February 16, 1989 LB 362A

and where your options do not lie and that the total cost of the

full programwill be before you. But, at this point, it'
proper to nove the bill because parts of this there is no
guesti on. W wer e having a bill drafted that stayed with just
t he absolute mninmum things that could be done. But there is no
reason, | suspect, that it coulan't be done through his bill,
so you could consider it. But, in any event, | guess the bottom
line I"mtrying to say is there is g |ot nore tg this whol e act
than just what we're dealing with today that we will be dealing
with, but the other major costs do not have any statutory
requirenent. It's just a matter of how rmuch of the noney  that
you have to put in.

SENATOR LABEDZ: Thank you, Senator Warner. Is there any
further discussion on the advancenment of LB 362A°? Eviden' |y
not. Senator Wesely, would you |jke to cl ose on the
advancement?

SENATORWESELY:  vYes, thank you. And |' ve tried to explain the
issue as muchas | can, and, obviously, many questions remain.
But for Senator Smith's benefit and for sepnator Warner's, the
one am only difference petween the mandates and this

legislation is the minimums jnyolved, the 12,000 versus the
25, 000. I' ve tried to make that as clear as | can. The reason

the 25,000 is in there is because last year the bill we passed

said half of your assets up to 25,000. gy unfortunately, many
people interpreted that o meanyou could keep $25,000. gg

frankly, since the bill passed last year | kept getting call's
from col | eagues who said they had sonebody in their district who
had this situation come up andthey thought they could keep
25,000. Why aren't they able to keep 25, 0007 And so Senator
Wthem and |, as we drafted the bill, thought that it seened
I|ke.rraybe people weren't sure apout the intent involved, so we
put it at 25,000 as what you could keep, half your. assets or

25,000, whichever is, | guess, less. So we endedup with ¢that
attitude. I don't have any problemwith lowering it down to
12,000, frankly, that's the mininum and that's kind of what ihe
original bill did. But we were trying to recognise that we had
some col |l eagues that had a problemwith sone people, giqthat is
why it 's in the formthat it is. | don't think you' Il find the
12 or $25,000 issue to really be that costly. "~ | think we have

to identify and pull that out, and Senator Warner is going to do
that. But, obviously, that is a point of discussion andthe one

and only question that we have to resolve in this issue.
Otherwi se we' ve got to nove forward, and I'd ask that the bill
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