January 19, 1989 LB 180, 130, 600-647

ycur presence, please. Thank you. Senator Labedz, would vyou
record your presence, please. Senator Robak, record your
presence, please. Senator Bernard-Stevens. Senator Chambers,

would vyou record your presence, please. Thanks. We're looking
for Senator Lynch, Senator Owen Elmer, Senator Peterson, Senator
Pirsch. Senator Kristensen, record your presence, please.
Thank you. Okay, we're looking for Senator Bernard-Stevens is
all. Senator McFarland, shall we go ahead with your roll <call
vote?

SENATOR McFARLAND: That would be fine.

PRESIDENT : All right. The question is the advancement of the
bill. Mr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See page 297 of the Legislative
Journal.) 21 ayes, 25 nays, Mr. President, on the advancement.

PRESIDENT: LB 180 fails to advance. Mr. Clerk, do you have
anything for the record, please?

CLERK: Yes, Mr. President, I do.

PRESIDENT: The call 1s raised.

CLERK: Mr. President, new bills. (Read by title for the first
time LBs 600-647. See pages 298-308 of the Legislative
Journal.)

Mr. President, in addition to those items, I have hearing notice
from the Natural Resources Committee, signed by Senator Schmit.
Notice of hearing from the Revenue Committee. That is signed by
Senator Hall. Notice of hearing from the Government Committee.
That's cigned by Senator Baack.

Mr. President, that's all that I have at this time.

PRESIDENT: We will progress on to LB 190.

CLERK: Mr. President, LB 190 was a bill that was introduced
Senator Withem. (Read title.) The bill was introduced on
January 9, referred to Education, advanced to General File. I
have no amendments to the bill, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: (Gavel.) Senator Withem, just a moment, maybe we
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March 9, 1989 LB 54, 78, 84, 137, 287, 335, 438

611

LR 51
Priority bill designation. Senator Lamb has selected LB 84;
Senator Beyer, LB 78; Senator Haberman, 35 Chair of Retirement,
LB 137 and LB 287; Senator Korshoj, |.B 335; Senator Moore,

LB 611; all of thosedesignating priori=zy bil I's.

M. President, new resolution, LR51 by Senator MFarland.
(Read brief description of LR 51 as :ound on page 1045 of the

Legi sl ative Journal .) That will be referredto Reference
Commi ttee.

M. President, your Comm ttee gon Education whose Chair is
Senat or Wthem to whomwas referred | g 438 instructs me to

report the same back to the Legislature with the reconmendation
that it be advanced to General File.

M. President, Natural Resources Committee i have an
Executive Session today in Room 1517 at one-thirty. Natural
Resources, one-thirty in Room 1517

SPEAKERBARRETT: Thank you. Proceeding next ta General Fjle,
priority bills. M. Clerk.

CLERK Mr . Presid.ent LB 54 is scheduled for debate this
morning. It was a bill introduced by Senator \weihing. (Read

title.) The bill was introduced on January 5. |t was referred
to the Agriculture Comnittee. The bill was advanced to

; X ; . General
File. | do have commttee amendments pending by the Agriculture
Coinmittee, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. (Gavel.) The housewill cometo
order, please. Comm ttee anmendnments to LB 54, Senator Johnson.

SENATOR R. JOHNSON:  Mr, Speaker and memoers, as the Clerk has

already |dent|f|ed, t his bill requires food servi ce
establ i shnents to pOSt t he type of c ooki ng oils they use in
preparation of the food served jn that establishnment. The
conmittee made actually two changes to tie bill, gheis the more
techni cal aspect of the committee anendnents, simply chan

the termnology in the bill as it relates to cholesterol comg

and changing that to percent of sa"urated fat. The more

substantial conmittee change woul d go ahead and have the penalty
section anmended so that when a food establishnent fails to post

a sign as to what type of cooking oils are being used, the
Department of Agriculture, which administrates the Pure Food
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March 9, 1989 LB 54, 84, 140, 162A, 214, 214A, 254
284, 284A, 318, 320, 357, 432, 443
499, 588, 611, 652, 781
LR 1, 7

General File; LB 432 is indefinitely postponed; LR 1
indefinitely postponed; LR 7 indefinitely postponed, and LB 588
advanced to General File witnh committee amendments. (See
page 1049 of the Legislative Journal.)

Your Enrolling Clerk has presented the bills read earlier this
morning to the Governor. {Re: LB 284, LB 284A, LB 499, LB 443,
LB 214, LB 214A, LB 318 and LB 320. See page 1057 of the
Legislative Journal.)

Priority bill designations: Government Committee is 640 and
639, Senator Abboud LB 592, Senator Hall LB 653, Senator Lindsay
LB 681, Senator Elmer LB 429.

New A bill, Mr. President, LB 162A from Senator Rod Johnson.
(Read by title for the first time as found on page 1057 of the
Legislative Journal.)

I have amendments to be printed to LB 357 from Senator
Schellpeper and Nelson, Senator Lindsay to L3 54, Senator Baack
to LB 254, Senator Chizek ‘o LB 14C, Senator Hall to LB 781,

Senator Withem to LB 652. (See pages 1049-57 of the Legislative
Journal.)

Unanimous consent for addition of names as co-sponsors, LB 611
Senator Rod Johnson; and LB 84 from Senator Haberman. (See
pages 1057-58 of the Legislativ= Journal.)

That's ail that I have, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y»ou. The Chair recognizes the member
from the 33rd District, Senator Jacklyn 3mith.

SENATOR SMITH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to make a
motion to adjourn until Monday, March i3 at 9:00 a.m.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You've hewurd the motion to adjourn until n.ne
o'clock Monday morning. Those in faver 3ay aye. Opposed nay.
Ayes have it, motion carried, we are adjourned.

Froofed by: Clidse,.. WZ?//@,,,./;{,

Arleen McCrory
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March 13, 1989 LB 84, 140, 154, 183, 285A, 340, 405
406, 522, 528, 611, 634, 653A, 655
657, 700, 739, 747, 774, 807
LR 18

record your presence. Nenbers outside the Legislative chamber,

pl ease return. Senat or Hefner, pleaserecord your resence.

Senator Labedz, Senator Haberman. Senator NcFarland, t

is under call. S enator Chizek, Senator Haberman apparentc]y [
the only one that is absent. Can we go ahead? And did vyou
request a roll call? Thank you. Menbers, please return to your

seats for a roll call vote on the advancement of the bill.

Proceed with the roll call vote, Nr. Clerk

CLERK:  (Roll call vote taken. See pages 1091-92 of the
Legislative Journal.) 18 ayes...Senator Chizek

SPEAKER BARRETT: SenatorChizek.

SENATOR CHIZEK: | want to change ny vote fromyes to no for
pur poses of reconsideration.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you.

CLERK: Senator Chisek changing from vyes ] 17 ayes
19 nays, Nr. President, on the advancenent of 140 '
SPEAKER BARRETT: Notion fails. For the record, Nr. Clerk.
The call is raised.

CLERK: M . President , your Committee on Revenue, whose Chair is
Senator Hall, reports LB 84 to General File with end ents

LB 611 to General File with amendments, LB 739 to nergql lt:
with anendnents, LB 747 to CGeneral File with amendnments,

to General File with anmendments, LR 18CA indefinitely post pone8
LB 405 indefinitely postponed, | B 406 indefinitely postponed,
LB 522 indefinitely postponed, | B 528 jndefinitely postponed,
LB 634 indefinitely postponed,. |B 655 indefinitely postpone~~.
LB 657 indefinitely postponed, LB 700 indefinitely postponed.

and LB 774 indefinitely postponed. Thoseare signed by Senator
Hal | as Chair of the Revenue Committee. (See pages 1092-93  and

1107-08 of the Legislative Journal.)

Nr. President, Senator Baack has amendments to LB 340 to be
printed; Senator NcFarland to LB 739; Senator Baack , |B 183:

and Senator Smith to LB 154, (See pages 1093-1100 of the
Legi sl ative Journal .)

Nr. President, | havenew Abills. (Read LB 653A for the first
ime by title. LB 285A for the first tine by title. Read
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April 4, 1989 LB 137, 335A, 392, 482, 611, 695, 705

SENATOR HALL: I would move that LB 335A be advanced to E & R
for Engrossing.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Shall LB 335A be advanced? All in favor say
aye. Opposed no. Carried. The bill 1is advanced. LB 705.

CLERK: Mr. President, may I read some items for the record? I
have a proposed rules change offered by Senator Wesely. That
will be referred to the Rules Committee.

Enrollment and Review Committee reports LB 482, LB 695, and
LB 392 to Select File. some having E & R amendments attached.
(See pages 1489-90 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, Senator Bernard-Stevens would like to add his
name to LB 137 and to LB 611 as co-:introducer.

Mr. President, the next bill is LB 705. The first order of
business are adoption of Enrollment and Review...consideration
of Enrollment and Review amendments, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Lindsay, please.

SENATOR LINDSAY: Mr. President, I move that the E & R
amendments to LB 705 be adopted.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You heard the motion to adopt the E & R
amendments. Those in favor say aye. Cpposed no. Carried.

They are adopted.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Moore would move to indefinitely
postpone the bill. Senator Lindsay would have the option to lay
the bill over, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Lindsay, your wishes.

SENATOR LINDSAY: We will take it up.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Take the bill up, thank you. Senator Moore.
SENATOR MOORE: Mr. Speaker and members, as you all remember,
LB 705 is the bill that basically has the state giving a gift of

about $200,000 to Joslyn Art Museum down in Omaha, and I'm going
to ask Senator Hall a question as I want to say this I have got
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April 5, 1989 LB 611, 653

SPEAKER BARRETT: Those in favor of the adoption of the
committee amendments vote aye, opposed nay. Please record.

CLERK: 25 ayes, O nays, Mr. President, on adoption of committee
amendments.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The committee amendments are adopted.
Anything further?

CLERK: Nothing further on the bill, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Mr. President. I would just again
urge the body to advance the bill. Senator Withem pointed out
the issue of assessment and valuation is a critical component of
the whole issue of property taxes, valuations, how we fund the
various forms of local government, and I think it is vitally
impcrtant that we get a good grasp on how this is done across
the state so that, (A), we understand it, and, secondly, that
any misconceptions that we may have are alleviated, and if there
are problems that need to be addressed, hopefully we will be
able to collect the information necessary to work toward that
end. So I would hope that the body wculd see fit to adwance
LB 653 to Select File. Thank you, M- President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Hartnett.

SENATOR HARTNETT: (Mike off) ...I thik that the comments of
Senator Withem and Serator Hall on thi: issue because we do rely
so heavily for local governments that is funded by property tax,
and I think that we have a bill later »sn, Senator Moore's bill,
LB 611, which will maybe, if it is pass.:\d, we will kind of move
eventually, for the schools move to inccme tax, but I think that
one of the things with the unequal assessment, and Senator Lamb
has had a bill today dealing with ag lani, but I think we need
to move away from relying so heavil'' on property tax, so I,
wholeheartedly, support the advancement ¢f Senator Hall's bill
dealing with LB 653. Thank you.

SPEAKEF BARRETT: Thank you. Any other discussion? Seeing
none, ! 11 LB 653 be advanced to E & R Iritial. All in favor
vote ay opposed nay. Please record.
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April 5, 1989 LB 611, 630

please vote aye, opposed nay. Please record.

CLERK: 26 ayes, O nays, Mr. President, on the advancement of
LB 630.

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 630 is advanced. Any messages on the
President's desk?

CLZRK: Mr. President, Senator Moore would like to print
amendments to LR 611. (See page 1531 of the Legislative
Journal.) That is all that I have.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator YWehrbein, please, would
you care to recess or adjourn us?

SENATOR WEHRBEIN: I would certainly appreciate that
opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to adjourn us until tomorrow morning
at 9:00 a.m., on April 6th.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You have heard the motion to adjourn wuntil

9:00 a.m., tomorrow morning. Those 1n faver say aye. Opposed
no. The ayes have it. Moticn carried. We are adjourned.
(Gavel.)

[
«,
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Proofed by: _C\A o el s cwitf £
LaVera Benischek
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April 10, 1989 LB 611

Building done in oak. It was done by the principal of the
school over at Celar PI ds, which is in Boone County in ny
district, and he had the help of one of his students, [ believe,

to do that. | thought you mght be interested in knowin that
this came fromny district and | also wuld |ike to acknow edge
the fact that it was conmissioned hy G| Grady and Associates
and it will be on display in their place o¥ busi ness after it

has been in our Capitol for a week. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, sir. Nr. Clerk, LB 611.

CLERK: Nr. President, 611 was a bill +that was i ntroduced by
Senator Moore,Rod Johnson, and Bernard-Stevens. (Read titl e.)
The bill was introduced on January 19 of this year;
M. President. I 't was referred to the Revenue Oorrmttee for
public hearing. The bill was advanced to General File. | pave
conmittee amendments pending by the Revenue Conmittee. (See

page 1092 of the Legislative Journal.)
SPEAKER BARRETT: On the conm ttee anendnents, Chairman Hal | .

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Nr. President and nenbers. |_|3 611 was
a bill that was_ brought by Serator Moore to the Revenue
Conmi ttee. It is a bill that deals w th changi ng the structure
with regard to the funding of education at the |ocal level
through the wuse of an income tax. The conmmittee anendnents
rewite the entire bill and they are in 5 white copy in the
front of the bill book prior to LB 611. There is an anendnent
to the conmittee amendnments that woul d strike approxi mat el y
three sections of the conmittee anendnents,agnd | am going to
just deal with the two sections that would be remamining with'the

adoption of the Noore anendnent o the comm ttee amendments.

But prior to that, | just would talk a Ilttle bit about why I am
going to SUPPOH that amendment, and what brought us to that

point. 1B 611 is not a newidea. |t js one that Senator Noore

has Dbrought for at |east the |ast two years to the Revenue
Committee, and prior to that, Senator Remmers, Senator Sieck,

and | t hi nk Senator Burrows brought a bill simlar to this, in
some formor fashion, to the body to be addressed. idea
is at least ten years old and probably nmuch ol der than t g

it is a restructuringwith regard to how we fund educatlon. It

noves us away fromthe reliance on property tax for the sole

purpose of funding educati.onfor the primary andsecondary
| evel s. St at ewi de, approximtely 62 percent of ~ our property

taxes go toward education costs in sone formor fashion, \hether
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April 10, 1989 LB 84, 611, 747, 809

it be the local school district, the ESU, the technical college,
whatever it mi ght be. On a statew de average that i goughly
62 cents out of every property tax dollar goes toward education.
In some districts, that is nmuch higher. | knowin the Omaha
area, it is approxinately 70 cents out of every dollar. |nso
districts, it is lower, but it isvery easy to say that we”i‘?
over half of the property tax dollar that is paid by our
constituents goes towardthe funding of education at the’local
| evel . We have all heard that the need and the cry, the holler,
that property taxes are extrenely high in the State of Nebraska,
and we have had a nunmber of studies, a nunber of national
surveys that have brought this toour attention. And Senator
Moore and other members of the body brought anumber of
proposals to the Revenue Committee this year that dealt wth the
i ssue of property taxes, and in one formor another, there were
over 32 bills that dealt with the issue of property taxes, dealt
with either a reduction or a Shift, sone form of Change in how
we address the issueof property taxes. Andwhat the Revenue
Committee did was we sent three bills to the | gor. We sent
LB 611, which was Senator Moore's bill that deals with a
restructuring of the funding, to nove us away gradually, a5 it
may be, from the reliance orproperty taxes.

Hovard ‘Lamb’ s bi |1, which follows this bill, LB sf SRR Senator
rebate bill, 10 percent. That is one that is favored by the
agricultural interest in this state, gndwe also sent Senator
Chi zek's bill, LB 747, | think, or 737, one of the two, that
follows Senator Lanb's bill, and that was a bill that dealt with
the interest in the formof a honestead exenption that the urban
folks tend to favor. After we sent those bills, we, pasically,
killed every other property tax proposal outside of LB 809,
whi ch was the Governor's proposal, that we heard toward the gnq
of the session, and...endof the commttee hearings, excuse me,
and then that bill was ultimtely |ast week advanced to the
floor, but we sent these three bills to thefloor feeling that
t_heP/ provided a vehicle in one way or another, in either one
bi | or another, the opportunityfor us to address, not only
short-termproperty tax relief, but also the issue of |ong-term
hange with regard to how we fund education and, ultimately,

llong-termproperty tax relief. The bill that we have before us,
LB 611, was...it was decided that it would becone a bill through
Senat or Moore's amendment, which will follow, that will address

the | ong-term aspect. The problemthat we have had in the past
wi th addressing the property tax issue, the shift, if you i

away fromproperty taxes, is that there has not been a nechani sm
by which the monies that we punp in kept consistent with the

3818



April 10, 1989 LB 104, 611

increase and the need at, the local level. |pother words, even
t hough we woul d allocate the funding, that they never kept pace
because there are other |ocal subdivisions gf government t hat
rely on property taxes. The schools' costs are not going to
decrease, they are going to increase as the years go on, gandthe
smal | amount of relief that we have provided traditionally .in
the way of a state aid appropriation has not been anything’that
has kept current or has kept pace with the jncreased costs or
the increasein the local subdivisions of governnent. |, grder
to achieve that end so that there is ultimately a property 5
relief, we felt that there was a need toaddress the issue o)f(
alternative funding, and the income tax being the proposal hat
would be ableto keep pace. | know Senator Schmit, and nyself,
and | think a nunmber of other, | think Senator Bernard-Stevens,
i ntroduced bills that dealt with placing a sales tax formula
into the funding mechanismto allow fqr property tax relief.
Those proposals were rejected py the Revenue Conmittee. The
proposal that was advanced out was KB 611, Senator Noore's, nd
that contains in the comm ttee anendnents two proposal s ?hat
with the adoption of Senator Noore's_ amendments would be
retained, and they arethe issue of LB 104, which was another
bill that was introduced by Senator Noore, that would |epder a
tax return inconplete if it did not include the school gl strict
nurllber fOn it. Currer?tlly,d_oug t_a>t< retnubrns allow for a box that
asks or your schoo i strict nunber. i

800 school ()j/i stricts, do not know what our ’glca}wo?f udsi,st\:vilt? ?\éer
To date, that was just toprovide information on a voluntary
basis. What the committee amendnents would do and what LB 104
did was provide that an income tax return would be inconplete if
it did not have that information on it. \hat that neans is that
the return woul d be sent back to the filer and that information
woul d be necessary in order to warrant a return conplete, so

they would have to fill out that box. The other part of the
commi ttee anendments that will be retained with the adoption ¢

Senator Noore's amendment to them is the sunsetting of the
foundation and equalization aid that was the basis for bringing
people to the table to discuss the issue of a shiftfrom
property tax to incone tax. The conmittee amendments w ped out
that foundation and equalization forpnula. Senator Noore's
amendment will sunset them so there is a change there with the
Noore amendnent, but the intent is the same, 'that we nove away
from foundation and equalization for basis of.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
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SENATOR HALL: ...the structure with regard to state aid and
calculate in the income, the property taxes, gnd state aid on an
as needed basis. That is part of Senator Noore's, | think,
introduction to his amendnent, a|though the anendnent does not
do exactly what the original pj|[ would do. Wth t hat,
Nr. President, | would nmove that the committee amendments
adopted as they will be anended by Senat or Noore's anend n‘en%

and | will speak to the Mbore amendnent when that is presented.
Thank you.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Senator Hall, and before go|ng to

t he amendnment on the Cerk's desk, | ampl eased t 0 a% ise that
Senat or Hefner has 15 high school students, future homenakers,
from Crofton Hi gh School, with their teacher, in. the orth
bal cony. Woul d you peopl e pl ease stand and be wel comed ri)y t he
Legi sl ature. Thank you. We are pleased to have you ith us.
Mr. Clerk.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Mbore would nove to amend the
conmi ttee amendnents. Senator More's anmendment, Nr. President,
is AN1222. You will find it in your bill books.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Noore.

SENATOR MOORE: Wel | ,Nr. Speaker and menbers, | have got a
handout whichis AN1222,whichis found on page 1531. Adoption
of this amendnent will basically become the comittee
amendnents, and then what we will have is an anended version of
611 as outlined in the handout | have given you, a4d found on
page 1531 in your bill book. That is one of those issues that |
guess | can't apologize for, it is just a fact. |tis very
conplicated and the things we are going to go through here today
are somewhat conplicated, so | only urge you listen up and, of
course, ask me any questions you may have. \Wth the adoptlon of
this amendnment, my amendment to the conmittee anmendnments, we

wi |l have the conm ttee ~anmendnents and then the bill will
basically do three basic things, threevery basic things.

first of which is we will sunset the foundation and equali zat iToﬁ
aid January 1, 1991. This coincides with the sunset date on
LB 84, as conprom sed, and the reason that that date is in there
is because, quite sinmply, it is inportant that the Legislature
come back next session and really finalize what jt s we are
going to do with school finance. The second thing that it does,
it requires the sane thing as LB 104, if you want to look at it
in your bill books, it requires that every income tax form has
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to have your school identification name on it. Right now, of
course, it is on your form Some people fill it out, some
people don' t, but there is really nothing in statute that
mandates the Department of Revenue make sure that that

information is filled out. This anmendment, as it is al ready
contained in the commttee amendnents, that form income tax
form will be inconplete wunless it has the correct school
district identification nunber right. This is done so we get

nore accurate data as we nmove towards SOMe.  the i npl ementation
of a local income tax here in Nebraska. Now the third thing the
amendnent does is that basically the intent |anguage found in
60land 2, we all know intent |anguage found in bills is
probably worth about the. worth about the sane anpbunt of noney
the paper it is witten on. Quite sinply what it is, if you
read that, it contains |anguage that the Legislature realizes,

in order to deal with the property taxes, we have to deal with
school fi nances. To address the issue of school finances, the
Legislature intends to replace the present school financing
systemwi th a system which shares the incone tax base with | ocal

school districts. And, finally', and this inmportant, in that

subsection (2), the Legislature intends to assure property sy

relief and tax equity by establxshing limits on gchool district

budget growth which linits are gsepsitive to |ocal eeds and
spending | evels. I f you recogni ze that | anguage, the maj ority
of that language is lifted directly fromthe interim report of

the School Finance Committee prepared by Senator Wthem as
Chair. Now what does this, LB 611, do as amended? we||, it is

going to send usdown the path, quite sinply, this Legislature
I's going to do something to restructure the property taxes
within the State of Nebraska. vouknow we spent $350,000 in the
Syracuse Study. Everybody under...not everybody, not quite

everybody, the vast majority of Nebraskans say "property taxes
are too high. A lot of people wish that propérty taxes would go
down wi thout some corresponding increase in other taxes. I
think we all know that can't be. The fact of the matter is the
roperty taxes, depending on who you listen to, are anywhere
romathird in sonme st udi es, eighth in others, and tenth in
others, a very hi gh property taxes, and in conpari son, sonmewhat
low sal es and income tax. The fact of the matter is if we are

ever going to |ower those property taxes, wehaveto have some
sort of tax shift to sone other source of revenue on {he state

level. Actually, this bill as it legislates the process, that
increase on the other level could either come from income or
sales, whichever this body decides to do. You coul d sinply

i ncrease the local incone tax over and above the present giate
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i ncome tax rate, or you can sinply use the present state incone
tax, and dedicate a portion of that present tax rate back to
| ocal school districts. If you choose the |atter, then,
obviously, the |lost revenue fromthe state woul d have to come up
from some other tax source, preferably a sales tax. Nowlike |

said, the intent language in this bill isn't worth that much.
The real heart of it is, one, is that we are going to sunset
foundation and equalization aid. hat is going to be the

hamrer...that is going to be the hamer along v%n]th sone ot her
sunset Ianguage, and if we pass sone other property +tax relief
nmeasure, that is the hamer this Legislature is going to cone
back next year and really overhaul the whole tax gystem. Now
one of the things that has been kind of frustrating for ne is
there seens to be a ood deal of ' support for the concept in
LB 611, and one ought js, just try to pass 611 in its pure
form and t hen pass 611 and study it thé nexP year or two. We
have done that with sonme other bills in the Legislature, namely,
Senator Baack's school choice bill, and the Kearney State,
basically we took action and then we are going to study it.
Actually, this 611 works in the nmore historical trend. we are
going to study it and then we are going to take action. Tg make
sure that we are serious about taking action, it is inportant to
realize that we are sunsettingin two years our school
foundation and equalization aid. W are not setting up a new
committee to study this. What we are doing is the present
School Finance Review Conmission created in LB 940 | ast year,
chaired by Senator Wthem and Senator Lamb and myself gre on
that committee, that conmission is alreadyworking towards a

concept very simlar to that found in the original LB 611. As
you can see, it is ny hope that we pass this bill, gndin the
interim let the School Finance Review Commission, gs well as

the Revenue Committee, or anybody else, for that matter, who
wants to continue to work on some different restructuring in the
State of Nebraska to do so. The fact of the matter is the time

clock is running and we are going to have to do sonething next
year, we are |ocking ourselves into saying we are serious to the
t axpayers, we understand there is a property ax problem, we
have sat here for 20 years and demagogued on’it, nowis the time
we are going to do something. Also, in 611, we basically are
going to say, here is the direction we intend to go, but in the
meantime, we are going to really figure out what it is weare
going to do. We will, basically, say that we agree that some
sort of dedication of the income tax base to local school
districts is what we intend to do. Now, the two things | think

It 1s I1mportant to realize is how LB 611 fits into with the
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other property tax bills; property tax bills, we are going to
debate LB 84 right after this. |f you | ook at the handout, the
part of the conpronmise in LB 84 that " we have all (ead so much
about, | guess the key part of the conmprom se fromny point of
view, sonebody who wants to restructure the whole tax system
the key thing in LB 84, if we choose to pass that, is that 'LB 84
will be sunset in tw years, as wth school foundation and
equal i zation aid. I think it is important to realize that
LB 84, in opinion. is sinply a stopgapreasure, 3 Band-Aid
measure, as | said, last week. | B84 or some other bill that is
tenporary, would sinply serve as sone | ocal anesthetic, td serve
as a painkiller until we get ready to do sone maj or surgery next
year. Thereis all that major surgery, the intent we are saying
today if we pass LB 611 is we are going to share the income ;54
base  with the school districts in the State of Nebraska,very
simlar to what they do in Kansas and other states j ”HS
country. Now another thing is a |ot of people have askecj1 me how
does LB 611 fit inif for some reason LB 84 would fail, 4pdthe
Governor's LB 809, ObViously, LB611 could passed in concert
with that bill, as well, because both of those bills are sinply
stopgaps and woul d serve as a bridge to sone sort of, | am
going to call, major restructuring contained in LB 611 and the
I_ntent ther_eof. So \Nlth that, and | have tried my har dest to
give you information so you can understand this, but that is
much easier said than done. I know many senators and gtaff
received a packet of information a few weeks ago. | passed out
this handout that | will gointo a little bit later telling
about the actual intent of the local income tax. | inink for
the tine being now | have said plenty to conplicate your nings
and i f you have questions, now would be a good tine to ask them
of nme or Senator Hall.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Discussion on the Noore amendment
to the comm ttee amendments? Senator Landis, followed by

Senators Wthem Rod Johnson and Lanb.

SENATOR LANDIS:  Nr. Speaker, nenbers of the Legislature, when
Nebraska began, it was sensible to have a very high reliance on
property taxes because nost everybody was on the farm and
farmand was | and that produced wealth. ggto have a property
tax made sense. It was a way of, in those rough times, of

having a graduatedincone tax. The nore |and you had, the nore
weal th you had, property tax had a progressive quality. WitB
h but

the rise of urban land, land that does not produce wealt
that occupies a formof wealth, that is to say the holdings ¢
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assets of an individual, but in fact that they derive their
wealth some place else, with the rise of that kind of Iand,

started sending two different kinds of kids to school, kids from
rural areas where the |and produced wealth gnd was valued in
large parcels, and kids who went to school with or from
homest eads or from residential homes where the wealth of the
famly was really in income, and not in the |and that they held.
The er pupil cost for the same kids, well, they were
equivalent, but the contribution of the farm kids, through
property taxes, were nuch greater than the contribution of the
kids fromresidential areas whose hol di ngs were much smal |l er
than the farms. That di chotonmy hasproduced a whol e raft of
problems. |t has given rise to the Class I school. It has
given rise to the state school funddornula fight. It has
given rise to the state aid fornula fights. |t has given rise

to Amendnent 4. It has given rise to the free high tuition
fights. It has given rise to the fight in the state aid fornula

bet ween foundation and equalisation all because j f you mx a
system with kids t hat cone fromfarms, Whereyou pay3 or
4 thousand dollars worth of property taxes, with kids that come
from residential property where they pay 400 or 500dollars
worth of property taxes, there is a rough gsense of i njustice,
and we have tried to build boundaries around each ogher,and
mul tiply or get sone kind of an equalisation advantage in our
tax levies, all to get around this unyielding conceptual problem
inthe way we tax to support s"hools. senator More's bill does
so_m-thlng novel , something new, and at this point, well worth

doi ng. He says the wealth of a school district’ s not simply
the rural...l am sorry, not sinply the real property in the
jurisdiction, that the wealth of the district is nore than just

the valuation of the |and, that there are people that have
i ntangi bl e property, people that have high returns in djvidends
on their investnments, people who have high salaries but have
nodest |iving, people who have wealth but t hat wealth is not
captured in property hol di n?s, in real property holdings, and
before we start sending noney fromone side of the state to ¢y

other, or fromone kind of district to another in state aid, |g_f‘
we are g?oi ng to transfer tax obligations, the first place we
shoul d ook to t ransfer responsi bi ||ty away from the real
property taxp\%er is to that person who |ives in the same school

district and o has wealth but in a different form than real
property, the person whose wealth is in the formof incone, the
person whose wealth is in the formof dividends or pnvestnents

Let them share the responsibility to fund kids going to gchool.

Before we | ook for sonebody outside the djstrict, measure the
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weal th of the district not only by the real property but by the
wealth in terms of income in a district, and have the | evi es set
so that you draw noney from bot h.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR LANDIS: It is that conceptual distinction that we
transfer fromthe real property taxpayer to the wealth hol der in
the sanme jurisdiction but whose wealth is in the formof incone.

That is the real bellwether virtue of LB 611. support the
Moore amendnent. I support the bill, and I'd suggest to you
that it then nmakes much nore sense of state aid, pecause state
aid then has a darn good reason. State aid will be used to nake

up the difference between a genuinely poor district and a
enuinely wealthy district, something that our current system
oes not adequately neasure nor val ue because it is all on’real

property. If we get off the realproperty and the mx 4 reg

property plus incone, equalization wj|| have all the nore
meani ngful role to play in school financing pecause it really
will be the differencebetween poor districts and rich

districts, and | don't mnd sending Lincoln and Omha sales gng
incone tax dollars to poorer districts.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATCR LANDI S: That is all right. That is a sensible exchange
or transfer of value, but | amnot confortable with the way It
is done now. LB 611. will make that systemnmuch more sensible.
| support the bill. | urge you to do the same.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Wthem further discussion.

