Narch 17, 1989 LB 154

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Jackyln Smith, please. (Gavel.)

SENATOR SNI TH: Nr . Speaker, | would ask that the body support

me in returning LB 154 for a specific amendnent. The amendment
woul d basically...the purpose of the amendment is to clarify the

section of the bill which would be page 23, on |ane 4, after the

word  "purchase” to insert the words"in the aggregate". And

then reading on, nore than $300 of alcoholic liquor s allowed
under this section and then elimnating the words from other

licensed retailers”. And the purpose for the zpendnent is that
we wanted to meke sure...there was some concern that this
| anguage was not specifically clear about containing the gmount

of nmoney that could be spent and the opportunity for retailer to

retailer sales to be limted only to an aggregate of $300 a year
for all retailer to retailer sales for one retailer. So that' s
the reason. |If anyone has any questions, | will be happy to
di scuss the anendnment with them

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Hall, please.

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Nr. President, and members, | rise in
support of the...l guess, the content of the gpendnent but in
opposition to it on principle pecause the amendment that |
offered to LB 154 was an anmendnent that was not one that |
drafted. It was one that the whol esalers drafted. It was their
anmendnent . It was their | anguagegnd what happened was some
distiller's attorney in Tennessee, | guess, or someplace,

decided that this | anguage was not strict enough and the
inplication is there that possibly it was my intention to
circunvent the intent that | offered and that there is reans of
I egislative evidence to guarantee that it was clearly just an
understanding that it was going to be $300 on an annual basis
and that was it, not $300 fromevéry retailer gyt there. And |
would urge the body to just take a |ook at page 23 and the
sections that Senator Smith alluded to and the change that is
being made here because if youread the bill, | clearly don't
think there is any need to return the bill and meke this ~change
because any sophomore in high school could ;ead that and
under st and exactly what the |anguage says and | think the intent
is clearly spelled out, both in conmittée hearings here 44 the
floor when we debated it and when the anendnent was adopted.
This was an amendment t hat was brought by the wholesalers

thensel ves. We agreed to it. There was...the agreenent was for
$500. It was anended on the floor by the body to 300, which was
fine. And now they' re conm ng back because of sonme individuals
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