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claimagainst a fund that hasnt had time to build up.

Unfortunately, I have to say that 289, | wish we could have
moved earlier our considerations, | knowit's a npard issue, |
know it's difficult, but it seems to me that we exacergate t he

difficulty of 289 by front-loading into the system a bunch of
claimants on arelativelyarbitrary basis. 1986 certainly has
no nﬂg|.c. that | can tell. |f the state does have a
responsibility, then why doesn't it predate that noment? pyt
what we have is the possibility of front-loading a fund and
starting on day one with an insolvent mechanism | jntend to
oppose the Warner amendment. | jntend to ask the body to expand
the anount of revenues and resources this state maintains. |
intend to ask thebody to create g different |arger cushion so
that the administrators of this programwon't have™ to turn on
and turn off at a noment's notice the taxing nechanismthat's at
t he base of this whole thing and create.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR LANDIS: ..administrative difficulties, but the place
to begin with is to ensure the integrity of the fund, and it
seems to me that you can't front-load it witha bunch of
obligat*'ons when it doesn't even exist at this point to do that.
| oppose the Warner amendment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Schmit, on the Warner
amendment.

SENATOR SCHMIT: M. President and nmenbers, when the committee

debated this bill in the commttee, we discussed the retroactive
responsibilities and decided to put the bill out without that
provision in it I do, however, have, and Senator Landis has

given v' rtually all of the reasons, and good ones, whyit should
not be made retroactive. The problemthat |I have with opposing
the Warner amendment js this, that historically in the
environnental area we have always attenpted to enact |egislation
whi ch encourages a citizen to report any problemthat mght be a
threat to the envi ronment. \¥ have done so, recognizing that
many of the practices that we were involved in, Tiveor ten or
fifty years ago, were considered normal practices at {pat time

and that the problens that haveresulted fromthose practices

shoul d not necessarily be held against the jndjvjdual, because
at the time they were engaged in, they were the best technol ogy
available . Ve have, of course, a s ituationhere where, in

effect, the Citizen, t he private Citizen’ and agriculture,
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