January 9, 1989 LB 267-278
LR 4

Transportation Committee will meet in Executive Session upon
adjoiirnment.

Reference Committee, now, in 2102.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The Legislature will continue to
stand at ease while the Referencing Committee meets. We are not
adjourned.

EASE
SPEAKER BARRETT: Announcements, bill introduction.

CLERK: Mr. President, a series of announcements. First of all,
Executive Board would 1like to announce the makeup of the
Building Maintenance Committee. Senator Conway has been
selected as Chair with membership consisting of Senator Beyer,
Senator Korshoj, Senator Scofield and Senator Warner. And with
respect to the Education Commission of the States, which is also
an Executive Board appcintment, Senators Baack, Dierks and
Withem hLave been selected to serve.

Mr. President, announcement from the Speaker, and that is that
there will be a Committee Chairpersons meeting on Wednesday
morning at eight-fifteen in Room 1517; Committee Chairpersons
meeting at eight-fifteen Wednesday morning in Room 1517, as
offered by the Speaker.

Mr. President, I have received a Reference Report referring
bills up through 237. (See pages 122-25.)

Mr. President, new bills. (Read LBs 267-278 by title for the
first time as found on pages 125-28 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I have a new resolution by Senator
Bernard-Stevens, LR 4, asking the Legislature to approve a gift
from the Nebraska Game and Parks Foundation to the Games and
Parks Commission of certain real estate located in Lincoln
County. That will be laid over, Mr. President. (See
pages 128-29 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I have a hearing notice from the Transportation
Committee for Tuesday, January 17. That is signed by Senator
Lamb as Chair of the Committee.
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Mr. President, a request from Senator Wehrbein to add his name
to LB 50; Senator Robak to LB 275; and to Senator Korshoj to
LB 84. (See page 129 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, one last bill, LB 279 offered by Senator Landis.
(Read by title for the first time. See pages 129-30 of the
Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I believe that is all that I have. One final
reminder, Senator Lamb would like a meeting of the
Transportation Committee upon adjournment in the Senate Lounge.
That is all that I have, Mr. President.

Notice of hearing from the Banking, Commerce and Insurance
Committee for Tuesday, January 17. And that is all that I have,
Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Dennis Byars,
your light is on. For what purpose do you rise?

SENATOR BYARS: There being no further business to come before
this body this afternoon, I would move that we would adjourn
until nine o'clock tomorrow morning, January 10.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. You've heard the motion. Those in
favor say aye. Opposed no. Ayes have it, we are adjourned.

L
Proofed by: ;b'aAL“me)
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598, 599

pages 282-93 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, in addition to those items, a final bill.
(LB 598 read for the first time by title. See page 293 of the
Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I have a motion to be filed by Senators Withem,
Nelsoi, Korshoj, Lamb, Bernard-Stevens, Chizek, and Hartnett.
It would move certain rules and place LB 275 directly on General

File. That will be laid over. (See page 294 of the Legislative
Journal.)

Mr. President, 1 have a series of names to add on. Senator
Kobak would like to add her name to LB 472; Senator Ashford to
LB 479; Senator Morrissey to LB 162; Senator Peterson to LB 374,
Senator Withem to LB 153.

Mr. President, Senator Wehrbein would move to withdraw LB 235.
That will be laid over. Mr. President, the last item I have is
a new bill. (LB 599 read for the first time by title. See
page 294 of the Legislative Journal.)

SENATOR HEFNER: Senator Nelson, would you like to give us a
message.

SENATOR NELSON: Mr. Speaker, members of the body. I move that
we adjourn until January 19 at 9:00 a.m.

SENATOR HEFNER: We are adjourned then until 9:00 a.m. tomorrow
morning.

Proofed by:
Sandy Mya:
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Loran Schmit, please.

SENATOR SCHMIT: Mr. President and members, Mr. Lawrence Myers
is a new appointee to the Power Review Board. The board heard
his explanation of his experience and his background. He has
been appointed to fill the accountant's position on the board
and the committee voted unanimously that he be recommended for
approval by the full Legislature and 1 so move.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any discussion” Seeing none, those in favor
of the motion offered by the Standing Committee Chair, Senator
Schmit, on the appeintment found on page 370 of the Jcurnal
please vote aye, opposed nay. Voting on the confirmation
report. Have you all voted? Record, please.

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays, Mr. President, on adoption of the
confirmation report as offered by the Natural Resources
Committee.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The report ic adopted. Item 6 on the agenda,
Mr. Clerk.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senators Withem, Nelson, Hartnett,
Chizek, Bernard-Stevens, Lamb, and Korshoj would move to suspend
Rule 7, Section 3a, Rule 6, Section 2, and Rule 3, Sections 3e,
13 and 19 and place LB 275 on General File. The motion was
filed on January 18. It is found on page 293 of the Journal,
Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Withem, please.

SENATOR WITHEM: Mr. Speaker and members of the body, first of
all, I appreciate the other legislators who signed on to this
mction very much their suppert. It is something I am very
serious about. It is also something that [ think members of the
body ought to be taking fairly seriously. This is an abnormal,
unusual type of motion to be filed, I will admit. The first
thing I would like to state is that it should not be construed
as being anti-Appropriations Committee, antiappropriations
process. The process that we have for dealing with
appropriations really does not fit the goal of LB 275. Let me
tell you what LB 275 is. It is a very simple bill but one that
if we support this bill will place us on record as a Legislature
of supporting the concept of relieving property taxes. Property
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tax relief is something that every nmenber of this body, | would
guess, has canpai gned on. You have | ooked your constituents in
the eye back home, you have heard them say that their property
taxes are too high, the property taxes need to be relieved, zng
you have said, yes, you are going to support |owering property
t axes. At the same time, we come down here and year after year
after year we watch the situation get worse. LB 275 is a bill
that the passage of |l put this body on record supporting

property tax relief.  |f it goes through ﬁhe' normal
appropriation process, it is not going to be a useful bill. = pe

purpose t hat those of wus that introduced it, the purpose for

which those of us that introducedit will be lost if we §g pot
act on it early in the session. Theidea is, (a), we have a
reserve. Now the size of thereserve | know i be debated.
Whezher the reserve is commtted to other functions | know will
be debated, but you can't argue that we have 5 reserve. The
nunbers | see will be that we are going to end this fiscal year
with an excess of $250 million if you take the surplus in the

General Fund, and our CashReserve Fund. That is not counting
any | apses from General Fund appropriations. we will have that
money left over at the end. The theory of 275 is that sonme of

that noney ought to be dedicated to property tax relief. What
LB 275 QOe_s is it sets aside $50 million of thatreserve gnq
places it into a property tax relief fund. There is no

distribution formula in LB 275. The purpose of 275 is to pass
it early in the session, set that noney aside, set th signals
that we want some dollars set aside to help with t?]e pr%perty
tax problemin our state. puyring the rest of the session, we
can argue wtlether Senator Chizek's idea that it ought to go
through state aid to education, grSenator Lamb's idea that it
ought to go as a rebate, direct rebate back to property
taxpayers, or Senator Chizek's other idea that sonme of 5 phave
signed on that a homestead exenption is the right way to go, we
can make those argunents later on. \aat we are saying at this
point though is that the nmoney ought to be set aside and it
ought to be set aside at this particular point within the
sessi on. You got some handouts, gnd | see you are getting some
from Senator Warner that denonstrate the perspectivé from his
point  of view. I would 1like to point out to you what has
happened in the area of property taxes in our state by a qyple
of handouts that you have. First of all,a rather longbar
graph here, rather |ong-term explanation of what has happened to
property taxes from 1974 or 1967, when our citizens were pa)ing
$296 million in property taxes, up to this last year when we
paid $1,167,482,843.90 in property taxes. The map that has been
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passed out is a graphic denonstration of the growh of property
taxes in our state since 1985. Now | don't know when you fol ks
cameto the Legislature individually. Each of you know when you
came into the Legislature. | cane in March of ~1983. Probabl

if you would go back to March of '83, you would see a muc

whiter state here. The lightly blackened in speck counties 4.¢
those where the property tax levy is $2.50 conbined. (x| of
the different subdivisions levying a property tax, it comes to

an averageof $2.50. There areonly nine counties in the giate

at that time that had in excess of $2.50. Tpere were only two
COUnties that had in excess Of $275 in a property tax |evy_
Follow along, '86, '87, '88, in 1988, |6 counties were paying
over $2.75 of levy on their property tax. Twenty-six counties
had over $2.50. If you will notice that the average property
taxpayer in the state currently is payingwell over $2.50 in
property tax valuation. The average tax rate for property taxes
in Nebraska last year was $2.61. This year we oughtto have a
gol den opportunity to do something to relieve property taxes.
I't is the first time that | have been here that there have pgqp
sizeable sums of money jn our budget, but what is likely to
happen is what happens every year. yoyare going to haveon one
hand individuals Iike our Governor, like sone senators in pare

who say what we ought to be doing is giving back the nmoney in
income tax relief. Youhave other individuals that sayit is g
gOl den Opportunity t o enhance what ever state gover nment Spendi ng

program t hat you would like to see enhanced. Wealways pick on
hi gher education. It is not because higher education i's bad but

