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hospital or whether he has returned home. sg do what you think
you want to on that. Thank you. M. Cerk, some new bills.

CLERK: Nr. President, newbill s. (Read LB 463-472 by title for
the first time. See pages 242-44 of the Legislative Journal.)

Nr, President, new A bills. (Read LB 303A, and LB 309A by title

for the fxrst time. See pages 244-45 of the Legislative
Journal.)

Nr. President, in conjunction w. chthat, | have a motion from

the Speaker. Nr. President, the notion offered by the Speaker

relates to LB 309Aand 303A. It moves to suspend Rule 5,
Section 6(f) to refer those two A bills to the Appropriations
Commi tt ee.

PRESIDENT:  (Gavel .) If | could have your attention a5 moment,
please, we'Te going to our speaker for a special nmotion.
Nr. Speaker.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you, Nr. President, nenbers. The notion

V\hich_ I have offered is essentially to suspend Rule 5,
Section C, subsection (f) whi ch indicates that each
appropriati ons_bill is to pe placed on General File afi
considered as introduced by the introducer of the original bIP

or by the committee which offered the spendments creating the
expenditure. The purpose of the motion is to syggest that these
two appropriations bills, which are aligned with 303A. ..or 303
and 309, the salary bill and the health insurance pi|| go to
the Appropriations Comittee as opposed tobeing referenced
directly to General File. The A bills have come over from the
Governor's office .for the first time, at |east in nmy nemory, as
A bills, and it seems only practical that the Abills go lon
with the policy statement in 303 and 309, let the Appropri~6.} or?s
Conmittee handle them amendor change, if necessary, an~ come
back Wlt_h the main |ine bill. That is essentially it,
Nr. President. I woul d movefor the adoption of the notion to
suspend the rules.

PRESI DENT: Thank you, Senator Barrett. The question is the

suspension of the rules, and at the same tine_you are voting on
sending these two bills to the Appropriations Conmmittee. g5 i

will be one vote,requires 30 votes. All those in favor vote
aye, opposed nay. Record, Nr clerk, please,

176



March 21, 1989 |638377’ 228A, 258, 456, 468, 587, 597

CLERK: (Read record vote. See pages 1252-53 of the Legislative
Journal.) =~ 28 ayes, || nays, Nr. President, on the notion to
raise the bill.

PRESI DENT: The notion' passes. Anything for the record gpout
now, Nr. Clerk?

CLERK: Yes, sir, | do. Your Committee on Appropriations, whose
Chair is Senator Warner, reports LB 258 to General File, and
LB 468 to Gener al File . with arrendrrentsl Si gned by e or
War ner . Heal t h and Human Services Commttee reports L% Hgtéi to

General File with amendments. That is sjgned by Senator Veésely.
Senat or Haber man has amendnents to LB 587°to be printed; Senator

Abboud to LB 597. (See pages 1253-56 of the Legislative
Journal.

M. President, a new A bill, LB 228A. (Read for the first tine
by title. Sea. page 1257 of the Legislative Journal.) That is

all that | have, M. President.
PRESI DENT: We nove on then to LB 77,

CLERK: Nr. President, LB 77 is a bill int=oduced by Senator
Warner.  (Read ti tle.) The bill was introduced on January 5.
It ~was referred to the Banking, Commerce, and Insurance
Committee for public hearing. The bill was advanced to _General
Pile and | do have conmittee amendnents pending by the Ban?q ng,

Commerce, and Insurance Conmmittee, Nr. President. 7
of the Legislative Journal.) (See page 679

PRESIDENT: Senator Landis, are you going to handle the
amendnent ? Senat or Conway,are you prepared to handl e that as
Vi ce- Chai rman of the comittee?

SENATOR CONWAY: Nr. President and menbers, speaking on behalf
of the committee, the commttee anendnents that were applied to
LB 77 were purely technical. The conmittee amendnents woold
insert and amend Section 81-8,239.01 to give the State Risk
Manager the authority to carry out the duties prescribed by

bill as introduced, purely technical, but giving authority to
the State Ri sk Manager.

PRESIDENT: Thankyou. Senator Hannibal, dad you wish to speak
about the comm ttee amendnents. | don't see Senator Hanni bal
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financial aid. Wth that, I hope the comittee anendnents
themsel ves are not controversial. |f anybody has any questions

or comments on the conmittee anendnents, ['d ge happy to have

Senator Hall respond.

