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KELLY: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to the George 
W. Norris Legislative Chamber for the Thirty-Seventh Day of the 
One Hundred Ninth Legislature, Second Session. Our chaplain for 
today is Father Rowan of St. Cecilia Catholic Church in Hastings 
from Senator Lonowski's district. Please rise.  

CYRUS ROWAN: In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
Holy Spirit, Amen. Let's bow our heads. Almighty God, grant this 
body the clarity to always discern what is right in your eyes, 
and the fortitude to act upon it, even when the path is 
difficult. As we journey through this season of Lent, a time of 
reflection and renewal, help us to quiet the distractions around 
us so that we might listen more deeply to your will. May this 
season remind us of the works of God so that we can imitate his 
spirit of sacrifice and service to others. Instill in us all a 
servant's heart and a spirit of unity. May we work side by side 
with integrity and genuine compassion for the welfare of all 
Nebraskans. Make this assembly ever-attentive to the voices of 
our citizens, and steadfast in their devotion to the common 
good. We ask this through Christ our Lord, Amen. In the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen. 

KELLY: I recognize Senator Quick for the Pledge of Allegiance.  

QUICK: Good morning, colleagues. Would you join me in the 
pledge? I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the United States of 
America, and to the Republic for which it stands, one Nation 
under God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.  

KELLY: I call to order the Thirty-Seventh Day of the One Hundred 
Ninth Legislature, Second Session. Senators, please record your 
presence. Roll call. Mr. Clerk, please record. 

CLERK: There's a quorum present, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Are there any corrections for the Journal?  

CLERK: I have no corrections this morning, sir.  

KELLY: Any messages, reports, or announcements?  

CLERK: There is, Mr. President. Amendment to be printed from 
Senator DeKay to LB596. That's all I have this morning.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. While the Legislature is in session 
and capable of transacting business, I propose to sign and do 
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hereby sign LR350 and LR351. Senator Glen Meyer would like to 
recognize the Doctor of the Day, Dr. Dave Hoelting of Pender. 
Please stand and be recognized by the Nebraska Legislature. 
Senator Sanders, you're recognized for an announcement.  

SANDERS: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues, and 
good morning, Nebraskans. I rise today to honor a great 
Nebraskan who gave his last full measure of devotion in service 
to our country. On Sunday, an Iranian drone strike on a civilian 
port in Kuwait killed six U.S. soldiers. Yesterday afternoon, 
the Pentagon released some of their names, including Bellevue 
resident and Army reservist Sergeant First Class Noah Tietjens. 
Sergeant Tietjens, 42-year-old, enlisted in the Army Reserve in 
2006. As a wheeled vehicle mechanic, he was deployed to Kuwait 
twice in both 2009 and 2019. He served in the 103rd Sustainment 
Command. Tietjens was a highly decorated service member. He was 
awarded the Meritorious Service Medal, the Army Commendation 
Medal, the Iraq campaign medal with campaign star, and the Armed 
Forces Reserve Medal with the "M" device. One fellow soldier 
described him as the kind of guy that was always around to help 
you. Recalling how Sergeant Tietjens took the time to mentor 
others, this soldier added that if it wasn't for his mentorship, 
he wouldn't be in this role in the military. Sergeant Tietjens 
also taught taekwondo in martial arts studio in Bellevue, where 
he was a respected black belt. Martial Arts International noted 
that whether the uniform or in the studio, carried the same 
values: honor, discipline, service, and commitment to others. 
The tragic loss would be felt by, by not only his family, 
friends, community, or our state, but the entire country. 
Sergeant Tietjens was beloved member of our community, and a man 
of valor. He made the ultimate sacrifice in service to us all. 
Today, Bellevue, Sarpy County, and all the Nebraskans, we wrap 
our arms around the friends and family of Sergeant Tietjens. We 
honor his sacrifice, the greatest sacrifice one can make for our 
nation. Mostly important, we pray for healing for his family and 
those who carry on without him, and we ask God to grant him 
everlasting peace. Please join me in a moment of silence to 
honor the selfless life and noble sacrifice of Sergeant Noah 
Tietjens. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Sanders. Mr. Clerk, please proceed to 
the first item on the agenda. 

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB1124 introduced by Senator 
Sorrentino. It's a bill for an act relating to revenue and 
taxation; states intent relating to cigarette tax distribution; 
increases cigarette tax and distribute tax proceeds as 
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prescribed; provides an operative date; repeals the original 
section; declares an emergency. The bill was read for the first 
time on January 20 of this year and referred to the Revenue 
Committee; that committee placed the bill on General File with 
committee amendments. When the Legislature left the bill, Mr. 
President, pending-- the Legislature had adopted the committee 
amendments and a motion to recommit to the Revenue Committee 
from Senator Conrad was pending.  

KELLY: Senator Conrad, one minute for a refresh on your motion, 
please.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues, and 
thank you to Senator Sanders for that touching and timely 
tribute. Just wanted to refresh that we have a motion to 
recommit on the board carried over from yesterday. I and other 
members have talked about bipartisan opposition to this plan, 
which would utilize a highly-regressive tax to backfill Medicaid 
cuts, allegedly, but really would just be a slush fund for 
attempting to balance the budget on the backs of low-income 
Nebraskans. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Moving to the queue, Senator 
Raybould, you're recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues. 
Good morning, fellow Nebraskans. I stand in support of the 
recommit to committee because I stated yesterday that there is 
a, a big glaring omission in this legislative bill about making 
available cessation products, smoking cessation products, to 
those individuals who need the help to quit smoking. And I know 
that Senator Dungan had addressed this earlier, but that is what 
is needed. Right now, if you want to quit smoking, the-- in 
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department, they don't offer any 
smoking cessation patches or other medicines to help you 
actually quit. They offer a small kit that has fidget tools and 
things that you can suck on to help get you through the 
difficult moments. The state of Nebraska does have a quit 
hotline that you can call, but it depends on if you are 
uninsured or underinsured that you would actually qualify, and 
if you have access to health insurance from your employer, then 
most likely it has to go through that. But I think we need to 
make it easier, and I feel that this bill is somewhat 
disingenuous because there is nothing in this new increase, 
dramatic increase to a dollar per pack for cigarettes, that 
really sets aside additional funds to make sure that smoking 
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sensation [SIC] products are made free and available and more 
convenient to those, maybe through the city-county health 
departments, or through any participating pharmacy out there. 
So, that is one glaring omission. The other thing I wanted to 
address-- I heard from a lot of retailers after yesterday's 
debate, and these are some of the concerns that they raised on 
it, and I just want to just briefly go through a couple, and 
then the next time on the mic I'll-- I can finish up. But here's 
one. It says: not sure my response will help you all that much. 
We would anticipate a small decline in sales mainly from our 
stores that are close to a state border that has lower-cost 
cigarettes. We would also expect to see a continued shift to 
less expensive fourth-tier cigarettes. Any decrease in sales 
would not be enough to cause layoffs, reduced hours, or any 
other operational impact. I believe the argument still holds 
true that this is a regressive tax. Also, LB1124 seeks to fund 
property tax relief with a tax on a product whose sales are 
declining and will continue to decline. That's one. And then, I 
handed out this morning-- or, the, the page-- thank you for 
handing out. It shows Nebraska spending on Medicaid is growing, 
and tobacco tax revenue is declining, for the very good news is 
that people are quitting smoking. So, once again, we're trying 
to bridge our severe budget deficit on the backs of those who 
can least afford to pay it; on a very unstable source of sales 
tax revenue, which is actually decreasing. So, this is, this is 
another troubling element that I see in trying to come up with 
predictable, reliable, and equitable solutions to our budget 
deficit. And this is another attempt at what I think is failing 
to address the real causes in it. And this is interesting. I 
know some people are arguing, is it a regressive tax? Well, 
economic-- economists clearly state it is. And this is something 
someone handed to me from Republican comments in 2009, when 
President Obama had proposed and passed a $0.62 tax increase on 
cigarettes. Here's what some outraged Republican senators and 
representatives said. Senator Marsha Blackburn, when she was a 
representative from Tennessee, she said-- attacked the tobacco 
tax as highly-regressive, and tied it to then-President-elect 
Obama's no tax increase under 250,000--K pledge violation. 
Representative Tom Cole, Republican from Oklahoma, explicitly 
warned that raising the tobacco tax tends to reduce smoking, 
creating a gap, delta, between projected and actual revenues and 
pointed to pay-go [SIC] related budgeting maneuvers. A 
representative Kamp from Minnesota argued tobacco tax revenue is 
a fast-drying-up stream because smoking rates fall when prices 
raise, so it does not, will not, and cannot cover the program 
long term. Thank you, Mr. President.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Conrad, you're 
recognized to speak.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues. I 
appreciate my friend Senator Raybould's comments in regards to 
this measure, and would also, if folks haven't had a chance to 
do so, direct their attention to a great local view op-ed that 
she published today in the Lincoln Journal Star as well, which 
helps us to zoom out, zoom back from the present debate in 
regards to LB1124, which I continue to oppose as a major 
regressive tax hike. I think there's a couple really important 
things to remember about what this measure is and what it does 
and why. There has been a rapid shift from a historic budget 
surplus to a gaping structural budget deficit that seems to be 
growing month-over-month. I think when we started session, we 
were looking at about $400 million, $471 million in terms of a 
structural budget deficit that needed to be addressed. We've 
seen that grow to over, I think, $600 million with last year's-- 
last week's forecast. And then, now, we see a preliminary budget 
come to the floor unbalanced, and we see a structural budget 
deficit balloon, balloon to almost a billion dollars, $874 
million, in the next biennium. So, that self-imposed reckless 
approach to our state finances has been driven by things 
including aggressive, inequitable, unsustainable tax cuts 
benefiting the most wealthy. We've seen our sister states, 
including Kansas, chart down this path, and we didn't learn our 
lessons from their disastrous experience; instead, we doubled 
down on that. We also know that there are impacts in relation to 
federal policy, most recently with the so-called Big Beautiful 
Bill that puts pressure on the social safety net programs and 
further potentially reduces revenue. And then, of course, hiding 
in plain sight is the massive giveaway and preferential tax 
treatment on corporate welfare in addition to the millionaire 
and billionaire tax cuts entered in on the income side of 
things. So, we need to grapple with that. We need to look at the 
information that Auditor Foley has brought forward, finding that 
these corporate welfare programs have resulted in $1.2 billion 
in lost revenue just over the past four years. We need to 
acknowledge that there are other solutions. An audit has also 
recently recovered that there is over, I believe, $300 million 
in delinquent state taxes that can and should be collected. And 
I'm not talking about an aggressive overutilization of revenue; 
I'm talking about undisputed taxes that were not paid. And 
instead of collecting those to help address these issues, the 
governor laid off the tax collectors. Additionally, there are 
red states, sister states, I believe, like Utah and Indiana that 
are looking to decouple their state from various aspects of the 
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so-called Big Beautiful Bill, and I know measures like that are 
pending in this Legislature. I have measures pending that don't 
even look at giving an additional tax increase to the upper 5 
percent, 10 percent, or 1 percent, but literally the top one-
tenth of one percent who receive additional preferential tax 
treatment through extraordinary capital gains. There are 
solutions on the table we need to look at, including restraining 
spending. But pushing forward to fix this budget mess with a 
huge regressive tax cut can't be the only way. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator Guereca, you're 
recognized to speak.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues. I 
continue to rise in opposition to LB1124 and in support of the 
motion to recommit to committee. To kind of recap kind of where 
I am and why I'm standing up today, like my last few colleagues 
have highlighted, this is a regressive tax. If you think about 
it, it's a-- a sales tax already is the most regressive form of 
taxation. But when you focus a sales tax specifically on an 
activity where the majority of the participants, three-quarters, 
make less than $75,000 a year, it is absolutely a very 
"pointiant" tax on young people or on poor people, working 
Nebraskans. When you take the additional component that just got 
added in on the committee package, it is a tax on an activity 
where the majority of the participants vaping are young people. 
So, the very first revenue bill on the floor of this legislator 
[SIC]-- we're looking at a gaping hole in our budget-- is to tax 
working Nebraskans and young Nebraskans. I have a problem with 
that. There are other things we could be doing, and to say that 
this is about public health and needing to reduce the amount we 
spend on Medicaid-- but in the bill, we see an increased level 
going to the General Fund, we see money going to a new cash fund 
that, let's just all be honest, colleagues, it's probably going 
to get swept up, and, knowing the current state of, of where 
we're at, it's going to go to property tax relief. So, we're in 
a hole because we slashed corporate taxes. We're in this hole 
because we slashed taxes-- income tax on the richest Nebraskans. 
But the very first bright idea this legislator's taking up is 
taxing working Nebraskans and taxing young people. That's 
fantastic. Oh, and by the way, for next biennium, $874,113,032. 
We've got to take a look in the mirror, folks, and I don't like 
what I'm seeing. We had a great conversation yesterday, and 
it's, it's already continued on this morning, talking about if 
we're really-- if we really want to make an impact on tobacco 
usage and provide resources for those who truly want to quit, 
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well, adding a dollar to their, to their cigarette pack in 
taxes, or increasing what they're going to be taxing vape just 
isn't it. So, the CDC has a recommendation on how much states, 
based on what they're taking in in taxes, should be spending on 
cessation programs, investments in the community, investments by 
the state and local governments on cessation programs. So, 
annually, across the states, we collect $26 billion in tobacco 
taxes. The CDC recommends that we spend $3.3 billion of those 
$26 billion on cessation programs. But what do we see instead? 
31 sped-- 31 states spend less than 26-- 25 percent recommended; 
19 states are actually spending less than 10 percent of the 
recommended levels; 10 states are spending less than 5 percent 
of those recommended levels. So, folks, if we want to pad the 
General Fund to get property tax relief to the richest 
Nebraskans, let's just say that. But how about we figure out a 
way to do it, not on the back of working Nebraskans, and not on 
back of our young people. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Guereca. Senator Holdcroft, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HOLDCROFT: Thank you, Mr. President. And another very 
appropriate good news story from the Department of Health and 
Human Services, and the title is "Free quit medications 
available through Nebraska Tobacco Quitline." The Nebraska 
Tobacco quitline is offering free, free quit medications to 
eligible Nebraskans through June 30, 2026 or while supplies 
last. Participants may receive two free quit medication kits 
that include both a two-week supply of nicotine patches and an 
additional two-week supply of either nicotine gum or lozenges. 
Using more than one form of nicotine replacement therapy, known 
as a combination therapy, has been shown to increase quit 
succession-- quit success. To qualify, participants must be 
Nebraska residents 18 or older, enrolled in the Nebraska Tobacco 
Quitline, and complete at least one free coaching session. 
Eligible participants may, may receive quit medication kits 
following their first and second coaching sessions. The Quitline 
provides support for quitting all forms of tobacco, including 
cigarettes, e-cigarettes, and smokeless tobacco products such as 
nicotine pouches. The Quitline is available 24 hours a day, 7 
days a week, and offers free tobacco secession [SIC] coaching 
and quit medications, regardless of insurance coverage. 
Regardless of insurance coverage. Individuals can enroll in free 
help or, or stay tobacco-free by calling 1-800-QUIT-NOW or 1-
800-784-8669, or visit quitnow.ne.gov. Quitline services are 
available in more than 200 languages. Spanish-speaking residents 
can call 1-855-335-3569. Thank you, Mr. President.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Holdcroft. Senator DeBoer, you're 
recognized to speak. Senator Raybould, you're recognized to 
speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, Senator 
Holdcroft. That was very, very helpful, and I'm wondering if you 
might be willing to yield to a question.  

