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chal l enges and the like, the $4 nmillion in that, gre all little
smal | pieces of this bill. The key factor is in the residential
properties, the agriculture property and the commercial
ﬁroperty, and | think that to maintain "that nuch of the bill py
aving a severability clause would be very, very inportant to
mai ntai n that nuch confidence on the part of” the taxpayers ihat
we did not put together a bill that by virtue of one line, gne
item one phrase, one aspect, would be there. | know Senator
Lanb’ s position, for the most part, basically, appears to be
that we...either we have a conpromise, ga|| these people have
come together, and if we all don't get the pieces that we
want ed, by virtue of any process through the court, that then no
one should, and that certainly is his prerogative and | | agpect
that, but | think that we have a situation here where this t?]l ng
is very delicately bal anced. It has bheen a conbination of
muitiple bills that have been brought together. There has been
individual s challengingand asking for Attorney General's

q)| ni ons on SeVeraI frontS. We have 0p| ni ons as suc that thIS
| ooks okay and that | ooks okay and I amconfortable that it wll

be, but just out of a safety net for this legislation, | think
the severability clause ought to be attached to this particul ar
legislation. So with that, I will wait for additional coments.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, sir. Discussion on the amendment

offered by Senator Conway? Senat or I,anb, followed by Senators
Lanb, excuse nme, Hall, More and Schmt. ' senator Lamb, please.

SENATOR LAMB: Mr. President and nmenbers, | rise to oppose the
amendnent offered by Senator Conway, and for the yer same

reasons that he suggested. This is a bill which we think is
fair to all segments of taxpayers, and as such, it has bpeen
carefully crafted, and if there should...wedg not think
anything is unconstitutional. e think we have solved all those
constitutional problems here. W think we have, but you capnot
always tell how the courts will operate or how | awers t I hk.
But, so for that reason, for that reason we have pu in the
nonseverability clause, | guess youwould call it, so that if

any part of it is unconstitutional, then the \hole thing goes
down because it would not be fair, for instance, to have all "the
farmers get the benefits of the bill and the honmeowners get
nothing, or vice versa. So that is the reason it is in there.
It has been in there for some time because we recognize the
probl ems that might come about and we had a very conscious

decision here. made a very conscious decision that this
shoul d be part of the situation, that we should phaye what vyou
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