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COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL, STATE At."'10 LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Minutes of Meeting -- February 19, 197) 

The thirteenth meeting of the Committee on Federal, State 
and Local Governments was held on February 19, 1973, at 
2:10 P.M. 

Committee members present: 

Also present were: 

Chairman James Gibson 
Stan Dra.kulich 
John Foley 
Lee Walker 
Carl F. Dodge 
Chic Hecht 

Clinton Wooster, Legislative Counsel Bureau 
Ernest Newton, Nevada Taxpayers Association 
Bob Warren, Nevada Municipal Association 
Anne Roberts, League of Women Voters 
lioward Barrett, Budget Director 
Senator Close 
Senator Monroe 
Senator Raggio 
Press 

Chairman Gibson called the meeting to order. The first bill 
to be considered was SB-162. 

SB-162 Limits campaign expenditures of state 
senators and assemblymen. 

Senator Close testified before the committee as one of the 
introducers of this bill. He submitted a composite listing 
of those states that have a limitation on campaign expendi
tures in some manner, a copy of which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit "'A ... There are only three states that have no law 
restricting campaign expense, which are Illinois, Louisiana 
and Nevada. This bill pertains to campaign expenditures in 
four categories -- radio, billboards, newspapers, and tele
vision, which would cover the greatest amount of expenditures. 
Thia legislation would apply only to the general election as 
presently written. Extensive discussion followed Senator 
Close's presentation. 
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SJR-7 Proposes to increase state debt limit. 

Mr~ Barrett, Budget Director, testified that the state is 
presently limited to 11 of its assessed valuation. The 
assessed valuation for this Spring is not yet a final figure, 
but will be close to $2,617,649,000. The state's limitation 
on its general obligation bonded indebtedness will be about 
$26,176,000. we presently have outstanding in bonded indebt
edness (and this excludes those that are issued under the 
natural resources exemption) $13,977,000, which leaves about 
a $12,000,000 unused general obligation cash balance of 
unobligated monies (as of July 2, 1973). This does not 
include the lease purchase for the employment security 
building. 

Anne Roberts, representing the League of Women Voters pre
sented testimony on the position of the League concerning SJR-7, 
a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit ns". 

Chairman Gibson noted that if this bill successfully passes 
this session of the legislature, it will be on the ballot in 
the next general election. 

Amends the new charter of the City of Wells, 
enacting changes, additions and transitional 
provisions. 

Mr. Wooster of the Legislative Counsel Bureau testified as 
to the need for this legislation. He stated that it was 
written as the result of a meeting between a legislative sub
committee and the city counoil of the City of Wells, and does 
essentially four things: 

(1) Deletes the requirement of being a taxpayer on 
real property as a requirement for the qualification of a 
councilman of the City of Wells, which will go into effect 
July l, 1973; 

(2) Section 2, provides for an °asaent to action taken 
by the city council.• (This was taken from a provision that 
now exists in the Elko Charter.); 

(3) Clarification of power of the city to make a state 
misdemeanor, a city misdemeanor by the act of an ordinance; 
and 
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(4) ·rransitional provisions that were lacking in the 
charter to be effective on July 1st. 

Amends new charter of the City of Elko, 
removing mayor's power of veto and making 
technical changes. 

Mr. Wooster presented the background information for this bill. 
This also was written as the result of the legislative sub
conunittee meQting with the city council of the City of Elko. 
The changes are not very substantial. They did pro-ide for 
certain officers in Section l, but felt more flexibility was 
needed. The other provision was with regard to the Mayor's 
right of veto. This was discussed at great length at the 
hearing with the Elko City council, and they felt that this 
should be deleted. 

AB-208 Corrects obsolete reference to temporary 
emergency loans,. 

Mr. Wooster testified that this is a 0 housekeeping" bill$ In 
1971 the legislature deleted the reference to the Local Budget 
Government Act to Temporary Emergency LOans, and this has been 
changed to •short-term finaneing. 0 This bill deletes a refer
ence to the obsolete terminology. 

The committ$e then discussed and took action on bills before 
them as follows: 

SB-162 

SJR-7 

AB-4 --
AB-5 -

Wait for further information. 

Senator Foley moved "Oo Pass," seconded by 
Senator Walker. Motion carried. 

Wait for further information. 

Senator orakulich moved "Oo Pass," seconded 
by Senator Foley. Motion carried. 

Senator Walker moved noa Pass," seconded by 
Senator Dodge. Motion carried. 

The committee then turned to the bills which ware heard in 
a. previous meeting on February 16th, and took action as 
follows: 
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SB-120 

SB-123 

SB-124 

SB-126 

SB-127 

SB-128 

SB-129 

Wait for further information and amendments. 

Senator Drakulioh moved "Amend and Do Pass," 
seconded by Senator Dodge. Motion carried. 

Wait for further information. 

Wait for amendments. 

Wait for further information Senator Foley~ 

Wait for completion of Land Use Act. 

Senator Orakulich moved to .. Hold," seconded 
by Senator Walker. Motion carried. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mary Jean Fondi, 
Committee Secretary 
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LIMITATIONS ON CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES IN THE STATES 

Filing of statements required Can1ri- C011tri- Reslric- Total e:x- Amount ' butiOfls bs.,timu lions on pendi- spent i,c ..... 
Applies to Can,paign Campaign Campaign Campaign by corpo- by uni011s C011tributions charac- lures by behalf of 

,------A---,, receipts receipts disburse- disburse- rations pro- from other ler of candi- candi-

~ Stale or other Eltc- Candi- by by ments by ments by Required limes for pro- hib- 1<n1rces prohibited expendi- dale dale 
jurisdiction tions• dates! parties candidates parties candidates filing statements hibited ited or limiledf lures limited limited 

Alabama .. ..... P,G 1.2,3,4,S No Yes No Yes Within 15 days after a Yea No Solicitation from state Yes Yes(a) ~o ~ 
primary and within 30 employees and candi-
days after a general dates is prohibited 
election 

Alaska . ..... .... (b) (b) 
Yes Yes Yes Yes R~~e.ipt~ ·a:~ci. ~~~~di- y~ N~ ··········· ···· ····· N~ \i-;s(d) Ye~(d) i,..._ Arizona . .... .... P,G 1.2 ,3 , No 

4(c) ,S(c) tures within 10 days 
after primary and with-
In 30 days after general 

' or special election 
~ Arkansaa .. ...... P,G 1.2,3,4,S No No No Yes(e) Political practice pledge No No Solicitation from stat., No No No 

before election; within .,mployees is prohibited 
60 days after both j"i-

~ mary and general e ec-
tion 

California . . .... P,G 1.2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes Yes Within 35 days aft<,r No No Campaign contrlbu- Yes No No 
>( gl'neral or primary dee- tion!:I solicited or re-

tion. or uot later than eel ved from a licensee 
the day µreceding the by an elective state of- (JJ (JO day the can<lidate takes ficer issuinc licenses 

00 oflicc 
Colorado .. . . , ... P.G 1.2.3,4,S Yea Yes Yes Yes For a cancli<late within No No No No No No 

JO <lays :,fter n primary 
and within 30 <lays 
nfll•r n gc1n-ral or HJ>C-
cial dcctioni for a com• 
n1ittcc witlun .10 days 
after general dcctlon 

P,G Yes Yes(f) Yes Yes(f) 
only 

Contributions by per-Connecticut .... 1.2,3,4,5 Within 30 <lays after Yes No Yes No No 
elL~tion son under an assumed 

name and solicitation 
of candidates are pro-
blblted 

Delaware .. ..... (b) (b) 
Ye~ Ye~ y~ y~ ···················· y~ N~ i,i.:ri'tt ·;( $3,000 ~~~t;i: y~ y.,~ Florida .. .... ... P,G 1,2,3,4,S All statewide offices file Yes 

weekly, all others 1st bution from any one 
and 3rd Monday of /r,:,'son for statewide of-
month ce and $2 ,000 for con-

gressional office. In ad-
ditlon solicitation from 
candidates is prohib-
ited ; contributions pro-
biblted from holders of 
horse or dog racing per-
mlts or ial alai fronton 
permits and by persons 
under an assumed name 

P.G 1,2.3,4,S No No No No None No No No No No 



Hawaii. ........ P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes(g) Yes Within 20 days after Yes No Anonymous contribu- No No No 
primary if loser; if win- tlons 
ner then 20 days after 

Idaho ... . ....... (b) 
general election 

(b) 
N~ N~ N~ N~ 

.... .. .... .. ... ..... 
ihi N~ ·· ·· ········ ·· ····· · N~ N~ N~ llllnola ......... P,G 1,2,3,4,S None Solicitation from cer• 

tain classes of slate cm-
ployees prohibited if 
done during working :f hours 

fndlana ......... P,G 1.2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes Yes Within 45 days after Yes Yes Solicitation from state Yes Yes Yes \ .. ~ 
election employees and ca ndi-

dates and contributions ~ 

by persons under an as-

' sumc<l name 
Iowa, ... . ....... P,G 1,2,3,4,5 Yea Yea Yes Yes Candidates: within 30 Yes No(i) Funds donated by a No Yes No -days after election; par- nonrcsidc nt person. 

