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Executive Board, Room 2102 for purposes of referencing, right
now.

SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING

SPEAKER BARRETT: More bill introductions.

CLERK: Mr. President, new bills. (Read LB 313-322 by title for
the first time. See pages 167-69 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, in ad dition to those items, I have a Reference
Report referring LB 238 through 279.

Nr. President, new resolution. ( Read LR 5 for the first ti m e .
See pages 171-73 of t h e Legislative Journal.) Nr. Pr e s i d en t ,
t ha t r e so l ut i on wi l l b e l ai d ov e

Mr. President, I have one last bill. (Read LB 323 by title f or
the first time. See page 173 of the Journal.) That is all that
I have, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you , Nr . C l e r k . The Chai r r ec og n i z e s
S enator C ro s b y .

SENATOR CROSBY: Nr . Chairman, there being no further business
to come before this body at this time, I respectfully move that
we a d jo u r n un t i l Wed n e s day m orning , Jan u a r y 1 1 t h a t n i ne
o ' clock . T hank you .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th ank yo u, Sen a t o r Cr o sb y . You' ve h e a r d t he
motion to adjourn. Those in favor s ay aye . Oppo s e d n o . Ay e s
have it, motion carried, w e are a d j ou r n e d .

P roofed b y :
Arleen NcCrory
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January 19, 1 9 90 L B 87, 159 , 1 6 3 , 1 6 3A, 2 20 , 2 40 , 2 5 7
313, 315 , 3 97 , 39 9 , 4 8 6 , 4 8 8 , 48 8 A
7 56, 856 , 9 11 , 9 6 3 , 1 0 02 , 1 0 26 , 1 0 33
1037, 1050, 1 0 51 , 1 0 90 , 1 1 08 , 1 1 09 , 1 1 41
1168, 1181, 1 1 90
LR 239, 240

P RESIDENT: Okay . Tha nk y o u . S enator Ashfo rd , y o u are n ex t ,
but may I introduce some guests under the south balcony, please.
We have from District 22, which is Senator Robak's district,
Dianne Foltz of Platte Center and Betty Grant of C o l u mbus,
Nebraska. Wit h them are three AFS students, Jean/David Niquel
of Paris, France, and Patty Cervantes from Boli v i a , and Sh an e
Walker from Australia. Would you folks please stand and be
recognized. Nr. Clerk, you have something for the record?

CLERK: I do , Nr . P resi d e n t , very quickly. Enr ollment and
Review r e p o r ts LB 163 to Select File, LB 163A to Select File,
t hose si g n e d by Sena to r L indsay a s Ch ai r . A gricu l t u r e
Committee, whose Chair is Senator Rod Johnson, reports LB 8 56 t o
General Fi l e . (See page 429 of the Legislative Journal.)

N r. P r e s i d e nt , Sena t o r Coordsen, as Chair of the Business and
Labor Committee, has selected LB 313 and LB 315 as the committee
priority bills for the year. And Enrollment and Review reports
I B 87 , LB 2 2 0 , LB 24 0, L B 2 5 7 , L B 3 9 7 , L B 3 99 , L B 4 86 , L B 4 8 8 ,
LB 488A, LB 756 all correctly engrossed. Those s igned b y
Senator I indsay as Chair. (See pages 430-33 of the Legislative
J ournal . )

Nr. President, notice of hearings from the Education Committee
and from the Natural Resources Committee, signed by t he
respect ive c h a i r s . ( Re: L B 1 1 90 , LB 11 8 1 , LB 11 6 8 , LB 911,
I B 1050 , LB 1 0 9 0 , L B 1033, LB 10 3 7 , L B 9 6 3 , L B 1 0 26 , L B 1 1 08 ,
L B 1109, LB 1 141 , L B 1 0 02 , L B 1 0 51 , L R 2 3 9 and L R 2 4 0 . ) And
Senator Haberman has amendments to be printed to LB 163. That' s
all that I have, Nr. P res id en t . ( See p a ges 433-34 o f t he
Legislative Journal.)

PRESIDENT: Senator Ashford, did you wish to speak on the f i r s t
set of Kristensen amendments?

.SENATOR ASHFORD: I call the question.

PRESIDENT: Oh , you call the question. The question is, shall
debate cease? All those in favor. ...Do I see five hands, first?
I do. The question is, shal l d e b a t e c e a se '? All those in favor
v ote ay e , oppo se d nay . What do you think, Senator Ashford?
Record, Nr . Cl e r k .

CLERK: 16 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Nr. President.
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February 7 , 1 99 0 LB 3 13 , 66 3A , 86 3 , 9 01 , 98 6 , 99 1 , 1004
1 032, 1050 , 1 1 17 , 1 1 7 8

SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING

SPEAKER BARRETT: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen, welcome to
the George W. Norris Legislative Chamber. Our Chaplain of the
day is Pastor William Yeager of Westminster Presbyterian Church
h ere i n L i n co l n . Wi l l y ou p l ea s e r ise f o r t h e p r ay er .

PASTOR YEAGER: (Prayer o f f e r e d .)

S PEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k y o u v e r y m u c h , R e v e r e n d Y e a g e r. We hope

CLERK: I have a quorum present present, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k you . Any corrections to the Journal?

CLFRK: No corrections, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any messages, reports or announcements?

CLERK: Mr . Pr es i d en t , Enrollment and Review r epor t s L B 105 0 ,
LB 1004 an d L B 8 6 3 t o Se l e c t File, those s igned by Sen ator
L indsay as Ch ai r . (See pages 686-87 of t he Leg islative
J ourna l . )

Government Committee reports LB 1032 to Gene ral Fil e wi t h
amendments. That's signed by Senator Baack. B usiness an d L a b o r
reports LB 901 to Ge neral Fi le , LB 1 1 7 8 G ene ra l F i l e , LB 3 13
General F i l e wi t h amendments, LB 986 indefinitely postponed,
L B 991 i nd ef i n i t e l y po s t pon e d , L B 1117 i n def i n i t el y p o s t po n e d ,
t hose s i g n ed b y S e n a t o r C o o r d s e n . ( See p ag e s 6 88 - 9 0 of t h e
Legislative Journal.)

Mr. P resident, notice of hearing from the Revenue Committee.
That is signed by Senator Hall and new A bill, Mr . President,
LB 663A . I t ' s a bi l l b y Sen at o r Sc o f i e l d . ( Read b r i e f
description. See page 690 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I have received a request from the Nebraska State
College System regarding approval required by the Le gislature
for a bond issue w ith respect to student housing at Kearney
State College. That will be referred to Reference Committee.

Mr. President, finally, a report from the Department of Soc i a l
Services filed pursuant to stat u t e . Th a t wi l l b e o n f i l e i n my

you can come back again. Roll call.
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C LERK: Nr . Pr es i d e n t , the first bill for discussion by the
Legislature is LB 313. It was introduced by Senator NcFarland
on J a nuary 1 0 of l ast year . (Read title.) The bill was
i nt roduced, as I sa y , on J anuary 10 l ast year , r efer re d t o
B usiness a n d ' L a bor , was advanced to General File. I do have
committee amendments pending by t h e Busi ne ss and Labor
Committee. (See page 688 of the Legislative Journal.)

P RESIDENT: Senato r Coordsen, p l e a s e .

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Nr . P r e s i d e n t , and members of the
body. I will address the committee amendments and I w ould as k
if you would turn to LB 313 in your bill book if you are
i nte r es t ed . LB 313 , as orig i n a l l y i n t r odu c ed, contained an
increase in workers' compensation weekly benefit from the
current $ 245 t o $ 290, which would have been effective this last
fall. As many of you might remember, every time this issue and
the concurrent unemployment increases come up, there is quite a
large amount of difference between what those who are paying
think is fair and those that are receiving think is fair. The
committee amendment that we are addressing now contains two
elements. One is a change in the weekly benefit from what is
contained in 313 in that, bear in mind the current rate is 245,
that on the effective date of this act, which would be in July
of 1990, the weekly benefit rate would be raised to $255, and on
July 1, 1991, next year, the weekly rate would be raised another
$10 t o $ 265. Al so i ncl ude d in the committee amendment is
LB 986, which we heard in Business and Labor Committee. LB 986
is a b ill that addresses a growing concern in the business
community in that while the weekly compensation rates may be
comparable to other states, across the United States the premium
increases have been substantial to pay for the medical payment
side in addition to the weekly benefit section. There w e re a
number of people in the business community that felt that were
they to be allowed a deductible on their w orkers ' com pensat i o n
insurance that the increases in premium might well be more
bearable to them. So LB 986 with some further amendments that
are contained within the committee amendment by the Workers'
Compensation Court provides that for each workers' compensation
policy that is issued in the State of Nebraska, they shall offer
at the option of the employer a deductible in increments of
$500, beginning with a deductible of 5 0 0 and go i ng t o a
deductible of 2,500. The committee was concerned that in doing
this that there was no impact upon the coverage o f emp l oy e es ,
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there was no impact upon the coverage of the employees. So the
wording is such that the insurer is liable for the full amount
of medical coverage and that the deductible is an issue between
the employer and his insurance carrier, that it does not impact
what i s due o r i ncur r ed by a n em ployee u nde r workers'
compensation plan. An insurance company is not required to
offer this deductible if they find, upon investigation, that an
employer might not be financially liable for that amount of
deductible, that is that they wouldn't be able to come u p w i t h
the 50 0 , t he 2 , 000 , 2,500 dollars to pay their share of the
medical cost of the employee. The person who is employed by a
policyholder which chooses to exercise the option shall not be
required to pay any of the deductible amount, a n d i n no way
shall the employee's coverage b e i mp a cted in any way by an
employer's use of this deductib le . So that, then, is the
committee amendment. It provides for an increase in weekly
compensation of $10 this year, $10 next year, and folds into 313
LB 986, which provides a deductible for employers to h elp t he m
through the crisis of the drastically increased premiums. I
w ould share wi t h y o u that the business community and l a bo r
interests te nded to t hei r bus i n e s s and l abored r at h e r
intensively over a period of some months to find a mutually
agreeable gr ou nd t hat they could both support in 313. The
business community wanted no i ncrease. They felt with the
increased medical costs, that those costs were all they could
bear. The representative of labor wanted 313 as originally
written with the $290 maximum. This is a compromise proposal
that was agreed upon by several people. No one gets w h a t they
want but it does allow coverage of a portion of the salary for
those people who are unable t o w or k bec a use of work-rela t ed
injuries. For a single worker, the committee amendments would
provide that their weekly income would be about the same, their
net take-home dollars would be about the same, for anyone single
with no exemptions beyond that, that earn from a little less
than 21,000, 2 0 t h ousand, 800 and some d ollars ba c k do wn the
wage scale. Certainly, every employee w o uld b e a f f e c t e d
differently depending upon his i ndividual st a tu s . Sometimes
mention is made of average weekly wage. The average weekly wage
in Nebraska figures out to be about $17,000, a little over that,
per year on the most recently available information,which i s
something like $327 a week, and when you deduct from that income
tax, social security, the other deductions for a si ngl e
employee, y o u wi l l find that the committee amendments will
almost replace what would be a normal take-home pay for t hos e
people. Wit h t hat then, I would answer any questions. Thank
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you, Nr . P r e s ident .

PRESIDENT: Thank you . Nay I introduce a guest, please, of
Senator Haberman. Under the south balcony, we have Nrs. Beverly
Holzfaster, who is the mother of our Page, Amy.
Nrs. Holzfaster, would you please s tand and be r ecognized by t h e
Legislature. Thank you for visiting us and we are a ppreciat i n g
the services of your daughter. Thank y ou. Nr. Cl er k , I
understand we have an amendment.

CLERK: Nr. President, Senator NcFarland would move to amend the
committee amendments. (See page 786 of the Legislative
Journal. )

PRESIDENT: Senator NcFarland, please.

S ENATOR NcFARLAND: Thank you, Nr . Pr e s i d e n t . F ellow S e n at or s ,
t wo year s a g o w h en I became familiar with t his i ss u e o n
unemployment, I was struck by how low we are in our unemployment
maximum weekly benefits in comparison to our surrounding states,
and in comparison to the states in the entire nation. We rank
43rd out of 50 states in what we pay as a maximum, that being
$245 per week for unemployment insurance benefi ts , or , e xcuse
me, for workers' compensation benefits. I am sorry . I f I sa i d
unemployment before, I meant workers' comp. The bill, itself,
would have raised the maximum workers' comp benefits for a week
from 245 to 290. It would have not dramatically improved our
rank among the states or our surrounding states, but it would at
least have boosted that amount. At the time it was introduced,

I always agree on policy issues but their headline i s t he
Injured, Jobless Workers Could Use an Increase, a nd reading f r o m
it in the s econd column, it says,"LB 313," t h i s bi l l , "would
raise the Nebraska maximum to $290. Says, that amount, for a
person whose working life is cut short by a job-related injury,
is not excessive." They indicated their support of t he bi l l .
They c o nc lude, "Recent improvements in Nebraska's bu s i n ess
climate have provided more jobs and opportunities for w o r k e rs .
Improving the benefits for unemployed and injured workers should
be the next step." That was written last year, February 6 of
'89, a little over a year ago. That bill did not advance from
committee. It stayed there all last year. T here w e r e
apparently some negotiations that went on to which I was n ot a
party, even though it was my bill. So the maximum benefits,
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w hich was $245 i n 1 9 8 8 , c ontinued t h r ough 19 8 9 as w e l l . No
raise in those benefits occurred. Now the committee amendment
c omes ou t and say s , well, it shouldn't be 290, a s t h e.

agreed would be r e a sonable . We are go ing t o r ed u c e
it to 255 and 265. I think .hat is entirely inappropriate and
just a real unfair situation with respect to what we w ould pa y
in workers' comp benefits or allow to be paid in workers' comp
benefits to those employees who are injured on the job. I l i k e
the second part of the amendment. I commend Senator Coordsen
and the committee for bringing t he se c on d p ar t ab ou t the
deductible. It was pa rt of LB 986. I thin k that is an
excellent idea. It is worthy of consideration and I p l an t o
support that part of the amendment. W hat I , h o wever , h a v e
proposed in this committee...amendment t o the committee
amendments is that, instead of just increasing it $10 to 255 and
265 the following year, I propose to raise it to 275 and 285.
That is not a significant increase. Take a l o o k at t h e chart
that I h av e p as s e d a ro un d of the information on LB 313. It
notes that we are 43rd out of the 50 states. Look at the bottom
of it and it is a comparison of maximum weekly worker's comp
benefits for our surrounding states: Iowa, $660; Colorado,
$355, and now for 1990, it will be $ 371; a nd 19 90 f o r I owa ,
$ 684. They ha v e r a i s e d t h e i r w o r k e r s ' comp benefits. Wyoming
i n 1989 was $346 per week . I t h i n k i n 19 9 0 t h a t h a s r ai st , we
don' t have the exact ficpares. South Dakota went from 281 to
289. Nissouri went to 289.75. K ansas, t h e l ow e s t one, i s a t
$271 a l r e a dy , wh a t t hey are paying in maximum workers' comp
benefits. What I am proposing is that we at least be n ear and
competitive wi th Kansas, a nd not be so fa r beh i nd o u r
s urrounding s t a t e s . I think 275 for 1990, 285 f or 199 1 i s
completely fair and reasonable. As a matter of fact, I really
think it should be quite more than that, but I realize the past
history of this, so I am suggesting this amount as a reasonable
change, at least at this time. And I think it is merited and
w arranted . The purpos e of workers' comp, of course, is to
provide an income for the injured employee, who may b e i n j u r ed
on the job at no fault of his or her own,and to allow them a
l i v i n g w ag e at l e ast until they are recovered from their
injuries or rehabilitated so that they can get other employment.
What happens often in those situations is that the family and
the employee are devastated when an injury occurs on t he j ob
that may not be the fault of the employee at all. A young man
and his family, if they are like most people in our state, they
have house payments to meet, they have doctor bills to pay, they
have car payments to meet. Usually you have a budget of some
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sorts, whether formal or informal, that you try t o mee t ever y
month. You structure your budget according to your wage and how
much money you are going to bring in. You don't anticipate
being hurt on the job, but then when you are hurt on t h e j ob ,
then all of a sudden, you are in desperate straits. How do you
make the payments on the house? How do you make the payments on
your car? How do you keep buying clothes for your children and
keeping your health insurance up, and all those kind of things,
paying your doctor and medical bills for your wife and c hi l d r e n
and family? We have one of the lowest weekly benefits in the
entire country. I don't think that it is f ai r . I t h i nk we
should be embarrassed by the low amount we provide in workers'
comp benefits to the citizens of our state. I would ask you ,
what i f you wer e a w orking p er s o n on t h e j ob a n d y o u w e r e
injured? Could you live on $245 a week, or $255 a we e k as i t
has been proposed in this particular legislation. If you a r e
trying to support a family and support your wife and children or
y our husband and c h i l d r e n , y o u h av e g o t some people that are
dependent upon you, you have got payments and bills to meet, how
can you possibly survive on that amount? What I am proposing in
this amendment is a reasonable increase, at least at this time,
and I hope it increases even beyond that in years past. It
should be an embarrassment to our state that Iowa, for example,
pays $684 a month. A person is injured in Omaha, c a n no t wo rk
an) l ong e r , i s i n j u r ed , has to take time off, his maximum
benefit, $245. If he is injured and he works across t he r i ve r
i n C o u n c i l Bl u f f s , he is injured, cannot work, he can get a
maximum benefit of $684 p e r mon t h . That i s a t r em e ndous
contrast just between those two, our neighboring states, and
that applies to all the others, too. While certainly the others
are not a s h i g h a s C o l o r a d o ...or as Iowa in their benefits, take
a look at Colorado and Wyoming and South Dakota and Missouri and
Kansas, they are all above what we pay. What I am suggesting in
this amendment to the committee amendments is that we at l ea st
come into a level where we are equal with Kansas, and not a t t he
bottom of that whole area. Those states in our Midwest set a
pattern that I think that we can compare f or o ur pur p o se s i n
what we should pay, as what we should permit as maximum workers'
compensation benefits. I think they are fair. I think they are
reasonable, and that they are appropriate. With respect to any
agreement within the committee, I h aven't talked with the
people, with the AFL-CIO people about this amendment. I haven ' t
talked with any working people. I t i s m y own i d ea . I t h i nk i t
is so unfair, the committee amendment that came out o f t he r e ,
that I think something should be done about it. I think this is
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an honest increase. I wish it were more. I t h i n k i t shou l d be
more. And I don't think we buy off on any agreement. I t h i n k
my suggestion, I mean that bill was held in committee for a n
entire year. I was told last year that one of the bills, e ither
unemployment or workers' comp, was going to come out in 1989,
and then the ot her bi ll would come out in 1 990, s o y o u
alternated years. Neither bill came out of committee last year.
When you are a t an impasse like that in that particular
committee and there are four votes against you, apparent l y , I
think that compromise is a forced compromise. I t i s a
compromise of coercion. It is not something that i s vo l u n t a r y
and some kind of fair negotiations that are going on when you
are faced with the prospect of not having the bill come out o r
at least making some concession. I would urge you to amend the
committee amendments, retain the part that pertains t o t he
deductible, retain the part about LB 986, I think that is fine
idea.

PRESIDENT: Time has expired.

SENATOR McFARLAND: But increase the benefits from 255 t o 275
and bring us in line with our surrounding states, and at l e as t
bring us to comparable to Kansas. Thank you.

P RESIDENT: T h an k y o u . I have a couple of lights that were on
prior to us skipping to the McFarland amendment. Please
indicate if you do or don't want to talk about the McFarland.
Senator Hefner, then Senator Morrissey.

SENATOR HEFNER: Mr. President, and members of the body, I r i s e
to oppose the McFarland amendment because I feel that i s g oi n g
too far. Workmen's compensation premiums are going up by leaps
and bounds and I just want to talk about the small business part
of it. Small businesses in rural Nebraska ar e s t r ugg l i n g to
make a go of it, and if we raise this too far, it will certainly
put a hardship on them. Right now the weekly benefit is $245 a
week, and under the committee amendment, it would g o up $10,
255, this year, and another $10 a week the following year, so I
think that is reasonable. And I also want to talk a little bi t
about the second part of the committee amendment. This i s t he
deductible on workmen's comp. Since the premiums on workman's
comp are going up by leaps and bounds, I thought it would be
good to put a deductible on. We have deductibles on our f i r e
insurance. We ha ve deductibles on our.. .on some of ou r o t h e r
insurance, like car insurance. Why not have it on workmen' s
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comp'? And the employee isn't going to lose anything on this
deductible because the insurance company would pay the full loss
to start with, and then come back on the employer for the rest.
But medical costs are going up. We know that in our group
health policies or individual policies. Health costs are going
up and they are going to keep going up. So I just feel that
this deductible would be a good thing. But getting back to the
other, to NcFarland's amendment, I feel that he is going up a
little bit too f ar . I e v e n ha v e t r oub l e s upport i n g t h e
committee amendments part of it, going up $10 this year, $10 a
w eek t h i s yea r , a n d $ 1 0 a week nex t y e a r . We want to remember
that carrying this insurance is a cost of doing bu s i n e ss , and
all you need to do is drive up and down main street in these
small rural towns and see how many empty businesses t here ar e .
So you can see by putting a little more burden on them, a ll we
are going to do is close a few more businesses, businesses that
we vitally need in rural Nebraska, and as I understand it, some
of the big businesses are having a tough time of it, too. So I
would urge you to vote against the NcFarland amendment.