SENATOR W THEM Yes, M. Speaker and nenbers of the body, |ast
year if you will renmenber, we were in the mdst of gpeof our
al nost annual fights on school district reorganization. \e were
debating a bill, LB 940. LB 940 passed the Legislature,

portion of LB 940 set up a study conmission to study the area 01‘51
school finance recognizing that the financing of schools ;¢ gp
integral part of education quality, education structure, and
al so of taxation policy. That conmmission is about halfway
finished with its work, | would say, maybe even nore than

hal fway . We have issued an interim t i vi h b d
obj ect |)/ves of what the com ssion i gegﬂ ab%htwann% II tehi nIE 0y%u

have all had access to that report, a nunber of you attended the
briefing. Some people have had questions of me,”is g11 moving
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in an opposite directionof that School Finance Review
Conmi ssi on. It certainlyjs not. As a matter of fact t he
broad phil osophical conponents gf what Senator Moor is

attenpting to do are really identical to what the School F| nance
Revi ew Commi ssion is attenpting to do. Now the specifics on how
to do that were different in 611 as introduced fromthose that |
sense the comm ssion conming around to supporting, but with the
committee anendnent, with the Noore amendnment to the conmmittee
amendnent, and then the comittee anendnent in general We are
establ i shing a process, continuing down the road el
changing the way in which wegfl nance public educayl on |n hys
state. Nobody likes the way we finance education today. i e
take a survey around the state, %/ou woul d probably find an
incredibly small mnority of people of the state that

have a good system Theproblemhas been in the past that any
attenpts to change that avowed a sizeable segnment of people
thinking that the effects of any given change are rmre negative
to themthan continuing with the current stem, we have
tended to nuddl e along, but if we are going %/o change the way In
which  we tax property in this state, de-enphasize how we tax
property, everybody concludes that you have to address

we finance education. Stopgap proposals here in the Legi s‘faturey
that either enact homestead exenptions, repates, both of which
conceptual Iy | support as stopgap proposals, or whether it be in
mere increases in the current state aid o education fornmula,

all those arevery stopgap. Nowwhen we were debating on the
floor early in the session about a $50 m|lion set-aside for our

property tax relief, Senat or  warner distributed some
i nformati on. It was 100percent correct, and | think | said it
was correct at that tinmne. | have cone to believe in

c it or e
firmy now, and that is that a nere transfer of a set 01! dol [nars
into property tax relief is no "lasting solution. e currently

spend a billion dollars to educat young people in ihis state.
Twenty-six percent of that comes fromthe state government.
That | eaves qui te hi gh property taxes. If we are to i ncrease
our state funding of education by $50 nillion, just as an
exanple to pull a nunber out of the air, which we did earlier in
the session, that was the nunber we pul led out of the air, iphat
is really just a one- year hold harm ess. If you have a billion

dol | ar budget and yOU increase it by 5 percent Spend|ng in a

given year, that is $50 million. Anincrease of $50 million is

only a one-year hold harmess. |f we are going to bring about
an ultimate solution to the property tax problfem you are goi ng

to have to get public education onto a tax source that has a
growmh factor to it. Property has little or no growh. School
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di strict budgets have had a 6 percent growh in the | ast decade.

Slxpercent growth on a valuation that haa |ittle or no
Increase,

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR W THEN: ... obviously, |eads to higher. .pardon me, o ne
mnute, obviously, is going to |ead to higher tfaxes. Sales tax

hasa 3 percent growth factor, better than property put it
still...you are going to berunnlng behind. | ncome tax has a
9 percent growth factor. School district budgets have a

6 percent growth factor. |[f the schools can share in the incone
tax base, we are going to be a lot better off in this property

t ax problem I am going to punch ny light. |f there is tine, |
know there are lots of other people who are wishing to talk,
talk a littlebit more about where | see the School Finance
Revi ew Commi ssion going. Just let me conclude this time with
i ndicating that what | think the Revenue Conmittee has done,
what Senator Moore is doing with these amendnments to the

comm ttee amendments, and how the whole process in many ways
seens to be coning together this session, recognizing we have to

do sonmething to deal with property taxes in the inmediate, we
are going to do that with LB 84, but in the |ong termweare
going to have to address the way in which we finance edycation,

and Senator Noore's LB 611 with.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATOR WITHEN: .his anendnents is an excel |l ent approach in
that area and | urge you to support Senator Noore's anendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Johnson.

SENATOR R.  JOHNSON: Nr. President and n‘en‘bers | rise to
support Senator More's effort to advance LB 611, and with these
amendments, | support the concept of providing an alternative
funding source for education. | think it has |ong been overdue
and has needed to be adopted before this time, but because of
failures by this body to address that problem e are in the
predi canent we arein today. | raise onl y one red flag, and |
don't know if it bothers anybody else, but ~; ot me
just a bit, not enough not today to advance the Sb| Itf am

very concerned about the idea of sunsetting the foundatlon and

equalization aid formula. NowSenator Moore and others have
said this is a hanmmer that we can hold over {he head of this
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Legislature and ot her bodies to move forward on schqol
financing. Fol ks, that'is not a hammer, that is a ten ton anw?
that is going to drop on our heads, and | think it is tine
that...| guess | just raise that because | haven't heard 5 |ot
of people tal king about it, but | amconcerned about it. vygoy
are asking us to give up sonet hi ng we have in hand that ow
that works for something that we don't know that we are going to
adopt later in the future, and | amvery concerned about that.

| realize we have a School Fi nance Conmmittee headed up by
Senator Wthemthat is addressing finances, and Senator Moore i s
on that commttee, but | guess | have difficulty at this
particul ar point aski ng to vote on faith alone to basically tje
the hands of this Legislature to cone up with something in the
future and give up this current fornula without at |east an

a' ternative | can look at, a substance that | can hold and | can
anal yze, and it doesn't appear 'hat that has conme out yet and |
realize that there is a lot to be done yet, gandthis issue has
got a |l ong ways to go before it isever passed. But| rajse

that only as a red flag fromny own personal standpoint. |
don't know if it bothers anybody else but it does ne because we
heard a | ot about on LR 2CA, the constitutional amendment, that
m schi ef coul d abound if we changed the or anmend the uniformty

clause in the Constitution. I think the same could be said jn
this case as well. | don't know what the representation In this
body will look like in '91, but | just want to make sure that |

don't tOtally | ose out in my districts my school districts
don't end upon the short end of the stick in this whole
process, and that is why | amjust a little nervous about voting

for something | don't have in front of ne and that |'m asked
totally on faith to advance thebill. I am going to do that
today. Hopefully, in the meantine, we will hear nore discussion

about what alternative financing mechanisms people are |ooking

at to replace the finance foundation and equalizationaid
because | think that is sonething | amgoing to need 44 answer

for before | can actually vote to pass the bill.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Lamb.
SENATOR LAMB: Yes, M. President andrenbers, | share Senator

Johnson' s probl ens with sunsetti ng school gaid that soon.
don't think by January 1st, 1991, this is going to be vvorkable

and in operation. | woul d suggest that a year |ater _would be
probably the earliest feasible date to conpletel,' elimnate
state aid to schools at best. I would have a couple of

questions for Senator More,and this really is conceptual and
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is not directly a part of .the bill, but one of the problens |
have had with using |ocal income tax for school di strPcts is the
fact that we have situations where a rancher will live in, say

North Platte but the noney is actually earned out , 4 school
district that he does not |ive in, and so the incone fromthat
ranch will be reported in a schcol district other than where
lives. Now | understand state aid is supposed to take up tﬁe
slack if there are not sufficient |local incone tax revenues to
support the school, but nmy concern is that if there is not that
amount for various reasons, part of which may be because of
nonr esi dent owners, are we going to be assured, in your opinion,
that nmore of the burden wil not fall back eventually on
property tax just because there is not sufficient revenues from
the incone tax in that |ocal school district, Senator More?

SENATOR MOORE: Well, | guess that your question is of such
I ength, | don't know how to answer it to tell you the truth.
SENATOR LAMB: Well, if there is not enough, if there s

i

enough income, you know, ifthere is not enough incone in tﬂgtt
district, is there going to be enough state aid to make up. the
difference there oris there still in that district going to IP)e
a very heavy reliance on property tax in the end ?

SENATOR MOORE: Wel |, obviously, it depends on the valuation in
that school district. Nowwhat it is, if we want to get into. a
di scussion, | think you understand that to qualify for state aid
under this bill, everybody in the state, eyery district in the

state would get a set amount backfromincone, whatever that
Bercent age would be, that generates in that district, gnd, two,
efore they get any state aid, they have to levy a trigger |evy
before they get any state aid, obviously. Now the amount of

state aid, obviously, depends on the valuation in that district.

If, you know, e cant, a 1 percent.levy in one district is going

to give you a whole different than 1 cent in gnother district

and whatever the state aid guarantees up to tRe state average‘
so that is an unknown right now. Youdon't know what it s
going to be until you actually work the nunbers.

SENATOR LAMB: Thankyou. | have had...| have had bills in the
past which | supported. Senator Landis spelled ¢ oyt prett

wel |, | t hi nk, the fact that we should have \ess reli'ance (%1
property tax, and | agree, and have been attenpting at vari ous
times to acconplish that. Have not had any success at this
point, so | do support the concept, but | do believe that we are
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a long way fromthat solving all the maybe relatively small

probl ens but very real problenms in coming to a |logical solution
there and would just call your attention to that fgct at this
point, and | do plan to support Senator Noore's anmendnent today,

but| wouldjust for...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR LAMB: ...the record want to point out that this has not
been worked out completely. There are a lot of unanswered
questions as to howit would actually work, and that the 1991
date on doing away with state aid to school sunder the present
formula is probably unrealistic.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hall . Senat or Schel | peper, f ol | owed
by Senator Pirsch.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Thank you, Nr. Speaker and members. |
woul d |'i ke to ask Senator Mdore a question, if | could.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Scott, | have two districts in or | npave
two towns in my district. One town has about 95 million
valuation and it al so has a high incong. The other one has
about 35 million valuation and a |ow income. Howwould you see

t hese being equalized in your opinion?

SENATOR NOORE: Well, | amjust guessing. probabl y the district
that has high incone and high valuation is probably not going to
get any state aid because they can tap that income, they are
Income” weal thy and property wealthy. Now a district that is
property poor and income poor is probably going to get 4 good
chunk of state aid because they are poor in both factors. jjiq
date, the only way you would nmeasure the wealth of a school
district is what sort of property valuation there is. If  you
can allowa district to tap that income, there is two

nmeasurements then. So jf you are i ncope poor and property poor,
obviously, the state is going to come in and equal i ze you up i,

a state level, state average |evel.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: So what you are saying, then, is that each
pupi | woul d have about se much inconme for each pupil?
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SENATOR MOORE: Well, the concept bill is the stateguarantees
up to a certain amount of r..venue per pupil. Soevery student
inthe state is guaranteed a certain amunt of revenue per
pupil . Whet her that befromincome and property or _income,
property, and state aid, the state guarantees & certain anount
of revenue per pupil, that state average being just quite sinply
arithnetic. You take all the revenue fromincom 549 property
in the state, dividing it,and the state is going to guarantee

it through state aid that every pupil in the state has at |gast
the state average per pupil revenue. It is conplex but | am
trying to explain it as best | can.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: ~ Okay, thanks, Scott., I think this is a
very good idea. | think the ideal thing is to eventually get to
one-third  sales, one-third income, one-third property, andthi s
woul d sure get us in that direction. Sol would sure support

this amendnment. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Pirsch, followed by Senators
Ber nar d- St evens, Schnit, Warner, and Moore. y

"ENATOR PIRSCH:  Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have a question of
Senator Moore if he would yield.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.
SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR PIRSCH: Senat or Mbore, as | now understand it better
after the various speakers have asked you questions, it g5 pot
your intent then to go conpletely off the property tax?

SENATOR MOORE: No, not at all.

SENATOR PIRSCH: It would still be a factor in figuring out what
kind of state aid we would have?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes. If you will look at...myactual goal is
the last part of that handout | have given you is where we woul d

like to go, eventually. This is our local income tax, About
the 45 percent level statewide in property tax is what our goal
is, at least.

SENATOR PI RSCH: One of my problems with the state equalization
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and foundati on has been counties that have purposely underval ued
property. Would any of the provisions in 611 or do you see that
being developed in the school equalization to counteract the

rewarding to those who do not assess property upt o their
val uation as they shoul d?

SENATOR NOORE: No, the bill does not directly deal with that
whol e ani mal of equalizing property values. No,it doesnot do
that.

SENATOR PIRSCH:  Okay. Also, if you would yield, and I don' t
know i f | should ask this of Senator Hall, you have taken out of

the committee amendnents or you are taking out of the comittee
amendrments a set tax rate, correct?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, because we are, basically, going to cone
back in next year and figure out what it is W want to do so
there is no set tax rate. You aren't actually enacting a |ocal

income tax with this bill. You don't actually go quite that
far. You basically say weare going to do it we are going to

put the hammer in that we have to do it next year, but, no, ~you
do not actually set arate in the bill as anended.

SENATOR PIRSCH: So, therefore, then you elininate the state
i ncome tax basic rate reduction flgure that was in the commttee
amendments?

SENATOR NOORE: Yes.

SENATOR Pl RSCH: And elimnate, indeed, the proceeds gnd how
they are handled?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, because what the sectlon you are talking
about was the Skeleton of a |Oca| i ncome tax process in

Nebr aska. VW areactually noving that skel et on and sayi ng we
are going to buy up on the concept but we phave i ure out
between now and next year actuallg directly howto |

nean there is a rough sketch in that bil are

right there. | guess | amnot com‘ortable wYﬁ passi ng a lq
sketch and coming in next year and filling in the pleces |

woul d rather say, yes, | believe in the concept. \ye are going

to figure out howto do it, andnext year we are going pass
the final bill. Although sonetines we do that- the other way
around in this Legislature, | prefer that is the best way to (g

it.
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SENATOR PIRSCH: Thank you. So what we will really have left in
611 is the intent of the Legislature to replace the present
school financing and to assure property tax relief apnd tax
equity, and then the technical school district's identification
number?

SENATOR NOORE: Third thing inthere is the sunset on foundation

and equal i xation aid, the third thing will still be in there.
SENATOR PI RSCH: Yeah, that hamrer will still be in. | guess |
wi |l support the amendment to LB 611 but | amcurious to0 gee how

this will play out. Thank you.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Bernard-Stevens.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Thank you, Nr. Speaker. | was '.ng
to call the question but | did hear that Senator Warner Had >is
Iight on and I would be curious to see, natural |y, what he woul d
be saying ontheissue,so | will not do so .af this particular
tine. wi || make a couple of comments ; can. At the
begi nning of the | egislative session back in January, if we can
all remenber back that way, Senator Wthemand | and others
brought up a $50 million property tax relief, gnd it was stated
to be just to bring the issue to the forefront, andthe reason |
bring that up again, and rem nd the body, is that basically
first week or so of the Legislature property tax was put as one
of the major issues that this Legislature was going to face or
try to deal with. Of course, many Legislatures in the past have
said the same thing,and the real question that hung out there
in the mnds of many in the nedia, and | amsure the people of
our districts was, yes, we have heard this before but what are
you really going to end up doing. After that, we had numerous

bills introduced to the Revenue Conmittee which Senator Hall
took sonme time to go through, and I, nyself, had a couple of
options that | put in sinmply for the’Revenue Conmttee to have
other choices; one being very simlar to g17 a |ocal option
income tax, and also a clause sinilar to LB 104. All of a
SUdden, we had a lot of bills. We were Wondering what t he

Revenue Conmittee was going to come up with but there was no
focus, no one had any particular area that they were |ooking 4

that was taking the forefront. And t hen by magic over the
weekend, over a period of time, a |ight shone and it shone oqn,
basically, ~a small group, of the” Legislature, who sonetines

al ways get together, such people as Senator Hall and Senator
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Lamb, who are not always together on certain iSSL{ s bué
certainly the |ight shone such that even they cane together an

said we think we have found a way to solve the problem \ye hag
Senator Chizek involved with this, along with Senator More, and
they came up with what they felt to be a conpronise of their
proposals for aninterim The probl emwas that the Legislature
was not sinmply going to have property taxfor an intgrlm We
wanted | ong-term substantial property tax relief. ne of the
areas that the group was able to come up With, andthe body is
being pressed to talk about today, is what do we do in the |5p
term and that is where LB 611 cane into play and that is wher%
LB 611 is, why it is before us today. | B611 basically says in
a nutshell, if we are getting somewhat sinplistic, | apolagize,
but the tines that we have sonmeti mes we need t b B 611
sinply says to the Legislature and to the peop?e OF’Nebras&a,
listen, if we want long-term substantial property tax relief,
we can't put our head in the sand and say we are going to | ower
those property taxes and not increase any where el se. And we,
as a Legislature, | think know very wel | about what Senator
Wthemsaid earlier, that for us to keep pace property iaxwise
with the major pressure on property tax, that being school
finance, we have to find a source that increases equally about
6 percent. One of the things that theSyracuse gt udy pointed
out, and there were good things about the Syracuse and pad
things about the Syracuse, but one of the things throughout tﬁe
state that all people seenmed to begin to understand is that nmany
of the areas in our state that are property tax. that are
hurting property taxw se have plenty of income. The problem is
that in those areas they cannot be taxed. | fact, one of the
tragedies we had in this state is there were certain districts
that had relative wealth, if you count wealth as not being al
property, as tal ked about by Senator Landis, but theonly way
that those districts could touch that wealth is through the real
property tax or the property tax that we have. Consequently,
you had money out there that was desperately needed by school
systens they could not attach thensel ves to. The could not
use, and we have school systens in the day that |¥ you conpare
to other parts of the world is a travesty. i

what we have now with the school financeltthlcltS tahtngvlegt%efoc];re
us. LB 611, in...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One ni nute.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: ...it s basic sense, does two major
things in my opinion. Nunber one, it will put the Legislature
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on record as saying we believe that we must make a cpange  an
we are going to nmake that change by sunsetting equa?i zacial’on ang]
foundation, and we are going to make a shift to income. \yemust
meke a shift to income. That is the only where wecan go in
order to finance this thj n(}; successfully, if we trul’y mean
substantial property tax relief. oOne of the thi ngs | would Iike
to leave the legislature with, at least on this time around, g
that for every time there is something new, there is a first
step, and this in the State of Nebraska is going to be sonething
newif we haw the courage to step forward, and that js
substantial property tax relief will take a courageous step by
at least 25 of 49 people, a courageous step to go forward and
say, we have to nake sone substantial changes, we have to shift
over to income.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time has expired.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: W are going to have to do sone things
that nmay be difficult to do but we nmust have the courage (g do
so, and I think this is the first step along that route, gnd |
encourage the adoption at least of the tentative. _of the first
phase of 611, the More anendnent. Thank you, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Schmit, followed by Senator Warner.
SENATOR SCHM T: M. President and nenbers, Senator Scotty More

says | don't understand the bill, and | agree, though ny
princi pal concern is whether Scotty understands it or not. | am
not so sure SCOtty does. | have |istened to the ill for
10 years now and | don't understand it any better now than | did
when Senator Burrows explained the bill, and | agree with the
principle of the More bill, and | would like to see it rqught
to fruition in some way. M...| have several concerns with the
bill and I would |like to have Senator More, if he could, answer
a question for me. Senator Moore, the income earned that as
touched upon by | believe Senator Lamb, incone earned, fof
exanple, in my own situation, will all be attributedto the
Bel | wood School District, is that right, wherel live?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR SCHMIT: Not wi t hstanding the fact that the income will
actual |y be derived fromland that is located ir fjve separate
school districts, is that right'?

3835



April 10, 1989 LB 611

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR SCHM T: | see. Well, you have answered that question.
| am_not sure | like the answer. Se’;onc“y, then, another
question, | understand under 773, if | can remenber Senator Vard

Johnson's numbers carectly, that an | ndividual who earned
$150,000 would save about $850 a year onthe state i ncome tax
if, in fact, or when we did pass that bill, is that correct or
do you remember?

SENATOR MOORE: Oh, | don't remenber, I voted against that bill
like you did, and | tried to forget it as quick as | can.

SENATOR SCHM T: Well, it seems to me that | remenber, and if
that is true, then 1.75 tax rate on $150,000 should yield
sonewhere in the area of how nuch? Twent y-seven, twenty-eight
hundred dollars, $2,875?

SENATOR MOORE: | will defer to your arithmetic if that is what
it is.

SENATOR SCHM T: I think Ilearnedthat jpn a Class | school
al so. It should bearound 2,875, | think. | will haveto do
some nore qui ck cal culating on that. My question is, Senator
Moore, will this bill reverse sone of what was attempted to be
accomplished under 773, can you answer that briefly for me
please'? ’

SENATOR MOORE: No, because si rrpldy what it would do, we just
take a...work either way, youcan add an  ncome t ax rate on

over and above the present incone tax rate, or you can dedicate
a portion of the present inconme tax rate to g0 phack to school
districts, so depending onwhatthe body chooses to do, which
fork in the road it chooses to take that way. Buteven if vyou
woul d take, where you were adding an incone tax rate over ‘and
above the existing rate, you could do thac using the same

progressivity in the existing incone rate as is contained in
LB 773.

SENATOR SCHM T: You are telling me you would not just tax 1 75
on each of our individual present tax rates then? '

SENATOR MOORE: No, well, that would be an option you could do,

but the intent is you either subtract 1.75 fromthe present a
rate or acid it over and above, but actually you woul d take the
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four rates and, like | said, retain the progressivity or
regressivity , however you chpoose to | ook at it, but have the
same fornula as you add it on there, so vou would add a |little

bit less at the lowerrate and a little bit nore to the above
rate.

SENATOR SCHNIT: | see. |f you add a little bit more g the
above rate.

SENATOR MOORE: Maybe Senator Hall is better to answer that
question than me, but | amjust saying, | nmean you woul d contain

t he sane de?ree of progressivity by adding it.._.you would add
the total of the four, your average would be 1.75°

SENATOR SCHNI'T: | am sure | amthe only person here who doesn' t
understand  that now. So if I don't understand the npext
question, | will ask it also, do you have a fornula put together
at the present tinme, Senator More, that can give us sonme actual
nunbers as to how this would jnpact upon the various school
districts and what it would do to the property taxes, gand...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR SCHNIT: ...Wwhat it would require in amounts of state

aid to be commensurate with acme really decent propertx tax
relief? Do you have any nunbers put together on that now ~

SENATOR MOORE: ~No, and that is the very reason | choose to try
to advance 611 in this formas opposed to sonme finalized version
that | want you to guess on. That is what we want to spend the
summer doing s0O we can run some hard numbers on an actual
p]rcoposal that is drafted out in detail, ynlike the original form
of 611.

SENATOR SCHNIT: | see. You think it would be preferable not 4
have a formula, adopt a concept,. and then try to draft the
formula to fit the concept'?

SENATOR MOORE: Ask me that again, Senator Schmt?

SENATOR SCHM T: You believe it is better to fo) for a fom
rather than substance at this tine, is that right?

SENATOR MOORE: | want concept over substance today.

3837



April 10, 1989 LB 611

SPEAKER BARRETT: Excuse ne, tine.

SENATOR MOORE: I f 1 have the concept,we are going to work on
the substance.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time has expired. Senator Moore, your light
is the next one. Perhaps you could help.

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You coul d answer the question further.
SENATOR MOORE:. Iwill ...

SPEAKER BARRETT: This is your tinme, Senator Moore.
SENATORMOORE: I will (inaudible) our dialogue.

SPEAKER BARRETT: I amsorry. I amsorry. Senator Warner's
l'ight was next, then yours. Senator Warner, please, then back
to Senator Moore.

SENATOR WARNER: M. President, nenbers o the Legisl ature, |
read the amendment and I intend to vote fa the amendment,
although | have filed another amendnment to Senator More's
anmendrent, which can be considered if his anmendnent is adopted.
But if I am correct, Senator Moore,ags | understand the bill
now, it primarily will put into the statute the requirement as a
proper filed income tax the inclusion of the school district of
resident of the taxpayer. |t is xnteresting when!l look, this
is at least the third tinme, if not the fourth or fifth, that
this effort has been made. | see part of the stricken |anguage
on Fage 3 indicates commencing the taxing year 1971, the form
shal | "have the designated school district, 349 that was a bill
Senator Waldo and myself, | recall, Senator Bill Waldo
i ntroduced and | co-introduced it, but we thought we were
putting that information on the incone tax at that time, and
then | can recall once or twice after that others,and1 would
be curious...|l have enough curiosity to pass the bill to see if
this language really does what | thought we did in 1971, and
maybe one nore try might do it. So fo r that reason ée will
support it, but | do have an anmendnent that strikes ction 2
and it'd strike Section 5, which if adopted, | would like to

discuss and that would be. one of them Section 5 is where you
repeal the current foundation and equalization aid in 1991. It
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makes me a little nervous to insert a repeal of a | aw when we do
not have in place a substitute for it for distribution. Tpere

may be good reason for doing that but it would seemto me |

would be more confortable not repealing it until we knew what
the substitute was. | n any event, at nost, | suppose they coul d
generate another bill each year to change the date to the

following year, and we could address the I ssue several years in
that fashion, but | would nuch prefer that we had a replacement

t hen. Section 2 bothers me a |ittle bit for a couple of
reasons. It would make a fine resolution but, 353 section of
law, it bothers me somewhat to outline these things, g| of
whi ch | suppose | could concur in in a general sense, but o
think when the tinme comes that we begin to use the incone tax as
a..and to share the income tax base with a |ocal entity of
government, we may want to look at that very carefully. | think
I't is an excellent idea to have language | the statute that
provides the ability to neasure ability to pay of a local entity
t hrough i ncone tax together with other information that we have,

and that | fully support, but it would seemto ne that neither
Section 2 or Section 5 would need to be enacted as part of the
anendment. So | will offer amendnments to take that out.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Senator Noore, please. Thank you. . Senator

Norrissey, discussion on the Noore anendnent, Senator Wthem g,
deck.

SENATOR NORRI SSEY: Yes, Nr. Speaker and nenbers, thank you.
rise in support of Senator Noore's anendnment. There is a |ot of

i ssues in mny di_Stl’iCt t hat ny peop|e disagree on, property
taxes, education, how to fund that, |owlevel waste, anything
you want to nane, there is a |lot of disagreement. When | go

down and start talking about LB 611, thereis a buzz going
around that they think we can finally address the shifting of
the burden to  pay for education towards those indi cator% t hat
truly show wealth. The one thing they can't believe is that e
‘will actually do it. They say it has been tal ked about year
after year and never been done, angd | just got the feeling that
this year we should take that ste% pass LB 611 and work on
those problens, and say to our folks that we are going ;g i ve
this issue more than just |lip service this year, that are
goi ng to make a comm tment and head in the direction of
istributing the cost of educationwhere it should be
distributed. Whether we need to go to incone or gales tax, |
would be mae «cl'ned to go to the income, because w th our
incone and sales tax, we do get to wite that off of our federal
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taxes, whereas sales tax we wouldn' t, andwe would be sending
more noney to Washington, which | don't feel we need to do. g4
| do support the concept of 611 and | think nowis the tine

this body to start noving in this direction and support Senat or
Noore's amendment. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Wthem

SENATORWITHEN: Yes, Nr. Speaker, menbers of the body, | woul d
like to continue on with nmy conments | was maki ngoreviously
regarding the work of the School Finance Review Conm ssion.
There is kind of a frustration |level here | know on this issue,
and there appears to be somewhat of a frustration level 4, the
floor, that what Senator Noore is proposing is a half step as
opposed to a full step. We are not taking the fy|| step .into
conpleting a system so that we can have a neat |ittle printout
in front of us so that we can see exactly how many dollars go to
East Butler School as opposed to Rising City Schools, and
Seward, and Papillion, and all the other schools in the state,
but we are just not there yet. There has beer a gridlock on
this issue in our state for generations on how you Best finance
education. Everybody that |ooks at t'le issue with any degree of
sophi stication says you have got too hjgh of property. taxes.
Anybody who | ooks at it with any degrée of sophistication says
you have got a problem..because of the way you finance schools,
¥_ou have the property tax problenms. But as far as taking that
irst step to ultimately resolving it, we have difficulties

doi ng that. What Senator Noore is offering ys is that half
step, and with any half step, if we get down the road and we
don't like it, we can always step back. But by enacting this

half step into the statute at least commts us to |ook at it

very, very seriously and | think that is, basically, whatwe are

doi ng. You know, we do things differently today than b
have in the past, and one of those things we have rE)qef:jlé/ned\évieng

nore of in recent years is comitting ourselves in increments as
opposed to saying, unless we take the full leap, let's not gyen
get off the shore. And that is what we are going here,
basically. As far as what the Public School Finance commi ssion
has been | ooking at and what it tentatively is concluding m ght
hel p sone of you with a better understanding of what we are
| eani ng toward. In | eani ngt owar d, we can make any number of

proposal, any nunber of shifts, changes, adjustnents efore we
reach final enactnment of anything a year fromnow, but we are

| ooking at a plan of financing schools simlar to what ¢the do
in Kansas. Wat dothey do in Kansas that is differenf from
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what we do in Nebraska? First of all, the first dollars they
have to finance schools are a localproperty tax. The second
dollars they have are a share of the state incone tax. Now it
is important, Senator Warner, | believe that we not only count
incone, taxable income, as a measurement of wealth, but s u
are going to count it as wealth, you should only count it to Yﬁe
extent that the school districts can use it, because jf they
can't use the incone in a local district and they have a

i ncome, all that does is fall back nore heavily then on the

local p_rOJ_)ertg/ owners, and the property owners may or may not be
those individuals who possess the taxable wealth.” g5in  Kansas

they do that . They tap into the |l ocal incone tax with a
20 percent rebate of the dollars that are collected at the state
| evel . Next, they neasure the wealth of the district pased on
the income produced in the area and the valuation of the
property, and they use their state dollars to bring their
students up, all students in the state up to a relatively equal
ger pupil expenditure. In Nebraska, we have within a probably
5mle radius, we have school districts that are spending
$4,400 to educate kids and school districts that are spending
$2,700 to educate kids. It is just a; practically an inmoral
variance in the amount of the expenditures. In Kansas, they are
nmoving a power equalization concept so that aj| students will
have a rel ativelyequal amount of revenue spent ontheir

education, plus we are looking, and this is a tough pill to
swal | ow, particularly by the school people that are on this
conmi ssion, but we are looking at saying, if you gre going to

put nore dollars into the system.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATORWITHEN: .. you have to have sone guarantee that they go
for property tax relief. so the school people who are on this
swal | owed a very bitter pill and indicated that they i have
to go along with some type of budgetary limitation. N'otice,
Senator Dierks, | didn't say a cap, | said budgetarY limtation.
W are not calling it a cap anynore after the troubl e we got in
the other day on that. |t js a proposal that has an excellent
amount of promise for our future and one which I {hink i one
that you are going to be confortable with, if we can get oFf tﬂe
status quo. I Support SunSetting current equal i zati on and
foundation aid. It is sonmething if we don't Iikeqthe act

we have sunsetted it, if we don't have anything better to take
its place, we can reenact, reenact it, but what it does s it
sets into place the process of bringing about an ultimate
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solution.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.
SENATOR WITHEM: Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Elmer, further discussion.
Senator Elmer, please. Senator Haberman. Senator Elmer,
further discussion on the Moore amendment.

SENATOR ELMER: Sb>rry, Mr. President, my light came up quicker
than 1T anticipated. Senators and members, would Senator Moore
yield to a couple of juestions. Okay, it is my Impression that
what this bill will do with your amendment is basically this.
It will require any state income tax form that does not have a
school district number on it to be returned as a uncompleted
form, correct?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR ELMER: Then that will give data for us to use to
formulate next session, hopefully, a good solid format for a
proposal for administering the state aid to the poor districts?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR ELMER: And, therefore, be able to put into place
something substantive in the immediate future with the hammer
there that the current state aid would be sunset the year
thereafter, is that correct?

SENATOR MOORE: Absolutely correct, Senator Elmer.

SENATOR ELMER: Thank you, sir. 1'd support the bill and the
amendments.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Haberman, followed by
Senators Hall, Bernard-Stevens, Hartnett, Schimek, and Lynch.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, members of the body, a
question of Senator, oh, what is his name, Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Senator Haberman.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Has anybody asked yet about the paragraph
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that says the Legislature intends to assure property tax relief
and tax equity by establishing limts on school districts budget
gromth? Is that still in the anendment?

SENATOR NOORE: That is still in the amendnment and Senator
War ner touched on that but he never asked ne a question.

SENATOR HABERNAN: Wbul d you explain it to nme?

SENATOR MOORE; The line dealing with the budgetary limtations,

well, basically what it is.;.l think it is my opinion gnd some
peopl e share that opi nion,if we are going to drastlcally

and | ower property tax in this state with a large jnjection of
noney fromanother source, either income or sales, you know, you
tal ked to people 20 years ago, yeah, your total tax burden j ust

went up, so it has to be something t hat we can take to the
peopl e and say we are going to shift it fromproperty to incone
or sales, and the way we guarantee that shift occurs is to have
sone sort of budgetary growth limtations.