ties : within 30 days af. firm or corporation may 
ter general election not be used by any 

person or po litical or-
ga111zation for the pur-
pose of conducting a 
campaign for political 
office. a nd solicitation 
from state ~mployecs 

Kansas .. ... . ... P,G Yes Yes 
prohibited 

1.2.3 Yes Yes 30 days after election Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Kentucky .. . . . .. P,G 1,2,3,4,5 Yes Yes Yea Yes Candidates for state of• Yes No Solicitation from state No No No 

"" lice : 30 days and 10 employees prohibited 
"' days prior to election and also anonymous 

and 30 days after; can-
didates for local office: 

contributions 

10 days before and 30 
days after; pa rties: 30 
days after primary and 

Louisiana ....... P,G 1,2,3,4,5 No No No No 
general elections 
None Yes No All state and city das- No No No 

sificcl <'mploy('{'s; 111cm-
bcrs ol s tate and city 
civil ~crvirc c.o mmis-
siontt; n •gistrani of vot-
er~ ;uul cmployct•s; t·rr-
lain das."lifit•,I JJOlic-c 
nncl firc111<.•11; all munic-
l11al offic<'rs and cm-
ployecs opcrating under 
co1111niss io11 form of 
government 

Maine .......... P,G 1.2,3,4,5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Report within 30 days No No lly persons under a fie- Yes Yes Yes 
after election titious name 

Maryland ....... P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yea Yea Yes Yes 7 days preceding an No No Limit of $2,500 contrl- Yes Yes(j) Yes 
election and a number bution by any one 
of times following an source not a candidate 
election in any election and 

contributions by per-
eons under a fictitious 
name prohibited 
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LIMITATIONS ON CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES IN THE STATES-Continued 

State or other 
jurisdiction 

APPiies to 
~ 
Eltt- Candi-

tions• date.st 

Massachusetts . . P, G 1,2,3,4,5 

Michigan.. . . . . . P, G 1.2,3,4,5 

lnnesota...... P, G 1.2,3,4,5 

Mlululppl... . . . P 1,2,3,4,5 

Mls•ourt........ P. G 1.2,3.4.S 

Montana....... P, G 1,2,3,4,S 

Nebraska....... P, G 1,2,4,5 

Nevada . ........ (b) (b) 

Filing of statements required 

Campaign 
receipts 

by 
Parties 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Campaig" 
receipts 

by 
candidaJes 

Yes 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

No 

Yea 

No 

Campaign 
disburse
mmts by 
parties 

Yes 

Yea 

Yes 

No 

Yea 

Yes 

Yes 

Campaign 
disburse
ments by 

candidates 
Required times for 
filing .stateme11ts 

Yes 

Yea 

Yea 

Yea 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Candidate and commit
tee 14 days after pri
mary and general elec
tions; <lcpository the 
5th and 20th of each 
month 

10 days after primary 
election. caucus or con
vention; 20 days after 
general election 

8 days before and with
in IO days following 
primary; 8 days before 
and 10 days following 
general election 
Contribution state
ments filed on 1st and 
15th each month of 
campaign and on Sat
urday preceding the 
primary. Expenditure 
statements required 30 
days after the 1nimary 
Within 30 days after 
election 
Candidates: within 15 
days after election; 
parties: within 10 days 
after election 

Cnndldates: 10 days 
before. 10 days after 
election; committees: 
15 days before, 20 days 
after election 

Contri
butions 

by corpo
rations 

pro
hibited 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Contri
butions 

by unions 
pro
hib
ited 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Contributions 
from other 

,ources prohibited 
or limiledt 

Individual contribu
tions during year are 
limited to $3.000 to one 
candidate, $3,000 to 
one party, and $3,000 
to non-elected political 
committees not orga-

~!:d~d:te1'."~~ 
0

!ou~r. 
tatlons from public of
ficers or employees and 
candidates and contri
butions by persons un
der a fictitious name 
are prohibited 
Contributions may not 
be received from an 
anonymous source and 
solicitation from candi
dates is prohibited 
Solicitation from can
didates is prohibited 

Solicitation from can
didate• is lllepl 

Solicitation from can• 
didates is illegal 
Solicitation from state 
employees and candi
dates and contribu
tions from persons un
der a fictitious name 
are prohibited 
Individual contribu
tions are limited to 
$1,000 to a treasurer of 
a committee for any 
one campaign 

Restric
tions on 
charac-
ter of 

1:,:pendi
t,ures 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yea 

Total e:,:
pendi

lures by 
candi
date 

limiled 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yea 

Yea 

Yes(k) 

No 

Amount 
spent in 
behalf of 
candi

date 
limited 

No 

Yu 

Yes 

No 

.Yea 

Yes 

No 
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' ' ' \., \ "r,. \ "1 · 3 I , I ·. I . ti ,·11.,·11t \\ ·, · ,!11•··• · \',·-. \'1..--::s Any p:ultit·t :-.hip;is su ch Yes Ycs(n/ Yes .... .. ,, ... ,, .. ,.,, .. I I: 
d.1 :,- "' ,!.,\ -. ' hl'l11r1 •; or any partner acting 

I 2ud. ~,..-, 111d Frid.,y (10 in bc:half of such part-
Jay:;) afll·rckction (m) ncr~llip; a ny person 

employed in the dassl-
lied service of the State; 
a personal contribution 
In excess of $5,000 ex-
cept by candidate him-
self; or a contribution 
If made anonymously, 
or in guise of a loan, or " 
concealed, or without 
knowledge of candi-
date or his a11ents or 
p0lltlcal committee 

New Jersey ..... P, G 1,2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes Yes Friday ur Saturday be, Yes(h) No Solicitation from state Yi,a No No 
fore and 20 days after employees and candl-
election dates and contributions 

by persons under a fie-
titious name are pro-
hibited 

t'lew Medco, .... P,G 1.2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes Yes Candidates: within 10 No No No money of political No No No 
days after election; g:rty may be spent on 
parties: within 30 days half of prima ry can-
after election didate 

New York ....... P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yes Yes Yes Yes let rep0rt 10 days be- Yes No Contributions by own- No Yes Yes 
~ fore election; 2nd, 20 ers of pollinfi places 

days after election; fi- barred, sol citation 
nal J an. 2 from candidates a nd 

state employees and 
contributions from per-
sons under fictitious 

North Carolina. P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yes Ycs(c) Yes Yes(c) 1st rep0rt IO days be-
fore election; final, 20 
days after election 

Yes No 
names are prohibited 

No No No No 

North Dakota .. . P,G 1.2,3,4,S No No No No None Yes No A contribution made Yes Yes Yes 
or received under other 
than the donor's own 
name and solicitation 
from candidates 

Ohio . .. ... ... . . . P,G 1.2,3,S Yes Yes Yes Yes ny 4:00 p.m. 45th dny Yee No Solicitation from state Yes Yeo No 
nhcr cll'ction c1u11luycl·~ and cantli• 

dall'~ 
Oklnhomo . ..... G 1.2,3,4,5 Yes Yes Yeo Yes Cnmliclales: within 15 Yee No Individual co11trib11- No No No 

days after any ~l•ncral tlot1!i nre li111hecl to 
el l'\' tio n; parly cama $5,000 an(I Ll1uxe by 
raig11 cn11111iiltt·l'!i : with- persons under a fic li• 
n 15 dayH uflcr any t ious name arc vroa 

general election hihitctl 
Oreeon . ........ P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yee Yea Yes Yee IS tlays after election (o) No Solicitations from stote Yea Yes(k,p) No 

employees and contria 
butions untler a ficli-
tious name prohibitct.l 



LIMITATIONS ON CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURES IN THE STATES-Continued 

Filing of statements required Contri- Contri- R,slric- Total ex- Amou711 
/n,tions b,,tions tions 011 pendi- spent i11 

Applies lo Campaign Campaign Campaign Campaig11 by corPo- by unio,u C0711ribvlio71S charac- lures by beha{f of 

~ 
receipts receipls disburse- disburse- rations P,o- from other ter of candi- candi-

Stale or other by by menls by menls by &quired times for pro- hib- sources P,ohilnkd e,cpendi- dale dale 
jurisdiction hons• dales! parties candidates pa ... t,es cri.ndidalu filing statements hibiled ued or limitedt tures limited limited 

Pennsylvania ... P,G 1,2,3,4,5 Yes Yes Yes Yes 30 days after the r,rl- Yes Yes Contributions may not Yes No No 
mary and general e ec- be solicited from civil 
tions service employees and 

those employed by the 
Game Commission and 
Board of Parole and be 
given by persons under 
a fictitious name 

Rhode Island ... (bl (bl No No No "iie~ ii~r~;~. ~i~~ti~~~ . ·~.;.i No N; ····· ·· ············· v.,;, No No South Carolina . P.G 1,2,3,4,5 No 
after elcction!i 

South Dakota •.. P,G 1,2,3,4,5 Yea No Yes Yes Within 30 days 
elections 

after Yes No No Yes Yes(q) Yes 

T 9'.Q C88ee •••• • . P,G 1,2,3,4,5 No No Yea Yes Candidate's and man- Yes No No No No No 
ager'sstatements:with-

