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CITIZENS ARE THE
SECOND BODY OF THE
UNICAMERAL AND
RESPONSIBLE FOR
PROVIDING CHECKS
AND BALANCES IN THE
LAW-MAKING
PROCESS.

UNICAMERAL VOTE TRANSPARENCY:

ITETIME TO GET CITIZENS OUT OF THE DARK

When Nebraska taxpayers and vot-
ers are interested in an issue before
Congtress they expect to be able to fol-
low the bill, know how their represen-
tatives voted, and hold them account-
able. Fortunately, everyone gets this
from Congtess, including full transpar-
ency on the votes. Unfortunately, the

same i snot true
the Nebraska Unicameral.
Nebraskads rhanda

system requires something different
because it lacks the customary checks
and balances of the traditional legisla-
tures in the other 49 states and Con-
gress. Political parties shape legislative
strategies and monitor each otherfi
eager to attack legislative moves that
they perceive as counter to the will of
the people. The inherently different
unicameral structure was originally de-
vised to allow Nebraskans greater par-
ticipation in the law-making process.

In fact, the founders of the Uni-
cameral envisioned citizens to be the
second body responsible for checks
and balances. The process was in-
tended to provide greater visibility of
the entire legislative process to all citi-
zens so they could communicate their
will to their senators and hold them ac-
countable. A vital aspect for this con-

for Economic Research 2008).

cept to be successful is vote transpar-
ency.

What exactly is vote transparency?
Simply put, it is the recording and pub-

|l i shing of each seil
at each stage of its progression. This
sounds simple enough. When asked,

wiarg Nebrhslar® beliew® $hid 8 hoivs b
the system works. In fact, individual
senator votes are rarely recorded. Citi-

p & drelingha dark, ahnie not able to

know for sure their
tion on a bill until the very final vote
before going to the governor.

The lack of vote transparency is
particularly alarming considering Ne-
braskads tax burder
rounding states. T
studyy, Nebr askaods T,a x
identifies Nebrasks
012th highest indiwv
tion.! Significant tax burden reduction
will not happen without policy changes
and greater frugalness throughout state

government prompted by the second
body.

The study makes several recom-
mendations for Nebraska, including
more transparent tax policies. The au-
thor specifically suggested legislative
changes to ease Ne

LERNIE GOsS, PH.D., NEBRASKAG TAX COMPETITIVENESS 8 (Betk Brown ed., Platte Institute



NEBRASKAQ
NEIGHBORS PROVIDE
THEIR CITIZENS WITH A
RECORD OF HOW EACH
LEGISLATOR VOTED.

South Dakota

Nebraska

Colorado

Missouri

Figure 1 Unlike taxpayers in neighboring states, Nebraskans are kept in the dark
on how their senators vote during most stages of bill consideration.

Source: State Constitutions and Legislative Rules; compiled by South Carolina Policy Council.

den. Legislative action may truly be the
best hope for changing the tax climate.
However, due to the lack of vote trans-
parency, citizens are not able to act as a
second legislative body on this and
other important issues. Perhaps ironi-
cal l vy, |l ack of
problem for lower-taxed neighboring
states.

VOTE TRANSPARENCY TRADITIONS

vot e

to the governor for approval. The sys-
tem mirrors the federal level and pro-
vides greater transparency in the legis-
lative voting processfl transparency
that empowers citizens to get involved
in the law-making process.
transparency
The level of vote transparency that
neighboring states provide is the trend
around the country. In the states where
citizens are kept in the dark, like Ne-
braska, efforts are underway to de-

Votes are recorded by neighboring statesd change. South Carolina is a

Al l of
Wyoming, South Dakota, Iowa, Mis-
souri, Kansas and Coloradofl provide
citizens with a record of how each leg-
islator voted on every bill. (See Figure
1.) With their two-house systems, votes
cast in the first body often illuminate
partisan lines and aide constituents in
swaying the votes of the other body.
This happens before a bill is presented

prime example; the Governor has re-

Ne b r afis ka@anflySjoined #el effdat xc0 Have the

Legislatureds rul

provide vote transparency.?

