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programs. We have, in Health Committee, g pi|| that's already
been killed to expand Medicaid to coverfor |ow incone peoplé
drug and al cohol treatnment programns. Those concepts languish
for lack of attention and support while we nove forward on these
typ_es of m_ore punitive neasures. | agmsi n'p|y Sayi ng you can' t
do it by punishment al one, you have to have prografs. Apd_ sp
until | see some effort to deal with that side of it, Pcan t
support further punitive neasures wi thout recognizing the iner
side of the equation.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thank you. Senator Morrissey.

SENATOR MORRI SSEY:  Thank you, M. Speaker, and menbers, Senator
Chambers' amendment fell” on the side of the worker, made the
employer have to prove | ppajrnent. Now that mght seem
outlandish to some of you but it seens pretty falr,rea”y to
me. The waythings are now with Senator Hefner's language,

anything related to drugs that affects the enpl oyment
reYati onshi p can disqualify agwor ker from unenpl oyment rH)enewn?s.

It's very unclear. |t's very bad |law. It's a bad policy for
this state to take and | would ask you to defeat this amendnent.
As | said earlier, we had a sinple unenpl oyment increase that we
shoul d have voted on hours ago, but in our fervor to punish, ¢
Senator Wesely has pointed out, to penalize {phege people for
this heinous crime, the nost heinous crinme we can, apyof us can
think of, the use of one drug or another, we jnsist on trying to

add this type of baggage to a sinple, sinple bill that was very

just and was not in any nmeans excessiVve. I would urge you to
defeat this amendnent. Look at this language, look at this
| anguage and tell ne how clear it is. It is very unclear very

bad policy for the state to allow this type of discrimnation to
exi st and we should just sinply defeat this amendnment and get on

with voting for workers' unenployment increases. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senat or Hefner, please, followed by Senators
Coordsen and Chambers.

SENATOR HEFNER: Mr. Presi dent, menbers of the body' w ha we're
talking hereis a step towards a drug-free workpl ace and what'

wrong with that? If we're really serious about the drug
proble_:m, what's wrong with that ? I don't think there is
anything wrong. Also, we're talking about these employees
endangering lives. |f they' re driving a vehicle, it's not only

endangering their own lives 'but also the lives of others. Also
if they're operating equipnent, machinery, they're endangeriné
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