it is because | 'gher education takes an inordinate ¢ m of our
budget . W are looking at, since we have given a state ajq
increase to local schools and |ocal subdivisions back in the
early 1980s, you are going to see an 88 percent growth in what
we spend of state dollars on higher education. None o f t hat
goes to relieve property taxes. It goes t o enhance state
government prograns that need to be enhanced, but within that
enhancenent of state government programs, weneed to be doing
sonmet hing for our |ocal property t axpayers. I think it is
i nportant that we take this step. It is an unusual nmotion
admttedly. It is being taken because, 5g44in. if we waited. the
bill has been referred to the Appropriatigns Committee 'As |
understand the Api)ropriations Commi ttee process that they are
not even hearing bills at this point. They are going through
agency hearings, that they will not unfiil the middle or late
part of Februarywill not evenbegin hearing bills. oyrprocess
indicates that the mainline appropriations bill Laeeds to pass
before we appropriate any dollars. That in normal circunstances
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is a good process, but within that process, there is really no
place for the local p_ropertlytaxl;q)ayer, for the individual that
is paying these | think imorally high property ;ayes. Wh at
happens is the state government agencies get their say, get

the' rdollars into the budget, and by the tine we get around o
passing the final budget, there is little if any roomleft for

enhancing the image, the situation of our |ocal property
taxpayers. What this notion does is sinply brings this bill to
General File for immediate consideration. Some people will

argue that it will not have had a public hearing, but | would

argue with you that we have had so many hearings on the property
tax problemin this state, every year we havebills to relieve
property taxes.  Last year, Senator Vard Johnson's tax study
commttee did hearings all over the state and the one consi stent

message they heard back was that roperty taxes d t b
reduced. We don't need a public heapri npg toybe told tnﬁgt Weoneeéa

to do somet hing aboutproperty taxes. Tgleave this bill, to
| et It__ run its _curren_t course of action will, in all
probability , doom it to failure, will doom us, as a Legislature,

to fund the needs of state government programs, to deal with
those types of problens, and once again to forget the problems
of the | ocal property taxpayer. I woul d point out that the
budget that is being considered by the Appropriations comittee
as sent over by the Governor.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR W THEM: ...has nothing in it for ﬁroperty tax relief.
| think it will be valuable this morningto have this debate and
this discussion on the priorities to which this Legislature
gives to property tax problems. | think wehave failed the
property taxpayer in my time in the Legislature. | have tried
not to fail them but as a Legislature, wehave. | think it is
time that we went on record as a Legislature gof upporting
property tax relief. This is an opportunity that youshaeg as a
Legislature to do so. | would urge you to be one of the
30 votes needed to suspend the rules to have this bill placed on

General File. Thank you, M. Speaker.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you, Senator Wthem Before proceeding
to an anendnent on the desk, a notion on the desk, the Chair is
pleased to announce that Senator Kristensen hasy guest in the
north bal cony, from Kearney, Nebraska, the Director of the
Social Services Department at Kearney, Bev Muller. Would you
please stand and take a bow, Bev. Thank you. W are glad  to
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have you with us. Nr. Clerk.

CLERK: Nr. President, Senator Moore would nove to amend the
noti on by adding LB 774.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: (N ke off at begi nning) M. Speaker and mbers
of the body, those of you whoare not aware of what LB 774 1s,

the bill is sponsored by Senator Schnit and nyself, which in
aCtUality what it does is raise the sales tax by 2 percent. And
I think it i simportant that if you want to"debate LB 275, | f
you want to debate any property tax reljef, | think it is really

inportant that you would at the very | east debate it. on an ven
keel with the tax increase necessary (inaudible) that you are
tal ki ng about on 275. Granted, 774 is probably a little bigger
nunber than 275 but it really doesn't make any difference, ghq
mean | won't go into the potential inpact of LB 275. (Njke on)
Senator Warner passed out a handout on that, andhe can probably

explain that to you better than I can, but first g5 just to
suspend five rules on the 12th...13th day of the session and
bringa bill to the floor is very bad precedent. That is

sonething that usually py seatmate Senator Schmit does on the
88th day or the 58th day, and we expect that. You don't expect
that on the 13th day of tl'a session,and | think we shoul dn' t
expect it because it is sinply the wong time to do {hings and
stuff like that. Part of the reason 275 and the notion that
several senators signed is bad because it puts all of s jn a
very bad situation. Li ke Senator Wthem said, he is trying to
make this the litnus test on whether or not you are for propeéerty
tax relief this session. That is the litnus test he s trying
to put forth before the body. and it js so easy, it is easy to
sit on Novenmber 25th and prom se what Santa Claus ; goin to
bring you on Decermber 25th but it is not fair to do it that gWay.

If you really want to have property taxre|jef, then the bod

has to be willing to support a tax increase that is going to pa

for it, and. ..

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Wthem state your point, please.

SENATOR W THEN: Yes, point of order is that, su49 | am sorry it
took me awhile to find this, Rule 2, Section 1 indicates
that...excuse me, Rule 2, Section 2 indicates that a pptjon to
suspend the rules is not anendable. \w changed that rule |ast
year, and | believe Senator Moore's motion is out of ,qer for.
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that reason.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Pursuant to Rule 2, Section 2, it
is the opinion that Senator Noore's notion, excuse me, Senator

W them s motion is not amendable by Senator Noore. Senator
Noore, any comments, please?

SENATOR NOORE: Wel | y | mean when you are suspendi n five rul es,
I mean | can sinply suspend the rules and anmend another one. |
mean when you are throwing the rules out this early in the

session, | don't know why you are getting hung up on one rule
but | will {USt sinply wait and file a different notion to
suspend the rules so I can anmend it so we can paye the proper

debate on the rule suspension on LB 275, so | withdraw my notion
at this tinme.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Notion is withdrawn. Discussion on the notion

by Senator Wthemto suspend ryles and place 275 on Gener al
File. Senator Warner, please.

SENATOR WARNER: Nr. President and nmenbers of the Legislature, |
wel com e the opportunity to discuss what | believe is the purpose

of the nmotion this norning as indicated by senator Wt hem d
that is to discuss the problem of the property tax issue in the
state. | did have two handouts, gnd | am not going to e a
‘"ot of time on them | just want to call your attention £8 Pﬁem
The one that has a heading that says "Potential |npact of 275",
what it really 's js a potential inmpact of 50 million of

whatever youuse for.. . that noney for in terns of property tax,
but the one sheet shows hi st OricaIIy what has happened sinc

1966 and the percentage increase in property tax as a percent OF
value. On  the average up through this year it has averaged
roughly 6 percent. It is interesting to note that the only tine
in that whole period of time in the past 22years, other than
the first two years when we went to sales-incone tax, and
abol i shed property tax for state government, there was only gnhe
decrease in the percent of increasein property taxes Ievieg,
and that was the year in which the valuations were g; nificantly
i ncreased, when, and as | recall | think that is the ?/ear that

we went from the 35 percent to the 100 percent of value, guq

only call that to your attention for the reason that alwayskeep
in mnd that when you narrow the pase ..when you broaden the
base, you reduce the rate and that is all that shows. \yhat we
have tended to do over years is narrow the base consistently ,
a variety of places, andthen we wonder why the rates go up, and
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that is not pertinent to the issue of 275, but it is pertinent

to the overall problems. ther things on the sheet shows a
graph, it shows how property tax would increase with a one-time
shot. The |l ast three exanples are just exactly that. | would

show that if you used the Governor's budget snd added another
50 mllion, why, you would have a deficit before the end of this
sessi on based on current projections. The next sheet shows what
would happen if you do the 50 million in addition to the
Governor's budget and assune that collections for this year wll
be 20 million nore, and | suspect when the board peets in
February and April that that will occur, but even with that, it
woul d indicate that it would be in a deficit position at the
beginning of the next gession, so...or by during the next

session of the biennium and that, obviously, "is somethi ng to
keep in mnd. And the |ast sheet shows that what you woul d need
to do based on current projections plus additional 20 mllion.

In order to sustain that level of funding, there are a nunber of
items that are either in the Governor's budget or sonewhere el se
in the budget that could not be done. Theother handout, again,

is a historical one which merely shows the percentage growth
over a period of time, since 1966-67 of the ambunt of funds, the
percent of the appropriationthat has gone to aid, andthe
percent that has gone to state operations. | hasten to add

that you understand the definition of aid is one that I's used b

the state accountant, those itens thatare included in the a|d

are also on that sheet and that, again, it is just for
i nformational purposes. What | would like to stress, because
t he point has been nmade that thls iS atinme for us to indi cate
to those whom we represent that we are concerned about property
tax. | want you to look at that sheet, that first one | panded
out, and it would indicate that if, in fact,g|| $50 million

went to property tax relief,

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATCR WARNER: .. .that there is no increase. It is not a
reduction in your property tax. Theaverage increase would be
1.72 percent as opposed to 6, gnd the foll owi ng year, it still
goes back to that average of 6 percent. Fifty m|II|on does not
cure the problem | would suggest there is ohly two \ays. one
way that you can do jt, and the onlx way | know that” we can
really cure’the property tax problemwe have in Nebraska is that
you establish a tax fund...a tax source that will grow somewmat
conmparable to the expendlture that you can expect to grow at t

local level and, paticularly | suspect, in the areas of
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education. Anything less than that is t
don't have to renmind you that in the Ias%1 fesvm %rtahrg i?urt%'ere ik

anything I have heard repeatedly is that when you pronise
sonething to happen on taxes, and it doesn't quite come out that
way, you are going get pushed around a lot. | i suggest to
you if you votefor 50mllion on the assunption that you are
reducing property taxes, you will be spending nost of your
explaining to your constituents why their property taxes sthl
went up because they wll. Fifty million does not solve the
problem.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Nelson, please, followed
by Senators Scofield, Lanmb, gnd Wesely.

