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SENATOR WESELY: Oka y , so we are talking about new money
then?

SPEAKER NICHOL: Talking about what?

S ENATOR WESELY: O ka y , we are talking about Senator DeCamp's
amendment being adopted which would be new money instead of
taking money away from DPI.

SPEAKER NICHOL: We are back to the Lynch-DeCamp amendment.

SENATOR WESELY: Okay , well, this is certainly a b ett e r ,
more straightforward way to deal with the problem and I want
to thank Senator DeCamp for recognizing that. I di d s u ppor t
280A a n d 2 80 and I di d support i nc re a s ed funding f or
community mental health and alcoholism programs. They do
deserve m ore s uppor t . I t h i n k I wi l l p roba b l y g o a h ead and
vote for this amendment. The only caution I have i s t h a t
t hi s 6 0 0 , 00 0 w o u l d b e n e w monies and we are tight on the
budget, but as some of us have r e c ogn i z ed , t he s e pr og r a ms
are worthy programs that have b een under f unded . W e d o n e ed
to have additional support. The one additional caveat I
have is that with the $6.8 million M edicaid p i c ku p wh i c h
will reduce county property t axes, they do have some
f l ex i b i l i t y i n t he i r bud g e t s n ow to per h aps p i c k up so me
programs for mental health and for alcoholism so t he
counties should be able to put in more money to help beef up
some of these programs where needed. So I don't know that
they can't handle that locally but I still think the state
does have some responsibility so I will vote for this.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Warner please, then Senator Hefner.

SENATOR WARNER: Mr. President,members of the Legislature,
so that there is no misunderstanding, what I have indicated
is that these two programs were not c o n s i d e red fo r a ch an g e
during the budget hearings because of LB 280. Now whether
or not if 280 had not been introduced, w hether t h e r e w o u l d
h ave been an i nc r e a s e or w ould n o t h av e b ee n an inc rease
r ecommended b y t h e committee I d on't know. We ne v e r
discussed the point. But we did assume that any inc r ease
would be coming from the increased revenue which up until a
f ew days ago was t r u e . So I had a problem with the original
amendment because it dug into the funds f or DPI . I t was
equivalent of what the salary in c r e ase would have been and
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