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OTHERS PRESENT: 
 

Scott Drexel, Consultant, National Popular Vote 
Saul Anuzis, Senior Advisor, National Popular Vote 
Sondra Cosgrove, President, League of Women Voters of Las Vegas Valley 
James Katzen, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Danny Thompson, representing National Popular Vote 
Molly Rose Lewis, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada 
Maud Naroll, Private Citizen, Carson City, Nevada 
Alanna Bondy, Intern, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada 
Paula McDonough, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada 
Joseph Leising, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
John Ridgeway, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
C. T. Wang, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Joy Jones, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Mark Howells, Private Citizen, Henderson, Nevada 
Wendy Stolyarov, Legislative Director, Libertarian Party of Nevada 
Jim Hindle, Chair, Storey County Republican Party; and representing Nevada 

Republican Party 
Janine Hansen, State President, Nevada Families for Freedom 
William Tarbell, Private Citizen, Sparks, Nevada 
Lynn Chapman, State Vice President, Nevada Eagle Forum 
Vicky Maltman, Private Citizen, Sun Valley, Nevada 
John Wagner, Carson City Vice-Chairman, Independent American Party of Nevada 
Joannah Schumaker, Chairman, Gifted Minds With Too Little Time, Reno, Nevada 
Juanita Cox, President, Nevada Republican Assembly; and representing Citizens in 

Action 
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Sally Zamora, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada 
Shawn Meehan, Founder, Guard the Constitution Project, Minden, Nevada; and 

Chairman, Resolutions Committee, Nevada Republican Party 
Erven Nelson, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada 
 

Chairwoman Diaz: 
[Roll was taken.  Rules were explained.]  I would like to change the order and begin with 
the work session today.  Our next order of business is to consider action on 
Assembly Joint Resolution 8.  A summary of A.J.R. 8 is in the work session document 
(Exhibit C).  I want to remind everyone that a work session is not a rehearing, and we will 
not be taking any testimony.  However, if a Committee member has a question, and there is 
someone in the audience who can answer it, I may invite that person up to the table to clarify 
a point.  Ms. Stonefield, please walk the Committee through A.J.R. 8. 
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Assembly Joint Resolution 8:  Urges the United States Senate to protect a woman's 

reproductive rights as it undergoes the process of vetting a nominee for the 
United States Supreme Court. (BDR R-880) 

 
Carol Stonefield, Committee Policy Analyst: 
I am with the Research Division of the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB).  
Assembly Joint Resolution 8 was heard in this Committee on March 16, 2017.  It was 
presented by Assemblyman Watkins.  The resolution urges the United States Senate to 
protect a woman's reproductive rights as it considers the nominee to fill a vacancy on the 
United States Supreme Court.  There are no amendments to this resolution.  
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I will entertain a motion to do pass. 
 

ASSEMBLYMAN ARAUJO MADE A MOTION TO DO PASS 
ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 8. 
 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN BILBRAY-AXELROD SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 

Is there any discussion on the motion? 
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
I will be voting no on this.  I think the whole concept is flawed.  I do not think that 
the President of the United States or the United States Senate should have a litmus test in 
advance on how a judge is going to vote on any specific topic.  The last thing you want is 
a judge who is going to make decisions prior to having an opportunity to hear the case.  
On that basis alone, I think it is wrong.  I also think that it is really flawed.  When you 
actually study the U.S. Constitution, there is no provision whatsoever in the U.S. Constitution 
on abortion.  It should fall under the Tenth Amendment, which would go to the states.  
I think that if the U.S. Supreme Court follows the U.S. Constitution and does what it is 
supposed to do, Roe v. Wade, 410 U.S. 113 (1973) would be overturned simply on the 
grounds that it is not in the U.S. Constitution.  Consequently, the Tenth Amendment would 
apply.  I will be voting no. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Any further discussion?  Seeing none, I will call for the vote. 
 

THE MOTION PASSED.  (ASSEMBLYMEN HAMBRICK, HANSEN, 
McARTHUR, AND OSCARSON VOTED NO.) 
 

I will assign the floor statement to Assemblyman Watkins, who is the sponsor of A.J.R. 8.  
In case he needs backup, I will give the backup to Assemblywoman Monroe-Moreno.   
 
Our second order of business is to hear Assembly Bill 274.  There has been a lot of interest in 
this bill.  I have received numerous emails and positions on A.B. 274, so just know that we 
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have uploaded those to the Nevada Electronic Legislative Information System (NELIS) for 
today's meeting.  You can also find them linked to today's meeting.  If you have submitted 
your remarks to NELIS, please do not feel compelled to read those entire remarks into 
the record when you share your testimony with us.  Please just summarize them.  If you have 
not submitted remarks before today's meeting, you can also provide a copy.  That will make 
my committee secretary's life a lot easier.  If you are in Las Vegas, you may submit them to 
the staff down there.  I want to make sure that everyone gets an equal amount of time, so 
I will be limiting testimony to three minutes.   
 
With that, welcome Assemblyman Araujo.  I will open the hearing on A.B. 274.  This is the 
proposal to enact the agreement among the states to elect the President by 
national popular vote. 
 
Assembly Bill 274:  Enacts the Agreement Among the States to Elect the President by 

National Popular Vote. (BDR 24-1021) 
 
Assemblyman Nelson Araujo, Assembly District No. 3: 
Today, I have the distinct pleasure of presenting Assembly Bill 274, which would enact the 
National Popular Vote interstate compact (NPVIC) in the state of Nevada.  Joining me today 
are Scott Drexel and Saul Anuzis from the National Popular Vote project. 
 
I am going to provide a brief presentation and then walk you through the bill.  I will then ask 
Mr. Drexel and Mr. Anuzis to share some brief remarks.  We will then take questions from 
the Committee. 
 
Across the nation and throughout Nevada, voters of all types have rekindled the debate over 
how best to select the President of the United States.  Today, we are here to make the case for 
having every single vote count when electing our nation's leader.  While I realize that this is 
a sensitive topic for many, my hope is that we can have a healthy dialogue to determine what 
changes, if any, should be made to give a voice to all voters.  The NPVIC kicks in once states 
with a majority of electoral votes enact the NPVIC.  At that time, each state would be 
required to direct their electoral votes to the candidate who receives the highest number of 
votes nationwide.  Currently, ten states have enacted the NPVIC.  Those states include 
California, Hawaii, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, and Washington.  Washington, D.C. also enacted the NPVIC.  
 
I would like to walk the Committee through the bill, and then turn it over to Mr. Drexel.  
Section 1 of this bill enacts the NPVIC.  Article I of the NPVIC states that any state, as well 
as Washington, D.C., may join the NPVIC.   
 
Article II of the NPVIC requires each state in the compact to conduct a popular election for 
President and Vice President.   
 
Article III of the NPVIC requires the chief election officer of each state to compile 
the election results for all the states and determine which candidate won the most voters 
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nationwide.  That candidate's electoral slate would be designated as the members of 
the Electoral College for that state.  If there were a tie for the national popular vote, 
the electors appointed in each state in the compact would be those of the candidate who won 
the popular vote within that state.  If a state nominates a greater or lesser number of electors 
than the electoral votes which they are assigned, the presidential slate, which is designated as 
the national popular vote winner, shall be able to appoint a slate.  This article shall determine 
the appointment of electors in any year that states totaling a majority of the electoral votes 
have enacted the compact on or before July 20. 
 
Article IV states that this agreement becomes effective upon being enacted in states 
comprising a majority of 270 electoral votes.  It is important to note that any state may 
withdraw from this agreement.  However, if a state withdraws in the last six months of 
a President's term, their withdrawal shall not be effective until the next President begins 
their term.  The chief executive officer of each state is required to notify all other states when 
this agreement is enacted, when the state withdraws from the agreement, or when this 
agreement takes effect.   
 
Article V defines a number of terms.  I am going to go through those terms because they will 
be critical.   
 

For purposes of this agreement, "chief executive" shall mean the Governor of 
a State of the United States or the Mayor of the District of Columbia; 
"electoral slate" shall mean a slate of candidates who have been nominated in 
a state for the position of presidential elector in association with 
a presidential slate; "chief election official" shall mean the state official or 
body that is authorized to certify the total number of popular votes for each 
presidential slate; "presidential elector" shall mean an elector for President 
and Vice President of the United States; "presidential elector certifying 
official" shall mean the state official or body that is authorized to certify the 
appointment of the state's presidential electors; "presidential slate" shall mean 
a slate of two persons, the first of whom has been nominated as a candidate 
for President of the United States and the second of whom has been 
nominated as a candidate for Vice President of the United States, or any 
legal successors to such persons, regardless of whether both names appear on 
the ballot presented to the voter in a particular state; "state" shall mean a State 
of the United States and the District of Columbia; and "statewide 
popular election" shall mean a general election in which votes are cast for 
presidential slates by individual voters and counted on a statewide basis.   

 
Section 2 of the bill amends Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 298.015 to reference 
a different section of NRS and adds section 1 of this act.  Section 3, subsection 1 of this bill 
amends the NRS to mandate appointed electors to submit a pledge to vote for the winner of 
the national popular vote rather than the winner of Nevada's popular vote, as they are 
currently required to do.  Subsection 3 removes the duties of partisan officials in submitting 
the above-referenced pledge to the Secretary of State.   
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Section 4 slightly alters the requirements for the Secretary of State to submit a certificate of 
ascertainment to the Archivist of the United States upon the appointment of 
presidential electors.  Section 5 repeals sections of NRS 298.065.  Those sections would be 
no longer applicable given how the NPVIC would change the functioning of the 
Electoral College in Nevada. 
 
Section 6 strikes requirements for electors to vote for the winner of the national popular vote 
in the state, as well as duties of the Secretary of State pursuant to that.  That requirement is 
replaced with a requirement for electors to vote for the winner of the national popular vote 
or, in the event of a national popular vote tie, for the winner of the popular vote in the state.  
Section 7 swaps NRS 298.005 and NRS 298.015 and adds section 1 of this act with regard to 
NRS 298.089. 
 
Section 8 repeals NRS 298.005 and NRS 298.085.  Finally, under section 9, section 9 and 
section 1 of this act become effective upon passage and approval. 
 
That was a quick rundown of the bill.  I imagine the Committee has questions, but I will turn 
it over to Mr. Drexel to add some more perspective on why we are here today. 
 
Scott Drexel, Consultant, National Popular Vote: 
The national popular vote bill would guarantee the presidency to the candidate who receives 
the most popular votes in all 50 states and the District of Columbia (Exhibit D).  
The shortcomings of the current system of electing the President stem from state 
winner-take-all statutes, which are state laws that award all the state's electoral votes to the 
candidate receiving the most popular votes in each separate state.   
 
The winner-take-all rule has permitted 5 of our 45 Presidents to come into office without 
having won the most popular votes nationwide.  A shift of just 59,393 votes in Ohio in 2004 
would have elected Senator John Kerry despite the fact that President Bush's nationwide lead 
exceeded 3 million votes.  A shift of just 214,390 votes in 2012 would have elected 
Governor Mitt Romney despite President Obama's nationwide lead of almost 5 million votes.  
We are all aware of the results in 2000 and 2016.  The point is that this cuts both ways.  
A shift of 38,000 votes in 2016 would have elected Hillary Clinton—the candidate with 
a 2,864,000 vote lead in the national popular vote.   
 
Article II, Section 1, Clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution gives states exclusive control over 
awarding their electoral votes.  It is the plenary authority of the states:  "Each state shall 
appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors . . . . "   
 
The winner-take-all method of awarding electoral votes was not debated or voted on at 
the Constitutional Convention.  It is mentioned in the Federalist Papers.  It was used by only 
three states in the nation's first presidential election in 1789, and all three repealed it by 1800.  
The winner-take-all method of awarding electoral votes was not used by a majority of the 
states until the eleventh presidential election in 1828, and it did not become 
the predominant method for awarding electoral votes until 1880.   

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533D.pdf
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The National Popular Vote bill is an interstate compact that will repeal the winner-take-all 
rule.  The compact would take effect only when enacted by states possessing a majority of 
the electoral votes, which are enough electoral votes to elect a President (270 of the 538).  
Under the compact, all the electoral votes from the enacting states would be awarded to 
the presidential candidate who receives the most popular votes in all 50 states and 
the District of Columbia.  Because the compact goes into effect only when enacted by states 
possessing at least a majority of the electoral votes, the candidate winning the most 
popular votes in all 50 states and Washington, D.C., will have a majority when the 
Electoral College meets in mid-December.   
 
