January 9, 1989 LB 58, 84, 98, 102, .40, 141, 241-266
CLERK: Mr. President, new bills. (Read titles for the first
time to LBs 241-266. See pages 112-18 of the Legislative
Journal.)

Mr. President, in addition to those items, the Rules Committee
would 1like to announce that Senator Carson Rogers has been
selected as Vice-Chair of the committee.

Mr. President, Revenue Committee will be or are...is conducting
a meeting underneath the south balcony.

Mr. President, the Judiciary Committee will conduct an Executive
Session upon recess on the south side of the Chamber; Judiciary
upon recess. And Transportation will meet in the lounge upon

recess...or, Senator...I'm sorry, Senator Lamb, do you want that
this afterncon, Senator? I'm sorry, Transpertation upon
adjournment this afternoon in the Senators' Lounge;

Transportation this afternoon.

Mr. President, Government Committee has selected Senator
Bernard-Stevens as Vice-Chair.

fir. President, Senator Conway would like to add his name to
LB 140 as co-introducer; Senator Beck to LB 102 and to I.B 141;
Senators Smith and Hartnett to LB 58; Senator Hartnett to LB 98;
Senator Rod Johnson to LB 84.

Mr. President, the last note is a Reference Committee meeting at
two-thirty this afternoon in Room 2102; Reference Committee at
two-thirty in Room 2102. That's all that 1 have.

PRESIDENYT: Senator Emil Beyer, for what purpose do you rise?

SEMNATOR BEYER: Mr. Speaker, a point of personal privilege. I
hope that the senators have noticed that we have a familiar face
back in the Legislature and that's our Page Supervisor, Kitty
Kearns. We're glad to have her back and we've missed her and we
wish her good health from now on. (Applause.)

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ladies and gentlemen, would you please
listen as your Speaker speaks.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Mr. President, and members, just a

reminder to committee chairs, committee clerks, if you plan to
have a hearing next week, I believe the first day would be the
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a trooper's salary, |'msure of that, but for the benefit of the
doubt and a 5 percent increase in salary and 20 years woul d nake
his retirement for 20 years,starting in...if you took a '92
salary at a 5 percent increase of salary, it would pe $426 900
that annuity would be worth in 20 years. f you take, in
'95, a 5 percent increase nmakes that annuity wortlh 494,000 and

three-fourths of that would be 370,000. PRyt let's go down to a
sergeant, that's where nost of themwould be, +the same basis,
20 years at a 5 percent increase nakes that annuity 592,000, gr
three-fourths of that is almost 440,000. Twenty-five years, and
I woul d expect |ife expectancy to be somewhere around age 75,
70, 75, that then makes th'at at. .the troopers' annuity at
740,000, and then the spouseat 555, 000. My amendment woul d
sinmply bring that back to 50 percent, if married | ess than four
years. | think it's fair. | think agood share of them are
drawi ng social security. One of the comments was, welike to
quit so we can draw social security, and not all of them are,
and | realise that. Also, | can speak to it later, but in doing
my homework | noticed IB252 that was held in Retirement
Committee, that bill called for COLAS in the next few years.
That bill <calls for a COA, and that bill also callsfor
additional benefits, as | said it was being held there, to bring
up the retirement for the $1,000 a month for all of the
pre-reti red. The cost of that bill related to accel erated
retirement, 25 years with no agelimts was4.6 million for that
provision. The joint and survivorship benefit, from 50 to
100 percent is 2.7, and the increase up to 1,000 for the.
call it the old, old retirees, 1.1, and the cost of living
i ncreases for that bill was 3.8 or a $12.2 nmillion bill. gg
that tells youwhat is coming downthe pipeline, folks. | phave
no problemwth being fair, and | have no problemwith sonething
that is reasonable. Butl just simply...l just think that we're
asking for too much. |f you check with the fiscal office, t hey
will tell you that there i$ no bill, png retirement bill that
conpares with the original proposal. and|l will be supporting
Senator Schellpeper's, which does change part of mine. Bytwhat
mne would do is sinply just stricken the four-year provision.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Discussion of the Nel son
amendment ? Senator Haberman, followed by Senator Wesely.

SENATOR HABERMAN: Mr. President, menbers of the body, Senator
Nel son, so that | understand your anmendnent, your anendnent says

that unless a patrolman has been married to his surviving spouse
four years, they don't participate in the retirenent. I's that
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plan under this original bill would have nade them asuperi or
gar:y reltli r'(ajment benefit and caused others to want to follow
o | really don't want to say anything bad about

Patrol . I want to say son)éthi ng]/ good about the gootcp\fta)rks%ﬁt%a
they do, and the bill mnus this provision that Senator
Schel | peper woul d strike would still be an excellent step up for
the Patrol and more reasonably fit into the principles of our
retirement plan and also fit in with the other plans that we
have. Cetting back to Senator Nelson, | voted against the
Nel son amendnment because | understand that that provision, a
four-year wait on marriage bei'ore you can get the benefits, is
unusual . Ot her plans don't have it and so it is not ., {npat
the Patrol would have towait while others don't for tI!1at ki nd
of benefit, and that is what | look for, confornmity, fairness,
equity, and if you have it, it is kind of hard to afgue against.
So | woul d support the Schel |l peper amendment. |t will save a
great deal of cost, and | think be the fair thing to do.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Nelson,

Senators Pirsch and El mer. followed by

SENATOR NELSON: As | say, | amnuch nore confortable with this

proposal the way the Schell peper amendment. | stj|l, | guess |
alnost have to faint at the anount of the annuity, but if the
body is confortable with that, | guess. . | do have to question

Senator Schellpeper, and | know where he got it.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Schel |l peper, please.
SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Yes, Senator Nelson.

SENATOR NELSON: Senat or Schel | peper, and | had a | obbyist tell
me this a few minutes ago, but he says if the actuaries say
s_orrethl ng | like to hear, flne._ I f they say sonething | don't
like to hear, then | don't like to quote it. My experience on
the teachers' retirement and the same thing here t hat
actuarially when any plan is not set up actuarially and is
i ncreased like this, then you become an unfunded |ijapi lity,

which is the case there. This may be actuarially with
$8 mill ion there now, but wit h increasedbenefits, as|1 read to
you from LB252, that is probably only going to last for a
couple of years, so do you have any comment” on that? | ynow you
were told actuarially that | don't peed an A bill now, but,

again, eventually with increased benefits, 5 half a percent, it
hasto be, and the survivors' benefits, there has to be
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