P RESIDENT: Thank you. Sepator Warner, did you wish to speak
about the conmittee amendnents'

SENATOR WARNER: Just briefly, and this will be on the bpill as
wel | . Senat or Wthemindicated there is,agswe all know,some
area of disagreement | guess on how these funds are tg pe
distributed. There js another bill which takes a somewhat
different approach, actually it establishes a second
distribution fornula, LB 468, which is also a conmittee priority
bill ~ and, obviously, the option would be to argue on this one
but ;'m willing to assume that we' || get to 468 at a later tine.

| do... | mayask, | don't know if | should ask Senator Wthem or

Senator Hall, but with the commttee gnendments after they ar

adopted, and based upon the current |evel of appropriation, 8
you have an idea of what the percentage or dollar shift that
woul d be l'i kely tooccur between the various sectors by virtue
of this bill?

SENATOR HALI : Senator Warner, it is ny understanding itp the
committee amendments, that basically there won't be a shift,
that the privates will continue to | think receive approxi mately
40 percent that they currently do ~f the funds that are
available.

SENATOR WARNER: = An' there would te no reduction in the
four-year public instillj jons'?

SENATOR HALL: Not...it's ny understanding g that there would .
e.

SENATOR WARNER: Okay. well, we can pr ibably see how it comes
out later, but | have no objection at the noment to adoption

advancing the bill but obviously if 468 is, for sone reason or
another, not able to come up, why then we :an bring the issue up
again. but it is ny understanding, at |eas"., that there probably

is, as a practical matter, some significani shift from ggome of
the current sectors to different Sectors, as it is witten with
r.

. t
the conm ttee anendnent, but we can check t'.iat out late

PRESIDENT: Thank YOouU. Senator Ha”’ p|eas~
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the aid materially affects the choice of institution or can for
the sinple fact that need is based on tuition. go yes, the aid
is for students but, no, there is not a neutral inpact depending
on formula as to how the funds are distributed in the gense of
what sector the individual night go to. sSo | don't want to get
inthe argument of between those two things, but there is a
significant difference in how you deterni ne neéd. ut in a

event, | appreciate the coment thatthere is no c%ange I'n t%
di stribution between sectors, or the eligibility of students iq
go to different sectors if that is a noregccurate way to say
it., although | have a strong suspicion that the bill as “gmended
will...my have a material inpact as to the distribution of
those funds. So | just wanted to say that apnd, Senator Hall,
you probably are correct. | don't particularly care to a¢tempt
to amend 651, but obviously if LB 468 is not reached too, we. as
you indicated, will have the argument at some future date, gq .

ElPESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Wesely, pl ease, then Senator
mer.

SENATOR WESELY: Thank you, Nr. President, members, | have
reservations about the bill. Senator Hall has indicated it

doesn't make a shift, it's a clarification. Of course, if
that's the case, I'mnot sure we need to proceed ith the
| egi slation, but I havesuspicic as that it is nore tv¥1an t hat,

but | guess we have to have that co ifirmed. |et me get down to
the basics once again on what we' re dealing with here because it
Will come up with the tuition tax credit issue and | think we're
going to have t. debate this even -.ually. W talked with the
Jefferson-Ham I ton | aople gnce aga..n, but this is a basic
fU'ndalTental qltlest|0n, been around a |0ng t| me abouI t he role
private education and the government ~nd what interaction ihare
ought to be between the two. And | have long felt and held to
this viewthat private education is free to do what they want to
do and ought to be able to proceed wit.x as |jttle interference
fromthe government a5 possible, biit at the same time, we're
seeing in recent years the desire in prijyate education to get

public funds involved. And as a result, they have cone in for
different efforts to bring in nore pub.ic money, more public
money into private education. | thin) they do so at their own

peril as Jefferson would have said, that anytime you go into the

governnment and ask for noney there are strings attached and
there is potential for devel opnments that they can't even foresee

atthi s time, that | don't think they really want to gge happen,
don't expect to happen but could happe s down the road. And |
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PRESIDENT: Senator Abboud.
SENATOR ABBOUD: Question

PRESIDENT: The juestion has been called. Do I see five hands?
Yup, sure do. The question is, shall debate cease? All those
in favor vote aye, opposed nay. Record, Mr. Clerk, please.

CLERK: 27 ayes, 0 nays, Mr. President, to cease debate.

