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IBACH: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to the George 
W. Norris Legislative Chamber for the Fifty-Second Day of the 
One Hundred Ninth Legislature, Second Session. Our chaplain for 
today is Reverend Nick Baker from Wayne First United Methodist 
and Carroll United Methodist Church in Wayne, Nebraska, Senator 
Glen Meyer's district. Please rise.  

NICK BAKER: Good morning. I invite you to join me in a spirit of 
prayer. God of yesterday, God of today, God of tomorrow, we pray 
for your blessing upon this body of leaders. At the same time, 
Lord, we pray for this same body who are also your servants, who 
come to this place to represent all Nebraskans. We pray that the 
deliberations and the decisions of this Legislature be rooted in 
respect, honesty, and care. May all those who gather in this 
Chamber work to be good stewards of your holy and precious 
resources, working together to establish, nurture, and reinforce 
those qualities that have held Nebraskans together for nearly 
160 years. As we begin this holy week, a time recognized by 
people of faith around the world, let us remember the mission of 
Jesus to redeem humanity to God through his sacrificial death 
and resurrection. Jesus died on the cross and rose again for the 
least, the lost, and the left out; the imperfect, the impatient, 
and improbable; the undeserving, the unlikely, and the unwanted. 
Jesus came for everybody, and that means anybody. May the 
residents of every farm, ranch, village, town, and city across 
our state be on the minds of these legislators as they create 
policy and laws that serve all people. Guide these leaders, 
these servants, these representatives of all 93 counties, from 
Falls City to Chadron, from Benkelman to Ponca, Valentine and 
Butte to Alma and Chester, and countless places in between, so 
that all may know what it means to live the good life. Amen. 

IBACH: I recognize Senator Brandt for the Pledge of Allegiance.  

BRANDT: Please join me in the Pledge. I pledge allegiance to the 
Flag of the United States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one Nation under God, indivisible, with liberty 
and justice for all.  

IBACH: Thank you. I call to order the Fifty-Second day of the 
One Hundred Ninth Legislature, Second Session. Senators, please 
record your presence. Roll call. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: There's a quorum present, Madam President.  
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IBACH: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Are there corrections for the 
Journal?  

CLERK: I have no corrections this morning, ma'am.  

IBACH: Thank you. Are there any messages, reports or 
announcements?  

CLERK: There are, Madam President. Your Committee on Enrollment 
and Review reports LB784, LB788, LB913, LB977, LB1055 as 
correctly engrossed and placed on Final Reading. Additionally, 
your Committee on Enrollment and Review reports LB1114, LB753, 
LB904, LB9-- excuse me, LB1195, LB829, LB1253, LB905, LB781, 
LB986, LB955, LB921, LB867 to Select File. Amendment to be 
printed from Senator Kauth to LB937. That's all I have at this 
time.  

IBACH: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. We'll now proceed to the first item 
on the agenda. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Madam President, General File, LB400. It's a bill for an 
act relating to the "Nebracka"-- Nebraska Workers' Compensation 
Act; provides for compensability of certain, of certain cancers 
in firefighters; creates rebuttable presumptions; defines a 
term; harmonizes provisions; repeals the original section. Bill 
was read for the first time on January 17 of this year and 
referred to the Business and Labor Committee; that committee 
placed the bill on General File with committee amendments. When 
the Legislature left the bill, Madam President, pending was the 
bill itself, the committee amendments, as well as an amendment 
from Senator Hallstrom, FA923. The Legislature had previously 
adopted AM1696 to the committee amendments from Senator Clouse.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, for a one-minute refresh.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. Colleagues, we are back 
on LB400. As a reminder, this bill makes one simple change 
within the workers' compensation system for the qualifying 
firefighters who experience cancer. LB400 will presume it is 
work-related until proven otherwise. The employer retains the 
full opportunity to review medical records, family history, and 
past job history to rebut that presumption. LB400 does not 
change existing eligibility. Firefighters with occupational 
cancer already receive workers' compensation benefits under the 
current law; what changes is who carries the burden of proof. 
Right now, that burden falls on the firefighter who is sick 
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going up against the employer with resources designated 
specifically for this process. LB400 puts that responsibility on 
the party better positioned to carry it. I chose to pass over 
this bill to meet with the opposition and explore a compromise. 
Despite making real concessions, we could not raise a final 
agreement. I will speak to more on the bill and its path forward 
when I have more time. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Hallstrom, for a one-minute refresh.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Madam President. My amendment is a 
placeholder amendment, if you will. When Senator Wordekemper 
decided to pass over his bill earlier, I refiled this amendment 
to be first in line in case we needed to continue the discussion 
and the dialogue. At that time, I had filed a number of priority 
motions. My main intent at that point was to try and force a 
compromise on this issue. I think a lot of people want to do 
good things for the firefighters. I wasn't sure at that time 
whether LB400 was the proper fix. My alternative was to take the 
permissive firefighters cancer benefit program and make it 
mandatory. It's a good program regarding life insurance benefits 
and disability benefits. Unfortunately, that was not well-
received by either the firefighters or the cities or the 
insurance companies, so I have regrouped, retooled, taken 
another look at that. And when I get to my opening on my 
amendment, I'll talk in further detail about where I am.  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator. Turning to the queue, Senator 
Jacobson, you're recognized to speak.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. Well, once again, this 
bill is, is not necessary. It sounds very simple, it, it-- that 
all we're doing is just changing who's required to show the 
cause. But what we're really doing here is we're saying you have 
to prove that, that-- we're, we're flipping this around to where 
if I get cancer and I'm a firefighter, and I've been a 
firefighter for five years, if this bill passes, it will be 
presumed that it was workplace-related. I reject that. OK? I 
reject that assumption, and so do the municipalities and the 
rural fire depes-- departments that would be subject to this. 
So, I don't understand why the requirement, the burden of proof, 
would be on the other side. If you believe that the cancer was 
caused from workplace, prove it. The employer should not have to 
prove that it was not workplace-related. That seems backwards. 
And I would tell you that what will happen if this would pass is 
the number of claims-- anyone with cancer on the job will file a 
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workman's comp claim. Consequently, premiums for workman's comp 
will go through the roof. So, this unfunded mandate then becomes 
a taxpayer problem because it will take more taxpayer dollars to 
fund this. Rural fire districts, they're funded with taxpayer 
dollars. They will have the same concern. They're on limited 
budgets already, and now, you will have this additional premium 
expense that you're going to have to pick up. I would also tell 
you that-- where does it end? If this goes to firefighters, 
isn't everyone going to want this? When does it go to other 
professions? I would tell you that I've done the research I've 
looked at on, on your profession causing cancer-- I don't see 
any evidence that supports that. Now, if the firefighters have 
done a study that they paid for, it will probably show something 
different, but any independent studies I've looked at don't show 
the correlation. In fact, they show a correlation for office 
workers being near the top. So, does that mean that I should 
file a claim against the bank for my cancer and say this is a 
workman's comp claim? I don't think so. This is, this is not a 
good bill. This is not good public policy. This is not good for 
the taxpayer, and it doesn't seem right. This is just another 
case where we have another year that goes by and the paid 
firefighters are wanting something more than they already have. 
Right now, if you're in Lincoln or Omaha, you have a defined 
benefit plan for your retirement plan. Not a defined 
contribution plan like most everyone in business has; it's a 
defined benefit plan. In addition to that, you have, you have 
disability insurance, you have health insurance. All of your 
expenses are covered. Buy a life insurance policy like everyone 
else does, and you're good. There's no need for this bill. Thank 
you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Dover, you're recognized to speak.  

DOVER: Thank you, Madam President. Thank you, Senator Jacobson. 
I agree with many points that you've made, and I just have a 
question for Senator Wordekemper.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, would you respond?  

WORDEKEMPER: Yes.  

DOVER: I apologize if you already provided it, but do you have 
studies that show the correlation between being a firefighter 
and an increased risk of certain types of cancers versus the 
other types of vocations and the general public?  
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WORDEKEMPER: I do. I do have some information here, Senator 
Dover. The NIOSH, National Institute for Occupational Health and 
Safety [SIC]-- in 2013, researchers reported a two-fold excess 
of malignant mesothelioma, a rare cancer. Firefighters have 100 
percent increase of getting mesothelioma. Firefighters-- so, 129 
percent increased risk of dying from it. 2006 study by Grace 
LeMasters of 32 cancer studies, different studies, said that 
there was a two-fold excess for testicular cancer, 62 percent 
higher risk of getting esophageal cancer, 39 percent increase of 
dying from it. Another study that was done in 2017 from the 
blaze university [SIC] in Ottawa, Canada examined chemical 
exposure during emergencies. On-shift fire personnel 
suppression. The researchers found firefighters absorb harmful 
chemicals including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. That comes 
from the smoke, and it's absorbed through our skin. Firefighters 
had from three to five more times the amount of this byproduct 
in their urine after the fire compared to before. So, they did 
these studies; there's multiple ones out there. And so, they're-
- they were monitoring these firefighters during their shift. 
And I think that's pretty telling, that if you didn't have as 
much in your system before you responded to that fire, and when 
you come back and you worked through shift, that it's three to 
five times more-- it's in your system. And to that point, I, I 
understand what Senator Jacobson says, but the International 
Association for Research on Cancer-- which is the gold standard; 
it's not just a United States company, it's worldwide-- they 
recognize firefighting as being a Class 1 carcinogen. That means 
it's carcinogenic to your health. That's the same as asbestos, a 
lot of the other chemicals-- and, and I have a thing I can refer 
to on that. It's saying the job is carcinogenic, and that has to 
do with our health of being at the station, and sleep habits, 
and how our body repairs itself. So, there are a lot of studies 
that have these statistics, and I'll have more.  

DOVER: OK. All right. Thank you. I just wanted to say that I 
told Senator "Workenkemper" [SIC] that I'd be voting to move his 
bill to Select with the hope that there could be some compromise 
that would be acceptable of all. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, you're next in the queue.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. Colleagues, I rise to 
ask for your support in advancing LB400 to Select File. Before I 
make my case, I want to address something that has affected 
where we are on this bill. After listening to the concerns both 
sides-- both inside this Chamber and from stakeholders outside 
of it, I drafted additional amendments that I was prepared to 
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introduce today. Those amendments were ready, but in the wake of 
the recent wildfires in western Nebraska, several members of 
this body have had a change of opinion about what those 
amendments should look like. I understand that. Those fires are 
a vivid, painful reminder of what we are actually talking about 
when we debate this legislation: the men and women who answer 
the call no matter the scope of the emergency. The fires are now 
largely contained, and I'm grateful for that. But several 
members have asked for additional time to think through how they 
can vote in a way that best serves their communities. In the 
wake of what just happened, I respect that. These are exactly 
the kind of conversations I want to continue to have between 
General and Select to find out what form this legislation has 
the most consensus in this body, and to bring the appropriate 
amendments forward at that stage. Let me remind you what this 
bill does. LB400 creates a rebuttable presumption of 
occupational cause for firefighters who develop cancer. That 
means if a firefighter who meets the eligibility requirements is 
diagnosed with a cancer linked to firefighting exposure, the 
presumption is that the cancer arose from the job. It does not 
guarantee benefit, it does not eliminate evidence, it does not 
prevent the employer or insurer from challenging a claim. It 
simply shifts the starting point. Rather than requiring a sick 
firefighter to prove a connection that science has already 
established, it allows the employer to rebut it. Before I go any 
farther, I want to address something directly, because I think 
there is a genuine confusion about what this bill actually 
changes, and I want every member in this body to understand it 
clearly. Paid firefighters in Nebraska have workers' 
compensation right now. Volunteer firefighters in Nebraska have 
workers' compensation right now. If a firefighter develops 
cancer today and believes it came from the job, they can notify 
their employer. They have the ability to do that currently. When 
they file that claim, their city fights it. That is already 
happening. None of that changes with LB400, not one bit of it. 
What LB400 changes is one thing: where the gathering of evidence 
starts. Right now, a firefighter notifies their employer that 
they have cancer and has to prove it on their own, while sick, 
while fighting for their life, that the cancer came from the 
job. Right now, the deck is stacked against them. Not by bad 
actors, but how the law is written. LB400 flips the starting 
point. It says, we now know firefighting causes cancer, it's a 
carcinogen, science has proven it. So, when a firefighter who 
meets the qualifications gets cancer, we start with the 
assumption that the job caused it. And the city can still fight 
back. The city can still present evidence. They can still rebut 
the claim by a preponderance of evidence. The door is not 
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closed, the checkbook is not opened, nothing is guaranteed. 
There is no new cost created by this bill; there is no new 
system, there is no blank check, there is no free handout. The 
claims are already being filed. The city's already retained 
lawyers to fight them. The only question is who carries the 
burden at the start of the litigation, and right now, it's the 
firefighter who is dying of cancer. LB400 says that wrong. I 
would like to think most of the members agree with that. The 
International Agency on Research on Cancer, the gold standard 
for carcinogen classification classifies firefighting as a Group 
1 occupational carcinogen. That is the same category as 
asbestos, arsenic, plutonium, formaldehyde. Science is settled. 
These men and women are exposed to a documented carcinogenic to 
humans indicates a strong evidence that the agent causes cancer. 
Every time they show up to work, and when they get cancer, the 
law currently treats that exposure as irrelevant. LB400 corrects 
that-- 

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Madam President, members. As I indicated in my 
earlier remarks, when this bill was taken up earlier, I had some 
concerns in trying to forge a compromise on this issue. I took 
seriously the issues that there were increased costs that might 
be associated with this particular legislation, and I also was 
interested in doing something favorable for our firefighters. I 
agree with Senator Wordekemper in terms of his comments. I, I 
think it should only reinforce the high regard that we place our 
firefighters in. But it in fact has had a profound impact on 
this legislation, what has been happening out in western 
Nebraska and the heroic efforts of our firefighters in helping 
the folks out in that part of the state. And so, I decided to 
retool, repurpose, look at this anew, and see what I really 
would think at the end of the day, looking at the arguments that 
increased cost would be associated in wanting to do something 
favorable for the firefighters. And it took me back to Yogi 
Berra. Yogi Berra one time made a profound statement that "it's 
déjà vu all over again." And what I'd like to do in my remaining 
time is take you down a little walk down memory path. If you 
look at LB400, the committee hearing, some of the comments that 
have been made on the floor, we're looking at a situation where 
the arguments from the business community are the proverbial 
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camel's nose under the tent. Heaven forbid that you pass this 
law, you're changing a bedrock principle. We have not had a 
rebuttable presumption before. So the business community's 
argument goes, it'll, it'll be in our backyard next. Senator 
Jacobson made that suggestion in his opening remarks here. And 
with regard to the cities and the insurance companies, they're 
deathly afraid of the significant number of claims that will be 
filed and the increases in costs that will result. Senator 
Jacobson used the term that premiums will go through the roof. 
What I'd like to do is go back about 15, 16 years. Senator 
Lathrop introduced a bill that had to do with the issue of the 
ability to recover under workers' compensation for mental 
injuries or mental illnesses. A bedrock principle at that time, 
before the passage of what I believe was LB780, was that in 
order to recover for mental injury or mental illness, it had to 
be accompanied by a physical injury. So, it wasn't enough for an 
EMS in the course of their duties to go out, come across a car 
accident, and find the horrific and tragic consequences that 
their best friend's daughter had been killed in that accident, 
and they observed it. That has a mental impact on people, sure 
enough. But at that time, we needed a physical manifestation of 
an injury in order for it to be recoverable. And guess what? 
It's déjà vu all over again. The arguments at that time from the 
business community were the proverbial camel's nose under the 
tent. 15 years have passed, that did not occur. The business 
community does not have mental, mental claims that can be 
brought against them. And with regard to the cities and the 
insurance companies that represent them, provide coverage for 
them, they made the same arguments they're making on LB400: 
claims will go through the roof, and everybody will file a claim 
that has cancer, and the costs will be insurmountable. And 
that's fair enough to take a look and make that argument, but is 
it reality? I would submit to you, in the 16 years that have 
elapsed since 2010 and the passage of mental, mental law for 
first responders that, number one, it hasn't made its way to the 
business community, and number two, it has not resulted in those 
catastrophic costs. The 20 states that have adopted similar 
legislation with a rebuttable presumption have not locked up 
their doors, the cities have not closed down, they've not filed 
bankruptcy, and they've not taken their ball and gone home. 
There will be incremental increases in workers' compensation 
premiums, but the experience in the other states has been 
contrary to what the arguments have been made, both in 2010 with 
regard to the adoption of mental, mental claims for first 
responders. And I would suggest that we may very well see the 
same experience here. The little boy cries wolf, chicken little 
said the sky was falling. There's no data out there that 
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conclusively says that the magnitude of the problems-- unfunded 
mandates were not used in 2010 because that was not the popular 
buzzword to try and kill legislation. So, I'd encourage you--  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator. Speaker Arch, you're 
recognized to speak.  

ARCH: Thank you, Madam President. I want to talk a little bit 
about LB400 and the-- and how we got to where we are right now 
on our schedule. So, LB400 was first heard on General File on 
worksheet order, and we had run about five hours. Senator 
Wordekemper and I had some conversations. Is this, is this 
something that maybe a compromise could be reached on? Could we 
get the parties together? Could we, could we pass over it at 
that time? My commitment to Senator Wordekemper was that if the 
compromise discussions were unsuccessful and he, and he 
prioritized that bill, I would bring it back for the remaining 
time. And so, what we have now is we have three hours on this 
particular bill until cloture is in order. And so, that'll run 
us to about 12:10 if it goes all that way. But at any rate-- so, 
my, my commitment was that after those discussions were either 
successful or unsuccessful, reprioritized and, and I would 
reschedule it. And so, this is, this is where we are today. He 
did prioritize it, and, and so I have agreed to schedule it 
today. I would tell you my-- you know, so, my involvement, my 
commitment, and now, my disappointment. So, I know that in those 
discussions of compromise, there were a lot of things talked 
about. I wasn't in the room on, on those discussions, but from 
my understanding, offers were made concerning possible insurance 
policies or possible time to turn around a doctor's, doctor's 
decision on whether or not that really was part of the job and, 
and the contracting of cancer at that time. Anyway, other paths 
were discussed, and those, those offers or those discussions 
were not fruitful. So, it didn't, it didn't come to an agreement 
on a compromise, but they were, I think, genuine discussions 
that did occur. And, and, you know, that can happen, where 
compromise discussions are held, but you can't-- you just can't 
get there. And so, we, we scheduled it today. So, I, I did want 
to-- I did want to talk to you a little bit about what that 
process has been and why we-- why you're seeing this bill back 
again, and, and just to give you an idea, too, on the remaining 
time left on this bill. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Thank you, Speaker Arch. Senator Moser, you're recognized 
to speak.  
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MOSER: Thank you, Madam President. Good morning, colleagues and 
Nebraskans. This bill interferes in the negotiations between 
counties, cities, fire districts, and the firemen. It's not the 
state's job to tell those entities and those firemen how to 
negotiate their contracts or their pay. Maybe they don't even 
have contracts. But this assumes that the cancer, which 50 
percent of us are going to get before we die, was caused by 
being a firefighter and hanging out at fire scenes, and wearing 
turnout gear that has all kinds of, of off-gassing when it gets 
hot. And I mean, it-- firefighting is a tremendously dangerous 
job when you're doing it, and then there are-- there is the 
potential for subsequent health problems. But this is not 
something that the state should mandate; this should come as an 
agreement between the firemen and the fire district, between the 
firemen and the city, the-- whoever hires them. That should be 
negotiated. We shouldn't be putting our thumb on the scale and 
saying, well, if they get sick, it's because they were a 
fireman. That's not a reasonable approach. Nobody likes to go 
into a negotiation when your opposition has leverage on you. 
That's, that's not a-- it's not a fair negotiation. So, where do 
all these political subdivisions get money to pay for 
firefighters? Primarily property tax. So, if we put our thumb on 
the scale and say all these illnesses are definitely caused by 
their experience as a firefighter unless it can be proven 
otherwise, well, there are already studies that show that 
firefighting is bad for your health. And so, if you go, go in 
with a presumption that the cities or the counties, the fire 
districts are responsible, that's just going to change the 
landscape tremendously. We shouldn't tell the cities, the 
counties, the fire districts how to hire their employees. That 
should be something that they do, and through agreements, 
insurance, whatever, then they, they can negotiate this. And 
then, they have known costs. This, there's no way to know what 
this is going to cost. You know, we talked-- senator just talked 
about the mental stress that was addressed 15 years ago as a 
workman's compensation loss. I don't know that there are, are 
nearly-- well, the evidence is preponderous, I would say, that 
firefighting is dangerous. And I think it's a lot bigger issue 
than mental stress. Mental stress is an issue, don't get me 
wrong. But the odds of getting cancer are a lot higher if you're 
a fireman, but that's something that should be negotiated 
between the employer and the employees, and the state shouldn't 
be telling them how to run their state, their city, their fire 
district. That's between them and the firemen. Thank you, Madam 
President.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to speak.  
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JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. Well, I went back to the 
district this weekend and I spent yesterday from 11:00 to 2:00 
at the-- in Hershey where the Hershey Volunteer Fire Department 
had their annual spaghetti feed. That was a fundraiser; they use 
it fundraising to fundraise for buying equipment and other 
necessary needs for their volunteer fire department. And I took 
time, and I actually was fortunate to be able to talk to some 
executives in from the state firefighters' association as well 
as local firefighters about this bill. And I talked to them 
about what the ramifications are from a cost standpoint, and is 
that what they want? And I will tell you, this is not coming 
from the volunteers. This is a typical case of the paid 
firefighters who want to drag the, the, the name of the 
volunteer firefighters along, because everybody loves the 
volunteer fire departments. Who doesn't? These are people who 
volunteer their time to do the right thing. They're not here 
looking for some additional benefit that they can have. They're 
out there fighting fires and doing the things that are necessary 
to protect their local communities. And there wasn't one of them 
that was telling me to back down on my stance on this bill, 
because they understand where I'm coming from. They also 
understand that, through the negotiations, the, the volunteer 
firefighters were thrown under the bus. It's a typical move. We 
want the volunteer firefighters as part of our bill, and we're 
going to talk today about the fires to get sympathy for the paid 
firefighters on this end of the state who are really looking for 
this benefit. And then, we're going to take the volunteers out 
in the end and end up with this benefit. And I can tell you, 
they're tired of being used in that way, for being taken for 
granted, being used as a pawn to move this forward. So, I did 
sit down with this group of firefighters, and I can tell you, 
they're not opposed to my position on this bill. They fully 
understand. They understand that dollars are tight. They're also 
taxpayers, and they're not looking to pay more property taxes to 
be able to fund additional funding for their local fire 
departments. That's why they have these fundraisers. So, I'm 
always going to respect the opinion of the volunteer 
firefighters. But when you're getting paid and you're getting 
all these benefits-- you, you signed up for this job. The rest 
of the benefits are out there. I look at farmers, and I look 
particularly-- go to an ag chemical supplier, who many of them 
are out there having employees that are running equipment, that 
are spraying Roundup-- some of you have probably heard of 
Roundup. They claim that's carcinogenic. So, are the employees 
who work for these ag companies that are ag applicators that are 
running ground rigs, should they be getting this benefit? Well, 
I mean, where do you-- where do you stop? Cancer happens, folks. 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

12 of 222 

I get it. People get cancer. And you know why they do? 
Generally, because of their family history, because of their 
genetics. If, if firefighting was so-- was the cause, then why 
is it that entire departments don't get cancer? Why is it one or 
two people, just like the rest of the population? I mean, it 
seems to me that's how you prove that your job caused it, is if 
you go to a fire and a number of the firefighters end up with 
cancer, that's you prove it. But trying to, to put the burden on 
the employer is just wrong. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Storer, you're recognized to speak.  

STORER: Thank you, Madam President, and good morning. I-- I've 
been sitting here really trying to think about how to formulate 
my thoughts in a way that are, are going to get directly to the 
point. And I'm going to start by first and foremost saying thank 
you to all firefighters, and especially those in the Sandhills 
right now who are exhausted. You know, I continue with issue 
after issue after issue to be reminded of sometimes how, how 
different urban and rural are, and that's not a bad thing. It's 
just sort of one of these issues that, that-- it's my job to 
help advocate for the people that I represent, as it is each and 
every one of us. And the-- every single fire department in my 
district is volunteer. And what that really means is these-- in 
many or most cases, these are people that either own their own 
business-- a lot of times that's an ag business-- who give of 
their time to go to the meeting once a month. Maybe, maybe they 
don't even get to meet once a month, but go over their budget. 
But ultimately, they're giving their time to show up when they 
get the phone call to help their neighbors, to help their 
communities fight fire. These same volunteer fire departments 
have to have fundraisers in order to generate some revenue to 
buy things like basic equipment. And it's frustrating to me when 
I see what's, what's kind of happening here right now, is we're 
taking advantage of a tragedy that's occurred in western 
Nebraska right now in particular, with these catastrophic fires. 
We're, we're holding that hostage and grabbing onto the emotion 
attached with that, and using that as an excuse to all of a 
sudden pass this bill. And when I sit and I watch issue after 
issue after issue oftentimes be decided upon here in, in this 
place based on emotion and not fact, I get very discouraged. 
Because we're elected to come here and make responsible 
decisions based on information that is going to best benefit the 
people in our district. And one of the promises that I think 
most of us have made is that we are going to be mindful of 
finding ways to reduce the burden on property taxes. And it's a 
great talking point when you want to say it; it's, it's-- it 
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looks good on a, on a, on a mailer. But right here is when we 
are responsible for making the hard decisions of following 
through with that. There's a "gazillion" good ways to spend 
taxpayer money, theoretically. I shouldn't say good ways to 
spend it. There's a gazillion ideas that we could all get behind 
and say, that's a good thing. Yeah, that's-- that would be a 
positive-- this is a good program, this is a group that I 
support. There's a long, long list of those kinds of things. The 
question we're supposed to be asking ourself is, are these 
programs, is this initiative, is this credit, is it this group, 
whatever it is, is this the way that we should be spending 
taxpayer dollars? That's the question. It's not whether or not 
we support our volunteer firefighters. Of course we do. Of 
course we do. It's whether or not this is a responsible mandate 
for this body to make, for those property taxpayer dollars to be 
used for. That's the question. So, I do not support LB400 
because it is an unfunded mandate. And I've-- I'm in the process 
of getting an entire list, but many, many of those volunteer 
fire departments' levies are up to the limit right now. They 
don't have an inch to spare. And this will result in increased 
costs to their workman's comp premiums. At the bare minimum, it 
will result in that. A cost that these departments cannot afford 
to incur. They're going to be needing to replace a lot of 
resources after these fires. That's the reality. Their budgets 
are going to be pushed to the limit, if they're not already, 
trying to recoup and rebuild after what's just happened. And 
that's what I'm looking out for. I do not want to set these fire 
departments up to fail. I do not want to leave them with 
pressures on their budget they have no control over, and the 
inability--  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

STORER: Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Hughes, you're recognized to speak.  

HUGHES: Thank you, Madame President. I would like to yield my 
time to Senator Wordekemper.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, you're yielded 4 minutes, 53 
seconds.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. Thank you to Senator 
Hughes. I'll pick up where I left off on my opening there. So, 
who does this bill cover? LB400 applies to paid professional 
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firefighters across Nebraska. To put this in perspective, the 
State Fire Marshal reports there are 1,491 paid firefighters in 
Nebraska. Of that number, approximately 1,020 are employed by 
Omaha and Lincoln, both of which are self-insured and have no-- 
have not opposed this bill. That leaves roughly 471 paid 
firefighters in the rest of the state covered under the League's 
system. Of those, 216 have fewer than five years of service and 
would not qualify for the presumption. That brings the total 
number of potential eligible paid firefighters to approximately 
255, and even then, only if they actually develop a covered 
cancer and it's successfully not rebutted by the employer. The 
volunteer numbers tell a similar story. Nebraska has a large 
volunteer fire service on paper, but in 2024, only 2,600 
volunteers were truly active enough to claim the volunteer tax 
credit the state provides. Under the Clouse amendment, 
thresholds this body has already adopted for volunteers says 
they have to have 10 years of service, make 40 percent of the 
drills and 25 percent of emergency calls-- that number shrinks 
considerably further. We are talking about a very small subset 
of an already small population, and even with that-- in that 
subset, the volunteer must contract one of the specific cancers 
listed in the bill. And even then, the city retains the full 
ability to rebut that presumption by a preponderance of 
evidence. This is not the floodgates bill. The number simply do 
not support that argument. For volunteers, the Clouse amendment, 
which this body has already adopted, establishes meaningful 
qualification thresholds: the minimum of 10 years of service, 
participation in 40 percent of training and 25 percent of the 
calls. These thresholds are designed to identify firefighters 
who are generally active and generally exposed; the ones for 
whom the occupational connection is not defensible. I want to 
remind you what is in AM702, the committee amendment. The 
opposition raised two specific concerns during the hearing 
process; AM702 addresses both of them directly. First, the 
amendment requires that a firefighter undergo a baseline 
physical examination upon employment that shows no evidence of 
cancer at the time of hire. This is a common-sense protection 
that ensures the presumption applies to cancers that are 
developed during service, not conditions that predated it. 
Second, AM702 clarifies the preponderance of evidence standard 
an employer must meet to overcome the presumption. If an 
employer can demonstrate by a preponderance of evidence that the 
cancer was not caused by a firefighter's service, the 
presumption is rebutted. These are the two primary requests from 
the opposition. I want to be direct with this body about where 
we are in the process. We passed over LB400 to allow me more 
time for compromise. I looked at that seriously and came back 
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with amendments, and we had the conversation, and we've made 
concessions. In the Clouse amendment, AM702-- and I have 
additional amendments that I'll introduce on Select File that 
further address concerns raised along the way. I'm not here to 
fight. I'm not here to get this done in a way that is fair and 
reasonable. But I have to be honest, no matter how many 
concessions are made, the opposition will not support this bill. 
That became clear. This is not a negotiation in the search of a 
landing spot; it is an effort to find a reason to keep saying 
no, and at some point, the Legislature has to decide whether we 
are going to let special interests block the bill that the 
evidence supports, that across the state have been fighting for, 
and that 33 other states has already passed in some form. So, in 
33 other states, we have this presumption. We have a line of 
duty death presumption when we die. We're asking for us to have 
it while we're alive. And I-- 

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Yes, Madam President, just a couple of items. I, I 
probably agree with Senator Jacobson that the volunteers may not 
have brought this matter forward, but I do want to make it clear 
for the record that the volunteer firefighters are supportive of 
LB400. And Senator Storer noted her concerns on the levy 
authority and the ability of fire departments to afford any 
increases that may accompany LB400. There may be a few outliers, 
but my understanding is that the vast majority of workers' 
compensation insurance coverages and premiums are covered by the 
cities, not the fire departments themselves. And with that, 
Madam President, I would ask that FA923 be withdrawn.  

IBACH: So ordered. Senator Clouse, you're recognized to speak.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Madam President. I rise to, to listen to some 
of the amendments, and one just got pulled. But I've had 
numerous discussions with Senator Wordekemper over the last 
several months, and the interim study that was conducted over 
the last interim pertaining to this issue. And I would tell you 
that the city of Kearney-- and maybe you've heard this or not. I 
don't know. I'll say it again: the lowest property taxes in the 
state for a community, city property taxes. And the, the big 
driver behind that-- and I've said this for years and our 
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community knows that-- is our volunteer fire department. They 
actually save our community millions of dollars every year. The 
volunteers work hard, they train hard, just as if they were 
full-time. They have as much pride in the Kearney Volunteer Fire 
Department as any, any paid fire department anywhere, and I 
would put them up against any paid fire department. We have a 
mixture of paid and volunteer, and I would tell you too that 
I've heard from both sides of this issue. The volunteers 
understand the challenges that it presents on a city budget, and 
then the volun-- paid volunteers understand that as well. But 
then, when you talk to the people that put the budgets together 
and manage the mandates that we provide from this body and 
manage the needs and-- of the community, that this would have a 
lot of upward pressure on them if it's not handled correctly. I 
would tell you, too, that in my district, I have villages, I 
have a Class 2 city and a Class 1 city, and they all have a 
little different perspective on it. And class two cities, when I 
talk about the city administration, they are very hesitant. They 
said-- you know, their concern is this could cost them 
significantly. But yet, when you talk to the fire chief of the 
Class 2 city in my district, they're all about it. They think 
it's something that they should be offering and providing for 
the volunteers. When you talk about the amendment that was put 
forward, and it was the amendment where it simply defined a 
volunteer, the amount of hours they put in and the service that 
they provide, how many calls they go on, you know, in a year's 
time or career time, those numbers are, are pretty difficult to 
achieve for some of those, especially if they're not on fire 
calls and, and predominantly there's lift assist or things like 
that. So, there's always challenges when you start looking at 
these numbers. But I would tell you that that amendment too, if 
you want to recall, we had 25 votes to pass it, 20 against, 2 
present, not voting, and 2 excused, not voting. So, even that 
amendment was difficult and challenging. My position this 
morning, as-- and I've had numerous discussions with Senator 
Wordekemper and I've asked him many times, where are we at with 
the opposition? Are you-- are-- where you at with negotiations? 
And what he informed me this morning was there is absolutely no 
opportunity for negotiations. What he expressed to me was that 
the opposition is a no, and a very strong no, even the different 
things that Senator Wordekemper has presented. So, I wanted to 
listen and see if there are other amendments that are coming 
forward. I was told, and he in fact told me, that there were 
some other amendments that they were working on. So, I want to 
sit and pay attention to these amendments and see how they fit; 
at the same time, talking with our volunteers and talking with 
the communities to see what the impact would be on those 
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entities. So, with that, I'll yield the rest of my time. Thank 
you.  

IBACH: Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Thank you, Madam President. Senator Wordekemper, I have 
FA1017 with a note that you'd withdraw.  

IBACH: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Madam President, Senator Jacobson would 
move to amend with FA1127.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to open on your 
amendment.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. I don't have the amendment 
sitting in front of me right now that I just-- I-- I'm, I'm 
offering, I think, three or four of them. Bear with me just a 
moment, and I'll get a copy of it. I wasn't sure it was coming 
up that quickly. I would-- and I guess it's my open, so I'll 
just-- all right. All right. Here we are. Thank you. So, the 
amendment would be on page 1 to, to strike "is" and insert "may 
be." And also on line 1-- page 1, line 20-- and that would be 
line 18. On page 1, line 24, I would be striking "carcinogen or 
a substance reasonably anticipated to be a" carcinogen. And on 
page 1, line 27, strike "reasonably associated with" and insert 
"a known primary cause of." These are some of the words that are 
in here that lower the threshold to where there's not going to 
be a rebuttable presumption. It-- it's-- the-- they're-- you're 
never going to win that argument that anyone that gets cancer on 
the job is going to win a workman's comp claim. That's what's 
going to drive your premiums through the roof. Because everyone 
will apply because it will be almost impossible to refute it. 
So, I would also look at that there's a couple other changes in 
there you can look at, but if you look at the negotiations that 
took place, there were-- the impasse really came down to 
rebuttable presumption. The municipalities have said that is a 
road they cannot cross, and the paid firefighters said we 
absolutely must have that, and there's nothing else we will 
trade. They did offer up the volunteers. They did say we're 
willing to jettison the volunteers completely, as long as the 
paid firefighters get this new benefit. So, they did offer that 
up. But I will be asking on the mic here later if Senator 
Wordekemper-- and I don't know whether I can ask a question of 
another senator. Madam President, if I can ask a question during 
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my open or not. I'd like to ask a question of Senator 
Wordekemper, if I could.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, would you yield to a question?  

WORDEKEMPER: Yes.  

JACOBSON: So you enter-- you indicated that you had offered up 
compromises to the, to the League. Could you explain to me what 
compromises were offered up?  

WORDEKEMPER: Yes, thanks. So initially, they had questions on 
the rebuttable presumption, which-- you're correct. So, we 
offered up that if we could get a medical opinion from a doctor, 
medical professional, that whether the assertion of the, the 
claim that was filed by the firefighter was either approved or 
denied, if we could get that answer within 6 months, we would 
get rid of the rebuttable presumption. It would not be in place. 
And, and the reason for making it 6 months is to not drag out 
the case. And, and after the 6 months, then the rebuttable 
presumption would be back in, and we would go from there. The, 
the other one was-- a sticking point for them was the unfunded 
mandate, which they claimed for the smaller departments, and I 
offered to remove the volunteers from the presumption, but also 
knowing they can still file a claim right now if they desire to.  

JACOBSON: Correct, which is in-- which is the current law. They 
would be subject to the current law, the volunteers would.  

WORDEKEMPER: Correct.  

JACOBSON: All right. And so, why are the paid firefighters so 
insistent that rebuttable presumption be in the, in the law when 
it would not be for volunteer firefighters?  

WORDEKEMPER: With the paid firefighters, the International 
Association for Research on Cancer studied firefighters and how 
they grouped carcinogens, whether it's chemicals or professions. 
And they have deemed, with all the evidence that they've studied 
over the years, 50 years, 60 years, that the job of firefighting 
is considered a carcinogen and it should be looked at first. And 
there's only two percent-- two professions that are a Group 1 
carcinogenic, cancerous to humans: that's firefighting and 
painting.  
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JACOBSON: All right. But, but that would be all the more reason 
that you should win under the current law. Would that be not 
true?  

WORDEKEMPER: The opposition or the city's insurance companies, 
all the evidence is preside-- presented on their side and the 
firefighter's side, and whichever one prevents-- presents the 
evidence and the medical opinion is, is who's going to win the 
claim. It's not an overwhelming tilt-the-scales one way or the 
other. All the evidence has to be weighed exactly the same.  

JACOBSON: Although there have been claims that have been won 
under the current law by the firefighters.  

WORDEKEMPER: To my knowledge, since we passed the line of duty 
death cancer presumption, in 26 years, there has only been 9 
firefighters that have died from cancer and received a 
presumption for their death.  

JACOBSON: So, the answer is yes.  

WORDEKEMPER: I do not know of any that have won a work comp 
claim for presumption while they are alive.  

JACOBSON: But they did win-- ultimately win a, win a claim.  

WORDEKEMPER: I do not know the answer to that.  

JACOBSON: All right. Well, thank you. Well, again, Madam 
President, continuing with my open, the concern is this bill has 
the claims backwards. We have in place today a process in which 
claims can be filed, and there have been claims won. To turn 
this around and put all the liability and have the weak language 
that's out there in the bill in terms of what causes cancer 
makes it almost impossible for municipalities and employers of 
these firefighters to ever have a successful-- to beat-- 
successfully beat the rebuttable presumption. That's the 
problem. We can sit here and talk all we want to about how we 
care about the taxpayer and how we care about not-- how we care 
about unfunded mandates. This is both. It's an unfunded mandate, 
and it will in fact have an impact on property taxes. And, as 
Senator Storer pointed out, unless we raise the levy limits for 
volunteer firefighter associations, they will likely need to 
figure out how to cut needed service and equipment, and 
equipment in, in their departments because they won't have the 
funding to pay for it. And they'll have to have a lot more 
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fundraisers to be able to pay for it. OK? This is not fair to 
volunteer firefighters, who I think we've seen with the fires 
out west how valuable they are. But there's no-- there-- there's 
certainly a willingness to throw them under the bus to be able 
to get this done for the limited paid firefighters that are here 
in the state. I just don't think that's right. So, again, I 
would encourage you to seriously look at this amendment. It's a 
serious amendment, and, and it actually tightens the language on 
what it would take. If we're going to pass something like this, 
at least modify the language. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Storer would like to recognize a gift-- a guest 
under the north balcony: Poovan Yseali from Malaysia. Please 
stand and be recognized by your Nebraska Legislature. Turning 
back to the queue, Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to speak.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. Once again, I think it's 
clear that as I followed up after the bill was put on hold with 
the League to find out how negotiations were going, and it was 
very clear that rebuttable presumption was not going to be 
resolved. Neither side was willing to, to make any changes on 
rebuttable presumption. The only real concession was to take 
the, the volunteer firefighters out. That was the material 
change offered by the firefighters. So, think about that. That's 
what the offer-- that's what the concession amounted to. If you 
read through the amendment, and if you really actually read 
through the bill itself as to what qualifies, one item in here-- 
and I see Senator Hallstrom pulled his amendment, which would 
have taken this out-- that, that inhaling diesel exhaust fumes 
is a carcinogen. Has anyone been to a truck stop or to a filling 
station and put gas in their vehicle? Have you ever smelled 
diesel exhausts fumes? Are we not all subject to diesel exhaust 
fumes? Every farmer is subject to diesel exhaust fumes, but if 
that's in there, if you've been exposed to that, guess what? You 
qualify. You qualify for this benefit. If you dig into this 
bill, if you haven't traded your vote on this bill for another 
bill that's coming up-- and I know some of you have, and shame 
on you if you have-- if you read that, I don't know how in good 
conscience you can vote for this bill. I don't know how in good 
conscience you can go home and look at your taxpayer 
constituents in the eye and say, I'm looking out for you in the, 
in the Legislature, because you aren't. We can say-- talk all we 
want about caring about the property tax payer, caring about 
driving property taxes down, being opposed to unfunded mandates, 
but here we are. Here's the decision time. Here's where we get 
to cast our vote as to whether or not those words mean anything. 
They do to me. There's no reason I should be standing up here in 
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an election year where I've got the paid firefighters find-- 
looking for and encouraging an opponent to run against me, and 
the League who does not lobby and provide PAC money. Why am I 
doing this? Because it's the right thing to do, and more of us 
should do the same. I don't care whether it's an election year 
or not. I don't care whether I'm supporting a group that's never 
going to help me financially. I'm doing it because it's the 
right thing to do, and I would encourage my, my colleagues to 
think about that when you trade your vote on this bill for 
another bill. If the other bill doesn't stand on its own, then 
it should fail. But I can tell you that those of you that are 
trading your votes, guess what? You just lost mine for the bill 
that you're trading the votes for. That's not how this should 
work down here. I don't trade votes. I vote for bills based upon 
my convictions of whether this is a good bill for my 
constituents. I've done that for 4 years, 4.5 years, and I will 
continue to do that all the time I'm down here. That's what this 
should be about here. It should not be about trading votes, it 
should not be who can provide me PAC money; this should be about 
making good decisions for our taxpayers and for our 
constituents, and that's what I believe this-- that we're doing. 
And so, I would encourage you to support AM702 to, to LB400. 
Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Madam President. Good morning, colleagues and 
Nebraskans following along. So, my perspective on this is shaped 
somewhat by the 12 years that I was mayor of Columbus and going 
through the budgets, looking at what we spend on police and 
fire, and the contracts that we negotiated with those unions. 
And so, for me, to tilt the negotiation toward the employee runs 
counter to what I spent 12 years trying to do, and that was to 
be fair and to look at all the things based on the current law 
and the situation, whatever other evidence we could offer. It's 
just-- it just doesn't, just doesn't sit well with me. One of my 
engineer friends went to a bid letting on a highway construction 
project, and there were about, oh, 8 or 10 people in the room 
when they were submitting bids, and they were going to open the 
bids at let's say 2:00. So, one company was there, and their 
estimator had 3 envelopes on the table. And when the time came, 
he took one of the envelopes and he turned it in, and he said, 
this is our bid. And my engineer friend asked him why he had 
three envelopes on the table. And he says, well, he said we bid 
what we have to have, and then we bid what we think is going to 
be competitive, and then we have another bid that's probably 10 
percent above that. And depending on who else is in the room and 
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who else we think is going to bid, that determines which 
envelope I turn in. Which sounds kind of underhanded, but it's 
an open bidding process and they're all able to bid whatever 
they wanted to bid. But that's an example, to me, of what's 
going to happen if we tilt this toward the firefighters, even 
though I really appreciate Senator Wordekemper's passion for his 
job. I think he's doing a great job as a senator representing 
the Fremont area. But I think that the benefits, wages, damages, 
all those things should be negotiated on a, on a level playing 
field. We shouldn't be tilting the legal leverage toward the 
firefighters. The firefighters do a great job. I, I greatly 
appreciate their work. But those things should be negotiated by 
the states-- or, by the-- well, some probably work for the 
state. The cities, the counties, the fire protection districts, 
so that they can plan for it and know what it's going to cost 
them. They're not going to have any surprises, they're not going 
to not have any huge verdicts surprise them and break their 
budget. And as far as trading votes, I think we should look at 
every bill based on what the bill does and the, the merits of 
the bill. We shouldn't be trading votes-- well, I'll vote for 
your bill if you'll vote for my kind of stinky bill over here 
that I don't quite have enough votes for. So, if you'll vote for 
my bill that you don't like, I'll vote for your bill that you 
like. That's-- you know, that may be political reality, but I 
don't like playing that game. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Hansen, you're recognized to speak.  

HANSEN: Thank you, Madam President. Well, colleagues, I'm still 
kind of figuring out where I'm at with this bill. I'm encouraged 
by Senator Wordekemper talking about some amendments on Select 
File. I do have some of the concerns that Senator Jacobson has 
shared. And then, I've been hearing from my constituents about 
how this might affect property tax rates. And so, all those 
concerns are kind of trying to help decide where I am going to 
be at here with this bill, so I am listening to debate. I did 
have a couple questions, perhaps, about the, like-- I wouldn't 
say the preponderance of evidence, but more the exam process, 
about how we determine whether somebody is ill before they 
become employed. I think Senator Wordekemper was touching on 
this a little bit earlier, and so I was hoping to ask him a 
couple of questions if I could.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, will you yield to a question?  

WORDEKEMPER: Yes.  
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HANSEN: Yeah. Thank you, Senator Wordekemper. Earlier, you were 
talking about firefighters will be going through a type of exam 
or a basic exam to help determine whether they have cancer 
before they're employed or before this takes place, or before 
workman's comp coverage to some extent. Can you explain a little 
bit more about what that means? Like, in my mind, to really 
truly kind of determine whether somebody would have a, you know, 
cancer or tumor, some kind of growth, it's-- I think it requires 
a more extensive exam. And so, say they go and get a basic exam 
and they end up finding their white blood cell count is higher, 
which might, you know, predetermine whether they may have some 
kind of cancer, some kind of illness. Then what's the next step, 
and then who pays for that? Could you explain a little bit more 
about that exam process for me?  

WORDEKEMPER: Certainly. Thanks for the question. So, I'll, I'll 
go back to how we currently do it now. So, so, when a 
firefighter is going to get hired for a city, they basically go 
through a baseline physical. And every year they're employed, 
they go through physicals, and those physicals are determined by 
the employer; what's in them, how in depth they are, and, and 
so, that's totally left up to the employer for-- to decide on 
that. With this bill, that was a concern they had. You know, how 
do we make sure that a firefighter doesn't already have cancer 
before he is employed? And so, as I drafted this bill, I didn't 
want to dictate to the cities what they needed to test for or 
how they wanted to test. I wanted that to be left up to each 
individual municipality, what they saw fit to fit their, their 
needs. And I would guess it would be based on-- we passed the 
line of duty death presumption several years ago, and so I would 
guess that would have been their concern there at that point, 
and they can use the-- that screening that they adopted then for 
this also.  

HANSEN: OK. I appreciate you answering those questions. I think 
I just-- trying to look at some of the unintended consequences, 
or maybe we're going to-- how you would implement a bill such as 
this. I think those are some of questions that we need to ask, 
so I appreciate that.  

WORDEKEMPER: Yep.  

HANSEN: Colleagues, I, I, I am listening to what everybody is 
saying here. I'm trying to figure out kind of where I'm going to 
be at with this bill. I know it's important to the volunteer 
firefighters in my district. Likewise, property taxes are also 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

24 of 222 

very important to my constituents. And so, trying to weigh on, 
you know, whether the-- how, how we implement this, and then the 
effects it's going to have. I don't like a whole lot of 
unintended consequences if we can avoid them, and so that-- 
hence why I was asking some of the questions about the exams. 
And so, those-- some-- a lot of times do have to be pretty 
thorough to, to really realize whether somebody is sick or not 
with cancer, so. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Storer, you're recognized to speak.  

STORER: Thank you, Madam President. I stand in support of FA1127 
as an amendment to AM702. I think that, that improves it. But 
again, when I was really thinking through even the amendment 
that was adopted earlier on General File debate, when we were 
debating this the first time, and Senator Clouse's amendment, 
which I think is very well-intended. But again, when I think 
about-- that-- that's going to require a lot of paperwork to 
keep track of who was there for what drills and what-- how many-
- and somebody has to keep track of that. And I'm not sure-- 
again, I'm coming to the realization that when we talk about 
volunteer fire departments, they still look very different in 
and of themself. The volunteer fire departments in my, in my 
district are made up of a lot of hardworking people with full-
time jobs, and somebody's going to have to do that paperwork. 
So, something-- another, another task for an unpaid volunteer to 
take care of in order to fulfill that requirement. So, there's, 
there's really no way I can look at this and not come to the 
conclusion it is still an unfunded mandate that the state is 
putting on a taxing-- on volunteer fire departments who rely on 
property taxes. There's not any direction to come at this that 
doesn't end up with that conclusion. And so that, again, is the 
question that we all have to ask ourself. Of course we support 
our firefighters, paid and volunteer, and any insinuation that a 
vote no on this is anything other than that is insulting. 100 
percent-- I will tell you, I have 100 percent respect and 
support for those people out standing in harm's way to protect 
the rest of us. But taking advantage of an, of an, of an 
emotional situation-- again, talked about here this morning, 
taking advantage of the crisis that has happened in western 
Nebraska and using that as a motivation, as a guilt trip, to get 
people to vote for something that ultimately is going to hurt 
those same firefighters' budgets-- we can get caught up in the 
emotion right now, but if this passes as it currently sits 
there, it will result in an increased burden on these very, very 
thin budgets for the majority of these small rural fire 
departments. It will. And when the rooster comes home, and the 
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realization of that is a reality, people are going to be pretty 
unhappy. So, it's not my job to necessarily make-- you know, 
follow the emotional train and, and make people feel good; it's 
my job do the responsible thing for the people I represent, 
knowing what the results of this bill will be. That's my job. 
So, again, Senator Jacobson's amendment, I think, makes some 
meaningful improvements. I still stand in opposition of LB400, 
however, because I will not support an unfunded mandate and 
additional burdens on small rural fire departments' budgets, 
which-- and I'm continuing to go through the list-- many of them 
are up against their levy limit today, so they'll have to find 
some-- yet something else that they're going to forgo in terms 
of equipment or necessary resources in order to incur the cost 
that this will bring them. Thank you. 

IBACH: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Good morning, Madam President, and good morning, 
colleagues, Nebraskans. So, back to my story about the 
contractor that had three different bids, and he turned in the 
bid that he thought the-- that would get him the best-- give him 
the most money, the highest bid, based on who else was bidding, 
because he knew who needs work, he knows who's already pretty 
busy, and they may just enter kind of a complimentary bid that 
might be too high. And then, if they get it, they can sub it out 
to somebody else. So, he's, he's playing the averages based on 
who he thinks is going to bid against him. And this has some 
analogy to that, because if we say that the occupation causes 
cancer, then the people who provide insurance, both private and 
public, are going to look at that and say, wow, that puts us 
kind, kind of behind the 8-ball; we're going to have to charge 
more for our insurance rates to make that work. And then, when 
there is a loss, it's going to-- it's going to cause, I think, 
greater settlements, and you'll have some probably huge 
settlements. I mean, that's kind of the premise behind one of 
the other bills that is coming up here to limit liability for 
lawsuits. So, you could have some astronomical losses for a few 
firefighters who fight it, but wouldn't it-- and it maybe $10 
million, who knows what it might be. Wouldn't it be better for 
the employees and the employer to negotiate this in advance so 
they know what their costs are and they, they realize and admit 
the job is dangerous, and work all that in it-- to the budget 
ahead of time, rather than rolling the dice and having a huge 
settlement possibility down the road? And firefighting is one of 
the most dangerous jobs that a municipality or political 
subdivision will hire people to fight, but there are policemen 
and there are people who work at the sewage plant, and they have 
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all kinds of methane and all different kinds of gasses and, and 
microbes that could cause them problems. There's just many other 
exposures besides this, and so if we do this for firemen, as 
Senator Jacobson said, where do we stop? Who else are we going 
to do it for? It should be done on a level playing field: both 
entities, the employer and the employee, should sit down at the 
table and negotiate how they want to manage these risks. And we, 
the state, should not be putting our thumb on the scale to move 
it one way or the other. It's going to cost us more money if we 
do. You know, I just don't think that's our job. I don't think 
we should be entering into the scientific community and saying-- 
and, and giving in that oh, this-- any cancer they get, even 
though 50 percent of us are going get cancer anyway, but if I'm 
a fireman, then it's because I was a fireman. I, I just-- when 
50 percent of the people are going to get cancer anyway, it's, 
it's a 50-50 shot as it is. I think we should stay out of it, 
let the cities and the counties and the fire departments, the 
fire districts, manage their employees the way that they can 
afford, and the employees should work for where they want to 
work for the agreement they have. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to speak and this 
will be your last time on the mic before your closing.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. Well, again, we're-- a lot 
of the talk earlier was about hurdles to put on the volunteer 
firefighters. OK? Notice that we're continuing to make changes 
to what it takes for a volunteer firefighter to qualify or we'll 
cut them out altogether, not concessions made by the paid 
firefighters who are represented by a union. OK? The volunteer 
firefighters are on their own. So, when I spent time in Hershey 
yesterday listening to their concerns, one of the concerns out 
there, which no one has talked to them, I might add, about what 
could make this bill better, is-- one of concerns that they look 
at is how do you qualify as a volunteer firefighter who doesn't 
go to every fire and doesn't have a minimum number of hours? 
There is a process in place that they use now for other 
benefits, which could very well be put into this bill. But 
nobody asked them, because nobody cares. Nobody cares about the 
volunteer "fighterfires." But they're the ones, I might add, 
that are fighting the wildfires. But yet, we can use them for 
sympathy on the floor to pass this bill even though the 
improvements, supposed improvements, and the negotiations that 
had occurred were to how to disadvantage them. I would also tell 
you that cancer, as Senator Moser has articulated-- the number 
of people that get cancer-- you could live in a bubble and you 
could still get cancer. Different people can be exposed to 
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different things, and one will get cancer and one will not. 
That's why this amendment's so important, because to say that 
it's reasonably associated with cancer-- really? We're going to 
say that as long as you are exposed to something that was 
reasonably associated with cancer, that, that you would-- you-- 
that, that a rebuttable presumption cannot use that to knock it 
out. I'm saying it has to be primarily caused by. I would also 
tell you that if you're going to pre-screen someone to find out 
whether you have cancer, you have to do a PET scan. That's the 
only way you're going to know if you have cancer. There's not a 
blood test that you're going to take. I have a pretty good 
knowledge about how cancer works, OK? I've had, I've had 
prostate cancer, beat it. I got, I got-- I ended up with stage 
IV melanoma, and I beat it. It's mutated and come back, and I'm 
taking medication that's beating it again. But you know what 
they told me the cause was? They didn't ask me if I was a 
firefighter, by the way. I would have thought they would have 
asked me, since evidently the only people who get cancer are 
firefighters. No, they asked me what my family history was, and 
then I did talk to them about-- I grew up on a farm. And 
sunscreen, for us as a kid, when you took your shirt off and 
were out in the hot sun, sunscreen was dust from the fields that 
caked on my back. That was sunscreen, OK? That was the cheapest 
sunscreen available. And I think there are a lot of people that 
have worked on a farm that can identify with that. But they said 
it's probably the exposure you had to the sun back when you were 
a kid that might have led to this, but we don't know. So, I'm 
just saying that we need to tighten up the language if this bill 
is going to pass. And LB70-- AM702 makes changes that should 
have been negotiated, that were offered up by the League, I 
might add, but were ignored when negotiations broke down. Thank 
you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Clouse, you're recognized to speak.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Madam President. As I've been sitting here 
listening to the debate and the discussion, a couple things come 
to my mind. First of all is the-- from the emotional aspect, I 
think we need to look further back than this, because we were 
talking about this bill last year. We did the interim study. The 
fires, recent fires, just enhance the awareness of the work that 
our firefighters do, and the volunteer firefighters in 
particular. You know, as I mentioned many times, my area, my 
district is predominantly volunteer firefighters. And of course, 
I've always had a great respect for the work that they do and 
the amount of time that they put in. As we look at where this 
bill is going-- and, and Senator Jacobson mentioned it too, you 
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know, tightening it up. I think that there are some things that 
we do need to do to, to tighten this bill up a little bit. Maybe 
quite a bit, depending on your perspective. But I, I think the 
one point we need to understand is-- we need to go back to LB34. 
And I wasn't in this body at that point, but I was asking that 
question. And at the time, I was wearing a different hat. When 
they talked about, well, we could move a lot of our dollars into 
public safety, and work around the cap limitations and-- 
spending cap limitations and some of those types of things. So, 
I think we needed to take a look at what the, the wording in 
LB34, what does that mean? Because if these drive these costs 
up, can we shift those over? And if we do shift those over, what 
does that mean? Obviously, that can mean a property tax 
increase. But then, further down the road is we also need to be 
thinking about how each course of action that we take has 
another recourse or another course of action that follows that. 
And I think we need to look no further on this particular bill 
to LB1219, which will be coming up, I'm assuming, here in the 
next week or two, and that's talking about putting additional 
cap on spending. So, I think we need to be cognizant of that as 
we sit here and think about what this bill does, what our 
safeguards are in place, how do we work with our volunteers, and 
at the same time, keeping in mind their health, because it's so 
important to us, and we certainly don't want to leave them out 
hanging, you know, because of something they may incur as 
they're fighting fires and public safety, and protecting our 
very homes and, and businesses. So, I think we need to be 
cognizant of that. But we also need to thinking about where we 
are going from here, what's the future look like, and in 
particular in my mind, what does LB1219-- what impact does that 
have on our communities if, in fact, this has in turn turned out 
to be an unfunded mandate of some sort? So, I would encourage us 
to think about those types of things as we sit and look at the 
additional amendments that come up that may tighten this up. 
Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Seeing no one else in the queue, Senator Jacobson, you're 
welcome to close on FA1127.  