"'" In 30 days after election 
N) ... ..... .... P.G 1.2,3.4,5 No Yes No Yes 7-10 days before; 10 Yea Yes Solicitation from state Ye,, No No 

days after elections employees prohibited 
Utah ... . .. . . ... P.G 1,2,3,4 .5 Yes Yes Yea Yes 14 days prior to any Yes No Solicitation from can- Yea No No 

primary or general eJcc• didates illegal 
tloa and on the second 
Friday following any 
'wlmary or Plections 

Vermont ....... . p 1,4,S No Yes No Yea !thin 1(1 days after No No No Yea Yea Yea 
primary election 

No VJ.ralnla ...... .. P.G 1.2,3,4,5 Yea Yes Yea Yes Candidates and com- No No No No No 
mlttees: 7th day prior 
to election, 30 days af-
ter election or pnor to 
taking office, whichever 
is first; if any unpaid 
bills or deficits remain 
-60 days after elec-
tlon; if any unpaid bills 
or deficits remain when 
60 day report is filed-
6 months afte1 election; 
If any unpaid bills or 
deficits remain when 6 
month report is filed-
I year after election 



~ 
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Wnshln1Uon .... p 1(r),2,3, No No No Yes Within 10 days after No No No 
4,S ~rimary election 

Weet V~lnJa . .. P,G 1,2,3,4,5 Yea Yea Yea Yea ot less than 7 nor Yea No Limitation on individ-
more than IS days be- ual contributions and 

No No No 

Yes Yea Yes 

fore, 30 days after all 
elections 

r,rohibition on solicit-
ng contributions from 

state employees 
candidates 

and 

Wisconsin ..... . P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yea Yea Yea Yes Candidates: Tuesday Yes No Contributions by co-
preceding: election; par- operative associations 
ties: Tuesday after and solicitation from 
election state employees and 

candidates 

Yea Yes Yea 

Wyomlntl ....... P,G 1,2,3,4,S Yea Yea Yea Yea Within 20 days after Yea No Solicitation from state 
election employees prohibited 

Dlat. of Columbia P,G s Yea Yea Yea Yes Within 30 days after No No Limit of $5.000 from 
election any one person; no in-

dependent committee 

Yes Yes(s) Yes 

No Yes No 

shall receive contribu-

Guam . . ........ P,G 2 Yea Yes Yea Yes 

tions aggregating more 
than $100,000 

Within 
election 

15 days after No No No 

Puerto Rico .... . G 1,2,3 Yes Yea Yea Yeo Quarterly: within 30 Yes No Individual contribu-
dayo after expiration of lions are restricted up 
each quarter to the amount of $600 

(t) No No 

in an election year and 

1TPI .... .. . . . . . (b) (bl $400 in other years 

···················· · · · ············· · ··· Vlr1Un Islands .. (b) (b ····· ··············· ······· · ············ 
•P-prlmary election; G-gcneral election. 
tThe following numbers ore u&ed aa codes for the following officee: t, slatcwide; 2. State 

Scnntor; J, State Representative; 4. United States Senator; 5, United States Representative. 
tThis column only shows prohibitions and restrictions on 90urces and limitationa on amounts 

of contributions. It docs not include procedural limltationa • uch a • probibitione on me.king 
f
r) ,~~<lit~~d~r0

r~\~i.lves and assocfatce deemed to be those of candidate himself. 
I) Excludes presidential preference and delegate primaries. 
m) Candidates for State Senator or Representative to the General Court, Councilor or 

county officers who have expended a sum an excess o( $200 nrc required to file second state~ 
sifts dln."Ctly to cnndidatca ehortly before clcctlone. , 

!a) Newspaper, television and radio advertiainai ttempt. 
b) No limilntion. 
c) Only in primary election. 

(d} Exp-cnditurca limited at primary election only, exclusive of money ex.pe:nded for eta• 

~~1~:~;,~~:J~::;~~:fd!,":1 ad~~~~!~!r:~s~~:dw:~=ry ~::~J.i~~~U::'!!~ a':ib~ 
siatence expenses. 

le) Statement• must contain all disbursemente greater than $25.00. 
f) Only if candidate incurred per80nal expense; but if be is required to file, he muat include 

evelitb~;1a10e~~!1r"~o~~ir:~ actin1 on behalf of any candidate. 
b) Illino,s: by insurance corporatione only; New Jereey: by public utilities, bauka and 

insurance corporatlom,. 
(I) State atatute prohibit. contribution only If union io a corporation. 

m(~1~ °C~n5ii~:r:a!°c~~t~\'b:t~~~~dtf:~~:rc a~~~.~t~~.'hi~rfill,~t;~;'pcraonal trnvel nnd tmb~ 
aietcncc expenses. or acrviccs of hie regular employees in discharging duties of a pul,lic office 
arc exempt. 

lo) Certain corporatione only. 
p) Primary election : 15 percent of 1 year'a compensation or salary of office for which he le a 

candidate; general elect.ion: 10 percent of 1 year's compensation or salary for which he is a 
candidate. Not restricted to leM than $250. 

lq) Printing or circulation of written or printed matter exempted. 
r) Partisan primaries only. 

la) Travelinf expenses exempted . 
t) Act No. 1, 1957. created an electoral fund against which each principal political party 

in the Commonwealth can draw up to $75,000 annually, or up to $150,000 in election ycan. 
The act enumerate.a the character of the expenditures which can be paid from the fund . 

,.... } 
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44 THE BOOK OF THE STATES 

VOTING STATISTICS ON PERSONS REGISTERED AND VOTING, 
BY STATE, IN GUBERNATORIAL ELECTIONS, 1970* 

Registered 
prior l-0 

Numbers ,otingfor Go,:ernor-primary Numbers •oting for Gooerxor-ienuol election 

Stale or general 
other jurisdiction election 

Alabama .. . .... . 
Alaska .. ........ . 
Arizona .. . ... .. . 
Arkansas ....... . 
California .. .. . . . 

Colorado .. ..... . 
Connecticut . .. . . 
DelawareH . .. . . . 
Florida .. . ... . .. . 
Geor!lla .. . .. ... . 

Hawaii . . .. . ... . . 
Idaho .. . ... .. . . . 
Illinois§§ ..... . . . 
IndlanaH .. .... . 
Iowa ... . ....... . 

Kansas ..... .. .. . 
Kentuckyf ..... . 
Louisiana . .. .. . 
Maine .......... . 
Maryland ...... . 

Massachusetts .. . 
Mlchlitan ....... . 
Minnesota .... . . . 
Mlsslsslpplt .. . . . 
Missouri!§ . ..... . 

MontanaH . ... . . 
Nebraska ...... . . 
Nevada .. ...... . . 
New Hampshire .. 
New Jersey§ ... . . 

New Medco . . .. . 
New York ...... . 
North Carolina H 
North Dakota§§ .. 
Ohio ..... . ..... . 

Oklahoma ...... . 
Oreiton . 
Pennsylvania ... . 
Rhode Island ... . 
South Carolina .. 

South Dakota . . . 
Tennessee ... ... . 
Teus ......... .. . 
Utah§§ . . .. .. ... . 
Vermont . . . . . . . . 

Vlritlnla§ ....... . 
Washln1tton§§ .. . 
West Vlr1tlnla§§ .. 
Wisconsin .. .. .. . 
Wyomlnll .. . .. . . 

Guam .... . ..... . 

1,625.912 
104,642 
618,411 
845,759 

8,706,347 

968,982 
1,388 .184 

262,032 
2,797,000 
1,961.013 

291.681 
364,992 

5,676,131 
3,044,186 

594,95i(g) 

(g) 
1.461.435 
1,667,143 

522,044 
1.596,916 

2,684,636 
3,969,807 

(g) 
1,100,000 (g) 

(g) 

331.078 
707 .558 
192,933 
386,894 

3,239,374 

406.27 5 
7,930,798 
2,077 ,538 

(j) 
3,879,JOO(g) 

1,162,527 
955.459 

5,419,551 
466,878 
802,587 

351,305 
1.709,433 
4 ,149,250 

542,793 
230,148 

1.7 36,420 
1.566,723 

993 .024 
1.255.0i S(g) 

134,87 S 

23,483 

Repub
licans 

(a) 
35,844 
77,259 
60,IJO(c) 

1,906,568 

104,642 
131.595 

(e) 
352,270(0 
107,555 

41.803 
80,058 

706.600 
(a) 

144,668 

233.561 
100,945 

10,571 
81.658 

124,525 

207,107 
535.631 
H0.694 

(a) 
222,971 

91.419 
193,256 

36.212 
85.833 

425 .547 

56.278 
(a) 

156.067 
90,169 

928.131 

(a) 
H6.517 
730,170 

12.320 
(a) 

83,413 
244 .999 
106.7 30 

(a) 
39,772 

(a) 
342.212 
186.479 
222.595 
44.284 

X . .-\. 