PRESIDENT: Debate has ceased. Senator Hall, would you like to
close on the advancement?

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Mr. President, just briefly, LB 651 in
my opinion is a clarification of the statutes. With the
committee amendments, it protects all those involved but the
bill as well as the statutes deal with aid to students. Whether
those be students in a public or a private institution, they are
students. They are students that are looking for an education
and the ability to achieve some financial support in that

process. It is not a threat to anyone and it's not a threat to
anyone I guess unless they think that education in one
institution is a threat to students who choose to seek their
education in a different institution. 1 don't think education
is a threat to anyone. I would urge th. body to advance LB 651
to Select File, knowing full well that thcould LB 468 not come up
on General File discussion, that we will fully discuss the

merits of both sides of this issue on Se ect File at that time.
Thank you, Mr. Presiden

PRESIDENT: Thank you. The question is the advancement of the
bill. All those in favor vote aye, o} posed nay. Record,
¥r. Clerk, please.

CLERK: 26 ayes, 0 nays, Mr. President, on the advancement of
LB 651.

PRESIDENT: The bill is advanced. Mr. Cle. 'k, something for the
record.

CLERK: Mr. President, Senators Hall, Chiz‘k and Moore have
amendments to be printed to LB 84, ard Senator Landis,
amendments to LB 95. (See page 1540 of the Legislative

Journal.) That is all that I have, Mr. Presilent.
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allows for figuring in the cost of the institutionin
deternmning whether a student is needy or not needy. Nebraska,
we piggyback on the Pell Grant program which does not figure jp
cost of the institution. LB 65...last summer an Attorney
General' s pinion came down indicating that that method of
distribution i s incorrect, that we nust distribute dollars with
a factor determining the cost of the institution. | Bg51, which
is an Education Conmittee priority bill brought to us by Senator
Hall, in effect restates existing statute, clarifying
I egislative intent that we want a fornula that will take’into
account the cost of the institution, the cost of attending the
institution. LB 468, which is a bill that was referred to the
Appropriations Coomittee, has a conmttee anendment and if n5¢
comm ttee anmendrment is adopted, it will create a new schol arship
program It will |eave the SSI@rogramwi th a paltry sum of
noney in it, the bare mininumwe need to receive the federal
match, that will be distributed based on the cost of institution
and will create a new program create a new programthat we can
distribute the nmoney any way we want to with, | think, the
intent being that. it will be distributed, as it has historically
been distributed, with a bias to students that attend public
institutions. The amendment to LB 812, 35 | best understand it,
t he SeCFIOﬂ Il of LB 812 is designed to be retroactive
appropriation. |It's a design to redppropriate doﬁl ars that have
al ready been spent, to put theminto a program that does not yet
exi st. Now why would we be doing that'? Again, as near as | can
figure out, it is because the federal governnent has what they
call a maintenance of effort requirement. |p order to qualify

for your matching dollars for thisprogramthat goes to aid
needy students, you nust maintain a level of appropriation. vg,

cannot deviate below, | believe it is your three-year average.
Last year this Legislaturedid appropriate an overmatch,
$750,000 more than we had in any previous year to this

particular program If that is maintained, if we continue to
count that as dollars that went into the SSIG program e will

not be able to | ower our appropriation if it goes into the SSIG
program In other words, we won't be able to fund this new
program LB 468, with oxiadng dollars, we' Ilhave G create and

put now dollars in and the dollars wo do have vill Chan have o
go intoa programthat is lass advantageous ¢cgo students t at

aClond public schools. Bo what, again, supposition. whaC | am
assuning that this bill is doing, it"o aCGsnpting 1o go back o
satisfy the federal governnment, make an «ccounting chango Co
correct the appropriation we nade |ast year Go nake it appe€ar as
t hough the dollars didn't really go Co this SSI Q program Chay
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SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator \Wehrbein is announcing sone guests
our north bal cony, seven nenmbers of the Cottage Homenmakers G oup
from El mvood, Nebraska. Wuld you |adies please stand and be
recognized. Thank you. W' re glad you could be with us. A|go
Senat or Mbore has sonme guests under the south balcony, pon and
bil Belier from Omaha Wul d you foI ks please take a bow.