P RESIDENT: T h an k y o u . Senator Norrissey, did you wish to speak
about the amendment? Okay.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Thank you, Nr. President, and members. I
agree, of course, with part of what Senator He f n e r , sa i d . I
think the deductible part of the committee amendments are a good
move to help save the businesses some money on their workmen' s
comp, but I don't agree with him on what he s aid ab o u t $10 a
week, a buck-something a day, to help these injured workers is
way out of line. I don't agree w ith that at al l . I w a s
thinking about this bill coming to work this morning, and coming
down 17th Street, while I was thinking about it, I was kind of
daydreaming, and I almost ran into the back of this white, brand
new, white New Yorker that pulled out in front of me just down
by South Street. I t had the license plates of "SEN 19" on it.
I am not sure who that was. I didn't recognize the o ld f e l l ow
driving it, but it was a nice car. Hopefully, the owner of that
car wouldn't have to go on workmen's comp at the low rate that
we now have, and the slightly, slightly increased rate t hat we
are p r o p os in g at $10 a week, because I think the car payments
would be in trouble. Of course, a lot of these men and w omen
working for wages in the state aren't driving New Yorkers but
the car payment on the old Chevy can be in jeopardy just as well
as the ca r p a y ment on a N ew Yorker . I don' t k n o w how many of
you have had to live on workmen's comp but I have for extended
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periods of time and, simply, it is not easy. I draw a good wage
on the railroad, and to go from that wage to workmen's comp, and
o n the railroad, it is different because it is a federal
workmen's comp, and it is just slightly better than what Senator
NcFarland is offering or offering to us an amendment, and i t i s
real tough, folks. I t is real tough. T here i s n o way you c an
survive without getting into your savings unless you are used to
living at minimum wages, and we don't want our people to have to
do that. The working people, the men and women in our state
that are working for wages, are just as important to us as the
people that are running the businesses. The men and women that
are working for wages are the people that are going into these
businesses and spending their money, and on workmen's comp, let
alone, don't even think about the stress of being at home, bei.".
injured, the uncertainty of your future, uncertainty of your
job, the stress of going in and out of the hospital for a
w ork-r e l a t e d injury, then you also want to add on them the
burden of just barely being able to scrape by on a v e r y , v er y
low workmen's comp wage. Senator NcFarland pointed out where we
stand in the Nidwest with his facts and figures. Just lately,
the Governor has been touting and it has been in the news many
times that Nebraska is an island that is being very successful
in the business area. These states that are paying this higher
workmen's co m p now ar e envious of our business climate in
Nebraska, and they are envious of how well our b u s i n e s ses ar e
doing in this state. That is what the figures have shown. If
that is true, folks, if that is true, then let's get ourselves
up t he r e and g i ve at least a minimum increase that Senator
NcFarland is asking for.

PRESIDENT: One minute.

SENATOR NORRISSEY: Four dollars a day increase. What can you
buy for $4 a day? Another gallon of milk for the kids, a couple
more loaves of bread, four gallons of gas. Y ou can spend f o u r
gallons of gas going back and forth to the hospital a wful l y
easily getting all the tests that might need to be done when you
are injured on the job. So I don't think what Senator NcFarland
is asking for is unreasonable at all. I have been t h e r e . I
have lived on workmen's comp that was better than w hat S e n a t o r
N cFarland i s p r opo s i n g , and it is tough. You have heard from
all your businesses in your area. Have you hear d f r om a ny o f
your working men and women, the people that draw the wages? If
you haven' t, I suggest you call them up and ask them, talk to
the people that have had to live on this very small subsidy to
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get them by until they are able to go back tu work. They didn ' t
choose to be injured on the job.

P RESIDENT: Ti m e .

SENATOR MORRISSEY: They did not choose to be injured on the
job. Let's help them out as much as we can, because if we don' t
do it this year, next year they are going tc go, gosh, w e j u s t
addressed that last year, we can wait another five or ten before
we address i t aga i n .

PRESIDENT: Thank you . Senator Wesely, please, followed by
Senator Coordsen, and Senator McFarland. Senator Wesely .

SENATOR WESELY: Thank you, Mr. President, and members. I, too,
rise in support of the McFarland amendment to i ncrease f ur th e r
the workmen's comp benefits. As Senator McFarland pointed out,
we are low, nationally, one of the lowest in the country, but we
are also having to recognize the inequities of the situation not
only between our state and other states in how they care for our
disabled, injured workers. We need to think also about how this
state has progressed in the last few years, how we have had some
economic success in the last few years, h ow i n d i v i dual s hav e
gained employment and all the good news that some people are
trying to tell us about Nebraska. And thi s suc c ess st or y in
N ebraska h a s bee n shared by most of the country and other
Midwestern states and around the nation. O ur economy ha s bee n
healthy. Well, as we move forward and are pleased with the
successes of our econ omy, we have to also talk a bout an d
remember our failures, and some of those failures have to do
with those workers that cannot have a job, that a re u n a bl e t o
f ind w ork, that are u n abl e t o , beca u se of injury find
employment, and those are the people we are talking about he r e
with workmen's comp. These individuals, through no fault of
their own, have been hurt , are sitting home and unable t o f i nd
employment. Perh aps their injuries are so great that they are
unable to work at anything, and at this point, our reimbursement
for these individuals is so low that it is so embarrassing that

has come out, as we have seen with an

editorial, in fact, is an excellent piece talking about the fact
that we need to recognize those that are unemployed,and those
that are injured, and try to increase our workmen's co m p and
unemployment comp benefits in this state. A nd I t h i n k t a l k i n g
about just a paltry $10 increase is inadequate, if not inhumane,
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amendments.

and talking about humaneness is exactly what the McFarland
amendment does. These individuals, I think, deserve the dignity
and respect that a higher level of compensation would provide to
them. Now go ing up to the level that Senator McFarland talks
about would still keep us among states bordering u s at t he
bottom or very close to the bottom. It is not an excessive
increase, and though it is I think $20 beyond the $10 t hat t he
committee talks about, it is still short of what we would
optimally like to see, but as a compromise, it is a c ompromise.
The p r e s en t p r op o s a l s i n the committee amendments are not a
compromise. They are capitulation on the part o f t h e weak e r
individuals, politically, that are trying to adjust the changes
that we want to see here versus the stronger political forces
that want to maintain lower workmen's comp benefits. And so I
recognize the impact on the business community and recognize the
concern of the business organizations in this state, but they
have to recognize the responsibility to these individuals and,
hopefully, recognize that this change is not excessive a n d i s
warranted, and I hope all of you will share in that viewpoint
and v o t e f o r t he McFarland amendment to t he comm ittee

PRESIDENT: Sena t or Coordsen, please, followed by Senator

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Mr. President, and members of the
body. I think there might well be from some of t he
conversations a little bit of misunderstanding a s t o h ow t h e
weekly benefits for workers' compensation work. I would share
with you that these figures, or those that were distributed to
the floor, are maximum benefits, and when you increase the
maximum benefit, you don't increase the benefit f or t h e l owe r
income worker, those that are already covered. Their benefits
stay the same as what they are entitled to. If we increase the
benefits under this amendment to the amendment, o r under t h e
committee amendments, for the worker that was earning $17,000 a
year, for the worker that was earning $19,000 a year at the time
they were injured in the past or at the time they are injured in
the future, those weekly benefits for that person will stay the
same. Th i s i s t ypica l of near l y a l l of t he wor k er s '
compensation plans across the United States in that they attempt
t o r ep l a c e abo u t two-thirds of a worker ' s w eekl y w age . In
Nebraska, we do not use the average weekly wage rate. Rather,
we se t a l i mi t i n l aw. I would refer you for just a second to
the handout on what the surrounding states do, and these , b y t he

McFarland .

9433



February 14 , 1 99 0 LB 313

way, are accurate figures, but I would suggest to you that
nearly all of these states base their payments upon the average
weekly wage in the state, and this is the top payment, and t h en
they pay a portion of that as a maximum that can be earned. So,
in other words, if the average weekly wage was factored out to
$18,000 in the state, it is typical that two-thirds of t hat i s
earned as comp ensatio n for the injured party since that is,
basically, what a person gets in t ake-home p a y , a nd wo r k e r s '
compensation isn't taxed, that you would have a weekly payment
rate on an $18,000 salary of about $250, no matter what state
you were in, no matter what state you were in. C olorado f i g u r e s
their rate, and it keeps changing from year to year, o n a ba s i s
of 80 percent of the average weekly wage. I owa, which i s a r ea l
exception in all of the 50 states, their top is 200 percen t o f
t he a v e r ag e w e e k l y wage. Wyo ming, 66-2/3; S outh D a k o t a ,
100 percent; Nissouri, 75 percent; Kansas, 75 percent, t ha t i s
how they determine their cap. Now I would suggest to you that
the $265 contained in the committee amendment, w hile we d on ' t
h ave f i gu r e s t o come up with the exact current average weekly
wage, if Nebraska were to use that vstem that is used in the
other st at e s , we would be replacing a figure somewhere between
75 and 80 percent of the average weekly wage. That woul d b e o ur
cap. What happens is that when you increase the premium, or
increase the weekly payment,.

. .

PRESIDENT: One minute.

SENATOR COORDSEN: ...as is indicated by Senator NcFarland' s
amendment, then you bring, basically, two-thirds of t he i nc o me
for a h i gher pai d gr oup of people; 265 factors out to about
$20,800 annual s a l a r y . Our state av e r a ge wage most recently
available is between 17 and 18 thousand dollars. I don ' t kn o w
where 275 would put us, but it would put us probably above t h e
t ake-home p a y , which of the last average weekly wage rate in
Nebraska was 327 g ro s s , b efore d ed u c t i o n s . So on e o f t he
factors, when you look at these peer comparisons, is to remember
that our wage rates in Nebraska are a little different, t hat w e
are not going to increase the amount f or t he pe op l e who a re
being compensated at a lower weekly wage rate.

PRESIDENT: T i m e.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Those will not change. Thank you.

PRESIDENT: Th ank yo u. Senator NcFarland, please, followed by
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Senator Hall, and Senator Chizek.

SENATOR McFARLAND: Mr. President, I would like to yield my time
to Senator Chixek, please.

P RESIDENT: Sen a t o r C h i s e k .

SENATOR CHIZEK: Mr. President, and colleagues, I r i se t o
support Senator McFarland's amendment to the committee
amendments. We are looking at a two-year period since we have
had an increase. Senator Hefner talked about the cost t o t h e
business community. We are talking about a minimal, a minimal
cost. I happened to be one of the sponsors a f ew years a go o f
LB 270. This body passed and enacted legislation providing tax
incentives from one end of this state to the other for c er t ai n
categories of business. All we are asking is some equity, some
equity for those men and women that provide the work corps, the
work force in this state. All we are asking for is that piece
of equity. You try, colleagues, sometimes some of us, maybe our
a ge makes us f o r g e t , maybe our age makes us forget what i t i s
like to be a young married person in this state with a couple of
children and trying to live, trying to live, if you are at the
maximum, on $245 a week. Senator Hefner, I wonder how mar y law
enforcement officers in this state that $245 a week fits in line
with. I can think of one a few years ago, a law enforcement
officer that was arresting a drunk, had an altercation and
rolled down a flight of stairs and injured his back and his leg,
a young man with a family, and it was difficult to live with the
amount that was paid. And I know, Senator, it was my son. I
have another son who crushed a knee between a trailer and a dump
truck. He is fortunate. He is at home. It is not quite as bad
for him, Senator Hefner, but I want those of us who are older to
remember what it is like to try and live from payday to payday.
There were times, colleagues, when I didn't have a dollar in my
pocket and I was drawing a full salary. What we are talking
about is fairness and equity in a system. T wo ye a rs, t w o y e a rs ,
and we want to provide the working men and women of this state
$10. That is an insult. I t i s a n i ns u l t t o the working men
and women in this state. I urge you let your conscience dictate
what is right here. Be fair, be equitable. If we are s o
concerned about inducing people into this state, v arious k i n d s
of businesses, shouldn't we be concerned about having working
conditions for the men and women in this state that are fair and
equitable. I think we should. I urge your s upport of Senator
McFarland's amendment.
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PRESIDENT: Thank y ou . Senator Hall, please, followed by

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Mr. President, and members. I rise in
support of Senator McFarland's amendment as well and I c l e a r l y
recognize the arguments that Senator Coordsen makes. He has a
very thankless job in trying to negotiate this t ype of
legislation through the Business and Labor Committee, working
both with labor folks on one side, and the business interests on
the other. It is extremely difficult to find a happy medium, if
you will, that both sides can a g re e to . The r e are g o od
arguments on both sides. I think that the McFarland amendment,
although it increases the committee amendments, which I am
guessing were agreed to or worked out, is one that is very much
needed. I have served in the same capacity as Senator Coordsen
did, and I k now that some of the things that the committee
amendments deal with in terms of t he d e duct i b i l i t y br eak new
g round an d a re ver y mu c h needed in this area, but so is the
initial S10 that Senator McFarland would appropriate to this
bill for those individuals who find themselves through, in
virtually all cases, not every, but all cases virtually, no
fault of their own injured, unable to provide for their families
a nd d ependent on wor k e r s ' compensation to live. There is
probably no one, as the examples that Senator Chizek just gave,
that wants to be on workers' comp. What is involved in that
formula? First of all, you have to be injured. N obody in t h e i r
right mind wants to have that happen to them. Second o f a l l ,
they only get a percentage of their wages as if they had been at
work o n a ful l - t i me b a s i s . Nobody, none of us he re , wants to
take a cut in pay for any reason, let alone if part of it has to
be the fact that they were injured to a ccomplish t hat en d .
Granted, the argument could be made that, well , t ho se
individuals are doing nothing but yet they are be ing paid.
Well, you know, that is also a cost of doing business. A cost
of doing business is to provide a healthy, safe environment for
those i nd i vi d u a l s when ever p oss i b l e . I n s ome c a se s so me
i ndust r i e s , i f you l o o k a t t h o s e i nd i v i d u a l s who t r a d it i on a l l y
testify against this type of legislation, they are not folks
that work in many of the most dangerous industries i n b u si n e s s
today, that being the building and trades. It is a tough job.
It is tough. They do things that are ve ry d angerous t o
themselves and to others in that employ, but yet they have to do
it, it is ne cessary. T hose j ob s h ave t o b e d o n e . I t i s
important to our business, our i ndu st r y , our econo m ic

Senator Chizek and Senator Hefner.
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e nvironment, as is th e fact that these individuals who are
injured and apply and are eligible for workers' comp receive a n
additional benefit. Those benefits, those additional d ol l a r s
that come out, they also help the economy. T hey also have t h a t
ripple effect, if you will, at least three to four, sometimes
five times the effect of a roll over of a single dollar in terms
of the economy, and let me tell you, those dollars are going to
be spent. They aren't dollars that are going t o b e r a t ho l e d
away at the tune of $275 a week. They are go i n g t o h av e t o be
spent . Th ey ar e go i n g to be spent on n ecessities, food,
shelter, clothing, what have you, medicine, a nd in many c a ses i n
t hese i n s t a n c e s , doctor bills. They are going to be spent .
They are going to be sent back into the economy. They are g o i n g
to be used and I think that at this time even with the NcFarland

editorial, that still wil l ho l d t ru e wi t h the adoption of
Senator NcFarland's amendment. Nebraska, we will still have

Senator He f ne r an d Sena to r L a bedz .

fallen behind...

PRESIDENT: One minute.

SENATOR HALL: . . .even at $275 a week. We will not have
progressed. We will not have progressed. We will, basically,
have held the line but we will not have broken any new ground by
any stretch of the imagination in this area, and it clearly is
time to afford these individuals who have been hurt on t he j ob
at least an honorable, if not a luxurious, far be it for any of
us to suggest that, but clearly something that would allow them
some standard of decency in order to maintain themselves so they
c an g e t ba c k o n t h e j ob , and that is clearly all workmen's comp
is meant to do. It is a stopgap for those individuals who have
been hurt until they can get back on the job,c ont inue t o b e a
very productive member of society. I would urge you to ad opt
Senator McFarland's amendment. it is a very reasonable one.

PRESIDENT: Th ank y ou . Senator Chizek, please, followed by

SENATOR CHIZEK: Nr. President, I would r e sp e c t f u l l y c al l t h e

PRESIDENT: The question has been called. D o I se e f i ve h a n d s ?
I do. The question is, shal l d e b at e c e a se '? All those in favor
vote aye , o pposed nay . S enator Ch i z ek .

q uest i o n .

9437



February 1 4 , 19 90 LB 3 13

SENATOR CHI2EK: I hate to, but let's have a call of the house.

PRESIDENT: Ok ay , t h an k you . The question is, shall the house
go under c all? A ll t hose in f avor v ot e aye , op po se d nay.
Record, Mr . Cl e r k , p l e ase .

C LERK: 10 aye s , 1 nay t o g o und e r call, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: Th e hou se ' s under call. Wi ll you please record
your presence. Those not in the Chamber, please r et u r n t o t h e
C hamber a nd r e co r d yo u r p r es e n c e . Please look up to see if you
h ave r e c o r d e d y o u r pr e se n c e . Senato r Pi r s c h , Senato r Rob ak ,
Senator Weihing, Senator Lowell Johnson, Senato r Ly n c h , Sena t o r
Moore, Senator Landis, Senator Goodrich, S enato r La b e dz , Se n a to r
Rod Johnson , S e n a t o r W e s e l y. Senato r B e c k , wou l d you record
y our p r ese n ce , p l ea s e. Thank y ou . Sti l l l ook i ng f o r Se na t o r
Chambers, Senator Goodrich, and Senator Wesely. We are l o ok i ng
f or S e n a t o r Ch a mber s . Senator Chizek, would it be okay i f we go
ahead. Senator Chambers is the only o n e n ot h er e . A l l r i g ht .

SENATOR CHIZEK: I t houg ht I sa i d ca l l i n . I would like to have
a r o l l c a l l v o t e on t he q ue s t i on .

PRESIDENT: You h av e r equested a r o l l ca l l v o t e .

SENATOR CHI2EK: I g ue s s a s l on g a s w e a r e he r e , ye s .

PRESIDENT:
Mr. C l e r k .

Okay, and th e que stion is, s hal l d eba t e c ea s e ?

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See page 787 of the Legi s l at i v e
J ourna l . ) 26 ay es , 1 3 nays t o c ea s e d eb at e , Mr. P r e s i de nt .

PRESIDENT: Deb a t e h as c e a s ed . Sena t or Mc Fa r l and , w ould y o u
l i k e t o c l o se , p l e ase .

SENATOR McFARLAND: Thank yo u ve r y muc h , Mr. Pr e s i d en t , an d
thank the senators for being here just to c ease d e b a t e . I t h ink
t hi s d e b a t e h a s gon e on about an hour now or little less than an
hour. I th ink it has went on long enough. I would thank those
senators for supporting my amendment and speaking on behal f o f
it, quite e loquently I might add, Senator Chi ek and Senator
Morrissey speaking from personal experience about wh   happens
when y o u h ave t o go on wo r ke r s ' comp benefi s and how $245 is
totally inadequate to allow a person to try and stall support a

9438



February 14 , 1 9 90 LB 313

family at a time when you are injured. Senator Conway made a
an interesting comment to me a little bit ago and he talked
about, y ou kno w , i f workers ' c omp has really be nefited
businesses , bec a u se if it were not for workers' comp, we would
have a total liability system where employers would have to pay
huge s u m s t o hav e i nsurance t o co v e r l i ab i l i t y f o r t he i r ow n
negligence or for a fault if their employees are injured on the
job. Wha t we have done with the workers' comp system is allow
for a mechanism whereby you get prompt and immediate coverage
and you don't have to litigate, you don't have to worry about
the negligence aspect of it, or proof of negligence, o r w h e t h e r
who was at fault. If the accident occurs during the course of
and arising out of the unemployment, or out of the employment I
should say, then the employee is compensated at a reduced rate
but the medicals are paid for and you try to give a living wage.

article is quite i nstructive, and if y ou

article that is on your desk with regard t o t he co st s . The
said the Nebraska maximum in LB 13,

know, a relatively conservative view on this issue, says t ha t i s
n ot exce s s i v e ; that that is acceptable. It talks about the

t he i n j u r ed wo r ke r s could use an increase and should use it.
The committee amendments came out and only raised it from 245 to
255, only $10 a week, and it hasn't been raised i n t wo y e ar s .
If you look at the chart, what I am suggesting with my amendment
is to ra ise it to 275. It still places us at the bottom among
our su r r o und ing s t at e s . L ook at w ha t I o w a p a ys , 6 8 4 . Look at
what C o lo r ad o p ay s . South Dakota is at 289. Missouri is at
289. We would still be behind these other states but at l e ast
it would be more fair than what we have got now. I think it is
a totally reasonable amendment. As I sai d , I t h i nk , I wish i t
were more. I think we need to have concern about the working
people of our state. We have an improved economy. And I t h i n k
that they should benefit as well. And I w o u l d y i e l d t h e re st of
my time to Senator Morrissey.