KELLY: Senator Holdcroft, would you yield to a question?  

HOLDCROFT: Yes.  

RAYBOULD: In, in your research, were you able to find exactly 
how much is in their budget to provide free, free, free until 
supplies run out? And I think you gave the date of June 2026?  

HOLDCROFT: Yes. I mean, I have no further information. This is 
just an announcement that was passed to me by the Department of 
Health and Human Services.  

RAYBOULD: OK. Thank you very much. Senator Sorrentino, would you 
be willing to answer maybe the same question? Are you aware of 
how much funds are currently in the smoking cessation budget for 
the quit Nebraska, where it's free, free, free, but it sounds 
like it's while, while supplies last, and only until June of 
2026?  

KELLY: Senator--  

RAYBOULD: Do you happen to know how much is in there?  

KELLY: Senator Sorrentino, would you yield to a question?  

SORRENTINO: Yes. I, I-- Senator, I do not know the exact dollar 
amount, but I'd be more than happy to get it very quickly.  

RAYBOULD: That would be wonderful. I don't know if it's in your 
bill. Would it be something you would consider in diverting a 
portion of that increase to making sure that it's availa-- 
smoking cessation products are available to those? And it sounds 
like no, no insurance is required, no income levels are 
required, but I, I know that probably the sentiment of some of 
my colleagues would like to see that those who are uninsured or 
underinsured would certainly always have access, even past June 
'26, to be able to get the smoking cessation products.  
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SORRENTINO: I'll give you my response to the first part about 
the insured, underinsured. Certainly, there are a lot of 
Nebraskans, whether they're on Medicaid or exchange plan, that 
might be considered underinsure-- underinsured simply because of 
the design of those plans to meet federal ACA compliance. Those 
that are not insured, I think, deserves a little bit more 
thought. There really shouldn't be, other than carelessness, a 
reason to not be insured in the state of Nebraska. If you don't 
have the money, the exchange plan will pay for that plan, so I 
would exclude that. Underinsured, et cetera, it's a valid point. 
But at this point in time, our focus has been to reimburse 
Medicaid for these costs. Not that it down the road couldn't 
allocate just a bit to smoking cessation, but I would certainly 
take that under advisement.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you very much.  

SORRENTINO: Thank you.  

RAYBOULD: I'd now at this time just want to share a comment 
that, that was given to me by a, a fellow economist. And of 
course, I always get really excited when other economists reach 
out to me. And this is what this individual sent to me and said 
about this bill before the Legislature. This is the comment: 
this is a consumption tax with a long-term effect that creates 
no change in collected revenue. This is a flat-revenue effect. 
And the last comment was: this is a false narrative. So, for 
these reasons, I do support the recommit to committee, as I 
think as we engage in a more comprehensive budget solution 
outlook, this is one of the things that definitely should be on 
the table. This should be under consideration. I would like to 
see that every option is on the table that is reliable, 
predictable, and equitable. And right now, the sentiment is that 
this is not equitable. And we have to make sure whatever we do 
as a Legislature is reliable and predictable. I've said earlier, 
in my previous remarks, that sales tax revenue is highly 
unpredictable. Highly unpredictable. And we need some certainty 
that this will actually remedy the concerns that we see with the 
growing increase in costs of Medicaid, primarily because of the 
One Big Beautiful Bill that was recently passed. But I've yet to 
hear from my colleagues on how they plan to launch all the 
administrative requirements that we are committed to launching 
by May 1. What are the actual costs? How much is that going to 
increase in our budget? How are we going to make additional SNAP 
benefits available to those that do qualify? We do have an 
obligation in our state to help those, particularly U.S. 
citizens, or-- that are children of undocumented individuals. 
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What are we doing to help to make sure that these children 
thrive?  

KELLY: That's your time.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Clouse would like to 
recognize guests in the north balcony from Leadership Kearney: 
25 high schoolers and five adults. Please stand and be 
recognized by the Nebraska Legislature. Senator Conrad, you're 
recognized to speak.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President, and good morning, colleagues. 
Great to have so many guests in the Chamber today, including one 
of my favorite colleagues, Senator-- former Senator Steve 
Erdman, not Phil Erdman, is here to visit as well, and it's 
always nice to connect with him. Just want to lift up a couple 
of points for additional consideration in regards to this 
measure, and I think it dovetails nicely from the public-- the 
laudable public health goals that members have talked about in 
regards to this legislation and other solutions to advance those 
shared goals. And then also, to really drill down a little bit 
more in regards to the fiscal components and mechanics of this 
legislation, and, and kind of it how fits into our broader tax 
and budget deliberations, which definitely need to be the focus 
for the remainder of the session. But first, just want to talk 
about kind of where we are in terms of ensuring that we have a 
holistic and effective approach to reducing tobacco use for 
young people. And if you look at different reporting from-- I've 
got a few articles from the New York Times in 2024 demonstrating 
that teenage e-cigarette use dropped-- use had dropped to a 10-
year low due to a host of effective and important public health 
strategies that are not wholly regressive or punitive. Want to 
draw members' attention to that. There has also been reporting 
from the Washington Post around the same time, demonstrating 
that youth vaping is on the decline, according to federal 
surveys, from peak records just a few years ago, and that's a 
good thing. If you look at an article published by the 
Libertarian Reason Foundation, you can see-- actually, specific 
and related to this measure, you can see that they lift up data 
indicating that there has been a 76 percent decline in youth 
smoking in-- since 2011. Those are good things. We-- those 
metrics are moving in the right direction. Nobody is arguing 
otherwise in regards to that issue, we're just-- we just have 
different solutions and strategies to address that public 
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health, behavioral health issue. Some members want to use a 
regressive punitive approach to get there, some members want to 
focus on education and prevention and treatment and cessation. 
And the, the overall solution is, is, is probably utilizing a 
host of different approaches, but solely using this approach, I 
think, is misguided and particularly punitive. The other 
component that I wanted to make sure to lift in regards to this 
measure at this time is there has been, I think, a lot of 
misleading rhetoric and advocacy in regards to how we need to 
pass this massive regressive tax hike to somehow support 
Medicaid spending or health care safety net spending. Number 
one, there are no parameters, there is no locks box, this isn't 
a trust fund in regards to the slush fund that this measure 
creates. And dialogue from my good friend Senator Clements 
yesterday indicates this is nothing but a way to cut general 
funds and backfill. So, that needs to be really, really, really 
clear. Not to mention using a diminishing law-- revenue source 
to address an increasing budgetary line item is never a sound 
fiscal, fiscal approach. And let's be clear, when it comes to 
why we're seeing Medicaid costs increase, it's not just because 
of these factors. My friends on the other side of this issue 
forget to mention the will of the people in Nebraska voted to 
ensure and establish Medicaid expansion because they believe in 
expanding and supporting the health care safety net. My friends 
on the other side forget to mention that we're seeing ballooning 
health care costs that are skyrocketing for Nebraska businesses 
and consumers.  

KELLY: That's your time.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Under the north balcony, 
Senator Lippincott would like to introduce State Senator Steve 
Erdman from Bayard, Nebraska. Please stand and be recognized by 
the Nebraska Legislature. Senator Guereca, you're recognized to 
speak.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President. I continue to rise in 
opposition to LB1124 and in support of the motion to recommit to 
committee. And like so many of the reasons I already spoke on, 
this bill isn't ready for primetime. It needs to go back to 
committee. It needs to take a deep, hard look in the mirror and 
talk about what it's really trying to do, and package itself in 
an honest manner. This is absolutely a bill to pad our coffers, 
to create a slush fund to benefit the richest Nebraskans, the 
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largest corporations, and the largest landowners in this state 
on the backs of working, everyday Nebraskans and young people. 
Period. Now, we've been talking about the gaping hole in our 
budget and how-- and truly, my kudos to the Appropriations 
Committee for the hard work they've been doing. Our 
appropriators have been trying to put-- trying to fill a half-
billion-dollar-- they're trying to complete a puzzle that's 
missing about half a billion dollars worth of puzzle pieces. But 
I do want to highlight something that is going to be coming down 
the pipeline in that budget. So, the 2024 elections, the 
citizens of the state of Nebraska voted in an overwhelming 
faction to not allow public dollars to flow to private schools. 
In the governor's budget recommendations, flaunting the face of 
the will of the voters of the state of Nebraska, there was a 
carve-out to give millions of dollars to private schools. That 
number got reduced, but in the forthcoming budget, we will see 
$3.5 million of public dollars be given to private schools in 
the form of vouchers. These are tax dollars collected from 
cigarette taxes like the ones we're proposing to increase, 
taxing working Nebraskans and taxing rural Nebraskans out west 
to funnel money to private schools in Omaha and Lincoln. There 
are 11-- or, 13 private schools west of Kearney. But by all 
means, let's send $3.5 million to private schools. Private 
schools like a high school in Omaha that's spending $15 million 
to renovate their athletic facilities. But no, let's send money 
from farmhands, from welders, from school teachers, from 
waitresses in small-town Nebraska and funnel those tax dollars 
to private schools in Omaha and in Lincoln. That sounds like a 
great idea, folks. But I'll get off the education topic, because 
I'm sure we'll be talking about that a lot in the coming weeks. 
But again, I just-- it's, it's very fitting that this is the 
first revenue bill out of the gate. A revenue bill that targets-
- I just-- I can't get over that. Let's-- why don't we focus on 
increasing takeoffs for our private jets, or-- I don't know, 
what do rich people do? Polo. That sounds like a rich person 
activity. Let's tax polo. Let's tax private jet takeoffs. No, 
no, no. We're going to-- we're going to continue to pile on on 
the Nebraskans that put in a hard day's work building this 
state. That's what we're going to pick on instead of feigning 
actual care for their health, and instead of investing money in 
programs that we do know reduce tax-- smoking. The state of 
Nebraska should be spending-- where did it go? $20.8 million in 
tobacco smoking cessation programs. We're only spending three. 
So, this state is spending-- 

