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CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Welcome, Cub Scout Pack 512, Dens 1 and 3, from northwest Reno. We are 
going to move Senate Bill (S.B.) 210 to Thursday, March 26. We will open the 
hearing with Senator Townsend’s S.B.  281.   
 
SENATE BILL 210: Makes various changes to the provisions governing the 

disposition and reporting of campaign contributions. (BDR 24-582) 
 
SENATE BILL 281: Revises provisions governing the reporting of campaign 

contributions and expenditures. (BDR 24-800) 
 
SENATOR RANDOLPH TOWNSEND (Washoe County Senatorial District No. 4): 
Senate Bill 281 is a simplification of our current process. There is an Effect on 
the State on the front of the bill from a fiscal note that I have not received. Has 
your staff received a fiscal note? 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Fiscal notes are not available at this time.  
 
SENATOR TOWNSEND: 
The cost would be the responsibility of those who file, including elected 
candidates and all involved in the process. This bill is an extension, and there is 
no intent of adding costs to the Secretary of State’s Office. 
 
Senate Bill 281 was created by the Secretary of State for the purpose of 
entering campaign contributions and expenditures through a secure connection 
on an Internet website. Reporting is required for candidates, political parties, 
business entities, committees sponsored by a political party, recalls, and those 
in support of passage or defeat of a ballot question. Within 48 hours of 
accepting a donation or incurring an expenditure in excess of $100, it must be 
disclosed on the Website. All entries made by candidates, public officers and 
other persons must be available to the public for viewing. The links also require 
the Website to calculate and show the money that is spent and money available 
to the candidate or public officer. A question of concern asked by individuals is: 
“What happens if I am on vacation or it is the weekend and I cannot post the 
information within 48 hours?” This is a legitimate point to be debated. 
Senate Bill 281 is an attempt to simplify the process. Funding information 
regarding expenditures for all groups involved in politics would be accessible to 
the public.  
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SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Can those of us without computer skills claim the cost we will incur by hiring 
someone to post on the link every 48 hours?  
 
SENATOR TOWNSEND: 
That is a terrific question. I have an accounting firm prepare my reports because 
they are complex and the penalties are severe. I want to do them correctly.  
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
What is the penalty if the information is not posted within 48 hours? 
 
SENATOR TOWNSEND: 
The penalties have not changed. The intent was to simplify the process and not 
change penalties or caps that are already in the law.  
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
Would you object to requiring contributors to enter information regarding their 
donations within 48 hours? 
 
SENATOR TOWNSEND: 
The Committee can process whatever it wants to help the public understand. 
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
Everyone needs to be open regarding contributions for full accountability. 
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Some of my money will be cut off if contributors are required to file their 
donations. There are Republicans who give me money, but they do not want 
anyone to know. I report it, but the contributors do not want the public to 
know. 
 
SENATOR LEE: 
Incurring $100 in expenses happens quickly; four rolls of stamps cost 
$100. Mundane expenses of running an office are different from giving a check 
to a Senator. 
 
SENATOR TOWNSEND: 
The point is well taken. I simply copied what the law currently requires. The 
only difference is this process is done through the Internet. The Committee may 
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choose to increase the limit on expenditures. Running a campaign has many 
expenses over $100. 
 
JULIANNA ORMSBY (League of Women Voters): 
The League of Women Voters is in support of S.B. 281. 
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Are you in favor of the amendments? 
 
MS. ORMSBY: 
We support the concept of this bill and acknowledge there is work to be done. 
We welcome the input. 
 
JOHN WAGNER (Independent American Party): 
We oppose S.B. 281. The donation of $100 is too low; it should be at least 
$1,000. Hiring a lawyer will be necessary to keep track of the law, and you 
better have an accountant. If a candidate is on the road campaigning and a 
donation comes in, someone will have to open and post it. Third parties will be 
hurt more than the major parties. Opponents will be able to see who donated 
and how much. It is unfair to incumbents as well as the opposition. Listing 
expenditures tells your opponents exactly what you are doing and when. 
 
