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would be appropriate for us to raise the sales and income
tax rather than taking this money away from the highways. I
t hink t h i s w o u l d b e a b i g mi st a k e . We have a h i gh g a s t ax
right now, one of the highest i n th e c ou n t r y , a n d i f we
start taking that money away, we have to raise it some more
and I think we would be running into some opposition. I
think i t wou l d b e a b i g mi st ak e to make that transfer and I
oppose Senator Johnson's amendment.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Lamb, then Senator Lundy.

SENATOR LAMB: Mr. President and members, I also rise to
oppose the amendment. On e of the hallmarks o f a d e v e l o p ed
country is farm to market roads. That ' s o n e o f the first
things that you have to have i n o r de r t o have a count r y
which emerges from the dark ages. You have to have farm to
market roads. Now this proposal could reflect negatively on
those roads, either that or an increase in the gasoline tax.
So it' s either shift, it' s either a shift in funding or it' s
a reduct i o n i n a nee d . You know there are many things that
government does, but the basic things that government should
do i s p r ov i de t ho se f a c i l i t i e s w hich ea c h p e r s o n c ann o t
provide for himself and roads fit into that category. We
have to have good roads out there and it does not accomplish
anything to shift that funding from the general fund to the
gasoline tax. What it may accomplish in a s ession such a s
this, it may accomplish a shi f t wh i ch i s nev er f u l l y
implemented that we may not come back and i ncrease t h e t a x
on the gasoline for that extra penny to make up the deficit.
So I certainly urge the body to defeat this amendment.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Lundy, please.

SENATOR LUNDY: Mr. President and members of the body, I
rise also to oppose the Vard Johnson amendment. As has been
pointed our by Se nator Remmers and S e nato r La m b and
Senator . . . I don ' t know who t he ot h er one wa s now, bu t
anyhow, Senator Hefner, pointea out very clearly that we
are...if this were adopted we would just simply shift over
and move some tax. If we' re going to continue to maintain
h ighways and cou n t y r o a d s and br i d ge s and st r e e t s in ou r
cities and counties and the state highways, then we jus t
simply shift over and shift the burden to the gasoline tax.
This is certainly not good planning i n my op i n i o n . I t h i nk
the h i g hway use r funds were c r e a t ed f o r a definite purpose
and they should continue to be used for that purpose. I
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