In Nebraska, votes are also recorded befc
govern

going to the

Similar to the process in surround-
ing states, the Nebraska Unicameral, as
a manner of tradition, provides vote

2Yvonne Wenger, Effort to Force Roll Calls Beginzost AND COURIER (Chatleston, SC), Sept.

25,2008, at http:/ /www.chatleston.net/news/2008/sep/25/
effort_force_roll_calls_begins55763/ (tettieved Oct. 3, 2008).



transparency on the final vote before a
bill is sent to the governor.? This is, in
fact, the third and final vote before gu-
bernatorial action alters the statutory
code by which our state is governed.
No doubt, this is a critical moment in

The current rules for recording votes
are insufficient for this need.

A bill on the Unicameral floor
must pass through three levels of votes
known as General File, Select File and

the Dbill ds | our niéEny Reddiget Phe&duraly thd) sgc-

Thankfully, constituents learn their

senator06s positi ownsits efferth threughdutitie droce |

too late for intervention.

ond citizen body is designed to inter-

ess to ensure that the will of the people
is considered.

In the Unicameral, many critical votes at

earlier stages are not recorded.

The Uni c a mmakis |
process is much different than the two-
body system where bills are dealt with
in committee, separately by the House
and Senate, and by a conference com-
mittee before going to the governor.
Supportt for a bill can be gauged by the
public at each stage. In Nebraska, a
bill has only one stop between the

commi ttee and i h ealied @ ¥oént off Beraf@ss nayy @cS

the Unicameral floor. Each vote taken
on a bill by the Unicameral is vitally
important. Vote transparency at every
stage is essential for Nebraska citizens,
the second body, to fulfill their role.

3l't is arguable that
on the question

Each level has significant impor-
tance and the votes passing from one
18v8l to thelndt\ke critical for analysis.
Failure at any level can end the hopes
of the bill becoming law; therefore,
citizens should be informed and en-
gaged at each level in order to provide
ongoing checks and balances.

As a matter of tradition on General
File, the legislature records only vote

i in the Legislative Journal, its perma-
nent record.> The journal might reflect:
0OAdvanced

present and not voting, and 4 excused
and n o tsCovsttderts hageda

the Constitution re
. NEss Goastr. hrt 11R 8 13. élswtve, kths ldn-
guage is somewhat ambiguous especially when compared to the explicit instruction provided for

vote transparency on other occasions.

nays Of each merober any ¢ o mmi
11 (emphasis added)

Jan. 11, 2008) . But

maybe entered in the journal. Guide to Legislative TENMSAMERAL UPDATE, April 7-10, 2008, at

ttee . . . NmsB.ICansTl art D18
. Additionally, t he
Final Reading. See RULES OF THE NEBRASKA UNICAMERAL LEGISLATURE, rule 6, 8 8 (adopted

the definition of

r

21 (emphasis added). Additional rules exist regarding the manner of voting, but do not further

elaborate the nuances of record keeping. See RULES OF THE NEBRASKA UNICAMERAL LEGISLA-
TURE, rule 7, § 2 (adopted Jan. 11, 2008). None of these factors explicitly mandates the recording
and their correspond

of senatorsd names

on final passage are given full transparency and recorded in journal as such.

sAddi tional informati

on about the |l egisl

site: http://www.unicam.state.ne.us. See alddichael S. Dulaney, |.D., The Nebraska Legislative
Structure, Process, and Procedures (Nebraska Council of School Administrators), available
http://schoolfinance.ncsa.org/ pdf/Legis_Process.pdf (tetrieved Oct. 6, 2008). A graphical synop-
sis of this process is also provided in Figure 3 on page 5.

sUnfortunately, on o

recorded. Instead, the journal merely reflected that the bills advanced. See NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE

JOURNAL 1348 (2008).
6NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE _]OURNAL 1108 (2008).

ne day in 2008 when

AS A MATTER OF
TRADITION ON
GENERAL FILE, THE

LEGISLATURE RECORDS
ONLY VOTE TALLIES.

put ¢



ONLY BY THE REQUEST
OF A SENATOR ARE
VOTES RECORDED BY
MEMBER.