The National Popular Vote bill has been enacted into law by 11 jurisdictions.  Four of them 
are small states with three or four electoral votes.  Three of them are medium-sized states, 
and four of them are larger states.  The 11 jurisdictions that have already enacted the bill 
possess 165 electoral votes.  The NPVIC will come into effect when approved by states 
possessing a total of 270 electoral votes; thus, 105 additional votes are needed.  Those laws 
that have been passed by our enacting states will sit on the books until enough states have 
opted in to the compact to trigger that 270 number. 
 
The bill has passed 34 legislative chambers in 23 states.  Most recently, it passed a bipartisan 
40-16 vote in the Republican-controlled Arizona House of Representatives; 28-18 in 
the Republican-controlled Oklahoma Senate; 57-4 in the Republican-controlled New York 
Senate; 37-21 in the Democrat-controlled Oregon House of Representatives.  It passed 
unanimously in legislative committees in both Georgia and Missouri.  A total of 2,955 state 
legislators have endorsed it, either by sponsoring it or casting a recorded vote in favor of 
the National Popular Vote bill.   
 
A long list of people supported it.  At the federal level, former Senators Jake Garn, 
Birch Bayh, and David Durenberger have supported it.  Former Congressmen 
John Anderson, John Buchanan, Tom Campbell, Tom Downey, Tom Tancredo, and 
Bob Barr have also supported it.  Former Governors Howard Dean and Jim Edgar and former 
House Speaker Newt Gingrich have also supported it.  The National Popular Vote bill 
preserves the Electoral College and respects the power of each state to choose the method of 
awarding its electoral votes. 
 
Saul Anuzis, Senior Advisor, National Popular Vote: 
I am a Senior Advisor to National Popular Vote (Exhibit E).  I am also the former chairman 
of the Michigan Republican Party.  I served six years on the Republican National Committee 
and am currently a member of the National Rifle Association Board's Committee on 
Public Affairs.   
 
First, we would like to thank Assemblyman Araujo for sponsoring A.B. 274.  My colleague, 
Scott Drexel, laid out a summary of the bill, and I wanted to take a few minutes to address 
some of the misconceptions, myths, and concerns that have been raised by several people, 
particularly my fellow conservatives and Republicans. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533E.pdf
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This bill enjoys both bipartisan support and bipartisan opposition.  It is rare to have 
a proposal in front of you that can garner the support of the likes of former 
Republican Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives Newt Gingrich and 
former Vermont Governor and Democratic presidential candidate Howard Dean.  We believe 
this is a testament to good public policy and the nonpartisan and bipartisan perspective this 
compact should be viewed as.   
 
Last week, I received a copy of an email sent out by Ms. Janine Hansen of Eagle Forum.  
In her email, she raised several points of concern that I would like to address upfront.  
She wrote that this compact would make Nevada a meaningless flyover state for presidential 
elections.  The truth is that the only thing that determines whether a state is a flyover state is 
if it happens to be a battleground state.  Unfortunately, one of the problems with 
the winner-take-all rule that we are advocating to change is that, for all practical purposes, 
we elect the President of the battleground states of America instead of the President of the 
United States of America.  When four out of five Americans live in a state that is reliably 
Republican or Democrat, it limits virtually all the resources of a general election (be it a 
candidate's money or time spent) to be concentrated in a few battleground states. 
 
Nevada is not that different from my home state of Michigan.  Most would argue that we are 
both purple states that could go red under the right circumstances, while in most cases, 
we have ended up being fleeting battleground states by the time the general election rolls 
around.  This was the primary reason I got involved in this process. 
 
In 2008, while I was chairman of the Michigan Republican Party, Senator John McCain 
considered Michigan a battleground state that he had a chance of winning.  We had a very 
aggressive "get out the vote" effort, lots of national attention and resources coming into 
the party from both inside and outside our state.  Life was good from the party's perspective. 
 
With less than ten days to go in the campaign, because of federal laws, our state party 
transferred $7.2 million into the Republican National Committee's (RNC) Victory Program, 
which coordinated get out the vote efforts for both state and national candidates.  We had 
competitive races from the top to the bottom of the ticket, all the way down to 
the state legislature.  I received a call the next day from the RNC and the McCain campaign.  
I thought it was going to be a thank you call for transferring that money.  Instead, I was 
notified that they had been in the field with a poll over the weekend, and McCain was 
12 points down in Michigan, and there was no way he could come back and win the state.  
Therefore, they were pulling out of Michigan.  I was devastated.  I swallowed hard and said, 
"I understand.  I will take the money back and do the best I can at the state level to fight for 
the cause."  It was then that I was politely notified that my transfer was a contribution, and 
those resources were sent to Ohio and Florida.   
 
When Michigan is competitive, Republicans lose with 47 to 49 percent of the vote.  When we 
win, we normally have a 50.5 to 51 percent Republican landslide.  Neither was going to be 
the case this time.   
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With the national campaign publicly folding its efforts—basically bankrupting our get out 
the vote efforts—Republican turnout fell to 42 percent.  We lost a Michigan Supreme Court 
justice race, two Congressmen, and nine state legislators.  I was mad and let 
The New York Times and the Washington Post know. 
 
How could Michigan be a battleground state one day and completely abandoned the next?  
The effect on the down ballot races and the local slate parties was devastating.  I would argue 
that this was bad for our party, the state, and the country.  There had to be a better way. 
 
My point here is very simple.  Battleground state status is cyclical, fleeting, and inconsistent.  
Would it not make more sense to have a system where voters in every state and every 
election are relevant?  We would be forced to build stronger state parties, run 
national campaigns, and make sure our state resources fund efforts in our states, not just 
the privileged few battleground states every four years.   
 
Ms. Hansen also raises the issue that large populations would decide the election.  I assume 
she is referring to large states, large cities, and urban areas.  The reality is that 
a presidential campaign would target its supporters and swing voters across the country when 
every vote in every state is relevant in every election.  Undoubtedly, candidates would target 
their resources and fight for every vote in every corner of the country because, under 
the NPVIC, every vote would matter regardless of where it is located.  One can see how 
a presidential campaign in the battleground states of Ohio and Iowa have been run.  If one 
looks at these examples, one sees how candidates campaign in every part of the state and 
fight for every vote.  There is no reason to believe that when the United States becomes 
a single-member district, the candidates would campaign very differently.  When every vote 
counts, it makes sense to go after every vote.   
 
Ms. Hansen claims that the NPVIC violates the Compact Clause of the U.S. Constitution.  
That is just not true.  Traditionally, state compacts are not required to receive 
congressional approval before they pass or are negotiated between the states.  There are a few 
compacts that have received advanced consent, but this is rare.  Once the compact is enacted 
by enough states to trigger the compact, we fully expect Congress to give consent to 
the compact. 
 
Ms. Hansen also raises the fear that elections can more easily be stolen.  I would submit to 
the Committee that under the current system, voter fraud is a much greater threat when 
a small number of votes in battleground states can change the outcome of an entire election.  
The same number of votes—or even exponentially larger voter fraud efforts—would be very 
difficult to achieve without detection in a universe of some 140 million votes cast.  
As a senator from Mississippi pointed out last year during a forum on Electoral College 
reform at the National Conference of State Legislatures, it is a lot easier to rob one bank on 
a given day than to rob 50 banks on that same one day. 
 
Ms. Hansen implies that the Electoral College protects Americans against the instability of 
nationwide recounts and endless lawsuits.  First, this bill does not eliminate 
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the Electoral College.  It is changing the winner-take-all rule with regard to how electors are 
chosen and sent to the Electoral College.  Second, there will be no changes or effects on 
recounts or lawsuits.  The exact same state laws will be in place, many different ones in 
various states, ensuring that state statutes will administer and run elections as they do now.  
The same recount laws that govern recounts state by state would remain in effect.  
States would continue to run, administer, and report election results just as they do now. 
 
Finally, Ms. Hansen makes the ill-informed claim that the NPVIC is an end-run around the 
U.S. Constitution.  Nothing can be further from the truth.  Article II, Section 1 of 
the U.S. Constitution clearly states, "Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as 
the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors . . . . "  Having the state legislatures 
determine how their electors are chosen is the constitutional way of addressing this issue.  
A constitutional amendment would strip the states of their ability to run and administer 
elections and nationalize the process.  By the way, I oppose such a move as a Federalist, and 
someone who supports states' rights.  Ms. Hansen raises a number of myths and fears that 
some on the right have addressed before without fully understanding the demographics or 
the history of the Electoral College and presidential elections.   
 
I also wanted briefly to address the fact that the Nevada Republican Central Committee 
passed a resolution opposing the NPVIC this weekend.  They "affirm[ed] our support for 
the system, popularly known as the Electoral College."  Again, I agree.  As it has been 
pointed out, the compact does not eliminate or change the Electoral College. 
 
The resolution states that the NPVIC failed to resolve serious concerns about a number of 
issues, including the Compact Clause, the Twelfth Amendment, significant litigation, and 
other assertions that have been litigated and decided by numerous U.S. Supreme Court 
rulings over the years.  The various issues and U.S. Supreme Court rulings with regard to 
state compacts and their implementation have been litigated and are well established in both 
precedent and case law.  Virtually every issue with regard to compacts between the states has 
been litigated and resolved, most importantly, by the U.S. Supreme Court.   
 
The last point of contention in their resolution states that the current system served our nation 
well, ensuring presidential candidates see the support of the greatest number of people and 
states, as the Founders intended.  I respectfully disagree.  There are many examples of 
policy distortions and the special treatments states get because of battleground status.  
When 4 out of 5 citizens are ignored in the general election, and past presidential elections 
have come down to almost always fewer than 12 states, I am not sure how anyone can claim 
that the current system encourages broad voter participation, let alone the greatest number of 
people and states to participate.  This is not historically or factually correct. 
 
The resolution ends by declaring that the compact "presents several known and unknown 
threats to the continuity of the government of the United States . . . integrity of 
the U.S. Constitution, by injecting turmoil into elections for the President of the United 
States."  I must admit, this is an unbelievably naive and inaccurate declaration for anyone to 
make.  The reform this bill advocates does nothing more than ensure that every vote in 
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every election is relevant when it comes to electing the President of the United States and 
the President is elected by winning the most votes across our country.  This process is 
constitutional, rational, legal, and will enhance the perceived legitimacy of anyone 
elected President. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I will open it up for questions from the Committee.   
 
Assemblyman Ohrenschall: 
In past sessions, Assemblywoman Peggy Pierce, Assemblyman Jerry Claborn, and 
Assemblywoman Ellen Koivisto championed this issue, and I am glad that you are fighting 
for this now.  Are there any other modern, developed countries that use a system like this, 
where there is such a great potential for the will of the electorate to be thwarted due to 
the system of electing the Executive? 
 
Scott Drexel: 
There is no system that exists in the Western world that elects its presidents this way.  I think, 
perhaps in a way that any elected official can understand, there is no Executive in the 
United States that is elected this way, nor is there any legislator that is elected this way.  
I think we can all close our eyes and imagine what it would be like if a legislator won 
the most votes in their district, but won fewer precincts than their opponent, and were, 
therefore, denied their seat.  I think there is something that rubs American voters 
the wrong way when the single most important federal office is elected in that manner. 
 
Assemblyman Ohrenschall: 
As I recall, our U.S. senators used to be elected by the state legislatures, not by 
direct popular vote.  That is just the way it was, but the country moved on and changed.  
We decided we wanted our members of the Senate to be elected by direct popular vote.  I see 
this as our country growing another step, and I wonder if that is a comparison in terms of the 
change that happened with the way we elect U.S. senators.  Is there any comparison there? 
 
Scott Drexel: 
My thought is that it is entirely unique.  States have authority to award their electoral votes, 
and I think the beauty of our particular compact is that it preserves that.  There is no 
federal constitutional amendment such as the one that gave us U.S. senators, so we are 
utilizing and protecting the plenary authority bestowed upon the states to achieve this.   
 
Saul Anuzis: 
This would be one of the places we disagree, but we are here on a single issue.  I actually 
think the Seventeenth Amendment was a problem for us.  I do not think there is a parallel.  
It is a little bit different in this regard.  This is a state power that is given to 
the Nevada Legislature to exercise in its selfish best interest.   
 
The real question for Nevada legislators is, Does this make more sense than the current 
system?  Does this guarantee Nevada's votes are always taken into consideration?  Does this 
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mean that the issues that affect Nevada are important and considered?  In years that Nevada 
is a battleground state, people probably look at Nevada differently.  In years that Nevada is 
not a battleground state, Nevada could be viewed very differently.   
 