Thank you for visiting. nator Hannib di scussion on the
Wt hem anendnent, followed by Sen' ators Scof’l eld and Wthem

SENATOR HANNIBAL: M. Speaker and menbers, | rise to oppose the
amendnent and | have no quarrel wth what has been said at all
by any of the speakers before me. senator Hall, Senator Warner
and Senator W them | think they have all nade very true and
accurate statenents. | think it's inportant that you understand
that this amendnent precludes us frommeking a policy (ecisign
later and | think that all three have admitted that that is
correct and what Senator Warner has sajd is correct that it
precludes wus from making a statenent,g policy decision later.
All we are doing with this particular programis allow ng us

have two separateareas so we can continue as a body to make a
policy statenent and that statenent nmay cone down in the form of
LB 468 or in the formof LB 651 or in the form of no action

whatsoever, in which case | believe it's accurate to say that
651 will essentially be the policy that we will have. |'m’going
to take it one step further and say that naybe jt is time to
make a policy decision on this issue because it will be a signal

as to whether we do want to have our enphasis on schol arships to
go towards...nore towardsprivate institutions or nore towards
publlcmstltutlons I have made that decision and 1. d
recogni ze, | recogni ze all the good argunents that ?rfw prlva(t)e
institutions do make and they make some excellent arguments guq
the fact that the private institutions play a yijtal role in our

state hi gher education systemis not insignificant. ver

significant. As a matter of fact, M .Oberg argues at | engt%
about the...about the fact that what if we didn't have gyr
independence? Qur state institutions, the university, state
col lages and the technlcal commnity colleges would, the
enrol Iment would wvastly increase, | assume. And if it did so
because every student that we have in our institution is
subsidized by taxpayers' dollars, then our taxpayers' dollars
woul d go much nore towards our public jnstitutions. S0  the

private institutions do honestly play a very valuable (gle in
our taxpayers' decisions, not 1ust the role of education but jp
the taxpayers' decisions as we However, on the other side of
the coin, we are making g S|gn|f|cant effort to educate

4932



April 25, 1989 LB 468, 651, 812

that is traditionally used in the Appropriations Committee, and
that is Senator Wthem was concerned about the possible creation
of a new program which, in fact, would require statutory
authority and sonetines when you get to tal ki ng appropriations
jargon it doesn't coneacross perhaps as clearly as it shoul d.
Al that's being done in the section that Senator Wthem i s
concerned about is it uses program as an accounting convention
and it gives us maximum flexibility in this state then {9 make
what ever choice, whatever policy choice you as individual
senators would choose to pgke either on LB 468 or LB6
So...in fact, the actual effect of striking this |anguage wou d
maan t hat then we woul d need to go in and reca| cul ate tha
mai nt enance of effort figure and woul d rai se that maintenance o
effort |level. Now that may not seemall that serious until you
realize the inplications of this which Senator Hannibal has
started to discuss, and the inplications of that are that we're
going to effect then a maj or shift of our state's r(esources to

public institutions. Now | 'm perfectly willing to support a
pro?ramthat gives sone help to students at...I'm sorry, that

make a ~ mg or shift to private institutions and [|'m
perfectly willing to conply with federal |aw and to support  at

sone | evel students going to private institutions, py utmy
phi | osophy is our first obligation is to the poorest st udents I’n
this state. And | want to maintain maxi mum s axipil |t

i ndividual senator then to allocate whatever noney we gem Se to
put out there as a body towards schol arship funds. o
meke sure that | amindeed hel ping thepoorest st udents |n th
state and | don't want ny hands tied by federal pgjntenance of
effort | anguage. Mai nt enance of effort Ian uage |s a custom
that has cone down fromus with the bl essings shi ngt on

a lot of areas and itreallylimts the klnds of flexibility
that we have in this state and that's al ways a consi deration.

It doesn't matter what area it is. | f you have a nai nt enance of
effort level to take care of, you' ve always got to continue that
level . That is what maintenance of effort neans. Tpatties

your hands in terms of naki ng the kinds of shifts in these,

whatever additional funds we might want to eventual |y allocate
for purposes of schol arshi ps, dependl ng on the choice you make

on this parthUlar bill And | e ustthrow out a
couple of figures here that | th| nk |IIustrates tIJ1e real problem
here and why we have to be so sensitive about this. Rignt