SENATOR NELSON: Nr. Speaker, menbers of the bo\%’y’ | certainl

appreciate the indepth report that Senator them gave us ar¥d
al so, likewi se, Senator Vrner, and | think both of their \ords
of wi sdom should be noted by everyone. | {450 amone of the
signers on the resolution and | won't be redundant in what
Senato_r W them has said, but all of us, property tax is
sonething that we nust address. | have no axe to grind, not one

minute, with any nember of the Appropriations Comittee 514 in
their deliberations and their proposals. ginply what this woul d
do so that the noney is not nickeled and di ned away and promi sed
away on meny, many proposals is tOset that noney aside right
now and then, at the end of the Session’ be determ ned by the
Legislature what we do to give us sone property tax relief . |
adnit it may call for an increase in tax, Senator gnith's food
tax proposal, or we may or may not be able to address Senator
Lamb's proposal. Senator Lanb's proposal would come ,nder the
gui dance of LB 275, but | think that we need to |l et the people
know that we are serious in addressing the property tax. | |50
amaware if salaries are jnpcreased on the state | evel, t he
university level, the state colleges, gandso on, you can't have
it both ways. You cannot prom se property tax relief .4 turn
around and give jt on the other side of the coin. Also the

Governor's proposal to refund 18.2 million, {pgat may be very
wel | but, again, property tax relief, the average person out
thereis  the person that | am concerned ghout, and this
resolution, then, pertains to that. | won't take any nore tine

but that is simply,.nothing against the Appropriation
Committee but set that noney aside for property [t)gx r%lies‘ an
do it in the first part of the session. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Scofield. please.
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SENATOR SCOFIELD:  Thank you, Nr. Speaker, and nenbers, first |
want to commend Senator Wthem for coming up with such a ypigye
scheme for giving us an opportunity to talk about an issue that
I think is probably on the top of everybody's list of .gncerns
It doesn't surprise ne that sonething abnormal and unusualn Cones

from Senator W them but | still think that it is an excellent
opportunity to talk about this and we should do so. | think |
want to reiterate something that Senator Warnersaid, and that
is one of ny concerns about this issue, thisi .3 great chance

tc talk about this and to talk about thissg that it goes out

across the state to our constituents, but for all you fol'ks g
are covering this, | hope you don't write out there that

50 nmillion does it, as Senator Warner has already poi ntec? out.

If we were to actually only do $50 million in property tax
relief, nobody is even going to notice it when they walk away
fromthe courthouse. There is going to be a huge sense of
di sappointnment in ny district if this were acconplished because,

certainly, ny district has as much of a property tax problem 4q
anybody.  Some of my townsare much higher than any of these
average figures that you see here. So, | am concerned about the
message that we send out across the state, and it is i mportant
t hat we say., yes, we are conmitted to property tax,gq|jef. but

it is inportant that we don't give anybody any j||jusions about
what it is going to cost or how easy it is going to be, because
fromthe work that | have done on property taxes, the nmore |
|l ook at it, the more | find out that | don't know, frankly. And
the other thing that | learned is that it is going to take 3
whoppi ng amount of noney to really make a difference in people s
property taxes out there which occurs to me that we 46 either
going to have to do what Senator WArnergays and that is find
some new source that tracks the increase in property es or
we are going to have to significantly restructure our tax system
or change whopays what. W are certainly going to see gales

tax increase and income tax increase or whatever. | have told
ny constituents this every time | have spoken to thembut | am
not sure you can say that too many tines. |t seems to me that
the other thing we need to do as a Legislature is to set sonme
ki nd of goal about what kind of ampunt of relief we are talking

about . Wher e do we want to end up? otherw se, we could spend
mllions of dollars in the pot and just not get there. For a
point of reference sake, | asked Eric WII| of Revenue sone time

ago to help ne put together some nunbers, maybe try to start to
set a figure that would be that goal, gnd | was astoni shed at
the nunber he brought back to ne. | knew it wasbad. | didn't
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know it was thisbad, but if we were to shift enough noney out
of the budget to put ourselves at the Plains state average of

property taxes, we have to find $280 mllion. |f wewereto put
ourselves to the | owest in that reg| on, we have

$560 m | lion. Sol think it is reallyinportant that we decn ge
how much relief is appropriate, how far do we want to go. ; jg

clear to me that 50 million is a spit in the ocean are
going to have to set a goal that is realistic and tﬁen go about
the process of figuring out what is the best way to do this.

woul d secondly suggest that we are probably all going to have to
curb our tenptations to spend on anything else if we are to get
there, sinply because of the huge conpeting nature of this beast
agai nst anything el se. personal ly, don't have any problem
with doing that. | amWIIIIng ..l think Senator Wthem wants us
to take a blood oath that we are for property tax relief. |

think we are going to have to take 4 second blood oath and that
is we arenot for spending noney on anything else, ath ast for
ow

awhile. | am al ready agonizing trying to figure out o you
do the _Eroposal for teachers salary increases, which!l would
I’eally like to dO but | don't see any wa of pay| ng for it. |f
you do property tax relief, there certai nY i wa ¥1

t hat . So we wi l | havealongllst of pr|0r|t|esther¥t at we

all care deeply about and we are going to find that we are
unable to fund any of themif we do property tax relief. aq

said, | thirk property tax.relief is jpportant enough to say
that,

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR SCOFIELD: ...but I think we all have to think about
that. So | am grateful for the chance to talk about this. | am
glad that Senator Wthem dreaned this up and | woul d urge us

try to set that goal and then get on about exploring the various
mechani sms that we nmight have to do to neet it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Lamb.

SENATOR LANB: Nr. President and members, some people have
expressed surprise that | have signed on to this resol ution but
I think it is very consistent in that | have been Interested In
property tax relief for some tine, and as many of the nenbers of
the Appropriations Committee that have spoken this norning, this
certainly is not going to solve the property ;gx problem. I
t hi nk what this does do is say to this bOdy, are you serious
about property tax relief, and if so, let's showit today .
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Fifty million dollars is not a lot of noney, andonthe two-year
basis, a hundred million dollars is not a lot of money, \when'vou
talk about $1 billion in total property taxes collected in {Re
state, but it is a start, and it |eaves the unanswered questions
as to whether some other state priorities are not going 5 p
funded by that ampunt or are the tax rates going to have to ge
increased one way or anotherin order to cover property tax
relief. It | eaves those questions, admttedly, unanswered. |t
al so | eaves unanswered the question of how that money \,ould be
distributed, of what nethod of property tax relief are we going
to eventually pass, and sone of us are going +tg have var ing
ideas on that jssue, and we may not in the end agree on that.
And sonme of us who are supportive of this may not agree ., the
manner in  which jtis distributed and will vote against it in
the end. But to me it makes gense to say to this body and to
say to the state that we are interested in property tax reljef

Thisis a step in that direction, and Senator Warner's pumbers
are interesting in that it says that if there is an additional

$50 mllion, and assuming that all reduces property tax, for one
year the property tax increase is 1.72 rather than 6 percent,
and then it goes on beyond that at the 6 percent increase. gyt
we nust note that that is 6 percent of a |lower number. tpat g

6 percent of a lower nunber, so the effect is perhaps just a
little bit nmore dramatic than is indicated in there d of

course, $50 million is the nunber that is thrown out as ﬁgs‘been
i ndicated. To be of significance, it hasto be morethan
$50 m I I | on, nore I | ke $100 m I I | on at a m ni mum and | t has to
be on a continuing basis so that the increase in property tax is
reduced on the long term Sol really think this, as has been

stated, this is a test. This is saying to this Legislature, gre
we seriously going to | ook at property tax rajjef? |fwe are

we are going to set aside $50 million to do I't. \wedon't know
exactly how we are going to do it. \earegoing to argue that

| ater. We don't know exactly how it is going to be funded, % t
we are going to have $50 million to start this project.

SPEAKER B ARRETT: T hank you. ) Before'ﬁroceedin . Senator Ro
Johnson would like to recogniseDr. Narjorie Niller (phonetic
of Central City who is serving as doctor of the day, p penalf
of the Nebraska Acadeny of Family Physicians. p, Nille r. we

wel come you to the Legislature. Thank you. Amotion on the
desk, Nr. Clerk.

CLERK: Nr. President, Senator Noore would moveto suspend
Rule 2, Section 2 soas to allow for the anendment of the
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Wthem et al., notion.
SPEAKER BARRETT:  Senator Scott Noore, please.

SENATOR W THEN: | am going to have to ask that be ruled out of
order, too. Thereis a motion pending gnd suspension of a
second rule is not a priority motion, | don't believegyer a
notion that is being debated. Suspension of the rules always
sits on the desk and waits until such time as we di spose of what
is on the floor at any given tine.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senat or Wthem you bring up an interesting
point. However, in the opinion of the Chair, in the past we
have taken up motions of this kind in the order in which they
are placed on the desk. So,in this case, | would syggest to
you and to the body that we could proceed with Senat%gr?&bore s
motion to suspend Rule 2, Section 2. Senator Wthem would you

care to challenge?

SENATOR ~ WITHEN: Yeah, | think | have to, Nr. Speaker.

