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w hat y e a r , '81 or '82, and it's been on the books since then,
but there was an injunction against that section. So i t ' s g o i n g
t o be r e pea led and r e p l a ced by L B 7 6 9 .

S ENATOR NELSON: T h an k y o u .

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Labedz, please, you' re up next.
Senator Labedz, it's your speaking order next.

SENATOR LABEDZ: I ' l l c a l l t h e qu est i on .

P RESIDENT: Ok a y . Question has been called. Do I s ee f i ve
hands? Now I do. The question is,shall debate cease'? All
those in favor vote aye, opposed n a y. Rec ord , Mr . Cl e r k ,
please.

CIERK: 25 ayes, 0 nays to cease debate, Mr. President.

P RESIDENT: Deb a t e h a s ce a s e d . Senator Ashford, would you like
t o c l o s e . (Gavel. )

SENATOR ASHFORD: Yeah, this is the b est pa r t , so eve r ybo d y
probably wants to listen.

PRESIDENT: Sen at o r Ashford, just a moment, please. Please,
let's pay attention and hold the conversation down so that those
who wish to listen may hear. Thank you.

SENATOR ASHFORD: T hank y o u, Mr . Pre si d e n t , a nd me mber s .
Senator Chambers, believe i t o r no t , I d i d t hi nk o f t h i s
amendment all by myself but, you know, just to comment a l i t t l e
bit on 28-347, I think that for all of us it is confusing,
including Senator Labedz, the sponsor of this bill. What r e a l l y
is the effect of 28-347? I don't think that it is very easy for
a nonlawyer to know what the effect of the 1983 U rbom d e c i s i o n
was on 28-347. I think it is fairly clear to me and, therefore,
I u n d e r s t and w h y Sen a t o r Lab e d z brought a separate piece of
legislation because if you look at the Urbom decision in and of
itself, it appears fairly c lea r t ha t 28- 347 was h e l d
unconstitutional and the defendants were permanently enjoined
from enforcing that particular statute. However, s i n c e , i n m y
opini on . a n d I t h i n k S e n a t o r Li n d sa y b a s i c a l l y co n c u r s w i t h me,
that since the Eighth Circuit decision in Hodgson that 28-347
would be essentially constitutional today. But whethe r o r n ot
we, as a bo dy, decide to amend 28-347 or bring in a separate
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