PRESIDENT: S enator Morrissey, if I may interrupt for a second.
(Gavel. ) W e ' r e q u i t e n o i s y a n d I w o u l d r e m ind y ou , members o f
the Legislature, we are under call and you should be in your
seats. Senator Morrissey.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Thank you, Mr. President and members. Thank
you, Senator McFarland. Again, I would just say we can't have
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it two ways, folks. Are we booming'? Are we an island of
business prosperity? And, if so,w hat Senator Coordsen r e f e r r e d
to, our lower weekly wage compared to our surrounding states, if
we' re boo ming, why is that wage low? Who se getting the
difference of the boom? Whose absorbing the boom'? S ame wi t h
workmen's comp. When I was injured on the job I didn't choose
to be injured, it happened. I was working in a fairly hazardous
job.

PRESIDENT: One minute.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: I got hurt,I went home, I ha d t o d r aw
workmen's c o mp . and as a result of that I had to cut into my
savings that I'd been working on for quite some time, cut i n t o
them drastically, all because of something that wasn't my fault
whatsoever. If we' re doing good, i f w e ' r e being pr os p e rous
across the whole state, not just urban and rural, the Governor,
in a meeting with me the other night, said the whole state is
being prosperous. Let 's share that prosperity and especially
with these folks that are hurt, many due to no fault o f t h ei r
own. If an employer is at fault and a worker has to go home,
that employer should feel lucky that they are n o t pay i ng t he
total wage. If I employ s ome peopl e and have a n u n s a f e
situation, and someone is hurt as a result of that, I feel lucky
that I don't have to pay their complete wage while they' re at
home off w o r k .

P RESIDENT: Ti m e .

SENATOR MORRISSEY: They had nothing to do with it. This i s
simply fair and just. If we' re booming, a s everyone says , l e t ' s
share the prosperity with these folks that are injured and help
them bridge that gap, because I'm telling you,and I a i n ' t
lying, it's not easy, it's not easy to get by on workmen's comp
with a w ife, three kids, c ars, h ouse payments and on and o n .
I'd urge you, this is only fair and just, please support Senator

P RESIDENT: T h an k y o u . The question is the adoption of the
McFarland amendment to the amendment. All those in favor vote
aye, opposed nay. All right, we' re still rounding up one or two
members. I think they' re all here now. And the question is the
adoption of the McFarland amendment to the amendment. Roll call
vote, Mr. Clerk, plea e.

McFarland's amendment.
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CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See pa ges 787-88 o f t he
Legislative Journal.) 2 1 ayes , 23 n ay s , Mr . Pr esi d e n t , on
adoption of the McFarland amendment to the committee amendments.

PRESIDENT: The amendment to the amendment fails.
on, what, the committee amendments'?

CLERK: Mr. President, I have another amendment to the committee
amendments. Mr. President, Senator Hall would move to amend the
committee amendments. (Read Hall amendment as found on page 788
of the Legislative Journal.)

PRESIDENT: The call is raised. S enator H a l l , p l e as e .

SENATOR HALL: Th ank you, Mr. President, members. It is clear
that a majority of the b ody d o e s no t wan t t o i nc r e a s e t he
m aximum bene f i t a l l owa b l e outside of the committee amendment
that would increase it by $10. So what I h a v e d one i s offered
an amendment that would increase the minimum benefit that one
would be able to receive in a workmen comp situation. Thec urrent l an g uage i s 49. F orty-nine represents two-thirds of
what someone is making in terms of their weekly wage, my ro u gh
mathematics means that they are making approximately $75 a week
in terms of benefits. All I do b y a mending i t t o 88, st r i k i ng
49 and increasing it to $88, is to bring that minimum up to
two-thirds of a minimum wage job, over 4 0 - h our week . So y ou
take 3.35, you times it by 40 hours that are worked in that
week, you come up with approximately $88 as two-thirds of t hat
wage that an individual would made on a gr os s ba s is ov er a
week's work. I just raise that up th ere s o that there i s
clearly an understanding that this is two-thirds of at least
what currently is recognized in the State o f N e b r a sk a as t h e
minimum wage rate. I w o u l d u r g e i t s ado pt i on . T hank you ,

P RESIDENT: T h an k y o u . May I introduce a guest of Senator Beck,
please. Under the south balcony we have Esther Juzyk, w ho i s
the special guest of Senator Be c k, and sh e ' s f r om A u r o r a ,
N ebraska . M s. Ju z y k , w ould you p l e ase s t and and b e r ecognized .
Thank you for visiting us today. S enator Coordsen , p l e a s e , on
the Hall amendment, followed by S e n a to r Hef n er and Senator
Morrissey .

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank y o u , Mr . P re si d e n t . Senator Ha l l ,
would you respond to a question, please?

W e' re b a c k

Mr. P r e s i d e n t .
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PRESIDENT: Senator Hall.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Senator Hall, as.. .

PRESIDENT: Sen at o r Coordsen, I ' m go i n g to interrupt you a
moment. (Gavel.) Let's hold it down. The speakers are having
trouble hearing each other, a nd so am I . So, p l ea s e , a pprecia t e
' ,inaudib l e ) .

SENATOR C O ORDSEN: I could use my hog calling voice,
Mr. President, but I think I will not impact t he e a r s o f t h e
m embers of the b ody at this time. S enator Hall, from your
experience in this field, how are part-time employees covered' ?

SENATOR HALL: I'm sorry, I didn't heard you, Senator.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Ho w are part-time employees cov e r e d u nd e r
worker's compensation, part-time employee i n j u r ed on t h e j ob ,
making whatever that amount would be, but certainly perhaos less
than an av e r a ge o f $ 12 5 a w e ek, or whatever minimum wage figures

SENATOR HALL: Sen at o r Coo r d s en , they would be a llowed the
minimum amount, if they should fall underneath that. So, 'if
your question is basically, how would my amendment impact an
i ndi v i d ua l who was no t wor k i n g a 40-hour w ee k , t he y w o u l d
b enef i t . Tha t par t - t i m e i n d i v i d u a l would benefit from thi s
amendment because it would increase their two-thirds portion up
to that of a full-time employee, because. .. . A n d my r e a son f o r
doing that, my rationale, is that they' re not injured part-time,
they' re i n ju re d f u l l - t i m e. And i n t h i s cas e , ye s , y o u ' r e
absolutely right, they would benefit. T he reason f o r t h e 4 9 w a s
to allow for some leeway there for those part-time i ndi v i d u a l s ,
but also to have a ceiling that they could not. . .or , e x c us e me ,
a floor that they could not fall through. So, absolutely, the
individual that is going to benefit from this provision is an
individual who works on a part-time basis but is injured on the
job and still eligible for worker's comp benefits.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Ok ay, thank you, because we generally cover
two-thirds of what a person's take-home pay is, or the minimum
and I have no idea how many years ago it's been that the $49 was
placed into statute as the floor. Eighty-eight dollars does not
sound like very much, except that it's entirely possible, under

out on 40 h o u r s ?
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this amendment, as it would be, I suppose, u nd e r $49, fo r a
p erson t o mak e . . . ha v e a l arg er i ncom e un d e r w orker ' s
compensation than what they might wor king in part-time
employment. So I w ould ask the members of the body when they
address this particular amendment to the amendment to keep that
in consideration, that as the system works out and with the
large number of part-time employees, we need a f l oor , we n e e d a
f loor . I don ' t k now t h a t $88 is a magic floor beyond the
a mendment. Th a n k y o u .

P RESIDENT: Th a n k yo u . Senator He f n er , p l ease , f o l l owed by
Senator Morrissey and Senator Chizek.

SENATOR HEFNER: Mr. President and members of the body, I would
rise to oppose this amendment. This....an amendment l i k e t h i s
was never brought up at the committee hearing. I be l i e v e w h a t
this would do, this would certainly increase the premium on
workmen's comp, especially those people that hire part-time
employees, because here we' re saying, if you only work one day a
week and say you 'd ea r n ed $ 50 a week, this employer, or the
carr i e r wh o s e ca r r yi n g the workmen's comp for this employer,
would have t o p a y $8 8 a week . And that looks to me l i k e t h at
w ould b e r ea l exc e s s i v e . I know that that $49 minimum was put
in there for a purpose, but I believe here. . . i f we go up to
BB.. . . S enato r Hal l , I ' d like to ask you a question. Senator
Hall , w h ere d i d y o u p i c k u p t h e f i gu r e $ 8 8 '?

S ENATOR HALL: S e n a t o r H e f n e r, a s I exp l a i n e d i n my opening,
there was...my rationale for it was I took the minimum wage,
which is currently the state minimum wage is $3.35, took it over
a 40-hour work week, divided it by two-thirds, a nd tha t i s w h e r e
the 88, actually the $88 is a little less, I r ounded i t down ,
and it would be two-thirds of a minimum wage job.

S ENATOR HEFNER: O k ay , o k a y , what about the employer that hires
quite a few part-time people, and say t h a t he on l y h i re d t h i s
e mployee f or on e d ay a w e e k , then if this employee got injured
on the job then he'd be liable for that $88?

SENATOR HALL: Th at ' s cor r ect . Clearly, as I mentioned to
S enator Coo r d s e n , t he i nd i v i d u a l who was a part-time...on a
part-time basis would....I guess if you can get injured a nd b e
benefitted, if that's possible, that would happen in this case.
Clearly, an employer hires part-time people because they d o n ' t
then have to pay benefits for that individual in terms of health
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care and other things. Yes, they have to pay worker's comp, but
I can ' t remember the last time that the 49.. . i t h a s n ' t b ee n
increased in the six years I' ve been here. Y ou' ve been he r e at
least twice as long as I' ve been around, and I d o n ' t kn o w . . .

S ENATOR HEFNER: Th ank y o u .

SENATOR HALL: ..nobody else on the floor I think can remember
when 49 was done, and I know this is your time. Go ahead.

SENATOR HEFNER: Th ank you, Senator Hall. Just a f ew o t h e r
remarks. I don 't think we know enough about this. I know t h e
Business and Labor Committee didn't discuss this. However, we
did discuss a compromise and that was raising it on the maximum,
$ 10 on e y e ar , a n d $10 t h e n ex t y e a r , and that was a compromise.
And, if I knew that this bill was going to try to be amended on
and on and on , I certainly wouldn't have voted it out of
committee. But here's another thing we' ve got to r em ember ,
there is no income tax,no federal income tax, no state income
tax, no social security paid on these benefits. So you ca n see
that therefore the employee i s ge t t i n g t he f u l l b en e f i t o f
whatever that insurance company pays. And so I j u s t t h i nk that
we ought to vote this amendment down and hopefully Senator Hall
wil l e v e n w i t h d r a w i t , b ec a use u n t i l we kn o w j u s t a little bit
more about this,.

P RESIDENT: T h an k y o u . Senator Morrissey, please.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Thank y o u , Mr. P resi d e n t and members .
S enator Hef n e r and Sen a t o r Coordsen ar e mak i ng some g o od
arguments. This might n ot be r ea s onab le . B ut whose be i n g
reasonable here'? The people are not asking to get hurt. I a sk
you to consider that, they' re being injured. You want t o g o t o
proof of fault, I' ll support that type of system. You ask t h e
people behind the glass if they want to go to proof of fault,
I' ll guarantee you what the answer wi l l be . I t hink wh a t
Senator McFarland offered was a very reasonable amendment. But
we' ve decided we didn't have to be reasonable, i n m y op i n i on .
So I ' m go i ng to support Senator Hall's amendment, because I
think it's a good amendment. I 'm n ot t o o co nc e r n e d about
someone making out like a bandit that has been injured. That
doesn' t c o n c er n me . I don't think people are going to say, hey,
I' ve got a $50 a week part-time job. I f I go g et hu r t , I can
get 80 a week; I'm going to do that. I'm going to stick my hand
in this door and slam it. I'm going to wrench my knee so maybe
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amendment.

I can go to the hospital, even...and have them stick a knife in
my body and work on it. I don't think people are going to do
that. And, if they' re injured, I don't think they' re just going .
to be lapping up all this cream that we' re so c oncerned a b o u t .
There are times when you' re drawing workmen's comp when you can
be taxed by the federal government. In certain situations, i f
you are on a light duty status, where you can't make it on the
existing workmen's comp, and the employer s a y s , well , c ome back ,
we' ll give you light duty and we' ll give you a little bit o f a
wage, not your total wage, and then your workmen's comp makes up
what your total wage would have been, then that is all balled
into a wage, and that is taxed. You can check i t ou t i f you ' d
like. So there are times it is taxed on the federal level, when
you can't make it and a' re forced to go back to work, often times
after further aggravating your injuries, but you just can't make
it. So that's what...that's how light duty came into existence,
b ecause o f poor wor k men ' s c omp. We kn ow y ou ' r e i nju r ed
but...and we know you can't make it, so come on back a nd we ' l l
g ive you a l i t t l e b i t t o d o a l i t t l e b i t . It might further
aggravate yo ur i n j u r y , miglit make things worse in the l ong-run ,
but we know you can't make it,so come on back, you' ll help us
out a t a c h e ap ra t e . And , oh, by the way, you will be taxed on
your w o r k men' s comp , t oo . They probably leave that part out.
But I don't think w e' re g o i n g to have people, part-time
employees, rushing out to injure themselves so they can draw
this ext r a 20 b uc ks a we e k , or whatever it is. I don't think we
have a big concern about that and I would support Senator Hall' s

PRESIDENT: Thank you. While the Legislature is in session and
capable of transacting business, I propose to sign and do sign
LR 254, and LR 255 . Mr. Clerk, do you have something t o r e a d

CLERK: Mr . Pr e s i d e n t , Education Committee reports LB 618 to
G eneral F i l e ; a n d L B 1 0 5 1 to General File, those signed b y
Senator Withem. New A bi l l s . (Read LB 1059A and LB 313A by
title for the first time.) Senator Smith has amendments to
LB 662. I have a motion for introduction of a new bill that
will be laid over, that's offered by S enator Coo r d s e n . And,
Mr. Pr e s i d e nt , LB 6 02 , L B 858, L B 8 7 5 , L B 8 9 1 , L B 9 0 6 , L B 9 0 7 ,
and LB 1013 ar e r e p o r t e d c o r r e c t l y en g r o s sed . T hat ' s all that I
have, Mr. P r e s i d e n t . (See pages 788-91 of the Legislative
J ournal . )

in?
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SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING

SPEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k y ou . Back to a discussion of the Hall
amendment to the committee amendments. Senator Chizek . Se n a t or
Ashford, wou ld you care t o di scu s s t he amendment to the

SENATOR ASHFORD: Th ank you, Mr. President and Mr. Speaker and
members. Ju st very briefly, I did not vote for the f i r s t
amendment and I will not vote for this amendment, but let me say
that in my mind it does not necessarily mean that the increases
are not justified, but I will tell you that I think that a vote
for the amendment at this point, after there has been a
compromise struck between the two groups that classically meet
head-on i n t he Labor Committee, Business and Labor Committee
carries great weight with me. I know two years ago on our tort
bill we thought we had an agreement with what I thought was an
agreement with the insurance industry on that bill. And when i t
came time to...for that bill to come to the floor, all of a
sudden we didn't have an agreement. And even though I feel that
Senator Hall and Senator McFarland are making some good points
certainly in the area of workmen's compensation, which i s
different in nature than unemployment compensation in my view, I
still believe that when the two parties get together and reach a
compromise that both can agree on for this session, I think
that, at least to me, carries great weight. I wish that we
could do...continue to comply with those types of agreements on
other bills. But I certainly understand the frustration Senator
Hall, and Senator McFarland and Senator Chizek have voiced, but
I also give great weight to what has been agreed upon by the
parties. So, with that explanation, I'm going to v ote a g a i n s t
the amendment. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senat o r H a l l , would you ca re t o
discuss your amendment?

SENATOR HALL: Ye s , t ha n k you , Mr. President, members. We
checked back with folks who had served either on the committee
or as counsel t o t he committee, and as one of my esteemed
colleagues once said about the type of automobile that he drove,
he said that he never drove an automobile in the same decade in
which he happened to be living and that was manufactured in the
same decade that he happened to be living. T his change in t h e
statutes was not done in the past decade, it never happened i n
1980, because the folks who served the committee as counsel are

amendment?
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still working in the Legislature in some fashion, and they can ' t
remember when the change to $49 was made. Now, granted, t h e r e
is a good reason to have a lower amount. Y ou don' t w an t t o ha v e
the maximum and minimum the same. You don' t w an t t o h av e them
too close together. But to say an injured individual is not
entitled to at least two-thirds of a minimum wage j ob over a
40-hour week, I think is only fair. Look at the bene...look at
what's happened in the industry, business. Look what ha s t ak e n
place across the country. I'm.. .my background is in personnel.
And individuals who wo rk in these types of jobs that
traditionally have to do...have to apply for worker's comp
because i t ' s a d an g e r ous a r e a , and as hard a s t h e e mployers wor k
to try to make it a safe environment it doesn't always work out
that way. B ut what's happened is folks are going to part-time
employees, they' re going to more and more part-time employees,
and they' re doing that because there are benefits they derive
from it. They don't have to pay insurance. They don't h av e t o
pay health insurance for a part-time employee under 32 hours a
week, t hey don' t h av e t o . They can get b y wi t h a number of
different types of benefits, if they reduce their work force to
part-time status. The re have even been l aws t h a t hav e been
introduced to move away from that so that an employer cannot get
around the issue of basically having two work forces that are
part-time, yet they do a full-time job. N one of t hem have be e n
passed yet .

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR HALL: Bu t clearly it deals with the issue of where do
our priorities lie. That individual who is probably working two
part-time jobs gets injured on one, is still so injured that
they can't be employed in that other job. T hey ought t o b e
entitled to at least two-thirds of a minimum wage salary.
That's all this proposal does. It raises it to $352 a month,
$352 a month. The current provision of $49 is $ 196 a mo n t h .
That is not enough to support an y one . And , l adies a n d
gentlemen, they are not partially hurt when they' re injured and
incapable of working. They' re hurt all the way around. They
ought to be entitled to at least two-thirds of a minimum wage
position. It clearly has not been changed, it needs to be
changed, it needs to be brought up to a minimum level. I w o u l d
urge the adoption of the amendment.

SPEAKER B A RRE T : Th an k you . Senator C o o r d sen, fur the r
discussion, followed by Senators NcFarland and Chambers.
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Thank you.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, members of the body.
When we talk about this particular amendment to the amendment
one thing we need to be aware of again is that the intent of
worker's compensation, not only in Nebraska but in the r est of
the states, is to pro vide for injured people wh.i cannot work
two-thirds of their compensation up to a c ap . And I woul d
a ssume, I ' v e nev e r l ook e d this up, in most cases there is a
bottom limit. I'm going to assume also that Senator Hall ' s
calculations on the $88 are right in tha. „~erson working at
3.35 an hour for 40 hours a week would, if t hey w er e i nj ur e d ,
not able to work, have a weekly benefit of $88. I'm going to
assume those are c o r rect . So the question here is whether w e
cover at the minimum wage rate part-time people who are injured
in work in which two-thirds of their wages wou>r' be, under t he
current system, something l ess t ha n $88 down to t h e c u r r e n t
floor of $49. I don't know what the magic formula $49 i s , but
it is an i nteresting concept that if you work for whatever
amount, 1 hour , 5 hours, 39 hour s a week as a pa rt-time
employee, and if you' re injured that you will be compensated for
an amount almost as much, equal to or greater than what your
t ake-home pay i s , and maybe in some cases even you r gros s pay
before de d uct i ons . If we were interested in being equitable, I
suppose we would go two-thirds of salary, which w oul d get us
down to, for so me people,almost nonexistent weekly benefits.
But I think we' re asking our system to bear quite a b u r den i f
w e' re a s k i n g that all people who work part-time, if they' re
injured, be covered with the same amount of money as if they
were working full-time,minimum wage. S o I thi n k i s something
that may well be the topic for another bill. But we s h o u l dn' t
a dopt it as p art of the committee amendments this morning.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou. Sena t or McFarland, on t he

SENATOR McFARLAND: Thank you ver y muc h. I'm in favor of
Senator Hall's amendment. I t ' s a different aspect of t he
problem. And he makes several good points about it and how it
has not been changed. I certainly support it, going to vote for
it, think it's good. Philosophically, this bill is very
interesting, it is very interesting the reaction that we' ve had
to it on the floor today. We' re dealing wi th a bi l l that
affects working people. And it affects them at a very crucial
time when they are injured on the job. I 'm reviewing t he v o t e

amendment to the amendment.
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on the amendment that was just defeated on a vote of 21 to 23.
What strikes me very interestingly is the partisan division on
that vote. It is almost totally along partisan lines. Almost
every R ep u b l i c a n in this body voted against the amendment,
R epubli cans who vo t ed . Almost every Democrat in this body voted
for the...for my amendment. There were o n ly t wo Democrats who
voted no against my amendment. There were, thankfully, there
were only...there were at least four Republican's who voted yes
on the amendment, and I appreciate their support, I t ' s
unfortunate that things get broken along partisan lines because
what y ou hav e i s you h ave, w ha t , 19 Dem o c r a t s , al l 19
D emocrat . . . e x c use me, 1 9 . ..17 Democrats voting for t he t h i ng ,
a nd y o u ha ve 21 Repu b l i c a n s voting against, very partisan
division. And it's unfortunate that we have this v iew i n t h e
state that somehow if you are with one particular party you are
for the business interests to the exclusion of working p eop l e ,
and on the other hand I suppose there is a perception the other
way that somehow if you are a member of the party t o wh i c h I
happen to belong, that you favor the working people over
business. The problem with that type of partisan analysis, and
sometimes it gets oversimplified and overused, is that you don' t
realize there is a mutually beneficial way in which business and
working peo p le c an both benefit under legislation or under
economic conditions, that what is good for working people is
often good for employers, and what is good for employers is
often good for working people. This is one of t hese issues
where it s eems to me we try to have our political philosophy
dictate the decision on this issue without really looking at i t
and saying what is fair, w hat' s r e a s onable , what would benefit
our s t a t e a s a wh o l e . Our worker's comp benefits are so minimal
in comparison to other states, particularly surrounding s tates ,
we' re not competing in any way. The only thing we' re competing
for is to be the lowest. If we wanted to.... Some o f t he
arguments, I mean I heard on the f loor we should a b o l i s h
worker's comp altogether, and then we ' d h av e a g r e at business
climate. That's n ot go i n g t o hap p e n . I mean the wo r k e r ' s
compensation system was set and established to help both working
people get immediate and necessary relief and get their medical
expenses pa i d, ge t them back to work, get them rehabilitated,
give them some kind of way to survive during that.