Most of us in this room could sit down and figure out in a matter of minutes which states will 
vote Republican or Democrat in 2020, and we will probably be down to 10 or 
12 battleground states.  Virtually all the attention from presidential candidates, 
the administration, and everyone else is then focused on those battleground states.  We think 
that is the fundamental problem in the process.  It affects and perverts public policy.  If every 
vote in the country mattered in every state, people running for President of the United States 
would pay attention to citizens in every state and every corner throughout this country.  
That is why we believe it is a critical issue.  The Electoral College is protected.  We want to 
preserve your rights as legislators to decide how to best use that power, and that is why we 
oppose the constitutional amendment that would get rid of the Electoral College.  It is 
state legislators' prerogative to take a look at this reform, and if this reform does not work, 
to take a look at a different reform.  If there are unintended consequences, the state can pull 
out.  That is the beauty of doing this as a state compact.   
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
When you came to my office, your presentation was fascinating to me.  Like many people in 
the audience, I am highly skeptical of tampering with anything that is 
potentially constitutional.  You brought a little chart.  It showed that Nevada, as 
a battleground state, donated $6.7 million, but the press people spent $55 million in the state.  
If Nevada was not a battleground state and was just like the rest of the country, undoubtedly, 
we would see a substantial reduction in that $55 million.  From a purely selfish perspective, 
do I want to lose $55 million from the Nevada press folks and drop us down to some of 
the other states you showed and get literally nothing?  The whole idea is very interesting to 
me.  I think there is a struggle with the conservative Republican-types.  You make 
a compelling case.  I am very interested in the bill.  I am very nervous about potentially 
changing anything.  From a selfish perspective, what would you say to the Nevadans who are 
counting on $55 million even though they only gave less than $7 million in donations?  
 
Saul Anuzis: 
I think one of the issues for Nevada to consider would be:  Is Nevada a fleeting 
battleground state?  I think Nevada is very much like Michigan.  We were 
a battleground state at one time, and the very next day we were not.  I think since 1988, 
Nevada has voted for a Democrat for President.  There is obviously a Democratic majority in 
both houses of the Legislature.  Maybe Nevada will be a battleground state the next time 
around, but we do not know and are not sure.  My point to you from a selfish standpoint is, 
would it be in your best interest to make sure that in every election cycle, candidates running 
for President cared about your opinions and the issues that affect Nevada?  Today, you might 
be a battleground state; tomorrow you might not.  It is cyclical.  We have to be aware of that.  
However, at the same time, if you take a look at the long term—in the selfish best interest of  
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all Americans—are we better off saying that we want a system that makes sure that every 
vote in every state is relevant in every election, and that every American voter has a choice 
and a voice?   
 
When I first heard about this bill, my first reaction was that it sounded like the 
communist plot that got the U.S. Constitution to make Al Gore the President.  I had a very 
similar reaction to the one you had when I walked into your office.  You almost threw me out 
before I got to sit down.  I think people need to listen to what the bill is talking about doing 
and understand that the country's founders had a very unique thought process.  It actually 
worked twice.  The first two times we elected George Washington as President, the 
Electoral College worked exactly the way people thought it was going to work.  A bunch of 
white male property owners sat around a table and decided who they wanted to be President.  
Then, the process changed.   
 
I think we have moved to a system today where, first of all, most Americans think that 
the person who wins the most votes wins.  Secondly, many people do not realize that their 
votes do not matter.  There are many states that do.  If you look at voter turnout and the 
issues that affect many of these states, on average, battleground states get 7 percent more 
presidential pork and appropriations than non-battleground states.  A battleground state is 
twice as likely to be exempted from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  
A battleground state versus a non-battleground state in cross-border issues is more likely to 
lose on a presidential front.  That is bad public policy.  That does not make sense politically 
or from a constitutional standpoint.  In the short run, I understand what you are saying.  
Maybe there is a little bit of a benefit, but the reality is when we take a look at our laws, 
we are normally taking a look at what is the best interest for us in the long term, not only for 
you, but for your children and grandchildren.  I would make the argument for making sure 
every vote mattered.   
 
In addition, your vote matters in an election cycle whether you are in the minority or majority 
if you are using the national popular vote.  If you are a Democrat in a Republican state, your 
vote matters.  If you are a Republican in a Democrat state, your vote matters.  We would all 
play on the margins rather than who won your state by one vote.   
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
That was quite an answer.  We share a common thought on the Seventeenth Amendment.  
I am still intrigued.  I think the whole thing has some interesting angles that I had not heard 
until you came to my office. 
 
Assemblyman Oscarson: 
Like Assemblyman Hansen, I am more interested as I hear more information.  Is your belief 
that this would incentivize a bigger turnout?  How would it benefit one party over the other, 
or would it? 
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Saul Anuzis: 
I do not think it would benefit one party over the other.  If anything, it would be 
a great equalizer in the sense that it would create a situation where each party would have to 
put their best candidate forward and let the best man or woman win based on making their 
case to the American people.  I think that is a healthy process.  If you take a look at 
battleground states on average, a battleground state will have a higher voter turnout of about 
12 percent than a non-battleground state.  If you look at some of the most competitive states 
in the country, they have a 74 to 76 percent voter turnout.  Nevada is very unique in that 
some areas have a voter turnout as high as 80 to 90 percent, which is a testament to the fact 
that people in this state care about the issues that affect them.   
 
The second-most Republican state in the country happens to be Oklahoma.  In the last 
election, their voter turnout was about 48.5 percent, yet it was overwhelmingly Republican in 
a very Republican state.  Statistically, it shows that voter turnout would increase.  If you look 
anecdotally, there is example after example.  We passed this in New York a year ago, and 
one of the biggest reasons it passed the Republican Senate in the end is that most 
Republicans felt it would help increase voter turnout.  It is not that they were going to win 
New York, but it would change the dynamics of elections around the state. 
 
Scott Drexel: 
The National Association of Secretaries of State did a study in 2010 to delve into 
under-voting and nonparticipation in general.  Not shockingly, the number one reason people 
give for not voting is that their vote does not matter.  If you are getting off work at 7:00 p.m. 
and can either go home and feed your kids or go stand in line to vote until whatever time that 
poll closes, most people are going to go home and feed their kids.  That is sort of an 
unfortunate thing in our democracy.   
 
If you think about the way the Constitutional Convention went and the discussions they were 
having, even a superficial reading of the Federalist Papers will tell you that the single thing 
the framers were trying to prevent was the tyranny of the majority—like a big state drowning 
out a small state or the small states collectively drowning out the big state.  I think for that 
reason, they would have hated the system we ended up with.  Only 5 states, 7 states, or 
10 states matter while 40, 42, or 43 states sit and watch on the sidelines.  We do not need to 
look too much further than Nevada's almost-neighbor, New Mexico, which went from a blue 
state in 2000 where the margin was 0.061 percent, to a 0.79 percent red state in 2004, to 
a 15.13 percent blue state in 2008, and it has been double digits ever since.  To underscore 
Mr. Anuzis' point, battleground status is fleeting.  Short of making any predictions, the main 
thrust of our message is that this is the one solution that will make every vote matter in 
every election in every state. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Are there any further questions from the Committee?  I have a question for you.  I have been 
hearing from millennials becoming engaged in the political process about having 
a two-party system and how that is a huge turnoff to them.  They wish it was more plural,  
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and the other parties had more of a fighting chance.  I wanted you to tell me your thoughts 
about this shift from Electoral College to every vote mattering.  What would the impact be 
for the smaller parties? 
 
Saul Anuzis: 
Just to make sure we are all clear, we are not eliminating the Electoral College.  
The Electoral College, which is basically the states' right to decide how its electors are 
chosen, stays in place.  We are changing the winner-take-all rule.  By changing 
the winner-take-all rule, there probably is a better, although slight, chance that third parties 
may play a greater role.  We are still a two-party system.  It is going to take a long time for 
that to change.  That is an evolutionary change.   
 
As Chairwoman Diaz stated, a lot of millennials and younger voters are looking for 
alternatives.  We almost had Bernie Sanders and Donald Trump as our nominees, which for 
all practical purposes was an American Revolution at the ballot box rather than at the end of 
a barrel of a gun, which I think is a good thing.  People are looking for change and to shake 
things up.  I think that if every vote mattered in every state, and someone was a millennial or 
any special interest group that had a passionate interest in getting involved in politics, this 
would give them a greater choice.   
 
Today, unless you live in a battleground state, and once you understand the system, your vote 
does not really matter.  If you live in the largest state in the country, California, and we know 
it is going to vote Democrat, a Republican vote is irrelevant.  If you live in the second largest 
state, Texas, and you know it is going to vote Republican, a vote for a Democrat does 
not matter.  It does not matter if it is a big, small, wealthy, poor, urban, or rural state.  
The only thing that matters in presidential elections today, because of the winner-take-all 
rule, is the fact that if you are a battleground state, you are relevant today.  I would argue to 
anyone who had a passion about an issue that by making sure every vote mattered, you could 
find people across the country who share your values, rally them to the polls, and make sure 
you can make a difference.  I think that would be a healthy thing.   
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
Have any states experimented with this?  Is it automatically winner-take-all in all 50 states?  
Has any state played around with this at all?  I would hate to be the guinea pig. 
 
Saul Anuzis: 
The way the compact is designed, it would make no political sense for any state to give up 
their sovereign power by doing this if it did not make a difference.  This process will not take 
effect unless enough states, equaling 270 electoral votes or more, enter the compact.  
By doing that, it is guaranteed that the candidate who gets the most votes will actually win 
the presidency.   
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
On the winner-take-all concept, has any state done any kind of proportionality or played 
around with that aspect? 
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Saul Anuzis: 
Two states, Nebraska and Maine, currently use the Congressional District Method.  In those 
states, whoever wins their respective congressional district gets a vote, and the statewide one 
gets two of the at-large votes.  There have been bills introduced to take a look at 
proportional representation.  Michigan, Pennsylvania, and several other states have had bills 
introduced and discussed, but it has not gone anywhere because there is a political problem.  
Even though proportionality sounds fair, it does not solve the problem of making sure every 
vote would count.  What happens is one party or another is giving up 
a competitive advantage, so it has never gone anywhere politically.  I think what is important 
with regards to experimenting is that this is the beauty of the NPVIC.  Let us say Nevada 
joins the compact, and after the compact kicks into play, Nevada says that this is not working 
for the state.  Nevada is not seeing the results it wants to see.  People are not turning out to 
vote.  If there are unintended consequences, Nevada can go back to the current system.  
Whenever the number of electoral votes of states in the compact falls below 270, we revert 
back to the current law.  Nevada is a winner-take-all state, so it would revert back to 
a winner-take-all scenario. 
 
Assemblyman Daly: 
I just wanted to make sure I understand how this works.  Currently, we have the two parties.  
Each party elects their slate of electors.  Nevada gets six based on the current configuration.  
There are six electors from the Democratic Party and six electors from the Republican Party.  
Whoever wins the majority in the state of Nevada is the candidate whose slate of electors 
goes and votes in the Electoral College on the specified day.  That process in Nevada would 
not change under this.  Each party is still going to elect its six electors.  If this compact was 
in place—and we got to the 270 number—regardless of who won the state, the electors 
would be bound to vote for whoever won the national vote.  You may have the Republican 
slate of electors win in Nevada and have to vote for the other party on the national vote.  
Is that the way it would work? 
 
Saul Anuzis: 
That is correct.  Each party would nominate their electors and, therefore, have loyal electors 
going to the Electoral College.  You would determine which slate would go based on who 
won the national popular vote.  Under this scenario, if Hillary Clinton would have won 
the national popular vote and Republicans had won in Nevada, the Democrat electors would 
have gone to the Electoral College.  If George W. Bush would have won the national 
popular vote, and Al Gore had won Nevada, the Republican electors would have gone to the 
Electoral College.  You are basically using the national popular vote to determine which slate 
of electors goes to the Electoral College, which is what creates the situation wherein every 
vote in every state matters because you are using all the votes across the country.   
 
Scott Drexel: 
I just wanted to clarify one point to make sure I heard your question correctly.  The slate of 
electors that goes will represent the presidential candidate that wins the most votes in all 
50 states.  There would not be a scenario in which the Republican electors would come to 
Carson City and have their arms twisted behind their back while they cast a vote for 
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Hillary Clinton, nor vice versa.  The Democratic electors are not going to be bound to vote 
for the Republican candidate.  This is merely changing how the state decides which slate of 
electors to award the votes to. 
 
Assemblyman Daly: 
Thank you, that was my question.  It will not be, for instance, the Democrats won Nevada but 
the Republicans won the national vote so the Democratic electors, because they won Nevada, 
have to go vote for a Republican.  It would be which slate is elected based on 
the national vote.  That slate then goes and votes for their candidate.  You would not have 
the issues over the faithless electors.   
 
