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me talk a bit about the couple of letters that you' ve had
sent around. The first is from LES. They obviously oppose
this . The y ' re the rea s on that we are here in the f i rs t
place and they say that they like things as they are,
obviously, because they got the decision that they want.
But I should point something out, on page 2 of t he h a ndout
from LES, well its not exactly page 2, but it is on the fact
sheet from LES, page 2, they talk about the current status.
Earlier in their handout they say everything is clear, we
have a definition we like, everybody knows what it is, don' t
change i t . Ye t in their fact sheet they go into this
explanation that they feel that way, LES does, ye t t h e NECI
thinks the definition is exactly what we' re proposing in
this bill, at least that is my interpretation of their
handout. So that is to say that even on the management side
there is confusion as to what the definition is under the
present CIR ruling as to who is and who is not a supervisor.
There is confusion even in the handout from LES as to who is
and who i s n o t un d er t hat de f i n i t i o n. We have confusion.
We have a definition that's been used in the private sector
for years and has been clearly defined. It seems to me that
if you want to take care of confusion you go to something
that has clarified confusion and been effective over the
years and that's the definition under this bill. Now the
Health Care Association has been lobbying h e a v i l y a g a i nst
t his b i l l . The y ' r e really concerned about it, but they have
only one nursing home that's affected by this out of their
two hundred some n ursing homes. T h ey on l y have 40 nurs ing
homes that are public nursing homes in the first place and
only one of t h ose has a b argaining uni t r i g h t n o w . I don' t
k now i f any b ody e l s e i s going t o even t u a l l y g o into that
bargaining unit status, but clearly it is not a big problem
for them. Now they came in and th e y sai d , oh, we' re go ing
to get bargaining units and we' ve got to stop this, i ts j us t
awful , i t s j ust t e r r i b l e . We have c h a rge n u r ses out t her e .
They' r e i n ch a r g e o f the o t he r nur se s and if they' re in the
bargaining unit and they have disciplinary strength and they
have other supervi sory activity that would include them in
t he barga i n i n g uni t , i t w ould rea l l y hurt t h i ng s be c ause
then they'd be part of the bargaining unit, yet they'd have
to discipline those other bargaining unit people . Yo u k now
I said at the hearing, I' ve said out i n pr i v at e , those
people won't be in the bargaining unit. If they have a
supervisory job, if they perform that supervisory activity,
if it is substantial supervisory activity, if they do have
some disciplinary strength and some ability t o t ak e so me
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