Demo
cralt 

1,019 .680 
35.323 

121.749 
430.633(c) 

2,502 .861 

103.239 
(a) 
(e) 

775.063(0 
798,660 

154.882 
63.069 

646,232 
(a) 

103,787 

105.0i7 
448.667 

1,174.043 (h) 
52.308 

465.070 

703.105 
562 .562 
352.867 
719 .188(i) 
581.533 

101.821 
122 .950 

59.889 
35.994 

414 .256 

128.159 
944.988 
iOl.100 

32.830 
927 ,5i2 

402.283 
2i7 .339 

1.056.298 
(a) 

254,889 

(a) 
590. 109 

1.011.300 
(a) 
33,000 

408,630 
362.506 
327 .523 
292.HS 

33.914 

X .. .\ . 

*Figures are for 1970 except where indicated: t19i2 , !19i1, 
11969, §11968. 

N .A.-Not available. 
(a) N o primary held. Alabama. Connecticut, Indiana, ~(i:s

eissippi , South Carolina, Utah , Vi rginia : candidates nominated 
in party convention; New Yor k, Oklahoma. Rhode Isla nd, 
South Dako ta: candidates nomina ted wi t hout opposit io n; 
Lciuisiana : no primary unlcs9 contest for office. 

(b) No Republ ican candidate. 
(c) Runoff primary : R epublican3, no runo ff; Democ rats, 

442 ,512. 
(d} Includes sca ttered vo tes . California, 32,679. 
(e} Primaries for Go\·crnor will be held in 1972. Candidates 

Total 

1.019 .680 
71.167 

199 .008 
490.763 

4,442.108(d) 

207 .881 
131.595 

(e) 
1. 12 7 .333(f) 

906.215 

196 ,685 
143.127 

1,352.832 
(a) 

248.455 

338.638 
549.612 

1,184.614(h) 
133.966 
589,595 

910,212 
1,098.193 

593.561 
il9.188(i) 
804.504 

193.240 
316.206 

96.101 
121.827 
839.803 

184,437 
944 .998 
857 .167 
122.999 

1,855,i03 

402 ,283 
523,856 

1,786 .468 
12 .320 

254 .889 

8 3.413 
835.108 

1.118.030 
(a/ 
71,ii2 

408.630 
704 .718 
514.002 
518.069 (k) 

78.198 

17,494 

Repub
licans 

(b) 
37.264 

209 ,356 
197,418 

3,439,664 

350.690 
582,160 
104.474 
746.243 
424,983 

101.249 
117,108 

2,307 ,295 
1,080.271 

403,394 

333,227 
412.653 
480,424 
162.248 
314,336 

1,058.623 
1,338.711 

621.780 
(b) 

688,300 

116,432 
201.994 

64 .400 
102.298 

1.411.905 

134,640 
3,105.220 

737,075 
108,382 

1,382 ,749 

336,157 
369,964 

2,680.411 
171.549 
221,233 

108.347 
575 ,777 

1.037,723 
131.792 

87,458 

480,869 
692.378 
378.315 
602.617 

74 .249 

N.A. 

Demo
crats 

637,046 
42,309 

202,053 
375,648 

2,938,607 

302.432 
500,561 
102.360 
984,305 
620,419 

137,812 
128,004 

2,179,501 
965,816 
368,911 

404.611 
470,720 
641,146 
163,138 
639,579 

799.269 
1,294.600 

737,921 
601.222 

1,063,495 

I 50.481 
248,552 

70,697 
98,098 

911,003 

148,835 
2,158,355 

821,232 
135,955 

1,752,560 

338,338 
293,892 

2.627.130 
173,420 
250,551 

131.616 
509 ,521 

1.197,726 
289,283 

66,028 

415.695 
560.262 
365.530 
728,403 
44,008 

N .A. 

Other 

217,906 
1,206 

36·,132 
131.801 

15,374 
76 

265 
1,261 

·19'.204 
2.985 

18,937 

7,352 
47,417 

19,184 

10,014 
21.982 

4,781 
179,415 

11.199 
11.073 
11.894 
22.045 
43,698 

6.889 
749,286 

. i,663 
75.914 

24,295 
2,538 

104,941 
1,372 

13,073 

22.949 
398 

42 

19,200 
12,717 

·1·,·.838 

N.A. 

were no minated in party conventions in 1972. 

Total 

854 ,952 
80.779 

411.409 
609.198 

6,510,072 

668,496 
1,082,797 

206,834 
1,730,813 
1,046,663 

239,061 
245,112 

4.506.000 
2,049 .072 

791.242 

745,190 
930.790 

1,121.570 
325.386 
973.099 

1,867,906 
2.655.293 
1,364 ,482 

780.637 
1.751 ,795 

278,112 
461,619 
146.991 
222.441 

2,366,606 

290,364 
6,012,861 
1.558,307 

248,000 
3,211.223 

698,790 
666,394 

5,412,482 
346,341 
484,857 

239,963 
1.108,247 
2,235,847 

421,012 
153,528 

915,764 
t.265 .355 

743 .8-15 
t.3-12.858 

118,257 

20,720 

(f, Firs:. pri.mary : Republicans, 358,997; Democrats, 759,18Jj 
tota l, 1.118,180. 

(g} Registration required . Iowa, Ohio, \Visconsin : in cities 
and counties over a specified eize; Missi!'lsippi: no central records 
mainta ined; Kansas, .Minnesota. Missouri: in cities and counties 
o v~r a specified size, no central records maintained. 

(h_1 Fig ures sho wn are for first primary . Second primary, 
D e moc rats only: 1,164,036. 

( i ; Fir,t r,rimary : 762,987. 
( j ) R ~i~:P.~ atiCHt 11 o t required. 
(k) Indu :.lei:i o ther votes. W isconsin: American Party, 2,729. 
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19 February 1973 

League of Women Voters 

of Nevada 

STATEMENT TO THE NEV.ADA STATE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FEDF&L/STATE/LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Re: Constitutional Amendment proposing to increase the public debt llmitation-
SJR 7 of the 56th 5?~s1~_ - --> 

I am dz?/& l ;E.;.;./J;--~,, representing the League of Women Voters of 
Nevada. .ls some of you on this colllllittee are well aware, the League has appeared 
before this and other Legislative Committees supporting tlµs .Amendment in the 
1969 and 1971 sessions as a compromise measure, a step t~ our position of 
making the Legislature fully responsible for public borrowing by the State. Our 
full position reads as follows: 

"We support public borrowing cy- the state for capital ~rovements, 
defined em~encies or disasters. However, we believe the State Legislature 
should be e fully responsible for struct.uring state public debt in the best 
insteJ!lests of the state, issuing of full-faith and credit or revenue bonds as 
best serves the purpose, controlling borraving by statutes designating the amount, 
purpose, and means for repayment. In order to accomplish this, the IllN recolllllends 
the following constitutional amendllentsa 

a) Remove constitutional debt limitations, and :make debt limitation 
statutory. 

b) Remove constitutional specific tax requirement for f'urding debt 
repayment and authorize legislature to name the sources for re
payment of debt. 

c) Change the constitutional requirement for repayment of public debt 
in 20 years from passage of law to a more liberal period. 

d) Add a statement deeying the State the power to repudiate any 
legitimate debt. 

The League will support selected interim steps toward the above goals." 

We recognize that the people of Nevada voted down this amendment in 1960 
and 1968, due, we believe, to a lack of understanding by many. We urge you to 
join us between sessions in educating the public to the effect that in order to 
do your job pl"Operly, you must have complete fiscal authority and responsibility. 
It is necessary to point out that 

1) this proposal will NOT increase the state's share o:f the propert{ 
tax-its present share of the $5 limit is enough to guarantee a JI, indebtedness, 

2) this proposal w1ll permit the itate Legislature greater capacity 
for financing capital improvement by the thriftiest means-borrowing by other 
methods costs more in interest and added debt service; 

J) the present limitation is unrealistic-levada counties and school 
districts ~,Y finance 1~ to 15~ of assessed valuation. Nevada certainly needs 
more than 11' to finance state-wide capital improvements; 

4) the Legisuture may by using various devices borrow ANY amount 
at high-:: interest rates and expenave debt service. We are fiappy ~hat it has wisely 
not resorted to such financing, but Nevada lacks desperately need£1ifacili ties. Gen-
eral obligation bonding, backed by full-faith and credit of the state, is the economi
cal way to finance needed capital illlprovelllents such as those requested by the 
Governor in his state of the state message. l - 1 :,,·1 ,, B ,, (MORE) 
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5) borrowing is a sound and legitiaate method of finance for long
range permanent improvement projects. Future citizens will use and receive the 
benefits--it is only fair that .future budgets indlude a share of the costs. 
(The Comtitution presently places a 20-year limit on repayment of state debt.) 

A study regarding State Public Debt in Nevada by the Lelgue in 1967-68 
is attached to this statcent. We ask you to uke it a part of your record 
and to advise the Assembly Colllllittee which will consider SJR ? (after your 
CoJlllllittee and the Senate pass on it favorably«) of this statement and its 
attaclwent. 

Thank you very much. 

