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to have...fund the bill at a lesser amount than to have that
Incone tax increase go into effect January 1 of this year,
therefore generating nore noney than necessary to fund the "pj

for the first year. So | would oppose the \Warner amendnent.
And | think...I1" ve tried to answer your questi on, Senpator
Warner. |f ;. haven' t, |'msure you' Il ask them 3sk themto ne
again.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Before recognizing Senator Wthem
for further discussion, the Chair is pleased tg announce that
Senator  Dierks has a special guest under our north bal cony.
M. M ke Hannon from O Neill, Nebraska. Mr. Hannon, would you
please stand and be recognized. Thank you, we're glad to have
you. Senator Wthem please, followed by’ senators Warner and
Hall.

SENATOR W THEM: Yes, Mr. President, penbers of the body, the
Warner amendment, as | understand it, iS the show card
amendnent, | guess, on what we do about the fact that the
revenue projections, onwhich thisbill was originally based,
have been revised in a negativesense, Andt here i's not the
noney here to fund this, inits current form inits first year.
Senator More has spoken on his preferences on the pj | And
his preference, as | understand it, is to. "WS references
are...his preference is to allowthe bill to be p asedl "% in a
two-year asis, and not bring the income tax into effect

January 1 of 1990. Todo January 1 of 1990 woul in act
result in double withholding gf the incone 1t ax (ljhcrelase |fn t he

first year. A nunmber of people, | think, think that that a
problem Not doing this, though, would result in the effects of
the property tax decrease not being felt in their totality until
the second year, and you would not have the dramatic type of
decrease that youwould have., .that you would have otherwise.
So, that's your choice, | guess, as a Legislature. And | think
it"s one whefe |'m probably~going t0 9o aiong with the Warner
anmendnment, but that's a personal preference. If vour preference
isto seeit all go into effect in one year, then ygu vote?or
the Warner amendnment and it goes on, and vyou'll have double
wi thhol ding the first ¥ear. One the other hand, if you're
confortable letting the effects of the property (35 reductions
on individuals come in a two-step phase as opposed to a single
phase, then you ought to vote agai nst the Warner anmendnent. T
the Warner amendment doesn't go on, we' |l nake adjustnents in

the A bil | to appropriate the sums of money that will be
available, it will be in a two-year process. gepator Moore has
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