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ASSEMBLY LABOR AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES 

FEBRUARY 24, 1975 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Banner 
Vice-Chairman Moody 
Mr. Barengo 
Mr. Benkovich 
Mr. Getto 
Mr. Schofield 
Mrs. Hayes 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None 

GUEST LIST: 
(Speaking) 

Warren Oakes, Associated General Contractors 
Stan Warren, Nevada Bell 
Les Kofoed, Gaming Industry Assoc. of Nevada, Inc. 
Louis Bergevin, Nevada Cattlemen Association 
Kate Butler, Nevadans for ERA 
Lou Paley, Nv. State AFL-CIO 
Ray Bohart, Federated Employees of Nevada 
Jean Ford, Assemblyman 
Bruce Robb, Guild, Hagen & Clark Ltd. 
Carole McCormick, Las Vegas Branch of American 

Association of University Women 
Fred Davis, President, Greater Reno Chamber of Commerce 

Chairman Banner called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m. 
Mr. Banner stated that they would .meet ; for one hour to 
hear futher testimony on AB 219 and 256 and that each side 
would be given half an hour.to speak. 

Stan Warren, Nevada Bell, stated that as Nevada Bell is an 
interstate carrier they were required to meet the Federal 
Fair Labor Standards Act. They oppose AB 219 as it would increase 
their operation costs and bring about inefficiency. 

He stated they. object specifically to Section 7, line 16. 
They presently pay time and a half overtime for over 40 hours 
in a calendar week. In order to meet federal requirements 
they would have to keep two sets of books. He cited the 
U.S. Code Title 29, Section 207 with reference to workweek. 
He stated that they would hope that the committee would consider 
rewording the bill so that it was a 40 hour work week instead 
of consecutive days. Also cited problems with Section 7, line 
17 where the bill is talking about time and a half overtime for 
8 hours in any 24 hour period. They operate on the basis of a 
work day. They have many of their people with seniority on 
a flexible work day which the employee has chosen to work. 
With this bill they would have to quit this or go back to set 
shifts,. To keep the efficiency in the business they would have 
to take away this benefit from the employee . 

Section 8, requiring meal breaks would be difficult in that they 
have shifts where there is only one person working and they are 
required to eat right along with the job. They actually have 
very little work to do but yet this would require them to bring 
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in an additional employee. 

Section 8, which requires the providing of suitable seats for 
employees. 'lllis would be impractical especially for construction 
men, repairmen, linemen, etc. They do meet this requirement 
for the people working inside but not for the outside people. 

Section 11, which requires equal pay for equal work. He stated 
that this could result in reevaluation of jobs by the government. 
The federal standard accomplishes this technically. 

Warren Oakes, Associated General Contractors, told the committee 
that the construction industry was "in a depression" with 18 to 
20% of their employees unemployed. Unions are very disturbed 
about the cost of construction and hope to reduce this cost. 
Passage of this bill would put futher burden on this industry. 
He stated that the $1.00 for food was unrealistic. He also 
cited the 10-minute rest break called for in the bill and 
said "I'd hate to see you encourage them to loaf. We have 
enough trouble getting a fair day's work for a fair day's pay." 
He ended his statement by saying that this was a very burdensome 
bill which the taxpayers could not afford. 

Les Kofoed, Gaming Industry Association of Nevada, Inc., stated 
that Judge Thompson's order gave the committee the opportunity 
to bring "protective and restrictive portions of applicable 
state laws up to federal standards". He submitted that there 
are provisions in AB 219 that are irrelevant and unnecessary 
as they are neither restrictive or protective. Specifically 
he referred to Section 5, which should be amended to read just 
like the present law. He also stated that they would like to 
see the committee clarify the amendment ~o Section 7 as proposed 
by Mr. Warren. Also paragraph 3 of Section 8, they would like 
to see deleted as unnecessary and unworkable. 

Louis Bergevin, Nevada Cattlemen Association, stated that he 
was not sure if agriculture employees were included, but if the 
bill would apply to them, he would ask that some amendment be 
made to exempt those employees who are exempt finder· .the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. He stated that much work has gone into 
this act and would suggest that both bills (AB219 and AB 256) 
be amended to read as the FLSA reads. Also stated that Section 5 
of 219 where the $1.00 meal allowance is mentioned is unreasonable. 
If necessary, make it reasonable and up to date at the present 
cost of food. 

