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times that the goal of this legislation, I guess, a nd any o t h e r s
like it is simply to have a drug-free environment in the job
site. And we talked about the liability that goes a long w i t h
that and who shares it, who should be responsible for it, but I
can't help but think when we start to t a lk about exempting
people out from that drug-free environment, do we also admit
that those companies that want a drug-free environment only for
those people who work for them and have safety-related jobs are
affected by it and, therefore, simply disagree w ith Sen a t o r
Hefner and others that they really want a drug-free workplace.
I think you know that, just as I know that. I know that UP, for
example, applies that test t o e v e r y body a nd I think that' s
great, but I also know that other railroads don't do that and I
know that other employers don't do that. So em ploye rs d on ' t
play games with employees b y s a y i n g as l ong a s y o u h a v e a
safety-related job you' ve got t o be t est ed an d t hen ca l l
it...and all this amendment...all the amendments we have been
going through and everything else, the effort and t he r e al
concept, the principle, the ethic behind it is simply for a
drug-free environment. Maybe the ethic behind it is to protect
your liability cost. I can understand that kind of an argument
b ecause t h a t ' s ho n e s t but n ot t o say we wan t a d rug- f r ee
environment. But I think we talked about a number of things
today. Later on, I' ve got an amendment t hat ' s g oi ng t o w ip e
everything out we talked about for the last three days and just
get back to the basic bill and with 315 as w e on ce k ne w and
loved it and I think that's what we ought to do at this point in
time now. But, on the other hand, I do want to bring your
attention that we' re talking about a lo t of t hings at t h e
present time, one of which is so obvious, the discrimination
that can exist in companies as it applies to drug testing and as
it applies to those people who work for employers and it can be
called safety-related jobs, those people that work for employers
that don't have safety-related jobs and for the employers
themselves that maybe, in some cases, want to, in fact, avoid
the responsibility of blood testing themselves.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Morrissey, please.

SENATOR NORRISSEY: Thank you. J ust another example, folks,
testing under current state law provides for a backup test. A
preliminary test can be done by many methods but if a positive
is found, a backup test must be done by a GCNS, the state of the
art at this time to prove positively what t h e sc r een , the
initial screen, showed. If you exempt these employees, if you
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