Narch 13, 1989 LB 49

being that it would be easier to change whatever rule...or
noxi ous weeds mi ght beconme problens in the state. Rather than
having to come in and change the statute, the department
director coul d make chose changes. It also allows the
department to supervise and direct weed control authorities. ¢
hel ps them conduct investigations into complaints on noxious
weeds and failure to conply with the law and 1t hel ps the county
weed control authority with their weed control authority
guidelines. It also, and has been nentioned by both Senator
Nel son, Senator Schmit and Senator Dierks, inposes a fee. ..an
increase in a fee from $10.00 to $40.00 on the [ egistration of
certain chemcals in the state. That is the funding source of

this program The bill also asks for matching funds gyt of the
General Fund. Whet her that is possibleremains to be seen, but
at this time | don't think that that should hold us back from at
least advancing the bill. we can discuss alternative financing
mechani sns, | think, on Select File if it becomes apparent that
General Fund support is not forthcom ng. Finally a

conment...away from LB 49, but acoment that has been brought
up by two or three speakers today on the geffects cf chemi cal s
and the use of chemicals in our environment and in agricultural
operations. It is interesting to note that |I think we gee two
| oconptives heading straight toward each other. There is a

growing and increasing concern py the public about the
environment, about the use of chemicals or the growmh of the use

of chem’_ca_ls in t_his country and | think you' re seeing more and
nore positions being taken by groups against use of chemcals in

our society. It is interesting to note, however, gs well, t hat
on the federal level to be in conpliance with our federal farm
program we have to basically meet, in many cases, soil
requirements, the I oss of soil,whjch means one of two things,

either go in and start putting in nmajor restructurings of our
property, putting in embankments and dikes and so forth, or

going to minimum till . Ninimumti |lage means probably | 5¢ of
nore chem cal s. Nore farmers | have tal ked toare suggesting
they wil | probably be going to minimumti Il yather than doing
maj or soil reconstruction projects on their property. It's |less
costly in the long run but it, again, hits up against that
question about chem cals. I thi ~you're going to see more
chemicals used because with mnimumtill you're not actually
breaking the soil as nuch as you used tO0 gnd the control of the
weeds wi |l have to be done in another manner other than till age
of the ground. So you are headed in that direction. That has
nothing to do with this bill but it was a primeopportunity to
bring that up. | think the bill is, inits basic structure, ;p
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