. .

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: ...time. And help employers as well to get
these people active and to have some kind of continuity in their
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employment situation so these people aren't destitute and left
without recourse, and provide some protection against liability
suits and those kind of things. The fact that the agreement was
reached out of the Labor Committee just doesn't have any m e r i t
with me at all. I mean when you' ve got a gun at your head and
you' re with the AFL-CIO and labor groups and you' re saying, you
count the votes and you can't get it out of co~~nxttee, it should
have come out last year. It's been sitting there for two years
now. That is no agreement, and I think that's disingenuous when
someone says we' ve got an agreement, so the re fo re d on ' t change
it. I mean the agreement was coerced and unconscionable, in my
view. I don't think that the AFL-CIO.

. .

SPEAKER BARRETT: T i m e.

SENATOR McFARLAND: ...should have to be forced t o a c c ep t t he
few jelly beans that were thrown on the tabl» by the committee.
Thank you .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chambers, please, followed by Senators
N elson and Mor r i s s e y .

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman and members of the L egis l a t u r e ,
the people who are affected by this bill, Senator Hefner, do the
kind of jobs that can be described as the four D's. T hey ar e
dirty, difficult, dangerous and dead end. The worse a j ob i s ,
the worse the conditions the lower the pay the individual gets
who has that job. I f you can come to work with polished,
manicured fingernails, a dress suit, necktie, white shirt, more
or less clean, then you' ll make more money than somebody who has
to grub for a living and literally earn bread by t he s w ea t o f
his o r her f ace . Based on what some religious people say,
that's the way God intended everybody to make a living, b y t he
sweat of his or her face. But it seems like that kind of labor
has fallen into contempt and the people who must do that kind of
labor share in t hat attitude of contempt. I t h i nk i t ' s
regrettable and unfortunate. S enator Coordsen may be c o r r e c t
when h e s a id t h at , u nd er Senator Hall's amendment, somebody
injured on one o f th ese "quadruple D" jobs would take home a
greater amount, or almost as much, if they were injured, as they
would take home were they there to do the s lave work . I say a
t ake-home w a g e which is that minuscule is unfair,. it is
unconscionable, there should be laws to prevent an amount o f
money that low being considered adequate wage. S o, i f a p e r s o n
i s on one o f t he s e "quadruple D " j ob s and gets injured, that is
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almost like adding insult because the work is very difficult.
In some of these jobs there is a likelihood a person will be
injured. And to me $88 a week is not a lot of money. A socie t y
should blush with shame to argue against allowing a person who
is working, taking the only job made available, m aybe hat i n g
that job every day that he or she reports to it, hating h imsel f
or herself for being reduced to that level, but trying to live
up to the demand that society places that everybody work. Yet
those who impose those kind of restrictions and standards, if
that's what they can be called, would not Dane to do such menial
work t hemselves . This raise, from $49 to $88, is not going to
defeat any fund. I t is not going to break any employer, it is
not going to make wealthy an injured worker. All it's going to
do is make us a little less unethical in terms of exploiting
people who are healthy enough to work and then carrying it over
to a continued exploitation of those who are injured while
working . Po l i t i c i a n s r e g u l a r l y w i l l say , I ' m g o i n g t o t ake m y
campaign to the coffee shops, to the working man, they should
say working persons, but to the working people. A nd tha t s o u n d s
good. But when we have an opportunity to do something which
really is just token in nature to help a person who has worked
and been injured while working, this little we won't even do.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: I have a difficult time conceptualizing how
I, as a member of t his Legis l a t u r e , c an be bound b y an
unconscionable agreement made by some people whose i de n ti t y I
don' t eve n k n ow. I'm not bound to vote the way some people who
have a self-interest in exploiting working people would ar r i v e
at. I 'm going to support Senator Hall'samendment, and I hope
enough others will do so. Eighty-eight, dollars, a s S e n a t o r
Coordsen e v e n ack n owledged, is not a lot of money. We' re no t
raising the amount by $88, we' re r a i s i n g t he amount t o $ 8 8. So
I hope there will be enough support for this amendment.

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h an k y o u . S enator Ne l s o n .

SENATOR NELSON: Nr. Speaker, members of the body, I have no t
participated in this debate. But I want to tell you a n a c t u a l
incident that happened yesterday without, I believe it's public
information and so on, or without revealing a business a nd so
on. A horse trainer, Grand Island, Nebraska. A s many of y o u
know, a lady was very severely injured last, year, o r a y ea r a g o ,
year and a half ago, fell out of the saddle, caught her foot in
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the stirrup, drug along the rails, the rail line. Then we
become back to our liability issue and Senator Conway's LB 159,
then third party and even the maker of the rails and so on. But
what I'm saying is the final word, a nd the word was s a i d t o m e
yesterday if that horse trainer had had workmen's comp, a s he i s
supposed to have had and did not have, Arlene, you must enforce
that or do something about it. It, frankly, would have or could
have wiped, since it went back then to, well I just as well say
i t , For m e r Par k , b ack to their workmen's comp and t h e i r
i nsurance and s o on , it could have wiped Former Par k ou t
enti r e l y . So I want to tell you, workmen's comp is not
necessarily an issue just for the working people, i t i s a
benefit to the business people. And I'm just using that as an
exact example what could happen or could happen to many. And
that wor kmen's comp is also, I don 't c are w h e t h e r i t ' s
construction industry or whatever, it works both ways. A nd s o
I 'm j u st offering that to you that it is not only just working
people, it is to an advantage of the business people, too.

S PEAKER BARRETT: S e n a to r N o r ri ss e y , p l e a s e .

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Question .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Question has been called. Do I see f i v e
hands? I do. Sh all debate now cease? All in favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Rec o r d , p l eas e .

ASSISTANT C L ERK:
Nr. P r e s i d e n t .

25 a y e s , 0 nay s t o cease de bat e ,

S PEAKER BARRETT: D e b a t e c e a s e s . Senator Hall to close, please.

SENATOR HALL: Th ank you, Nr. President and members. Nineteen
seventy-three, 1973 was the last time that the floor was changed
on this proposal. And it was changed by 20 percent, it went
f rom $40 t o $4 9 . I n 19 73 I w a s a j un i o r in h i gh sch o o l .
Senator Hefner was a y o ung man. (Laughter . ) Senat o r Hab e r man
had h i s hear i ng (laughter), and Senator Warner was only ten
years i n t h e b od y . Th at ' s a long time ago, l adies and
gentlemen. That's a long time ago. Lot of things have changed
since then. Also, in 1973 the state's minimum wage was $1.50,
$1.50, and $49 was well above two-thirds of the state's minimum
wage. All this amendment does is bring us t o sl i gh t l y under
two-thirds of the state's minimum wage. It takes what was in
law 17 years ago and it puts it into effect, makes it applicable
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in 1990. It is unconscionable not to increase this floor to
two-thirds of a minimum wage job. Look back in the history of
worker's comI . Ladies and gentlemen, a s Sen.~ or Nelson poi nt e d
out, it was the first tort reform ever enacted, a nd i t w a s
enacted because it was a pro-business enterprise. It exempted
the huge recoveries that were taking place at that time for
folks who were injured on the job, and labor agreed to it, labor
said yes, because then we' re guaranteed that these individuals
who work for a living are at least going to be able to support
their families, pay their bills until they are able to get back
to work. It's a part-time, it's a temporary situation. And i t
also protects us so that we don't have these huge suits so we go
out of business, and nobody is any better off because there are
no jobs then at that point in time. It was a good move then,
i t ' s a g o o d move now. But it also has to be at a point or level
where these individuals can sustain themselves at what would be
the state's minimum wage, two-thirds of that. That's all this
amendment does, $88 a week, because if that individual i s hu r t
at a p art-time job they are not hurt on a part-time basis. I t
is very likely, if not completely true, that they can't work at
any o th er j ob as well. And you all know the benefits, the
movement in the business world to p art-time staffs, because
benefits are derived, costs are reduced and in the case of the
workmen's comp and the injured employee health care benefits are
denied. This is really one of t he c hi e f r easo n s when we ' r e
looking at 20 and 30 percent increases in the cost of insurance
for staffs that business has looked this direct' on. This
amendment is a modest proposal after 17 years to basically bring
us back up and not quite even there to the level at which we
were in 1973, so that two-thirds of a mi n i m u m w a ge j ob is
available to those individuals, whether they be part-time or
full-time. Because there was no rovisions at that time in 1973
on the part-time basis, period. It was $49, and the state' s
minimum wage was $1.50. Mr. Pr e si d en t , I w o u ld ur ge t he
adoption of the amendment to the committee amendments.

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h a n k y o u . You' ve heard t h e c l os i n g and t h e
question is the adoption of the Hall amendment to the committee
amendment to LB 313. T hose in favor vote ay e, oppo se d nay .

SENATOR HALL: Mr. Pr esident, could I ask for a call of the
house and a ro l l ca l l vot e?

SPEAKER BARRETT: C e rt ai n l y , request for a call of t he house .

H ave you a l l v ot ed ?
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Those in favor of the house going under call, please vote aye,
o pposed nay . Rec o r d .

CLERK: 2 3 aye s , 1 n ay t o go und e r c a l l , Nr . Presid e n t .

SPEAKER B A RRETT: Notion prevails and th e h o u s e i s un de r c al l .
Members p l e a s e r e c o r d y o u r p r ese n c e . Those outside the Chamber,
p lease r e t u r n a n d c h e c k i n . Senator Smith, please. Senato r
Haberman, Sena t or Norr i s s e y . Sen at o r No or e . S enator N e l s o n ,
p lease r ec o rd you r p r esen c e . Senato r Pi r sch . S enato r s
K ri s t e n s en , Rod John so n and Lab e d z , t he hou s e i s un de r c al l .
S enato r Jo h n s on , t he h ou s e is under cal l. Members, ple ase
return to your seats for roll call vote.

SENATOR HALL: Who are we waiting on?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Sena t or J oh n s o n i s o n hi s w a y. Th e qu e s t i on
is the adoption of the amendment to the a mendment. ( Gavel . )
N r. C l e r k , p r oc e e d .

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See page 792 of the Legislative
Journal.) 17 ayes, 29 nays, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Notion is defeated.
Mr. Clerk, next item.

CLERK: I have nothing further to the.. . . Nr . Pr es i de n t , I h av e a
priority motion. Senator NcFarland would move to r econs i d e r t he
vote just taken on the Hall am endment to the com mittee

The ca l l i s r a i sed .

amendments .

SPEAKER BARRETT: The Ch ai r r ecogni ze s S e n a t o r N c F a r l a n d .

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Thank y ou , N r . Sp e a k e r . The whol e t en o r o f
t hi s d eb a t e h as been rather frustrating for me, as I ' m s ure i t
h as been f o r m an y o f you . And I ' d l i k e t o address a coup l e of
t h i n gs , bec au s e I think that vote on that amendment, i f I g et
t he r e s u l t s b ack , was ev en a mo r e p ar t i san k ind of sp l i t .
Senator Hall m akes a very g o o d a r g u ment , w e haven ' t i nc r e as e d
t hat m i n i mum l e v e l s i n ce 19 7 3 . It seems like, if I h eard t h e
debate, most of the people spoke in favor of that idea, a nd t h a t
what would be fair, c onsid e r i n g w h a t h as h ap p e ned o v e r a p er i o d
o f y e a r s , wo u l d b e t o approve that amendment. But y e t we h av e a
solzd block that votes against it, for I'm not sure what reasons
other than a kind of litmus test of their political a f f i l i a t i o n
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or of their political philosophy. I'd like to just question a
couple of things that have been discussed in the debate and
bring your attention to them. The first thing is t he a s ser t i o n
that there was some kind of disagreement that came out of the
L abor. . . Business an d Labor Committee is somehow k i nd of."sacrosanct" a nd t h a t on c e so me kind of compromise occurs
between interested parties who are before that committee that
that is not subject to change in the Legislature. And who are
we, as mere state senators, to express a different view than
what the interest groups before that committee agree to'? That
has always bothered me in this Legislature. I don't think that
we, as a l egislative body, should feel bound by any kind of
particular agreement between parties. I even remember Senator
Landis talking about his aspiration to be Banking Committee
C hairman, and he s a i d o n e of the things that h e w an te d t o
address was that a lot of Banking Committee bills came out, and
the parties before that committee had signed off on them and
said that they were acceptable, and so the Legislature approved
them, only to d' 'cover later that these bills weren't good for
the citizens of our state as a wh ol e . Seems we have a
responsibility to act independently of interest groups i n t he
Legislature. Certainly they can bring their points of view to
bear, certainly we should be aware of them, certainly we should
consider them, certainly they are sometimes...the interest
groups are in the best position to understand the issues and can
provide information or perspectives that we may no t con si d e r .
But when competing interest groups decide and resolve something
that shouldn't mean that we just unilaterally adopt it and say,
okay, we' re just here as kind of a perfunctory body to approve
w«atever yo u ' ve ag r e ed t o . T hat' s n o t h o w the system should
work. We should be independent of it,we should be c o ncerned
with people that come before this Legislature, but we should, in
the final analysis, make the decision on ou r own i nde p endent
judgment on what's best for our entire state as a whole. One
thing that troubles me about the agreement, a nd I d o n ' t k n o w h o w
often it happens in here, this was my bill, I presented i t t wo
years ago to the committee. These negotiations took place and I
was never a part of them. I never he a rd what w as g o i ng o n as
far as figures or dollar amounts or anything like that. The
only communication I got from the committee was once,as I
recall last year, the first communication I got was, well,
either the unemployment bill is going to come out, or the
worker's comp bill is going to come out in ' 89, and t hen t he
other bill will be considered in 1990 so that we have kind of a
staggered situation where we increase worker's comp benefits one
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year, and then increase unemployment then t h e nex t year ,
according to what seems fair and reasonable at that time. That
sounded fine to me. I said that's great. The next thing I find
out happens is that some kind of discussion has occurred among
the people on t h e L a bor Committee and some of the interest
groups involved in this legislation a nd I ge t an apo l o g y
because I wasn't invited. And I s ay , w e l l , I wou l d have l i k ed
to have been invited, but I understand that maybe it was an
oversight, so I didn't raise the issue. The next thing I heard
was that neither bill was coming out of committee that year,
that they were both going to stay i n c o mmi t t e e i n '89. And,
contrary to what I'd been told before,neither bill comes out.
The next thing I heard was this year saying that both oills were
going to be advanced out of committee. To my knowledge that may
be happening. I'm not sure where the unemployment bill is. But
they come out, and I'm not aware what the committee amendment
does, or anything like that. And it gets to the floor and I'm
told, here, it's your bill, but the agreement has b een r ea c h e d
and the people on the committee reached it,so sign off on it,
don't raise any concerns about it. I t s e ems t o m e i f I ' m the
sponsor o f t he b i l l I h ave a l egi t i mat e right to raise concerns
about t h e b i l l , because it is u n fair the way i t's being
implemented and the way it's being proposed. I'd like to read

makes a nice statement. He says here, and I' ll just read it
because it is so nicely phrased. He s a y s , a s l ow a s the
Nebraska pay m ents ar e , some people don't want them to raise.
And then he mentions the spokesperson for the Associated General
Contractors says that the jobless benefit is too high. A nd h e
said it's difficult for employers to add another increase to a
$10 a week increase in each of the past two years. Then he says
something , I t h i n k I f i nd i t very interesting, the edit o r i al
says, these modest increases were made, however, without raising
employers contribution. The rate at which employers pay into
the unemployment compensation is the same this year as it was in
' 87 and ' 8 8 , and state officials projected in November that even
without increasing the payments t he f u nd wou l d gr ow from
100 million to 107 million in 1989. That's with respect to
unemployment. There is no additional increase necessary to fund
that particular issue. Then o f c our se i t c oncludes , r ec e n t
improvements in Nebraska's business climate have provided more
jobs and opportunities for workers and i n j u r ed workers and
improving the benefits for unemployment and injured workers
should be the next step. Totally agree with it. I t h i n k i t
reflects a nice view, a reasonable view. I t talks about the
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$290 being a fair rate, not excessive. S enator Ha l l p r opos e d
what I thought was fairly reasonable. In response to the point
raised by the Chairman of the committee, he said, okay, i f
you' re w or r i ed about the maximum amount and it's a two-third
b ene. . . t w o - t h i r d weekly...of the weekly benefit for all
employees, what we should do is really, if the maximum is deemed
to be sufficient or a minimal increase in the maximum is deemed
to be sufficient, what about the employees who ar e e ar n i ng
minimum wages? What about the people who are in the lower edge
of the spectrum? We have a minimum built in here, too, that
minimum is $49 per week, and it's been there since 1973, 17
years ago. It seems to me it's time for a change.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR McFARLAND: The amendment by Senator Hall was perfectly
reasonable, it should have been approved overwhelmingly. But
yet because so many people are wedded to some kind of l itmus
test on these type of labor-employer issues, it doesn't seem to
be any reasonable discussion on what's best for t he p e o p l e o f
our state. I don 't know how to....I argue it in figures of
dollars and cents, and compare it to other states and things
like that. I think we make perfectly reasonable arguments. We
have a fairly conservative n ewspaper sa y i n g , yea h , t hi s i s
reasonable. I think it should be even more, but I go with what
I think is reasonable enough t o pass , t o get 25 s e n a t o r ' s
support. And y et people turn their backs, don't listen,say,
well I know where I stand on this issue, and t h i s i s ho w I ' m
going to vote, and don't confuse me with statistics or data or
facts or anything, that is totally unfair and it was unfai r t o
Senator Hall in consideration of his.

. .

S PEAKER BARRETT: T i m e .

SENATOR McFARLAND: . ..particular bill, or particular amendment
I should s ay . Tha n k y ou .

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h an k y o u . S enator Mor r i s s ey , o n the motion
to reconsider, followed by Senators Hefner and Ashford.

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Mr. Speaker, mem bers , I w o u l d sup p o r t
Senator McFarland in this effort. And I just want to quickly
address t wo of t he things that have been brought up,what
Senator McFarland discussed. The compromise, if you wil l , i f
you want to call it a compromise, when you think of a compromise
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in the regular sense of the word, you' ve got two people, two
groups of folks starting in the middle, and then starting out on
the edges and moving towards the middle. I wasn't directly
involved with any of the compromises that took place with these
b ills, I was on t h e fringes of those compromises, s o-cal l e d
compromises. And it 's not your typical de finition of
compromise. Wh en you start out compromising and you' re backed
into the corner, from the beginning there is n o p l a ce t o g o .
The original bill, on this workmen's comp increase, a sked fo r a
$50 increase, the compromise was $10. You want 50, we' ll give
you ten. That's one heck of a compromise. And I must tell you,
as I listened to the reports of how these negotiations went
forward, I was disgusted, I was disgusted. I told the parties,
I d on ' t know if I c an support the compromise, because the
so-called compromise is so bad. And tha t ' s w ha t we hav e here
with the original bill. As for 50, we' ll compromise, we' l l g i ve
you 10 . W el l , ~ hat's r eal g e n e r o us , r e a l g en e r o u s . It's not my
kind of compromise and it's not my kind of fair deal. In
addressing the partisanship of this vote I' ve spoke o u t many
times in public, to the groups I address, on how pleased I am at
this Legislature being pretty much nonpartisan, for the most
part. It does come down to partisan votes in many c ases, su ch
as these where money for the working people versus money for the
large business community is at question. I heard a sp e a ker t h e
other day that said, he told us how simple it was in Washington
compared to Lincoln. Washington, it's all partisan, a Democrat
introduces a bill, you vote for it; Republican introduces a
bill, you vote against it, or vice versa. That sure is simple.
Back here you' ve just got all kinds of considerations. A nd t h a t
kind of made me mad because I think partisan politics is really,
really bad for the nation as a whole. To me it boils down to
what is right, what is wrong. To me the issue, as originally
brought, was right. The so-called compromise was wrong. What
Senator Ha l l h a s, and b rought b ac k b y S e n a t o r N c F a r l a n d , are
requesting is right. The people that vote, the working men and
women in this state, it's good for them, it can help them out in
a time of severe, severe stress. As I said, they didn't ask for
the injury, it happened. It puts the entire family in a tense
situation, uncertain of their future. What Senator Ha l l
offered, what Senator NcFarland is bringing back,

. . .

