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his objections then. They were respectfully noted . He wa s
certainly entitled to vote no in committee. B ut th e o t h e r se v e n
members of the committee, who heard the testimony on this bill,
thought it was a good bill, thought it was consistent wit h t he
intent of m aking things uniform between the district court and
the county cou r t . I will just read briefly the purpose o f t he
bill which says that LB 232 mak es t he su mmons and an s w e r
p rocedure t h e sam e i n county cou r t as in district court.
Currently, in county court summons must be retu r ned i n t e n d ay s ,
with answer date ten days after that. In district court the
summons must be returned within 20 days, and answer d ay i s 30
d ays af t e r ser vi ce . They are very similar courts,s imi l a r
procedures a r e u se d i n bo t h c ou r t s , except for this t ype of
answer da t e p r ov i si on . The on l y difference i s t he
jurisdictional limit, which is really the only real p rimary
difference I should say. And you will note that the proponents
of the bill, Senator Chizek appeared, o f co u r se , i n su pp or t of
t he bi l l , i t was provided to him t hrough t he c ou r t
administrators office. You' ll note that Judge Rehmeier, who i s
a county judge on the county court, I might add, appeared in
behalf and in support of the b i l l . You ' l l no t e t ha t J udg e
Fahrnbruch , w ho i s the...on the Supreme Court Committee, he' s
also a Nebraska Supreme Court judge, a ppeared r epr e s e n t i n g the
committee and spoke in favor of the b i l l . The r e we r e no
opponents what soever , no one from the Bar Association came in to
oppose th e b i l l , n o la wye r cam e i n t o oppose t h e b i l l . There
are plenty of la wyers who h a n d l e co l l ec t i on t y pe o f c a s e s ,
plenty of lawyers who practice in county court, n ot on e l awye r ,
one organization appeared to oppose this bill. S enator Li nd s a y
has a perfectly legitimate right to express his o pposition to
it, but, frankly, I think that isa...he is in the minority in
t hat po si t i on . I t h i nk for purposes of un iformity and
consi s t e nc y we shou l d advance t h i s b i l l an d I t h i n k Sen a t o r
Chizek would urge you to advance it as well, if he w e re h e r e .
T hank y o u .

S PEAKER BARRETT: T ha n k y o u , S e n a t o r N c F a r la n d . The ques t i o n i s
the advancement of LB 232 to E & R Engrossing. A machine v o t e
h as been r e q ues t e d . Those in favor of the advancement of th e
bill vote aye, opposed nay. Voting on the advancement of the
bill. Senator NcFarland.

SENATOR NcFARLAND: I'd ask for a call of the house on the vote .
We just don't have enough people here.
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