SENATOR HABERNAN: Well, now wait a minute, Senator Noore,

know what you just told me. Can you give ne some idea as .t
what you have in m nd, you and the people whoare pronotin
h?

this, what you mean by linmts o~ school districts budget growt

~NQo —

SENATOR NOORE: I think,and | can speak only for myself,
| ooki ng at sonething like they have in Kansas where basically it
is a 3 percent budget growth. There is a variety of the growth
of actual per pupilS in'your district, how much that grows.

There is sonme flexibility in there, so | amlooking at sonething
i ke they have in Kansas.

SENATOR HABERNAN: All right, so you just told meso |
understand it that in your thinking, you are thjnking possibly
of a 3 percent limt on budget growh, is that correctg?

SENATOR MOORE: Wel | ..

SENATOR HABERNAN: Well, a three, or four, or two, one,
somewhere in there.

SENATOR NOORE: Somet hing |ike that.

SENATOR HABERNAN: But you cannot speak for the other people who
are supporting this?
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SENATOR MOORE: | think you can ask Senator Wthemthat question
and he will give you his version of an answer.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Al |l right, Senator Wthem
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Wthem

SENATOR W THEM: Yes, Senator Haberman, in ny. what | would
support would be a budgetary limtation like that in Kansas.
Kansas what they have are those districts spending bel ow the per
pupi | average have a 6 percent linitation, those spending gpgve
the per pupil average have a 3 percent limtation. T
Legi sl ature each year deternmines what the particular |evels wi P?
be based on inflationary factors during the previous year. Tpat
is something | would be supporting and what anticipate
brikngi ng to the floor of the Legislature when we finish our
work.

SENATOR HABERMAN: We are going to decide his.. .Senator Hall

do you have any input on this? He jsn't here. Is there anybod
else has any input on what their idea is to a lid on schoo
spending' ? So what we are going to do then, as | understand it,
in the 60 day session, is that correct, Senator More, in 1990,
we are going to cone down and figure all these things out?

SENATOR MOORE: Before that occurs, hopefully?
SENATOR HABERMAN: Who is going to figure out before it occurs?

SENATOR MOORE: Ah, for one, the School Finance Review
Conmi ssion will have some better details. we will have a nuch
better defined draft of the proposal, |B611 in its original

form and, obviously, we arefgoi ng to have to settle, we are
going to have to decide on what of that we want to accept.

SENATOR HABERMAN: But, Senator Moore,gre you famliar Wiw

what happened to the last tine we put a Iid on schoolgrowt
school growth budget growth?

SENATOR MOORE: Wll, yes, that lid was put on and
(interruption)...

SENATOR HABERMAN: | asked you a question. Wereyou famliar
with it, and you said, yes. Thankyou. Youknowthat it went
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up the exact percent that we put on there, is that correct?

SENATOR MOORE: It was a zero percent...7 percent, but the
di fference, | think there js a basic difference, Senator

Haberman, | have to tell you about.

SENATOR HABERNAN: Senator Schmit, | am going to have toagree
with you. | don't know whether Senator More knows what is in

this bill or not.

SENATOR MOORE:  (Interruption) ...in the bill.

SENATOR HABERNAN: Senat or More, for your information, e put a
percent growth on school budgets and it increased every year
that particular percent, so when we got all through after five
years, if we had a 6 percent on there,there was a 30 percent
i ncrease because it automatically went up 6 percent.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR HABERNAN:  Thank you, Nr. President. So | am raising
this question due to an amendnent | have on your bill, Senator

Ncore, and | wanted people to start to thinking apout some of

the things that are in this anendment when ny anendnent cones
up. Thank you, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Bernard-Stevens.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The question has been called. py| see five
hands? | do. Shall debate now cease? Thosein favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Record.

CLERK: 29 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Nr. President.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senator Moore, would you care
5

to close on your anmendnent to the commttee anmendnent ~

SENATORNOORE: Yes, Nr. Speaker and members, once again |

apol ogi ze for the complexity of this whole issue. | hope we
ha~e had a good di scussion and a good introduction to the actual

bill itself, but | amgoing to have to return once again to sone
basi ¢ fundanental s on what the amendnent does. It does three

things right now. I think Senator Marner mentioned his
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intentions to strike out a couple of thij nrgs to. deal with a
coupl e of those things individually at a Fater tine, but as the
amendnent will now stand with the adoption of this amendment:
one, it sunsets foundation and equalization; two, itrequires
that the income tax form if you don't have your school district
on there, will becone just like if you do not gjgn your state
incone tax form. It will be returned as an’i nconpletdorm
This is done to assure sone nore conplete data. The fact of the
~ai.ter is now there is only about 50 percent of the taxpayers in
the state actually fill that actual formout and filling your
school district nn there. Now the Departnent of Revenue, %,or a

variety of reasons, given the address, can decipher about
anot her 35 percent of those returns on what school district they

are in, but there is still 10 to 15 percent thatare either a
rural  route address in a ryral area in Nebraska, wlere,
obviously, if you are like ne where | have a Stronsburg address
but in the Benedict School District, that yyral route is not

going to tell you anything. So there is many things in
there...there is s lot of those returns that are ynjdentifiable
unl ess that person fills that out. So what this amendment will
do is say, if you don't fill out the school {istrict form it
will be returned as an inconplete form |t will go back to the
i ndi vidual, and then fromthat time forth, it will be on a

little sticker that you get, so it is a one time that there is
going to be a lot of inconplete returns. After that, there wll
be far |ess because it will be on the information given (o the
taxpayers in the packets sent to themat the first of the year.
And t _e | ast thi ng t his does, actua“y xt is the first th|ng in
the bill, as SenatorWarner mentioned, it is kind of. i~ may
make a better resolution, as such, gnd that is true to some
degree but | think it is inportant that 611, if you want to keep
the heart of LB 611, you are saying that we believe that if we
have to dedicate some sort of a tax base, some of our incone tax
base in this state to the |ocal district. Now the Iid
provi sions that Senat or Habernman tal ked about, the reason that
isin there, as you well understand, Senator Haberman, that
everybody says how you going to guarantee that is some sort of
Wogerty tax relief. I think it is inportant, just like Senator
them nmentioned, the fact of the matter is we are working it
the school districts and have sone sort of budgetary limtation
on budgetary growth that the school district can live with. onpe
thing about it is | want dollar for dollar property tax
reduction, whatever | have to do to get that, | will do that.
Ve are trying to work sone sort of budgetary constraints that
recogni zes the needs of the school district but yetguarantees
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to the total tax...well, the taxpayer in total in this state
that property taxes are going to go down and we will nake a
deci sion on whether that is incone or sales that is going to go
up, but that growth, the language that is in there is to say to
that the Legislature recognizes that if we are going tg shift,
there has to be soneguarantee to the taxpayer, that is what |
was attenpting to get at. But as | have nentioned, | have tried
to read one, two, and three. |t explains on the handout that |
have given you that explains exactly what the anendment does.
think that while I have your attention, at least, | want you
pick up that handout a little nore and lock at what we gre
trying to get towards with a |local inconme tax, andthe whole
concept. We all know the present share of gschool revenues is
66 percent property taxes, the third page there. |t you look at
the second page, you seethat as apended out of conmittee, if
you actually would have gone and enact this law, it only
slightly decreased property tax, and that new figure in there
being the 18 percent incone tax. Well, our goal is if you
wanted to distribute across the state through giving back to
school districts some income generated in that di s?rlct to the
tune of about $235 nillion, what you result, if you look at that
magi ¢ number of about 45, 46 percent. As you can see, the goal
of this is that 45 or 46 percent of the revenue g the school

districts in the State of Nebraska will still come from
property, and about 30 would come froma |ocal income tax
base...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR MOORE: Then, obviously, equalization would occur and
things like that. And so |ook at that |ast graph, that is \hat
we are working towards, and we can tal k about this further once
we get this anendnment adopted, and tal k about Senator Warner's

proposed amendnents. For the time being, | urge you to adopt
this anendnment to get the bill in a form we can di scuss it
further.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The question is the adoption of
the Moore amendment to the committee amendnments to LB 611.
Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record, please.

CLERK: 33 ayes, 2 nays, Mr. President, on adoption of Senator
Moore's anmendnent to the committee anendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The anmendnent is adopted.
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CLERK: Senator Moore, | nowhave.. withdraw, Senator?
SPEAKER BARRETT: It is w thdrawn.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Haberman woul d nove to anend,
actual Iy, AML222 which you just adopted.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Haberman.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, pnenbers of the body, my
anmendment strikes 1991 and makes it 1992, the only thing the
anmendnent does. Now why do | think that we should do that? I
would like to have you think ahead to 1990. Thatis a 60 day
session. We aregoing to have bills held over from ihig year .
W are going to have new bills being introduced. apqg quit e
frankly, we aren't going to have the time to sit down and
analyze and actually find out what is going on. Now in my
opinion, this is the old, old trick that a nan %y the pname of
Senator John DeCamp usedto do. He usedto say create chaos,
create panic, push people, and then they have to make guick
deci sion. That used to pass nore |egi sYatlon inthis bogy tHan,

basically, anything else we had. soin the 60 day session now,
they are going tn cone in and they are going to tel'l us this g
what we , have come up With,andyou don't have a choice because
you aren't going to have any foundation and equalization aid
unl ess you do sonething because it says we have to repeal that.
Vell, it is alot easier to put sonething on than it is ¢o
repeal. Now you have heard this afternoon it gives us two
years. Not true. It gl ves us 18 nont hs. Angyou have heard it
said that you look at this little sheet that Senator p\gore was
xalking about, and it shows that 1 percent income tax raises
$167 nmillion, 1.75 percent incone tax raises $275 nillion. Tpig
must have been made upi n haste because 1.75 generates
$292 nmillion, a mere $17 million mstake. That is haste nmakes
waste. Yes, Scotty, you made a $17 million error on  vyour own
handout. So what | amtrying to say xs this kind of mgt ake can
be made when you try to do something as heavy as this in
60 days. Now they are saying we have to put alimt "~ o4 school
spending, we can't trust those people. The budget keeps going
up. So let's think about maybe we ought o have a Ilimt on
state spending. Maybe our budget should quit going up.

can't let them handl eyit and Ietgt he | ocal c[geoplg ha%dlg it,lf W\tl1vye
ShO'Llld we junp into the arena. So the only thing | am saying,
let's wait one nmore year, come in with the program cone in wth
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all the suggestions, come in with the bills,cope in with the
outlines, come in with your ideas, Senator More andSenat or
Wthem present themto us, and let us chew on them quring the

session, and over the interim and then when we come back, | et
us act. Thank you, M. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Discussion onthe Haberman
anendnent ? Senator Hall, would you |ike to discuss it?

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, M. President and members. | (ise in
opposition to Serator Haberman's amendment. |t pasjcally woul d

as he stated, delay the procedure for another 12 nonths. I
think 18 nonths is enough tine to come to some kind of a
decision, even if it is one that we are going to continue to
rely on property tax for_the funding of schools at the |ocal
| evel . We have had | guess 20 odd years of reliance on property
taxes, 20 years of promises to our constituents that we were

X g i s e
going to, through the inplenmentation of salesand incone tax,
correct that situation. Well, it hasn't happened. W e spent
nunber of dollars over the last two years for a study that tolg

us what we al ready knew, that property taxes were gnd are too
high, and that we needed to shift awayfrom property taxes for
the funding of education at the local level. Allwe do through
LB 611 is nove closer to that hopefully inevitable spnift so that

income tax is used in the formula with regard to funding of

education at the local |evel. Senat or Haberman's amendment
sinply del ays that. I would urge you to reject his amendnent.

The 18 nmonth wi ndow that is provided i LB 611 is more than
enough time, and if anything, it is probably too nmuch tinme but

it clearly gives adequate tine to come to some | think
wel | -thought-out conclusion, and | think it should not be
tanpered with. | would urge you to reject Senator Haberman's
anendment, as well intended as it is. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Furt her discussion, Senators
\%:hl mek, \Warner, and Moore. Senator Schimek waves off. sepator
arner.

SENATORWARNER:  Yeah, M. President, | rise to support senator
Haberman's change of date to January of 1992, gnd it is for the
very obvious reason that this bill, if it is enacted, gnd | hope
it would in relation to the data that will be jnpcluded on the
i ndividual income tax, the filing deadline in 1990 will be
April 15th, which is about 10 days, suspect, before the 1990
session adjourns. Andthere, gpviously, will be no information
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avail able for the 1990 session if this base data is what you are
going to use, if that is essential, and | mght be a |lot easier
to make the decision if the information was available, pyt
nevertheless, if that is the reason we are doing it, then it,
obvi ously, needs another year as just sinple practical matter,
and | woul d be in full support of Senator Haberman's notion to
change that date in Section 5, or4, rather, to January 1, 1992,

and then in view of the tine, | will pull th t
Nr. Cerk, that I have pending. my other —amendment,

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore, followed by Senator El ner.

SENATOR MOORE: I guess | would have to ask Senator Warner a
question to' nake sure that | amclear in ny mnd. You said i
the Haberman amendment woul d be adopted, gt |east for the tine
bei ng you woul d pull your amendnent that would take away the
total sunset on foundation a.i.~equalization, is that correct™

SENATOR WARNER:  Yes.

SENATOR MOORE: But you would reserve the right to cone back at
alater tinme and try that, | |nag| ne., or...but you could live
with the '92 date?

SENATOR MARNER: | don't feel like going with that anendnent
today.

SENATOR MOORE: Okay, that is fine. M|, obviously, if Senator
Haber man's anendnent is adopted, it won't the end of the
world and it will not be the end of LB GPf | happen to think
though the facts are that for 20 years the |egislature has
tal ked about doing sonething next year, talKed about doing
somet hi ng next year, and tal ked about do'ng something after the
next campaign, and during the canpaign, we always tal k about
doi ng sonet hing as soon as we get there. Like Senator Warner
said, we always get elected on promises, and then we get
reel ected by breaking our prom se, because if you gcpyally do
sonething, you are going to...| think you said that, Sénator
Warner, if not, correct me. A lot of tinmes that is true because
we are probably taking a big step, a big step, and | understand
the hesitancy for doing that, but the fact remains that unless
you have some sort of hammer out there, we are going to come
back in here next year and we are going to poStpohe it again.
And even with the anendnent as it now reads, if Senator Haber man
is correct and the session is as chaotic as he projects that j;
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is going to Dbe, we tryandhurry things through, if Senator
Haberman is correct, obviously, we could add another year to

that at that time. | think it is inportant that it stays’in 4
; so that we actually do sonething. If it is '92,1 canlive
with that | guess. And also | can live with that, | still paye
'92 better than no sunset of foundation and equalization at apYs

I think Senator Haberman s, as he often does, is trying to

make...using scare tactics of chaos. Senator Haberman, if |
really wanted to try and hoodw nked the people, whatl would be
trying to do is pass a bill in a formthat | don't Know how it
is going to happen. That is what | would be trying to do. |
would be trying to pass 611 in its original form I would be
trying to push it through. M intent is that the people will
know exactly what they are voting on and exactly the
ramfications of that, That is why | amnot trying to push a
bill that is not ready to go yet. I am trying to push a
concept. Next year we will cone in with a bill that is actually

a lot closer to being ready to go. So if ny g~al was to try and
fool you, if ny goal was to sit up here and say, trust me, this
is agood bill, that is what I'd try and do. Instead, my
intentions are to say let's buy into’the concept, let's buy intr
the hammer that next year we are going to deal with this, gn<.
then over the summer a variety of people can find out a way to
really restructure the taxes in the State of Nebraska. 1t is
not just spending $350,000 on some study, saywe ar oing to
listen to the study and we are going to nake a chan €.we are
putting in a deadline. We aregoing to put a deadline yp that
next year we are going to make that change. Obviously as | have
sai d, Senator Haberman's one year extension is better than none.

Senator Warner's total rempval of that sunset, | let the body do
as they wish, but |I would encourage you to at |east |eaveggme
sunset language in there. And, Senator Haberman, could | get

you to yield to a question?
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Haberman.
SENATOR HABERMAN: Yes.

SENATOR MOORE: W th the adoption of this amendment ,would you
then be supporting the bill?

SENATOR HABERMAN: W t h the amendnent ?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.
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SENATOR HABERMAN: Yes .

SENATOR MOORE: Ckay, just so that =s known, that is on there
for the record. Wth that, I, personally, amgoing to vote

agai nst Senator Haberman's gapendment, but | urge the body as
they always do to do whatever their will is.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Elner, followed by Senators Haberman
and Wthem Senator Elner.

SENATOR ELMER: Thank you, M. Speaker. During the debate
today, we have heard that the income tax forms since 1971 have
contained a blank to put in your school district nunber. |
wonder if Senator Varner mght know, what percentage of forms
have actually contained that, or Senator, Senator Moore, excuse
me, Senator Warner, if Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: (M ~. off) ...contain i but another 35 percent

personnel in the Department of Revenue can figure out what
district they are in with their address. There is about 1Q to
15 percent where they actually don't know. Now if ny nunbers
are correct there...if they are incorrect. put that is what I
have been told, at |east.

SENATOR ELMER:  Okay, so about half of the forms have nad that

information on it, another 35 percent they can extrapol ate where
it is from So that |eaves 15 percent cf  the income that we
don't know where it comes fromas far as school district is
concerned, is that correcty

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, and al so sonmetines they put it' on one year,
they don't put it on the next, and so the Departnment of Revenue
by | ooking at their old tax forns can figure out what school
district they are in.

SENATOR ELMER: So then fromthere.

SENATOR MOORE: On a given year, only about half actually put it
on there.

SENATOR ELMER: So then from there, we can see. e have
somewhere between a 40 percent and a 20 percent amount of Income
that would be comng in and we have no i deashere it has cone
fromas far as school districts are concerned, and because of
that, | can see why we need to del ay sonmewhat the inplenentation
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of substantive | anguage as far as how we are going to do this.
And for exactly the reasons that Senator Haberman and Senat or
Warner have expressed, we do need that in order to pe accurate
and to be responsiblen our legislation, and|would support
Senat or Haberman's anendnent .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Haberman. Thank you.
Senator Wthem

SENATOR W THEN: Yes, Nr. Speaker, Senator Noore has indicated
that this is not the end of the world if this amendnent goes on,
and | guess | share that view, but | also share his and senator
Hall's = opinion on the anendnent, that it is really not needed
and | am not going to be supporti ng it. Senator El mer I
could just maybe respond toyour question of Senator Noore in
maybe a little nore general fashion. W have been working with
data all summer long,all fall long, all winter long on school
finance, and the data base is not in nearly as bad a shape as we
have been led to believe by our Departnent of Revenue, and by
individuals |ike Senator Noore that have brought this bill in
each year, that nost of the dollars out +there are accountable
based on either having the number on the form orbelng
able...or the people in the department being able to add

is, I will agree, a necessary change to put nore teeth |nto thls
so we get closer to the 100 percent |evel, but we are. the data
I have is over 90 percent of the dollars would be accounted fqr
Under the current data ' that we have available to us atthl s
time. Thereis some flaws init. There is some fl aw

For instance, it is pretty obvious that some of the peopl e that
are living in nmaybe the Nillard School District or the Ralston
School District are putting down the Omha School District as
their district in some of the data that | have seen. In some
areas where schools have consolidated, some people have probl ens
getting down their new district numbercorrectly, but the dat a
is not that bad. The other thing, .| would just remind the

that the grand conpronise that we are tal king about here togay,
the dali, Lamb, Chizek, Noore discussions, perceive cka e
going together that for these next two years we enact aLB 8
I'B 84 |lasts for 0n|y two years. What is going to happen at the
end of the twoyearsif we extend this one nore year down theé
road, we have one year there where there is going to be

and if nothing is done during that year.we are going to %ave
approxi mately $100 million nore added back onto the“property tax
rolls that will have been taken off py B 84. So that s
another very real concern, these two bl||S it is possible, o
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course, to pass one and not the other. |t is possible to _pass
either one without passing the other, but if your vision is we

enact some tenporary property tax relief with the 90 to
100 mllion dollar figure that is in LB 84, agndthen two years

down the road sunset that, you have to have gsomething else to
take its place, and what is envisioned is that this bi'll will be
ready at that point. | hate to see us delay things. Wecan
al ways del ay things when it is absolutely necessary, but | hate

to see us delay things when we are taking our first step and say
that this journey of 1,000 nmiles that we have envisioned taking
pl ace over a two-year period, before we take our first step, e
are going to give us three years to get that far. \wehave been

on this property tax debate fo- el over 20 years in this
state, and if we are serious about resolving it, think we need
to get at it. So for that reason, | am not going to be

supporting the Haberman anendnent.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hall .

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Nr. President. I i rise in
opposition to Rex's amendnment even though | gg%eq‘i eve that it
is probably well-intended on his part. The issue, though, is
one that is | guess |ike when we tal k about studying things, e
study, study, and then we find out that we really knew yhat we
were tal king about in the first |ace, in many cases. I n other
cases, we find out that we were way wong and that the situation
is probably wor.-. than we originally thought. Here, with regard
to property tare.'., | don't think there is any of us +that don't
actually bejieve we are an expert or want to believe we are an
expert, and, clearly, the fol ks back at home jn our districts
tell us that we had betterbeconme experts, gndthat we should
deal with this issue. The original conmittee amendment raft
actually had a July 1 of 1991 date. \wtied it into the fiscal
year as opposed to the calendar year and it woul d have provi ded
that information that Senator Warner alluded to in his conmments.
The fact of the matter is we are traditionally and al ways
dealing with infornmation that is at |east one to two, gnd many
times, three to four years old. \Wen you | ook at any study that
cones out, the biggest rap against themif you don't |ike them
is that it is information that is outdated. Well, that is
because in order to get accurate and conplete information you
have to.. .you are clearly ysually about two years behind in
order to compile that. | guess if that is an argunent or a
position we are going to take, we should take that on every
i ssue, and that we should probably hold back on everything, take

3854



April 10, 1989 LB 611

a look at studying it a little longer, and not jump to sone kind

of ~a conclusion. Vell, I don't think LB 611 falls in that
category. It clearly is not, with an 18 month window, jumping
to any kind of conclusion. |t allows for the conmittee which is

currently in place to continue to ook at this issue, bring some
legislation or recommendations to the Legislature for our
perusal. It does not lay in statute theanswer to the problem

Wat it does is say that we want to deal with this issue and

here is our time line for trying to come up with a proposed

answer . It is not something that ifnecessary could not be
changed. |f we cannot agree to it, it clearly is not going to
be enact ed. W all know that. Al it takes is 25 votes in

opposition to clearly delay any proposal that does not neet the
fancy of the body. So to adopt Senatcr Habernan's anmendnment |

don't think is in the best interest of, basically, the
taxpayers. =~ ~ think we need to push this as fast as we can, gpq
I don't thin» an 18 nmonth window for the recomendations 4 Tpe
brought back and information to be conpiled to be a too short a

period of tine. I would urge the body to reject Senator
Haberman's amendnment. Thank you, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Johnson, Senator Rod Johnson, followed
by Senator Bernard-Stevens.

SENATOR R. JOHNSON: M . Presi dent, any unused tinme that | havel

I will reli ani sh to Senator Noore. Nr. Presi dent and n'errbersy
guess | will support Senator Haberman's anendment. I oul

al so have supported Senator Warner's notion if he'd have 01‘¥Vere(§j

it. | see that, there are two distinct subject matters in this

bill. One, of course, is the income approach that Senator Noore

is advocating we take and which | agree with.

course, is egndi ng the funding nechgni sm for scho-cl)-refi Rénceé‘thg{

we have in this state, and putting the gun to our head and
saying, we either do sonething about School finances or chaos

will  abound. Well, as | said on the original zdoption of the
Moore amendment, | would prefer that we have an idea as to what
that financing mechanismis going to |ook |ike before | am asked
to vote onit. | want it in hand. | want to see what it does
for my school district. | want to see what it does to education
in this state, and if it is a meritorious proposal, if it is a
proposal that | think good enough for this body to adopt, then I
think this Legislature will nove forward with it. | have heard

argunents that we have to have some measurenent here, e have to
have some way of ending this process, we have got to nake sure
that we have a deadline at the end of this schedule SO {hat we

3855



April 10, 1989 LB 611

can move to sonething else. ||, $ guess. | Just still very
rel uctant to accept noving away from somnet hi ng 1s tangi bl €,
which is t he school finance formula that we now have, even
though there are deficiencies in that, I would rather have {p5¢
than have absolutely nothing or sonmething that | don't know what
we are going to look at in two years fromnow sp | amgoing to
support the Haberman amendment. | personally would prefer to
di scuss the Warner anendnent, but | realize that he has gffered
not to take that up today because | see these as two different

subjects that | don't necessarily agree with. = M. President,
with the remainder of my tinme, I will turn it over to Senator
Moore.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Three m nutes, Senator More.

SENATOR MOORE: M . Speaker and menmbers, |ike Senator Hall
mentioned, the original comittee draft of this had a JuI_Y 1
date. It has cone to ny attention that Senator Warner has filed
a d fferent anendnent to make it June 30th, 1991, 1991. 1pat is
an amendnment that will be follow ng Senator Habernman's anendnent
if it fails and | guess that | would prefer that we defeat

Senator Haberman's amendnent, and then Senator \Mrner can of fer
his motion and we coul d make that date the end of June in 1991.

I think that is neeting everything halfway and, opviously, that
woul d give us one extra...hopefully, wewould do our work the

next session. Then we would still have tine in the session of
1491 to pass the bill with an energency clause to fine tune
and so | urge youto oppose Senator Haberman's anmendnent ahd

t hen woul d be supportive of Senator Warner's ensuing anendnent.
SPEAKERBARRETT: Thankyou. sSenator Bernard-Stevens, please.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The guestion has been called. Five hands,
yes, | do. Shall debate now cease? Thosein favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Pleaserecord.

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, M. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senator Haberman, would you
care to close on your amendment ?

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, menbers of the body, Senator
Moore, | do trust you. You are not trying to fool ne, and | do
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like you. | just disagree with sone of your nethods sonetines,
and this is the time that | amdisagreeing with it. \wenave
di scussed this. We know what it is, delays it for one year. |
ask you to support the amendment. Thank you, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, and the (?uesti on is the adoption of

the Haberman amendnent . Those in favor vote ayegpposed nay.
A simple majority. Have you all voted ? Senator Haberman.
SENATOR HABERNAN:  Nr. President, | will ask for a call 45 tpe
house and a zoll call vote...l will take call in votes.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Shall the house go under call?a| in favor
vote aye, opposed nay. Record.

CLERK: 19 ayes, 6 nays...20 ayes, 6 nays to go urder call,
Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The houseis under call . Members, please
record your presence. Call in votes have been authorized.
Senator Lamb, the house is under call. senator Byars, record
your presence, pl ease. Senator Hall, Senator Chanbers, sgepator
Goodrich, Senator Labedz, the house is under call. Senator
Withem.

SENATORWITHEN: (N ke off) ...call vote as opposed to call ins.
SPEAKER BARRETT: A roll call vote has been requested. senators
Chambers, Goodrich, and Labedz. Thank you. Senators Chambers
and Goodrich, the house s under call. Members will please
return to your seats in anticipation of a roll call vote.

Nr. Clerk, could you read the amendnent.

CLERK: Nr. President, the amendnent reads, on page 15 of
AN1222, line 6, strike 1991 and insert 1992.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Proceed with the roll call on the
adoption of the amendnent to the anendnent.

CLERK:  (Roll call vote taken. See pages 1614-15of the
Legislative Journal.) 21 ayes, 23nays, Nr. President, on
adoption of the amendnent.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Notion fails.
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CLERK: Nr. President, Senator Warner would nove to amend. (See
War ner anendment on page 1615 of the Legislative Journal.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: The call is raised. Senator Warner, please.

SENATOR MARNER: Briefly,Nr. President, this would change the
date to June 30th of 1991 which is consistent with sone

other commentsthat have been nade that apparently that was tne
date at one tine, but the reason for it in this instance is that
the discontinuation of the current distribution formla ought to
be the sane' as tha fiscal year, which was beyondto make 4
mi dyear split during the fiscal year petween two different

formulas, | would think could create sone probl enms, plus it
woul d have the other advant age that you wouldn't necessarlly be
functioning with 33 votes if you were going to try and do
sonething in 1990. Obvi ously, you wouldstill be faced Wlth

33 votes in the 1991 session which is really the first session
you woul d have any information fromthis data beyond what is

al ready exi st_s which | agree is probably substantial, put,
primarily, i is so that the distribution formulas are
consi st ent Wlth the fiscal year which is 3 npuch more | ogi cal
budgetary approach.

SPEAKER BARRETT: D scussion on theWarner anmendnent. Senator
Noore, followed by Senator Hall.

SENATORNOORE: As | mentioned,| will pe voting yes on the
Warner amendment, gust in the spirit of getting fhi ngs m)ved
al ong. | think it is er’portant t hat we recogr” se,

t hin
Senat or Johnson is |ike several other senators inh the' body they
are a little bitnervous about having a sunset date of any kind
on there. | guess | think it is very inportant that some sort
of sunset date is in there. As Senator Rod Johnson nentioned
that we have...he is a little nervous about wondering off into
the wild blue yonder, when he has something safe and secure
presently in the statute. Well, the fact of the nmatter is, that
thing safe and secure presently in statute is probably one of
the big reasons we rank third or eighth in the country in

property taxes. That safe and secure foundation gng
equalisation is probably the reason, the way it is in there
right now, we rank between, | don't know. jpn the fortieth when

it comes to state support for public education in the State of

Nebraska. You are absolutely right, it is safe and secure, gnd
tried and trued, | think it is trxed and true to cause us sone
big problenms. | thinkit is inmportant that we do nove away from
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that and | don't like nmoving of f into the unknown. | think what
we presently have is causing us a lot of problenms in this state,
and LB 611, in concept, will nove us away fromthere, gndin a
way it is necessary to have some sort of hammer in there to make
sure it happens, and | think Senator Warner's anendnent noves

that date to a nore acceptable tine period to maybe nany of you,
and maybe a little nore acceptable to ne than Senator ber man' s

anendnent which narrowmwy failed to advance. So |l support
Senat or Warner's anendnent. PP

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Hall

SENATOR HALL: Nr. Chairman, Nr. President and nenbers, | rise
in support of Senator Warner's anmendnment. As | stated earlier,
it was in the original draft of the committee amendments, and
mainly for the reasons that he stated in his opening, sol'd
urge adoption of the amendnent. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Senator Schellpeper.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: | will call the question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The question has been called. pg se five
hands ? | do. Shal | debate cease? Al| in favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Pleaserecord.

CLERK: 28 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senator Warner, would you care
to close? Senator Warner waives. closing and the question is the
adoption of the Warner anendnent to the gmendment. Those in
favor vote aye, opposed nay. please record.

CLERK: '35 ayes, 0 nays, Nr. President, on adoption of Senator
Warner's anmendnent to the conmmttee anendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  The anendnent is adopted. Anything further?

CLERK: ) Not hi ng further on the committee amendments,

Nr. President.

IEPIIEIAKER BARRETT: Back to the conmittee anendnents. Senator
all.

SENATOR HALL: | will just close.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: ~ Thankyou. Any discussion on the conmittee
amendnents as amended? Seeing none, Senator Hall, for closing.

SENATOR HALL: M. President, | would 5Sust nove the adoption ¢
the commttee amendments which become LB 611. They have been
discussed here, and as amended by Senator Moore and Senator
Warner, and | would urge the body to adopt them so that they nmay
be advanced over to E S R. Thank you, Mr. President.

SPEAY;R BARRETT: Shall the conmittee anendnments to LB 6' 1 be
adopted' ? Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have vyou all
voted'? Record.

CLEPK 34 eyes, 1 nay, Mr. President, on adoption of Revenue
Conmi ttee anmendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The conmittee amendnents are adopted. T4 tnpe
bill, Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: | think the bill has been discussed
sign4ficantly, and if there are other lights on, | wll save my
conments until my closing.

SPEAKFRBARRETT: Thank you, sir. Anydiscussion? Seeing none,
Senat or Moore, for closi'ng.