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  
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GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Guereca. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, the Health and Human Services Committee 
will have an exec session under the north balcony at 10:00 this 
morning. Health and Human Services under the north balcony at 
10:00.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Raybould, you're 
recognized. This is your third time on the motion.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. I do support the motion to 
recommit to committee. It should be part of a comprehensive 
budget solution, but it can't be done in isolation or segregated 
from the entire conversation on how to deal with our budget 
crisis. So, I wanted to just spend some time talking about the 
two items that I handed out to you this morning. It-- there's 
one article from Forbes Magazine-- and I apologize to fellow 
Nebraskans listening on TV; I'll try to give the highlights to 
you because you don't have access to it. Forbes Magazine, as you 
know, is, is a business journal that a lot of respected business 
leaders consume and read. The title of it is What's the Matter 
with Kansas?-- and I added "and Louisiana"-- and its tax cuts. 
It can't do math. And this is-- I'm going to just read you the 
highlights. We've tried this experiment time and again, and tax 
cut proponents such as economist Art Laffer continue to insist 
that they can turn fiscal dross to gold. Cut taxes deeply 
enough, and the resultant boom in economic activity will boost 
revenues. Magic. Painless. Everything a politician would ever 
want, except this is fiscal snake oil. In 2013, the Kansas 
Legislature cut taxes again. It passed a measure gradually 
lowering rates even more over five years. By 2018, the top rate, 
which was 6.45 percent in 2012, will fall to 3.9 percent. 
Ironically, that's the goal line that the state of Nebraska 
hopes to achieve. It also partially restored some of the credits 
it eliminated in 2012. This time, it did raise some 
"offsevetting" revenue for the first five years, but far less 
than the statutory tax cuts. From June 2013 to June 2014, all 
Kansas tax revenue plunged by 11 percent. Individual income 
taxes fell from $2.9 billion to $2.2 billion, and all income tax 
collection plummeted from $3.3 billion to $2.6 billion, a drop 
of more than 20 percent. And I know that we recently got the 
forecasters' updated comments on Friday, and we're mirroring 
some of the same decreases in income tax rates. Going on-- and 
that brings us to the bottom line. Since the first round of tax 
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cut, job growth in Kansas has lagged the U.S. economy; so have 
personal incomes, while smaller-- more small businesses were 
formed, many of them were merely individuals taking advantage of 
the newly tax-free status of those firms by redefining 
themselves as businesses. And I want to talk about that. The 
growth in Kansas has lagged as compared to the U.S. economy. 
We're seeing the same thing right here in our, in our Nebraska 
economy with job growth and the actual rate of growth, economic 
rate of growth in our state. Going back to the article, it says 
the business boom predicted by tax cut advocates has not 
happened, and it certainly has not come remotely close to 
offsetting the static revenue loss from the legislated tax cuts. 
One can argue whether cutting taxes is a good thing, one can 
argue about whether government is too big, one can even argue 
about whether low taxes increases business activity, but one 
cannot credibly argue that tax cuts increase revenue or even pay 
for themselves. They didn't for Ronald Reagan, they don't for 
Sam Brownback, they won't for the next politician who tries, 
whether he or she is in Washington D.C. or in some other state 
capital. The other handout I gave to you is The Deficit Leaves 
Louisiana at the Brink of Disaster. Their crisis occurred in 
2016. And I apologize, it's very hard to read. But again, I'll 
give you a couple highlights, and then I'm sad to say that I'll 
probably run out of time. But this is what happened in 
Louisiana: already, the state of Louisiana had gutted university 
spending and drained rainy-day funds; it had cut 30,000 
employees and furloughed others; it had slashed the number of 
child service staffers, including those working in foster family 
recruitment, and young abuse victims for the first time were 
spending nights in government offices. Many of-- sorry, it's 
really hard to read-- many of the state's economic analysts say 
a structural budget deficit emerged and then gave, undo-- under 
former governor Bobby Jindal, who during his eight years in 
office reduced the state's revenue by providing tax breaks to 
the middle class and wealthy. He also created-- 

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Dungan, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues. I do 
rise in favor of the motion to recommit. And I actually want to 
pick up exactly where Senator Raybould left off, and I 
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appreciate her handing out this article about "What's the Matter 
with Kansas and its Tax Cuts?" from Forbes. And I, I hope my 
colleagues have a chance to read this, because I think it really 
situates the conversation and part of the bigger-picture 
frustration that I have about the current situation we find 
ourselves in. And, and I, I-- I'm very, I think, irritated with 
our budget situation in general, because we as a body continue 
to sort of put our heads in the sand and assume that if we keep 
doing the same thing over and over again, or not, I guess, 
analyzing what decisions we've made in the past, everything's 
going to be fine. But we had a meeting yesterday with the joint 
Revenue and Appropriations that then Senator Clements talked 
about on the floor with regards to the budget crisis, deficit, 
whatever you want to call it, and the numbers that we're looking 
at in the out years. And we are looking at a projected almost-
billion dollar shortfall in the out years. And what I find 
particularly interesting about that is, even to get to that 
number of about $800 million in the out years of a deficit, 
there are certain assumptions that are made in that calculation. 
And one of those assumptions that is made on the green sheet, 
colleagues, is that there will be a 6.5 percent revenue growth, 
I think two years in a row, in '27, '28, '29, in that time 
period, in order to get even to that place. And what I think is 
interesting is the fiscal office uses a historical method of 
trying to guess or estimate what our out-year revenue growth 
would be, and based on the historical method that they would 
use, in order for our economy to even reach the average five-
year growth, they estimated that we would need 9.5 percent 
revenue growth each year in those out years to even get to the 
average growth of our economy. We're not going to have that. 6.5 
percent is also a sunshiny analysis, and even with that, we're 
at about $800 million deficit in the out years. If the economy 
doesn't grow the way that it's anticipated to grow with that 6.5 
percent, we could be looking at a billion-dollar shortfall. Now, 
in my three, now four years here, every time we've had a debate 
about the budget, or every time we've had a debate about taxes, 
I've picked up the green sheet, which-- for those watching at 
home, the green sheet is literally a green sheet of paper that's 
on the front of our agendas as we get closer to the end of 
session that tells us the current state of the budget based on 
bills that we've passed, bills that we're considering. I've 
picked up the green sheet and looked at those out years and 
looked the structural deficit that we find ourselves in, and 
I've asked time and time again, how is this OK? And everybody 
says, oh, don't worry, it's going to be fine. We're going to 
grow our way out of it. The economy is going to right itself. 
After these income and corporate tax cuts for the wealthy are 
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finally done being implemented, everything's going be great. I 
don't think that's what the data bears out, and Senator Raybould 
passing out this Forbes article What's the Matter with Kansas is 
an example of what happens when we do nothing. The income tax 
cuts and the corporate tax cuts that were passed in my first 
year stair-step down, which means that year over year, they go 
down a little bit. There were proposals that were introduced by 
Senator Brandt and others to freeze those where they were at-- 
not raise any taxes, but freeze those were they were at, having 
gone from 6.84 percent down to 4.99 percent-- that would have 
saved over $100 million, I believe, in just the next year. And 
we weren't even able to have that conversation. And so, I think 
that where we find ourselves-- and I see that I'm almost out of 
time, so I might punch in again-- where we find ourselves is 
we're sort of fighting over scraps here. And because we are 
asked to assume the premise that we can't look at these 
decisions we've made in the past, we're all left to fight 
amongst ourselves over which regressive tax to implement, or 
we're left to fight amongst ourselves over who's going to get 
hurt the most by our future decisions, because we're unwilling 
to take a look at these past decisions and say this is putting 
us in a bad position or this is put us in bad place. So, I 
appreciate the fact that this LB1124 allows us to have a 
conversation specifically about the regressivity of these taxes, 
but it highlights a larger issue which is the structure of our 
taxes writ large in the state of Nebraska, and colleagues, I'm 
asking you, at least moving forward, to have a larger 
conversation.  

KELLY: That's your time.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dungan. Senator Moser, you're 
recognized to speak. Senator, Senator Conrad, you're recognized 
to speak, and this is your last time on the motion until your 
close.  

CONRAD: Very good. Thank you, Mr. President. I want to lift a 
couple of additional points in regards to the fiscal components 
of this that I think other members have talked about very well, 
but want to put a finer point on. We need to be really 
straightforward about whether or not we think that these fiscal 
projections will actually come to fruition. And if you look at 
research provided by the Platte Institute, they have detailed 
the fact that about 85 percent of cigarette tax increases across 
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the country have missed their revenue projections. And actually, 
most states have experienced less revenue than expected when 
they've hiked these taxes. And we don't have to guess whether or 
not that in fact could or would happen in Nebraska; their 
research details how that happened in our state after the 2002 
cigarette tax increase, where Nebraska lost $121 million in 
cigarette excise tax revenue to neighboring states and missed 
the fiscal projections on increased revenue by about 20 percent, 
came up short in that regard. So, that's one thing that we need 
to grapple with, and it's not a criticism of the Fiscal Office. 
They do a wonderful job, it's non-partisan, they're using the 
statistics and information they have in front of them to get the 
best, most accurate fiscal impact that they can. But we, we do 
need to acknowledge that, that these projections are absolutely 
uncertain at best. The other piece that I'm hearing rumblings on 
the floor about today as members are negotiating to see if they 
can move forward or not and try to curry the votes requisite to 
do so is that, because we've lifted such serious and important 
conversations about this new slush fund, now all of a sudden, if 
people give a cloture vote and move it to Select File, we're 
going to fix that, we're going to put it in a lockbox. 
Colleagues, do not be fooled. Do not be fooled. And it's not 
that I don't trust the integrity of my friends who are pushing 
this measure, like Senator Sorrentino. It is not that. I'm sure 
he's willing to work diligently, but I don't want to divorce 
that promise, that illusion, from reality. If you think that any 
of these funds are going to be safe or dedicated to improving or 
strengthening or protecting the health care safety net, let me 
compare and contrast promises made and promises broken in a host 
of other realms. Never did I think I would see a Nebraska 
Legislature sweep funds from veterans aid. Veterans aid. 
Supposed to be in a lock box, supposed to be off-limits, 
supposed to be dedicated with the funding source that was 
singularly dedicated to meeting the needs of our veterans in 
emergency and other situations raided, swept, diminished in this 
budgetary proposal to the tunes of millions of dollars, despite 
incredible advocacy and outcry from across the state and across 
the political spectrum. So, we'll spend time on that in the 
budget. But if you think that promises to lock up this money at 
some point down the way is going to be effective or accurate, 
look at what's happening to the veterans funds. Same thing for 
funds to impact blind children that are being diminished and 
swept. The same thing for ongoing attacks to the environmental 
trust, which is actually protected by our constitution, yet 
diluted and diminished in these same budgetary machinations. The 
same things happening with private funds in the humanities and 
the arts. Promises to lock up this money are illusory at best. 
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No pun intended, or perhaps pun intended, smoke and mirrors. If 
you think that's going to happen, go ask the veterans, go ask 
the blind children, go ask the environmental trust 
beneficiaries, go ask the humanities, because it hasn't held in 
any of those instances. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator Storer, you're 
recognized to speak.  

STORER: Thank you, Mr. President, and good morning. This is a 
fascinating debate, and it-- I, I enjoy, really, these scenarios 
where you see sort of a mixed bag of bedfellows on, on a bill, 
and, and we certainly make sort of an interesting group who 
oppose LB1124. While we may have different reasons, the, the 
opposition remains united. And I just-- I'm going to speak 
really briefly to a couple things and make clear where my 
opposition comes from. I am a fiscal conservative, and, and I, 
and I pulled up just some really basic principles, because I 
have learned through my years of public service that not 
everybody defines that the same, or maybe even understands what 
that means. But as a fiscal conservative-- the core principles 
of fiscal conservatism: reduce spending. Simple. Reduce spending 
is a core belief of fiscal conservatism. Lower taxation, core 
principle of fiscal conservatism. Balanced budgets. It's where 
we're trying to get to. It's about how we get there. So, at that 
point, maybe I need to go back to read one and two again. Reduce 
spending, lower taxation. I'm going to share-- as a, as a 
rancher, ranch wife, there's a principle that in ranching we 
kind of adhere to, and I'm going to use this example if it's 
helpful to anyone. And of course, it just disappeared on my 
screen, so I'll go from memory. But the principle is that you 
can't feed your way out of a drought. So, in the cattle 
business, we often have cycles, not only in the markets, but 
also in the weather. And it's almost guaranteed every probably 
six to eight years we're going to experience a drought, and 
there's two ways to deal with the drought when you're in the 
cattle business. You either buy more feed, which is expensive, 
or you cull the herd, which means you make it smaller. You 
reduce your cost. And anybody that's been in the business and 
has had good mentorship or has went through one or two droughts, 
I think would agree you, you can't feed your way out of a 
drought. There's another analogy that was-- been passed around 
in my family to explain a similar concept, and it's an analogy 
about, you know, some old farmers that were selling watermelon 
on the corner, and they weren't making much money. So, the one 
guy turns to the other, and he says, "You know what, Joe? I 
think we should buy a bigger truck." That's not going to fix 
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your problem. If you're not making money with the small truck, 
you're not making money with the bigger truck. All of that is to 
say we can't feed our way out of this drought. We are in a 
budget deficit at the moment. It is our job to balance it. That 
is a serious responsibility, a serious commitment. And the 
decision is all about how: how do we balance it? Rarely do we 
have the opportunity in government-- and I have said this to 
people privately, I will say it-- I'm saying it here publicly-- 
government has an insatiable appetite to grow. It's what, it's 
what it does. It's its very nature. There's always more 
projects, more good ways to think about using taxpayer money, 
many of which we could all agree, regardless of maybe even our 
party affiliation, are good. The question is always, is that the 
appropriate use of taxpayer dollars? We have an opportunity now 
to take a hard look at, where can we make some self-corrections? 
Let's start looking at those core priorities of the use of 
taxpayer dollars, and decide what, what do we maybe need to rein 
back in a little bit? But one thing I will not do is jump on 
this bandwagon of feeding our way out of this drought-- and the 
analysis is raising taxes to fix the budget-- because then all 
we're doing is becoming a higher-tax state. I'm a fiscal 
conservative, and I will not support becoming a higher-tax 
state. The other thing I want to mention on this particular 
issue, when you look at the businesses that increasing the 
cigarette tax is most likely to hurt, it's your mom-and-pop 
convenience stores, C-stores. My entire district virtually is on 
the, on the state border. It would be very easy for those 
individuals to find other places to go.  

