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S PEAKER BARRETT: T h ank y o u . Senator L i n d s ay .

SENATOR LINDSAY: Thank you, Mr. President, I'd like to address
some of the issues that are brought forth in this amendment,
just from my experience handling some, I guess not only DWIs,
but some other cases, too. First, we talk about the question of
delays and continuances and all that, believe me, if t hi s b i l l
passes there is apparently no incentive for these continuances,
this is going to correct that. By taking away their licenses,
people are going to want to go to trial right away,so I d o n ' t
t h ink t h a t i s v a l i d i f we intend to pass the bi ll. More
importantly, we' re not going to h ave this big ra sh of
depositions because depositions, pure and simple, cost money.
You' ve got to pay the attorney to go take the deposition, you' ve
got to pay a court reporter to go take the deposition, you' ve
got to pay for the transcript. If you' re taking a deposition of
an expert, you' ve got to pay for that expert's time. You r e a l l y
c an' t t a k e a n expert's deposition in a case like this, I
wouldn't think, for un der 500 bucks . So p eop l e a r e r ' t j u s t
going to be doing it left and right. We' re not going to eat up
all that time of these police officers as has been said because
it costs the defendant, and unless the defendant has a g r e at
deal at stake, they have to gauge...the attorney has to gauge
whether or not it is going to do any good. But we have t o h av e
that right available in those cases where it is going to do some
good. T rial by ambush has been over a long timeago. W e d o n ' t
throw people in jail because people hid information from them
before they went to trial. It just doesn't happen. Well , i n
that frame of mind, and I'm not saying that this would put trial
by ambush back in, but I am saying that depositions are accepted
i n se r i o u s c r i m es . I t h i n k we r un i n t o a l i t t l e l ogi c al p r ob l e m
here, that if we take away the rights to deposition, we ar e by
implication saying DWI is not serious. It is not serious enough
to warrant some of these protections. I think it is a serious
crime. I'm not arguing against that. We shoul d g et d ru nk
drivers off the road, but we shouldn't strip away rights and we
shouldn't make it easier to prove the case for the s tate a nd
things like that just to do that,we still have to defend the
individual's rights. Number two, Senator Warner h as m e n t io n e d
that you can get the information, that the prosecutor's office
wi.'l s ha r e all the information with you, and I h av e . . . I ' v e h ad
cases down here on that type of a caseand the city prosecutor
has provided me copies of that information. T hat doesn ' t h a p p en
everywhere and I can guarantee you it doesn't happen in O maha.
In Omaha in the city prosecutor's office, you are entitled to
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