Attachment 
"Financing Nevada State Government-Evaluation of Revenue Sources in Relation to 

Budget Heeds• 
Everymember P'i,hlet le, February 1968 



Evaluation of Revenue Sources in Relation to Bidget Needs 

League of Women Voters of Nevada 
State Current Agenda Item, 1967-69 
Everymember Pamphlet f2, February 1968 

Pamphlet #1, January 1968, presented you with discussion material about 
state public debt in general. You were asked to arrive at some basic princi:eles 
(ideals, perhaps?) for dealing with public debt. 

Haterial offered here concerns Nevada in particular, and you are being asked 
to consider Nevada debt finance, applying the principles arrived at, and perhaps 
reach some conclusions. Your answers to questions at the close of this pamphlet 
will be the basis for recommendations to your state Board regarding state debt in 
Nevada. 

I. HI STORY OF STATE DEBT IN NEV ADA 

The history of debt and debt limitation in Nevada has been sim:i.l.11.r to the 
history of state debt nationally. Since Nevada did not attain statehood until 
1864, it was not a part of the general debacle of 1837 when many states defaulted 
on their obligations. Nevada, like many other states however, took cognizance and 
wrote debt limi. tations into its consti tut.ion. Transportation was evidently of 
great importance. Nearly 100 of the 829 pages recording consti tut.tonal debate in 
1864 are about providing a subsidy for a railroad through Nevada. Two proposals 
received extensive attention. The first provided that the State could lend its 
credit to the Central Pacific Railroad to an amount not exceeding $3 million when 
tracks had been laid to 80 miles east of the Sacramento River. The second said 
that the state could issue bonds to an amount not exceeding $1.5 million at a rate 
of interest not exceeding 7% to the company which first completed a railroad con
necting Virginia City with the Sierra Nevada l-Iountains. Much rancor was a.'Chibited 
and even the president of the CPR appeared and spoke. After many exchanges, the 
delegates decided that "The state shall not donate or loan money or its credit ex
cept to corporations formed for educational or charitable purposes." It is in
teresting to note, however, that counties and municipal corporations cannot lend 
credit in aid to any company, corporation or association except railroad companies. 

II. WR.AT DEBT HAS NEV ADJ\ INCURRED? 

Uoon attaining statehood, Nevada assumed its territorial debts amounting to 
$380,000. These were exempted from the limitation and were paid by 1929. 

In 1872 the debt was 93% of the applicable limitation, fell to 27'fo by 1912, 
but by 1916 had risen to 100% of the lirni tation. There was need for road building 
at that time, and with the "good roads" amendment the amount increased but the 
percentage fell to 19;6. Between 1918 and 1942 percentages of limitation varied 
from 17~ to 70%. By 1943 the State had no debt and actually had a surplus in the 
treasury. This was the case in many states. D.ie to the war there was a lack of 
materials; therefore treasuries were fat. with the end of the war and a backlog 
of capital improvements, the State used its reserves and by 1953 had once again 
acquired a debt of 21. 77",b of applicable limitation and by 1965 had reached 65.3%. 

In January of 1966 there was about $4,400,000 borrowing power available plus 
whatever could be added through increases in assessed valuation. 

The 1967 Legislature appropriated. $4. 9 million from the General Fund for capi
~al improvements and at the same time authorized general obligation bonds for 
J4, 135,000 for University construction, mental health centers, etc. This has very 
generally been the pattern of the past two or three sessions, with about 50% of 
ca.pi tal improvements coming from general obligation bonds. The State, as such, 
has not issued any- revenue bonds though the Universi t;w has made use of revenue 
bonds for dorntl. tori es and dining rooms, and at the last session was authorized to 
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• 
assess student fees to redeem revenue bonds issued for the construction of classrooms. 

The state has no revenue bonds within the debt limitation at this time. 

III. WHAT ARE NE.VADA' S CONSTITUTIONAL DEBT LIHrTATIONS? 

The original consti tuti.on carried a provision for a debt limi tati.on of 
$300,000. 

In 1916 an amendment changed the limi. t to 1% of the state• s assessed valuation. 
This was proposed to enable the state to match federal funds for high~ construc
tion, and was presented to the people as the 11good roads" amendment. A nat limit 
of $1 million was first proposed but, according to the :U,gislative Counsel Bureau, 
a percentage of assessed valuation was recommended so that the amount available 
would increase with the growth of the state. The choice of 1% was ma.de at the time 
because it resulted in the amount needed, $1 million. 

In 1934 a second amendment, known as the unatural resources"excepti.on, was 
adopted. It was designed to permit Nevada to take advantage of its allotted share 
of the power from Hoover Dam. However, no debt was ever contracted for this pur
pose. {This amendment is discussed in proposed ch~es in the constitution, VII.) 

In 1960 an amendment proposing a change from 1% to 29, was defeated by the people. 
In 1968 an amel'.rlment proposing a change from 1% to 'JI, and restricting the con

tracts permissible outside the limit will be voted upon at the November election. 

IV. WHAT amER NEVADA CONSTITUTI OOAL PROVISIONS RELA.TE TO IEBT? 

1. (.Art. 8,Sec. 8) Debt limitations for local government units are authorized 
to be established by the Legislature. Though this has always been in the constitu
tion, it was not until the 1967 session that certain county limitations were set by 
statute. Certain municipal corporations have a 1~ limitation and school districts 
have 15~. Most public finance authorities consider it good constitutional practice 
to allow legislatures to set local limitations by statute as it gives the nex:1.
bility needed to adjust overlapping debt to meet changing situations. 

2. (Art. 9, Sec. 2) An annual tax shall be levied to cover estimated expenses 
of the state for each fiscal year. Whenever a deficit occurs in any one year, the 
legislature must levy a tax sufficient to cover the deficit as well as the estimated 
expenses of such years or ensuing two years. This has the effect of requiring a bal
anced budget plus establishing a procedure for covering temporary deficits. It would 
prohibit long-term borrowing for regularly recurring operating costs, which is con
sidered good procedure by students of finance. 

3. (Art. 9, Sec. 3) Every debt must be authorized by law for some purpose or 
purposes, to be distinctly specified therein. This prevents borrowing by any agency 
or official of the government without authorization by the legislature. It also 
prevents borrowing except for a specified purpose. Constitutional authorities 
recommend this provision. 

4. (Art. 9, Sec. 3) Every law authorizing debt must provide for levying an 
annual tax sufficient to pay the interest semi-annually, and the principal within 
twenty years from passage, and must specially appropriate the proceeds of said taxes 
to payment of principal a.rrl interest. Prof. Ryan points to the need for a specified 
maximum period of repayment; others recommend a maximum period but do not specify 
that it be consti.tutionall,y set. In i';evada bonds are retired within 18-18½ years in 
order to meet the 20 years from passage requirement. It takes 1-1½ years to prepare 
and float a bond issue. 

5. (Art. 9, Sec. 3) The appropriation cannot be repealed nor the taxes post
poned or diminished until the debt is wholly pa.id. This requires that a tax be ear
marked for payment of the debt. Though this may be any tax named in the law, Nevada 
has used th~ advalt?rem tax for this ourpose, and since nassage of S.B. 3'31 (Sec. 29 
& 46, Ch. 267, NRS) in the 1967 sesslon, the ad val tax·must be used. Tlie purpose 
of the constitutional provision is to prevent repudiation of debt by the legislature. 
Many state constitutions contain a similar provision. In contrast to the specific 
tax requirement, all New Jersey ta:ices are pa.id into one general fund and a portion 
is appropriated each year to debt payment. As Nevada's share of the ad val tax 
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also goes into the General F\md, it is not used directly to redeem bonds, although 
the bonds do, of course, have first call unon that tax. It is understood in Carson 
City that the language in the law making the general oblieation bond a first abliga
tion against the state• s property tax is intended. to make the bonds more saleable 
and at a better interest. 

6. (Art. 9, Sec. 3) Every contract of indebtedness entered into or assumed 
by or on behalf of the state in excess o: the constitutional limit shall be null 
and of no effect, exce!)t in cases of money borrowed to repel invasion, suppress in
surrection, defend the state in time of war, or, if hostilities be threatened, pro
vide for the !)Ublic defense. i;,Jhat would haymen if rAvenue bonds issued outside the 
limitation were declarod by a court to be within, thereby creating a debt above the 
limitation? Even though the state felt morally obligated to pay, it could not le
gally do so. Such a debt would be null. The purpose of this provision, of course, 
is to ensure that the Legi sl"l.ture does not contract debt in excess of the limit. 
Ordinarily revenue bondin£; would not fall within the li!'Ii t unless tax guarantees 
included in the issuance were subject to 2dverse court inter}'.)retation. 

(Ex:ceotions to the above nrovisions in Art. ?, Sec. 3 are omitted here 
as they are discussed in. proposed changes to this section--VII.) 

