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main reason. But inregards to some of these formilas \yhere |
think it came out $60 mllion shift fromrural to urban, woul d
alnost have to say absolutely not true,agnd for this reason.
And the reason being is that in these formulas and di scussion
and so on it was not taken in consideration the increased sales
tax that farmers would pay and business people would pay gn
their equi pment purchases. |t...then the figures al nost becone
mute because | don't care whether you' re educating your child
out of one way or the other way, the figures weré based on so
much adj usted gross inconme and the normal |iving expenses,

taking into consideration, and | see this both ways, that in
"agriculture that is part of doiang bussl ness, |Sn busi ness 't hat

. : is
part of doing business. That, | agree. | have sonefigures
available and | did discount the Social Security gut u
together by a very know edgeable farner, | would say near’ ngé

Island, on his conputer using actual figures and so on, the
Increase on a S50,000 adjusted gross income jn the rural
property. And, as | say, | could..  even | thought he put the
sales tax too high. | cut that down. |t becomes 50 percent at
a 4 percent sales tax, 51 percent at a 6 percent sales tax,

a nonfarm person percentage of tax as to inconme is 39 percent

and 40 percent. So I, too, like Senator Lamb, do have a
probl em Per sonal ly, | would gain gn this bill so |'m not
standing up here for that purpose because | happen to be one
that...a little less expenses and a little bit R’Dre property at

the time. Let me give you exactly exanmples to fyrther confirm
Senator Lamb's contention. On...these are 1988 actual figures
in Hall GCounty, in fact, they actually happen to be in v own.
One irrigated property valued at 120,000 went up to 152,500;
25...an 80 acres of other ground, partially jrrigated, from
25,000 to 42,960 and another one from 169 to 199 thousand

dollars. So, with that variation, | don't see howyou can say
that these figures really nean very nuch. So | amcertainly
paying a lot of attention to Senator Lanb. And, with that, |

will sit down and make it as brief as | can.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Further discussion on the Lanb anendnent.
Senator Pirsch, would you care to discuss the Lamb amendnent ?

Thank you. Senator Wthem on the Lanmb amendment.

SENATOR W THEM: First of all, let me say the question of a
perpetual hold harmess is a legitimate policy question to bring
to the Legislature. Senator Lamb is wel | within his
responsibilities as a |egislator bringing this to us for
consi derati on. I''mnot going tosupport the perpetual hold
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