JACOBSON: Again, thank you, Madam President. And I just-- I've 
had a few people ask the question, and I did-- do want to repeat 
that what the amendment, this particular floor amendment, does. 
It is a serious floor amendment, it's not just a time-waster. 
And if you read on page 1 of, of the floor-- of, of the 
committee amendment, on the last sentence-- I guess if you look 
at page 1, go down to line 18, it, it strikes the word "is" as 
is an occupational disease to "may be" an occupational disease. 
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That's one change. Line 24, again, talks about carcinogen as a 
substance, reasonably anticipated to be a human carcinogen. And, 
and then the last-- or, the other change that I'm looking at is 
on line 27. It says in the bill, such carcinogen is "reasonably 
associated with" cancer. I'm saying strike that and insert that, 
that such carcinogen is "a known primary cause of" such cancer. 
These are reasonable changes to tighten up the language so it's 
not some loosey-goosey "gee, you might have gotten cancer, this 
might have caused the cancer, therefore, you qualify." That's 
all we're changing here. This was something that was being 
negotiated but was ignored through the negotiations. There was 
no real negotiation. Let's be honest. There was no real 
negotiation between the League of Municipalities and the 
firefighter union. It was-- we're not going to take the 
presumption out, and we're really not going to weaken the bill, 
other than we'd be happy to take the volunteers out if we have 
to. That's what the [INAUDIBLE] negotiations amounted to. I 
don't think that was real negotiation. It was not good-faith 
negotiations. It was-- we're going to run the numbers, we're 
going to see who we can get to trade votes to be able to get the 
numbers that we need to move the bill forward. That's what took 
place in the negotiations. So, let's be honest about that. I do 
have another floor amendment coming as well that will make other 
changes. But with that, thank you, Madam President, and I'll 
yield the floor.  

IBACH: Colleagues, the question before the body is the adoption 
of FA1127. All those in favor, vote aye; those opposed, vote 
nay. There's been a request for a call of the house. The 
question is, shall the house go under call? All those in favor, 
vote aye; those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 35 ayes, 0 nays to place the house under call.  

IBACH: The house is under call. Senators, please record your 
presence. Those unexcused senators outside the Chamber, please 
return to the Chamber and record your presence. All unauthorized 
personnel, please leave the floor. The house is under call. 
Senators Guereca, Rountree, and Dungan, please return to the 
floor. The house is under call. Senator Guereca, please return 
to the floor. The house is under call. All excused [SIC] members 
are present. The question before the body is the adoption of 
FA1127. There was a vote open. Senator Jacobson, would you call-
- would you receive call-ins? Mr. Clerk.  



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

30 of 222 

CLERK: Senator Dungan voting no. Senator Guereca voting no. 
Senator Fredrickson voting no. Senator Dorn voting yes. Senator 
DeBoer voting no. Senator Ben Hansen voting yes. Vote is 23 
ayes, 13 nays, Madam President.  

IBACH: The amendment is not adopted. I raise the call. Mr. 
Clerk.  

CLERK: Madam President, Senator Jacobson would move to amend 
with FA1128.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to open on FA1128.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. FA1128 is also making a 
change that was requested early on in negotiations by the 
League, but, but not made in the bill itself. It basically, on 
page 4 of the amendment, would strike subsection (4), and that-- 
it really deals with after retirement and how this works. And 
so, again, it's a serious amendment, it's an amendment that I 
guess if we're willing to trade votes for another bill, I don't 
know why we wouldn't be voting for amendments that actually 
improve this bill. So, I guess it's-- when we, when we look at 
the bill itself, it-- it's disappointing that we're willing to 
accept this bad bill under its current flaws just to get a vote 
for another bill to be scheduled later. I find that interesting. 
But nonetheless, this is a serious amendment. If you read 
through it, you'll see what the changes are. And again, it's-- 
I, I offer that amendment up, and would answer any questions 
along the way. With that, thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Seeing no one in the queue, the question before-- or, 
excuse me. Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to close on your 
amendment.  

JACOBSON: Well, again, the amendment is a serious amendment. 
It's meant to make changes. Senator Wordekemper shared with us 
earlier that they were open to bringing amendments. I don't see 
any amendments being offered by Senator Wordekemper. So, he 
wants to just basically take this-- try to take this to Select 
File, and then we may or may not see amendments there, or we may 
or may not see any serious compromise then. Right now, I think 
his position is "I want the bill the way it is, I'm not 
interested in making any compromise," which mirrors the 
confront-- conversation that went, went on during the time that 
they were negotiating with the League. So, I'm just going to 
remind everyone again: you're the ones that have to face your 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

31 of 222 

taxpayers, you're the ones that get to explain to your 
constituents that I don't care about property taxes, that I 
don't care about unfunded mandates, I don't care about even 
about making a bad bill better, I just care about another bill 
that's important to me and not this one. So, that's the concern 
that I would have. I would continue to tell you that most paid 
firefighters have second jobs. This bill ignores what those 
second jobs are. They may be working in a welding shop, taking-- 
breathing in welding fumes. But if you get cancer from that and 
you're a paid firefighter, you will be eligible for workman's 
comp from whoever you're working for. If you're a farmer and 
working on a paid force that has this, it will be presumed that 
the cancer came from your job, the primary job of firefighting, 
not some other job that you have on the side. If you poll most 
paid firefighters, they have outside jobs just like the 
volunteer firefighters have primary jobs outside of 
firefighting. But we're ignoring that, the bill ignores that. 
Why? Again, I look at our volunteer firefighters, and when I sat 
at that fundraiser on Sunday and saw the outpouring of support 
from the community and the pay-- and the volunteer firefighters 
that were there, and again, hoping that they would raise enough 
funds to be able to continue to add equipment that their tax 
assessment doesn't cover. I think Senator Storer pointed out 
earlier, when you look at the wear and tear on their equipment, 
think about the impact on their budgets just from the fires that 
have occurred out west. Think about what strains they're going 
to have to put up with, or, if they're maxed out on their levy, 
what are they going to do without? I worry about that. I'm 
hopeful that we will see significantly more contributions going 
to the volunteer firefighters across the state to help in that 
regard, but adding another unfunded mandate is not the answer. 
Again, the, the volunteer firefighters who've talked to me said 
we didn't bring this bill; we don't think we should be left out 
if it passes, but we didn't bring this bill, and we don't think 
anyone should get it. That's what they were telling me when I 
visited with them yesterday. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Colleagues, the question before the body is the adoption 
of FA1128. All those in favor, vote aye; those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 21 ayes, 8 nays on adoption of the amendment, Madam 
President.  

IBACH: The amendment is not adopted. Mr. Clerk.  
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CLERK: Madam President, Senator Jacobson would move to amend 
with FA1129.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to open on FA1129.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. This would be the third 
amendment. This adds a requirement that firefighters must 
complete an exam within 60 days of retirement in order to 
qualify for cancer presumptive benefits. It, it, it creates a 
clear medical baseline at retirement as opposed to allowing this 
unending time where, if I get cancer for any reason-- and oh, by 
the way, as we get older, the likelihood we could get cancer 
rises significantly. So, again, reasonable amendment, reasonable 
addition. So, evidently, in order to get Senator Wordekemper's 
vote, you can't accept any amendments. So, I would encourage you 
to make an amendment and accept these amendments as reasonable 
amendments that should be in the bill if you're going to pass 
it. Again, we're just trying to get a baseline in place to 
create whether you have cancer from the job, which, again, I'm 
not quite sure how you prove, but, but we're going to be asking 
any employer to prove a negative. So, again, FA1129, again, is a 
serious amendment. It should be added to the bill, and I would 
courage-- encourage your green vote. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Madam President. Well, the votes on those 
other two amendments kind of look like the fix is in. It looks 
like some of our colleagues are willing to sell their soul in 
order to get a vote on another bill coming up later that is on-- 
teetering on the edge of approval or not. But this bill is bad 
for city governments, for county governments; it favors the 
unions, it favors the workers over the employers, and that's 
just not-- in my opinion, not the Nebraska way. Everything 
should be done on a level playing field. Present the evidence 
for and against, and-- or, negotiate ahead of time and get those 
things ironed out so you don't have big surprises at the end. I 
just got a letter from the city administrator from a town-- it's 
not in my district, but the city administrator is against this 
bill. But you can just tell by the last two amendments, which 
were not-- they were not strike the enacting clause, they were 
not IPPing them; they were efforts to minimize the damage done 
by the bill, and neither one of them got 25 votes. So, you know, 
I'm not going to vote for that other bill that they're all so 
worried about. I mean, I already made a commitment that I would 
vote for it, but if you're going to trade other votes to get a 
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bad bill passed here to get your bill passed later, that calls 
into question my support on your bill. So, you know, you do what 
you-- vote your conscience, what you think is right. And if 
you're willing to sell down the river the, the, the cities, the 
counties, the fire protection districts, just to get a vote for 
some bill that, you know, you haven't been able to get passed 
before, you know, that's on your conscience. You know, I hope 
you can tell the voters, yeah, you know, I-- this other bill is 
probably not going to be viewed as complimentary to 
constituents; it's more of a bill that helps business, which 
normally I, I try to support. I have a business, and, you know, 
I, I try to support bills that do things that help business work 
fairly. But this bill is-- it's strictly a union bill, and it's, 
it's not a bill that normally I would see my colleagues 
supporting. So, again, you know, don't sell your soul to get a 
vote on another bill, because you may lose some in the course of 
your actions. Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Storer, you're recognized to speak.  

STORER: No microphone. Oh, there we go. Thank you, Madam 
President. I, too, am disappointed in, in the votes on the, on 
the previous two amendments, particularly the first one that 
Senator Jacobson offered. And kind of disappointed in the 
silence among many of the-- of my colleagues here on this, on 
this issue because this is indeed going to have a direct impact 
on volunteer fire department budgets. Sometimes, discussions 
take place down here as if we forget where the money comes from. 
Again, there's a lot of-- there's a lot of great things, 
projects, ideas. The question isn't whether or not we support 
firefighters; the question is, is this how we should expend 
taxpayer dollars? That's the question. I've spoken with some of 
my-- tried to really reach out to as many of my volunteer fire 
chiefs as, as I could. Obviously, they've been really busy in 
the last few weeks. But I did have the opportunity to visit with 
some, had a Zoom call with some folks from one of my counties, 
and we talked through this. Initially, they had taken the bait 
of the blast email that went out from the volunteer firefighters 
association saying, you know, please support LB400, LB400 and 
oppose Senator Storer's amendment, which is to protect the 
volunteer fire departments' budgets, by the way. But after we 
talked through it, they were very clear, and they, you know, 
said, how can we help you get this message out? How can we you 
help other people in this district understand why this is not 
good for our districts and for our fire districts and for their 
budgets? I've heard from some city managers as well, and I was 
disappointed when the volunteer fire department association sent 
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out this email, you know, that really just has some glossy words 
and a message without detail, without describing the reality of 
what this does and doesn't do. A lot of people have this belief, 
I think, when that went out, that they currently could not 
claim-- make a claim on their workman's comp in the event of 
cancer. They can. That's available today. But to Senator Moser's 
point, what this bill is doing is creating a unionization of 
that, and flipping the responsibility, the burden of proof, over 
onto the volunteer fire departments. Again, I don't-- I went to 
every single volunteer fire department meeting in District 43 
when I was campaigning. It was important to me. I've sat in 
every one of those buildings, in every one of those, those fire 
halls. And these guys show up with dirt on their face and grease 
under their fingernails because they're working; they have full-
time jobs during the day. These are hard-working individuals. 
And some of the amendments that have already been adopted create 
more paperwork. This bill is going to create a huge burden not 
only of just the, the, the time put in, but most importantly, 
the cost to those volunteer fire departments and their budgets 
to fulfill that rebuttable presumption that is what this bill 
does. So, I am not an advocate of the Legislature carrying water 
for the union, that all of the sudden, we are mandating a 
unionized provision. And I agree with Senator Moser that this is 
certainly something that those departments who feel like they 
can afford it or for some reason think there's an in-- a rise in 
cancer amongst their volunteer firefighters, they can negotiate 
that based on what they believe they can afford. We shouldn't 
tell them they have to.  

IBACH: Senator Clements, you're recognized to speak.  

CLEMENTS: Thank you, Madam President. I rise in support of 
Senator Jacobson's amendment, FA1129, and in opposition to LB400 
and the committee amendment. I wanted to-- as I was work-- 
reading through LB400, I just was, was struck by, you know, how 
all-encompassing this seems to be. Diesel exhaust and 
formaldehyde shall be deemed to be known carcinogens. Benzene 
hydrocarbons shall be deemed to be known carcinogens. Chloroform 
soot shall be deemed to be known carcinogens. Arsenic, cadmium, 
oils, radon, and tars shall be deemed to be known carcinogens. 
As I read those, I just think we are not just doing this for 
firefighters, this is of lots and lots of employees. Auto 
mechanics comes to mind, first of all, with diesel exhaust. Farm 
employees. Well, every diesel-- every farm machine is diesel-
powered now. So, all farm employees, are they going to be able 
to be presumed to have exposure because of the carcinogen, and 
be then claiming to, to have a presumption from their 
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occupations? And so, I think it's-- as far as I see it, it 
doesn't restrict it to saying that diesel exhaust is only a 
carcinogen if you are a firefighter. So, it looks like it's 
going to be opening up a big can of worms for a lot of other 
employers and occupations. If you looked at the fiscal note, the 
fiscal note's estimated the 75 state employees who are 
firefighters, $340,300 is the estimate for those 75. If you take 
$340,000 divided by 75 people, that's $4,537 per employee. And 
the paid firefighters is-- there are 1,491 of those, times 
4,500, that's $6.7 million of additional cost. If the 15,000 
volunteers were included, $4,500 each is $68 million of 
additional costs. In Elmwood, where I'm from, they have about 25 
volunteer firefighters. If it costs $4,500 for each one of 
those, that's $113,000 of cost to that department. And I know 
that they do fundraisers, pancake feeds all the time to, to buy 
equipment. I'm sure they're-- I haven't checked their levy, but 
I'm guessing their levy is pretty close to the maximum but not 
at the maximum. And how to fund additional workers' compensation 
premiums of that kind of an amount per year, $100,000 would be 
quite a burden on them. And I'm supporting of the current 
system, which, if a doctor can give a firefighter a reasonable 
cause that his cancer was from his occupation, that's fine, it 
should be paid for. But the-- just looking at the fiscal note, 
that could be extremely costly, and I'm not-- just not able to 
support the bill for the expense side of it, plus the-- all 
these items being deemed to be known carcinogens that the 
state's declaring in here is much broader than just with 
firefighters; a lot of other occupations could be coming on 
board if this would pass. So, I'm not able to support this bill, 
and I ask for your red vote on the bill, but support FA1129 from 
Senator Jacobson, who's trying to make some reasonable 
compromise amendments. Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Colleagues, Senator Lippincott would like to recognize 95 
fourth-graders from Aurora Public Schools in the north balcony. 
Please rise and be recognized by your Nebraska Legislature. 
Turning back to the queue, Senator Clouse, you're recognized to 
speak.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Madam President, and thank you, Aurora 
fourth-graders, for being here. To put that in perspective, 
that's twice as many fourth-graders as I had in my whole high 
school when I was in high school, so. Got to love these small 
towns. I want to talk a little bit about the amendments, and as 
I've spoken here, I wanted to listen to the amendments, see what 
was being offered. And I really-- I did vote for some of these 
amendments. I liked what they had to offer, but they're not 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

36 of 222 

getting passed. We've got a-- this amendment, and I think 
Senator Wordekemper has another one coming up. But during this 
time, I've had a lot of discussion, ongoing communication with 
my municipalities. And, you know, it's just a challenge to-- for 
them to try and put their arms around, will this definitively 
have an impact on their budget? And I think right now, you know, 
it may or may not, and that's the, the question we're dealing 
with. But is it worth the risk, as we sit here and talk about 
passing a, a bill or something that might increase those costs? 
Is that a risk we're worth taking? So, I-- I'm still listening 
to some of the amendments, and I have talked to Senator 
Wordekemper, and if he would like to have the remaining time, I 
would yield time to Senator Wordekemper. Yield time to Senator 
Wordekemper.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, you're yielded 3 minutes, 34 
seconds.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you. Thank you, Senator Clouse. I'd just like 
to talk about a few things with regards to what was said today. 
Senator Moser brought up the work comp, and, and, and it's 
negotiable what we're doing here. Work comp is a state statute, 
and that's not able to be brought up in negotiations, whether 
you're a union or whatever, that-- it's state statute, and 
that's, that's why we're addressing that here at, at this level. 
And, you know, the, the 25 cancers that are listed that Senator 
Clements just brought out, those are the cancers that were 
brought up and we currently have in our line-of-duty death 
presumption now. So currently, in the state of Nebraska, if a 
firefighter dies with the presumption of these cancers that are 
listed in this bill, we acknowledge that it was line-of-duty 
death. We acknowledge that the job of firefighting was probably 
the cause, but it still has to be proven. The firefighter still 
has to bring evidence to present to his employer, the employer 
has the same opportunity to rebut that. That's currently in 
place; that happens with our line-of-duty death presumption, 
that happens with the current presumption we have-- I'm sorry, 
not the presumption now, with our current work comp benefits. 
So, so that's already in place, and it's already happening. And 
to think that there's going to be an added cost, I, I guess I'm 
lost on that, to where-- this bill just says who has the first 
opportunity to rebut what is being claimed. And so, if the 
firefighter notifies his employer that he has cancer, he's going 
to need some time off, we're going to say "OK." The, the 
employer has all the opportunity to get the employee's records, 
health, genetics, all the testing, to see if it's logical, and 
if it's not, he'll-- they'll, they'll deny the claim. Which-- 
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they denied the claim 99 percent of the time right now. So, to 
think that this is a walk in the park for a firefighter to do 
this, it's not. And so, all we're asking for is, while this 
firefighter is trying to get their life in order after being 
diagnosed with cancer, what's the family life going to be like? 
What, what do we got to do? How am I going to provide for my 
family? What's next? All these questions. What the employer is 
saying now, in today's standard, is while you're going through 
all that, tell us what fire it come from, tell us what chemical 
it come from. That's unreasonable while he's going through that 
diagnosis and that treatment. Now, if we pass this and it's 
presumed, the employer's going to say, all right, we're going to 
gather all our information, and we're going to come up and we're 
going to say-- however time that takes, we're going to say we're 
going to deny your claim. Now, the firefighter has a little bit 
of time. Hopefully, he's a little healthier; he's doing his 
treatments and things are good so that he has time to get back 
on his feet and dispute it, if he so chooses; that he can 
overcome what the city has used as a defense.  

IBACH: That's time, Senator.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Strommen, you're recognized to speak.  

STROMMEN: Thank you, Madam President. I was going to reiterate 
some of the things that have been said already. Our smaller 
rural fire departments will find it difficult to deal with these 
costs when they are-- when, when they're-- when, when this-- if 
this happens. We ran into a number of problems recently with 
some fires in western Nebraska. I don't know if you've heard 
about those, but-- we have run into some issues when it comes to 
their-- not just response times, but when it comes to their 
ability to communicate when they're out in the field, when it 
comes to equipment, when it comes to all of the things that they 
need in order to fight these fires. And putting a larger burden 
on them from an insurance standpoint is going to end up taking 
away money from the things that they need in able to fight the-- 
to, to be able to fight these fires, and to be able to do the 
job that they're, they're intended to do. But I'm going to go 
off-track for a second, because I wanted to share some 
information regarding some of the programs that are available to 
not just property owners but to the, to the departments and the 
counties and the cities when it comes to grants that are 
available to them. I thought I'd just read these off, if 
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anybody's interesting. But these are some key federal programs, 
including those administrated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, so FEMA, U.S. Forest Service, Department of 
Interior, as well as state-level grant programs, cost-share 
agreements, and emergency declarations that unlock dedicated 
funding streams. So, I thought I'd just start going through some 
of these. So, the USDA Forest Service grants, there's a 
community wildfire defense grant, CWDG-- it's interesting stuff 
right here-- launched in 2022, it's a billion-dollar five-year 
competitive grant program, is funded by the Infrastructure 
Investment and Jobs Act. It prioritizes communities that are in 
areas with high or very high wildfire hazard potential, have 
been in fact-- impacted by a severe disaster within the previous 
10 years that increased wildfire risk, or have projected-- 
described in a community wildfire protection plan. So, 
distributed by U.S. Forest Service. You can find that at 
fs.usda.gov. There is a landscape scale restoration program, the 
LSR program is a Forest Service state and private forestry 
competitive grant that promotes collaborative science-based 
restoration of priority forest landscapes. It covers crossed 
[SIC] jurisdictional projects that include state, local, and 
private lands to address wildfire risk reduction. That can be 
found at fs.usda.gov. FEMA grants, there is a SAFER-- Staffing 
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response. SAFER provides funds 
to increase firefighter numbers to meet industry standards, and 
also funds wildland firefighter training and PPE, which is 
important to our guys out west. You can find that at 
fema.gov/grants. Fire Prevention and Safety, FP&S: this program 
funds fire prevention programs and supports firefighter health 
and safety research, including wildland-urban interface projects 
like community risk assessment and WUI fire codes. You can find 
that at fema.gov/grants. There is a hazard mitigation grant 
program, HMGP: focuses on long-term solutions like structural 
retrofits to reduce future disaster impacts. Assistance is 
available up to 12 months following a declared major disaster. 
That can be found, again, at fema.gov/grants. Looks like I'm 
running out of time here. Building Resilient Infrastructure and 
Communities program supports states, local communities, and 
territories in undertaking hazard mitigation projects to reduce 
risk and disaster and natural hazards. Again, fema.gov/grants. 
We could jump over to USDA farm service agencies. The emergency 
assistance for livestock, honey bees-- which have been talked 
about extensively on the floor recently-- and farm-raised fish, 
apparently. Provides financial assistance to eligible producers 
for losses due to averse weather events, including wildfires; 
can help cover costs for transporting feed, water, and livestock 
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during wildfire events. ELAP information can be found at 
fsa.usda.gov.  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

STROMMEN: Oh, right. Thank--  

IBACH: Senator Sorrentino, you're recognized to speak.  

SORRENTINO: Thank you, Madam President. Listening to the 
testimony this morning, I think we're perhaps setting a, a 
dangerous precedent here. We have senators I think making some 
presumptions that may or may not be correct. I'll give you, for 
instance, over a year ago-- and I won't put Senator Wordekemper 
on the spot, but I pledged to him that I would support this 
bill. Now, the very fact that I haven't voted this morning on 
certain amendments doesn't waver. And I think there's a lot of 
innuendo here that people are quote-unquote trading votes. I 
won't speak for other any senator, but I don't trade votes. I 
told him a year ago I was going to be in it, and I'm going to be 
in it, and I don't care how he votes on anything else, that's 
his business. And I think a lot of other senators feel that way, 
too. But I also see the implications that, hey, if people vote 
yes or say no on this, then I'm going to be out on a vote that I 
committed to. I don't like to hear that. That's a retribution 
vote. That's no different than trading votes, so be very careful 
in your wording. We haven't seen all of the amendments, I don't 
believe, on this bill. So, if he would, Senator Wordekemper, 
would you yield to a question?  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, would you yield?  

WORDEKEMPER: Yes.  

SORRENTINO: Senator Wordekemper, is-- are there any other, 
whether it's General or coming up on some-- on Select File, are 
there other-- any other amendments that should get a little air 
time here before people jump to conclusions?  

WORDEKEMPER: Thanks for the question. First, before I get into 
that, I'd like to say the amendment that's pending on the board 
that Senator Jacobson brought, FA1129, I'm willing to support 
that bill. If, if the cities are wanting-- the municipalities, 
they want to step up and give firefighters a clean bill of 
health at the end of, of their retirement, that-- I can see that 
as a positive thing moving forward. So, I, I really don't have a 
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problem with this bill that's pending. And to address your, your 
question, Senator Sorrentino, on Select File, I have an 
amendment that I'm going to file that's going to get rid of the 
state firefighters, which Senator Clements brought up on the 
fiscal note. I do not agree with that fiscal note; I think it's 
flawed. The Fire Marshal's office really has maybe 10, 10 
inspectors or investigators that this would-- that would fall 
under that, and the other state firefighters are the Lincoln 
airport firefighters. So, we're talking roughly 45 firefighters. 
In over 40 years, none of them have got cancer or filed a work 
comp claim out of those-- anybody that's worked in there. So, I 
will have that amendment to file to remove that, to eliminate 
the fiscal note. And I believe Senator Storer was going to bring 
an amendment to remove the volunteers from this bill. Those are 
on Select. Regarding to this bill, I do have one filed right now 
that I'm willing to reevaluate. If we, if we move this bill 
forward, that-- it'd be on page 4, lines 22 and 29, page 5, line 
12, we'll strike "there" and insert until January 1, 2033, that 
we will come back and reevaluate the cost of this bill to any 
municipalities, how many work comp claims have been filed, and 
the outcomes of those. So, I'm, I'm committed to do that and 
continue to work on this.  

SORRENTINO: Thank you. Madam President, I yield the rest of my 
time. Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Madam President. Good morning again, 
colleagues and Nebraskans following our debate. Well, we're 
having a real debate today. That's an improvement over reading 
"Urdle" [SIC] the Turtle and some of the other speeches we've 
had in this legislative room. We're already having to sell 
pancakes and plates of spaghetti to support our fire 
departments. They, they need a little extra income here and 
there, and-- but there's no-- you'd have to sell thousands and 
thousands of plates of spaghetti at $10 to raise much money at 
all, and that's still going to pale by comparison. You know, 
we're making a decision here that's going to affect the 
management and the employers moving forward, notwithstanding the 
amendment that hasn't yet hit that Senator Wordekemper said he's 
going to offer. This is going to change the playing field for 
decades, 100 years. You know, we shouldn't make a decision on a 
bill like this in anticipation of some other bill that's hanging 
over our head out here in the future. We should evaluate this 
bill on what it's going to do to the cities, the counties, the 
fire protection districts. I think it's pretty plain to see. 
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It's pretty much the union firefighters that want this. Senator 
Wordekemper is willing to throw the state firefighters under the 
bus. Well, if that helps us get a vote, we'll, we'll take them 
out. And then, some senators said, well, if you take the 
volunteer firefighters out, then, then I'll vote for it. Well, 
then it just comes down to paid firefighters. And why don't they 
just, in their contract, say "If I get cancer, I want insurance 
coverage. I don't want to have to prove where it came from." Put 
that in the contract. If the city will agree to it, it's a done 
deal. But I don't think the state should be putting their thumb 
on the scale and bending it toward the employees. You have to 
have a level playing field. Let the employees bargain for what 
benefits they want, and the employers look at the contract and 
how it accomplishes the public protection needs that they have 
and what it's going to cost, and do that all in advance rather 
than in arrears. You know, this is going to raise property 
taxes. This is going to raise property taxes. This is going to 
raise property taxes. Drill that in your head. Thank you, Madam 
President.  

IBACH: Mr. Clerk.  

MOSER: Madam President, Senator Jacobson would move to recommit 
the bill to the Business and Labor Committee.  

IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to open on your 
motion.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Madam President. Again, we're now starting 
to get some ideas to try to make this bill better, and what 
better place to get that done than back in committee, where it 
belongs. We have-- I've heard a number of things said about what 
this cost might be. So, the guy I would like to refer to is 
Senator Mike McDonnell, previous senator here. He used to carry 
the torch for the, for the vol-- or, for the paid firefighters 
that Wordekemper-- Senator Wordekemper has picked up now. And it 
was-- he talked about the Firefighter Cancer Benefit Act, and he 
wanted to adopt that act because he said, and I quote, no 
municipality could afford rebuttable presumption. That's Senator 
Mike McDonnell's statement. He was president of the state 
firefighters union. He said no municipality could afford 
rebuttable presumption. His words. So, if we want-- have any 
questions about whether we-- the, the, the municipalities and 
the, and the, and the firefighter associations or the districts 
can afford it, I think he answered that question for us. Why 
would there be a need and a push for this bill if it wasn't 
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going to make it substantially easier to win claims? And if you 
win a lot of claims, your premiums are going to go up. And if 
you're self-insured, wow. The case that was, that was settled 
under the current law out in Scottsbluff was $600,000 under the 
current law, for one firefighter. So, this is real money, 
people. We can stick our heads in the sand and say it's not, but 
it is. Just take Mike McDonnell's word for it. So, I'm still 
amused that this-- people think that voting for this bill has a 
lot to do with future bills and votes for those. I would be 
curious-- I won't ask Senator Wordekemper on the mic-- has 
anybody talked to him about voting for another bill coming up, 
and that they would be willing to trade their vote for this bill 
if he voted for that bill? I would be curious. I'm not going to 
ask him on the mic because I'm not going to embarrass him. But 
if he was honest with me, he'd say yes. That's not how this 
should work, folks. We've offered quality amendments that should 
improve the bill, but there seems to be no interest in it, 
evidently because there's not an agreement to do something that-
- and-- for Senator Wordekemper to accept those amendments. He's 
offered some other thoughts, then why won't those included-- why 
weren't they included? Why weren't they included in the 
committee amendment? Why weren't they offered up as amendments 
earlier today? But they weren't. I would also tell you that I 
have a-- I did get a note from-- there was a city administrator 
from a city of the second class that had to do with LB400, and 
he said LB400 could have a chilling effect on mutual aid 
agreements by putting fire chiefs in the difficult position of 
deciding whether to assist their neighboring districts, 
depending on type of fire or assistance requested. OK? AM702 
would, would create long-term and broad legal and financial 
exposure for the fire districts/municipalities and their 
insurers, likely causing many municipalities and districts to 
reconsider their interlocal agreements for mutual aid. Section 
48-1153 provides in part, firefighters-- I quote-- firefighters 
of fire departments of any rural or suburban fire dist-- 
protection district, nonprofit corporation, city, or village may 
be considered to be acting in the performance and within the 
course and scope of their employment when performing activities 
outside the corporate limits of their respective districts, 
cities, or villages. But if they-- but only if directed to do so 
by the chief of the fire department and some person authorized 
in-- to act as the chief. There are so many other issues that 
are involved here in terms of one fire district being impacted, 
but because of mutual aid, other fire districts [INAUDIBLE] 
brought into this well in terms of concern over liability risk, 
or their insurers saying "we're not going to allow you to do 
this, or you're going to lose your insurance." And then, 
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ultimately, the, the fix is, we're not going offer that coverage 
as part of-- as-- of-- as part of workman's comp, which then, 
that would mean another bill coming down here to the Legislature 
to mandate that everyone has to offer that language, has to 
offer that coverage. This is not a good bill. It wasn't a good 
bill before. We took a pause, negotiations were to happen; they 
weren't productive because there was no willingness to back off 
of this particular piece of the bill. But all we have to do is 
go back to Senator McDonnell. Listen to his words. No 
municipality could afford to have this particular bill. And yet, 
here it is, and we're going to hand it over. I find it 
interesting Senator Hallstrom is the one that brought this to 
our attention the last time this bill was up, but now, for some 
reason, he seems to have pulled away. Don't know why, but he's 
welcome to speak for himself. But this is a real cost to 
municipalities and to rural fire departments, and I'm not going 
to stand in here and just lay down and let it happen. I'm not 
saying it won't happen, but I'm not going support it. Thank you, 
Madam President.  

IBACH: Colleagues, Senator Raybould would like to, to recognize 
some guests in the north balcony. They're from the Nebraska 
Music Education Association. They're students that are here for 
the Collegiate Hill Day. Please stand and be recognized by your 
Nebraska Legislature. Turning to the queue, Senator Hallstrom, 
you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Madam President. I think I will speak for 
myself. Certainly don't need Senator Jacobson to do so for me. 
When I started my discussion this morning, I indicated that back 
when Senator Wordekemper's bill was initially considered, I 
looked at both sides of the argument. One was doing a benefit 
for the firefighters, and the other one was the arguments that 
this would be significant cost. And I indicated I was intending 
to try to forge a compromise. How do you forge a compromise? One 
of the ways is Senator Jacobson's amendments up here, moving 
this to cloture. In reality, if you look at what happened on 
those, the indication was that good amendments were put up to 
make this better. They were part of what the cities and the 
insurance industry came forward with regard to the negotiations 
between the time that the bill was initially up and when it's 
being considered now today. They were considered to be good 
amendments by the cities and the insurance industry, and if they 
really wanted them to be adopted, consider what just happened. 
The vote count was 23, and no roll-call vote was called for. 
I've done this for a little while. I think it was pretty evident 
they didn't want to get to 25, so did they really want to make 
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the bill better in their opinion or not? The next amendment had 
21, and we didn't even call the house. We didn't take a roll 
call, and more importantly, Senator Wordekemper himself voted 
for that amendment to remove subsection (4). It's a narrowing of 
the cancers that would be covered. That's probably a good 
amendment. But guess what? The supporters maybe really didn't 
want it to be adopted. So, are they really looking to make this 
a better bill in their perception? Maybe Senator Wordekemper 
won't agree to it, and that's his decision. But now, where the 
leverage is, is those amendments came perilously close. I'll bet 
if this bill moves on to Select File, people will sit down, 
perhaps more in earnest; maybe they can't reach agreement, but I 
think statements have been made, and you can-- I'd ask for a 
gavel, please. [GAVEL] Thank you. But discussions and 
negotiations can take place, and I'll take part in those between 
now and Select File. Senator Wordekemper, in good faith, has 
come up with a sunset provision. And, as he indicated, if the 
cost factors come to bear, which they didn't when we did mental, 
mental from 2010, the bill will automatically die, and it would 
be up to the Legislature at that point to come back in and re-
enact it if, in fact-- as was the case with mental-mental 
injuries that the anticipated catastrophic costs did not come to 
bear. And that's one possible way to work our way out of this 
morass. But the bill needs to move to Select File to give that 
an opportunity. It's a win-win if you benefit firefighters and 
if you address the concerns about cost in one fashion or 
another. So, some of the nonsense that's been talked about 
today, and some very good debate at the same time. So, I would 
hope that with the leverage points that now exist that, between 
now and Select File, presuming that this bill does get the 
chance to advance, whether they want to take it to cloture and 
force 33 votes or otherwise, give the opportunity to go back. 
We've spent this much time; let's get it over to Select File. If 
we get it to Select File, some of the things that people are 
talking about may not even see the light of day. That's a 
consequence. Let's move on.  

IBACH: Senator Andersen, you're recognized to speak.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Madam President. Where do I stand on this? 
On FA1127, I voted for it. FA1128, I voted against it. FA1129, 
I'll vote for it, and I will vote against the, the recommit. My 
background is a little bit different, being retired Air Force. I 
have a different perspective on people that go into harm's way. 
I think if there's people going to harm's away, including 
firefighters and police, that if they get hurt because they 
responded as we asked them to do, then we have the moral 
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responsibility to try and make them whole as best as we can. So, 
in principle, I agree with what Senator Wordekemper is doing. I 
do, however, think that there needs to be better guardrails. I 
think the language needs to be refined. I think, as Senator 
Jacobson pointed out in, in his amendments-- I do think that if 
we-- if this goes forward, it will create an unfunded mandate 
for the cities and counties. And you say, OK, well, how much? 
Well, usually, history is a good indicator of what you expect in 
the future. I'm not sure that that's true in this case. I think 
you may have an elevated number of, of cases, and therefore, the 
cost could grow exponentially. So, I think we need to, to use a 
significant bit of caution with that. And not causing the 
unfunded mandates to the cities or counties is a, is a priority 
for me. So, I think we need to pursue other funding avenues, I 
think we need to refine the language. I appreciate what Senator 
Wordekemper has done, and I think the dialogue, the conversation 
is important, and I think it's very good. So, for-- with that in 
mind, I will yield the remainder of my time to Senator 
Wordekemper.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, you're yielded 3 minutes, 13 
seconds.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. Thank you to Senator 
Andersen. With reference to Senator Jacobson, what-- why wasn't 
these amendments in the committee amendment? Well, they keep 
moving the goal post. I addressed their issues in the committee 
amendment, and then they bring up other, other things. They're 
concerned-- small towns, the cost to that. So, I'm willing to 
remove the volunteers from the presumption. Fiscal note. I'm 
willing to remove the state firefighters. So I'm, I willing to 
negotiate, but now they're saying I'm throwing them under the 
bus. OK. Whatever. Why am I-- you know, if that's what you want 
to say, why am I be required to throw them under the bus? I'm 
not. I've been-- I was a volunteer for eight years. I understand 
what they go through. Volunteers, should they deserve this? 
Well, that's up to everybody in this room. When Senator Storer 
brings her amendment, if this moves to Select File, we can 
decide if volunteers want to be in on that. The other thing that 
was addressed, mutual aid. If I lived in that district where 
that fire chief said, you know what, if we pass this, I'm not 
going to send mutual aid to another neighboring town-- that's 
ludicrous. I would move out of that district, because at some 
point, you're going to need help from these other districts to 
come over and help you. And if anybody has that mindset, I don't 
even know what to say. I bet that didn't even fathom to anybody 
that's out there fighting the wildfires now. When a firefighter 
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gets the call, they go. They go right now. They don't know what 
they're going to. But to assume that someone's going to say, oh, 
if we pass this bill, well, we're going maybe rethink if we're 
going to respond and help. OK. Currently, right now, we can file 
a work comp claim. So, should we not even go to fires? Should we 
not even have fire departments? Because currently, we can do it. 
So, is, is that the thing? We're-- say, Chief, hey, we're going 
to have a fire department here, but we're not going to respond 
to any calls because you could potentially get ill. And the 
other thing that we're talking about, bringing things up, the 
Scottsbluff issue. That was a terrible thing, that that's 
getting brought up in this. That wife and four kids-- that 
firefighter died in '22, August of '22, and they just received 
that settlement that they think is outrageous, what they got. 
That's a disgrace that that firefighter's family got $600,000 
and it took 3.5 years to get it, and they think that's what 
they're going to live off of for their rest for their life, as a 
widow and those four young kids? That's deplorable, to put a 
dollar amount on a firefighter's life who just wants a chance to 
get healed before--  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President.  

IBACH: Senator Bosn, you're called on to speak.  

BOSN: Question.  

IBACH: The question has been called. Do I see five hands? I do. 
Question is, shall debate cease? All those in favor, vote aye; 
all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 16 ayes, 3 nays to cease debate.  

IBACH: Debase [SIC] does not cease. Returning to the queue, 
Senator Storm, you're recognized to speak.  

STORM: Thank you, Madam President. I want to first of all talk a 
little bit about-- I'm an aerial applicator. People might not 
know what that is, but layman's terms, that's a crop duster. 
That's what I do for a real job; it's not coming here and, and 
being in the Unicameral. And I wanted to recognize some people 
in, in my industry that help fight the, the, the wildfires. And 
I don't think people know this, but aerial applicators in this 
state can also go out and work as firebombers on wildfires. And 
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I, I think out west, there was several that, that worked in that 
area, did a really good job. I wanted to recognize three of 
them. I'm sure there's others, but there's Tim Williams and 
Casey Williams out of Broken Bow. Tim Williams has been flying 
for 50 years, his son has been flying for several years as well. 
And then, Brian Wilcox out of Tilden. So, they, they went out 
and you can see videos on YouTube and other places, in X, where 
they're fighting wildfires. And what they do, I don't think 
people understand how difficult that is to fly an airplane next 
to fire, because you get thermals and you get smoke. That's a 
very dangerous job, and they're getting very close to the 
ground. So, I wanted to recognize them and, and the importance 
of what they did fighting the world-- the wildfires. Plus, I 
wanted also to recognize all the volunteer firefighters that put 
the time in and did what they, they did out there. It was pretty 
exceptional to see that. As for this bill, I don't-- I do not 
support LB400. You know, and like I said, I have the utmost 
respect for firefighters. I also have respect for police 
officers. However, I also have respect for taxpayers. And if 
this passes, this will be an, an unfunded mandate passed on to 
the taxpayers. And it's, it's the very definition of an unfunded 
mandate. In fact, they can't even really tell what the cost will 
be to people, because we don't know how many people are going to 
say they get cancer later on in life and say, well, I was a 
firefighter, so now you're going to pay for my workman's comp. 
You know, LB400 makes the presumption that firefighter-- 
firefighting, by its very nature, causes cancer; that 
firefighters will be entitled to benefits unless their employer 
can prove that cancer was not due to firefighting. That's a huge 
burden of proof to be put on municipalities. And what I can-- 
from what I can assess, this is new territory in the workman's 
comp world. I don't know where else they, they do this. And so, 
now the burden of proof is truly going to be put on the 
taxpayers. So, the taxpayers are going to have that burden of 
proof, which is going to translate into higher taxes, and it 
will be higher property taxes. And I can guarantee you, if this 
bill passes, that two things will happen. First, this will be a, 
a tax increase on all of your constituents, most likely in the 
form of property taxes, like I said. And remember, we pay the 
fourth-highest property taxes in the nation. Secondly, I'll 
guarantee that a precedent will be set that other sectors of 
employees will push for the same benefits, be it police 
officers, teachers, paramedics, et cetera. If I was a union in, 
in this state, and I would say that police, police officer's 
union, I would say being a police officer causes cancer. And I 
would list why, and I'd bring it here and have somebody that 
wants to push that. And then, if I was the teacher's union, I 
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would come here and say, well, being a school teacher causes 
cancer, and this is why, and this why we need to have this kind 
of benefit. So, this would-- this is really going to set-- if 
this passes, this will be a real precedent set for the state 
that's going to be very, very, very expensive. All my 
municipality members in my, my district-- heard from several of 
them-- oppose this bill. I wanted to read a little bit of one of 
the letters I received. And this is from Wahoo. Let me be clear 
that my thoughts on this are not anti-firefighters. As our state 
has and continues to face wildfire destruction, we still owe 
sincere gratitude and thanks to the men and women that step up 
to choose this as a profession or volunteer for their 
communities. The last month has shown with their heart and 
commitment to protecting all of us. Grateful for their work. 
However, it is my responsibility as a local government official 
to be sure I'm speaking out when other "unfended mundates"-- 
mandates are being considered. LB400 creates a rebuttable 
presumption that cancer experienced by firefighter, professional 
or volunteer, is presumed to be caused by exposure during their 
service. And it's up to the-- to us, the municipality, to show 
the facts that dispute this. And I don't think people realize 
that volunteer firefighters have other jobs. They're exposed to 
other carcinogens. So, how can you prove that a farmer over here 
that's exposed to diesel fuel--  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

STORM: Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Moser, you're recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Madam President. I find it curious that now 
the proponents of this bill are now talking about having 
discussions about amendments and negotiations and all that; if 
we would just vote this to Select, then, we'll have those 
discussions. Well, we already tried that. The bill came up a few 
weeks ago, there was a lot of pushback on it. So, they pulled it 
back and they said they were going to negotiate and try to come 
up with some acceptable languages-- language that both people-- 
both sides would accept. And that didn't happen. So, if we vote 
it forward now, it's probably going to have the same thing 
happen. They're probably-- everybody will restate their 
positions, and the, the-- ne'er the twain shall meet. I think 
there are some election repercussions from this kind of a bill. 
You know, I could see-- I mean, as I-- the fire unions in some 
districts are, are a lot of voters. And, you know, and they-- 
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maybe a senator would take that into consideration in how they 
vote. But I think this sets up senators for some negative 
postcards. Senator X voted to raise property taxes, Senator X 
voted to favor unions over management. I think some of us could 
be primaried by more conservative candidates, because this is 
not a conservative position. It's going to cost a lot of money, 
it's going to come from entities that are already up against 
their limits, and it-- it's, it's not good to favor one side or 
the other. There's no amount of money that makes it right if you 
get cancer and die. $600,000, $1 million, $2 million. You're 
really going to miss those loved ones, and, and the amount of 
money is, is probably not enough at $600,000. You know, I 
wouldn't, I wouldn't disagree on that. But again, it's something 
that should be negotiated in advance, something that should 
worked out, and have some guardrails on it. And if we move this 
bill forward, I don't think those negotiations are going to 
happen because the two sides are too far apart. They're on 
diametrically-opposed sides. So, I support the recommit to 
committee; let the committee look at it again, see if they can 
force a compromise to move it back. And I support Senator 
Jacobson's other amendment also. And again, I repeat, no, no 
quantity of spaghetti dinners is going to come up with enough 
money to pay for this bill. Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Storer, you're recognized to speak.  

STORER: Thank you, Madam President. A couple things that I, that 
I just wanted to respond to that I heard. And again, I'm going 
to keep repeating this and repeating this. The comment-- and I 
think in, in-- with good intention, but Senator Wordekemper 
said, you know, who deserves this? Is it-- do volunteers deserve 
it? Do paid deserve it? This, this isn't about who deserves it. 
Our emergency responders deserve a, a lot more than they 
probably are getting as compensation for what they do for this, 
for us, for their communities. It's not about "deserve." This is 
about "what can the property tax payers afford?" This is, this 
is kind of like the equivalent of, if you ever want something-- 
you know, it's, it's kind of a standing joke, at least it has 
been in, in some circles, you know, that if you want something 
to pass, just say it's for the kids. Doesn't matter what it is, 
doesn't matter what it costs. Just, you know, there's a few 
words that we can use that just get everybody in a, in a corner 
that you can't vote against the kids. This is not-- opposing 
LB400 is not oppose-- does not mean that someone doesn't support 
volunteer or paid firefighters. That is not the issue at hand. 
The issue at hand is the real work of this body to decide what 
kind of mandate are we going to put on property tax payers, and 
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whether or not they can afford that; whether or not this is an 
appropriate use of taxpayer dollars. That is the question. This 
is not an emotional issue, this is a dollars-and-cents issue. 
And the more I hear these emotional arguments thrown out, 
probably the more my blood pressure goes up, honestly. Because 
our job here is to be managing the taxpayers' money. Now, I have 
made a commitment that I am going to do my level best to 
mitigate increases, at the very least, in property tax burdens. 
And I think the end goal is that we find ways to reduce property 
tax burdens. But this is, this is not about deserving something, 
this is about affordability. And so, again, I stand opposed to 
LB400. Thank you.  

IBACH: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Madam President. I hope I haven't been 
emotional, and I certainly don't want to raise Senator Storer's 
blood pressure, so I'll refrain from doing so. I will yield my 
time to Senator Wordekemper, please.  

IBACH: Senator Wordekemper, you're yielded 4 minutes, 40 
seconds.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. Thank you, Senator 
Hallstrom. We're getting close to the end here, so I'm going to 
wrap up my final thoughts here. So, as you may know, I spent 38 
years as a firefighter. I know what this job asks of a person 
every shift. Firefighters leave for work not knowing if they'll 
make it home to their families. They understand the risk, they 
accept it, and they show up anyway. What they do not see coming 
is cancer, a diagnosis that arrives while they are still on the 
job, still in their prime, far younger than most people expect 
to hear those words. Firefighters are getting cancer rates in 
their 30s and dying in their 40s. And right now, that diagnosis 
is taking firefighters from their families just as surely as any 
fire ever could. This bill won't fix that, but it makes a real 
change, giving those firefighters a fighting chance to go home 
and maybe enjoy their families in their last few moments instead 
of worrying about what this job took from me, and now I got to 
prove it to the cities that maybe I should get a benefit. I'll 
still have to prove it, if they rebut that. That's the way the 
system works. And so, I, I think of this-- and I, and I can go 
back, oh, 10 years now to a firefighter I worked with. And he 
limped around for the longest time. Leg hurt. Months. He finally 
went to the doctor and found out he had bone cancer. Well, 
because he waited so long, it metastasized to his lung. He got 
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treatment, he got a rod in his leg, he come back to work. He 
liked to firefight. That's what he needed to do. That's what he 
needed do to support his family. Went to a fire, his cancer come 
back. I remember seeing him in his nursing home bed on 50 liters 
of oxygen, could barely talk, and he said, "thanks for 
everything you do." Well, we haven't done anything for him. And 
many of you got an email, and I'm going to read this. This is 
from Stacy [PHONETIC] McDonnell, and it's about her husband 
who's a relation to former Senator McDonnell. I'll try to get 
through this. My husband Matt served on the Omaha Fire 
Department for 18 years. He loved being a firefighter, it was 
his calling. Last June, after showing signs of confusion, Matt 
was diagnosed with glioblastoma, an aggressive and terminal form 
of brain cancer. Almost overnight, our lives changed. The future 
we were planning, holidays in our home, watching our children 
grow up, becoming grandparents someday was replaced with 
surgeries, chemotherapy, and questions no family should ever 
have to answer. As a firefighter family, you already know-- you 
are already in shock when you receive a diagnosis like this. 
You're trying to figure out how to tell your children whether 
you can go back to work, or how you will pay the bills while the 
person who has always provided for your family begins to lose 
their ability to speak, hear, and whatever they once were or 
what they did. And at that very same time, the state of Nebraska 
asks you to prove that the cancer came from the job. The 
insurance industry says to them, prove which fire, prove which 
exposure, prove which moment in an 18-year career caused the 
cancer that is now taking your life. LB400 simply says 
firefighters should not have to fight their own government while 
they're fighting cancer. It creates a presumption that certain 
cancers are job-related so families can receive workers' 
compensation benefits while their firefighter is still alive, 
not only just when they die. This [INAUDIBLE] legislation-- 

IBACH: That's your time, Senator. You are next in the queue.  