Basi cs] |y, what we are doing here g finding another way to
suspend...t o anmend a suspension. When you are discusSing a
nmotion, | don't see how you can rule that we can set that notion
aside to go on and debate something, something that is
different. I f, for instance, M. Speaker, we have an amendment

on the floor dealing with LB 775 a few years ago and that is
bei ng debated, we ?et rid of that particular notion,whatever
that anmendnent is, before we go to the suspension rul es. We
dispose ~ of...gosh, this is just a...l can't jpmgine the
different options that this opens up if the chair's rulin i's
that we can, by placing a notion on the desk that is different
from what were being discussed, we imediately proceed to that
new notion before we have dispensed with the old one. this is a
suspension. There is one notion to suspend on the floor at this
tine. It has not been dispensed with. A second motion has been
comng up. I woul d hope that this would set the precedent that
if we are debating an anendnent to a bill, and | come up with g2
different amendment to a bill, we dispose of the amendnent that
is being discussed at that time and go i mmedi ately to mine

These are two separatenotions of equal ranking. e have not

di sposed yet with the Wthem nmotion. At the conclusion of our
dispensing with the Wthem motion, the Noore motion woul d
certainly be in order and ought to be debr ¢d at that tinme. But

to say the Noore notion now becomes.  takes priority over the
W the~a notion when they are notions of the game ranki ng frankly
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just boggles ny mind. It is totally at odds with the nor mal
procedures of our rules.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Senator Wthem
SENATOR WTHEM And it wasn't a bad ruling, M. Speaker.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank YOou, again. Sen ator Moore’ an mme nt,
and may | suggest that the body nay speak to this chayl enge one

time and only one time, and please stick to the question g
hand. That is the challenge of the Chair. senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Well, to begin with,| don't think this motion
i's any nore mi nd-boggl i ng than the five rules that Senator
Wthemis trying to suspend to get to his notion, dthere has
been a nunber of the nenbers of the body that have asrl< me, am
I making these notions so | have a chance to speak. | want to
say, no, that is not the reason | amdoing it. Thereason | am
trying to doit, | thinkthe only right and proper way to deal
with the issue of property tax relief that ator hem ha
di agramed for us today is we have to be up ront an deal wit
it, and the only way we can actually deal with that is {4 ygte

with LB 275 along with a tax. = a corresponding tax increase that
is going to be necessary to fund it. And so, | mean if you wai t
until after you have dealt with the Wthem notion, you have
aIready been on record, you have already, what | am goi ng to
?/ falsely been on record beingfor or agai nst property tax
ief, when the vote is, I think, is totally out of line
because there is no fundi ng attached toit. | nhean there is no
actual tax increase attached to it. I think it is very
danger ous. | mean | will grant that my notion tog uspend all

the rules and just have fun is a little out of order, but

no nmoreout of order than Senator Wthen s five ruIe you know,
the...l amtrying to get the right...nore than a trifecta,
guadf ecta, he i s suspendi ng flverul es I want to suspend one
more and so we talk about the issue the way it should be (5/keq
about, talking about property tax relief, real property tax
reiief, and the corresponding tax increase that is going to have
to go with that. A nd | would hope ¢{hat the body woul d not
overrule the Chair so we can get onto ny notion, whichis to

suspend the rules, and then | can go back to ori gi nal i
and so we can suspend the rules tg bring botHyLB 2 5 and mf“ﬁ}t

to the floor, and so when you talk about property ay rejijef,
you talk about the proper corresponding tax increase that has to
go with that type of an issue.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Would anyone else care to speak to
the matter of overruling the Chair? May I see your hand.
Senator Chambers, that is the only hand I see, proceed.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman and members of the Legislature,
so that I can be clear on where we are because some of the
discussion occurred while I was in my office trying to pick it
up. An attempt had been made earlier to amend Senator Withem's
motion and that motion was ruled out of order, is that correct?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Correct.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: So that put before the body the multipart
motion as far as suspending the rules that Senator Withem
originally had proposed?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Correct.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: And Senator Moore now is offering a motion to
suspend specific rules or all of the rules? Could Senator Moore
answer that, then?

SPEAKER BARRETT: It is a specific rule, Rule 2, Section 2,
allowing for a specific amendment; a rule which says that a
motion is not to be amencable.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Right, but the only motion where there is not
allowed a division of the question 1is when specific...when a
bill is being returned to Select File for a specific amendment,
so I don't think a division of the question could be considered
an amendment. So, if a person has a multiple part motion, then
maybe the appropriate thing is simply to ask for a division of
the question, and then each part has to be voted on. And unless
I can be shown a rule that would prohibit a division of the
question, then I, after Senator Moore does what he is doing,

would ask for a division of the question as far as Senator
Withem's motion.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Senator Chambers. Senator Withem,
wouid you care to make a closing statement on your chaillenge?

SENATOR WITHEM: Yeah, I would. Every time we get in these

rules discussions, I attempt, at least, to remove myself from
the item being discussed to consider it as a point of procedure
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and | know it is difficult to do that, but I would ask you 4

to do that at this point. Because | think letting this
particular parliamentary ruling stand, if we let it serve 35 2
precedent, and behave consistently with that ruling really runs
the risk of letting the session devolve into anarchy. Now |
know Senator Moore is displeased with the original” suspension.
Ve have a very sinple procedure in our ryles, when you don't

like a motion, Senator Moore. It is called pushingthe red
button, or sonmetimes nore technically referred to as voting no
or speaking no on the motijon. Wat | have done is an
appropriate motion under the yles. To circumvent the

motion...the rule that says that a notion to suspend the rules
is not amendable by filing another notion, andthen somehow, and

| just, frankly, M. Speaker, | just don't understand the
rationale of allowing a second motion of equal rank take
precedence over the notion already being di scussed. | repeat,

it is mind-boggling, and to allow that tyge of precedent to
stand all ows trenendous amount of m schief to be devel oped | ater

on in the session. So | think it |S very i mportant for our
procedures that the Chair pe overruled in this instance.

Whet her you then vote for nmy nmotion to suspendthe rules or not
is a separate item and | would urge you to make up your mnd on
that motion separately fromallowing this parliamentary ruling
to stand. As far as Senator Chambers' point on dividing the

question, | think, frankly, Senator Chanmbers, | think thaft gets
away fromthe intent of what we did when we amended this rule on
not allow ng amendnents to notions to syspend the rules, put

technically, you are probably right. Youcould probably do
that. Anytime you file e nmotion to suspendthe rules, youcould
probably ask for a division, and that woul d probably be the nore
appropriate way to go. Now that woul dn't do what Senator pMoore
wants to do and that is raise his bill at the same time that we
raise LB 275, but | think you probably raise a good point and it
is probably a valid one. | don't think that the ruling the
Speaker is and | would urge the nmenmbers to vote to not elustain
the Chair and to overrule the Chair in this case. May | ask,
M. Speaker, what the required number of votes will be? As |

Understand, th| S. is one of those Strange Sc?rts of numberS’
those...a majority of those present as opposed to those present

and voting, is that correct'?

SPEAKER BARRETT: That is correct, The question is, shall the

Chair be overruled, and a majority of those present shall be
required to overrule the Chair pursuant to Ryle 1, Section 12.

A further explanation, g3 green vote on this matter woul d mean
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that Senator Moore's motion is out of order. A red vote would
allow the suspension motion offered by Senator Moore to be
discussed. Senator Withem.

SENATOR WITHEM: Yeah, just what will be the number, the raw
number that will be needed?

SPEAKER BARRETT: The raw number at this point generally is 23.
It might have just changed to one more.

SENATOR WITHEM: Okay.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The question is, shall the Chair be overruled?
Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you all voted?
Please record.

CLERK: 29 ayes, 8 nays, Mr. President, on the motion to
overrule the Chair.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The Chair is overruled, and we proceed then
back te the discussion on suspension of rules offered by Senator

Withem. Senator Wesely, please, followed by Senator
Bernard-Stevens and Chizek.

SENATOR WESELY: Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chambers, for what purpose do you
rise?

SENATOR CHAMBERS: I would like a division of the question, and
I would like the division to be each one of the rules which is
being suszpended as a separaie entity.

SPEAKER BARRETT: It protably is divisible, Senator Chambers, in
the opinion of the Chair. In order to confirm with you what you
are attempting to do, you are suggesting that we take Rule 7,
Section 3, subsection a as one question; Rule 6, Section 2 as
another; Rule 3, Section 3, subsection e as another; Rule 3,
Section 13 as another; and Rule 3, Section 19 as the final?

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Yes.
SPEAKER BARRETT: In the opinion of the Chair, that is

appropriate. At this point, the discussion then will center on
the suspension of Rule 7, Section 3, subsection a, Rule 7,
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Section 3, subsection a.  |nasnuch as we have proceeded to the
division of the question, | amgoing to elimnate all of the
lights that | have on at the present tine. | would. ask in a
monent that you, if you want to speak on the subject, Senator

Wesely, | had a number of lights on with yeference to talking
about the motion offered by Senator W them Now we are
proceeding to discussion on five or gix individual.

SENATOR WESELY: But i_t _iS, | think it is the same issue. |
don't know why you elimnated the sequence that you had.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Yours was the next |ight on. Proceed. Weare
tal king about the first rule to be suspended.

