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because it says that once the, if you can't determne what it
woul d be, 25 percent, then that woul d be deternined by the State
Patrol. =~ So what we are doing is by taking away a specific
dol lar figure, $100 an ounce for marijuana, $150 a gram for
say, cocaine, $500 for 50 tablets of other types of drugs,
narcotics, you would be, basically, allowing the State Patrol to
deternine, in the case of what the retail value would pe  \what
the tax is going to be. I mean, we woul d be abdi cating our
authority with regard to the tax. Youwould just be savin
well, State Patrol, it's up to you to deternine based SN What
the retail value is. Well, what happens when the...you read
about it —all the time, when either the market dries up or the
market's flooded with drugs? The price fluctuates. Does then
the tax fluctuate to match that retail value? | would think it
would. I would think the way the amendment js drafted,
25 percent of retail value, to be established by the State
Patrol, would nmean that the tax will junp from one figure to
another, depending on what the price is. cyrently, what youdo
through the bill, ‘as it's been amended with the comittee
amendments, you lock those figures in place. vouknow what the
tax is. You know how it's going to be interpreted. yg, know
that the stanp is also required. The bil | is in good shape.
The Conway anendnent totaIIK rewites it. It deals wWith i ssues
that were not addressed by the committee. If it's adopted, I"'m
going to make the motion to send it back to conmittee for a
public hearing. Revenue Departnent did not even testify on this
proposal last year. They did not cone forward talk about
it. Matter of fact, they tried to deep six the glnfjl and Senat or
Conway, in all his candor,would admit to that, because there

was a mllion dollar fjscal note brought to the Revenue
Conmittee by the Departnment of Revenue sgayi ng that,we|l the

way the bill reads we can't deal with it, we think that we' re

going to have to go out and try to run down these drug dealers.
Well, that's nonsense. It's ludicrous on their part t0 even use

that as an excuse against the bill, but it was their excuse r
a mllion dollar fiscal note that they didn't have the courtesy
to cone and defend before the committee. | would urge you to
reject the amendment that Senator Conway is carrying. |gon't
think it's his. The bill, aswe have amended, is a goodone.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Wehrbein, on the Conway
amendrment, pl ease.

SENATORWEHRBEIN:  Yes, M. Speaker and nermbers, | would like to
ask Senator Conway a question if he woul d.
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