WORDEKEMPER: Thank you, Madam President. This legislation will 
not help Matt, but it will help the next firefighter's family 
who hears the words we heard. So, think about that. We're 
talking about unfunded mandates. What's the price? What's this 
going to cost to the taxpayers? Well, I don't know. What are the 
taxpayers willing to pay for a firefighter to come respond to 
their house, go into situations where they're unknown, what's 
going to happen? Certainly, you can fall off a roof, fall 
through the floor; you could be in an explosion, and all that. 
But when it comes to cancer, no one knows. And I'll agree, a lot 
of people get cancer. Certainly do. But why is it that 
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firefighters have such an increased risk? Why is it they're 
getting cancer sooner, at an earlier age? Why is it that they're 
dying at an earlier age? Well, the gear that firefighters wear, 
their turnout gear that they have to wear to do their job every 
day they go in, has chemicals in them called PFAS and other 
cancer-causing agents that are in there. So, I'm required to 
wear gear to do my job that causes cancer. But yet, we're not 
going to acknowledge when I get cancer that it might have come 
from wearing that gear or doing my job. That's amazing. Some 
cities haven't opposed this bill; Omaha and Lincoln, they 
haven't. Iowa passed cancer presumption legislation, I'm going 
to say, early 2000s, with 14 cancers. Last year, in 2025, they 
passed legislation to cover all cancers for paid firefighters in 
Iowa. Landmark. They have a different system over there, so they 
had to do an actuarial study. And they said, well, what's this 
going to cost? We, we got to know what this is going to do to 
our system. The actuarial come back and said it's kind of 
unknown, but the best guess is 0.01 percent is going be the 
increased cost to go from 14 covered cancers to all cancers. 
Now, if I'm a young kid coming out of Metro, Southeast, and I 
want to be a firefighter, where would I want to go? In Nebraska, 
where I got to fight to stay alive on the job, and then I got to 
fight if I get cancer? Or, would I rather go to Council Bluffs 
and be a firefighter where they acknowledge the "hancer"-- 
hazards of the job, and they want firefighters to be doing the 
job? Well, if I knew now what I knew then, or I was young again, 
I know where I'd go. It would be a good consideration, because I 
shouldn't have to fight that, nor should my family have to go 
through that. So, we can sit here and we can decide, what's the 
price? Are the taxpayers going to be on the hook for this? Well, 
all municipalities have work comp now. They're already paying 
the premiums. If there's one work comp claim, is it going to 
throw that through the roof? I'd say no. The work comp insurance 
companies set the premium rates to the cities and what that's 
going to be, so this isn't going to be a direct reflection on 
the taxpayers unless the insurance companies decide to increase 
premiums. And I would ask all those that are talking about the 
volunteers-- I support them. But when you look at those smaller 
communities, ask them how many work comp claims have been filed 
from a volunteer now, because they can certainly file those 
claims now. And then, I'd ask the cities that have paid 
firefighters, how many work comp claims for firefighters have 
there been for cancer? Ask them. It's been less than 10 in 26 
years, and not all of them were paid. So, to think the sky's 
falling on this is ridiculous, and I'd like to at least move 
this bill forward so we can adopt other amendments. Thank you, 
Madam President.  
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IBACH: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to speak.  

JACOBSON: Thank you again, Madam President. I think I'm near the 
end of the line here on people to speak. First of all, I've, 
I've not said it before, but I will say it now: I, I do truly 
appreciate Senator Wordekemper and his service to firefighting, 
and, and what he's done in his role as a firefighter at Fremont. 
I would also tell you, I've reminded people that my nephew is a 
paid firefighter on the Lincoln force. I don't know that he 
likes that I point that out to people. I think he's thinking 
about changing his last name, but at this point, he has not. I, 
I think part of it is I've, I've let him use some basketball 
men's-- Nebraska men's basketball tickets. I think that's kept 
me in the family. But with that said, I, I do want to address a 
couple things that Senator Wordekemper mentioned. As far as 
getting cancer, whether you-- we pass this bill or not, it's not 
going to affect whether you get cancer. When you make the 
decision to go as a, as a firefighter, and if you believe that 
you're more prone to getting cancer, you know that when you 
start. Now, we can say, years ago, I probably would have gone to 
Iowa. I doubt it, because most younger kids, particularly those 
who are going to be firefighters, are all pretty buff. They're 
invincible. They're not going to consider that. But I will tell 
you this: there is an, an insurance that's out there. It's 
called life insurance. You know, the amazing thing about life 
insurance is it covers all perils. If you die for any reason, 
you will get paid. Your family's not fighting anybody. It's 
done. That's what we ought to be focused on. That's what all the 
rest of us do. I can tell you, farmers who are oppose-- or, who 
are exposed to carcinogens, if they believe that their exposure 
to Roundup or other carcinogens, known carcinogens, is going to 
give them cancer, I will guarantee you that their only place to 
go other than equity in whatever land they've got-- but if 
you're a young farmer, you don't have that-- you're going to buy 
life insurance. A young couple that goes out and gets married, 
who's the first person that knocks at your door? The life 
insurance salesman. Why? Because it's fairly cheap, and you can 
get a lot of coverage. As you get older, the premiums get 
higher. Shouldn't we be talking about ways to subsidize life 
insurance instead of creating some elaborate change in the law 
to make it easier to get a workman's comp claim? Also, it talks 
about the last thing you want to do when you're fighting cancer 
is be dealing with the insurance companies. Well, guess what? 
Your attorney is going to do that work for you, and other 
medical professionals. And that-- and whether, whether-- no 
matter what happens, which side you're on, that's going to 
happen. Life insurance is the answer here. I don't think that 
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Senator McDonnell was wrong when he said this would bankrupt-- 
there's no municipality that could afford this. So, I'm back 
again. There are other solutions, but this one isn't it. I know 
Senator Hallstrom had mentioned the Firefighter Cancer Benefit 
Act as an alternative. He hasn't brought that back because he's 
sold out for this bill, but that's an alternative. So, there's 
plenty that we can do here to move forward, but kicking this to 
Select File would be a mistake. We don't have four more hours to 
filibuster this on Select File. There was plenty of time when 
the pause took place to negotiate a deal, and that didn't 
happen, and it's not going to happen between now and Select. If 
this comes back next year, so be it. But we're running out of 
time this year, folks. We've got other things to do. It's time 
to move on. Kill this bill now, let the negotiations begin for 
next year, and tee this back up next year with needed 
improvements, or bring something else that will solve the real 
problem, which is how do we pay firefighters who die on the job, 
or that die while they're a firefighter and need to support 
their families? There's a, there's a form of insurance out 
there--  

IBACH: That's your time, Senator.  

JACOBSON: Thank you.  

IBACH: Mr. Clerk, you have a motion on your desk?  

CLERK: I do, Madam President. Senator Wordekemper would move to 
invoke cloture pursuant to Rule 7, Section 10.  

IBACH: There's been a request to place the house under call. The 
question is, shall the house go under call? All those in favor, 
vote aye; those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 39 ayes, 0 nays to place the house under call.  

IBACH: The house is under call. Senators, please record your 
presence. Those unexcused senators outside the Chamber, please 
return to the Chamber and record your presence. All unauthorized 
personnel, please leave the floor. The house is under call. 
Senator Dover, Senator Hansen, Senator Kauth, Senator Hallstrom, 
please return to the floor. Senator Dover, please return to the 
floor. The house is under call. All members are present. There's 
been a request for a reverse roll call. Mr. Clerk, please call 
the roll.  
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CLERK: Senator Wordekemper voting yes. Senator von Gillern 
voting yes. Senator Strommen voting no. Senator Storm voting no. 
Senator Storer voting no. Senator Spivey voting yes. Senator 
Sorrentino voting yes. Senator Sanders voting no. Senator 
Rountree voting yes. Senator Riepe voting yes. Senator Raybould. 
Senator Quick voting yes. Senator Prokop voting yes. Senator 
Murman voting yes. Senator Moser voting no. Senator Glen Meyer 
voting yes. Senator Fred Meyer voting no. Senator McKinney 
voting yes. Senator Lonowski voting no. Senator Lippincott 
voting yes. Senator Kauth voting yes. Senator Juarez voting yes. 
Senator Jacobson voting no. Senator Ibach voting no. Senator 
Hunt voting yes. Senator Hughes voting yes. Senator Holdcroft 
voting yes. Senator Hardin voting yes. Senator Hansen voting no. 
Senator Hallstrom voting yes. Senator Guereca voting yes. 
Senator Fredrickson voting yes. Senator Dungan voting yes. 
Senator Dover voting yes. Senator Dorn voting yes. Senator DeKay 
voting no. Senator DeBoer voting yes. Senator Conrad voting yes. 
Senator Clouse voting no. Senator Clements voting no. Senator 
Machaela Cavanaugh voting yes. Senator John Cavanaugh voting 
yes. Senator Brandt voting yes. Senator Bostar voting yes. 
Senator Bosn voting yes. Senator Ballard voting yes. Senator 
Armendariz. Senator Arch voting no. Senator Andersen voting no. 
Vote is 32 ayes, 15 nays to invoke cloture, Madam President.  

IBACH: The motion to invoke cloture is not adopted. I raise the 
call. Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: Madam President, notice of committee hearing from the 
General Affairs Committee. New A-bill: LB1075A from Senator 
Sanders. It's a bill for an act relating to appropriations; 
appropriates funds to aid in the carrying out of the provisions 
of LB1075; and declare an emergency. LR485, Senator Prokop; 
that'll be laid over. Amendments to be printed from Senator Bosn 
to LB965; Senator Sanders, LB1075; Senator Wordekemper, LB400. 
Exec Board will meet now, upon adjournment. Exec Board, now, 
upon adjournment. Excuse me, upon recess. And Senator Sorrentino 
would move to recess the body until 1:15.  

IBACH: The body will stand at recess until 1:15-- all those in 
favor, vote aye. Those opposed, nay. We are in recess. 

[RECESS] 

KELLY: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. Welcome to the 
George W. Norris Legislative Chamber. The afternoon session is 
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about to begin. Senators, please record your presence. Roll 
call. Mr. Clerk, please record.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: There's a quorum present, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Do you have any items for the record?  

ASSISTANT CLERK: I have nothing at this time.  

KELLY: While the Legislature is incapable-- is in session and 
capable of transacting business, I propose to sign and do hereby 
sign LR375, LR376, LR377, LR378, LR379, LR387, LR388, LR392, 
LR394, LR395, LR396, LR397, and LR398. Mr. Clerk, please proceed 
to the agenda.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, General File, Appropriations 
bills, LB525A introduced by Senator Jacobson. A bill for an act 
relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds to aid in 
carrying out the provisions of LB525. Bill was first read on 
March 25, and was referred directly to General File.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Jacobson, you're recognized 
to open.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Mr. President, and good afternoon, 
colleagues. Today, I am asking for your green vote on LB525A. As 
I mentioned last week when we heard LB525, the, the committee 
amendment to the bill successfully reduced the fiscal impact to 
zero. While there is no longer a fiscal note attached, LB525A 
remains before us as a procedural step. But as you noticed in, 
in reviewing this A bill, the amounts included are nominal. I 
urge the body to support the advancement of LB525A. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Jacobson. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive. Senators, the 
question is the advancement of LB525A to E&R Initial. All those 
in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 38 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB525A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: LB815A introduced by Senator Brandt. A bill for 
an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds to aid 
in the carrying out the provisions of LB815. Bill was first read 
on March 26 of this year, and was referred directly to General 
File.  

KELLY: Senator Brandt, you're recognized to open.  

BRANDT: Thank you, Mr. President. This A bill makes LB815 
revenue neutral by allowing the Department of Revenue to retain 
roughly the first $140,000 in fees collected to cover 
implementation costs associated with administering and 
distributing these funds. As a result, the bill does not require 
any General Fund expenditures. Thank you, colleagues, and I ask 
for your green vote on LB815A.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Brandt. Senator Raybould, you're 
recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, colleagues. 
Would Senator Brandt yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Brandt, would you yield?  

BRANDT: Yes, I would.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Senator Brandt. I'm looking at the A bill, 
and is it just a wash for the first year? Because it says on the 
second year, fiscal year 2027-2028, it's $102,000?  

BRANDT: What happens is we are going to collect about a million 
dollars in fees, and then, when the bill actually-- the day it 
kicks in, they spend this money before the fees start rolling 
in. And so, that's what-- the reason there, there really is no 
expense. It's, it's all out of fees.  

RAYBOULD: OK, thank you very much.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Brandt, you're recognized to close, and waive. 
Senators, the question is the advancement of LB815A to E&R 
Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 37 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  
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KELLY: LB815A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB838A introduced by Senator 
Jacobson. A bill for an act relating to appropriations; to 
appropriate funds to aid in carrying out the provisions of 
LB838. Bill was first read on March 26 of this year, and was 
placed directly on General File.  

KELLY: Senator Jacobson, you're recognized to open.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, this is the A bill 
for LB838A. If you read through it, you will see that it 
actually brings for, I think, a significant positive fiscal 
note. There, there is an expense, and I believe there's also 
revenue that follows. I don't have my notebook in front of me 
for some reason. But, but again, this is the A bill for LB838, 
which is a Banking Committee bill, and there are other bills in 
this, and that's what actually caused for a fiscal note, and 
then ultimately, an additional positive income from one of the 
bills in the, in the-- in LB838. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Jacobson. Senator Clements, you're 
recognized to speak.  

CLEMENTS: Thank you, Mr. President. Since Senator Jacobson 
didn't have his notes, I've looked up the A bill on this, and 
there is a $500,000 setup fee in the first year, but it's 
generating $4.9 million of positive revenue, so it'd still be a 
positive $4.4 million. So, I ask for your green vote on LB838A.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Clements. Senator Jacobson, seeing no 
one else in the queue, you're recognized to close, and waive 
closing. Members, the question is the advancement of LB838A to 
E&R Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, 
vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 36 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB838A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: LB867A introduced by Senator Hardin. A bill for 
an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds to aid 
in the carrying out of the provisions of LB867. The bill was 
first read on March 25 of this year, and was placed directly on 
General File.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Hardin, you're recognized 
to open.  

HARDIN: Thank you, Mr. President. LB867A is a placeholder bill. 
An amendment will be introduced to note the savings from the 
amended version of LB1143 that was amended into LB867 on General 
File. LB1143 as amended, which I introduced, requires DHHS to 
submit an application to CMS to establish a money-follows-the-
person program. Also, the amended version of LB1143 allows DHHS 
to take into consideration utilization relating to client needs 
and preferred setting when establishing nursing facility rates 
for prospective rating periods. At this time, the fiscal note 
for LB867 shows a savings of $6,761,317 in fiscal year '26-'27. 
Also, a $10,544,471 savings in fiscal year '27-'28, and a 
$14,327,625 savings in fiscal year '28-'29. I'd appreciate your 
green vote for LB867A. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hardin. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB867A to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 38 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB867A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: LB937A introduced by Senator Murman. Bill for 
an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds and aid 
in carrying out the provisions of LB937. Bill was first read on 
March 24 of this year, and has been-- was placed directly on 
General File.  

KELLY: Senator Murman, you're recognized to open.  

MURMAN: Thank you. LB937A is the appropriations bill for LB937, 
and we are working with the university to get this part 
eliminated. They are asking for this appropriation to carry out 
those-- the provisions of the bill, the-- actually, the dual 
enrollment part of the bill for record keeping and reporting. 
I'd appreciate your green vote.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. Senator Hughes, you're 
recognized to speak. Senator Raybould, you're recognized to 
speak.  
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RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. I know that Senator Murman 
said those, those amounts should be negligible, but it's still, 
like, $106,000 this first year, $109,000 the next year, and 
$109,000 next year. Will Senator Murman yield to a question, 
please?  

KELLY: Senator Murman, would you yield to a question?  

MURMAN: Certainly.  

RAYBOULD: Senator Murman, when will we hear back from the 
university on the amounts that should be stricken?  

MURMAN: Well, we don't have a timeline exactly on it, but soon. 
And we are hoping to get that eliminated.  

RAYBOULD: So, is it necessary to even appropriate the funds if 
we have an understanding that they should be reduced to zero?  

MURMAN: Well, the community colleges and the state colleges are 
zero. So, from my point of view, the university should be able 
to get it down or totally eliminate that fiscal note.  

RAYBOULD: Senator Murman, has this ever happened before? I don't 
remember something like this happening in the past, that, that 
we go ahead and approve an appropriation bill amount.  

MURMAN: I can't say for sure. I, I think it's happened before, 
but I can't point out a certain time.  

RAYBOULD: OK. Thank, thank you, Senator Murman. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators Raybould and Murman. Seeing no one 
else in the queue, Senator Murman, you're recognized to close, 
and waive closing. Senators, the question is the advancement of 
LB937A to E&R Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all those 
opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 34 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB937A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: LB972A introduced by Senator Fredrickson. A 
bill for an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds 
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to aid in carrying out the provisions of LB972. Bill was first 
read on March 25 of this year, and was placed directly on 
General File.  

KELLY: Senator Fredrickson, you're recognized to open.  

FREDRICKSON: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, 
colleagues and Nebraskans. So, this is the A bill for LB972, 
which is the annual DMV cleanup bill and one of the TNT 
Committee priority bills this year. The fiscal component 
currently reflected on the note is a result of a, a committee 
amendment that included LB1104, which was originally brought by 
Senator Dover. My understanding, in speaking with the 
introducer, is that the revenue brought in by this committee 
amendment will outweigh the fiscal expense. And so, the fiscal 
component of this should be a wash at the end of the day. Thank 
you, Mr. President  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Fredrickson. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB972A to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 38 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB972A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: LB1050A introduced by Senator Murman. Bill for 
an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate funds to aid 
in carrying out the provisions of LB1050. The bill was first 
read on March 26. The bill was placed directly on General File. 
There is a pending amendment as well, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Murman, you're recognized to open.  

MURMAN: Thank you. This is the appropriation bill for LB1050. 
Right now, the Department of Ed has eight screeners; they will 
reduce that number to eight screeners so that-- or, excuse me, 
to one screener so that we can be uniform across the state. I 
feel this is very important for reporting so that we can see how 
all schools are doing across the state for proficiency in 
reading. And the funding, we are working on lowering that amount 
also. And I would recommend your green vote on LB1050.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Spivey would move to 
amend with FA1126.  

KELLY: Senator Spivey, you're recognized to open.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President, and good afternoon, 
colleagues, and folks that are joining us online. I introduced 
FA1126 to help us kind of manage debate a little bit more on 
this bill, which I think is really important, as we had a robust 
debate last week around unfunded mandates, how we go upstream 
around academic achievement, and what did that need to look 
like. And a lot of our conversation was rooted on-- should our 
body be passing policy, is that NDE, what does it look like? And 
I think it deserves a little bit more time to talk about the 
financial aspects of this bill-- especially for me, as a member 
of Appropriations that will continue to be in the Legislature 
going forward-- and that we heard it this morning, what can our 
counties and schools and things actually, actually absorb versus 
becomes a property tax increase or a levy because we've passed 
policy here. And so, what my FA does, for folks that haven't 
been able to catch up or, or look at it, it-- let me pull my 
paper so I can tell you what it is. It, on page 2, line 1, 
strikes the $850,000 and inserts $15 million for both years. And 
this is a very conservative estimate on what it would actually 
take to implement this type of legislation based on actual data 
and information that we received from LPS, so, Lincoln Public 
Schools, and then modeling it across from what NDE says the 
amount of kids that we are serving. And so, again, I wanted-- 
this is, like, not a filibuster to take this down. It's not 
that. I do think that this, this bill requires and should take 
some intentional time to discuss the A-bill portion, because 
again, last week, we debated at length just the philosophical 
approach around LB1050, and I do think we need a little bit of 
time just to talk about this, and then get a vote and move on 
with the rest of our agenda. And so, in general, what I really 
want to make sure we uplift-- and, and as we talk about the A-
bill section, and being a member of Appropriations, we've talked 
a lot about our budget being the moral document, and what guides 
and what we say is a priority for the state. And so, our 
executive branch has said student achievement, specifically 
around being on grade reading level, is a priority. I think 
there's some disagreement on how we get there, yet that has been 
deemed a priority by our executive branch. So, on our side of 
the house, if you will, we need to think about what does that 
mean to properly resource this priority, if we say it is one, to 
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ensure that we are not pushing down another unfunded mandates to 
our counties and our schools, which would then just have to levy 
to do it. Or, they don't do it right, and it impacts other 
budget line items. And so, we know that in other geographies 
that actually implemented this type of policy, what LB1050 hopes 
to achieve, in Mississippi and some of the other states, it was 
truly a comprehensive plan that had millions and millions behind 
it, like, upwards of $45 million. And so, those dollars and, and 
things that were a line item for that appropriation were really 
around evaluations and specialized trainings for the teachers; 
it was around creating an improved reading assessment program, 
which we know that that's going to take time to source out and 
decide what we're going to use. There were summer reading 
programs and assessments, there was the process just around the 
notification to parents on performance and dyslexia screening, 
which-- that is an adjacent program or initiative that would 
support this, and so that would actually need to be done not 
only sooner for the students that are impacted if we pass this 
type of legislation, but then the actual third-graders that 
we're-- we were talking about retaining. Additional staffing for 
reading specialists and new staff for those students that are 
held behind. There were communications sent, and I don't know if 
your office has received it; I received some from school 
districts that said if we retain students, that means they no 
longer, in one elementary school, for example, will have three 
third-grade classes; they would have upwards of six or seven. 
So, what does that mean from a physical space of being able to 
house those students appropriately, and then the teachers plus 
the additional supports needed? We also-- and, and I don't know 
if folks have been following the budget on this side-- we did 
appropriate additional dollars to the reading coach program 
through ESUs, which was a pilot program that needed a couple 
more years of funding to actually get the data to talk about-- 
is it effective, and what does that program look like? The 
difference of that model is that it's not working with the 
children directly, but it's building the capacity; think "Train 
the Trainer" program for those teachers. I talked to my school 
district, OPS, and for our, our ESU, we only have one of those 
reading coaches. So, you think about the sheer magnitude of 
elementary schools that need that train the train [SIC] model-- 
while the pilot is helpful, it's truly not able to get traction 
and momentum because we only have one for the hundreds of 
elementary schools that we have. There will also need to be 
supplemental reading intervention program resources to work on 
reading skills at home with the parents, and so having a 
specific parent or caregiver training, what does that look like 
for that support? You have the before- or after-school 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

64 of 222 

components, which I did bring up on the mic last week when we 
were debating this. If you are having a before- or after-school 
program, what does that mean for transportation? Breakfast, 
who's providing that? Is there the space in the school? So, 
those are financial considerations. And then teacher training, 
if we look at accelerating any of these classes. And so, I, I 
just wanted, again, make sure that I, I offered this amendment. 
It's a serious amendment to have an intentional conversation 
around if we really want student academic success for reading on 
grade level, specifically at third grade, what does it really 
take for us to get there? And we have to have the commitment, 
financial commitment from the state, in order to do that. Our 
schools cannot absorb any other type of unfunded mandate when 
they're navigating so much more. And so, I really-- again, this 
is a serious amendment to discuss and talk about as it relates 
to LB1050. Some of the data that my office was able to model and 
look at-- and thank you to my staff for helping to put this 
together-- is that LPS shared the impacts that it would have 
just on their school district. And so, what we did was model 
that for the number of students that NDE said could potentially 
be impacted that were at K-3rd grade. And so, one cost for LPS, 
for example, would be $5 million. Again, this is just LPS. The 
cost per student that would be receiving aid would be upwards of 
$4,400. And so, when you look at that and you model it against 
what we are seeing across all of our school districts for 
Nebraska, it would cost Nebraska $44 million, really $44.2 
million, and in year two, $48.6 million. And I think that, 
again, is important to uplift, because the decisions that we 
make on a policy side absolutely impact what we are seeing on 
the financial side. And so, I know that there are some folks in 
the queue. I know that there are some amendments pending between 
General and Select. That is not to derail some of those 
conversations and negotiations, but I do think we have to-- can 
I get a gavel, Mr. President? [GAVEL] Thank you. I know it's 
after-lunch chatter, and folks are, are-- hopefully are talking 
about this, but I want to make sure folks are paying attention, 
too. So again, this is a serious amendment that does not even 
consider the full costs that we know to be true for this type of 
program, or that really mirrors other states who are able to do 
this successfully, and I think that deserves conversation. I 
don't think we just need to move an A bill to just move it, 
especially if we know that it is an unfunded mandate to our 
schools and our counties which ultimately will lead to higher 
property tax, which I have heard time and time again on this mic 
and off the floor, talking to colleagues, is an important 
priority to, to find alignment for us as state senators and as a 
body. And so, I appreciate the dialogue as folks are punched in, 
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and I hope that we can have some really intentional 
conversations specifically about the financial aspects of 
LB1050. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator Hughes, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HUGHES: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise not in support of 
FA1126 yet-- and I'll get there-- and support LB1050A. So, just 
a little bit about that $800,000 that the Nebraska Department of 
Ed would use. That is, as Senator Murman mentioned, to provide 
the one screener that all our school districts were use-- would 
use for the reading things. So, right now, different-- we have 
eight-- NDE has eight on the list, eight different screeners 
that schools can use, and some schools are using one, some 
schools are using, you know, like, two different ones in their 
systems. And so, what this would do, NDE is going to-- and I 
believe they've even decided it's DIBELS 8, I think, is the name 
of it-- but that would be one screener that would go into play 
for all school districts. And the, the good thing about that is 
that what-- no matter what school district you're in, you're 
held to those kind of standards, and it goes really deep into 
those reading standards. And then, when we compare school 
districts, that gives us consistent information, you know, 
whether it be a Dundee County school or a Milford school or an 
LPS school, it's the same standard when you're evaluating kiddos 
on their reading levels. So, the consistency is huge here, and 
we are, you know-- switched to our phonics way of teaching, the 
reading, and then this gives us a consistent, a consistent 
standard to look and see how our kids are getting, you know, 
held up to those reading standards. So, I think it is very 
important that we do pass this A-bill for the $800,000 for NDE 
to do. And it-- by doing-- having NDE pay for it-- pay for it, 
it's not an unfunded mandate on our schools, because now each 
school doesn't have to pay for their own, if they needed to 
switch over. So, we're kind of eliminating putting this on 
property tax by having NDE provide it. As far as Senator 
Spivey's FA1126, she spoke with-- or spoke about how the 
Mississippi model, it-- it's very important, the reading 
coaches, that 100 percent is the most important piece to getting 
our kids on track for reading. And what those reading coaches 
do, they go into schools where the students aren't progressing 
as they should. And, and again, using this DIBELS test, we'll 
start seeing that in kindergarten and in first grade. It doesn't 
just-- it's not one test in third grade; it's three times a year 
in kindergarten, it's three times a years in first grade. But 
you can see where some schools maybe are struggling getting 
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those kids on track. These reading coaches can come in. They 
don't-- the reading coaches don't work with the kids, the 
reading coaches work with the reading teachers in that school so 
that they're all using the same language and getting those kids 
on track. We have allocated money for reading coaches, maybe to-
be-determined if it's enough yet, but I know the Appropriations 
budget, in their budget, they extended that out, if not two 
years, maybe three. So, I think this floor amendment is early in 
terms of-- we've got funding for these coaches the next three 
years out. I can see, you know, in two years potentially coming 
back and keeping that funding going, because that is how-- when 
you talk about the "Mississippi miracle," which is really a 
marathon. But they put those-- that funding into those coaches, 
and that's how they achieve the results they achieved. So, I, I 
do appreciate Senator Spivey in saying the importance of that. 
Luckily, we do have that funding out for the next few years. But 
right now, we need to do-- get that consistent measurement, kind 
of the stick that you're measuring kids against, so that we're 
all talking the same language; no matter what school district 
you're in, you're using the same assessment tool. So, that's 
where I'm at. I don't support the FA1126 this year. I can see us 
having to bring money back in future years for the reading 
coaches, but I do fully support LB1050A to provide that screener 
to all our schools. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hughes. Senator Juarez, you're 
recognized to speak.  

JUAREZ: Thank you very much. Good afternoon, colleagues, and 
good afternoon to everyone online. I rise in support of FA1126, 
and I am against LB1050A. I really would like my colleagues to 
slow down on this bill. I absolutely disagree with attempting to 
pass this bill. The-- and especially in my district, there's 
really going to be a need to try to assist these students to 
read at the grade level necessary, and I think that it's going 
to far more expense than what we realized to try and put this 
bill in place. And I think that we just need to stop and 
evaluate more all of the costs that it's going to take to 
implement this bill. I mean, I'm, I'm just in shock that 
actually we're even talking about the appropriations bill when 
the bill barely passed as it is to go to Select File. I think 
that people need to think about the deficit that we have. This 
isn't going to do any-- isn't going to bring any revenue in, 
that's for sure. And I want us to take our time, do more serious 
evaluation, come up with some concrete figures instead of 
assuming that everything's OK for right now, and then we'll just 
look at it a little bit further later on to see what our dollars 
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need to be. I ask my colleagues to vote no. Thank you, and I 
yield the rest of my time.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Juarez. Senator Raybould, you're 
recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. I, I too have some doubts 
about LB1050 because the majority, the vast majority of emails I 
have received on this very topic were from educators who were 
saying this is not a proven best practices for schools to 
implement, and they went on and on and expounded why it would-- 
will do more harm than good. Senator Spivey clearly outlined the 
unfunded mandate that we're pushing on the other public school 
districts. So, we're just talking about what seems to be like a 
modest amount. If we're just looking at LB1050A for two years, 
it's still $1.6 million dollars just for the state of Nebraska. 
But Senator Spivey clearly outlined the cost that Lincoln Public 
Schools shared with many of us here, that it would cost Lincoln 
Public Schools $5 million per year to implement it as it is 
currently written. To me, that is really troubling. It is not a 
consistently-proven best practices for schools to implement. And 
if you just combine the two educational bills, LB1050 with 
LB937, that's really about $1.95 million. So, I, I do have a 
question I'd like to ask Senator Murman, if I may.  

KELLY: Senator Murman, would you yield to a question?  

MURMAN: Yes.  

RAYBOULD: Senator Murman, has either LB937 or LB1050-- did 
either of these bills have an interim study?  

MURMAN: I'm trying to think. No, I don't think so.  

RAYBOULD: OK. Thank you. I, I know that-- thank you, sir. I know 
that that's really a good practice that we have in the 
Legislature to slow things down, to really take a deep dive and 
look at what all the educators from both sides of, I guess, an 
aisle, if you'd like, have a chance to really weigh in what are 
clinically-proven, effective best practices that should be 
implemented before we just wade in and assume we, we actually 
know what we're doing, what we're implementing. And again, what 
are the costs to the communities that are going to be left to 
execute this, this new mandate from the Nebraska Legislature? I 
heard this morning, you know, your, your debate on LB400. And 
the mantra back then was this is another unfunded mandate to, to 
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cities and counties to implement. Find the, the funding for 
this. Have-- provide the insurance coverage for this. Be mindful 
of a catastrophic loss that could really wreak harm for your 
community. And this is-- this sort of is another same thing. You 
know, we've talked so much about local control, local authority, 
but here we are again coming up with what we think is a 
"Mississippi miracle" and trying to force it down to our local 
levels that are again obligated to fund it. And I have no reason 
to doubt or dispute what Lincoln Public Schools provided to us 
as an estimate. Of course, you know, that's just Lincoln Public 
Schools, that's $5 million per year. I commend Senator Spivey 
for accurately providing an actual cost of what it will be to 
successfully implement it, if that's what we want to do, rather 
than require and force each and every public school district to 
figure it out and to come up with the funding to implement it. 
So, I won't support FA1125 [SIC]-- sorry, Senator Spivey-- just 
because the fiscal note is so high. I will not support LB1050 
because I think this is a, a perfect example of a piece of 
legislation that would merit having an interim study and 
inviting the educators from all different sides of the issue to 
take the deep dive and study it efficiently, and work out the 
right solution and the direction for our state of Nebraska to 
go. And assuming that the state of Nebraska will fully fund this 
new initiative-- and I think that's the big thing for us. Is 
this legislative matter that you're bringing before us, is it 
something new? Is it something that it's going to retain jobs, 
like workforce initiatives? Is it going to help with affordable 
housing? Is it going to help with affordable child care? Those 
are the things I think we should be focusing on rather than new 
initiatives that have not been proven and have not had an 
interim study. And on top of that, they have a high fiscal note. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Senator Murman, you're 
recognized to speak.  

MURMAN: Thank you. FA1126 is an unfriendly amendment. We have-- 
Nebraska has appropriated $3 million to reading trainers in the 
last 3 years, or in the-- actually, we're in the first year of 
the 3 years for that. And then also, the Department of Ed has a 
grant for $55 million from the federal level to pay for trainers 
for teachers. So, we have the funding available. If more funding 
is needed in the next few years, if LB1050 is implemented, we 
can debate that at that time. And also, LB1050, if there is a 
question about the funding, we can debate that on Select File 
for LB1050. It-- there's nothing more important than teaching 
our students to read. And we have-- like I said, we have money 
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appropriated for that, and I think LB1050 is very important. 
Through third grade, we teach kids to read. Past third grade, 
it's more reading to learn. What's more important for our 
students in Nebraska? I ask for your red vote on FA1126, and a 
green vote on LB1050A. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. Senator Brandt would like to 
recognize guests in the north balcony: seniors from Wilber-
Clatonia. Please stand and be recognized by the Nebraska 
Legislature. Senator Spivey, you're recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President, and I always appreciate when 
young people are here when we're debating bills that are about 
their future and their experience, so I'm glad that they get to 
see their house at work. I can appreciate Senator Raybould's 
comments, actually, on the interim study, and I think that is a 
great option for LB1050. We are here now at this point, and so 
that's why I brought FA1126 specifically. I did want to uplift-- 
so, my floor amendment is based off of the actual amendment. And 
so, I just wanted to uplift before I give Senator Hughes some of 
my time to talk just about where some of this falls on the 
counties and the schools and, and what does that look like. And 
I, and I can appreciate, I will say, that having the central 
assessment making the difference and what they can mean for 
districts and their capacity, but as I mentioned in my opening, 
there are a number of other programmatic factors that are 
currently in LB1050 that are going to cost money. So, while this 
A bill specifically is looking at the assessment, it's not 
accounting for all the other parts of the program that lend 
itself to what LB1050 hopes to accomplish. So, if you look at 
page 5, for example, it says a school district shall offer the 
parent or guardian of such student an opportunity to have an 
approved reading assessment. So, who is administering that 
assessment? What does that look like? It does not mandate the 
school to do it. The parent can ask for it, which, again, we 
talked a lot about some of those implications last week, but 
that does cost money. On page 5, at the bottom, it has the State 
Department of Education shall make the public list of approved 
reading assessments for the schools available and the, and the 
threshold level of performance for each assessment. So, what 
does that mean for NDE to compile that, to review it, work with 
the districts, publish it, and then actually say "this is what 
the school districts are using" -- what are the implications to 
that? That costs money. It has-- on page 7, it's about some of 
the dyslexia components, that the school must use a multi-tier 
system of support framework to address the needs of the student. 
So, if you look just at the dyslexia component of this, that is 
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a specific framework with services that, again, cost money. And 
so, this is, again, a serious amendment to have a conversation 
around the actual cost of this initiative. I, I don't disagree 
that our students having academic success is the absolute most 
important work that we can do in this body. There's just 
disagreement on how we get there and how we fund it. And with 
that, I yield any of my remaining time to Senator Hughes, Mr. 
President. I yield the rest of my time to Senator Hughes.  

KELLY: Senator Hughes, 2 minutes, 6 seconds.  

HUGHES: Thank you, Senator Spivey. I just wanted-- I asked her 
for a little time because I do want to say one thing quick. This 
A bill actually saves property tax payers a little bit of money. 
Right now, every school district across the state has their own 
contract with a vendor for-- one of those eight vendors for 
their reading assessment tools, and this will narrow us down to 
one that they all use, and the Nebraska Department of Education 
will hold that contract, so it's really being more efficient. 
And then, the, the money goes there, and this, this-- through 
Nebraska Department of Ed, which is through the state, pays for 
that contract. And then-- so we're taking a little bit off of 
each of our schools, which ultimately would be paid for by 
property tax. So, this is efficient, that LB1050A. It's a, it's 
a better use of funds, it's better use for assessment tool, all 
the things. Also, I just wanted to mention there were a few 
interim studies done this fall that didn't look at these 
assessment tools per se in depth, but there were some interim 
studies that touched on this a bit, so. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hughes. Mr. Clerk, you have a motion 
on your desk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Murman would move to 
invoke cloture on LB1050A pursuant to Rule 7, Section 10.  

KELLY: Senator Murman, for what purpose do you rise?  

MURMAN: Well, I'd close on 1050-- A. OK. Call of the house, 
roll-call vote.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. There's been a request to 
place the house under call. The question is, shall the house go 
under call? All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, 
vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: 28 ayes, 1 nay to place the house under call, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: The house is under call. Senators, please record your 
presence. All unexcused senators outside the Chamber, please 
return and record your presence. All unauthorized personnel, 
please leave the floor. The house is under call. All unexcused 
members are present. Members, the first vote is on the motion to 
invoke cloture. There's been a request for a roll call vote. Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Senator Andersen voting yes. Senator Arch 
voting yes. Senator Armendariz voting yes. Senator Ballard 
voting yes. Senator Bosn voting yes. Senator Bostar voting yes. 
Senator Brandt voting yes. Senator John Cavanaugh voting yes. 
Senator Machaela Cavanaugh not voting. Senator Clements voting 
yes. Senator Clouse voting yes. Senator Conrad. Senator DeBoer 
voting yes. Senator DeKay voting yes. Senator Dorn voting yes. 
Senator Dover voting yes. Senator Dungan voting yes. Senator 
Fredrickson. Senator Fredrickson? Voting yes. Senator Guereca 
voting yes. Senator Hallstrom voting yes. Senator Hansen voting 
yes. Senator Hardin voting yes. Senator Holdcroft voting yes. 
Senator Hughes voting yes. Senator Hunt voting no. Senator Ibach 
voting yes. Senator Jacobson voting yes. Senator Juarez voting 
no. Senator Kauth voting yes. Senator Lippincott voting yes. 
Senator Lonowski voting yes. Senator McKinney not voting. 
Senator Fred Meyer voting yes. Senator Glen Meyer voting yes. 
Senator Moser voting yes. Senator Murman voting yes. Senator 
Prokop voting yes. Senator Quick not voting. Senator Raybould. 
I'm sorry, Senator? Voting no. Senator Riepe not voting. Senator 
Rountree voting no. Senator Sanders voting yes. Senator 
Sorrentino voting yes. Senator Spivey voting no. Senator Storer 
voting yes. Senator Storm voting yes. Senator Strommen voting 
yes. Senator von Gillern voting yes. Senator Wordekemper voting 
yes. 39 ayes, 5 nays on the motion, Mr. President.  

KELLY: The motion to invoke cloture is adopted. The next 
question is the adoption of FA1126. All those in favor, vote 
aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 11 ayes, 34 nays on the adoption of the 
amendment, Mr. President.  

KELLY: FA1126 is not adopted. The next vote is the advancement 
of LB1050A to E&R Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all 
those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: 35 ayes, 9 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1050A is advanced to E&R Initial. I raise the call. Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB1126A introduced by Senator 
Moser. A bill for an act relating to appropriations; to 
appropriate funds to aid in the carrying out of the provisions 
of LB1126. The bill was first read on March 26 of this year, and 
was placed directly on General File.  

KELLY: Senator Moser, you're recognized to open.  

MOSER: Thank you, Mr. President. LB1126A is an appropriations 
bill to allow for the possible passage of Senator Dorn's 
amendment into the Transportation and Telecommunications 
Committee package, LB1126, on Select File. LB576 would allow the 
PSC to raise additional revenue to support the Nebraska 9/11 
system-- 9-1-1 system. And so, this just allows for the 
possibility that Senator Dorn's bill would be amended onto the 
committee package, and that the committee package would pass. 
And these funds are used to support the public safety answering 
points, the PSAPs. And so, that's a separate question, whether 
that gets approved or amended on there or not. But should it, 
this allows for that to happen. Thank you, colleagues. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Moser. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB1126A to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 43 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1126A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB1165A introduced 
by Senator von Gillern. Bill for an act relating to 
appropriations; to appropriate funds to aid in the carrying out 
the provisions of LB1165. Bill was first read on March 24 of 
this year, and was placed directly on General File.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to open.  
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von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise to ask for your 
favorable vote to appropriate funds from the Site and Building 
Development Fund to provide for elements of the incentive bill 
LB1165. No general funds are appropriated in LB1165A. Again, I 
ask for your green vote to move this bill forward. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senator Raybould, you're 
recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. As I've said in the past, 
normally, I do support business initiatives and incentives, but 
when you look at the totality of this bill, 11B-- LB1165, over 
the course of time from 2026 to 2023 [SIC], it looks to be about 
$155,236,000, which I think is excessive. You know, we have been 
engaged in the Advantage Act and ImagiNE Act, and if you look 
back at the history of where Nebraska ranks in our gross 
domestic product, the growth, the economic growth of our state, 
we're dead last at 50. So, my concern is this is a tremendous 
amount of money. I know in the Appropriations it went from $5 
million from the building fund now down to $2 million. I know 
this bill is-- has advanced to Select, I know we will have much 
more debate and discussion on it. But at this point in time, I 
see no reason for us to appropriate this. We have our 
consultants here that have been working with our state of 
Nebraska on trying to help devise a strategy to get us out of 
our fiscal deficit and how to engage in positive economic growth 
development initiatives that will move us up the line instead of 
rating 50, the last. And so, I think at this point in time, 
it's, it's probably good to review and reflect on all the 
business incentives. If the only ranking that we have achieved 
after all these years is 50th or ranking last, then we might 
want to reflect, slow down, spend some time to do a thorough 
analysis of what is actually working to help promote our state, 
state and promote positive economic growth for our states. So, 
for this reason, I will not support the, the A bill for this. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to close.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. Normally, I would waive 
off close, but I can't resist the temptation to correct 
something that Senator Raybould said. And I, and I brought this 
up numerous times in General File debate on LB1165. When she 
refers to Nebraska being 50th in gross domestic product, that 
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refers to the first quarter of 2025. I searched back, it's the, 
it's the lowest quarter ranking for Nebraska in the past-- I 
only searched back five years, so I thought it was irrelevant to 
go any further. The very next quarter, in the second quarter of 
2025, Nebraska ranked sixth in the nation. I think we should 
talk about how well we're doing in this state when we're doing 
well, rather than dragging things down with negative information 
that's been cherry-picked for such a purpose. So, with that, I 
would ask for your green vote on LB1165A. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senators, the question is 
the advancement of LB1165A to E&R Initial. All those in favor, 
vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 39 ayes, 4 nays on the-- 40 ayes, 4 nays on the 
advancement of the bill, Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1165A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk, for items.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Thank you, Mr. President. I have the report of 
the Reference Committee referring interim study resolutions to 
committee. Senator Hardin has an amendment to LB867, and Senator 
Kauth has amendment to LB304. That's all I have, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senate-- Speaker Arch, you are 
recognized for an announcement.  

ARCH: Thank you, Mr. President. Colleagues, you received a 
calendar over the lunch hour, and I want to-- I want to walk you 
through it, and I want to provide the body with a roadmap and a 
bit of a reality check for the, for the time remaining in the 
session. And so, if you want to make some notes on that 
calendar, you're-- feel free to do that. I, I guess the overall 
message is, don't think we're in the middle of the session, we 
are at the end of the session, and there's some implications to 
that. So, we have essentially 2 weeks remaining in the session, 
and it helps to understand where we are in the session by 
working backwards. So, the schedule was designed to provide that 
all bills would be read by Day 59, and that Day 60 would give 
the body a chance to vote on any override motions if the 
Governor would veto any of the bills delivered to him by this 
body by Day 59. So, Day 60 is to ensure that there are no pocket 
vetoes, and that's how that day is designed to function. So, 
this continues to be my plan, unless Day 60 proves unnecessary. 
That decision will be made sometime late next week, at which 
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time I will make an announcement. The bulk of the Final Reading 
will occur on Days 57 in the evening, Day 58, the layover day, 
and Day 59, so we will have a lot of Final Reading on those 
days. Thursday, April 9 will be the constitutionally-required 1-
day layover for the remaining bills that will be read on Final 
Reading on Friday, April 10. In addition to some Final Readings 
on Thursday, April 9, we'll also take up the proposed rule 
change advanced by the Rules Committee to make changes to our 
committee structure for next year. For that to take effect in 
January, we need to have the rule change now, if that, if that 
is the will of the body. That day, we will also debate the 
policy resolutions that were referred to a committee for public 
hearing and which have been advanced by their respective 
committees for further consideration. So, these are LRs that 
have policy implications. Tuesday and Wednesday, April 7 and 8 
will be the last days for Select File debate, and to return any 
bills from Final Reading for a specific amendment. On Wednesday, 
April 8, all bills need to be correctly engrossed by the 
Revisor's office and physically returned to the Clerk for 
placement on Final Reading before we adjourn for the evening. 
This means we will stop Select File debate early and turn to 
Final Reading while the Bill Drafters work to turn around the 
bills we advance from Select File earlier in the day. There are 
50 bills currently sitting on Select File and E&R Initial. 50. 
Just the large number of bills yet to be debated at this stage 
necessitate we'll need to take up some Select File bills this 
week. Additionally, among the bills sitting on Select File or 
E&R Initial, there are at least 6 bills which, given the General 
File debate, could take up to 4 hours of debate on Select File. 
I-- so, I track those, I watch those in my attempt to try to 
schedule bills. There's at least 6 bills; that's 24 hours, if it 
goes there. Those alone could be our 2 days of Select File 
debate next week. So now, let's look at this week. Today, the 
budget bills and the state claims bill will be placed on Final 
Reading before the end of the day. This will allow us to read 
the budget on Wednesday, Day 54, with tomorrow serving as the 
layover day. Please note that on Wednesday morning, I do intend 
to ask the body to suspend Rule 8, Section 5, the rule requiring 
the Legislature to pass the budget no later than the 50th 
Legislative Day in a 60-day session. In addition to the Final 
Reading of the budget bills and state claims bills on Wednesday, 
I intend to schedule for Final Reading the available bills that 
have a positive impact on the state's General Fund, and any 
available bills with an emergency clause. So, when I take a look 
at what I'm prioritizing and scheduling, I'm-- I need to make 
sure that those bills that have that positive impact are up on 
top and are ahead of other bills that are being scheduled so 
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that we can get to the-- get to the balanced budget, we can know 
where we are by the end of the session, where-- if we're short, 
if we're over, where we are, those bills need to move. Besides 
passing the budget this week, my focus will be on facilitating 
the debate of as many of the priority bills on General File that 
we can hope to address in our final 2 weeks, which includes 
allowing time for a future Select File debate and Final Reading, 
and also schedule some of the Select File bills so that those do 
not get trapped by a lack of time next week. There are currently 
16 priority bills on General File which have yet to be 
scheduled, yet to be scheduled meaning you do not see them on 
today's agenda. We haven't gotten to those priority bills yet, 
but there's 16 on top of that. Of those 16 bills, I have 
identified 8 bills which I anticipate will go to cloture, and 
another 3 bills which will likely be at least 4 to 5 hours of 
debate. For these bills, not only is the-- is there the hours of 
General File debate to consider, but then also, the up-to-4 
hours of debate on Select File to be taken into account. I think 
you're all doing the math, right? As Speaker, setting the agenda 
for the next 2 weeks is a delicate balancing act between 
providing debate time for the body to address all of the bills 
that have been previously advanced beyond General File and to 
provide an opportunity for the body to address and potentially 
pass all of the remaining priority bills yet to be debated. And 
this is the big picture: a lot to do, not a lot of time. And I 
want to pause there for a second, and I just want to comment. 
You know, middle of the-- middle of the session, I, I mentioned 
to the body that, that it just looked like to me that there will 
be some bills that will fall off the table this year, and I 
believe that is the case, just looking at these numbers. The 
budget was obviously the number-one issue, and we had several 
rounds of that debate, and that took up time which also put more 
pressure on some of these bills that are still sitting, waiting, 
waiting to be scheduled. So, we knew that we-- we knew that the 
budget was going to be the big issue this year, and that's a 
little bit unusual. For those of you in the first 60-day 
session, I've had, I've had questions to me about, well, you 
know, is this a normal 60-day session? And I-- not really, 
because in a, in a, in a normal 60-day-- whatever that means-- 
in a normal 60-day session, you, you, you do bring the bill-- 
you do bring the budget back, but usually, it's for some 
adjustments; it's, it's a, it's a request for additional funding 
for a particular department, or it's some adjustments that are 
made not anticipating certain things. But this year, there was 
major work and major debate involved in it, and so that's the 
difference, really, between a 90-day and a 60-day session. Still 
number of-- same, same number of priority bills; you just have 
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60 days to do it in instead of 90 days. But usually, you do not 
have the big budget debate which we had this year. And I would 
just add one other comment. I, I have a lot of senators coming 
to me saying, hey, where's my priority bill? And I try to be as 
honest as I possibly can, not knowing exactly how each day will 
go from here to the end. But the session is certainly larger 
than any one senator's individual priorities, and I, and I know 
you can appreciate that. Now, here we go. So, we have, we have 
more days remaining. Time spent debating amendments to attach a 
controversial bill onto another bill, or to rehash issues which 
have previously been debated which have little chance of 
adoption is certainly each member's prerogative. You can do 
that. However, please keep in mind the big picture, and realize 
actions do have consequences. Meaning not retribution, but just 
time. Time is not our friend at this point. Depending on how 
members utilize the remaining time of session, the end result 
could be that some bills are left on Select File when we adjourn 
sine die this year. To be clear, I'm not discouraging debate of 
the bills in front of us; that is what we're here to do. 
However, attempting to amend another bill onto one of our 
scheduled priority bills is a choice. I'll do my part to 
facilitate us addressing as many of the remaining bills as we 
can, and to facilitate a smooth landing for this session. But 
please keep in mind, it's not only up to me as to how the 
remaining 2 weeks of our session plays out. I would say, with 
this news, please plan some very late nights this week, and a 
longer day on Friday than our usual 2-3 p.m. adjournment. 
Thursday. I'll be here Friday, I don't know about you. I'm 
kidding. Thursday. Additionally, I want to announce that today, 
I'll be treating LB304, the bill addressing the child care 
subsidy program, as a 4-hour bill for purposes of cloture. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Clerk, for the next item on 
the agenda.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB1256 introduced 
by Senator John Cavanaugh. A bill for an act relating to the 
Emergency Management Act; to amend Section 81-829; to redefine a 
term; and to repeal the original section. The bill was first 
read on January 21 of this year. It was referred to the 
Government, Military and Veterans Affairs Committee; that 
committee reported the bill to General File. I have no pending 
amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator John Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  
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J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, 
colleagues. This is a simple change. LB1256 changes the Nebraska 
Emergency Management Act to include snow and ice removal and 
flood management in the definition of emergency management 
activities. This will allow workers who perform these duties to 
be considered emergency workers under the act; does not add any 
responsibilities or mandates to the-- to NEMA or political 
subdivisions, but it may help subdivisions better utilize 
emergency funds in cases of catastrophic weather events. And it 
recognizes in law what is already the case for our state and 
local governments in practice: the making roads safer for travel 
and protecting communities from floodwaters an important emerge-
- is an important emergency duty. LB1256 has no fiscal note, no 
opposition in committee; it was advanced unanimously from the 
Government, Military and Veterans Affairs Committee, and I'd ask 
for your green vote on LB1256. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Sanders, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SANDERS: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of LB1256. 
The Government Committee heard this bill on February 26. After 
Senator Cavanaugh's opening, there was a proponent testimony 
from the American Federation of State, County and Municipal 
Employees. The committee voted 8-0 to advance LB1256. We believe 
it is appropriate to recognize that snow and ice removal and 
flood management can be easily managed-- can be an emergency 
management function. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Sanders. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Cavanaugh, you're recognized to close, and waive. 
Senators, the question is the advancement of LB1256 to E&R 
Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 39 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of LB1256, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1256 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk, next item.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB952 introduced by Senator 
Dorn. A bill for an act relating to courts; to create a fund and 
terminate funds in a section; to eliminate obsolete provisions 
relating to transfers, funds, grants, and reports; to harmonize 
provisions; to provide for an operative date; and to repeal 
outright-- repeal the original sections; and repeal outright 
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Section 43-3719 and 43-3720. Bill was first read on January 9 of 
this year, referred to the Committee on Judiciary; that 
committee reports the bill to General File. I have no pending 
amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Dorn, you're recognized to open.  

DORN: Thank you, Mr. Lieutenant Governor. Good afternoon, 
colleagues. LB952 was brought to me by the Court Administrator's 
Office, and is simply a clean-up bill of cash funds within their 
office. First, under LB952, the Supreme Court operations cash 
fund is codified into statute, Section 81-1111.04. The cash fund 
was administratively created, and now we just put it into the 
state statute per the statutory authority. Second, the bill 
eliminates the Supreme Court reports cash fund. This fund 
received revenue from the sale of printed Supreme Court and 
Appeal Court opinions, which are now published electronically. 
Revenue has decreased, and there's currently about $64 in the 
fund. If any revenue is generated, it would go into the Supreme 
Court operations cash fund, and that's also where the $64 will 
go. And third, LB952 would eliminate the court-appointed special 
advocates fund, known as CASA. This fund was used to provide 
grants and funding for CASA. The appropriations now are made 
through the Foster Care Review Office, and the fund balance has 
had a zero dollar amount since 2018, so this fund is not used by 
the courts anymore, and it does not remove any of the funding 
from CASA or any of that; that all goes through the Foster Care 
Review. This fund is unnecessary. Again, this bill is strictly 
clean-up. Corey Steel with the Court Administrator's Office was 
the only other testifier. Thank you to the Judiciary Committee 
for advancing this out on an unanimous vote, and thank you to 
the Speaker for making this a consent calendar bill.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dorn. Seeing no one else in the queue, 
you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, the 
question is the advancement of LB952 to E&R Initial. All those 
in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 38 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of LB952, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB952 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB998 introduced by Senator 
Andersen. A bill for an act relating to revenue and taxation; to 
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change provisions relating to the state income tax deduction for 
members of the Nebraska National Guard; and to repeal the 
original section. Bill was first read on January 13 of this 
year. Bill was referred to the Committee on Revenue; that bill 
[SIC] reports the bill to General File. I have no pending 
amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Andersen, you're recognized to open.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. Today, I'm introducing 
LB998, which simply corrects an oversight in regards to the 
Nebraska National Guardsmen's pay. In 2024, this Legislature 
passed LB1394 exempting Nebraska National Guardsmen from paying 
state income tax when conducting drills and training, operating 
under Title 32 authority. The stated goal was to boost 
recruitment and retention. It expanded on earlier laws exempting 
military retirement pay from Nebraska state income tax. When 
full-time Nebraska National Guardsmen support active duty force, 
they're operating under Title 10 federal active duty authority. 
Since LB1394 specified that tax free status was applicable for 
service executed under Title 32 authorities, when they operate 
under Title 10, their income is fully taxed by the state of 
Nebraska. Literally, the brave men and women of the Nebraska 
National Guard incur a financial penalty when mobilized to or 
volunteering for federal service. This is true even though their 
actual base pay stays roughly the same. We are financially 
punishing Nebraska Guardsmen for doing one of their primary 
jobs, supporting the active duty force. LB998 corrects that 
oversight. Nebraska Guardsmen's state income tax will be waived 
whether operating under Title 32 or under Title 10 authorities. 
This bill had no fiscal note, no opponents in committee, and was 
reported out unanimously. I'd like to thank Speaker Arch for 
adding it to the consent calendar bills, and thank you all for 
your time and attention, and I would ask for your green vote.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Andersen. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB998 to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 40 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of LB998.  

