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because that is a constitutional one. I will even pull off on
that one. It would have been a go o d ex ample i f i t w a s
constitutional, though. I t w o ul d ha v e be e n a hell of an
example. Senator Chambers is correct in his arguments and I
hope the body does not overrule the Chair. Thank you.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Senator D i e r k s . The question has been called.
Do I see f i v e h ands'? I do. Shall debate now cease o n t h e
motion to o verrule the Chair. All in favor vote aye, opposed
nay. S h a l l deb a te ce a se? Record, p l e a s e .

CLERK: 27 ayes, 2 nays to cease debate, Mr. President.

S PEAKER BARRETT: Deb a t e ce a s e s . Senator Withem, please, to

SENATOR WITHEM: Yes, I would like to and I will do so briefly.
First of all, I think Senator Bernard-Stevens says t hi s i s a
gray area, and I think I indicated we were moving into a gray
area when I raised the point, but I think it is a v ali d po i n t ,
and I t hink i f...and Senator Chambers did a good job, Senator
Wesely did a good job of arguing the specific t ear i n g t h e
sentence ap a r t an d looking at the modifiers and the verbs and
the adjectives to build their case. Sometimes you don't do that
with a rule. Sometimes you read the full sentence and t r y t o
decide what it means when you read it in its totality, and I
think the clear intent of the language, no motion to postpone to
a time certain to commit, or to postpone indefinitely being
decided shall again be allowed on the same day at the same stage
of the bill or proposition, the clear intent of that is to not
allow members to continue to offer the same motion over and over
a nd over and over and over ag a i n , and over one more time, i n a
clear intent to delay t he b i l l . I t i s obv i ou s a m o t i o n t o
bracket is a priority m otion. It come s up in front of
everything else. To sustain the Chair establishes the precedent
that will allow me or anybody else to offer a motion to bracket,
to withdraw it, to offer it, to withdraw it, to offer it, to
withdraw i t , a n d d e v e lop t h i s u n ending chai n t h a t w i l l r e su l t i n
an individual member being able to speak and control the f loor ,
not just delay a vote on a bill, but for to allow one individual
to continue to control the flow of debate indefinitely. I t h i n k
probably, no matter which way the body rules on this particular
case, this is a rule the Rules Committee should tak e a serious
iook at. I would agree with that. I hope it won't be just
simply a matter of which side of LB 68S has the v o t e s , as

close.
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