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busi ness has chosen to avail itself to those procedures. Thgse
are all termnation of enploynent rights. Those are all
termnation of enploynment areas that Senator Hefner's gmendment
doesn't deal with. This rises to a whole different |evel anglt
really...is Senator Chanbers wong? No, it's a difference in
phi | osophy. Senator Chanmbers is saying, look, if you' re going
to deny benefits, you have got to interject thi i
standar%l, much hi ghery st andar d. g It isn't a ﬂna”érr”sof hll,%k;ﬁ;
right or wrong, it's a matter of philosophy. |t's a matter of
what you think is available and what should be the gtandard in

which to deny benefits.  This amendment talks about being
connected with an jndividual's work. Senator Hefner's
amendnent, it talks about it's got to be connected with their

work and it's got to affect the enploynment relationship. Those
are standards that are already in conpliance with what the

federal laws are going to be.  Thephrase that Senator Hefner
has does not violate thefederal l'aw. |t's a phrase, | guess,
and a policy that |'"mconfortable with and I would not chodse to

interject the higher standard as Senator Chambers would do.
Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Coordsen, please.
SENATOR COORDSEN: Thank you, Nr. Speaker, gnd menbers of the

bOdy, | think Senator Kristensen exp| ained fromthe | ega|
perspective what t he Chambers anendment nmight do. aAnpd|had a

conversation an hour or so ago With senator Norrissey on the
same area and indicated willingness to | ook into the wording.
But when you change.. .the current procedures, as | understand

them for an unenpl oynent hearing, which is where disputed cases
go is in adninistrative |law, and the Departnent of Labor irjes
to operate those in such a way that it provides to the enpfoyee
the easi est possible way to have his case heard. |f we nove to
the word "impaired", as | understand the neaning of the word
used in labor law, that that requires the services of a
physician to give an opinion on the inpairment. Andit also
with a "substantially" could well give rise to the use of
attorneys in this particular case. And who benefits? If we use
the words "substantially inpaired', quite probably notthe

enpl oyee who thinks he was fired unjustl but
enpl oyer who i s able to afford botthhe n);adi cal tre@stthlerrrnnyt rélehd

the legal staff to support their opinion that the omployee was
substantially impaired. Senator Kristensen indicat eopt P{at what
we do has a...what we Changeln |ab0r |a.W’ and Certai nly in
other cases of law, snmall changes in wording have mgj or changes
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