total public sector of SSIG awards of incone |evels, 9 8% S\A}
in pUblIC institutions 76 per cent of those students who got
assi stance came from a fanmily with incone under 20, 000. Only
6 percent had an'income over 30,000, contrasted with private
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colleges and universities where 54 percent of those students
came from a family of under 20,000 but 18 percent had over
30,000. Figuring in theneed factors into this, if you define

need as how much it costs to go to aparticular institution,
then that is, obviously, going to skew where the distribution of
these funds go. Ay preference is to gsend, to help as meny
students as possible in this state and to certainly help the
students who need the help nost and | think we need to pe very
cautious as we make these decisions because you could
unwi ttingly |I think end up making a shift that none of us, znd]

suspect Senator Wthemwould not with his history of support for
public education, while he is probably as willing as | amto (o
sonething for private jnpstitutions I would guess that his
priority is public education.

SPEAKER BARRETT: One m nute.

SENATOR SCOFI ELD: And we will nake those decisions under LB 468
and LB 651, one or the other, but | want to maintain 5 puximum
flexibility here to make sure the noney goes to that poorest
group of students. So the issue, Senator Hall, isn' t, in f5¢¢
do we followthe statutesor change then? Theissue is whodo
you want to enphasize and do you really want to hel p the poorest
students? As | said, those policy choices will actually be nade
in either LB651or LB 468, and the decision being made here s
whet her you' re going to strike that maintenance of. \yhat are
you going to do with that maintenance effort |anguage? ae ou
going to tie your hands as a legislator then to nake chof ces
about where you want to direct the funds'? so|would urge you
to recognise that the use of the termprogramin here is, in
fact, an accounting convention that gives directions to DAS,
gives us maximumflexibility as a body then to decide where you

want to put it. If you want to put the majority of the funds to
private institutions, you have that option on whatever pj we
deal on. I will not do tnat. | will choose to try to strike

sone kind of equitable balance between private and public
institutions and so...

SPEAKER BARRETT: Time.

SENATOR SCOFIELD: .. | would urge you to reject the amendnent.
Thank you.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Wthem followed by

Senator Schmt.
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SENATOR W THEM Yes, M. Speaker, menbers of the body, there s
two or three points | would |ike to make and | woul reci
it maybe if Senator Warner or Senator Hanni bal or sonet}‘))gdy e
that has their | Ight onto Speak . .excuse me, Senator Hanni ba| ,
ou don't and that's fine, just | eave your |ight off, that would

e fine too. I f anybody el se is going to be speakl ng on this
t hough with some degree of know edge, | would appreciate jt jf
they woul d address a couple of points when they get up. I' ve
got other points to make so |'mnot goi ng to share ny time ith
t hese. But it is ny understanding, will make the assertion
and sonebody el se can. challenge it if they care to, that the
| anguage in an appropriations bill rmust have a statutory change

to acconpany it. You cannot nmake a substantive change in the
way a state program..and |'musing the term"program', ot as
an accounting termbut as an activity of state government ,a;
has been authorized by the Legislature, and that you cannot make

this change into this new program that it'san accounting
function unless the Legislature paSses substantive J e%i sl ati on
oe

In other words, if LB 468 or legislation like it not pass
that gives the statutory authorization to create this new

program,  what we S&y in our appropriations bill about
transferring money is relatively meaningless and | t hink
that...l hope that's the way the system operates and I think it
does chal I enge that assertion if it is different. ond
thing that I just don'tunderstand how we can do thl S ang t%
is a major reason why |I'm proposing this amendment, we have
al ready spent this noney. Thi s nobney has now been transl ated