7. (Art. 9, Sec. 4) The state may not nssume the debts of any county, town, 
city, or other corporation unless those debts have been erected to repel invasion, 
suppress insurrection, etc. This prevents the :':i'tate from assuming local debt. Re
member that the State ha.s the responsibility of controlling local debt limits. It 
should be noted tha.t if any unit ir. the state should repudiate its debt, there would 
be an adverse effect upon the credit nting of the entire state, ,ii th certainly 
higher interest rates. By statute rJevada requires that debt service have first claim 
on the property bx, and while this ha.s the effect of insuring the debt payment, most 
authorities consider this to be unrealistic as the property tax is a small portion 
of a governnent•s revenue. Does the state have a moral obligation to help a local 
unit in difficulty7 It is the State that sets the debt limit; it is the State that 
allows special districts to be set up in order to increase borrowing power outside 
constitutional limits; it is the State that receives the first portion of the prop
erty tax; it is the State th~t set assessments at 35% of real value, and it is the 
state equalization program th.at is finally responsible for the total assessed valuation. 

8. (.Art 10, Sec. 2) The total tax levy for all public purposes includine 
levies for bondfis within the state-1 or any subdivision thereof, shall not exceed five 
cents on one do ar of assessed vaJ..uation. By law, the state portion is established 
first, then the county, school distr:ict, and debt service, including special dis
tricts. Whatever is left is divided among the cities •• By law, assessment is set at 
35% of real value and county assessors have the responsibility of ma.king the assess
ments. The State, through its equalization board, has been trying to establish uni
formity of assessing and a re-assessment is now supposed to be in process. Uniformity 
is still far from achievement. 

The above tax limitation has created rivalries among the various govern
ment entities for the property tax, and has restricted the power of local units to 
solve their financial problems. The argument is used that such limitation forces 
economy in government. As assessors have considerable freedom of judgment as to real 
values, and as the 35% rate could be raised by statute at any time, one wonders whether 
the limitation is as real as it seems. 

James A. Maxwell, in his E;i.napcing state ang. Local Governments (1965), says: 
"The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has recommended a complete 
revision of •the present maze of constitutional and statutory restrictions upon local 
government borrowing.' Authority to issue bonds 'should be legally vested in the 
governing bodies of local gove~nments, ffi1bject to a permissive referendum only, on 
petition, and With participation in al\Y such referendum available to all eligible 
local voters and the results determined--except under unusual circumstances--by a 
simple m.ajori ty vote on the question.• Limitations that tie local debt or debt ser
vice to the local base for property tAxation should be repealed. The Commission im
plies that the states might find a substitute control 'by reference to the net inter
est cost of prospective bond issues in relation to the currently prev8iling interest 
rate on high quality nn.micipal securities.• In any case, state provisions concerning 
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local indebtedness should • truce cognizance of all f orrns of local borrowing and 
debt.• ••••• While limitations on the state legislative power to borrow have, it 
appears, had some effect in restraining borrowing, they had a bad effect on the form 
of debt. Borrowing by nonguaranteed debt has been stimulated, and, except for lim
ited purposes, this is an imprudent instrumentality. State constitutions should be 
overhauled to limit the use of nonguaranteed debt to specified self-financing pur
poses, and to repeal constitutional and statutory limitations on legislative 
borrowing power. 11 (Review Debt Li.mi tati.ons in other states, .i:'amphlet #:1, page 5.) 

V. HCW DOES NEVADA'S DEBT COMPARE WITH THAT OF lrTiil~ STATES? 

It is difficult to compare states' indebtedness because figures do not tell 
the true story. How does one compare Nevada w.ith Utah, for instance? Nevada, in 
1959, ha.d ;~2.9 million in full-faith-and-credit debt within its constitutional limi
tation, and no non-guaranteed debt. statistics say, that Utah at that ti.me had ll2. 
debt (according to its constitutional limit of 1-~ of assessed valuation); yet Utah 
had $9.7 million in nonguaranteed debt (outside its constitutional limit). Cali
fornia then had J;i.595 hi..llion in full-faith-and-credit and ~116.9 million in non
guaranteed debt. The comparison to note is not the difference in ~ount but in 
the~ of debt. 

Nevada's oresent debt (uec 1967), under its 1~ limitation, is ~10,702,000, all 
in general obligation bonds. Its total present debt is $12,024,000, the amount out
side the debt limitation being the Narlett Lake project. The Marlett bonds, however, 
are also general obligation bonds, issued under the "natural resources exception." 
The University has revenue bonds and the Colorado Ri.ver Commission has interim deben
tures over and beyond this. 

Georgia, F1.orida, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, lJebra.ska, North Dakota and Wisconsin 
statistically had no full-faith-and-credit debt in 1963, but their nonguaranteed ,ms 
many times higher than Nevada's constitutionrll debt. The record for Nevada is gen
erally pretty good, but pressures are mounting to use the devices popular in other 
states for by-9assing constitutional restrictions. The classrooms already author
ized at the University to be paid by special student assesment is one such "gimmick." 

VI. WHAT IS NEVADA'S FUTlJRE DEBT PICTURE1 

Requests pile up at the Planning Boa.rd and go on to the Governor and Legisla
tive Finance Committee. For instance, the Department of Conservation requested 
$9,748,740 for FY 1967-68, nruch of which ($7 .5 million) was for Parks Capital Im
provements. The Governor recommended $1,394,347 in his budget. Actual authoriza
tions and appropriations received totaled $1,436,914. Information from this depart
ment sa:ys that for 1968-2000 it may be reasonable to assume ;µ100 million will be 
needed for water projects on a statewide basis; funding would be either partly or 
wholly by local entities. These projects include the Humboldt, Truckee, Walker and 
Carson River systems. As the Colorado River administration falls under the Colorado 
River ColllI!Ii.ssion, it is not included in this estimate. The state's bonding program 
of the total $100 million cost may be approximately ,~50 million. This is one pa.rt 
of ~ department• s program. Is future water for NevadR. important? What about the 
100-year-old prison? Should it be replaced? What about state Hospital needs? The 
Mental Health facility? School for Retarded Children? University Law and Medical 
Schools? Can these capital improvements be carried out wi. th current revenues? 

Will the Legislature be forced, under present limitations, to resort more and more 
to devices which make borrowing ,nossible outside constitutional limitations? The 
question is already with us in the lease-purchase agreement for the Employment Security 
Building at Carson City. The State contract with a Private cornora.tion to "rent" the 
building but calling for State ownership at the end ~f the leas~ constitutes a state 
debt within the limitation requirement according to some, and a contract outside the 
limitation according to the Attorney General. Cnly a court decision can clarify this. 
There are other buildings used by the S'tate, Motor Vehicle for one, which are strictly 
rental agreements and thus are not in the debt picture at all. The question arises, 
however, is the State following an uneconomical fiscal practice in renting many 
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spaces instead of being free to make capital improvements if that seems most wise? 
Host future projections for Nevada show an exploding population and growth. 

( Clark County is the fastest grvw:i.nr, county in the U. s.) Will the current revenues 
of that growth meet the current needs or will the de:na.nd for increased state insti
tutions and services be in excess of state revenues at the time of need? 

We face the future in this condition: (1) Under the present 1'~ limitation the 
StAte is very near its authorized general obligation borrow.i.ng power. What is avail
able is the amount of debt retired during a fiscal period and any increase in as
sessecl valuation. (2) Applying the S!)ecial fund doctrine, as reasonably limited by 
a majority of courts, there are many c~pi tal pro,jects which c~nnot be financed by 
reve:m.i.e bonds outside the debt limit. 

VII. WEAT IS THE PROPOSED Al-!EHDHENT TO THE NE'v'ADA STATE CONSTITUTIOO? 

A.J.R.. 21-"tJf tne 53d. Session:--Messrs. Gibson, Junker, Bailey, and Gray 
8 February 1965 Referred to Connnittee on Taxation 
SUMMARY: Proposes to amend Nevada constitution by increasing maximum allowance for 

state public debt to 3 per cent of the state's nssessed valuation and by 
restricting contracts perr:Ii.ssible outside the debt limit. (BDR C-687) 

E:cplnn.<ttion: 
Hatter u.ndsl,inaj is new; matter in parentheses () is material to be omitted. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION--froposing"'"'to"'"" amend section 3 of article 9 of the consti
tution of the state of Nevada, relating to state indebtedness, by increasing the 
m.aximwn allowance for the state public debt to 3 per cent of the state• s assessed 
valuation, by providing a flexible method of determining such valuation, and by 
restricting the contracts permi.ssible outside the debt limit. 

