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little bit then that or iginal intent and what we might have
meant, although I don't remember any specific discussions about
it myself. But the language we put i n h ad 100,000 gallons
annually.

SW LTOR KEENER: Right.

SENRTOR BEQTLER: And you and I might say that's really small,
maybe even uneconomically small.

SENRTOR KEENER: I guess the problem is what does that even says
H ow would you. . .what would you. . .

SENRTOR BEQTLER: No, let's not get to that problem yet.

SENRTOR KRENER: Ohay .

SENRTOR M ITLER: We said 100,000, so whether we thinh that's a
good siae or not, if somebody had just come in and built a fixed
facility that produced • 100,000, that'd be alright, even though
it was small, right?

SENhTOR KRENER: Yes, that'd be alright, but I guess there was a
little confusion of whether then anything else built after that
would gualify or not. I thinh it's still a little bit fussy, do
You only gualify for the amount that You' re p r oducing u p t o

SENRTOR BEQTLERi Wel l, that was my next guestion. Let's say
somebody already came in, already built a fixed facility and was
producing at 150,000 gallons annually. Now they want to build
an addition so they can gualify for an additional number of
gallons annually. What is currently happening under the law
nowP Has that situation happened (inaudible)P

SENRTOR ~ : Ohay , I thinh on Senator Dierks' bill, LB 536,
there was a provision in there, I thinh it was maybe 'to address
some of it a little bit, that an expansion was able to gualify
for seven and a half cents and there...

SQRTOR CQM RC K : One minute.

that .
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