KELLY: LB998 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB937 [SIC-- 
LB737] introduced by Senator Rountree. A bill for an act 
relating to persons with developmental disabilities; to require 
a joint public hearing and report for evaluation of the progress 
of the Olmstead plan as prescribed; and to repeal the original 
section. The bill was first read on January 7 of this year; it 
was referred to the Committee on Health and Human Services; that 
committee reports the bill to General File. I have no pending 
amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Rountree, you're recognized 
to open.  

ROUNTREE: Thank you, Mr. President, and good afternoon, 
colleagues and those that are watching online. Over the interim, 
the Urban Affairs Committee heard my LR86, which centered on the 
state of affordable, accessible housing in Nebraska. In that 
hearing, we learned about the lack of available housing units 
for individuals with disabilities. Members of the Olmstead 
Advisory Committee testified to the deep need for integrated 
housing that is available for members of the disability 
community. As a member of the Urban Affairs Committee and a 
senator in my first year, I had not heard of the Olmstead plan 
and the landmark Supreme Court decision that requires 
integration for the disabled community. As I've continued to 
discuss accessible housing with advocates in the housing space, 
there have been others who are deeply involved in the housing 
development arena who are unaware of the Olmstead plan and what 
that means for so many Nebraskans. With that in mind, and in 
consult-- consultation with disability advocates, I've 
introduced LB737. This bill requires that once a year, the HHS 
Committee and the Urban Affairs Committee will hold a joint 
hearing to assess the progress of the Olmstead plan, and submit 
a report to the Clerk of the Legislature. In my time so far as a 
Senator, it has become clear to me that we do our best work when 
we communicate and collaborate. There are aspects of 
accessibility that the HHS Committee understands deeply, and 
there are aspects of affordable housing and the need for 
additional housing that the Urban Affairs Committee understands. 
I think by collaborating and being intentional in our approach, 
we can deliver results for those in need in our state. I've 
spoken with the DHHS and clarified that this bill would not 
require them to submit a new Olmstead report annually, since 
their current reporting period is every three years. This bill 
simply asks that we come together as a state and discuss what 
efforts have been made in the year, and where we would still 
need to make progress. This bill came out of the committee with 
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zero "no" votes and one PNV, and has no fiscal note attached. I 
would like to thank the Speaker for including this bill on the 
consent calendar, and with that, I ask for your green vote on 
LB737. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Rountree. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB737 to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 42 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of LB937 
[SIC-- LB737], Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB737 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB1108 introduced by Senator 
Clouse. A bill for an act relating to public entities; to change 
provisions related to contracts entered into by and bidding 
requirements and exceptions for certain entities; and to repeal 
the original sections. The bill was first read on January 16 of 
this year. The bill was referred to the Government, Military and 
Veterans Affairs Committee; that committee reports the bill to 
General File. There are no pending amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Clouse, you're recognized to open.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Colleagues, this bill was, as 
mentioned, in the Government and Military [SIC] Committee, and 
I'd like to thank Speaker Arch for putting this on the consent 
[INAUDIBLE]. This bill is-- there's three items in this 
particular bill, and it deals with joint entities formed under 
the Interlocal Cooperation Act. And it's dealing primarily with 
a power plant. And this is-- the city of Hastings, they have 
Whelan Energy Center, which is a coal-generating power plant. 
Typically, we think of OPPD, NPPD, LES as far as energy-
generating plants. Hastings, the city of Hastings has Whelan 
Energy Center, but they also have an interlocal agreement with 
the city of Grand Island, city of Nebraska City, Municipal 
Energy Agency of Nebraska, and rural cooperative in South 
Dakota. The challenges we have with these-- I, I-- it has to do 
with the bidding requirements for these particular plants. This 
falls under a different criteria for bidding, so it's different 
than public power districts have, and it's also different than 
what just a singular municipality have. This bill raises the 
threshold for bidding, and it increases it simply because the 
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cost of key components to operating a power plant have, have 
risen significantly. And so, what this bill does is it raises 
that threshold, and it matches those with the OPPDs and NPPDs, 
similar power plants and operations, so it just simply matches 
those bidding thresholds. The other thing that it does, a couple 
of other items, it manages-- or, excuse me, changes the bid 
requirements or the-- excuse me-- the public notices to match 
those municipalities. And then, statute 70-637, it also matches 
that with public power districts. So, that's what this bill 
does: it raises the threshold and, and also the public 
notifications for bids. So, I'd ask for your green vote on 
LB1108. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Clouse. Senator Sanders, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SANDERS: Thank you Mr. President. I rise in support of LB1108. 
The Government Committee heard this bill on February 20. Senator 
Clouse provided an opening, and then we heard from, from 
proponent testimony from the League of Municipalities, municipal 
electric utilities and the Nebraska Power Association. There was 
no opposition or neutral testimony at the hearing. The committee 
voted 8-0 to advance LB1108. We believe with these changes are-- 
we believe these changes are appropriate because of the fact 
that unanticipated damage to power generation facilities require 
an immediate response, and there's often only one source for 
replacing original equipment components. I encourage your green 
vote on LB1108. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Sanders. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Clouse, you're recognized to close, and waive. 
Senators, the question is the advancement of LB1108 to E&R 
Initial. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 43 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of LB1108, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1108 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB1216 introduced by Senator 
McKinney. A bill for an act relating to the Nebraska Treatment 
and Corrections Act; to provide for educational services and 
educational programming for certain prisoners; to provide duties 
for the Director of Correctional Services, the State Department 
of Education, and the State Board of Education; and to repeal 
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the original sections. The bill was first read on January 21 of 
this year. It was referred to the Committee on Education; that 
committee reports the bill to General File. There are Education 
Committee amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator McKinney, you're recognized to open.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. LB1216 is a bill that was 
brought and I introduced to address the concerns with making 
sure that individuals, especially young individuals that are in 
our prisons, are getting educational opportunities. Since my 
time in the Legislature and in-- and during the interim, I've 
heard multiple stories of these opportunities not necessarily 
being presented or provided for some individuals, so I brought 
the bill to ensure that that takes place. LB1216 was voted out 
of the Education Committee on an 8-0 vote. There were only 
proponents of the bill at the hearing, no opponents. I will say 
that the Department of Corrections did send in neutral testimony 
saying that they provide these services, but again, I will 
stress and I will say that, although they say they provide 
things, and other agencies say they do things, in a practical 
sense, when you talk to people on the ground, that's not always 
the case for some people, and that's why I brought this bill to 
try to do my part in making sure that educational opportunities 
are provided to young people. It is definitely essential that, 
you know, they get their education taken care of and their, 
their concerns are met, especially when 80-plus percent of those 
individuals will return back to our communities. I think it's 
just to make sure that they do-- they are provided, you know, 
educational services as much as possible under the law. And 
there is a committee amendment, and I'll talk to that. Thank 
you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. As the Clerk stated, there 
is an Education amendment from the committee. Senator Murman, 
you're recognized to open.  

MURMAN: I'm going to waive.  

KELLY: Moving to the queue, Senator Bosn, you're recognized to 
speak.  

BOSN: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise with just a few 
questions. I, I think I support the underlying intent of the 
bill, but-- and I gave Senator McKinney a heads-up, but I 
wondered if he would yield to a few questions.  
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KELLY: Senator McKinney, would you yield to questions?  

McKINNEY: Yes.  

BOSN: Thank you, Senator McKinney. I've also hand-- had handed 
out the letter dated February 20, 2026-- 27, excuse me-- dated 
February 27, 2026. Have you had a chance to review that letter?  

McKINNEY: Yes, I've seen it.  

BOSN: OK. It's my understanding, based on this letter, that 
right now, NDCS's position is, is that they're providing this 
education opportunity for either a GED or a high school diploma 
to anyone up, up and until the age of 21. Is that your 
understanding as well?  

McKINNEY: They said they do, but I would say I've talked to 
people, multiple people inside and families, and with advocates 
to say that sometimes that doesn't necessarily happen, which is 
why I brought the bill.  

BOSN: Can you explain what you mean when that's not happening? 
What, what, what information are they providing you other than 
it's just not happening?  

McKINNEY: Just based on, let's say, programming or overcrowding 
situation where programs are not-- cannot be provided as much. 
And also, just those individuals stating to me that they want to 
try to complete some education, and because of whatever reason, 
whether it's programming, understaffing or whatever, those 
opportunities haven't taken place as much as they should.  

BOSN: And so, I guess, what does your bill contemplate as a 
consequence if someone comes forward and says that it's not 
being provided?  

McKINNEY: I mean, there-- there's no penalty in the bill. It's 
just trying to stress the importance of the educational 
opportunities. I think, you know, although they say they are 
providing it, I just want to clarify. The amendment also makes 
some changes to require the director to offer and make available 
educational services and programming to individuals under 21 
committed to the department who have not earned a high school 
diploma or a high school equivalency, but clarifying that 
participation in such educational programming is not required 
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except to the extent necessary to provide special education 
services required by the state and federal law.  

BOSN: So, what would happen if an individual who's participating 
in the program, let's just say, for example, causes a 
disturbance in the class that's being, that's being offered, and 
they're asked to leave the class? Would the Department of 
Correctional Services then be required to offer them an 
alternative program, since it was their behavior that resulted 
in them being removed from the class?  

McKINNEY: I don't know if they even provide alternative 
programs. I would say that person should still be allowed to 
figure out a way to-- or find a way to finish school, in a 
sense. I mean, they're there, so I, I believe other 
opportunities could be provided. But if somebody does disturb a 
class, I would imagine they'll be removed and those privileges 
would be restricted for some time to resolve that issue.  

BOSN: So, you would agree that there may be circumstances with 
which the department would have to put on pause their provision 
of educational programming, dependent on an inmate's willingness 
to participate in a manner that's productive for the rest of the 
class.  

McKINNEY: Yeah. I think if-- just same with somebody in public 
school, or school on the outside. If an incarcerated individual 
is disruptive to the learning environment, then they probably 
would be removed, and, you know, they'll have to find another 
time to allow that person to finish the course.  

BOSN: And I guess my question is, is am I reading the bill, as 
written or with the committee amendment, that right now there is 
no exception for those situations?  

McKINNEY: No, we didn't put exceptions in there, because 
education programming is just like regular programming. If you 
are disruptive, that programming is restricted already.  

BOSN: OK. All right. Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, 
Senator McKinney.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bosn. Senator McKinney, you're next in 
the queue.  
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McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, this bill came out of 
Education Committee on an 8-0 vote. There was no opposition 
testimony at the hearing. The department sent in neutral 
testimony. And I will say, if they opposed my bill, I would know 
it. I think we all know that. If it was a strong problem, I 
would be aware of that, and you all would be, too. I think this 
is just a very simple bill to make sure that, you know, 
especially when we're incarcerating individuals at younger ages 
and detaining them at younger ages, they're getting educational 
opportunities, and that's my whole focus of this. Especially 
when 80-plus percent of them will return back to our society, I 
think we should ensure that they do have a full education so 
they don't go back, so we're not in the business of building 
prison after prison. I think education is a key to the future 
and a key to success, and I hope to get your green vote on this 
bill. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Senator Murman, you're 
recognized to speak.  

MURMAN: And I'll, I'll speak to the amendment now. Actually, the 
amendment says that no incarcerated individual is required to 
participate in the educational programming by the, by the 
facility. So, it makes no change, actually, from what is being 
done now in corrections, so. That's what the amendment says. 
Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Murman, you're recognized to close on the 
committee amendment, and waive. Senators, the question is the 
adoption of AM2440. All those in favor, vote aye; all those 
opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 35 ayes, 0 nays on the adoption of the 
amendment, Mr. President.  

KELLY: AM2440 is adopted. Seeing no one else in the queue, 
Senator McKinney, you're recognized to close on the bill.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, this is a good bill 
to make sure that individuals incarcerated 21 and under are 
provided educational opportunities so they can be successful 
while they're inside of state custody and once they return home 
to society. Thank you. 
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Senators, the question is 
the advancement of LB1216 to E&R Initial. All those in favor, 
vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 34 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: LB1216 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Select File, LB753. There are no 
E&R amendments. However, Senator Kauth, I have FA382 with a note 
that you would withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: That's all I have on the bill, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that LB753 advance to E&R for 
engrossing.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. LB753 is advanced for E&R 
Engrossing. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Select File, LB904. I have no 
E&R amendments. However, Senator Kauth, I have FA544 with a note 
that you wish to withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

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

KELLY: Senator Guereca, for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move LB-- that LB904 advance to E&R 
for engrossing.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. LB904 is advanced to E&R 
Engrossing. Mr. Clerk.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Select File, LB1195. First of 
all, there are Select File amendments. Or, excuse me, E&R 
amendments.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that the E&R amendments to LB1195 
be adopted.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. The E&R amendments are adopted. Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Senator Kauth, I have FA855 with a note that 
you would withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

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

KELLY: Senator Guereca, for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move LB1195 advance to E&R for 
engrossing.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. LB1195 is advanced for E&R 
Engrossing. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Select File, LB829. First of 
all, there are E&R amendments.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that the E&R amendments to LB829 
be adopted.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. The E&R amendments are adopted. Mr. 
Clerk  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Senator Kauth, I have FA458 with a note that 
you wish to withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: I have nothing further on the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that LB829 advance to E&R for 
engrossing.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. LB829 is advanced for E&R 
Engrossing. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, Select File, LB1253. First of 
all, there are E&R amendments.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that the E&R amendments to LB1253 
be adopted.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. The E&R amendments are adopted. Mr. 
Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Senator Kauth, I have FA913 with a note you 
wish to withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: In that case, I have nothing further on the 
bill, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Guereca, you're recognized for a motion.  

GUERECA: Mr. President, I move that LB1253 advance to E&R for 
engrossing.  

KELLY: Senators, you heard the motion. All those in favor, say 
aye. Those opposed, say nay. LB1253 is advanced to E&R 
Engrossing. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB304 introduced 
by Senator DeBoer. A bill for an act relating to the federal 
child care subsidy program; to eliminate a sunset date; and to 
repeal the original sections. Mr. President, I have a priority 
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motion: Senator DeBoer would move to indefinitely postpone LB304 
pursuant to Rule 6, Section 3(f).  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to open on the motion.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So, we are finally here, and I 
get to talk to you about LB304, which is my priority bill for 
this year. I think it was the first priority designated this 
year, since I did it on the second day of session. So, I'm 
really excited to finally get to talk to all about it. It's 
actually kind of a simple bill, and it's one that I introduced 
last year, so it's a carryover bill that is relatively simple, 
but with profound impacts on our state. So, I started working on 
child care in 2020. At that time, we were working on the LB1107 
compromise bill in the summer of '27 [SIC] when we came back for 
those 17 days, and part of the discussion in that LB1107 bill 
was to include this particular change from 130 percent of 
federal poverty level to 185 percent of federal poverty level, 
but it was really complicated to get that bill ready to go in 
those days with masks and partitions in the body, and all of 
that sort of thing. So, I said I would try and do it the next 
year, and that is, in fact, what happened. So, in 2021, I 
brought and we passed LB485, which set initial eligibility for 
child care subsidies at 185 percent of the federal poverty 
level-- federal poverty level, and transitional eligibility at 
200 percent. We also mandated a study be done to see if this 
expanded eligibility worked; we did the study, and we discovered 
that it did. So, let me explain what initial eligibility is as 
opposed to transitional eligibility. One of the big problems 
that we're seeking to solve with our child care subsidy is that 
we are attempting to correct for or work against the cliff 
effect. So, if you have child care subsidy, and let's say the 
level was 185, and there was no transitional, and if you had 186 
percent, you would fall off, then you would be in a situation 
where you don't have any reason to take a promotion or any kind 
of increase in your pay because that would lead to you losing 
child care subsidies, and that would not be good. So, we don't 
want to disincentivize that. That is why we have always have had 
and will, regardless of what happens in the-- in our work here 
this session, there will always be what's called transitional 
eligibility. So, that says you may get on to child care 
subsidies at 110 percent of federal poverty level, but there's 
going to be a higher level than that original eligibility where 
you would get off, and that is so that you can take increased 
pays and things like that to help you on your way before you get 
to the point where you will fall off child care subsidy. The 
thing about child care subsidy is, unlike a lot of other 
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programs, I think it is really, really designed very, very 
carefully and intentionally, with a lot of guardrails to make 
sure that we are giving people the tools they need and 
incentivizing them to do better things for their family, to work 
at a way where they can progress in their, their chosen 
profession. The child care subsidy is the-- like, 95 or 98, I 
can't remember what percentage it is for people who are working. 
And it makes sense, because what do you do with your child if 
you don't have some kind of ability to get them into child care, 
especially if you're a single parent? You can't have both 
parents in the workplace if, if there are no child care 
subsidies and you make under that amount. Because child care-- 
this is insane, but child care now costs more than we get paid 
here as senators. Yes, easily costs, for one kid, more than we 
get paid here as senators. So, it is, it is quite often the case 
that for sort of just good-but-normal child care, you would pay 
$250 a week. So, imagine that. So, the increasing costs of child 
care-- and we have seen them increase a lot in recent years-- 
has led to a situation where folks are disincentivized from 
working because they cannot afford to pay the child care. A key 
tenet of the child care subsidy program is to provide the 
subsidy to encourage economic self-sufficiency for the families 
enrolled. That's why there's that transitional cap on your 
income. The idea is, if you need assistance with child care, you 
pay 7 percent of your income. Anybody getting a child care 
subsidy still has to pay 7 percent of their income towards child 
care. You pay that directly to your child care provider, and 
then the state chips in the rest of the cost, which is also paid 
directly to the provider. So, if I'm on child care subsidy, I 
never see any of that subsidy money in my own pocket as an 
individual; that goes directly to the child care provider. As 
you take on promotions or new jobs that pay you more, you pay 
more for child care, because that 7 percent of your income, as 
your income goes up, becomes a higher amount of money. And the 
state, as you progress in your field, contributes less. Within-- 
with the eligibility at 130 percent to 185 percent of federal 
poverty level, which is what this would, without my bill, would 
go back to-- so, if we have the income eligibility comes in at 
130 percent of federal poverty level, we found that families 
would decline promotions at work, or would restrict their 
working hours to maintain eligibility because the cost of losing 
their child care subsidy was often greater than the increase in 
pay that they received. With the expanded eligibility, people 
were able to work, taking on jobs that they previously didn't or 
couldn't. 98 percent-- there's the number-- 98 percent of the 
over 1,000-plus newly-eligible families said the reason they 
needed the child care subsidy was because they were working. 
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That means they had jobs and they needed a place for their 
children, but without the subsidy, they would not be in the 
workforce. This is a workforce bill. That is why the chamber is 
supporting it, all the chambers are supporting it. That's why 
you see so many people supporting this bill, is in part because 
it helps grow the economy, it helps growth the workforce, and it 
helps the families that need that help so that they can do the 
work in the workforce. I do not believe we can afford to have 
any more workers leave the workforce. We already have an 
incredibly high workforce participation rates, one of the 
highest in the, in the nation. Depending on the, the statistics 
you look at, in some cases and for some populations, we have the 
highest workforce participation rate in the country. And yet, 
you all know that businesses are still needing more workers, not 
fewer. If we're ever able to successfully incentivize businesses 
to come to our state, we need a basic investment in child care 
infrastructure, and that's what LB304 is. I will end there, 
since I think I probably have the next opportunity to speak as 
well.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator. Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to 
open.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So, I will continue on. LB304 
removes the sunset, and is an investment in the growth in our 
economy. It says to businesses that are looking to come to 
Nebraska that there is an adequate infrastructure to support a 
workforce, and it says to families that Nebraska is a family-
friendly state where you can raise a family and achieve your 
professional dreams. And by the way, it says to people in 
Nebraska, young people in Nebraska, if you're thinking about 
having a family, if you're thinking about all the costs 
associated with starting a family, if we keep the child care 
subsidies in place as we have them now, continue this program, 
you can say to yourself, OK, I'm going to get a little help when 
I start out as a young family with that extremely expensive 
child care cost. If you're making the calculation today and 
you're saying, "Can I afford $250 a week for child care in 
addition to the diapers and the-- everything else that comes 
along with the kid?"-- and we know kids are expensive. That is a 
huge cost, and absolutely part of the calculation that young 
families are making. And in Nebraska, we want to encourage our 
people to go ahead and start a family if that's what they want 
to do, and not discourage them by making sure that they don't 
have the opportunity to have child care. This is an 
infrastructure to support a workforce. That's what a green vote 
on LB304 is, colleagues: an investment in infrastructure for a 
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better Nebraska. Child care is absolutely essential as a need; 
not a want, but a need for our state. Not only does it allow for 
parents to work, but it also provides important socialization 
and skill development for our children. Children enrolled in 
child care see improved school performance, reduced criminal 
justice involvement, improved health, and more benefits. As a 
child care provider said during the LB8-- LB485 impact study, if 
you want the workforce to succeed, if you want Nebraska to 
succeed, you need a strong force-- workforce. And to have a 
strong workforce, you need a strong child care network, and that 
means you're going to need to help some of these families pay 
for child care. I appreciate the discussions and the support 
that you all have given me for this very important issue this 
year. I will never forget, on the second day of session, when we 
had that press conference in the rotunda, and so many of you 
came out and supported and stood by me and talked about the 
importance of child care, and listened to the families talking 
about the important of child care. I do not know the last time 
that I had so much hope for our country as I did standing there 
amongst a pretty even number of conservative and progressive 
members of the body together, speaking with one voice and saying 
we want to build Nebraska's economy together, we want to support 
Nebraska's workers so that they can work and have a family. That 
was a hopeful moment for me, to see all of us standing together, 
and to feel your support. And so, I thank you all for that 
support, and I ask today for your green vote for LB304. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Moving to the queue, Senator 
Kauth, you're recognized to speak.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, while Senator DeBoer's-- 
her intentions are incredibly good, very honorable, and I love 
the hopefulness. We're seeing a very slow march of government 
intervention in business decisions and in business perks. The 
business community, of course, loves this, because if they can 
convince the state to pay for an employee perk, they don't have 
to. For those who spoke against LB400 because it used the state 
to weigh in on behalf of the firefighters, how is this any 
different? Providing child care for employees should be 
considered something that a business decides to offer as a way 
of attracting employees; attracting more employees or better 
employees. It should be a negotiation. It shouldn't be something 
that the state weighs in on. These subsidies were extended due 
to COVID. We are no longer in a crisis. Why are we not at least 
trying to reduce the dependency on state funding? And why would 
we simply get rid of the checks and balances with the sunset 
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clause? I have an amendment that I've seen is way, way far down. 
I know Senator DeBoer intends to filibuster her own bill so that 
we don't get to amendments, and I, I get the strategy for that. 
I would like to see us start reducing the dependency on state 
aid and lower it to 160 percent with the sunset clause so that, 
at the very least, this body checks in every few years to say, 
hey, is that still something that we as a state should be 
forcing and to-- making choices for our constituents? Because 
this money comes from our constituents. This is no different 
than us saying to the taxpayers, hey, listen, we want to take 
money from you so we can give it to someone else so that they 
can have their child in child care. That's what we're doing. 
That's what-- every time we do a subsidy, that's what we’re 
doing. So, is this the right move? I personally think we should 
be working on regulations. We should be working on-- how do we 
make child care less restrictive? How do we make it easier for 
people to get into child care, to start their own business, to 
get their fingerprinting done? How do we make those regulations 
that don't make sense happen? How do we get rid of the red tape 
so that we encourage growth? So, not only will we, we be 
sparking new businesses developing and expanding our ability to 
have more kids in child care, but we'll be lowering the prices. 
Because any time the government gets involved and says, hey, 
we're going to subsidize something, guess what? The costs go up. 
Has anyone seen health care? What happened when Obamacare came 
in and they said, hey, we are going to subsidize health care. 
And now, no one can afford it. Any time the government steps in 
and subsidizes-- and I do use that term loosely, because this 
isn't the government. The government is nothing more than the 
taxpayers of this state being told, we're going to take money 
from you to give to something over here. Now, I don't know about 
you, but that is something that concerns me greatly. When we 
start saying the state or the government is going to fund child 
care, how will that make it less expensive? How will that make 
it easier to do? How will that make it more inventive? How will 
we figure out new and better ways to offer child care? How will 
we get people to be creative, create neighborhood co-ops? There 
are a lot of things that we can do, if we can just look at the 
red tape and the regulations. I've been working with the State 
Chamber and Department of Health and Human Services, and this 
summer, we're going to sit down and go through the child care 
regulations. There's an issue with child cares that are at 
public schools. They have one rule for how things should run 
when it's a school, and a totally different rule for how things 
should run when it is a child care facility; same building, same 
playground, same classrooms, sometimes the same teachers. But 
all of a sudden, the restrictions are so much greater for that 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

96 of 222 

child care facility that you have almost half the kids not being 
able to stay and, and use that child care. That's a problem. 
That should be an easy solution that we can work on the 
regulations and the rules, and figure out how to make it less 
expensive and more inclusive for everyone without taking money 
from taxpayers' wallets. So, I, I will be ruling-- voting 
against this bill. I would probably vote yes to indefinitely 
postpone, because I think that there needs to be more work. And 
I think what people don't understand is, if this bill fails, it 
just reverts back to the 135 percent that it was at originally 
before COVID. So, again, we're not in a time of crisis anymore; 
we're in a time of figuring how to make it better.  

KELLY: That's your time.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Kauth. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President. Go ahead and punch back in. 
So, I support the underlying bill, LB304, and want to thank 
Senator DeBoer and all the other colleagues that have done a lot 
of work on child care just in general over the last few years, 
and even some of the partners that are out in the Rotunda from 
the state chamber, Omaha chamber, First Five, a number of 
organizations that are, are looking at child care. I have a lot 
of thoughts about child care, and so each time on the mic, I 
will kind of present those as we are having this structured 
debate. But I'm fortunate through my day job to really work on 
intersecting issues around social drivers of health and economic 
development. And we know time and time again-- and what we've 
heard is that child care is a workforce issue, and it's actually 
been an issue. I used to be a program officer at Peter Kiewit 
Foundation many moons ago, and when we were traveling across the 
state, investing as a philanthropic organization, thinking about 
economic development, we heard it then. When I was a program 
officer at Kauffman Foundation, a private foundation that I had 
a portfolio of Nebraska, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, about $30 
million investing in economic development, we heard about child 
care and innovation being tied, and what did that need to look 
like. And so, a lot of folks are struggling with, how do you 
solve for child care? What is the right model? I had a bill that 
I introduced last year that looked at a state plan amendment 
that would come alongside Title XX that mirrors what Vermont 
did. We see that New Mexico now has universal child care, and 
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before that, they had a state plan amendment. So, folks are 
figuring it out. And I think now we need to, as a state, figure 
out what child care and that structure needs to look like, and 
not just for some of our lowest-income folks, but working 
families in general. We know that child care providers are the 
workforce behind the workforce. They make sure that people can 
participate, that our most precious things, our babies, are 
taken care of, that they're learning and growing. We just 
debated about LB1050 and early intervention, and child care 
providers are absolutely a part of that spectrum of, how do we 
think about early childhood learning, safety, education 
attainment? And so, I get really excited to be able to talk 
about child care because it has so many intersecting facets, and 
it's so critical to the well-being and trajectory of Nebraska. I 
do have an, an interim study that I am bringing that looks at 
step up to quality, some of the regulation and other state plan 
amendments, again, to come alongside Title XX, as well as 
looking at learning communities that are also doing early 
childhood. So, again, I'm very passionate about this. I 
appreciate Senator DeBoer bringing LB304, all of our colleagues 
that have signed on, myself included, to be able to talk about 
this. I think one of the things that I wanted to uplift, and I 
think Senator DeBoer kind of talked about this, is making sure 
that folks stay in the workforce. And so, I am not retired, I'm 
not rich, and so, I work every day, actually; like, while I'm 
here, I'm working my day job, because we don't make enough money 
here to be only in this position-- at least me-- full time. And 
my child care actually exceeds the pay that I get monthly. And 
so, my child care for a toddler, which we have seen increase, is 
between $1,200 and $1,500 a month, depending on some of the days 
he doesn't go or does go with the help of his dad. And so-- and 
that is important, and I pay it, because, one, I want him to be 
somewhere that is quality, that is safe, where he is learning, 
and it also is the business case for the child care providers, 
which I think we forget. It's not just about making sure that 
that child has what they need, but the business can be 
sustainable, and that they have the right business model, and 
that we are actually paying for the cost of them to do business, 
and that they are able to create some sort of return so that 
they can build wealth and take care of their families, which I 
think sometimes gets lost in translation. So, I see that my time 
is running low. I am already in the mic again. But just to 
underscore this point, last-- maybe two weeks ago, I had my 
three-year-old here with me. He was over on the side on the 
floor because child care was closed. And so, it does make a 
difference if people choose their work, or if they don't have a 
place for their children to go that is safe. And so, this is a 
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real issue that impacts real people that we need to take 
seriously and be intentional about as a body, and the policy 
that we are going to pass that's in front of us, that allows for 
the workforce to truly thrive, both that parent who is working 
as well as that child care provider and the child that is there. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator McKinney, you're 
recognized to speak.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in opposition of the 
motion to indefinitely postpone, but I do support LB304. This is 
a bill that many child care providers in my community have told 
me I better support, or else it's going to be major problems 
when I come back home. This is actually good, you know? Child 
care is one of the most fundamental things that, you know, 
families need to ensure that parents can work in the workplace. 
And when you don't have adequate child care or adequate funding 
for child care, the trickle-down impacts of that can be very 
harmful, not only just for the development of that young 
individual, but for those families and parents trying to figure 
out who's going to watch the kid this day or that day. Then, we 
had a-- multiple conversations last week about attracting people 
to the state, retaining people to our state. And one of the 
things people will tell you, especially young professionals, is 
child care and the affordability of child care, and making sure 
that's possible, because when you don't have affordable child 
care, it's a hassle. I remember when my daughter was in child 
care, it was very, very expensive, and you, you really have to 
figure out how you're going to survive. A lot of those child 
care bills seem like you was paying rent for your kid to go to 
daycare, which is crazy to me, but that was the reality. So, 
anything we can do to provide help for families, to, you know, 
allow for the kids to functionally go to child care, and allow 
parents to go work and not have to have that stress of "Do I pay 
the daycare bill, or do I pay the car note?" That's, that's 
things that people are considering, and I think it's on us as a 
state. If we're going to say that we want to retain people in 
the state of Nebraska, we want to attract people in the state of 
Nebraska, we want young people to see Nebraska as a viable 
option to raise a family, then this is something that we should 
look at and vote yes on, because that's how important it is. 
It's hard to grow a family, and it's hard to build when you're 
spending your mortgage just so your kid can go to daycare. 
That's something to think about. They're-- we're not in the 
times where grandma can watch the kids all day anymore, or some 
family member. I think families have changed over time, and we 
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have to acknowledge that. And also, just the affordability of it 
has changed. So, that's why you support this bill. If you say 
that we-- if we say we care about families, we want to retain 
families, we want Nebraska to be an attractive place for people 
to move to and raise their families, then you should support 
LB304, because it's that important. We can't grow our job base, 
we can't grow our revenues if kids can't go to daycare or 
families can't afford daycare, because somebody's going to have 
to stay home, which means somebody's out of the workplace and 
out of the labor market, which is not good, especially for us. 
You know, we're trying to find ways to raise revenues, increase 
tax receipts and all those type of things. But if you invest in 
child care, makes that a little easier. I think we-- if we lift 
the burden on Nebraskan families, we can start to see some 
tangible positive results that actually, you know, make us more 
attractive as a state and a community-- in our communities. So, 
that's why I'm supporting this, because, one, ladies at the 
daycares in my community told me I cannot come home without 
supporting this, and they've been on me about this for a very 
long time, and they've be blowing me up. And I told them I will 
support it because it's that important, and I want to make sure 
that, you know, kids can go to daycare, families can afford 
daycare; kids can go to daycare and fam-- and parents can go 
work. So, thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Senator Hansen, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. All right, colleagues, I want 
to-- I know we're having a nice discussion about child care and 
maybe what the role of the state is, and what our role as 
legislators are, and how we appropriate money for this, and how 
we help families out. And I get where Senator DeBoer is coming 
from with LB304. I am not completely against it. I'm going to be 
consistent in what I've said before. I would like to see some 
further guardrails put in place. I know there's an amendment, I 
think, either on General File or, or Select File that would put 
an extended sunset, not what I was talking about before, but 
maybe it's like three or four years so we can revisit this 
again, and making sure that we're allocating the right kind of 
resources towards this; in four years, revisit it again. And 
then also, I believe there was maybe a provision in there to 
lower it from 185 percent maybe down to 160 percent. So 
currently, it's at 130 percent. Senator DeBoer's bill would 
extend it to 185 percent, or keep it at 185 percent of where it 
was pre-COVID-- or, after COVID. Going down to 160 percent, in 
my, in my opinion, feels like a, a good compromise. We're not 
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going all the way down to 130; we're still increasing it, we're 
still being maybe responsible due to our budget, because I think 
the fiscal note on this might be-- and Senator DeBoer can maybe 
correct me-- I think it's around $3 million that-- for general 
funds a year, or maybe biennium, but I'm sure she can mention 
it. But so, there is a fiscal note from my understanding with 
this that we do have to be-- kind of be conscious of. Maybe I 
want to touch a little bit on what some of my colleagues have 
said, and the idea of child care and government child care, in 
essence, is what we're talking about here, and maybe what our 
role is. I hear some, some members mention, like Senator 
McKinney just mentioned-- I know he's coming from a good place-- 
that we need to do anything we can to support child care. Well, 
anything we can means we could just go up to 500 percent of 
poverty levels and spend-- we already spent, I think, $60 
million in general funds; we could go up to $600 million. But 
where, where, where-- where's that line? Where do we draw that 
line, saying, OK, this is government's role? After that-- I 
mean, where's the public-private partnership? Where do the 
businesses get involved? Where do the localities and 
municipalities and the-- and maybe the counties get involved? 
That's kind of where-- the direction I would like to see child 
care go in the future. I would to see the cities get involved, 
maybe with LB840 funds. Direct more of those towards child care 
services. I would like to see a public-private partnership where 
if a business, you know, helps support a day care or a child 
care, you know, service that they have either attached to the 
business or not, the state would then match those funds. I think 
maybe that's kind of a better approach to maybe how we help 
support child care services, because we do also have to 
understand or be conscious, the more government takes care of 
our children, the less likely a parent will. I understand 
parents need to work. I get that. I was in that same 
predicament. We had our daughter, and we made the conscious 
decision for one of the parents, my wife, to stay home. That 
meant I had to work 60 hours a week. I had do extra things. We 
had to eat hot dogs and macaroni and cheese till, you mean, I 
couldn't stand it anymore, and live in a, you know, crummy 
apartment for a while to save up the money. And it was not fun, 
but that was a-- that was a conscious decision we made. And I 
know some people aren't in that same position. And maybe that's 
where government assistance, maybe that's where your church, 
maybe that's where your business, maybe that's where the, the 
community can get involved. I'd kind of like to bring all of 
them in together because, again, the more we do it, the less 
likely those other entities are going to do it. So [INAUDIBLE] 
be a little bit careful about how much we do here. We can go up 
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to 200 percent, we can go up to 250 percent, and I think then, 
you're going to start seeing less families maybe even think 
about or be willing to stay home with their family, a family 
member, those cities and counties and businesses not get 
involved, the churches-- and I have to disagree a little bit 
with what Senator McKinney said. He said we're not in the time 
anymore maybe where a family member stays home, and I don't 
believe that one bit. I think when you start thinking that way, 
that private institutions supported by government is the only 
way we can have people take care of our children anymore, I 
think we've got a problem. I don't want to go down that road. 
So, I'm not opposed to increasing the child care subsidy 
percentage of what Senator DeBoer is trying to do. I just would 
maybe like to see it come down a little bit more to 160 percent 
instead of 185 percent, and maybe revisit this again some years 
down the road so we can reevaluate and say, hey, you know what, 
fiscally, as a state we're doing-- we're in, we're in a good 
position, maybe we can go up to 185 percent now. That's kind of 
the direction I would like to see here. I know there's some 
amendments maybe coming on, but there's a whole bunch of 
amendments in front of it.  

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

HANSEN: Thank you.  

ARCH: Senator Riepe, you're recognized to speak.  

RIEPE: Thank you, Mr. President. The demand for quality child 
care is a given. That said, approval of LB304 gives birth to the 
next multi-million-dollar state agency entitlement. The 
provision of child care has three options: for that care to be 
provided either by the individual, the employer as a cost of 
labor, or three, the government. Government-- the role of 
government is to do only what the market cannot or will not do. 
State-funded child care is a subsidy of business, and should be 
acknowledged as such. As a hospital administrator, the majority 
of our workforce was women. In response-- and this was both at 
Bergan Mercy and at Children's-- we built, staffed, and operated 
child care centers 24/7, every day of the year, as a cost of 
labor and doing business. We did it all without the state or 
federal funds; it was a cost of doing business. As a body, we 
must increase our source of revenue and slow down our 
entitlements, especially new entitlements, which this particular 
bill proposes. And putting a sunset on it, my experience with 
sunsets is, is it's simply a foot in the door, and that when the 
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sunset comes, none of us have the guts or courage to step up and 
to, to discontinue the program. Takeaways, as we know, is 
terribly impossible. The $10 million this year will, in my 
estimate, be $50 million each year for the-- in 5 years, with no 
pain-free exit. We will be locked into a bureaucratic 
organization and agency that competes with Medicaid and all of 
our other entitlements that we going-- that we have going, so. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Riepe. Senator Conrad, you're 
recognized to speak.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, colleagues. I 
rise in support of my friend, Senator DeBoer's measure, LB304, 
to ensure that Nebraska does not fall farther behind in terms of 
our approach to child care access and policy. And friends, I 
want to make sure just to reaffirm perhaps a point that's 
already been made, or, or should be made clearly: while LB304 is 
critically important, I think one of the most important bills 
from my district's perspective this session for a lot of 
different reasons, I want to just reaffirm, while important, how 
inadequate this is. LB304 doesn't ensure-- if it passes, it 
doesn't ensure that we're going to be able to provide care or 
access to care for more working families. It just ensures that 
we maintain our current approach to accessing affordable and 
quality child care, which is critical to families, which is 
critical to kids, which is critical to our workforce. I know 
this as a mom, looking for daycare, talking through the 
different options. I know this as the policymaker, walking door 
to door in north Lincoln, talking to families across the 
political spectrum that are hard-working families that are 
finding it harder and harder to keep their head above water, 
despite the fact that they're working full-time or multiple 
jobs. But I-- what I hear from constituents in my district, I'm 
sure you hear from constituents in your district as well, is 
they want us to focus on the affordability crisis. They want us 
to focus on kitchen-table issues like child care, which are 
critical to addressing our top state challenge in workforce 
needs and development, and is critical to ensuring that we live 
our values in valuing families. The other piece that I want to 
make sure to lift up, while it's important we don't fall farther 
behind or down to 49th or 50th when it comes to our approach in 
this component of our child care policy, which I think would be 
quite embarrassing and, and disappointing, is that the other 
thing to keep in mind with this program which is so important to 
families, the providers, the kids, the employers who need more 
people in the workforce, is that in many instances, don't forget 
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the families that qualify for the child care subsidy program are 
working. They're working jobs with low pay and little benefit. 
And so, here, yet again, it's no wonder that the business 
community is supportive of measures like this, because it's not 
even about the safety net; it's about subsidizing employers who 
provide low wages, no benefits, and push that cost onto the 
taxpayer, much as they do with SNAP, much as they do with 
Medicaid, and they have favorable tax treatment in terms of 
individual income tax and corporate tax, and they've got their 
handout on subsidies, and we're subsidizing these same employers 
with these kind of work support programs. I've heard from my 
colleagues on the right who've given passionate speeches and 
have legitimate philosophical concerns about this approach to 
solving our shared concern about child care, and I know our 
state finances don't allow it in the short term, but let me put 
a placeholder in the record in regards to this, perhaps for a 
future time or to spark some reflection. I think perhaps a 
better approach, or a belt-and-suspenders approach, would be to 
do something like many of our sister states have done, red 
states included, and the federal government has started to do: 
to adopt a robust, comprehensive child tax credit that rewards 
work and that empowers families, not the government, to figure 
out the best approach for their families, whether that's help to 
mitigate lost income if a parent decides to stay home because of 
starting or expanding their family, whether that's to attend 
private schools, whether that's to access child care. If we 
actually baked families into our tax code, we could have a 
bigger, better solution that could bridge some of these 
ideological divides.  

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

CONRAD: But in the meantime, this is a good start. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator von Gillern, you're 
recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in opposition to 
the IPP motion and in favor of LB304. Some may find my support 
for this a little confusing or surprising. And frankly, I got 
here after, really, some soul searching about what this subsidy 
actually does and who it actually impacts. Part of that soul 
searching is asking the question, would I prefer that every 
child stays home with a responsible parent and is, and is raised 
by their family? Yeah, of course. That would be my preference. I 
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had that blessing. Many in my generation did. My own kids saw 
kind of a hybrid situation where both parents worked, but we did 
our best to alternate shifts, so to speak, for lack of a better 
term. I have four kids, two of whom are daughters and who have 
their own young children. One left her career and stayed home 
with her quid-- kids because she felt called to do that, and her 
family was able to do that. They were able to afford it. By 
afford it, I mean to say that they were able to make sacrifices 
in order to do that. The other daughter stays home with her kids 
because she can't afford to go to work. Now, think about that 
statement. How much sense does that make? She can't afford to go 
to work. She would truly be trading dollars if she works outside 
the home. She was out of the workforce for a number of years 
when her kids were very little, and the jobs that she is 
pursuing or able to pursue now would be roughly equal to the 
cost of child care for her two daughters. The reality of LB304 
is that not all families are the same in their financial 
situations. And again, ironically, not all of them can afford to 
go to work. The reality is that some of them have quit working 
or will quit their jobs, and when they do, they will stay home 
on government assistance. I'm not willing to cut support for 
those who are willing to work or wanting to work. Another 
uncomfortable reality is simply the cost of child care. If you 
look out a-- on a graph, the before-COVID number is lower than 
the during-COVID number, and both of those are lower than the 
what-does-child-care-cost-today number. So, even at the 185-
percent level, we're still not meeting the cost of child care 
today. We're helping to backfill that number, but we're still 
not meeting that cost. This is a workforce issue. And when I say 
that, it's not necessarily about what happens to the businesses 
that can't find people to go to work, but it's about what 
happens to the rest of us, the consumers, when the products and 
services that we all rely upon, when workers are not available. 
And we can all recall times-- I had it-- it happened this 
weekend. Friday, we were-- had a recess day. I had appointments 
in, in Omaha in the morning. Was able to free up lunch time, 
took my wife to lunch because I hadn't seen her all week. The 
sign in the restaurant was posted; it said "please be patient, 
we're short-staffed." We've all seen it happen, and we're going 
to continue to see it happen as workers, particularly those in 
service industries, are not able to afford to go to work. I urge 
my colleagues to consider the impact of reducing the subsidies 
and what that says, actually, about us and about what we think 
about the workforce. Are we really about making sure that those 
who want to work can work? And a big part of that is the dignity 
of work and the self-respect that people gain when they're able 
to work, and how that changes when people are forced to stay 
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home because they can't afford to go to work. I hope we do what 
we can to ensure that those who take pride in doing for 
themselves and not taking "substenance"-- subsidence from the 
government continue to have that opportunity. I believe these 
subsidies are a hand up and not a hand-out, and I'll continue to 
punch in and share my thoughts as we go forward through the 
conversation today. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senator Rountree, you're 
recognized to speak.  

ROUNTREE: Good afternoon, and thank you so much, Mr. President. 
And good afternoon again, colleagues, and those that are joining 
with us online. Today is March the 30th, I believe, and it-- 
it's just one day before the end of the month, as we come to the 
conclusion of celebrating Women's History Month. I'm going to 
talk about the child care bill, but I just want to give a shout-
out to a tremendously fantastic woman that I know, that I've had 
the great honor and the privilege of being married to for 43 
years: the mother of my children, and that has been with me 
through all of my military career and the career that we have 
now, the great, honorable Cheryl J. Rountree. So, I just wanted 
to say that. When we had children, Cheryl decided that she would 
leave her career and stay home and raise our children, mainly 
for our values, but we also recognized that in that time, we 
weren't making any money as a young enlisted member in the 
United States Air Force, as an E-6. My basic pay then, as an E-
6, over eight years in was $1,338. That was the base pay amount. 
And basic allowance for housing was $387.90. For her to go 
outside and to work would have taken more than what we could 
have afforded to pay at that time, so we made a decision that 
she would stay home and raise our children. Did we go with some 
lack? Yes, we did. But the decision was one that was great, 
nevertheless. Traveling overseas, we-- she was able to open up a 
family daycare to be able to take other children in. That was 
her way of making money, but also giving families the stability 
of having a home where their children could come, they could 
learn. We talked about reading last week, so they were also in a 
great education environment. It was good for my children as well 
as those who we took care of. So, child care has always been an 
issue, and I agree with Senator von Gillern: it's a hand up, and 
not a hand-out. So, I just want to read a couple of letters that 
I got from my constituents down in the district, and one from 
our Bellevue Chamber of Commerce. It said, Dear Senator, I 
respectfully ask for your support of LB304. Said this bill 
preserves child care subsidy eligibility at 185 percent of the 
federal poverty line. Without it, the threshold drops to 130, 
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and an estimated 3,000 to 4,000 Nebraska families will lose 
support. Said here in Bellevue, that directly impacts our 
workforce. Bellevue is home to many working families within 
these income ranges who are striving toward greater economic 
stability. With major employers like Offutt Air Force Base, 
Bellevue Public Schools, and many small businesses, reliable 
child care is essential to keeping people working. She states 
further, we can't go backwards on our working families and 
employers. Please support LB304 to help keep Bellevue's 
workforce strong, and then thanks for continued support of the 
Bellevue area. And so, we'll continue to do that. Another 
constituent wrote me and said, Hi, my name is-- and she gave her 
name-- and I'm a resident of Bellevue writing to you today to 
express my strong support for LB304. This bill is a vital step 
in ensuring long-term stability for working families and child 
care providers across our state. By eliminating the October 1, 
2026 sunset dates for child care assistance and transitional 
assistance, LB304 prevents a benefits cliff that would otherwise 
force many hardworking Nebraskans to choose between a modest pay 
raise and the essential child care they need to remain in the 
workforce. I see my light is coming on. Key reasons I'm asking 
for your support include workforce participation, allowing those 
members to stay into the workforce and not have to come out. 
Fiscal responsibility: by removing the sunset date for the use 
of the child care and development block grant funds, the state 
can continue to utilize federal resources effectively to cover 
costs associated with these eligibility standards. And then, the 
consistency for families is a critical part here, and I urge you 
to support the advancement of LB304. Thank you for your time and 
your dedicated service to the residents of Bellevue and to 
District 3. So, I've listened. I want to read that into the 
record. And thank you so much, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Rountree. Senator Quick, you're 
recognized to speak.  

QUICK: Thank you, Mr. President, and good afternoon, colleagues. 
I rise in support of LB304, and I can tell you, from my 
community-- and not just my community, but across the state, I 
mean, people, they're-- we need access to child care for-- 
especially those that are working, who are making lower wages. 
They want to work, they want to maintain their, their works-- 
being able to go to work and providing for their families. But 
there are times-- maybe they have one, two, or three children, 
maybe they have four children. And if you put four children in 
daycare at one time, I think you're looking at-- of that using a 
lot of the income that-- and probably more than what you're 
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going to be making on the job site. I can tell you that I've had 
the chance to visit one of our larger daycare facilities in 
Grand Island, and this would-- this is crucial for them to 
maintain what they're able to provide now, because they have a 
lot of the-- a lot of the kids that come there are kids who live 
in poverty now. And without that subsidy, or if it would be 
reduced down, they would-- there would be some kids that 
wouldn't be able to go there strictly because those parents 
would probably have to quit their job to stay home with their 
children. Now, that causes a whole 'nother problem because of 
everything we're implementing with Medicaid and SNAP work 
requirements. You know, people who are on some of these 
benefits, now, we're saying, you know, we're saying you have, 
you have to work to be able to get Medicaid and SNAP, but now 
we're saying, you know, you're working, but we're not going to 
help you with child care. That becomes a whole, like, a double-
standard. How are we going to make sure that these individuals 
can maintain their work? Which is what we're pushing them for, 
is to push them to, to maintain their work and stay in the job 
site, and do what they can for their families. But now, we're 
going to take away child care, so now, they're going to have to 
make that difficult decision whether to, to stay working. I 
don't know what we expect them to do. I guess-- I, I know I've 
said this before, but you expect them go without. They don't 
work, they don't get Medicaid, they don't get SNAP, so now, what 
do they do? It's really frustrating for me to see, you know, 
hear what we're talk-- hear some other senators talk about 
maybe, you know, their position on removing that subsidy, 
putting it more on the, on the businesses. Hey, I agree with 
that too. Maybe they should take on more responsibility. But 
it's not going to happen this year, so LB304 is really important 
for us to maintain that going into the future. You know, I had 
a-- one of my granddaughters, she was going to Central Community 
College, and she's-- she was going to be a, a, a teacher, so she 
was going to Southeast Community College. She would have to work 
part-time jobs to be able to pay for part of her college or her-
- maintain where she could live at. And so, at one point, she 
thought working at a daycare could be really beneficial to her 
as one-- as someone who wanted to become a teacher. So, she did 
go work at one of the daycare centers here in Lincoln, and one 
of the things that actually happened to her is that the pay was 
so low that she couldn't afford to pay her rent, or pay her part 
of the rent. I-- there were three people living in that 
apartment together. She couldn't afford to pay part of her rent 
with the low wages from the day care center. So, she went and 
found herself another job that paid her a little bit more, 
although I think she knew the importance of being able to work 
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with child and child care, giving her that experience working 
with children at a younger age to help her develop her skills to 
become a teacher. And so, she was disappointed when she wasn't 
able to maintain that job strictly because of the low pay. And I 
think a lot of that comes about because of the low subsidy 
reimbursement and what the child care facilities have to face on 
a day-to-day basis through lower reimbursement. Some families 
are income-based on what they can pay. You know, there, there 
are families out there who make enough money that they can 
afford to pay for child care, but when you're looking at the 
income level for 185 percent of poverty level for a family of 
four is $59,000. Now, I, I need to find out, if you had all four 
kids in day-- all four children in daycare, what would that cost 
be? I, I imagine it's going to take anywhere from a third to 
maybe just under half of your, of your wages just to pay for 
daycare.  

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

QUICK: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Quick. Mr. Clerk, for items.  

CLERK: Thank you, Mr. President. Your Committee on Enrollment 
and Review reports LB847, LB967, LB1071, LB1072, LB1133 as 
correctly re-engrossed and placed on Final Reading, LB1133 
placed on the Final Reading second. Your Committee on Enrollment 
and Review also reports LB1075, LB525, LB1212, LB815, LB1165, 
LB1029, LB764, LB1057, LB852, LB1261A, LB935, LB1091, LB1050 to 
Select File, some having E&R amendments.  

KELLY: Mr. Clerk, next item on the agenda.  

CLERK: Mr. President, consistent with the Speaker's agenda, the 
Banking, Commerce and Insurance Committee would make no 
recommendation on the appointment of Maureen Larsen as Director 
of the Department of Economic Development.  

KELLY: Speaker Arch, for an announcement.  

ARCH: Thank you, Mr. President. As the Clerk just announced, the 
confirmation report from the Banking, Commerce and Insurance 
Committee is a report of no recommendation. Before we begin 
debate on this report, I want to notify the body of how this 
report will be handled, since a report of no recommendation 
rarely occurs. Pursuant to Rule 3, Section 4, subdivision (d)(4) 
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[SIC], our rules state that in the event that the committee 
files a report making no recommendation on an appointment, the 
Legislature shall consider a motion to approve the appointment. 
Additionally, the rule states that the motion requires 25 
affirmative votes to approve the appointment. Less than 25 
affirmative votes will result in the body's rejection of the 
appointment. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Speaker Arch. Senator Jacobson, you're 
recognized open on the report.  

JACOBSON: Thank you, Mr. President, and good afternoon, 
colleagues. Today, I bring forward for your consideration the 
governor's appointment of Maureen Larsen as the Director of the 
Department of Economic Development. Ms. Larsen comes to this 
position with a distinguished legal and administrative 
background. She earned her Juris Doctorate with high distinction 
from the University of Nebraska College of Law, where she was a 
member of the Order of "Cofe" [SIC] and the Order of the 
Barristers. She recently, from January 2023 to November 2025, 
she served as general counsel and deputy director for the 
Governor's Policy and Research Office. In that role, she 
provided legal counsel on state and federal laws, and worked 
closely with stakeholders and state agencies to advance policy 
initiatives. Her prior experiences include serving as a deputy 
county attorney for the Lancaster County Attorney's Office, 
representing the state in criminal matters, and handling post-
conviction claims; working as a judicial law clerk for Chief 
Justice Michael J.-- G. Heavican of the Nebraska Supreme Court; 
and extensive service as a sign language interpreter and 
coordinator of the Nebraska state courts, and as the owner of 
her own small business. The Banking, Commerce and Insurance 
Committee conducted a thorough budg-- public hearing regarding 
this appointment. While there was no testimony in opposition to 
her nomination, the committee engaged in a robust discussion 
regarding the appointee's specific vision for the department and 
overall experience. Under our legislative rules, a committee may 
report a nominee favor-- nomination favorably, unfavorably, or 
without recommendation. In this instance, after weighing the 
testimony and credentials provided, the committee was unable to 
reach a majority consensus to recommend the appointment either 
favorably or unfavorably. Consequently, the only majority vote 
that could be reached was to advance the nomination to the floor 
without recommendation. The committee believes it is now 
appropriate for the full body to deliberate on Ms. Larsen's 
fitness for this role. Her background is respectfully submitted 
for your review for final determination. I would also add that I 
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was one who voted in favor of her nomination. I do believe that 
Ms. Larsen does have the ability to, to, to serve as the 
director of DED. I think the major concerns were her specific 
experience in economic development, but I think if you talk to 
Ms. Larsen and others, we've had directors with economic 
development experience who did not spend a long time there, and 
weren't overly successful. We've also had people there without 
economic development experience who have done well. I do believe 
that Ms. Larsen can serve very productively in that role, but I 
have to report that the committee is recommending her out with 
no recommendation, but I wanted to note-- you to know that, that 
it was a split vote, and I personally would be supportive. With 
that, thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Turning to the queue, Senator Hardin, you're recognized to 
speak.  

