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we' re t r y i ng to protect is the jobs. If t he t ru ck i n g
company cannot get insurance, t hey c a n no t o p e r a te . So ,
consequently, they would be putting a lot of people out of
w ork a n d I gue ss t hat conce r n s me a l i t t l e b i t . The
deregulation has caused us some problems, s o when w e g e t
into the insurance regulations of getting insurance, it' s
just the idea that the restrictions that the companies put
or and if we can't get this taken out, I gue s s t h er e ar e
companies that could lose their i nsurance a n d t h e n t hey
would have to put all their employees out of work.

PRESIDENT: The Chair recognizes Senator Nichol.

SPEAKER NICHOL: Mr. President, members of the Legislature,
just briefly, what this amendment does is make the bill more
palatable and that's what I don't want. I don't want the
bill in the first place. Take a couple of examples. Let' s
suppose that Senator Peter Hoagland would be caught on this.
I know you wouldn' t, Senator Hoagland, b e c ause you d o n ' t d o
these kind of...but let's just suppose you d o. You a r e
self-employed. What happens to you? Y ou say t o t h e j u dg e ,
I need my car in my business. I ' l l s i gn t hat I ne e d m y c a r
in my business. And the >udge says,well, it says here in
t he l a w t h a t i f I ge t a note from the employer that you get
off, you get off. I don't believe in that. A d o c t o r t h e
same way, any professional purpose, person, a ny person t h a t
is in business for themselves, for example, such as Senator
Hannibal. I don't believe that we s hould h av e a l aw w h e r e
o ne person ca n s a y t o t he j ud g e , I f a l l u nd e r t hi s a nd I say
to you, judge, that I need my car in my business. Most
anybody who is employed could say to the judge, I have a
l i t t l e bu s i ne s s o n t he s i d e he r e t hat I am d oi ng . I t
doesn't have a name, but I crochet quilts and sell them
door- t o - d o o r , or wh at e v e r I do , anything that I can dream up
in the way of a gob o n the s ide , j ud ge , I need t h i s
exemption. So the judge, perhaps believing such a story,
would go wi t h i t . Second l y , many times you see in all
papers across the state, drunk driving reduced t o r e c k l e s s
driving. It i s seldom, it is very seldom that a person
d rink in g and d r i v i n g t he first time he does that g ets
caught.. Many times they have done it over and over and over
and simply not get caught, so it isn't usually a first-time
offense with it. So, when you see these of f en s e s r e d uced
from drunken driving to reckless driving, what that really
means is they' ve been caught drunk driving and a judge has
taken pity on them, in m any c ases , and r ed u c e d i t t o
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