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

STORER: Out of time. Thanks.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Storer. Senator Guereca, you're 
recognized to speak. This is your third time on the motion.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President. Like Senator Storer, my 
district is also on the border and close to several borders, 
close to an interstate that can quickly take them, whether to 
South Dakota or to Missouri, to several other states that have 
lower cigarette taxes than the proposed increase. Mainly 
Missouri, $0.17 a pack. Yeah, if you-- if we raise, we raise 
that to $1.64, I guarantee you a lot of folks are going to be 
taking that road trip to Missouri. And to recap how much money 
we're currently losing to Missouri-- this was an example that we 
used last time-- last I-- well, yesterday: Atchison County, 
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population 5,682, borders Nemaha County, Nebraska, population 
7,248. Atchison County, 1,200,000 packs of cigarettes sold last 
year; Nemaha County, just 21,000. Again, I would struggle to 
look at these numbers and come to the conclusion that, boy, 
those, those folks over at Atchison County, they really love 
smoking cigarettes. I just-- I don't think I can get to a point 
where I believe that they smoke 1,335 percent more cigarettes 
than the average person in Douglas County. No, colleagues, I 
think that high number is due to the lower cost. So, what's 
going to happen if we increase the cost of our cigarette-- of 
cigarettes here in the great state of Nebraska? Yes, you guessed 
it. The number of cigarettes that are going to be bought in 
Atchison County, Missouri will go up. Those tax dollars that we 
desperately need to stay in-state will go up. The stated purpose 
of offsetting Medicaid costs, and-- we're not going to have the 
money to do those things, because they're going to go to 
Atchison County, Missouri. So, this bill is going to either do 
one of two things: place the burden of sweetheart tax deals for 
the richest Nebraskans, the largest corporations, and the 
largest landowners squarely on the shoulders of welders, of 
factory workers, of ranch hands, of teachers, of waitresses, of 
janitors, or it's going to send tax dollars to the great state 
of Missouri. First bill out the gate, folks. First bill out the 
gate. And again, I want the record to be clear, I'm all for 
promoting healthy activities. But when the state of Nebraska 
should be spending $20.8 million per year on tobacco cessation 
programs and we're only spending 18-- no, 14.5 percent of the 
CDC recommended levels, we're not really serious about this, 
folks. We should be spending $20.8 million. Instead, we're 
spending $3 million per year. Well, hell, I know where we can 
find an extra $3.5 million: let's not send it to the richest 
prep schools in Omaha and Lincoln, and let's put it to programs 
that actually help people stop smoking tobacco.  

KELLY: That's your time.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Guereca. Senator Rountree, you're 
recognized to speak.  

ROUNTREE: Good morning, and thank you, Mr. President. I'm going 
to get back on the mic in just a little bit to talk more about 
the Arc of Nebraska annual senatorial dinner last night, but I 
would like to yield my time to Senator Raybould.  
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KELLY: Senator Raybould, 4 minutes, 45 seconds.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, Senator Rountree. 
There's a, a couple of things I wanted to talk and continue to 
talk about. But as I was sitting here, I was looking at some 
other bills that are really important for our workforce 
initiative in our state of Nebraska, and I would love to see 
some of the funds in Senator Sorrentino's bill redirected 
towards LB304. That is the childcare subsidies for those who 
qualify, but I can't think of a better bill in keeping 
Nebraskans employed. And we are a state where we have a highest-
- one of the highest percentage of where both parents have to 
work outside the home to help make ends meet. And this-- these 
payments, they're not cheap. As we struggle with our budget 
deficit, we are currently paying the subsidies, but they lapse. 
And when they lapse, that means that one parent probably has to 
stay home, and we need that one person in the workforce. We all 
know that. We talk about workforce shortages all the time. So, 
that's-- you know, I'd like to see us have a better discussion 
about things that Blueprint Nebraska talked about, that are 
important to our economic growth and development. Guess what are 
the top two? Affordable child care, no surprise. We need to keep 
our workforce employed in our state. We need both parents in our 
workforce. So, LB304. Some of the cost-- there's $2.3 million 
this year, 2026 to 2027, $5.4 million in 2027 to 2028, and $6.2 
million 2028 to 2029. I can't think of a better investment for 
the state of Nebraska to continue to keep as many of our fellow 
Nebraskans employed. That's why this subsidy is so critical. 
That's why it goes to one of our core values identified in 
Blueprint Nebraska that we're deficient in: child care, 
affordable child care. The other thing is, in the budget that we 
saw, they're sweeping funds from rural workforce housing, 
middle-income housing. Big mistake. Big mistake. We're lagging 
behind compared to all of our surrounding states on contributing 
to creating more affordable housing. That was number two as a 
priority for Blueprint Nebraska, we need to create more 
affordable housing. If we really, truly believe we can help make 
our state grow, why aren't we reinvesting in the priorities 
identified by our consultants, think tanks, by the amazing 
Nebraskans that have participated in over the two-year period on 
developing a solid game plan for our state of Nebraska on how we 
can grow? Obviously, we're not doing a good job, because the 
consultants shared with us that we are really ranking in a low 
level as compared to our neighboring states and our cohorts that 
have the same size cities compared to Des Moines, Kansas City, 
and others in the Midwest. So, that's an important issue, and 
some of these tax dollars could go towards those things that 
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we've identified as priorities. Jumping back to Louisiana. 
Louisiana was replicating the same sad mistakes that the state 
of Kansas made, and you would think that they would learn. And 
in the handout that I gave everybody-- I'm going to try to get 
through this again quickly. Darn. Many of the state's economic 
analysts say a structural budget deficit emerged, and then grew 
under former Governor Bobby Jindal who, during his eight years 
in office, reduced the state revenue by providing tax breaks to 
the middle class and the wealthy. He also created new subsidies 
aimed at hiring and keeping businesses. Those policies, state 
data shows, didn't deliver the desired economic growth. This 
year, Louisiana has doled out $210 million more to corporations 
in the form of credits and subsidies than it has collected from 
those in taxes. Governor Jindal said that he would veto any 
bills that would push taxes back to where they had been. 
Instead, to plug the budget gaps, he relied not just on cuts, 
but also on controversial one-off fundraising methods. The state 
sold off assets, including parking lots and farmland. It cleared 
out money--  

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you.  

KELLY: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues and 
Nebraskans. So, the discussion here is about just one bill that 
would raise some funds. It's not enough to make a whole 
difference in our budget; our budget is off by-- still off by 
roughly $125 million, and that's after taking, I believe, it was 
$130 million out of the rainy-day fund. And the rainy-day fund 
balance is going to be about at the minimum that we'd like to 
have it. And-- or, we could take money out of the property tax 
relief fund, or we could cut the budget by about 3 percent. That 
would solve the problem. So, I challenge my colleagues here, 
you, you know, come up with a combination of all those that 
raises $125 million, and the problem is solved. But I can just 
tell you right now, there are some that, "Oh, we can't raise 
taxes," even though these taxes haven't been raised for 20 
years. And, and we're required to fund K-12 education, and 
that's where the property tax relief fund comes in. We're 
backfilling local governments that are providing that education 
for our students in the state. The state is supposed to pay for 
that, so we shouldn't be cutting that. And if you cut the budget 
3 percent or a little bit less across the board, you're going to 
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have a lot of unrest. You'll, you'll have to cut-- not-- you 
can't just cut programs you don't like, because you won't get 
enough money. You'd have to cut all of them 3 percent to get to 
a hundred and-- roughly-- to get to a $125 million. So, you 
know, this is a possible solution to a little bit of the 
problem, and people are standing up to say, "Oh, no, we can't do 
this. Oh, no, this isn't the answer." And so, if this fails, 
then we'll go to the next possible revenue thing, and they'll 
stand up and say, "Oh no, this isn't the answer. We can't do 
that." And when you get all down to the end, we haven't solved 
the problem. So, it's time for us to step up and come up with a 
combination that solves the problem. Quit talking comments that 
you're getting from political consultants that are telling you 
what to say and telling you to vote for. Political consultants 
aren't elected, they're just paid-- I don't want to say bounty 
hunters, but kind of like that. They're trying to help people 
get elected. There are so many things we've done here that could 
generate a negative postcard. Don't worry about that. Write your 
own negative post card against your opponent if you're worried 
about that. I mean, I could think of one. We had some DMV cash 
funds that support the DMV, and some senators didn't vote for 
that. They don't think we should continue to fund the DMV the 
way we have, so here's a good negative postcard for them: 
Senator Jones, whoever it is, voted to cut the DMV, and he's 
going to make the DMV lines longer for you when you try to 
register your car. Now, I'd say that'd be a pretty effective 
postcard, and it would be arguably true. Truth in politics is an 
elusive thing. You can say just about anything, whether it's 
true or not. But if you voted to cut funds that are going to go 
to the DMV, you can't expect them to keep doing the same job 
they've always done and not be able to-- and not have to have 
cuts of their own. So, let's quit playing the political games. 
Let's support things that help the budget. And, you know, I'm 
only here another six months. The new generation is going to 
have to solve the problems again as we go forward, but this 
would get us onto stable ground so that you can improve from 
there. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Moser. Senator Storer, you're 
recognized to speak.  

STORER: Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciate, appreciate 
Senator Moser's comments. I'm, I'm probably going to take the 
bait. I can't help but respond, however, that any, any of you 
that-- if you know me in particular, I'm not, I'm not really-- 
I'm not really one to take marching orders. I'm a pretty 
independent thinker, and I, I think that's a good quality in an 
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elected official that makes decisions based on principle. And 
again, if I got to repeat it again, the principles by which I-- 
the lens that I make decisions through are very grounded in the 
principles of fiscal conservatism, social conservatism. I am a 
small-government, limited-government gal. I believe government 
needs to stay in their lane, whether it be state, federal, 
local, we all have a lane. My constituents in Cherry County used 
to hear me say that. Some appreciated it, some did not, but that 
was the analogy I used. I did want to finish, I guess, my 
thoughts. I, I ran out of time earlier, but when I ran up front, 
after I got off the mic, Senator Rountree asked me the question 
what it meant to cull the herd, so I, I want to explain that, 
because probably there's many other people that want to know 
what that means to cull the herd. And ironically, when you cull 
the herd, you identify the least efficient animals in the herd, 
and you sell them. So, it's a perfect analogy for what we're 
talking about here, in the situation we find ourself in with a 
budget gap to solve. And again, in the cattle business, you 
don't feed your way out of a drought. The analogy here is we 
don't tax our way out a deficit. And when you cull the herd, you 
find the least efficient animals and you remove them from your 
herd. So, it is time to make some hard decisions about, you 
know, the things that we are currently paying for that maybe 
aren't working as efficiently. There's been a lot of discussion 
about some ways to deal with this; it's just that, you know, not 
everybody agrees on those. And that's fine, that's the way this 
works here. A couple other things I, I wanted to bring up again. 
District 43 runs all the way from Fort Robinson all the way 
across the Nebraska border over to Boyd County. The majority of 
the individuals that I represent are indeed on a border, on a, 
a-- the state border. And when you start to increase these types 
of taxes, it's not, it's not just about increasing-- it's not 
just about cigarettes costing more. When people have the ability 
to go purchase something, they're going to purchase whether it 
costs more or not. They're going to find the, the most economic 
place to purchase it, and in my district, that's not a far drive 
for many people to go across the state line. They're also going 
to go buy other things there. They're not, they're not going to 
get their gas and their groceries and everything in one spot and 
then drive just for one product. So, this is going to drive and 
impact other products and other revenues for many of the small 
businesses in my district as well. That's not a small issue. 
It's been talked a lot, and I think my colleagues are very 
passionate. I have a ton of respect for every one of them, and 
certainly for Senator Sorrentino's very, very impassioned motive 
for this, because he feels strongly about the health 
consequences, as do most of us, in terms of the ill effects of 
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smoking. But I do want to again point out that even here in 
Nebraska, without any increases in taxes, we continue to see a 
decline in the rate of smoking and the revenues generated from 
smoking, and that's a good thing. But it's not happening because 
we increased the tax; it's happening for a variety of other 
reasons and healthier choices that Nebraskans are making. And 
the percentage of those folks statistically, again, who are 
using these products, are low-income. That's just the truth. So, 
we're asking them, we're asking the people that need Medicaid 
because of their income levels to help fund Medicaid. It doesn't 
make sense to me. I'm a pretty common-sense thinker. That 
doesn't make sense to me, and the last thing I want to say 
before I run out-- 