SENATORWESELY: Okay, and, so, hnmm Well, let nme just rise in
opposition to suspending that rule and each of the follow ng
rules that are now divided. I amnot sure quite why we are
goi ng that route, but the issue is the sane in eitngr case. |

think Senator Wthem and those wlo have co-sponsored this

resolution are all makinga good point, 5ng | think to try to
raise the issue of property tax reljef in a very substantial
fashion. But let me also nake this point. | think that whatis

trying to be portrayedhere for a/| of us in this Legislature
and all of us in the state is that this is sone sort of a litnus

test about whether we care or don't care about proPerty ta

relief. Infact, in ny estimation, the suspension of this rule
and any other rules, and Senator Mbore | +think has tried to
point out, isn't really the litmus test. The litnus test is

going to come when we have to face 3 choice of raising state
sales or income taxes to pay for property tax relief because
that is the only way you are going to have signifi cant ongoing
property tax relief in this state, and that is the litnus test,
not the question of whether you suspend these rules gpg ass
the system we have in place, the process that we have fol P(Y d,
|l o these many years here in this Legislature. | think that is
the wrong approachand not the question that is best put to us
inthis situation, and it is sinply because gf the fact that
this issue is so conplex, involves so many different pieces of
I egislation, so many different approaches that | truly gqq)
ought to allow the systemto work, to allowit to functfon Ve
way it is intended to function. There are not just one bill, o
just a couple of bills.  There are dozensof bills out there
dealing with the question of tax relief. Now some of those
bills deal with property tax relief. gsomeof those bills deal
with income tax relief. They are different approaches to the
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i ssue, and |, of course, have pronoted the idea of an incone tax
rebate tax relief program and a nunber of other changes to our
i ncome tax system That is the area | think tax relief is
needed. | think property tax relief is also needed as well, but
I am also cognizant of the fact that income tax relief canbe
provided on a one-time basis if we talk about rebates, where
sales tax relief is sonething that we have to think abouf on an
ongoing basis, and it is in that context that you have ., gk
about the tax situation. Now | understand that right now there
is $221.8 million in our General Fund balance with a cash
reserve balance of $50.1 million. Now with that sort of a
igure, you are talking about over $270 million in ihe state’
checking account. I think you can see why the argumant can ls)e
put that we can provide this property tax relief unto itself,

but | raise the same jssue that | think Senator Warner and
Senator Noore and others are ra' sing, that we have to look at it

in a broader context and understand that there gre many other
issues involved. Now one of the reasons we haven't had the
property tax relief that people want to have, zswe have talked
about the failure of the Legislature to act on this, is in part
because of the fact that | think all of us recogni ze that income
and sales tax increase is tied to any significant property 5y
relief. We can have Band- Aid approaches and we can get by Wlth
that, but I think if you really want to talk substanti al
property tax relief, you have got to be tal king about that issue
of sales and income tax increases. That is, right there, the
fi rst reason you don't see property tax relief . | don't think
very many of wus are too interested in income and sal es tax
increases. At the sane time, many of us have voted for that iy
the past to provide property tax relief but it is a tough thing
to do. In addition, property tax relief includes questions

about school aid fornulas, and how fair they are, whether the
whol e state gains or |oses or part of the state gains of loses

and those issues have divided this body and this giate tinme and
again. School reorganization is a very inmportant part of the
i ssue and how that plays into property tax relief is very
inportant, and, again, sonme areas of the state gain, some areas
of the state |ose by not recogn!zmg this school reor.,anization
i ssue, and that is a very tough issue. aAndschools whether it
is school aid or school reorganization, are the big part of
property taxes, and so you don't see relief because of the

complexity and difficulty of those jssues. Now dj f ferent
functions that the counties have, fcr instance, that ougt to

state functions. ..
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SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR WESELY: ... have cone into pl ay. | ndi gent care is a ten
million dollar, twelve million dollar packagecoming out of the
Health Conmittee here in the next few days. Counties now pa

for that. Only four states, | think, have counties pay anythlpng

toward indigent care. Local functions that ought to be state

functions are another part of the question of property tg‘X-
is

relief. Ag | and val uation has divided this Legislature "an

an inmportant 'part of propertytax relief. Property tax
exenptions, the railroads, and others out there, are going to be
an 1 mportant question to l ook at in property tax relief. |
t hink you have got to |l ook at all these issues. You have got to
| et the Appropriations Conmittee deal with their | ssyes. You
have got to et Revenue deal with their issues. vyo,have got to
let Education deal with their issues. You have got to |et

Heal th and Human Services deal with whatever issues we have, 5pq
every conmittee has got something that tjes into this jssue.
Let them all do their job. Let themall bring their issues to
the floor. Let the marketplace of the 49 of us (eternine what
is the best idea, what is the best approach to deal with this
property tax issue, and with. tax relief in general. | think
that is the better approach to take.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Back to the regular  speaking
order, Senator Bernard-Stevens, followed by Senators Chizek gnqg
Korshoj.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you, Nr. President and nenbers
of the body, | hope | can find the words on this Mnday morning

to get across the points that | would like to. FEirst of all. in
coment to some of the things that Senator More and Senator
Warner stated earlier this norning, both gentlenen Whor\ respect
very, very highly, maybe this will dispense some of the things
going around that saysthere is a group of people that seemto

always agree andvote the same way. Hopefully, this will
di spense that this morning. Senator Moore mentioned that
Senator Wthem has put us in a very tough position, pecause if
we vote for the bill or the motion, certai nly, there is going to
be some appropriations responsi bilitﬁ/ that comes with that. |f
%ou_vote agai nst the proposal, it would appear that you may pot
e in support of property tax. and Senator Noore is right, it
is avery difficult position, and | was intrigued p his
parliamentary maneuvers to try to finagle hinmself out 0%/ t hat

difficult position. The point is that the Legislature has peen
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given a task to be responsive to the people of the state, g
t he people of the state are a little bit, | think, nore
intelligent than sonetinmes people give them ¢redit for. The
people of the state are saying that they want property tax
relief. Maybe it is just nmy area, but the people Iin nmy area are
saying | understand that we may need sone broadening of the (54
and it may be sales, it may be income, somewhere else, but we
want property tax relief. The people of the 42nd District gre
not ignorant peopl_e. They understand that issue very, very
well. It is adifficult position. sepator Wesely mentions alf
of the things that the commttees need to do,and what we are
getting here, ladies and gentlenen, nenbers of the body, what we
are getting here is a confusion of the basic concept we are
trying to get across here. There are alot of bills with
spending.  There are tremendousamount of bills with spending,
and if we allow the processto take its natural course, (he

spending wil | ?16 commi tted before we ?:ommit ourselves to
property tax. The committees, Senator Wesely, cando their jobs
and do their job very well if they know that trﬂs Leglsllature
has put itself on the line supporting property tax relief. One
of the things that surprised mea |ittle, sonme of the handouts
that | have received today. Maybe | should approach it this
way . Do not take LB 275 on itsface value. This pill, whenit

passes, if it would pass the whole thing to Final Reading, would
not be at the end $50million. Neither Senator Wthem neither
mysel f, or other people that are on 275 or, at least, gnthe
notion are naive enough to think that $50 mllion is going to do
anything to support and maintain a property tax. That number
will have to be changed. The bil | will have to be amended. e
W!|| be | ooki ng at sales. wewill be looking at income. W
will Ibe | ooking at all sorts of things,whether it be Senator
Lamb's 10 percent rebate, or what have you. Those would be a
part of ~the general amendment djscussion process on General
File, and we can take care of that, andwe can have a bill by
the end that wil' > responsive. Some of the handouts | had;
for example, said that if you gave $50 mllion, look what \,ouid
happen financially to the State of Nebraska. | found tha
interesting, because if we take the same $50 nillion and put
into higher education, | haven't heard a peep that it is going
to cause financial problens. Butwe take the $50 million out
and put it into property tax relief, and all of a sudden now we
are looking at deficit situations. | Li_nd_that kind of. ironic.
The other thing | f~nd in sone of this information given to nme
Fhis norning is that | ook at what happens when we give state aid
increases.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Property taxes have not gonedown. |
agree with that. | have no problems with that. | do understand
that many of the amendments that would be offered [ater, if

given the opportunity, would have some sort of guarantee,
whether it'd be they would have to count as a race' pt, magbe it
re woul d

would be alid. I don't know what it woul dbe but the

have to be a guarantee put in and we could do that in this body.
We coul d do that In th|s bOdy A Coup|e of other comment s |

would have in closing, one of the things | have found very
intriguing in all legislative bodies is that we take a sinple
concept, and the concept is just taking astand, people, just
taking a standin a difficult political situation, gndin order
to finagle out of the taking of that stand, e will create as
many obstacles as we can find to confuse the issue.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: I hope we don't |et t hose obstacles
get in the way of what we need to do today. Thank you,
Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Chizek, please.

SENATOR CHIZEK: = | rise to support the rules suspensions, and |

would agree with a number of things ny colleague, Senator
Stevens, said. You know | think it is sonewhat interesting that

I have heard comments this morning that $50 million will  req)1y
address no issue. | am not surethat that is anaccurafe
st'atenment, anymore than the $18 million income tax refund will
address an issue. The point, people, is we have a problemin
this state. We are roughly 49th as it applies to state 0
educat i on. There are a nunber of issues that will address this

overall problemthat will ultimately be before hig body. I
think it is somewhat ironic that there is 5 |arge corporation in
this state who must subsidize their enpl oyegs In order to get
themto agree to come to Nebraska to work. They have agreed to
subsidize their employees to the tune of twoyto t%reqe tehousand
dollars a year for a two or three year period pecause of the

roperty tax problemin this state in order to even get them
ere. Now, colleagues, you know as well as | do, you have heard

the property tax problemfromone end of this state to the
other. Ny colleagues who represent a portion of the Nillard
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School District I amcertain have heard and will hear nmore gyep
this Saturday. | think that every journey begins with a si ngFe
step. This journey on property tax nust begin with this step
here today. Thankyou.

