
let m tell you that |I have got a choice between LB 809 and 84
and | also think the new conpronise notion is worthy of our
thOUghtS. Senat or Byars, I know, as the chief proponent and
priority of 809 as your bill, I want to tell you that, of the
three, 1'm not going to vote for it on this level and I wll
tell you, because it fails to give a second year of assurance of
property tax relief, I think it's going to be tough for the
public to understand whyone year they woul d get one |evel and
the next year they get another |evel and they don't know until
Novenber or sometinmes after there because of this difficult
phenonenon. |'d just as soon have a programthat we have some
confidence in, that if, in fact, we do it for one year, then we
re-up it for the next year rather than we have this. this ever
changi ng sort of steam val ve approach. And, for that reason, |
hol d 89...809 one step bel ow 84. This anmendnment goes a | ong way
toward solving a problem that 84 has for ne and that is that jt
recogni zes we have got the noney to do it this year and it saves
for another day the question of re-upping the programwith the
aﬁpropriate funding. It doesn't get us in trouble next vyear.
That iIs why this anendment is so Inportant. |p the past, | have
had some difficulty because if 84 is a two-year program it
seens to me we haven't made appropriate acknow edgement for

funciing, this amendment does that and, for that purpose, I'm
glad. But 84, itself, can be inproved and I will tell you why
and the new conpronise discussion points it out. |t really is a

blending of two different programs, a3 rebateprogramand a
honest ead progrzn and that nakes it two |levels of adm nistration
and pretty costly to do, pretty costly to do, m ght be some
problems in the way that it getscarried out. Byt it's better
than LB 809, in ny sense, because it's nore understandable, it' s
certain and it has elenments of targeting that | |ike. Frankly,
the discussion that's cone up in the last couple of days in t¥1e
conpromi se certainly has sone virtues, easier adm nistration,
nor e under standabl e than either 809 or even the m xed fornmnul a of
84. The difficulty is there aren't any caps in it for ne and I,
too, amawaiting the Attorney General's notion. | on the other
hand, have suffered, as you have, fromnot being able to see the
conprom se | anguage. I have asked for a copy of it. It's now
up in the bill drafters. When it cones down |'mgoing to put it
i nto the Journal, not on 84, not on LB 809; there is an
insurance bill, LB 279, that everybody and their dog has put an
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