
A pri l 1 2 , 1 9 8 5 LB 407

Thank y o u f o r visiting the Legislature this morning.
Senator Wesely, please. (Gavel.) Please, let's hold i t
down, please. Senator Wesely. S enator Wesely .

SENATOR WESELY: I' ll be very brief. W e' ve talked a lo t
about this. I sent around a memo, though,...an article that
I would like to show you. It' s from State Government News.
It just came out this week. If you didn t have a chance to
look at it, it's on your desk. I t s h ows t h a t t h e co n c ep t w e
are talking about here isn't out of step, we are just maybe
a step ahead of a lot of other states. A s you can se e t h e r e
are number of states, Virginia, Michigan, Washington, and a
few others that have looked at this concept. Some have
e nacted s ome l e g i s l at i on , it is caused "sunrise" legislation
v ersus s u n ' e t l eg i s l at i on b ecause t h e y s e e t he s ame th i n g s
we see, that is that this health licensure issue is going to
be bigger and bi gger as time goes on. I t need : ; a l og i ca l ,
systematic approach to d eal i n g w i t h t he i ssue s . T hey are ,
all across the country, looking at the concept t hat w e a r e
about, hopefully, to enact today in this Legislature. I
think it is a wise step to take. It is one that will show
t hat we c a n b e l ea d e r s o n an issue instead of following all
the time. If you' ll look at the handout you' ll s ee why i t
is such a big issue across the country. S enator. Higg i n s h a s
constantly spoken against the measure. I guess I un d e r s t a n d
where she is coming from. B ut I t hink most o f yo u
understand that there is another p erspective. That
perspective is that the way w e' ve handled t h e s e i ssues i n
t he pas t h a sn ' t wo r ke d , and we ar e go i ng t o h av e a bigger
problem in the future if we don't come up with a better way
t c dea l wi t h t he i s sue . I , aga i n , ask you t h i s , i f t h e
present system isn't working, and I don ' t t h i n k i t i s , hav e
we seen a better idea come from those that oppose it? Have
they giv.sn a constructive alternative to what we a re t a l k i n g
a bout , b ef o r e u s i n LB 407 ? No, they haven' t. They' ve just
attacked, attacked, attacked, not in a constructive fashion
whatsoever. If you pass the bill and we try i t t h i s yea r ,
you will have a chance to see whether it works o r not . I n
my est i m a t i o n i t wi l l work v e r y w el l . Bu t i f i t d o e s n ' t
work you' ve lost nothing. The bills are not going to go
anywhere t h i s se ssi o n a n y way . T hey'd h a v e t o b e car r i e d
o ver . Th e who l e p r o c e s s c an be w o r k e d t h r o u g h t hi s y e a r ,
a nd the n you c a n l oo k at it next year. If you say, gee ,
that didn' t work, let' s get rid of it, you have every right
to do that. But to at this point say no, before you even
see how i t wi l l f un ct i on , i s a mistake. I say you have
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