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR NORRISSEY: ...regardless of your party affiliation,
throw that out the door, is it right or is it wrong. In my
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discuss the motion to reconsider?

estimation this is right, the original amendment brought by
Senator NcFarland was right. Think about it, think about the
people you are representing, the majority of the people you are
representing and vote for what is right.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k y o u . Senator Hefner, would you care to

SENATOR HEFNER: Nr. President and members of the body, I oppose
the reconsideration motion. Looked to me l ike the p r ev i ou s
motion lost fair a nd s q u a re . Sen a t or N o rr i ss e y s a i d h e w a s
disgusted at the compromise that was made. Well, Se nator
Morrissey, you' re no more disgusted than I am, because if I knew
that w e were go i ng to have a battle like this on the floor I
wouldn't have voted to advance the bill. I t ' s t h at si m p le . And
then you talked about the party affiliation. I can ' t see that
it was party...the vote was a party affiliation. But t h e H a l l
amendment is a bad amendment, and I w an t t o t e l l you why. I f
y ou wou l d h i r e a pe r son f or one h ou r , f o r on e hour,
Nr. President, could I have the gavel?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Ye s, s ir . (Gavel. )

SENATOR HEFNER: But getting back to Senator Hall's amendment,
i f you ' d hire an employee for one hour, and say you p a i d h e or
she $10, you could be liable for many months, ma n y we e k s and
many months, even into years, if this person got injured on the
job, because you would be stuck with the $88 per week deal. And
that's going to drive up workmen's comp premiums, it's just that
simple. And he gave the example like on a minimum wage, I t h i n k
the minimum wage right now is 3 .35 , i t g oe s up t o 3 . 8 5 , I
believe. But I just took 3.50 an hour for 40 hours is $140 a
week, ynu take two-thirds of that which would be $74. Th i s
person would get that $74, but with the Hall amendment they
would get a little bit more, they'd get the $88. B ut back a g a i n
to that person that just worked an hour or t wo f o r y ou , y ou
would b e on t h e line to pay $88 a week for however long they
were. . . t h a t t h ey wo r k e d . Senator Hall also said this would have
a ripple effect, it would help the economy. Well , I wou l d ha t e
to see that we'd have to enhance our economy with something like
this. Al so, we got to remember that employers create jobs. If
we put the burden too hard on them, there just won't b e that
many jobs out there. So I would urge you to vote against the
reconsideration motion.
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S PEAKER BARRETT: T h an k y o u . Nr. Clerk, you have a motion?

CLERK: Nr . Pr e si den t , I have a priority motion by Senator
Langford, that's to adjourn the body until February 15, 1990. I
assume that's nine o' clock, Senator. I do have some items.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Anything for the record, Nr. Clerk?

CLERK: Ye s , I d o , Nr . P re si d e n t . I have amendments to b e
printed to LB 42 by Senator Baack. ( See pages 793-94. of t h e
Legis l a t i v e Jo u r n a l . )

Nr. President, Enrollment and Review reports LB 1064 t o Sel ec t
File with Enrollment and Review amendments. L B 851, L B 8 5 6 ,
L B 857, L B 8 74 , L B 8 9 3 , LB 957, L B 96 4 , LB 9 66 , LB 984, and
LB 997 are all reported correctly engrossed. T hose are s i g n e d
by Senato r L i n d say a s E 6 R C h a i r. Banking Committee reports
LB 1161 t o Gen er a l File with amendments, and L B 1 1 9 3 a s
indefinitely postponed, those signed by Senator Landis as Chair
of the Banking Committee. (See pages 794-96 of the Legislative
J ournal . )

I have a n e w A b i l l , Mr . Pr es i d e n t . (Read LB 901A by t i t l e f o r
the first time. See page 796 of the Legislative Journal.)

Nr. President, I have a confirmation report from the Health and
Human Services Committee, that is signed by S enator W e s e l y as
Chair. I have a series of priority bill designations. Senator
Schellpeper selects LB 1080; Senator Cr o s b y , LB 96 5 ; Senator
Scof i e l d , LB 1184 ; S enator Ri ch a r d Pet er s o n , I R 11CA; an d
Senator Withem, Education Committee priorities are L B 9 6 0 an d

Nr. P r e s i d e n t , Sen at o r Abboud would like to add his nam to
L B 1044, S ena to r C r o sb y an d Chambers t o L B 642, Sen a t o r Elmer
and P e t e r s o n t o LB 159 and AM2372, and Senator Morrissey to
LB 1232. I believe that's all that I have, Nr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The motion before the house is one
to adjourn until tomorrow morning at nine o' clock. Al l i n f av or
say aye . Opp o sed no . Ayes h a v e i t , carr i ed , w e a r e a dj our n e d .
(Gavel. )

LB 1090.
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Mr. President, I have a series of amendments to be printed.
Senator Peterson has amendments to LB 1064, Senator Lamb to
LB 980. Tha t's all that I h a ve, Nr. Pres i d ent. (See
pages 821-22 of the Legislative Journal.)

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Nay I introduce some guests, please,of
Speaker Barrett. Under the south balcony is L a r r y Lang er of
Kearney an d C huck L in dsay of H o l d rege. Wil l you g e n t l e men
please stand and be recognised? Thank you for visiting us
t oday. M ove on t o L B 313 .

CLERK: Nr. President, 313 was a bill originally introduced by
Senator NcFarland. (Read title.) The bi ll was di scussed
yesterday by t) e Legislature, Nr. President. C ommittee
amendments were offered by the B usiness a n d La b or Committee,
Chaired n y Sen a to r Co o rdsen. There was amendments to those
offered by Senators NcFarland and Hall. Both of those failed.
Senator N c Far land moved to reconsider the vote on the Hall
amendment. That motion is now pending, Nr. President.

PRESIDENT: Senator NcFarland, please.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Thank you, Nr. Pr e s i d ent. If permissible, I
would like to withdraw the motion to reconsider and take up an
amendment that I have submitted and is being passed around and
should be received by all the senators and take that up at this

PRESIDENT: You wanted to substitute the present one for the one
that you had before'?

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Yes .

PRESIDENT. Al l r i ght . Any objection? If not, proceed.
(NcFarland substitute amendment appears o n pa g e 8 22 of the
Legislative Journal.)

SENATOR McFARLAND: Can I pr oceed'? Thank you, Nr. Pr e s i d ent .
Fellow. senators, you may look at the materials that ar e bei ng
distributed to you and this is a committee amendment. You may
recall yesterday that I had proposed an amendment which would
have i n c r eased o u r unemployment, or excuse me,our workers'
compensation maximum weekly benefit to $275 pe r w e ek . Thi s
would have p u t us at the very bottom of the states in the
Midlands, including our surrounding states. It would have put

time.
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us equal to Kansas. We would have still been significantly
behind Iowa and South Dakota and Colorado, Wyoming, Missouri.
This amendment I am proposing here is just slightly different
and I think, in all fairness, is reasonable and acceptable. You
might take a look...it's perhaps best explained by the handout
that says Maximum Weekly Benefits. I n Nebraska, yo u ' l l note
that in the past in 1985 the maximum weekly benefit was $200.
Then in '86, '87, and '88 it was bumped $10 from ' 86 to '87 and
10 more dollars from '87 to '88. That practice of increasing it
$10 each year had been somewhat of a formality. Last year when
this bill was introduced in 1989 it was my understanding from
the Labor Committee tnat this bill would get out, that it
would...that the recommendation would be to increase it $10 in'89 and $10 in '90. Well, the fact of the matter is, is that
that bill was not advanced out of committee. It was held for an
entire year in that committee and so what should have b een an
increase to $255 in 1989 did not take place. Now we are i n t h e
1990 session and I think, had that bill got out last year, i t
would have had a $ 25 5 i n c r ease i n '89 a nd 265 i n '90. So what I
am proposing is just continue that trend of $10 increasesand
even taking into...and even not trying to remedy the fact that
i n 1 9 8 9 the r e wa s no increase at all,what I believe at a
m inimum should h a v e been a n i ncre ase t o 255, the logical
sequence would be to have the maximum benefit in 1990 to be 265
a nd in 1991 t o b e 2 7 5 . You' ll recall the materials that were
passed around yesterday, all of the other states in surrounding
us have higher workers' comp benefits than this. As I r eca l l ,
Missouri's was at $290 a week, South Dakota's was $289 a week,
Wyoming's was $346 a week, Iowa's was 680 some dollars a week,
Colorado's wa s 300 and some dollars. This amendment would
continue, in effect, what should h av e be e n a $10 pe r year
increase . in the maximum benefits. Had this bill got out of
committee in 1989, had it been enacted, w e would have had a $ 2 55
maximum in '89, so t hi s , in effect, this amendment would
increase it to...continue a $10 a year increase, put it at 265
in ' 90 and 275 i n '91. It is not very significantly different
from the committee amendments that had been introduced. We were
close to the recommendation that I had yesterday as far as the
amendments. This is even less than that. This still keeps us
at the bottom, I might add. This still puts us behind Kansas,
Missouri, Iowa, South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado and all our
s urrounding st at e s . I think it is a fair amendment. I t would
make this bill less unconscionable if these committee amendments
are added. So I would urge you to adopt them.
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Senator Hefner.
PRESIDENT: T h ank yo u. Senator Coordsen, pl e a se, fol l owed by

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Nr. President, and members of the
body, a certain amount of conversation has taken place on t he
floor comparing one part of workers' compensation coverage and
that is the weekly benefit and what that weekly benefit should
be. And cer t ai n l y . ..you have to forgive my cold a little bit,
certainly the pure figures would compare, as Senator NcF a r l a nd
indicates. But I would suggest to you that the committee
amendments are in line with not only t he s ur r oun d i n g states,
with the exception of Iowa, but with most of the rest of the
United States, and that we do compare on a total program quite
well. Twenty-three states, most of which have higher maximum
weekly benefits than Nebraska, either limit the amount that can
be collected or require offsets of Social Security payments or
other compensation that an injured party might receive from that
maximum earned weekly benefit. Nebraska has no limit o n t h e
amount that can be collected by a disabled worker, nor do we
have any reductions in that amount. It is simply, as is the
case in 48 o f the other states, two-thirds of the income of a
person who is disabled up to, as in current law, $ 2 45 , or as
proposed in the committee amendments,up by 1991, $ 265 a week .
This is the way in nearly all of the states the benefits are
computed. We share that with the rest of the states. Nebraska
has a lower wage rate structure than many of the other states
with higher weekly benefits. Quite probably, although I didn' t
research this, we cover an equal percentage of the wo r k e rs at
100 percent or thereabouts of their weekly income. I think -the
committee amendments are fair. I would reiterate what I sa i d
yesterday with regard to the committee amendments on 313. The
business community, because of the tremendous increases in
premiums on the medical payment side, were opposed to a ny w eekly
benefit increase.

SPEAKER BARRETT PRESIDING

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR COORDSEN: The labor community wanted what was in the
bill. This bill would not be here before us if I ha d not
selected it as a committee priority bill. I don't think there
were probably the votes in committee to advance it. I t i s he r e
because I felt that we needed to maintain a n increase i n
workers' compensation that at least kept up with the inflation
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amendment.

factor, that we wouldn't lose ground. I think the committee
amendments are fair. They are comparable when you look at all
of the other issues that are involved in workers' co mpensation
and the McFarland amendment should be rejected at this time.
Thank you, Mr. Pr e s ident.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k y ou . Additional discussion, Senator
Hefner, followed by Senator McFarland.

SENATOR HEFNER: Mr . President and members of the body, I r i s e
to oppose this amendment and I think that S e nator C o o rdsen,
Chairman of the Business and Labor Committee, e xpressed i t v e r y
well. Senator McFarland, Nebraska has no limitation, no
limitation on their workman's comp benefits, don't have no
limitation on medical benefits or of time and this is a s t r o ng
plus for the employees, and I think they should have it. I
don't think there should be any limitations on it, but l et' s
keep that weekly benefit reasonable. I wouldn't have supported
to advance it out of committee if I knew that we were going to
increase it more than $10 a week, bui I feel that the $10 per
week this year is fair. I feel that the $10 next year is f air ,
and I want to be as open-minded and as fair about this as I can.
If we don't pass this bill this year, they will go another year
without any increase at all and I don't think that is fair.
That is why I voted to advance this bill. Another thing we must
remember, there is no social security tax on this, no social
security tax, no federal income tax, no state income tax, and I
just want to bring that to your attention. And while we' re
talking about Iowa here, Nebraska has a less average weekly wage
t han Iowa d o es . Agai n, I want to talk about the small
businesses in the small rural communities. They are fighting
for their existence. Another, if we increase this too much,
that's going to increase the premiums that you pay for workman's
comp and it's going to be another straw that will break the
c amel's back . So I would ur ge you t o vot e against this

S PEAKER BARRETT: Thank y o u . Senator McFarland, followed by

SENATOR McFARLAND: I'd like to yield my time to Senator Chizek,
Mr. Speaker.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chizek , p l e a s e .

Senator Chizek.
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SENATOR CHIZEK: Well, I just gathered some figures yesterday
after we had the discussion on the floor. I see the...from '87
to '88 the premiums went down, '87 f rom about 120 mill t o '88
about 119.4 million. You have about the number of companies
that would be writ'ng, about 100,000 of comp would be about 123.
The number of employees or employers carrying comp insurance is
about 43 , 38 8; pr i vat e self-insured, about 5 2 and p u b l i c
self-insured about 9. Now who benefits'? Who benefits from the
structure that we have set up today? You heard Senator Hefner
get up and talk about the problems and the struggles of small
business. I would agree and I would concur. He mentioned that
there is no tax paid. W hen we talked yesterday we compared
apples to apples. We compared the take-home pay from somebody
that was working after tax to versus what they get with
workmen's compensation. That's what we talked about yesterday,
apples to apples, Senator, and if we' re going to compare t h em,
compare apples to apples and not apples to oranges. If it is so
costly, maybe one of the things we should do is get rid of it.
Maybe we should get rid of the entire workmen's comp system and
just think of the m oney that w ould s av e t he m. The good
companies would stay in business and we would have no problem at
ell. T hose companies where there are p robl e ms a n d end up
getting sued and probably go out of business. S enator Hefner ,
fair is fair and we are not being fair. Two years wi t h o ut an
increase. This will probably be the third, according t o Senator
Hefner, three years without an increase. I think maybe we
should take a long, hard look at the entire system if that is
the attitude that we' re going to have in the State of Nebraska
towards the working men and women. If we' re not going t o b e
fair, then let's do away with it. Why play games? Why play a
facade? And I don't represent labor and I d o n ' t r epresent a
company. I'm ta lking about people that work in my district,
whether they' re in management, whether they' re in a union and it
is interesting how we work i t aroun d t o management-union
confrontation. I happen to be in management. A number of years
ago I was in labor, but one thing, Senator Hefner, I can say is
I'm not on one side or the other, I'm fair and I think we should
be, I urge your support for Senator McFarland's amendment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k you . Senator Coordsen, additional
discussion, followed by Senators McFarland and Morrissey.

SENATOR COORDSEN: Only to. .. thank you, Mr. S peaker, only to add
just a little bit to what I said before,and that is that the
body is aware„ I think, that when the weekly benefits are
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i ncreased, t h e y ar e not increased for those people who are
already covered. What happens is that you provide for coverage
of people who are a little more highly paid. You add on on t he
top en d i n the rec o very. The single employee with no payroll
deductions beyond themselves, making around $19,000 will get,
u nder the current p l an , $ 2 4 5 . Under whatever amendments we will
put on, that particular person will still get $245. The person
that is working 40 hours a week at minimum wage, under the
current plan, would get about $89. They' ll still get $89. It ' s
just added on on the top end. That's a decision that this body
has to make. . think thar, what we' re doing i s r ea s onable an d
fair. I'm n ot an employer nor an employee and will never
benefit. It was my opinion that we needed to increase workers'
compensation . The amount in the committee amendment sounded
fair to me. It was a compromise. No one gets what t hey want.
Again, this amendment increases the recovery for some people
that are making...that will have a gross income of up to a b out
$23,000, 22 , 0 0 0 something. The committee amendments take it up
to 20,500 and something. And bear in mind that for ind i v i d u a l
people that percentage of recovery certainly differs depending
upon the personal deductions that they might have. Thank you.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k y o u . Senator Chizek, y ou are n ex t .
Your light was inadvertently re:moved. Proceed.

SENATOR CHIZEK: T h ank you. One of the things that I wanted to
point out, there was some discussion yesterday about the weekly
benefit amount versus all it has done towards retraining and so
on. I' ll tell you a story about a guy that called me last night
who got injured at a chemical plant and his lungs were i n ) u r ed
and he was retrained; went on and graduated from college with a
degree in chemical engineering. The amazing thing about it is,
now that he is retrained, nobody will hire him because he is a
walking time bomb, he is a walking time bomb. So we spent money
to train him, but he can't get a j o b. How do you answer
somebody like that, Senator'? Senator Hefner has an employee
that was injured. How do you answer these people when you have
these permanent injuries? D o we say, oh , we ' l l r e t r a i n h i m,
they will do something else'? No. Now is the time to be f ai r .
Over five years, I' ve watched the games that this body has
played on workmen's compensation and I won't be a part of it
anymore. I can' t, in good conscience, be a part of it anymore
and I w i l l t e l l y ou t h a t I wi l l be able t o st and up i n t he
morning when I shave and look in the mirror and when I get down
on my knees and pray to my Naker, I' ll be able to say I did what
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is right. I' ll be able to say I did what was f a i r , what was
equitable for the working men and women in this state. I hope
y ou do t o o .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Morrissey, please.

SENATOR MORRISSEYi Thank you, Mr. Speaker and members, I s ai d
gust about all I c ould say yesterday on fairness and what is
right and not worrying about the people that can necessarily
finance a new campaign your next time around, but worry about
the people that are going to end up voting, the majority of the
people in your district, the working people in your district.
It affects them all. It affects them all. The r a i l ro a d i s
separate and distinct, as I said yesterday, under our f e dera l
act, but all their spouses are affected by this, most of their
spouses. And, as has been said over and over, it's simply fair
and just. The railroad law was enacted, it is called the
Federal Employer Liability Act, because the railroad industry
was such a hasardous industry to work in. And under t hat we
have the right to sue because if they were negligent and caused
us to be injured, we can take them to court and sue for damages,
punitive damages. The railroads, every year, every single year,
this year included, and there is a plan right now in e ffect
trying, just to try it out with Amtrak, just Amtrak. Take away
FELA, take away FELA, it's unfair, and i t has been bea t year
after year after year because the c ase h a s b een p r o ven i n
Congress that the damages that can result from negligence in the
safety, or safety in the work arena are definitely deterrents
for these companies. And the railroads come back every year and
say, get rid of it, we'd rather go to the state workmen's comp
system, it's much fairer, much more fair for the working people.
And that argument gets blown out of the water every year because
the state .systems are not more fair, arid this is a perfect
example of why the railroaders in Nebraska refuse to buy that
argument because they see how this argument takes place i n t h e
Nebraska Leg i s l at u r e . They see the generosity in this
compromise of $10 a week. And if we do n't adopt Senator
McFarland's amendment, I'm considering offering an amendment of
my own when we get back to the regular 10, the big, generous $10
a week we' re going to offer, because I'm afraid that they won' t
notice it. So I'm going to offer an amendment that that $10
will be issued in a separate check to each of these injured
workers because they probably might miss it. If they go out and
buy two gallons of milk and two boxes of breakfast food to feed
their ch i l d r e n, t h e y j u s t bl e w t h a t $ 1 0 , the y j u s t bl ew i t and
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they won't realize the generosity of this body and the business
community in giving them that $10. So I think we must write a
separate check every time they get their check to remind them of
how generous we were t o g i v e them the extra $10. I t h i nk
i t ' s . ..those of us who would be up for reelection, it would be
just a constant reminder that what we' ve done for t hose f ol k s ,
h ere's your 10 bucks again , f o l k s . But you'ro helping me out in
my el=-ction because I' ve got a lot of working class people, a
lot of blue collar people down in my di strict. I s u pport
Senator NcFarland's amendment. It's less fair than his original
amendment, but it's mucn,much more fair than a measly $10 per
w eek. T h ank y o u .

SPEAKER BARRETT: T he Ch ai r r e cog n i z e s Sen a t o r NcFarland ,
followed by Senator Haberman.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: I'd just call the question, Nr. Speaker.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator NcFarland moves the previous question.
Do I see five hands? I do. Shall debate now close? Those in
favor vote aye , o pposed nay. P lease record , Nr . C l e r k .

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays, Nr. President, to cease debate.

