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commercial property, in dollar amounts, to agricultural land.

SENATOR HALL: Is that a question?

SENATOR ELMER: Yes .

SENATOR HALL : Ok ay . Y ou know, Sen a to r E lm e r , I would d i sa g re e
with that I guess. I mean, yes, the amount of....If there was a
correlating reduction, if the county or the subdi v i s i on sai d we
see that ag land is going to go up this much because we have t o
raise the valuation to be commensurate with these o the r c l as s e s
of property, if they then in turn went over and s a i d i n o r d e r t o
offset that so our budget...we don't raise any more money is it

t he c o u n t i e s wi l l . . .

possible that those others...

SPEAKER BARRETT: On e minute.

S ENATOR HAf L : . . . c ou l d go d ow n ? Yes, it ' s possible . I < ' .on ' t
t h in k t h at wi l l h app e n , b ut i t i s i n t h e realm o f po ss i b l e .

S ENATOR ELMER: So wh at y ou ' r e saying i s t h a t i t ' s l i ke l y t h at

SENATOR HAI L : No , I ' m n ot s ay i n g i t ' s l i k e l y . I 'm .

SENATOR ELMER: I t's likely that the count i e s wi l l j u s t l e av e
t he i r l ev i es ne ar l y the same and fund more of their programs
with the additional money that they received from the i nc r e a s ed
values, a suming that the r esid e n t i a l and c o mmerc i a l p r op e r t i e s
are going to be valued as they have in the past.

SENATOR HALL: I would agree with that. I would think that they
wil l pr obab l y l e av e t he i r l ev i e s t he s ame. I do n ' t t h i nk tha t
t her e wi l l b e a maj o r reduction. If there is an increase, i t
wil l b e i n t h e a r ea o f ag l and bas e d on LB 36 1 . That I ag r e e

SENATOR E LMER : Ok ay . The point is made then that a larger
share of the tax burden is going to go to agricultural through
361. Th a n k yo u , M r . Pr e s i den t .

SPEAKER BARRETT: S enator Withem, followed by Senator Nelson.

SENATOR WITHEM: I woul d ca l l t h e qu es t i on .

w i t h .
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