SPEAKER BARRETT: ] Thank you. Senat or Korshoj, followed by
Senators Elnmer, Wthem and Schmit.

SENATOR KORSHOJ:  Mr. Speaker and members, | think the time s
now to go on record that we are in favor of giving some property
tax relief. It is probably the nost inportant issue we have in
the state today. Last Tuesday night | went up. to Oakland,
Nebraska to. a Chanber of Commerce neeting and Senator Chanbers
was the keynote speaker, and the only speaker, incidentally, gang
to show you how inportant this is everywhere | go, | went over
to say "hello” to the Mayor of Oakland. \Wthout even tal king
about the weather or anything else, he said to me, Frank, we
have got to have sone property tax relief, andthen he said

introduce me to Ernie Chanbers. That was the most irrportant'
thing on his mind was property taXrelief. It doesn't matter
what group | have been before, they ask for property tax relief.

Maybe this is not the right way to go about It. think it is.
If we let the system work |ike Senator Wesely suddenly has had a

change of heart and wants to let the systemwork, | will tell
you what is going to happen to this bill, and | am not saying
anyt hi ng agai nst Appropriations, but | wll guarantee you we 'had
better get our black suits and ties on, because it will be
buried until the 15th of May. |t won't see any daylight. Then
we will say we will get it next year, wewill get it next year.

Next year never ever comes. |ooking over the Governor's budget,
she makes no provisions for property tax relief, g hq4 s

she has 1listened to the sounds of the prairie, the iespSPyCS)f
the prairie. Well, the prairiesays |et's have some tax relief.
She doesn't hear that nessage, so she s listening to a
different part of the prairie than | hear. I think that we
shoul d go on record today and find out who really is intereste .
in this issue and who is not interested in this issue. |t js
before us. Thetime is now right now. So | amgoing to
support it —all theway. Fifty million is just adrop in the
bucket, it is just a beginning, and | think that if we will get
this much aside, we will easy find another 50 mllion if it is a
hal f a percent increase in the sgles tax, well, we are going to

have to do it. That is where | stand on that issue. Tphank you
Mr. Speaker. '
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator El ner, pl ease.

SENATOR ELNER: Thankyou, Nr. Smaker. | think this is a very
i nteresting discussion about property tax. We are a sking. ..we

are being asked to put aside $50 million, ich is, what, about
5 percent of the total property taxes levied in the state today.

W are asked to do it without knowing how it would possibly e
applied to the property tax, itself. There is a proposal out
there fromthe teachers of the state to spend appr oxi mat el y
$50 million for teacherssalaries. If it is applied to that,
then we have zero property tax relief in the state. Ifwe use
it for Howard Lanmb's proposal that would rebate a percentage to
each person that pays property tax relief , then it would pe

property tax relief. At the same tinme,we have to pay for it.
I think it is judicious if we know how this is going to'be | geq
before the commitment is made. \hether we divide the questions,
whet her we attack anything el se, those are the basic principles
we have to address. Thankyou.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Wthem

SENATORWITHEN: Ah, yes, Nr. Speaker, penpbers of the body, very

briefly, I will save most of my rhetoric for the closing.
Senator Elmer, | think you mssed the point. The point of the
bill is that we have spent the |ast ten vyears in this body
trying to get every "I dotted, every "t crossed, every
sem colon right before we bring forth a property tax relijef
package. That hasn't worked. property taxes are, and | will
use the word again, immoral in this sPate, the | evel at which we

tax the property owner. The point is we need to take a stand.
I's this Legislature going to provide some noney for property tax
relief this session, or are we not? Senator Wesely,| think

Senat or Korshoj is 100 percent right. Not through anybody's
fault, not through any evil designs or anything, but t%e
process, if we let the process continue, the process will be the
state agencies, those others funded fromthe General FEind will
be wup at the trough. They will be getting their fill, andwhen
they are finally full, the process will have concluded, 3pq they
wi 'l step away fromthe trough, and what is left, and, Erank

you have been out on the farm you know how nuch is left a?t’er

those hogs get up to the trough and start eating, is going to go

to the property taxpayers. Andwe wil | say, doggone it there
doesn't seemto be nuch left there, properfy taxpayers, but next

year we are going to order nore corn or we are going to order
more slop for the hogs, and there will be plenty there for you
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next year, so hang on next year. The other argunment you hear is
$50 nillion isn't enough. You betcha, it is not enough.
Cbviously, it is not enough. Wy isn't it enough'? Because we

have ignored the property taxpayers in here for the last
10 years. We have created a situation, phere oi ng to

it is

take the type of dollars that Senator Scofield has tal Iged about
to solve it, and we are going to have to do some of ;he things
Senator Warner has tal ked about to solve theproblem \yephave
got to broaden that base. We have got to have some growth
el ement of our tax base to fund education. wehave got to do
those things, but there is such a big problemnow, e are not
going to be able to bite it off in one big bite. |fwe do, we
are going to choke. You only solve problens one step at a tine.
You go...very, very rarely in here do we grab a hold of the p;
picture. | would like to. I have been spending the summer
working with folks.. Senator Noore has been. enator Lamb has
been. Working with sone folks to try to find a better nmethod to
finance education in this state, and that is the ultimte
sol ution, no question about it. Fifty milljon dollars is just a
smal | bite, but if you don't start ta% ng that snall ite and
if you don't start nibbling, you are going to choke when the
real problem cones down, andthat is whywe have to take this
step today, and that is why we need to support the notions that
are now notions as opposed to a notion to suspend the ryles.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Schmt, please, fyrther
di scussion on the suspension of the (yje.

SENATOR SCHNIT: (No response.)

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Senat or Warner, please, discussion on the rule
suspensi on, followed by Senators Abboud, Noore, Chanbers.

SENATORWARNER: Nr. President and nmenbers of the Legislature, |
just want to make the comment, and it is | amnot going to vote
to suspend the rule. | do want to make a coment that in the
event the Dbill is up, because | am like eyeryone else,
interested in property tax relief, and | have fijled to be
printed in the Journal to increase the amount to something
meani ngful, as well as the necessary tax increase gg that | am
on the side of what is necessary to increase state aid to reduce
property taxes. The point | wanted to make, though, atthi s
point is that if we are, in fact, going to reduce property
taxes, and the notion | have filed on the bill wouldrelate to
this, but | started to indicate you have got to have 4 funding
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source that will grow sonewhat consistent with the growth that
you can expect at the local |evel, whatever |ocal governnent you
decide to give that relief to. | should point out in starting

that we are not in the absence of doing sone other property iy
relief, the impact of it. The Nedicaid bill this year goes up
about $100 nillion over the bienni um which used to be paid ip
part by the counties, and that was property tax relief. |p
fact, that was the reason it was done, so there are a J|o o

things that we have done in the nat ur eof property tax re||e¥
that sonmetines is forgotten. Soi t isn't exactly not been
attended to, but the bottomline for sustaining property tax
relief is a fund source that can sustain that |evel. There is
only two fund sources | know of that has that potential. @gpeis

the personal incone tax. Historicaliy, at |least, that has grown
at a level that would sustain without increasing rates,

increasing state aid to schools, or to whatever overnment al
subdi vision you want. The actual growth since 1981-82, adjusted

for rates, is about 9 1/2 percent. On sales tax at that sane
period, the accunul ative average growth adjusted for rat s
3.7 percent Now t he motion | have filed happens to re ateto
sales tax, but that will not even sustain it. To increase, or
fund it out of income tax| suspectis not politically feasible.

| suspect what you woul d have to do on asgles tax to nmake it
feasible is broaden the sales tax to services, and that is not

politically feasible. Ny only point in raising theseissues, it
isn't education in herethat we are tal ki ng about, and most of

us understand these thi ngs. But am convi nced because |
subscribe to t he fact that el ected officials can only do those
things that the public are willing to accept gnd support, and

that public acceptance and support only cones about when the
public understands what it is necessary to do what we are doing.

And because of those facts, andlam very willing discuss
this issuebut in its full ramifications sothat the publlc WUI
support andunderstand what youdo. Now !l have been through at

least three, | think, referendunms, two of which was on bill s |
introduced on reducing propertytax. They were for increasing
state aid to schools. | got whipped around when | went out gpg

tried to support themevery time, as| knowothers did, andthe
referenduns were all successful.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One ninute.

