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be superfluous. But in case it is vetoed, we wouldn't lose the
noncontroversial parts of LB 325. So I woul d ask yo u r s up p o r t

PRESIDENT: The motion is the amendment by Senator Wesely. Do
you wish to speak on the amendment, Senator Pappas? Do you wi sh
to speak o n th e We.ely amendment, Senator P a ppas ? Ve r y we l l .
The motion xs the adopt>on of the amendment by Senator Wesely to
LB 311. All those zn favor vote aye, opposed vot e n a y . Ma y we
h ave yo ur vo t e aye o r nay, please, on the Wesely amendment to
LB 31 1 M )y wv h av e y o u! v o t o ay .. o! » ay , p l ea s e. Rec o r d t he
v ote , M r . Cl e r k .

CLERK: 27 ayes , 0 na ys , M r . Pr e s i de n t , on adoption of Senator
We .ely's amendment to the bill.

PRESIDENT: The amendment is adopted .

CLERK: Mr. President, Senator Wesely would move t o a m end and
thrs amendment is on page 2014 of the Journal.

PRESIDENT: Senator Wesely.

S ENATOR WFSELY: Okay, thxs ! s t h e l um p s u m p r o v i s i o n s , I
b el! eve , ! . . n ' t i t '. ' o ka y . Sena t o r M i I l e ! . Senato ! M> I l e r v r
S enator Lund y . Sena t o ; Lund y , if I could have your attention.
Senator Miller and Senator Lundy both had concerns ab o u t l ump
sum for sta te em ployees. Thxs thing we adopted in 325 dealt
with the problem that we could have a lawsuit and lose it over.
Th!.s would have the same provisions for county employee . So I
am taking Senator Miller's amendment to 325 and applying i t t o
county employees so that we don't lose that lawsuit and have to
give up lump sum completely. Sc, hopefully, you will agree t o
pu thxs on. The l anguage is there toadopt it exactly as we
did for the state employees and it zs the same system plan so we
thought we had better do that while we c ould . I t h i nk t h er e is
an amendment to that, isn't there, Pat?

CLERK: Ye s , s i r , you h ave an amendment to the amendment,

for the amendment.

Mr. P r e s > den t .

SENATOR WESELY: Okay, there was a drafting error in this that
we n e e d t o adopt . Be c au s e we =ook the exact same language as
the state employees have now, " s t a t e " employee was inserted in
one place wnen i t sh ould have been "county " employee . So I
would ask for this amendment to the amendment and then adoption
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