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amendment is, I cannot find anything really wrong with it.
Using the income approach as it's spelled out there might be
some d i f f i cu l t i e s dev e l op with i t , b ut i t make s
phi l o soph i ca l s e nse t o me . It seems to me that what we' re
saying is that if we use income we' re somewhat fearful that
we may make enough money on agricultural land that we' ll
actua l l y , t he i nco me w i l l be m or e than the market value and
we' ll actually be able to pay for the d amn stuff. No w
wouldn't that be terrible. I would l i ke t o ha v e t h e i nc o me
high enough that I could pay for it for a change. The fact
of the matter is I' ve got way too much of it that I' ve paid
more than what the income I could produce off of it is, and
that is a lot of my problem, a nd a l o t o t h e r f o l k . ' p r ob l em s
as well. But what o f it if it gets to t he p l ac e wher e t h e
income on farm ground or rangeland is actually more than the
value. I know what is going to happen, and all the rest of
you do too. The value wil' go up very quickly. T he va l u e
would go up very quickly if that should happen because there
isn't any such thing as a farmer that saves money. We soon
go out and buy something else. But I don't see anything
wrong with that approach. I don ' t see anything wrong with
saying, you know, if the income happens t o b e h i ghe r t h an
the valuation...than the actual value, then we' re going to
use that as the assessed valuation. If the income is up
there then it ought to be that way. I think there is a real
danger with putting both of them i n be cause I t h i nk
eventually we will go the direction that Senator DeCamp was
talking about earlier. I would remind those of you from the
rural ar eas in this Legislature, l ook around the
Legislature. If we adopt Senator Warner's amendment, it is
just going to be a matter of a few years u nti l so mebody i s
going to say, well, we hadn't ought to have two kinds of
ways to value farmland, w e ought t o ha v e o n l y o n e , and tha t
one way is the market value way. The r e are g oi ng t o be
enough votes in here from the urban areas of the state to
say we' re go i n g t o go t h e market value way and they might
say, we l l , we wi l l put i t i n a t 45 percent , or 50 p er ce n t ,
or whatever. But t hat change could t a k e p l ace and that
percentage c o u l d so o n b e 1 0 0 p e r c e n t . Or with the adoption
of Amendment 4 it could be 110 percent, or 50 p e r c e nt . Then
what ar e we g o i n g t o d o? Everybody in r u r a l Neb r a s ka k n o ws
that the actual price paid for a parcel of land has many
times very little to do with what actual production can come
off that land. It has more to do with how much land you' ve
already go t o n e ach si de of it, the two neighbors that are
vying for it, how much they might have paid already for the
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