Scott Drexel: 
That is absolutely correct.  Every state has its own faithless elector issues, and there have 
been very few instances of actual faithless electors over the 240 years we have been doing 
this.  That is very specific in our bill.  The slate of electors that goes will be the slate of 
electors representing that candidate.   
 
Assemblyman Daly: 
That is what I was trying to get to.  That would be the only change in the current process.  
Which slate of electors goes would not be based on the state's vote, but on the national vote. 
 
Scott Drexel: 
That is correct. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
There are a lot of states that are not considered competitive and would really benefit from 
this that have not signed up.  Why have they not signed up? 
 
Saul Anuzis: 
It is interesting.  We have had this bill introduced in over 40 states.  Almost every state is at 
least considering this process.  It is in the process of being discussed in all the 
different states.  Some of the first states that passed this, such as California, Hawaii, and 
Illinois, are not battleground states.  It has primarily been non-battleground states, although 
this bill has been brought up in Michigan, Nevada, and some others to look at, especially 
those who have fleeting battleground status.  I think the short answer is that it is being 
discussed in almost all 50 states, and you will probably see a lot more activity on this over 
time as it becomes closer to getting the 270 electoral votes.   
 
Scott Drexel: 
I think it should scare you if everyone jumped into this at once.  This is something that is 
played out over many sessions in many states.  This body passed a bill in 2009, and it is 
a long, involved conversation that involves not only process, but politics.  Even 
battleground states have passed this; Colorado passed it in both the House of Representatives  
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and the Senate in separate sessions.  Getting legislation done is not easy.  I think there has 
been a necessarily involved conversation, state by state.  The ones who have seen some of the 
immediate need have been the ones to jump in first.  I think it is coming along steadily. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
If there was one common reason, what would you say it was? 
 
Scott Drexel: 
Do you mean a common reason to support the bill? 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
If there was one common reason the bill failed, what would you say it was? 
 
Scott Drexel: 
I would say there are thousands of state legislators in every state.  We have conversations 
with every single one of them.  I do not know that I can put my finger on it. 
 
Saul Anuzis: 
I do not think there is a common reason, but one of the biggest reasons is change for the sake 
of change.  People do not like change.  It is a slower process.  We have spent anywhere from 
two to six years having this go through a legislative process before it actually passes in 
a given state.  This is an issue that needs a lot of study.  This is a very hard thing to convince 
someone of in 15 minutes.  It takes time to do this.  I think that change is probably 
the greatest apprehension most people have.   
 
Number two is a misunderstanding of what we are actually doing.  One of the problems we 
have is there is a national popular vote constitutional amendment, which would basically 
change the system and federalize the elections, which is something I would be very much 
opposed to.  There is confusion about what the founders intended, how the system really 
works, and the changes really being made.  Nothing changes in state law, or in the way 
Nevada runs presidential elections, other than how electors are chosen to serve and represent 
the state.  That is all the bill is changing.  They are state compacts with the same 888 words 
in every state passed across the country.  Nevada is just changing how its electors are chosen.  
If the state does not like it for some reason, or there are unintended consequences, the state 
can always change it back. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
That is a good point.  This is a really weighty thing to be considering.  Thank you for the 
in-depth information and presentation.  I have been impressed with the quality of 
information, which is not something I often say in the Nevada Legislature.   
 
Saul Anuzis: 
This is probably one of the most important things most state legislators will ever debate in 
their careers.  We are talking about how we elect the President of the United States.  
If nothing else, it is one of these things that is worth debating and having 
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the conversation about.  Some of the most interesting debates on the floor of the assemblies 
or the senates across the country have been legislatures that have put this up and had an 
honest and open debate about it.  I hope it ultimately gets to the floor of the Nevada 
Assembly.  Whether you decide to vote for or against it, in the end, this is a debate worth 
having.  There are many people in this country who believe every vote ought to count.  
They want to make sure that their votes count.  There are many nuances to this. 
 
Scott Drexel: 
There are very few things that could get Saul Anuzis and me at the same table.  Personally, 
I think Saul is a great guy, but I do not like being in the same building as him, politically.  
Saul's initial reaction to it was the same as mine.  I thought it was a wacky issue.  There are 
1,200 pages of information in Saul's and my book.  That is not something to be taken lightly 
or to be jumped on right away, which is why it has taken us as much time as it has.  We have 
spent time with legislators talking it through.  I think that is how you get Howard Dean and 
Newt Gingrich to support this.  You get Saul Anuzis and me, if I may put myself in such 
a lofty position as his, to be at the same place because it is important to the future of our 
country.   
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
You did an amazing job of covering all points and aspects of what this change means.  
I really appreciate you educating the Committee on it.  I will now open it up to testimony in 
support of A.B. 274.  We will go to Las Vegas first. 
 
Sondra Cosgrove, President, League of Women Voters of Las Vegas Valley: 
I am a history professor at the College of Southern Nevada, and I chair the League of Women 
Voters of Nevada's Legislative Advocacy Committee.  The League of Women Voters of 
Nevada supports moving to a popular vote method of electing Presidents (Exhibit F).  
We oppose the Electoral College system and argue that it has outlived its usefulness.   
 
Our founders created the Electoral College to allow "better men" to override the passions of 
the people; to provide smaller states equal opportunity to meet presidential candidates; and to 
provide Southern states more electoral votes through the Three-Fifths Compromise.  None of 
these justifications make sense today in an era of advanced technology, which provides 
access to reliable candidate information, and in an era of swing-state strategies that preclude 
presidential candidates from visiting reliably blue or red states.  We therefore support 
A.B. 274. 
 
James Katzen, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
I concur with everything that was just said.  The only thing I would like to point out 
historically is that after reading the Federalist Papers and other history, the Electoral College 
was created because it took a long time to get from Kentucky, Georgia, or Texas to the 
capital to be able to elect the President.  Those times are over.  It is time for a change.  I think 
this is a good bill.  In addition, we can rescind it and go back to what we have now if it does  
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not turn out to be what we hope it to be, or there are consequences we have not counted on 
yet.  I fully support this bill.  I think we need it.  It is pretty much proven at this point that we 
need it very badly.  I hope that it will get passed. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Is there anyone else in Las Vegas wishing to testify in support of A.B. 274?  Seeing none, 
we will go back to hear the proponents in Carson City. 
 
Danny Thompson, representing National Popular Vote: 
For the past 28 years, my job was politics.  During that time, I was intimately involved in 
presidential politics in Nevada.  In fact, I had a seat at the table at every single one of those 
campaigns to make decisions on how the money was spent, where the candidates went, and 
everything concerning that race.  At the same time, I was involved nationally with a group 
that had national meetings.   
 
The only thing that drives a presidential election is the Electoral College.  The issues are 
pretty much the same.  It comes down to what state the candidates need to work in.  
Nevada has been both a battleground state and a non-battleground state.  That is not driven 
by what happens in Nevada, but by what happens other places.  At the end of the day, 
Nevada is a very small state with a small number of electoral votes.  The other states become 
fly-over states, and their issues are not necessarily heard on a national platform because the 
candidates do not go there or spend time or money there.  At the end of the day, their votes 
do not count.  In the years we are not a battleground state, our votes do not count.  I think this 
only makes sense.   
 
Bistate compacts are very common.  I will give you an example of one that has been in effect 
in Nevada since Ronald Reagan was the Governor of California.  Lake Tahoe sits half in 
California and half in Nevada.  They found that trying to protect the lake in both states was 
impossible because they could not regulate what happened at the lake without a bistate 
compact.  Nevada and California entered into a compact for the creation of the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).  The TRPA is charged with protecting the lake 
and is the governing body there.  As it is written in the Nevada statute, Nevada can get out of 
that any time it wants.  All Nevada has to do is pass a law saying we are not part of that, and 
we are out.  Because it is so important that we protect Lake Tahoe's water quality, we have 
remained in that bistate compact for years.  I think the national popular vote bill only 
makes sense.  I would urge your support. 
 
Molly Rose Lewis, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada: 
I would just like to point out that the Electoral College is arcane (Exhibit G).  It was founded 
when people of color could not vote.  It was founded when women could not vote.  It was 
founded when it was impossible even to think about counting votes from all over this huge 
area of land.  That is simply not the situation anymore today.  Our government should be able 
to adapt with the times.  In fact, just yesterday, this Assembly voted to ratify the 
Equal Rights Amendment.   
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I would like to argue that the U.S. Constitution is sacred, but it is also a living, fluid compact.  
Nevada may have once been a swing state and a battleground state that received a lot of 
extra attention.  I worked last year trying to register voters, and I loved to use this line on 
them, "Oh, you do not want to register?  Well, guess what.  Your vote matters a lot more here 
in Nevada than it does in California.  Please register in Nevada because if you are still voting 
in California, where you are from even though you are a student, your vote is not going to 
matter as much."   
 
However, I would like to point out that after last year's election, I think it is pretty clear that 
Nevada has swung to one side.  Specifically, the fact that our current President has talked 
about reopening Yucca Mountain, which is something no one in Nevada will want to get 
behind, speaks to the fact that he does not see Nevada as a battleground state for the 
next election.  This means our special status will be gone; our votes will count less; and we 
will get even less attention as Nevadans.  We have the opportunity to make sure that all 
Nevadans and all Americans have their votes count equally in all the elections to come.  
Please vote yes so all of our votes count. 
 
Maud Naroll, Private Citizen, Carson City, Nevada: 
I am a little baffled by opposition to this.  Way back when I was in elementary school, we 
elected a class president every year, and that class president was elected by winning 
a majority of the votes, not by winning a majority of the votes in the majority of the rows in 
the classroom.  Every vote counted.  All legislators are here because they won more votes 
than anyone else in their districts, not because they won a majority of the votes in a majority 
of the precincts within their districts.  In each legislator's election, every vote counted.  
Please make sure that every vote counts for the President of the United States.   
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I do not see any questions from Committee members.  Is there anyone else here to testify in 
support of A.B. 274? 
 
Alanna Bondy, Intern, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada:   
The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) of Nevada and the ACLU national office 
support the NPVIC.  The National Popular Vote furthers core principles of democracy and 
furthers the principle of "one person, one vote" by ensuring that each vote cast has an 
equal impact on the outcome of presidential elections (Exhibit H).   
 
Paula McDonough, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada: 
I am here in favor of the passage of A.B. 274, the NPVIC.  The Twelfth Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution mandates each state legislature to decide how it will apportion its 
electoral votes in the presidential election.  Electoral votes are apportioned to each state 
according to its total number of seats in the U.S. Congress.  It is in the Senate of that body, 
the Legislative Branch of the national government, that less populous states are given 
a measure of power, as each state has two senators.  This is as it should be, as the 
U.S. Congress passes our national laws and administers the monies collected through taxes 
by passing a yearly budget.  The eligible voters of each state elect only those 
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members of Congress that will represent their own state.  The President of the United States 
is of the Executive Branch of the national government.  The President is elected by the 
eligible voters of the whole nation, regardless of which state they reside in.  
The Electoral College, first employed in a presidential election in the early 1800s and 
established in the Twelfth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, is an anachronism of the 
slave era and an anathema to the idea of democracy and "one person, one vote."  It has also 
resulted in my vote counting more than twice my sister's vote.  She lives in the more 
populous state of New Jersey.  This is democracy? 
 
As your recent vote in favor of the Equal Rights Amendment illustrates, and for which 
I thank you, amending the U.S. Constitution is often a futile process.  As luck or foresight 
may have it, Article II and the Twelfth Amendment empower each state legislative branch to 
decide how it will apportion its electoral votes.  Eleven states and the District of Columbia 
have already joined the compact.  Nevada's adoption of the NPVIC, which assigns all of our 
electoral votes to the winner of the national popular vote, will bring us all that much closer to 
being governed by a democratically elected Executive.   
 
I have just a quick little history written by Leon Friedman, a professor of constitutional law 
at Hofstra University:   
 

Not only was the electoral college system based on slavery, it was also based 
upon a distrust of democracy.  Alexander Hamilton in Federalist No. 68, 
explained that the "immediate election [of the President] should be made by 
men most capable of analyzing the qualities adapted to the station."  
We cannot trust the decision to the people themselves.  Rather, a "small 
number of persons, selected by their fellow-citizens from the general mass, 
will be most likely to possess the information and discernment requisite to 
such complicated investigations." 

