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going to let the rich, thewell-horn and powerful do whatever
they want to do, we wouldn't need Constitutions, laws or courts.
And even with these supposed protections, they do just about
what they want to do anyway. And now wecometo a proposition
that I'mtrying to get into this proposal that i's before us
which would say in all cases of homicide a person would paye a
right to appeal that to the Supreme Court. \Whenyou are accused
of killing another human being, the ultimte determ nation on
that issue should be made by the highest court in the land. Apq
| believe that. | believe that, even when peop| e have comm tted
acrine, there are certain rights that they are entitled to.
The act is a crime only because the Legislature said it is.
But, again, an accusation is not a conviction, gnda conviction
in a lower court upheld by the first appeal level, which in this
case woul d be the appellate court, does not, in itself, meanthe

person actually did thecrime, did the killing. | believe that
we have an obligationto protect certain rights in the
Constitution. e of those rights, | think, shouldinclude a

person brought to book by the state for a homicide {3 pave an
appeal to the Suprenme Court. There are some of you who may have
one before the, what s that commi ssion, the Sunshine
nmi ssion, oh, Accountability, and because they accuse you of
sonething, you don't run right in there andfall down on your
knees and say, you said | did it, | didit, whatdo you want to
charge me; you say, no, | didn't doit,or if | didit, thisis
what it nmeant. And that's not even a crine. You're not even
going to jail. And you argue totry to make your point. |np
this anendnent that I'moffering, we come face-to-face, in my
opinion, with one of the nost serious charges that can be
brought against a person, one of the nost serious, and that's

the charge of having killed another human being. Senator
Kristensen and all these others want to talk gpout the courts
backlog, Senator NcFarland wi|| agree with LR 8, and | handed

especially for the attention and conSideration of the lawers 4
little excerpt from the case that | won in the Suprene Court,
the same Supreme Court which, as the dissenting judge said, has
to revert...overrule one of their earlier decisions to make ne
stand trial again. He felt the matter should have been
di sm ssed. But when that court wants to get sonebody, sych as
nysel f, they' |l get ne and they' |l get nme by making me go to
trial again and then file another appeal. They know I'm ggin

to appeal it. And do you think because | have a nmatter pe% I'n

before a court or sone of these judges that |I'mgoing to swallow

t ongue and not say what | think ought to be said?
g%nbbelq sitting downyt here as a judgegi n Lancaster Oouxt%J 9:8t rat
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