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SENATOR NcFARLAMD: M. Speaker, |I'd nove to overrule the Chair.

SPEAKER BARRETT:  Thrmk you. We are to the point where debate
is inorder on a notion offered by Senator MFarland to overrul e

the Chair. | have a nunber of lights on from previous ef;]orts
to speak. I"d like to clear the board if | mght and then put
your lights back on if you'd like to speak to the challenge.
Thank you. Senator W them followed by Senators More and
NcFarland.

SENATORWITHEN: yes, Nr. Speaker and members of' the body, |
would, | guess, just |jke, | think this isan interesting
question. | alnost raised this question earlier {his mornin

It is not an objection to the NcFarland anendnent, notiorr as
such, but when both Senators Bernard-Stevens agnd Senator
Chambers were offering notions, | think the Speaker woul d be
able to tell you | did have a discussion with him previous to
this about ether these notions are, in fact, prIOPIty nmot i ons
and ought to be broughtup. | chose not to because too often
parlianentary 'wanglings end yp taking more time than do the
actual disposing of motions. | probably shoul d have brought it
earlier because | don't want it to be perceived as an objection
to the NcFarl and notion. Frankly, | don't even know what the
NcFarl and motion involves necessarily. Byt | think the Speaker
made a correct ruling in this case. |f you woul d open your rule
books to Section 3, Rule 7, section 3, the fourth paragraph,
when a question isunder debate no notion shall be considered
except one of the follow ng, which notion shall take precedence
in the order stated. Notion to adjourn has the highest
priority. Mot i onfor the previous question has the second
hi ghest priority. Notion to postpone to a time certain has the
third highest priority, to recoomit the coomittee fourth highest
in amendnent and to postpone jndefinitely. Nowhere is the
motion to overrulethe Chair, excuse me, to overrule the agenda
listed. The onlyreference inour yryes to _this particular
notion is under Rule 1, Section 16 where there is a reference to
this articular notion but it is not i i ori
n’otionp So | think the Chair has ruled corrét‘:ﬂ?daga IaPHr?lEIH/
probably is a good ruling to not allowand keep in mind that
sustaining the Chair in this case | think sets a precedent. ot
only is the NcFarl andmotion out of order, but also any oth‘er
motions that are just dunped on the desk to change the agenda
woul d al | |'i kewi se be out oforder. Not only is the NcFarland
nmotion out of order, but any succeeding Wthem Baack, Hartnett,
Schimek, Chambers, et cetera noti ons woul d al so be out of order.
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