 
That was obviously very true in the days before the mass media and telecommunications 
we have today.  It no longer applies.  As other people have said, the Electoral College system 
gives smaller states an enormous political leverage.  Wyoming had a population, at the time 
this paper was written, of 584,000 people and has three electoral votes, which means that 
each Wyoming elector is supported by roughly 195,000 votes.  That is how much it takes to 
support one electoral vote.  In California, with a population of almost 39 million people, they 
have 55 electoral votes.  Each elector requires a little more than 700,000 votes to support that 
one elector.  This means that the votes of Wyoming citizens count 3.6 times more than each 
person's vote in California.   
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
There are 39 million people in California and 3 million in Nevada, but we both have 
two United States senators?  Are you comfortable with that?  That is clearly a violation 
of what you are suggesting. 
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Paula McDonough: 
No, it is not.  You misunderstood me.  The U.S. Congress is where the smaller states gain 
their power because they each have two senators no matter how big or small they are. 
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
That is not democracy, just so you know. 
 
Paula McDonough: 
The U.S. House of Representatives is where democracy takes place.  The Senate is where 
the size of states is ameliorated.  It is a balance.  The President is the President of all of us 
and should be elected by a national popular vote.   
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I want to remind the Committee that I am the Chairwoman, and I decide when people can 
speak.  Respect my authority and respect everyone's views.  I also do not need to hear the 
"oohs" and the "aahs" coming from the audience because I think that is 
completely disrespectful.  We are here to have the debate and respect all sides.   
 
Is there anyone else testifying in support before the Committee?  Seeing none, we will go to 
Las Vegas.  Is there anyone wishing to testify in opposition to A.B. 274? 
 
Joseph Leising, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
I am speaking in opposition to this bill for a number of reasons.  The government was 
initially set up to provide direct popular representation through the House of Representatives 
and representation by the states through the Senate.  One is popular, and one is based on 
a unitary count.  The presidency is done by both.  All states have some representation, largely 
proportional because the electors are assigned based on that proportion, but there is 
a minimum that all states have.  It is a very fair system.  There is one popular; one is states 
only, and one is mixed.  
 
Secondly, the intent of the founders was to preserve individual liberty and not make 
government more efficient.  One of the things that the presenters have talked about is that we 
are trying to make all votes count equally.  If that were the case and what this bill was about, 
they would be arguing for proportional representation as the vote goes within each state.  
They are not.  They are trying to assign Nevada's votes based on what happens in California, 
New York, Chicago, and Dallas.  It is still allowing my vote in Nevada to be overcome by 
people in other states.  They also made the assertion that battleground states are more likely 
to show corruption.  I think history has shown that there has been more voter fraud in large, 
urban areas.  It is kind of an aside.  It is an assumption that was made during the presentation, 
but it needs to be verified by fact.  As a scientist, I try to verify things by fact.   
 
If someone was really interested in doing away with winner-take-all, you do away with 
winner-take-all and make it proportional in every state by the votes in that state.  
Then, California could do what it wants; New York could do what it wants; and Nevada 
could do what it wants.  What you are doing is actually taking power away from the state 



Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 21, 2017 
Page 24 
 
with regard to the electors.  You are letting our votes be determined by votes elsewhere.  
Whether the state agrees to it or not, it is still an end-around of the intention of the 
U.S. Constitution.  You legislators who swore an oath of office to uphold it need to think 
about whether or not that is what you are doing. 
 
John Ridgeway, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
Assemblyman Elliot Anderson is my representative.  I want to thank him for that question he 
asked earlier.  People talked about the Electoral College being outdated because they had to 
use carrier pigeons for communications.  The information got around pretty quickly, not 
quite as fast as it does today, but pretty quickly.   
 
Joseph Story explains in his Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States, that 
when they first considered how to elect a President, the first idea was that a national 
legislature would elect the President.  They did away with that one.  The second one they 
considered was state legislatures electing the President, and the third was election by the 
people at large, or popular vote.  The fourth idea was that the President would be elected by 
people in districts, which is setting up national districts in populated sections in the country.  
All of California would dictate how Nevada votes even if it voted 95 percent for the 
other candidate.  The last way was the electors.  If you want to do away with winner-take-all, 
do it at the state level.  We can have half-and-half or whatever the proportion is.  As for 
battleground states, all you are going to have is that candidates are going to go to the states 
with large populations.  This has come up every single time over the last 20 years that they 
have talked about the popular vote.  Why would someone come into Nevada and try to pick 
up a few votes here when you can just land in 15 highly populated cities around the country 
and not have to worry about those voters who are discounted in Wyoming?   
 
C. T. Wang, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
First of all, the presentations have been excellent with a tremendous amount of information.  
I am concerned about two things.  The first is that it violates the U.S. Constitution.  Article I, 
Section 10 of the U.S. Constitution says "No State shall, without the Consent of Congress . . . 
enter into any Agreement or Compact with another State . . . unless actually invaded, or in 
such imminent Danger . . . ."  I do not believe we are under attack or in imminent danger.  
That is the U.S. Constitution.  We are going into a state compact without 
congressional approval.  That is unconstitutional.  
 
Let me draw a scenario to illustrate my second concern.  We have enough states to have 
270 electoral votes under this system.  Let us just say that Nevada voted for someone else 
that the NPVIC did not go with.  What happens to all those votes in Nevada?  They have to 
go with the compact, not with whom they voted for.  Is that how this works? 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I can have our legal counsel weigh in on that question for you. 
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Kevin Powers, Committee Counsel: 
I take it the Chairwoman would just like to hear this office's view on the constitutionality of 
this proposed interstate compact.  I have to warn you this will take some time.  
The Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) Legal Division is a nonpartisan legal agency.  We do 
not support or oppose any particular piece of legislation, viewpoint, or policy.  However, we 
provide the Legislature with objective legal analysis and advice regarding issues of law, 
such as the interpretation of the U.S. Constitution and the Nevada Constitution.   
 
With regard to this particular interstate compact, there are several issues that arise under 
the U.S. Constitution.  One is mentioned under Article II, Section 1 that deals with 
presidential electors, and the other is under Article I, Section 10, which is known as 
the Interstate Compact Clause.  Before getting into each of those, it would be helpful if 
I provide a viewpoint as to how this office approaches a constitutional question and 
determines whether a piece of legislation is constitutional in our opinion.  
 
First, we turn to the plain language of the U.S. Constitution.  We also turn to see whether 
there is any judicial decision that interprets that plain language and is directly on point.  
If there is no judicial decision directly on point, we have to turn to the rules of constitutional 
construction and ascertain the intent of the framers.  Ultimately, we must come up with 
a determination of whether this legislation is more likely than not constitutional.   
 
I will go first to the presidential electors clause in Article II, Section 1, of the 
U.S. Constitution.  In this case, the plain language provides that "Each State shall appoint, in 
such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors . . ." to elect the 
President of the United States.  That language has been interpreted in a few 
U.S. Supreme Court cases, but none of those cases are directly on point and specifically deal 
with the states in an interstate compact choosing their electors, not from within their state and 
from the results of a state election, but looking outside the state and evaluating the national 
popular vote.  In the absence of a directly on-point case from the U.S. Supreme Court, or 
even any lower federal courts, we are left with the rules of constitutional construction and 
the intent of the framers, wherein one examines the history of the framing of 
the U.S. Constitution.   
 
The rules of constitutional construction require that the U.S. Constitution should not be read 
in isolation, but every part of the U.S. Constitution has to be read together and harmonized.  
In addition, when the U.S. Supreme Court looks at the history underlying a constitutional 
provision, it analyzes the overall goal of the framers in putting together what was essentially 
a compromise under sovereign states.  To achieve that compromise, there were tradeoffs 
between smaller states and larger states to achieve a consensus to form what is now the 
U.S. Constitution.  Taking all of that into consideration, we finally must analyze that using 
the presumption of constitutionality.  The presumption is that every statute enjoys 
a presumption of constitutionality, and it will be declared invalid only if it clearly violates the 
U.S. Constitution.  With all that in mind, it is the opinion of this office with regard to 
Article II, Section 1, and the presidential electors clause, each state has the power to direct 
how its presidential electors are appointed.  In the absence of any directly on-point 
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U.S. Supreme Court case saying the states cannot look outside of their state to exercise their 
power of appointment under Article II, Section 1, we must fall back on the presumption of 
constitutionality.  Therefore, it is the opinion of this office that in the absence of such direct 
judicial precedent, this legislation is more likely than not constitutional under Article II, 
Section 1 of the U.S. Constitution.   
 
The Interstate Compact Clause in Article I, Section 10, provides that "No State shall, without 
the Consent of Congress . . . enter into any Agreement or Compact with another State . . . ."  
By its face, it seems to apply to every agreement or contract between the states, but it does 
not, as interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court.  It only applies to those contracts between 
states, or interstate agreements, which tend to increase the political power of the states at the 
expense of federal supremacy or negatively affect the federal sphere.  This is another area 
where we certainly do not have a U.S. Supreme Court case directly on point, and 
the presumption of constitutionality would come into play.   
 
The threshold question is, would this interstate compact be subject to congressional consent?  
Based on the nature of the interstate compact, there is controversy and disagreement among 
legal commentators and professors of law as to whether this compact would be subject to the 
congressional consent provision of the Interstate Compact Clause.  Assuming it is, it would 
be up to the U.S. Congress to determine whether to approve the interstate compact.  Even if 
the U.S. Congress approved the interstate compact, there would still be the issue of Article II, 
Section 1 of the U.S. Constitution.  The Interstate Compact Clause issue would not entirely 
resolve the constitutional question.   
 
Ultimately, in the absence of U.S. Supreme Court cases directly on point, we must fall back 
to the presumption of constitutionality.  It is the opinion of this office that this piece of 
legislation is more likely than not constitutional in the absence of any other 
contradictory judicial precedent on this particular issue. 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
We have had some of these discussions about the U.S. Congress and 
constitutional amendments lately.  Who would be the final arbiter of that question regarding 
the compact and whether it applies to that?  Will the U.S. Supreme Court take that up, or 
would they disclaim jurisdiction as a political question? 
 
Kevin Powers: 
Generally, the political question doctrine at the federal level applies with regard to power 
being balanced between the federal branches of government, the Executive Branch of 
the federal government versus the Legislative or the Judicial Branch.  However, the 
connection of the power between the federal government and the states is generally not 
a political question.  Because the states would be acting collectively to put together this 
interstate compact, the political question doctrine would not come into play because it would 
not be the balance of power within the federal government, but the balance of power between 
the federal and state governments.  The political question doctrine, as we understand it, 
generally should not apply in these circumstances.   
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As far as this being a federal question, the general rule is that an interstate agreement among 
the states is an issue of federal law.  The federal courts should have jurisdiction under that 
issue of federal law and, ultimately, it would be a decision for the U.S. Supreme Court.  It is 
the opinion of this office that if a sufficient number of states entered this compact to have it 
effective, it would be challenged very quickly, and this issue would come before 
the federal courts and most likely be resolved by the U.S. Supreme Court.   
 
One other thing I would like to say on the Interstate Compact Clause issue is that 
the Interstate Compact Clause does not prevent the states from entering into a compact 
without the consent of the U.S. Congress if the states first enter into the agreement and seek 
congressional approval thereafter.  If this compact is subject to the Interstate Compact 
Clause, the states may enter into the agreement; it just will not become effective without 
congressional approval afterwards.  For example, with regard to the Tahoe compact that was 
mentioned before, the states entered into that compact first, and the U.S. Congress approved 
it afterwards.  The U.S. Congress can approve, by advanced legislation, a compact, but it 
does not have to do that.  It can provide that approval after the states enter into the compact. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Mr. Wang, do you have any further comments or remarks?  
 
C. T. Wang: 
That was a great dissertation on the legality of what we are talking about.  What I got out of 
all of that was that the U.S. Congress still has to approve of this.  That is one question I have.  
Is that true?  The second question I have is the scenario that I described.  Let us say there 
were enough states to garner 270 electoral votes; however, Nevada did not vote in 
accordance with whatever those 270 electoral votes concluded.  Where does my vote stand?  
If it is every man's vote counts, what is happening is that my vote does not count.  Is that true 
or not?  Those are my two questions. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Mr. Powers, you can weigh in on that so what you just iterated for the Committee is clear to 
everyone. 
 
Kevin Powers: 
With regards to the first question, if this compact is viewed as one of the interstate compacts 
that fall within Article I, Section 10, of the U.S. Constitution, then, yes, it could not become 
legally effective without the approval of the U.S. Congress.  However, whether it is the type 
of compact that falls within Article I, Section 10, of the U.S. Constitution is a question that is 
still open.  It would most likely have to be litigated.  If it falls outside of Article I, Section 10, 
of the U.S. Constitution, then it would not require congressional approval.  However, under 
either of those circumstances, whether it does require approval or not, the 
constitutional question under Article II, Section 1, the presidential electors clause, would still 
come into play.  That constitutional question would still exist. 
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The gentleman's second question is outside the purview of this office.  It is not 
a legal question or issue of law.  How his electoral vote will be ultimately affected by this 
agreement is beyond the scope of this office. 
 
