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bill would make the notion, then line yp al| t heir speakers.
The person who is going to be the introducer would then have to
speak at the begi nning because the one who made the notion would
not have to give any argument as to why the bill should pe
killed. It would then be on the introducer to give an argunent
when no other argunent had been given and we would have the
situation where all those against the bill could then speak,

nove the previous question, and the introducer of the bill would
not have a chance to rebut any of the argunments given.

think in this instance, the first thought was better thgﬁ Ithe
afterthought. There were people who thought ¢ hat one of the
dinosaur types used to have a brain at the lower end of its
body, and some thought that was necessary because the pody was
so large it requiredtw control mechani sns, but a clever poet
had said that whatever it missed the first time, it would

with an afterthought. In this instance, the afterthought is not
as good as the first thought, if the intent of the proposal is
to create a degree of equity for the person who j

bill. I thglg nk the (%i rsyt proposi tpi on that we Ifqtrﬁgdiur(l:et etk?oeok
woul d conme closer to being fair, so | will vote against what s
before wus now on the sheet ofpaper that has been offered. pgyt
while | amonthat, I think when we are draftinga rule, we
shoul d not |eave anything to interpretation. |f the proposition
is designed to compel or allow the introducer of the bill to
speak i mrediately after the one who offered the kill pyption, |
think the rule should say that, that after the notion to
indefinitely postpone has been presented and giscuyssed by the
person of feri ng . the notion, then the speaker...then the
introducer would be given an opportunity to gspeak. We don't
need to have an ambiguous termsuch as "offered","presented"”,
or any other word standing alone. We may not al ways have the

Clerk who is here now. w may not al ways have the person who is
the Speaker. We may not have the nenbers of the Legislature who

participa ed in the drafting of the rule, gnd | think it woul d
be to our benefit when we put things in the rule to have it g4
as much as is possible through the crafting of |anguage what WX

intendto say. So, if you are insistent on i
substitute, I think an amayndrrent shoul d be offered ta%OPHggeffégF

that the person offering the kill notion would present it and
di scuss it after which the introducer would then speak, but even
with that anendrment, | don't think it is a good proposition.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senator Wthem then Senator Noore.

SENTOR W THEN: Yes, Nr. President, to respond to the two
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