February 26, 1990 LB 260

draws LB 260, | will be supporting the advancement of the
nmeasure in this form

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Conway, followed by Senator Schmt.

SENATOR CONWAY: Thank you, Nr. Speaker. | rise in support of
LB 260. Like | say, | have workedon LB 260 fqor approxi mat el

four years now and | still believe in the concept oPpt axat 1 on o¥
these particular activities even though they are ill egal
activities, but to try to extract a certain amount of income
fromindividuals with respect g the social cost that this

particular activity is causing ys, and extracting a certain

anmount . The ori gl nal bill , LB 260, nd revi ou amendnent
was designed to better accompdate the Separ"%/ngnt oP E?evenue. |

was sonewhat indifferent in terms of the particular process,
I shouldn't say indifferent, | supported the amendment. pgtit
is really a change in the process by which the Department of
Revenue and ot hers woul d be invol ved and engaged in the process.
The commi ttee anendnents have raised the amount of dollars that
woul d be generated specifically in terms of the npaning of the
taxes. | expect, with this technigue, wewill fromtimeto time
have to reviewthose prices tg make sure that they are
generating the kind of inconme that is supportive of the concept,
whereas before as under the amendnent, it wuld hae been a
percentage base. But we are back to my original concept and it
woul d be sonewhat |udicrous for me to negatively react to LB 260
in it s original form. i
accommodat igon for those mg %rgsgd{ngnédmwrﬁsst(rjg%lgnt%ds }gw Pgt hgp
than changing of the concept. The 260, in its current form has
been tested in the Ninnesota SupremeCourt. | pelieve that it
neets the constitutional demands upon it, azswe have considered
those concerns with Ninnesota, with the privacy, with any Fifth
Anmendnent concerns Senator Chanmbers had, and the like. and it is
working in Ninnesota. |It's been pointed to as somewhat of a
model . Agal n, the anmendnent that was advanced by t he Departn'ent
of Revenue people was really an adjustment to the concept of
admini stration, not the concept of what we' re trying to do \ip
this bill. It, in no way, attenpts to |egalize these drugs but
sinply provides a mechanismby which the drug ¢ affjcking does
generate an income for the state to be dedicated. Andif u
fnlght Yﬁe

will notice, it's still a dedication of those funds to

social costs that are associated and attributable g the drug
activity. So, wth that, | do support the advancenent of
LB 260.
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