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subj ect that benefit to the other types of taxation pecause it
is to conpensate themin the fact for their injury and to try to
give them some kind of incone to sustain thenmselves until they
are rehabilitated. The fact of the matter is that it doesn' t
and there are many, nany peopl e who earn over $19,000 a year and
who get injured and yet have house paynments and doctor bills and
car payments to nmeet just like we do and they have children to
send to school and sonetines children in college and vyet .they
are devastated when an injury occurs because they are restricted
to the maximm amount that is allowed under Nebraska I|aw.
Teachers are subject to this law, for exanple, andthere are a
| ot of t eachers that aren't exorbitantly paid, but they are in
the 25, $30,000 area, supporting a wife, children. If they get
infjured on the job, and |I' verepresented sone teachers who have
been injured on the job, one that slipped in a hallway and hit
her head, that is a trenmendous |oss of income. This anendnment
does not nmake the system fair, in ny view, but it makes it |egs

troubl esone than the conmttee anendnents. I would like to just
explain that |last year when this bill was submitted to the
comm ttee, the Labor Committee, Business and Labor Conmittee,
there were some assurances nmade to ne about how this bill would
be handled. Those assurances have not been k ept . The first
assurance | had was that this bill or the unenployment bill
woul d conme out in 1989 and then the other pj||, the remaini ng
bill of these two bills,either unenpl oyment or workers' comp
bills, would cone out in 1990. That was ny understanding. That
was what | expected to happen. | trusted the conmm ttee with

that particular assurance. Then | found out that sonme kind of
meeting had been held to negotiate what would be an adequate
increase in the weekly maximumbenefits. unfortunately, even
though it was ny bill, I was not invited to that negotiation. |
don't think that is the customary procedure in this body.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One mi nute.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: | don't think that is the customary way we
treat one another courteously. In any event, that neeting
occurred and | was assured that the bill was going to come qut.

It didn't come out in 1989. And now here we are in the ndst of
the 1990 session and suddenly it cones out, but the increase,
the usual $10per year increase is delayed one year and we
pretend |ike 1990, 1989 went past and we don' haveto even take
that into account. This amendment sinply would, in effect, make
the law as if the bill had come out in 1989,35 it assured, it
woul d have had the usual $10 per year increase that had been the
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