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because t h e y h u r t o ur f e e l i ng s . So we d i dn ' t he a r t ha t s t or y .

S ENATOR BRASHEAR: O k a y.

SENATOR LANDIS: Bu t you m ig ht get some sense of this by a
letter from the Omaha Greater Chamber of Commerce, because t hey
did send us a letter and said this: On behalf of the Greater
Chamber of Commerce of Omaha, I'm r elating to you our
apprehensions on LB 355. The re are a number of differing
opinions that h ave been o f f e red s i nce LB 355 ' s i nt r o d uct io n as
to h o w i t woul d af f ect nonr e s i dent m e mbers of a Nebr a s ka
corporat ion' s board o f d i r e c t o rs . The o p i n i ons r a nge f r om ni l
to m i n i mal t o di sc o uraging our companies f r om holding meet ings
in the state, in part because, as I read that, the companies
themselves say what is the rule and what is the change. And the
reason this rule is here is because it makes crystal clear what
the general rule is and its applicability to corporations. T he
committee's statement of intent explains LB 355 as codifying the
Department of Revenue's current position on the issue. Some
have observed, however, that the language in the b ill goes
beyond clarification or codification of current practice. It
has been suggested that the pr oposal could, under certain
circumstance, i m p ac t a l ar ge por t i on of t he ent i r e an n ual
compensation, o r f e e p a i d t o a n o n r e s i dent di r ec t o r . On t he
other h a nd , t he f i sc a l not e t ha t a c c o mpanie s L B 3 5 5 i ndi ca t e s n o
impact whatsoever o n state revenues. This leaves us in the
position of trying to advise you on a proposal without a clear
understanding o f its potential impact. With that. we at this
t ime of fe r o n l y a measure o f c a u t i on , a n d l o o k f or w ar d t o t he
c ommitte e ' s di sc us s i o n of t he ma t t e r . To t he e x t e nt t ha t
corporate lawyers have chosen to interpret our code in different
ways, there has been some confusion. There is no confusion from
t he. . . o f t h e Department o f R evenue . They say i t ' s per f ect l y
clear, it's always been clear, but it only comes to roost when
the Department of Revenue winds up auditing. For people who
have different interpretations, they may no t have been
w ithholding . Th e y may not h ave been f o rwarding t a xes on be h a l f
o f t he i r co r p orat e d i r e c t o rs , whereas o t her companies who th i nk
it's clear have been doing so. The Department of Revenue hasn' t
been able to guess well and that's why there is no big revenue
i mpact b e c ause t he y ' r e ass uming t h a t p e o pl e a r e g e nera l l y i n
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