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find have been answered. and we believe that the severability
clause would be helpful onthis bill. | askyour support on
returning to Select File and then tg attach the severability
clause. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Di scussion on the motion to return the bill,
Senat or Nel son, followed by Senator Scofi el d.

SENATOR NELSON: M. Speaker, | want to rn'rend genator Sjg.cky

and her staff and | think | always flnd my good friend,

the interests of either the elderly or the children 4, \whoever
or whatever may be. That was mg concern yesterdayV\he I
brought this to the attention of the body. | feel that LB 662
is a very good bill and it does pertaln to rranyprograrrs over
and above...for the famly and the famly ; t
want to rruddy up, | didn't want to do anythl ng on tqwat !)I|F that

woul d di scourage passage or that the original intent of the bill

and that is to help fanilies and children. After adjour nnent
yesterday noon, various people nore know edgeabl e than

Bar degrees and so on and so forth, in each and every case tom
me that this was a concern. And the severabilit clau as
mentioned. There was not full agreenent whether t%at Isgtgl\f(

care of it or notbut I feel that it can t. certalnly can' t
hurt anything in any way, and if it does help to clarif e
bill, | certainly hope that you would support Senator gm tqﬂ

efforts. And, after all, it is the famlies that we' rethinking

of and it is the kids and it's not one particul ar issue at this

pOI nt that has been added to the bill. So, fromthe op| ni ons
that was given me and, as | say, | feel peopl mare
knowledgeable than |, that this certai nly is a concern to the
bill and the whole bill would then be subject, if it wasn't

of there, subject tocourtcases and many, y of themand I

see no reason to put the states through that ki na of money or
that kind of problems if it's not necessary. Tpank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Scofield.

SENATOR SCOFIELD: Thank you, Mr, President. i

Senator Smith's efforts in br¥ng| ng thi s amendnent. IlaphpiLekmaltte
does get us past what our potential problens if, in Fact, t hey
arise in terms of the interpretation of this amendnent . I think
it's consistent. | think the bill is still consistent with the
intent of all of you who have supported the bill, andyetif we
run into definitional pr obl ens and vague i nt er pret ati ons

think this perhaps still allows the origi nal intent of the b|||I
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