S PEAKER BARRETT: D e b at e d oe s c e a se . Senator NcFar l and , wou l d

S ENATOR NcFARLAND: Th a n k y o u , N r . Sp e ak e r . We have discussed
this yesterday and a lot of the issues were discussed and it is
hard not to be emotional and become angry about this issue and,
believe me, I have restrained myself from becoming angry and try
to deal with it on a reasonable and restrained type of manner .
Once again, I think the committee people who ardently oppose any
increase to workers' comp benefits try to confuse the issue and
talk about these wages not being subject to social security tax
and so on, my understanding that that, in reality, that's the
case in most of the states. If I wanted to try and confuse the
issue, I c ould t ell you that there are other states who base
their workers' comp maximum weekly benefits on t he a v e r a ge
weekly benefit of the entire state and give 100 percent. We
only give...or that they give 100 percent of what the employee's
weekly salary is. There are many states that do that. I t h i nk
Iowa gives 200 percent of what the person's weekly benefit is.
But the majority give two-thirds, like we do here in N eb r a s k a ,
and likewise, the majority, as my understanding is, do not

y ou care t o c l o s e ?
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subject that benefit to the other types of taxation because i t
is to compensate them in the fact for their injury and to try to
give them some kind of income to sustain themselves until they
are rehabilitated. The fact of the matter is that it doesn' t
and there are many, many people who earn over $19,000 a year and
who get injured and yet have house payments and doctor bills and
car payments to meet just like we do and they have children to
send to school and sometimes children in college and y e t t hey
are devastated when an injury occurs because they are restricted
to the maximum amount that is allowed under Nebraska law.
Teachers are subject to this law, for example, and ther e a r e a
lot of teachers that aren't exorbitantly paid, but they are in
the 25, $30,000 area, supporting a wife, children. If they get
injured on the job, and I' ve represented some teachers who have
been injured on the job, one that slipped in a hallway and h i t
her head, that is a tremendous loss of income. This amendment
does not make the system fair, in my view, but it makes it less
troublesome than the committee amendments. I would l i k e t o j ust
explain that last year when this bill was submitted to the
committee, the Labor Committee, Business and Labor Committee,
there were some assurances made to me about how this bill would
be handled . Tho s e a s surances have no t b e en kept. The fir st
a ssurance I had wa s t h at this bill or the unemployment bill
would come out in 1989 and then the other bill, the remaining
bill of these two bills,either unemployment or workers' comp
bills, would come out in 1990. That was my understanding. That
was what I expected to happen. I trusted the committee with
that particular assurance. Then I found out that some kind of
meeting had been held to negotiate what w ould b e an adeq u a t e
increase in the weekly maximum benefits. Unfortunately, even
though it was my bill, I was not invited to that negotiation. I
don't think that is the customary procedure in this body.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: I don't think that is the customary way we
treat one another courteously. In any event, that meeting
occurred and I was assured that the bill was going to come out.
It didn't come out in 1989. And now here we are in the midst of
the 1990 session and suddenly it comes out, but the increase,
t he usual $10 pe r y e a r i nc r e a se i s de l a y e d one y ear and we
pretend like 1990, 1989 went past and we don' h ave to even t a k e
that into account. This amendment simply would, in effect, make
the law as if the bill had come out in 1989,as it assured, it
would have had the usual $10 per year increase that had been the
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practice in past years. In 1989, it, should have been $ 25 5 i f
this bill had come out. I trust it would have been enacted in
that form. It did not come out of the committee.

S PEAKER BARRETT: T i me .

SENATOR McFARLAND: It is out now. This amendment would merely
continue that $10 per year increase and make it 265 in 1990 and
275 in 1991, and if you look at the sheet, that is all it does.
Thank you.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Ti me h a s e x p i r e d . Thank you. Y o u ' ve heard
the closing and the question is the adoption of the McFarland
amendment to the committee amendments to LB 313. Those in f a v or
of that motion vote aye,opposed nay. Voting on the amendment

SENATOR McFARLAND: Mr. S pea k e r , s ince th i s i s progr e s s i ng
rather slowly and there are a lot of nonvoters, could we j u s t
have a call of the house and a roll call vote?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. S hall t h e house g o un d e r call?
Those in f a v or v o te a y e , opposed nay. Re c ord, pl e a se.

CLERK: 18 ayes, 0 nays to go under call, Mr. President.

SPEAKER .BARRETT: The hous e i s und er c al l . Members, please
"eturn to yo ur se a ts a nd r e cord your pr e sence. Those members
outside the Chamber, please return and r ecord your pr e s ence.
S enatcrs Ashf o r d , Langf o r d , B aack, Lam b . Senators
Bernard-Stevens, C h ambers, Pirsch, the house is under call.
Senators Goodrich, Scofield and Rod Johnson, the house is under
call. Whi le w aiting for members to return, just a very brief
announcement regarding next week's activities. B ecause t h e r e
are no c ommittee hearings scheduled for next Tuesday, the 20th
of February, it is my hope that we can spend a couple o f h o u r s
on the floor Tuesday afternoon. That is so we can get a little
w ork done in , d one Tuesday, t h e 2 0 t h for a c oupl e of hour s .
Senators Goodrich and Johnson.

SENATOR McFARLAND: I'd just as soon proceed.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Did you request a roll call?

SENATOR McFARLAND: Yes, I did, Mr. Speaker.

to the amendment.
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Please r ec o r d .

committee amendments.

f ur t h e r , Sen a t o r C o o r d s e n ?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k you , sir. Nembers, return to your seats
for a roll call vote on the adoption of the McFarland amendment.
Mr. C l e r k , p r o ce e d .

CI.ERK: ( Read ro l l c al l vo t e . ) 20 aye s , 21 n ay s , N r . Pr e si d e n t ,
on adoption of the amendment.

SPEAKER BAR RETT:
Mi . C l e r k .

CLERK: N r . Pr e s i d en t , I have nothing further to the committee
amendments at this point.

SPEAKER B ARRETT: Back to the committee amendments. A nyth i n g

SENATOR COORDSEN: At this time, I woul d o n l y m o v e t he a dopt i o n
cf the committee amendments, Nr. Speaker .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . Any d i scu ss i on ? S eeing n o n e ,
those in favor of the adoption of the committee a mendments t o
LB 313 p l e a se vo t e aye, oppo s e d n ay . Have yo u al l v ot ed ?

CLERK: 34 aye s , 5 nay s , Nr. President, on ado ption o f t he

SPEAKER BARRETT= The committee amendments are adopted. T o t h e

Notio n f a i l ed . The call is ra ised.

bill, Senator Coordsen.

CLERK: M r . Pr e s i den t , may make an announcement?

SPEAKER BARRETT: E xcuse me, S e n a t o r C oo r d s e n . Nr. C l e r k .

CLERK: Nr. President, Banking Committee, chai re d b y Sen a t or
Landis , wan t s t o h ave an Exec Session at eleven in the Senate
Lounge, eleven o' clock for Banking Committee. Nr . Pr esident,
may I read some items'?

SPEAKER BARRETT: Pr oc ee d .

CLEPK: Mr . Pr e s i d en t , you r Committee on Government:r epor t s
LB 1216 to General File and LB 1056 indefinitely postponed,
t hose s i g n e d b y S e n a t o r Ba a c k . Health Committee reports LB 1167
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to General Fi le, that is signed by S e nator We s e l y .
Transportation Committee reports I,B 690 to General File, LB 937
General File with amendments, LB 988 General Fi le with
amendments, LB 1020 General File with amendments, ll.. . those a r e
Transportation bil ls, those a re si gn e d by . Sen a to r Lamb.
Business a nd L ab or rep or t s LB 1173 to General File with
amendments. Tha t is signed by Senator Coordsen. J udic i a r y
reports LB 1113 to General File. That i s si gned by Senator
Chizek. And Re tirement Systems Committee reports LB 903 to
General File. That is o ffered by Sena t o r Haberman. (See
pages 823-29 of the Legislative Journal.} That's all that I
h ave, Mr . P r e s i d en t .

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h an k y o u . Senator Coordsen .

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would move at this
time for the advancement of LB 313 as amended.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y o u. Senat o r McFarland , on t he
advancement of the bill, please.

SENATOR M c FARLAND:
Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER BARRETT: T hank you , d i sc u s s i o n , further discussion?
S enator Mor r i s s ey .

SENATOR MORRISSEY: Tha n k yo u, Mr. Speaker and members, I
really...I don't k now i f I can begrudg i n g l y move f or
advancement. I know the people that were part of the compromise
are saying we need the 10, if we can get only 10, we' ll take it.
If that's the only crumb we' re going to give them. . . I d on ' t
know, I just don't know whether I can vote for it or no t . I
agree they are in trouble when...you' re really in trouble when
you have to swallow what these folks are havirg to s wallow an d
accept t h i s $10 amendment, or $10 increase, a dollar something
per day. And I'm still considering and I'd like to get some
feedback from the body, I guess,on my amendment to issue this
i n a s epar at e c h eck . I rea l l y d o t h i n k i t wou l d b e g ood f o r al l
of us, politically, to let the folks know how generous we have
been to them, let them know, because, like I said, these people
are liable to blow that ten bucks, two gallons of milk, two
b oxes o f cor n f l ake s , ten bucks right down the drain, and
they' re liable to blow it and not realize that we gave them this
increase, not realize that the Nebraska Legislature and t h e

B egrudging ly , mo v e for adv a n cement,

9482



February 15, 199 0 LB 313

business community in Nebraska that is thriving now were
generous enough to give them this $10 increase. I think they
won't even realize it and I think we'd better remind them with a
separate check, but since I don't want to take a lot of time on
something that really isn't much, I won't offer that at this
time unless you all come flocking over here and r equest m e t o
and then I' ll take it up there.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . Any other discussion on the
advancement of the bill? Any closing, Senator NcFarland?

S ENATOR NcFARLAND: Yes , t ha n k y o u . I share Senator Norr i s sey ' s
frustration and anger. I s h are Sena t or C hi ze k ' s anger a nd
frustration. I thought about this overnight. I had a motion to
kill the bill up. I was thinking of moving to kill the bill and
just lay it over so that the bill wouldn't be heard again this
session, very tempted to do that. It would give me a degree of
satisfaction to do it because it seemed to me that the working
people of our state are not being represented well here i n t he
Legislature or within the people who are associated with the
Legislature and follow these processes. This bi l l , i n i t s
present form, should be an embarrassment to the Legislature and
the people of our state. This b i l l , i f p asse d , pu t s us l ast ,
dead last in the amount of benefits we allow as a maximum weekly
benefit under the workers' compensation laws. We are not that
poor a state. We are not a rich state. I don't want to make us
number one in the nation in workers' comp benefits, but we are
now forty-third in rank in the amount of weekly compensation
benefits we make. I suspect that within the next couple ye ar s
we will achieve a rank of forty-fourth, forty-fifth, forty-sixth
because of this limited increase and the fact that there was no
increase at all last year. We are competing with states l i ke
Arkansas, Georgia, Mississippi,states whose per capita income
is substantially below Nebraska's per capita income. A s I.
recall, I think we' re in the mid-range of states as far as per
capita income in Nebraska. We are not a wealthy state, w e a r e
not a po or state. It seems to me, if we look at per capita
income, that we could at least be in the middle range as far as
what we pay i n work er s ' comp benefits, what w e pay i n
unemployment benefits, what we pa y i n o t h e r types of social
programs, but yet in this particular area, in workers' comp, we
are ranked forty-third and going down. The make-up c f t h e L ab o r
Committee should not control this body. The fact that there are
some antilabor people, blatantly antilabor people o n t h a t
committee should not control t he wi l l o f t h i s bo d y . We are
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close. I mean, I appreciated every vote that we g o t . I am
troubled, I am really troubled by the senators who did not vote
and then at the end when it appeared the amendment would be
added, then suddenly switched to a no vote. T hat, t o me , d o e s
not show a degree of moral or ethical principle at a l l . I t
shows, to me, a very...Senator Morrissey says spineless, it's a
good word, I wouldn't phrase it quite as...a fairly indecisive
or really troublesome way to view things. I mean, if you can' t
t ake a s t and on an i s s u e , why did you ask t o be e lected as a
senator? If you' re going to...I appreciate Senator Hefner and

N r. C l e r k .

Senator C oorsden. . .

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: ...for at least getting u p an d expr e s s i n g
exactly the way they feel. They are honest about it, they are
open about it', but it's hard for me to accept senators who t r y
to play both sides, who try to appease everyone, who try t o du c k
out on votes, but always at the end coming back to scuttle
something that someone has tried to do and tried to do in a very
straightforward and honest manner. I hope that on Select File
to kind of look at this and see if there are any changes. I
don' t l i k e t h e b i l l i n t h e f o r m t h a t i t i s i n . I 'm embarrassed
to have my n ame on the bill, but rather than penalize people
even further with a very unfair system, I w o u l d supp o r t
advancement at this time with the understanding that I'm going
to try to do some things on Select File to m ake this bill at
least a less unconscionable bill than what it is right now.
Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you . You ' ve he a rd t he c losi ng . The
question is the advancement of LB 313 to E & R Initial. Al l i n
favor v o t e a ye , o p posed nay . Have yo u a l l v ot ed ? Rec ord ,

CLERK: 2 8 aye s , 4 n ay s , N r . Pr es i d e n t , on the advancement of

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 313 is advanced . I ' d l ik e t o anno u n c e
that our doctor of the day, under the north balcony, is
Dr. Stuart Embury from Holdrege, Nebraska. Dr. Embury , wou l d
you p l e a s e st a n d and be r e c o gn ized. Thank you . W e ' re g l ad t o
h ave you back w i t h u s a g a i n . Nr. Cl e r k , f o r t he r e co r d .

CLERK: Nr. President, I have nothing at this time.

LB 313.
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PRESIDENT NICHOL PRESIDING

PRESIDENT: Welcome to the George W. Norris Legislative Chamber.
We have w ith us this morning our own Reverend Harland Johnson.
Would you please rise for the invocation.

HARLAND JOHNSON: ( Prayer o f f er e d . )

PRESIDENT: Th ank y ou , Har l and Johnson . We app r e c i at e y ou
again. Roll call, please. Record , M r . Cl e r k , p l ea se .

CLERK: I h ave a gu o r u m p r e s e n t , Mr. P r e s i d e n t .

PRESIDENT: Do w e hav e any corrections to the Journal today?

CLERK: No corrections, Mr. President.

P RESIDENT: H o w a b o u t m e s s a g e s , repor t s , or a nnou n c e ments ?

CLERK: Mr . Pr e s i d en t , Enrollment and Review r epor t s LB 6 63 A ,
L B 896A, L E 1 0 0 4A , L B 1 0 6 4 A , ard LB 902A to Select File, a s wel l
as LB 313 to Select File with E & R amendments attached. (See
pages 838-39 of the Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I have recei ved a se r i e s of priority bi' 1
designations; Senator Landis has se l ec t ed f o r t he Ban k i ng ,
Commerce, and I n su r ance Committe e LB 124 1 ; Senato r Bey e r ,
LB 799; and Senator Landis personal priority or LB 1136.

An Attorney General's Opinion addressed
Johnson on LB 12 19 . ( See p a ge s 8 3 9 - 4 1
J ourna l . )

Two reports, Mr. President, the first from the Nebrask a Ene r gy
Office, and a second, Mr. President, received from US Ecology
regarding notice of final selection. Both of those will b e on
file in my office.

PRESIDENT: I s t h a t a l l ? Thank you. We will move on t o t he
confirmation report of Senator Haberman's.

CLERK: Mr. President, your Retirement Systems Committee c hai r e d
hy Senator Haberman offers a r ep o r t f oun d on p ag e 83 3 for
Ms. Connie Witt to the Public Employees Retirement Board.

to Senator Lo welf
of the Legislative
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i nvocat i on?

1217
LR 259

PRESIDENT NICHOL PRESIDING

PRESIDENT: Welcome to the George W. Norris Legislative Chamber.
We have with us this morning for our invocation, Reverend
D r. Norman E . Leac h w h o is the Executive Director o f t he
Lincoln Interfaith Forum. Would you please r ise f or t he

REVEREND LEACH: (Prayer o f f e r e d . )

PRESIDENT: T h ank y ou, Dr . L ea c h , we apprecia te yo ur b e i n g her e
this morning. Please come back. Roll call, please. Record,
Mr. C le rk , p l e a s e .

CLERK: I have a quorum present, Mr. President.

P RESIDENT: T h ank y o u . Any corrections to the Journal today?

CLERK: No corrections, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT: Any messages, reports or an n ouncements?

CLERK: Mr. P resi de n t , Enrollment and Review r espectfully
reports they have carefully examined and reviewed LB 1080 and
recommend that same be placed on Select File, LB 1080A, LB 1094,
LB 688, L B 5 79 , L B 9 9 4 , L B 9 9 4A , L B 8 3 0 , L B 938 , L B 8 3 4 , L B 98 7 ,
LB 987A, LB 97 8 , LB 8 88 , L B 917, LB 9 4 6 , LB 954 , LB 1077,
L B 1037, LB 1 0 67 , LB 83 1 , L B 932, LB 117 8 , L B 1 1 02 , L B 1 1 0 9 ,
LB 1165 and LB 1217, all reported to Select F ile , so m e ha v e
E S R amendments attached. (See pages 904-08 of the Legislative
J ournal . )

Mr. President, amendments to be printed, Senator Crosby to
LB 923, Senator Co o rdsen t o L B 3 1 3 . (See p age 908 of t he
Legislative Journal.)

New resolution by Speaker Barrett. (Read brief description of
LR 259. S e e p a ges 9 08-09 o f t h e Legislative Journal.) That

A series of appointment letters from the Governor. T hose wi l l
be referred to the Reference Committee for confirmation hearing.

Finally, Mr. President, a report from the Board of Public Roads
Classifications and Standards. That will be on file in my

will be laid over.
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nlease.

sitting there with a building, we' ve got to heat it, I' ve got to
have some money to heat it, I think that's a reasonable request
but certainly...and in line with what we have been s aying, bu t
we are not asking the state to restore this building, Senator
Schellpeper.

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Okay, thank you. I think it's a building
that needs to be restored too and I think it's very important to
Nebraska. And I guess I would support the $50,000 at this time,
with the understanding that they will not be back for any more.
Thank you.

PRESIDENT: Senator Ashford, would you like to close, please.

SENATOR ASHFORD: I think we have said it all, Mr. President. I
would just urge that the body pass LB 164A. Thank you.

PRESIDENT: The question is the advancement of the bil l . Al l
those i n f avor v ote a y e , opp osed n a y . Record, Mr. C l e r k ,

CLERK: 2 5 a y es , 0 n a y s , Mr . P re s i d ent , on the advancement of
164A.

PRESIDENT: L B 16 4 A i s a d vanced. LB 313A.

CLERK: Mr. P res i d e n t , 313A was a bill introduced by Senator
McFarland. (Read t i t l e . )

PRESIDENT: Senator McFarland, please.

SENATOR McFARLAND: Thank you, Mr. Pr e s ident. LB 313 i s t he
bill that we debated I think earlier this week dealing with the
increase in Workers' Comp benefits to employees that are injured
nn the job. The bill, itself, in its present form will increase
the maximum weekly Workers' Comp benefits from $255 to $265 this
year and then...or, excuse me, from $245 to $255 this year and
then from $255 this year to $265 next year. There is an A bill
that is attached to it. It ca l l s fo r a pp r opr ia t i n g $52,000 t o
the Workers' Compensation Claim Fund. That, as I understand it,
has to do with making money available to the state because there
are state employees who receive Workers' Comp benefits. And so,
with that, I would just ask that you advance the A bill along,
too, so it will accompany LB 313.
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LB 980A.

motor vehicles, motor vehicle driver program b y 30 , 0 0 0 f or
Fiscal Year 1990-1991. With that, I would ask your adoption.

PRESIDENT: Thank y ou . Any further discussion? If not, the
question is the advancement of the bill. Al l t h o se i n f avo r
v ote a ye , o p p o sed n a y . Record, Mr . Cl e r k , p l ea s e.

CLERK: 25 ay es , 0 n ays , Mr . Presid e n t , on t he a dvancement o f

P RESIDENT: LB 98 0A i s adv a n c e o . S omething for t h e r ecord ,
Mr. C l e r k , p l ea se .

CLERK: Mr . ".res i d e n t , thank you. Senator Wesely has amendments
to LB 1113 t o be printed; Senator Hall to LB 313. Healt h and
Human Services Committee reports the f ollowing: LB 1222 to
General File with amendments and LB 6 64 , L B 66 6 , L B 75 7, LB 94 8 ,
LB 1068 , LB 108 9 , LB 111 1 , LB 1112 , L B 1 1 3 2 , L B 1 1 6 2 , LB 8 69 ,
L B 925 , L B 9 4 9 a n d L B 1 2 3 3 , all of those reported i nde f i n i t e l y
postponed. Sig ned by Senator Wesely as Chair of the committee,
Mr. President. That 's a ll that I have at thi s t ime. (See
pages 968-74 of the Legislative Journal.)

P RESIDENT: W e ' l l mov e on t o LB 9 56 , p l ea se .

CLERK: Mr. Pr esident, 956 is on Select File. The f i r s t or d e r
of business are adoption of the...or consideration, I sh ou l d
say, of Enrollment and Review amendments.

PRESIDENT: Sen at or Land i s , can you handle that, please?

SENATOR LANDIS: I move the adoption of the E & R amendments.

PRESIDENT: You have heard the motion. Al l i n f avo r say aye .
O pposed nay . The y a r e ad o p t e d .

CLERK: Mr. President, the first amendment I have to the bill is
by Senator Conway. Senator, this is youramendment that i s on
page 569 o f t h e J our n a l .

PRESIDENT: Sen at o r Conway, please. Do you wish to have it

CLERK: M r . Pr e s i d e n t , the next amendment I have to the bill is
by Senator Wesely and Schmit. I have a no t e o n he r e , Se n a to r ,

w ithd r a wn ? I t i s wi t hd r aw n .
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amendment.

activity here in Lincoln. So that is why I am asking fo r t h e
E clause. I would appreciate the E clause on t h i s .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k y o u. Discuss i o n o n t he adoption of the
E clause? Seeing none, those in favor of its adoption please
vote ay e , op p o s ed n a y . Recor d , p l ea se .