SENATOR MOORE: | think this bill has been discussed a good deal

of time here today. | think that is good because it is a
concept that has been around for a nunber of years, nd since
back in, | don't know what year it was, Senator Marner knows t(fwe

history better than | do, that we actually passed the |aw that
required a school district be on the form pothing much has ever
happened. | mean Senator Burrows introduceg tpns concept back
in the 1970s. Senator Remmers and my predecessor, Senator
Si eck, introduced this concept early in the 1980s. Senator
Rermers and nysel f introduced it a fewyears ago. Eyery time we
introduced it in the past, you know, for a variety 01[ reasons,
|_t never gOt out of conmttee. Now we are finally to the. floor
with the bill. Hopefully we are on the verge of "noving it over
on General File but, obviously, there still is a long way to go.
I'f you understand what the bill now says, we are saying that we
are going to sunset foundation and equalization aid in a few
years here and |, |ike many other senators, ama little nervous,
a bit nervous about doing that, but it is inportant that we nove
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ahead. It is inportant that we make sone sort i cpan and
with the intent |anguage, we are basically say}( ng lPlereqel’s what
our direction is. Hopeful |y, Senator Wthem s School Finance

Review Commission, which Senator Lanmb and nyself sit on, could
cone back to you next year and give' you anore detailed grsion
of what we areable to do, nodeling sonething very simlar to
what they do in Kansas. Now one of the first battles | watched
back as a staff nmenber in the Legislature in the 1982 session,
the whole battle over 816, and those of you that were around
that era, you can renmenber the constant battle of who was payi ng
whose way . Lincol n md Omaha were payi ng outstat éNebraska's

way; outstate Nebraska was paying Lincoln and Omaha's way.
There was a constant, constant battle, turf battle on who was
getting whomin that whole state aid distribution formula. gpg¢
is why | think it is inmportant that we ppve towards somet hi ng
like this, which is, basically, a state aid distribution fornula

but it is a distribution formula thatfairly gives back to a
school district inconme that cane fromthat area. That is the
one key thing that it does, and it maintains the concept of
| ocal control. Instead of being statedollars, it is |ocal
dol | ars. That isvery important. Secondly, probably even more
significantly, whatthis bill will allowbasically, if weever
get to a point where we actually adopt a total |ocal income tax,
't will ~allow school districts in this state to tap their

revenue sources. That is very significant to a |4t of school
districts in this state that have been cl anoring #or a change 1 n
state aid and changing away fromour present foundation and
equalisation mix to a weight that is more weighted towards
equalisation. ~ Well, npst of those school districts, if they
could tap their income, they would not e so concerned about
switching state aid around, ang thex woul dn't need it, because
if they were given their income and their property, they would
have the finance to operate that school. | think there is a
variety of reasons where abackground g working for Senator
Sieck and talking with Senator Remrers and others, | renmenber
back in 1982 when we first came across the idea jn Kansa [
nysel f, believe this is the direction we need to go in the State
of Nebraska. Nowif wepass LB 611, we are just saying that is
our intention. We are planning to get there. Probably tomorrow
nmorning we will get to LB 84 and, eventually, if we have to, get
to LB 809. It is inportant that those billS are strictly ghort
term. LB 611, the |ocal income tax concept, is long term

] : ! a
| ong-termsolution to our problens to do sonething with property
taxes, and | think it is fairly simple. | an of you have
further questions on this bill, please cone talk to ne between
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651, 653, 653A, 705, 710, 762, 811
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now and Select File. I will try and answer your questions, but
now I just ask that we advance the bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The question is the advancement of LB 611 to

E & R Initial. All in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you
all voted? Please record.

CLERK: 36 ayes, 1 nay, Mr. President, on the advancement of
LB 611.

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 611 is advanced. Anything to read in,
Mr. Clerk?

CLERK: Mr. President, Enrollment and Review reports LB 319 to
Select File with E & Rs, LB 640, LB 651, LB 541, LB 653,
LB 653A, LB 630, LB 811, LB 812, LB 710, ard, LB 646, all to
Select File, some have E & R amendments attached. (See
pages 1615-22 of the Legislative Journal.)

Senator Conway has amendments to LB 84 to be printed; Senator
Hall to LB 762. Senator Abboud would like to add his name to
LB 705 as co-introducer. (See pages 1622-28 of the Legislative
Journal.) Mr. President, that is all that ] have.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, and the Chair would like to remind

members of the briefing on the pharmacy school to be held at
this hour in Room 1019. Senator Chizek, please.

SENATOR CHIZEK: Mr. Speaker, I would make a motion we adjourn
until April 11th at 9:00 a.m.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You have heard the motion to adjourn until
tomcrrow morning at nine o'clock. Those in favor say aye.
Opposed nay. The ayes have it. Motion carried. We are

adjourned. (Gavel.)

Proofed by: %—\M/ %M

LaVera Benischek
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683A.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The A bill is advanced. And Senator Carson
Rogers is announcing some guests in the north balcony from

Scotia. Representing District 28 in Greeley County, 11 K
thrcugh sixth graders from Scotia with their teacher. Would you
folks please stand. Thank you. We're pleased that you could

visit with us today. For the record, Mr. Clerk.

CLERK: Mr. President, [ have some...new resolution, LR 76,
offered by Senatcrs Wesely, Landis, Schimek, Crosby and Warner.
(Read brief description of LR 76 as found on pages 1701-02 of
the Legislative Journal.) That will be laid over.

Enrollment and Review reports LB 247 to Select File; LB 611 to
Select File; LB 84, LB 84a, LB 739, LB 739A to Select File.
Those are signed by Senator Lindsay as Chair. (See
pages 1702-04 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, a series of amendments; Senator Wese.y to LB 429;
Senator Conway to LB 683; and Senator Kristensen, Mr. President,
to LB 761. (See pages 1705-08 of the Legislative Journal.)

And the last item, Mr. President, your Committee or. Revenue
whose Chair is Senator Hall reports LB 809 to General File with
amendments attached. And that's all that I have.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, sir. Senator Dennis Byars.

SENATOR BYARS: Mr. President and colleagues, as LB 809 was
reported out of committee, I would ask that we adjourn until the
17th day of April, 1989, at 9:C0 a.m.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Senator Byars. You have heard the
motion to adjourn until Monday morning at nine o'clock. Those

in favor say aye. Opposed no. Ayes have it, carried, we are
adjourned. (Gavel.)

Proofed by: 7)]0@(%1/ de/

Marilyn fany
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sone of the value that is affixed to or assigned to the val ue of
agricultural land is not necessarily of a good busi ness sense as
we woul d cal cul ate a warehouse. W have property that has val ue
by virtue of it being close to other property we already have.
Ve have property that has an enhanced value py virtue of the
fact that your father owned it, or it's a nel ghbor that had the
land and you always wanted it, so, therefore,that market
approach often reflects a value greater than what the real value
of that property is by virtue of its ability to produce crops,
at whatever that current market price is. So by having the
i ncome approach purely they know that that is going fo produce a
value that is somewhat |ess than what the market approach s
going to be, because these kinds offorced inflation factors
that go into the val ue of Iand basically is what got

farners into trouble in the late seventies and early el glgtles
because they were paying nore for the land than what its hcome

producing capability was, pecause they had these various

enotional attachments. So this will, in effect, reduce that.
But | think the obsession with doing it is creating a situation
where we' re naking changes or %uttmg in from of the OpLe
changes in the Constitution t ultimately is gomgtog

tony original statement s that they are %m ng to shoot
thenselves in the foot. They want it, they' re obsessed with it,
I'mgoing to vote for it, but | did want to go on record so that

| can go back and be a great big | told you so. Thank you.
SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING
SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hall .

SENATOR HALL: Nr. President, menbers, | amgoing to continue to

vote not to advance LR2CA. And | won't try to persuade anybody

to vote different than how they' ve been voting in the past. gyt

I think we' ve spent approximately two and a half hours this
morning on this issue, andl think it's time well-spent. But

it"s time that we will continue to spendyear after year,

session after session, bill after pij|| until we address the

i ssue of the overreliance on property taxes. It mkes no
difference if we value ag land gzt 150 percent of i ncome, of

market, of whatever, if you didn't rely on property taxes for

such agreat proportlon of the cost of educat|on

presently. And | think the other bills that we' ve dea?t W|th
earlier this session, specifically LB 611 and LB84, move us
into the area of correcting that problemat |east allevi ating

sonme of the overreliance on property taxes. My opposition to
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state aid formula which, to some extent, is a conbination of
both but that bill already...that |aw, rather, already has what
is incentive paynment, 3.64 mllion of the current distribution
is based upon the degree that the teachers have within a system
with varying flat dollar amounts, depending on the doctor's
six-year or nmaster's orbachelor's degree, plus allowance al so
in addition for a nunber of credit hours of summer schooling
that m ght have been acquired by individuals within the system

and then I look at LB 611 which, as it now stands, wi pes out in
two years foundation and equalization aid. | assunme this woul d
still be in place, at least as the law now stands. |I'm troubled

about putting in a whole 'nother new state aid distribution
formula which, as a practical matter, that's what this is. \hen
that's  worked in connection with the three-phase distribution
formula, actually it's nore than three that we have in the
foundation and equalization aid, | have no idea how that neshes.

But | am much nore confortable with.. .because, for one reason, |

know sone idea of how it would work, nuch nore confortable and |

think could be sustained at a level of 20 million additional
state aid this year that, obviously, will not result in any
property tax relief. Obviously, 75, 80 percent of it will go in
the way of salaries in the individual school districts, in any

even., but I am personally much nore confortable with
that...with that approach and for those reasonsbecause there
are a nunmber of unknowns, I'minclined to believe that LB 89 s
we keep reducing the. anount of appropriation and, gpviously, |
have indicated that the higher level | didn't feel could be
sust ai ned, but | keep thinking back to LB 994 that had |ots of
promises for enhancement which we kept watering down the
appropriati on, in fact, till today there's virtually nothing
left. And | have a concern if | read the | anguage of LB 89 gngd
what it's intended to do and then | |ook at the level of funding
that we feel...or some people at |east feel could be enacted and
in the |anguage the noney don't match so, personally, | would be

supportive of Senator Lamb's amendnent because at |east there
woul d be some effort of enhancing el ementary secondary education

into a structure that at least fromny own viewpoint.
SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR WARNER: ...l have sone idea of how those funds can gnd
woul d be used. And, for those reasons, | think that starting
another portion of state aid when the existing formula could
maybe be adjust+i to recognizeddegrees, the only additional
i ngredient that does have a relationship to the |evel of pay

4505



April 19, 1989 LB 89, 611

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Thank you, Nr. President. Just very,
very briefly, | certainly understand Senator Smith's concern.
She has been consistent on that fronprevious di scussions and
this morning, and even certainly on the floor now, and |
appreciate that very nmuch. | would, however, have to agree with
Senator W them and other senators that either may or may not
speak on the anendnent, and that is the Legislature has yjsited
this issue. We have made decisions on this and | think the body
was ready to nove on 89. We were ready to go and, once again,

now we are revisiting this grea. | always get littl e
concer_ned when we try to solve all the problens thatare out
there in 'one particular bill, and a bill of this nature with the

funding and financing the school s the way we have in this gtate,
which is a bad system and we are going to go back in and look
at t hat ar eaof refinancing of education. [B611is out there
which will get rid of equalisation and foundation because e
has got to be a better way to do so. But get a little
concerned when we try to revisit all these areas agal n and again
and again, and | sense the body is ready to nbve on 89 in its
present form and | would hope that we would do so relatively
quickly. | do, also, want to bring to the attention that the
figure we have set of the $16, 000 now in the Conway anendnent,
within the last 24 hours, that has reduced by alnost $2.000.
You had one whereyou had it at 18, and we said, okay, we will
set it to 17, but we don't want to do that, that was one of he
maj or poi nts that we wanted to stress, that we wanted to br|ng
| evel s of teachers up to a particular level within the State

Nebr aska. Then the Conway anmendnent said we are going to do
away Wi th Phase | but we are also going to give ppre incentive
because there may not be enough there to require the smaller
districts to get up there that are wunderpaying their teachers

tremendously, we will lowerit to 16, and now we are having a
further lowering. | think the body has already said, Ilsten we

li ke the Conway amendment, the 16,000 is good. a
t horough debate on it and | woul d hope that we woul d si rrply nove
on. V¢ have got other jssues that are pending to the
Legislature, not that | want to curtail discussion at all but

think the body does know what it is doing and we have made our

decisions on it. | would hope that we would di spose of the
Smth amendment and hOpef Ully, t_here WOUl_d be no further
anmendnments, we'd si rrpl y advance the bill at this point. Thank

you, Nr. President.

PRESI DENT: Thank you. Senator Wesely, please. senator Nelson.
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reflective way of judging the ability of the people in those

districts to supporttheir schools. You | ook at the sal aries
that are being given acme of the Class | and the Class Il
teachers. They seem | ow by conparison to the state, but yet by

conpari sonto the people who |live and earn their incone in those

districts, they are equivalent to or higher than anyone el se, gn
the average. | voted for the Conway amendment on LB 89 pecause

it was addressedin someway a concern of mine in that if 89, gzg
presented to the body, is an effort +to increase the average
teacher salary in the State of Nebraska, it was going about Tt
in a rather awkward way, and my anendment that | withdrew 4.9

have changed the fornula to have returned the capability of tlhe

low income districts to have increased their teachers' gjalaries

t hrough General Fund appropriations. So | would ask a questi on,

then, of Senator Smith, in closing. Wuld not your amendnent be

nore fair if we amended LB 89 sinply to say that all full-tine
t eachers in the State of Nebraska for the purposes of

distributing this money should be counted asone FTEin the
formula? Thankyou.

ShENA'][OR SM TH: Senator Coordsen, that would be the fg3jrest of
the fair.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Senator Smith. Thank you.
PRESI DENT: Senator Elnmer, please, followed by Senator Lynch.

SENATOR EL MER: Thank you, M. President and nenbers. sepator
Coordsen struck on exactly what Scott Noore's LB 611 is striving
to achieve, having the earning capacity of the district to
support the schools. Understanding Scoft More's bill, Senator
Noore, would you yield to a question or two?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes.

SENATOR ELNER: Understanding with your pj|| that foundation
aid, equalization aid sunsets or would be ended i n Decenber of
1991, is that correct?

SENATOR NOORE: Yes, the present foundation and equalization
would, basically, be sunsetJune 31(sic), 1991. Then the school

district would tap their income tax base, and there would still

be an equalization fornula for the truly low property snq9 Jow
income districts. The truly poor district that is |ow property

and low income would still receive some equalization aid.
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ask that you support Senator Smith's amendment.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. The question is the adoption of the
Smith amendment. All those in favor vote aye, opposed nay.
Senator Smith.

SENATOR SMITH: I think this issue is important enough that we
ought to have a call of the house and a roll call vote to see
where we all really stand in our concern about teachers'
salaries and who cets what.

PRESIDENT: The question is, shall the house go under call? All
those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.

CLERK: 33 ayes, 1 nay to go under call, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: The house is wunder call. Please record vyour
presence, and return to your seats, please. Those not in the
Chamber please return so that we may continue. Senactor Warner,
would you record your presence, please. Thank you. The
questicn is the adoption of the Smith amendment and a roll call
vote has been asked for. Mr. Clerk. Please hold it down so he
can hear your response. Thank you.

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See pages 1782-83 of the
Legislative .Journal.) 16 ayes, 24 nays, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: The amendment fails. The call is raised. Do you
have anything else, Mr. Clerk?

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Haberman would move to amend the
bill.

PRESIDENT: Senator Haberman, please.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, members of the bedy, 1 would
like to take you back to a few days ago when this body was

talking about LB 611. We were told at that time that it is an
absolute must, we absolutely have to change the methcd to fund
education. We must do this. We have to maybe consider income

tax, sales tax, and property tax, but it behooves this body, we
have to make a change, and it is so serious that we have to make
a change we are going to sunset equalization and foundation aid
June, the 30th, 1991, and this body, a majority of this body
agreed to do that. So upon agreeing to do that, it looks to me
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as the body has agreed to sunset those things so we can't use
that argunment as to not adopt this amendnent because there has
been an agreenent, that we have agreed. i i

to schoolgs regardl ess, did you ur?derstanc'i\lot%étB 8r?ov|vsyoSLE '?\toeokala(t:1
it. It is state aid to schools. So if this body agreed to
sunset foundation and equalization, then the body shoul d agree
that it is just as inportant that we synset this form of state

aid, also. | am not opposed to LB 89. \hat | amtrying to say
that what was fair and honest and up front and inportant~and ¢4
serious on LB 611 fits the shoe on LB 89. Thank you,

Nr. President.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Wthem pl ease, followed by
Senator Conway.

SENATOR W THEN: Yeah, Nr. President, prembers of the body, | am
not going to support Senator Haberman's motion. | recognize why
he is offering it, and | guess | would say that in jts own
quaint way it makes some sense. | guess | would say it is about
as much positive as | can say. His argument iswe are
sunsetting el ementary, secondary...elementary, secondary
foundation and equalization in two years. \w ought to put this
back on the table at that tine. A fair argument and | will

grant it is a fair argument. The argument on the other gide of
the issue is that this is not general state aid. a5 g natter of
fact, wehave argued and debated that on the fl oor numerous
times. I have refuted any attenpts by the body to turn this
into general state aid. This is a categorical program designed
to help teachers' salaries. \w have |ots of categorical
prograns. The most obvious one js special education, and
Senator Abboud was quite fond of telling us |ast year, | guess
he is not here, but he was, there he is, quite fond of tellin
us | ast year when we were debating state aid to education tha?
special ed funding is to the point now, it is growing so nuch to
the point where it is rivaling what we give out in state aid ¢4
education, but we are not sunsetting that particular fornula.
We are not sunsetting. ..l can't think of other ones, but we gre
not sunsetting, and this will get Senator Chizek's attention,
probably, we are not sunsetting the djstribution of education
lands and funds money. Naybe that would be a good idea to do
that one. Senator Baack says, good, we are not doi ng that. So
there are lots of categorical education funding prograns that we
are not sunsetting. We are neking a policy determination here,
andif wepass LB 89, we will have nade the policy deternination
that the issue of funding teachers' salaries is inportant enough
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that it ought to be funded separate fromthe other ways in which
we finance the ongoing cost of education. sg | think, rather
than to go through the battle again two years from now as to
whet her or not it is appropriate to fund teachers' gsalaries as a
categorical program | would prefer not revisiting that issue,
maki ng a determination, setting this categorical program aside,
and say that we want to leave that in place. (pderstand Senator
Haberman's arguments, though, just not going to buy trhem This
one time, Rex, you and | are going to disagree, so| amsorry.

PRESIDENT: Thark you. Senator Conway, followed py Ssenator
Moore.

SENATOR CONWAY: Mr . President and nenmbers, |, also would like
to rise in opposition to Senator Haberman's anendnent. Again

conceptual ly, he may be right, as Senator Wthem pointed out, it
could very well be that we are revisiting. | amat this poi nt,
at least, certainly a very strong supporter of LB 84, that
Senator Lamb has introduced, dealing with that property tax
relief provision, which we have tal ked about as being an interim
and then talking about moving on to Senator Moore's LB 611

concept in two years, and, hopefully, that is in place. \Whatwe
have to bear in mnd is we are getting some appl es and oranges

kind of tossed in the sane pot together here, in that, i f we
look at what we are doing under LB 89, the intent was an
incentive for teachers. wiatwe do under 611 is a concept to,
hopeful I'y, change the financial techniques for the taxpayers. |
think thereis a difference. |B611 may ult. imately reli eve the
techni que of the burden that we are now placing on property as a
source by which we generate |ocal funds, but will we gtjj | need
an incentive plan to get themto use those funds to enhance the
teacher pay? | don't know, but, atthi s point in time, | see
there being that difference, that 611 is designed for the
taxpayer, LB 89 is designed to enhance the gg| ary levels for the
teachers and provide some notivation to do that.” | {hjnk maybe
we ought to keep it in place, not necessarily sunset it. e
always on any spending neasure have the ability to sunset
anything at the time we don't put noney into the fund and then
make a decision fromthere. But, again, as Senator Wthem said,
I think that if we need that incentive at that time, we will
have this approach onboard. W won't have to go through the
grueling process of recreating another initiative g do that.
If 611 In itself and theteachers' galaries are where we want
themto be and the funding nmethod is there under g11 then we
can do away with this programat that time. \weno Ibnger need

4523



April 19, 1989 LB 89, 611

an incentive if, in fact, people are operating at a | evel that
we hope they would achieve via this technique. s that is why |
am opposi ng Senator Haberman's concept sinply so that we don' t
have to revisit it if it needs to be done again at a future
date.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Moore, please, followed by
Senator Lanb and then Senator Rod Johnson.

SENATOR MOORE: Nr. President and nembers, | rise to _support
Senator Haberman's amendnent, and the reason | do so is quite
sinple, and | probably need just a 30-second |esson for those
that don't understand the total state aid to education. gGjye
you an example, '86-87, the state distributed $228 million in
state aid to education; 122 of which approxi mtely was
foundation, equalization. Theother 106 was categorical aid.
So the question is, do you want to call noney through this new
funding formila, do you want to compare it to foundarion,
equalization or do you want to conpare it to the categorical aid
l'ike special ed and transportation and items |ike that? | gyegs
I, myself, prefer, because the formthat LB 89 is really nis
it is aformof state aid with some incentive there {5 school
districts to get their teachers' salaries at a given level, gand
I think LB 89 is going to be a significant chunk of noney that |

t hi nk shoul d be considered with foundation and equalization

when we ultimately discuss the overall restructuring of our tax
system And if we haveto revisit the issue of teachers'
salaries, then so be it, but | think when weare tal king about
upsetting the apple cart in a lot of ways in dealing with
restructuring the tax system in the State of Nebraska, it is
inportant that the proteacher forces are very, ygry jnterested
that we do a good job of that. But, obviously, my concern is if
you do not do Senator Haberman's amendment, obyiously, there may
very well be sone people that are fighting any sor%/ of change,
or if not fighting any sort of change, certainly not workin
towards any sort of change like I feel is ultlmatelynecessalgy
in LB 611. So | actually think the body would be wise to i aat
funding through the new HE L.P. program just like it does
foundation, equalization, and if you buy into the process, if
you buy into the cause of LB 611, | think you need to include
the funding of this bill and the hamrer to pke sure that we
revisit the total issue in the next year or two to COMe. aApgsq
with that reasons, | whol eheartedly support Senator Haberman' s
anendnent and urge the body to do so as well.
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PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Lamb, please.

SENATOR LAMB: Yes, Mr. President and members, Senator Haberman,
wotld you respond to a question?

PRESIDENT: Senator Haberman, please.

SENATOR LAMB: 1 am not sure that, what ycu are saying is that
in two years because equalization and foundation funding will be
sunsetted under LE 611, then it follows that this proposal
should also be revisited at that same time, is that correct?

SENATOR HABERMAN: That is what the amendment says, yes, Senator
Lamb.

SENATOR LAMB: Okay, thank you very much. Yes, I think that is
a logical argument. I don't see why that should be resisted in
this body. I don't see why that should be resisted. You know,
I think this whole amendment was drafted in haste. Nobody knows
how it is going to work in their district or any other district.
It certainly makes sense that we are going to be revisiting the
whole school finance structure in two years, so it looks to me
like this is a logical extension of that program, and I am
amazed at those people who look at it differently. This is
certainly state aid to education any way you look at it, and to
sunset it at the same time we are going to sunset other forms of
state aid to education certainly would be logical, so I support
the amendment.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Rod Johnson. I don't see him.
Senator Lynch, your...

SENATOR LYNCH: OQuestion.
PRESIDENT: The question has been called. Do I see five hands?
I do. The question is. shall debate cease? All those in favor

vote aye, opposed nay. Record, Mr. Clerk, please.

ASSISTANT CLERK : 26 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate,
Mr. President.

FRESIDENT: Debate has ceased. Senator Haberman, would you
please close?

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, members of the body, I would

4525 °



April 19, 1989 LB 89, 611

have of fered the sane anendnent had | known what was going to
come up in LB 89 when we were addressing LB 611. However, that
is one of those things that you never know what is going to

happen on this body, on this floor. | amnot aski ng to adopt
this amendnent because | oppose the increase of teachers'
sal ari es. I am asking you ta..in fact, it mght come out when

we consider it in June 30, 1991, that they will get nmore money.
You can't say that it is going to cost them noney because we do
not know what we are going to do by June 30th, 1991. So all |
am saying i s equalization, foundation,and aid to teachers in
teachers' salaries should all be on the same playing field. We
shoul d take a good look at it, and at that time, | am sure that
this body will do the thing that is best for education, gnqso |

ask you to support the amendnent. Thank you, Nr. President.

PRESIDENT: Thankyou. The question is the adoption of the
Haber man amendment. Al those in favor vote aye, opposed nay.

SENATOR HABERNAN: Nr. Speaker.
PRESI DENT: Senator Haberman, please.

SENATOR HABERNAN: I think I can nmake it so | amgoing to ask
for a call of the house and a roll call vote in regular order.

PRESI DENT: Okay The question is, shall the house go under

call? All those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record,
Nr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: 17 ayes, 1 nay to go under call, Nr. President.

PRESI DENT: The house is under call. Please return to your
seats and record your presence. Those not in the Chanber,
pl ease return to the Chanber so that we nay continue. Senator
Ashford, will you record your presence? sSenator Chambers,
Senat or CGoodrich, Senator Hartnett, Senator Rod Johnson, Senator
Li ndsay, Senator NcFarl and, Senator Wesely. Still  looking for
Senator Wesely. Still |ooking for Senator V‘ésefy. | understand
Senator Wesely will be here momentarily. The question, |adies
and gentlenen, is the adoption of the Haberman amendment. A
roll call has been requested in regular order. Nr. Clerk. Hol d

the conversation down, please, sothe Clerk can hear your
response. Thank you.

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See pages 1783-844i the
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SENATOR LYNCH: Thank you, Ron. M. President and nenbers, |
won't take much nmore than a minute or two. Just remenber this
is a teachersbill. It seens to ne when we tal k about tractors
we tal k about tractors. We don't think about whether they' rein
the city or in the county or in the country. \Wen we tal k about
a lot of other things, we seemto isolate those jssues retty
wel | . Wy is it with teachers we nmake it an urban-rural issue
at all~ Ron just very adequately explained, for exanple, the
fact that we tried to conpromse. Maybe that was our m stake.
You know, when you try to sit here and try to satisfy some of
the concerns that people had, offer amendment’s, Senator

McFarl and, that make me unhappy with the bill, aswell , but we
have to live in a world of reality politically, andthe teachers
deserve a lot more than this bill will provide, but | feel
obliged to support it sinply because this is the best we can do,
I think, at tl ' s point in tine. Two years from now, with or
wi t hout a sunset, we will be reconsidering this, LB 611,pther
bills that have to do with aid to education, but this pj in
fact, is a beginning. It does provide something we have doﬁe_ no

differently than we have done in the past with Special education
and five or six other categories of earmarked funds for aid to
education that | can see. Don't let this bill pecome a bill
where you want to take it out onthe NSEA, you know, that
probably nmore than half of the teachers who work and survive jp
the smaller school districts don't belong to the association.
Whatever benefit will be provided by this bill will go to (hem.
It hasn't got a darn thing to do with who is thesdyocate for
this kind of legislation, either on the floor or behind the
gl ass. It is fair and we can afford it. This priority should
take its place with all the other spending issues, and we can

discuss how we are going to fund the total Package when we
consi der everything, the recommendations that wll come from

PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR LYNCH: ...the Appropriations Comrittee very qujckly,
the $125 million worth of capital expenditures, this $20 mlliodn
for teachers, and all the rest. | think it is a fair thing to
do It is an appropriate thing to do.| hate to use the word
"moral” but it is the moral thi ng to do. Teachers need our
hel p. They are great folKks. They don't . deserve _the kickin
around they got for whatever reason or justification you mgrgt
have. G ve them some help. support this LB 89 and allow it to
pass on to Final Reading.
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amended. Those in favor say aye. Opposed no. Carried. The
bill 1is advanced. Anything for the record, Mr. Clerk? The
A bill, T am sorry, proceed.

CLERK: I have no amendments to the bill, Senator.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Lindsay.

SENATOR LINDSAY: Mr. President, I move that LB 438A be
advanced to E & R Final.

SPEAKER BARRETT: You have heard the motion to advance the
A bili. Those in favor say aye. Opposed no. The ayes have it.

Carried. The bill 1is advanced. Messages on the President's
desk.

CLERK: Mr. President, Enrollment and Review reports LB 591 to
Select File with Enrollment and Review amendments attached.

Senator Wehrbein would like to print amendments to LB 247; and
Senator Warner to LB 611. (See pages 1795-96 of the Legislative
Journal.) That is all that I have, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, and let the record indicate that
Senator Hefner had some guests in the north balcony from East
Catholic Middle School in St. Helena, Nebraska, 23 eighth
graders with their teacher. Senator Beyer, would you care to
adjourn the body?

SENATOR BEYER: Mr. Speaker and members, I move that we adjourn
until nine o'clock on April 20th.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The motion is to adjourn until
tomorrow morning at nine o'clock. Those in favor say avye.
Opposed no. Carried. We are adjourned. (Gavel.)

Proofed by: _(Ailee,e J/7E @7[«/,

Arleen McCrory (
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advancement of LB 247.

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 247 i s advanced. Anyt hi ng for.the record?
The call is raised. Senat or Wthemyoul d you like to handle
the A bill at this point? (LB 247A)

CLERK: Senator, | have no anendnents to the bill.
SENATOR W THEN: Nove the advancenent of the A bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Any discussion? |f not, those jp

favor of the advancement of the A bill say aye. Opposed no.
Carried. For the record.

CLERK: Nr. President, thank vyou. Communi cation from the
Governor to the Clerk. (Read communications regarding LB 135,
LB 206, LB 324, LB 381, LB 392, LS 482, |B 395, LB 47, LB 66,
LB 372, LB 401, LB 506, LB 546, LB 548, LB 582, LB 582A, LB 608,
LB 637, LB 777, LB 790, and LB 99 as found on pages 1809-10 of

the Legislative Journal.)

Study resolution, M. President, by Senator Goodrich amd some

other nmembers regardl Nng a reviewof state institutions where
there is a permanent residence popul at |on That W, || be

referred to Reference Conmittee. (LR 81.) LR 8 a
resol uti on by Senators Pirsch and Li ndsay asking the Leg| sl at ure
to applaud the efforts of 120 students in the...for their

acadenic achievement. That will be laid over. (see
pages 1810-12 of the Journal.)

Nr. President, Governnent Conmmittee gives notice of confirmation
hearing for May 4. That is offered by Senator Baack 55 chair
That is all that | have, M. President. ’

S PEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Proceeding then to the next bill
on Select File, LB 611.

CLERK: Nr. President, the first itemon LB 611 gre Enroll nment
and Revi ew anendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Lindsay.

SENATOR LIMDSAY: Nr. President, | move that the E & R
amendments to LB 611 be adopt ed.

4656



April 20, 1989 LB 104, 611

SPEAKER BARRETT: You' ve heard the motion to adopt the E & R

amendnents to LB 611. Al in favor say aye. Opposed no.
Carried, they are adopted.

CLERK: M. President, Senator Warner would nove {3 amend the
bill . (warner anendment is on page 1796 of the Journal.)

PRESIDENT: Senator Warner.