SENATOR WARNER: | f you want to provide property tax relief, the

keyis not in here. The key is public support and public
understanding of what really is necessary, and that means you
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shift a portion of the property tax to some other tax, gngd that

cannot be done until and unless there j general public
acceptance. | am not even going to touch on t e other issues.
distribution of funds, or caps, and a dozen things that we know

that are in there. | want to see property tax relief. | don't
want to hold out enpty promises, and | don't think anybody el se
here wants to do that either, and | think the thing to do is g
keep this dial ogue going all through the session, sgthat as a
result of broad discussions of what really is necessary, e can

devel op the kind of pUbl I C acce tance and Support to be
successful, and not subsequently be facing a referendum

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. The Chair is pleased to take just
a moment to i ntroduce a very special guest of Senator Roger
Wehrbein, under the south balcony, Nr. N sar Hyssain, Di rect or
of Educational Tel evision, Pakistan Corporation, from Islambad,
Pakistan. Welcome. Welcone, sjr, we are pleasedto have you as

our guest today. Furt her discussion on the suspension of the
rule, ~ Senator Abboud.  sSenator Abboud noves the previous
guestion. Do | see five hands? | do. The question is, shall

debate close? Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record.
CLERK: 29 ayes, 0 nays, Nr. President, to cease debate.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senator Chambers, would you

care to make a closing statement. | amsorry, it is Senator
Wthem s notion. | beg your pardon. sSepator Wthem the floor

is yours.

SENATOR WITHEN: Yes, Nr. President, menbers of the body,
rocedurally, | would like to kind of make an underst nd'ngr
ere. Some people have read this rule and they question etlhe

this rule absolutely has to be suspended, 4 whether it doesn' t.
| think that is kind of inmmaterial. | think we ought to treat
this particular motion right now on this particular rule
suspension,  frankly, | don't even renenber which one it is, as
part of the whole FaCka €. If we are going to suspend the rules
and place this bill on General File, we need to vote yes on this
particular motion. Just so to clarify {hat senator Hanni bal
and | had had a discussion earlier, and | woul d suggest if you
are supportive of the concept of placing this on GCeneral
File to alter the order in which it cones up, you ought to vote
yes on this particular notion at this tinme gnq not get into any
arguments as to whether it is absolutely pecessary or not
absolutely necessary. The only point | want to maké in my
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closing, and then | would Iike to give Senator Chizek the
remai nder of my closingtime, is | find it very, very
interesting that, and, again, | will pick on the university
because it is the big one that comes to mind, but you camnsay

soci al services, Departnment of Aging, arts, anything else we
fund, Department of Public Instituti~ns, anything else we fund,

whenever those folks come jn and ask for an  increased
appropriati on, we never say to them yes, but identify your
revenue source. Whereare we going to raise t he noney to give

the university professors a salary increase? \Where are we going
to raise the money tobuild a new conputer center across the
street fromhere? Whereare we going to rajse the money to
renodel Cushing Auditoriun? |t is always assunmed that within
the state budget there is roomfor those types of projects. The
budget can al ways grow to accormpdate ongoing giate government
projects. It is only in this area that is where the funding is
shared with property taxpayers, ajd to sub iivisions, state aid
to schools, state aid to municipalities, state aid to counties,
that we tell those people, fine, we would sure like to do it but
you tell us where we are going to raise the revenues. | can say
this bill does not talk about raising revenues. |f when it get s
out here on General file, you want to gpend it, Senator Noore
to include a revenuesource init, you are welcone to do that),
but | don't think it is absolutely necessary we treat our
property taxpaye -s as if they are second class citizens. I
think it is inmportant that we end that. Wth  that, | would li ke
to give Senator Chizek the remainder of ny tinme.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chizek, gpout 2 1/2 ninutes.

SENATOR CHIZEK: I will be brief, agnd then if there is any time
left, | will yieldit to Senator Bernard-Stevens. jista few
brief conmments, we have heard a lot of conversation this
morning, but | think it is critical, absolutely critical,

col | eagues, that we send a message that we gre going to begin a
long difficult journey, and we can begin that journey this

morning. I think there probably is some debate in ternms of ihe
ki nds of dol | ars avail abl e. W will | ook at that as we go on
down the line. As Senator Wthemsaid egarlier , there were a
number of bills dealing with this very critical issue, different

ki nds of approaches, but | think the nessage that we send this
morning is one that we are going to begin this long difficult

tedious journey, and with that, | would yield the balance to
Senator Stevens.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Bernard-Stevens, a minute and a half.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Thank you, Mr. President, members of
the body, I will be brief. One of the things that has been
talked about, senrding a message to the people, one thing that
this bill does is send a message to ourselves. When we go on to
our committees and we hear people come with their proposals, and
good proposals they are going to be, askina for money to be
spent to support an expansion of a program or a new program, one
of the things today we can ask ourselves is...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: ...mentally, are we just going to say,
as we normally do in committees, yes, this is a viable program;
yes, this is a good program; let's send it to the floor and
debate it on the floor because it is viable? Or are we going to
start today saying we are seriously looking at taking funds from
general funding and putting it in property tax relief, with an
addition of whatever we will do on the bill, which we will do?
Are we going to take that first step today? Because if we don't
have the courage in this body to take the first step today,
knowing that we can make a better and improved bill as it goes
.from infancy to graduation, if you wish, on Final Reading, if we
don't have the courage to do it today, how will we ever have the
courage when the funding becomes spread out as it is going to be
in all of the other programs? We are sending a message to
ourselves, ...

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: ...members. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The question before the body is
the suspension of Rule 7, Section 3, subsection a. Those in
favor please vote aye, opposed nay. A record vote has been

requested. Have you all voted? Record, please.

CLERK: (Read record vote. See page 392 of the Legislative

Journal.) 20 ayes, 21 nays, Mr. President, on the suspension of
the rule.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Senator Withem, would you care
to proceed, then?

282



January 23, 1989 LB 275

SENATOR WITHEM: With the permission of the co-introducers of
this motion, I think it would be pointless to continue to argue
the other ones, so 1 suggest the rest of the motion be
withdrawn, if there is no objection from other...

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chambers.

SENATOR WITHEM: A point of order, I am asking...I am offering a
courtesy to the other co-introducers of the motion. It is my
moticn and I believe I can withdraw it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: That is correct, Senator dWithem.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman, hasn't there been a vote on

this motion? Hasn't the body taken a vote on a portion of this
motion?

SPEAKER BARRETT: On a portion of this motion, yes. It hasn't
been changed in any way.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Well, I would like to know how, when we have
taken some action on a motion it can be withdrawn over an
objection?

SPEAKER BARRETT: The opinion of the Chair, the only time it
can't be withdrawn is when it has been amended in some way. It
would seem, in the opinion of the Chair, that Senator Withem has
a right to withdraw at this point.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to the
Chair, some of these things I think are essential that they be
established now sc that in the future we know where we are
going. With the rejection of that portion of this amendment,
how can that which was rejected be considered to still be a part
of the amendment...of the motion.

CPEAKER BARRETT: I have made a ruling, Senator Chambers. If
you would care to challenge the Chair, that would certainly be
in order, but the Chair has ruled.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman, with knowledge of what I am
doing, I challenge the Chair.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you.
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SENATOR CHAMBERS: And | would like to Speak to ny chal | enge.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Proceed.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Menbers of the Legislature, especially the
new members, you are going to find that when an issue arises g,
this floor, all concern for the rules evaporates. wWecould have
di scussed this whole thing, if |I had not asked for a givismn of

the question, and that yote that was just taken had not been
taken, this could have been discussed all” pprning. It could
have been di scussed tonorrow and nobody woul d have tal ked about
a fi libuster becauseit is what, apparently, a large number of
the body wants to do. They can start with a nultipart notion to
suspend rul es, and nobody gets upset with that because it is
what a group want to do, because it is an jssue they want to
di scuss wi t hout much chance of succeeding in that motion. \yere
| to do the same thing, people would be popping ,; eyverywhere
saying, see how Senator Chanbers is wasting our tine, gge why
you should have voted cloture, see, he has all these provisions
of this suspension notion, and he even admits that naybe all of

the rules that are to be suspended have no part to play in \pat

we are trying to do. That has been acknow edged here this
nmorning. | want you all to be aware of that. Soif | shoul d
offer a series of rules to be suspended, nd then | nysel f

ask, for a division of the question, don't be upset Bec’ause you

went for that jdea this morning, because it was sonething a

group of you wanted to talk about. Therules are there and they
shoul d be followed, but here is sonmething | have never attenpted
to do. I have never attenpted to suspend a ryle that is pot in
the book. You all get upset with ne when | rea IRI ngs that are
before us. On page 293 is the nmotion togyspend the rules, and
included is Rule 3, Section 3e, and there is no Rule 3,
Section 3e xn the rule book. So because | read, people are

upset with me, and let me show you where that creates a problem
for those whose notion it is. Since they got the Chair to rule
that you cannot amend a motion to syspend the rules, they cannot
even correct their own error in the' notion they are making.

if you nmake a motion to suspend and you determ ne that you have
made an error, then you cannot correct that error because it
woul d be ~an amendment to your nmotion, and you havea|ready
forecl osed the right to amend it. So the only thing left to do
then is to withdraw your nmotion and wite it all over again. I
care about the rul es because | need them Other people don' t
need the rules because a lot of times they have enough votes to
just ranrod through what they want, forget the rules, gpqg nobody
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reads and pays attention anyway. But | want this discussion g

the record. If you all believe that what has just happened in
rejecting that first part of the rule suspension does not change
that notion, then | would like you to explain {4 e what the

Si gnl ficance of that vote was. I1f we have sever al parts and we
di vide the question, and we vote each part of it, gndwe e
that first part, that part, howcan it still be apart o? ﬁe

motion? Andif, despite our rejecting it, it remains a part f
the motion, there is no purpose in dividing the question. g4

want you all to explain to me, to whom Englishis not a
i ndi genous | anguage, English is not the native tongue of Africa,
and I am an African-American, with the enphasis on African. |n

trying to deal with this forelgn l'anguage, it seems t0 | that
words should have a neaning, it seens to me that rul esshould

have a logic. So | amgoing to state the way it seems

then | wi Il stand to becorrected by those who understand tH] s’
| anguage better than | do and the meaning of rules because |
admt | ambaffled. |f there are five points to a notion or a
guestion and we divide the question, we take each part
individually. If we reject the first part, phave we not

elimnated that fromthe notion? Aand if we have not, then what
is the purpose of dividing the question and taking a vote on
each part'? Ny understanding was that if we take a vote gnd we
vote aye on part one, that remins; we vote no on part two, that
is out; we vote aye on part three that remi NS, we vote no on
part four; that is out; we vote aye on part five, so then the
final vote is on one, threeand five because two and four have
been eliminated. Nowi f I'm incorrect, | would like for
somebody to correct ne. And if | am correct then the ruling of
the Chair is in error and the motion, in fact has been acted on
by the body and in effect amended whi ch nmeans that it cannot be
withdrawn by the introducer over an objection and that is why |
say that the Chair's ruling is incorrect.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Further discussion on the ryling
of the Chair. Senator Noore.