Assemblyman Hansen: 
I have a question on the legality of the bill.  As I understand this, we would essentially 
be electors.  Both parties have six and six right now.  If Barack Obama beat Mitt Romney in 
Nevada, but Romney beat Obama nationally, then even though we elected Obama, we would 
be forced to use our electoral votes to support the national selection.  Do I understand 
that correctly? 
 
Kevin Powers: 
That is correct.  That is the crux of the constitutional question.  Was the intent of the framers, 
under Article II, Section 1, to allow states to only use the results of their own 
statewide election or, through this interstate compact, can they look outside the state to the 
results of the national popular election to exercise their appointment power under Article II, 
Section 1, of the U.S. Constitution?  That is the crux of the constitutional question.  That is 
unresolved.  There is no clear judicial precedent on point.  Therefore, we default to the rule 
of the presumption of constitutionality, and we conclude that this legislation is more likely 
than not constitutional in the absence of that directly on-point judicial precedent. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
We are going back to Las Vegas to the next person to testify. 
 
C. T. Wang: 
If I may just take 30 seconds because this is still not clear in my mind.  I am not asking about 
the constitutional perspective, because it is debatable.  What I am asking is what is the effect 
of this bill?  Would it obviate my vote if Nevada was part of the compact, but the compact 
deciders do not reflect my vote or the state's vote?  Do you follow what I am saying? 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
I guess we will leave it as rhetorical at this point, Mr. Wang.  
 
C. T. Wang: 
That then obviates or obscures my vote.  Would Mr. Anuzis or Mr. Drexel clarify this? 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
That is the last question.  Usually the Committee members are the ones questioning 
the policy.  We hear the support and the opposition to the testimony.  I will indulge you one 
last time and have Mr. Drexel and Mr. Anuzis come answer the question. 
 
Scott Drexel: 
To be clear, once 270 electoral votes are accounted for, the compact has been triggered.  
The mechanism by which we decide the next President of the United States is the candidate 
who receives the most votes in all 50 states and the District of Columbia, not only the 
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compact states.  If Nevada were not a part of the compact, Mr. Wang's vote would be counted 
along with every other American voter, regardless of whether that person lived in 
Columbus, Ohio; Tallahassee, Florida; or Cheyenne, Wyoming. 
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
We will take the next person down in Las Vegas. 
 
Joy Jones, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
I have lived in Nevada for over 20 years.  I have owned my home for over 20 years.  I am an 
American.  I came to the United States legitimately and have been a naturalized citizen for 
over 50 years.  I have two questions I would like to ask.  Why would Republican and 
Democrat politicians want to change the U.S. Constitution that has worked for so many years 
unless it benefits them personally to vote for the NPVIC?  It would be unconstitutional to 
change the voting system.  Importantly, if A.B. 274 passed, how would you control who 
votes when most states do not require identification that shows someone is authorized to 
vote?  I personally oppose A.B. 274.  I think this is very dangerous because the 
American votes would be violated. 
 
Mark Howells, Private Citizen, Henderson, Nevada: 
I have some random thoughts on the passing parade.  Why retain the Electoral College if 
the votes are going to be determined by the national vote total?  It sounds like on 
election night when the die is cast, it is over.  We do not need to go through the process of 
electing electors because it is moot at that point.  I am in opposition to this bill because 
I think the Electoral College protects the smaller states.  The illustration was given 
previously about Wyoming versus California.  As far as choosing our own electors, our 
electors are chosen by the national vote total.  We really do not get to choose our own 
electors.  I heard comments made that every vote counts.  Going back in history to 1992, 
we elected the President with 43 percent of the popular vote.  Obviously, 57 percent of 
the electorate said they wanted someone else.  I strongly recommend voting no on this 
piece of legislation.   
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
Seeing no one else in Las Vegas, we will come back to Carson City to take testimony 
in opposition.   
 
Wendy Stolyarov, Legislative Director, Libertarian Party of Nevada: 
The Libertarian Party of Nevada understands that the Electoral College is an imperfect 
historical artifact and respects the desire to improve the system, but we believe the NPVIC is 
a poor choice for Nevada as a state, reducing the strength of its voice in 
presidential elections.  We also believe that while it may be constitutional, it will face 
serious challenges in both approval and enforcement. 
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If adopted by enough states, the NPVIC would first have to comply with the 
U.S. Constitution's Interstate Compact Clause, which requires congressional approval for any 
interstate agreement altering the balance of political power among the states.  According to 
a research paper from the League of Women Voters:  
 

The NPV Compact is perceived as a way to circumvent a national stalemate 
on election reform but the impasse could continue if congressional approval is 
necessary and difficult to obtain.  Senators, who are elected statewide, could 
be as reluctant as some governors have been to support the NPV Compact if 
they perceive it as disenfranchising a significant portion of their own state 
constituency. 

 
As Nevada is a battleground state, we presently receive a great deal of attention in 
presidential elections.  Candidates hear our voices, though we are a small state.  If A.B. 274 
is adopted, Nevada would lose relevance—attention would shift to more populous states.  
We also object in principle to forcing all of a state's electors to vote for the 
national popular vote winner, as electors are supposed to represent the voters in their 
districts.  This is not a complaint more broadly about the national popular vote as 
a replacement for the Electoral College, but about the method A.B. 274 uses to attempt to 
approximate the same result. 
 
The Libertarian Party of Nevada would prefer either proportional allocation of the electors, 
representing the voters' will, or a raw popular vote system nationwide—that is, the abolition 
of the Electoral College.  We believe that the NPVIC is an imperfect measure with 
negative consequences for Nevada's importance on the national stage, as well as a host of 
issues surrounding implementation and enforcement.  The Libertarian Party of Nevada 
therefore opposes A.B. 274. 
 
Jim Hindle, Chair, Storey County Republican Party; and representing Nevada 

Republican Party: 
I am from Virginia City, Storey County.  I am here representing the Nevada 
Republican Party in opposing A.B. 274.  This past weekend, the Nevada Republican Central 
Committee, whose members come from every county in the state, met in Carson City and 
unanimously passed a resolution in opposition of this bill and the concept in general.  
I believe some of the people after me will get into some detail regarding the constitutional 
issues, which we have already been through with counsel.  Those raise great questions and 
open up a tremendous opportunity for constitutional lawyers to make money.   
 
The NPVIC makes no sense, especially in Nevada, for the following reasons.  As a party, 
we believe that the NPVIC makes an end-around of the Electoral College.  For all the 
comments made earlier, it is somewhat disingenuous.  The Electoral College, while still in 
effect, becomes subservient to the national popular vote; therefore, states lose sovereignty.  
We must remember that we are a republic of states, and state sovereignty, as embodied in the 
Tenth Amendment, is very important within the governing operation of our country.   
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Nevada is currently a battleground state and has been a battleground state.  We believe it will 
continue to be because we have a very vigorous debate about our national politics.  That is 
healthy, and we applaud that.   
 
This is not a nonpartisan issue, as the national popular vote mandates that Nevada will go 
along with the herd, regardless of how our citizens vote.  To Mr. Wang's question earlier, 
while his vote is counted, it will not have the effect he intended.   
 
One of the wonderful things about our state that I have come to appreciate since moving here 
is that we have access to, and interactions with, our elected officials.  I have not enjoyed this 
in many of the other states I have lived in.  We have seen through this last cycle that this also 
applies to our ability to interact with presidential candidates.  Think of the presidential 
candidates that came through Nevada in the last two years.  If this bill goes through, we will 
not have the opportunity for that interaction.  The candidates will come through the state, but 
they will come in order to go to fundraisers.  We ask you to keep Nevada relevant and 
the votes of Nevada relevant.  We urge you to oppose A.B. 274.  

 
Janine Hansen, State President, Nevada Families for Freedom: 
Today, we heard that the national popular vote is to abolish the state winner-take-all rule.  
That can be done right now without any national popular vote.  Each state has the ability in 
their legislature to change the winner-take-all system.  In fact, Maine and Nebraska have 
already rejected that.  They do not have a winner-take-all.  There is no reason for the 
national popular vote if the objective is to get rid of the winner-take-all system that we have 
right now.  Each state has the authority and ability to do it right now.   
 
Ten states have passed the NPVIC.  In theory, it would only take four more states to pass this 
so-called compact.  It would be put into effect with only 14 states, which is hardly 
a democratic decision.  It is important to take a look specifically at the language of A.B. 274.  
It gives incredible power and responsibility to the chief election officer of the Office of the 
Secretary of State.  On page 2, line 24, it says:  
 

. . . the chief election official of each member state shall determine the number 
of votes for each presidential slate in each State of the United States and in the 
District of Columbia in which votes have been cast in a statewide 
popular election and shall add such votes together to produce 
a national popular vote total for each presidential slate.   

 
Wow, our Secretary of State is responsible for determining the validity of the 
presidential election vote in 50 states and the District of Columbia.  That is true for 
the chief election officer in each state.  Are additional staff and resources for the 
Secretary of State provided in this?  I wonder what happens if there are challenges to 
the state election, like the hanging chads in Florida or the recounts in Ohio.  I wonder who 
will make the final decision.  In this bill, there is no final arbitrator to determine if there are 
differences between the different election officers in the states.   
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On page 2, starting on line 31, it says, "The chief election official . . . shall designate the 
presidential slate . . .'national popular vote winner'."  In other words, the people of Nevada 
may have voted overwhelmingly for the Democrat, but if the national popular vote winner is 
a Republican, our electors will go to the Republican.  
  
On page 5, line 24; page 6, line 22; page 7, lines 18 and 36; and page 8, line 6, 
the current NRS providing for the person who receives the highest vote for President in 
Nevada's electoral college is deleted.  All of this is deleted five times because the winner, the 
person who gets the popular vote in Nevada, will not necessarily get our electors.  This vote 
will devastate Nevada in determining who our presidential electors will be.   
 
We know that third parties will impact the vote.  There is no lower limit on a majority of how 
few the national popular vote will equal.  The national popular vote winner could be as low 
as 30 percent because there is no lower threshold of the national popular vote in this bill. 
 
William Tarbell, Private Citizen, Sparks, Nevada: 
I am here today in order to ask questions.  I came with many questions, and they have not 
really been answered.  This whole situation reminds me of approaching a porcupine.  You are 
supposed to take a stick, turn them over, reach for the soft underbelly, and hope they do not 
get you.  This one is way too complicated simply to arrive at some kind of sensible answer in 
a relatively short period of time.  Questions about process are being raised all over the place.   
 
It is my solemn opinion that this particular piece of legislation, and this particular concept, 
needs a full hearing across Nevada in a way that allows people from every part of the state to 
engage thoughtfully and thoroughly in the way this would first be implemented and the effect 
it might have on Nevada's citizens. 
 
Lynn Chapman, State Vice President, Nevada Eagle Forum: 
I was reading through some information on the Electoral College by Tara Ross, who is 
a retired attorney and author.  She said the most important thing to know about the 
founders' mindset as they were crafting our entire U.S. Constitution was that they were not 
trying to create a pure democracy.  We live in a country that has Democratic principles and 
Republican principles.  The founders studied history and knew that democracies could have 
pitfalls.  They wanted to do something better.  They solved their problem by creating 
a constitution with lots of checks and balances.  The Electoral College is just one of 
the safeguards.  It operates as a blend of democracy and federalism.  The reason the founders 
created the Electoral College is that they knew humans were imperfect.  They knew that 
power corrupts.  The Electoral College was created as a protection against imperfect 
human nature.   
 
Phyllis Schlafly, a conservative activist, lawyer, and author, had a lot to say about the 
national popular vote.  Instead of proposing an amendment that would first need to be passed 
by the U.S. Congress and ratified by three-fourths of the states, Nevada's popular vote would 
bypass the grand design of our U.S. Constitution.  Because of third parties, we have had  
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many elections when no presidential candidate received a popular vote majority.  
Abraham Lincoln won with less than 40 percent of the popular vote, and only by our 
Electoral College system was he elected President.   
 
I was wondering what would happen if all these states joined this compact; they have 
276 Electoral College votes, but a couple of the states drop out.  I started reading through the 
"LWVUS National Popular Vote Compact Study, Opposing Arguments,"  Written for the 
League of Women Voters by Gail Dryden and Barbara Klein.  I was reading through their 
approach to things. They were talking about the mechanisms for enforcement of the NPVIC.  
They said: 
 

Methods for enforcing the Compact, if it were broken, are unclear.  For 
instance, it may be necessary for a state or states to bring a lawsuit against 
noncomplying states as part of the enforcement process.  The Compact might 
be deemed unenforceable with the potential to disrupt procedures of the 
Electoral College.  The Constitution gives each state the power to determine 
how that state's electors shall be appointed.  However, it is not at all clear that 
the power to change the appointment process could be limited.  . . . it is 
unclear what authority, if any, could force it to return or how long this might 
take. 

