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CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will open the meeting on Senate Bill (S.B.) 181.  
 
SENATE BILL 181: Makes various changes regarding governmental 

administration. (BDR 24-666) 
 
SENATOR MAURICE E. WASHINGTON (Washoe County Senatorial District No. 2): 
I want to first address a letter I received from the Secretary of State indicating 
opposition to the bill. He noted the primary election held in September would 
adversely impact his office, making it nearly impossible to administer due to the 
presidential elections. He said it would reduce his preparation time between the 
primary and general elections, keeping him from accurately preparing the 
ballots. He also said it would delay any litigation that might occur between the 
cycle of the primary and the federal election. He believes it is not in compliance 
with the Help America Vote Act (HAVA). He opposes eliminating early voting 
and stated 31 other states have begun early voting. Lastly, he states the 
purchase of additional voting machines and paying for additional qualified poll 
employees on a single voting day would be costly.  
 
I plan to refute his concerns with my testimony (Exhibit C). The bill would 
eliminate early voting in primary and general elections. It would require voters to 
show government-issued identification (ID) before voting, and it would change 
the date of our primary election from mid-August to the first Tuesday in 
September.  
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One person, one vote is not only a privilege but a personal responsibility. It is a 
sacred, time-honored tradition. Many have sacrificed to be able to vote. People, 
from all walks of life and from all backgrounds, vote. We should respect the 
process and not create a voting system that sacrifices those privileges on the 
altar of casualness, carelessness or convenience. This bill will ensure the 
integrity of our election process.  
 
SENATOR MATHEWS: 
Would you do away with absentee voting as well? If so, how would our 
servicemen and servicewomen vote? If one group is allowed to vote early, then 
everyone should be able to do so. If you allow absentee voting, then you are 
not really doing away with early voting. 
 
SENATOR WASHINGTON: 
Absentee voting would remain an option. 
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
Have you considered a June primary-election date? I remember when the county 
clerks came to this Committee and asked to change the date from September 
because of processing issues, and we granted that request. We had talked then 
of changing the date to June. Had we agreed to June, we might not have this 
debate again. A candidate would have very little time to run a campaign. I do 
not support the date returning to September. The argument against June is the 
long time span, but the entire year is already in use, whether in the primary or 
general election. 
 
SENATOR WASHINGTON: 
Early voting does not typically encourage voter awareness of the candidates and 
their platforms. It allows voters to cast their ballots without due consideration. 
We need to weigh the benefits of high voter turnout to the cost of having 
people vote who are not prepared.  
 
I have considered the June date, but too much can occur between June and 
November.  
 
SENATOR WIENER: 
We have heard prior testimony on a June primary election versus a September 
election. I agree with the comment that the time is the same to campaign. 
Senator Woodhouse’s bill to bring the primary to June is more 



Senate Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 17, 2009 
Page 4 
 
customer-oriented. About two-thirds of the races are determined after the 
primary elections. At that point, we get serious about one of the candidates 
becoming the incumbent, raising the level of engagement not just for the 
candidates but for the people who must decide. I disagree with the presumption 
that early voters are not serious voters. I trust people take early voting 
seriously, perhaps more so. Some have the opportunity to participate where 
they did not with only one vote date. The general election date was determined 
before we got here. We have created a standard for early voting. People may 
now anticipate voting early in the next election.  
 
SENATOR WASHINGTON: 
For those people who have sacrificed to have the opportunity to vote, that right 
must be protected. Time-honored traditions are important to me. They provide 
stability to our youth. The second Tuesday in November is the time-honored 
tradition for us to vote for our candidate of choice. Early voting disenfranchises 
voters by making it too casual and too convenient.  
 
The high voter turnout of the presidential election between former Presidents 
Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan—84.6 percent of all registered voters before 
early voting was an option—shows that people will make the sacrifice to show 
up and vote if it is important to them. 
 
SENATOR LEE: 
Early voting would cause less drain on businesses and employees’ schedules. 
Would you consider limiting early voting to fewer days? 
 
SENATOR WASHINGTON: 
Although I prefer to maintain our culture of Election Day, I would consider that 
option. 
 
