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of marijuana cases to go to the Suprenme Court, we' Il change the
appeal process by statute. W' Il do that with an appellate
court. What he is doingis going to cement jn to the
Constitution that every crimnal case is going to go in and that
then he s also confusingthe point of expediting it. Now
expediting is what you do when the case gets into the Supreme
Court. So if we hurry all the crimnal cases through, and we've
ot all these crimnal cases, what's going to happen to the
ivorce cases? What is going to happen tonortgage foreclosure?
What is going to happen to all those other gjyil cases? You
can't .just forget those cases. The | egal systendoesn't just
revolve around the crimnal world, it revol ves around
everyt hi ng. It revol ves around adoptions, it revol ves around
divorce cases, it revolves around car accident cases, you just
can't do that. And what he is doing is saying, well, |et's just
hurry wup all the crininal cases because tfhose are the ones’that
I think are nost inportant and we'll forget about all t hose
other cases, we' |l make themwait. wel|, that is what has got
us in trouble now and you're waiting two years and it's goi ng%o
et worse. I'd urge you to defeat the amendment by Senator
hambers. Thank you.

SPEAKER BARRETT: The Chair recogni zes Senator Ashford.

SENATOR ASHFORD: Thank you, Nr. President, 1'd yield nmy tine to
Senator Chambers.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Chambers.

SENATOR CHANBERS: Senator Kristensen, you know the instance

that they often give of alawer who asked one question tggo

many. No, no, I'mgoing to give an exanple and | nay have used
it on the floor before. There wasa trial underway and a

|l awyer's client was accused of having bitten a nman's ear off and

this | awer was questioning the state's key wi tness and he asked

the question, did you see nmy client bite the man's ear off?

the witness said, no. The |awer should have stopped, but he

felt so good that he asked the next question. Thenhowcan vyou

say that my client bit the man's ear off'?4e said, because

saw himspit it out. He asked one question too many. What
Senat or Kri stensen has done, he has brought me around to seeing

the validity of his position, that what | ought g do is not
include all crimnal cases, but simply reinstate i d
"fel ony" which exists in the Constitution r¥ght now and wee vv\\ll-?r
deal only with felony cases having the right of an appeal to ”1e
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