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driving can come over here and get a license and start
driving right away. So t h is strengthening provision closes
a loophole by saying that you can't qualify for a d r i v er ' s
l i c e ns e i n Neb r as k a i f a l i c e ns e g r ant ed i n another state is
s t i l l und e > g o i n g a pe r i od o f s u s pen s i on . So, y ou s e e t h i s
bill strengthen.. the law in some respects. It softens the
law in other respects. It i s i n t e n ded t o p l u g l oop h o l e s .
I t i s i nt en de d t o g e n e r a l l y m a k e the drunk driving law work
better so we can continue on the course of l i ves s aved and
injuries saved and property damage s aved t ha t we n a v e d o n e
so wel l i n pu r su i n g t he l ast four years as the statistics
that I distributed to you earlier today show. T he b i l l cam e
out of the Judiciary Committee unanimously and I would a s k
that it be advanced today. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Sieck.

SENATOR SIECK: Mr. President and members of the body, I
wil l n o t t ake t oo muc h t i m e , b ut I do support the bill. I
f eel t h a t i f a j u dge h a s a l i t t l e mo r e discre t i o n w h i c h i s
proper an d I r e al l y l i ke t he p os i t i on of a 1 0-year t e r m o f
t aking t h e i r l i c en se a w ay . I had a young man in my area
that his license was taken away for life. I tell you his
p arents wer e ve r y un h appy and , of c ou r se , i t was a go od
lesson to that boy but I think this is a lesson that he is
going to know that he doesn't have t o d r i n k and h e i s
already correcting himself. Now, that means that he isn' t
going to get a license for life. Well , I f e el t h at h e
should h av e a ch an c e b e c a use when h e g e t s 2 5, 30 y e ar s o l d
he should be able to drive his car. Thank you .

SPEAKER NICHOL: Senator Higgins, please.

SENATOR HIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. President. I have t o r i se
and oppose this bill. You know the news media i s g o i n g t o
say, Marge Higgins is for drunk d r i v i n g , wh i c h i s n ot t r ue .
But t h e b i l l s ay s peop l e would be required to serve their
sentence of imprisonment on consecutive days. So i f a man
o r a woma n g o t 3 0 d ays , nstead of allowing them t o s e r v e
that time on their days off, whether they be weekends or
middle of the week, i they have to do 3 0 days o r 60 d ay s ,
then they are probably going to lose their job and when they
lose their job they lose their income and t hen t h e y ge t
b ehind i n a l l t he i r p ay men t s . And t h e n p e r h ap s we h av e t h e
family applying for social assistance. So who i s go i ng t o
pay in the long run? The taxpayers by forcing them to serve
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