The bill allows for free voter identification in order to eliminate voter fraud. To 
meet the fiscal impact, we have added a $2 fee to driver’s license renewals 
except for those over the age of 65.  
 
JANINE HANSEN (American Independent Party): 
I represent the American Independent Party in this bill. We support portions 
such as eliminating early voting. It hurts nonincumbents, challengers and 
minor-party candidates who often have limited means by increasing the cost of 
participating in elections. Early voting increases the costs because you must 
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have a sustained level of campaigning throughout the process. Incumbents have 
an automatic source of revenue through donations.  
 
We have published a voter guide for years regarding ballot issues on various 
races. It takes time to create such a publication. Many organizations besides us 
create these types of informational-election publications. If we move the primary 
to the suggested September date, then early voting only gives us six weeks to 
gather all of the information. The delay may mean some people do not get into 
the publication before voting. If we eliminate early voting, we can focus on the 
general election.  
 
My personal request is that if you require identification, then please do not 
require a Real ID as discussed in the HAVA hearings. Many people do not have 
Real IDs and would be banned from voting.  
 
DAVID SCHUMANN (Chairman, Nevada Committee for Full Statehood): 
I am in favor of this bill. Voter identification is critical and will ensure one 
person, one vote. I agree with Senator Washington; voting on Election Day is a 
hallowed tradition. If you cannot vote on that day, you can vote on an absentee 
ballot. 
 
LARRY LOMAX (Registrar of Voters, Clark County): 
I strongly oppose eliminating early voting. First, the majority of voters love early 
voting, as reported on CNN during the 2008 elections. We make it easier to 
vote than any other state, which is a good thing. Most early voters have their 
sample ballots in hand and are prepared. Second, early voting attracts more 
voters. When we first introduced early voting in 1994, Clark County’s turnout 
was at 61 percent, which was lower than any Western state. In the 2004 and 
2008 elections, turnout was up to 80 percent, and the State’s turnout was at 
80 percent. Third, we depend on early voting to keep costs down. After the 
2004 election, Clark County purchased enough new voting machines to support 
our county. These touch-screen machines are expensive. If we eliminated early 
voting and had to accommodate all voters on one day, we would need triple the 
machines. To purchase an additional 2,000 voting machines would cost 
$10 million and 1,000 more workers at a cost of $120,000. Early voting is 
driven by personnel costs, which is roughly $500,000 per election. This is much 
cheaper than the $10 million purchase of voting machines.  Nevada is a leader 
in our election process. It would be a shame to rid a program that is appreciated 
by voters and cost-effective.  
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ALAN GLOVER (Clerk-Recorder, Carson City): 
I agree with Mr. Lomax. Early voting is popular, with over 50 percent of our 
people doing so. Early voters are our best voters. Many who vote on 
Election Day are last-minute voters who are often not as prepared. Before early 
voting, we experienced increased absentee voting which is expensive. Early 
voting saves us money.  
 
LISA CORRADO (Redevelopment Project Manager, City of Henderson): 
We are concerned about changing the date of the primary and general elections 
as it constrains our ability to prepare the sample ballots in time. We are against 
the elimination of early voting. We support the increase of convenience and 
accessibility for our voters. Early voting is popular among our residents. Senior 
citizens and workers who cannot get off of work benefit from early voting. Our 
figures show a trend that around 65 percent of voters in recent elections voted 
in early voting. 
 
JACK MAYES (Executive Director, Nevada Disability Advocacy & Law Center): 
Early voting is beneficial to the disabled community. Should we eliminate it, 
people would be forced to stand in long lines, vote through absentee voting or 
stay home and not vote. Accommodations are more easily obtained in early 
voting. We have discussed asking for early voting sites designated for the 
disabled to meet special needs.  For example, there is a group of deaf voters 
who would like an interpreter present for any questions. It would be cost 
prohibitive to ask this for each site, so we try to coordinate a site setup for 
accommodation. Transportation causes challenges in the rural areas. We work 
with car pooling and with the transit provider to transport people to vote after 
hours. I would suggest a national holiday for voting.  
 
MARK FROESE (Administrator, Research and Development Division, Department of 

Motor Vehicles): 
The Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) submitted a fiscal note for this bill 
yesterday (Exhibit D). There would be a cost to the State of $249,905.  
 
