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to have...fund the bill at a lesser amount than to have that
income tax increase go into effect January 1 of this year,
therefore generating more money than necessary to fund the b i l l
for the first year. So I would oppose the Warner amendment.
And I think...I' ve tried to a n swer you r q uest i on , Senator
Warner. If ;. haven' t, I'm sure you' ll ask them...ask them to me
again.

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h ank y o u . Before recognizing Senator Withem
for further discussion, the Chair is pleased t o a n n ounce t hat
Senator Di e r k s has a special guest under our north balcony.
Mr. Mike Hannon from O' Neill, Nebraska. Mr. Hannon, would y ou
please st a n d and b e r e co g n i z e d . T hank you , we ' r e g l a d t o h a v e
you. Senator Withem, please, followed by S enator s Wa r n e r and

SENATOR WITHEM: Yes, Mr. President,members of the body, the
Warner amendment, as I understand it, i s the sh o w ca rd
amendment, I guess, on what we d o ab out the fact that the
r evenue pro j ec t i o n s , on which t h i s b i l l was originally based,
have been revised in a negativesense. And there is not the
money here to fund this, in its current form, in its first year.
Senator Moore has spoken on his preferences on the b i l l . And
his p r e f e r e n ce, as I understand it, is to. . .hi s p r e f e r e n c es
are...his preference is to allow the bill to be phased in i n atwo-year basi s , and not bring the income tax into effect
January 1 o f 199 0 . T o do January 1 o f 1990 wou ld , i n f ac t ,
result in double withholding of the income tax increase in the
first year. A number of people, I think, think that that i s a
problem. Not doing this, though, would result in the effects of
the property tax decrease not being felt in their totality until
the se c ond y ear , and you would not have the dramatic type of
d ecrease t ha t y o u woul d h a v e . . . t ha t y o u wou l d h ave o t he r w i s e .
So, that's your choice, I guess, as a Legislature. And I think
it's one where I'm probably going to go along with the Warner
amendment, but that's a personal preference. I f y ou r p r e f e r e n c e
is to see it all go into effect in one year, then you vote for
the Warner amendment and it goes on, a nd you ' l l h ave d oub l e
withholding the first year. One the other hand, if you' re
comfortable letting the effects of the property t ax r ed u c t i o n s
on individuals come in a two-step phase as opposed to a single
phase, then you ought to vote against the Warner amendment. I f
the Warner amendment doesn't go on, we' ll make adjustments in
t he A b i l l t o app rop r i at e the sums of money t hat wi l l b e
available, it will be in a two-year process. Senator Moore has

Hall .

11454