IF NO REQUEST IS
MADE ON SELECT FILE,
A VOICE VOTE IS
CONDUCTED AND THE
OFFICIAL RECORD
MERELY INDICATES
THAT THE BILL
ADVANCED.

idea how their individual legislator
voted. Only by the request of a senator
are the votes recorded by member

A bill advanced from General File
is reviewed by the Enrollment & Re-
view (E & R) Committee and placed
on Select File (i.e. level two). Just like
the votes cast on General File, a sena-
tor can request vote transparency. If
no request is made, a voice vote is con-
ducted and the official record merely
indicates that the bill advanced. (See
Figure 2.) Bills advanced from Select
File return to the E & R Committee
before being placed on Final Reading.

The minimally reported informa-
tion on Select FileAl neither vote trans-
parency nor vote talliesi keeps Ne-
braskans entirely in the dark. Citizens
are unaware of how close the margin

was unless a senator requests addi-
tional information be recorded.

During the 2007-2008 biennium
session, when advancing from General
File, senators rarely requested vote
transparency. As illustrated in Table 1,
vote transparency was requested a

mere 20 times out of 439 votesA less
than 5% of the time.

The statistics are even worse dur-
ing advancement from Select File,
when the tradition is to record less in-
formation. During 2007-2008, senators
made the request only 17 times out of
442 votesfA less than 4% of the time.

The 17 requests for true vote trans-
parency on Select File were supple-
mented by 14 additional requests re-
sulting in the recording of vote tallies.

SELECT FILE

LEGISLATIVE BILL 1. Advanced to E & R for engrossment.
LEGISLATIVE BILL 2. Advanced to E & R for engrossment.

LEGISLATIVE BILL 26. Advanced to E & R for engrossment.
LEGISLATIVE BILL 21. Advanced to E & R for engrossment.
LEGISLATIVE BILL 24. Advanced to E & R for engrossment.

Figure 2 Select file votes are traditionally cast by voice vote and neither vote
transparency nor vote tallies are recorded in the register.

Source: NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 352 (2007).

Table 1: Levels of Detail in Floor Votes

General File

Full Transparency

Vote Tallies Voice Votes

Select File 17

14 411

Final Reading 412

Percentage of Votes

Sour ce: Aut hor 0s

7NEB. CONST. art 111, § 11 (emphasis added).

*Percentages reflect votes on motions stated in table.
ANaBRASKIA LEGISLATIOHY SURNALO2807-@).
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This provided some, but not enough, st i tuents donot
information for citizens. All of these voted. Informing citizens of votes has
requests were made not because of been the exception rather than the rule.
public pressure for vote transparency,

but rather because the senator calling CONTRASTING ILLUSTRATIONS SENATORS REQUESTED
for it understood the importance of
having this knowledge for himself. Traditional votes without any requ - for TRANSZARENCY
transparency leave citizens in the dafkeasiia AR RO AL 12
When all is said and done, vote TIME.
transparency exists only 35% of the A perfect illustration of how a bill

time during these key votes on a bill.  can advance through the Unicameral
In other words, 65% of the time con- without transparency is LB765. This

WHEN ALL IS SAID AND

E [Advanced to Enrollment and Review Initial with 31 ayes. 3 nays. 14 present DONE, VOTE
§ | and not voting, and 1 excused and not voting. TRANSPARENCY EXISTS
S
The Hudkins motion to indefinitely postpone failed with 4 ayes. 26 nays. 11 ONLY 35% OF THE
S | present and not voting, and 8 excused and not voting. TIME DURING KEY
o
” | Advanced to Enrollment and Review for Engrossment. VOTES ON A BILL.
Té LEGISLATIVE BILL 765.
£

A BILL FOR AN ACT relating to health: to amend sections 71-5829.03 and
71-5829.06, Reissue Revised Statutes of Nebraska: to change provisions
relating to certificates of need: and to repeal the original sections.