SENATOR WASHINGTON: 
There should be no fiscal note. The bill should not have to go before the Senate 
Committee on Finance. We got our figures from the DMV. I am dismayed I have 
not heard from them about this fiscal note and have yet to see it. The 
$2 driver’s license fee along with the $2 renewal charge should cover the cost 
of the ID cards.  
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SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
Why would you put a minus sign on the expense you listed? Is the figure an 
asset or an expense? 
 
PEPPER STURM (Committee Policy Analyst): 
In deference to the DMV, they asked me just before the meeting if they could 
bring a draft fiscal note, which has not been formatted by our Fiscal Division. 
I said they could bring it, but I suspect it will look different once it goes through 
the Fiscal Division. 
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We should have a proper fiscal note to review when this bill goes to work 
session. 
 
MATTHEW M. GRIFFIN (Deputy Secretary for Elections, Office of the Secretary of 

State): 
I concur with Mr. Lomax and Mr. Glover. Our office has submitted a letter in 
opposition to S.B. 181 (Exhibit E). Long lines could disenfranchise voters if early 
voting is eliminated. A one-day election would be very costly for us. 
 
SENATOR WIENER: 
I understand people can cast an absentee vote if they cannot vote during a 
one-day election, but many want to physically vote at the poll site. If we 
opened up the process to include early voting, then those who want to vote at a 
poll site can vote on another day if there is a long line. 
 
PAT SANDERSON: 
I come from the construction industry which, much like mining and working in a 
casino, does not always allow for one to leave work to vote. Our State’s diverse 
work industry creates a need for early voting. Also, as an early voter, I arrived 
to vote fully prepared and anxious to be part of the process. An absentee vote 
would not have been the same for me. 
 
JULIANNA ORMSBY (League of Women Voters): 
We oppose S.B. 181, specifically the requirement of photo IDs. It appears that 
anyone who qualifies for a Nevada identification card would qualify for this free 
card regardless if they vote. We also oppose eliminating early voting. My 
research of other states shows that the proposed $249,000 cost could be 
quadrupled.  
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LEE ROWLAND (Northern Coordinator, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada):  
This past election, we coordinated an election-protection effort involving many 
national agencies. Early voting enables us to identify hitches in the voting 
process so that we can fix them before Election Day. Early voting is critical for 
all of the reasons that have been spoken today.  
 
We also oppose the requirement of photo IDs. We are in receipt of two 
election-protection group letters opposing the bill from the Mexican-American 
Legal Defense Education Fund and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights 
under the Law. Photo ID is a solution in search of a problem. In the Supreme 
Court case about voter fraud, federal and state authorities were unable to 
identify one instance of impersonating voter fraud. There is no evidence of this 
ever occurring in Nevada. The drawbacks are real, however. Senior citizens and 
students do not always have the documents needed to obtain an ID card.  
 
KYLE DAVIS (Policy Director, Nevada Conservation League): 
Our mission is to engage voters in the democratic process. Facts show that 
early voting has been successful in increasing voter participation. We oppose 
this bill.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
I will allow testimony of two people who could not be here today to be entered 
into the record. Nicholas Espiritu of the Mexican American Legal Defense and 
Educational Fund opposes the bill (Exhibit F), as does Eric Marshall of the 
Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights under Law (Exhibit G). We will close the 
hearing on S.B. 181 and open the hearing on S.B. 196.  
 
SENATE BILL 196: Revises the provision that restricts petitions for initiative or 

referendum to a single subject. (BDR 24-83) 
 
SENATOR TERRY CARE (Clark County Senatorial District No. 7): 
To disclose, I am neither for nor against the measure I am about to discuss. 
I will be making reference to litigation, none of which I was involved in. I want 
to talk about the single-subject rule. In 2005, there was an enactment of 
S.B. No. 224 of the 73rd Session, the single-subject rule law. I voted for it as 
did 20 other Senators, and none voted against it. The Assembly also voted in 
favor of the bill 37 to 4. With a lopsided vote in both houses, apparently 
everyone thought we were on the same page.  
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/75th2009/Exhibits/Senate/LA/SLA593F.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/75th2009/Exhibits/Senate/LA/SLA593G.pdf�
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/75th2009/Bills/SB/SB196.pdf�


Senate Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 17, 2009 
Page 9 
 
In looking at the minutes from the hearing before this Committee on April 5, 
2005, one of the bill sponsors, Senator Randolph Townsend said,  

The second section of S.B. 224 is simple. It came as a result of a 
number of initiatives and referendums which were on the ballot last 
Session. Under this bill, it talks about making sure there is only one 
subject in each initiative or referendum. It should clearly state what 
that subject is in the title. That did not occur during the last 
election and it created a great deal of misunderstanding, whether it 
was intended or not. The public should know what is in these 
referendums or initiatives. It should be clearly stated and if it 
cannot be, it should be void. That is the essence of the bill.  

 
At the same time, Janine Hansen of Nevada Eagle Forum testified,  

I do not think there is a huge problem with that, but I want a 
definition of what one subject means … I do not want people to 
get caught in a trap of doing all of the work, only to have a court 
that [does] not like what the particular initiative or referendum says 
and overturn it, claiming it is unconstitutional because it is not one 
subject. 

 
Those are interesting words today. That is exactly what has happened.  
 
The year 2008 was a disastrous year for initiatives and referendums. There 
were more than 15 petitions kept off of the ballot, mostly because of the 
single-subject rule. In 2006, you may remember the eminent-domain issue from 
the ballot. Originally, the ballot question was challenged by Nevadans for the 
Protection of Property Rights, which basically consists of casinos and 
developers. This went to the Nevada Supreme Court, which struck certain 
provisions of the question. It was then put onto the ballot in its lesser form. In 
2007, the Nevada State Education Association (NSEA) had a measure called 
Save Our Schools With Additional Funding. This was challenged by the Nevada 
Resort Association (NRA) on the theory of the single-subject rule. It raised 
gaming taxes and designated money to be spent on education. The judge ruled 
that it violated the single-subject rule. The NSEA then refiled after making 
changes. The NRA sued again, which led to negotiations, which became the 
Initiative Petition 1, which was approved by both Houses earlier this Session.  
 
There was also a group called People’s Amendments that Restore Integrity, 
Openness and Trust (PATRIOT). They had two initiatives to raise the gaming 
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tax. The NRA sued, citing the single-subject rule. It was judged that they did 
violate the single-subject rule.  
 
There was a Prevent Employers from Seizing Tips (PEST) petition which was 
challenged by Wynn Resorts, the Nevada Restaurant Association and others as 
a violation of the single-subject rule. The case was removed from federal court 
and brought back to State court where the initiative was withdrawn. 
Three other measures—the Education Enactment Act, the Funding Nevada’s 
Priorities Act, and the Nevada Taxpayers Protection Act—were challenged for 
violation of the single-subject matter. They went before the Nevada Supreme 
Court who then found them to be invalid for other issues.  
 
I have not been involved in these cases, but it is clear to me that anytime 
anyone tries to get a measure on a ballot, there will be a legal challenge on the 
single-subject rule. This will incur legal fees and be time-consuming. It is a 
hindrance to the process and a disturbance of the right to petition the 
government. Some challenged measures may violate the single-subject rule. This 
bill is to simplify matters in the spirit of those who seek to change the law or 
the Nevada Constitution through amendments or referendums. This bill broadly 
construes the single-subject rule in favor of the proponents and permits a 
funding source and earmarking if it is functionally related. Lastly, section 1, 
subsection 2, paragraph (c) would ensure:  

Every part of a petition need not be a necessary component, the 
absence of which would cause the general purpose of the petition 
to fail; or be capable, when read alone, of providing sufficient 
notice as to the general purpose of the petition as a whole. 

 
I was approached by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) earlier. They 
have an amendment to clarify my intent (Exhibit H). The amendment is 
acceptable to me. Some say we cannot have government by initiative. In fact, 
the initiative process has been in our State Constitution since 1912. The 
referendum process was included in 1904. Let the voice of the people be heard. 
This is their State.  
 
