
March 11, 198 6 LB 289

S ENATOR HANNIBAL: Y es , s ir .

SENATOR SIECK: The question is, does this b il l con t a i n a n
item in there where the employee would not be responsib l e
for an accident within an o rganiza t i o n o r w i t h i n a publ i c
utility?

SENATOR HANNIBAL: They would not be responsible?

SENATOR SIECK: Yes. Well, they would be responsible but
they could not sue the employee.

SENATOR HANNIBAL: They sue the employee already. You can
sue the employee, but because of the indemnification
policies and ordinances you have they are essentially suing
the subdi v i s i o n a s w e l l , t he y a re suing t h e s u b d i v i s i o n . So
you' re not suing the employee outside of the subdivision.
You have no a d v a n t age t o su e t h e employee outside of the
subdivision itself.

SENATOR SIECK: Okay, that's what I wanted. . . To m e t h a t i s
a proper motive here because I feel that the employee should
not be...he's responsible, yet he is fearful that he is
going to be sued, then there could be some problems and I
feel that the company that he is working for should be
responsible even though if the e mployee i s o u ts i d e o f t h e
institution that he is working f o r , su r e , h e c ould be
ensued. But if he is working for that company, then he
should be covered by that company and not his own insurance .
Sc I would agree with the bill.

SENATOR LAMB: Mr. President, do you have an amendment?

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Hoagland would move to amend
Senator Hannibal's amendment. Senator, this request I have

SENATOR LAMB: Senator Hoagland.

SENATOR HOAGLAND: Mr. P r e s i d en t and col l eagues, when we
debated this issue on the floor last year you' ll recall that
S enator Beu t l e r an d I appr i s e d t h e b o d y that the Judiciary
Committee heard this issue a nd a n o t h e r i ssu e , L B 5 2 2 , which
was reported out by the Judiciary Committee on a 5-2-1 vote
with five approving it, two not v ot in g an d on e a b sen t . And

in front of me is AM2441.
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