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

STORER: I ran out of time. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Storer. Senator DeBoer, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. I find myself in an 
interesting position. I'm on the opposite side of most of the 
folks who've been talking about this bill on this bill, and I 
have some agreements with some of the folks who have been 
speaking against it in terms of our budget writ large, and I 
some disagreements with some of the folk who are on the same 
side as me. So, let me, let me address a couple of things first. 
One of the biggest things that I've noticed in the last eight 
years with respect to tax policy in this body is that we are 
constantly promised that every time we cut taxes, we're going to 
grow our way out of the, the loss of revenue. And again and 
again, I've been told we're going to grow our way out, and yet, 
as we have done more tax cuts, I have noticed we have been in 
worse and worse shape, and we have not grown our way out. I 
really don't think that Senator Storer meant to imply this, 
really do not think she meant to imply this, but I was a little 
concerned about her analogy where she said if there's a problem 
you cull the herd, because I certainly don't want to cull the 
most-- least efficient Nebraskans. I do not want to cull the 
most inefficient Nebraskans. And my concern is that when we try 
to think about our budget in terms of other business models that 
we have had, I think the problem is that we sort of find 
ourselves in awkward analogies, as I will say, because this is 
not the same thing as other businesses that we have in our 
lives. I heard yesterday some folks talking about we want to 
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have a pay-to-play kind of system, where you have to pay fees 
for the things that you did. That was someone who's on the same 
side of this issue who will vote for the bill, as I will. But I 
fundamentally disagree with that understanding of what 
government is as well, because I do not think that I have to 
visit Halsey Forest to know that I want Halsey Forest to be 
protected. And I do not have to use the road between Chadron and 
Alliance to know that I want a road between Chadron and 
Alliance. And that is why, for the last eight years, having been 
a senator from Omaha, I have fought for rural broadband, because 
it is not the same sort of situation where only if I benefit 
from it then do I want to pay for it. And whoever made the point 
yesterday-- I can't remember who it was-- that said that we pay 
all of these fees on our telephone bill, even from Omaha, for 
the USF-- the NUSF fund, which helps support rural. I don't have 
a problem with paying that fee to help rural, because I know 
that that is important for us as a state. And I think that when 
we start to say, "Well, this is mine and this is yours" within 
the government, when we start to divide ourselves off, and you 
use that and I use this, I think we start get to a place where 
we've lost the whole point of aggregating together in a 
government structure that by its very nature seeks to limit the 
risk for the most vulnerable and for everyone else when they 
have that moment that they do not expect; the moment when they 
will have to call 911, the moment when they will have to use 
government services that they did not expect to be a part of. 
That they are saying-- I, I-- it's just-- that's why pay-to-play 
doesn't work, because the government is not set up as a business 
where you pay for your 911 service. Imagine if you, in the 
middle of that crisis, had to pay an extra tax because you used 
that service. It doesn't make sense to me. I'm going to get back 
on the microphone, because it turns out I had a lot more things 
to say than I thought. And I will talk about this bill in 
particular, because I have just been sort of talking about the 
budget, and I have more to say on that front as well, but I see 
that my time is almost out. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Senator Juarez would like to 
recognize some guests in the north balcony from Heartland 
Workers Center in Omaha. Please stand and be recognized by the 
Nebraska Legislature. Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, 
colleagues. So, this really-- this debate really sat with me 
overnight and this morning, thinking about what we're doing. And 
as I've stated many, many times, the, the reason I support a 
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tobacco tax increase is because of the health outcomes, and 
going below a dollar does not impact the health outcomes. So, 
this-- why LB1124, as is right now, I support. However, as is 
right now, I don't support the cash fund piece of it, and I 
think that that's something that needs to be worked on and, and 
changed between now and Select File, if it moves forward. But 
this is a regressive tax, and what has been troubling me since 
we adjourned yesterday is that the very first option that we are 
considering for revenue for our deficit is a regressive tax. And 
I worry that we won't give serious consideration to any taxes 
that touch the lives of wealthier people because we're, we're 
starting here. I, I think this alleviates the appetite to stand 
up and say, hey, we made a mistake in our aggressive 
implementation of income tax cuts, and we need to pause those 
right now to save not only this budget, but the next biennium. 
And I worry that if we pass or move forward LB1124 today, that 
that's what's going to happen, that we are going to say no to 
pausing the income tax cuts. And if we're not going to touch the 
property tax fund and we're going to not touch the Perkins Canal 
fund and we're not going touch the prison fund, we have to pause 
the income taxes. One of those four things-- well, the prison 
isn't enough money, so if you do the prison, you have to do 
something else, too. But one of those things has to happen to 
balance the budget. Has to. No question. Has to happen. And to 
Senator Moser's point about cutting the budget by 3 percent, we 
can't cut anymore and, and function. We've cut everything we can 
to still have a state that invests in itself. So, if we want to 
cut investing in ourselves, then, then we can have more cuts. 
But then, we are really going to be in a bad way in the future, 
because people aren't going to want to live here anymore if we 
make any more cuts than what we have. So, I would like to see us 
move on from this today and onto the next thing on the agenda 
because I'm really struggling with voting for a regressive tax 
as the first thing that we would possibly do to plug a deficit. 
When I've brought the tobacco tax in the past, it was not to 
generate revenue, it was to impact health outcomes, and I feel 
like I would be disingenuous voting for this at this moment if 
that's what we're doing, is just doing it to plug the budget and 
so that we don't have to tax rich people. I can't do that. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Rountree, you're 
recognized to speak.  

ROUNTREE: Good morning. Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, 
colleagues, and good morning to those that are joining us online 
today. I just rise in support of the, the motion to recommit to 
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committee. But as we're trying to balance the budget on the 
backs of our, our underprivileged and those that suffering right 
now, I had an opportunity to attend our Arc of Nebraska 
senatorial dinner last night and just to meet with our 
community. But I rise-- I want to speak now on just an email I 
got from a constituent. Real-life impact. This member writes: 
Dear Senator Rountree, I'm writing to express serious concern 
regarding the revised proposals to the Nebraska's Aged and 
Disabled, to A&D and traumatic brain injury waivers. Says my 23-
year-old son has severe knees and requires 24/7 care. These are 
impacts that are impacting a lot of the members that I met last 
night. While revisions may reduce the number of individuals 
affected by the original 40-hour cap, participants with the most 
complex needs remain subject to a hard annual cap of $138,000. 
For individuals requiring intensive specialized daily support, 
this cap may not reflect the true cost of safely remaining at 
home. It is also important to clarify that caregivers are not 
earning $138,000 a year as implied during the February 9 
Appropriations hearing. That figure includes agency overhead 
costs, scheduling, supervision, training, insurance, payroll 
taxes, and administrative expenses. Family caregivers providing 
hands-on care are earning near minimum wage. Presenting the full 
cap without explaining agency costs misrepresents where funding 
actually goes. Mr. Green also indicated that the DHHS budget 
will not change, and that the department plans to generate 
savings through honing in on supervision versus direct 
caregiving. For individuals with complex medical needs, 
supervision is a critical component of care, not a single or 
optional service. How will DHHS determine what qualifies as 
caregiving versus just supervision? Have definitions changed? 
Why does DHHS have sole authority to make these distinctions 
without independent oversight? Who specifically will be making 
these decisions, and what expertise do they have? Quite 
honestly, many parents are scared, and yes they are. I talked 
with a number last night. DHHS now appears to hold sole 
authority in determining service classifications, funding 
limits, and implementation without meaningful outside regulation 
or independent oversight in this process. When one agency has 
that level of authority, families are left without transparency, 
accountability, or recourse, which is what we're asking here in 
this particular bill. The purpose of these waivers is to allow 
individuals to remain in the best-- the least restrictive and 
most appropriate setting. Funding limits and administrative 
decisions that do not reflect the real cost of complex care risk 
undermining that goal. And so, this member asked for legislative 
review, clearer definitions, transparent budgeting, and external 
oversight to ensure Nebraska's most vulnerable residents are 
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protected and receive the services they truly need. And that's a 
cry from a parent, and we're talking about setting up these 
particular funds now. What's going to guarantee that these funds 
will not be swept in future times, that what we do now is going 
to ensure that these funds are available for the least of these, 
for the members that have the great need? And so with that, Mr. 
President, I thank you, and I will yield any remaining time that 
I have to Senator Raybould.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Rountree. And Senator Raybould, 1 
minute, 15 seconds.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, Senator Rountree. 
I know people want me to finish the story of what happened to 
the state of Louisiana, and sadly, what happened in the state of 
Louisiana that, that the bills they had to-- that-- they tried 
to fill their budget gaps, but Senator-- or, Governor Jindal 
relied not just on cuts, but on controversial ones, one-off 
funding methods. The state sold off assets, including parking 
lots and farmland. It cleaned out money from hundreds of trust 
funds. Among them, one intended to build reefers-- reefs for 
marine wildlife. It used bonds intended to pay for construction 
to fund the government's day-to-day programs. This is not a 
happy ending for the state of Louisiana, nor the state of 
Kansas. I guess it is, if you think that that following 
election, both governors soundly lost, and guess what they were 
replaced with? They were replaced with Democratic governors who 
inherited a total fiscal mess. So, my, my plea and request to my 
fellow colleagues is that we look and not replicate these past 
mistakes. But I see so many similarities to what we're doing. 
We're raiding the environmental trust fund, among others. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Sanders would like 
to recognize some guests in the north balcony. They are fourth-
graders from Belleaire Elementary in Bellevue. Please stand and 
be recognized by the Nebraska Legislature. Mr. Clerk, for items.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Thank you, Mr. President. The Transportation 
and Telecommunications Committee will hold an executive session 
at 11:00 a.m. under the south balcony. That's Transportation and 
Telecommunications, 11:00 a.m. under the south balcony. That's 
all I have, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Storer, you're recognized 
to speak. This is your third opportunity on the motion.  
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STORER: Thank you again, Mr. President. Mainly, I jump back on 
here-- I wanted to be sure and clarify one of the questions that 
Senator DeBoer had brought up, because I want no 
misunderstanding about what I meant about culling the, the least 
efficient, and so that was in reference to the cattle business 
and cattle, and the analogy for government would be programs 
that, that perhaps are not efficient, not people. So, just for 
clarification. Would never-- there, there are-- every Nebraskan 
is valuable and precious, and there is no reference to that in 
terms of people. I just again want to, want to speak to sort of 
the broader issue here. And again, there are days that I'm in 
this body that I sort of feel like I'm in the twilight zone, I'm 
not going to lie. We're talking about a bill that has been 
brought-- and I'm not, I'm not going to say this to poke sticks 
or try to create divisiveness. I just want, want sort of to lay 
out the reality. We're taking about a bill that Senator Machaela 
Cavanaugh has brought six years running-- and she shared that 
with us I think yesterday-- that couldn't get out of committee. 
And we can all say we're a nonpartisan body, but, you know, we 
all know what side of the aisle we're on most of the time. So, 
today is really fascinating, with that being said. So, Senator 
Cavanaugh brought this bill for six years, and then-- without 
being able to get that bill out of committee, and now all of a 
sudden, this year, it's, it's on the floor and it's being 
filibustered and strongly supported by probably folks that, that 
had a reason, you know, didn't believe in it to get it out of 
committee for the last six years. OK. That's just for those 
listening and for the public, just to kind of know the history 
of this. And, and ultimately, what we're-- we've been talking 
about all year, what I think most people, at least I can say for 
me, we, we continue to be concerned about how do we positively 
impact or reduce property taxes. I-- that is still my mission. 
That is still what I'm committed to. But please understand 
something: we have put $1.6 billion toward property tax relief. 
When people in my district say, "So, when are you going to do 
something about property tax relief?" I said, we've done $1.6 
billion things about property tax relief, and they don't notice. 
And you know why they don't notice? Because it's not working. 
It's not working. Last year, total property taxes went up almost 
five-and-a-half percent. It's not, it's not working. And there's 
an adage that says, keep doing the same thing and expect 
different results, and that's called insanity. We all-- I think, 
I, I believe probably 49 of us or close to it still want to 
effect a reduction in property taxes in a meaningful way. But 
the path we're on is not working, and pretending that we're just 
going to raise some taxes to fix it is my analogy of "let's buy 
a bigger truck." It doesn't fix it. So, yeah, there's hard 
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decisions to be made, and there's some unpopular decisions that 
have to be made, and probably nobody's going to want to sit with 
me at lunch, I'll tell you that. Not too upset about it. But we 
have-- we are elected to come down here and make some hard 
decisions, and the number one thing is to deal with balancing 
the budget, and balancing it means managing it. That shouldn't 
be partisan. But buying a bigger truck is not going to fix our 
problem here. And as a fiscal conservative, I will not, and I 
will not be shamed for my position either. I will not apologize 
for being committed to not raising taxes. The fact that there's 
been any criticism for four individuals that publicly said that 
is shocking to me. Wow, news flash, breaking news. Republicans 
commit to not raise taxes. I won't apologize for that. I will 
sit down and do hard work with my colleagues to figure out how 
we bridge this gap. But continuing on the same path we're not 
when we, when we are not seeing a reduction in property taxes is 
insanity. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Storer. Senator Dungan, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. I always like when Senator 
Storer and I are on the same side of an issue. This is nice. 
Nice little back-and-forth here. It's good. I want to echo 
everything Senator Storer just said, that to continue to try to 
do the same thing over and over without seeing the benefits is 
really the, the definition of insanity. And I think that we're 
seeing that yet again here as we continue to debate this bill, 
knowing all the things we know about where the money could or 
couldn't go. What I wanted to get up and talk about briefly is 
an ongoing concern that I have that has been raised multiple 
times that I want to highlight and make very clear on the record 
about the nature of this cash fund. And there has been sort of 
conversations circulating, people talking about how maybe if 
this were to pass between General and Select, we're going to put 
guardrails on this cash fund to make sure the money doesn't go 
to the general funds. And colleagues, I want to be very clear: 
that may be our intent, but that language means nothing if the 
future Legislature decides to change their mind and strike that 
language. And we've seen this on multiple cash funds. In my time 
here, all of these cash fund sweeps that have been passed are 
cash funds that were created with an explicit purpose or intent 
for that money to be used for something, and then have that 
money ultimately be taken from that or clawed back from that 
goal and then put towards the General Fund. Some of those cash 
funds, in order to do so, required language being added in the 
budget bill that said, in the list of things that cash fund can 
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be used for, "and also the General Fund." And then, the money 
goes away. That's all it takes. So, if we find ourselves, as the 
meeting we had yesterday shows us, in an $800-plus million-- 
almost $1 billion deficit in the out years, meaning in '27, '28, 
'29, and this money is sitting in the cash fund that we're 
talking about, if the budget bill comes forward and adds 
language that says, "or go to the General Fund," that money can 
be swept. And we have seen time and time and time again in my 
time in the Legislature shaking out these cash funds. We were 
told it was a one-time thing. Oh, we're just going to take money 
out of these cash funds or out of these cash reserves because 
we're shaking out the pillowcase money and we're going to put 
that all towards the General Fund. That was the concept. But 
then it happened again, and we've seen money be taken again 
because we find ourselves in the same conversation, in the same 
deficit, now again, and we're going to see it in the future. So 
if your vote, colleagues, is based on some assurance that this 
money will never be touched to go towards something other than 
Medicaid-- and maybe that isn't your reason, and that's fine. 
But if your vote on cloture is predicated on this notion that 
this money is safe, that this money is protected, that is just 
hope. And sometimes we take votes based on hope, and that's 
fine. But I just want to be very clear that unless we were to 
pass a constitutional amendment protecting this cash fund, it 
seems to me as though the money could ultimately be swept. And 
every Legislature can do their own thing, no Legislature is 
necessarily bound to past Legislatures. That's part of our duty 
as legislators. And we do have to make hard decisions. Senator 
Storer is absolutely correct: we get up here, we have to have 
hard choices, and that doesn't mean we're always beholden to 
agreements or to deals that were struck in the past. Look no 
further than the assurance that this Legislature took to help 
veterans by ensuring vets' courts in a bipartisan bill were 
going to be funded and supported, and then immediately there 
were cuts being proposed to the courts that were going to take 
away the opportunity for veterans to have the benefits of vets 
courts. Right away. A couple of those senators left, they termed 
out, and the next year, "Oh, thank goodness they're gone," some 
thought, "now we can get rid of that bill that we all worked on 
the year before. We can save money that way." So, you can vote 
for that. That's fine. But let's just be very clear. If your 
vote on this bill is predicated on some assurance that this 
money is safe into perpetuity, it's not. So, just know that. 
There's a number of reasons that we can, you know, continue to 
say this is good or bad, it's regressive. But let us all be very 
clear. The cash funds moving forward don't have guardrails that 
will protect it no matter what. So, I just wanted to put that on 
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the record, be very clear about that. I appreciate we've 
continued to have a really good back-and-forth on this, and I 
think we've been talking about the issues, so thank you, 
colleagues, for engaging in the debate. I would at this juncture 
encourage your green vote on the motion to recommit. And if 
that's unsuccessful,--  

KELLY: That's your time.  

