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S ENATOR LANDIS: W o ul d t h e C h ai r ( i n a u d i b l e ) i n t e re s t i n g p r o b le m
with the rules. Would you interpret the rules'? The body h a v i n g
previousl y sus p ended t he rules and taken up the vote and have
moved as a body, is it in order for the Chair to entertain a
motion to s o bracket a bill that's been given that kind of
treatment by the floor? I don ' t kno w , b u t I t h i nk i t ' s f a i r f o r
the Chair to rule on that question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y o u , and you do b r i ng u p a v er y
i nte r e s t i n g p oi n t . The Chair is of the opinion that it is not
necessarily inconsistent with the suspension motion earlier that
did pr e v a i l on LB 84 . I t wou l d b e po ssi b l e t o d o t h e s ame
t hing , t h en on LB 7 3 9 . I would rule the motion to be in order.
And the issue before the body is then the motion to bracket the
bill until LB 739 has been read. That is the issue before the
body. Who would care to discuss the motion? Senato r Wa r ne r ,
would you op en ? Now, at t h i s p o i n t , I ' m r em o v i n g l i gh t ag ai n
and then p l e a s e r ei ssue the lights as you ca re t o sp e a k .

SENATOR WARNER: Thank you, Nr . P re s i d e n t . The issue that I
hear being discussed is the return of some tax collections to
t axpal ers . Th e con cep t in LB 84 I suppose in a sense is an
income redistribution, b ut it would seem t o m e that t h e
p rov i s i on s o f LB 7 39 , which r e t u rn 48 . 2 mil l i o n ov er t h e
biennium, is more directly related in part to t he f un ds be i n g
returned to those who contributed to the surplus b e c ause o f t h e
s truc t u r e o f LB 77 3 , and that ought to be the first priority for
returning funds. I have a suspicion and we certainly a l l h av e
been i n v o l ved i n d i sc u s s i on s t h a t , well, LB 739 wouldn't have to
pass, and I would r epeat the same thing I suggested earlier.
The combination of removing or reduci ng , ra t h er , t h e d educt i o n
cf property tax to some people together with the inability to
deduct the state income tax if they do not itemize, which i s t h e
substantial number of people, I have a suspicion that there' s
going to b e a great many people who net very little if not a
negative figure, and they are going to be a whole. . . t h ey ' r e no t
going to b e t h e high income people. They' re t h e on e s t h a t d o
itemize. They ' re t he o n e s t h at d o h a v e , mo st l i ke l y ,
substantial property hold i ngs i n a h ome , i f n o t h i ng e l se . And
it would seem to me that the first priority of the availability
of $98 million of taxed revenue then ought to go to those income
t ax peo p l e a s I have a suspicion there are several who would
like to continue that tax, not put in place deduction or t he
decrease, and I think that's the wrong public policy. We had

S enator Warn e r .
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