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to thank Senator Chanbers for raising the issue because | think
he has kept us trueto the intention of the Famly Policy Act
and made sure that our |anguage is clear, gnd Senator Pirsch was
hel pful, and Senator Smith was helpful on that. andso | hope
this is |anguage that movesus down the road. | don't think
this in any way erodes the original intention of the Family
Policy Act but it is clarifying | anguage that sets that standard
of assessment of riskto a child, and perhaps will be of sonme
assi stance to those hardworking and overworked folks 4t there
in the field whoare trying to nake these difficult choices as
far as when do you renove a child froma home and \hen do you
lleave the child there. So with that, | would ask you to adopt
t he amendnent. Thank you.

PRESIDENT: Thankyou. Senator Pirsch, did you wish to speak on
this? Okay, Senator Wesely.

SENATOR WESELY: Thank you. Nr. President, | just am a little
concerned, I guess to some degree, the amendnent that we had
originally had been brought up at a hearing and then adopted
the committee, and not having had a chance to | ook at this ot he¥
| anguage, it is considerably weaker in terms of concern for the
child, "and | am very concerned about children in dangerous
situations. And | think the Fam |y Policy Act, which is very
positive in a lot of ways, but I have had an ongoing concern
about its inmpact on children and | think this amendnment was g
an attenpt to try and deal with that particular jssye, and |
think this is definitely an i nprovenent on the Famly Policy Act
but the change is maybe a little nore than | would |ike to have
seen fromthat original amendment, and without having had g4

chance to reviewit, | atjust going to reserve the right to

per haps not feel good about i

PRESIDENT:  Thank you. Senator Scofield, would you |ike to
cl ose on the adoption of your anendnent?

SENATOR SCOFIELD: Thank you, Nr. President. | would, in some
ways | think | would disagree with Senator \wssely's assessnent
that this is weaker. It certainly doesn't P/eave the broad
| anguage in there in terns of perhaps a judgnent being nade by a
wor ker, neking a judgnent that that environnent g physical |y,
developmentally, or emotionally harmful either i mmediately or
curmul atively, but | think the concerns that Senator Ppjrsch and
Senator Chanbers raise are legitimte concerns and coul d, ,nder
certain circunstances, be used to inappropriately leave a «hiq
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