 
I think this is something we better give long thought to.  This is an experiment.  
Our U.S. Constitution was an experiment, but it has had over 200 years to show that it works.  
Why mess with it? 
 
Vicky Maltman, Private Citizen, Sun Valley, Nevada: 
Yet again, the Legislature wants to put politics before people.  The Legislature's 
personal agenda and bias about the national election has clouded its ability to be rational and 
act in the best interest of the people of Nevada.  This bill is an effort to silence the voters in 
this state.  The Legislature wants to give equal rights to women, which they already have 
plenty of, but wants to take away the right to have a voice and be equally represented in our 
government.  Our people, and especially veterans, deserve better from our elected 
representatives.  This would permit a few large states, which are Democrat-leaning, to make 
a decision for the majority and leave no room for opposing views or voices, much like this 
Assembly and Senate has done in this Legislative Session. 
 
The Legislature wants to make slaves of us who disagree.  We are a republic, not 
a democracy.  We have a voice.  Our veterans have fought to make us free, and they 
deserve better. 
 
John Wagner, Carson City Vice-Chairman, Independent American Party of Nevada: 
For eight years, I was the State Chairman of this party, and we saw it grow.  We have not 
grown enough to get major party status as of yet.  This country is not a democracy.  It is 
a "Republic for which it stands, one nation under God . . . . "  We are a republic, and 
republics do not necessarily have to work on the so-called "one man, one vote" rule.  



Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections 
March 21, 2017 
Page 34 
 
I believe in our system.  I had a choice when I was growing up to become a lawyer or an 
engineer.  Thank God, I chose engineering because we basically fix problems.  As far as I am 
concerned, the system is not broken.  It does not need to be repaired.  This is an old 
engineering saying.  If it is not broken, leave it alone.   
 
Joannah Schumaker, Chairman, Gifted Minds With Too Little Time, Reno, Nevada: 
I represent a large tri-partisan group of men and women, which also includes millennials, 
who are deeply concerned regarding this issue.  We agree with what Mr. Leising stated, so 
I will not repeat his remarks.  I will ask the Committee to review them again prior to voting 
on this issue.  This proposed bill will enslave Nevada to the changing whims of large, 
highly populated cities.  Nevada will become irrelevant regarding presidential money being 
spent in Nevada and will turn this race into a race of only the rich.  Presidential candidates 
will only visit the highly populated cities and rely on national ad campaigns, completely 
cutting out our local stations.  A highly populated state, such as Michigan, would get 
attention while Nevada, despite our large Las Vegas population, would be forgotten.  It was 
not until Nevada became "First in the West" that it got any attention.  We are already very 
aware of how little attention Nevada would receive should we switch to the popular vote.   
 
Because both sides of the political spectrum had to fight for relevancy in Nevada, and we 
have gained it at last, please do not set that aside.  At the very least, we are allowed to show 
the country as a whole what Nevadans wish regarding our choice of presidential candidates.  
Finally, tying our hands as a state, and further handing our state's power to larger, 
populated states who do not understand our issues is abdicating our duty to Nevada to 
represent our western, independent values.  Please retain our state's power to determine and 
report our state's votes without the influence of the highly populated states overwhelming our 
small influence. 
 
Juanita Cox, President, Nevada Republican Assembly; and representing Citizens in 

Action: 
We oppose the NPVIC.  We believe it is a way-around the U.S. Constitution.  A state's 
electoral votes are based on the same formula used for the U.S. Congress.  I was proudly 
elected and chosen by my peers to be one of those electors this past year.  
The Electoral College established the wisdom of our founders and provides for checks and 
balances, ensuring that the citizens of all states, fly-overs or huge ones, have a say in who 
their President will be.  That is why we are called a republic.  Without our founders' wisdom 
of the electoral process, we Nevadans will not get a second look.  As the president of the 
Nevada Republican Assembly, we held our convention in Carson City this last weekend 
where we voted unanimously to oppose A.B. 274 for all of the above reasons.  
Please continue the wisdom of our forefathers.  Make Nevada matter, and oppose A.B. 274.  
Uphold the U.S. Constitution. 
 
Assemblyman Oscarson: 
Ms. Cox, you say you are the president of the Nevada Republican Assembly? 
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Juanita Cox: 
Yes, sir.  It is a national organization; the National Federation of Republican Assemblies.   
 
Assemblyman Oscarson: 
It is not to be confused with Assembly Republicans in this building. 
 
Juanita Cox: 
That is correct.  We are a different group. 
 
Assemblyman Oscarson: 
I just wanted to make sure that distinction is on the legislative record. 
 
Joy Trushenski, Private Citizen, Carson City, Nevada: 
I oppose A.B. 274, as it would make all states with small populations insignificant.  
The United States is a republic.  Sovereignty of states is at the heart of our republic.  
Allowing the election of our President by the popular vote of all 50 states would limit the 
sovereignty of states with small populations such as Nevada.  The voice of Nevadans would 
be made insignificant.  I support the present Electoral College system, which currently gives 
Nevadans an important voice in the election of our President.   
 
Sally Zamora, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada: 
Sufficient evidence and information has been given, and I really cannot add too much to it.  
I just have a couple of comments.  I want to read from page 8, line 27.  It says 
". . . consideration must be given to the need to promote uniformity of the law with respect to 
its subject matter . . . ."  Uniformity seems to be a popular thing among people from out of 
state and people who have other interests and will benefit in some way on people who want 
to change our form of government.  They want to change uniformity in matters of education, 
state laws, elections, health, family matters, and everyday living conditions of any sort.  
We have a sovereign state.  We are proud of our sovereign state.  We are proud of the people 
who represent it.  We do not want that shifted over into some other state or states to take our 
rights away from us.   
 
I am reminded of the reapportionment about 40 years ago.  I am reminded of what the 
gentleman from out of state said.  If we pass this, we can withdraw it.  I want to tell you that 
is not necessarily true, as we have seen with the Equal Rights Amendment.  Five states tried 
to rescind the Equal Rights Amendment, but they were not allowed to.  I question that we 
would be allowed to rescind if we found that it was not in our best interest.  Our best interest 
was not served—certainly mine and northern Nevada's was not—when Nevada 
reapportioned.  I would urge you to take these things into consideration, oppose this, and 
uphold our U.S. Constitution.  Protect our freedoms as the U.S. Constitution has done for 
over 200 years.  It is your job to do in the sovereign state of Nevada.   
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Shawn Meehan, Founder, Guard the Constitution Project, Minden, Nevada; and 

Chairman, Resolutions Committee, Nevada Republican Party: 
I proudly helped cowrite, and own, the resolution that 103 people voted unanimously in favor 
of being against this bill this weekend.  Mr. Anuzis mentioned that years of precedent and 
litigation have solved any questionable issues, yet, during the Committee counsel's very 
thorough explanation of the issues, he said that there would be near immediate litigation.  
What was said earlier simply is not true.  Unfortunately, this Legislature has the 
incredible chore of deciding based on the reality of how things will most likely play out, not 
how any of us explain it or what is written down.   
 
Candidates care about Nevada.  Mr. Trump attended a gathering in Lake Tahoe with over 
800 people for the Douglas County and state party.  He did not do that for any other county 
in the nation.  I have Democrat friends who were incredibly thrilled to meet Bernie Sanders 
and Hillary Clinton during the cycle.  Nevada was extremely important.  There was 
a comment earlier that said nothing in state elector law changes, and I believe 
Assemblyman Daly brought up a question that I do not think was properly answered.  
The text of the bill shows that the current protections and directions upon how the Secretary 
of State handles actual elector voting is deleted from the bill and not replaced with anything.  
I maintain the position that, as it has been there since the 2013 Uniform Faithful Presidential 
Electors Act was passed in Nevada, that it was a violation of the Twelfth Amendment.  
There is no process in there now if this passes as it is on the Nevada Electronic Legislative 
Information System (NELIS), which says where those electors come from.   
 
As an alternate elector for the Nevada party, I was elected by our state convention.  I believe 
the Democrats were similar.  Now, we do not know where they come from, and that is huge 
and needs to be looked at.  Proponents also testified that Article II of the U.S. Constitution 
awards electoral votes.  It is also important to point out that is not correct.  They point out 
how each state may select electors.  Those are two completely different things.  In the history 
of electors, they are sovereign once they get their certificate of attainment.  That is probably 
not a popular thing in our culture right now, but that is a matter of fact.  You cannot direct 
how electors vote once they get their certificate of attainment.  One example is Washington 
State.  An elector voted for some crazy-named person and was fined $1,000.  It is on appeal 
and will likely go to the U.S. Supreme Court, but the electoral vote of that person was not 
changed.  It was recorded at the Senate.   
 
This country was based on the Connecticut Compromise in which populations come 
together—small states, big states.  The Electoral College works on that.  We need to honor 
that process.  We have already had the Interstate Compact Clause and those important things 
brought up.  There is some interesting case law that I found referenced by the 
Connecticut General Assembly, and I would be happy to make that available to the 
Committee.  I would like it if the text of this bill is looked through.  Whether someone 
believes in the overall issue, there are some serious problems in this bill that do not address 
where electors come from or how electors may or may not be bound.  It would create 
many problems.   
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Chairwoman Diaz: 
Assemblyman Anderson, do you have a question for Mr. Powers? 
 
Assemblyman Elliot T. Anderson: 
I have heard the Twelfth Amendment referenced twice.  As far as I know, that is just the 
procedure for the Electoral College, not how states award electors.  Can you comment as to 
the applicability to the Twelfth Amendment?   
 
Kevin Powers: 
You are correct.  The provision dealing with the power of the Legislature to appoint in such 
manner as the Legislature may direct the electors remains in Article II, Section 1, of the 
U.S. Constitution.  The parts of Article II, Section 1, that were replaced by the 
Twelfth Amendment are beyond that in the section.  As you said, it governs the procedure 
once the states have appointed and selected their electors thereafter.  
The Twelfth Amendment is not directly applicable here.  It is Article II, Section 1, of the 
U.S. Constitution.   
 
The individuals testifying mentioned there would no longer be a process for selecting 
the electors in the law if this Compact is enacted.  That is incorrect.  Although this bill 
amends parts of NRS Chapter 298, it does not amend every section of NRS Chapter 298, 
so those sections will remain in place.  In particular, NRS 298.035 provides for the selection 
of nominees and alternates for presidential electors by the major and minor political parties 
and the independent candidates.  The process in the state for selecting the electors will 
remain the same if this piece of legislation is passed.   
 
In addition, the persons who become electors under this bill have a duty to sign a pledge that 
they will vote according to the presidential slate who wins the national popular vote.  That is 
also addressed in section 3 of A.B. 274 which amends NRS 298.045. 
 
Shawn Meehan: 
I do not disagree with anything you said, Mr. Powers.  As we know, the U.S. Constitution is 
written in broad terms.  The process for electors voting under the Twelfth Amendment is 
very specific—electors gather, electors vote.  Electors transmit their ballots to the 
U.S. Senate.  In no place does it specify a role for the Secretary of State.  That has not been 
litigated yet.  Mr. Powers is absolutely correct that it has been litigated to the 
U.S. Supreme Court and states absolutely are allowed to have electors sign pledges of how 
they vote.  We would all like to think that we keep our word, but in an incredibly robust 
political environment, we know some people do not.  It has not been litigated, although as 
I referenced the individual from Washington, I expect it might be in the next few years.  
There is no case law that I am aware of that allows a state to tell and direct and hold someone 
accountable to vote the way their pledge is.  We might have an answer in a couple of years. 
 
Erven Nelson, Private Citizen, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
I have enjoyed listening to both sides on this.  One thing that we need to remember as we 
think about changing the U.S. Constitution is that it was a grand compromise.  In some 
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quarters, that word is a dirty word.  I do not think it is in this body.  The Legislature 
compromises a lot to achieve what is best for the citizens of Nevada.  The Legislature's duty 
is to do what is best for the citizens of Nevada.   
 
I do not think that diluting their votes on a national basis is in their best interest.  If we were 
from California, I would probably say we should do this.  We are Nevadans, and we get 
some attention because of the way the system is set up.  We get people coming here, and we 
have some power.  The U.S. Senate, which is based on two senators per state, would not help 
Nevada if we did not have it the way it is.   
 