LYNN CHAPMAN (Nevada Families): 
We are opposed to S.B. 281. Requiring the information be entered on a secure 
computer link on the Internet is a concern. We have six candidates who have 
run in the Independent American Party who do not have computers. How would 
they comply with this? It would be difficult. Requiring information be 
immediately reported will be costly. Running for office is becoming overly 
regulated. No one will want to run for office or donate to a campaign. This does 
not help small people like me.  
 
DAVID SCHUMANN (Committee for Full Statehood): 
We are against S.B. 281. If the $100 was $1,000, we might be for it. You are 
going to expose small donors to activity they do not deserve. It is too picky to 
require a small $100 donation be posted. People who do not support a 
proposition or candidate will harass the supporters of the candidate. Please 
think before you vote for this bill. 
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SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Expenditures and donations are reported three or four times a season. It is 
difficult for me because I must pay someone to report this information. With 
checks coming in three or four times a week, I cannot afford to pay someone to 
record this information every 48 hours. This information is filed and available 
right now. If someone donates $1, it goes on the report. The timeline is 
problematic because I cannot afford to hire people to help me.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Seeing no further testifiers, we will close the hearing on S.B. 281. We will move 
to S.B. 299. 
 
SENATE BILL 299: Provides for payment of stipends and reimbursements for 

Legislators under certain circumstances. (BDR 17-561) 
 
SENATOR DENNIS NOLAN (Clark County Senatorial District No. 9): 
Senate Bill 299 conforms to an attempt to make it easier for the average person 
to serve in the Legislature. The amount of reimbursement makes it almost 
impossible for an average person to serve. The salary was established in the 
Constitution, and we are paid for the first 60 days of the Legislature. A ballot 
question about salary was put forward, and it failed. There is no money or 
organization to educate the public about the real salary of Legislators. We are 
paid less than $2,000 a month. We receive a housing allowance of $700, which 
does not come close to meeting the cost of accommodations in Carson City. It 
is fair to help people who serve in the Legislature without an income augmented 
by an employer or a labor workforce. During the last 14 years of service in the 
Legislature, I was fortunate to have an employer who kept me on salary.  
 
Senate Bill 299 says Legislators who can demonstrate a tangible loss of income 
as a result of their service in the Legislature would be eligible for a stipend up to 
$2,500 in addition to their legislative pay. The Director of the Legislative 
Counsel Bureau would make the determination establishing the policy. It would 
include looking at the individual’s tax returns and income receipts during and 
prior to the Legislative Session. One component in this bill is: should we charge 
the Legislative Commission to establish whether funds would be available to the 
Legislature at their meeting prior to the Legislative Session? During economic 
turmoil the Legislative Commission may decide this fund will not be available 
during the Session because of economic cuts. The Legislative Commission 
would make a determination if the budget has the ability to reimburse 
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Legislators for lost income while serving. Another component is providing equity 
to Legislators for family vacations that are cancelled due to special sessions. 
Nonrefundable vacations have been booked and paid in full. When a special 
session is called, Legislators are required to cancel vacations, incurring large 
penalties. That expense is not fair. Because this adjustment must be made in 
statute, the bill would provide for the Legislature to reimburse for lost costs. 
This is a bill of fairness and equity and provides for an average person to serve 
in the Legislature.  
 
SENATOR LEE: 
This appears as two distinct bills. The first one is the additional $2,500 stipend. 
I agree with section 3. During the Kathy Augustine impeachment trial I was on a 
family vacation when a special session was called. It was very expensive to 
cancel my nonrefundable plans and travel to Carson City.  
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Is it because this is in the Constitution that you did not address getting paid for 
every day? 
 
SENATOR NOLAN: 
It was not only the constitutional question, but after the ballot initiative failed, a 
salary question. The ballot question was misinterpreted by people because of 
the wording and lack of supporting documentation regarding how little 
Legislators are paid. 
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Unless receiving income from another source, no one in the public would work 
for our wages. Calculating base pay at $7,800 every two years, we are paid 
less than minimum wage. I do not think people know we get paid less than 
minimum wage.  
 
SENATOR NOLAN: 
If this bill was enacted, it would not go into effect until the next Legislative 
Session, long after many of you will be serving.  
 
