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help me understand one section of the bill. anq

deals with the issue that was just being di scu‘ssae(fit ll!)?/l léé‘nalttor
NcFarland on a ceiling of...or maximum rebate of 2,000 per
t axpayer. And then | | ooked up abovdor the definition of a

taxpayer which it says...or one of the definitions is 5 gingle
economic unit as you find in Section 77-734.04 which | w I? jgst
read a piece of it to you, partof it to you. "A single
econom ¢ unit shall nmean a business in which there is a sharing
or exchange of val ue between theparts of the unit. A sharing
or exchange of value occurs when parts of the business are
linked by, (a, 'common managenent, (p) common operational
resources that produce material, that s econom es of scal e,
transfers of val ue, flow of goods, capital or services between
parts of the unit.” And then it gives some further definition,

‘for ~ the purpose of the subdivision, conmon managenent i ncl udes
but is not limted to centralized executive force or r

approval authority over |ong-termoperations with or wtﬁb%\{v tﬁer
exercise of control over day to day operations". Andthen have
sone further which would suggest that if a common.  or a singl

econom ¢ unit would be any business where they have centrallgeg
accounting, advertising, engineering, fjnancing, insurance, a
whole number of things. Ny question, if one of the introducers
would clarify to me, there are a whole host of father-son
operations that | amaware of in agriculture who may hold.  the
| and would be in different nanes but, in fact, they are a single
economi ¢ unit. They have single managenent.

cCC : > They will have
joint operations of equipment. |n sone cases, when you | ook at
ASC limtations on maxinum ASC paynments, someof these,
dependent on how they' re organized, conme under a limit as si ngl e
farmng operations, others do not. And | assume that it will be
a case-by-case definition but | would | i ke some record of

| egi sl ative debate of how, in fact, under a factual situation

this is to be interpreted by a multitude of ownership and
cooperative prograns that | know exi st because | don't

. = h ant . to
have to spend time next summer explaining to a nei ghWor why a
very straight up father-son operation didn't qualify as separate
entities because of the definition as referred tg here. And
maybe it's all very clear but | would appreciate it if there

could be sone exanples given by someone as . to exact_IY B’hat
limtations on ownership because | cani magi ne there wl e a

massive administrative issue of definition at the |ocal county
level to determ ne when this exists and when it does not exi st
and | don't know how you're going to determine it in nany cases.

| mentioned to someone the other day | know when | |ook at ome
pl at books in the county and | will see property listed under a
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