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been more than adequate discussion on the property tax issue
t hat w e' v e h ad this year. Bu t the point I want to raise is
that, according to our rules, we have a s ituation where o urb i l l s t hat we pas s w i t h a p p r o p r i a ti o n s should be p a s sed b y t he
80th day. As far as I'm concerned, we' re b ehind s c hedule . Wes hould be mov i n g on bills that are priorities; bills that do
establish the parameters that we want to become i nvolved wi t h ,
and I think property tax relief is one major priority that all

S PEAKER BARRETT: S e n a t o r W e se l y .

S ENATOR WESELY: T h ank y ou , N r . S p e ake r a n d members. Ju st a
couple of minutes. Then I ' m g o i n g t o g i v e S e n a to r S c o f ie l d t he
rest of my time. We' ve talked about this as a tax relief bill.
I t ' s r eal l y a r ev e nue r e d u c t i o n b i l l . It's a one-time effort to
t r y a nd redu c e r ev e n u es and the way we ' re ch o o s i n g t o reduce
them is through what we call property tax relief. But, as
Senator Ch a mbers and myself and others have pointed out, how
much relief will really be seen by the t ypical h omeowner o r
taxpayer in the state.'And we' ve t a l k e d a l so , as Senato r L a mb
says, t h i s i s n ot a spe n d i n g b i l l . In my estimation, it is very
arguable that this is as much a spending b i l l a s s t at e a id t o
education or a service bill or any other item that we look at
t hat w e c o n s i d e r .=,pending bills, because what you' re d oing i s
you' re t a ki ng m oney f r om i nco m e and sales taxpayers of this
state, mostly those who a re midd l e i n c ome i n d i vi d u a l s with t h e
higher taxes that came out of LB 773,and the money comes into
the coffers. We' re turning around and we' re deciding t o sp e n d
t hat m o ne y do w n by giving it back to property tax owners, and
those are not always the same people. You' re taking money f rom
renters, for instance, that pay sales and income tax and that
mc ney goes into our coffers and they don't see the money go back
in property tax relief. You' re spend ing money to re du c e t h e
taxes o f p r op e r t y o wn e r s . You' re spending money to take that
step. Now I think it's just as arguable that this is as much a
s pending m e a su r e as something else to those r enter s an d t h o s e
other people that won't see t he k i n d o f relief that we' re
talking about under thi s p i ec e o f l eg i s l at i on ; t h a t yo u ' r e
taking from some and gi ving them to others. I t ' s a
redistribution of the money, the r evenue, t h e r e s o u r c e s . And so
the question is, is that the best way to go? Is that the best
route that we can take? And I argue it isn' t. There ar e b e t t e r
ideas; other alternatives. And so I w o u l d j u st want t o say ,
again, that Senator Chambers is right. We ought not to suspend

others should follow after.
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