March 21, 1989 LB 371

of. a written agreenent. I don't know why there would be a
problemwith regard to having agreenments in witing. | mean, it
smacks of sonething that nust be hidden, sonething that needs to
be hi dden, something that fol ks do not want other people to know
about when you place in statute the definition, andyoudo place
in statutethe definition of what an agreement is. ° i 4oes not
circunmvent the provisions in LB 371. \pat you do is you spell

out specifically in the definition as laid out in Section 4,
that an agreement is one that is in witing and not an oral

agreenent.  Both sides should be interested inhaving the
agreements in writing so they understand, .5nqo back and |ook.
I mean, if we' re going to pass these on t(%TJ famfy menber synq

provide for that, the agreenent might be made by Grandpa, he
dies, the son doesn't know anything about the oral agreement
that was agreed to. Howdoyou enforce that? Whoi s right?
Whoi s wrong? | guess then you go to the arbitration factor in
LB 371 and you thrash it out according to that as it's laid out.

think that this amendnent, at the least, is one that | guess
for our own interests we ought toadopt. It is one that just
says, in all due respect, the good public policy to protect both
the whol esaler and the retailer, excuse ne, the manufacturer gpg
the whol esal er, that this ought to be in writing. It is just
simply not somet hing that we should endorse to the definition
process that an agreement is one that is an oral agreenent. It
in no way would allow for the circunmvention cf LB 371 as Senator

Ashford has offered it. | mean, the idea behind this bill as it
has been touted, is one that both sides agree to Well, the
ought to agree to put the agreements in writing so that everyon
knows what is being agreed to. |t js basically a clarification
of a definition section. I think we need to have written
agreenents in this area andthe referenceto or.af( agreenments is
the only thing that this amendment would strike

. * lwould wurge
t he adoption of the amendment. 9

PRESIDENT: Senator  Ashford, please, followed by Senat or
Chambers.

SENATOR ASHFORD:  Question.
PPESI DENT: The question has been call ed.

SENATOR HALL: (Nike not turned on immediately.) .1 mean
there has only been, to date, Nr. President, four different
peopl e speak on the bill. ~Senator Chambers would l'ike to gspeak.

| think we ought to give himthat opportunity.
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