SENATOR NOORE: Nr . Speaker, | rise to, | guess, agree with
Senator  Chambers, technically, because you read that the very
rule that we just tried to suspend, 73A, once motions are
stated, they may be withdrawn or modi fi ed by the mover before a
deci sion, amendment or ordering of a vote has been made.
Obviously, we' re past that point. | think Senator Chanbers is
technically right and, for the sake of the body, | guess | would
urge himto V\nthdrawthat SO we can get on with business, and
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it's beendone." But | think you are right, Senator Chanbers.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any other discussion? genator Abboud, your

light is on. Thank you. Anyone else care to speak to the
challenge? Seeingnone, we will proceed. Senator Chanbers.

SENATOR CHANBERS: Nr. Chairman and menbers of the Legislature,
what 1'mdoing is not designed to enbarrass bod I'm
| ooking to the future and | know what's going to gg\//e?cyp' inthis
session. |f the ruling stands, then it neans that a proposition
can be altered and, even though altered then or a vote taken on
it, the introducer can withdraw jt against the wishes of a
senator or senators who may object. 7| think, since the rule is
clear, and | believe the Chair's ruling is in error, wehave to
take a vote to overrulethe Chair so that the rule remains

intact as it's witten. It would be a mistake to uphold the
Chair as a favor. We're not dealing wit h personalities this
nmorning, | hope. The only thing for us to do, if we' re going to

conport with the rules, is to vote to gyerrule the Chair and
that's why |I'mleaving that notion before the body.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The question or the ruling by the
Chair was to allow the introducer to w thdraw the bal ance of the
rules to be suspended. Those in favor of the ruling of the
Chair...correction, shall the Chair be overruled, yes or no'?
Those in favor of the notion to overrule the Chair vote aye,
opposed nay. Haveyou all voted? Record.

CLERK: 25 eyes, 2 nays, M. President , on the motion to
overrule the Chair.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The motion prevails, the Chair is overruled.
Proceed then to Rule 6, Section 2. gSepnator Wthem would you
care to make a comment?

SENATOR WITHEN: Yes, very brief ly, Nr. Speaker. We are now
&:oceedl ng to consider these oneat atime. It was . Senator
ambers, in his discussion, ||yded to notives to the request

to withdraw the moti on whi Ch.. .and | know Senat or Chanmbers is
one of the brighter menbers but | didn't know mind [eading was

among _his variousskills. It is not myintent to redraft this
inadifferent fashion, bring it back again. | ¢ ggested in my
closing on the first notion that that should realul)9 be the vote

On_Whet.hel' you wi sh to consider this suspension rule and bring
this bill to the floor. |t was obvious that there were not the
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30 votes here to do that. In ny consideration for the time of
the body and our ability to get on to other business, I had
suggested that that notion be withdrawn. | stand ready to renew

the request to withdraw the remainder of {hese nptions, again
with the consent of those individuals that have co-sponsored
this notion. Senator Chanmbers is probably right, the rule (g5gs
to me very clear that once a vote has peen ordered, a motion
cannot be withdrawn. Cbviously, there has been a vote offered
but we are left with two choices, to either proceed with each of

these notions and vote themall down separately...l, at this

point, will be voting no on thxs motion; orto renewthe request
to withdraw the motion or have Senator Chanbers wi thdraw his
objection. I think just as a comment, mybe, | t hink people
need to be aware of some of the things we have been doing here
with the rules this norni ng. | think that perhaps we OUght to
ask Senator Lynch to take a ook at. have the Rules Conmittee

take a | ook at sonme of the rulings that have taken place, ggme
of the votes by themembers of the body, {o see what kind of
recedents have been established because | think it's jpportant
or us in doing business during therest of the session. With
that and ny opening is to ask you to vote no rather quickly 4,
this suspension and no on the remainder of the portions of this
suspension rule.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. The Chair is pleased to take a
nmonent to introduce the parents of Senator NcFarl and. Under the
south balcony, Nr. and Nrs. Dale NcFarland. wuld you fol ks

please stand and be recognised. Thank you. Werte glad to have
you. Senator Chanbers, discussion, pléase.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Just one thing for SenatorNcFarl and. | am
very pleased to meet his parents but, Senator NcFarland, | (hink
the introduction was of your parents and we c|apped for them.
You j ust st ood up because that's the only way you' Il get us to
clap for you but | understand and we don't mind his time but
don’t do that anymore. M. Chairman, | had a reason for what |
did this morning on the rules. And, Senator Wthem [I'm not in
t he business of mnd reading on the floor of th « Legislature I

don't read Ii_ght subj ects. But here is the point, | didn't say
that you...l didn't say that you were going to wthdraw i nd
offer it again. | had just said that the only way someboéy who

offered that, you know, had offered an erroneous motion to
suspend, the only way they could correct it, with the rule being

what it is, is to withdrawit, correct it and then offer it
again. But Senator Wthem could nove to withdraw the notion and
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1 wouldn't vote against his move to withdraw it, I would vote
for his motion to withdraw. But all we have to do is step by
step...and here's the funny thing, I'm the only one, and I made
a point of it, who voted against adoption of these rules. I

told you all that's what I did. 1 voted against adoption of
these rules. I am the only one who did it. I always vote
against these rules. Half of them don't make sense. Many of

them are superfluous and in a lot of instances when rules are
suspended they sometimes don't even relate to the subject that
the rules are being suspended for. But since everybody else had
their say, I do think something of value may have been done this
morning and, Senator Withem, I will not speak against nor vote
against a motion to withdraw the remainder of your motion.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any other discussion? Any closing, Senator
Withem?

SENATOR WITHEM: Would waive closing.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The question is the suspension of
Rule 6, Section 2. Those in favor aye, opposed nay. Record,
please.

CLERK: O ayes, 28 nays, Mr. President, on the motion to suspend
Rule 6, Section 2.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Proceeding then to Rule 3,
Section 3, subsection (e). Senator Withem. Thank you. Any
discussion? Senator Chambers.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: This poses a problem for me, Mr. Chairman,
since there is no Rule 3, 3(e), I cannot vote to suspend that
which is not there, so I will abstain on this one.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any other discussion? If not, we will proceed

to the vote. Shall Rule 3, Section 3, subsection (e), be
repealed? Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record vote
has been requested. Voting on the rule suspension. Have you
all voted? Record.

CLERK: (Record vote read. See page 394 of the Legislative
Journal.) 0 ayes, 15 nays on the motion to suspend Rule 3,

Section 3(e), Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Rule 3, Section 13. Senator
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Withem, any comment? Thank you. Any discussion? Seeing none,
we will proceed to the vote. The question is the suspension of
Rule 3, Section 13. Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay.
Record, please.

CLERK: O ayes, 28 nays, Mr. President, on the motion to suspend
Rule 3, Section 13.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Proceeding then to the
suspension of Rule 3, Section 19. Senator Withem. Thank vyou.
Any discussion? Proceeding then to the vote. The question is
the suspension of Rule 3, Section 19. Those in favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Have you all voted? Please record.

CLERK: O ayes, 30 nays, Mr. President, on the motion to suspend
Rule 3, Section 19.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Anyth:ng on the desk,
Mr. Clerk?
CLERK: Yes, Mr. President, 1 do. Mr. President, I have a

motion from Senator Warner as Chair of the Credentials
Committee. That will be read and laid over, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I have a series of gubernatorial appointments.
Those will be referred to Reference. (See pages 395-97 of the
Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, hearing notices from the Transportation
Committee, from the Banking Committee, from the General Affairs
Committee, all signed by the respective Chairs.

Mr. President, your Committee on Enrcllment and Review
respectfully reports they have carefully examined and reviewed
LB 60 and report the same to Select File; LB 126, Select File;
LB 207 to Select File, and LB 189, Select File; and LB 51, ali
reported to Select File, Mr. President. (See pages 398-99 of
the Legislative Journal.) That's all that I have at this time.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Proceeding then to General File.
LB 45. Mr. Clerk.

CLERK: Mr. President, LB 45 was a bill that was introduced by
Senator Bernard-Stevens. (Read title.) The bill was introduced
on January 5 of this year, referred to Natural Rescurces. it
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