MR. WAGNER: 
I am representing myself and not the American Independent Party. Senator 
Nolan did not go far enough. If you work a day in the Legislature, you should 
get paid for that day. Not only should you be paid for every day, you should 
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have health insurance for yourselves and your family while serving. This step is 
in the right direction, but I would rather see it done constitutionally and done 
correctly.  
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
During my first session I slipped on the ice outside the building. I paid for all the 
expenses myself; we are not even covered by workers’ compensation. 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Seeing no further testifiers, we will close the hearing on S.B. 299. We will now 
go to the work session.  
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
I have distributed a correspondence (Exhibit C) for a resolution. This is a request 
from Reverend Father George C. Bratiotis, Pastor of St. Anthony Greek 
Orthodox Church in Reno, to adopt a State of Nevada Religious Freedom 
Resolution for Ecumenical Patriarchate recognition. I indicated we could request 
a resolution for this purpose. 
  
 SENATOR CEGAVSKE MOVED TO INITIATE A BILL DRAFT REQUEST 
 FOR STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE 
 ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE. 
    
 SENATOR HARDY SECONDED THE MOTION. 
  
 THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  

 
***** 

 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will move on to S.B. 36.  
 
SENATE BILL 36: Revises provisions governing panels that conduct certain 

competitive examinations for positions in the classified service of the 
State. (BDR 23-318) 

 
PEPPER STURM (Committee Policy Analyst): 
Please refer to page 1 of the work session document (Exhibit D) in your binder 
concerning S.B. 36. The measure was heard on February 12 and presented by 
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the Department of Public Safety. Under current law, panels convened for oral 
examinations to fill vacant positions in state government cannot have more than 
one third of its members from that department. There is an exception for 
departments with over 1,000 employees that have multiple divisions; if a panel 
member from another department is unable to serve due to illness or an 
emergency, the panel may then exceed the one-third cap. This bill removes that 
exception and allows these larger departments to convene oral examinations 
panels with more than one third of the members from that department. The 
current requirement is retained that none of the panel members be employees 
from the same division.  
 
This bill was presented by Chris Perry, Chief of the Nevada Highway Patrol and 
Norma Santoyo, with the Department of Public Safety. The measure was 
requested to simplify the recruitment process and make it easier to convene 
interview panels. There were no amendments proposed for this bill. 
 
 SENATOR RAGGIO MOVED TO DO PASS S.B. 36 
 
 SENATOR HARDY SECONDED THE MOTION 
 
 THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

***** 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will move on to S.B. 162. 
 
SENATE BILL 162: Revises the date of the primary election and provisions 

governing voter registration by mail. (BDR 24-1001) 
 
MR. STURM: 
Senate Bill 162 begins on page 2 of your work session document, Exhibit D. 
This measure was sponsored by Senator Woodhouse. Senate Bill 162 moves 
the date of the primary election to the first Tuesday in June of each 
even-numbered year. Current law provides that the primary is held 12 Tuesdays 
prior to the general election in even-numbered years. This change increases the 
period of time between the primary and general elections from the current 
12 weeks to 21 weeks. Other election-related dates are adjusted in accordance 
with the June date for the primary election. Further, the bill revises provisions 
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governing the effective date for certain mail-in voter registration application 
forms. This change provides that the applicant shall be deemed to be registered 
or have corrected information in the register if the application was completed on 
a weekend or holiday and was received by the county clerk on the first working 
day following that holiday or weekend. In all other cases, the application is 
effective upon receipt by the county clerk.  
 
Several amendments were proposed by Deputy of Elections Matt Griffin of the 
Office of Secretary of State. The first amendment is to amend section 15 of the 
bill regarding the receipt of mail-in voter registration to provide instead that the 
applicant shall be deemed to be registered on the date the application is 
postmarked or the date received by the county clerk, whichever is earlier.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Matt Griffin, would you explain items 2, 3 and 4 on page 2 of the work session 
document? 
 