SENATOR WARNER: Yes, M. Pr esi dent n'enbers of the Leg| s| at ure,
this amendnent is one that would strike provi si ons T'n 611 t hat

repeal the Foundation Equalization Act, | believe it was
June 30, 1991. I had sone hesitancy aboutwhet her or not that
was a good idea, actually | think it was a bad idea. But

yesterday the body came very close to putting a simil ar
provision on another state aid forrmula that was advanced. And
it seens to nme that to be consistent it would be |ogical to also
renmove the repeal of this state aid forrmula so that it stays in
effect until a change is made, just as will be true of the other

bill that was advanced yesterday that will stay in effect. It

nerely...the amendment nerely takes out the repeal of the
Foundat i on Equal i zation Act, asprovided for in 611.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Discussion'? Senator Moore, followed by
Senator Hall

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, M. Speaker and nenbers, | rise to oppose
Senat or Warner's amendmant even though | do agree with some of
his | ogic on the rational of what the body did yesterday and how
it compares with that of the _issue we' re talking about in
LB 611. But while Senator Warner is correct, he said it
merely strikes the sunset portion of the b||| that is dealing
with sunset of foundation equalization, when vou merely do that
you nmerely neuter the bill into absolutely no%/hl ng, practlcally
with the exception of the LB 104 provisions which say that
you...dealing with the school djstrict identification numbers
and the data collection in the Departnment of Revenue. | {nhink
it's inportant that if this body really feels that e need t
restructure the overall tax systemin the State of Webraska angl
really work on a tax shift, we're going to have to set some sort
of deadline and say, yes, peopl e in the State of Nepraska, and
yes, to each and every one of us, that we're seriously going to
do sonet hi ng. My concern. is if you Would adopt the \Warner
amendment you are basically saying,. [ th| nk it's a good
idea, but we' re not really seriously goi ng fo lo at it next
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year or in the years after that. | think you're naeking a grave
mistake. Because | think with 611, as it's nowwitten, you're
basi cal |y, conceptually buying into doing sonething. Andit is
ny opinion hopefully that we' regoing to at |east do sonething
on the local income tax line. But if you strip that found.. if
you strip...if you adopt Senator Warner's anmendnent, you' ve
taken the hanmmer away, you' ve taken the deadline away, and ny
prediction is you' |l probably do nothing nextyear because you

Wn't have to. And | think it's come to the point, over vyears
and years, that it's tine that we do sonething like this.” and
though I will concur with Senator Warner, | think it's inportant
that LB 89, if it in turn does finally pass into law, | think it
shoul d be considered |ike foundation equalisation and consi dered
_separatelﬁ of categorical aid. Andl will be working on that
| ssue as B 89 continues on Final Readi ng. But just because the
body didn't see the lighton that anendnent yesterday, | urge
themto not back down fromtheir conmitment on 611, that we're
going to do sonething with the property tax structure andreally
try and performsonme major surgery and really, really acconplish
a tax shift in the next 12 nmonths. Wth that, | oppose Senat or
War ner's anmendment .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. senator Hall, followed by Senator
Haberman.
SENATOR HALL: Thank you, M. President. I also rise in

OEposi_tion to Senator Warner's anendment, even though he states
that it simply strikes the provision that would sunset the
foundation and equalisation fornmulas as we know them .. and
he's right, it merely does that. But it comes as close to,,
guess, gutting the bill as you possibly can without literall

doi ng that, because the...as Senator Moro pointed out, the bil

does need those provisions so that folks wll sit down and take
a look, through the school finance review commission i{hat poth
he and Senator Lamb are a nenber of, Senator Wthemchairs.
They will sit down and take a look at this fuynding issue that

is, | t hi nk, probably paranount to all the school” districts in
the state and to the whol e issue of our reliance on property tax
for the funding of education. |t js the measure by which people
wi Il know that the Legislature is very serious about changing
the way in which we finance education at the elenentary andt he
Secondary level. | think that, if you adopt Senator Warner's
amendnent, that you in essence take away any incentive, if you
will, to nove toward the change jn our financing system for
education. It is a, 1| think, an anendment that cripples the
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bill and | would hope that the body would not adopt it. Thank
you, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senat or Habernman, followed by
Senat or Wthem

SENATCOR HABERVAN:. . M. President, menbers of the body’ I'm
rather pleased to stand up here and agree wi th Senator Warner as
| feel after tomorrow it will be one of the few tines that |
will agree with him as it's ny understanding we' re going to get
the appropriations bill at that time. The bill says it is the
i ntent of the Legislatureto replace the present school
financing systemwi th a system which shares the income tax pase
with | ocal school districts to provide substantial and enduring
property tax relief. So it seens to me that it is in the eves
of the beholder as to what that neans, exactly what does that
mean. |t nmeans that we can go ahead on | B 89 and commit the
state to $20 nmillion ayear forever, and that's what we did, we

conmitted it forever, because they will be pack in two years
wanting 40 million, then after that, so on and so on and so
forth. But it's okay to cease the funding. . the foundation and
the other aid. So | guess I'ma little confused as to the

wi sdom soneti mes of how this body operates. Byt | guess it all
boils down to the eyes of the beholder. and evidently that lets
them make the decision that they'd |like to nake. 5o Senator
Warner, | think you and | are probagly the only gnes that are
going to stand up here and fight for your anendment, gnd| think
we' re probably going to lose. However | am pl eased to support

your anendment and woul d ask those in the body who would like to
have a clear conscience do the same thing. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

PRESI DENT NI CHOL PRESI DI NG
PRESIDENT: You're welcome. Senat or Wthem p| ease

SENATOR WTHEM As one of those note quite as concerned about a

cl ear conscience, Senator Habernan, | guess | amnot going to be
Supporti ve of the Warner anmendnent. Now on a S|eepy afternoon’
a logy afternoon in the end of April, warm afternoon, the 69th

day of the legislative session, it's kind of difficult for us to
be able to take either a step back fromour day to day grinding
our way through the bills and | ooking at the ness on our desk
and all of the sorts of things that we're involved with and step
back and take a |ook at how this |egislative session may be
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remenbered after we leave it. We arereally on the verge, this
session of making some very, very nmmjor changes, or at least

putting into effect the process that will Jead to some very,

very major changes in the way in which we do things in this
state. are, for once, grabbing ahold of tough, difficult
| Ssues and are pr OpOS|ng sol utions and are gr|nd|ng out
solutions to those proposals. The last bill, not just because
it's...my name is on it, but because of all of thehard work
t hat Iots of peopl e have put intoit, is an exanple of that. we
are not saying anynore, we're frustrated with higher ed. We' re
putting into effect some things that will bring about changes.

The property tax issue, the one that probably there is not more
greater unaninmty of opinion on inNovenber of even numbered
years, by nenbers of this body, when we' re out there running for
el ection, there is no nore unanimty of opinion on any other
i ssue other than that one, we're all in favor of lowering
property taxes. Then when we adjourn the Legislature in April
May, we go back to our constituents and say, gosh, we tried,
but the body just wasn't willing to do anything. Through the
| eadership of Senators Moore, Lanb, Chizek and Hall we have a
package of two bills out here that are going to make us make a
conmitnment to lower property taxes in this state. senator Noore
is offering the framework of a lasting solution to the property
tax problem through changing the way in which we fund schools.
Soon as we deal with this bill,we' |l be dealing wth Senator
Lamb's LB 84, which nakes a major commitment to property tax
reduction, very major, to the tune of 894 million. \whether or
not that soI ution becorres a pernmanent solution, or whether when
it sunsets those dollars will flowinto another way of relieving

property taxes is yet to be determned. A key, key component to

our putting in place the forces that will Iead to lasting
property tax relief is this bill of Senator Moore LB 611.
And the key to that bill, thevery heart of that b|II is the
repeal of our current state aid to education formula. The way
in which we fund schools at the state level today does not
result in property tax reduction. |t is a small sum of money.

It is distributed in such a fashion as it does not inpact on
property tax relief in the areas that need property tax reljef,
it is not sustainable property tax relief, just putting nore
nmoney into our current funding formula, sonething I' ve stood on
this floor and expounded upon favorably a nunbergf times but
just doing that is not going to lead to | asting property tax
relief. To | ower property taxes in the aggregate, in the |ong
termyou have to shift the way in which we fund education.
We're making that conmitnent through LB 611 and the repeal of

4660



April 20, 1989 LB 89, 611

equal i sation of foundation aid.
PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR W THEM: ...and if we strike that portion out of the
bill, this might as well just be another resolution stating qur
intent is we'd sure like to reduce property taxes. Butwe're
not going to do nmuch unless we bite the pyllet at this poi nt
when it's before us and nake the conmtnent that we're going to
change. Youknow. what happens, | guess, gn the downside if we
don't’ reach consensus and we don't reach agreement, the worst
thing that happens, | think, will be that this will pe
reinstated...the current forpula will be reinstated and we' Il
live with the.t again. But | think this body this year wants ;4
meke some :hanges and | think this _particular proposal of
Senator Mor~'s is a good one to lead us in the right " girection
toward making those changes. | oppose the \Warner amendnent.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Bernard-Stevens, please,
foll owed, by Senator Morrissey. Senator Morrissey, would you
like to go wuntil we find...oh, no, we found him Thanks,
Senator Morrissey.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you, Mr. President, and members
of the body, just very briefly. ~ Senator Warner, if | understand

the reasoning, the rationale behind it, | think what you are
saying is on LB 89 we tried to put a sunset equal to what” was on

611 and we decided not to do that and so your gpendnent is to

keep us consistent with what we decided yesterday. Is
that...would that be reasonable to assune? Okay, yeah, that's
the reason that yougave. Understood. | guess, 1t brought ne
to a point, | was going to saP/ ges_terday in the debate on 89, gn
Senat or Haber man' s amendrent elieve that woul d have done <0
but | refrained fromdoing such but you gave ne an opportunity

today to voice an opinion {hpat | had yesterday. Senat or
Haberman was trying to get the body toagree to a sunset on
LB 89 with the wunderstanding that we have already done
such...such a process on General File and now on Select File to

LB 611. | always found that interesting that we would go ghead
and say, listen, we're going to go ahead and since we did it on
a bill that we haven't even passed yet, let's go ahead and do it
on another bill that we haven't even passed yet. And so that
logic really wasn't very good. |f we had passed a bill setting
a precedent, then we may want to go ahead and go jt similarly
with  other bills in ‘relationship toit. But to say that we
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should do it on a bill that we haven' t. on a bill that hasn' t
passed because we may do it on another bill that is yet to be
passed, | think defied logic yesterday, equally defiable I think
isto come back and say, since we didn't 3o,it on a . bill th at
hasn't passed yet because we did it on a bill that is yet to be
passed yet, therefore, we neglected to do it, let's be
consistent with that, | have a problemw th that whole thing, if
you can follow all of that. So | don't think there is any

consistency anywhere. Wth the one exanple that we do have two
separate i'ssues sonetines before us, we will at some point make

a final decision on Final Reading whether we woul d sunset as

will on Select File whether we should sunset or not and at that
particul ar point we would have set a precedent which may dictate
what we do otherwise. Other than that, | think you either agree

with the sunsetting...setting, putting g hammer, as Senator

Johnson, a 10-ton anvil to make sure the IelghSIature gets
sonething done in this area or we agree not to do at. gqo at

this point, | would oppose the Warner anendment. Thank you.

P RESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Norrissey, please, followed by
Senator Moore.

SENATOR NORRI SSEY: Nr. Speaker and nmenbers, | was going to say
sonething but Senator Bernard-Stevens cleared it up for ne. g,
I will call the question.

PRESI DENT: What did you say?

SENATOR NORRISSEY: | said, since |I'mnot going to say anything,
I will call the question.

PRESI DENT: Oh, no, you can't speak and then call the question.
SENATOR NORRISSEY: | didn't speak.
PRESIDENT: Pardon me?

SENATOR NORRISSEY: Okay, then | will speak, if you...if you
don't care.

PRESIDENT: Okay.

SENATOR NORRISSEY: | oppose the Marner amendnent. LB611is

something ny district has reg]| embraced as hi h
really think is verymch ne)éded and a very goso%ﬁ%tl 1ne l\tlay%)c/e
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that's because the roots of the bill are in the district.
And...| |ost track there, Fr ank. But | rea||y_._| rea||y agr ee
with 611 and | think the sunset is very much néeded. anqif it
takes a 10-ton anvil over our head, | think that's what we need.

So | woul d oppose the Warner anendnent and | would like to give
a mnute to Senator Korshoj.

SENATOR KORSHOJ:  Question.

PRESI| DENT: Senat or Haber man, please.

SENATOR HABERVMAN: Wel |, M. President and nembers of the g

| greatly appreciated Senator Wthenl s speech on the quality a¥1’d
the merits of 611 and all the work the people did on 611.
However, | fail to see whether that has anything to do with ihe
discussion of the Warner amendnent. However, the discussion

that we have been talking about on 611 was talki ng about
property tax relief and how we shoul d have property tax relief
and to have property tax relief we should stop paying the gtate
aid on foundation and equalization. But nobody wants to step. up
and assume the responsibility that on LB 89 down the road will
cause an increase in property tax relief, as that fund i s going
to | evel out to where the $20 million is gone, is used Up, gnq
then what are we going to do? We'regoing to0 come back down
here and we're going to tell the school, you raise property

taxes and pay the noney. But, evidently, that's different
stopping that and having a sunset on that than it is on these
two issues and that's what | fail to see. | fail to see the

rationale as to how K_ou can supﬁort sunsetting two parts of the
school aid when the third part that they do not and did not want

to sunset, which is the sane issue, in the same main stream on
the same road, and they said, no, | fail to see the rationale.

So | still support the VWarner anendment and ask you g5 4o the
sanme thing. Thank you, M. President.

PRESIDENT: Thankyou. Senator Wthem please.

SENATOR W THEM Wbul d call the questi on.

PRESI DENT: Dol see five hands? | do. Thequestionis, shall
debate cease? All those in favor vote aye, gpposed nay. We're
voting to cease debate. Needa little help, please. Record
Mr. Clerk, please. ’

ASSISTANT CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate,
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Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: Debate has ceased. Senat or War ner, woul d you li ke
to close, please.

SENATOR WARNER: Mr. Chai rnman and nmenbers of the Legislature, |
indicated in my opening that this was done to be, doneto be

consistent and that was the reason. |f you choose not to adopt
this amendment and choose to leave LB 89 as it is, andwe pass
it, then what you will have next gession is one .distribution

formula left for state aid, because, as | understand LB 89, it
is aformila for distribution that's appllcable to 20 mllion or

153 million, either way, aslong as you put the money in t he

right slot in the appropriation bill. So the anvil, foI ks
isn't there. Now | may not want an anvi | . "t se

di stribution of LB 89 and | may think that |s tH best doggone
state aid fornula we have ever had. | don't know yet. Butthat
potential is there, as | wunderstand the bill | f am
m sspeaking, | will stand to be corrected but | don' t th| nk So.
So the amendnment is in good faith. I don't agree with the

concept that you do good law by creating eris s in order to act.
But i f that's what we're going to do, then make sure that you

are, in fact, creating the crisis because if | like LB 89'
distribution and that's |law and the other one is automatlcally
repealed, | don't have a lot of interest jpn changing it, nor

woul d anyone el se who would be like situated. Sp the amendment
is to call your attention that you're not creating a crisis,
you're creating a real good advantage for one distribution
formul a which nmight be one I like or it mght be one that o5 g
us like and then that won't be anyhammer at all. g5 would
give careful thought that if you want to |eave the sunset ere
you ought to give careful thought to put it in the other one,
al t hough | woul d al so agree that when we a distribution
formul a maybe we won't want to do that in 89 this year either,
just leave this one like it is. We might...we might really
bring about some substantive change i n how funds are
di stri buted.

PRESIDENT: Thank you.  The question is the adoption of the
Varner amendnment. Al'l those in favor vote aye, opposed nay.
Have you all voted? Record, Mr. Clerk, please. Record vote has
been requested.

CLERK:  (Record vote read. See page 1813 of the Legislative
Journal .) 18 ayes, 17 nays, M. President, gn the amendnent.
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PRESIDENT: The amendment fails.
CLERY.: 1 have nothing further on the bill, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: Is there any discussion on the advancement of the
bill? Senator Moore. Just yours.

SENATOR MOORE: Well, just briefly, I would like to mention that
if you lock in your bill book, there is a new fiscal note as of
4/19/89, and there will be a corresponding A bill introduced and
the A bill expenditure is due to the requirements in the bill
that income taxpayer include the school district identification
number and you will notice that that impact of that
is...according to the fiscal note is $197,000 and that will be a
corresponding A bill and I just want people to be aware of that.

PRESIDENT: Okay, the question is the advancement of the bill.
All those in favor say aye. Opposed nay. It is
advanced. LB 84, please.

CLERK: Mr. President, the first item on LB 84 are Enrollment
and Review amendments.

PRESIDENT: Senator Lindsay, please.

SENATOR LINDSAY: Mr. President, I move that the E & R
amendments to LB 84 be adopted.

PRESIDENT: You have heard the motion. All in favor say aye.
Opposed nay. They are adopted.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Conway would move to amend.

PRESIDENT: Is there anyone authorized to handle Senator
Conway's amendment?

CLERK: No.
PRESIDENT: Mr. Clerk, do you have another amendment?
CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Withem would move to amend.

PRESIDENT: Senator Withem, please.
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of LB 812to E & R Engrossing. Thosein favor vote aye, opposed
nay. Have you all voted? Recordvote has been requested.
Record, Nr. Clerk.

CLERK: Voting aye Senators Beck, Beyer, Byars, Coordsen,
Crosb Dierks, Elmer, Goodrich, Haberman, Hannibal, Hefner,
Lowel I~ Johnson, Kristensen, LabedZ, Landis, Langford, Li ndsay,
Moore, Peterson, Rogers, Schi nmek, Scof i el d, Varnér, \ehrbein and
Vi hi ng. Voti'ng no Senators Abboud, Bernard-Stevens,Chanbers,
Chi Zel_(, ConV\ay, Hal | KorShO) Lanb Mor”ssey, Rabak, Schmit
and W them Senator Smith voti Ng yes. Senator Barrett voti ng
yes. 27 ayes, 12 nays, Nr. President, gn the advancement of
LB 812. (Record vote not printed in the Legislative Journal.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 812 advances. Anyt hingfor the record,
Nr. Clerk' ?

CLERK: Nr. President, study resolution signed by the Business
and Labor Comnittee. (Read brief description of LR 87. See
pages 1907-08 of the Legislative Journal.) Referred to
Ref erence Commi tt ee.

LB 247, LB 247A, LB 575, LB575A,LB 611, LB 739 and LB 739A are
al | reported correctly engrossed, Nr. President. (See
pages 1908-09 of the Legislative Journal.) That's all that |
have.

SPEAKER BARRETT: ~ Thankyou. Proceeding then to Select File,
senator priority bills. |B g4.

CLERK: Nr. President, LB 84 is on Select File. The bill was
last considered on Select File on April 20, Nr. President. A
that time there was an amendnment to the pj|| by Senator Lamb
t hat was adopted. Senat or Chizek then "made a nmotion,
Nr. President, to indefinitely post pone. Senator Lamb agreed to
lay the bill over. That motion is now pendi ng.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chizek.
SENATOR CHI ZEK: | want to w thdraw ny notion.
SPEAKER BARRETT: The I PP notion is wthdrawn.

CLERK: M. President, | then have anendments by Senat or
to the bill. Senator, these are your anendnents on page 1622 ofy
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funding for the second year for it. maybe if we do that, we can
appease some people and workw th some people and work out a

conproni se so we can forge ahead on this issue. | think you
have all listened to what has happened over the weekend and over
the last couple of days, a variety of things have happened. g
with the amendment we have before us now,we're right back to
where we were Friday morning. And | think, as it was wise on
Friday norning, | think this amendment is w se today because the
fact of the matter is ynless you' re willing to vote for an
amendnent |i ke Senator Landis has offered g raise taxes the
second year, you don't have a way to fund the second year of the
bill. And if you're not willing to do that, then | think you' re
wise to make it a one-year bill and say, we' re going to put this
program into effect, next we' re going to conme back, we're going
to debate this and if we want a second year of it, we're going

to pay forit probably with the. jf weneedto, with a direct
tax increase and a direct tax shift, 3 tax shift to a program

that the people of the state will be able to understand because
they will be in the nmiddle of experiencing it. Andlalso want
to remenber that it's at |east my intention and, you know,

nmy...my support for LB 84 lies in the fact or the hope,” | guess,
that 84...LB 84 is indeed a stopgap neasure for one or two years

that leads us into a restructuring of the tax system.
Sopefully, like that it's laid out in the intent |anguage in
LB 611. Now maybe that's if there' s...there's a lot of jfs in
there, I'm the first to understand that put | think it' s

i nportant that LB 84 in concert with 611 is giving the property
taxpayer of the state relief for the short termwhile we work on
the overall problem | think that's good. So |'mhonestly
supporting the anendment. Byt | also want to point out a few
nore things in relation to the conprom se proposal that at |east
some of us were expose~ to yesterday and | stand here and

applaud the Governor for trying to work with uson it.
Unfortunately, we' ve just not cOme to an agreenent.

) > . '[)he fasct of
the matter is there is nore than just the cap probl em Senat or
Landis tal ks about. That's J ust . ..of the $23 mllion i ncrease

inthe bill the Governor proposed, the cap i s only about
$6 nmillion, another $10 million cane with a concern the Governor
had about homestead exenption, the way the bill s right now

but remenber that's abruptly $10 nillion. They' re saying you' ve
got to give people an option of a $1,600 homeStead exenption or

10 percent, whchever is greater. They said there was
constitutional problens there. The Governor's office al so
mentioned that you had to include personal property tg pass
constitutional nuster. Vell, the fact of the matter is that
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guess. There isn't the slightest doubt in ny mnd, if LB 84 is
enacted, it will, in fact, have stability, it will be funded
next year, and | don't think you can change it. | don't think
you could refuseto fund it. Actually, | have an amendnent up
there that was to delay the effect of it yntil July 1990, one
year before LB 611 is to be providing the information to sol ve
t he school finance question. Now i f we need a temporary

solution, which some have suggested waiting for 611, which by
the way once we start talking income tax increases at the le\fff‘"
public

that that will have, | suspect that you will find sone

interest in that that will not be positive. PBut that is another
day and two years away. But it woul d make nore sense to ne then
to support a stopgap, if that's what it s a refund of the
col l ections that exceeded expectations in Novenber of this year,
and then put LB 84 in the nextyear. Tpne one problem| really

nave with that bill that no one, 3t |east to my satisfaction or
understanding at | east, has answered, deals with the cap, not
the dollar amount. | haven't the vaguest idea, nor havel found
anyone who could define to me what the definition of the
econonic entity that is to be capped, | just plain don't know
and | doubt that anybody else knows. _ Though |'ve indicated

before, I'mnot nmuch interested in trying to explain to a grou

of constituents who nay be organized in a variety
they are subject to a capshen sonmebody el se that OIfS %Vr%%i\évgg
differently, may be fanily operations, why somebody else who is
organi zed differently does qualify. And you can say, well, that
is no big problem you can adjust. No probl em (inaudible) don' t
cost much, as a matter of fact, change title on real estate.

But at least in agricultureit's not that sinple anynore,
because you al so have ASC with a bunch of rules annJ)regul ations

t hat you havetolive v_vith. And you will find, | suspect,
through interpretations that ‘you're going to be putting
unreasonable caps on some operations, some businesses, \which
mekes no sense, but that time will tell. |"the implementation

was delayed a year, with the authorization to establish rul es
and regs and you had a chance to know how t hose provi sions were
being interpreted, why then it would seemat |east you'd have

sonme chance of explaining a yes vote on this bill, ghould those
interpretations not be as you would hope. Fj nally, | also have
a problem with the definition currently in statute on an
owner-occupied residence. |n the ol d days, when we used to have
Bomestead exenption, it didn't really make puch difference
ecause...

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
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SENATOR ELMER: Thank you, M. Speaker, |' Il be quite brief.
LB 84, as it stands with the one-year sunset, reall doesn' t
change realities, we all know that we' |1 be tal king about 84 at
the beginning of the next session, because people W Il a0t it
to stay. | agreew th Senator Bernard-Stevens, whether we had a
one-year, a two-year, or no sunset at all, | think we need to be

consistent. We all think that beginning in. ..that the beginning
of the 92nd Legislature, with LB 611, LB 89, LB 84, LB 809, that

we' |l be able to address this in a nore permanent manner.  apg
we need to be ready to broaden our tax base at the gstate | evel
to support those. But 1"l support LB 84. | urge its

advancement because, in reality, weall know we'll talk aboutit
next year, if it has a sunset or not. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you . Senat or Abboud, foll owed by
Senators Hall, Chanbers, Chisek and Wthem

tSENf\TOR ABBOU'? Mb PlzetSI dtehm 3 colleagues, this is $94 million
at is going to go bac o the taxpayer

happy tog seg it 80 back in the forﬁq%f propeutyt/etaxra}elld)éf burin
if the body chose to give it back in the formof an jhcome tax
rebate or sales tax rebate, | would be supporting that as wefl

I viewthis as a rebate back to the taxpayer. We'regiving the
money back this year instead of putti ng it into the Ceneral Fund
appropriation, we' re putting it in, we' re giving it back to the
taxpayers so that it will not becone a part of our o tlnuatlon
budget, and | think that is the crucialcrux of L%g
significant in addition because we're providing property tax
relief to the homeowners, the individuals that | have been
receiving calls and letters fromover their property tax pijll s.
I think that we have an opportunity, this year to ei t her spend
this additional $94 mllion or give it back

and | woul d choose to give it back to the taxpayers t)ﬁjsyear
Now, in addition, | think we have to look to the other proposal
t hat is before the bcdy, LB89. It has some good

characteristics, but | think that the best course of gction

would be to advance |B 84, and then | also plan to advance
LB 809 and take a | ook at the two proposals on Final Reading.
think that each of them have sone good points. I think the
one-year appropriation jis the wi sest approach considering in
past years we' ve had a great deal of revenue, gndthen the next
year it would slack off. So | think the w sest approach is the
one-year, we' |l see if we have the noney next year to fund
property tax relief for an additional year, it's ny hope that it
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the people and we absolutely do not want to give them back any
more of the income tax noney that they paid in. gepator Moore

your LB 611 is supposed to a property tax relief bill, it
not? So it will kick in in a couple of years and there’ mght be
some mechanics in the bill that needs worked on, | don't know.

They say it's unconstitutional. wsl|, let's give them the noney
back, let themspend the money and then % it's decl ared
unconstitutional see if they can get the noney back They can't

get it back. Probably won't have the ruling for ayear or so
and they can't get it bac You ran't get...you can't get bl ood
out of a turni P. But the peopl ein my di Stri ct keep Sayi ng,

give us some property tax relief. They don't say give it to us
for 10 years. They would love it for the rest of "their l[ife but

if we give it tothem they will spend the noney. |t will hel
the econony. And |'m sure they would be very happy to get $17£
or whatever it is. And next year | think it canbe b|g
because | think it' .we're going to swell up with this sta
incone tax that we _have ~So I'mnot going to let them would
vot e agai nst reconsideration. Let's see what happensbecause |
know they will accept the one-year refund. And| will give the
rest of my tine to Senator Smith, not Schmit, Smith.

PRESI DENT: You have three m nutes, Senator Smth.

SENATOR SM TH: Thank you, M. Chai rman, and thank you, Senator

Kor shoj . | would Iike to ask a question. We have been doing a
lot of talking for a long timeon this issue. would like to

ask either Senator lanb or Senator Scott Moore to respond to a

question that | would have.

PRESIDENT: Which one?

SENATOR SM TH: Maybe it will take both of them we'll start
out with Senator Lamb and maybe we can continue with Senat or
Moore because what |1'mgoing to ask is for themto |ay r
. . Senator Lanb, | have heard you say you will support V_IB 863
I've done the same thing.  vYou want I' ve done the sane
thing. And Senator More has LB 611, I'md0| ng the same ipjng.
My concern is, how do these really, r(eall all meshtogether or
do they'? And ny reason nay be different ¥rom yours.

is that I, like you, Senator Lanb and ot her people on tl¥| S ?Foor
that have tal ked for some tinme all through this whole session to
me about the fact that we want property tax relief sone way or
another. We' ve managed to get to this point, 55 senator

has said, and a few of the people, they have never ever reacnﬂed
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this point before evidently. We've done it now. W are
actually to the Select File level wth property tax relief on
this bill. We need to put something together that's going to be
workable, is ny only concern, but | do want (s ypke something
happen. Can you tell mehowLB 809, 84 and LB 611 can work
together?

SENATOR LAMB: Wel |, when you get to the final analysis, it wll
be either 809 or 84 and then those, theoretically, wi|| plend in
toLB 611 down the road which, basically, the School Finance
Revi ew Commi ssion s working on. But that.. . that conmission's

work has not been finalized at this point, but they are looking
at reducing property taxes by an increase in the sales tax gngd
income tax.

SENATOR SM TH: And/or or both?
SENATOR LAMB: Probably both.

SENATOR SM TH: Pr obably both. i
don't needyou, Senator Moore. ALl right, thank you. | guess |

PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR SM TH: | guess that Senator Korshoj may not be so gl ad
he relinquished his time tg nme because what | amthinking to
nyself is, doesn't it seemlogical that the sunset should be two
years on your bill then, in case your bill is the gne that we
deal with which comes right before Senator More's bill. Tpe

study has been concluded. Wuldn't it nmake better sense to have
a two-year sunset?

SENATOR LAMB: ~ Well, it really, as | mentioned before, it really
doesn't nake a lot of difference because we're going to have 4
come back here next year to see how the financing is going. |'m
hoping... I'm hoping that our present tax rates wll support
LB84 for two years. Now,if it will not, thenwe will have tq
revisit the issue whether or not we have a one-year. or a
two-year sunset and | can go either way on that sunset provision
but I think there are more people in here who are nore

confortable with a one-year sunset than they are wth a
two-year.

SENATOR SMITH:  You're saying that you think there' s.
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coll ect cash fromthe custoner but nust send a bill to his
custoner's employer. Further, the st or emanager is responsible
for planning each custoner's neal s. | f he errs in judging what

is best, his customer can sue him Also, the store must keep
careful records of each can of peas sold by brand nane, by size,

by number of peasin each can, the customer's age, and the
enpl oyer of the customer. Simlar reports are requi red on every
product he sells. T he store nust certify in wrltlngthat each

customer needs groceries before permitting th tb ter
store. The store nust have a com’nttee to esta PISh a shoppl ng
time limt for each custoner. cust oner ermtted to hOp

|l onger than the pre- establlshed ime may not be required to pay

for his or her groceries. The store nust have witten roval
of governnent authorities before adding or deleting any BPodu t
or brand. The store must have a master's degree n marketing.
There are many more regulations which the hospitals are
subjected to but this is enough to hel p you understand why costs
of nedical care in the United States have gone yp much faster

and nuch higher than the price of groceries. | would urge the
defeat of this counterproductive anmendnent.

SPEAKER BARRETT; Thank yOou. Senator Warner.

