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SPEAKER BARRETT: The Chair recogni zes Senator NcFarl and.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Thank you, Nr. Speaker. Fellow senators,
you have had distributed to you a handout explaining this

amendnent . It is simlarto the anendment we voted upon on
CGeneral File that was rejected on a vote of 20 to 21, itn the

exception that it decreases the ambunt of worker's corrpt In the
second year fromthe 275 that | proposed jn the amendment to
265, as indicated in this chart. What | have done is this,
after the vote was taken last tinme, there was convention of
AFL-Cl O peopl e who net out at the Villager and ? got to speak to
their group |ater that afternoon, and they said, in speaking
with a nunber of senators who attendea their luncheon, ggome of
the senators had indicated an inclination to support a general
i ncrease but not the one type of increase | had proposed. What
I have done is this. Thi s amendment says that instead of
i ncreasing LB 313 maxi num weekly benefits to 255 in 1990 and 265
in 1991, what we would do is just increase themto 265 in 1990
and they would remain soin 1991 and thereafter unless another

bill wer e intrpduced in;o the Business and Labor committee.
There is a logic for doing this, and the logic is that last year
this bill was scheduled to come out of the committee. we had

been going, generally, ona $10a year increase. Wen the bill

did not get out of conmittee in 1989 as we anticipated, the
mexi mum benefit remeined at the 245 level, 4ng had it been | ust

the $10 per year increase that had been sonewhat a, oh, kind of

a tradition or of sorts a tradition, the benefit would have
increased to 259 in 1989, but since it did not, | am propos}/ng

to pretend like it did and, in effect, correct that problem by

i ndi cating it be. 265 in 1990 and then if it changes

thereafter...or would stay the sane unless chan?ed by another
|

bill . The second thingis the. you will still notice in the
previ ous handout that | gave you in conparing the weekly maxi mum
wor ker's compensation benefit, we would still be at the pottom

of our sister states in the region. Right now, Kansasranks
last at a $271 per week figure, and, by raising oursto 265, we
woul d at least be a little nore conpatible with them al'though we
woul d still rank behind them and we would certainly rank behind
M ssouri and South Dakota and Woning and far behind Col orado
and Woning, and even farther behind Iowa, which really has a
very high nmaximumbenefit. Soit is a fairly simpleprocedure,
slightly different than what | offered before. | am hopeful
that some of you would reconsider if you voted against the
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