Whereupon the President stated: "All provisions of law relative to procedure
having been complied with, the question is, 'Shall the bill pass?' "

Voting in the affirmative, 44:

Adams Dubas Heidemann  Lautenbaugh Preister
Ashford Engel Howard McDonald Raikes
Avery Erdman Janssen MeGill Rogert
Burling Fischer Johnson Nantkes Schimek
Carlson Friend Karpisek Nelson Stuthman
Chambers Fulton Kopplin Pahls Wallman
Christensen  Gay Kruse Pankonin White
Cornett Hansen Langemeier Pedersen Wightman
Dierks Harms Lathrop Pirsch

Voting in the negative, 4:

Aguilar Flood Hudkins Louden
Excused and not voting, 1:

Synowiecki

A constitutional majority having voted in the affirmative, the bill was
declared passed and the title agreed to.

Figure 3 LB765 advanced on the floor with traditional recording procedures.
Source: NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 928-29, 1173-74, 1317 (2008).




Table 2: LB305 had vote transparency at all levels.

WHEN VOTE General File- Jan. 26, 2007 Transparency requested by Synowiecki (7).
TRANSPARENCY EXISTS, Yeah - 34 Adams (24) Flood (19) Kopplin (3) Rogert (16)
Avery (28) Fulton (29) Kruse (13) Schimek (27)
CITIZENS ARE ABLE TO Burling (33) Gay (14) Louden (49) Stuthman (22)
FOLLOW THE SUPPORT Carlson (38) Hansen (42) McDonald (41) White (8)
ON A BILL AND Christensen (44) Harms (48) Nantkes (46)
INTERVENE IF THEY Cotnett (45) Heidemann (1) Nelson (6)
DESIRE. Dierks (40) Hudkins (21) Pahls (31)
Dubas (34) Janssen (15) Pankonin (2)
Engel (17) Johnson (37) Pedersen (39)
Fischer (43) Karpisek (32) Raikes (25)
Nay - 3 Ashford (20) Chambers (11) Wallman (30)
Present-8 | Aguilar (35) Lathrop (12) Pirsch (4) Synowiecki (7)
Howard (9) McGill (26) Preister (5) Wightman (36)
Absent-4 | Erdman (47) Friend (10) Langemeier (23) Mines (18)

Select File- May 3, 200# Transparency requested by Fischer (43).

Yeah - 46 Adams (24) Fischer (43) Karpisek (32) Pankonin (2)
Aguilar (35) Flood (19) Kopplin (3) Pirsch (4)
Ashford (20) Friend (10) Kruse (13) Raikes (25)
Avery (28) Fulton (29) Langemeier (23) Rogert (16)
Burling (33) Gay (14) Lathrop (12) Schimek (27)
Catrlson (38) Hansen (42) Louden (49) Stuthman (22)
Christensen (44) Harms (48) McDonald (41) Synowiecki (7)
Cornett (45) Heidemann (1) McGill (26) Wallman (30)
Dierks (40) Howard (9) Mines (18) White (8)
Dubas (34) Hudkins (21) Nantkes (46) Wightman (36)
Engel (17) Janssen (15) Nelson (6)
Erdman (47) Johnson (37) Pahls (31)

Nay - 1 Chambers (11)

Absent - 2 Pedersen (39) Preister (5)

Final Reading- May 18, 2007.