SENATOR WIENER: 
What if we were raising tax money for three different purposes, but only one 
purpose is functionally related to the issue? This would be a subjective call of 
the jurists. In this case, would the judge or jury have the flexibility or the 
authority to sever that money? 
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SENATOR CARE: 
It is difficult to know how your example would play out. This bill would give the 
court some guidance and put into statute the direction to broadly construe in 
favor of the proponent which, I think, is case law around the country.  
 
JAMES W. PENROSE: 
I am here today on my own behalf to stand in support of the bill (Exhibit I). As 
an attorney who has litigated both sides of the single-subject rule, there is a 
need for clarification. The People's Initiative to Stop the Taking of Our Land 
(PISTOL) case gave three different opinions in the Nevada Supreme Court. The 
problem is every measure, unless it is a single-subject section, will be 
multifaceted. If every initiative petition was struck down because it was 
multifaceted, it would invalidate the simplest of proposals. However, we do 
need some single-subject requirement to avoid the deception of voters.  
 
MS. HANSEN:  
We endorse this bill. There is time to oppose a petition or run a campaign 
against a petition. They should not continuously end up in court. One petition 
was in court three times. Because of legal fees, it is impossible for the people to 
create initiative petitions. The single-subject rule infringes on the people’s rights. 
If we narrowly construe the single-subject rule, petitions become prone to 
litigation. Former Senator Bob Beers, a previous proponent of the single-subject 
rule, said I could speak in favor for him. We need to have the people’s 
single-subject rule the same as the Legislature’s single-subject rule, which is 
much broader. This way we are all on the same page.  
 
MS. ROWLAND:  
We support the bill and submit an amendment which Senator Care referenced, 
Exhibit H, which would change the language to require that the rule be 
construed in favor of “voter participation” rather than in favor of proponents. 
Some proponents may hide an initiative clause from the voters. This would 
make the guiding principle in favor of direct and fair democracy, not necessarily 
initiative proponents.  
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
The issue is not so much the petition, but how the petition is advertised and 
sold. There is much false advertisement during the campaign. An example was 
the disingenuous smoking initiative. How do we avoid false information 
concerning the petition’s real intent? 
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SENATOR CARE: 
Our country is based on free speech. We would hope political speech would be 
truthful and accurate; often it is not. The only remedy I see to preserve our 
system is to use your own free speech to point out dishonesty. Previously, you 
could be charged by the Ethics Commission if you lied in a campaign. That has 
been struck down by the courts. The courts have ruled on the side of free 
speech.  
 
CAROLE VILARDO (President, Nevada Taxpayers Association): 
We oppose the bill because initiatives become ballot-box budgeting. How can 
we have faith that the courts will interpret the initiative petition’s intent? For 
example, until Colorado voters approved a five-year moratorium on the Taxpayer 
Bill of Rights (TABOR), they could not fund higher education because of the 
amendment that went through to fund lower education. The California 
Legislature controls 19 percent of their budget. The words “broadly construed” 
in section 1, subsection 2 troubles me. We have an increasing amount of 
initiatives, not on policy issues but for project funding. Many other states 
require a preapproval of the title and description in order to avoid court cases. 
Most of those are signed off on by the Secretary of State’s Office or the 
Attorney General’s Office.  
 
Not every state allows amendments to their constitution. They allow statutory 
amendments. We are not opposed to initiatives, but would support them for 
policy issues rather than for ballot-box budgeting.  
 
The legislative process is unlike the initiative process. I may not like some of the 
bills that come through the legislative process, but I have the opportunity to 
identify problem areas with bills and argue them. I do not have that ability with 
initiative petitions. The only recourse I have is to ask others not to sign. Once 
petitions are on the ballot, it is easy for a voter to vote without knowing the 
depth of the petition. 
 
SENATOR LEE: 
Did I understand you to say that a few people are in charge of the petitions and 
can get them passed into law? 
 
MS. VILARDO: 
No, my point is that a statutory-initiative challenge becomes an after-the-fact 
challenge. The two ways to challenge an initiative before it is on the ballot is by 
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the 200-word description or the single-subject rule. I would not challenge a 
petition until it was ready to become law. The concern I have is it can be a large 
group, but the language for the initiative is strictly for that group. If there is 
something wrong here, I can testify before a committee. I cannot do that with 
an initiative petition. The short explanations on a petition with the pros and 
cons listed are not always read or always understood. Again, I support petitions 
that are policy driven. 
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
Is this like not wanting to use initiative petitions to raise taxes?   
 