MATT GRIFFIN (Deputy for Elections, Office of the Secretary of State): 
Item 2 in the work session document addresses section 4 of the mock-up for   
S. B. 162 (Exhibit E). At the hearing, there was a discussion of an Arizona case 
and the effects of requiring minor independent party candidates to file too far 
from a general election. The Office of the Secretary of State researched the 
case, Nader v. Brewer, 501 F.3d 1028 (9th Cir. 2008). The case says a filing 
date too far away from the general election is a violation of the first and 
fourteenth amendment. In the Nader case, 15,000 signatures were required in 
the State of Arizona to gain ballot access. Presidential candidate Ralph Nader 
was unsuccessful in his bid to get on the ballot because of lack of interest from 
pushing the date too far out. If two people from the same party file for office 
and a nonpartisan or independent files, the two major political party candidates 
would run for primary and face the nonpartisan or independent in the general 
election. The filing date cannot be too far away from the general election—yet it 
must be close enough to the primary—without running a risk of facing a lawsuit 
and negating the primary election. The proposed amendment moves minor and 
independent party filings to the first week of April, with a two-week challenge 
period, which allows time for the county clerks to meet the June primary 
deadline. 
 
Because of no runoff in the primary, some jurisdictions may have two 
candidates from the same political party in a three-way race at the general 
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election with the nonpartisan or independent candidate. We propose to amend 
Nevada Revised Statute 293.260 to remove the effect that minor or 
independent parties would have on the primary election. If two people run for 
one office from the same major political party, all three are going to the general 
election and there will not be a runoff in the primary election. This will not 
affect any party that has ballot access. It would affect people in cases similar to 
Nader, where he ran as an independent candidate and could not get the number 
of signatures necessary to qualify for the ballot.  
 
JANINE HANSEN (American Independent Party): 
Does that mean all minor political parties would file their candidates in April or 
just parties seeking ballot access? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
Minor party candidates with ballot access file in March. Independent and minor 
parties without ballot access file in April.  
 
MS. HANSEN: 
The minor parties file in March, the major parties file in January, and the minor 
parties that do not have ballot access file in April? 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
That is correct. 
 
MS. HANSEN: 
We oppose the January filing deadline. Minor parties are required to have 
conventions, not primaries. If all parties had to file in January, minor parties 
would need to have their convention at Thanksgiving or Christmas. It does not 
work. That is why we are in favor of the March date. It is problematic for minor 
parties if they do not file until March and the major parties file in January. The 
minor parties were left out of candidate nights, debates and radio shows. People 
were unaware there was a later filing; it was negative for the minor parties.  
 
In the past, if two Republicans filed for the same race in January, and a minor 
party candidate filed in March, it forced a primary to determine who went to the 
general election. Under this proposal, there would not be a primary election with 
two Republican candidates; they would all go on the general election ballot. It 
negates the purpose of the primary election for a political party to choose their 
political candidate. That is a huge change. Instead of just one major candidate 
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you may have both Democrats and Republicans going to the primary election 
and face an independent candidate. We would rather have everyone file in 
March, rather than different filing times. It is confusing for the voters; it is 
confusing for people trying to participate in the process.  
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
There is nothing in state law that addresses when party conventions occur. If 
we have a June primary, and everyone files in January, under case law there is 
a chance the court would strike out the primaries being unconstitutional. It 
would be a costly endeavor for our office. We are trying to have the filing date 
for the minors and independents as close to the general election as we can and 
still allow the clerks time to do their ballots. There is a case involving the 
Libertarian Party from Washington where they struck down a March filing 
deadline for petition candidacies, saying March was too far away from the 
general election. That is why we came up with the April filing date.  
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
Are there going to be three different filing dates?  
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
Yes, there would be three different filing dates. 
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
Judicial officers file in January; other candidates will file in March. If there are 
two or three people in one party who file, is there still a primary election? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
If there are three candidates, there is a primary election. If there are two, there 
is not. 
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
If two Republicans file, that goes to the general election? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
Correct.  
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
What happens if an Independent American candidate files?     
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MR. GRIFFIN: 
If there is an Independent American that files with two Republicans, it all goes 
to the general election.  
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
Why is that necessary? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
The filing date needs to be in March to not violate case law. An April filing date 
does not allow enough time for a candidate to mount a campaign for a June 
primary, or to get past the challenge date to be a viable candidate. 
  
