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injunction applies only as to the plaintiffs in that case. |y
the decision, however,in the Eighth. it doesn't apply to the
world, it only applies to those plaintiffs. The County Attorney
of Lancaster County, today, could go out and enforce that
statute. And, inmy opinion, | think maybe John will concur,
that under Hodgson there is no way, shape or form that that
statute woul d be held unconstitutional, because Hodgson is | ess
restrictive. I"msorry. The statute in Hodgson js more
restrictive on the minor than is this statute. g5t jg clearly
constitut ional, in my opinion, and would be held so. Thatwas
in '83.  Wrboms decision was in '83, the Eighth Ccircuit case
i ntervened. The Eighth drcuit case wasin 1986. And so
that...there lies the problem Nowyoueither repeal tnpat | aw
or you work with that law as it is and amendment it. guitg

bring it....But right now, if we passed 769, we'd have two
conflicting statutes, the one that already exists and.

SENATOR SM TH: ...the one that we' re working on right now.
SENATOR ASHFORD: .. .the one that we're working on now, and they
are significantly simlar. | mean...

PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR ASHFORD: So.

SENATOR SMITH:  Thank you. Andthen, Senator Labedz, would you

respond now, please. Can you tell nme then, Senator Labedz, \hat

your intent to do here then is to reinstate, jn the statutes,
with the piece of |egislation we have before us, basically what

we had before'?

SENATOR LABEDZ: | can't.. .| don't understand your question.
Woul d you repeat that again.

SENATOR SNITH:  W¢l, see, basically the response |' ve had from
the two attorneys, instead of just reinstating the statute

we have is your intention, | nean is that what you're trying to

do with this new piece of |egislati on, to reinstate what we
originally had in statute'?

SENATOR LABEDZ: No, it's different. That's why | believe
Senator Lindsay is repealing 28-347,is it? vyeah.

SENATOR SMITH: Al right, now explainto me what's the
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