MS. VILARDO: 
We do not support earmarking a bill without a user-benefit relationship. 
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
I would like to see an amendment that would prohibit us using an initiative 
petition to raise taxes.  
 
MS. VILARDO: 
I will query my board. I think we would agree to your idea. 
 
SENATOR WIENER: 
Do other states have provisions that limit initiative petitions to be policy 
considerations? 
 
MS. VILARDO: 
No, I have not found that to be true. Some states have conditions and sign-offs 
before petitions are allowed in order to eliminate voter deception.  
 
MR. GRIFFIN: 
I have a letter from Ross Miller, Secretary of State (Exhibit J), which opposes 
the bill. We support the single-subject rule which protects our voters from 
misrepresentations and keeps initiative petitions from logrolling legislation on the 
ballot. One such issue was the “Save Our Schools” petition about spending 
taxes. Although I may support a tax and education, I may not support the 
money from that tax going to teachers’ pay raises, but do support it going to 
textbooks. When I step into the voting booth, I must choose between two evils. 
The voters’ choice is compromised. It becomes either a blanket yes or no vote.  
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Of the 24 states that have initiatives, 14 have the single-subject rule in effect. 
The proposed change to existing language is the most liberal language of the 
entire single-subject rule in existence today.  
 
Section, 1 subsection 1, paragraph (a) of S.B. 196 changes the words “embrace 
but one subject and matters” from “necessarily“ to “properly.” Petitioners want 
guidelines. The existing language gives them that guideline, but “properly” is 
subjective.  
 
Section 1, subsection 2 is unique in the statutory presumption that it will be in 
the favor of the petitioner. We oppose that language. We have case law to 
define the single-subject law. We desire language that gives voters concise 
directions and the option to vote yes or no on a single-subject matter.  
 
I briefly reviewed the ACLU amendment and would oppose it for the same 
reasons.  
 
VERONICA METER (Vice President, Government Affairs, Las Vegas Chamber of 

Commerce): 
I agree with Ms. Vilardo’s remarks. We also oppose this bill. The single-subject 
rule as stated is working. The language is clear, simple and easily understood. 
The rules are also consistent, and we wish to keep them permanent on the 
records.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will close the hearing on S.B. 196 and open the hearing on Assembly Bill 
(A.B.) 39.  
 
ASSEMBLY BILL 39: Revises the provisions of the North Las Vegas City Charter 

governing primary municipal elections. (BDR S-373) 
 
KAREN L. STORMS (City Clerk, City of North Las Vegas): 
As the City of North Las Vegas Charter currently reads, an election with only 
two candidates would allow them to bypass the primary election and go straight 
to the general-election ballot. This bill would allow the names of those 
two candidates to appear on the primary election ballot where the race would 
be decided, eliminating the need for their names to appear on the 
general-election ballot. All of the elected officials in North Las Vegas take office 
on July 1, so this would not affect their terms. It would make our election laws 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/75th2009/Bills/AB/AB39.pdf�


Senate Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 17, 2009 
Page 15 
 
consistent with the laws in both Las Vegas and Henderson with no fiscal 
impact. We hope this will increase voter turnout by taking some confusion out 
of the process. This is part of the legislative platform approved by the City’s 
Legislative Affairs Committee and was unanimously approved by the City 
Council. I spoke with Larry Lomax, who has no objection to the bill. 
 
SENATOR CEGAVSKE: 
When is your general election and what is your voter turnout? 
 
MS. STORMS: 
It is in June. Our voter turnout depends on the size of the race, perhaps 
15 percent.  
 
CHAIR WOODHOUSE: 
We will close the hearing on A.B. 39 and close the meeting at 3:59 p.m. 
 
 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED: 
 
 

 
  
Makita Schichtel, 
Committee Secretary 

 
 
APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
  
Senator Joyce Woodhouse, Chair 
 
 
DATE:  
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