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
It creates an anomaly that cannot be justified. Why should there be a primary 
election in one case and not in another? A major political party should have the 
right to decide which candidate it wants to have in the general election. What 
happens if two Democrats, two Republicans and an Independent American file? 
Is there a primary election? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
Yes, then there would be a primary election. 
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
This creates a strange situation that will be hard for people to understand. 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
Is this requirement caused by case law? 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
Correct. This is not a policy issue for the Secretary of State’s office. In order to 
avoid a threat of litigation that would jeopardize the primary election, this is the 
solution based on case law. 
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
If we do not change the filing date, there is not a problem. If the filing date is 
left in May, it is not a problem. 
 
 
 



Senate Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 24, 2009 
Page 13 
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
We would need to schedule it further from the June primary election because 
the challenge period would not expire.  
 
SENATOR RAGGIO: 
There are other choices. Why is S.B. 120 not scheduled for work session? That 
bill changes the primary to September.  
 
SENATE BILL 120: Revises the date of the primary election. (BDR 24-370) 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will be considering S.B. 120 in a later work session. 
 
MS. HANSEN: 
Mr. Griffin stated there is no law regarding conventions for minor parties. There 
is a law requiring minor party conventions to choose their candidates and give 
the list to the Secretary of State. We must do that by law, or our candidates 
cannot run. We cannot have more than one candidate. We do not want to file at 
a different time than the major parties. We did this several years ago, and it did 
not work. It would lessen the problem if it were done for parties that do not 
have ballot access. We want to file at the same time major parties file. 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
The amendments have brought more questions than anticipated. I will move this 
to a future work session. We will move to Senate Joint Resolution (S.J.R.) 3 of 
the 74th Session.  
 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 3 OF THE 74TH SESSION: Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to revise certain provisions relating to elections. 
(BDR C-260). 

 
MR. STURM: 
Page 10 of the work session document Exhibit D was originally sponsored by 
Senator Rhoads. It proposes to amend the Constitution of the State of Nevada 
to provide that an initiative petition must be signed by at least 10 percent of the 
registered voters in the state who voted at the preceding general election. 
 
The measure also proposes to repeal provisions contained in A.J.R. No. 10 of 
the 73rd Session that eliminate the requirement that a person must reside in 
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Nevada for at least 30 days prior to an election to be eligible to vote in that 
election. Similarly, it proposes to repeal provisions contained in 
S.J.R.  1 of the 74th Session, which eliminates the requirement that a notarized 
affidavit accompany the signatures on a petition affirming that those who 
signed the petition were, at the time of signing, registered voters in the county 
in which they reside. The provisions of both of these repealed resolutions have 
been included in S.J.R. 3 of the 74th Session to help avoid voter confusion by 
reducing the number of questions upon which voters will be asked to decide.  
 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1 OF THE 74th SESSION: Proposes to amend the 

Nevada Constitution to remove requirements concerning affidavits that 
must be affixed to referendum petitions and initiative petitions. (BDR C-
688) 

 
There is one proposed amendment by Allen Lichtenstein of the American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU) of Nevada requiring the Secretary of State to determine 
and publish the requisite number of voters required to meet the 10-percent 
minimum specified in the resolution. A copy follows in the work session 
handout. Legislative Counsel Brenda Erdoes noted that the proposal could be 
handled through regulations from the Secretary of State’s Office or through a 
specific statutory requirement within the Nevada Revised Statutes.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We have in front of us S.J.R. 3 of the 74th Session. If we make an amendment 
on this joint resolution, the process starts over again. As Mr. Sturm indicated, if 
we consider the ACLU amendment, we can do that by an amendment to the bill 
or a letter of intent, or not consider it.  
 
 SENATOR WIENER MADE A MOTION TO DO PASS S.J.R. 3 OF THE   
 74TH  SESSION. 
 
 THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY SENATOR LEE. 
 
 THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

***** 
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CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
That concludes our business. Seeing no public comment, the meeting is 
adjourned at 3:14 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 

 
 
 

  
Karen Johansen, 
Committee Secretary 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
  
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 
 
 
DATE:  
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