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and say I move to adjourn to a time certain. T akes 25 vo t es , a s
a maximum, to do that. And that is the option that we all have
on this floor as we approach the end of the session. Now i f we
pass this rule change, then we are locked into a five day recess
before that last day. And we may not want that five day recess,
but it's going to 30 votes to suspend the rules at that time to
eliminate the five day waiting period. So I d on ' t . . . I j u st
don't see the reason for the rule, because we have the option to
do exactly what that rule says now, if this body cares to do so.
And if we adopt this rule,we are r e d uc in g ou r f l ex i b i l i t y i n
that area. So I would oppose this r econsidera t i o n and oppose
t hi s r u l e c h a n ge .

SPEAKER BARRETT:
S enator Warner .

Thank you. The gentleman from Waverly,

SENATOR WARNER: Nr. President, members of the Legislature, I ' d
rise to oppose the proposed rule change as well. I haven ' t
read any of the stories or heard any of the stories that this
was some kind of a partisan vote, as I gathered from what people
h ave sa i d . Th o se of you who think it's a partisan vote I' ll
tell you you don't begin to understand the issue, because if you
want to take a Governor off the hook, any Governor , y o u su st ai n
their veto, they' re on the hook, you override their veto they' re
off the hook. A nd if you want to stick a Governor, leave them
be responsible for their v etoes , and t h at ' s how i t ' s d on e .
But....And I could cite you numerous examples that I' ve observed
in the last 27 years where the most popular Governor was the one
who had their vetoes overridden and they were on the hook very
clear from that. T h at's just simply how it is. Fin ally, I
would say that Senator Lamb has already pointed out the two
things that occur to me. One is the situations still exist with
the 9Gth day, whatever legislation is enacted that day, s o y o u
don' t solve that problem in its entirety, unless you get 40
votes, I guess, to extend the session for that purpose, w hich i s
an avenue that would still be open under the Constitution, i f
you chose to do so. But the basic reason i s t h es e r u l e s a re i n
place to facilitate the discussion in the process of d evelop i ng
legislation. A rule to requi re a super majority on meeting time
seems to me of no consequence when 25 people could very easily
make that change, if they wished to at the end of t he . . . at t h e
87th day, or 88th day without any problem at all. It seems to
me that t y p e o f f l ex i b i l i t y i s mu c h mor e appropr i a t e and much
more l og i c a l t h an to write into a rule that takes 3Q votes to
meet differently other than a five day recess. I 'd u rge t h a t
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