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SENATOR BECK: ...effect on their cities.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Senator Beck, could ;ou al so exp| ain
to me why it wouldbe...if, in fact, there is no real
adm nistrative cost to the bill in the majority of the cities,

if...why it would be good to do it for one and yet not the
others?

SENATOR BECK: Vell, | wll be very frank with you, Senator.
We're certainly. . .ny intent, if you look at the original bill,
was to make it across the board, 1 percent to the state,
1 percent to the city. I felt that was 3 mninal amount, a
modest amount, and that was fair. But, in |ooking it over and
inturning it over to the comittee, | think that we feel that

perhaps the greater Nebraska reaction would have been harsh
against it had it come to their own city and not, without Hhayin
the ability to serve...you know, to visit with all the senator%
onit, we felt perhaﬁs that since we, in Omha, were very muh
concerned about it that we would limt it to Omha. Buyt, again.
I have al ways been willing to negotiate as long as | see nobney
goi ng back, private dollars going back into the community.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS Thank ou, Senator Beck. Senator
Hal |, would you yield to one final question?

SENATORHAIL: Yes.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Senator Hall, would you be...at this
poi nt, do you think you m ght favor an anendnment that \ould do
the followi ng, that would nmake the. . . elininate the cities' tax
col | ected across the board, however, would put in an option that
if cities can justify what their adm nistrative costs are on

and expl ain what they' re doing and why they have adm nistrative
costs, to give themthe option of still being gaple to col |l ect
the tax?

SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR HALL: Wuld I'? No, Senator Bernard-Stevens, because
these...I1" Il tell you what, the issue has been debated now for

approxi mately four years and to answer your question, the League
has had...they have had the political nuscle to keep that tax
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