HARDIN: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in the support of Ms. 
Larsen for this role. We've had 11 directors of economic 
development in 12 years. Hmm. I think it's best to let people 
choose their own teams. And Governor Pillen has chosen this 
person for his team, and I think a very key aspect of any team 
being successful is having people on that team that you value, 
people that you trust. And so, Ms. Larsen has served on-- in the 
governor's team before as his general counsel, and she brings a 
great deal of expertise, as Senator Jacobson said, in terms of 
her law background and so forth. I believe that she has made a 
number of changes, and she has acted boldly, and I think that's 
what's necessary. Status quo is not going to help what's going 
on with the economic approach. In fact, you need someone who's 
willing to be a leader, and she's demonstrated that leadership. 
And so, I very much stand in favor of her nomination for this 
opportunity, and I believe that at the end of the day, you have 
to let coaches on basketball teams and football teams and 
volleyball teams build their team of coaches around them, and I 
think it's no different with a governor. And in this case, I 
heartily recommend Ms. Larsen for this role. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

ARCH: Senator Dover, you're recognized to speak.  

DOVER: Mr. President, colleagues, I rise today in support of 
Maureen Larsen as director of Nebraska Department of Edu-- 
Economic Development. Our office has had the opportunity to work 
directly with Maureen during her time as interim director, 
particularly through the development and advancement of LB768. 
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Through that process and through continued conversations, it 
became very clear that she brings not only a strong 
understanding of policy, but a genuine passion for Nebraska and 
its long-term prosperity. You can hear it when she speaks about 
economic development, whether it is workforce, tourism, housing, 
or business growth. She approaches each issue with a clear focus 
on outcomes, and a commitment for doing what is right for this 
state. One of the best examples is her leadership is reflected 
in LB768. The decision to allow housing finance functions to be 
administered through NIFA was not about shifting responsibility; 
it was about putting those programs in the hands of the entity 
best equipped to deliver results. That kind of decision requires 
both humility and clarity of purpose. It allows DED to remain 
focused on its core mission: driving true economic development 
across Nebraska. And that focus is evident in the work she's 
doing today. On workforce, Interim Director Larsen understands 
that our success depends on the ability to recruit, retain, and 
connect talent to opportunity. Efforts like the Governor's Youth 
Summit are bringing students into the conversation about their 
future here in Nebraska. Initiatives like Good Life is Calling 
are being tied directly to job opportunities and employer 
engagement, and mentorship efforts are reaching thousands of 
students across hundreds of schools. She has also been very 
clear and very practical about one of the biggest barriers to 
workforce participation: child care. Under her leadership, we 
are seeing measurable progress. New providers are coming online, 
capacity is expanding, and targeted investments are being made 
in regions with the greatest need. That is not just a family 
issue; this is an economic development issue. It allows parents 
to work, businesses to hire, and communities to grow. On the 
business side, Interim Director Larsen understands that strong 
economies are built from within. Through the Business Innovation 
Act, she has supported start-ups and small businesses, the 
backbone of our state's economy. She's also talking-- taking a 
thoughtful and disciplined approach to growth. She has been 
clear that the incentives should be used strategically, focused 
on bringing that new investment into Nebraska, not simply 
shifting workforce from one employer to another. And she's 
working to position Nebraska more competitively by advancing the 
development of certified shovel-ready sites so we can respond 
quickly when opportunities arise. Interim Director Larsen also 
understands that we cannot do this work alone. She has 
prioritized strong public-private partnerships, and has already 
secured private investments to support state-wide initiatives. 
She continues to emphasize the importance of engagement, not 
just funding, but mentorship, recruitment, and collaboration 
with the private sector. At the regional level, she is advancing 
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a coordinated, data-driven strategy through 6 Regions, One 
Nebraska, aligning communities, businesses, and state resources 
around shared priorities that growth happens across the entire 
state. She has also brought needed accountability and structure 
to the agency. As DED trans-- transitions from a period where 
hundreds of millions of federal dollars flowed into the new 
programs, she has taken steps to ensure long-term 
sustainability, strengthening compliance, centralized legal 
oversight, and reinforcing responsible use of taxpayer dollars. 
She has even been willing to take broader structural questions, 
such as we better align tourism with economic development. Her 
view is straightforward: tourism is often the front door. When 
people visit Nebraska, they begin to see opportunity to live, 
work, and, and invest here. Aligning those efforts strengthens 
every one we're trying to accomplish. And finally, Interim 
Director Larsen understands the importance of retention, keeping 
our young people here, bringing, bringing Nebraskans back home. 
She speaks about building networks, creating opportunities and 
strengthening connections, because if people are connected to a 
place, they're far more likely to stay. Colleagues, what stands 
out about Interim Director Larsen is not just her vision, but 
her leadership. She does not shy away from challenges; she 
learns-- she leans into them with a solution-oriented mindset. 
And she understands that leadership is not about holding onto 
authority; it's about putting the right system in place to 
deliver results for the people of Nebraska. I believe 
wholeheartedly it's time to remove her "interim" before her 
name, and encourage your support for the confirmation of 
Director Maureen Larsen. Thank you.  

ARCH: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Mr. Speaker, members, thank you. I rise in support of 
the confirmation of Ms. Larsen. I've had an opportunity to 
review her goals for the DED, vision for the department, and 
strategic initiatives in support of her goals and objectives for 
the department. I was going to go through the, the statement 
that she had put with regard to her vision and the various 
programs and campaigns that she's been very active in, growing 
Nebraska, combating brain drain, talent recruitment and 
retention, but Senator Dover did a very nice job of covering 
most of those issues. I would have supported Ms. Larsen had that 
been the will of the committee internally, but I'm happy that 
this matter has been brought before the body today and 
appreciate the Speaker setting this for hearing. And I think 
she's-- from my experience with Ms. Larsen in her other 
capacities, I think she is not only well- but uniquely-qualified 
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to lead the department, she'll bring stability to the office, 
and I think most importantly, as, as was noted, that she-- she's 
trusted by the Governor, she's valued by the Governor, and part 
of that team, and that's important for the overall operation of, 
of this particular department. And I would encourage you to cast 
a green vote for Ms. Larsen. Thank you.  

ARCH: Senator Holdcroft, you're recognized to speak. 

HOLDCROFT: Thank you, Mr. President. I have somewhat of a unique 
relationship with Maureen. She is actually a constituent; she 
lives in my district in south Sarpy County. But the first time I 
met her was as a freshman senator. I had this great bill that 
Tom Briese had, had brought to me. He said this would be great 
for a freshman. It would raise the stipend for those on Medicaid 
who were living in, in assisted living, and it would raise their 
monthly stipend from $50 to $100, and it hadn't been raised in, 
like, four years. So, I said, yeah, I'll take that on, and we 
took-- went forward with it. You know, and looked like it was 
going to go, and then, and then Maureen came into my office, and 
I didn't know who she was. And she sat down. She says we're not 
going to support your bill. I said well, OK fine; who are you? 
And she said well, I'm from the Governor's office. Well, that's 
when I started paying attention. Now, I-- she's-- I've worked 
with her a lot. I think most of us have, when she was working in 
the PRO for three years. And if I had two words to describe her, 
it would be confident and competent, and I think she'd do a 
great job. I've talked to her a lot about her new position and 
what she's doing there. We've talked a lot about good life 
districts that I have in my district, and, and the way we're 
going to, to move forward from here in the state of Nebraska. 
And so, I strongly support her nomination. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker.  

ARCH: Senator Clouse, you're recognized to speak.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Mr. President. And I guess I'm going to put a 
little damper on all the accolades. I have received several 
calls and personally visited with constituents regarding this, 
this appointment, and I would say that most of them really had 
to deal with-- in her present interim capacity as the leader of 
the Department of Economic Development. And the issues-- and 
it's come from several different ones, but the issues really 
amount to creating a toxic environment and, and losing 40-some 
people out of the department, and really, what is the plan for 
the department. I have not had any personal experience working 
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with her, but I have worked with a lot of folks in economic 
development over the years, and I know it's a, it's a 
challenging department to work with, a lot of issues that 
they're constantly faced with. But I just wanted to bring that 
point, that with all the accolades being passed around, there is 
another side of it, that-- which I would, I would hope that 
we'll hear from some others on the committee that had questions 
in their mind. But I, I would say that I have had several, 
several people contact me about this appointment, and I will 
listen to additional comments as we move forward. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

ARCH: Senator Sorrentino, you're recognized to speak.  

SORRENTINO: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of the 
appointment of Ms. Maureen Larsen to the Director of Economic 
Development. I can give you firsthand experience that she has 
the energy and the drive to complete this difficult job. We were 
actually teammates on Team Nebraska, which is an Olympic 
development organization for track athletes. She was an 
outstanding athlete, and will make an absolutely outstanding 
Director of Economic Development. She exhibits fiscal 
responsibility while still advancing the agenda voted on in this 
Chamber. In addition, her lack-- her legal background is an 
important, I think, step for the capabilities of this position, 
as economic development is an intricate puzzle that does not 
escape legal scrutiny. I encourage you to cast a green vote for 
Ms. Larsen. Thank you.  

ARCH: Senator Andersen, you're recognized to speak.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. And I rise in support of the 
appointment of Maureen Larsen to be the director of the 
Department of Economic Development. I've found-- I've done a lot 
of work with her, and I found her to be very knowledgeable, 
motivated, and driven to expand the economic development for the 
state of Nebraska. I actually brought several different economic 
development efforts to her, and found her be very motivated, 
forward-leaning, and very experienced in improving our economic 
situation statewide. She has done nothing but provide 
outstanding support, and I support and encourage you all to 
support Director Larsen as the next Director of Economic 
Development. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Seeing no one left in the queue, Senator Jacobson, you are 
recognized to close on your confirmation report.  
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JACOBSON: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, again, I would just 
echo those who have spoken out, some of whom were, were on the 
committee, who I agree with. There's no reason we should not 
move this confirmation forward. She's a very competent 
individual, she's a great legal mind, and, and she has been in 
business and understands how economic development works. I think 
that she will do very well in this role, so I would encourage 
everyone's green vote to move this nomination forward, reminding 
you that we do need 25 votes, as the Speaker outlined. So, let's 
move this nomination forward. Thank you.  

ARCH: Members, the vote we are about to take is a vote to 
approve the appointment of Maureen Larsen. It-- as I mentioned 
previously, this will require 25 affirmative votes. All those in 
favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Mr. Clerk, please 
record.  

CLERK: 32 ayes, 1 nay on adoption of the report, Mr. President.  

ARCH: The report is confirmed, and the appointment is approved. 
Mr. Clerk, please return to the agenda.  

CLERK: Mr. President, returning to the agenda, LB304 from 
Senator DeBoer. When the Legislature left, pending with the bill 
itself, as well as a motion to indefinitely postpone pursuant to 
Rule 6, Section 3(f).  

ARCH: Senator Fred Meyer, you are recognized to speak.  

F. MEYER: Thank you, Mr. President. And I just wanted to speak 
briefly in support of LB304. I've been a consistent supporter of 
child-- early childhood issues my entire life, and I think this 
is no different. District 41 is all rural, and I didn't really 
realize how much this bill impacted working families in District 
41, but it's heavily used. In the one day care in St. Paul, out 
of 85, 85 children, 14 of those are on subsidized child care, 
and I would say that's a pretty high percentage. Most of 
District 41, the second household earner is maybe of a modest 
wage, and it's-- I think it's really, really important that that 
second earner work outside of the home and, and provide income 
for the family. I think it, it is, is just-- that's what-- 
something we need to do in Nebraska. I also think that there's 
many instances where that child or children, younger children, 
are better off in high-quality child care, early day care, than 
maybe staying at home. I hate to-- I say that with some 
hesitancy, but I'm afraid that might be true. So, I rise in 
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strong support of LB304, and I will yield the rest of my time to 
Senator DeBoer.  

ARCH: Senator DeBoer, 3 minutes 30.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Senator Fred Meyer. I know the last time on 
the microphone I missed that. Thank you for the, the time. I did 
want to talk a little bit about-- well, there's several things I 
want to talk about. One is this idea that this bill started 
because of COVID. That isn't why it started. Folks had been 
working on child care in Nebraska for 20 years, and we found the 
right sort of combination of factors in 2021. But it wasn't 
necessarily about COVID; it was about just knowing that we 
really needed to have-- see-- seeing very clearly, because of 
that time, how important child care was to the economy. Because 
as you recall, a lot of kids were doing Zoom school or distance 
school, or whatever they called it. Internet school. And so, 
they were at home, and they were not at school, and so a lot of 
parents were having to deal with "what do I do for child care?" 
in a, in a different and very pointed way. And so, I think one 
of the things that happened at that time was that people 
understood, OK, this is an issue that I-- we all can recognize 
the importance of, now that we've had this Zoom school period. 
And so, I think that it's a correlative relationship, a 
correlative, correlative relationship, not a causative 
relationship between COVID and child care here. One of the 
things that COVID did do was it did cause a lot of folks who 
maybe had an in-home daycare with, I don't know, four or five 
kids, whatever, that, that were usually women in their, like, 
60s or something like that. It, it made them decide that they 
didn't want to do that. So, it put another strain on the system. 
But the thing is that when COVID-- I don't want to say over, but 
at some point, when things kind of went back to normal, those 
folks didn't reopen those child cares. And so, there was that 
strain on the system that never really got fully resolved. So, 
if you say we're no longer in an emergency, that's, that's not 
actually true because we are still in an emergency with respect 
to child care in that there is a real lack of available and 
affordable child care for people right now. That is, I think, a 
point that we really need to be clear about: that, that the 
problem that was happening has not resolved itself. And I don't 
know when it ever would, because of many of the factors that 
I've talked about before with respect to this need to provide 
people a way to both work and take care of their children as 
child care has become increasingly expensive. Now, if something 
happened where suddenly child care became half the cost that it 
is now, then maybe something would change, but that is not going 
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to happen. We know that because even now, it is difficult for 
folks to stay in business that provide child care. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Spivey, you're recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I'm up a little bit sooner. 
The queue cleared as we were doing the confirmation, so was 
having some side conversations on some other things. Again, I 
rise in support of LB304 and the underlying bill, as is in the 
work that Senator DeBoer has really worked to achieve over her 
tenure in the Legislature alongside other colleagues. Earlier on 
the mic, I talked about just economic development and the 
importance of what does this look like, and I think it's kind of 
serendipitous that folks got on the mic about our confirmation 
for DED, around understanding the importance of economic 
development and wanting a leader who can vision for that and is 
engaged in that. So, it'll be interesting to see if those votes 
translate here for their understanding of economic development. 
I do think that when we talk about child care in general, it's 
not a nice-to-do, it's not an entitlement program; it is a 
necessary structure for strong economies. And when you talk 
about how do we grow Nebraska's economy, we've all read the 
articles and stories about our growth, people leaving from 
Nebraska, what they're looking for-- all of those parts and 
pieces in that strategy, those play a part together. And so, it 
is integral that we think about child care in that way, that is 
it-- that it is a necessary strategy and approach to a strong, 
thriving, resilient economy in Nebraska. And if we are going to 
be competitive, we have to have that infrastructure. I kind of 
alluded to the, the workforce side of child care, and that the 
conversation really has been rooted in the recipients, and, 
again, keeping people at work, which I think is absolutely 
important and what the bill calls for. And hope that folks also 
think about child care in a broader sense, around how do we 
think about the care economy. So, a lot of the work that I am 
fortunate to do outside of this body is around maternal and 
child health, care economy, economic development, and again, how 
those all intersect from a lens of advancing social drivers or, 
or addressing different social drivers that have negative 
outcomes. And a little bit of our, our learnings from the care 
economy side is really around the wages and workforce, and the 
number of businesses available to meet our child care needs. And 
so, for example, why that is so important is that-- I think it 
was Senator Dover who got on the mic to talk about the BIA and 
the importance of BIA. And so, when you talk about grants that 
are given to small and emergent businesses which are categorized 
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as $5 million or less in revenue, what does that look like for 
them to have the resources and infrastructure to scale? And so, 
the care economy is an actual industry; it is an economy that we 
need to look at. And we know that right now, for all of the 
folks that need actual child care providers, they are not enough 
businesses to meet the demand. Whether you look at in-home 
centers, the grandma down the street who is watching kids in the 
neighborhood-- and so, there is a place when we need to think 
about how all of the activities that we do lend itself to each 
other. I piloted through my organization a-- we created a 
business catalyst for open industry entrepreneurs that are 
typically underserved, and we specifically carved out a child 
care pilot for that. And so, we worked with the Nebraska Early 
Childhood Collaborative, NECC, in Omaha that provided the 
technical support on the compliance side, and then my 
organization worked on the accelerator side. How do they 
understand business proposition or, or their business model and 
value proposition? What does it look like from marketing? What 
is the right model as a business to have and turn revenue so 
you're not just breaking even to cover your costs, but you're 
also able to generate some wealth for yourself? And a, a big 
part of that conversation was around how do we pay these folks 
on the front line not just a minimum wage, but truly a living 
wage, and that they have comprehensive benefits, because we know 
that these folks also are taking care of families and their 
children. And so, the care economy conversation is very 
important, and again, I urge my colleagues, as we take a, a 
specific part of that measure with LB304, that we continue to 
talk about the broader implications of care economy, from 
workforce to businesses to the families that are impacted on a 
day-to-day basis. So, I see my light is on. I will get back in 
the queue to continue this really important conversation. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Raybould, you're recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, colleagues. 
You know, this has been a longstanding priority for the state of 
Nebraska for quite some time. I've been talking about Blueprint 
Nebraska for, gosh, I don't know, 6 years, maybe. And the 
fundamental part of Blueprint Nebraska, as well as working with 
businesses throughout the state of Nebraska, affordable child 
care, affordable housing, workforce, workforce, workforce. Those 
are the essential things, and it is no surprise that just in 
October, working with the Nebraska Chamber Foundation, First 
Five, and the Nebraska Bureau of Business Research, they 
unleashed "Unlocking Nebraska's Potential - Child Care as a Key 
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to Nebraska's Economic Future." Well, there's no doubt about 
that. We all know that. We know how impactful it is to our 
Nebraska families. We see how important it is to make sure we 
have affordable child care readily available. And that has been 
the driving force, and I feel as the state of Nebraska, we did 
take baby steps towards this, and we are to be commended for it. 
I remember in 2023, Senator Bostar introduced a bill to give $35 
million to daycare centers to help them better get established, 
to help them do remodels, renovations, and do things that a 
daycare center needs to do to attract and retain their 
workforce, but also to make sure that they were competitive. I-- 
you've heard Senator DeBoer talk about this: during COVID, so 
many daycare centers closed, and it was a real crisis for 
families to rebound after that. And then, it was a slow progress 
towards getting more stability. And here's exactly what LB304 
does, and I think it is so important. It's another step in the 
right direction that the state of Nebraska did-- I never 
finished my story. So, LB304 would address a gap where families 
earn slightly more and lose child care assistance before they 
can afford the full cost of child care. When this happens, 
parents are forced to change or leave work, and child care 
programs lose stability. LB304 is about stability, not 
dependency. It keeps care in place while families are working to 
get ahead, and that is so fundamentally important. So, back to 
2023, we introduced an element of affordable child care. We 
originally had $35 million going out to help those daycare 
centers. It got reduced to $25 million, unfortunately. It got 
combined with the same bill that did the accelerated income tax 
rate reduction, which, you know, immediately was a loss of 
revenue about $257 million. We're seeing that it is so 
fundamental to make sure we maintain that stability. This is 
what the economic report said: inadequate child care contributes 
to the frequency of absenteeism, turnover, changing from full-
time to part-time employment, for choosing not to change from 
fart-- part-time to full-time employment, and choosing to forgo 
a promotion or opportunity. This yielded an updated estimate of 
lost parent income from work due to inadequate child care, as 
well as lost productivity for their employers. So, the report 
goes on to, to really talk about that. I learned firsthand-- you 
know, when we were arguing wage increases, minimum wage 
increase, paid sick leave, and I reached out to the daycare 
centers on how these initiatives were impacting them. Were they 
hurting the parents and their ability to afford child care? A 
lot of the daycare senators-- daycare centers that I reached out 
to spoke clearly that some parents had to stop participating in 
the program only because any of those wage increases were passed 
on to the parents, paid sick leave benefits that are required 
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and obligated for those daycare centers. All those increases 
were passed on to parents who could no longer afford child care, 
and that's the downside of it. Child care is essential to 
growing our economy in Nebraska. And when I get on the mic the 
next time, I'm going to talk about New Mexico and their 
innovative approach to helping with child care. But I want to 
encourage my members to support LB304, vote against indefinitely 
postpone. But this is something that is a wise investment for 
our [INAUDIBLE].  

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you.  

ARCH: Senator Dungan, you're recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon, colleagues. I 
do rise today opposed to the motion to indefinitely postpone and 
in favor of LB304. Just wanted to take a second. I know I've 
gotten a couple of calls and emails to my office about my 
absence over the last couple of weeks here. Just wanted to kind 
of put out there-- I think some people know, but my wife gave 
birth to our first child back on March 5, and so we were taking 
a little bit of time for that. And she did experience a few 
complications afterwards, and so I took a little bit more time 
than I was expecting. But happy to say my son Stellan is doing 
great, and my wife, Britta, is going great now, too, so we're 
kind of back on a path of more normalcy. So, happy to be back in 
the Legislature. Seems like I missed a little bit over the last 
few weeks. But I wanted to speak on LB304 because it's 
particularly, I think, important right now in my life, as 
somebody with a brand new kid. We've heard a lot of 
conversations here today about the economic development, which I 
think is very important. That comes along with child care. We've 
heard conversations about the ability to go in the workforce. 
But I personally, over the last six months or so, have 
experienced what it's like to go look for child care right now. 
And I don't know how many people in this Legislature have young 
children; I know a couple of my colleagues have kids who have 
made their way into school. But you have to start looking for 
child care pretty early these days, because the wait lists are 
really long, because we don't have enough child care workers or 
facilities in Nebraska to take care of all the kids who need it. 
So, you start going to child care centers and you start touring 
them, and the vast majority of them, you have to put your name 
on a list. So, my wife and I toured a number of these facilities 
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and put our name on few lists. We were very excited when we 
heard a few months ago that we'd been accepted to the child care 
facility, one of the ones that we'd seen that we really liked. 
So, we called them back and asked essentially, how much is the 
tuition, right? How much are we going to have to spend for our 
child to go to this daycare as a newborn? And what they told us 
was that we were going to be expected to pay about $1,300 a 
month. $1,300 a month for child care. We can't do that. Right? I 
am still a practicing attorney. I, I practice when I'm not in 
session on a more regular basis. I actually have cases that I 
take currently, and I'm in court on our recess days. But I'm not 
able to practice as much as I normally would because I'm here, 
and we have to balance both this and our other jobs. My wife is 
a full-time mental health practitioner with a fantastic job, and 
she's a counselor for folks. But between the two of us, we can't 
afford that. We can't afford $1,300 a month. And so, what we've 
had to do is say no to that child care facility. We're looking 
for other options. And for the time being, she's incredibly 
fortunate that she has some maternity leave she's able to take, 
which essentially gets us through the end of this session, at 
which point in time I'm going to be staying at home, when she 
goes back to work, with my son to try to fill those gaps. And we 
have other folks like my parents who are really incredible who 
are going to able to help out, and we have an amazing community. 
But we are so lucky that that is an option. The fact that I can 
stay at home for a period of time is incredibly fortunate, that 
we have a household where one person can go to work and continue 
to earn some income, and the other individual, myself, can 
balance being at home with parents helping out because we have 
that village of people who can assist. And because I am so 
fortunate to have the flexibility to run my own law practice 
that I'm able to set court when I can and be at home when I, 
when I can't. There are so many people in the state of Nebraska 
who don't have that option. And I know I'm not saying anything 
incredibly novel, but we hear over and over again when we debate 
this that, you know, the benefit of-- if we don't pass this, 
people can stay at home with their kids. And that's a sacrifice 
people make and, and so on and so forth, and that's true, and I 
laud the people who do that. The unpaid labor that goes into 
being a person who rears a child is incredible, and they should 
be given medals. But not everybody has that option, because 
there are single-parent households out there who don't have the 
ability to stay at home, who don't have that community and that 
network of family that can support those children. And so, when 
they go look at daycares and they're told it's going to cost 
them $1,300 a month, and they have to decide between going to 
work because they're a single, single-person household or 
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staying at home, it just doesn't add up. So, colleagues, LB304 
is not just a want; it is a need for families across this entire 
state. And if we want to ensure that Nebraska is a place that 
people want to move to and not move away from, if we want to 
ensure there is truly economic development that we are fostering 
in the state of Nebraska, and that we're saying Nebraska is open 
for business,-- 

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

DUNGAN: --LB304 is necessary. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Kauth, you're recognized to speak.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President. And congratulations, Senator 
Dungan, on the birth of your son. That's very, very exciting. 
When Senator DeBoer was talking about the lack of availability 
and affordability, government subsidizing it will not make it 
less expensive. We've got to figure out ways to increase the 
availability of it without making it more expensive. The 
government subsidizing it just means people say, yep, look at 
that; we can set something up, and the government's to pay. And 
again, by government, we mean your friends, your neighbors, the 
other taxpayers in this state who may or may not think that 
that's the right way to spend that money. They don't get a 
choice in that. I'd be willing to bet if there was a ballot 
initiative asking people "Do you want your taxpayer dollars to 
go to pay for your neighbor's child care?" the answer would 
probably be no. We aren't going to get to creative problem 
solving for this issue while we are subsidizing it. We aren't 
actually fixing it, we're not changing the system; we're just 
throwing money at it. It's a Band-Aid, not a solution. It-- when 
we talk about the-- these child cares, one of the-- one of the 
things that was really frustrating earlier last week when we 
were talking about the stop-gap funding for the private schools 
and the child care subsidies, every child care that I looked up, 
they talk about their education curriculum. They talk about 
school readiness curriculum, early education curriculum, 
balanced learning curriculum. These are all private businesses 
that are getting public dollars that they're using for 
education. We were just told we can't do that. We heard loud and 
clear from people that you should not use public dollars for 
private education. But yet, here we go. So, I started looking 
into that just a little bit, to say, OK, should we be saying-- 
should we put an amendment on this that says you can't use 
public dollars for private child care tuition? And, and looking 
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into it, the Child Care Development Fund, which is federally-- 
part of the federal program, they provide a grant to the state 
to help with this child care subsidy. And you are not allowed to 
limit parental choice with that federal dollar. You can't say 
you can't go to a private child care because we're using federal 
dollars also. So, I hope that we look at that when we talk about 
the stopgap funding for opportunity scholarships. OK? There 
might be ways that we use federal dollars to help subsidize 
that. But again, we are talking about, in the state of Nebraska, 
how do we make child care more available? We can't make it more 
affordable by having the government pick up the tab. That's 
going to lead to abuse, that's going to lead to more fraud, 
that's going to lead to entire reams of, of departments that are 
dedicated to running this system. I am very much in favor of 
letting this snap back to the way it was pre-COVID-- again, pre-
emergency. To say that we're in an emergency now because we got 
used to spending that much money, I think, is a terrible 
fallacy. We should not increase costs in an emergency and then 
say, oh, hey, we like this, we're dependent on it, and so we're 
going to stay there, and this is, from now on, an emergency. 
What happens when something else occurs? What happens if there 
is an emergency later on down the line that we need to actually 
provide more in child care subsidies for a specific incident? 
Every time we as a body say, oh, well, we're just going to do it 
for this issue, or it's an emergency, we'll stop it in a little 
while, and we put a sunset clause on it, that's the best way we 
can-- we have in this body to say we are going to fund something 
for an emergency, but we're going to take it off when the 
emergency is over. That sunset clause is there for a reason, so 
we re-evaluate. I would love to get to my amendment, AM2902. 
It's very far down. I understand it's being filibustered because 
they don't want to change anything about this. But I think we 
need to step down how much we're providing, and step from 185 to 
160. And I want us to put a sunset clause on there. I think we 
need-- we owe it to the taxpayers to check in and see how this 
program is going, to see how much we are spending, to see if we 
do have more child care. And if somehow, miraculously, it has 
reduced the cost-- but we have to get to that amendment, and I 
don't think that that's going to happen. So, I will be voting 
no--  

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

KAUTH: --against this bill. Thank you, Mr. [INAUDIBLE]  

ARCH: Senator Glen Meyer, you're recognized to speak.  
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G. MEYER: Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciated the comments 
from Senator Kauth. I think she's got some good ideas there, and 
something we need to be considering as we move forward. Senator 
Hansen had some excellent ideas also; public-private 
partnerships, incentivizing businesses to provide child care for 
their, for their workforce, and those are all a number of other 
good ideas. But that is not the bill we are discussing today. I 
thought Senator von Gillern outlined the, the basis for support 
very well. The hand up, not a hand-out. When we were discussing 
the budget previously, LB1071, Senator Hardin shared his 
experiences with his private child care facility in Colorado, 
and the costs that, that they deal with, and the challenges that 
they face given the economics of today. And so, I thought that 
was very well received. Much of what we do in HHS is try to get 
people into the workforce and away from the resources of the 
state to help them, help them live their lives. I believe that 
reverting back to the 130 percent now will result in a need for 
more state resources due to workforce leaving to take care of 
their children. A net cost to the state instead of a net 
savings. Should we find another path with regard to providing 
child care, assisting providing child care in the state of 
Nebraska? Absolutely. I believe that's something that, that, 
that we should strive for, and those, those are-- that's, that's 
something we can work for in the next session, the next couple 
of sessions. These things don't happen overnight, and it's, it's 
going to be a long haul. With that, I would yield the balance of 
my time to Senator DeBoer.  

ARCH: Senator DeBoer, 3 minutes.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Senator Glen Meyer. The Meyers are lending me 
time today. It's very nice. I am thankful for the conversation, 
and I will say, I think that there are a lot of good ideas for 
child care, and I think it's going to be a both/and kind of 
situation to try to work with everyone over the years to come. 
And so, this is but one piece; this is certainly not the end of 
the work that needs to be done on child care. And so, I would 
like to move on as we're going through all the things on this 
bill, so I would ask that the IPP motion be withdrawn.  

ARCH: Without objection, so ordered. As the Clerk indicated, 
there is a committee amendment. Senator, Senator Hardin, you are 
recognized to open on the committee amendment.  

HARDIN: Thank you, Mr. President. Committee amendment AM2065 to 
LB304 keeps in place the sunset date of September 30, 2026 for 
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child care and-- and this is important-- and development block 
grant funds to be used to pay the costs of the state resulting 
from the income eligibility changes; the sunset of where it's 
funded from, that funding source is changing. So also, the 
committee amendment provides that it is the intent of the 
Legislature that beginning October 1, 2026, the Nebraska Health 
Care Cash Fund shall be used to pay the cost to the state 
resulting from the income eligibility changes made in this bill. 
Lastly, the requirement that DHHS collaborate with a private 
nonprofit organization with expertise in early child care and 
education for an independent evaluation of the income 
eligibility changes is removed. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Turning to the queue, Senator Ibach, you're recognized to 
speak.  

IBACH: Thank you very much, Mr. President. And thank you, 
Senator Hardin, for that overview of the committee amendment. I 
think those are both good. You-- I-- first of all, I really 
appreciate Senator Kauth pointing out that, in her observations 
regarding the public dollars for private education-- I think 
this is an example of, of public dollars being used for those 
private education pieces in a very indirect way, but I think 
that correlation can be made. You've heard me use the Gothenburg 
Impact Center time and time again as a gold star, really, 
example of, of "if you build it, they will come," and they 
absolutely have. Colten, my, my leadership guy over in 
Gothenberg, he sent me an overview here, oh, a few days ago, but 
reminded me again this morning of the impact that this bill has 
on their center in Gothenburg, and I'm just going to read a 
little bit of that. He gives me some graphs that-- as well that 
showed the, the impact and the success from the-- this program. 
He says the Gothenburg Impact Center currently serves over 200 
children, with about 30 percent of those children receiving the 
Title X-- Title XX assistance. We operate on a $2 million annual 
budget, and next year we project that $400,000 of program 
revenue will come from that title-- those Title XX dollars. If 
LB304 does not pass, we anticipate that at least $200,000 of 
that figure to become private pay. Because it will in no way be 
financially feasible for those families to pick up that tab, we 
run the risk of losing those children. We will not be able to 
absorb such a significant number within our budget. To put it in 
perspective, the importance of this investment in our young 
children, he shares data from the Gothenburg Public Schools on 
the performance of children who matriculated through the 
Gothenburg Impact Center versus those who did not, and-- mostly 
on standardized English and math testing scores, and he says 
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this is the best illustration we have of our local impact. If we 
lose these children, we are setting them up and the school for 
failure as they enter into our public school system. So, I would 
just re-emphasize the importance that this program has had on a 
lot of those daycares, specifically in my district, and I, I 
think it's been a segment of folks and families to allow them to 
go to work and have their children attend these days-- daycares 
where they get the early childhood education is, is very 
impactful for them starting their elementary school years. With 
that, I would yield back. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to speak. Excuse me. Mr. 
Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator DeBoer would move to bracket the 
bill with MO533.  

ARCH: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to open on your priority 
motion.  

DeBOER: I would withdraw.  

ARCH: So ordered.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator DeBoer, I have a recommit motion, 
MO534.  

DeBOER: Withdraw.  

ARCH: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, Senator DeBoer would move to 
amend with FA1086.  

ARCH: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to open on your floor 
amendment.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So, one of the things I wanted 
to talk to everyone about is the, the way in which this very 
tailored program, the child care subsidy program-- you know, 
there's all this discussion in the media about work requirements 
for other programs. This already has that in there. And it is 
exactly-- I mean, I, I can't remember if it was Senator Quick, 
or somebody was talking about-- it's a really interesting 
Gordian knot we put people in if we say, we're also not going to 
help you with child care, and if you don't work, then you can't 
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have this benefit or that benefit, or that benefit. Well, if you 
don't have child care, what do you do with your child? Then, 
that's going to become quite difficult to determine how to meet 
those work requirements. So, the thing about child care that is 
so fundamentally different than other programs is that it is the 
thing that allows you to work. Arguably, you could work if you 
didn't have some of the other programs that we help folks with, 
but you really can't if you don't have child care. As long as 
you have children, there's got to be some place for them to be, 
and to be safe while you're working. And I don't necessarily 
disagree entirely with everything that Senator Riepe or Senator 
Hansen or somebody like that has said about, you know, this has 
to be a program where the businesses are participating. I think 
this is going-- this is a big enough problem that all are 
welcome to participate in its solution. And I do not think that 
it will be limited to one group or one strategy to try to solve 
this problem of child care and making sure that there is enough, 
and that it is affordable enough that all those in Nebraska who 
want to work have the ability to work, and all those with a 
family or who want to start a family can do so without having to 
worry about whether or not working and child care prohibits them 
from being able to have a family. Additionally, I wanted to, 
colleagues, draw your attention to a publication that you 
received in your email today from-- it's from the Omaha Chamber 
of Commerce, so unfortunately, they don't have information in 
all of the portions of this publication about the entirety of 
the state, but there are other publications. I just don't-- they 
just haven't gotten to the top of my pile right now. That talks 
about the economic impacts of child care and the economic 
impacts of lack of child care. So, if you look on the page two 
of the, the report that was sent out today, it said that the 
estimated annual impact of inadequate child care in the Greater 
Omaha Chamber region, including both direct and multiplier 
effects, is $1.02 billion in lost business output, $919.2 
million in lost labor income, and $738.3 million in lost valued 
added. This leads to a reduction in 39,009 jobs in the region. 
So, the impact of the lack of child care has such a outsized 
effect on our economy because of its fundamental necessity for 
our workforce that the money that we spend on this is going to 
be coming back to us in economic benefit to the state. Pretty 
directly, too. It's very clear and easy to see that if someone 
has to stay home because they need to take care of their kids 
because they can't afford child care that they're not making 
income, and we are not getting income tax from them having that 
job. It is very clear that if a family does not have the ability 
to pay for child care, and their income is significantly lesser, 
not only may they require public assistance-- and that happens-- 
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but also, they may not be able to spend the same amount of money 
on even the most basic things, and that's money that's lost in 
our economy as well. So, when we look at the top three things 
that are economic drivers, one of them is child care. I remember 
in-- and now I can't remember. It was one of the years we were 
in Nebraska City for Leg Council. It was probably before most 
people here were in the body. There was a conversation we had-- 
and maybe it was '23. I can't remember for sure. At this-- at 
the Leg Council, and they had a panel of folks from, like, city 
planners and different people from rural Nebraska and one from 
urban Nebraska. And they asked them what their top three issues 
were. What are the three issues in this state, the top three 
issues? And the one that they shared-- now, they, they both said 
housing, as I recall. And then, the other one they shared was 
child care. So, this is an issue that is not just an Omaha or a 
Lincoln, and it's not just a rural issue; it's both. And maybe 
the, the issues for both are slightly different from small town 
to small town and city to city, but they-- but this is an issue. 
When I talked to folks back a few years ago about how many slots 
of child care they were missing in their area for the number of 
children that needed child care, it was-- in, in York, I think 
it was 100, somebody thought. In Norfolk, maybe 300. I mean, it 
is a lot of people that need child care that can't get it. As to 
how having the child care subsidy stabilizes the whole system, 
part of it is that in some places, if you have folks who cannot 
afford to pay for child care, or they're just on the cusp of 
being able to pay for child care, having a stable source of 
supplemental-- which is this-- what the subsidy is-- income to 
help pay for that to the, the providers allows the providers to 
know that they're going to get paid every month. If they have a 
large percentage of child care subsidy kids, they know that 
those people have to pay their, their 7 percent of their income, 
and then in addition, the state will fill in the rest. Having 
that stable source of income is something that helps them to 
keep their doors open. It helps those child care providers to 
provide the services that they do, because they know that they 
will have a stable source of income from those kids who are on 
child care subsidy now. They do get paid a lesser amount for 
kids on child care subsidy than they do, generally speaking, for 
private pay. I guess I haven't looked at every single child care 
in the state, but that is generally the case that they do get 
paid a slightly lesser amount. But the fact that they're able to 
count on a consistent payment is what helps them to be able to 
stay open, especially in some areas where maybe the people there 
don't have a lot of money, and so maybe they wouldn't be able to 
afford high-quality child care. And what we're really talking 
about-- I mean, we're talking about the kids of Nebraska. That's 
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the other thing. This is a-- this is something for the kids. 
It's for the economy, it's for the parents, it's for all of us. 
But this is also for the kids. We know that a child who is in 
high-quality, good child care is going to do better in school. 
You want to find ways to save money for the state in the long 
run? Let's get kids-- in the first five years of their life, 
before they go to kindergarten, let's get them in a situation 
where they have high-quality child care so that when the time 
goes for them to-- comes for them to go to kindergarten, they 
are prepared for kindergarten. They are prepared for 
kindergarten. If a child is prepared for kindergarten, that 
echoes through their whole public school or K-12 education. 
Being prepared for kindergarten is key, and one of the ways we 
do that is make sure that kids have a child care option, that 
they have some way of getting there that is going to make sure 
that they are in a good, high-quality child care. I'll speak 
more about this when I come back on the mic. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

ARCH: Senator Prokop, you're recognized to speak.  

PROKOP: Thank you, Mr. President. And I appreciate the dialogue 
on this bill and on this, on this issue. I think a lot of good 
points that have been made, and I don't want to repeat what 
everyone has said, but I think maybe putting a little bit finer 
point on, on some of the, the conversation that's taken place. 
But I think first and foremost is, is kind of the point is that, 
that Nebraskans work. So, we consistently are one of the states 
that have the highest percentage of both parents participating 
in the workforce, which means that if they have young children, 
they have to have some type of support, whether it be child care 
or elsewhere, to be able to fully participate in the work force. 
That is a economic issue for that family so that they have 
stability, but also, it's a larger economic issue for our state. 
If parents aren't able to fully participate in the workforce, 
that's going to be of detriment to our, to our businesses, to 
our communities, and then also, you know, thinking about it in, 
in lot of the conversations we've had around the budget and, 
and, and the shortfall and revenues is that it takes money out 
of our-- out of our state's economy. And so-- and, and we're 
talking about-- and some others have already cited some of the 
numbers, but we're taking about tens of millions of dollars in, 
in revenue that's lost if people can't participate in the 
workforce because they don't have access to child care. I think 
also, you know, because I think as the, as the, as the 
discussion is taking place, I think it's really important to 
make clear that this is a maintaining of what is currently in 
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place. This is something that has proven to be successful and 
really important to families, and the child care subsidy is 
available to programs, whether that be private programs, whether 
that be church-based programs, whether that be family in-home 
programs, and it's something that allows for those programs to 
be able to take those kids that qualify and be able to have 
those type of early childhood educational opportunities. And I 
think the other point that's really-- you know, I want to drive 
home is that child care and the cost of child care, if you look 
at it, it is somewhere in the neighborhoods of, of on, on 
average in between $9,000 and $15,000 per child. $9,000 and 
$15,000 dollars per child per year. So, think about that for a 
family of three or four kids in that, in that demographic and 
just how much that costs. I mean, that is dramatic impact to a, 
to a family budget, and programs like the child care subsidy 
allow, allow families to, to continue to participate. And when 
you're talking about costs that, that exceed-- you know, for 
your monthly payments for, for child care, that can exceed your 
mortgage; it can, you know, it exceeds a year at the university 
or of college. So, just think about how dramatic of cost that 
is. We've had a lot of conversation this session on several 
issues, and, and LB304 is an important part of the conversation 
as far as child care goes. But we've had child care show up in 
other bills, and I think a recognition of some of the successes 
that we've had in other years is important to, to interject into 
this conversation. For example, LB1165 has a provision in there 
that I know many people spoke very positively about; child care 
and incentives for child care. Because that is a, a business 
and, and attraction-- a retention and attraction tool. I think 
it's very wise that that has been included in there, and I've 
appreciated the inclusion of that. We've talked about other 
bills around literacy and early literacy. When-- early 
development, really in those first five years of life, you're 
developing those skills that are going to make you successful in 
school. And so, it's a school readiness issue, it's a literacy 
issue. It's, it's creating those tools that you have, that 
you're getting by having access to high-quality early childhood 
education, and the child care subsidy program allows for that. 
And so, I think looking at the bigger picture here, this is 
something-- and I know some of the discussion around costs that 
have taken place. But this is a program that has proven to be 
successful. Where we're currently at is we're really kind of-- 
nationally, we're kind of in the, the bottom third as far as all 
states, as far as the federal poverty level eligibility. And if 
this sunset were to go in place, we are, we are near the very 
last in terms of how we provide and cover child care subsidy in 
comparison to other states. So, I don't think that that's a mark 
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or a ranking that we want to achieve. And so, I'd really ask 
everyone to consider that.  

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

PROKOP: Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Quick, you're recognized to speak.  

QUICK: Thank you, Mr. President. You know, in visiting with some 
of the people locally in Grand Island over the years, we have 
experienced the loss of providers for child care in, in our 
area. I know one of the larger facilities-- and actually, it was 
through the cathedral, the Catholic church in Grand island, 
their daycare closed. And they provided a lot of services, I 
know, probably, for some of families that worked at-- that 
worked at JBS as well as other families who worked in our 
community. And I will say, all of these people that were, were 
taking their children to die-- to day-- to child care were 
actively working in our area. And, you know, of course, the 
reasons that they closed-- I don't know exact-- the exact 
reasons. I never had the opportunity to visit their facility 
before they closed. But I'm going to guess some of it had to do 
with, you know, on one side, you had low-end reimbursement rates 
for even the subsidies to, to pay for maintenance and to pay 
employees. You've got the cost of, of the facilities, you know, 
for your utilities and everything else. And then, being able to, 
to maintain staff, to keep qualified staff, I think, is another 
issue for some of these facilities in our communities. I'm going 
to throw out another piece that-- I don't know if it really-- 
I'm, I'm going to say it relates. But, you know, you have 
working families out there. It happened to my wife and I when we 
both were working and we had our children in daycare. But if you 
have a sick child at a, at a, at a child care facility, they're 
going to require you to come to pick up your child, because they 
don't want the rest of the kids to get sick. And so now, you're 
going to have to leave your place of work, go pick up your 
child, take them home or take them to the doctor, whatever you 
need to do to take care of them. Can they-- because they can't 
be in that facility until they're over their illness. And so, 
you might miss more than one day of work. And so, for some of 
these families, maybe they don't have sick leave. You know, we 
changed some of the sick leave policies. So, let's just say they 
worked for an employer who has 10 or less employees; now, 
they're not-- they don't qualify for sick leave. So, they're 
probably either taking-- if they have PTO, if they have some 
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vacation, they're having to use some of that, or they're taking 
no pay, which doesn't help them to be able to provide, provide 
for their families. So, that's just another scenario out there 
that-- where we're-- you know, where it's affecting families. 
I'm also going to say, you know, really, child care is an 
economic development tool. It's something where, if we're going 
to attract employers from outside the state, we should be 
pushing hard to make sure we're providing some type of child 
care, maintaining child care in our communities. And you know, 
not everyone is-- does live in poverty, so it's not-- maybe-- I 
don't know if it's a majority in your community. In my 
community, it's probably-- there's probably a higher rate of 
poverty in Grand Island. So, we probably see more of that. In 
some communities, it's probably a lot more private pay and 
they're able to maybe maintain that. But, you know, we're 
looking at, for an economic development tool, attracting 
employers to our state, and one of the ways we do that is 
through access to daycare. I know we're-- we've heard talk about 
how maybe we need to reduce costs for child care, or we need to, 
you know, find ways that we can find it to get-- have more 
access to child care. But we also have to look at inflation, as 
well. You know, as there-- as there's a higher cost of inflation 
to buy groceries, to buy gas, to pay your rent, to a buy a 
house. For the people who work at these daycare facilities, 
their wages also have to increase, which also is just like a 
domino effect. So, it'd be great if we could come up with a way 
where we're going to actually create a system where maybe 
employers have a stake in the game, having to provide child care 
if they're going get tax incentives. But, you know, that's a 
long ways down the road. So, we're looking at how can we 
effectively do that this year, and I think in the, in the coming 
years-- and I think that's to maintain the 185 percent of 
poverty level. We're not increasing it, it's just maintaining 
it. And so, I'm still supportive of LB304 and the, the 
amendments following. So, with that, I'll yield the rest of my 
time, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise primarily in support 
of LB304. It addresses a reality in my district, and I presume 
across the state that, without stable child care assistance, 
many, many families simply will not be able to afford care, and 
as a result, may be forced out of the workforce. In my district, 
Sixpence Child Care Partnerships, with Auburn Public Schools and 
Fall City Public Schools, supporting child care programs, 
serving families across southeast Nebraska, including the 
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communities of Johnson, Nebraska City, and Syracuse. Through 
these partnerships, funding is provided that goes directly to 
families in the form of child care scholarships. The goal of 
child care partnership programs has always been to increase the 
quality of care for infants and toddlers, supported through 
federal child care development funds. But what we are seeing 
more frequently is that providers are no longer asking for 
support with materials like toys or playground improvements; 
they are asking for help to cover the cost of care for families 
who can simply not otherwise afford it. Without LB304, things 
will get worse. The number of families needing assistance will 
grow, while available resources remain limited. There simply 
will not be enough funding to meet the need. LB304 is critical 
because it keeps child care assistance eligibility at current 
levels, ensuring working families can remain employed, and 
children can access stable, quality care. Without it, 
eligibility will drop significantly, cutting off thousands of 
Nebraska families who are already working and contributing to 
our communities. The impact of failing to act on LB304 as 
introduced is immediate and real. Without the expanded child 
care subsidy, families will lose access to care on which they 
rely to remain in the workforce. Employers will lose dependable 
workers. Rural communities like those in southeast Nebraska will 
face even greater workforce and economic strain. Children will 
experience disruptions during the most critical years of their 
development. Child care is not just a family issue; it is a 
workforce and economic issue. Many parents cannot work without 
it. LB304 provides the stability Nebraska communities need to 
grow, plan, and sustain both families and businesses. I urge you 
to consider the families in Auburn, Falls City, Johnson, 
Nebraska City, Syracuse, across southeast Nebraska and other 
parts of the state who are doing everything right; working, 
contributing, and trying to provide for their children, but 
cannot do so without access to affordable care, which the 
expanded child care subsidy provides. I would ask for your green 
vote on LB304.  

ARCH: Senator Rountree, you're recognized to speak.  

ROUNTREE: Good afternoon and thank you, Mr. Speaker, Mr. 
President. Good afternoon, colleagues and those that are still 
yet watching online. I do support LB304. I'm a co-sponsor of 
that bill. Just rise to talk a little bit about the cost of 
child care. When we look at a family of four at 185 percent of 
the federal poverty level that makes $59,477 a year-- so, 
looking at some of the costs-- this is according to the Greater 
Omaha Chamber-- child care costs, at $450 a week, that's $23,400 
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annually, according to the Chamber. Average rent, I think, is a 
little low, but according to Zillow, average rent in Nebraska 
being $1,321 a month, which is $15,800. Grocery costs, I know 
they've increased now with the state that our country is in and 
the state is in, but those average monthly grocery costs being 
at $599 per month according to Instacart, which is $7,188 
annually. And then, our average utility costs, which are also 
rising, at $491 according to Move.org, which is $5,892 annually. 
So, you look at a total cost of just those four particular items 
at $52,332, and this level is $59,477. So you see, there's a 
very small delta in there to take care of the other things that 
families have need of for emergencies, any type of savings that 
we try to encourage them to have, so forth. So, if we drop the 
level, that's going to close that delta, and it makes it a 
tighter squeeze for the families that are out there. My youngest 
daughter, she graduated from Mizzou. When she came home before 
going out to Aurora, Colorado, had an opportunity to work in the 
child care industry there in Papillion, and then working with 
our child care on Offutt Air Force Base. We were able to get her 
a transfer in the Child Development Center out in Buckley Space 
Force Base out at-- in Aurora, Colorado. And so, she definitely 
worked with our young children, seeing the importance of this 
child care for the families, and knowing that they have safe 
places for their children to come. The pay wasn't good. I think 
Senator Quick was talking about being able to have more child 
providers, but also being able to compensate. And so, there is a 
lot of moving parts that are going on. And this bill, LB304, 
keeps in place this subsidy so that families are able to have 
access to this child care and not have to bring a member home 
and face shortages in already short situations. So, I fully 
support this bill. When we look at the average cost of living in 
Nebraska, you looked at some of these categories that I've 
already talked about. So, we want to at least leave funds 
available for other expenditures, emergencies that may come up. 
So, I'm fully on board to support LB304 as it stands and not 
have the sunset on it, but to allow the families to continue to 
work, access safe, affordable child care, and continue to be 
contributing members to not only our communities, but to the 
economy of Nebraska and to our state. Thank you so much, Mr. 
President.  

