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I think you' ve got to leave, and you' ve got to | eave Nebraska in

as well because what we're trying to do here is deal with
Stapdards of conduct that are...are Neébraska standards. We
don't want, and it gets back to the point. that | was meking

earlier on. W' re dealing with franchisors who conme pgre  from
outside the State of Nebraska and i nposestandards of conduct
whi ch we don't approve of in the State of Nebraska. gg| think
that the, or may not approve of, and | think that, therefore, we
must use the Nebraska language and we nust usesimilarl y

situated. If Tim s point, Senator Hall's point is that it i
slightly redundant in t hat sentence, | see to sone degree tﬁe
redundancy, but | don't see how it all hurts +the bpill and it
j ust enphasizes the point and that is that the conduct to

be...the standardized conduct to be applied is Nebraska's
standards of conduct and that is consispent with case | aw when
you apply standards of conduct to actions taken by an industry.
So | would...I think it should be defeated for thosereasons.
Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thankyou. Senator Smth.
SENATOR SM TH: Cal | the question.

SPEA~'RBARRETT: That won't be necessary, Yyours was the |ast
l'ight. Thankyou. Would you care to close, Senator Hall, g,
your amendment?

SENATOR HALL: Thank you, Nr. President, menbers, again, the
anendment is very sinple and | think it does need to be adopted
because what you do is youhavetwo separate definitions with
regard to similarlysituated on the cne hand,a similarly
situated distributor, and then we cone back later on in the bill
and we tal k about a Nebraska distributor. Now, | guesswhat

the difference between sinilarly situated in Nebraska, in m

is
. ny

cases they can be different. Are'w lin ;

di stributors: | guess then an%t h%rde\/\?ay tgoofd?glry ¥Vt|1t|hs a'r\rlEen%'ﬁ%% a
will be to offer Nebraska at the front end as opposed 't
striking it on the back end if that is what we gare referring 't
i's Nebraska distributors. But clearly there js a not
redundancy, but a discrepancy with regard to the reference to
distributors in this case. Thereis a vague and open and broad

kind of interpretationthat could be cranted on the one end,
sone of the same problems with +{he franchise act as Senator

Ashford would have us believe, but on the back side of the
anendnment where we deal With, on page 23, specifically calling

3
(0]
(0]
a

2547



