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There is no doub t a b o ut it. But t he same is true with
d ealing i n dru g s an d de a l i n g i n a w hole number o f ar e a s .
The danger i n t hi s b i l l is not that it is going to cause
innocent people to be prosecuted or persecuted. T h e d anger
i s that i t wi l l not be u s e fu l b e cause i t w ill r e q u i r e v e r y
p rofessional pol i c e wo r k . T hat i s t he dang e r . S o i f
a nything, t h i s bi l l do e s t o o l i t t l e , n o t t oo mu c h . Thank
you, Mr. Speaker.

PRESIDENT: T h ank you, Senator . Senator Chambers.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Mr. Chairman, Senator Beutler i s r i ght
when he says read carefully the bill and listen carefully to
what is said. H e mentioned that the coffee shop example I
gave could n o t o c cur because there is conduct needed that
can't occur in a coffee shop. If you look at the top of
page 3, for any person to teach any other person, n ot j u s t
firearms but any technique capable o f causing i n j u r y . That
puts the person in a position t o come under t h i s bi l l and
the mind reading on the part of the officer comes in when he
attributes a certain intent to the people talking about or
instructing in these techniques. There is no overt action
of any kind needed at all, and even if the Legislature
should decide t o b e s t a mpeded i nt o p a s s ing t h i s b i l l , I want
to put enough in the record to show how ridiculous the bill
is and how improperly the Legislature acted in putting it
into law. If you look at page 2, you have s ome defin i t i o n s
and the first one they are trying to define i s c i v i l
disorder , a n d yo u wi l l not i ce t h a t a c i v i l d isorder i s n o t
i l l egal . The r e i s no cr i m e in this bill if you create a
civil disorder, and what shali civil disorder m ean? A
disturbance involving acts of violence. What form does the
disturbance take'? Is it a l ot o f no i s e? I s i t a lot o f
people? It doesn't have to be a lot of people, it can be
one individual, and the peculiar thing is that they say
involving act s o f v i o l e nce which causes an immediate danger
of injury. So they are separating an act of violence from
i njury whi ch me a ns that as they envision the w or d
"violer. . " , t here does n ot hav e t o result any injury or
damage. So the word "violence",s ince t h er e doe s n o t ha v e
to be a resultant injury or damage, could just mean vigorous
activity or whatever other general term the word "violence"
; .cans, b ut base d on t h i s de f i n i t i on of i t bei ng a
d isturbance i nv o l v i n g acts of violence which c auses a n
immediate danger of or results in damage or i njury t o
persons o r pr o p er ty , c ons i d e r the things that could be
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