SENATOR WARNER: Nr. President, menbers of the Leg| sl ature, |

would rise to support the amendnent |, periodically, every
session, at least | tend to feel guilty “abolt ' sonet hi ng shoul d
have done and | didn't do, and, frankly, | feel a little guilty

not having gotten in with this alittlé sooner and provi de e
support to Senator Wesely and others of you who have been trying
to stress with this...are being stressed with this issue. g |
understand, what we aretalking about is sone information. e
have got LB 611 going aadoss up here. It is to rovi de
information so you know where income tax and be able to finance
schools. We have got IB 744 that | get calls about e da
It is to provide information about how our educationaF )yste
wor ki ng. We spent $350,000 for the Syracuse study. e of the
things it said is we didn't have adequate information. = | a
bill that won't be acted on this day, it is up on General |Ie,
to help provide that. Al that we are doing here is trying to
provide some information for informed decisions. vyouknow, for

the life of me, what is wong with that'? vour choice is sinple
Ei t her you do some statistical, informed deC|u3|on or you relny

sone hired hand that is paid to tell you what sonebody wants you

to think. This is sinple. gSypport Senator Wesely's amendment,
provide some data that informed decisions can be made. | gge
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SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Nr. President and Senator Scofi el d.
appreciate the opportunity and I will try to answer the question
as best | can. I 1 ook at LB 84 as a stopgap proposal. |{ jg
just basically tenporary. Hopefully, wewill be able to do
something in the same fashionagain next year. Naybeit won't
be at the same dollar |evels but, hopefully, it will "be near the
same proportion and have the sanme allocation. We have moved
across the hoard LB 611, whichis a bill that deals with the
issue of the long-termrelief with regard to our dependence at
the | ocal governnment |evel for fundi nﬂ that we rely on property
tax to play. | see 611 noving us in the direction g5 that we
make the shift. W are not going to reduce the cost of
education, which we rely for 70 percent of our |local property
tax dollars for to pay, but what we are going to do, hopefully;
through 611 and information, hopefully, that results that come
fromthe School Finance Review Comm ssion, that Senator Lanb,
Senator  Moore, and Senator W them chairs, provide to the
Legislature that we will put in place a shift so that we get
nearer to what | think many pe0p|e have agreed is gow
proposal in the exanple that they have found through t he Kansas

pl an that they have | ooked for. O course, that has be
rr_Ddlfled so that it fits the needs of the State of Nebraska |t
fits the needs of the school children, and the taxpayers in
Nebraska.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR HALL: But | see that as where we are going down the
road, and what 84 does is it says, look, there is noney here 4
provi de a relief. |t iS, i f you V\/i”,a Stepped up approach_

You have three steps to get to the house. ;

is 1989 property tax relief in the form ofogﬂ.},’ theef:”rlst srtea(?
year in 1990, you get to the second step and we WIH?P Yd as
close to this level as possible,and in 1991, hopefully if not
sooner, we nove up to the porch and we walk through the door,

and we make the shift that has to take place so that we do
provide a different funding source for education jp

and we move away fromthe reliance on property tax at the Focgl
level. It is not anything magical. It is not something  tha

wi Il happen overnight, but |I do believe that this is the fII’Stt
step that we have to take in order to provide for that.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Senator Hall, your light is the next light gg
wel |, do you want to continue your comments or not?
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to state openly that | believe we probably would better serve
the State of Nebraska gver the next two or three years or
I onger, perhaps, as we head into what | believe are going’to
sone tough tinmes to save sone of this noney sonmeway and feed |?
back into the General Fund in the future. We have a bill here
that hasn't received much attention but it is there. | would
even be confortable with cutting the 100 million, 981, or
whatever it is, to 50. | can renenber two or three nonths ago
50 million was going to be pretty significant property tax
relief, and | guess just to state the ideas we had down the next
ten days as sonething to think about, it would be ny opinion to
t hi nk about perhaps reducing the property tax relief. | am not
saying take it away conpletely but at |east consider noderating
that and doing sonmething to save some of this noney that | think
we are going to need badly in the next two or three years.
Agriculture is about 30percent of Nebraska's economy.” |t is
about 18 to 20 percent of the national econony, so regardless of
what tinmes are ahead, it is going to have gnp i npact on us quite
significantly, and | think we mght well beserved to remember
that these are the good tines as we go ahea nd we ought to
save some of those for the bad tinmes that ?.-.or at | east the
| ess desirable tinmes that we may be facing, and if we reall
want long termproperty tax relief, which | think we should hea

toward, it r obabl i

i ncreasing saFI)e and/ o)r/ ?Hgghettoax lt)g dg tﬁg{ ,f tt'hat Mufﬂabrg‘\?f"ﬁé
the true property tax relief and | know ther.. is a bill out
there in LB 611 that is heading toward that, a part of the
school finance project, but | 'd hope that that would fit in
overall to the picture soneway that we coul d maybe make some

progress. And so | see this LB 84 as a tenporary thing pecause
there is the temporary npney, but, long term | don't think

there can be any true property "tax relief until we actuall
think about raising the sales or incone tax to replace that an
still have some formof limtation that will slow down the [4ie

of growth in property taxes that are now supportingour | ocal
governments. So |l just had to say that as a matter o

phi | osophy because | know we have got 10 days to headt owar(]s
some common ground.  The only way we are going to know how to do
it is to talk about it, andsee where each of us is, because |

know all 49 of wus have a different agenda. am sur all
coul d have bal anced the budget in our own mind ig we cguladle3 ust
push the button. I think | could, too, but we have to get 49

different ideas into that, and | guess the only way we are going
to get to it is talk about it.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Withem.

SENATOR WITHEM: Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker, members of the
body. LB 312 is the bill that continues the School Finance
Review Commission into a second year. Since I filed this

amendment, this commission has gained maybe some additional
pressure on it to deliver a quality product. If you remember on
LB 611, Senator Moore's bill, we are committing ourselves to a
change in the way we finance public education in our state and
it is I think the intent of the supporters of LB 611 that the
School Finance Review Commission, while we're not giving them a
blank check, we are certainly saying that they are probably the
most respected, at least, group in the state now working on this
problem. The way LB 312 is currently written, the Commission
expires in June and this bill would not go into effect until the
end of August, so there'd be a two and a half month dead time
when the Commission would not be operating until the bill went
into effect reauthorizing it. What the amendment to 312 does,
very simply, is it adds the E clause. Would appreciate your
adoption of this amendment. If you have any questions, 1'1ll
answer them.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any questions? Any discussion on a motion to
return the bill? 1If not, those in favor of its return vote aye,
opposed nay. Record, please.

CLERK: 28 ayes, no nays, Mr. President, on the motion to return
the bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The bill is returned. Senator Withem.

SENATOR WITHEM: I would move the adoption of the amendment
which simply adds the E clause.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any questions? Any discussion? If not, those
in favor of that motion vote aye, opposed nay. Record.

CLERK: 27 ayes, no nays, Mr. President, on adoption of the
Select File amendment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The amendment is adopted. Chairman Withem.

SENATOR WITHEM: Move to readvance.
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SENATOR CHAMBERS: Qur students must be taught that their
judgnent is as valid as anybody el se' s. As a matter of fact,
when you cone to a position held by the majority, you can count
on the mgjority being wong. The majority do not think. The
majority will have their opinion nade for them by sonebody el se.
So it is usually the one or the few who are goi ng agai nst the
current, who have analyred the situation and will bring about a
needed change. Now |''m going to support Senator Kristensen's
amendment for sure. |f Senator Warner's semitrailer is added to
it, I will have to support that too.

SENATOR LAMB: Senator Abboud did you care to address the
amendment to the amendnent? Question? Do | see fjve hands? |
do. Those in support of ceasing debate vote aye, those opposed
no. Have you all voted to cease debate?

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, M. President.

SENATOR LAMB: Debate is ceased. Senator Warner, to close on
hi s amendment to the anmendnent.

SENATOR WARNER: Mr. President, penpbers of the Legislature, very
briefly, first, I should indi cate that | would not, | do not
expect to support the amendment with or without this amendment.
But the reason for offerlng it is what | stated |nal and
that is that there isn't any guestion but what wg ave to
continue that funding next year. Earlier in the session e

talked extensively on | B 611 which is not to take place until

‘91 session.  There obviously is a gap, assuning that devel ops
into something and the only realistic thlng it seens to nme is to

fund it both years if it is to be funded at all. Andfinal ly, |
do tend, I have made a choice personally a few weeksago now |
guess, and that choice was LB 89 or state aid to schools and not
bot h. It's about the same anmpunt of noney, a Coup|e mllion
difference. But | suspect that this is one of those cases where
it will end up at some point of oneor the other. g4 would
urge though that for consistency that the amendment pe adopted
so at I east we deal with bothyears. gepator Krist ensen asked
to have some time and this will constitute cl osing and
whatever is left | will yield to Senator Kristenseén.

SENATOR LAMB: Senator Kristensen.

SENATOR KRISTENSEN: Thank you, M. President and members.

6854



May 17, 1989 LB 84, 312, 525, 611

of these things that we' re doing. The money probably is not
going to be there to do LB 84, property tax relief, forget the

bill number, the income tax relief bill, |nd|gent care,

t eachers' sal aries, all of those kind of thi ngs It's  not going
to be there. We in this body need to set our priorities in the
area of education which I, zg you all know, carr de

deeply about, end up carrying nore education bi Yls tﬁgrt/’anygody
else in here. | probably ended up carrying nore g<iate aid to
education measures than anyone else in this body. | have a set
of priorities for this session, and | think |I' ve discussed those
with a nunmber of people. I'n the spending area there gre two
t hings that are at the top. One of themis the teacher pay
bill. Frankly, the other one is. .everybody talks about |pgs,

LB 84 is not just a one-year property tax relief package. The
LB 84 package includes also LB611. wWs forget about LB 611.
Senator Moore, kicking and scream ng all session | ong when you
tal k about property tax relief, has said, you' ve got to phave a
long-term property tax relief solution, and he is bringing it to
us. Those are nmy priorities. W' re putting $98 nmillion into
property tax relief with the package being that that is to n
education when we get the pernanent | ong-term sol uti on together.
That's what I'm for and that's what | support. And he thin
that upsets ne about this, | guess, in addition to ny shonestg
with nyself in thinking | could support this s mor
everything would turn out fine, is the fact that for 8 ggys o?

this se_ssi on that appeared to be what the gducation | obby was
supportive hOf. hYou didn't hear a peep out of themwhen B 611
was going through. You didn't hear a peep out of them w en
LB 84 was going through, that, that waspvmp we were gor ng to
doing to fix up financing of our schools. |t

hour that they decided that they need more m 85“' %ﬂt tohne Itert]set
t abl e. I guarantee you, Senator Kristensen, Senator Moore,

Senator Baack, anybody else, Senator Korshoj, if we ut
$20 mllion of state aid into this budget thisyear, in Aungt

of this year when they are back holding their public pegri

property taxes are still going to go up and you know whose Pgult

it's going to be? |t's going to be your fault, Senator Korshoj,

your fault, Senator Baack, nmy fault, Senator Wthem because it

wasn't enOUgh We didn't do enough and we're go|n% to get
ing

bl amed anyway. For $20 million you" re not buying anyt I
)f’OUdre d0|fng his takr: ng $20 million off of the table that wi
und sone of these other projects. Th | I
finance is a long-termsolution through I?Bst‘?llutI poaé)h L§C3h1%0
the bill that we're having to expand the school finance
provi si ons, through getting 84 passed and getting some
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short-termproperty tax relief out there for folks.

A - . h . Twent
million dollars in this pjI| will not go any. ..will not
anything and it ought to be reconsidered. oi ng to suppo
Senator Lynch's reconsideration notion and vvouPd urge you Pg dIo

the same. Senator Ashford, | don't know jf there's any time
left but | said |I'd give some to you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute, Senator Ashford.

SENATOR ASHFORD: Briefly, that' all have, briefly,
obviously, is | also rise to Support the recon5|derat| motion
for many of the same reasons raised by Senator Wthem pjgt of
all, LB 89 has chanﬂed significantly fromwhat it was originally
intended to be and has many characteristics of state aid anyway,
but norethan that, and as Senator Wthem also said, I, 4 ongst
many others are | ooki ng at LB 84 and Senator Noore's LB ‘6f for
long-term solution in the area of education. I'vealways
supported state aid jn the past and given the rjght
circumstances | will, I'm syre, as long as it's reasonable,
continue to do it in the future. But it is late in the session,
there will not be enough noney for both. I think we are clearly
pulling the wool over our own eyes by suggesting that there
might be and giving a vote so that...and | know | got quick

calls fromboth™ of "my superintendents today, but | think
we...really, the die was cast |ong ago.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATOR ASHFORD: .. .in the area of state aid, and with that, |
would support Senator Lynch.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Senator Bernard-Stevens, followed py Senator
McFarland.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you, Nr. Speaker, nenbers of the

legislature, | don't know, sonme people mentioned that when | get
excited or upset that maybe ny voice rises about an octave and |
talk too fast and | get a little louder in ny voice and I'm

excited and I'mkind of angry but 1'm going to try not to do
that, not yet anyway. So if | start to, sonebody may want to do
a point of personal privilegeor poi nt of order so | don't do
that.  Thanks, Chris. |, too, like Senator Wthem have a vyery
difficult decision, beingin educationreally all my life. Ny
grandnot hers were in education, nmy parents, my mother was in
education,  she still js a professor at the University of
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Nebraska as a matter of fact, and I'm proud of that. I've been
in education, my older sister is in education, weare an
education famly. ~And I, like Senator Korshoj, have always
supported state aid to education. I have al ways been saying

that the State of Nebraska has always fallen short on its
pronises of giving state aid to education, but | cannot support
the Kristensen anendment. And, of course, | voted yes so that |
coul d reconsider, Senator Lynch sinply beat me to the punch. I
don't want to repeat what Senator Wthem said. Hetalked about
long-range property tax. | want to hit another topic that |
think cl osely relates. Senator Dierks, for exanple, said that

this would give property tax relief. Though!| knowthe Syracuse
Study's nunmpers were incorrect, the basic Thrust of the Syracuse

Study showed that significant increases in state aid in the
State of Nebraska has not significantly reduced property taxes

and | think this body knows that. I think the body realizes
that this will have no effect on property taxes, solet 's not
vote this because it will help roperty taxes. Ny nmaj or

contention is really what an article, 3 series of articies that
appeared not too |long ago about this body, about a'(J ck. of
es and | sai 8\ don' t

| eader ship, and | questioned those articl
think that is right. We don't have particular senators that the
Legi sl ature has known for fromyears back. | think we have a

different make of a Legislature, 3 different kind of |eadership
where we work with consensus, we work better with pe0p| e. But |
amgetting a little bit concerned that at some point we , npe

body must take some |eadership role in this state. Atsome
pol nt V\E have to say, m.can't dO_ any nore. St ate aid to
education, | can't think of a higher goal. | WOU|g like to do
sone things for day care centers, for nentally retarded, 45, 4

hundred other programs that are wunderfunded, that neednore
money, that we' ve already had to say no to. |t's time | think

for the Legislature, we only have five days left, it's tine
sonetine, and | think the time 1s now for the Legislature to say
to ourselves, we nust take the lead. wWe pust understand as we
all do that enough is enough. we nust understand that it is a
difficult decision, but it nust be made. pEqucation is goin to
do well inthis state. Higher education will do well with the
budget that we have in LB 813 and LB 814. we're going to. have
sone |l ong-term property tax solutions on school refinancing In
LB 611. We have special programs for the handicapped iphat are
being funded, that the schools will haveaid for andthose
haven't been tal ked about. In many, many bills of which schools
are involved, this Legislature.
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out approach that Senators Noore, Lanb, Chizek and Hall, j.u

al most forgot Senator Hall there, I'msorry, dangerous to offend
Senat or Hal | on thefloor here today so | apol ogize for doing
that. I f they prefer that approach, the well reasoned

of using the surplus thisyear for direct property tax e?req
t hrough honmestead exenption and through 5 r(ebate and workin
toward a long termsolution to school fin'"ance, | may accept tha?
as their nessage and their conclusion. | don't think that's the
direction to go. W' re not going to. Sepator Schnit, | made
the nmistake of listening to your speech there a few noments g
and what | heard was $100million is no good, $100 million isn ?
property tax relief, the people inyour district won't accept
hat . Yet $20 mIIIOnIn state aid to educat|on

that...peopl e will be beating down the door t hanki ng you ¥ogr the
great relief. A $100 won't do it but $20, mygosh, that's
great. It doesn'twork that way, doesn't work that way at all.
And, again, | repeat, you know.,  jf you renenber, do any of you
remember what happened...we have such short memori es in here,
| ast year our Governor, to her credit, was the first Governor in
a good nunber of years that proposed an increase in the existing
| evel of state aid to education. |p retrospect, it wasn't a
whol e | ot of dollars. When it was proposed here were members
of this body who were criticizing her, saying, my gos she's
going to break the budget. In retrospect, it wasn' 9’ Who e | ot
of dollars. Weadded $11 mill ion |ast year . How ma

got cards fromyour property taxpayers or from"'. Po/cal schgoiJ
boards and your school districts thanking you for that ? \what
did you get? | will remnd you of what you got. When the
budgets came out in August and September gaj| you got was, don' t
bl ame us, you know, we' re the ones raising property taxes, true,
don't blame us, it's the Legislature's fault because they didn" t

ive us enough. And | uar antee ou

20 mllion, tghat 's 2 percer?t, 2 percer¥t of Itfhey%l\J/er appr%prlla?tse
that are spent on education. And your school districts go qut
there with 5 percent increases, 7 percent increases, 10 percent
increase.™., you're not going to get thanked for that 2 percent,
you're going to get bl amed because you' re the bi gbad state
senator down in Lincoln that didn't give enou:,o. uknow, this

is going to be a cycle that we' re going to be on forever ahd i
you just keep adding a few dollars each year, as this particular
anmendnent does, and you don't dogsgome long term sol utions, as
the Scott Noore's I._B 611 is | eading us in the direction of
doing, you're going to continue to have these problems. The
anendnment takes the $18 million and puts that down to a
$1 million increase. Wth that, | believe this is my opening so
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there shoul d be some time left to give to Senator
Bernard-Stevens.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Bernard-Stevens.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Appr oxi mat el y how much ti me
Nr. Speaker'? '

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Approximately three mnutes.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you. | shouldn't take that nuch
time and | thank Senator Wthem for sharing some of hi s nin
on the amendnment. | would like to talk briefly about gff

relate' that to the legislature and some of the trenendous thlngs
t hat we are about to partake in and to set in motion. gpe of
the things that the Legislature, | t hink, painfully has
addressed it previous years and partlcularly it has cone to
fruition this year was that we need to [oqyce property taxes and
the best way to do that is to attack the wa tha}‘n e fund
educati on. One of the things that we | earnedromthe Syracuse
study that | really don't think we |earned pyt jt made it a
little bit more apparent was that if we transfer gsomeof the
burden on education.. . if we transfer sone of that from property
tax areas to other areas, that would be one of the best
areas...things that we could do. In fact, if you went to the
a/racuse report, they went through every county and school
districts and they showed the school districts that were in
severe stress now, that if we shifted a little bit to incometo

try to help that, that all of a sudden those districts were
in severe stress any nore, they were not in drought any rmrg

the rains came for that district. LB611 is beginning a
long-term solution for sincere, realistic property tax relief .
We have got a lot of work to do on LB 611 after it passes. But
LB 611 is truly for long-term property tax, a way this
Legislature can move gnd it will nmove and it will be

substantive, good and productive. sSenator Wthem struck a cord
inme as | renmember |ast year when we passed an increase ip

state aid, and | would like to remnd the body what was top on
the issue. After we passed an increase to state the top
i ssue of this | egislative body was we have to reduceproperty
taxes, we have to reduce property taxes and we have done a
tremendous job of doing that in LB 84 and LB 611. ves we have

Senator Ashford. ' '

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
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SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: The other thing | would like to point

out is that they did not to any one in ny district say, thank
you for the increase to state aid, gosh, property taxes went
down, becaus- it didn't happen. Our property taxes went up gnd

1 suspect in your district the same thing did too. And we

i ncreased state aid. So, in summary, | would like to |l eave with

a couple points. Number one, if you want to spend $36 mllion
over two years that you don't think we have and do not want to
seriously do anything on property tax, fine, go with it. If you
want to take sone responsibility and say, | urderstand this does

not help property tax, | understand we don't have the  phey

understand we have to choose, and | understand, senators, that

other bills, such as LB 89, will have to stand on their gun
merits, then support this anendnent.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Time.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Abboud, would you care to
di scuss the anmendnent.'’

SENATOR ABBOUD: Nr. President, | would like to give ny tine o
Senator Schmt.

SPEAKER BARRETT. Senator Schmt.

SENATOR SCHNI T: Wel I, | adies and gentlenen, | hope you all go
home and read LB 611 and read it very carefully pecause, as
read it, the same people are going to pay the tax whether you
pay it through i ncone tax or whether you pay it through property
tax. Now there's one little difference. |f you nake the entire
State of Nebraska a school district, throw t he money i nto the
pot, and then we support schools out of that pot, Ke fol ks
out home are going to like, but | don't think Senator Wthem ;
going to like it. | don't think Senator Bernard-Stevens is
going to like it. And about that time, Scotty, the support for
your bill is going to fade, it's going to go down the road. pyt
that's all right, that's going to.  we can argue about that the
first few days of the next session when we havé a | ot of time

I'm going to ask a question and Senator Wthemis right, he says

~chnit says a 100 mllionjs no good but 18 or 20 million is
good. Ny principal point of contention, Senator Wthem is that
while we can't afford the 18 million here and LB 84, | don't
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peopl e were handing out yesterday having to do with LB 84 and
possibly happen to raise their levies and it ultimtely ending
up with a $68 increase or net savings on property tax relief?
Have you seen those fi gures?

SENATOR WTHEM No, | didn't see those figures.

SENATOR  MORRI SSEY: Okay, well | guess they just gave themto
me. But anyway, they are cial m ng bécause of a2 reductionin

state aid that ny district especially is suffering and then, f
course, they' re thinking ahead to sunset on nonresident tuit ion
that they' re going to be really in a crunch. Do you really feel
that's not factual?

SENATOR W THEM: I think they're going to be in a crunch
regardless of...1 nmean, $18 mllion is not going to get them out
of any sort of crunch at all. The only thing that will get them

out of a crunch is a long-termsort of solution that thjs body
has been working toward all year, frankly, Whthou thelr i nput

consi deration or seem ng to care one way or e ot

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Mell | might agree there because | was
wondering where the argunment,| nentioned it to a senator this
norning, where the argunent for state aid {pat, don't ke a
bite yet, where state aid to education has been 'all year Iong in
the discussion, but why is LB 84 so vital to LB 6117 really

like 611 and | used to like 84 but whyis 84 so vital to 611 ;j
this long-tenn planning?

SENATOR W THEM: I'" mnot one of those people that put together
the long-termplan. My understanding is that e have extra
money this year, that there has been a strong resistance to any
maj or increases in state aid because of tne formula and that
we're not going to get the formula resolved thisyear to put
$98 mill ion into a state aid project, it's going tg take some
time to figure that out, so that's how the two go together.
LB 84 is short-termthis year, because the surplus is there

we need it for property tax relief. | Be11 LB 312, the School
Finance Review Commission, all of those other things are the

long-term  solution and we' re just not ready to go Tor them and
Senator More is...| see you' re pointing at him and he is
probably nore appr oprl ately the one to answer that question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
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SENATOR MORRISSEY: Yeah, go ahead and eat.
SENATOR WITHEM: I can eat now, thank you.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Senator Moore, would you respond to a
question or two?

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, 1'd love to, Senator Morrissey.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Why is LB 84 so wvital to the long-term
process we are working on with LB 611 and...

SENATOR MOORE: How is it important to it?
SENATOR MORRISSEY: Yeah, why is it so vital to this, to 6117

SENATOR MOORE: Well, 611 cannot go into action for a year or
two. You have a choice of doing nothing in that time period or
doing something. I think with the property tax problem that we
have, the prudent thing is to do something for the short-term
while we work on the long-term.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Okay, well I've been...was supporting 8% all
along, but the guestion is doing something. Is property tax
relief so important that we must do it no matter how small or
insignificant?

SENATOR MOORE: In my opinion, and only my opinion, I want to do
the most that I prudently can. Now is doing something better
than nothing? Only yourself can answer that. In my opinion,
vyes, it is.

PRESIDENT: Time. Thank vyou. Senator Wesely, followed by
Senator Lamb.

SENATOR WESELY: Question.

PRESIDENT: The question has been called. Do I see five hands?
I do, and the question is, shall debate cease? All those in
favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record, Mr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: 26 ayes, 1 nay, Mr. President, to cease debate.
PRESIDENT: Senator Bernard-Stevens, for closing on the bracket

motion.
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SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: Actually, I 'm goi ng to...Senataqr
Scofield is, in fact, going to offefr another anendnent since she

is the introducer, one of the co-introducers 4 525 and that
woul d have a priority. I" Il wait for Senator Scofield to get
done. Senator Norrissey, to answer your question on LB 611 5.4
LB 84, to kind of rem nd the senator of what we have, area |ot
of conflicting views on how to solve property tax relief . We
have Senator Chi zek who has consistently over the years fought
for honestead exenptions and admirably gq. We've had other
senators such as Senator Hall and Senator Lanb who have covered
other areas of property tax relief, specifically on rebate, gych
activities that we have. Thenyou have another group that are
saying, what you need to do in order toreally attack property
tax, you have to get xnto the source of the disease of property
tax and that's how we finance our schools. A nd one of the
things that we're painfully learning is we have to transfer from

he property tax burden and we have to transfer that into
anot her area and that area that would be, that everyone would be

able to have some participation would be income or sales.
Senator Noore and others have said, | think we'd better go
incone because it's nmore progressive and so you conbine all of
t hose together into kind of a short-term one year with a
long-term type of thing and conbine all of those ideas together
and that is how they tie together, Senator Norrissey.

PRESI DENT: Senat or SC.Ofiel d. Senator Bernard-Stevens, | didn' t
understand what you said.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  That's because | didn't say anything
which is normal when | speak at times. At this ti'me |7 |
wi thdraw the bracket notion so we can get to Senator gcofiel d's
bracket motion which woul d have nore priority.

PRESI DENT: Okay, it is withdrawn.

CLERK: Nr. President..

PRESIDENT: Okay, Nr. Clerk.

CLERK: Nr. President, sepator Scofield would nove to bracket
LB 525 unti | Friday, Nay 19.

PRESI DENT: Senator Scofield, please.
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all property owners in the state, a fair bill for all taxpayers.
I would direct your attention to the handout that was just

woul d like to stress, that Nebraska ranks 13th in reliance on
property tax, 38th in sales tax,and 32nd in incone tax. This
is an effort to correct that imbalance to reduce property taxes,
to have less reliance on property taxes in a meaningful

Most people say we shoul dreduce property taxes by 200 or Sgb
mllion, and | agree. So, in order to have a significant start,
we need to start in the area that we're discussing in the
present bill, present LB 84. There's a lot of discussion about
ot her heavy issues that are soon to come before this body, but |
think we should keep this separate, this is a separate issue.

We're talking here not about a spendln(]; b|| » notabout a
spending bill, but we're talking about a bil ifts the
tax burden in a manner that. | think nost Nebraskan s be ieve the

burden should be shifted. There has been nmuch discussion about
the permanent solution which may be enbodied in the conception

of IB611, LB 611, and as some of the argument in regard to
LB 84 has been that LB 84 is not sustainable over ti me, but let

me tell you what LB611 is going to do. In order to have
meani ngful property tax in that bill, there are going to have to
be increases in sales and incone taxes jpn gall probability in
order to have the property taxrelief that LB 611 envisions.
This is a start in that direction. This is a beginning

that end. It ' sone that'snecessary and this is the opporV{lune

time to do it for at least two yeasons. One is that the People
inthe State of Nebraska are crying for property tax relief. guq

the other is that there are funds available to do it this year.

This is the tine to do it and let's do it, and | ask you to
defeat all theamendments. There are three or four amendments
onthe bill, all of them designedto do, in varying degrees,

what the amendnment by Senator Warner does, and that' s to chop
down the ampunt of the bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.
SENAT(' R LAMB: | think we should |eave the pj it is.

It's  been discussed. We' ve had anple opportumty toamend the
bill. It's been on return from Final Readi ng once before so, at

this pOl nt, | ask that all these anendnment s be def eat ed.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Abboud.

SENATOR ABBOUD: Mr. President and col |l eagues, this year e e
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Warner's amendnent . Gbvi ousl yeveryone here is familiar with
the issue. I think Senator Lanb and Senator Abboud touched on
the problem We all wish that it could be nore. We al |  know
this is the tenporary addressing of an issue that has been in an
issue that we, inthis body, andthose who are here before us
were faced with year after year. |f w can't do this this year,

co'leagues, if not now, when? |If not now, when? The revenueis
there. We know it's there. | agree with Senator Abboud, this
is the people's money and we should return it. | yrge you to
reject the amendment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. While the Legislature js in
sess>on and capable of transacting business, | propose togjgn

and | do sign engrossed Legislative Bill 429. Senator Schmit,

lt/Il(J)E)treher di scussion on the motion to return? Tpgnk you. Senator

SENATOR MOORE: M. Speaker and menbers, | only rise, you know,
obvi ously Senator \Warner nmakes a good point, andin his opinion
the way we start balancing the budget is on the back of |B 84.

That's his opinion and | sinply disagree with it. | <3id before
l'ast week when we tal ked about some of this stuff, | (hink if we
really need to start cutting back, you know, |'m not saying 98
mllion dollars is a nmagic nunmber, | don't think you have to
bal ance the budget on the back of LB 84. That's just sinply my
opinion. Al'l 49 of us have our own opinion. Though | do think
it is rather obvious that some of it you can't vote for
everything, and I won't be voting for everything. I will be
voting for LB 84 though, because | think it's inportant and

we've said it all night here, LB 84, in many people's opinion
and obviously in mne, dovetails into LB 611, my prior ity bill.
I think it's inportant that we use sone of the noney we now have
to do sone stopgap property tax measures hopefully next year e
move into a nmore permanent solution. Now obviously if we were
dealing with a bare-bones state budget, 98 million dollar s
woul d, indeed, be too nuch. But with what we' ve done in LB 813,
LB 814, and now LB 525, we pass all that, you' re ta king about a
15 percent increase in the state budget. W' re not going to do
all that. Maybe if you were talking a 5 or 6 percent increase
in the state budget, and LB 84 at this level, then you'd be
truly stealing fromthe needs of state government and the
continuation of that government, but we' re not. We're simply
not. I will...l have andwill continueto concur \ith Senator
Warner's  nunbers and desires of where we should be in the
finality of how nmuch we gspend. Obviously Senator Warner and |

6978



May 17, 1989 LB 84, 361, 611

di sagree on some priorities there and that's the way it goes.
And as he's been here a lot longer than | have been he may well
be right, but for the time people | amconmtted to do ethlng
on the short-termfor property taxes after we' ve debateg nl‘ﬂ

long time and 98 nmillion dollars seens |ike a |evel that we can

all agreeit . It was mygoal to get the most I could for
property taxes this vyear. I think it's inportant that if |
t hought LB 84 was a pernmanent sol utlon to th| s problem | gyre
woul dn't be voting for it. It's the tenporary solution gnd,

light of 1B 361, | think it's a very inportant solution that g
do something across the state to tryand decrease property
t axes, and obviously it's ny goal to work with LB 611 make
it work and then eventually some time in the nineties cone up
with a permanent bill that solves our property tax dijlemma for
the long term The first step is LB 84 and the first step to
the passage of LB 84 is defeating senator Warner and Senator
Wehr bei n' s amendnent .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Hall, followed by Senator
Rod Johnson. Senator Hall .

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, M. President and nmenbers. "

. . T make
it four for four and I will join the rest of the co- sponsors in
opposi ng Senator Warner's anmendnent. It is, | think, broughtin
good faith as an option, as a choice that we have the ability to
make here. LB 84, | have the motion filed that would, gafter the
amendnents are done, would suspend the (yles so that it could be
read tonight, and | think. . .1 hope the body does that because
think we have all, at one time or another, madelLB 84 or

whatever bill that contained a property tax relief  assure  our
highest priority, our first and foremost issue that we felt
needed to be dealt with this year on the floor of the
Legi sl ature. Vé' vetalked about it, talked about it, andfor
one reason or another, good, bad or indifferent, have 45t peen
able to come to terns on how we were going to address that.
LB 84 allows us to take that first step toward the issue of
restructuring how we pay for education at the |ocal Ievel call
it property tax relief. ca| it state aid. call it what you
like, but it sends us down the ropad of reducing the reliance on
property tax. And  the impact and the inplications and the
ram fications that it has with regard to what happens gown the
road | think are many, are great, and are good for the State of
Nebraska because until we address the issue of the over-reliance
on property taxes for the funding of the |gcal government, we
will continue to have property tax relief problems. | pggs4does

6979



Nay 17, 1989 LB 84, 611

not correct those. It is not some magic elixir tPa{- is a
cure-all for that problem but it is a two aspirin solution™for
atwo aspiri n headache. |t does correct that situation tpjs
year . It does not correct it in the long run, but | think that

It sends the nmessage and it sends the (g |ars that back that
message up that we need to address this issue of property tax
and our over-reliance on it. That's my reason for supporting
the bill. There have been a number of bills that have been in
This has energed as the one that the body has adopted. |t's not
Senator Lamb' s, it's not Senator Noore's, it's npot Senpator
Chi zek's, and it clearly is not ny idea, but it is the Boéy's
and it is the Legislature's proposal and one that ., Governor
has enmbraced that we can jointly give to the people of the state
t hat | ets t hem see that we are wo r Ki ng on the pr0b| em of

over-rel iance on property taxes for  funding of |l ocal
governments. And it's going to take a lot nore than LB 611 to
cure that problem |t's going to take a |ot of hard work on the

part of this body, the Executive Branch, t he |ocal branches of
government to correct that situation in the long run. Tpis does
not solve the problem This helps and we nust do this agnd|
think we need to do it now. e need to make this our first ang

our foremost priority. W need to suspend the rul es when that
nmotion comes up, and we need to address the sjtuat ion tonight .