Yeah - 40 Adams (24) Friend (10) Kruse (13) Pedersen (39)
Avery (28) Fulton (29) Langemeier (23) Pirsch (4)
Burling (33) Hansen (42) Lathrop (12) Raikes (25)
Catlson (38) Harms (48) Louden (49) Rogert (16)
Dierks (40) Heidemann (1) McDonald (41) Schimek (27)
Dubas (34) Howard (9) McGill (26) Stuthman (22)
Engel (17) Janssen (15) Mines (18) Synowiecki (7)
Erdman (47) Johnson (37) Nantkes (46) Wallman (30)
Fischer (43) Karpisek (32) Pahls (31) White (8)
Flood (19) Kopplin (3) Pankonin (2) Wightman (306)

Nay - 1 Chambers (11)

Present - 3 Cornett (45) Nelson (6) Preister (5)

Absent 5 Aguilar (35) Christensen (44)* Gay (14) Hudkins (21)

Ashford (20)
Source: NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 387, 1409-10, 1671-72 (2007).

*Would have voted yeah per May 21, 2007 notation.




bill had bipartisan support and dealt
with regulatory requests in long-term
care facilities. At the public hearing,
representatives from Madonna and
BryanLGH hospitals testified on oppo-
site sides of the issue.

Figure 3 illustrates the traditional
information recorded at each level of
bill passage. Note the distinctions be-
t ween vote talli
on Select File, and true transparency.

Also shown is the short delay in
progress that LB765 experienced when
a motion to indefinitely postpone (or
kill) it was proposed. Which senators
voted to indefinitely postpone the bill
will never be known because the tradi-
tional manner of recording these votes
is with vote tallies.

THE ISSUEIN NEBRASKA

Recording preliminary votes is nece

Sixty-five percent of the time sena-
torsd individual
ment of bills are not recorded. Without
this information available, Nebraskans
are in the dark.

e S Somdwdl dryuatiatCverd én prbk- a

l'iminary | evels
set is that the earlier votes (i.e. on Gen-
eral or Select F
fore, the senator may change his
mindfA which is exactly the point.

Senators can, and often do, change
their minds during the various stages
of debate. This happens for many rea-
sons, including alterations in the bill
language from amendments, informa-

Vote transparency at every level illuininatesved from lobbyists, pressure

the laymaking process for citizens.

In contrast to LB765, which fol-
lowed the traditional vote recording
approach and left citizens in the dark,
LB305 had full vote transparency at
every level. (See Table 2.) This bill
changed the distribution of sales and
use taxes relating to motor vehicles,
trailers, and semitrailers. Several pro-
ponents and no opponents testified at
its public hearing.

At each level of the process a sena-
tor requested vote transparency, in-
cluding both attempts to indefinitely
postpone the bill8 A comparison of
Figure 3 (I.LB765) and Table 2 (I.LB305)
illuminates the benefits of transpar-
ency. With transparency, Nebraskans
saw the changes in support as the bill
progressed, and had the option to in-
fluence it if they desired.

from outside sources, and input from
interested citizens.

Perhaps the most important reason
for changing their mind should be the
input of the citizens. In fact, citizen in-
volvement was one of the intentions
of the founders. Senator George Nor-
tis, considered to be the father of the
Uni cameral, beli
ple were more involved, the legislature
would be more likely to serve their
needs rather than those of powerful
s peci al 9Thisngbalewaseps-t
moted by Senator Norris as he cam-
paigned for the new structure.

In the early years of the Unicam-
eral, those goals were met so well that
citizens rebuked attempts in the 1950s
to revert back to a two-house system.
oUndoubtedly, p a

the quick acceptance of the new legis-

8 NEBRASKA LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 931, 1409-10 (2007).
9 CHARLYNE BERENS, PH.D., ONE HOUSE: THE UNICAMERALS PROGRESSIVE VISION FOR NE-

BRASKA 10 (2005).