One issue that has been going on quite a bit in this body is Yucca Mountain.  
Yucca Mountain comes up almost every session and has come up since I was in high school.  
If it was not for the U.S. Senate and strong senators from both parties standing up against the 
federal government, we might have nuclear waste buried in Yucca Mountain right now.  
The states are laboratories of democracy.  Each state can have the opportunity to experiment.  
States can have different laws.  States have different interests.  The interests of the citizens of 
Nevada are not necessarily the same as the citizens of New York or Florida.  To me, this 
comes down to a federalism issue.   
 
When the U.S. Constitution was drafted, one of the main goals was to get away from 
a monarchy and to divide the power up so that no one person or section of government had 
all the power.  It was divided into three branches, but it was also divided between federal and 
state.  There has to be equilibrium between those two.  During the last 50 years, I do not 
think anyone would argue that the balance has gone in favor of the federal government rather 
than the states' governments.  If we go to a purely popular vote, that means the President will 
be elected by the large states and cities.  That will affect the balance of powers between all 
three branches of government because the President is the one who nominates all members of 
one branch, the Judicial Branch.  Think of the U.S. Supreme Court and the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit.  In Nevada, we characteristically get a few excellent 
judges on the Ninth Circuit because of presidential politics and because Nevada has to be 
listened to.  I am afraid that if we go to a purely popular vote, states like Nevada will hardly 
get any circuit judges or U.S. Supreme Court justices.   
 
A lot of what I was going to say has already been said, so I will not repeat it.  Those of you 
who enjoy constitutional history, think about the Northwest Ordinance.  The Northwest 
Ordinance said that states come into the country on an equal footing with the prior states.  
That has not happened for most of the states west of the Mississippi River.  What percentage 
of New York do you think is owned by the federal government compared to Nevada?  The 
whole shift has been to take away state sovereignty.  I think this bill will do the same thing, 
so I ask you to vote against it.   
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Chairwoman Diaz: 
Thank you to Mr. Nelson, who is a former member of our body, for stopping by today.  
Is there anyone else wishing to testify in opposition?  I do not see anyone.  We will go to 
neutral now.  Is there anyone wishing to testify in neutral?  [There was no one.]  We will go 
ahead and invite the sponsor of A.B. 274 to return.   
 
Assemblyman Araujo: 
With your permission, Mr. Anuzis wanted to respond quickly to a few points that were 
highlighted during the testimony.   
 
Saul Anuzis: 
It has been a very interesting conversation.  I want to paraphrase Rush Limbaugh in saying 
that you cannot use the U.S. Constitution to make something not constitutional.  It just does 
not make sense.  The bottom line is that Article II, Section 1, of the U.S. Constitution is very 
clear in giving the state legislatures the right to do this.  I think most of the speakers have 
agreed to that.  Let me run through a couple of comments that were made by different folks.   
 
One of them talks about taking away the power from Nevada and giving it to other states.  
If you take a look at any election, such as an election for Governor or your own elections in 
your respective districts, very few people will ignore any citizen in their district and not 
campaign with regards to that person.  It does not mean the President of the United States is 
going to come visit every congressional district or every county in the country.  That is 
unrealistic.  At the same time, they will run campaigns and listen to the issues that affect all 
50 states and the District of Columbia.  Today, we basically elect the President of the 
battleground states of America.  We have a very unique system due to the winner-take-all 
rule that concentrates all the power in whichever states happen to be battleground states at 
a given point in time.  That is cyclical, fleeting, and it changes.  Nevada has been lucky in the 
sense it has celebrated that at one time or another, and I would argue Nevada is tending to 
move away from that.  Only time will tell to see how that comes together.   
 
Several speakers talked about violating and circumventing the U.S. Constitution.  I have to 
agree with the last couple of speakers who made it clear that this is constitutional.  We talked 
about things being litigated.  There is no doubt that someone is going to sue about this 
tomorrow.  We are a litigious society, and there are people who are going to disagree with 
how things work and what is going to happen.  There will be disagreements.  I expect there 
will be lawsuits, but that is part of this process.  It has happened historically, and it will 
continue to happen.   
 
Regarding the Secretaries of State deciding and receiving extra powers, there are no 
extra powers given to them.  Every Secretary of State and election officer in the country is 
required to provide a certificate of ascertainment that basically tells presidential electors what 
the votes are.  The compact very clearly states that each Secretary of State will use those 
certificates of ascertainments to count and decide what the national popular vote is.  
Therefore, they are not going to have to depend on CNN or some newscaster to announce it.  
In the end, there will be a certificate of ascertainment that will be delivered to 
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the U.S. Congress and the Archivist of the United States by the lead election officer in every 
state, which will be the Secretary of State in most cases.  That is what they are going to be 
counting.  They are not going to need extra staff, do research, or find a way to do this.   
 
There has been some discussion about protecting smaller states and making smaller states 
relevant because big states are going to dominate the process.  Today, if the 12 largest states 
in the country all voted the same way, they theoretically could elect the President of the 
United States by a plurality or 30 percent of the vote because they have enough 
Electoral College votes to determine the presidency.  However, the fact is that of the 
12 largest states in the country, 6 are decidedly Republican and 6 are decidedly Democrat.  
It just does not work that way.  The 50 largest cities in the country that people say would 
dominate the elections only make up 15 percent of the vote.  They vote, on average, about 
60 percent Democrat and 40 percent Republican.  They are not even monolithic in that 
regard.  The idea that somehow this small group of large states and cities is going to all of 
a sudden become decidedly Republican or Democrat and select the President is not 
a practical way that politics and this country work.   
 
We are not eliminating the Electoral College.  Today the Electoral College is a rubber stamp 
on the statewide winner-take-all vote.  The electors do not sit around a table and decide who 
is the President.  The 50 states do not gather in the hall of the U.S. Congress or somewhere 
else to discuss this.  This is basically a certificate that is signed in the state capitals and sent 
up there.  We really have not used the Electoral College the way the founders intended.  It is 
important to understand that the system we have now is not what the founders intended.  
The founders intended white, male property owners to sit around a table and decide who the 
President of the United States is.  The founders did not intend people to have a vote at all.  
The founders did not give the right for people to vote at all in the U.S. Constitution.  As this 
country has evolved and looked at better ways to represent its citizens, it is important that we 
take a look at what way is better to represent all the people in this country with regards to 
electing the President of the United States. 
 
We talk about democracies versus republics.  We were a republic; we are a republic; we will 
be a republic.  The definition of a republic is electing representatives to represent us.  This is 
not about pure democracy.  We have not had pure democracy, and no one is talking about 
pure democracy.  Every legislator is elected by a democratic system.  That does not make 
them a Democrat.  The Legislature is still a republican form of government.  Legislators are 
representing the people of their respective districts.  The same thing is going to happen with 
the President.  They are going to be the representative of this country as a whole.  
Whether they are elected by eight or three battleground states, or they are elected by all the 
citizens across the country, they are still going to be part of a republican form of government.  
We are not changing that in any way.   
 
Those are the critical issues I wanted to bring up.  I think the emotional reaction tends to be 
that this is unconstitutional, that it is getting rid of the republic, and it is messing with what 
the founders wanted to do and say.  That is just not true.  This is exactly what the founders 
intended.  They gave state legislatures three explicit rights in the U.S. Constitution.  One will 
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affect how Congress is elected with reapportionment.  One was to elect U.S. senators, which 
we lost with the Seventeenth Amendment.  One was to affect the presidency by deciding how 
those electors are chosen.  This is what the founders wanted:  legislators, as 
the elected representatives of each respective state, to decide.  Legislators are now being 
asked to exercise their power, or at least debate that power, and see if it is in the best interest 
of Nevada, the best interest of the people of Nevada, and the best interest of this country.  
We believe it is.   
 
Assemblyman Araujo: 
I wanted to take a step back.  Initially, when I first presented the bill, I mentioned that 
my goal was to have a healthy dialogue around what the best course for our state should be.  
I think we had that today, so I want to thank everyone for being respectful and for allowing 
us to have this healthy dialogue to see what is best suited for our great state.   
 
Chairwoman Diaz: 
[Chairwoman Diaz designated (Exhibit I), (Exhibit J), (Exhibit K), (Exhibit L), (Exhibit M), 
(Exhibit N), (Exhibit O), (Exhibit P), (Exhibit Q), (Exhibit R), (Exhibit S), and (Exhibit T) as 
presented but not discussed.  They will become part of the record.]  
 
With that, I close the hearing on A.B. 274.  I will open it up for public comment.  I do not see 
anyone coming up.   
 
Before we adjourn, I want to remind those of us who are listening and those who are here of 
two things.  The Committee members are the ones who decide to ask the questions.  
If testifiers have questions they want answered, they can email them to me as 
the Chairwoman of the Committee, and I can forward the questions to LCB.  That way, we 
can secure answers to those questions.  It is not a custom for testifiers to question the policy 
and have that dialogue.  That is not part of the process.  I wanted to clarify that. 
 
My second point is that all the members of this Committee were elected by their 
constituencies, and we owe every single member the respect they deserve.  I am not of the 
opinion that the public has to agree with us on everything we are seeing, hearing, talking 
about, and presenting.  However, there needs to be respect and courtesy.  When someone 
comes before the Committee and starts accusing us of votes that have already happened on 
the floor and accusing us of taking up issues that they do not agree with, I think that is 
crossing the line and being disrespectful to the Committee.  I urge anyone who comes before 
us again not to cross that line.  I acknowledge that there are many people who are wonderful 
when providing testimony, but it is my intent to be very clear today that testifiers are not here 
to criticize and scrutinize the Committee.  If there is a personal conversation that needs to 
happen, my door is open.  Come talk to me, and we will have that one-on-one.  It is not  
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appropriate during testimony which has nothing to do with the bill to be disrespectful to 
the Committee members who are sitting here and listening to policy.  This is not an 
appropriate space for that.  I just wanted to make that clear for everyone.  Thank you so much 
for the respectful dialogue that happened.  This meeting is adjourned [at 4:09 p.m.]. 
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Julianne King 
Committee Secretary 
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Advisor, National Popular Vote, in support of Assembly Bill 274. 
 
Exhibit F is written testimony in support of Assembly Bill 274, presented by Sondra 
Cosgrove, President, League of Women Voters of Las Vegas Valley. 
 
Exhibit G is written testimony in support of Assembly Bill 274, presented by Molly Rose 
Lewis, Private Citizen, Reno, Nevada. 
 
Exhibit H is a document titled "ACLU Supports the National Popular Vote," presented by 
Alanna Bondy, Intern, American Civil Liberties Union of Nevada. 
 
Exhibit I is a letter dated March 20, 2017, in support of Assembly Bill 274, to the Assembly 
Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections, authored by Alison Lorraine. 
 
Exhibit J is a letter dated January 14, 2014, from Newt Gingrich, former Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, to Dr. John R. Koza, Chair, National Popular Vote, 
regarding his support of the National Popular Vote initiative, submitted by Nick Vander Poel. 
 
Exhibit K is a letter dated February 1, 2016, from eight former national chairs of the 
American Legislative Exchange Council endorsing the National Popular Vote bill, submitted 
by Nick Vander Poel. 
 
Exhibit L is a document titled "Questions about Congressional Consent and the National 
Popular Vote Compact," by National Popular Vote, dated March 20, 2017, submitted by Nick 
Vander Poel. 
 
Exhibit M is a letter dated March 18, 2017, in support of Assembly Bill 274, to members of 
the Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections, submitted by Seth 
Morrison. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533A.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/AttendanceRosterGeneric.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533C.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533D.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533E.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533G.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533H.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533I.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533J.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533K.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533L.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533M.pdf
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Exhibit N is a copy of an article titled "Responsibilities of the Office of the Federal Register 
and the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) in the Presidential Election," 
available at https://www.archives.gov/federal-register/electoral-college/roles.html#ofr.  This 
copy was submitted by Janine Hansen, State President, Nevada Families for Freedom. 
 
Exhibit O is a copy of an article titled "What are the Roles and Responsibilities 
of the Designated Parties in the Electoral College Process?" submitted by Janine Hansen, 
State President, Nevada Families for Freedom, and is available at 
https://www.archives.gov/federal-register/electoral-college/roles.html#electors.   
 
Exhibit P is a copy of an email dated March 21, 2017, from Beth and Jon Davidson to the 
Assembly Committee on Legislative Operations and Elections in support of Assembly Bill 
274. 
 
Exhibit Q is testimony in support of Assembly Bill 274, submitted by Jean Melby-Mauer. 
 
Exhibit R is a letter in support of Assembly Bill 274 to Nevada State Legislators, submitted 
by Daryl Elliott. 
 
Exhibit S is testimony in opposition to Assembly Bill 274, submitted by Roger Haynes. 
 
Exhibit T is a group of emails in support of Assembly Bill 274. 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533N.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533O.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533P.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533Q.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533R.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533S.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Assembly/LOE/ALOE533T.pdf

