Nay 10, 1989 LB 84, 525

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Shall Section 2 of the conmittee
amendnments be adopted? Al'l in favor vote aye, opposed nay.
Have you all voted' ? Pl ease record.

ASSI STANT CLERK: 27 eyes, 0 nays on the adoption f conmittee
amendnment nunber two, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Section 2 is adopted. To Section 3, Senator
Warner, please.

SENATOR MARNER: Nr. President, nembers of the Legislature, this
apparently is the section that we will have the nbst (jscussion
on today. This section would transfer fromthe Genera' ?:Lllmd to
the Securities Act Cash Fund in the amount of $50 nmillion \yphich
i ntent | anguage that that money would be invested in such a
fashion that at |east 20 percent could e available ..invested
in such a way that at |east 20 percent Soul’d e Gvafi anl 8'E5" Be
transferred to the General Fund each of the followi ng five years
out |n_the next biennium Cbviously, this concept as_...Pecame
a conmittee amendment |ong before some of the other Yvegl slat1on,
specifically, LB 84, was developed as it stands today. pyt,
nevert hel ess, dependi ng upon what happens znd what bills are

enacted, and | don't know what will be enacted, cgnceptu [y it
seens to ne that it may still be wise to retain it in gblaﬂ yet
today. It may well be, as | have indicated before, that this
and other provisions of the bill, or the bill's entirety may
not, we may not even want to consider for passage |ater on. At

the time, in part it was to set the noney aside because we were
anticipating a total lower |evel of expenditure and this would
have had the benefit of keeping that cash, the reserve, gata
lower and nore acceptable level, andreducing that reserveby a

means other than spending the noney. | had passed out to you
today a copy of a article .t hat , receiv.ed a Coup|e Of dayS _ago,
and actually, I was going to use it at some point, but it is
rather interesting. Thoseof you, if youhave had a chance to
look at it, it talks about Connecticut and their current fiscal
condi tion. And it shows where they yent from a s ubst anti al
surplus in 1987 to g substantial, a very substantial deficit
anticipated for 1990, went froma 365 million surplus to an

anticipated 882 nillion deficit, and | thought the analysis that
was done cn this was rather interesting. Essentially, what they
didis increasedtheir state spending at a rate of” 15 percent]
if you | ook on the second page, on the right hand side of the

first page, over a period of tinme, where had they only increased
spending at 9 percent instead of 15 percent, théy wodl d have not
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