February 28, 1990 LB 315

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Schmit. Senator Schmit. Thank you.
Senator Morrissey, on the Chanbers anendnent.

SENATOR MORRI SSEY: On the Hefner anmendnent.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Correction. Thank you. You are absolutely
right, on the Hefner amendnent.

SENATOR MORRI SSEY: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, gpq
menbers, again, it seens fairly sinple to me now, let's get “gp
with it. If we adopt.. .if we adopt these amend entS,, they go
into effect this summer and the good | pcreas the der at e
increases we have provided won't go into e?sf'ect til Iggnuary.
So in our yeoman effort to rai se unenpl oynent compensation we
have adoptedincreases, very noderate, that will go into effect
in January of '91. But these restrictions that we gre lacing
on themnow will go into effect this sumrer and that bothers ne
and | know it bothers some of the other menbers. Wwe are si mpl.y
trying to raise the conpensation rate that was very justified
and needed raising andnow we're gddi ng all this extra. .extra
weight on this bill and all the reStrictions and they go into
effect before, well before the conpensation rates do and we
started talking about this last year. So it's going to be '89
when we started talking about it, whenit should have been done,

if not before then and it's going to be '90 pefore it does go
into effect, but yet the restrictions that we' re trying to
i npose upon these people go into effect this  summer.

That's.. .that's just one of the problems | have with the bill.
Agai n, how does someone being disqualified ¢ somat(Jﬂ na that
'

affects an empl oyment rel ationship, how does that ive to the
point of elininating drugs fromthe workplace? |{qoesn't sa
anything about that. It says an enploynent relationship whic

is some sort of unclear termthat nobody understands and no pe
has been able to explain howitdrives to the part of. 4y {he
heart of making the connection that is needed in federal [aw
inpairment on the job. No one has explained that. That's the
first question | asked when we started way back when arguing
this bad amendment. And no one has expl ai ned how that clearly
mekes the connection as required by federal |awto on-the-job
imairment and | am still waiting for that connection to be
made, that clear connection. Andif anyof you see the clear
connection, go ahead and vote for thi's bad amendnent. Butif
you agree with me, that it s very unclear, very anbiguous,
allows for random discrimnation at a bad enployer’s option,

10062