DUNGAN: --I would vote no on LB1124. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dungan. Senator DeBoer, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. The last time I was talking 
about the budget, because that seems to be a lot of the 
conversation here. And I do truly feel like Charlie Brown being 
set up by Lucy with the football with respect to cutting taxes, 
and that that is supposed to lead to growing our economy, which 
I have not seen yet. No evidence of that yet. And in fact, it 
has done the opposite. But let me talk about this specific bill, 
which, for me, is not related to the budget and is not related 
to budget hole, but is related to a larger philosophical 
principle which I hold with respect to policy. And so, that is 
that for items or, I don't know what we call things like this, I 
would rather take a tax-and-regulate approach than a prohibit-
and-criminalize approach. And I think you've seen that from me 
throughout the years here. So, I would rather regulate an object 
which is concerning, which has health effects, which is 
dangerous in a number of ways, like we all, I think, will admit 
that tobacco is. I would rather regulate it. I would rather put 
taxes on it in a way that is going to maybe make people think 
twice about it, but at the same time, also is going to help pay 
for the social ills it causes. This is why this is my approach 
to gambling, to alcohol, to marijuana, to tobacco, to some 
internet content, all of these sorts of things. Instead of 
prohibiting them, I think they should be regulated so that, for 
example, when you smoke a cigarette, you're making sure that 
you're not getting it laced with fentanyl or something like 
that; so that there are quality standards, so that there are 
regulations, so that, that companies who produce cigarettes have 
to tell you the truth about them. I think it should be done with 
warnings, with warning labels explaining the problems, which we 
have done with tobacco. And I think it should be done with 
taxes. That is a policy decision that I have writ large about 
all of these types of items. I think we should take the same 
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regulatory and tax approach with warnings to certain kinds of 
social media content, to certain kind of internet, like 
pornography, not with respect to coercive or children or 
anything like that, because that's-- that is exactly the kind of 
victim/criminal kind of situation. But these other things should 
be done through a regulatory process. Alcohol. Alcohol is a very 
regulated product. I suppose general-- Senator Holdcroft would 
be able to tell us about that from his experience on General 
Affairs, about how incredibly regulated alcohol is, about how 
incredibly regulated some of these other products are. So, 
that's why I support this particular bill and this particular 
approach. I think that continuing to regulate, continuing to tax 
those kinds of programs-- I have always said that because of the 
$1 mark, which has been-- which I've seen evidence of the fact 
that that will have an impact on consumer behavior, that's, 
that's why I favor this bill. So, it's not about revenue or-- 
raising the revenue or cutting the budget in some way for me. 
It's just not about that, and it shouldn't be about that. This 
should be, I think, about the policy, about the regulation, 
about the taxation, about the consumer behavior, and not about 
anything else. So, that is what I've made my decision on. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Senator Spivey would like to 
recognize guests in the north balcony from I Be Black Girl in 
Omaha. Please stand and be recognized by the Nebraska 
Legislature. Returning to the queue, Senator Rountree, you're 
recognized to speak. This is your third opportunity on the 
motion.  

ROUNTREE: Good morning, and thank you, Mr. President. And I 
respectfully yield my time to Senator Conrad. Thank you.  

KELLY: Senator Conrad, 4 minutes, 50 seconds.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President, and thank you to my friend 
Senator Rountree for the time. Just for those who perhaps are 
following at home, or for members who were looking for an 
update, we did a little over four hours on this measure 
yesterday and, based upon our cloture rules and the application 
thereof to consider a cloture motion in order after full and 
fair debate of approximately eight hours, we've done a little 
over an hour today. I mean, that continues to click, but it 
seems like, with the lunch hour, that a cloture vote would come 
up a little before 3 p.m. this afternoon. So, just kind of 
forecasting where we are in terms of our work together today. 
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One thing that I wanted to note for the record as well is I 
really appreciate Senator Storer's advocacy and passionate 
defense of the key issues that she is working on and that are 
important to her constituents, and I think that is really at the 
heart of this debate, and I appreciate her principled approach. 
And I also appreciate the fact that, for my colleagues on the 
right who have shared their misgivings about this measure from a 
principled standpoint, we have heard a, a few additional 
considerations and pieces in regards to their thinking on this 
measure, but it does-- definitely does not go without notice for 
me that the leadership exhibited by fellow female senators, 
Senator Storer in this regard, is appreciated. As per usual, the 
women are doing the work, and I am proud to do the work with 
Senator Storer in this regard. Just wanted, wanted to note that 
that was something that I noticed about kind of where we are 
with this. Also, in terms of the fact that members are getting 
itchy about time writ large, are worried about getting their 
priority bill up, are worried about where we are with this 
measure. Let me be clear: myself and others in the minority 
don't set the agenda. We have zero control about that. Also, 
when you look at what has been prioritized and what's been put 
on the agenda, we can only deal with what's in front of us, so 
that's what we're doing. And when there's problematic aspects 
from a criminal justice or workers' rights/health and safety 
perspective, or in this instance, a regressive taxation issue, 
it's-- people know that it's going to provoke considerable 
debate and dialogue. We know that there's a fracture on the 
right with how this is approached. We know that, on the left, 
people don't think with one mind on this, but there is a 
definite concern about the regressivity of this particular 
measure as the only solution put forward to address a budget 
crisis that was caused by inequitable, unsustainable corporate 
and individual income tax cuts that primarily benefit the most 
wealthy. And let's not forget for one real-- for one second, if 
we want to have real property tax relief, if we want to make 
those programs work better, if we want to have broad-based 
relief, we can do that, and we shouldn't be fighting over the 
scraps. It's real clear. Corporate Nebraska, make your choice. 
You've got your corporate and income taxes, and now you want 
more and more and more with your corporate welfare. You can't 
have it all, because it's hurting everyday Nebraskans. And if 
they're not going to make the call, we should have the wisdom to 
do that as state leaders and hold their feet to the fire, and 
take that money that's benefiting the biggest corporations and 
give it to the people. Give it to the people in actual property 
tax relief. Stop messing around with this regressive nonsense. 
Stop messing around with deep, ridiculous cuts to the budget on 
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critical things like education and human services. The 
solution's-- 

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

CONRAD: --hiding in plain sight, and it's ours to grab. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator-- thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator 
Strommen, you're recognized to speak. 