ARCH: Senator Spivey, you're recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President, and I think we're getting to 
the evening hour, approaching 5:30. So, thanks to the folks that 
are still watching online. I know a lot of people are interested 
in LB304 and the debate that's happening, so I wanted to 
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continue the thread that we heard earlier. I know Senator 
Rountree and some other folks read from folks in their districts 
and their areas about the impact of LB304. And so, I wanted to 
uplift some of the providers that I work with and their thoughts 
around the bill at hand. I will say, before I go into that, that 
I, I do agree that there is a continued comprehensive 
conversation that needs to happen. I think it's been mentioned 
multiple times. I feel like you have to mention things three or 
four times here for it to stick or for folks to, to hear it 
because we're all doing and managing different things. But there 
are a number of LRs for this interim that are scheduled. I know 
Senator Conrad has one around child care; I have one around a 
state plan amendment that comes alongside Title XX. I'm looking 
at specifically step up to quality and some of those other 
components, and I did have a bill that was heard in HHS last 
year that was around a state plan amendment that really brought 
in the business community. It was through a business payroll 
tax, which is the, the format that Vermont used in to get 
working families up to, like, 400 percent child care support, 
because we-- again, we know that folks that are making $70,000, 
$80,000, whether it's a one-parent household or two, are still 
struggling to meet the, the cost of quality and accessible child 
care in their areas. And so, I, I do just want to say that I 
think while we can name those things here, a lot of that 
momentum and intention is happening, and LB304 is a very 
specific intervention to what is in front of us, and that is why 
I support it. So, kind of going back to what I was saying about 
child care providers in my district, a lot of my businesses in 
my district are lifestyle businesses or small businesses, which 
I really enjoy. As folks know, my husband and I had a 
restaurant, and then we moved to a food trailer. And so, I enjoy 
building and growing things. Food industry is very hard, 
especially post-- I don't even know if we're post-COVID-- 
because of the impacts of COVID. But really have spent a lot of 
my career in those spaces. And so, within this seat as a state 
senator, I've been really thinking about how do I transition and 
connect the dots of the care economy work that I do outside the 
business and economic development work that I do outside to the 
policy that I bring and the perspective that I have. And I am 
fortunate that a lot of the businesses in my district are child 
care providers that are really active. Because some business 
owners don't have time to be able to come down to the Capitol 
and talk about issues, or they are, you know, one-person shows, 
and so they have to be in their business. And there are-- 
there's one child care provider, Miss Erica [PHONETIC], who 
might be watching, because she definitely watches us-- that has 
come down. Senator Rountree is shaking his head. He's probably 
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met her. She has an in-home child care center, and she has been 
down here advocating around LB304 and the impacts that it has on 
her center. And she is from the East Coast and operated child 
care both on the East Coast and here, and has really brought 
color and a personal experience to what does it mean to maintain 
the level that we are-- I think Senator Prokop talked about 
that, that this is maintaining currently where we are-- and the 
impacts to her business, if any of that changes. She has also 
been an advocate in some of the other long-term conversations we 
have around regulation and the support of in-home versus 
centers, and curriculum, and some of those things. My son's 
child care provider, Ms. Benita [PHONETIC], has also been down 
here. While she is just outside of my district, she has been 
down advocating and talking about what does this mean. And I 
have said to folks and my colleagues on the mic that if this 
changes in this law passed-- I pay for child care. I won't have 
a child care provider. The child care provider that I chose 
would not be able to stay in business. And so, I would also have 
to find child care, and I'm not on a subsidy. So, I think we 
also need to think about those ripples, not just for folks 
accessing the subsidy, but private-pay clients that are within 
the clientele of these business owners, and what does it mean 
for the business. And so, again, I support the underlying bill, 
LB304. I see my light is on. So, I'm always, like, trying to see 
how much more I can say. But I will punch back in as we continue 
to have this debate, and appreciate everyone weighing in on this 
really important measure. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Andersen, you're recognized to speak.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. Talking about child care, I 
find the conversation really interesting. I think that as we 
talk about the affordability, is that, is that a problem? 
Apparently, it is. But, but I think we really need to look at 
what is the underlying cause of while-- why child care is 
unaffordable. Unfortunately, we tend here not to look at the 
core issues, but we look at some of the symptoms and try and 
address the symptoms. That's exactly what this is. The elevated 
qualification up to 185 percent is a COVID-era holdover that 
really needs to be sunsetted and get back to, to what is normal, 
and that's the 130 percent of, of poverty. But unfortunately, 
instead of figuring out the problems we have with child care, 
we're going to extend the elevated qualification level, which 
is-- really means we're just going to throw money at the symptom 
and not actually fix the, the problem. We need to quit hitting 
the easy button and throwing cash at some of the problems, and 
look at the underlying causes, address the core, core 
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challenges. For, for that reason, I do not support LB304. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Senator Raybould, you're recognized to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. Affordable child care is one 
of our Nebraska state's priorities, and it's an urgent need; 
it's all tied into economic development and our growth. And the 
good news is, so many businesses are coming up with innovative 
ideas, the public-private partnership. I know Senator Kauth and 
Senator Ibach mentioned, you know, why-- you know, why are we 
allowing our public dollars to go to private daycare centers? 
Well, the reality is we have 133,000 children in our state of 
Nebraska under the age of five. We don't have adequate number of 
public facilities. We only have 20 head-starts throughout our 
entire state of Nebraska. Those are federally-funded daycares 
from newborns to toddlers and to pre-K children. We only have 
20. 20 facilities for 133,000 children. So, now you can see why 
it is so essential to have our private partners step up to the 
plate for private daycare. I guess you can say 23, if you count 
Community Action Partnerships; it has a couple of facilities 
throughout our state. Local public schools are now starting to 
get engaged in whatever facilities they have or whatever 
facilities that they can partner with. In terms of the private 
sector, they have-- may have space available, and they can work 
and develop a Pre-K 3 program or Pre-K 4 program. And of course, 
there are tribal programs. The need is great. It is essential. 
And so, if we had more public facilities, it would be an easy 
way to, to see that these dollars are going towards the public 
good. But the reality is, any, any amount of subsidization that 
we give is an economic benefit and boost. Senator DeBoer went 
over those details, Senator "Prokoff" [SIC] also talked about 
it, and it-- I remember, many of the senators, we toured the 
Kawasaki plant. Now, this is not for early childhood, but it's 
for child-- children who are already in school. But it was 
really targeting parrots-- parents who, you know, are probably 
the stay-at-home parent. But the parent would drop their child 
off at school, race over to Kawasaki; they created a new 
manufacturing line for those parents that are stay-at-home 
parents. They drop their child off, they clocked in to work on 
this specific line of manufacturing, and right before school was 
to end, they clocked out. This has been a successful program to 
get more parents back into the workforce. This is what 
businesses are doing. I can tell you, when I was the chair of 
the Public Building Commission for the city of Lincoln and 
Lancaster County, they were-- we was on the capital improvement: 
what can we do for the police department? What are some of the 
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requests? The request that kept bubbling to the top of the list 
was, we need a daycare center in the city-county building to 
help with all first responders. And it wasn't just the law 
enforcement police officers, it was the 9-1-1 folks that 
managed-- manned the, the call center; it was correction 
officers, you name it. Our firefighters were seeing that this 
was a huge need. And why was this a huge need? Because both 
parents-- and Senator "Prokoff" [SIC] mentioned that too. In the 
state of Nebraska, we have the highest percentage of both 
parents working outside the home. And that was the biggest 
request: that we have a daycare center right inside the city-
county building, hat-- helping our first responders. We worked 
very hard to bring that to fruition, but ultimately, it came 
down to the liability that the city and county would have to 
take on. We assured them we could work with a third-party 
daycare center that would take over the overnight hours. And 
this is what entities like the, the city, the counties-- we all 
have to work together on this issue. And this is one of the 
success stories. You've heard this-- about this before. The 
state of New Mexico has decided to make universal child care 
available up to $12,000 per child. And in addition to that, 
they've been doing some of the things that we have started to 
do, but they've done it in a big way. They established a $12.7 
million low-interest loan fund to construct, expand, and 
renovate child care facilities. I know that Senator Bostar's 
bill started out at $35 million, got reduced to $25 million. 
That has been overwhelmingly successful, but that funds get 
snatched up right away. They could probably double it, and it 
would still get snatched up right way. They partner with 
employers and school districts to expand child care options for 
working families. We see that throughout many states. District 
of Columbia has now started offering Pre-K 3, three-year-old 
classes, and they've been doing Pre-K 4 since my kids were 
little. When they were-- 42--  

ARCH: Time, Senator.  

RAYBOULD: --42 years ago. Thank you, Mr. President.  

ARCH: Members, the Legislature will now stand at ease until 
6:00. When we return, we will begin debate on LB803.  

SERGEANT AT ARMS: Attention Senators, the Legislature will 
resume in 5 minutes.  

KELLY: Mr. Clerk, resuming. Mr. Clerk, for items.  
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ASSISTANT CLERK: Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Dover has 
amendments to be printed to LB596; Senator Murman to LB937; 
Senator Bosn to LB1181A. New A bill: LB1032A by Senator DeBoer. 
A bill for an act relating to appropriations; to appropriate 
funds in aid of carrying out the provisions of LB1032, 109th 
Legislature, Second Session, 2026. That's all I have, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Please proceed to the agenda.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, pursuant to the Speaker's 
agenda, General File, LB803 introduced by the members of the 
Revenue Committee. I have a priority motion: Senator Conrad 
would move to indefinitely postpone pursuant to Rule 6, Section 
3(f).  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to open.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. 
Good evening, Nebraskans. I rise this evening to introduce 
LB803, which is a Revenue Committee priority bill, and the 
associated committee amendment, AM2651, which contains the 
original bills, LB575, LB938, LB1116, and LB1154. There should 
be a one-page describer on your desks that you can follow along 
with. LB803 and AM2651 are about making good on the commitment 
many of us have made to fight for an affordable Nebraska, 
including relieving the burden of property taxes and helping 
Nebraskans achieve the dream of home ownership. The measurements 
contained in this AM were negotiated and agreed upon by relevant 
stakeholders to increase transparency in taxation. They will 
promote taxpayer engagement in decisions about taxing and 
spending at the county, city, and school district level, and 
raise the bar for political subdivisions to raise property 
taxes. With that, I want to give each of the introducers of the 
bills contained in AM2651 a chance to speak on their proposals. 
Could I ask Senator Hallstrom if he would yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, would you yield to a question?  

HALLSTROM: Yes.  

von GILLERN: Senator Hallstrom, would you share a little bit 
about LB575 with us, please?  

HALLSTROM: Yes, I will. Thank you, Senator von Gillern, Mr. 
President, members. LB7-- LB575 was introduced to address the 
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pink postcard joint public hearing process, the so-called truth 
in taxation act, and there's an amended version of what was 
introduced last session in the form of LB575 included within 
LB803. This part of the bill was the product of lengthy good-
faith conversation between my office and representatives of the 
League of Nebraska Municipalities, the Nebraska Association of 
School Boards, the Nebraska Association of County Officials, and 
the Platte Institute. It builds on several elements from Senator 
Raybould's LB683 from last year, and will amend the Property Tax 
Request Act, which was enacted by LB644 in 2020. LB644 brought 
greater transparency to the process of property taxation by 
requiring those political subdivisions desiring to increase 
their levies more than the allowable growth to participate in a 
joint public hearing where they can make the case as to why they 
require more in property taxes than might be expected. The 
public was provided notice of this public hearing through the 
dissemination of the pink postcard, which would provide the 
owner of property an estimate of what their property tax levied 
by the city, school, or county could be. Because values are not 
certified to political subdivisions until August 20 of each 
year, the joint public hearing could only be realistically held 
in the later part of September, and did not leave much time for 
budgets to be amended or adjusted prior to the date that they 
are due to the State Auditor. Moreover, because individual 
values can go up or down independent of the larger market, some 
property owners received a notice of tax increase on the pink 
postcard which showed their estimated tax to be lower than the 
prior year. Furthermore, the U.S. Postal Service has become less 
and less timely in delivering mail to more rural parts of our 
state, and some property owners did not receive their postcard 
until after the joint public hearing. As you might expect, this 
led to confusion, frustration, and served as a hindrance to 
meaningful input by the public into the budgeting process for 
our political subdivisions. The Platte Institute has long held 
that the entire process should begin before budgets are set, and 
provide notice to the public if the political subdivisions are 
going to ask for even a penny more--  

von GILLERN: Senator, Senator Hallstrom, I have three more bills 
to introduce--  

HALLSTROM: OK. Fair enough. Mr. President, can he interrupt me? 
OK. I thought I had five minutes, so my apologies. Basically, 
I'll just put it in a nutshell, and thank you, Senator Hughes, 
for coming over and interrupting me as well. Basically, the 
process is going to allow for, for the public to be engaged 
rather than enraged at an earlier time period when they can have 
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a more meaningful impact, their voices can be heard, and the 
public can listen to what they have to say about the impact of 
valuation increases on their ultimate tax paid. So, Senator von 
Gillern, I'll yield my-- rest of my time back to you.  

von GILLERN: Thank you. Thank you. I do have another question. 
Senator Hallstrom, could you take one minute and tell us about 
your LB938?  

HALLSTROM: I'll try.  

von GILLERN: And you can have more time when you punch in on the 
mic.  

HALLSTROM: That's fine. Thank you, Senator. LB938 is the first-
time homebuyers saving account plan. Basically, is a bill that 
would provide tax deductions for contributions to a savings 
account that is to be used by individuals for the first-time 
homebuyers as defined under the bill, for use in paying down 
payments and closing costs associated with home construction. 
The earnings on those accounts would also be tax-free. How was 
that? 

von GILLERN: That was great.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Senator.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. Senator Ibach, would 
you yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Ibach, would you yield?  

IBACH: Yes.  

von GILLERN: Thank you. Would you take a moment or two and share 
with us about LB1116?  

IBACH: I certainly will, and I also punched in, so if I get too 
lengthy, just cut me off.  

von GILLERN: Thank you. Good.  

IBACH: Good evening, colleagues. I want to thank Chairman von 
Gillern and the rest of the Revenue Committee for including 
LB1116 in LB803 via AM2651. LB1116 strengthens the Sports Arena 
Facility Financing Assistance Act, the SAFFAA, and this bill is 
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a practical, good-government bill that benefits communities 
statewide while ensuring efficient, transparent, and predictable 
processes. Under SAFFAA, most approved projects in larger cities 
receive up to 70 percent of only new sales tax generated at the 
facility, and by retailers within the turn-back district to pay 
off revenue bonds, while facilities in second-class cities or 
villages receive up to 25 percent of existing and new state 
sales tax from within the city limits as state assistance. 
LB1116 tightens procedural timelines for the SAFFAA board by 
requiring public hearings to be scheduled efficiently, and 
mandating a decision on projects approved within 30 days after 
the hearing.  

von GILLERN: Thank you. Thank you, Senator Ibach.  

IBACH: Thank you, and I will follow up on that when I'm-- 

von GILLERN: Thank you.  

IBACH: --get my time on the mic. Thank you. 

von GILLERN: Thank you. I have less than one minute. Senator 
Riepe, would you tell us about LB1154 quickly? Thank you.  

KELLY: Senator Riepe, would you yield?  

RIEPE: Yes, I will, and I'm a little intimidated. Yes, I would, 
and thank you Chairman von Gillern. My bill is a package of 
LB1154, was brought at the request of the League of Nebraska 
Municipalities and Nebraska Association of County Officials. 
This bill amends Section 13-3403 of the Property Tax Growth 
Limitation Act to update how a political subdivision's property 
tax request authority is calculated. The Property Tax Growth 
Limitation Act was enacted in 2024 during the First Special 
Session--  

KELLY: That's time, Senators. That's time. Senator Kauth, your 
name was in the queue next, and then inadvertently deleted.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Riepe, can I ask you a 
question?  

KELLY: Senator Riepe, would you yield?  

KAUTH: Would you like to finish what you were saying?  
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RIEPE: Ah, yes, thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators. There is an IBP [SIC] motion that 
will precede others in the queue. My apologies. Senator Conrad, 
you're recognized to open on your motion.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. I 
filed these protective motions late last week, I believe, once I 
saw there was heightened activity on the legislation. And it 
concerned me, because this body has a tendency to want to push 
through regressive tax increases to balance our budget, and so 
the heightened activity around this legislation caused me to 
take that defensive, protective move. There's been a lot of 
rumblings additionally that this may become a vehicle for 
private school opportunity scholarships, which I don't think 
would work from a procedural and substantive perspective, but 
again, knowing that there have been some filings on the, the 
measure and a lot of chatter about the measure, I thought it 
appropriate to make sure that this didn't just go flying by. And 
having a chance and an opportunity to delve more deeply into the 
committee amendment over the weekend, it seems like there's a 
fair amount of either, in my opinion, beneficial or innocuous 
bills, but maybe a, a few more pieces that we need to get some 
more debate or deliberation on, or kick the tires on. I know 
that our fiscal notes will not be updated until the committee 
amendments are adopted, et cetera, and it doesn't appear that 
there's revenue-generating or tax-increase components herein, 
but I did just want to make sure that we didn't rush forward, if 
this were to become a vehicle for primarily regressive tax 
increases. So, I'm going to leave the motions up for now, but 
we'll see how debate goes. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Returning to the queue, 
Senator Kauth, you're recognized to speak.  

KAUTH: I actually believe I was in the queue for LB304, so I'd 
like to withdraw.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. We'll wrap up the opening 
here. Senator Riepe, would you yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Riepe, would you yield?  

RIEPE: Yes, I would.  
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von GILLERN: Would you take a moment or two and wrap up your 
comments on your LB1154, please?  

RIEPE: Well, thank you for the second opportunity. The Property 
Tax Growth Limitation Act was enacted in 2024 during the First 
Special Session and amended in 225 [SIC] through LB647, which 
incorporated portions of my prior bill, LB242, to resolve 
several implementation issues. LB1154 continues that refinement 
of modifying how the growth and inflation percentages are 
applied. Specifically, it removes unused property tax request 
authority defined in Section 13-3406 [SIC] from the list of 
exceptions subtracted when determining the base amount of those 
calculations. This change prevents a use-it-or-lose-it scenario 
that currently pressures cities, counties, and villages to fully 
exercise their taxing authority each year. LB1154 allows these 
political subdivisions to carry unusual authority within the 
existing 5 percent statutory cap under Section 13-3406. Thank 
you, Mr. President, and thank you, Chairman von Gillern.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Senator Riepe. Just want to finish my 
closing. I want to reiterate, reiterate that this "commattee"-- 
committee package involved a lot of stakeholder input. All of 
the bills came out of committee 7-0, with 1 absent. We had one 
committee member that was unavailable due to far more important 
duties going on in his life caring for his new young family, and 
I think he's going to speak on that topic here in just a little 
bit. I want to note that Senator Hallstrom has a cleanup 
amendment, AM2967, which is a friendly amendment. And then, I've 
got an FA coming up that clarifies the, the term "majority" in 
the bill. And I think other than that, the rest of the 
amendments will be pulled. Senator Conrad used a term that I 
think this is relatively innocuous, which a nice way to say it's 
kind of a boring bill, but there's a lot of good cleanup 
language here and some things that we need to do to, to just 
make good policy. So, look forward to any other questions that 
anyone may have, and I will yield the remainder of my time. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senator Ibach, you're 
recognized to speak.  

IBACH: Thank you very much, Mr. President. I'll just continue 
with a few of my comments. LB1116 is the bill that strengthens 
the Sports Arena Facility Financing Assistance Act, and I just 
wanted to make a couple additional comments. The bill also 
requires, if a vote is taken, it must be the majority of those 
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present, not of the whole board. In the last 14 months, there 
have been 9 hearings on 3 dates, and at no hearing have all the 
members of the board been present, and the Governor's been 
unable to attend the last two hearing dates due to scheduling 
conflicts. And given the shorter time-frame of 30 days, it 
would-- which we kind of call, or we've coined a "shot-clock," 
it would add an additional burden for the Governor on an already 
stressful job. And for that reason, we also eliminated the 
requirement that one of the votes in approval must be the 
Governor. Again, this vote is only-- is to only give the project 
temporary approval, and the statutory requirement of the board 
approval is that the project must be in the best interests of 
the state. And finally, LB1116 extends the eligibility period 
for state assistance on certain privately-owned sports complexes 
in, in second-class cities, and for, for villages from 5 to 10 
years. This gives the smaller rural and mid-sized communities 
more time to plan, time to build, and to benefit from these 
projects that could lead to incomplete or underfunded 
developments. So, at its core, LB1116 is a good-government bill; 
it provides clarity for agencies, certainty for stakeholders, 
and continuity for the people of our state. LB1116 received no 
opposition at the hearing, and was attached to LB803 on a 7-0 
vote. I thank you for your time, and I ask for your green vote 
on the amendment and the underlying LB803. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Ibach. Senator John Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, I rise in support 
of the bill, and specifically the LB938 that's part of the bill. 
I was happy to see this was included in the package. LB938 is 
Senator Hallstrom's bill that's the first-time homebuyer savings 
account credit, and it's very similar to my bill from last year, 
which is LB151, and I appreciate this being revived by our new 
state treasurer, and I think working in conjunction with Senator 
Hallstrom. It's obviously-- we all know it's harder and harder 
for folks to buy a first-time-- be a first-time homebuyer, and 
we keep hearing that the age of the first purchase of a home is 
getting older and older, and it's something like an average of 
age of 40 now. And so, making concrete steps that will actually 
help people achieve the dream of homeownership is really 
something that's important, so I appreciate Senator Hallstrom's 
work on this bill and the committee for including it in here, 
and I would encourage everybody to support LB938. And thank you, 
Mr. President.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Dungan, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. I do 
rise, I think, opposed at this point to the indefinitely 
postpone, and generally in favor of LB803. If you look at the 
committee statement, I obviously was not present for some of 
these votes due to the aforementioned absence I had for a little 
bit of time for personal reasons. But I did get a chance to 
speak with Chair von Gillern as well as a review of the 
committee statement, and my understanding is that the majority 
of the bills that are contained in LB803 are things that are 
generally non-contentious, as Senator John Cavanaugh just 
pointed out, things that I think actually do provide most people 
in Nebraska some benefits. And I do appreciate Senator Conrad 
being judicious in putting up this IPP to ensure that we don't 
inadvertently put on things onto this package that is otherwise 
non-contentious, that leaves us in a position where we're 
fighting a bill that I think, as of right now, we should 
generally be able to agree on. There are components of LB803 
that I'm very supportive of; there's other parts that I think 
are relatively innocuous. The one portion of that that I was 
curious about were some of the changes that were made to the 
underlying bill of LB575. That's a bill that, if you look at the 
committee statement, you'll see that there was some opposition 
originally from some people who were talking mostly about the 
logistics of that, and my understanding is there have been some 
changes that have been made to get rid of that opposition, and I 
was wondering if Senator Hallstrom would be willing to yield to 
just a couple of questions.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, would you yield?  

HALLSTROM: Certainly.  

DUNGAN: Senator Hallstrom, I just gave you a really quick heads-
up, and I apologize for the short notice. But could you just, I 
guess, briefly articulate what some of the changes are that were 
being made by this committee amendment to your original LB575?  

HALLSTROM: Yes. Welcome back, Senator Dungan. Yeah, I noted in 
my far-too-long opening that when we introduced LB575, it was 
designed to address the frustration that both political 
subdivision officials and taxpayers experienced with the 
lateness of the joint public hearing. And so, as introduced, it 
was going to move that up from sometime in September to later 
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in-- earlier in August, and we've actually have moved that up 
now to sometime in July fairly quickly after the valuations go 
out. And so, that is a positive thing, to allow the taxpayers to 
not only have information regarding when budget hearings are 
held, but it's going to be more of an informational/educational 
type of hearing in July. They will be provided specific notice 
of when the counties, cities, and school districts are having 
their budget hearings. We've narrowed the field since those 
three entities comprise over 90 percent of the tax burden that 
people pay. So, that's one of the positive changes. The other 
thing is the information that they will get will show last 
year's tax payment compared to this year's valuation times the, 
the levy that they had last year. If the valuations go up, 
they're going to see that taxes will go up if their political 
subdivision, county, city, or school district does not take 
action to modify that levy. So, I think those are all positive 
things. And again, the, the bottom line is it will provide an 
earlier notice. We have hearings after 6:00 so people aren't 
forced to go to hearings at 1:30, or maybe not even be able to 
go to hearings that early. The state is going to be sending out 
these postcards in a timely fashion, and so I just think all in 
all, it carries out the original intent of the Platte Institute 
by having people notified and, and engaged at an earlier point 
when their voices can be heard and be meaningful.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. I appreciate that. And I 
think that that all makes sense to me. You know, we've had many 
debates since I've been on the Revenue Committee for the last 
few years about the so-called pink postcards, and one of the 
things that people have complained about is whether or not those 
pink postcards actually provide a meaningful opportunity for 
change or if they simply provide an opportunity for an airing of 
the grievances without an actual ability to make modifications 
to budgets. And so, I do think that, generally speaking, we as a 
state benefit from having more information provided, more 
transparency provided, and certainly, an ability for the folks 
of Nebraska to have a say prior to certain decisions being made 
about property taxes. So, as I've said, I generally believe I 
support LB803. I'm opposed to the indefinitely postpone motion, 
but I do appreciate the conversation we're able to have as 
there, there are a couple of different facets of this bill that 
I think are worth parsing apart. So, with that, thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dungan. Mr. Clerk. 
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CLERK: Thank you, Mr. President. The Health and Human Services 
Committee will have an executive session today at 6:30 in Room 
2022. HHS Committee, exec session, 6:30, Room 2022. That's all I 
have at this time.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Senator Raybould, you're recognized 
to speak.  

RAYBOULD: Thank you, Mr. President. I approached my colleagues 
and I got all my questions answered, so-- thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Raybould. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Conrad, you're recognized to close on your 
motion.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President, I'd like to withdraw that.  

KELLY: So ordered. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB803 introduced by the 
Revenue Committee. It's a bill for an act relating to revenue 
and taxation; changes provisions relating to tangible personal 
property; and repeals to the original section. The bill was read 
for the first time on January 7 of this year and referred to the 
Revenue Committee; that committee placed the bill on General 
File with committee amendments.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to open on the 
committee amendment.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. AM2651 is the white-copy 
amendment, which I truly opened on in my opening statement. The-
- all of my comments and the comments from the senators that had 
the bills included within LB803 were all commenting towards the 
white-copy amendment, and I know that white-copy amendment 
includes a couple of the other amendments which we're going to 
withdraw in the process of discussion today. So, if there's any 
questions in particular, I'd be happy to address those. Other 
than that, thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Conrad, I have MO546 to bracket 
the bill until April 17.  

KELLY: Senator Conrad, you're recognized to open.  
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CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. I'd like to withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Senator Conrad, I have MO541 to recommit the bill.  

KELLY: So ordered-- Senator Conrad, you're recognized to open.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. I'd like to withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom would move to amend with 
AM2756.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to open on the 
amendment.  

HALLSTROM: Yes, Mr. President, I'd ask for permission to 
withdraw AM2756 and substitute with AM2967.  

CONRAD: Objection.  

KELLY: There's been an objection. Senator Hallstrom, for what 
purpose do you rise?  

HALLSTROM: Well, it's not my objection, but I'll rise-- I, I am 
going to-- am going to defend the request to withdraw and 
substitute. Just by way of definition and explanation, AM2756 
was an amendment that would extend the effective date of my 
LB575 provisions until January 1 of 2027. The reason behind that 
is that we are going to be so late in the process by the time 
that we get to final passage, and three months, even with the 
emergency clause or three months' effective date, that we would 
not be able to implement the new process for the joint public 
hearing this year, so we're bouncing that back to January 1 of 
2027. In the progress of getting ready for General File debate 
from advancement of the bill from committee, there were a couple 
of other technical cleanup amendments that are in AM2967. One is 
to clean up a, a-- language in LB901, Section 2; the other one 
is to change a date in LB575 from June 15 to June 1, and the 
last one is to ensure, since community colleges-- or, excuse me, 
ESUs are not going to be included in the, in the documentation. 
So, those are the technical corrections that we have in there. 
Oh, OK. Thought I had made a motion to withdraw and substitute, 
but I'll do it again. Thank you. 
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KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, continue on your time.  

HALLSTROM: Well, I've pretty much taken my time, so I'll let 
Senator Conrad respond if she needs to and leave it at that. 
Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. Returning to the queue, 
Senator John Cavanaugh, you're recognized to speak.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. I just punched in to give 
folks a minute to figure out where we're at. But I, I don't know 
what exactly is the objectives of everybody, but [INAUDIBLE] a 
withdraw and substitute is obviously something someone can 
object to. A withdraw is, I think, something that would be in 
order if Senator Hallstrom or anybody wanted to withdraw all of 
their non-necessary amendments just to get to the necessary 
ones, we could do as well. So, that, that would be a suggestion. 
But I'm-- if nobody needs more time, I'm happy to be done. Thank 
you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator von Gillern.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. Would Senator Conrad 
yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Conrad, would you yield?  

CONRAD: Yes, of course. 

von GILLERN: You weren't punched in. Did you have a question or 
a comment that, that you wanted to-- I'd be happy to yield you, 
yield you my time.  

CONRAD: Thank, thank you so much, Senator. I, I don't think I 
was, actually-- 

von GILLERN: OK.  

CONRAD: --but I, I appreciate it. It was a, a small but perhaps 
important point that, upon the objection, the, the member who 
was seeking the unanimous consent for the stated action doesn't 
just actually get to keep talking. And so, we just needed to 
address that from a parliamentary perspective, I guess. And I 
think overall, there's, again, probably either innocuous or 
beneficial aspects in these various amendments that are being 
brought forward. But again, this is one of the last tax bills, 
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so to speak, moving through the remaining days of the session. I 
think there's a heightened anxiety and tension that it may 
become a vehicle for particularly regressive tax increases and 
hikes, since this body doesn't seem to be interested in looking 
at progressive revenue-raisers, so there's a heightened 
awareness there. I, I think that there's also a fair amount of 
complexity to some of these issues, and members haven't had a 
time to look at them or digest these issues from a substantive 
or procedural standpoint. And I know particularly in the efforts 
to try and amend aspects of LB901, which are wrapped up in this 
debate tonight-- I think that's very messy, procedurally, to 
amend a bill that's on Final Reading. I think probably it would 
be cleaner and easier to pull LB901 back if there are 
substantive problems with it, and the body should be honest 
about that. So, these-- perhaps not unprecedented moves, but 
moves on a tax bill should always receive careful scrutiny, and, 
and I appreciate the extra time, Senator. Thank you.  

von GILLERN: I yielded.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators. Senator von Gillern, you're next in 
the queue.  

von GILLERN: Thank you. I yielded my time, so I needed to punch 
back in. I feel like this is the first day, and we're all kind 
of getting our feet under us right now, for some reason. The 
pizza must have really set in tonight. Senator Hallstrom's 
amendment, I just wanted to mention, it is a-- there are some-- 
just some cleanup language things in AM2651, and it is, like I 
said-- or, excuse me, AM2967. It is just some clean-up language 
things. There are a number of other amendments, and Senator 
Conrad's right: we've-- maybe we're getting a little bit over-
excited and over-anticipatory, because there are a handful of 
placeholder amendments here that we are going to delete and-- or 
withdraw here shortly, so. I just wanted to add my endorsement 
for Senator Hallstrom's withdraw-and-substitute motion. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senator Hallstrom, you're 
recognized to close on your motion.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you. Couple minutes of my life I'll never get 
back. Again-- and, and I, I appreciate Senator Conrad's comments 
about the LB901. We're changing the term "entities" to "entity." 
It truly is the most technical of changes. Doesn't seem to 
warrant bringing a bill back from Final Reading, having it have 
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to lay over, et cetera. This streamlined process for us to get 
done with the business that we need to be done in a timely 
fashion. And I guess we're going to take a vote. I would 
appreciate your support for my withdraw-and-substitute motion.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. The question before the 
body is the motion to withdraw and substitute. All those in 
favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: 34 ayes, 0 nays on the motion to withdraw and substitute.  

KELLY: The motion is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom would offer AM2967.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to open on the 
amendment.  

HALLSTROM: It's kind of like déjà vu all over again today. With 
regard to the amendment, I would just repeat, for the second or 
third time, we do have some changes to LB901, Section 2. We do 
have, what's most important, is a delayed effective date for the 
LB575 provisions, which moves the effective date back to January 
1 of 2007 [SIC]. And again, the rationale for that was that 
whether we used an effective date three months after the end of 
the session or the emergency clause, that the timing of the 
changes that we're making in terms of moving up the date of the 
public hearing was just not going to work out very well. And so, 
all of the interested parties had agreed that we'll go through 
the process that we have yet this year, and then as of January 1 
of 2027, we'll have a good on-ramp to get things done, to get 
all the notices out, the valuation increases, and have the 
hearings, and, and hopefully have a much better process for 
public involvement and engagement. And I'd request your support 
for AM2967 to AM2651, and ultimately, the adoption of LB803 and 
its advancement.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. Senators, the question is 
the adoption of-- Senator Conrad, you're recognized to speak.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. I am 
not bothered in the least if Senator Hallstrom's annoyed by 
having to talk through the procedural aspects of these issues or 
the application of our rules. But I do want to make sure to put 
down a marker here that what's happening here is unusual; 
perhaps not unprecedented, perhaps the best way to go about 
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this. But I think that the fact that the majority of members 
don't want to pull LB901 back from Final Reading, even though 
they acknowledge it needs to be amended and has problems, is 
because they know that there's also a significant amount of 
opposition to LB901. Of course, there are good parts in LB901, 
utilizing completely not-used credits for domestic violence 
housing purposes. That's a, a good piece. But there's also 
about-- dependent upon how you look at it, about $20-$30 million 
in increased fees and regressive taxes, so that is a critical 
component for this body and the Governor to balance the budget. 
And I think that if members acknowledge-- and the fact that this 
amendment is on the board is an admission that LB901 itself has 
problems-- they should pull it back, and they should address 
this issue in the amendment from my friend Senator Hallstrom, 
and they should address other aspects that members have lifted 
up about substantive and policy and practical concerns with 
LB901 itself. But of course, we're late in the session, and 
people don't want to come to the table with those discussions, 
and I appreciate and I understand that, but I do just want to 
flag that for Nebraskans and for the record. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator John Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, I'm, I'm just 
trying to catch up, just like everybody else, I think. I am a 
little confused as to why there's an amendment to this bill 
that's amending LB901. I heard what was said, which is that 
LB901's on Final and we don't want to pull it back, although I 
would say that that's not a reason to not do this. And I heard 
Senator Hallstrom say it changes from "entities" to "entity," 
but it does also look it strikes as described in subdivision 
(a). And if I'm reading this right, is subdivision (a) of this 
that-- let's see, is it this subdivision (a)? $240,000 of tax 
credits to be distributed equally among qualifying domestic 
violence and sexual assault programs run by tribal governments? 
Is that the part that's being stricken, or-- I'm, I'm trying to 
read this to understand what change is being made here, and if 
it's more substantive than just a, a-- what we would call, like, 
a scrivener's error or scrivener's change to, to harmonize that. 
So, I don't know if-- if Senator Hallstrom would yield to a 
question--  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, would you yield?  
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HALLSTROM: Certainly.  

J. CAVANAUGH: So, am I reading that right, Senator Hallstrom, 
where the change in this amendment is striking "entities" and 
adding the word "entity," and then also striking subdivision (a) 
and, and then just including subdivision? Is that right?  

HALLSTROM: Yes. And, and if you look at, at the-- (c) and (d) 
used to say-- both of them said entities in (a) and (b), and 
now, they've just been bifurcated to say entity in (a) and 
entity in (b).  

J. CAVANAUGH: OK. Well, my read of (c) and (d) would be entity 
in (b) and entity in (b).  

HALLSTROM: Yes.  

J. CAVANAUGH: So, are-- we are striking the eligibility for the 
entities or entity in subdivision (a)?  

HALLSTROM: Correct.  

J. CAVANAUGH: And what is the-- is that-- the entity in 
subdivision (a) is domestic and sexual violence for tribal 
governments?  

HALLSTROM: Correct.  

J. CAVANAUGH: And is that not a substantive change?  

HALLSTROM: Could be.  

J. CAVANAUGH: OK, so I'm not misreading this that we are 
effectively striking out coverage for domestic and sexual 
assault programs in tribal governments? OK. 

HALLSTROM: Yes. And, and I, I cannot tell you-- Senator von 
Gillern might be able to talk in more detail about some 
discussions that had been had on-- earlier with regard to the 
bill.  

J. CAVANAUGH: OK. Thank you, Senator. Well, and again, as 
Senator Conrad said, this is certainly unusual, if not 
unprecedented, to amend one bill in another bill when we have 
the ability to amend it. And I, I guess I don't know what the 
wisdom or the arguments are for eliminating subdivision (a) from 
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eligibility under the two sections (c) and (d). So, at the 
moment, I'm going to be in opposition to AM2967. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator von Gillern, you're 
recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. I've asked Senator Bostar 
to come back to the floor so-- because he's the most familiar 
with this issue. The, the issue, as I understand it, is the word 
"entities" implied-- and there he is-- implied that the funding 
could be duplicated within the bill, and Bill Drafting said that 
the singular reference was more accurate than the, the plural 
reference. So, would Senator Bostar yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, would you yield?  

BOSTAR: Yes.  

von GILLERN: Would you like to give an explanation on-- with 
regards to AM2967 and the change from the plural to the singular 
of entities versus entity?  

BOSTAR: Well, the change from the plural to the singular, that, 
in my understanding, is just a drafting clarification. As far as 
the subsection language, it was an error in the drafting 
process. We were-- if you recall, for the funding that was set 
aside for the distribution of the tax credits for domestic 
violence, we were intending to copy the HHS distribution formula 
that's already in statute. But there was an error made where the 
tribal governments were put into two separate buckets, so to 
speak, within that funding formula. And so, that wasn't matching 
the HHS formula that, that sort of pre-existed this entire 
statute and bill.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, thank you, Senator Bostar. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators. Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Would Senator Bostar 
yield to a question?  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, would you yield?  
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BOSTAR: Yes.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Senator Bostar. So, the piece that you 
were just discussing, is that in LB803, or is that in LB901?  

BOSTAR: The-- 

M. CAVANAUGH: The language-- 

BOSTAR: I'm sorry, I just want to make sure I understand what 
you're asking.  

M. CAVANAUGH: The language about the, the entities and the 
domestic violence for tribal--  

BOSTAR: That's in LB901. That's part of that domestic violence 
tax credit program.  

M. CAVANAUGH: OK. So, it's not your understanding that this 
amendment is not eliminating them from the tax credit program, 
it's removing duplication? Or it is eliminating them?  

ANDERSEN: No, it's not-- my understanding is it's, it's fixing 
the formula distribution. That's my understanding at this 
moment.  

M. CAVANAUGH: OK, thank you. I appreciate that. It's hard to 
understand at this moment what exactly we are dealing with. So, 
thank you, Senator Bostar. Would Senator Hallstrom yield to a 
question?  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, would you yield?  

HALLSTROM: Yes.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. First of all, 
Senator Hallstrom, it is 6:45, and this is the first time I've 
talked today. But you got me out of my chair, so I guess thank 
you. So, this amendment, how did-- can you explain, in your 
mind, what eliminating that-- besides the plurality of it, why 
are you eliminating the tribal piece? And is it eliminating it 
from the tax credit, or is this a realignment? Could you just 
explain a little bit more?  

HALLSTROM: Well, what I know about this piece of the amendment-- 
I had the amendment that was in line with some of the protective 
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motions that were placed. I had amendments that were in line to 
take up first. We still have some things going on that 
necessitate going ahead. And, you know, Senator John Cavanaugh 
suggested, why don't we take them up in the natural order? You 
can, but we have some things going on with protective motions, 
so my interest was in being requested to say I'm first in line, 
I'm first in the pecking order,-- 

M. CAVANAUGH: Oh, yeah. No, I-- 

HALLSTROM: --can we put this amendment together to incorporate 
everything?  

M. CAVANAUGH: Yeah, I understand why you did the swapping of the 
amendments, but I'm, I'm trying to understand what this 
amendment itself actually does, because it's concerning when I 
hear that we're striking language for a specific domestic 
violence tax credit, but it, it seems unclear to me. Are we 
eliminating them from the tax credit, or are-- is it duplicative 
to have them stated that way? Could you maybe give--  

HALLSTROM: We, we-- what, what my understanding is-- and my 
understanding comes from visiting with both Senator von Gillern 
and listening to Senator Bostar's explanation-- is that there 
were duplicative provisions. There is a DHHS formula which 
apparently addresses that, that this will now feed into so that 
it is allocated and distributed pursuant to that formula 
appropriately.  

M. CAVANAUGH: OK. And is there a reason that you didn't want to 
just pull LB901 back from Select, or from Final to Select for 
this amendment?  

HALLSTROM: Well, quite frankly, again, my amendment was there. 
This amendment was put together, which incorporated, you know, 
as we do-- oftentimes, we try to streamline the process that if 
we've got four amendments, rather than bringing them separately, 
particularly when, when the majority of them are technical in 
nature, we try to be expedient and put them all together into a 
single amendment. So, that's, that's how this amendment came 
about, from my, from my perspective, Senator.  

M. CAVANAUGH: OK. I guess I-- what I was wondering is why 
wouldn't it come about for the bill that it's associated with, 
but-- OK, thank you.  
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HALLSTROM: Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators. Senator von Gillern, you're 
recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. We're having 
conversations underneath the balcony here, trying to figure out 
how we got to where we are on this amendment. There were some 
conversations around a strategy towards trying to get this 
language corrected. The strategy apparently grew legs, I'll just 
say "unintendedly," if that's a word. It was not my intention 
when we brought this amendment that it included that language. 
With that being said, I would ask Senator Hallstrom to consider 
withdrawing AM2967, and if he is unwilling to withdraw, I would 
encourage a no vote on, on the amendment. Kind of an unusual 
position that we're in, but I'm concerned about the same things 
that Senator Conrad raised as, as a concern, the same things 
that Senator Machaela Cavanaugh raised as concern. I think 
there-- again, there was a strategy that was discussed that I 
think got executed upon without, without our correct intention. 
So, my apologies to the body. That would be my request, if 
Senator Hallstrom would consider that. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senator Hallstrom, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HALLSTROM: If Senator von Gillern would yield to a question.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, would you yield to a question?  

von GILLERN: Yes.  

HALLSTROM: Senator von Gillern, it would occur to me we've got a 
number of different options here. My, my concern is that the 
balance of the amendment, particularly with regard to the 
January 1, 2007 [SIC] date, is, is very important to the LB575 
piece of that, and, you know, whether or not we can strike the 
LB901 provisions from this amendment, or if I withdraw the 
amendment, if we can either get something done yet tonight on 
General File or perhaps on Select File, and if some of those who 
have, have arisen and spoken to that can, can assure that we'll 
have an opportunity to put the balance of the amendment back 
either tonight or on Select File, I certainly would, would be 
willing to proceed in that fashion.  
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von GILLERN: Yeah. To-- I believe you, you asked me a question, 
correct?  

HALLSTROM: No.  

von GILLERN: Oh.  

HALLSTROM: But, but you can respond anyway.  

von GILLERN: All right. Are you asking me one now?  

HALLSTROM: Yes.  

von GILLERN: No, I would agree. I think that's the proper thing 
to do, is to bring it back on Select, or if we have the time to 
get an FA drafted tonight to correct the dates portion of it. 
And again, I do need to, to beg forgiveness. The-- that was the 
portion that I focused on, was the correction on the dates, and 
I did not note the other piece of it made it into that 
amendment. So, so yes, that would be my position, Senator 
Hallstrom. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senators. Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized 
to speak.  

HALLSTROM: I would move to withdraw AM2967.  

KELLY: So ordered. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom would move to amend with 
FA1102.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to open on the floor 
amendment.  

CLERK: Mr. President, it's my understanding Senator Hallstrom 
would withdraw that amendment.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom, I have 
FA1103 with a note that you would withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  
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CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Andersen would move to amend with 
AM2912.  

KELLY: Senator Andersen, you're recognized to open.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. Today, I'm amending LB803 
with AM2912. It contains my bill, LB882, which makes 
administrative changes to the reapplication requirements for the 
homestead property tax exemption for 100 percent permanently-
disabled veterans and surviving spouses. Currently, veterans 
with a 100 percent service-connected permanent disability rating 
are required to reapply for the exemption every five years, and 
any surviving spouse must apply each year. AM2912 would remove 
the reapplication requirement for the homestead tax exemption 
for the 100 percent disabled veterans as well as their surviving 
spouses. This will also apply to the surviving spouses of those 
who were killed on active duty, or their death was deemed 
service-connected. The bill maintains a stipulation that if a 
surviving spouse remarries before the age of 57, they will 
forfeit their ability to claim the homestead exemption. It is 
the responsibility of the qualifying surviving spouse to alert 
the county assessor within 30 days of their remarriage. AM2912 
adds an affirmation to the original application alerting filers 
of this provision. Finally, the amendment requires those who 
qualify for a temporary, as opposed to permanent, 100 percent 
disability rating to recertify the status of that rating each 
year rather than every five years. AM2912 is a friendly 
amendment. The bill is administrative in nature, and was passed 
out of committee 7-0. I appreciate Chairman von Gillern's 
allowing AM2912 to be attached to LB803. I thank you, and ask 
for your green vote.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Andersen. Moving to the queue, Senator 
von Gillern, you're recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. I do want to echo Senator 
Andersen's comments. AM2912 is a friendly amendment. He took the 
time to survey each one of the committee members, and received 
their endorsements. So, I would encourage your green vote on 
AM2912. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Andersen waives closing. Senators, the question 
is the adoption of AM2912. All those in favor, vote aye; all 
those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk  
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CLERK: 39 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of AM2912, Mr. President.  

KELLY: AM2912 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator von Gillern would move to amend 
with FA1131.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to open.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. FA1131 is a 
clarification. Part of the bill in LB803 requires a 
supermajority of boards to vote for an override on their tax 
authority. There are a number of boards-- I think there are 23 
boards in the, in the state-- 23 county boards, not counting 
school boards and city boards-- that are seven-member boards, 
and that would have made for a super-supermajority. So, AM-- or, 
excuse me, FA1131 clarifies that a-- except for seven-member 
boards, which would require a four-sevenths majority vote-- so, 
slightly less than the two-thirds that was required in LB803. 
So, it's just a clarification for those boards that are seven-
member boards across the state of Nebraska. So, with that, I 
would be happy to take any questions. I'd encourage your green 
vote on FA1131. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close on the floor amendment, and 
waive. Senators, the question is the adoption of FA1131. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 39 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: FA1131 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom would move to amend with 
AM2967.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to open.  

HALLSTROM: OK. Thank you, Mr. Clerk. It's more like Groundhog 
Day now. AM2967 is the identical amendment that I just withdrew, 
and if you'll bear with me, the process-- and thank you to the 
Clerk for his assistance in putting us on the right path here. 
I'm going to ask you to adopt AM2967, which I have previously 
introduced and explained. It does have the section-- or, LB901 
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changes, but I am following it up immediately with a floor 
amendment that will strike, I believe, what is Section 22, which 
is the LB901 changes in AM2967. So, I apologize for the 
confusion and potential complexity, but when we adopt AM2967 and 
follow it up with the adoption of the floor amendment that I 
have filed, we will have adopted the provisions of the 
amendment, and then remove the LB901 issues which we've talked 
about and which folks didn't feel comfortable with. So 
hopefully, that process is acceptable. It allows us to put us-- 
put this in the form that we want it on General File and can 
move forward. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. Senator von Gillern, you're 
recognized to speak.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Hallstrom said 
Section 22; it's actually Section 21 that would be deleted in 
AM2967 that refers to items that are in a separate bill. So, 
just, just for clarity, that would strike Section 21 and leave 
the remainder of the amendment that clarifies the dates for the 
postcard applications that he worked so hard with the Platte 
Institute and with NACO and with cities, the League of 
Municipalities to get right. So, I encourage your green vote on 
AM2967. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Hallstrom waives closing. Senators, the question 
is the adoption of AM2967. All those in favor, vote aye; all 
those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 32 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: AM2967 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hallstrom would move to amend with 
FA1132.  

KELLY: Senator Hallstrom, you're recognized to open.  

HALLSTROM: Thank you, Mr. President. As I indicated, FA1132 
removes Section 21 from the amendment that we just adopted, 
which will effectively remove any references to changes to 
LB901. And I would ask for your favorable vote on FA1132.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hallstrom. Senator John Cavanaugh 
waives. Seeing no one else in the queue, Senator Hallstrom, 
you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, the 
question is the adoption of FA1132. All those in favor, vote 
aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 37 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: FA1132 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, I have nothing further at this time.  

KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to close on 
AM2651.  

von GILLERN: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, colleagues, 
for the patience to get this right. I do appreciate Senator 
Conrad and Senator Cavanaugh and others pointing out the 
challenge with the previous amendment, and I'm grateful that the 
Clerk worked with Senator Hallstrom and the, the group here to 
get that corrected and to pass forward the corrections that we 
absolutely needed to get into the bill to get it right. So, 
thanks to-- for everybody for their patience, and I would 
encourage your green vote on AM2651. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senators, the question is 
the adoption of AM2651. All those in favor, vote aye; all those 
opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 37 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the committee amendment.  

KELLY: AM2651 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Conrad, I have FA1109 with a note 
that you would withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Senator Conrad, I also have FA1110 with a note you'd 
withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, I have nothing further.  
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KELLY: Senator von Gillern, you're recognized to close.  

von GILLERN: Again, thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, 
colleagues. I would ask for your green vote on LB803. Thank you 
for your patience this evening.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator von Gillern. Senators, the question is 
the advancement of LB803 to E&R Initial. All those in favor, 
vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 42 ayes, 0 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB803 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, pursuant to the Speaker's agenda, General 
File, LB304. When the Legislature left the bill, pending was the 
bill itself, a committee amendment, as well as a floor amendment 
from Senator DeBoer, L-- FA1086.  

KELLY: Moving to the queue, Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to 
speak.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So colleagues, I wanted to-- 
there were a couple of things that I didn't say that I meant to 
say in the previous debate. One of them is that this body has 
demonstrated that it has the ability to, after a period of time, 
change something if it needs to. The 185 of federal poverty 
level rate that the child care subsidy is currently at was not 
new in 2021. That was not the first time we were at that level. 
We were at that level in the late '90s, early 2000s until it got 
pulled back. So, when folks want to do that, they do do that, 
but it is not new to put it at that level. Another thing to 
point out is that if we go back to the 130 percent of federal 
poverty level because of the sunset-- so, if we do not pass this 
bill and we go to that level-- we will be third-worst in the 
country. So, the newest numbers tell us that we will be 48th in 
the country at 130 percent of federal poverty level. We'll be 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 up, so I guess 
that makes us 35th if we stay at 185 percent. So, even at 185 
percent, we're not winning any awards, but we're doing better. 
And at 130 percent, we are certainly not winning any awards, 
unless maybe the award is for the worst. So, one of the reasons 
that it's really critical is that we hear all the time that we 
need to be competitive with other states; this seems to be an 
indication that we are not competitive with the other states if 
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we would bounce back down to 130 percent of federal poverty 
level for our child care subsidy. I do want to remind everyone 
also that a significant chunk of the money for the child care 
subsidy that we have in our program in our state comes from 
federal funds. This is an important federal program. It's the 
CCDBG, which, the first time I heard that, I was, like, that's a 
lot of letters, but it stands for the Child Care Development 
Block Grant that we get from the federal government, and that 
helps to pay for the child care subsidies in our state. I have-- 
since this is my last-ever Monday in session in the Legislature, 
unless somehow we would call for a special session or something 
like that, I want to take one second and say thank you to my 
staff. Some of you know Brian Murray, who works for me. He has 
been with me since I began eight years ago, and he is worth his 
weight in gold. I just want you to know that. I mean, he doesn't 
weigh that much, but every bit of it in gold. So, I want thank 
him for all the work that he's done over the years on child care 
subsidy and all the other things that he's done as well. And I 
also want to share something that he put together over 
dinnertime that really just illustrates how fantastic he is. He 
put together a little hypothetical that would show you this 
child care subsidy in action. So, I think Senator von Gillern 
hit it well earlier tonight as well when he was saying that we 
are putting people in a position that they cannot afford to 
work. And then, Senator Dungan-- welcome back, congratulations 
on the baby-- was talking about $1,300 a month for child care. 
So, I was looking up-- technically, Brian was looking up-- what 
the average monthly expenses would be for a family like Senator 
Dungan's, two working parents and one child. And generally, two 
working parents and one child can expect $1,200 on rent, $800 on 
food, $400 for utilities, $400 for transportation, $175 for 
internet, cell phones, et cetera, et cetera, and evidently, 
$1,300 for child care, which, by the way, is their largest 
expense. That's a total of $4,275 per month. If you're at 200 
percent of the federal poverty level, that's $4,533 a month--  

KELLY: That's time, Senator.  

DeBOER: --which gives you $258. I'll talk more about this in a 
minute. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Senator Dungan, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. Colleagues, I rise again in 
favor of LB304. And I just wanted to highlight a few more of the 
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details about the ways that I think this bill benefits us, both-
- it's sort of a little picture, small picture, and also big 
picture as a state. I actually really appreciate that this is 
one of the many issues we deal with in the Legislature that I 
think is nonpartisan. We talk a lot about our nonpartisan 
Legislature, and we talk a lot about how great it is that we all 
get to work together. But it seems like sometimes we get bogged 
down in a lot of these partisan divides, and we know where 
people are going to fall on one side or the other. This bill, I 
think, truly does enjoy bipartisan support because it brings to 
light a lot of the things that all of us here support: having 
healthy businesses in the state of Nebraska, supporting 
families, trying to make sure we have more workers in the 
workforce. And so, I truly appreciate the debate that we've had 
so far here today, the conversation we've had. We're both-- 
people across the entire political spectrum have, have gotten up 
in support of this, and I think that that's highlighted by 
virtue of the economic impact. I was doing a little bit of 
research over the, the dinner half-hour-- not the dinner hour, 
but the half-hour-- about the impact we see here to both 
businesses and the economy. As many probably know, the, the 
chambers of commerce, both at the Nebraska level and the Lincoln 
level, have been very supportive of LB304 because it does help 
facilitate growing business and making Nebraska really seem 
appealing to those who both are thinking about leaving and maybe 
would stay if they had the support, or might want to move here 
and raise a family. I'm 37 years old. A number of my friends are 
at the stage in their life where they're having kids, and a lot 
of people that I'm friends with have, you know, grown up here, 
maybe went to college here, but ultimately left the state for 
other opportunities. You hear about people in their late 20s, 
early 30s, moving to Kansas City, Chicago, Denver, and I know 
people who fall into all three of those cities, and they move 
there for various reasons. But when they have children, they 
think oftentimes about moving back. And one thing that I think 
Lincoln has done a spectacular job in particular of doing is 
trying to be a place that people want to raise their kids. 
Lincoln has done a fantastic job of building infrastructure, 
specifically trail systems that are award-winning. We have an 
incredible school system with Lincoln Public Schools that does 
an amazing job of trying to facilitate folks having access to 
whichever school they'd like to go through within that system 
and making sure that needs are met. But child care is one of the 
things that people look at when making that determination as to 
whether or not they're going to move back home or if they're 
going to stay where they're at, and a number of the places that 
folks have left Nebraska to go live offer some additional 
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supports in an effort to keep people there as well. And Senator 
DeBoer hit the nail on the head when she talked about 
competitiveness. We hear time and time again from folks across 
the entire political spectrum that we need Nebraska to remain 
competitive. But when we talk about things like LB304 that are 
simple, upstream investments that we can make to make Nebraska a 
competitive state, it seems to run into these roadblocks. And we 
can have philosophical disagreements about what the role of 
government is, right? I know Senator Hansen spoke earlier about 
the role of government in raising a child, and certainly, there 
are colleagues of mine who I'm sure disagree with some of the, 
the general philosophy behind supporting child care. But at the 
end of the day, the numbers don't lie. And whether you agree 
with the underlying philosophy of subsidization for child care, 
we know that there is money lost when this doesn't happen, and 
we know that the economy is worse off in Nebraska if LB304 
doesn't pass. The numbers don't lie. And so, if you are not 
supporting LB304 because of a philosophical disagreement about 
child care-- and I see my lights on, so I'll probably punch in 
one more time to finish this thought. If you, if you disagree 
with that, that's fine, right? We can disagree. But just know 
that the numbers do not support the idea of, of letting this 
fail and still saying that Nebraska is open for business. And 
so, I encourage my colleagues who do want Nebraska to remain 
competitive, to make this a place where people move back to when 
they've left for a few years and want to raise their families 
here, to support LB304, because I truly believe that that is 
what helps make Nebraska the kind of place that people come back 
to. I would love it if more of my friends who are raising their 
children would come back here and continue to make Nebraska the 
state that I think we all know it is. So, I'll talk a little bit 
more about the specific impacts to both businesses and the 
economy in general, and specifically about the impact that we 
see with LB304 allowing more women in the workplace to succeed 
and lifting up people across the entire economic structure. So, 
with that, I would encourage your green vote on LB304. Thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dungan. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President, and good evening again. Before 
I continue on the path from the last time I was on the mic about 
the pilot and some of the conversation around supporting child 
care businesses and what does it look like, I wanted to touch 
base a little bit on the numbers that were presented. I 
absolutely believe in Senator DeBoer's staff and some of the 
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averages, but I want to make sure that we know that they are 
averages. There was actually a article that was done through a 
national news medium-- I think-- I believe it was CBS-- that 
showed that Omaha specifically had the highest child care rates, 
which we know that's where the density of population is, at 
$2,300 on average. And so, again, for folks that don't have 
young children, or their children are older and haven't been in 
the market for child care providers, rates have gone up. And so, 
for a toddler, you are seeing that $1,300 to $1,500, which is an 
increase. That's what I pay now for my three-year-old. I was 
really fortunate that my grandmother helped to raise my oldest. 
She was a caregiver most of her life. And so, when she retired, 
she was able to take on taking care of my oldest because I could 
not afford to pay for child care. And so, I was fortunate to 
have her because I don't have parents; both of my parents are 
passed away. And so, with my youngest, we are seeing that we 
have to pay for child care. So, the average is $2,300, which is 
true especially for newborns. And so, there is, there is a 
tiered system, and you're paying upwards of 25 for that newborn 
or infant, and then once they hit the toddler stage, it's about 
$1,500, and then hopefully, you can find a preschool or pre-K 
that is free, otherwise that is paid. So, like right now, for my 
three-year-old, we are looking at a paid preschool, which is 
about $1,000 a month, and then when he starts school, and if he 
goes to public school it would be free; if we did something 
else, we would pay for something else. So anyway, I just wanted 
to again give context to some of the other data points of-- when 
we're talking about that number, that's an average, and it's 
actually higher when you look at the ages and the tiers of 
what's normal for child care providers now, and that's due to 
reimbursement rates, the cost of doing business, and the care 
for the kids especially. So, going back to some of the things 
that I was talking about earlier, specifically around the care 
economy and why it's so important to think about this 
comprehensively. I know the bill in front of us, LB304, is a 
specific portion of how we think about that ecosystem, but I was 
talking about this pilot that we were able to do to really 
invest in child care businesses, because we know that there is 
not enough businesses to actually meet the demand of folks that 
need child care. And so, my organization that I run, we 
partnered with NECC out of Omaha where we provided a business 
accelerator, a custom program around the effectiveness of 
businesses to sustain, grow, or scale. It used to be open 
industry, and then we had to focus on child care, just given the 
nature of what does it mean to economic development. And then, 
NECC are the technical experts in compliance for opening up a 
child care provider, being able to get licensed, so on and so 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

169 of 222 

forth. So, you go through this, this business accelerator, or we 
call it "the catalyst." It's a mix of hybrid and in-person. We 
provided business coaches, we underwrite-- underwrote technical 
assistance for attorneys, marketing professionals, financial 
expertise for not just your taxes but your day-to-day books, and 
to look at your business model, the cash flow and projection. 
So, we, we spent a lot of time ensuring that these folks were 
successful, and now we're launching a full-scale initiative 
where we are not only building the capacity of those businesses 
but also their advocacy through an association to come down here 
and other places, to be able to advocate for what they're 
needing around workplace policies, reimbursement rates, so on 
and so forth. And so, I do think there's been conversation on 
the mic that there needs to be more public-private partnership 
and people thinking about this. People are thinking about this. 
We are working on this day in and day out. And the key and, and 
linchpin for me is, the policy that we pass here dictates what 
on-the-ground organizations are able to accomplish and really 
actualize. And so, LB304 is a really important piece to that 
actualization of how do we ensure that the care economy is 
radically different and meets the needs of the workforce, as 
well as the businesses and families that are participating in, 
in, in, in that ecosystem. So, I appreciate, again, the work 
that is in front of us, and the conversations that we're having 
on the mic. I will get back in the queue to continue some of my 
thoughts on this, because I'm really excited and I think this is 
a place where we as a body should debate and, and have that 
partnership on, because this is such an important issue, no 
matter your geography, political affiliation.  