‘FHE FATHER OF THE
UNICAMERAL BELIEVED
THAT OIF THE PEOPLE
WERE MORE
INVOLVED, THE
LEGISLATURE WOULD
BE MORE LIKELY TO
SERVE THEIR NEEDS
RATHER THAN THOSE
OF POWERFUL SPECIAL
INTERESTS®D €




SOME OF THE

ORIGINAL GOALS OF

THE UNICAMERAL

NEED TO BE REVISITED

AND ITS RULES
REVISED. VOTE
TRANSPARENCY
SHOULD BE A KEY

COMPONENT OF THE

REVISIONS.

EXPERIENCED
SENATORS SEEMED TO

USE THEIR REQUESTS
FOR A REASON.

lative system was the fact that it con-
tinued to mirror the generally conser-
vative views of

peop'llen. 6f act ,
that . . . Nebraska had the lowest per

00

Tabl e 3:
Transparency or Tallies during 20008

Number
Requests

Tenure

Began Senator
g

Senator sd R

e S

capita state tax burden of all the states 1971 |Chambers (11) 17
[ e x c e p't What © sfar® cofxrast 1989 |Schimek (27) 1
from the tax situation Nebraska finds g 1993 [Hudkins (21) 1
itself in now. & | 1993 [Pedersen (39) 1
Maybe some of the original goals Z 1993 Preister () 1
of the '}LfJnicameral need to bge revi%ited E 1994 Engfel ) 2
and its rules revised. Vote transparency g 2000 |Aguilar (35) 2
should be a key component of the revi- = 2001 |Erdman (47) 2
sions. Remembering that the citizens o 2001 |Kruse (13) 1
represent the second body of the legis- - 2002 _|Synowiecki (7) 2
lature, information must be available 2002 [McDonald (41) 1
for the system to work as designed. 2003 [Johnson (37) 1
2nd time | 2007 |Ashford (20) 2 |
Reasons for senatgar\nngs%mrlﬁe&t(h@)lSI Show
transparency works. -

» 2005 |Langemeier (23) 4
When considering the necessity % 2005_|Fischer (43) 3
and relevance of vote transparency o 2005_|Cornett (45) 1

during Gener al or@SeZOOéEl(tod(lPailesl It
teresting to take a look at who is mak- oy 2007 |Avery (28) 2
ing the requests for it and why. :(}) 2007 [Fulton (29) 2
' T | 2007 [Christensen (44) | 1
During 2007-2008, 22 senators 2007 [Rogert (16 1

made a request for either vote trans-
parency or the recording of vote tallies;
thatds only 45%
Only 29% of the requests were made
by first-term senators. (See Table 3.)
The others were made by either term-
limited senators, primarily Senator
Chambers, or by senators returning for
a second legislative tenure (Senators
Ashford and Dierks).

Those senators with the most ex-
perience at the inner-workings of the
Unicameral seemed to use their re-
quests for a reason. However, much of
that experience will be lost come Janu-
ary due to term limits.

D. Miewald ed., 1984).
1 d

Sour ce: Aut hor os ca

NERRASKA LEGISLATIVE, JOURNAT. (2007-08).

A closer look at the actual requests
for transparency illuminates the pre-
sumed reasons and strategy invoked.
(See Figure 4.) Nearly half of the time,
the outcome of the vote was opposite
that desired by the senator requesting
transparency. The senator either voted
against the motion and it passed (15
out of 37 requests) or they voted for
the motion and it failed (2 out of 37).

However, if you remove Senator
Chambersd vast

10 JACK RODGERS ET AL., The LegislatureyitBRASKA GOVERNMENT AND POLITICS 62 (Robert

num



the reasons of the remaining request-
ers becomes even more apparent. (See
Figure 5.) In these cases, the senator
requesting vote transparency was usu-
ally the Dbill 6s
times its prioritizer). Typically the mo-
tion to advance failed or passed with
precisely the number of votes needed
(15 of the 23 requests).

