January 4, 1990

that |ast sentence really does that. I think it is very

specific direction on detailing what nongernmaneness is and, in
fact, nmakes it nore clear. |t is not redundant |anguage and, in
fact, while we say "or" in the first part, the |last sentence
that is stricken very definitively says "relates to a
substantially different subject or acconplishes substantially
different purpose.” Thereis an "or" there. canthis changebe
a way around or an end run around introduction of |egislation
t hat acconplishes a substantially different purpose. | feel

very unconfortable with that definition that is excluded, gang
while we seemto have a variety of unconfortabl eness yith
either/or, | think that in my mnd because of this division of
unconfortabl eness with either including the "or" 4; excludi
the | ast sentence, | amgoing to have to vote against this rupg
change. If, Senator Chambers, as you said, nothing of substance
has occurred, then I think we should reject this anmendnent.

P RESIDENT: Thankyou. Senator Chambers.. oh, Mr. Clerk, vyou
have an amendment.

CLERK: M . President, Senator Warner would nove to amend the
conmi ttee amendment nunmber 8 by striking the word "or" gang
reinserting the word "and".

PRESI DENT: Senat or Warner, please.

SENATOR WARNER: Well, M. President, | decided maybe in order
to generate sone discussion as to how this might be jnterpreted
with the word "or", the proper way to do it was with the
offering of the amendnent. |  appreciate...l certainly

understand the coments where there can be the need, jn fact,
for some other substantive change in law that particularly \when

ws tal k about bills that mayhave a spendingand a revenue
mxture that needs to be recogniZed, and in many cases, | am not
terribly upset about suspending that germaneness rule if it |ag
appropriate to do it in those circunmstances. | g|s ould...we
have to keep in mind, | have never been supportive 0? le m tation
on bills because |I think that is the point in which the tions

for alternative ideas should be put into the hopper and tﬁgre I's

no restriction there now As we all well know, it frequently is

criticized but, nevertheless, jt js the option that has to be
preserved if you are going to have a free discussion 4f jgeas.
But once you have a specific bill, then | think you have to

begin to narrow sonewhat what can be done within that piece
| egislation unless you require some additional majority than
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