KELLY: That's your time.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator Juarez, you're 
recognized to speak.  

JUAREZ: Thank you very much, Mr. President. Good evening, 
colleagues, and good evening to those who are still watching us 
online. And I just want to get up and just say a few more 
things, because a lot of my colleagues, of course, have provided 
really positive support for LB304, which I support also. And I 
wanted to specifically cite some of the information here instead 
of talking in generalities, I-- what hops out to me is the 
actual data that I read. And I wanted to cite the Greater Omaha 
Chamber, who, in collaboration with First Five Nebraska, they 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

170 of 222 

released a new report entitled Working Families and Working 
Economy. And what struck out to me when I was reading this is 
they show us figures here how inadequate child care contributes 
to an estimated $1.02 billion-- that's billion with a "b"-- in 
lost business output, $919.2 million in lost labor income, and 
nearly 3,909 fewer jobs annually. It also highlights that today 
there are approximately 4,730 more children in need of care than 
there are available licensed child care slots. You know, those 
figures are just astounding to me. And I know that I mentioned 
before how stressful it was for me when I had my daughter and 
trying to find child care for her. And when I listen to my 
colleagues talking about the expense, which of course is nothing 
compared to what I paid, remember 38 years ago when I have my 
baby this month. I mean, the figures just blow my mind, quite 
honestly. And I did want to also cite that I have here 
information from the Nebraska Economic Developers Association, 
and they did highlight LB304 as a bill that they supported. And 
NEDA considers legislation that has, that has a statewide impact 
on economic development, so, that just goes to show you how 
important this bill is to get passed by our Legislature, and I 
think it will really be one of our strong highlights this year 
of bills, hopefully, that we will successfully pass. And I know 
that there are plenty of child care facilities in my district; 
obviously, they've reached out to me expressing that they hope 
that I would support this bill. And I know that-- I think what's 
really successful is when there can be daycare facilities in the 
place where you work. I mean, that's really, to me, the, the 
best option, because, you know, you and your children or child 
are heading in the same direction; that reduces the stress quite 
a bit, especially for the commute and not adding on to your 
commute, and getting your children somewhere else. I think that 
it is critical, of course, as an employee, that you could feel 
the ability to just focus on work, knowing that your child is at 
a, at a safe place while you're trying to get your task done. I 
do want to say, though, I think it is a great idea, as Senator 
Kauth has mentioned, to try to look at other models, whether or 
not you agree with the subsidy or not. You know, that's a whole 
different aspect. But I just think it, it is a good idea for us 
to broaden our horizons and take a look at how the problem could 
be solved. However, what I think is critical is that everyone 
gets invited to the table to provide their input on how best to 
meet the need. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator. Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  
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M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of 
LB304 and AM2065. Don't know what FA1086 does, so probably not 
supporting that. It might just strike a section. I'll look it 
up. Maybe it's substantive. So, child care in Nebraska. Hot 
topic. And I've heard some of the comments that are perhaps not 
in favor of LB304 about employers and employers paying for child 
care for their workers. And I've had this conversation with at 
least one of my colleagues last week, and he knows who he is, so 
he'll remain nameless. But he has had a longstanding-- he has 
had a longstanding opinion that employers should pay for child 
care, and our conversation was that I did not disagree with that 
opinion, but-- and this is important-- we can't depend on 
employers doing that today. We have to do something today to 
ensure that families can put food on the table, that parents can 
show up to work and know that their child is being taken care 
of, and that they can afford to do those things. And we have 
created a systemic poverty not only in our state, but in our 
country, and we impose these systems upon people who are 
working-class, who are making just the-- not even-- yeah, I 
guess minimum wage, working multiple jobs, trying to afford to 
just pay for their housing, pay for food, pay for medical care. 
And child care is really, really, really expensive, and there's 
no way to make it less expensive without suffering on quality. 
So, quality is also extremely important for child care, and one 
way to makes it less expensive is to increase ratios. We don't 
want to do that. The ratios are important for development, to 
ensure that these little littles are getting the attention and 
care that they need, and if you have too many in a room, then 
that's going to have diminishing returns as well. So, these are 
really important stages of development. And while I appreciate 
it would be great if employers paid for child care, but also, 
some of these people, a lot of these people who are getting 
child care subsidies are also working multiple jobs, and they 
probably are not working multiple jobs for employers that would 
ever consider offering child care. But they need it; they need 
to have paid child care so that they can show up to work for 
their kids. And if we aren't going to do it and we're going to 
leave it to the employers, what we're going to do is ending up 
having more kids living in poverty at higher rates of poverty 
than we currently have. That's one of the reasons that this is 
so important. I know that the business community thinks that 
LB304 is important because the business community understands 
that we have a workforce shortage. And with that, we need to 
have every person possible in the workforce, so we need to have 
adequate child care. So, I get why the broader business 
community cares about LB304, but the reality of LB304 is that 
families cannot afford to work. And if families can't afford-- 
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if parents can't afford to work because they can't afford child 
care, then we are going to have more families in poverty, we're 
going to have more families that are going to qualify for more 
government programs that's going to cost the state more money. 
So, if the payoff is to pay for child care so that we have 
people in the workforce who are paying income taxes, who are 
investing in the community, who are thriving and their children 
are thriving, and they have access to food, education, health 
care, this is going to yield the returns that we all want, and 
this is the future that we should be looking forward to building 
for our kids. So, while I appreciate my senator friend's 
perspective on businesses, it's not the reality we're in today, 
and we need to deal with the reality we're in today, and that is 
a state child care subsidy program. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Brandt, you're 
recognized to speak.  

BRANDT: Thank you, Mr. President. To all of you that are still 
watching us tonight, I want to thank Senator DeBoer for bringing 
this bill, but more importantly, I want thank all those child 
care centers out there that are doing the heavy lifting right 
now. There aren't a lot of you left, and this bill helps keep 
you in business. It's not a job where you're going to get rich, 
but you do it because you love doing the job. It's, it's 
difficult; you have to plan special meals, you have find 
employees that are non-existent, particularly in, in rural 
districts like mine. It's an impossible job at times. And I'm 
looking to see if Senator Ibach isn't back here yet. Senator 
Ibach brought a bill to loosen up the regulations on child care 
centers, LB808, something that's desperately needed. I know in 
my district, in Diller, they took a house and made it into a 
child care center, and it's kind of unbelievable. When I went 
down there and met with them, the State Fire Marshal came down 
there. This is a small house, sort of a modern house. It's one 
room. They had to put in a $12,000 fire, fire alarm system. It's 
just crazy, some of the stuff that we require them to do. It 
takes a special dishwasher. There's a whole list of things if 
you're going to get into the child care business, and some of 
these things are just common sense and can be waived. This is 
also an employment act. In the rural parts of the state, you 
probably don't get as high of a salary as what you do in the 
urban areas, but child care is really no less expensive for 
these people. A lot of people tell me, when they have that 
second child, one of the-- one of the spouses typically has to 
stay home because it costs them more in child care than what 
they get in salary, and that's unfortunate. So, I think this 
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bill is, is helpful. Like Senator DeBoer stated, without this, 
we would be one of the bottom three in country, and with this, 
we're kind of in the middle of the pack. So-- I'm looking to see 
if Senator Ibach is back. She is not. So, I am in favor of 
AM2065 and LB304. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Brandt. Senator DeBoer, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So, when I was last up on the 
microphone, I was talking about a family of two working parents 
and one child, and sort of working through their expenses for a 
month. And it looked like their expenses would total about 
$4,275 a month of their fixed expenses when you considered the 
$1,300 for child care, which would be their largest expense per 
month. So, imagining someone at 200 percent of federal poverty 
level, which, again, is higher than what we're talking about 
here at 185 percent, you'd have a take-home pay of $4,500.33-- 
or, $4,533. So, the difference between that and your fixed costs 
that we tried to put together would be about $258. Now, if 
that's the case, that $258 would have to cover literally 
everything else. So, if you have a flat tire, if you have 
insurance to pay, if you have, you know, any sort of thing like 
that. So obviously, in that scenario, it's really hard for the 
family to survive. So, one broken, you know, phone, flat tire, 
kids breaking things, you're in trouble. So, with the child care 
subsidy, that amount goes down that you have in your fixed 
costs, that $1,300 for child care goes down, and you have a 
little bit more for some of those other necessities-- clothes, 
shoes, toothpaste, whatever, whatever you want to talk about. 
So, what we're really trying to do here is set up a family to 
succeed and allowing folks to be able to, you know, have a 
family and say, OK, we can make that decision now. Because a lot 
of people, when they're doing their, their decision about when 
to start a family, one of the things they consider is the cost 
of child care. And I, I mean, that's, that's a sort of strange 
thing that is just a reality now. Now, some people have maybe 
grandparents around or something like that to help out, but a 
lot of folks, when they're, when they're young, their parents 
are still working, so they then don't have that option. The 
parents are working, and they're working, and everybody's 
working. In Nebraska, we know that's true. You know, we have a 
very, very high labor participation rate. And so, providing 
these subsidies allows folks to be a part of that labor force, 
allows them to have that dignity of work when they want to, 
allows them to participate in making their lives better. And I 
just think that that's something we really ought to support, 
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reward, encourage, and that's what child care subsidies do. It 
allows a family with small children to be able to work towards 
that good life that we all hear so much about here in Nebraska. 
And again, without the LB304, we would return to 130 percent of 
federal poverty level for our child care subsidy eligibility, 
and that puts us 48th in the country. 48th in the county. So, I 
have, for those of you who would like to see, some information 
about each of your legislative district, and the number of 
children that are under age six in your legislative districts, 
and the number of children who are under 185 of the federal 
poverty level. So, for example, there are 7,403 children under 
the age of 12 in my district; there are 3,431 under the age of 
6, and of those, 1,279 are children under the age of 12 under 
the federal poverty level of 185 percent; 526 are under federal 
poverty level that are under age 6. So, you really can look at 
the children that we're expanding this eligibility to within 
your district. If anybody would like to see what that is in 
their district, I'm happy to--  

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

DeBOER: --share that with you. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Senator Quick, you're 
recognized to speak.  

QUICK: Thank you, Mr. President, and good evening, colleagues. 
You know, last time I was on the mic, I was talking about, you 
know, a family who is working, they have a sick child, the 
parent needs to leave work to go pick up that child, they miss 
work, and, and, and issues like that. The one thing I failed to 
mention is the fact that those families still have to pay. Even 
though they missed that day or that part of the day, they still 
have pay for that full day. So, I think that's another area that 
people seem to maybe not know about, or if you don't have kids 
in daycare, you don't know about, or you do know about that. But 
people who don't, they probably don't know about that or realize 
that. So, I know my son and his wife at the time, when their-- 
one of their daughters, one of our granddaughters was sick, 
they'd have to go pick, pick up their, their daughter and take 
her home. They would have to miss some of their-- some of their 
work time, but they also had to still pay that, that daycare 
bill. Now, that was to help, you know, with the daycare, because 
they wanted that stability to make sure that they were bringing 
in funds to help support the workers there and to hold that 
spot. So, there are times, if someone is-- if one of the 
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children is sick for a longer period of time, you know, you're 
still paying for that child care, you're just maintaining or 
holding your spot within that daycare. And, you know, that's an 
expensive cost for families, especially those who maybe aren't 
making the wages that-- you know, maybe a higher-income family 
can afford that, but some of these lower-income families 
struggle with that. You know, I also wanted to thank Senator 
Brandt talking about rural areas, because no matter where you 
live in this state, whether it's in a larger community like a 
Lincoln, Omaha, or like a Grand Island, a lot of these smaller 
communities and farming communities, you-- they still have to 
have daycare provided. You know, they might have more home-based 
daycares. I haven't lived-- you know, Grand Island, we have 
facilities there. When our kids were going to daycare, which is 
back in the-- would have been back in the '80s, early '90s, 
times were a little bit different. We had more in-home daycare 
facilities at that time, so it was someone in our community who 
would take kids into their home. I know the, the woman who 
provided daycare for our kids, she would get products from the 
USDA to help supplement, you know, feeding, like cheese and milk 
and products like that to be able to help offset some of the 
costs that she incurred to provide that daycare service. At that 
time, we didn't have to pay if our child wasn't there, even 
though that we-- we went ahead and, and, and, and tried to make 
that up to her. There were times, you know-- because we weren't 
making all that much money at that time. But we would go ahead 
and-- I know when we made, made overtime, we would give her some 
overtime too, because sometimes she kept our kids way past the 
time that other kids had already gone home. And my wife was a 
nurse at the hospital, so she worked-- at that time, she was 
working 12-hour shifts, but she was a labor and delivery nurse, 
so she could get stuck there, you know, 12 to 16 hours 
sometimes. I worked-- at that time, I was working at a sand and 
gravel ready-mix operation. I-- it was 30 miles away, and there 
were times that I was there way past, you know, 10 to 12 hours, 
depending on the work that day. So, we always tried to pay her 
overtime at that time. I will say, too, like I said, times are 
different now. You know, there's more facilities that, that do, 
do daycare and providing help for-- especially for families who 
live in poverty. And that's why this bill is really necessary: 
we want to make sure that we're helping those families. Like I 
talked before about the Medicaid, SNAP work requirements, now 
we've got to make sure that we're providing some type of a 
daycare for those families so they can maintain their work and, 
and trying to better themselves. Most of the-- most people who 
are on all these benefits, they don't want to have to be on 
those benefits; they want to be able to provide for themselves 
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and make a better life for themselves and their families. So, 
with that, I'll yield the rest of my time. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Quick. Senator Prokop, you're 
recognized to speak.  

PROKOP: Thank you, Mr. President. A couple of comments that I 
wanted to offer on this topic that I think haven't been touched 
on yet. But also wanted to echo something that Senator Brandt 
brought up in his comments, and that's the dedication of, of the 
child care workforce. And from my experience with, with 
individuals that, that work in that profession, it's-- I don't 
know that you could find a more dedicated group of people to how 
much they care about the job that they do and their work with 
our youngest Nebraskans. It's really unique, from my experience, 
and just an incredibly dedicated group of individuals. So, I 
think that's important to, to point out. So, a couple of things 
that haven't been, I think, discussed yet over the course of, of 
this debate that I just wanted to, to highlight here is-- first 
is, part of the value of the child care subsidy program is that 
it is utilized by licensed child care providers. So, all of 
those providers that have to go through all of the requirements 
and meet all of standards to make sure that they are operating a 
child care program that meets all of the safety protocols and 
all the other dynamics that make sure when a parent takes a 
child to either their in-home or, or their child care business 
that they have all those standards in place. If we were to cut 
back on the child care subsidy, so, reduce the amount of 
resources there, the amount of people that were able to access 
the child care subsidy, that could potentially drive families 
into unlicensed care. Which, in those cases, none of those 
standards are, are needing to be followed, and that's because of 
really, quite frankly, out of desperation by those families to, 
to, to find some type of care situation because they need to go 
to work, because they to make ends meet for those family-- for, 
for their family. So, I think that's really an important part of 
this, is that the subsidy program encourages participation in 
our licensed child care programs where parents can have those, 
those better feelings about all the safety protocols and, and 
regulatory pieces are, are being followed. The other item I 
wanted to mention as part of this discussion is just the amount 
of turnover that there's been in the child care workforce, 
because I think that's also important. In the last year, across 
the entire sector, there's about a 20 percent turnover in the 
child care workforce. If we saw that across any other sector, we 
would think that was a crisis. But really, that is driven by, 
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one, low, low pay in many instances; burnout, because it is very 
hard work, long hours that, that come with being a child care 
provider; and in, in lots of instances, lack of, lack of access 
to health insurance or benefits, too. So, it's very, it's very 
demanding, and like I mentioned when I started-- but very 
dedicated group of people. So, with those workforce dynamics, I 
think looking at how important LB304 is to making sure that, 
that the subsidy stays in place, that it's helping support a 
system, I think reasonably, and support families as they try to 
get access to care for, for their children so that they can 
fully participate in the work-- workplace, I think is critically 
important. I think it's a point that really, really needs to be 
made. So, I'd yield back the rest of my time. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Prokop. Senator Moser, you're 
recognized to speak.  

MOSER: Good evening, colleagues. Thank you, Mr. President, 
Nebraskans watching at home. So, I'm opposed to LB304. I think 
when government interferes in what's going on in the 
marketplace, it usually causes it to be more expensive, and it, 
it, it messes with the free market that would otherwise balance 
this all out and make it work. Government doesn't have to be the 
solution to every problem in the world. That's how we got where 
we are. We expanded Medicaid and added, I don't know what it 
was, 90,000 people to it. Maybe that's the total that are on it; 
I can't remember exactly the number. But-- and then, we're 
giving child care subsidies, and we've got food stamps and 
housing credits, and there's just no-- I wouldn't say no end, 
but there's just way too many programs. It's why out of our $5 
billion budget, $1.7 billion is aid to individuals; all of these 
social service programs combined with the homestead exemption 
and some other items. Page 21 in the goldenrod book, if you want 
to look it up. The middle section is all aid to individuals. So, 
if we want to get a handle on this, we need to take it step by 
step by step and cut back with the-- from all the things that 
we're interfering in, and let the free market operate. When my 
wife and I had our three girls, she watched them. Sometimes, she 
brought them to work with us. We had a retail store. My oldest 
daughter slept behind the counter in a little bassinet. And 
then, when they went to school, she-- my wife came down to the 
store, worked the school hours, and then picked up the kids from 
school. And I don't know, a few years ago, the middle daughter 
said, well, I didn't know, mom worked outside the home, because 
it was invisible to her because my wife took them to school, or 
I took them to school, and then she picked them up, and, and we 
made it work. I'd go out at night and do deliveries and 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

178 of 222 

installations, and, and play music and all the things that I, I 
did to make a living. So I, you know-- again, I just caution us. 
We're getting ourselves step by step by step into more and more 
government taking over our lives, and somewhere, it's got to 
stop. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Moser. Senator John Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, I rise in support 
of LB304. I'm a co-sponsor. I think it is really important that 
we continue to find ways to make it easier for folks to work and 
for families to care for their kids. I've heard a few folks 
talking about how expensive child care is, and I can certainly 
vouch for that myself. I've got 4 kids, thankfully out of child 
care now. My youngest just turned 7 this weekend, and he's in 
first grade. But when he started kindergarten and we were no 
longer paying for monthly child care, and had at that point paid 
for over 10 years of child care, starting with my oldest who is 
now 12, and then, you know, 8-- or 12, 10, 8 and 6, and they'd 
all gone through over time. And of course, at times, we had 3 
kids in child care. So, there were months for a long, long 
period of time where we were paying somewhere around $3,000 a 
month for child care, for, for having 3 kids there. And my wife 
and I both worked full-time work, and of course, it-- that 
really eats into the, the, you know, the amount that you make at 
work. And then, of course, when you're young and you have kids, 
when you're having your kids, you're just starting out, you just 
bought your house as well. And so now, you have a, you know, a 
mortgage payment, insurance payment, and then, you have child 
care payments. And then-- and of course, you have-- a lot of 
folks still have student loan payments that they're paying when 
they're in that situation. And so, you know, we have a lot of 
talk in this Legislature about how do we make life-- make 
Nebraska appealing to young people? How do we make it so young 
people will want to come to Nebraska, want to stay in Nebraska, 
want to raise their family in Nebraska? And one of the things we 
can do is make it easier for people to have kids and, and work, 
and have access to child care. And so, we need to find really 
concrete ways to lower the cost of those sorts of things, and 
make it more accessible for families. And I've heard a lot of 
folks talk today about the need to get more people into the 
workforce, and that's exactly what LB304 does, is that it, it 
allows people to-- I think Senator DeBoer said this-- it's like, 
it, it-- we always talk about putting work requirements on 
things, and it-- of course it has a work requirement, because 
the, the necessity for the child care is to go to work so that 
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you can, you can have your children cared for while you go to 
work. So, this is a really important bill. I'm glad that we are 
finally having this conversation, finally getting to a vote on-- 
what is this, Day 52 or 53 of the session? 7:51 at night. Will 
probably be a few more minutes before we get to a vote on this, 
at least. But I would encourage your green vote on LB304, and 
thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Rountree, you're 
recognized to speak.  

ROUNTREE: Good afternoon, and thank you so much, Mr. President. 
I would like to yield my time to Senator DeBoer. Thank you, sir.  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, 4 minutes, 52 seconds.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciate all of you who've 
had this discussion this evening. At the conclusion of my 
remarks, I'm going to pull everything I have on the bill because 
I'm going to give peace a chance. I'm very-- a little bit 
nervous about this. This is high trust here we're working on, 
because I could continue with my amendments and take this till 
this evening, but I have had a discussion with Senator Kauth who 
would like to have the chance to put an amendment up, which she 
believes does not have the votes, but she would still like to 
have the chance to introduce it. I think that it's really 
important for all of us to take these moments where we give 
peace a chance, we try to work together and go out on a limb and 
believe people and their intentions, and I do. So, that's what 
we're going to do here, and I think it's good for this body to 
have moments like this where we, we try. And, you know, I think 
I'll get a chance when we're done here to close on the bill, so 
I won't say all the things that I have on my heart right now, 
but there are a lot of them. And, you know, this is a labor of 
love for me, but for a lot of other people, there are lot of 
people who have done a lot good work on this bill and have 
really pulled hard to do the right thing here for Nebraska. I 
want to specifically shout out to Senator von Gillern who has 
been, you know, such a good help on this bill, and who's 
believed in it like I have. Senator Spivey, who has also 
believed in this bill and been there with me every step of the 
way. You know, Senator Prokop, Senator-- a lot of folks who've 
been there with me. Senator Arch, who helped me pass the bill 
back in 2021. Senator Hardin, who shepherded it through 
committee. So, a lot of thank-yous to do. And I will have a 
close, but I am getting started on it now. And just saying, I 
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appreciate all of you who have, have really come together and 
tried to do things the old fashioned way here in the Unicameral, 
where we, we find a way to work together and, and, and do good 
things for the people of Nebraska. And I am hopeful that that is 
what we're going to do here this evening, and I appreciate all 
of you who have come along on this journey and helped us kind of 
work through this. So, I would like to pull all of my amendments 
on General File, Mr. Clerk, and thank you, Senator Rountree, for 
your time.  

KELLY: Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Senator DeBoer, I have FA1086, FA1087, FA1088, all with 
notes that you'd withdraw at this time.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, I have FA1095, FA1096, 
FA1097, FA1098, and FA1099, all with notes that you'd withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, Senator Kauth would move to 
amend the committee amendment with AM2902.  

KELLY: Senator Kauth, you're recognized to open.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President, and I would like to say thank 
you to Senator DeBoer. High trust is very important in this 
institution, and it's nice when we actually can agree to 
disagree and still get things done. So, for everybody who's 
following along what was happening, Senator DeBoer was 
essentially filibustering her own bill to not get to a vote on 
this amendment that I had introduced and a couple of other 
amendments just because she, she feels very passionately about 
her bill, and that's the strategy that you use. I did a vote 
card to go through my amendment, which basically says we would 
step down the reimbursement to 160 percent and put a 3-year 
sunset clause on it. I deeply believe it is important as 
legislators that we have sunset clauses when we are promising 
money, when we're promising other taxpayers money to go for 
projects or programs. We need to at least be checking in on 
that. So, when I did the vote card, I got 11 yeses, and so I let 
Senator DeBoer know there's no way my amendment is going to beat 
yours. And so, she very, very graciously pulled her amendments. 
We'll vote on mine. If anybody has any comments about it, love 
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to hear them. But it-- I'm most interested in getting a vote on 
the record that it's important that we put step-down measures in 
place, that we teach people to fish rather than giving them the 
fish, that we change the structures of how things work rather 
than throwing money at it, and that's what my amendment is for. 
So, again, I appreciate Senator DeBoer's commitment to the 
Legislature and her willingness to work in good faith. And thank 
you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Kauth. Senator Hansen, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HANSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, Senator Kauth, for 
bringing this amendment. This is what I was talking about 
earlier. This is one of the steps I was hoping we would take 
with the underlying bill, with LB304. Again, understand where 
Senator DeBoer is coming from with the idea of increasing child 
care subsidies to help families with child care. But again, I 
think a more reasonable approach, a more responsible approach, I 
think, would be with what Senator Kauth is trying to do in this 
amendment. This has to do with putting a sunset clause in there 
after three years, saying, OK, let's revisit this, let's vote on 
it again, let's see where we're at, and then also kind of 
bringing that high percentage down from 185 percent down to 160 
percent. I think that seems like a good compromise, a good way 
to say we're not at 130 percent anymore, we're not at 185 
percent, but how can we then help some of these other families? 
Again, I'm going to reiterate a little bit back to my message 
before about what we do as legislators in helping the public 
with many social services. This is one avenue; also food stamps, 
also health care, education. It seems like the more government 
tends to help people, the worse it seems to get over time when 
it comes to cost. And so-- which is why I'm always a little 
leery about when we want to increase social programs, especially 
from 130 percent jumping all the way up to 185 percent. 
Sometimes, we kind of have to ask ourselves-- and I know this 
has been brought up for many of my colleagues on the floor the 
last few hours with this bill-- is health-- you know, child care 
is very expensive. I just want to make sure that we can also ask 
ourselves, why is it so expensive? I know this has also been 
brought up a little, little bit from some of my colleagues. 
Perhaps minimum wage laws that we have now will increase the 
cost on these child care services, and then in-- it continuing 
to increase over time. Bills such as this, where the government 
then tends to help quite a bit, which then means then the-- they 
have access to more government money, which typically tend-- we 
tend to see the cost of those services then increase over time. 
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So, again, I appreciate the amendment. I'm hoping we can be 
responsible with this. This is what I was looking for, and so 
I'm glad it's on the board. This is something I would vote for, 
and also get me to a vote for the underlying bill. So, we'll see 
where this goes. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hansen. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I am a no on AM2902, and 
appreciate Senator Kauth going around, doing the vote card, and 
she was able to ask. But just wanted to take a quick moment and 
point of privilege. You know, we sacrifice a lot, being state 
senators, from our family time, and so tonight, I missed my 
son's baseball game. I've talked about him on the mic. He plays 
12u for the Hosey Heroes, but they won their game tonight, 4 to 
3. And so I was looking at my phone, watching GameChanger; all 
of the baseball moms and dads and parents know GameChanger is 
like, you're hooked on it to get all of things that you need. 
And I'm just really proud about how he played. I think he had, 
like, two RBI. He did have a-fly out, but he played catcher 
tonight, which is not necessarily his favorite, but I think he's 
really great at it anyway. So, I just wanted to say on the mic 
because I missed his time. And he's so gracious with the-- 
sharing me with everyone else, and the things that I feel like 
are really important for me to be present for it. Congrats to 
the Hosey Heroes. So, thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator Hughes, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HUGHES: Thank you, Mr. President. I just wanted to stand and 
speak to AM2902 by Senator Kauth. I am a no on that amendment as 
it is. I do want to mention that that 185 percent of poverty 
level is kind of the range that's used for free and reduced 
lunch for different programs and stuff, so I think that is a 
good fit for this. But as far as a sunset, I, I do lean toward a 
sunset. Three years I don't know is enough. I'm actually-- I 
have a list of possible legislation for future years. Every 
year, I've got that, and so one of the things on my list for 
this coming year is saying, you know, every tax credit and even, 
like, a sales tax exemption would have an automatic sunset, and 
that's the question of how long. I'm toying with seven years 
because that's kind of, like, when you keep tax statements and 
things, it's seven years. I think that gives-- two years is too 
short, especially if you're starting something new. But maybe an 
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every-seven-year rollover would make sense so that it always is 
coming back to the floor. And seven years from now, maybe we 
wouldn't need this child care tax credit anymore. But it's 
always good to refresh in front of the body. I know that's not, 
that's not what AM2902 is doing, and I, I don't believe there's 
one plan for LB304, but I will support LB304 as it is. But I 
just kind of wanted to mention that about the one, that 185 
percent is kind of a, a federal range that's a kind of standard. 
And then, as far as the, the sunset, I don't know that-- I don't 
think three years is long enough, but I wouldn't mind doing 
something even more, although that's not on the table at this 
point, so. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hughes. Senator Moser, recognized to 
speak.  

MOSER: Thank you, Mr. President. I appreciate the opportunity. 
Good evening, colleagues and Nebraskans. So, the bill we're 
debating tonight is a differential between 180-some percent down 
to 130-some percent. And the incremental cost of this part of 
the bill is around $3.5 million, because it's only for part of 
the year, and it's only for the difference, the-- between the 
0.5-- between the 180 and 130-some percent. But in total, the 
state spends $60 million subsidizing child care. So, just this 
increment for part of the year is $3.5 million, but in total, we 
spend $60 million. Plus, we get $70 million from the federal 
government. And so, we're-- between those two things, we're 
spending $130 million on subsidizing child care. I don't know, 
most of you probably aren't old enough to remember Everett 
Dirksen. But he had a line at one point somewhere where he said, 
you spend a billion here, and you spend a billion there, and 
pretty soon, you're talking real money. Well, the Nebraska 
budget is only a share of the federal budget. Dirksen was a 
national politician, but I'm feeling more and more like that. I-
- $130 million we're spending on subsidizing child care. $1.7 
billion of our 5.67, whatever our total budget is, the part we 
have control over, it's almost 35 percent we're spending on aid 
to individuals. I-- this is my last year, and I'm hoping that, 
going forward, that the people who get elected are more 
conservative and are looking to make some strides in getting our 
budget under control. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Moser. Senator Murman, you're 
recognized to speak.  
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MURMAN: Thank you, Mr. Lieutenant Governor. I haven't spoke to 
this child care issue yet. I'll keep it short, but I did want to 
speak before we get done. I think I told-- or, I know I told 
Senator Kauth that I would lean against her amendment. But at 
that time, I thought the debate was going to be between going 
back to the pre-COVID level or to 185 percent. So, in other 
words, 130, 135 percent, whatever it was pre-COVID. But I, I do 
think child care is important for those who need it, and so 
that's why I do want to have it available as much as possible to 
single parents, to very-low-income parent or parents. I do it 
think it should be available at least part-time for pretty much 
all parents. At least would love to have child care at least 
part-time. But I do think, as Senator Moser said, that with the-
- especially with the limited budget, going to 185 percent, or, 
or staying there-- we're not in emergency anymore, so staying 
there is too high. I, I do-- in-- for my own family situation, 
on the farm, the dairy farm, we didn't use child care. Of 
course, we did have the disabled daughter, and I, I worked often 
80 hours plus, 100 hours a week. And I, I always told my wife 
Kathy that I did that so she wouldn't have to work. And 
actually, she never had a desire to work outside the home. Her 
goal was always to be a homemaker, a housewife, so, take care of 
kids. So, she still has that opportunity now, even at our age 
now. She can be a stay-at-home mom. So, not everybody uses it. 
My granddaughter-- or, or excuse me, my daughter, she doesn't 
live in Nebraska, but homeschools her five kids, and they're 
always at home, not, not using day care. So, for my own personal 
family, it wouldn't have-- doesn't do any good, so we would be 
subsidizing everybody else. And that's OK in some situations, 
and that's what-- why say it is OK. I think that we need to 
support at least having child's-- child care available for those 
that need it. But I think quite often in today's society, it's 
there more for wants rather than needs, and-- so, I, I just 
don't think it's the role of government to subsidize it more 
than is absolutely necessary. So, for that reason, I do 
[INAUDIBLE]-- will support Senator Kauth's amendment to at least 
bring it down, but I am against the overall bill. Thank you, Mr. 
Lieutenant Governor.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Murman. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Kauth, you're recognized to close.  

KAUTH: Thank you, Mr. President. And again, thank you, Senator 
DeBoer. I appreciate everybody who spoke, and I look forward to 
the vote, and we can move on. Thank you.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Kauth. Senators, the question is the 
adoption of AM2902. All those in favor, vote aye; all those 
opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 18 ayes, 24 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: The amendment is not adopted. Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: Mr. President, I have nothing further at this time.  

KELLY: Senator Hardin, you're recognized to close, and waive 
closing on AM2065. Senators, the question is the adoption of 
AM2065. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 42 ayes, 5 nays on adoption of the committee amendment, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: AM2065 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator DeBoer, I have FA1089 and FA1085, 
both with notes that you would withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Senator Hansen, I have FA1052 with a note that you would 
withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: Senator Spivey, I have AM1712 with a note that you would 
withdraw.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, I have nothing further.  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to close.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. And again, thank you, 
colleagues, for the debate this evening, for all the support on 
this bill, starting from way back at the beginning of session, 
for all of those of you who signed on to the bill. There are 
quite a number of co-signers; I appreciate you very much, the 
kids of Nebraska appreciate you very much. I don't know how many 
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of you have had a chance-- I think it was last week or the week 
before, when the kids came with our playing cards that they made 
of us. That was-- I guess the kids themselves had come up with 
that idea to make those trading cards of each of us and hand 
them out. That was really their idea to say thank you for the 
support for LB304. I thought it was adorable. I don't know about 
the rest of you, but I had a good picture, and I know not 
everyone loved their picture, so I appreciated that gesture very 
much. And again, to my staff, thank you very much. To all those 
who have worked with me, I appreciate it, and I would appreciate 
your green vote on LB304, my last priority bill in the 
Legislature. Thank you very much, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. The question, Senators, the 
advancement of LB304 to E&R Initial. All those in favor, vote 
aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 39 ayes, 8 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB304 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB304A introduced by Senator 
DeBoer. It's a bill for an act relating to appropriations; to 
appropriate funds to aid in the carrying out of the provisions 
of LB304. Bill was read for the first time on March 25 of this 
year, and placed directly on General File.  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to open.  

DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. So, this is the A bill that 
goes with the bill we just passed. There is an amendment that 
reflects the committee amendment that we just put onto the bill. 
So, until we had added the committee amendment, we couldn't add 
the amendment that directs the funds to come from the Health 
Care Cash Fund. So, this amendment, which we will have in just a 
second, will add that, and then this will be the A bill that 
goes with LB304. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Mr. Clerk, for an amendment. 

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator DeBoer would move to amend with 
AM2962.  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to open.  
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DeBOER: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, this is the A bill 
amendment, which would use the Health Care Cash Fund funds to 
pay for the child care subsidy bill instead of general funds. 
So, this would direct that the money come from the Health Care 
Cash Fund. Appreciate your green vote on the amendment and on 
the A bill. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeBoer. Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, 
you're recognized to speak.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in opposition to 
AM2962. I won't be voting to take money out of the Health Care 
Cash Fund. We've raided the Health Care Cash Fund and the Master 
Settlement Fund this year; it's not going to be sustainable in a 
few years if we continue down this path. I think it would be 
much more appropriate to use general funds. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to close, and waive. 
Members, the question is the adoption of AM2962. All those in 
favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 35 ayes, 5 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: AM2962 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, I have nothing further at this time.  

KELLY: Senator DeBoer, you're recognized to close, and waive. 
Senator Machaela Cavanaugh was in the queue.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Colleagues, I know you 
don't really listen to me most of the time, but I hope that you 
will remember that I told you that the Health Care Cash Fund was 
in dire shape, and you went ahead and voted for it anyways. I 
told you you shouldn't put LB304 in the budget; you went ahead 
did it anyways. I told you we shouldn't take money out of the 
NEST accounts, and turns out, that's a federal crime, so we had 
to undo it anyways. So, at some point, somebody in here should 
maybe listen to things that I have to say about the finances of 
the state, but today's not going to be that day. This is a very 
important bill, and this is a terrible, terrible way to fund it. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator DeBoer is recognized, and waives closing. The 
question is the advancement of LB304A to E&R Initial. All those 
in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. 
Clerk.  

CLERK: 32 ayes, 5 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB304A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB888 introduced by Senator 
Clouse. It's a bill for an act relating to the Public Service 
Commission; changes civil penalties assessed for violations of 
the Nebraska Uniform Standards for Modular Housing Units Act, 
the Uniform Standard Code for Manufactured Homes and 
Recreational Vehicles, and certain rules, regulations and 
orders; and repeals the original section. The bill was read for 
the first time on January 8 of this year and referred to the 
Health and Human Services Committee; that committee placed the 
bill on General File.  

KELLY: Senator Clouse, you're recognized to open.  

CLOUSE: Thank you, Mr. President. Colleagues, this bill was 
brought to me by the Public Service Commission, and it's 
related-- relating to the civil penalties that are associated 
with the, the federal standards act for the-- for-- excuse me. 
I'm losing my place here. Wasn't quite ready. I thought we were 
going back to LB803. I apologize. This is dealing with the 
codes, uniform codes for manufactured homes. And through the 
Public Service Commission, they are the ones that put the tags 
on the home-- mobile homes and prefabricated homes and things of 
that nature. And so, within those guidelines with the federal 
regulations, they have stipulations as far as what the penalties 
should be for violations, and Nebraska has not kept up with 
those violations and those stipulations. So, what this bill does 
is it harmonizes it with the federal regulations and the federal 
penalties. Now, we've never had any penalties, that, that-- as 
I've been told, for failures, so this does raise that violation 
amount, but it's in-- simply in compliance with the federal 
regulations. So, I would encourage your green vote on this. And 
if you are interested in looking at the assessments and the 
reports from the federal regulations and the reports that we 
receive from the state, I do have those available. I did not 
make copies because I didn't think anyone would really be that 
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interested in those, but I do those available if you'd like to 
see the information that this is based on. So, I would encourage 
your green vote on this. The last time they were changed was in 
2005, and so this just matches the federal regulations. Thank 
you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Clouse. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB888 to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 40 ayes, 0 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB888 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, next bill: General File, LB1048 introduced 
by Speaker Arch at the request of the Governor. It's a bill for 
an act relating to government; changes and eliminates certain 
reporting requirements for the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of Labor, the Department of Water, Energy, and 
Environment, the Department of Revenue, the Department of 
Administrative Services, a task force, and the Nebraska 
Commission on Law and Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the 
Department of Correctional Services, the Board of Parole, the 
Department of Economic Development, the Department of Insurance, 
the Department of Transportation, and broadband internet 
providers under the Nebraska Broadband Bridge Act as prescribed; 
changes reporting procedures for preparation of the state 
executive budget; eliminates reports regarding labor 
negotiations; eliminates the Suggestion Award Board and the 
state employees suggestion system; harmonizes provisions; 
repeals the original section; outright repeals several sections 
in Chapters 48, 54, 77, 81, and 86, and sections-- chapters in 
Section 39, 81. Bill was read for the first time on January 14 
of this year and referred to the Government, Military and 
Veterans Affairs Committee; that committee placed the bill on 
General File with committee amendments. There are additional 
amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Mr. Clerk. Speaker Arch, you're recognized to 
open.  

ARCH: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. Today, 
I'm introducing LB1048. I introduced this bill on behalf of 
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Governor Pillen as a continuation of the Governor's efforts to 
get rid of government waste and improve efficiencies. Thanks to 
Governor Pillen very much for his ongoing endeavor to clean out 
the closets of state government and bring forward what I 
consider to be good-government bills. So, the hearing on LB1048 
was held in front of the Government, Military and Veterans 
Affairs Committee on February 6. There was 1 proponent, 0 
opponents, and the bill advanced unanimously. There is no fiscal 
impact. As you may recall, last session, the Legislature passed 
LB376 introduced by the Health and Human Services Committee. 
This bill eliminated or modified over 35 outdated government 
reports. And so-- and that one was primarily focused on HHS, and 
that, that is not the case, as you heard from the title here. 
This is multiple departments now. LB1048 builds on LB376's 
efforts, and calls for eliminating or streamlining 24 additional 
agency reports. These reports have been identified by agencies 
as outdated and irrelevant, or duplicative of other reporting 
requirements. These reports take staff time, state dollars to 
prepare. As the Legislature passes new initiatives, those 
initiatives often come with reporting requirements, allowing the 
Legislature to monitor programs and make adjustments as needed. 
Once a program is solidly established, that information is 
generally readily available through the "administrating" agency. 
To pile on reporting requirements without periodically reviewing 
their value merely serves to increase wasteful bureaucracy. 
There is a committee amendment that Senator Sanders will 
introduce that is necessary to ensure this bill doesn't conflict 
with the bill we passed earlier this year, and I encourage you 
to support that amendment as well as the advancement of LB1048. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Speaker Arch. As the Clerk stated, there's a 
committee amendment. Senator Sanders, you're recognized to open.  

SANDERS: Thank you, and good evening, Mr. President and 
colleagues. The Government Committee held our public hearing on 
LB1048 on February the 6th. After Speaker Arch's opening 
remarks, we heard proponent testimony from the Governor's Policy 
Research Office. There was no opposition or neutral testimony. 
The committee voted 8-0 to advance LB1048 with AM1957. The 
committee amendment makes a couple of changes. First, it would 
eliminate provisions in the original bill related to small 
business compliance advisory panel. Second, it reworks 
requirements for a consolidated report from the Department of 
Correctional Services. We believe that LB1048 is a clean-up bill 
that examines and appropriately updates regular reporting 
requirements across a number of state agency-- agencies. I would 
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encourage you to vote green on AM1057 [SIC] and also green on 
LB1048. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Sanders. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Lonowski would move to amend with 
AM2739.  

KELLY: Senator Andersen, you are authorized to open.  

ANDERSEN: Thank you, Mr. President. I want to thank Speaker Arch 
for allowing this friendly amendment to add one portion of LB830 
to the committee amendment, AM1957, for LB1048. I also want to 
thank Senator Sanders and my colleagues in the Government, 
Military and Veterans Affairs Committee for supporting the 
advancement of LB830. AM2739 is one portion of LB830 that 
repeals an obsolete and duplicative statute that no longer 
serves the original reporting intent by the DAS State Accounting 
Division when enacted in 1969. Nebraska Revised Statute Section 
83-380 is the statute requiring DAS State Accounting to certify 
amounts due by counties to the Department of Health and Human 
Services for patient care at regional centers or the Beatrice 
State Development Center. It is duplicative because counties 
receive monthly invoices directly from DHHS, so an annual 
notification by the state accounting is unnecessary, and why the 
repeal of the statute is warranted. I ask for the body's green 
vote on AM2739. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Andersen. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close on the amendment, Senator 
Andersen, and waive. Senators, the question is the adoption of 
AM2739. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 38 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: AM2739 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Fredrickson would move to amend 
with AM2968.  

KELLY: Senator Fredrickson, you're recognized to open.  

FREDRICKSON: Good evening, colleagues, and good evening, 
Nebraskans. So, I am here to introduce an amendment. I'm, I'm 
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bringing this primarily just to be, really, a conversation 
starter, and I think something that I wanted to get into public 
record. I spoke with Speaker Arch briefly about this, and I do 
intend to withdraw this amendment. But I did want to just at 
least get this into record. So, for those of you who recall last 
week, we debated LB867, which is one of the HHS priority bills. 
And in the committee amendment for that bill, it dealt with the 
YRTCs. Specifically, there was discussion about this plan to 
move various youth throughout the state of Nebraska. And after 
some debate, Senator Hardin had graciously moved to amend that 
part of the bill out of the omnibus HHS Committee package due to 
some of the concerns that had brought up with that. And Senator 
Clouse and I have subsequently introduced an interim study, 
which is LR380, to further look at that issue with the YRTCs. 
But subsequent to us debating that bill, I have learned from 
some folks who work for the state of Nebraska and others that 
the Department of Correctional Services still does intend to 
move all of the children, juvenile offenders who are at the 
Nebraska Youth Correctional Facility in Omaha to the adult 
prison system here in Lincoln. The children who are at the NYCF 
are children who are under the age of 18, and in some 
circumstances, 19. And I think in some circumstances, they age 
up to 21, based on my conversation with Senator Bosn earlier. 
But definitely under 18, in some cases up to 19, who are charged 
and convicted as adults in the adult prison system. Our statutes 
generally keep children and adults out of the same penal 
institutions for obvious reasons. And as many of you could 
probably understand, that is not necessarily the best social 
policy, and can possibly be detrimental not only to 
rehabilitation, but also just the general safety of, of children 
if we house them with adults. So, this amendment specifically 
would prohibit juvenile offenders from being housed in the same 
adult institutions with adults. I know that this is 
unprecedented, but I think that the body should have at least a 
discussion or some public record before we just acquiesce to 
letting children be moved into an adult prison system. The 
children who are at NYCF, in many instances, are getting an 
education; in some circumstances, elementary education, 
certainly high school education. They are working on 
rehabilitative programming geared towards them, and many of 
these children have special education needs and have histories 
of being abused and suffering traumas. The plan, from what I 
understand, is apparently to move these children to the 
Rehabilitation [SIC] and Treatment Center here in Lincoln, also 
known as the RTC. I know many of you have probably toured that 
facility. I certainly have. And there are some serious questions 
that we have about this, or at least I have about this. First, I 
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think we need to acknowledge a little bit about what this is. 
Well, for one is that we are in 2026, and talking about moving 
children into an adult prison system. We're not doing so because 
of a substantive bill, we're not doing so because of a public 
hearing; we're doing so, apparently, because that's what the 
Department of Correctional Services has decided to do. No one 
has explained to this body, or certainly not to me, how these 
children's rehabilitative needs, educational needs, and general 
safety will be maintained in the RTC in Lincoln, where they are 
going to be moved to. I'm not aware of any written plans, any 
designs as to building or fences, or anything that would explain 
how these children will be housed, and how they will be 
separated or protected from the adult offenders. The offenders 
at RTC, as many of you are probably aware, are adult offenders 
that include everything from minor theft offenses to murder to 
sexual assaults and everything in between. Questions that remain 
are whether or not the children will be able to go outside. Will 
they have access to live teachers as they currently do? Will 
they have meaningful access to visitors? Will they be subjected 
to cell time to keep them away from other adult offenders? And 
in that case, would that be a form of solitary confinement? I 
spoke a little bit earlier with Senator Bosn about this, and I 
appreciate her attention to this matter. I know that she is 
certainly kind of monitoring and following the situation 
closely, and I look forward to continuing to have conversations 
with her. And we talked about the importance of-- if and when 
this move does occur, of ensuring that the facility feels 
appropriate for, for these youth, and also that there is no 
interruption of their education or of their treatment. So, that 
is something that I think we all should be paying attention to 
and monitoring with that. So, I think these questions certainly 
need to be answered. Like I said, I do intend to withdraw this 
amendment. I see there might be a couple of people in the queue 
who might have some things to discuss on this, so I'll let them 
have some conversation as well. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you. Senator McKinney, you're recognized to speak.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of this 
AM. I cannot see the numbers because I think I'm going blind, 
but my doctor told me I'm not. And it's late, so it's all right. 
But I, I rise in support of this, honestly, because the 
"Department of Punitive Services" is already in process of 
moving young individuals to the Reception and Treatment Center 
here in Lincoln. This is part of the plan to change the NCYF 
from a prison for young individuals to a YRTC for males so they 
could continue with the transition of swapping out Kearney for-- 
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from, from boys to girls. It's all a bigger play, and the 
"Department of Punitive Services" is already doing the-- doing a 
lot within this process. I find a lot of issues with this. 
There's sight and sound issues, all the issues Senator 
Fredrickson spoke of. It just really just doesn't make any 
sense. And the other offending thing about this is, we have been 
presented no plan. We've just been hearing, hearing that this 
plan is in process. I sit on the Judiciary Committee, and I 
haven't been briefed on this, although I don't think they think 
they should brief us with anything unless we force them to, or 
the media tells them they have to in some type of way by public 
pressure. But, neither here or there. Young individuals should 
not be with adults, and we should everything to make sure that 
doesn't happen. The, the RTC was designed for adults. I know, I 
know that some people think people 15 years old should be 
charged as adults and spend the rest of their lives in jail. 
However you feel about that. But the facts remain the same, that 
they-- a 15-year-old and a, and a 50-year-old should not be in 
the same facility. That's just facts, for a lot of reasons. I 
would encourage you, you know, on these late nights, to watch a 
document-- it's not a-- it's a mini-series. You should watch the 
Central Park Five. Watch that full documentary from start to 
finish, and then you might have a different perspective about 
all this, because whether you feel like they should be there or 
not, we should not be mixing a 15-year-old with 50-year-olds. It 
just doesn't make any sense. Especially because many of these 
individuals, although they might spend some time in our prisons, 
are returning back to society. So, we should be doing everything 
we can to ensure that they come out better than what they-- 
better than when they went in. That is why I think we should 
vote for this this session, because if we don't, I guarantee the 
department will start transferring these individuals from Omaha 
to Lincoln, and then that begins the full process of DHHS moving 
young boys from Kearney to Omaha, which opens up the option to 
move girls from, I think, Whitehall to Kearney. It's just a big 
play that y'all need to consider. Number one, NCYF is a prison; 
it is not a reception and-- it's not a rehabilitation treatment 
center. It wasn't designed for that, so I don't know how 
anybody's going to get rehabilitated and get treatment, proper 
treatment, in a facility that wasn't designed for it. So, I just 
want y'all to pay attention to this, because although Senator 
Fredrickson is going to pull this, I do think we should vote for 
this if you actually care about outcomes, rehabilitation, 
corrections, making sure people leave out better than they went 
in. This is very important that we're potentially just going to 
gloss over, not fully address, and then, we're going to see a 
news story in the news, abuse at the reception and treatment 
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center, a young male that was transferred from Omaha to Lincoln. 
And then, everybody's going to be outraged, and we could do 
something tonight or sometime this session to address this. 
There's already abuse in Kearney, and we don't want no more. So, 
I'm just saying we probably should vote this in. Because if you 
trust the department, you will be upset later. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President. And I know, folks, it's, it's 
getting late. It's 8:30, and folks are tired. But this is really 
an important conversation, and I appreciate Senator Fredrickson 
bringing this amendment to have structured debate around this, 
as well as Senator Bosn. We've had conversation about this off 
the mic literally today, around the move of kids in NCYF. So, 
just for grounding, NCYF is in my district. It's about 14 kids, 
on average. As Senator McKinney mentioned, it's youth that were 
sentenced as adults. So, because of PREA standards, they cannot 
be housed in general population or together. And so, this is a 
separate facility until they transition into one of our other 
state facilities like NSP or Tecumseh. The majority of kids, 90 
percent that are in NCYF are black boys from District 11 and 13, 
both Senator McKinney and my districts, again, for context and 
setting. And so originally, how we got to this point and why I 
think this amendment is important is because two agencies were 
having conversations around the movement of kids in a domino 
effect that weren't necessarily thought out together. So, 
specifically with YRTCs, which everyone spoke so passionately 
about, understood the implications, we have an interim study, 
we're able to pause; that move was also dependent on this part 
of the puzzle, which I think folks are less engaged in-- and I 
believe that there's a real opportunity to have a serious 
conversation, so I also, you know, would hope Senator 
Fredrickson, if the votes are there, would reconsider this AM 
and, and not pulling it. But these, these decisions were 
mutually exclusive, that the changes in, in YRTC, which we know 
are not appropriate, are not thought out, need more time. We're 
also dependent on these-- this move of kids from NCYF to our 
regional treatment center in Lincoln. Some of the key issues 
with that is they are going to be moved to a, a, a former 
geriatric ward that needs updates, which-- it will not be the 
same campus style that they are in now. So, it's a totally 
different type of built environment, which is important when 
you're talking about young people being incarcerated. There are 
questions about programming and the difference that it makes, 
and some-- and a really important part is, we talked about brain 
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development. What does it look like, as people are sentenced? 
And so, now, in NCYF, they can go up to 25, so you have 18 and 
under housed separately in NCYF, and then the 19 to 25 there. 
With this move, and currently how the administration is 
operating, is kids 18 and under are sentenced to NCYF. That's 
where they're housed. If you're 19 to 25, you are being 
sentenced currently just to a regular facility. So, they're 
already integrating those young people, which-- 19 is still a 
kid. It's a teenager, right? And we've talked about brain 
development and what does that mean with a 20-year-old being 
incarcerated with someone that is 45 that has a 60-year bid. And 
so, that, that is also a very important piece of this, is how do 
we ensure if this population, while sentenced as adults, have 
the most opportunity for rehabilitation, we are 
institutionalizing them from 19 to 25 and still not offering 
that space that we see at NCYF. And so, this is a really 
important issue. We've talked about how the decisions that we 
make make a difference from budget and what we spend on people 
incarcerated. We've talked about education and getting ahead 
and, and, you know, third-grade reading levels dictate prisons 
being built, someone's success. And so, this is a part of that 
conversation. And so, if we are able to debate and think about 
other issues that impact this holistically, we really need to 
pause, and I hope folks get in the queue and have this 
conversation and debate because it's really important. I've lost 
a lot of sleep over this in, in general, with the Legislature 
and some of our decisions, but specifically around our carceral 
system and what does it mean for young people entering, and 
their success as they come back home. And so, while Senator 
Fredrickson talked about pulling it, I think this is a serious 
amendment that is mutually exclusive and tied to the decisions 
with YRTC, and if we are able to pause on that, we absolutely 
need to pause on this move from NCYF to RTC and spend more time 
really ensuring that the correctional system has all the parts 
and pieces in place since the idea came happenstance when two 
CEOs were talking without any evidence or rhyme or reason 
outside of operational savings, which is not the reason why we 
should do something, especially for people that we are 
responsible for. They are literally the property of the state. 
And so, we need to make sure that we are doing right by them, 
because they will come back home. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator Hansen, you're 
recognized to speak. Senator Bosn, you're recognized to speak.  