1 Resolved :!2:l. the Assembly and .senate of ~M State of Nevada.J.. .jointl.y, 
2 That section 3 of article 9 of the Constitution of the State of Nevada be 
3 amended to read as follows: 
4 SEX;. 3 The state may contract public debts; but such debts shall 
5 never, in the aggregate, exclusive of interest, exceed the sum of (one) 
6 three percent of the assessed valuation of the state, as (shown by the 
7 reports of the county assessors to the state controller,) determined gy:_ the 
8 state controller in the manner provided ~ 1-'lw, except for the purpose of 
9 defraying extraordinary expenses, as hereinafter mentioned. Every such 

10 debt shall be authorized by law for some purpose or purposes, to be 
11 distinctly specified therein; and every such law shall provide for levying 
12 an annual tax sufficient to pay the interest semiannually, and the princ"i.-
1J pal within t"'7ent,:_.; :,r13ars from the passage of such law, and shall specially 
14 ap~ropriate the proceeds of said taxes to the payment of said principal 
15 and interest; and such appropriation shall not l)P, repealed nor- ti,.a -fdxe.5 
16 postponed or diminished until the princiual ruid interest of said debts 
17 shall have been wholly paid. Every contract of indehtedness entered into 
18 or assumed by or on behalf of the sb.tr-, when all its debts and liabilities 
19 amount to said sum before mentioned, ~hall be void and of no effect, 
20 except in cases of 111oney horrowed to rt'lpel inv:l.s:ion, suppress insurrec-
21 tion, defend the state in time of war, or, if hostilities be threatened, pro-
22 vide for the DUblic defense. 
23 The state, ~otwi thstandine the forerpi:i.c, liiri tations, m::i.y, pursuant to 
24 authority of the legi ,J ature, l'J;"lke "n,1 PrJtAr into ~ny :.>:nd I'll) co!'tracts 

1 
? 
~ 

4 
5 

necessary, eXT>edient or :.idvis:iblr, for th11 nrotection anc. nrflserv;ition of 
any of its propArty, (or nRtur;"ll resource~~) or for the uurnoses of obt~iin
ing the benefits therf"lof • hrrwevE>r !'l.ri sins:::; and whether ari sine by or through 
any undertrud:rr or r-roje~t nf thr> :rni ted .Stl'lt"~ or hy or through any 
treaty or cor.rp~r.t betweer. the st~tes, or othP1"'7 se. The ler,ishture may 
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6 from time to time make such appropriations as may be necessary to carry 
7 out the obligations of the state under such contracts, and shall levy such 
8 tax as may be necessary to pay the same or carry them into effect. All.. 
9 contracts mad~ under former provisions of this section shall r..~ ~ 

10 w enforcible, 
if I if 

(Review Items 3,4,5 and 6 in Section IV of this pamnhlet which discuss present 
provisions of Art. 9, Sec. 3 which remain unchanged in the proposed amendment.) 
1. The first change a!)pea.rs in lines 5 and 6 (2d .!?aragraph). Che percent is 
raised to three percent. The oresent assessed valuation is about $1.4 billion and 
seems to be increasing about 6% to 7% per year. The present dollar debt limit is 
about $14 nn.llion. The State will receive approximately $3. 7 million in ad val 
taxes this fiscal year (1967-68). This year present bonds will cost the state 
$1,135,000. If the bond indebtedness were raised to 3-,,, it would mean that the 
state could at any one time have outstanding $42 million in bonds. Based upon a 
20-year prepayment at 3tfa interest, it would mean principal and interest payments 
of $3,570,000 each year. Since the present 25¢ State property tax share will bring 
in $J.7 million, it would seem that the State property tax share would not have to 
be increased and could still bring more than the amount needed to pay interest on 
and redeem the full amount of bonds that could be issued under a J,i bonded irrlebted
ness limi. tation (figures from Office of Budget Director). It should be noted that 
all general obligation bonds are tied to the ad val tax for repayment. However, the 
ad val tax is deposited into the General Fund and an appropriation in a smaller 
amount is made from the General Fund to the Bond Interest and Redemption Fund, and 
repayment of bonds actually comes from the Bond Interest and Redemption Fund. 
2. The second change, on lines 6 and 7 (2d. paragraph), makes the state controller 
responsible for determining the assessed valuation. As the county assessors make 
assessment only on property w1 thin their own counties and ilake their reports to the 
state tax commission, which in turn compiles those and all other assessed valuations 
and reports to the controller, the present wording could not result in a true as
sessed valuation. There are those who say the present wording is also incorrect 
because it is the tax commission which actually ''determines" the State• s total 
assessed valuation. 

It is interesting to note that exceptions listed in lines 20, 21 and 22 (2d. 
paragraph) make no reference to natural or man-made disaster. The question a.rises 
whether we are to be totally dependent upon the Federal Government in case of 
earthquake or a flood which may have been natural or caused by inadequate planning. 
J. Line 2 (3d paragraph) makes a change in the debt allowed outside the llmi tations 
set in the 2d. paragraph; "or natural resources," is deleted. What is a "natural 
resource" under this constitution? Webster seys natural resources are "capacities, 
such as native wit; or materials, such as mineral deposits or water power, supplied 
by nature." CUr definition must depend upon legal interpretation by the courts. In 
Nevada the Supreme Court held, in the case of Marlette Lake Co. v. Sawyer, that pur
chase of a water supply and distribution system was expedient to protect and preserve 
the state's natural resourceJS and was not subject to the debt limi. tation. This de
fines water, including its distribution, as coming under the natural resources excep
tion, but this is the only court case our state has had. Courts in other states have 
defined oil, gas, subterranean water, timber, and gravel as natural resources. An 
Chl.o case held that "to the exten't- to which a given area (land) possesses elements or 
features which supply a human need and contribute to the health, welfare, and benefit 
of the community and the proper enjoyment of its property devoted to park and recrea
tional purposes, the same constitute natural resources. 11 No case has been found that 
excluded park land. A Nevada attorney general's opinion stated that development of 
parks would be outside the debt limitation. We have had no test case, however, to 
establish land as a natural resource. 

Since the amendment in 1934, no bonds have been issued under the natural 
resources exception except the tested. Harlette Lake project. Legislatures have been 
curiously unsympathetic toward :my real park or recreational area developnrmt, and 
the small amounts appropriated or authorized have always come out of regular annual 
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budgets or other funds. Though there is information that discussions have been held 
between !~partment of Conservatior. members and State officials, there is no record 
of any official request under this constitutional exception for acquisition or 
develonrnent of the state's park lru1ds. Inquiry of both legislative :md administra
tive sources as to why this- phrase is being deleted gives the impression that this 
was a compromise decision. There were originally two proposals regarding the per
centa.ge increAse--one for 2%, the other for 1%. In order to get the 3% figure it 
was agreed to include natural resources m thin the debt limitation. Referring back 
to the water projects pl~.nned for 1960-2000, what happens if this large expenditure 
nrust be included within the debt limitation? Will Yi, be ndeqm1.te.7 
4. Lines 9 pr,0 1C (3d paragraph) m~1ke an addi tj on, suitinp, that all contracts made 
under former provisions shall remain valid and enforcible. That was added, we are 
told, to cover an;y contracts made under th• natural resources or other exceptions. 
For instance, the Sou:thern Nevada Water Project contracts are being let with the 
understanding they will come outside the debt limitation. If some are let before 
passage of this amendment, will later ones also be exempt? Will those let now con
tinua to be ~ ... smm!) The wording says they will be valid and enforcible, but will 
they then be within or outside the debt linrl.tation7 
5. Let us look again at lines 1, 2 and 3 of paragraph 3. The new wording would 
read, 11necessary, expedient or advisable for the protection and preservation of any 
of its property, or for the !)Urposes of obtaining the benefits thereof, • • • 11 Lbes 
this now mean that debt outside the limitation is possible for ;·obtaining the bene
fits" of any of the State's pronerty7 Could it me.-m that providing a recreation 
area on land the state already owns is ''obtaining the benefits thereof?" We are 
told that this is not the intent of the a.uthors, but isn't thRt the grammar of the 
statement? The only noun to which "thereof'' can refer is "proparty. 11 Further, 
recalling the question ra; sed reg~rclini:; the .S't2te• c Dower to aLl.thorize debt outside 
the linrit for disaster, would these lines (1,2 and 3) provide that authority? What 
does 11its property'' mean? S'tate-01-med only? Any property within the state? Your 
resource people are trying to get answers to some of these questions of interpreta
tion in time for unit discussions. In the neantime, consult some constitutional 
lawyers on your ownl 

We rm.1st ask ourselves whether, in spite of all the questions raised, the pro
posed changes meet a g_r~seni need. You a.re going to be asked in November, not 
whether the state of Nevada §hoaj._d,. borrow, but whether the Legislature needs author
ity to borrow more. As you ponder this and the questions that follow, these stat
istics may help you. In 1967 the Planning Board received requests from the agencies 
for capit1l improvements in the amount of $57,214,600. The Legislature appropriated 
$4,933,150 (General Fund)~ authorized bond issues of $4,135,000 for capital improve
ments. It also authorized the exnanditure of certain Federal funds and certain 
student funds by the University f;,r additionru. capital improvements. There were, 
therefore, a large number of capital imnrovements requested by the agencies which 
were unable to be !=Jrogrammed within the funds and generRl obligation bonds available. 

VIII • WHAT DEBT POLI CY FOR NEV ADJ\ 7 

In order to help arrive at some conclusions about borrovrl.ng procedures and policy, 
the following nronosals are offered. The first nroposes a policy like that in the 
Federal constitution. Proposals 2 through 6 all contain certain restrictions. Number 
7 offers some comprondse steps that could lead to full legislative freedom and respon
sibility as proposed in number 1. 