into books, into tuition, into roomand board and, hopefull
into positive sorts of things by young peopl e, by young peopYe
who are in the universities and colleges of 4,y state. They
have already spent it. W are not appropriating new dollars;
VWhat we' re doing is going back in an attenpt to fool the federal
government, and | use that termrecognizing it's a harsh term,
to fool the federal governnent that we didn't really nean what
we did, we' re redefining how we spent the noney. And | think
that's  bad policy. I think it's badprocedure and | would be
interested in know ng, number one, when we've donethis ipn the
past, and, secondly, maybe nore inportantly when it'sworked,
when'the federal gover nmant has believed us when wve gaiq, hey,
we didn' t really mean spend that $750, 000 We were Just
ki ddi ng about that | ast year when we spent it. real
meant to do was put it into this nevprogrameven twgugh thlg
new programdoesn't exist. | don't think we can dg that. I
don't think you can fool the federal governnment py
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asking you to vote on. Section 11 of the bill is, in my
opinion, an attenpt to reappropriate dollars that have already
been spent by students attending colleges and universities in
our state. A bookkeeping reappropriation to a new programthat
the Legislature has not yet authorized, has not yet created,
will create when and if LB 468 passes, which |, frankly, hope it
does not, but the sole purpose of this amendnent is to convince
sonmehow t he federal government when they | ook at maintenance f
effort that we didn'treally spend this noney the way we di%.
And | still have not heard where that's ever worked pe ore,
where we have been able to tell the federal governnment that 'we
didn't really mean to spend those dollars that way, kind of a
king’s X to themthat we didn't really mean to do that. Beyond
that is the larger policy question and that policy question” ;
that the dollars that we appropriate t~ help students, that we
hel p students go to the universities and colleges in this state,
whether ~  students  t hat choose to attend private
institutions...keep in nind these aren't all wealthy kids that
attend private institutions, but students that attend private
institutions, whether they ought to be able to conpete for those
scholarship dollars on an equitable sort of basis. Also. kee
inmnd that LB 651, Senator Hall's bill, the  Education
Conmittee amendments have...give the Secondary coordinating
Conmi ssi on an opportunity to cap, based on student resources, gq
the students...the wealthy students wouldn't qualify sq, is
particul ar program Sowe' re not talking about. giving do} ars
just to wealthy students as opposed to poor students, we're
tal king about students that attend those institutions that the
state doesn't spend a quarter of a billion dollars a vear in
operating ought to have the same opportunity to qualify for
those dollars. |If you amend LB 812 by 'striking “pjs language,
you will be going a |ong way toward acconplishing that
obj ective. For that reason, | urge you to adopt the W them
amendnent to LB 812 which will strike Section 11 fromthe bill.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thankyou. And the question is the adoption
of the Wthem anendnent to LS 812. Thosein favor please vote
aye, opposed nay. Voting on the Wthem anmendnent. Have you all
voted? Senator Wthem

SENATOR WITHEN: Yes let's do a call of the house and a ro~'
call vote, please.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Clear the board, Nr. Clerk. Nembers will vote
on placing thensel ves under call. Shall the house go under
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with educational telecomunicationsfynding of $70,000 of
General Funds, $210,000 worth of Cash Funds that will allow us
to go into a contractual arrangenent to purchase g transponder
for telelearning, that wll put us into the satellite
communi cations program and this program we feel, needs to go on
very quickly as well. Back to the pharmacy school, if  the
pharmacy school program does not start until the first of
August, then those that want it not to go ahead, those that want
it to be delayed will be successful and that's fine if (pat g
your goal . But to not have theenergency clause on it wll be
the same thing as just voting against it, In ny estimation. ngw

I...l don't know exactly what contractual things could happen
there but I believe that's the case and | tﬁi nk we ought tde
up front about that. There are two other sections in here. |
don't  know that they would be...well, even the SSIG funds, the
programthat Senator Wthemwas concerned with and | believe
that thereis agreenent now that what we are trying to do is do
a budgetary accounting process. |t needs to be done before the

end of the fiscal year so that we don't |ock ourselves into an
inflexible position with regards matching of federal funds or
havi ng, once you put funds into a program that you are bound by
that programto keep those funds there, a maintenance of effort
situation, that if we can nove the funds and put themin two
different programs, it gives us the flexibility to pe able to
make the policy decisions that the body wants to make.
believe that all the parties that are part of that that have
been on both sides realize that we are not trying to establish a
poIigP/_ position with 812, merely leaving us in a position to
i

esta sh a policy position whether it be with |pa4es, LB 651,
or with no passageof any.. with passage of no law at all and
have the current law stay in effect. For those reasons, if...if
you can...if you are trying to voice a frustration for this
process, you don't have to feel alone. We areall having
frustrations with it. But to not. . not vote for the E cl ause

would be seriously damaging not only the pharmacy school but
several other prograns that | would hopé you woul d réconsider.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Hall , pl ease, followed by
Senat or Wt hem and Senat or Noore.

