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that we have some things in common on the bill and we do see
a basic conceptual right with the concept. Now if you
haven't looked exactly at what the bill is doing, forgetting
about i t s t e chn i c a l m e ri t , which is hard for me to look at,
t ry t o u n d e r s t a n d the concept behind what LB 157 i s t r y i ng
to do. What it is saying is basically two things. I f t h e r e
is an injury, if there is a claim, the purpose of LB 157 is
to try to make that person who i s i n j u r ed as wh o l e as
possibly can be, given the alternatives we have today in our
judicial process, that mainly b eing m o n e t ar y r ew a r d s .
Obviously, you can't put an arm back on so mebody who has
lost an arm, but we do have measures that try to make the
p erson as whol e a s p o s s i b l e , have...if that person has been
injured and has a valid claim. One of the problems that
have b e e n i nvo l v e d or at le ast a lleged is th at the
defendants, and that can be anyone of us here, but in effect
unaerstand ~t xs the insurance c ompany because we ar e al l
i n .ur d o . we sh ou l d be z »sured a g a x ns t so me k i n d s of claims
l ake t h z s . So we ' r e t a l k i ng about t h e i n su r anc e company,
but we ' r e r ea l l y t a l k i ng abo u t you and me as our interests
a re r e p r e s e n t e d b y i n sur a n c e companies. One of the problems
that has come up xs the fact or the alleged fact that it is
in the best interests of an insurance company not to set t l e
quickly. Now whether or not you agree with that philosophy
o r t h at al l eg ed a l l ega t i on r eal l y i sn ' t i mpo r t ant with
regards to the bill because what t he b i l l i s say i n g i s t ha t
t hzs z s g oi ng t o take effect if there is delay or it is
going to take ef fect b ecause delay t ends to h urt t h e
cia>mant because it does not right now, the law does not
right now recognize the present value of money. And Senato r
Higgins has pointed out that maybe we'd have a deflationary
period and in such case then it would be an unfair bill. I
would submit to you that t hat i s a v er y , ve r y remote
possibility. It h asn't been historically correct. I f i t
should e v e r b e c ome co r r e c t , I'd be the first person in here
to get rid of tnis kind of a concept, but the concept i s
m ake th e p e r s o n w h o l e. f I h a ve a c l a i m, I have an i n j u r y
or you h ave a n z nj u r y and you ar e goi n g t o be r epaid f o r
your injury and all part:es agree an d t h e cou r t s h ave agreed
that you' re going to be repaid, if you get r epaid t o d a y ,
y ou' re who l e . But if it takes you a year or two years or
longer to get repaid what you suffered today, you will not
be whole . Th at ' s al l t h at t h i s b i l l i s t r y i ng t o do .
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