One can only guess that the rea-
sons vote transparency was requested
was to force their colleagues to go on
the record and perhaps yield a bit of
last minute support. Transparency also

points to where further lobbying is
needed prior to subsequent votes on
the bill (either by the senator or an out-
side party). While the reasons are only
spedulitive Gaced @ €hé nuafcad sud
rounding the votes, there is little doubt
that they are made with a strategic ob-
jective in mind.

These strategies apparently work or
they woul dnodt be
the questions: If senators see a strate-
gic advantage to having their col-
|l eaguesd votes
there also be an advantage for citizens?

Voted Against Motion; Passed
Voted For Motion; Failed

Bill Introducer; Motion Failed

Bill Introducer; Motion Passed with
Exact Number of Votes Needed

Other

15

Figure 4: Senator so
Sour ce: Aut hor 0s

presumed

reasons for

ANaBRASKU LEGISLATIOHY]SURNALA2800-2008)f r O

Voted Against Motion; Passed .

Voted For Motion; Failed .

Bill Introducer; Motion Failed

Bill Introducer; Motion Passed with
Exact Number of Votes Needed

Other

Figure 5 Senator so
Senator Chamber so
Sour ce: Aut hor 0s

presumed

-5

reasons for
requests.

ANaBRASKU LEGISLATIOHYGURNALA2800-2008)f r 0

IF SENATORS SEE A

STRATEGIC ADVANTAGE

TO HAVING THEIR

COLLEAGUESCYOTES

ON RECORD,
WOULDNG THERE
ALSO BE AN
ADVANTAGE FOR
CITIZENS?




THE UNICAMERAL
NEEDS TO MODIFY ITS
RULES IN JANUARY
2009 REQUIRING THE
RECORDING OF THE
YEAS AND NAYS OF
EACH MEMBER.

A CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT
SHOULD FOLLOW
THE UNICAMERAL®@
RULE CHANGE.

Af ter al |,
to be the second body providing
checks and balances?

If senators benefit from the knowl-
edge that vote transparency brings, so
too will their constituents. In a unicam-
eral structure, where the citizens have
to intervene before a bill passes final
reading in order to influence its out-
come, they should have access to full
disclosure regarding it. There are al-
ready several groups that have access
to this information, including the sena-
tor s, t he
byists.

The same information needs to be
available to the citizen body at the
same time itds
side the capitol. For those concerned
about the influence from lobbyists, like
Senator Norris was, the addition of
transparency helps mitigate their con-
cern. When citizens have access, they
have the option to intervene.

PoLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

I n order for
and voters to fulfill their role as the
second body of the legislature, thus
providing adequate checks and bal-
ances, they need to have access to what
their elected representative is doing at
each stage of bill consideration. These
votes must be recorded with full trans-
parency. This will allow constituents to
fulfill their role as a citizen body, which
in turn will provide better accountabil-
ity at the capitol.

Levels of vote transparency should
not be left to tradition or made merely
by the request of a senator. Instead, re-
quirements must be in place to guaran-
tee citizens access to information.

12NEB. CONST. art I11, § 10.

The Unicameral needs to modify
its rules in January 2009 requiring the
recording of the yeas and nays of each
member on every motion regarding the
passage of bills, constitutional amend-
ments or the amendments to each. The
manner in which they votefi via ma-
chine or roll calli can be left to the
senatorsdo di
within t he
power,!2 and is simple to make.

The immediate first step of a legis-
lative rule change would provide the
requisite vote transparency deserved in

zens should work together to enact a
constitutional amendment ensuring
vote transparency becomes mandated
by law. Future senators must not be al-
lowed to reverse the rules and elimi-
nate the recording of their votes. A
constitutional amendment will protect
vote transparency in the future.

as the second body in order to fulfill
the foundersd i
ment will ensure that the true will of
the people is reflected in government.
Recording
of bill consideration is critical to this
process. l'tds ti
the darkfl vote transparency in the
Unicameral is the illumination that Ne-
braskans deserve.
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