STROMMEN: Thank you, Mr. President. I just wanted to continue 
with my conversations about principled conservatism. Today, I 
wanted to discuss the tax philosophy of John Kennedy as it 
relates to consumption taxes, specifically the broader question 
of raising taxes on everyday purchases. To be clear, Kennedy did 
not serve at a time with a federal sales tax were a central 
policy debate, but his economic philosophy gives us guidance on 
how he viewed tax increases that burdened ordinary economic 
activity. When Kennedy addressed tax policy in the early '60s, 
the American economy was sluggish, unemployment was high, growth 
was weak, and consumer confidence, much like today, was 
extremely fragile. His conclusion was not that Americans were 
under-taxed; his conclusion was that the economy needed stimulus 
through lower, not higher, taxation. He famously said "a rising 
tide lifts all boats;" that principle guided his push for broad-
based tax reduction. He believed that when government increases 
the cost of earnings, investing, or spending, it slows economic 
momentum. Consumption taxes, like sales taxes, directly increase 
the cost of everyday transactions. They raise prices at the 
register, and higher prices dampen demand. Kennedy understood 
that consumer spending drives economic growth. When families 
feel squeezed, they pull back. When businesses see reduced 
demand, like we've talked about on a number of other bills, they 
slow hiring and investment. Increasing taxes on purchases, 
whether through income taxes or consumption taxes, risks 
compounding economic weakness. His broader argument was that 
high tax burdens suppress economic energy. He warned that 
excessive taxation discourages initiative and reduces the 
incentive to produce and spend. While he focused primarily on 
income tax reform, the principles apply just as clearly to sales 
taxes. Raising the cost of economic participation reduces 
participation itself. Kennedy's approach was pro-growth. He 
believed that government should create conditions for expansion, 
not contraction. He saw tax relief as a way to encourage 
confidence, strengthen private enterprise, and ultimately 
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increase federal revenues through economic growth rather than 
higher rates. If we apply his reasoning to sales tax increases, 
the implication is clear: increasing taxes on goods and services 
during uncertain economic times would run counter to his 
philosophy. It would place additional strain on families, 
particularly those of modest means, and could slow the very 
growth policymakers hope to sustain. Whether one identifies as 
conservative, moderate, progressive, President Kennedy's 
economic insights remain relevant. Economic vitality comes from 
encouraging activity, not taxing it more heavily. As we consider 
proposals that would increase sales taxes, we would do well to 
remember his central belief that growth, not higher rates, is 
the soundest path to stronger revenues and a stronger Nebraska. 
Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Strommen. Senator Hansen, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, I've enjoyed the 
discussion we've had so far about this bill. I know we had this 
discussion many times before, whether it's Zyn pouches or 
vaping, or-- and I think most people here-- sorry if I sound 
nasally, I got a head cold going on here-- understand my 
taxation philosophy when it comes to sin taxes, that I am not a 
huge proponent of sin taxes. I get the idea of why people want 
to do them. One thing that I'm "ardamently" against is the idea 
of trying to change behavior through taxation. Otherwise, if 
that's the case, we better be taxing a whole lot of stuff, 
including white sugar, white flour, high fructose corn syrup-- 
sorry, corn guys-- because that kills more people and causes 
more heartache than tobacco ever will. So, if we really want to 
use the argument about changing behavior through taxation, 
that's typically not something I'm in favor of. I do understand 
the idea of people wanting to increase the tax on tobacco to 
some extent. To me, increasing it this much is too high. And I 
get the under-- the understanding of maybe increasing the vape 
tax to a certain extent. 30 percent might be a little high for 
me. I think there is some resolution here that we can come to, 
others after me might speak about, that doesn't put the burden 
of our revenue shortfall on the backs of many Nebraskans because 
we're-- we just don't like tobacco. I think some senators have 
brought that up and made some good points. I also want to make 
sure that we concentrate more on cutting government than taxing 
people. That's something we fundamentally need to concentrate 
more and more on. And there's a lot of avenues we can look at 
for not increasing revenue, but decreasing our expenditures. 
Some of them are very difficult, which is hard for a lot of us 
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to talk about and bring up on the floor, but I think that's 
something that we need to start talking about. So, I'm still 
following along with the discussion on this bill. If it was up 
to me personally, I would like to see us not do the tobacco tax 
at all. I know there's some discussion about maybe doing 
something different, but that's personally where I would like to 
be. And then possibly even decreasing the vape tax; instead of 
going up to 30 cents, maybe 20 cents. I think that seems like a 
reasonable resolution that I think a lot of us could live with 
and not being too over-burdensome about how we're going to tax 
people, but also helping out with that revenue shortfall to some 
extent. But again, Senator Strommen and Senator Storm and others 
have talked about the idea of making sure that we concentrate 
more on cutting government, and I totally agree with them. As 
[INAUDIBLE] you'd be talking about more and more and spending 
more of our time on, especially when it comes to property taxes. 
So, still following the discussion. I know we've got a little 
bit of time here yet, so I appreciate everyone getting up on 
there and talking. And I do got to give a shout-out to Senator 
Guereca-- I don't know if he's on the floor or not. I think when 
he gets up and speaks, he's very passionate, and so it's always 
enjoyable watching him speak because I think he knows he's on 
TV, so I always have to give him a hard time about it. I've 
never seen somebody look at the camera so much, besides maybe 
Senator Slama when she was here. She always enjoyed doing that, 
but she's good at it. I think Senator Guereca is learning here, 
so. Got to give him a hard time about it. All right, thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hansen. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President, and good morning, colleagues 
and Nebraskans, and folks that are watching us and joining from 
afar. And always, good morning, grandma. Thanks for coming to 
work with me today. I have been following the discussion, have 
been not really on the mic for LB1124. Been working with my 
colleagues off the mic on other things that are happening, 
because it's such a busy time. But have been try-- have tried to 
listen in and follow along on the conversation. I'm not sure 
where I am with LB1124 yet. Appreciate the different motions 
that allow for us to have intentional dialogue. And one thing 
that I did want to, to bring up, because I know that a lot of 
the conversation has been around our budget and, and how do we 
balance. And as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I 
think it's important for us to, again, re-center around what is 
our philosophy. You know, as an Appropriations Committee, we 
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should have one. And then as a body, what does that look like? 
Because our budget is a moral document, which I have talked 
about on the mic, Senator Machaela Cavanaugh has talked about on 
the mic, and it really reflects our priorities. And so, there 
are things that I believe government should be responsible to 
and for, its constituents and residents, and that should be 
reflected in how we spend our tax dollars and what does that 
look like. And so, while I can appreciate the sentiments of we 
need to cut and that's how we rein in our budget and the gaps in 
taxes, I think that there's a broader conversation around what 
this moral document is and how that reflects, again, our 
priorities, and, and what we are saying is important for 
Nebraskans to have, because it will come up on budget debate 
around the HHS budget and Medicaid, and what does that look 
like? So again, there-- there's a number of items, I think, that 
play into this conversation, and I hope folks will continue to 
engage and have a comprehensive approach to how we're thinking 
about our budget and balancing, and again, those priorities, and 
that we not take the siloed approach as it seems like we have 
kind of been situated in from a policy perspective. But I wanted 
to take a couple minutes-- so, I had some guests that everyone 
recognized, which was really exciting. So, I talk about a lot of 
what I get to do in my day job, and I talk about that on the mic 
and get to bring that perspective. And my day job came here 
today, which I'm really excited about. And so, we do a lot of 
policy work, and folks are civically engaged. And so, we have 
people from across our communities that came here to meet their 
senators to see, while I'm not there, what I do all day, and 
what, and what we're doing. And so, I'm really excited to have 
IBBG here, that is really working to ensure that members of our 
community that are traditionally pushed to the margins have all 
of the access and resources that they need to actualize their 
full potential, which, again, that's what the, the heart of 
policy is. Policy really can address core root issues to make 
sure everyone can actualize the good life that Nebraska has to 
offer, and so I'm glad that they get to see their tax dollars 
and their representatives at work on behalf of them. I also 
specifically have on my sorority sweater because members of my 
sorority are here. And so, I have hosted a number of 
historically black sororities and fraternities at the Capitol, 
some that have already come, some that will be coming, and I am 
also a member of a historically black sorority, Sigma Gamma Rho 
Sorority Incorporated, that was founded at-- in 1922 at Butler 
University. And that is really important if you understand where 
the world was in 1922 and what was in front of us, and at a 
predominantly white institution that was just looking at 
integration, and to have a sorority specifically looking at 
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service and scholarship on behalf of a demographic that was 
navigating a very unprecedented and-- I would say times that 
were very-- had a lot of tension and harm built in, and that we 
are still here today. And so, I'm really excited, again, to be 
able to represent and bring all of these perspectives not only 
to my role and my, my seat as a representative for District 13, 
but hopefully just in general, as we talk about some of these 
really important issues that impact my community that I, I get 
to help champion. Because again, I think having that 
representation in all spaces where decisions are made are 
important. So, I see my time is almost up, so thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator McKinney would like to 
recognize two guests under the north balcony. They are former 
State Senator Brenda Council and Joel Chiles. Please stand and 
be recognized by the Nebraska Legislature. Senator Andersen, 
you're recognized to speak.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in opposition to 
LB1124. LB1124 is more of the same. It's more of the 
overspending, it's more attempts at tax shifting, it's more 
money out of taxpayer and Nebraska taxpayer pockets. It's 
another effort to address the symptom and not the problem. The 
symptom is we have a $125 million budget imbalance. By the way, 
the next symptom is going to be in the next biennium when we 
$874 million budget imbalance. What we should be addressing is 
the core problem; the core problem is out-of-control spending. 
Almost 70 percent of the property taxes go to K-12 education. 25 
percent of the state-- of state goes to pay for the education 
costs, the state aid, totaling $5.5 billion. When you look at 
investments, you should look at what the intern on the 
investment is. When you at the return on the investment for $5.5 
billion, you look at the, at the children that are functioning 
at grade level. On average, across the state, only 55 percent 
are functioning at-- reading at grade level. If you look at 
math, only 46 percent are functioning at grade level. If you 
look at the largest school district on-- in the state, OPS, the 
reading at grade level is down to 38 percent, and math is at 28 
percent. Currently, we're investing about $15,000 per child, and 
going up to about $17,000. What I would say is you need to look 
at the investment and realize that we're not getting the return 
on what we should be expecting. The bottom line is, we should 
not be increasing taxes on Nebraskans. We need to do the tough 
work. The tough work is admitting that TEEOSA doesn't work. When 
you look at the 38, 28 percent at grade level, we're investing a 
lot of money in a program that's giving us failing returns. 
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Obviously, the system's not working. Throwing good money after 
bad, throwing more money at a system that's broken, that's not 
functioning, that's failing, isn't going to work, is not a smart 
investment. So, we need to revamp the education funding. We need 
to review, reform, modernize our incentive program. The business 
incentives need to have a sunset clause. They also need to be 
evaluated on the return on investment. It's a partnership, and 
we need to make sure that there's a return on the investment, 
not only for the business with the incentive, but also for the 
state. I think we also need do the hard work of putting the 
guardrails on school bonds. For those who are not-- that don't 
have any fiscal restraint, we need to inspire that in them, and 
mandate fiscal responsibility when you pass school bonds. For 
Senator Moser, he said we need to support things that help the 
budget, and what I'd submit to Senator Moser is that cutting 
spending will support the budget, and that's not what LB1124 
does. We have a money problem, and a wise person once told me 
that more money doesn't solve money problems. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Andersen. Senator Clouse, you're 
recognized to speak.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Mr. President. Colleagues, last year, or last 
session, when we had this come before us, it was after the 
budget was presented and balanced. And so, I voted against this 
very same thing that we're talking about now. I just felt that 
there could be something in the future, maybe we need to do 
this. And as we listen to the debate, there's a lot of great 
points being made on all sides of the issue. And I think what we 
need to do-- this is a very challenging time for us, as we look 
at the spending issues, we look at the taxation issues, and we 
knew that this week would be looking at a lot of the revenue 
issues. What are we doing with revenue? How do we increase 
revenue? How are we being creative in what we do? And I'm 
anxiously looking forward to seeing the Appropriations budget, 
which we should see later this week, hopefully, or first part of 
next week, to see what they've been doing for spending cuts and 
budget cuts. I would like to see if Senator Clements would be 
able to answer a question.  

KELLY: Senator Clements, will you yield to a question?  

CLEMENTS: Yes.  
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CLOUSE: Thank you, Senator Clements. As chair of the 
Appropriations, if this is a $47 million fiscal note-- if this 
was to go away, can you tell me what types of things we would be 
looking at to offset that loss?  

CLEMENTS: We've been working hard. We've almost cut everything 
to the bone that doesn't hurt services to people. I've-- you 
know, I've got a few things that probably wouldn't be too 
helpful. But first of all, the Medicaid general fund budget is 
$1 billion, $83 million of state funds, and it went up $71 
million this year. We could take $71 million from the Medicaid 
people. Or the environmental trust, $27 million we protected 
there. The cultural endowment, we protected $10 million there. 
Lake McConaughy Project, we've got $16 million in that. Or, you 
could reduce state aid to schools by $50 million and raise 
property taxes. But I prefer to reduce the $80 million in 
Medicaid costs which non-smokers are paying for, for smokers who 
have these benefits. And I think this is a very reasonable 
proposal, to direct the revenues from this to the Medicaid costs 
as part of the $1 billion, $83 million of Medicaid expenses. I 
think it's a small thing to ask.  

CLOUSE: OK, thank you. And did you talk about this bill at all 
in Appropriations? Had it been discussed?  

CLEMENTS: No, we did not take it into consideration.  

CLOUSE: OK. Thank you, Senator Clements. With that, I will yield 
the rest of my time as I'm interested in hearing additional 
discussion. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Clouse. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Conrad, you're recognized to close on the motion.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good morning, colleagues. So, 
I have five to close. Is that, is that accurate? Five minutes to 
close? OK. Well, I think that's accurate, so hopefully-- 

KELLY: Five.  

CONRAD: --I can temper my remarks in that regard. So, one thing 
that I just wanted to put a couple notes in the record for is 
that it seems like the votes are uncertain at best. It seems 
like people are concerned about the very, very limited time left 
in this legislative session, and those pressure points are 
helpful to facilitating negotiations and consensus, and trying 
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to forge perhaps deals to find a path forward on a more 
thoughtful policy approach and to conserve time, which is a 
precious commodity always, but particularly in the midst of a 
short legislative session that we are beyond the halfway mark 
here. One thing that I wanted to lift up is when we got the news 
from the Economic Forecasting Board late last week that 
Nebraska's budget crisis was worsening and the deficit was 
growing to then about $646 million with an additional 175 that 
came in with that, that lowered projection, based-- and then, we 
had of course the 471 that we were in the hole with when we 
started. I, I just-- I think it bears repeating, because the 
message we have heard from legislative leadership, the message 
we have heard from the governor has been "There's nothing to see 
here. We're in great fiscal shape. There are no problems." And 
my question, colleagues, and respectfully to our governor, is-- 
and I've said it in the paper, and I've said it on this floor, 
and I'm going to say it again today-- if there is no problem 
from a fiscal perspective, if there is no problem from budgetary 
perspective, why on earth are people rushing forward to raise 
regressive taxes nonetheless and make deep budget cuts? The 
rhetoric doesn't match the reality. If there's nothing to see 
here and things are great, why are people rushing forward with a 
massive regressive tax increase and huge budget cuts? It's 
because they're trying to address a massive structural budget 
deficit that's present and growing, and growing exponentially in 
the biennium to almost $1 billion-- over $800 million, based on 
current projections. That is not fiscally responsible. It's not. 
It's not fiscally responsible. It's reckless. And we take a 
conservative approach to our budgeting, which is a good thing in 
Nebraska. It's a part of our political culture. It ensures that 
we conform to, comply with the sound direction that Nebraska 
voters enshrined in our constitution to demand and require a 
balanced budget. Thank goodness, because clearly, political 
leadership wouldn't have the good sense to always do that on 
their own. And that is an actual guardrail to help guide our 
budgetary and taxation decisions and discussions. Colleagues, 
negotiations are happening, votes are uncertain at best. We know 
that these conversations are going to continue happening now and 
through budgetary deliberations, and for the remainder of 
session. There's no reason this measure needs to stay on the 
board for those conversations to happen. But if it's going to 
stay on the board and the introducer won't pass it over, then 
we'll continue to talk. We'll continue to tease these out. We'll 
continue to build a record, because that's the only option that 
we have available to us at this moment. I would ask for your-- 

KELLY: That's your time.  
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CONRAD: --favorable vote on the motion to recommit. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senators, the question is the 
motion to recommit. All those in favor, vote aye; all those 
opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: 8 ayes, 19 nays to recommit the bill, Mr. President.  

