(start belt #12)

PRESILENT: Senator Cavanaugh, yleld?

SENATOR WARNER: I'm not perfectly clear on the wording of
your proposed amendment. What would be acquired under your
amendment 1n the event the subdivision of government was
provided property through a will.

SENATOR CAVANAUGK: Tnhat 1s covered in a seperate section
it is inclusive of sections 25-05, says are inclusive and
it says that 1t 1s provided 1in 2503 that such notice shall
be sufficlent if glven to the administrator or executor of
an estate of a deceased person. So the notice 1is the same
thing in the case of a beguest.

SENATOR WARNER: How do you handle as a result of a public
hearing that there were objections and the will didn't
provide, I suppose that you automatically throw out that
provision of the will and 1t would be....

SENATOR CAVANAUGH: 1In the case of a gift Senator Warner?
SENATOR WARNER: I'm talking through a will.

SENATCR CAVANAUGH: Of course 1f there 1s no acceptance of
the state which is the purpose of the public hearing to
determine whether or not there was any objection to the
state accepting the gift and without thne acceptance as far
as the states problem 1s concerned, thzt is remedied. Then
there is generally a residuary clause in most wills but that
would be the personal protlem of the administrator or the
deceased as to where the remalnder of that property would

go in the event that the specific donee did not accept.

SENATOR WARNER: Then it would seem to me that 1in any

event I have no 1ldea as to how many people in the United
States have such a provisicn in their will which that they
would have assummed would be automatlic conceivably in some
instances it would no longer be possible. It would seem to
me that at least some means would have to be recognized that
an individuals wish through a will could not be voided by
this body....there 1s no way for them to know it.

SENATOR CAVANAUGH: Senator Warner, we have got competing
interests here whenever you are dealing with government. For
example 1f Senator Carpenter had bequeth to us Hiram Scott
and the state had no way of rejecting i1t, that might not be
desirable from the point of the state....whether or not the
eventual acqulsition of Hiram Scott was desirable. I'm not
dealing with that issue, but I'm saying that if that case
arose the state still has to make a determination as to whether
or not it wants Hiram Scott and it has a responsibility to
make that determination because the acceptance of HIram Scott
will bring with it many obligations and responsibilities
wnich the state may not or may want to assume. So the state
should never be put in the position of beingz subject toc the
individual whims of say a deceedent who wants to glve the
state sometning but the state may not want and it may not

te in the test interest of the state to acqulire or accept.

CLERKX: Read motion. Read notice of committee hearings,
reac LB368, 985, 986, 3E7, and 3588.

(end belt #12)