We need to take it of f the table. V\Eneedtote|.| t he peop|e of

the state that this is our offering, if you will, to themthat
we are going to address that problem |t's going to be 4 long
difficult procedure. It won't happen overnight, but it is the
first step to that end. |f we choose to adopt Senator Warner's
amendment, we, | think, send a very m xed nessage that we' re

| ooking at it again but we' re only looking at it halfheartedly.
SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR HALL: | appreciate the choice that heoffers to us, but

I would urge the body to yegject that and to send a clear message
to the people through LB 84°as it sits on Final Reading that |,

have just begun to address that issue of the over-reliance on

property taxes and that we gzre t aki ng that first step through
the passage of LB 84, which | hope takes place tonight. | would
urge you to rej ect Senator Warner' gpendnent to the bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you, Senator Rod Johnson.

SENATOR R.  JOHNSON: Li ke to call the question.
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CLERK:  (Roll call vote taken. See page 2543 of the Legislative
Journal.) 18 ayes, 24 nays, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Notion fails.

CLERK: Nr. President, the next motion | have is by Senator
I\/bFarI and, but I_had a note that he wished to withdraw his
notion, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: It is withdrawn.

CLERK: M. President, the next nmption I have is by Senator
Moore. Senator, this is your anmendrment found on page 2269.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, Nr. Speaker and menbers, this anmendment ¢
the same amendment Senator Habernan offered on Select File that
woul d sunset LB 99 after a two-year period. |f you remenber the
debate that day, we don't need to spend a whole I'ot of tine, but
I want to reinforce the inportance of this amendment. Naw

yesterday, both during our dialogue on state aid to educatidn

andon LB 84, agreat deal was. g great deal of attention was
given to LB 611 and how it dovetailéd into LB 84 and this body's

hope to do something permanent for our property tax problemin

the State of Nebraska. Obvj ously, the hammer or the . anvil,
what ever you choose to describe if, in LB 611 that nakes it nuch
of a bill is the portion that sunsets state aid to education in

two years, thereby forcing the Legislature to do something pext
year. Now the problemis if you do not tie LB 89 into that, you

are basically, right off the bat, striking a very fatal blow to
the chances of actually doing anKthl ng, beCause you' ve renoved a

l'arge and inportant segment of the whole grena and the whole

subject, we'll have no desireto do anything other than | ust
simply increase the line-itemin LB 89. aAnd | don't think, even
though | understand why they wouldn't want to do that, | think
it"s inportant that this $20 nillion is included in the pool

that we' re going to restructure in the overall gsense of state
aid to education, and hopefully find out a restructuring that
Wi Il permanently |ower property taxes by, 5t |east in my hope,

broadening the |ocal tax base and allowingus to do somethin
But if you take LB 89 off the table and throw 9

) . ; g ! in with the
o_ther categor!cal aid, like special education, this 20 million
right now | think you really, | think you really have al nost,
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not a near fatal blow, but a very significant blow and you' re
basically saying, no, we're not going to do that nuch. \e're
not willing to do it because t eachers, they're o|ng to sit
there and = fight for their increase, theif chunk. whenyou do
that, it's just like every tine we gilve an exerrptlon on property
taxes now or income taxes now or sales tax now, if you {jyorce
t hat segment out of it, you' re asking for problems. | think
it's the only. just sinply makes sense, as Senator Warner
said when he’ offered his amendment to LB 611, | think LB 89
should be treated as state aid to education, for i f you don't,
I'm afraid that the body is already beginning to renege on its
hope that it's going to do sonething next year for property tax.

I think it's very, very inmportant. | know there are many peopl e
that don't want anendnents adopted to this but 1 think
this one is inportant enough that we should go it Wth that. |
sinply ask for its adoption. '
SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Di scussi on, Senator Wthem
foll owed by Senator Ashford.

SENATOR WITHEN:  Yes. | would oppose the Noore amendment,
al though | t hi nk when Senator Haberman offered this on Sel ect’
File | indicated it did have a sense of appeal to it. | think

in mny ways when we' re |ooking at school finance in a gI obal
arena, looking at all the different factors that go into it,

are gOIng to be sunsettlng th|s prograr\*’[&rl if not by this
anendment, it will happen anyway in sense of at unset is
all about, and that is an assurance that aprogram recel ves 4

thorough review a couple of years down the road, that it does

just not automatically continue. W' re going to be | ooking at
all different aspects of school finance, we have already. Were

going to be | ooking at things |ike what needs to pe in
categorical aid, what doesn' t, all of those things. It will
happen anyway, | think, without the Noore amendnent. d|

I guess | would poi nt out to the body Senator Noore wou H

you to believe, or you mi ght choose to believe, neve
pur posel y | ead you to believe anything that wasn t 15% percent

accurate, but youmay m|3|nterpret some of the things he's
sayi ng when he tal ks about what we' re doi ngin 611. | B611, we
are sunsetting a portion of the state dollars that go to suppor t
public education in our state. W are sunsetting $133 mill ion
worth of expenditures. There are many other things that are not

being ~ sunsetted in 611. W are not sunsettlng special
education, for instance, it will continue on current

at
| evel . We ar e not sunsetting, in LB 611, | don t '[hl nk anyway,
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SENATOR MARNER:  Nr. President, nenbers of the Legislature, I'd
rise to support the amendment, and | say that on the basis that

| intend to support the bill. | also voted to return on the
motion previously, because | had made a commitnent, mine was a
little bit different. | also was willing to add the money,
however, to pay for it,not to take it out. Andl would have,
had the bill been returned for that previous gpendment, woul d
have not supported jt, unless | felt comf ortable that the
addi tional costs would have been put into the bill But this

one we tal ked on the other day when we tried to take the sunset
out of IB 611. What you have is one gstate aid formula |eft.
Now | can appreciate a great deal the rationale that Senator
W them just announced, that to return the bill for something
per haps subjects it to sonething else, | understand that. But |
think there is an overriding i ssue, because if you have one
fornmul a abolished, as was done “jn LB 611, which 1 think is
wrong, but if you have one, and that wassupposedto be a

t hreat, you better do themall, or else we should return %B %11
and get the foundation and equal i zation repeal er out of that

Actually, | don't care which way you go, but you can't logically
do one and not the other. They ought to be treated the same
because they both are substantive distribution fornmulas that can
be used i rregardless of the amount of noney that isgyajlabl e.
And | think it makes sense in the long run if the theory I's, gg
I heardit expressed on the floor on 611, that you gre going to
create a problemin order to solve an issue, which will backfire
nine times out of ten, or maybe 99 out of 100. Buti f that is
the theory then you better not have an escape clause for
everybody to runto. It's just that simple. Either you make it
t ough, or you have nothing on the theory that you' re” going ;4
create a crisis to solve a problem ggo | think the amendnent is
right, that the two are treated the same. That's the only issue

with me. | intend to vote for the bill, irregardless of Wwhether
I't"' S adopted or not. But those of you who think you are
creating a crisis with the repealer in 611 are not creating a
crisis at all, you' re just putting gal| the enphasis on one
distribution fornula, whichl maylike, | don't know. | may
like all the moneydistributed that way. | jndicated that | ast
time we had it up in terms of ny district. But the theory of
crisis to solve a problem ynless you have all distribution
formulas on the same level, +that theory, in does. not
exi st . I would hope that this amendnent coui?dI be consi dered

notw thstanding the jeopardy that some may feel exist to paying
a bill anended in any fashion.
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Nelson.

SENATOR NELSON: Nr. Speaker,nenbers of the body, |'mgoing to
support Senator More's amendment. | think as nost of -you know
I still have an anmendment coming down the line that would put
LB 89 in state aid to education, and!' Il speak on that nore
when the time cones. Senator Wthem nentioned that, boy, we've
got to hurry up and get off of this bill, we have so many big
i ssues coming up. This is an inportant bill , and_ it's inportant
tc a lot of us. | can recall in this body just in the last few
days any nunber of times if someone doesn't |i'ee a vote we e
to reconsider, and we just go on and on and cn. sg, | think a
few nore minutes on this bill to get it in ¢the shape that we

would like to see. Back, another thing, when it conme to. .|
think a few nanmes were nentioned, Phase | of the bill taken out.

The bill was so poorly drafted and put together in the first
place that that $18,000, anyone that doesn't make 18 000 I'm

going to ask ny taxpayers and ["mgoing to ask the oth te
taxpayers to just automaticallyreach out and dip int e buc et
and conpensate those districts down to 12 and 14,000 4q4)jar s a
year. That was the reason that wefour senators coul d point out

another fallacy of thebil |, just like the oneis you give me
150 mill ion and I'lIl turn around and give you pack 50 mllion,

and | cut your property tax. People are wiser than that. But
that was the reason that that was taken out And to me to
confortably support the bill, this bill should be state aid to
education. And ' Il offer ny amandmant but 1 have some great

reservations. We're trying to change a system we'retr ying to
do sonething new. And we have Scotty's bill coming up a |jite
bit later. I'm going to support Scotty's amendnent at this
time, and I' |l offer ny anendnent in a few m nutes.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Langford, please. question has been

cal |l ed. Do | see five hands'?| do. Shall debate cease? Al
in favor vote aye, opposednay. Record.

CLERK: 28 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Nr. President.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senat or Moore for cl osi ng.

SENATOR MOORE: Nr. Speaker and nembers, | hope you will |isten
just briefly so you make sure exactly that you know the

consequences of what you're voting on. Youknow Senator Warner
makes a good point, as he always does. | think he mekes a very

good point in regard to LB 611, regardless of the wi sdom gf
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now. If LB 611 comes and we use. and this body and t he ot her
| obbi es t hroughout the state wish to use 89 as a vehicle to use
for distribution of state aid, that will happen anyway whether
we put a sunset or not because the idea- is out 'there and you
don"t destroy an idea by sinply putting a sunset on it. | think
Senator Wthem said an inportant point in the beginning is ihat

really on most |egislative bills on _appropriation matters
dealing with money that we have and in this deal we're dealing

with money 1is that there isn'.t a sunset technically because
every year it is going to have to cone back, excuse. me, every
two years it's going to have to cone back and fight for nore
funding like everything else and this body will have to |ook gt

it intwo years and see if we're going to keep this g3me amount
of fundi ng, to go with nore fundi Ng, or to reduce the fundi ng.

Ve’ |l have to do that. |t js the same thing as what is going to
happen on Senator Moore's, because if we have a sunset,ye'|
come back at the end of the time period and we' |l have to

decide, are we goingto take away the sunset, 5 we going to
take away the sunset, put nobre money in, are we going to delete
the program ? Nothing changes with the addition of this
anendnent . The psychol ogy doesn't change, the nood doesn't
change, the effect on LB 611 doesn't change because the idea is
still there and, Senator Moore, as Plato and Aristotle taught us
along time ago, an idea is there and you can't take it away p
saying we' re just not goi n%_ to do it anynore, the idea vvil¥
al ways be there. And the sad thing maybe is’the body 5 aware
of the idea now, and once you becomeaware of that, you cannot
sto'.-! it. So the idea will always be there, Senator More,
sunset or no sunset. So | would ask that the body not put the
sunset on sinply because there is no need for it at this

pl)afrtg)icul ar point. Thank you. By the way, is there any tine
ertr

SPEAKER BARRETT: One and a half m nutes.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: |'d like that on the record, please.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Warner.

SENATOR WARNER: M. President, | would like to speak gne more
tinme. Senator Wthem made a comment that actually was a rather
fundanental state aid issue, it's one |I' ve thought about a great

deal over the past few years, and that is general aid versus
categorical aid. As we have heard discussions the |ast few days
on state aid, there have been some.  probably not too accurate
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or certainly not very kind coments on how general state aid

just kind of gets unidentified. WwWll, the state, if it. wants to
rovide aid, there are...l can subscribe to the concept, |
aven't really bought it yet, but | can subscribe to the concept
that you direct where the state noney goes. As | indicated a
long time ago on this bill on General File, the precedent is
there. Up until 1903 that is exactly what we had in the way
state aid, it was a two mll levy that went to |ocal school
districts to pay teacher salaries, it was categorical aid. pere
is the concept to return to categorlcal ai d. s | understand
the bill, and | nay be in error but | don't think so, any amount
of money can be distributed under the formula. We've set
$20 milli on, but youcould.. or at |east that appears to be the

| evel. But as the bill is drafted | think youcan dlstrlbute
what ever anount that one would want to distribute. | pelieve
the bill is goi n? to pass, with or Wlthout this amendnent. |
don't think the bill is Jeopardlzed port for it is not

jeopardized. But | do believe it's rruch Better policy. nd 1
can guarantee you, if we do not put a sunset on this one, then |

hope we can find the support to take the gsunset on foundation
and equalization out of |B611, if there is tinme, because

that...there is a need, if the t heor are creatin
crisis, there is a need to treat Kem bot H The Same. It's ?us"tﬁ

that simple. Finally, | would suggest this, there wa some
reference I believe on the previous amendment of who got what
and who lost what. Well, folks, 1'lIl tell you where the money
goes is where the votes go. And if di strlbutlng 153 mllion
will benefit 25 districts better than under pig 9, than
they do with LB ...or with the current state aid’ forrrua do
count on the sunset on foundation- equalization going apay, it
won't  very often happen. We argue equity, andwe argue what is
fair. Well, when it conmes to aid dlStI’IbUtIOﬂWEten%

down on the side...which distribution formula is npst benef|C| aI
to the area we represent in total,that's just simplyhowit
works. It's worked that way since 1967, and I'm sure it owill
work for the next 22 years in the sane f ashi on. just
suggest that to adopt this anendnent conceivably could l}Jwrt tﬁe
bill, | suspectthat's possible, but | don't think. | t{hink the
votes are there, I' ve thought so for at least the last three
four weeks, and 1've seen nothing to change my mind. | think it
will  be signed, | don't think it's a veto. .avetoed bill , or

will be a vetoedbill. 5o | would urge for consistency to adopt
t he anendnent. ..

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

7181



May 18, 1989 LB 89, 611

SENATOR WARNER: ...or else, if you do not, I hope you are
willing to do the amendment to 611 to strike the sunset there.

In a couple of years, you may well wish that that was the policy
choice that we had made.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Langford, you are up to
bat.

SENATOR LANGFORD: Call the question.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Five hands? [ see them. Shall debate cease?
Thnse in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Please record.

CLERK: 27 ayes, O nays, Mr. President, to cease debate.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Debate ceases. Senator Moore, for closing.

SENATOR MOORE: I'd like to give my first minute to Senator
Hannibal, then ! would use the remainder of the time.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hannibal.

SENATOR HANNIBAL: Thank yol., Senator Moore and Mr. Speaker. I
have not spoken to date on this bill. I would like t» take just
this brief moment to suggest that while there were many of you
who voted to return the bill for a variety of different reasons,
I wanted it to be said that I returned because I believe in the
amendment. I would like to see the amendment adopted. I fully
intend to support moving the bill back to Final Reading and

passing the bill on Final Reading, 1 would urge you to do the
same.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOOCRE: Yes, Mr. Speaker and members, I'm getting a
little nervous. You look at LB 611, that bill moved from
General File or a vote of 36 to 1. I believe Jenator Warner was
the no vote then. Moved on Select File on a voice vote. Now,

Senator Warner's words of wisdom on General File on that bill
basically was, watch it. I've had more than one concern on my
own of that bill being a giant trap that I'm walking straight
into. When I see the votes against this motion here, I'm even
more concerned about that, I really am, because it's very
obvious that some people would love to direct the money that
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SENATOR NELSON: Nr. Speaker, penbers of the body,
as | said yesterday, and there was sonme nobney adgptre% ?HEEEWEEI%

I'm not so surewhether that is going to carry through yet or
not. N)/ concernwas the same as Senator Kristensen and any
number of you here, that we are not Pi ving anything tostate
aid. And, as you know, it went up a little bit from 49go and
then was cut, and back to this point. We' ve given noney to
cities, we' ve given money to counties, any number of other
items. I ' m not outhere to kill the teachers or to kill LB 89.
But | certainly feel that this should.  and |' ve said this all
along, | have said for several weeks or nonths about the figure
that | was confortable in supporting LB 89, and that is about
where we'reat right now. But | do feel, and in the discussion
we have no business comng in, starting new progranms, making
new...well, new budget items and noving away when we do have
LB 611. We are trying to restructure state zid to educati on.
Ny amendnent is a very sinple thing. | don't think | needto
spend an awfully lot of tinme on xt. Butit is si ly that . to
strike LB 89 and put the provisions, the $20 nmllidn back into
state aid under our current formula, it would give ine school
districts and the schoolboards their |ocal contro} and their
say on how they should want to use this noney. | was somewhat
chastised, | believe, yesterday, pmaybe for using the wong
figures. | guess it's always the set of figures that 'you \ant
to pull out of the air to make your point. | think Senator
Lynch used 41.8 percent for teacher salaries, | guess it depends
on which part of the teacher, the classroom \we all know t hat
this is not...there are salaries that will be consideredfor
special ed, education for libraries, soonandso forth, many,
many other parts of the classroom Ajso, what we will be coming
up with is the principals, the classroomteacher will be over
and above the principal in some cases. That will be somethi ng
el se that we will be facing. Any time that you raise one group,
al | of your sal arieswill go uUp in your school system Where
does that |eave our school board and where does that | eave the
funding for our school systens? M anmendnent, as | said, would
just put it back into state aid to education ynder the system

that we ~currently have now and from ..theteachers and the
cl assroom teachers and the teachers and the ggjaries are good,

about 80 percent. Ny school district's budget, to prove ny
point, back in 1987 and '88, in the general jnstruction costs
and this is not building prograns and so on, §r7 percent of the

salary was...of the cost was salaries, 7 percent supplies and so
on, and 7 percent for utilities and exclude the building (qgsts.
So a good share of thencrease in LB 89 would still go to tshe
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SENATOR W THEM Yeah, | would assune that you wouldn't be able
to, Senator Hefner. Normally, |I wouldn't do this, |'d let it
go, but this is the third tinme you have stood on the floor on
this particular issue pretending to be the chanpion of state aid
to education, challenging nmy credentials as not caring about the
school s, not caring about state aid, not caring about the way we
finance school s when anybody t hat has been her @

has been a chief concern of mine that |' veworked for thougﬁout
the vyears. Just would like to point out to the body May |1,
1987, attenpt to override Covernor's veto on state aid, sSenator
Hefner voting no. May 29, 1987, another attenpt to override the
Governor's veto on state aid, Senator Hefner voting no.

1987, | guess that m ght have been just the one | got tEWrough
with. April 9, 1984, $40 nmillion state aid to education bill,
passed over to the Governor, Senator Hefner voting no, Senator
Wthemvoting yes on all those, by the ay. April 18, 1980,
before | got here, override to the Governor's vetO, gstate aid to
educati on, Senator Hefner voting no. if we're talking about
swi tching positions on here, | think the body needs to know t hat
Senator Hefner has not been as consistent as he may like to pao
We are doing some things inthe area of school finance this
year, some very inportant things in the area of school finance.
We are passing LB 611, we are passing LB 84, we are working
toward a long-termsolution of the school finance problem That
is why I felt comfortable having no specific dollars
appropriated to the old state aid to education fornula this year
because we are Spendlng our energ|es ~ett|n toa Jlastin

solution. Twenty mllion dollars will not nring about a lastin
sol ution. Obvi OUSIy $9 mllion won' t. As a nmeans of resol vi ng
the issue today though, | think the $9million bill is an
appropriate sumof noney and | will be supporting it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Bernard-Stevens.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  Thank you, M. Speaker, nenbers of the
body, |I'm glad we got that cleared up and | hope maybe the rest
of us can decide who is nore in favor of state aid to gqycation
than the other because | think that is an inportant issue. t
beyond that, | really have to rise up and oppose the anmendnent’
I guess | get nervous when Senator Lanb and Senator \wthem get
together on an amendment on the education, particularly on

funding. | get very nervous at that particular point as to what
has happened here. | guess it is probably beyond my depth of
under st andi ng. And | understand that the Chairman of Education
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probably feels a need to do sonething in regard to state aid
education because of his long-standing conmitnment to state aid
to education and understanding al so that probably no matter what
we put in the bill that it would be vetoed, and | under st and
that. But what | think the body needs to do is to risea little
bit above that if we can and basically ask the questions that
need to be asked. Numberone, whether it is 9, 18 or 36 over g
two-year period, where is the noney going to cone from? |,
ni ght two things were asked. There was an amendnent in LB 84 to
take noney our of 84 to finance school aid to education and o
body said, no, we're not going to take the noney out of there.
Then we had LB 89 last night and Senator Nel son had an amendnent
that was good for discussion, we' |l take that and turn it into
state aid to education and the body said,no. Andduring the
di scussion of both those areas, the pody indicated . that they
understood that even $18 million over a two-year period, making

36, would not do anything to significantly change gqycation in
the State of Nebraska. |n fact, we' ve been told by the sane
school lobby that it will take at least SSOmillion of” state aid

to education just to stay even each vyear on property taxes
$50 nmillion each year just to stay even on property taxes. ‘\ine
mllion dollars, though a good gesture, does nothing. \e need
to | ook at state aid to education, we need to come up with good
policy for state aid to education, weneed to |ook at LB 611 and
see where we' re going on the refinancing of the gchool. but for
the administrative body of schools to come to this Leéislature,
two days ago basically, andsay, oh, by the way, we know you' ve
probably overspentby 20 or so more million gollars don 't
bother, don't worry about that, just go ahead and spend anot Her
36 million over two years and don't worry about that, ¢ s g
for kids, to me, it gets a little ridiculous. | \would love to
support state aid to education. | painfully talked to ny school
adm nistrators this nmorning and interestingly enough . the
found out that the I obby for their organization did ot hi ng Yo

approach the Appropriations comittee in great strength or

effort, they did nothing to pronote any bill in the body, g
they did wastwo days ago decided that tP want to have
sormet hi ng. When they understood what actua W happened,a” of
a sudden they said, | didn't realize {hat other side.of .the
story. | guess we' ve got sonme problens wthin our organization,

don't  we? And | said, | think we do.

other thing to think about that hasn't bévebrqbteglskg(fi éggutbOdg'n th?
just kind of made a quick list to nyself, if you go aheag and
pass 18, if you go aheadand pass 9 million, | think what you
want to ask yourself is, if the Governor would pass it and many
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supporting the bill, 1B525 coceptually, wasan either/or,
nei ther/nor, or perhaps | should say "ither"/or or "nither"/nor
bill in which would provide the |egislature options and \when

you' re |ooking for options they have to match. Nipe nillion is
a very good number. |t matches LB 83, that is $9 million. Ang
if we can trade, that's in two years as opposed to one, g4 jt'sg
not quite a match but it's better than 18. Plus, this ends in
two years, theoretically, and, of course, LB 683 goes on for a
long time, 20 years, as | recall. So it would seemto nme that
it would be very appropriate to adopt this amendnent to give the
Legislature an either/or choic», to give the vernor an

either/or choice. They are both aid  programs. It's . pot
difficult for me to opt t0 have that aid going for schools, |1nl

have to choose between two, and so | think this is an excellent
anendnment and | woul d hope the body woul d support it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Nr. Speaker and nmembers, giter foll ow ng Senator
Warner's speech, I'm | jsteni ng to him and!l understandhis
certain anount of chiding over the evaporation 4f these funds
after a couple of years. | know that he has some concerns gpout
the wi sdom of LB 611 sunsetting in '89 and who knows, given the
tenacity of this Legislature to make sone tough decisions, he's
probably going to be rjght and it's just one more exanple of
them Now | don't enjoy, asnobody does, to opposestate aid to

.education and I'm rea”y not. | remenber back in ‘]anuary'. PaCk
in February, | introduced an anendnment to LB 89 for $20 m |l on
in state aid, to make it that, and it was defeated soundly. As
| said then, there were people doing cartwheels down the aisles
if we'd introduce that $20 mllion in state aid the year before.
| think some people need to remenber this gyeat conpronise costs
$18 mllion. Well, for those nenbers of the body, rrIp wasn't here

as a menber, but | was here as a giaff person, go back four
years ago to the Menorial Daynessacre. How much money did we
cut? About $18 million. Remember how painful that was?
Remenber how painful that $18 million was comng out? A |ot
easier to just lob it on, but sometinmes you have to'take it out,
it's going to be a lot tougher. youknow, it 's li ke we're all a
bunchof little kids or a bunch of high schoolers at the
Juni or-Senior promand there is no way we can say no to anybody.
Can't say no to anybody and it's not fun doing it and we' ve got
ourselves in such a position that we' ve sinply gaig no to no
one. Like I said the other night, we're spending noney |ike
drunken sailors. We believe the Nichelob |jght ads, you can
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what this is going to do, it's going to conpliment somethin
that we did very historic here the other night and that was ?o

start the property tax relief EI ans. This wil | fit very . well
intoit. It's not going to nmake it tremendously nore relyef or
property taxpayers, but it's going to go back to schools that

desperately need sone help and it's going to g0 pack to these
schools that have really been trying to operateand do the
things that they need to do without an increase in thejr state
aid since 1982 and this is theappropriate time. We wish we

COU'F‘ pUt nore _rmney. In fact, we had more maoney in here, but
now i s the time when the Legislature is going to have to start

to make some of these decisions on how much we' re going 4, cut
back. Last ni ght Senator Mbore | ooked at teachers and put sone
sunset provisions in, something he probably didn't want 5 (g
but did do, and the body went along and did those things. This'
is another one of those efforts here. we'd like to put nore jp
but we shouldn'tor can' t. And, at this point, it's not nuch
nore needs to be said in terms of where the money g going to
0, where it's going to come from but | guess | resent a little
it some of the scare tactics that your individual bills may be

injeopardy. Every bill that we have inhere is in jeopardy and
we all know that. But this is the right thing to do at the tine
and the conpronmise, | believe, is one that the body should

accept and be fairly satisfied with, that it is oné that is
going to be adopted and | believe that the Governor will have to
ook at this and weigh it. |t shouldn't put anything else. jn
jeopardy which should be up therefor discussion and certai n|y
shoul d be one of our choices that we're going to have tg make,
and today is not the |ast day for choices, but it's getting real
cl ose. AndIl'd like to yield the rest of my closing to Senator
Withem.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Wthem three m nutes.

SENATOR W THEM Yes, just rise to ask you to support the
Kristensen-Wthem amendnent . Weall would | ike to do morein
the area of school finance, andwe' re going to. | think that
when we  get back and step back away fromthissession by a
coupl e of weeks and | ook back at some of the nhj ngs that Hhave

been put into place, assuming we pass LB 611, and some of the
other things we'vedone, we are going to be making sonme major
changes in _the way we finance school's. It was at the begi nning
of the session, a strong desire of mine..Senator Hefner |is
ﬁrobably somewhat right and Senator Bernard-Stevens, | really
ave been all over on this issue because part 4 i is 1' ve
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SENATOR HEFNER: Nr. President andnmenbers of the body, thank
you. Thank you for_giv_in? me a little time. | did have an
amendment up there delaying it for another year but | "\ithdrew

that. But | think we need to consider sonmething here tonight at

this late hour. LB 183 is a mmjor policy change and here we
have had it only a few nonths to discuss and’it sounds good 4pq

I think it may work. But |I'mnot ready to rush into it because

| don't see any reasonto hurry. |f jt's so good, what's the
rush? What's the rush? Here we' re discussing nore stat gaid to
school s, which | supported. | didn't support the |ast
amendnent, 9 million, but I'mgoing to support some giate aid.
We're also talking about teacher salary.  W're also talking
about reorgani zation. MWhereis all thisgoing to fit in? It's

been mentioned on this floor that this is an opportunity for
Nebraska to take the lead. wel|, why do we want to take the
lead on this when we have a couple Other states that are trying
it? | have sone friends in N nnesota, they're worried about it.
They' re worried about it because they live in ihe rural are

They live in southwest Ninnesota which is 'eaﬁ1 closeiay to at
we have in Nebraska and they don't know how it's going to affect
them |owa just passed a bill this last year and eel  that
they rushedinto it too. | am very concerned howit's going to
affect our rural districts and it may work in the yrpan areas.
I don't know but | think you urban senators gnould be concerned
about it too. But here we are talking about all these cpanges.

We're talking about the changes of how we want to support

school . Senator Noore has a bill, |B611,, that is going to
change a lot of things. Howis this going to work in wth 183?
And | just...thisis why | want to just talk a little bit gpout

this to vyou tonight. Andso this isn t all one-sided, | will
yield the rest of my time, if there is gsome time, to Senator
Dennis Baack, if he cares to use it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: .Senator Baack.

SENATOR BAACK: How much time do | have, Nr. Speaker?

SPEAKER BARRETT:  About three and a half mninutes.

SENATOR BAACK: Okay . | also have a bracket notion up there
just in case | need a little longer than that because | dO ¢gg|
like I do need to respond. | will...| will be as brief as
possible but | feel like I do need to respond to these. ;5 the
other statenents that have been made. | think one of the...one
of the main things that we need to think about with this bill is
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603A, 611
those in favor vote aye, opposednay. Have youall voted?
Record, please.
CLERK: (Record vote read. See page 2643 of the Legislative

Journal.) 45 eyes, 1 nay, 1 presentand not y4¢in 2 excused
and not voting, M. President. voting, xcu

PRESIDENT: LB 603 passes. Wiile the Legislature is in session
and capabl e of t ransacting business, | propose to sign and do
sign LB 336, LB438, LB 438A, LB444, LB 449, L 49A LB 541
LB 569, LB 569A, LB 574, LB 574A, LB 575 and LB S75A. "LB 603A

please.
CLERK: (Read LB 603A on Final Reading.)

PRESI DENT: Al'l provisions of law relative to procedure having
been complied with, the question is, shall LB 603A pass with the

energency clause attached? Al| those in favor vote aye, opposed
nay. Haveyou all voted? Record, Mr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: (Record vote read. See pages 2644-45 of the Legislative
Journal.) 42 ayes, 1 nay, 3 presentand not yoting, 3 excused
and not voting, M. President.

PRESIDENT: LB 603Apasses. | B 611, please.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Abboud would nove to bracket
LB 611 until January 3, 1990.

PRESIDENT: Senator Abboud, please.