KELLY: The motion is not adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, some items for the record quickly. Your 
Committee on Health and Human Services chaired by Senator Hardin 
reports LB1217, LB796, LB933, LB1211 to General File, most 
having committee amendments. Additionally, your Committee on 
Nebraska Retirement Systems chaired by Senator Ballard reports 
LB1102, LB1103 and LB1166 to General File. New LR: LR355 from 
Senator Bosn, LR356 from Senator Bosn; those will both be laid 
over. As it concerns the bill, Mr. President, LB1124, Senator 
Conrad would move to reconsider the vote just taken on MO487.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Conrad, you're recognized 
to open.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, good morning, 
colleagues. So, here we are. We're about 20 minutes or so until 
the lunch break. So, I rise in continued opposition to LB1124. I 
ask for your favorable reconsideration of the motion that was 
just defeated to recommit this measure to committee, which can 
and should be utilized as a serious option in regards to this 
measure. Everybody knows the votes are uncertain at best to 
break this filibuster and move it forward; that's why people are 
scrambling to make deals. We've heard illusory promises about 
putting this revenue in a lockbox. Do not believe it. Don't fall 
for it, because it's not accurate. Number one, you can't bind a 
future Legislature. Everybody knows that, and any sort of intent 
language or any sort of statutory consideration can be changed 
at any time. Go ask your members on Appropriations Committee how 
it's going for dedicated revenue sources in regards to cash 
funds, which have been diminished, diluted, and swept. And by 
the way, from a fiscally conservative perspective, if the cash 
funds themselves have an exorbitant or high balance subject to 
said sweeps, either A, the executive is impounding funds and not 
pushing it out as per Appropriations directions for required 
programs and services, or B, the fees are too high and the fees 
should be dropped. They shouldn't be maintained at the existing 
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level to allow for budget trickery. If you think that the deal 
that talks about putting this in a trust fund or a lock box, or 
putting guardrails on it is real, go ask the veterans. Go ask 
the blind children. Go ask the folks who care about the 
environmental trust. Go ask the stakeholders involved in the 
cultural endowment. Most of those have very well-established, 
very clear statutory parameter and/or constitutional protection, 
in the case of the trust. Those are being swept and diluted. So, 
if anyone who's shopping those deals can tell me how this deal 
would be different than the treatment of those funds, I'd love 
to hear it. I'd love to hear them punch in and provide that 
assurance to this Legislature and put the word on the record and 
discuss how that is legally possible, how that is possible from 
a policy perspective. Because I think it's an illusory promise 
to get deals because the issues that we've identified in regards 
to the fiscal utilization of this proposal are real, and, and 
proponents of this measure have conceded that our concerns about 
the fiscal components of this measure are valid, and that's why 
they're scrambling, and we need more information on that regard. 
When people are talking about how we can buttress and expand and 
preserve and protect the important and laudable good work when 
it comes to public health objectives intertwined with this 
conversation, those are good things. We have age restrictions, 
we have advertising restrictions. There's been limitations in 
regards to flavored additives for tobacco products. There have 
been public health campaigns. Nebraska has rightfully sought a 
Medicaid waiver to ensure more access to treatment and 
prevention and cessation services are available within the 
Medicaid program itself, and other senators are working in good 
faith to make sure, beyond that waiver program, that other 
options are available for folks who may not qualify to avail 
themselves of the services to address the behavioral health 
issues intertwined with tobacco use or nicotine products. And 
so, those conversations are still happening. There's a host of 
conversations about moving the vape component away from the 
cigarette component in regards to this measure. There's 
discussions about adjusting the proposal in regards to the 
amount for what the massive tax-- regressive tax increase would 
look like on the cigarette tobacco components. All of those 
discussions are happening. A lot of members are engaged on this 
topic, and I think that's a good thing because people are 
working seriously and in good faith. But I don't think we're 
necessarily going to work out these issues on the mic. That's 
why I'm asking for your favorable consideration of the motion to 
reconsider on the motion to recommit. Send it back to committee, 
make them work it out. See if there's a way to strike a balance 
with more progressive options to address the budgetary matters 
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and issues before us, because that's what's been missing is 
balance, in terms of our policy-making. They can send it back to 
committee. They can sort it out. There are other revenue 
generators pending before the Revenue Committee that can and 
should be paired with a package like this, if anything's going 
to move forward. Personally, I don't think this measure should 
move forward. If there is a deal palatable to the majority of 
members who want to move something forward, that will be 
evidenced through the votes. If there is a deal to remove the 
most regressive aspects of this proposal, that's something I and 
others of course are going to be open-minded to. And maybe it 
shifts from opposed but not filibustering. Those kinds of 
procedural and substantive options are on the table. But as we 
stand today, with just a few minutes before we head to our lunch 
break, I would ask for your favorable consideration of a serious 
motion to reconsider the motion to recommit to committee so that 
those negotiations and deliberations can continue appropriately 
at the Revenue Committee level. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator Raybould, you're 
recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. I do support this motion to 
reconsider for many of the reasons that Senator Conrad outlined. 
There are active discussions and negotiations. We have the Bill 
Drafters engaged on creating some floor amendments, and we do 
ask for your reconsideration. My philosophy has always been, on 
this matter, that if we're going to be talking about any type of 
sales tax increase, and I know many in the Chamber have spoken 
about this loudly and clearly, that sales tax increases that 
impact low-income Nebraskans, middle-income Nebraskans, that it 
has to be a very thoughtful approach, a very deliberative 
approach, but also a comprehensive approach as we tackle our 
fiscal deficit. We just can't start dealing with the distraction 
on one small element of coming up with a budget solution. We 
have to talk about all of this. Do compromises need to be made? 
Yes, absolutely. There has to be compromises made to get it 
right. And this is, this is very important. You've heard me 
advocate then-- if this bill is designed to help individuals 
quit smoking, why are we not directing any funds towards that 
specific element? Quit Nebraska has some funds. I've asked, what 
is the amount of funds? It sounds like they may-- while supplies 
last, you can qualify for free smoking cessation products that 
will help you get to where we all want you to be. So, there's a 
little bit of frustration, and I believe that there are some 
good things in the works. And we ask that you vote "favorfully" 
for this reconsideration, so that it will give us additional 
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time. Maybe after lunch, we can get everything drafted 
appropriately and worked out. But the one thing I wanted to 
point out, and, you know, we-- we're a little bit shy or just 
sensitive about this-- when we've seen other cash funds get 
"sweeped," we've seen trust funds get "sweeped"-- swept away to 
help plug budget deficits. And we're, we're quite leery that 
this is exactly what's going to be happening to the funds that 
are supposed to be directed towards Medicaid, which we have a 
growing, increasing demand for additional Medicaid dollars. Are 
they going to really go to where they're intended? I mean, 
there's a real reason to have that doubt. And so, one of the 
things that we're working on is crafting some language that 
really segregates that fund. And I think there are two examples 
in the cigarette tax distribution right now that have been in 
place, and those are for DHHS, as well as the University of 
Nebraska. Those are two funds-- DHHS is directed towards cancer 
research only, and the other one is to the University of 
Nebraska Medical Center to help with that cancer research, which 
is so important, and something that we should be very proud of, 
and that we are known for being on the cutting edge of medical 
health care delivery in our state of Nebraska. And I think, 
jumping back to what the consultants have told us, what is that 
one thing that the state of Nebraska does well, or two things 
that the state of Nebraska does well, and then go out and sell 
it. Market it. Market it to the entire United States, why 
Nebraska is the state that you want to relocate to. But I guess 
going back to the prime purpose of my discussion here is we need 
to craft the language that segregates that funds so they go 
exactly to help with that Medicaid gap. Here's something that 
was very interesting, and I'm surprised I got it, but it was 
from Americans for Tax Reform. And it-- many of you might know 
them. I wasn't aware of them. It's Grover Norquist's very 
conservative approach on taxation, and it's a brief that they 
sent to me. It says Nebraska senators should reject cigarette 
and vape tax hikes. It's saying that this represents a 
substantial tax increase on Nebraska consumers and small 
businesses, and lawmakers should reject it. Businesses are 
already under pressure, and raising taxes on products that small 
family-owned vape shops, convenience stores and gas stations 
rely on for a significant share of their sales would leave many 
of these businesses struggling. Retailers operating on thin 
margins, especially those near state borders, would face 
increased competition from lower tax jurisdictions and untaxed 
sources, threatening local businesses and jobs across the state. 
Well, you know, I kind of agree with what they're saying, and I, 
I believe that a lot of our state senators also agree with that. 
So, for these reasons and more reasons that others will come up 
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and articulate, I ask that you support the reconsideration. 
Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Guereca, you're 
recognized to speak.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President. Before I start in my-- in on 
my debate, I do want to take a point of personal privilege and 
give a shout-out to a trailblazer in our state, Brenda Council, 
who, really, in, in, in many regards, has done a lot for the 
city of Omaha. You can count her amongst the first in many 
things, and, you know, when I, I started getting involved in 
advocacy and decided to inevitably run for the legislator, she 
was a big supporter, a mentor, and I truly do appreciate all the 
amazing work she does for the kids of Nebraska. So, I wanted to 
take that little point of personal privilege before getting to 
the matter at hand. The matter at hand is more taxes on working 
people. Earlier, I made a kind of off-the-hand comment about why 
aren't we taxing private jets. And I'd, I'd forgotten that 
they're-- we have several exemptions for private jets: sales, 
private jet repairs, private jet takeoff fees, which I didn't 
know were a thing. So, maybe we should look towards that. Maybe 
we should towards that instead of-- very first bill out of the 
gate, a tax increase to fill a hole caused by sweetheart tax 
deals to the richest corporations, largest landowners and 
wealthiest Nebraskans, squarely on the back of the men and women 
that make this-- that make the state go and make this country 
go, and that's our working people. And our young people, with 
the vape tax. Because just like cigarettes, just like we were 
talking about earlier, in Atchison County, when we are 
surrounded by states with less taxes on these products, we're 
forcing our young people-- we're encouraging them to go to South 
Dakota, to go to Iowa, to go to Missouri, to go to Kansas to get 
these cheaper vapes. And I would need to look into this, but I 
guarantee you those states probably don't have the restrictions 
on what we sell like we do here. And I appreciate Senator Hughes 
for her leadership on this, making sure that the vape products 
sold here in the state are actually of, of a higher quality, 
because we do see in the market a large influx of these Chinese 
vape knockoff products that, you know, probably aren't good for, 
for, for our young Nebraskans. So, again, this-- the-- if we 
take the lessons from Atchison County and apply it to vapes, 
that's what's going to happen. Our young students at Chadron are 
going to go to South Dakota, our students at Peru State and at 
Kearney will take a trip down to Kansas. Our kids here in 
Lincoln, over in Wayne, at UNO, at Creighton are going to go 
just across the river and spend their tax dollars elsewhere. 
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Just like with medical marijuana, just like with gambling, these 
social engineering bills that this legislator is so intent on 
passing will not do what you think they will do. Now, there are 
options. There are things we can do if we want to get serious 
about changing health outcomes. But tax after tax, restriction 
on restriction will not do it. Instead, that money is going to 
the General Fund to probably go to more sweetheart tax cuts to 
the wealthiest Nebraskans, the largest landowners, and not be 
going to programs that are proven to improve health outcomes. 
So, I know there's great debate and great negotiation going on 
on the sides. I look forward to hearing what, what folks come up 
with. But as of now, I stand fully in support of reconsidering 
the motion--  

KELLY: That's your time.  

GUERECA: --to recommit this to the committee. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Guereca. Senator Storm, you're 
recognized to speak.  

STORM: Thank you, Mr. President. You know, I don't like smoking 
at all. I don't support it. But it is legal in this, this 
country. And I, I think people need to understand that many 
grocery stores, convenience stores, and various retailers sell 
cigarettes and vapes, and a tax increase will hurt them. Right 
now, you have Iowa taxes them at $1.36 a pack, we're at 64 cents 
a pack. The state of Iowa just voted to not increase their 
cigarette tax any more. And why did they come out and say-- why 
did their state senators come out and say we're not going to 
increase our cigarette tax? The primary concern was, when 
raising the cigarette tax, this is a-- this will be a loss of 
revenue to border states. Currently, Iowa benefits from having 
lower cigarette tax rate than Minnesota, Wisconsin, South 
Dakota, and Illinois, but not Nebraska. There are people from 
Iowa who drive across to Nebraska to buy our cigarettes. But 
also, when they come across here to buy cigarettes, they buy 
gas, which is our ethanol; they buy groceries, they buy other 
goods, they shop. So, we get that revenue for people coming in 
from other states. And it's not only Iowa; it's Colorado, it's 
Kansas. This argument that tax-- the argument to raise taxes on 
cigarettes and vapes will hurt our local businesses-- the 
argument to raise taxes on "cigarments" and vapes will hurt our 
local businesses on multiple levels, and I don't think that's 
been stated very much during this debate. It's much bigger than 
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just cigarettes. I understand the other side's argument, but 
will it have the, the desired effect? Will people smoke less? I 
would say probably not. I don't think people will smoke less if 
we go up another dollar a pack. I think people will pay, pay the 
extra tax, and I think they'll deny themselves other things or 
their children other things that they can't afford. Will we 
receive more tax revenue if we, if we increase this? Possibly, 
for, for a while. But for how long? It's not going to be 
consistent, because like I said, people are going to stop 
driving here from other states to buy our gas, our groceries, 
our cigarettes, our other items. We are going to lose that 
revenue. So, it's not going to probably have the desired effect 
of what people think. And, you know, this bill, it purely is a 
Band-Aid at best. The argument is we have to have this bill to 
balance our budget. If we don't-- if we don't increase this tax, 
we're not going to be able to balance the budget. So, that's 
great for this year; what about next year? You know, our 
budget's going to be in shambles again once again next year. 
Forecast is $874 million short. That's what Senator Andersen 
said. He's correct. So, what are we going to raise taxes on next 
year to try to balance that budget? Are we going to go after 
cigarettes again? Are we going to go against-- go after 
something else? Are we going to do a, a sales tax on everything 
to try to, to get our budget back in line? And I continually 
beat the drum on this, and I will again: Nebraska has a spending 
issue, not a revenue issue. And until this body has the, the 
gumption to truly tackle the systemic problem of overspending, 
we're going to be back here again. And there's been a lot of 
pressure put on me and others in here to vote for this. Vote for 
the Band-Aid. Vote for the Band-Aid so we don't have to come 
back for a special session. You know? We got to-- we got to 
balance our budget, this is how we're going to do it. We're 
going do it by taxing cigarettes. Very little pressure out there 
on how we are going to systemically change the problem in this 
state of spending too much money. Senator Andersen brought up 
some good points. We throw hundreds of millions of dollars at 
other programs, and it's not having the desired effect. We don't 
even consider looking at trying to lower that. But we're going 
to go after taxing cigarettes. People would call that low-
hanging fruit. We can get away with taxing people who smoke. You 
know, they're, they're, they're going get cancer, so we have to 
tax them, go after them. But my, my whole argument is, what are 
we going to do next year? What, what-- $874 million short. What 
are we going to do to address that? I mean, we're, we're talking 
having to do some wholesale changes in how we spend money in 
this state to try to even address this. And I'm going to be back 
for two more years-- maybe six, we'll see. And for the people 
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who are out of here in 24 days, you won't have to deal with 
this. But I'm going to have to deal with it, so I'm trying to 
make systemic changes in this state to try to really tackle this 
spending issue that we have, and we can't do this by raising 
taxes. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Storm. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, some items for the record. Communication 
from the governor: engrossed LB653 and LB807 were received in my 
office on February 27, 2026 and signed on March 4, 2026. These 
bills were delivered to the Secretary of State on March 4, 2026. 
Signed, sincerely, Jim Pillen, Governor. Additionally, Mr. 
President, your Committee on Revenue chaired by Senator von 
Gillern reports LB890 to General File with committee amendments. 
Amendment to be printed from Senator Kauth to LB1133. Notice of 
committee hearing from the Business and Labor Committee. 
Finally, Mr. President, a priority motion: Senator Hallstrom 
would move to recess the body until 1:30 p.m.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion to recess. All those in 
favor, say aye. Those opposed, say nay. The Legislature is in 
recess. 


