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those 30 percent they don't end up really with the full dollar
for dollar property tax relief we're talking about here. And i

that handout it shows how, if you ended up with $155 in tax
relief fromLB 84, you'd actually énd up with $51 of that goi ng

back in higher state and federal incone taxes, andthen the
increase in property taxes is about 4.7 percent a year, and that

woul d | eave $86 in increased property taxes. You' Il actually
net out at $18 for that particular exanple, which you' Il
actually see in reduced taxes. So the point is t hat by reducing

property taxes for sone individuals actual | i rease
income tax and you don't end up ful Yy recoven n havi ng Fhee
tax relief that you' re talking about. | addition, as Senator

Chambers is trying to point out, the real Cs)roblemhere is you
have an increase in the incone tax in the mddle incone that

generated sonething like $70 nillion nore dollars, that's about,

as | said, 70 million of a 300million dollar surpluscould be
attributed to accunul ated incone tax increase, prinarily coming
frommddle income taxpayers, incone t axpayers. Now we' re

turning around and taking the noney from those middle income
taxpayers and we' re turning around and giving it back throug

9G some million dollar proposal that will not only include those
i ndi vidual s but also go back to the ag |and owners. And these
i ndividuals do not pay that nuch in inconme taxes,for a nunber
of different reasons, and so aren't really the reason that we
had a | ot of the income tax revenue increase. There's also t he

question about valuation for ag land, 3|thou that is changin
now with LB 361, and it's also going to go gack to thecbu3|9| S

comunity where 775 has provided tax breaks to some, personal
property exenptions have been in place for sone time, andthe
4-R suit is exenpting other properties. And it's also a ain
r .ally a shift that we have to understand concerning sone of %
_that we' re taking away income tax increases fromthe mddle
income that have been paid in, and iurning around and giving j
hcome near y'as muoh as i1 hBH 3. (Mg O | NeLP he A €
m

that the middle income is who we need to protggtre tﬁ ggtehstlng{/e
paid the increase in the incone taxes and they ought to |gceive
nmore of the benefit fromthat. This proposal does not
acconpl i sh that goal. Again, | also enphasize that property jg
not owned byeverybody.” Thirty-two percent of our citizens are
renters, and for those 32 percent ".here g some trickle down
EOSSI bl y going to reach themthrough the 8.5 percent reduction,

i not necessarily gq. So for. those ?2 per cent
32 percent of our citizens, they ace not going to realize a sor

of relief that we would like to see, because | frankly don' t
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