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reconsi dered because it was an inportant issue. And 30 members
of the body decided, in fact, it may have been nore than 30, but

at | east 30 menbers voted to bring the bill back or to b~ ngthe
bill back alive in this particular case, to bring a port?on of
it back alive, but yet only 25 menbers voted for that bill on

Fi nal Reading. And | guess ny point is that nenbers of the body
are usually very concerned when anothe. member comes with a
reconsideration and says it's very inportant, here is the
reasons why I want thisreconsidered. It is important and |
know it needs 30. Would you give nme a chance to be heard once
again? And if the body wants it to be heard again, there
usually is not a difficult time in getting the 30 votés if it's

important for the reconsideration, t hough many of the sanme
peopl e that vote for the reconsideration wilgl not vote o the

passage of that amendnent or bill when it cones to a vote sgain
but they do think it's jnportant enoug' to talk about. It
really is a sinple rules change but it is “gpstantive wi |l
adm t . If it's an inportant enough issue that takes éo vot es,

it should al so be inmportant.
PRESI DENT: One m nute.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: . ...enough to take 30 votes to
reconsi der and that was the intent. ~Thank you.

PRESIDENT: Thank you. Senat or Chanbers, please, followed by
Senator McFarland.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: M. Chairman and nenbers of the | egislature,

I would like to ask Senator Bernard-Stevens just one or two
guestions. Senator Bernard-Stevens,.

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS:  ves.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: ...would you be in favor of a rule that
stated if a bill carries the energency clause, it would require
the sam nunber of votes to advance it from General nd_ Select
as it will take to pass the bill with the energency ciaause.
SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: | don't believe at this time | woul d,
no.

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Why not ?

SENATOR BERNARD-STEVENS: | guess |...you know, we' re getting
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