SENATOR ABBOUD: Yes, M. PreSident, ('_:0||eague$l LB 611 is
bill that's been moving along through the process with |ttFe
fanfare or some fanfare but not a | ot of debate. The bill
Ltselk]; hasvmt_)?tt?ll’l SMittHEdddOm to. ..to_r at |east certain portions
ave been i ed out and other portions ;

But there has been left with some conf usionhggetobv(\eheaq tlﬁlfzts bi' T
will provide for. It's ny understanding that there is no
i medi ate | ocal option for jncome tax for the Jocal school
districts. What it provides for is a state identification to be
able to inplenent a program like that in the future. apd most
inportantly, it takes away all local state aid ptions dealin
with state aid to education which is a consid raBPe amount %f
money for local school districts to put our feet 4 tpne fire.
Now when this session started out | thought that Senator More
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had some good points when he tal ked about deali ng with property
tax relief. In the past, the Legislature had not provided to
what sone people felt had not provided sjgnificant amounts of
property tax relief to our local home owners. But,
unfortunately for Senator Noore, gand other supporters  of this
bill is that they have been i ncr edi bly successful this year 1n
providing property tax relief. Senator Noore has provided us
with | egislation that provided with a substantial honestead
exenption, $98 mllion, along with Senator Hall, Senator Lamb
and a nunber of others. | was a CO- sponsor under the bill too.
So there were a nunber of people that were involved. But, mor e
inportantly, it has shown that the Legislature has been
responsive on this property tax issue by providing this l'arge an
amount and in addition we' re providing an increase of state 4iq
of at least $9 million this year. So success has made =his bill
| ess needed, | ess significant. And, with that, it seens that
it's at least worth discussing. | don't want _.when | go
back to my district | don't want to feel the.” field a great
deal of telephone calls fromconstituents asking ne about this
| ocal option. | am very nervous about providing sonme o? our tax
base that the state relies upon to a |ocal subdivision and that
is particularly my concern. The cities have a certain anount of
our tax base with sales tax and, as a result, in addition to the
sales tax and | ocal user fees and minor fees that are involved
in running day to day operations of the city, their property tax
base is about half of their budget so they have been able to

substantially reduce it. But what has been the cost to the
state? It's given us |essparameters in establishing our own
revenue and that is my concern. Ny concern is that in this

articular proposal there f f
gon t have sppecl?flcs it's dl?flcﬂ“ﬁ topseacy, IIC nunbers and i we

| anguage. If thisbill provided exclusively that half ort our
income tax base would be given to local school districts, g,
the body woul d obviously be upset but, unfortunat ely, it does
not provide specifics and that's Why the' bracket notion has been
put up for consideration of this particular neasure. not
saying that it is not a worthy nmeasure and worth consi deratl on
but because of our success this year in providing property 5
relief is it needed this soon?

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Noore, please, followed by
Senator Hall and Senator Wthem

SENATOR NOORE: Yes, Nr. Speaker and menbers, 55 often happens
sonetimes on Fi nal Reading, these people are actually reading
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the bills. | think Senator Abboud actually read the pj|| this
nmorning and had some questions, sone very |egitimte questions
and I'mglad he gives ne the opportunity to ansSwer ipem Th

first thing that...and sonething has been erroneously r'eportea
inthe press so it's obvious why Senator Apboud has the
m sconception what this bill does. Ther e' snothing ab ut a
| ocal option income tax in this whatsoever. Thatwas neve" in
the original bill, never has been. You know, 10years ago
Senator Burrows had a local option incone ¢{ax that ti me. I
think Senator Bernard-Stevens actually introduced a bill with a
local option inconme tax this year too but 611 has nothing to (g
with that. Quite sinply, what 611 does, it does three things.
First and forenost is it increases some reporting requirenments
in the Department of Revenue so we have nore accurate data on
i ncome per school district. That's the first thing that it does
and that's basically what the A bill on this bill pays for
because there is a variety of taxforns right now that do not
have the correct information on there and by stiffening up the

reporting requirements, saying that you have to, for a conplete
form you have to have the School district ID nunber 4 there

that will take alittle bit of adm nistration. '

the Abill...that's what costs nmoney in this bill. So_l_t#eat §’ec"§ﬂé’
thing that it does, | think it received nuch fanfare throughout
the session, is that it sunsets state aid in the form of
foundation and equalization aid in 1991 to basically give us a
two-year window to do sonething with the whol e issue. And the
i ntent | anguage that Senator Abboud referred to, found on the
first page, is just that, intent |language, cal| it a resol ution
or call it what you want to but basically it says that, you
know, it's our hope to develop a plan like this. Now Senator
Abboud t al ked about his concern over not having numbers in that

intent |anguage and we have.  .we have...my original bill talked
about a $350 million shift in propertytaxes, talked aE)out a
35 percent increase in income taxes. That was the original
bill. Just to...so just o kind of give you an idea if you
really wanted to |ower property taxes, what the price tag may
be. Now t he intent |anguage isvery sinple. By the time that
the state aid sunsets, this Legislature is goi ng){o attenpt, gpq
attenpt is the key word, attenpt to come up with a lan to
restructure the tax systemin the State of Nebraska by sRarlng a
portion of our income tax base with local school districts. apg
the key, and if you look on the bottompart of page 1 and tHe
begi nning of page 2, it is further the intent of the Legislature
to assure property tax relief and tax equity by establishing
limts on school district budget growth. | mean, that's the key
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to try and...obviously, if you' re going to shift things, you
can't jUSt al | ow school districts to consume nmore money and
that's why that intent |anguage isin there. | gnowit' s. ..this
whol e issue and this whol e measure i s an ongoi ng process that iIs
indeed very confusing but basically what it boils down to, it
says that the Legislature, you know, a few years ago said when
things get bad enough we.'Il deal with property taxes and then in
the |ate seventiesor early eighties we had a mandat ory budget
growth Iintation which was probably the rjght problem wrong
sol ution. After that, to deal with property taxes we waited
with bated breath for the Syracuse study. (Once that came in, we
did absolutely nothing. What 611 attenpts to do is saying not
only are we serious about really doing something this "time,
we're going to give us a deadline to give this a hanmrer 5 s
to do something. = And, asSenator Abboud nmentioned on LB 84,
LB 84 is, inny opinion, and | say this is only my opinion, is a
stopgap neasure while working with the concept contained in
LB 611, and to show the state and really show the nation, g
say that with sincerity because ny staff has sttended an NCSL
Conference in Atlanta over the weekend, gave a presentati on on
this concept and had requests fromlike 15 states that wanted to
know what we were doing. Down that...down at that national
conference, what they were |ooking at is the Kansas plan down
there as well and so. once again, we' rea step out of the ghoot
and | ooking at something on this |ocal...sharing our state
i ncome tax base with local school districts. |t is hope, and
I think we may prove as we nove ahead, we may be on the cutting
edge, once again, with it as we plan to do. There are a variety
of questions on this bill.

PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR NOORE: | have tried to answer them |f the body has
any further answers or any further questions, |jke Senhator
Schmt said, if you have any further answers...anyfurther
questions, | would love to answer them gndso w could move
ahead with 1B 611, which is really a mjor piece of l|egislation
in what it's saying we're going to do. But LB 611 in itself
does little in sunset foundation and equalization aid and gives
us a hamer to nove ahead on this all-inportant issue.

PRESI DENT: Thank you. Senator Hall, you' re next, pyt may |
introduce some guests in the north bal cony whoare guests” of
Senator Lindsayl We have 35 fourth grads students fromthe
Field Club School in Omha and their teacher. \wuld you fol ks
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pl ease stand and be recogni zed by the Legislature? Thank you
for visiting us today. Senator Hall, please, followed by
Senator Wthem

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, M. President and nenbers. | rise to
oppose Senator Abboud's bracket notion. | think Senator More
very clearly spelled out the issues surrounding LB611, the
attenpt that it makes to achieve, hopefully, [ong |asting

property tax relief by providing us with more “iorpation the
sunset provision with regard to foundati on and equafl zatioh, gng
to work with the School Finance Reorganization Conmittee tRat
basi cal ly has cone up with the opinion that we need to |g0k in

this direction. And it does nothing nore than that outside of
the issue of the provision wth regard {4 school district

- . ot ( on
your income tax and that being an unfinished formif that's not
Cc')n’pl ied w th So | d_on t want ) to el aborate on the i ssue.
It" s, | think, very sinple and it's a vote, ypor down, but to
bracket the bill is not a good nmeasure at this Bm nt. We need

to move on, move forwardin this area, so that we are able to
cone to sone final resolution at some point with regard to this
i ssue of the over-reliance on property tax at the local |evel.

| would urge youto oppose Senator Abboud's bracket motion.
Thank you, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT:  Thank you. Senator Wthem please, followed by
Senator Schmt.

SENATOR WT IEM Yes, M. President, npnenbers of the body, | am
in .opposition to the Abboud notion and in support o%, LB 611.
Senator Abboud nede an interesting point jn saying that the
begi nning of the session there my have been a need for an
LB 611 because we weren't doing nmuch in property taxes, but .
that we have passed LB 84 we' ve done all that needs to be fo¥e
in the area of property taxes so you don't need LB 611 5hymore.
guess | would rem nd the body that LB 84, if nothing else is
done next year or the year after, a|| LB 84 will have bpeen in
the glorious history of the legislature in the late twentieth
century will be a way in which we could funnel sone excess state
revenue back to the people. \W night as wel| have done it in 4
direct grant back to the people if nothing el se happens. But if
you remember when the original gang of four got together and
created the conprom se package that™ consisted of a, at that
time, a two-year refundof excess revenues through a proper?y
tax relief neasure for a short-termhold harmless on property
taxes, but the commtnent was there that LB 611 needed to be a
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vital part of that; that LB 611 was the only a5y in

. I I
mean it's not the only way we could do it, bt

] whi ch. ..
it's the only

proposal before us now that can lead us toward Iong-ter{n
property tax relief. You cannot have long-termpropefty tax
relief as long as 75 percent of the cost of education comes

of property taxes. It just will not happen. property tax
relief and school finance are so closely intertwined that it's
really inpossible to have |ong-lasting property tax relief
without a different nethod of financing education. LB 611, as
i ntroduced by Senator More, yes, did have .a specific answer on
how that would be done. It dealt with raise the income tax
rates as a means of shifting the burden on. away from property
taxes. Now it does not have a specific sort of answer. " genpator

Abboud is right in that. |t is not a specific answer 4t this
point. We can end with a shifting the property tax burden
around. We could end with putting nore things on the property
tax rolls. Ve could end with expanding the sales tax base,

i ncreasing the sales tax base, or increasing the income tax. We
could do any of those things as a shift inthe \ayvwe finan

educati on. Wat LB611 is, though, is a strong conm tnent %3
this year's Legislature, nunber one, that you want g g th
relief that you passed in LB 84 continue down the roageand ge
there not just this year and next year but gni n through the
1990s and on in to the twenty-first century, andit' s a wayof
gettingi]there. W may get down theroad and decide t hat what
we' ve had with our current equalization and foungatlon ald is as
well as we can do in this state and just want to add nore nobney
toit. That's an option that's gyajlable to us. But the
conmbination of the legislative intent, the specific thing we
need to do to get that information on our income tax forms, 4pq

the repeal of foundation and equalization, | don't that's
necessarily creating a crisis, as it's been alluded to. | gon't
think it's necessarily putting our feet to the fire. | think

it's just a statement that this Legislature is going to do
sonething different in the area of financing schools in order to
make schools better, but also in order to make our property i,y
burden much less. | think probably one of the biggest m stakes
this Legislature can make after maki ng such a positive statemnment
the other day on property tax relief is to take out the
long-term solution that's available to you here in LB 611.
woul d urge you to oppose the Abboud amend. . motion.

PRESIDENT:  Thank you. Senator Schnit, followed by Senator
Korshoj.
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SENATOR KORSHOJ:  Question.

PRESI DENT: Just a mnute. You' re next after Senator Schmit.
Senator Schmit, you know what's com ng,

SENATOR SCHNIT: |'m not sure that | do, Nr. President. |don't

t hi nk many of us do. I understand somewhat the intent of

LB 611. | do not disagree with the intent of sharing I ncome tax
base with schools. Ny deep concern is if everyonehere
understands, and | want to ask this question, | t hi nk that

Senat or Abboud begins to understand, | don't knowif it goes all

the way through to Warner, Wehrbein, Wthemand so forth, gre we
going to share income taxes across the entire State of Nebraska?
In other words, very frankly, Senator More, are yvou going to
send i nconme taxes collected in Omaha and |jncoln bgck goutg to
rural Nebraska? W11l you answer that question'?

SENATOR NOORE: Want me to answer that?
SENATOR SCHNI T: Wbul d you please for the record?

SENATOR NOORE: Assumi ng you come up with a bill as | have
envisioned  there, you  woul d be distributing state

i ncome. ..either the local inconme tax dollars going directly back
to' the school district and then there would be dollars fromsone
place else distributed to |ocal school districts through a new
equalization aid that takes into account poth property and
income of f that district. 5o in that manner, vyes, tﬁere woul d

be some possible...possibility, at |east, of some income dollars
going to sone other district.

SENATOR SCHNI T: Doesn't sound like 3 very...like it's very
probabl e t hough at this time, Senator. |t seems to me as if,
for exanple, the rural district which has that | oW income tax

base is going to continue to just stir that. those i ncone tax
col lections around and the same people who pay the taxes on
property will pay additional incone tax. If there wasa way,
if there was a way, and |' m hopi nP that maybe by the time the
sunset takes place on the regular foundati on and equalization
aid you' ve got that worked out, maybe the hamyer system works.
| don't know. W' ve been tal king about this for“a long, |ong
tinme. We can't even get a decent ampunt of equalization and
foundation aid into the budget. |'mnot going to talk in any
great length about the glories of LB 84, por any of the other
many bills that have been passed this session, npst of which
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have increased the tax load and will continue iy increase the
tax load. If you're going to raise any noney fromincone taxes,
senators, for the purpose of aiding schools, you are going to
have to repudiate and repeal some portion of LB 773, \nic was
deened necessary by this Legislature imrder to keep tﬂe six
figure executives in the State of Nebraska. | f ou don't do
that, then you're going to have to continue what | consider to
be the unfair policies of taxing the |ower income people tg
produce the bulge in the income this year. One nmore thing we
haven't done, we have not repeal ed any of 773 so that, g3lthough
we tal k about the tenporary incone tax increase, the incone tgax

increase is going to be there next year regardless. | don't
know what you're going to account for it then, boomin the
market or maybe by that tinme we' |l have a reverse of ga
recessi on. | hope not, but it looks too nuch like it to ne.

j ust want to point out at this time, although the jintent
| anguage is there, that we shall hopefully collect some noney

from across the State of Nebraska and return it to those
I 'owincone districts, thereis no_Ianguage inthis bill at the
present time as | understand that will do that. senator Wthem
woul d you give ne your opinion as to whether or not at the
ﬂresent time LB 611 does provide a nechani sm whereby income from
igh-income districts wil] be transferred to low-income

districts?

PRESI DENT: Senator Wthem please.

SENATOR SCHNI T: As briefly as you can.

SENATOR WITHEN:  No, it doesnot.

SENATOR SCHNIT: |t does not. Thankyou.

SENATOR W THEN: Was that brief enough?

SENATOR SCHNIT: | want to say this, | congratulate them, the
entl enen who worked on this bill. |t's been a tough fight and
know going...

PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR SCHNIT: . ..wayback many years ago when senator Si eck

and ot hers tal ked about this concept. the idea still has nerit

but bearing in mind that to do what you provide. what you want
to do you will have to repeal orrepudiate LB 773 in large
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portion, or else you will have +to substantially increase the
income tax even further on the |owincone and mddle i ncone
groups to achi eve your goal. Gentlenen, | don't know jf we're
going to get that done or not. Therefore, at this tinme, | will
not support LB 611, although the intent s fine, but someone
said once the roadto hell is paved with good intentions. apg
certainly I want to say this also, that we have locked into
pl ace this session not tens of millions but hundreds of mllions
of new obligations for years to come and some of them |yost of
them carry the appellation of tenmporary. | would suggest that

that doesn't wvery often turn out to be that way and, in this
i nstance here, before | want to cut |oose fromthe rope of the

state aid and through foundation and equalization, | want to
take a | ook at just what kind of program we have coni ng down the
road to replace it. Thank you, Nr. President.

PRESI DENT: Thank you. Senator Ashford, please.
SENATOR ASHFORD:  Question.

PRESI DENT: A question's been called. pgo| see five hands? I
do. The questionis, shall debate cease? All those in favor

vote aye, opposed nay. |adies and gentlemen, we are . on Final
Readi ng. Yow are supposed to be ingyour seats and thisnhas been

called to ny attention. Record, Nr. Cl:rk, please.
CLERK: 30 ayes, no nays, to cease debate, Nr. President.

PRESIDENT: Debate has ceased. Senator Abboud, would you Ilike
to close on your notion to bracket'?

SENATOR ABBOUD: Yes, Nr. President. | would like you to remind
nme when | have two minute left. I'd like to give that to
Senator Moore.

PRESI DENT: We' || nention it to you.

SENATORABBOUD: Thank you. | do have sone problens with LB 611
and 1'll be as brief as | can just laying themout. Tnefirst

maj or problem | have is dealing with income  ayves in that by
giving this local option | feel what we will see is an increasé
in income taxes and | have some problems with that
particular...placing this type of | anguage i nto the |aw.
Secondly, it seems so often that when | come back after the

session to the district | get hit on by schools,counties,
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cities with intent |anguage. They said, well, you pronised, you
prom sed that you'd do this. And'| try to explain to themthat,
no, that is —intent |anguage. That isn't specific statutory

I anguage. And by placing this into the statute in LB611, |
want it to be madeclear that the Legislature is not promsing

to establish this type of |ocal option income tax for the
school s. It's merely,in ny view, 3 study at this particul ar
tinme. And, finally, when we talk about the Yoss of equalization
formula, | think that's significant to certain (istri cts. Ny
district has a substantial amount of income. They' re probably
do just fine. Ral ston and Nillard school Districts have no
problemwith income. Well, that's not the case, though, in a

nunmber of districts throughout the state. \when you' re giving up
that equalization fornula, you will be hyrting certain school
distri cts. Somewil | do Okay sonme won' t. And the g| Vi ng up of

our option, of our income tax, | think is significant,
especially today when we' re considering LB 739. |t's nice to at

| east have the option of raising or |owering our incone tax, but
by giving that power of our tax base to another subdivision,
.will be [losing that. Nr. President, I'd [|jke to give the
remai nder of ny time to Senator Noore, amd then Withgraw my

bracket notion after that.
PRESI DENT: You have roughly two and a half m nutes.

SENATOR NOORE: Yes, Nr. President, you know,One t hi

want
to make perfectly clear to the body is that voting for E% 61 I's
not a VOt_e to ra_l se i ncome t axes. Now it a vote to
share...with the intent to share sone of that incorre tax base

with local school districts, but that's sonething that we are
yet...we' re going to come up with between now and next year
whet her or not you're going to raise that income (35 gver and
above ~what it presently isor share a portion of the present
income tax rate with school di~stricts. That's a decision yet to
be made, so you're not saying, yes, you're rgajsi ng i ncome taxes.
Senator Schnit and the others have prfobl ens about, one shlftl ng

of dollars from high-income areas to the | ow- i ncome
we stated, it's a hope to develop sone sort of equall zatl on ai d
Now, present equalization aid in state statute deals just with

property tax poor districts, andthe intent with this bill is to
devel op an equalization aid that gives noney to both. 4 school
district that is both property poor and income Poor. “Andso n

you can have a district that's property poor that's trerrendous y

income rich, and then, by allow ng themto have some of their
i ncone tax base, then you can devel op and equal i zation fornmula
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that takes that into account. A | ot of people have concern
about the old...age-old concern you have when you go hone about,
yeah, you' Il just raise money through LB611 and school
districts will spend more. |f you look at the bottom of page 1

and the top of page 2, part of that intent |anguage is to
devel Oﬁ some sort of budget growth limtation in conjunction
e

wth t school districts SIO they don'.t ] ust Spend all t he
money, and so you're saying we' re going to guarantee property
tax relief by devel oping some sort of budget growth |initation

that the schools can live with but yet assure the property
taxpayer that, indeed, there is going to be gome property t ax
relief . Now.. .

PRESI DENT: One mi nute.

SENATOR NOORE: . ..LB 611 is half the nove. It's a big step
‘cause you're pronising you' re going to do sonet hing.

Senator Abboud said, you promse things in intent Iang’ﬂ%’e ahd
t hen you don't deliver them el |, t he prom se you' re making
when you vote for LB 611 is t hat, yes, we recognize we' re going
to try and shift the property tax burden on tqo something el se
and, to give that statement merit, we' re going tosunset
foundati on and equalization aid. You know, ~yes, it's a_ hig
step, but the prom se youre making with this one is, is that,
yes, we recognize there is a ﬁ_robl em and, yes, the Legislature
Is finally going to do something about it. aAnd with that. |'m
gl ad Senat or Abboud's withdrawi ng the notion ang'hope the ,body
wi || advance the bill.

PRESIDENT: The nmotion is withdrawn. Nr. Clerk, you want to
read the bill? '

CLERK: (Read LB 611 on Final Reading.)

PRESI DENT: All provisions of lawrelative to procedure having
been conplied with, the question is, shall LB 611 pass? Al
those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you all voted? Have
you all voted? Record, Nr. Cerk, please.

CLERK:  (Record vote read as found on pages 2645-46 of the
Legislative Journal.) 35 ayes, 12 nays, 1 present not voting, 1
excused and not voting, Nr. President.

PRESIDENT: LB 611 passes. We'll do LB 611A, and the Senator
Barrett has an announcenent for you before we'recess Por I"unch.
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LB 611A, please.
CLERK: (Read LB 611A ca Final Reading.)
PRESIDENT: Have you all voted? Record, Mr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: (Record vote read as found on pages 2646-47 of the
Legislative Journal.) 35 ayes, 10 nays, 3 present not voting, 1
excused not voting, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: LB 611A passes. Sena:or Barrett, please.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Mr. President and members. I would
like tc suggest that there are another dozen or so bills that
are available to be read on Final. 1'd like to add them to the
list today and if you'd like to make a note of them we'll tack
them on to the end of the current agenda on Final Reading. They
start with LB 137 and LB 137A, LB 211, and LB 215, LE 228, and
LB 352, LB 639, and LB 761, and LB 762, LB 762A, LB 815 and
LB 815A, and LB 817 and LB 817A. Those we can read this

afternoon with a suspension, and I would like to so suggest.
Thank you.

PRESIDENT: Did you want to suggest something about recessing?
SPEAKER BARRETT: I would move we recess until one-thirty.

PRESIDENT: You've heard the motion. All in favor say aye.
Opposed nay. We are recessed till one-thirty. Thank you.

RECESS

PRESIDENT NICHOL PRESIDING
CLERK: Quorum present, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. While the Legislature is in session and
capable of transacting business, 1 propose to sign and do sign,

LB 611, LB 611A, LB 603A, LB 586, LB 586A, LB 603. Let the
record show please that Senator Coordsen had some guests in the
north balcony. There were seven 9th grade students from

Milligan High School in Milligan, Nebraska and the teacher.
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shoul d continue to cone in. When | | ook at issues sych as
LB611 that we passedyesterday, excuse me this nmorning, and it

i mpacts our income tax systempotentially down the road, | Hon' t
know that at this point intime we should make an adjustnent
that folks are saying is to keep promses that | don't think

were even broken, to be honest with you. | ¢thjnk ""ﬂat we Iaave
done is we made a change in our incone tax systemthat needed to
be made. V& t ook control of our own destiny. \ws continued to

do t hat through Spendl ng measures, such as LB 84, LB 813,
LB 814, LB 525, all big ticket items that we voted on, except
for...with the exception of one and pass. |B739is _another big
ticket itemthat we have the opportunity here this afternoon

. A . to
vote on. It looks like it's going to 9o, gope it . | don't
think that that is bad. | just hope that what it doesn't do,
down t he road,is forestadll the ability to continue to | ook at

the kinds of programs, the kinds of initiatives that we giarted

this year, hope we can continue to maintain them pgyi| think
that it will put a dent, orput a hamperonthe abilit to do
t hat . So, with that, that's myreason for opposing the bill,

not because | think anybody broke a promise, far from it. I
think what we did was we struck a cord with regard to our income

tax system that made good sense. And by opposing 739 we
continue to say that we nade the right choice two years ago. I

would urge you to opposethe bill. And, Nr, Clerk, | would
appreci ate unani nous consent to withdraw the notion.

bS_ITIIEAﬁER BARRETT: It is wthdrawn. Anyt hing further on the
i ?

CLERK: Not hing further, Nr. President.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Proceedto read the bill then.

CLERK: (Read LB 739 on Final Reading.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: Al'l provisions of lawrelative to procedure
having been conplied with, the question is, sghall LB 739 pass?
Al'l those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you all voted'?

Record, please.

CLERK: (Read record vote as found on pages 2657-58 of the

Legislative Journal.) 37 ayes, 11 nays, 1 present and not
voting, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 739 passes. LB 739A.
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CLERK: (Read LB 739A on Final Reading.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: All provisions of law relative to procedure
having been complied with, the question is, shall LB 739A pass?
All in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you all voted?
Record, please.

CLERK: (Read record vote as found on pages 2658-59 of the
Legislative Journal.) 40 ayes, 7 nays, 2 present and not

voting, Mr. President.
SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 739A passes. LB 744.
CLERK: Mr. President, may I read some items for the record?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Proceed.

CLERK: Mr. President, communication from the Governor to the
Clerk. (Read communication regarding LB 84 and LB 84A. See
page 2659 of the Legislative Journal.)

Confirmation report from the General Affairs Committee. Your
Enrolling Clerk has presented to the Governor bills read on
Final Reading this afternoon, Mr. President. That's all that I
have. (Re. LB 586, LB 586A, LB 603, LB 6034, LB 611, LB 611A.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Proceed then to the reading of
LB 744.

CLERK: (Read LB 744 on Final Reading.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: All provisions of law relative to procedure
having been complied with, the question is, shall LB 744 become
law? All in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Have you all voted?
Have you all voted? Senator Withem.

SENATOR WITHEM: Let's do a roll call vote, please.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Roll call has been requested.
Members, please check in. Senators Rod Johnson and Byars,
please record vyour presence. Senator Lynch, please. Senator
Warner, please record your presence. Senator Smith. Senator
Byars. Senator Dennis Byars, please, record your presence.
Proceed with the roll call. The question again is the...whether
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last year; Senator Chizek's LB 747 was one. |t dealt solely and
specifically with the homeowner, the owner-occupi ed residéence,
because those people were under the burden of a ver cost |
property tax that in sone cases had driven those peopYe out o
their hones, those who were the elderly and gn fixed i ncomes,
nost of al | . I't al so provided a barrier for young people who
could not afford to purchase a hone because of the additional
cost of the real estate taxes that they had to bear. The other
Eormof relief that we | ooked at |ast Kear was brought to us p
Senator Lamb, which was the bill that ultimtely becane LB §4

andwas passed ani was, as Senator Landis points out, a
commingling, if you will, of the two jdeas, tha being, a
straight 10 percent across-the-board proposal that he offered”to

the Revenue Committee; 10 percent, which favored the | andowner

clearly. It favored those who owned a vast majority of the
property and did not have as dramatic an i mpact on the
homeowner . The t hird proposal was a proposal that was brought

hy Senator Moore in the form of LB 611 that dealt wijth th
overreliance, the key issue of property tax, the overreliance by

l ocal subdivisions, specifically schools and the financing
thereof in the area of property taxes. That bill was modified
greatly, was advanced and basically becane nothing nore than a
sunset for our current foundation and equalization formula. t
was passed as well. Senator Chizek's priority bill, 1B 747, is
before you. And | woul ddisagree with puch of what Senator
Landis said, but really onlyone area and one area alone. |
woul d narrow that down to the issue of why our property tax
relief effort, l ast year, in theformof LB 84, failed. " apq|
would argue that it failed because it was spread too thin. t
was spreadtoo thin. We tried to do just exactly what woul d be
urged today, that we basically try to be all things to all
people and it won't work, ladies and gentlemen. Wwe have only so
much noney to dole out. The lid, granted, is a necessary factor
in this equation. | have an amendnment up that wllIprovide a
protection with regardto the lid issue but to again try to take
an even smaller pot of noney and spread it to the same base that
we did last year, or attenpted to last year, would provide even
less if thereis a possibility for that when you gave little or
none, if there is possibility to give |ess than that, that' s
what we would be doing if we would try to attenpt to massage
LB 747 into another LB84. The provisions that would allow for
the honestead exenption, with the conmittee amendnents, would
al | ow about $50 million in property tax relief. | have read in
t he paper comments by menbers of the Legislature in the |ast few
days that the revenues are basically.
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of the total value of property, 50 cents per $100 of assessed
valuation. We have property taxes in this state that are $3.50
to support education. The systemis broken. Ware facing a
| egal chal | enge. There are some farmers fromright around the
Lincoln area that are taking a case into our court chall engi ng
our education system These types of things have been very
successful in states like Kentucky, like Teyas |ike Montana
otner places. We have, if we don't do anything this sessionor
pass sonething with an emergency clause next session, e don't
have a school finance system \w as a Legislature, conscious
of what we were doing, commtted gyrselves |ast _year o a
change. We passed Senator Scott Mdore's personal priority E)I I,
LB 611, conm tting ourselves to a change in the way we finance
education, because if we | eave here this session doing pothing
the gun is really at our head. W have to come in next year and
pass with the emergency clause a measureor wedon't have a
state system for funding education. Wat we need to do today is

we need to question this proposal. W need to d- ssect it. We
need to be confortable with it. W peed to debate it. We need
to }Jnderstand it. We need,sti” , Lwill amit, we need to
nmodify it. We need to continue to nold it. \Weneedto create a
bill that we are confortable with, but we, g5 a Legislature, do
not have the luxury of doing nothing. <This bill is the result
of a | ot of compromni sealready. It doesn't solve all of the
problems in education. |t doesn't purport to. |t doesn't solve

all of the problems with our property tax system oesn't
purport to, but it takes a mgajor swath down the m ddl e of those
problems that are out there. As the debate goes on, if you have
questions about the bill, Larry Scherer is here. | believe we
have the people from the Department of Education out in the
rotunda, TimKenper, Polly Fels, other individuals from the
Departnent of Education.  Ask your questions. We want a full
debate on this bill. =~ Committee amendments gare in and of
thensel ves rel atively innocuous. post of themare clarification
amendrments. An expl anation has been handed out. They have been
printed in the Journal. The mmj or change, the major policy
change that is connected in the conmttee anendnents involves 3
hol d harm ess provision. A nunmber of school districts that
receive less state aid as a result of this pj|| than they do
currently said that their concerns needed to be answered. At
the conmttee hearing and at the statew de tel econference we
had, there was a plea that we not have as a result of this bi I\iv,
at least in the first year, apny school district receiving |ess
state aid. \What the conmittee i§ doing is suggesting 5 phased
out, hold harm ess amendment, 100 percent less aid the first
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the School Finance Review Commi ssion, and repealing the intent
sections of LB 611 to harnoni zeour statutes. p\pst of that is
clarification in nature. I f you have any questions on any of
it, be happy to try to answer them

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore, please.

SENATOR MOORE: Thank you, M. President and menbers. vyou know,
as Senator Wthem outlined, +this is the package of somewhat
techni cal anendments that we Will offer to this bill today.
Now, obviously, as we enbark on our voyage of debating probab)(y
the biggest, one of the biggest bills that we ever dealt with in
the Legislature, there is going to be a lot of (jscussion this
afternoon. And | think,as there has been a lot of what I' Il
cal | strawman, bogus conplaints, criticism of this bill, | think
there is going to be attenpts, through these amendments and
others throughout the day, to try and answer them e re going
to have anendnents offered up that deal with inmpact aid. \emay
have amendnents offered up that deal with special education. 'y
may have amendments offered up that deal with some sort of
mininum | evy, an ongoing hold harm ess, things |ike that that
this body can discuss and See what it is that they want ;. .
We're even going to have one that says, point blank, that the
money that school districts receive ypder this, that is not
spent on their allowable budget growth, ] go for property tax
relief; we're going to say that, if that is a concern to people.
I think you will find out, if you listen closely, npst of those
argun’ents agai nst the bill, whether they be from the northeast
corner, to the state chamber, to some others that have been
nervous about this bill, we're going to answer them t oday.
Ve're going to allow you sone opportunities to.  sone options to
how you want to answer them nonetheless. | encouragepeople to
listen closely and bring yourself and your district into the
di scussi on, because we do have answers for all those questions.
And | know in the last two weeks there have been bullets fired
at us fromall around, and we' ve been ducking. \wehave answers
o those questions, because there are sone reasonable concerns.
There are some things, quite frankly, | think Senator Wthem and
I have been working on this for two years, are obvious to us,
but maybe we need to spell it out a 'ittl e bit clearer. ome of
those things are the thingsthat are included in AMBO66. g,
with that, | urge the adoption of this anendment gnd urge the
body, as a whole, topay sone close attention today, and pay
close attention to the argunents that Senator Schmit gives, and
others that give, and pay even closer attention in how we answer
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