BOSN: Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon-- evening, 
colleagues. I rise in opposition to AM2968, and just want to 
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clarify some things that have been said. So that everyone is 
aware, the NCYF, which stands for Nebraska Correctional Youth 
Facility, is a correctional facility under the Department of 
Correctional Services. So right now, what we are talking about 
in this amendment is individuals who have been charged and 
convicted in adult court. They have been sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment. They go to the RTC right now, following their 
sentencing hearing. So, individuals go to the RTC, they get 
fingerprinted, they are assigned an inmate number, they are 
photographed, and they provide a DNA sample. Then, once those 
things are done, boys who are over-- or, excuse me, who are 
under the age of 18, and in some cases under the age of 21, are 
sentenced and are housed at the NCYF. What PREA standards under 
the federal guidelines require is sight and sound separation. 
So, I'd like to provide a little bit of context for everyone 
here. This summer, I became aware of a female who was 16 years 
of age and had been sentenced to the women's correctional 
facility. No one rose up in opposition to the women having 
minors housed at the same facility. There was only one female 
under the age of 18 housed there, and so she was essentially, 
for all reality purposes, in isolation, and we had to do some 
significant work to try to make sure that she had day 
programming and was not sitting in her cell by herself because 
there was only one single female under the age of 18 who was 
required to be sight and sound separated. And now, because we 
have 14 boys, we suddenly care more about these boys being in a 
completely separate facility than just to have them sight and 
sound separated. I, I find that offensive as a female, that we 
care more boys having a separate facility and what their 
environment looks like than we seem to care about the female who 
was incarcerated and essentially alone all day. I would also 
point out that the-- so that everyone is aware, that the-- there 
is nothing in statute right now that talks about what facility 
who can go where. And so, this would be inserting ourselves into 
what the Department of Correctional Facilities [SIC] is doing to 
maintain their own population, and I strongly oppose us doing 
that in this format under this amendment. I understand he's 
planning to pull this amendment, but I, I want to have-- make 
sure that we have a clear record as to who we're talking about 
and what we're taking about, and if there's some need for 
transparency in this going forward, I'm happy to support that. 
As I told Senator Fredrickson, I am working to try and arrange 
some sort of a tour and briefing so that we can understand 
what's going on at the RTC over the interim. But that being 
said, I rise in opposition to this amendment. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  
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KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bosn. Senator Guereca, you're 
recognized to speak.  

GUERECA: Thank you, Mr. President. I think what Senator Bosn 
pointed out is, is a big problem. And what I don't like is 
there's a lot of moving pieces going around. You know, we had 
the shuffling of the YRTCs happening, and that-- the YRTC 
portion got paused, but the part with the youth prison in Omaha, 
that, that part's still moving. So, this big shuffle was going 
to happen, sort of-- we found out about it at the beginning of 
session. We stopped part of it, but, the other part's still 
going. Now, there's going to be a hearing, we're going to take 
the time to talk about that, we're going to take the time to do 
research, to hear it out, to be thoughtful in our approach, 
because it's the right thing to do. So, I guess taking the time 
right now to say, if we're putting a pause on this shuffle, 
let's put a pause on the entire thing. Why are we moving youth 
from the youth facility into the adult facility? Let's take the 
time to bring in experts, to hear out the Department of 
Corrections, to hear out advocates, to hear out experts on the 
matter, and have a hearing, and do this the right way. So, it 
just-- it feels tricky that moving pieces are still moving 
around when this body has put a pause on the shuffle. These are 
kids that we're dealing with; let's get this right and take the 
time to, again, make sure it's the right move for everybody. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Guereca. Senator John Cavanaugh, 
you're recognized to speak.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Well, I also rise in 
support of AM2968, although I do recognize that it won't come to 
a vote. I think this is a really important conversation, so I 
thank Senator Fredrickson for putting up the amendment and for 
folks jumping in. And I-- you know, I don't need to say a lot, 
because Senator Guereca, I think, hit a lot of the points I was 
going to hit there, which is-- we did already remove the portion 
of the HHS bill that would have allowed for the move, and then 
we come to find out that moves are still being made even without 
the Legislature acting, which is why it's important that we have 
an amendment like this one which would prevent these things from 
happening without legislative authorization. And so, it is both 
disrespectful to this body that we've already made a decision, 
or at least we've outwardly made that decision. I guess some 
folks may be new about this and decided that they could-- we 
could forgo the, the legislative authorization that was going to 
go into the HHS bill, and the moves could still be made. But 
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this is a very substantial thing to be doing, and it, it is not 
recognizing the, the distinction between these young people and 
the adult offenders, and that we, we have historically treated 
them differently for a reason, and that we should-- before we 
make that serious change for what does seem like financial 
reasons, we should have a much more robust conversation about 
it. So, I appreciate Senator Fredrickson getting this 
conversation going tonight. It is 8:48, and we have a long week 
ahead of us as well. And so, I understand why people might be 
frustrated that this conversation continues to go on. But it is-
- I, I obviously respect Senator Fredrickson for putting it up, 
and would of course appreciate it being voted on, but I 
understand why that may be something that's not realistic at 
this point. So, I do think we need to continue this 
conversation. I think we-- it would be in the best interest of 
the state of Nebraska to adopt AM2968 and to have a much longer 
conversation about what is the appropriate way to address this 
issue, so. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Quick, you're 
recognized to speak.  

QUICK: Thank you, Mr. President, and good evening, colleagues. I 
wasn't going to get up and speak, but I felt like I needed to 
because I'm on the HHS Committee, and I know they'd come around 
to our committee individually and talked to-- DHHS and the 
Department of Corrections come around and give each of us 
senators on HHS a, a little briefing about what they saw 
happening or what they thought they-- or, their plans for what 
they were-- all the moves that they were going to make. And so, 
I was a little taken back at that time, and wasn't really happy 
with what they were, were wanting to do. And then, I know later 
on, we had a, a briefing that we were all invited to as well, to 
talk about what the moves-- what they we're seeing and what they 
were intending to do with the moves. I know Senator Bosn brought 
up about the, the female, the juvenile female that was in the 
women's prison. I-- and maybe that's my own fault, but I did not 
know that they'd put a juvenile in that facility. And had I 
known, I would have been upset, because I think that's the wrong 
approach, whether that's on me to, to know that, or whether 
there was something sent out to us that I just missed, but I 
would've been upset about that, and I would have stood up 
against that. And I don't know if that's same way for, for every 
senator here, but I don't know how many of us actually knew that 
that took place. So, I know we'll have an interim study coming 
up. My concern is, is that they're already starting with the 
moves, and my, my fear is that they're going to move the 
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Kearney-- the boys from Kearney to, to Omaha without us having 
any say so, even before the interim study begins. So, I have 
some real concerns about those moves. Just making sure that 
those-- that the juveniles get the programming and the education 
they needs. And then, you know, I know they're saying moving 
those-- the boys from Kearney to Omaha puts more of the boys 
closer to Omaha and Lincoln, but you're also moving more of the 
boys from rural Nebraska that are, that are in that facility 
away from their families, and a lot further away than, than what 
you're moving the boys into Omaha and Lincoln are. So, those are 
my concerns, and with that, I'll yield the rest of my time. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Quick. Senator Spivey, you're 
recognized to speak.  

SPIVEY: Thank you, Mr. President. Again, I appreciate this 
dialogue, and appreciate Senator Fredrickson bringing this 
amendment. I want to be clear that the first time that I heard 
about this young woman, this teenager who's 16, a kid, and what 
she experienced was today, when Senator Bosn and I had a really 
good conversation off the mic about an interim study and other 
things that they were planning, because as a member of 
Appropriations, I'm on a five-day committee. And so, the first 
time that this idea of the transition of YRTC and NCYF to RTC, 
which I know for folks watching are a lot of acronyms. So, the, 
the youth that are in the Nebraska Youth Correctional Facility 
in District 13 being moved to the regional [SIC] treatment 
center in Lincoln, and then the kids in the youth treatment 
center being moved to Omaha was through part of the budget. And 
so, that was my first time hearing that, and then I talked to 
some of my colleagues that sit on these committees that have 
that purview to get a better understanding. And so, I 
appreciated Senator Bosn uplifting to me today that that was an 
issue, because I do go out and visit, and I think that is an 
important part that each of us lean into, is-- and why it's so 
important that we have this, is that we can pop up at state-ran 
facilities, and we should go and visit and see what's happening 
in real time, not just through scheduled visits. And so, from my 
understanding that this young woman, this is happening now; 
we're in session, my visits are a lot different. But I do go to 
all of the facilities, even though I do not sit on those 
committees because of, one, the impact and the importance of 
what does it look like for folks that are incarcerated, but also 
how we are using taxpayer dollars to ensure that we're going 
upstream on evidence-based issues and how we appropriate the 
funds. And so, while I can understand that there maybe is some 
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frustration that there wasn't more mobilization, I would love to 
better understand how these types of issues get communicated out 
to the larger body to better to understand. For example, once, 
Senator McKinney actually got a lot of emails to his office 
after the storms that we had here and the impacts that it had on 
NSP. And so, he and I were talking-- we talk about a lot about 
the things that go on in the Legislature. I was like, we should 
go. Like, let's just go right now and see what's going on. And 
so, we drove and we went. We popped up at NSP, and we could see 
in real time the experience, how people were housed. We found 
out that 100 men inside-- I think it was 6A-- was using a mop 
sink to brush their teeth and wash their hands, they only had 
two working toilets, there was not HVAC there. Like, we saw this 
in real time, and it wasn't planned out. They couldn't show us 
the shiny presentation that they want us to see as folks that 
have oversight and purview of the facilities. And so, I would 
encourage all members to continue to do that, and also hold 
accountable the agency around how do they communicate these 
types of opportunities or issues and our role in providing 
policy or triaging them. As well as that is the importance of 
the IG's office, and having them be able to go out and have that 
oversight in that way. So, anyway, I think that, you know, that 
is an important conversation, and I appreciate her lifting that 
up, and hopefully there's more dialogue around some of the, the 
gaps for that process and how we can address it. And then, we 
are here now about the boys. And so, this is in front of us 
right now, and what does it look like? And as I stated earlier, 
this move was contingent upon YRTCs. We were able to pause 
YRTCs, we were able to address that. And the main reason that 
this move happened was because they want to utilize the facility 
for our YRTCs and for a $6 million in operational savings. And I 
don't think saving $6 million operational savings, knowing that 
we are institutionalizing young people that are incarcerated, 
that they're not getting the correct programming or the 
environment that we are responsible for providing, is worth it 
in the long run. We are going to spend more taxpayer dollars in 
addressing the harms that it caused, like Senator Bosn uplifted 
with this young woman who was in restrictive housing in solitary 
confinement when she shouldn't be. And so, we need to make sure 
that we're thinking about this now, and continue to have a 
serious conversation about it. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Spivey. Senator McKinney, you're 
recognized to speak.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I would like to say, for the 
record, if I had knew of that situation of that young girl in 
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York, I would have spoken out about it. I remember a situation 
where, in a hearing, another young girl who was housed in York, 
I believe, was placed in, in, in those same conditions because 
she was so young. So, it is something I care about, and I just 
want that to be for the record. Two, I want it for the record 
for-- although people do not care about this in this body, 
Article IV, Section 19 states: "the general management, control 
and government of all state charitable, mental, reformatory, and 
penal institutions shall be vested [...] by the Legislature." 
So, although people would just like the department and the 
administration just to do what they're-- they want with our 
prisons, it is actually our responsibility as state senators, 
and we should question what they do, because almost every time 
they tell us they're doing something, you find out it's not true 
or it's a half-truth, in a sense. So, I do take issue with that. 
And I don't just care about young boys in the system, I care 
about the young girls as well. Because why are we-- why is our 
state making a plan to move young girls to a facility where 
there's various cases of abuse already being reported? We 
technically slowing that down because of the LR, but if they're 
moving boys from NCYF to Lincoln, where are the boys in Kearney 
going to go? Omaha. And then, I got a call yesterday from a 
concerned citizen that they are currently releasing boys from 
Kearney back to Omaha so they could go to Blackburn High School, 
and they're intermixing kids that shouldn't be together. And 
since they've been doing it, a bunch of fights have been 
breaking out. But nobody cares about that, because that's not in 
their communities. So, that's my frustration to-- and then, 
thirdly or fourth-- I don't know where I'm at on this. But just 
because they have been charged as adults and sent to prison does 
not make them less than human. That does not mean that we should 
not care that they become better people. That, that do not-- 
that does not mean that that we dehumanize them in our speech. 
That is very frustrating, because you, you say on one hand we 
want to held-- hold them accountable and make-- hope-- hopefully 
they become better people; when you dehumanize them and they 
watch this, what do you think they take in? The world does not 
care about me. I am hopeless. That is-- like, that's, that's one 
thing that annoys me, is that we act like we care, but we 
continue to dehumanize people no matter the situation. Yes, they 
made a mistake. Maybe some of them might not get out, but some 
of them will. And do you want them to be better-- do you want 
them to be better people or not? We should vote on this, and we 
should stop it because these young men should not be put in that 
situation, just like that young girl should not have been put in 
that situation. But when we don't do this and we say, wait, 
wait, wait, they're going to end up in that situation, and then 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

203 of 222 

we're going act concerned, and it's going to be too late because 
something bad is going to happen. And I'm going to say "I told 
you so," if I'm still here when it happens. And I hope it does-- 
don't happen, but it probably will, because you shouldn't be 
doing this type of mixing. And I know you don't care because 
they were charged as adults and they should be held accountable. 
It is what it is. But to act as if people don't care about that 
young girl-- because I didn't know about the situation. Had I 
did, I would have spoke out. You know I have no problem asking 
questions of the department and speaking out about things. So, 
if I knew, I definitely would have spoke out. But we should vote 
for this. I don't think it should be pulled, and we should not 
let the department move these young men to the RTC. And I don't 
care if they go in there for D&E, they should not be in the RTC 
permanently. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Senator Machaela Cavanaugh, 
you're recognized to speak.  

M. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, 
colleagues. I run in-- rise in support of AM2968. I think that 
the story that Senator Bosn shared is very upsetting and 
disturbing, and I do care deeply that a young woman was put in 
that situation. She shouldn't have been. But the fact that she 
shouldn't have been put in the situation doesn't mean that young 
boys should be put in that situation. We have a facility for 
young men that are charged as adults to be in a facility, and 
we're now seeing the Department of Corrections moving that 
population when the Legislature very clearly had a debate and 
decided that we did not want them to be moving the, the youth 
population between any of those facilities. That was very clear, 
and it is, in fact, our job to be involved in these decisions. 
We would be failing the people of Nebraska if we just said the 
Department of Corrections can make these choices. They're making 
these choices based on finances, not any other reason. There's 
no strategic plan. There's no plan, strategic or otherwise. And 
so, I appreciate Senator Fredrickson bringing forth this 
amendment, and even if it's going to be withdrawn, I think it's 
an important conversation for us to have, for us to clearly tell 
the Department of Corrections and the state of Nebraska that 
this is not OK and should not be tolerated. We have a job to do, 
and our job is to stop bad things from happening to the people 
of Nebraska. And what the Department of Corrections is trying to 
do to these young men is going to result in bad things happening 
to them. So, I support this amendment. I'd support this 
amendment if we brought it back at another point in debate. And 
if it needs to go away today, OK, but I think we should continue 
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to have this conversation and push this forward. Thank you, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Dungan, you're 
recognized to speak.  

DUNGAN: Thank you, Mr. President. I do also just want to rise 
briefly to mention a couple of things. One, I do agree with 
Senator Fredrickson's amendment. I think a lot of what's been 
talked about here today I concur with, and I'm not going to 
belabor that point. I want to rise just briefly to highlight one 
of the things that was impacted by the proposed moves that 
involve moving the juveniles to the adult facility in my 
district, which is Whitehall. I'm not going to go into great 
detail about it. I know it's late, I know we need to move on to 
other things as well. But Whitehall is a PRTF, which is a 
psychiatric residential treatment facility that is right in the 
heart of my district and employs a number of people who live in 
my district, and houses a number of adjudicated youth with very 
specialized needs. My inbox has been flooded this session with 
emails and phone calls from people who work at Whitehall and 
folks whose kids are at Whitehall highlighting the importance of 
the work that is done there. And if the proposed move that was 
originally offered as a part of this whole shuffle went through, 
my understanding is that the intention was to shut Whitehall 
down. Now, we can have a larger conversation about whether or 
not Whitehall needs renovations, and that's part of a 
conversation for another day. The reality is, absolutely, there 
should be money allocated to make that space livable and 
workable for the folks who are housed there and working there. 
But the reality is, the specialized care that is provided at 
Whitehall PRTF is incredibly necessary. It's also very difficult 
to obtain elsewhere, and there's an added issue of ensuring the 
continued job security for the individuals who do the 
specialized work at Whitehall. My understanding is that, because 
of the removal of the YRTC issue from the other HHS package 
bill, that the Whitehall portion is not going forward at the 
time being. But I've received additional emails of concerns that 
people who work at Whitehall and have youth housed at Whitehall 
are still concerned that it's going to be shut down based on the 
conversations they've had with the Department of Administrative 
Services, DAS, and other individuals have proposed moves. I 
believe that any of these shifts and changes should be done with 
legislative oversight. I think it is problematic for these 
things to happen without a larger conversation. That's why I 
think the interim study makes sense. I do agree that this 
amendment is helpful in order to maintain some semblance of 
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control over who is housed where prior to a larger conversation. 
So, I, I do rise in favor of that. I don't know if we're 
actually going to get to vote on it or not. I understand there's 
been different conversations. But being that Whitehall is in my 
district, I wanted to make sure it's clear on the record what 
the concerns are that have been raised by the folks there, 
because the work they do is incredible. And I know that it's 
difficult work, and I want to say that I appreciate all of the 
folks who do that work from my district, who live in the 
district, who work there. And I want to ensure that if any 
future shifts happen, they're done with proper oversight and 
with the accountability to make sure those specialized needs are 
being met. So, with that, I would encourage your green vote, if 
we get the opportunity to, on AM2968. I do support the 
underlying bill, LB1048. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dungan. Senator McKinney, you're 
recognized to speak, and this is your third time on the 
amendment.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of the 
amendment. And again, I want somebody to bring me some data that 
shows that putting a 15-year-old in the same prison as a 50-
year-old nets positive results. I want to see the data. I want 
to see it. Why were they separated? Why are there PREA 
standards? Why are we not questioning this? Why aren't we having 
special hearings this session before we adjourn to ask the 
department questions about this? Both DHHS and NDCS, we should 
have either joint hearings or individual hearings with our 
committees asking these questions. I don't believe that we 
should wait until we adjourn to ask these questions. It is our 
duties as senators. Read the constitution. It is there. It's 
very clear. We should care about the boys just as much as we 
care about the girls. We should make sure they're all protected, 
no matter why they are in prison. It is frustrating that we 
dehumanize people, and then we wonder why some of the results 
are what they are. It's because we dehumanize people. We wonder 
why people end up hopeless and don't, and don't feel like 
society cares about them. Because it's how we talk about them; 
we stand up and say "offender" and "prisoner" and "inmate" and 
all these dehumanizing terms, as if majority of these people are 
not coming back to society. So, if you dehumanize people or 
individuals for a certain amount of time, hopefully they have 
self-confidence and can ignore a lot of the words they hear when 
they watch us. But maybe some don't, and they internalize that. 
And, they're like, what? I don't care. You know? The world 
doesn't care about me, the people that represent me don't care 
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about me, I'm not going to do anything while I'm in here. And 
then we wonder why we're building a prison. This, this world is 
horrible. There are-- there's wars going on all across the 
globe. The United States does not want to recognize its 
involvement in the transatlantic slave trade and why my 
ancestors were brought here and why I'm standing here today, 
although it was an atrocity that still hasn't been acknowledged, 
but people want to erase that from history. They don't want to 
teach DEI. They want to, you know, take that type of education 
out of our schools. It's just-- this world is-- just gets worse 
by the day. And, you know, as a black man in America, you know, 
you learn that the world doesn't care about you, but that does 
not mean we shouldn't speak up when wrong is wrong. And I think 
it is very wrong to send a 15-year-old into a permanent facility 
with a 50-year-old. You cannot present me any data that shows 
that they'll-- there is absolute good results with this. I know 
the department likes to give these fairy tale, tales of things 
are going to be peaches-and-cream, but if that was the case, 
then we wouldn't have all the reports of the stories of abuse. 
We wouldn't have all the issues that we have. So, although we 
like to stand up here and, and have dehumanizing speech, I'm 
just saying let's be humans for once, vote for this amendment, 
and make sure that another kid isn't harmed. And that's kind of 
where I'm at. It's really ruined my day, actually. That's why I 
try to tune this place out as much as possible. But it's, it's, 
it's really annoying that we stand up and dehumanize people and 
get praised for it. But there should be a stop to this, and 
there should be immediate hearings, but that's probably not 
going to happen because everybody wants to be done by the end of 
next week. But that's where we're at, and that's America, and 
that's Nebraska for you. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Fredrickson, you're recognized to close on 
AM2968.  

FREDRICKSON: Thank you, Mr. President. Thank you, colleagues. I 
know it's late and I appreciate the discussion. I, I-- like I 
said earlier, I brought this amendment because of the larger 
discussion we were having this year as it relates to moving 
youth throughout our state system, whether that's the YRTCs, but 
also, obviously, this component too, with the Department of 
Corrections. And so, I wanted to just at least establish a 
public record here. This is something that I look forward to 
having further conversations during the interim with Senator 
Bosn as well as with others to ensure that this is done 
responsibly and with the youth at the top of their mind. But I 
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do have the concerns. But with that, I will withdraw AM2968. 
Thank you.  

KELLY: So ordered. Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: I have nothing further this time, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Sanders, you're recognized to close, and waive 
closing on the amendment. Senators, the question is the adoption 
of AM1957. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 41 ayes, 0 nays on adoption of the amendment, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: AM1957 is adopted. Speaker Arch, you're recognized to 
close on the bill, and waive. Senators, the question is the 
advancement of LB1049-- LB1048 to E&R Initial. All those in 
favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 45 ayes, 0 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB1048 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB826 introduced by Senator 
DeKay. It's a bill for an act relating to revenue and taxation; 
changes provisions relating to late applications for homestead 
exemptions; harmonizes provisions; repeals the original section; 
declares an emergency. The bill was read for the first time on 
January 7 of this year and referred to the Revenue Committee; 
that committee placed the bill on General File.  

KELLY: Senator DeKay, you're recognized to open.  

DeKAY: Thank you, Mr. President. Nebraska already has processes 
established in statute that permit an individual to submit a 
late, a late application for a homestead exemption in situations 
involving a medical condition or death of a spouse which impair 
the applicant's ability to timely file for the application. 
However, no process exists for disabled veterans or spouses of 
deceased veterans who experience, experience bureaucratic delays 
and received late paperwork from the VA. Delayed paperwork may 
mean a disabled veteran or spouse must wait another year to 
apply, and continue to pay property taxes for another year. For 
many of these individuals, especially surviving spouses who are 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

208 of 222 

already facing not only the loss of a loved one but also the 
loss of income from their deceased spouse, a homestead exemption 
can be critical. The purpose of LB826 is to establish a late 
filing window for disabled veterans or their spouses seeking a 
veteran's homestead exemption. This would model the same process 
we have in place already in statute for situations involving a 
medical condition or death of a spouse which impair the 
applicant's ability to timely file an application. Specifically, 
the bill would allow a property owner to file a late application 
pursuant to Section 77-3514.01 if he or she includes 
documentation showing that the certificate-- certification of 
status was received from the United States Department of 
Veterans Affairs after June 30 for the applicable-- application 
year. This late application would need to be filed with the 
county assessor on or before June 30 of the year in which the 
real estate taxes, taxes levied on the property for current year 
become delinquent. According to the VA's website, as of February 
2026, it takes an average of 76.6 days for the department to 
complete disability-related claims. However, as per the fiscal 
note Douglas County submitted on this bill, late VA paperwork 
has become a more persistent problem in recent years that 
affects handful of veterans each year. The Lancaster County also 
confirmed at the hearing that they had 13 veterans or spouses 
lat-- last year who received a VA decision after the June 30 
application deadline. This bill would have a minimal fiscal 
impact on the counties and state. As NACO testified at the 
hearing, prior fiscal notes submitted on the homestead-related 
bills contemplated that everyone who is eligible to apply for a 
homestead exemption does so on time. As such, this bill does not 
contribute to additional costs to the homestead program. Any 
fiscal impact to the General Fund would only occur beginning in 
the fiscal year 2027-2028, and there are only minimal absorbable 
implementation costs for both the Department of Revenue and the 
counties. In closing, our veterans offered to sacrifice their 
lives and much more in service to our state and country; a 
homestead exemption should not be a cumbersome process for our 
veterans to jump through, and LB826 would remove a barrier that 
the veteran did not create, that being bureaucratic delays and 
late paperwork by the VA. Our veterans and spouses of deceased 
veterans should not be penalized by the VA's timeline. LB826 was 
heard by the Revenue Committee on February 11, and was advanced 
to the floor by an unanimous 8-0 vote. Individuals on behalf of 
the Nebraska Association of County Officials, Lancaster County, 
and the Nebraska Veterans Council testified in support of the 
bill. There was one online comment in support of the bill; there 
was no opposition to the bill at the hearing or submitted 
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online. I would appreciate your green vote on LB826. Thank you, 
Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator DeKay. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized, and waive closing. Senators, the 
question is the advancement of LB826 to E&R Initial. All those 
in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. 
Clerk.  

CLERK: 46 ayes, 0 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB826 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB1086 introduced by Senator 
Dover. It's a bill for an act relating to community colleges; 
changes eligibility requirements for community college gap 
assistance as prescribed; and repeals the original section; 
declares an emergency. The bill was read for the first time on 
January 15 of this year and referred to the Education Committee; 
that committee placed the bill on General File with committee 
amendments. Excuse me, placed the bill on General File. There 
are no committee amendments, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Senator Dover, you're recognized to open.  

DOVER: Thank you, Mr. President, and good evening, colleagues. 
First, I'd like to thank Speaker Arch for designating LB1086 as 
a Speaker priority bill. LB1086 was heard before the Education 
Committee on February 9 of this year, and was advanced out on an 
8-0 vote. Support for the bill was brought by Northeast 
Community College, Metropolitan College-- Community College, the 
Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Post-Secondary Education, 
the Nebraska Commission on African-American Affairs, and the 
Nebraska Department of Health and Human Services. LB1086 is a 
narrowly-tailored technical bill that corrects an unintended 
barrier in statute that limits how Nebraska coordinates 
workforce training and educational resources. When the community 
college gap assistance program was originally enacted, the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program employment and 
training, commonly referred to as SNAP E&T, did not yet exist. 
As a result, current statute unintentionally treats 
participation in SNAP E&T as a duplicative public funding 
source, which can disqualify otherwise-eligible individuals from 
receiving gap assistance. While both programs are designed to 
address funding gaps, they do so in different ways. Gap 
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assistance may be used for tuition, tools, books, and related 
educational costs, while SNAP E&T funds are primarily used to 
provide wraparound support services such transportation, child 
care, resume writing, mental health counseling, which gap does 
not cover. Again, current statute prohibits the coordination-- 
coordinated use of these complementary programs. As you know, 
Nebraska community colleges play a critical role in workforce 
development, particularly through short-term and high-demand 
education and training programs that help individuals move from 
public assistance into full-time employment. Under federal SNAP 
E&T rules, approved third-party providers such as community-
based organizations, workforce development providers, and 
community colleges may receive a 50 percent federal 
reimbursement match for the non-federal dollars spent on 
eligible education and training expenses. However, existing 
statute restricts colleges from fully coordinating gap 
assistance with SNAP E&T participation, leaving available 
federal dollars unutilized. LB1086 [INAUDIBLE] removes that 
barrier. It does not create a new program, expand eligibility, 
or appropriate state funds. Instead, it aligns state statute 
with federal program structure, improves efficiency, and ensures 
Nebraska can better leverage existing resources to serve 
individuals seeking to enter the workforce. I'd like to 
highlight the testimony of Metro Community College brought 
before the Education Committee during the hearing. They spoke of 
their long-standing use of SNAP E&T, including successful 
implementation, student outcomes, and the leveraging of federal 
resources to expand services and staffing. Additionally, 
representatives of Northeast Community Colleges spoke about 
their approval process required for community colleges to 
participate as SNAP E&T providers, and why the statutory 
clarification is necessary for newly-approved colleges to fully 
utilize the program and serve eligible students. In closing, 
LB1086 is about better coordination, better use of federal 
funds, and assuring Nebraska workforce training programs work 
together as intended. It's a technical fix with meaningful 
impact, and I respectfully ask for your green vote on LB1086. 
Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Dover. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, and waive closing. Senators, 
the question is the advancement of LB1086 to E&R Initial. All 
those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, 
Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: 41 ayes, 0 nays on the advancement of the bill, 
Mr. President.  
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KELLY: LB1086 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

ASSISTANT CLERK: Mr. President, LB1096 introduced by Senator 
Bostar at the request of the Governor. A bill for an act 
relating to state security; to provide criminal penalties; to 
provide duties for the attorney general; to adopt the Preventing 
Lethal Agricultural and natural-- National Threats Act; to adopt 
the Critical Infrastructure Protection Act; to authorize the 
withholding of records relating to critical water infrastructure 
as provided; to provide a civil penalty for certain 
communications providers as prescribed; to harmonize provisions; 
to provide severability; and to repeal the original sections. 
The bill was first read on January 15 of this year, and it was 
referred to the Committee on Judiciary chaired by-- and that 
committee reports the bill to General File with committee 
amendments.  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, you're recognized to open.  

BOSTAR: Thank you, Mr. President. LB1096 is a bill to protect 
Nebraska agriculture from deliberate biological attacks, and 
harden Nebraska's critical infrastructure against foreign 
adversary control and exploitation. Agricultural threats are not 
limited to naturally-occurring diseases or pests. The federal 
agencies, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture, have 
repeatedly warned about the risk of intentional or reckless 
introduction of pathogens that could cause widespread harm, 
whether for economic disruption, geopolitical leverage, or 
sabotage. LB1096 addresses the risk by establishing criminal 
penalties for the unauthorized importation of high-risk 
agricultural pathogens or pests. A knowing violation is a Class 
III felony, or a Class IIA felony when the violation involves 
concealment of origin, foreign government involvement or 
funding, or when economic damages exceed $1 million. The bill 
also takes a targeted approach to protecting Nebraska's critical 
infrastructure. It prohibits companies and government entities 
responsible for constructing, repairing, or operating critical 
systems, such as 9-1-1 services, communications networks, 
cybersecurity systems, and the electric grid from knowingly 
entering into agreements that would allow a foreign adversary to 
directly or remotely access or control that infrastructure. The 
bill also updates Nebraska's public records provisions to allow 
for the withholding of sensitive information related to critical 
water infrastructure and critical telecommunications and 
broadband infrastructure when public disclosure would create a 
substantial risk to public safety or system security. Since the 
passage of LB63 in 2023, communications providers operating in 
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Nebraska are required to annually certify to the Public Service 
Commission that the-- that they do not use communications 
equipment identified at the federal level as posing a national 
security risk. LB1096 strengthens this requirement by adding 
enforcement provisions. Beginning November 8, 2026, the attorney 
general may impose civil penalties on any communications 
provider that fails to submit the required certification or 
cannot verify that its network is free of prohibited equipment. 
Finally, LB1096 clarifies and strengthens Nebraska's economic 
security by, by prohibiting foreign adversarial companies from 
receiving state tax incentives across multiple economic 
development programs if an, if an entity is organized under, 
controlled by, or operating on behalf of a foreign adversary. It 
should not benefit from Nebraska taxpayer-supported incentive 
programs. This provision does not target legitimate 
international commerce; rather, it ensures that state incentive 
dollars are not subsidizing entities tied to governments that 
may pose strategic risks to our state and nation. Securing 
Nebraska's critical infrastructure and agricultural ecosystem 
from foreign threats is vital for our state's economy, public 
safety, and long-term resilience. LB1096 was brought at the 
request of the Governor and was heard on February 5 in the 
Judiciary Committee, and I would request your green vote on 
AM2726 and LB1096. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bostar. As the Clerk stated, there's a 
committee amendment. Senator Bosn, you're recognized to open.  

BOSN: Thank you, Mr. President. [MALFUNCTION]. AM2726 is the 
Judiciary Committee amendment to LB1096. It's a white-copy 
amendment that removes the original Sections 6-13 of LB1096, 
which referenced the Critical Infrastructure Protection Act and 
also resolved all the concerns of opponents of the original 
bill. AM2726 redefines the following terms: "critical 
infrastructure," "government entity," "foreign principal," 
"company," "cybersecurity," and "foreign adversary." It also 
provides that companies and government entities shall not 
knowingly enter into a contract relating to in-- critical 
infrastructure with a company that is a foreign principal if 
direct or remote access to control of critical infrastructure 
would be allowed. AM2726 does provide that such a contract may 
be entered into if there is no other reasonable option for 
addressing the need, and if not entering into such contract 
would pose a greater threat to the state than that associated 
with the contract. AM2726 also provides that any company that is 
not a foreign adversarial company shall only use benefits 
against income taxes of the members of the same group of 
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companies that are not foreign adversarial companies. Any tax 
liability attributed to members of the unitary group that are 
foreign adversarial companies shall be determined using the 
apportionment formula used to determine the amount of tax due. 
No incentives shall be given to a foreign adversarial company as 
defined. AM2726 further provides flexibility for the Public 
Service Commission to administratively fine any communications 
provider which violates provisions relating to registration. 
Finally, beginning November 8, 2026, and in addition to other 
penalties and relief provided by law, the attorney general shall 
assess a civil penalty of up to $10,000 per day against any 
communications provider that fails to submit to the annual 
certification required, or is unable to certify that its network 
is free of covered equipment and services pursuant to subsection 
(4)(c). Colleagues, I ask for your support of AM2726 to LB1096. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bosn. Moving to the queue, Senator 
Brandt, you're recognized to speak.  

BRANDT: Thank you, Mr. President. Would Senator Bostar be 
available for a question?  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, would you yield?  

BOSTAR: Of course. 

BRANDT: So, Senator Bostar, this is a bill to help agriculture. 
Can you tell me specifically what problem this bill solves for 
agriculture?  

BOSTAR: Well, I, I think it is working to put the appropriate 
penalty structure around the importation of dangerous pathogens 
that pose a risk to agriculture.  

BRANDT: But isn't that the job of the federal government, the 
USDA, to do that? Why, why does the state of Nebraska have to 
enact this?  

BOSTAR: Well, I think it's all of our jobs to protect 
agriculture, Senator.  

BRANDT: Well, I would agree with you, as a farmer. But if all 50 
states have to do this, why would you want to hodgepodge of 50 
different laws out there when the federal government generally 
handles these things? I mean, can you, can you tell me an 
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example, specifically, of, of an instance in agriculture that 
this bill is going to correct?  

BOSTAR: I actually really appreciate that question. So, we are 
using the federal list of designated hazardous pathogens and 
pests. So, it's not a hodgepodge, it's a single list. Now, we do 
provide the Nebraska Department of Agriculture the ability to, 
if they determine necessary, to add a pathogen or a pest of 
concern. But from our starting point, we are just using the 
federal list. So, unless our state Department of Agriculture 
feels that there is something of importance that they need to 
protect against, it will remain the federal list. So, I, I 
suppose I'm, I'm less concerned with sort of disparate 
designations of certain pathogens.  

BRANDT: So, I mean, is, is Nebraska going to designate something 
different from the feds?  

BOSTAR: Well, they would have the ability to add something if 
they felt that was important.  

BRANDT: OK. And then, I guess the second part of my question-- I 
understand we did some things concerning cell phone towers and 
foreign components last year or the year before. But here again, 
doesn't that fall under the Federal Communications Commission? 
Don't they have jurisdiction over that?  

BOSTAR: I mean, they, they certainly do regulate 
telecommunications, just as we pass laws and have programs 
related to them as well. So, it's-- you know, I think that this 
is very clearly something the federal government and state 
governments deal with.  

BRANDT: All right. Thank you, Senator Bostar.  

BOSTAR: Thank you.  

BRANDT: I'm not quite sure where I'm at on this bill yet. I 
guess I'm going to wait and listen to some of the debate. Thank 
you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Brandt and Bostar. Senator Conrad, 
you're recognized to speak.  

CONRAD: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, colleagues. I 
rise in opposition to the committee amendment and the underlying 
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legislation. I've had a chance to touch base briefly with my 
friend, Senator Bostar. We have a fundamental difference of 
opinion on a lot of these measures that he brings due to fears 
about China and the Chinese Communist Party. I understand the 
threats that those foreign adversaries bring forward, but I 
remain unconvinced that it is the role of the Nebraska 
Legislature to wade into this territory. As to Senator Brandt's 
point in regard to this specific bill, yes, it is illegal to 
intentionally introduce pathogens into the food supply in the 
United States. Such actions are already subject to criminal 
penalties and investigation by the U.S. Department of Justice 
and the Food and Drug Administration. There's a whole set of 
laws, including significant-- as they should be-- criminal and 
civil penalties to help keep our food supply safe. So, much like 
we have an ongoing dialogue in this body about whether we need 
to enact new or different criminal penalties, create new crimes, 
or, or bring forward criminal enhancements, a similar line of 
reasoning exists in regards to this legislation. This issue is 
already illegal, subject to criminal and civil penalties in the 
federal level. There's multiple federal juris-- agencies that 
have jurisdiction to actively and aggressively pursue these 
kinds of threats to ag and to our food system, and they should, 
and they do. The other parts that I want to make sure to lift up 
in regards to the attempts to sweep up or fix the quote-unquote 
unintended consequences in regards to the foreign adversary act, 
I believe it was LB644 that passed last year, and that seemed to 
disrupt the contracts related to corporate welfare tax 
incentives for some of the largest companies in Nebraska that 
were reaping millions under those, but perhaps ensnared in this 
legislation because of our misguided attempt to wade into 
regulating foreign adversaries with that law. I, I don't care 
about that component. I think it is an Exhibit A about what 
happens when the Nebraska Legislature does move into this space, 
and it does have real and serious consequences. But I don't care 
about large corporations losing their corporate welfare. They 
all have high-powered lobbyists that were well aware of that 
bill, that were asked to engage on that bill because of those 
risks, and they chose not to. So, I, I don't think the Nebraska 
Legislature needs to rush in to paper over it and patch it up 
and fix it because those corporate lobbyists didn't do their 
jobs. And I think they should lose their tax incentives in that 
regard, and those can go back on our balance sheet. The last 
piece that I want to make sure to lift up on this, which I am 
hopeful, in continued dialogue and discussion with my friend 
Senator Bostar-- I do believe that this paints with too broad a 
brush in terms of eviscerating and weakening our strong public 
records law. Nebraska has a strong and proud tradition of open 



Transcript Prepared by Clerk of the Legislature Transcribers Office 
Floor Debate March 30, 2026 
 

216 of 222 

government that's primarily effectuated through our public 
meetings and our public records laws. The measure in relation to 
information about the water system was discussed with me pre-
session by representatives from the city of Lincoln who shared 
the example about why they needed to carve up and clamp down on 
our public records laws. Number one, I think it's a total 
misread on their part. Number two, I don't think it is necessary 
because we already take into account those kinds of critical 
infrastructure issues in our public records laws, and I think 
providing additional information that is literally not subject 
to public inspection in our public records laws, whether that be 
a citizen who wants [MALFUNCTION] who wants information, it 
just-- it paints with-- 

KELLY: That's your time, Senator.  

CONRAD: --far too broad a brush. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Conrad. Senator John Cavanaugh, you're 
recognized to speak.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. Good evening, 
colleagues. So-- well, I appreciated Senator Brandt's questions, 
and I appreciate Senator Conrad's context. I just wanted to push 
in on this. It's-- since it's 9:38 and this is a pretty 
substantive bill, and I think this does remind me of the bill 
that Senator Conrad was just talking about, and I apologize, I 
didn't write down the number. But I remember debating that bill 
last year, and I raised a number of concerns that were specific 
to how that bill dealt with who was responsible for oversight 
and where the registration was for folks registering as a 
foreign agent. Senator Conrad raised several separate concerns, 
Senator Dungan raised several separate concerns, and I think 
others did also raise concerns. And I recall in that debate 
where people were getting, we'll say frustrated with the nature 
of the concerns that were raised. And the reason I point that 
out is I was asked the-- some point in the last year by a 
journalist who was looking into this if, if-- why no one had 
raised the specific concerns that they were looking into, which 
of course was the issue of the loss of incentives for 
businesses, the unintentional or intentional loss of incentives 
because of major businesses being determined to be associated 
with foreign adversaries. And they asked why had nobody raised, 
raised that, and I said, well, I was focused [MALFUNCTION] on 
that. And of course, we all have a job to do here. And a lot of 
us try to look at things and find ways to fix them, and find-- 
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you know, raise concerns and [MALFUNCTION] questions, and that 
is-- that's-- that is hard work to look through all these things 
and find concerns, and to propose [MALFUNCTION]. And, you know, 
doing it at 9:40 at night, of course, is very difficult, which 
is why I'm not here proposing any solutions right now; I'm more 
suggesting that we maybe need to take a harder look at this 
bill, because one of the things about this bill is that it is 
addressing a number of the concerns that were caused, the 
problems that were caused that did not get addressed in that 
previous bill, including those folks, those businesses being cut 
off from the incentives that apparently we do intend for them to 
have, but they were inadvertently left off. I also thought about 
punching in when we were taking up the appointment [MALFUNCTION] 
today because one of the things in that original bill was that 
[MALFUNCTION] of us are required to check affirmatively that you 
are not a foreign agent. And you know when you're supposed to do 
that? Your C-1 form. And all of us file a C-1 form, I think it's 
by March [MALFUNCTION] We all filled out that C-1. Hopefully you 
all filled out the C-1 that had the box checked on it and you 
checked it. If you didn't, go back and check and make sure that 
you filled out the updated C-1. But the thing that we should all 
keep in mind as we are looking at appointees is that law went 
into effect by October 1 of 2025, meaning anyone appointed to a 
position after October 1, 2025 needed to fill out a C-1 that 
affirmatively checked that. And there were several people who 
did that; I, I actually looked them all up and put on notice 
[MALFUNCTION] office, and they did their job, I think. At least 
I-- the-- those 11 folks were corrected. But one of them was 
Maureen Larsen, had checked-- turned in a C-1 after October 1 
[MALFUNCTION] affirmatively state she was not a foreign 
adversary. Meaning somebody who was in the PRO office last year, 
who we just appointed to the Department of Economic Development 
was required by law to declare whether or not they were a 
foreign agent, and they didn't do it, and so did 10 other people 
that we appointed or were appointing, or the Governor appointed 
in the interim fashion to a number of boards and commissions and 
positions that require that disclosure. And so, I'm telling you 
all this because-- not because I think that that is a serious 
oversight, although I think it's interesting. I'm saying this-- 
when we rush to do these things, we create all these artificial 
burdens, we create all these other problems, [MALFUNCTION] all 
of these things all the way, and we don't do our best work 
because we're all rushing to, in some of these cases, prove how 
tough we are. And people [MALFUNCTION] to that last bill or 
raise those concerns, and there was actually-- I'm going to run 
out of time, but I'll just push my light so I can, I can finish 
this other thought. But that's one of the problems with taking 
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up this bill tonight at this point in time, is because there 
probably are legitimate things to be raised in this. And again, 
I would point to the fact-- my understanding is that there was a 
secondary hearing on this bill. And when I pulled up 
[MALFUNCTION] that we were getting to this bill, I [MALFUNCTION] 

KELLY: You're next in the queue.  

J. CAVANAUGH: Thank you, Mr. President. I looked at the 
[MALFUNCTION] come out of committee 5-3 [MALFUNCTION] committee 
members [MALFUNCTION] and got some insight there. And then I 
looked at the opponents, which include the Nebraska 
Telecommunications Association, CTIA-- I don't know what that 
stands for-- Nebraska Advocacy Group, Nebraska Public Power 
District, Viaero Wireless, Nebraska Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry, Greater Omaha Chamber of Commerce, and then neutral 
was the bankers association, the volunteer firefighters, the 
Farmers Union, and Lincoln Premium Poultry. So, at this hour, I 
did go and find and see the Nebraska Chamber of Commerce was out 
there, and they told me that they had testified opposed, and 
then I think neutral at the subsequent hearing. I, I don't see 
that there's necessarily a reference to the subsequent here. My 
understanding is [MALFUNCTION] the committee [MALFUNCTION] is, 
for the most part, the concerns that were raised by most of the 
folks that were there. And again, the reason I'm pointing that 
out is, at 9:44 on the 40-- 52nd day of the session-- and this 
is just not the time to take up something that is a-- has such 
broad-reaching implications and complexity, and maybe require 
some more constructive criticism. And the type of constructive 
criticism that was attempted the last time we had one of these 
overseas adversary type bills and were not received in the 
spirit in which they were intended, which I think was to try to 
fix some of the problems-- and here we are, trying to address 
those in a new bill that had to have two hearings and another 
amendment brought. And so, that's why I have serious concerns 
about where this bill is at at this point time. And so-- and why 
I'm not proposing any constructive criticisms. I just think we 
should maybe take a step back and, and not go forward with this 
bill at this point in time. Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Cavanaugh. Senator Hunt, you're 
recognized to speak.  

HUNT: Thank you, Mr. President. I wasn't going to get in the mix 
on this, but, you know, listening to my colleagues share their 
opposition to this measure, I, I just want to add my voice to 
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that chorus, honestly. And I know I can just push my red light, 
and that's fine. But at 9:45 p.m., after over 12 hours of work 
here on one of the last days of session, we are picking up a 
measure that had significant opposition that deals with issues 
of national security, which is honestly not really in the scope 
of our [MALFUNCTION] our work here in the Legislature. And 
that's not to say that it shouldn't be. That's not to say that 
it couldn't be. That's not to say there aren't valid problems 
and challenges and issues raised by LB1096. That's not to not 
say that Senator Bostar, you know, perhaps through his 
friendship with Congressman Flood or through other relationships 
that he has, knows something we don't about the big China threat 
to Nebraska. But I think that Senator Brandt raised very valid 
questions about what really is the threat to agriculture. I 
think Senator Conrad raised good questions about the legal 
implications of some of the past bills that we've done on this 
world police stuff through the Legislature. And I also think 
good points were raised about the fact that tampering with the 
food supply is already illegal, that there are already federal 
laws against these kinds of things, and that a patchwork of 50 
different laws in this country that address national security 
issues and the Chinese Communist Party and adversary nations and 
all of these things, while they might be fun for us-- OK, what 
do I mean by fun? I mean, I think there are members of this 
body, through their own personal experience and interest with 
matters of national security, whether that's through military 
service or through being a fan of a certain genre of movie or 
book, have a special interest in feeling like they are 
contributing to the security of Nebraska and would like to take 
opportunities to feel like they're taking measures toward that. 
But with the questions raised tonight, I think being a present, 
not voting on this one is fine. And I also think adjournment is 
fine. I think it would be OK for us to pick this up in the 
morning, to have some questions answered overnight, and to 
approach this fresh in the morning if it's not defeated tonight. 
Thank you, Mr. President.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Hunt. Senator McKinney, you're 
recognized to speak.  

McKINNEY: Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in opposition of the 
AM2726 and LB1096. I voted against this in committee. You know, 
I was thinking about something. The director of our prisons, you 
know, spoke on a bill earlier this session in a hearing. He was 
like, oh, yeah, our population is decreasing, and just trying to 
get praise for that because the population has somewhat 
decreased. I'll have to double-check on that. Then I was 
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thinking, hmm, Director Jeffreys was the one that asked for 
attorney general's opinion on LB50, which delayed its 
implementation. Then, it took our Supreme Court to say that it 
was constitutional. So, I don't know why he wanted praise for a 
decrease in population based on LB50 or another bill, LB631. And 
then, you know, I wanted to tell him-- and I did tell him this 
in an email-- well, he should be upset with the felony factory, 
which is the Nebraska State Legislature, because if his 
population is decreasing and we're passing all these felonies 
weekly, then it's only right to say you should forecast an 
increase in population because we needed to pass all these bills 
with all these increased enhancements and felonies, so, there 
goes your decrease in population, and back to the projected 
overcrowded new prison that you are spending $400-plus million 
dollars on, and it's not going to property tax relief. So, I 
just wanted to say that this bill adds to the, you know, the 
issue with this place. More felonies, less solutions. I guess 
we're scared of China for some reason. It's-- I'm still trying 
to wrap my head around that, and why so many bills for China. I 
know they say national security and all these threats. It's very 
interesting. There's a bunch of other threats I think we should 
be prioritizing in this place other than China. But it's, it's 
interesting. It's 10:00-- well, 9:50 at night. We're still in 
the Legislature. We're about to pass another bill that is going 
to provide more new felonies for, for our, our state. Nobody 
cares. Nobody's in the queue. A bill that probably, if it got 
put on the agenda at 1:30 today, would take maybe 5, maybe 8 
hours, is just going to slide by. And nobody cares about the 
unintended consequences of this bill, nobody cares about the 
increase in felonies. We're just going to let it go. You know? 
So, I just wanted to let y'all know, the new prison that they 
told y'all was the solution to our overcrowding population will 
be overcrowded, one; two, because it's overcrowded, that means 
programming is going to be minimal, if any. So, the prison 
capital of Nebraska will be the city of Lincoln or the county of 
Lancaster. And, you know, hopefully the Chinese don't try to go 
into that new prison either. Thank you. 

KELLY: Thank you, Senator McKinney. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, Senator Bosn, you're recognized to close on the committee 
amendment, and waive. Members, the question is the adoption of 
AM2726. All those in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote 
nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 29 ayes, 11 nays on adoption of the committee amendment.  

KELLY: AM2726 is adopted. Mr. Clerk.  
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CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Bostar would move to amend with 
AM2313.  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, you're recognized to open.  

BOSTAR: Withdraw that, please.  

KELLY: So ordered.  

CLERK: In that case, Mr. President, I have nothing further at 
this time.  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, you're recognized to close on the bill.  

BOSTAR: Thank you, Mr. President, and thank you, colleagues. And 
for those who were concerned, the committee amendment did 
address the opposition to the underlying bill. Also, although it 
didn't come up, it addressed the fiscal note for the bill, so I 
just wanted to point that out. With that, encourage your green 
vote. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bostar. Members, the question is the 
advancement of LB1096 to E&R Initial. All those in favor, vote 
aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: 31 ayes, 9 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB1096 is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk.  

CLERK: Mr. President, General File, LB9-- LB1096A introduced by 
Senator Bostar. It's a bill for an act relating to 
appropriations; appropriates funds to aid in the carrying out of 
the provisions of LB1096. Bill was read for the first time on 
March 25 of this year and placed directly on General File.  

KELLY: Senator Bostar, you're recognized to open.  

BOSTAR: Thank you, Mr. President. This is the A bill for LB1096. 
The initial green copy had a fiscal note. As this moves to 
Select File, that will be resolved. But at the moment, it still 
has the A bill, so vote however you'd like. Thank you.  

KELLY: Thank you, Senator Bostar. Seeing no one else in the 
queue, you're recognized to close, waive closing. Senators, the 
question is the advancement of LB1096A to E&R Initial. All those 
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in favor, vote aye; all those opposed, vote nay. Record, Mr. 
Clerk.  

CLERK: 31 ayes, 9 nays on advancement of the bill, Mr. 
President.  

KELLY: LB1096A is advanced to E&R Initial. Mr. Clerk. 

CLERK: Mr. President, single name add: Senator Ballard, name 
added to LB304. And a priority motion: Senator Hardin would move 
to adjourn the body until Tuesday, March 31 at 9:00 a.m.  

KELLY: The question is the motion to adjourn. All those in 
favor, say aye. Those opposed, nay. The Legislature is 
adjourned.  