SENATOR HALL: Thankyou, Nr. President, and nenbers, | rise in
opposition to the reconsideration motion. | appreci ate Senat or
Hannibal's concern to have this issue behind us as soon as
possible but the fact of the matter is that there really js no
good reason to rush into any of these things. And | think what
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sides, but | think this set of amendnents do a couple of things
t hat | tnink are very worthwhile. Number one, it tends to
answer nost of the concerns of most people on both sides.
Senator Waner had a very real legitimte concern about

mai nt enance of effort, and by creating the two prograns, we gre
able then to dea' with the maintenance of effortapproach.

There were sone concerns that if we had two different prograns,
then the Legislature through the Appropriati ons Commttee woul d
sinply re.omrend funding for one programthat | favorable to
the publics over the one that is favorable to the prlvates and
we have a provision here indicating that, in Section 30

bill, that the two prograns will be f unded substantlally equaF
amounts, and it otherw se would then become a violation the

statute, and | would not just say it is not intent |anguage, |t
goes into the statute. What we are doing is the program that
many of you maybe were | obbied on in LB 468 that set up the
separate program, and the way 468 was qrj ginally written, the
Lion's share of the dollars would be appropriated to that fund
and, frankly, they would be appropriated in 5 manner probably

preferable to... favorable to the public schools. That portion
of the bill is put in; also some changes in 651 to lock into the
statute a distribution formula that was proposed, substantially
proposed by theindependent schools. | think it is a good way
of resolving this issue. It is one that taxes an inordinate
anmount of 'l egislative tine particul arly when you | ook at the
total nunbers of dollars involved with thi so | th|nk|t is a
good idea, and | would urge you to adopt this n

Senator Hall's original tinme, | would cede back any IIH’E tn

may...to himnmore time than he may wi sh to use.
SPEARER BARRETT: About 3 1/2 m nutes, Senator Hall.

SENATORHAIL:  Thank you, Nr. President and members. . The
amendnent  before you as has been stated by both Senator Wthem
and Senator Warner is a conprom se proposal that the three of us
agreed on. Nowyou may be lobbied by the independents who
brought 1B 651 to the body for, and they are not very happy W|th
the proposal that is before you, but at this point in tine, |
willing to support this anendnent that Senator Wthem Senator
Warner, and myself have come to terms on because of,
specifically, the things that bot?. of those gentlemen have
ointed out. The increased funding does hold the i ndividuals
armess with regard tothe gublic institutions. There is an
influx of an additional $117,0 o,rough|y7 alittle over that,

into the private independent sector,” and there is put into
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statute provisions with regard to the SSIG monies, ine fundin

formula that | think was the original intent of that program
when it was established in law || years ago. The first or the
division ~with regard to two separateprograns, two separate
funding fornula, has always been the crux to the issue. | am
willing to let that work and to see how that operates for a
couple of years, and if, at some point down the road, that ina¢

does not work in a fair and open nmanner, | think it will, but If

it doesn' t, then | guess | will be back and try to address it at

that time, but | think nowit is time to put this issue behind
us, adopt this amendnment that allows for a shift, gnd a shift to
a great extent, virtually half of the $250,000 of additional
monies will flow into the independents. | think it is due them
based on the Attorney General's opinion that was rendered in

relation to the way the commi ssion had been handling this issue,

and I think what we do is we resolve this issuefor today, gng
should it be necessary to take it up in the future, fine, we
will alwys be around to do that, | guess, soneone will. But at

this point in tine, | think that this is a conpronise that both

sides should live with. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Warner, your light is on,
foll onwed by Senators Mdore, Hall, and Nelson.

SENATOR WARNER: Yeah, Mr. President and menbers of the
Legi sl ature, a thought occurred to me. There is one ot her poi nt
t hat woul d not be shown on the handout. This only deals with
the General Fund distribution. Al of the federal funds woul d
be distributed under the program that is | guess described more
favorable for the i ndependents. So, the also would have
addi tional federal funds than what they curren%lly have it this
amendment is adopted, but theGeneral Fund distribution, \hich
is the only thing the state would have any control over, g g5
portrayed on the sheets here.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Moore.

SENATOR MOORE: Yes, Mr. Speaker and members, |ike | said
yesterday, you know, in this business, nopody gets everything,
nobody gets nothing. Eventually, everybody gets somet hing. |p
this case, that is finally what we have agreed g, here and |

conplinment Senators Hall, W them and Warner for comng to the
t abl e because, obvi'ousl y, if you'd have passed |Bg51, in the
public sector's mnd, they would have got nothing. If you'd

hav passed LB 468 in its pure form the private gsector would
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