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imaginative solution than any of the other sorts of attempts
that have been made on this b i l l ear l i er . Bu t , you k now ,
some issues simply can't be worked o u t . Thi s b il l st an d s
for a very important propos tion and that is that there
ought to be prejudgment interest running from relatively
early in the litigation. Ideally, interest should run from
the time of the loss. T his b i l l has b e en so watered down
now that the interest doesn't begin t o run u n t i l 120 da ys
after service which is probab' y 125 or 130 days after a suit
is instituted and suit is rarely instituted in most cases
for six months or a y e a r . And t h er e i s an important
principle here and maybe it can't be worked out. At least,
the industry has shown no genuine interest in working it out
because all of their proposa s would gut the basi c p u r p ose
of the bill. A n d as Senator Beutler h as i n d i c a t e d now,
t hei r r es p o ns e h as b e e n to hire the dean of t he l o bby i n g
corps, one of the most able lobbyists that this Legislature
has ever had, at a retainer that I shudder t o even i n q u i r e
about as to what it must cost and h e i s b r i ngi n g his
considerable skills to bear to do what? T o delay i t , t o
push it off to next session, a n elec t i o n y ear w h e r e the
overwhelming power of the insurance industry to influence
elections can be brought to bear more effectively t han i t
can be in a nonelection year. So I would ask you all to see
what this amendment is. I t ~ s a n i nd i r e ct at t em p t t o k i l l
i t . Wh at t h i s mot i on i s , i t ' s an i n d i r e c t at t em p t t o k i l l
i t . Le t ' s de al wi t h t he i ssu e this session. This is the
fourth or fifth time we debated i t on the floor this
session . We h av e a l r ead y spent considerable time on i t .
L et' s w r e s t l e this issue to =he ground and come up with a
solution. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Barrett, then Senator Haberman.

SENATOR BARRETT: Thank y ou , Mr . Pr e s i d e n t and m embers, I
guess it would come as no surprise that I would r ise i n
favor of the bracketing motion. L B 157 has b een a r o und t h e
horn a good number of times already this session. I be l i e v e
it was read first on the 21st day of February. There was an
attempt to advance the bill, which failed. I r ecall even
one day that we adjourned this body at 3:45 p.m. just before
it was time to vote on whether or not the bill would be
advanced or c o u l d b e a d v a nced . Obvious ly , at t h at p o i n t i t
could not or we wouldn' t have ad j o u r n ed . Th i s b il l k e e p s
coming back again and again and again. Obviously, the two
sides haven't been able to agree at this point but I am not
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