January 24, 1990 LB 769

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Senator Hannibal.

SENATOR HANNI BAL: Nr. Speaker and nmenbers of the Legislature, |
rise to support Senator Chanbers' npption to overrule the Chair.

And sone of ny comments are going to be along the |ines of
Senator Marner's, and that is that |'mvery concerned about that
I'm going to be speaki ng will be perceived as furtherance of a
ilibuster, and because |'mperceived as being against LB 769, |
haven't been supporting it, that's true. But my reason for
speaki ng has nothing to do with the issue itself, but rather the
rules, as Senator Marner has said. If | wunderstand the

si tuation correct, we had a ruli n%, believe it was Nonday  or
yesterday, to decide whetherthe Chair was correct in stating
that an amendnent was divisible. It probably was not divisible,
in 18 or 19 sections, under our rules. The Chair ruled that it
was divisible, we had the notion and was ruled that i \asn't.

That wasa ruling, we lived with it. A second ruling, the same
kind of thing, and Speaker Barrett now, today, said he is going
to say this is not divisible based on our actions

believe that he is wong, and |'mgoing to vote that | thlnlzl he
is wrong. But | al so understand why he would do that, gnqit

certainly, to Senator Chanbers, it wasn't for purposes of
political expediency, because there is no question in anybody' s
mnd on this floor that %ardl ess of how Speaker Barrett had

ruled it was going to echal I enged. Tp h led '
chal l enging. The way, if he would have rulee\évaythee r%t%eryovlﬂa;?

Senat or Labedz woul d have chal |l enged, there is no question in my
mind, and we still would have had the issue before us. |{ g
also clear to ne that there was a real question as to \hat the
original ruling was. Was the issue divisible, orwas the issue
divisible in 19 sections'? |f you say the ruling was it was pot
divi sible, then Speaker .Barrett is absolutely correct. If you
on the other hand, say the ruling was that it was not divisibl e
in 18 or 19 sections, then | believe you could say he is
incorrect. | amchoosing to say that the ruling was ¢t hat that
original amendment was not divisible as it was based on our
overruling the Chair. sp | am defending Speaker Barrett' s
sincerity and his consistency. And | think |I was displeased
wi th some of your comments, Senator Chanbers, jnqg| know others

wer e, about your lnterpretatlon asto how or Whythe Speaker

ruled as he did. Nonet hel ess, | believe the issue is very
forcefully in front of ys, is this amendment divisi bI e? |
believe it is. | will look t'o Senator Chanbers al'so to  gxplain
his rationale, because | think Senator NcFarland expl ai ned it
quite well. If it's not divisible, thenit's a proper ruling.
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