CLERK: 30 aye s , 0 n ay s, Mr. P r e s i d e n t , on adoption of the

SPEAKER BARRETT: The amendment is adopted .

CLERK: I have nothing further on the bill, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k y ou . Senato r Li nd s a y .

SENATOR LINDSAY: Mr . President, I move that LB 965 as a m e nded
be advanced to E E R for engrossment.

SPEAKER B ARRETT: Any discussion? If not, shal l LB 9 6 5 be
advanced? Al l i n f av or s ay aye . Opp os e d n o . Carr i e d . The
bill is advanced. LB 3 1 3.

CI ERK: Mr . P resident, LB 313,the first order of business are
Enrollment and Review amendments.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Sen a t o r L i nd s a y .

SENATOR LINDSAY: Mr. P resident, I move the ad option of the

SPEAKER BARRETT: Any d i scu s s i o n ? I f n ot , shal l t h e E & R
amendments to 313 be adopted? Al l i n ".avor s a y aye. Op po sed
no. Car r i ed . Th ey ar e adopted .

CLERK: Mr . Pr e s i den t , Senator Coordsen would move to a mend th e
b i l l . (See AM2646 on page 908 of the Journal.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: T he Chai r r eco g n i z e s S e n a t o r C o o r d s e n .

SENATOR COORDSEN: T hank you , M r . Sp e a k e r , and members o f the
body. This is 2646, right?

CLERK: Ye s , s i r .

E 6 R amendments to LB 313.
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SENATOR COORDSEN: Thi s is the bill to address a problem that
was brought to light by a Nebraska Supreme Court decision of, I
believe the date was February 16 on that, that had an impact
upon the operations of the Worker's Co mpensation Court.
Traditionally, it has...the Worker's Compensation Court has
operated under the...what they thought to be statutory authority
that they had the responsibility and authority to settle all
issues relative to Worker's Compensation Court cases that
appeared before it, both in the amount of the compensation in
disputes between the insurance carrier and the insured. And i t
had been held, and I am quoting now from the dissenting opinion
on the courts that the Worker's Compensation Act is remedial in
nature and its purpose is to do justice to workers wi t h o ut
expensive litigation and unnecessary delay. The majority of the
court felt that because of some of the wording in statute that
the Worker's Compensation Court had the authority to decide some
of the issues for the injured employee but c ouldn' t m a k e
decisions on the part of the insurance company or the employer
and settle disputes in those particular cases. And t h i s
amendment, then, would add into statute number 4 8 - 16 1 a
refinement of the jurisdiction of the Worker's Compensation
Court, and the language will be that. .. the added language would
be " Such court sha l l have jurisdiction to d ecide a n y i ssu e
ancillary to the resolution of an employee's right to workers'
compensation benefits." The Worker's Compensation Court felt
that with this ruling there exists the possibility that a
worker, before they could get final resolution i n t he i r case ,
might have to file suit to recover damages in district court or
make other efforts to redress their problem. A nd t h e who l e
i ntent, as it ha s been e x p l a i ned t o me, o f t he w or k e r ' s
compensation law is to make it as easy as possib le , as
inexpensive as possible for an injured worker to have access to
Worker's Compensation Court to settle disagreements that might
arise. So, with that, I would attempt to answer any questions
but would move for the adoption of this amendment. I t w a sbrought t o me by the Worker's Compensation Court in order to
clarify an apparent existing problem in statute, an her e t ofore
undiscovered problem, I might add. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . I s t her e d iscussion on t h e
amendment offered by Senator Coor d s en? Senator Coo r dsen,

SENATOR COORDSEN: Adoption of this amendment, Mr. Speaker.

anything further?
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. The question is the a doption o f
the Coordsen amendment to LB 313. All i n favor vote aye,
opposed nay. Rec ord, pl e a se.

CLERK: 2 5 e y es , 0 nay s , Mr . P r e s i d e n t , on adoption of Senator
Coordsen's amendment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The amendment is adopted.

CLERK: Mr. P res i d e nt , Senator Hall would move to a mend.
Senator Hall's amendment is on page 968 of the Journal. I do
have a motion from Senator Hall to suspend the germaneness
rules, specifically, R ule 7 , Sect i on 3 ( d ) to per mit
consideration of his amendment, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The Chair recognizes Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL: Thank y ou, Mr. President, and members. The
amendment that I would offer after the rule suspension i s t he
bill that I introduced in the form of LB 901 to the Business and
Labor Committee. It is a bill that had virtually no opposition.
I think there was one individual that testified in opposition,
but when he realized that he would not be impacted by the bill I
think backed off on that opposing testimony and just talked
about some of the issues in the bill. What it would do is it
would increase the state minimum wage to ma tch t he f ed e r a l
minimum wage and the increases that have been put in place and
that will be put in place for the next couple of years. I f yo u
r..member, Congress passed that bill last year. If you remember
back to 1987, t h i s b ody passed, seven y e ar s l at er , the st at e
minimum wage b i l l that mirrored the federal minimum wage. It
took us seven years to, basically, catch up fo r t he employers
that we cover that don't fall under the. . .excuse me, t ha t d o
fall under the federal floor. In othe r wor d s , anyb ody who
doesn't meet the federal requirements as an employer does not
have to meet the minimum wage standards. W ell, as y ou know ,
Nebraska has its own standards by which an employer qualifies so
that there is a gap there from those people, because the state' s
is a lower floor, there is a gap for those employers who are at
or below the state minimum and when the federal minimum would
kick into place. What my amendment would do is take the
contents of LB 901 and place it as new sections t o L B 3 1 3 ,
S enator M c F a r l a n d ' s bill, and it would just have the State of
Nebraska, those employers who fall within our minimum wage laws
meet those same requirements that we ask...that the federal
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government asks of employers within their purview. So, wi t h
that, the state minimum wage would increase from the 3.35 that
we currently enjoy to $3.80 on July 1, 1990, a nd then t o 4 . 2 5 o n
April 1 of 1991. The minimum wage for tipped employees would be
increased from the current level of 2. 01 t o $2.09, t hat i s
right, an 8 cent increase, on July 1, 1990, and then th e re would
be another 4 cents to $2.13 on April 1, 1991. The amendment
also includes the language that Congress put into statute that
dealt with the training wage that would be allowed so that an
employer would be allowed to pay a training wage t o an
individual, more than likely a student, for no more than the
first 90 days of employment. And there also are requirements in
there that an employer could not displace a full-time employee
with a training wage indiv i d u a l , fo r e xam p le , so that t h er e
would not be any possible way an employer could, basically, rol l
through a t raining wage employee , eased t o , basica l l y ,
circumvent the law that we are trying to put in place here. And
the training wage, as stated in the legislation, w ould be $ 3 . 3 5
after July 1, 1990, and that would increase to $3.60 on April 1,
1991. With that, Nr. President, I would urge the suspension of
the rules because I am sure that there is a question with regard
to the issue of germaneness, even with the changes in the rules.
This bill, LB 313, was a bill that I felt was probably as close
as any we would find this year to let this change in statute
take place so that it would take place in line with the changes
that are taking place effective July 1 of 1990. So in o r der f or
this to mirror the federal language, federal legislation, take
place this year, coincide with that, it needed to pass this
year, and with that, I would ask f or sus p ens io n of the
germaneness rules so the amendment could be before us. Thank
you, Nr. P r e s i d e n t .

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h ank y o u . For d i s c u ss ion purpo s es on t h e
rules, the motion to suspend the rules, Senator Hefner, followed
b y Senators Coordsen and Schel l p eper .

S ENATOR HEFNER: N r . Pr esi d e n t , and members of the body, I rise
to oppose the suspension of the rules so that the minimum wage
bill can be added to this particular bill, LB 313. L B 313 i s a
workmen's comp bill and Senator Hall wants to suspend the rules
to add the minimum wage. Well, if Senator Hall thought that the
minimum wage bill was so important, he should have chose it as
his priority bill, or perhaps got the committee to choose it as
a priority bill, or maybe the Speaker's priority. I don' t s e e
any rush for passing this bill. It is true that the federal
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minimum wage b i l l went through and that takes effect in April
and that will cover the majority of those employers. S o, a t
this time, I really don't see any necessity in s u spending the
rules and adding this onto a workmen' s c omp b i l l . The workmen' s
c omp b i l l ha s qu i t e a l i t t l e i n i t a l r e ad y , and I think this
would . . . t h e r e wo u l d be another subject in this b i l l and t h at
would be the un employment or the m inimum wage bill to the
workmen's comp bill. So I would urge you not to suspend t h e
rules at this ime.

S PEAKER BARRET: : Se nat o r Coo r d s e n .

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and members of the
body. Senator Hall, a question, please, if you would.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Sen a t o r Hal l , would yo u r e s p o nd?

SENATOR HALL: Yes .

SENATOR COORDSEN: In your opening on the germaneness ruling,
did you address the grandfathering in the federal law? I was i n
a little extra conversation here.

SENATOR HALL: What grandfathering are you r efe r r i n g t o ?

SENATOR COORDSEN: In the federal law.

SENATOR HALL: You mean with regard to the.
. .

SENATOR COORDSEN: One classification o f emp l o y e r s .

SENATOR HALL: No .

SENATOR C OORDSEN: O kay, thank you. I rise t o oppose t h e
germaneness motion. I think that the issue that we a re t a l k i n g
about here, the state minimum wage, is a serious issue and it is
one d es e r v i n g t he full attention of the body in a different
situation than we have a s an a mendment o n L B 3 13 . Durin g t h e
p rocess of h ea r i ng LB 9 01 , the minimum wage increase, we found
that the federal increase of the minimum w age s tat u t e h ad a
rather unique feature and that was that the current law, f eder a l
minimum wage, t akes effect at $362,500 on up, and th e c u r r en t
state minimum law takes effect for, ba sed on t he num b e r o f
employees, up to a person that has gross sales in their business
of $362,500. The federal minimum wage law that was passed by
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Congress begins at $500,000 in gross sales and up for a business
to come under the federal minimum wage law. And then Congress,
in its infinite wisdom, created a situation where employers who
have gross sales between $362,500 and $500,000 are grandfathered
in at the old minimum wage, the 3.35, the 2.01 for tipped
employees. So, then we have a situation presented to us here in
Nebraska that if we would enact a state minimum wage law without
a grandfathering, then we would have...our law would then affect
all employers who had sales of less than $500,000, w hich w o u l d
be whatever the phase in is, the 4.00, 4.25 on up, but we would
have then a class of employers in N ebraska wh o w o u l d be, i n
fact, paying a higher minimum wage under state law than would be
required to...they would be required to pay under federal law.
Then if we would enact a grandfather clause that would parallel
the federal law, we would have employers , whose gross sa l e s w e re
l ess t ha t $362,500, having a four dollar a nd whatever t h e
phase-in c omes as it works through the system, and if we
grandfathered in the same exemptions that are in federal law,
t hen we would have a c l a s s of employers between 362,500 and
500,000 t h at wou l d have a $3.35 minimum wage law, a nd I g u e s s
that might explain my not voting to advance this particular
bill. It is an issue I think that has great ramifications that
we need to take a serious look at.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One minute.

SENATOR COORDSEN: And I would even suggest that in t hi s i ssue
an interim study might be of great value to see what the impact
would be of the changes in the state minimum wage law because it
is not going to be nearly as simple as what we used to do in the
past. So I would suspend my support.. . I woul d o ppose t he rule
suspension at this time. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: S e n a tor S c h e l l p e p e r . S enator Sche l l p eper .

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Thank y o u , Mr. S pe a ke r , and members.
Senator Coordsen has totally confused me with all of his figures
but I think he did answer some of my questions. I would like to
ask Senator Hall a question, though. Senator Ha l l , what happens
if we do nothing at the present time as far as the minimum wage

SENATOR HALL: The minimum wage, Senator Schellpeper, wil l , f o r
those employers who fall under the federal requirements, wil li ncrease J a n u ary 1 of 1990 to $3.80 from the current level of

in Nebraska?
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3.35, and then again, in April 1 of 1991, they will top out at
$4.25. Those individuals who are under the provisions that we
have in state statutes with regard to the $362,000 figure that
Senator Coordsen talked about, those individuals who fall under
the state minimum wage law will remain at the current l ev el
which i s $ 3 . 3 5 .

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: So if we waited until next session, would
we be too late to help those people?

SENATOR HALL: No, I mean, you know, I hate to say this b ut w e
waited seven years the last time we changed to go ahead and do
this. Ny purpose for introducing the bill this year, after
C ongress ac ted l a s t y e a r, was to make sure that we did coincide,
that our employers that we felt should follow the minimum wage
standards should follow those that the federal government laid
out, and that we s houldn't wait seven or e ight years to
implement it this time. Would anything happen'? There would be
a class of people, because they fell under the state requirement
as opposed to the federal requirement, that would be able to pay
their help less than other people would because they were over

SENATOR SCHELLPEPER: Thank you , S enato r H a l l . I t h i n k i f we
would p ut t h i s b i l l onto 313, I think 313 is probably pretty
well weighted right now. I think I will not support the suspend
at this time. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: S e n a to r H a l l .

SENATOR HALL: Are there other lights?

SPEAKER BARRETT: O n e o t h e r .

S ENATOR HALL: I wi l l wai t and c l o s e .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator NcFarland, would you care to speak to
the motion? Thank you. Senator Hall, it would appear to the
Chair that you are closing.

S ENATOR HALL: T h an k y ou , N r . Pr e s i d e n t , and members . Sena t or
Coordsen, the reason I didn't mention the grandfather clause is
exactly what you laid out because I knew nobody would understand
it, and I didn't want to mess up my motion to suspend the rules.
Now you know me better than to think that I wouldn't address i t

that federal threshold.
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when we got to the amendment, but the issue is clearly one of do
we go ahead and amend our statutes so that this takes effect for
t hose employees, an d that is who benefits from it, it is the
employees who benefit from a raise of 3.35 to 3.80, a benefit of
a whopping 45 cents an hour, because they happen to work for an
employer who doesn't meet, because their payroll, or excuse me,
their gross sales don't meet the federal requirement, o r t h e
number of employees they have are under the 10 that the federal
government allows as the lowest number that has to apply to the
federal standard. We ought to do this in conjunction with the
federal change and that is in July 1 of 1990, w as my reason f o r
bringing the bill in this year. Ny reason for looking to place
it on LB 313 is that it deals with a similar type of s ubject
matter. It deals with employment and it deals with compensation
for unemployment. But clearly thesuspension of the rules, I
think, is a very forthright way to deal with that. I would urge
you to support it, and then we can talk about the issues in the
bill. We dealt w ith a little other bill the other day that
dealt with, I guess it was worker's comp, or is this the...the
unemployment, and I remember putting things into that that dealt
with drug testing and all kinds of other things that were at
best loosely related to the topic in the bill. At that point in
time, there were not arguments that it was necessarily not
germane t o th e i ssue except maybe those that I r ai s e d ,
but...then all Senator Hefner would have had to done is stand up
and say touche...but, in this case, I really think, and I know
in talking to, listening t o the folks in th e committee,
listening to the arguments just this afternoon on t h i s i s su e ,
that this is something that, I think, folks feel needs to be
done, but to say, let's go ahead and wait, and l et ' s g o ah ead
and study it doesn't do anything for the kids that are out there
working this summer who are going to be able to be paid at a
lesser w age because somebody happens to fall under the s tate
m inimum wage gu i d e l i n e s which currently mirror the federal
g uide l i n e s , w h i c h c u r r e n t l y m ir r o r t h e federal guidelines, as
they should, and they will change effective July 1. I t h i n k i t
makes good sense for this Legislature to take a stand a nd s a y ,
yeah, the minimum wage ought to be at the level that the federal
government feels is appropriate across the country;we think
that there is very little difference between t hose n umbers of
employers that we have a state minimum wage for and that the
federal standards would apply to. So I wou l d ur ge you tos uspend t h e r u l e s . Let's go ahead and adopt this amendment to
Senator NcFarland's bill because it is an appropriate measure to
take. It does send the message that we feel the individuals in
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vote?

Mr. C le r k .

S enator Hal l .

the State of Nebraska are at least as entitled to the federal
standards that we currently adopted a couple of years ago, and Idon't think that a change in those standards is any point in
time except the point in time to adopt the change for o u r own
employees. I would urge adoption of this. I will deal with the
issue that Senator Coordsen b r o ught up when we ha v e t he
amendment before us. Thank you, Nr . P re s ' d e nt .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. You have heard the closing and the
question is the suspension of the rules. All in favor of that
motion please vote aye, o p posed n a y. Have y o u a l l vot e d '?

SENATOR HAIL: Could I have a call of the house and a roll call

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. T h e q u e s t i o n i s , shall t h e h ouse
go under call? Those in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record ,

CLERK: 14 eyes, 1 nay, Nr. President, to go under call.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The house i s u nder c a l l . Nembers, please
return t o y our s eats and r ecord your p r esence. N embers o u t s i d e
the Chamber, please return and record your presence. The house
is under call. Senator Byars, Senator Robak, Senators Ashford
and Langford, Pirsch. Senator Pirsch, the house is under call.
Senators Elmer and Schimek, please report. Senators Scofield,
Kristensen, Smith. Senator Scofield, would you please check
in. Senator Schimek. Senator Pirsch, the house is under call .
Senator Pi r s c h i s o n he r wa y , Sen a t o r H all . Thank y o u .
Nembers, please return to your seats for a roll call vote. The
question is a suspension of the rules. A three-fifths majority
of the elected members necessary t o susp e nd. Nr. C l e r k ,

CLERK: (Roll call vote taken. See p a ges 1156-57 o f t he
Legislat ive J our n a l . ) 1 8 ayes, 17 na y s , Nr P r e s i dent , on
adoption of the motion to suspend the germaneness rule.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The motion fails. The call is raised.
Anything further?

CLERK: Nr. President, the next amendment I have to the bill isby Se n a tor N c F ar l and. (See AN2813 o n pa g e 1 1 57 of the

proceed.
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Legislative Journal.)

SPEAKER BARRETT: The Chair recognizes Senator NcFarland.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Th ank yo u , Nr . S pe a ke r . F ellow senato r s ,
you have had distributed to you a handout explaining this
amendment. It is similar to the amendment we voted upon on
General File that was rejected on a vote of 20 to 21, with t he
exception that it decreases the amount of worker's comp in the
second year from the 275 that I proposed in the amendment to
265, as indicated in this chart. W hat I have done is this,
after the vote was taken last time, there was a c o n ven t i o n o f
AFL-CIO people who met out at the Villager and I got to speak to
their group later that afternoon, and they said, in speaking
with a number of senators who attendea their luncheon, some o f
the senators had indicated an inclination to support a general
increase but not the one type of increase I had proposed. What
I have done is this. This amendment says that instead of
increasing LB 313 maximum weekly benefits to 255 in 1990 and 265
in 1991, what we would do is just increase them to 265 i n 19 9 0
and they would remain so in 1991 and thereafter unless another
bill were introduced into the B us i n e s s an d Lab or 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 , g e ner a l l y , on a $10 a y ear i n c r e ase . When the bill
did not get out of committee in 1989 as we anticipated, the
maximum benefit remained at the 245 level, and had it been just
the $10 per year increase that had been somewhat a, o h, k i n d o f
a tradition or of sorts a tradition, the benefit would h av e
increased to 259 in 1989, but since it did not, I am proposing
to pretend like it did and, in effect, correct that problem by
indicating it be. 265 i n 19 9 0 and t hen i f i t ch an ge s
thereafter...or would stay the same unless c hanged by an o t h e r
b i l l . Th e seco n d t h i n g i s t he . . .you w i l l st i l l n ot i ce i n t he
previous handout that I gave you in comparing the weekly maximum
worker's compensation benefit, we would still be at the bott om
of our sister states in the region. Right n ow, K ansas r a n k s
last at a $271 per week figure, a nd, by r a i s i n g o u r s t o 2 6 5 , we
would at least be a little more compatible with them although we
would still rank behind them, and we would certainly rank behind
Missouri and South Dakota and Wyoming and far behind Colorado
and Wyoming, and even farther behind Iowa, which r ea l l y h as a
very high maximum benefit. So i t i s a f ai r l y si m p l e p r o c edure ,
slightly different than what I offered before. I am hopeful
that some of you would r eco n s id e r if you voted against the
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you

previous amendment, this is slightly different, and I am hopeful
that some of the people who were excused or absent the first
time would be able to vote and vote this amendment on. Thank

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th ank you . F or p u r p oses o f d i s c u s s i o n ,
Senators Hefner and Coordsen. S enator He f n e r .

SENATOR HEFNER: Mr. President, and members of the body, I ise
to oppose this amendment. This amendment is about the same that
we discussed on first stage of debate, and that is increasing it
to 265. I feel that the way the bill is now, it is a fair, fair
increase, and, as I understand it, this increase was negotiated,
negotiated by la bor and by business and industry. But we must
remember that workmen's comp is a cost of doing business a nd I
just got a letter this morning from one businessman. He said my
worker's comp insurance premium increased 34 percent from last
year, and so he doesn't want me to support any increase. But I
am willing to go along with a $10 increase this coming year, and
$10 next year, and if we feather that in, then we probably can
absorb the cost. Senator McFarland, I wish that you would come
up to some of the towns in the 19th District and just see how
many closed business places there are. And not only that, there
is a lot of them just hanging on by a thread, and i f we k eep
increasing the cost of doing business,we will see that there
will be a lot less businesses on main street. It is just that
simple. Now maybe you don't have that problem in Lincoln,I
don't know, but I have heard that you have a little problem down
here, too, because it looks to me like your downtown Lincoln is
deteriorating pretty fast. So I think that we need to look at
that, too. But I don't feel that right at this time small
business can increase this too much. T he expenses cannot b e
increased too much or they are just going to have to lock thei r
doors, and this is just another cost to doing business. So I
would urge that you'd vote against this.

