
TRANSCRIPT PREPARED BY THE CL ERK OF THE LEG ISLATURE
Transc r i b e r ' s Of f i ce

FLOOR DEBATE

L B 3 3 2March 12 , 2 00 3

insurance companies were denying workers' compensation claims of
injured emergency workers insisting that the volunteers had not
traveled far enough in responding to a call to be covered. Wh en
p resen te d wi t h t h e A t t o r ne y Ge n e r a l ' s o p i n i o n an d o t h e r
information, the insurance company's response was, well, that' s
just one guy's opinion. What was to be done? On the one ha nd,
we h ad b o t h t h e sp o n so r i n g se n a t o r o f t he l eg i s l a t i o n a n d t h e
A ttorney General saying that t he legislative i ntent was to
provide coverage from point A to point B. The insurance
companies maintained that coverage exists only wh e n the
emergency worker has act ually reached point B, or at the very
l east is well on the wa y the re. Inte re stingly e nough, t h e
Att o r n e y Ge ne r a l ' s o p i n i o n d i d s ay t h a t o n e o f t h e t e r ms o f t h e
current language, namely, the word 'travel' is ambiguous enough
to require reference to the history of the enacting legislation
in or d e r t o u n d e r s t an d t h e o r i g i n a l i n t e n t o f t h e a c t . A t t h e
same t i me , t ho u g h , t h e o p i n i o n a l so co n c l u de d i t h t h i s
o bserv a t i o n a n d , ag a i n , I qu o t e : ' I n sum, wh i l e a d d i n g
additional language t o the statute to clarify it's meaning
c er t a i n l y wou l d b e a v i ab l e o p t i o n , i t i s p r ob a b l y u n n e ce s s a r y
in this case where a simple inquiry into the legislative history
o f t h e a c t r ev e a l s t he i n t e nd e d m e a n i n g . ' Had t he i n su r an c e
companies involved b een rea sonable an d con sented to th is
' a t t e s t m e nt ' a l l wou l d ha v e b e e n w el l . Bu t b e ca u s e t h a t wa s n o t
the case, l ast y e ar I felt it necessary to introduce LB 1194,
which s a i d p r e t t y mu c h w h a t o u r cu r r e n t b i l l n ow p r o po s e s . Tha t
hearing l a s t ye a r p r o v e d v e r y i nt e r es t i n g . I n oppo si ng t he
bill, an in surance r epresentative testified that the proposed
language was not clear enough. One committee member cu t r ig ht
t o t he hear t o f t he ma t t er by ask i n g h i m i f English w as h i s
n at i v e l an g u a ge , a nd t h en ch a l l e n g e d h i m t o p r ov i de a l t e r n a t i v e
language that would be acceptable to insurers. Well, of course,
there was no r esponse. But wi th an additional clarifying
amendment t o t h e b i l l , i t wa s a d v an c ed t o Ge n e r a l Fi l e .
However, due to circumstances u n related to the merits of the
b ill, the bill didn't become law. So I'm back again t his yea r
with LB 332 which contains the same language as last year with
o ne ad d i t i o n . Th i s t i me a r ou n d t he r e i s a l s o l a ng u a g e t o c o ve r
v olu n t e e r s . . .by...while return' ng from an emergency as well.
The new l a n g u ag e s a y s t ha t v o l u n t ee r s wi l l b e co v e r e d u n t i l
their return to the loca tion from which they were initially

2306


