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unclear what it means. It does not give direction, but what it
will conpel the Legislature to do is to create sone definitions
in statute in order that a bill could be enacted doing what is
envisioned here. There is no definition of primary service
responsibilities existing in the statute now. Sgacourt could
not say we will look at what was on the statute at the tine the
constitutional anendment was adopted to find out what these
terms mean. There are no neanings, no definitions for these
terns statutorily. There are no defInItIOI"ISfor these ternms
contained in the constitutional amendnent. gg the Legi sl ature
will have to create new definitions. | f the idea of “primary
service responsibilities", that is a termthat | would put
wi thin quotes, neans the sane thing as simlar |anguage i, the
existing statutes, that won't nmake any difference because they
are different, so a difference in nmeaning will p ascribed to
t hem The court says thatwords in a statute have a meaning,
words in the Constitution have a meaning. I f you have a single
statute and you aretal king about one idea but you expressit
differently at two different places in the bill, the court

you nmust have intended, as a Legislature, that there be two
d| ferent meanings or you would not have di fferent
| anguage. No words are going to be ruled superfsl uous. \wnen it
comes to a constitutional provision, every word will be i ven
meaning even though they will be taken in the context of the
overall provision. One thing that cannot be escaped is the fact
that when |anguage is put in the Constitution that limits the
power of the Lev%l slature, no statute that is enacted can go
out si de or beyond at that constitutional I'anguage g5 ythorize
And with this restrictive |anguage, the only way a statute COUS|d
be drafted is if you first determine primary gervice
responsibilities. In discussing that on the floor, +the little
tinme that we did, there was no consensus as to what is neant.
There was not even a consensusthat this | anguage means what
simlar |anguage existing in the statute neans now. Sol think
it would be wise to renobve this |anguage. The Legi sl ature coul d
do everything that anybody in favor of this Ianguage vvould
envi sion, but with this |anguage, the Legi slature ma '
able to do as nuch as those who favor the’|l anguage woul d Ilke to
see it do. So, Nr. Chairman, how nmuch tine do | have left?

PRESI DENT: Al most four m nutes.

SENATOR CHANBERS: | wanted to ask Senator Kristensen a question
so that we can get sonething into the record, if we may.
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