1. A ;::,roposd that full borrowing power be restored to stRta legislatures, with no 
referendum...r~quirewents~ npr any other restriction currentlv found insistate constit
-cut.1ons. uus wou.Lct noi., give .l~gisiatures more power to 1n'tmr exces ve state deb s 
than they already possess, but it would improve the options available to states in 
the planning of a sound d!'lbt nolicy. Those who :igree with this policy say: 

a. Constitutions do not effectively restrict state legislRtures as to runount 
or purpose of state borrowing. Chly real restrictions are the moral an:i political 
obL.gations of state legislators which exist in the absence of constitutional pro
visions. 
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• • 
b. Present restrictions reduce the nwnber of options available to state legis

latures in the planning of a sound debt policy. If borrowing is to be done in re
stricted states without costly referendums or constitutional amendments, it must be 
done via one of the nonguaranteed methods. 

c. This policy does not condemn the use of nonguaranteed. borrowing techniques, 
but only the constitutional restrictions which force their use. Nonguaranteed bor
rowing involves higher interest costs because of the greater riel: lenders assume; 
but when states intend to repay these loans regardless of the project's outcome and 
cannot make this intention known to the lender because of constitutional restrictions, 
the lender is actually taking no risk and the public is paying the higher cost of 
risk borrowing. 

d. .Administrative procedures required to satisfy the courts that nonguB,ranteed 
borrowing is not a state debt, and other administrative costs, are often more costly 
than comparable administration of full-faith-and-credit debt. 

e. Debt restrictions lead to the practice of interagency lending of state 
funds to finance nonguaranteed projects at lower rates than would be obtainable in 
the market at¥i result in an understatement of project costs and an inequitable use 
of state trust funds. 
b. state debt should be restricted by some measure of a state's prosperity--per
sonal income of state residents, assessed valuation of state property, average rev
enue of the state government, or any other reasonable measure of well-being. B. U. 
Ratchford suggests that the best measure would be average revenue of the state gov
ernment. This policy would enable legislatures to refund nonguaranteed debts into 
general obligations, reaping some saving in interest and administrative expense. 
~ch a constitutional provision would prevent states from incurring excessive debt. 

(A. J. Heins says of this that (1) there is no means of estimating reason
ableness of future debt; (2) if future legislatures desi]"ed to exceed the rate per
mitted by constitutional provisions, present loopholes or new ones, if required, 
could be used in evasion; (3) this provision would be extremely Dernrl.ssive in char
acter and debt management would be difficult under these circumstances.) 
.1.. states generally should adopt the referendum reauirement now in 20 state con
stitutions. This would permit assumption of Present nonguaranteed debt in those 
states where a pledge of the state• s credit is now impossible without constitutional 
amendment. It would also permit future borrowing with general obligations, but keep 
the reins in the hands of the electorate, hopefully forestalling the possibility of 
runaway state debt. 

(Heins says this would improve the options available in some states, but 
would not help those already having this provision. He states this latter group of 
states has relatively as large a debt as states currently unrestricted in borrowing; 
the referendum does not forest8ll r~pid ir.creasas in state debt because nonguaranteed 
borrowing is still 1tvailable without resort to referendum, but it does forestall in
creases in full-fro.th-and-credit debt because of the difficulty and cost of holding 
a referendum. ) 
~ Borrowing power should be restored to the legislntures with the requirement that 
a special legislative majority su:r,port any borrowing act, as is done in Y.assachusetts 
anc: Delaware. This would increase o-ptions available as borrowing could be A.ccomplished 
with general obligation or revenUE'I bonds a,s the r.iajori ty desired. 

(Heins says this leaves a gray area where r, majority smaller than the 
required suecial majority favors a debt proposal. They could bypass constitutional 
requirements by use of revenue bonds. In Massachusetts and Delaware this provision 
has not significantly deterred the borrowing activities of these states.) 
i,_ Opposition to any state borrowing at all pronoses that present nonguaranteed 
debts be refunded into ~enertl oblig~tions, and th~t constitutional restrictions 
against future debt be made more complete, thereby closing t:my loonholes that cur
rently exist. Proponents of this policy s~y thl'lt rtl.st,:i___1<~s were made in sta.te finance. 
This policy will rectify as much as possible by outrightly assuming nonguaranteed ob
ligations, and then prevent future mistakes by closing the loopholes which made the 
mistakes possible. 
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(Heins believes this policy to be unworkable because (1) legislatures would 
be unlikely to close the very loopholes they ~re currently using; (2) evetl if this 
happened, there is no guarantee that future legislatures would obey because when they 
wanted to borrow they would find or m~ke new loopholes, and the states would be in 
the same position a.s a.t present; (J) it is not established that states have made nr:is
ta.ke~ 1-i,,. borrowing funds for public improvements.) 
§..._ Retain present constitutional debt restrictions. The Tax Foundation and Tax
payers Associations are foremost exponents of this policy. They believe that states 
occasionally borrow, and nonguaranteed methods and referendums make that possible, 
but constitutional restrictions provide a sufficient obstacle to widespread bor
rowing. They claim that debt in restricted states tends to be less than in unre
stricted states. 

(Heins states that he doubts this claim on the basis of analyses he and 
others have made. He also says that even if one accepts the claim it seems likely, 
with continuing development of nonguaranteed methods of borrowing in the restricted 
states, that the force of constitutional restrictions as obstacles against state 
borrowing will eventually wither away. ) 

The basic criticism of the proposals in _g_ through §. by students of public fi
nance is that they involve only relocation or change in the nature of barriers against 
state borrowing. They ask why establish barriers at all when the means of penetra
tion are available. These proposals reflect the fear that legislaturEtc:: will resort 
to the "easy" method of financing public projects--borrowing--if they have half a 
chance. states with full borroird.ng power might incur excessive debt; nonguaranteed 
methods afford equal opportunity to get into the same extended position. They think 
the best approach to the problem is the removal of barriers against state borrowing 
which merely restrict the~ of the debt and not the arooµnt or the mgpose of the 
debt. These students say that restrictions may temporarily stJ}fflie legislatures, but 
if they have a true desire to harrow they will find the techniques. In the absence 
of desire, restrictions are not needed. 
2,._ Some possible comprOlll:i.se steps toward liberalizing Nevada• s debt policy: 

a. The adoption of referendum provisions would increase the options available 
to the Legislature in borrowing matters. 

b. Legislative borrowing power subject to limitation by some measure of state 
prosperity would give greater leeway than limitation based on assessed property 
valuation. 

c. Free borrowing power subject to special legislative majority would increase 
the options available in borrowing matters by allowing the legislature some discre
tion in the selection of borrowing methods and by allowing the legislature to 
determine the amount and purpose of the debt, as well as the debt ceiling. 
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IX. WHAT IS YOUR POSITICH ON STATE PUBLIC DEBT7 
Your Unit replies to the following questions will be the basis for recom

mendations to the state Board for a,.tLeague position on State Debt in Nevada. 
£.Eossible 

1. Is borrowing justified by the state of Nevada? If so, for what purposes? 
Capital Improvements? Emergencies? Disaster? Temporary Deficits? 
Recurring Operating Elcpendi ture:=:7 

2. As a long-range goal, should the Nevada State Legislature be made fully respons
ible for structuring overall state finance in the best possible interests of the 
State7 For instance: 

a. Control a.11 state revenues through one General Fund 7 
b. Control all state expenditures, including borrowing, through statutes 

designating the amount and nurpose, and through a master budget? 
c. Issue full-faith-and-credit bonds as deemed necessary? 
d. Issue revenue bonds if it best serves the purpose? 

3. If debt linrl.tation is presently advisable, what kind and how mu.ch should there be? 
a. Restriction on the amount? A fixed sum? How much? A percentage? How much? 
b. Restriction on the a.mount allowed to be borrowed in any one year? 
c. Bestriction by a special majority vote of the Legislature? 
d. Requirement for a public referendum? Always? In what instances? 
e. Specific exceptions to the limitation? Temporary Deficit? Disaster? 

Insurrection? Protection & Preservation of .Property? Ooerating and 
Develooment Costs for Natural Resources? 

f. Specific time limit for repayment of bonds? 
g. Requirement for debt authorization by law as to amount and purpose? 

4. If debt limi ta.tions are necessary, should they be constitutional 1 Statutory? 

5. The proposed amendment is an attempt to give the Legislature more leeway in full
faith-and-credit borrowing. Is it a proper step? I,s it an acceptable compromise? 
Should we be concerned about the -exact wording at this time? 

6. {An optional question addressed to every member): 
How would YOO word Article 9, Section 3, of Nevada's Constitution? Have a balll 
Write your version and send it to Jan NacEachern, 1300 Denver St., Boulder City, 
Nevada 89005, signed or unsigned. 

Dear Member: 
Filblic Debt is but one facet of State Finance. What direction should our study 

now take? The scope of the item is so broad we have many choices. What comes next? 
Should we delve further into the entire Finance section of the constitution? Should 
we get all the facts about Nevada's revenues and how they are spent? Are we being 
fairly taxed 7 How do we compare with other states? In order to make an evaluation 
do we first need to learn more about our legislative procedures? Are changes necessary 
in the structure of the Legislature to assure a fully responsible body? (The Nevada 
UN already has some pom.tions in this area.) 

Your state chairman asks that you think about the state item and make sugges
tions in your unit or to her directly regarding ne).'t steps in this study. A collection 
of thoughts from the membership would be of great assistance to her at the April 
Council meeting when she must make recommendations for next year• s program. 
SPEAK UPI 
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