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thrust of this amendment is to deal with that member of the
b oard who is now requi red t o b e a l awyer and an abst racter ,
a lawyer and an a b s t r a c t e r , and to change th a t to say t h a t
h e wil l b e a l aw yer w i t h e x per i ence i n r e a l es t a t e . And the
reason that I am doing that is that very inbreeding problem
that was apparently on your mind in the last amendment.
Remember that prior t o thi s t i me , p r i o r t o t hi s bi l l the re
were two la wy ers o n t he bo a r d , but neither of them were
required to be abstracters. Now there is only one lawyer
and i n addi t i o n t o j ust b eing o n e l aw y er , h e i s a l s o
required to be an abstracter, he or she. What is happening
is that the board is becoming more inbred. There are only a
handful of lawyers in the whole state who ar e also
abstracters and that lawyer by virtue of being also a n
abstracter is under the board, subject to the board and has
strings attached to him. So what I am suggesting to you
with this amendment is that you allow that lawyer to be
something other than an a bstracter , o t h e r than tied into
this l i t t l e gr o up , and a l l o w h i m t o s i mply be a lawyer who
has s ome e x p e r i ence i n real estate. And that gives a
completely di fferent perspective b ecause abst r a c t e r s
essentially work for l awyers a nd t hat would g i v e t he
perspective of someone who is using the services of the
abstracter, who is judging the services of the bstracter on
behalf of the public for whom the lawyer...by whom the
lawyer i s e m ployed. So I thi nk o f a l l t he am endments that I
offer today that this one is the most important and I hope
t hat to this on e yo u wil l gi ve your most careful
cons derat ion . Th ank you.

PRESIDENT: S e nator Warner .

SENATOR WARNER: Mr. President and members of the
Legislature , I woul d r ise t o oppo s e Senator B e u t l e r' s
p roposed amendment. I had the sam e t hought t hat he
expressed. Had the other amendment b een adopted, I wou l d
have g o t up and argued the same point t hat y ou we r e
suggesting, Chris, that if you needed to be a k nowledgeable
l ay person, t he n y o u ought to h av e t o be a knowledgeable
attorney in the abstracting as well. However, I a m n ot s u r e
the opposition of the word "knowledgeable" in the previous
one was solely that it didn't feel it added anything. In
t his c as e I t h i nk there is logic based upon what I hav e
understood has been experienced in the past where one or so
of the attorneys that were previously on there really ha d
very little experience and apparently it was an obstacle
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