SPEAKER BARRETT:
NcFarland .

SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Nr. Speaker, and members of the
body. As the amendments on worker's compensation and a l o t of
the information that has been presented have flowed both on
General File and now, again, on Select File, in many ways by
only using the maximum weekly benefit, it's a little bit like
the old story of comparing apples and oranges. That i s on l y

Senator Coordsen, followed b y Sen a t o r
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part of the story. Nebraska is different than most of the rest
of the states in that we do...most of the states have what is
called a flexible system, and that is adjusted to the st a t e
a verage w e ekl y wa g e r a t e . Nebraska has seen fit to operate a
little bit differently than t hat , bu t when y ou compare
Nebraska's benefits to the surrounding states based upon the
average weekly w age, fo r t he maximum side, Nebraska compares
q~ite favorably. Nebraska compares in other ways that I think
offsets, perhaps, some minute differences in maximum weekly
b enefits. One is that in Nebraska we allow the worker the
190 percent privilege of selecting the physician, which i s , I am
sure, worth quite a lot. Some of the surrounding states mandate
that the employer selects the doctor to determine what t h e
percentage of disability is or what the. . .even whether t h e y a r e
qualified for worker's compensation. Nebraska pays the maximum
benefits that a worker is entitled to, based upon their salary,
and I would share with you that nearly all of the states use
two-thirds of the base salary as the qualifying levy for. . . l e v e l
for what a person would get. Nebraska doesn't offset this with
social security. N ebraska does not offset t his with what a
person might be getting from a private plan or something that
accrues to them from a source other than worker's c ompensati on .
Most states that have higher, and certainly those that have
considerably higher weekly benefit rates have two things in that
"hat separate us from those states. One is they typically tend
to have a much higher level of average weekly salary, and then ,
almost without exception, they offset or l imi t i n some ot h er
fashion the amount of money that a person can receive from their
worker' s compensation policy. So it appears to me that when
viewed from the rapid increases in premium cost, based upon the
c ost o f payi ng for all of the m edical costs that go with
worker's compensation, that the phasing in that is currently
part of LB 313, as Senator Hefner indicated in his presentation
w as agreed t o b y t he si d e s , i s a way t o i nc r eas e t he ba s e
compensation which, by the way, does not affect the weekly
compensation for anyone that is currently drawing, n or woul d i t
i n" r ease t h e compensation at any given wage ra te up t o ou r
maximum for anyone that might draw in the future. I t i n c r e a s e s
the upper limits, but nothing below that. We are comparable
with the other states and maybe even a little bit better than
some below that. So I think that we have a good system in place
r eady f or passa g e that will serve the state well for the next
two years. We w ll be able to see where the premiums are going
and w e wi l l have a policy that gives a n i n j u r e d wor k e r
comparable compensation and protects the empl oyer f rom
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a chance.

exorbitant increases. So I would urge your not adopting this
a mendment. Tha n k yo u .

SPEAKER BARRETT: T hank you . Senat or M c F a r l a n d , w ith Sen a t o r
Norrissey to follow.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: I will pass and I will just close when I get

S PEAKER BARRETT: T h a n k y o u . Senator No r r i s sey , p l ease .

SENATOR NORRISSEY: Thank you , N r . Pr es i d e n t , and members . I
would have to, looking at one of Senator McFarland's handouts,
the original bill asks for a worker's comp increase from 245 to
290, so I woul d hav e to agree with what Senator Hefner just
said, that this figure that we have now has been negotiated. He
said it was negotiated by business and industry and I completely
agree. Business and industry negotiated that figure. I am not
going to go on and on, I made my point the first time around. I
think it is fair. I think it is just. And I am just wondering
if any of you heard from anyone in your district, if anyone got
any r es p o ns e t o t he debate the first time around. I suppor t
Senator NcFarland's amendment. I don ' t t h i nk i t i s outrageous .
It is far f rom o utrageous and it is a compromise that can be
reached inside the glass, in here on the floor. I t i s so m e t h i n g
that the injured workers a re des e r v i n g of a nd I wou l d j us t
s imply ask you to giv e them a t hought and s u p p or t t h i s
a mendment. Tha n k y o u.

SPEAKER BARRETT: A ny ot h e r d i sc us s i o n ? Apparent l y not .

SENATOR NcFARLAND: Thank you , N r . Pr es i d e n t . I w i l l j us t mak e
a couple of comments. T here ar e some bus i nes s e s w ho h a v e
t roubl e i n L i nc o l n . They do i n nor t he a s t N e b r a s k a . They do a l l
across ou r s t at e . And I suspect even if we lowered the worker's
compensation rate e ven t o $2 0 0 p e r w e ek , t ho s e b u s i n e s ses a r e
still going to have problems, just because of the economy in the
particular business they are in, or the particular changes that
h ave oc cur r ed i n t he p r oduc t s they may b e selling or
manufacturing or producing. This minimal increase in wor k er ' s
comp benefits I don't believe will have much of an effect one
way or another on the cost of operating business. I t w i l l hav e
a n ef f ec t , howe v e r , i n he l p i n g a n i n j ur e d e m p l o yee who may b e
injured through no fault of his own or her o wn ge t a b ett e r

Senator NcFarland, to close.
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compensation benefit on which to live on, and I don't see that
$265 a week is any real significant amount of money to live on
if you are hurt and all of a sudden your income is lost, and you
can't earn a salary that you would have earned normally. A s I
indicated before, had this bill come out of committee last year,
as we had anticipated it would,and had been g i ven s ome degree
of assurance that it would come out of committee last year, then
I think the 255 increase in ' 89 would have been approp r i a t e , 26 5
in '90, I am proposing this amendment, too, as i f t h e $10 a
year increase had taken effect and acknowledging that it still
r emain 245 i n 1 9 8 9 , what I am saying it should be 265 i n 199 0 ,
and if you w ant to negotiate it upward again or downward, for
that matter, that can be discussed next year or the year a ft e r ,
but I think this is a reasonable amount. Actually, I think that
it should be much more than what it is, but in discussing with
some of the senators and discussing with people who attended the
luncheon of the AFL-CIO, there was a suggestion that there could
possibly be sufficient support for this amendment and t h at i s
why I offered it and I urge you to vote for it. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you . You h a v e he a rd t h e c l o s e an d t h e
question is the adoption of the McFarland amendment t o LB 3 1 3 .
Those in fav o r v o t e ay e , opposed nay.

SENATOR McFARLAND: There appears to be slow voting. Maybe we
should just have a call of the house and have everyone. ..have a

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. S h all the house go under call?
All in favor vote aye, o pposed nay . Re c o rd , p l e a s e .

CLERK: 21 ayes, 1 nay to go under call, Mr. President.

S PEAKER BARRETT: The h ou s e i s und e r call. Mem bers, please
r ecord yo u r p r es e nce . Those outside the Chamber, please return
and check in. Sen ators Scofield, Warner , We s e l y . Senators
A bboud a nd Baac k . Senator Landis, please check in. Senator
Hartnett, please, the house is under call. Sena tor Lynch.
S enator W a r n e r , Sena t o r Wesely, t h e h ou se i s u n d e r c al l .
Senator Pirsch, would you please record your presence. Senators
Warner and Baack, the house is under call. Senator Warner i s on
his way. Senator Hall, I assume we can proceed.

SENATOR McFARLAND: Ask Senator Hall, he is.
.

r ol l c a l l v ot e on i t .
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S PEAKER BARRETT: Sen a t o r N c F a rl an d , may we pr oceed?

SENATOR Mc FARLAND: I will agree w ith Senator Hall,we can
proceed, Nr . S pe a k e r .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you , b o th o f you . Members , r e t u r n to
your seats for a roll call vote. The question is the adoption
of the NcFarland amendment to LB 313. M r. C l e r k , p r oc ee d .

CLERK: ( Rol l c al l v ot e t ak en . S ee p a g e s 1 1 5 7 - 5 8 o f t he
Legislative Journal.) 1 7 ayes , 2 4 n a y s , N r . Pr es i d e n t .

SPEAKER B ARRETT: The motion f azls.
Anything further, Nr. Clerk?

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Wesely would move t o am en d t h e

The call i s rai sed.

would withdraw that amendment.

b i l l .

SPEAKER BARRETT: S enator Wese l y .

SENATOR WESELY: In the interest of time and accommodation, I

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . I t i s w ithd r a wn .

CLERK: I have nothing further on the bill, Mr. President.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . Th e Ch ai r r ecogn i ze s Sen at o r
L indsay .

SENATOR L I N D SAY: Nr. President, I move that LB 313 as amended
be advanced to E & R for engrossment.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Is there discussion? Seeing n o ne , t ho se in
f avor of the advancement of the bill say aye. Opposed no . Th e
ayes have it. Notion c ar r i e d . T he b i l l i s advanced . To t h e
A b i l l , Nr . Cl er k .

CLERK: Nr . Pr e s i d ent , LB 313A, I have no amendments to the

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator L i nd s a y .

SENATOR LINDSAY: Nr. President, I move that LB 313A be advanced
to E & k for engrossment.

b i l l .
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3 48, 542, 5 94 , 6 4 2 , 6 7 8 , 8 4 3A, 8 5 5
8 55A, 953 , 9 5 3A, 9 65 , 9 8 0 , 9 8 0A , 1 0 3 2
1136, 1236
LR 239

CLERK:
843A.

2 5 eyes, 0 nay s , N r . P re s i d e n t , on the advancement of

S PEAKER BARRETT: L B 843A is advanced. Have you matters for
the record , Mr . C l er k ?

C LERK: I do , Nr . Pr esi d e n t . Amendments
L B 1136 by Senator L and i s . (See page 1289 of
J ournal . )

Your Committee on Enrollment and Review respectfully reports
they have carefully examined and engrossed LB 164 and f ind t h e
same c o r r e c t l y engro s s ed ; LB 164A, LB 2 59 A , L B 2 60 , I , B 2 6 0A ,
L B 313, LB 3 13 A , LB 348, LB 5 4 2 , I B 594 , LB 678, L B 85 5 ,
LB 855A, L B 9 5 3 , LB 953 A , L B 9 65 , L B 9 80 , L B 9 8 0A, L B 1 032 a nd
L B 1236, a l l o f those reported correctly engrossed. (See
pages 1289-92 of the Legislative Journal.)

I h ave an expl anation of v ote f rom Senator B arre t t ,
M r. Pr e s i d e n t . (See page 1292 of the L egislative Journal
r egarding LB 642 . )

That's all that I have.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Tha n k y o u . The Chair is pleased to note that
Senator Ashford had some fourth graders from Christ the King
School in Omaha, District 6, with their teacher. A re you f o l k s
still with us in the south balcony? Apparently they have just

CLERK: Nr. President, LR 239CA was a resolution introduced by
Senators Withem, Warner, L indsay, Bar r e t t and Weihing . I t
proposes an amendment to Article VII, Sections 10 and 13 of the
Nebraska Constitution as well as Article XIII, Section 1. The
resolution was introduced on January 16 of this year. A t t h a t
time, Nr. President, it was referred to the Education Committee
for public hearing. The resolution was advanced to General
File. I do have Education Committee amendments pending.

SPEAKER BARRETT: T he Chai r r ec o g n i z e s the Chairman of the
Education Committee, Senator Withem.

SENATOR WITHEN: Y e s , Nr . S pe a ke r , members of the body, this is
the time of year when you would rather not have y ou r per s o n a l

to be printed to
the Legislative

left. Nr. Clerk, LR 239CA.
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M r. P r e s i d e n t .

Record , M r . Cl e r k .

Journa l . ) 29 aye s, 19 nays , 1 excu s e d and n ot vo t i n g ,

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 272A passes. Sen ator Landis, for what
p urpose do y o u r i se ?

SENATOR LANDIS: Could I rise for a point of personal privilege
for just a moment, Mr. Speaker?

Sl.EAKER BARRETT: Proceed.

SENATOR LANDIS: On behalf of a great many people, I woul d l i k e
to thank this body for its statesmanship and its compassion. I
r ecogniz e i t ' s d on e with po l i t i ca l c os t bu t wi t h a s ense o f
responsibility. And on behalf of many people, I wa nt t o s ay
t hank y o u .

SPEAKER BARRETT : Th ank y ou . While the Legislature is in
s es" ic n an d c a p a b l e of transacting business, I p r opos e t o s i gn
and I do s i gn , LB 18 7 , L B 187A, L B 25 9 , L B 2 59 A , LB 260 , and
LB 26CA. Have you anything for the record , M r . Cl e r k ?

CLERK: Not at this time, Mr. President.

."PEAKER BARRETT: Thank y ou . Pr oce e d t o LB 313.

CLERK: ( Read LB 31 3 o n F i n a l Re a d i ng . )

SPEAKER BARRETT: All provisions of law r elative t o p r o ce d u re
h avin g been co m p l i e d wi t h , t he q u e s t i on i s , sh a l l LB 3 13 b ec o me
law? All in favor vote aye, o p p osed n ay . Hav e yo u a l l v ot ed ?

CLERK: (Read record vote. See pages 1704-05 of the Legislative
Journa l . ) 46 aye s , 1 n ay , 1 present and not voting, 1 excused
ard not voting, Mr. Pres i d e n t .

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 3 1 3 p a s s e s . The A b i l l .

CLERK: ( Read LB 3 1 3 A o n F i n a l Re a d i n g. )

SPEAKER BARRETT: Al l p r ov i s i o n s o f l aw relative to pro cedure
saving b e e n c o mp l i e d wi t h , the question is, shall LB 313A become
law? Those in favor vote aye, o p p o sed n ay . Hav e y ou al l vo t ed ?
Please r e c o r d .
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s ign and I d o s i g n , LB 2 72 A , LB 31 3 , LB 313 A , L B 4 8 8, LB 48 8 A ,
L B 503, an d L B 5 0 3 A . L B 5 6 7 , M r . C l e r k

ASSISTANT CLERK: ( Read LB 567 o n F i n a l R e a d i n g. )

SPEAKER BARRETT: All pr ovisionsof law relative to procedure
h aving b een c o mp l i e d w i t h , the question is, shall LB 567 become
law? Those in f'avor vote aye, opposed na y Hav e you a l l v ot ed :
Senator Withem.

SENATOR W ITHEM:
roll call vote.

I would ask for everybody to check in and a

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th a n k y o u . Will members please record you r
p xesence . A r o l l c al l vo t e h as b ee n r equested . Sen a t o r He f ne r ,
Senator Lowell Johnson, Senator Byars. S enator M o r r i sse y , would
y ou ch e c k i n , p l e ase . Senator Goodrich. A roll call vote has
been requested and the question is, s hal l LB 5 67 p ass ?

CLERK: (Roll call v ote ta ken . See page 1711-12 o f t h e
Legislative Journal.) 2 7 ayes , 20 n ays , 2 excu se d and no t
voting, Mr. President, on adoption o f or fin a l passage of
LB 567 .

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 567 passes . Th e A b i l l .

CLERK: ( Read LB 567 A o n Fi n al Rea d i n g . )

SPEAKER B A RRETT: All provisions of law relative to procedure
h aving b een c o mp l i e d w i t h , t he q u e s t i o n i s , sh a l l LB 56 7A p as s?
All in favor vote aye, o pposed nay . Reco r d , p l e as e .

CI.ERK: (Read re ord vote. See pages 1712-13 of the Legislative
Journa l . ) 2 7 aye s, 20 nays , 2 excu s e d and n ot v ot i n g ,
Mr. P r e s i d e n t .

SPEAKER BARRETT: LB 567A p a s s es . L B 6 6 2 .

CLERK: Mr . Pr es i d en t , I have a motion on the d esk . Sen a t or
Nelson would move to return the bill for a specific amendment .

SPEAKER BARRETT: Th e Ch a i r r ecogn i z e s S e n a t o r Ne l s on .

SENATOR NELSON: Mr . Sp eak e r , and members of the body, I am n o t
sure that all of you are awar e o r no t , I h ad asked f o r an
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2 59A, 260 , 2 6 0A , 2 7 2A , 3 1 3 , 3 1 3A , 3 3 8
4 88, 4 8 8A , 5 0 3 , 50 3 A , 52 0 , 52 0 A , 53 6
5 67, 567A, 6 6 2 , 8 9 8 , 89 9 , 103 1 , 1 1 2 5
1 126, 1 1 70 , 122 0

motion t o r et u r n t he b i l l .

call vote. Nr. Clerk.

morning visiting
i n se ss i on and
sign an d I d o
S enator L yn c h ,
S chimek, p l e a s e .
seats for a roll

CLERK: (Roll call vote t aken. See p a g e s 1 7 1 3 - 1 4 o f t he
Legis l a t i v e Jou r n a l . ) 14 ayes, 3 3 n ay s , Nr . Pr e s i d en t , on t h e

SPEAKER BARRETT: Motion fails. Nr. Clerk, have you a pr i o r i t y

CLERK: I do , Nr . P r es i d ent Nay I read some items?

S PEAKER BARRETT: Pr oce e d .

CLERK: N r . Pr es i d en t , amendments to be printed to LB 338 by the
Health and Human Services Committee. ( See pages 1 7 1 4 -1 7 o f t h e
L egis l a t i v e J ou r n a l . )

Messages that bills read on Final Reading th. s morning ha"e been
presented to the Governor. (Re: LB 10 3 1 , LB 1125 , LB 1170 ,
LB 536 , LB 122 0, LB 112 6 , LB 898 , LB 899 , LB 163 , LB 163A ,
LB 164 , LB 16 4A , LB 187 , LB 18 7 A, LB 25 9 , LB 259A , L B 260 ,
L B 260A, LB 272 A , LB 313 , LB 313 A, LB 48 8 , L B 488A, L B 5 03 ,
LB 503A. See page 1714 of the Legislative Journal.)

A nd LB 2 7 2 A h a s b ee n reported correctly enrolled, Nr. P re s i d ent .
That i s a l l t h at I h av e .

SPEAKER BARRETT: To the motion.

CLERK: Mr . Pr e s i d ent , the first motion, Senator Hall would move
to recess until one-thirty, Nr. P r es i de nt .

SPEAKER BARRETT: You have heard the motion to recess u ntil
one- t h i r t y . Ail in favor say aye. Opposed no . Ca r r i ed . We

i n t h e so u t h b a l c on y . Wh i l e t h e I .e g i s l at u r e i s
capable of transacting business, I propose to

s ign LB 52 0, LB 520A , LB 567 , and LB 56 7A .
p lease ch e c k i n . Sen at or Byars . Se n at o r
Senator Labedz. Members will return to y ou r

m otion ?

a re r e c e s s e d .

RECESS
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A pri l 4 , 199 0 L B 260, 260A, 3 13 , 3 1 3A, 4 88 , 4 8 8A , 5 2 0
5 67, 567A, 6 63 , 6 6 3A , 8 54 , 8 9 9 , 1 1 2 4
1125, 1141
LR 239

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: It'd be a fascinating turn of events
to have that happen. But the bottom line is all of this debate
is about a bill that's unconstitutional. Bottom line is in some
cases in western Nebraska, by the way the bill is, it may not be
possible to get the kind of counseling that they need in o r der
to get the permit signed on the informed consent. Bottom line
is some people in western Nebraska who don't have a counselor or
someone that fits the definition that's i n L B 8 4 (s i c ) , which
I ' l l again bet that 90 percent of the people in this body still
have no clue of what that definition is, nor care, that a lot of
people in the rural part of our state have to go elsewhere t o
ind somebody who fits the qualifications that are in the bill.

I took the time t ~ call counselors throughout w estern Neb r a s k a
and ask if they felt they qualified under the bill. They
stated, the way the bill is written, probably not.

SPEAKER BARRETT: T i m e h a s ex p i r ed .

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: But i f w e ' d a been allowed to make
some (inaudible).. improve that situation. Thank you.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Than k y o u. Senator... excuse me, Mr. Clerk,

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Chambers, I understand you want
to offer a m otion to adjourn until nine o' clock t o m orrow
morning, Thursday, April 5.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Have you anything to read in, Mr. Clerk?

CLERK: Mr . Pr e si de n t , I do. I have your C ommittee on
Enrollment and Review respectfully reports they have carefully
examined and engrossed LR 239CA and find the same c orrec t l y
engrossed, L B 11 4 1 and L B 1 1 24 . ( See p a ges 1902-04 o f t he
Legislative Journal.)

Mr. President, I also have three communications f rom t h e
G overnor r egar d i n g signed bills addressed t o t he Cl e rk :
Engrossed LB 663 , L B 6 6 3A, received in my office March 30 and
signed by me on April 4. (See pages 1905-06 of the Legislative
Journal.) A second communication: E ngrossed LB 1 1 2 5 , LB 899,
LB 260, LB 26 0 A , LB 31 3, L B 313A, LB 48 8 , LB 4 88 A , LB 520,
LB 567, I,B 567A, received in my office on March 29 and signed by
me on Apr i l 4 and delivered to the Secretary o f St at e ,
Sincerely, Kay Orr, Governor. (See Page 1905 of the Legislative

you have a motion on the desk?
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