Fred Davis, President of Reno Chamber of Commerce, stated that 
this bill was unfair to small businessmen, of which they 
represent some 1,000. It would make it very difficult for them 
to operate. He presented a copy of their opposition and comments 
which are herewith attached to these minutes and made part of 
this record. Exhibit I. 

dmayabb
Asm
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Mr. Getto then read into the record a telegram from 
Jack D. Frank, Division Manager of Kennametal, Inc. which 
is herewith attached to these minutes as Exhibit II. 

Mr. Banner than read into the record a telegram from 
Allan M. Bruce, Manager, Associated General Contractors, 
Southern Nevada Division, a copy of which is attached 
to these minutes and herewith made part of this record. 
Exhibit III. 

Mr. Ray Bohart, Federal Employees of Nevada, stated that he 
had reviewed the amendments and they do not feel that these 
are sufficient. They strongly oppose any state regulations 
on daily overtime. This type of law in Southern Nevada, where 
they are in direct competition with surrounding states, would 
be very detrimental. He asked the committee to "please do 
not put us in a totally uncompr0mizing position with our 
competition in the surrounding states". He further stated, 
"you will destroy much of the business activity which we 
have now obtained." 

With respect to uniform requirements that were applicable to 
females and are proposed in this bill, this had primarily 
in the past been administered with much good judgement by 
the State Labor Commissioner. Feel it should be left totally 
out of the bill. 

Mr. Bohart went on to say that the provision to provide seats 
would totally destroy any activity and motivation to get employees 
off seats and to work. 

Mr. Bohart ended by saying that unless the bill that the 
committee ends up with calls for an overtime exemption for those 
employees who are covered by the Federal Wage and Hour law, 
"you will be handing the State Labor Commissioner an intolerable 
job of enforcement". He would encourage that the committee 
allow some language in this bill whereby if any employee is 
subject to coverage by federal act, he is exempt from state 
code. 

Kate Butler, Coordinator of Nevadans for ERA, read a prepared 
statement to the committee, copy of which is attached to these 
minutes and herewith made a part of this record. Exhibit IV. 

Mr. Getto asked that since all benefits must be the same why 
not make all benefits the same as men get right now. Mrs. Butler 
stated that they were for real benefits and protection for all. 
Minimal standards that are beneficial to all workers. At the 
present time most of the minimum standards are written for women . 
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Mr. Getto asked Mrs. Butler to please be specific. Mrs. Butler 
stated that they were referring to rest periods and time to 
eat, equal pay, etc. These are necessary for health and welfare 
of employees. 

Lou Paley, Nevada State AFL-CIO, stated that he would hate to 
see all the years of hard work go down the tube. The objections 
to this bill are not all that involved. He proposed that perhaps 
they should introduce a resolution to ask the Judge to give the 
committee more time to work these objections out. These bills 
effect 5,000-6,000 people. These people are looking to you their 
legislators for the needed help. He stated that he would agree 
that the committee has a problem but that he did not think that 
the sides were that far apart. He also suggested that perhaps 
a subcommittee could take the problem in hand and see if they 
could come up with something workable for all sides. 

Assemblyman Jean Ford stated that she had a few comments to 
make and that she felt that the amendments proposed did answer 
many of the objections presented. She stated that the order 
had certainly implied that benefits should be extended to all 
not repealed. Certain types of restrictive and prohibitive 
laws ought to be repealed and superseded. We ar,e the last 
state to repeal the maximum hour laws. She also stated that 
they do not feel that this bill is adding anything new to what 
are basic work conditions. In ending her comments, she stated 
that this is a basic standard for everyone especially those 
not represented by any union, bargaining agent, etc. 

Mr. Getto asked Mrs. Ford if ~he had any objections to equal 
pay for equal amounts of work in Section 11 of the bill. 
Mrs. Ford stated that the bill drafter had taken some liberties 
and changed the wording of the bill regarding this, which 
had been originally worded this way. 

Bruce Robb, representing Clark Guild, stated that he must again 
ask that the amendment be given to remove railroads and its 
.employees from this bill. His reason was that the existing 
contract between employee and railroad is based on mileage 
not on hours. 

Carole McCormick, Las Vegas Branch of the AAUW, stated that 
they supported the statements of Mrs. Ford and Mrs. Butler 
to have standards extended to men. They feel these laws should 
be equally applicable to men and thereby extended to all employees 
regardless of sex. 

Mr. Getto moved that the committee adopt a resolution to ask 
Judge Thompson to allow more time for the committee to work 
inequities in Nevada's protective labor laws. Mr. Barengo 
seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous. 
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As there was no further business for this day, Chairman Banner 
adjourned the meeting at 5:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sandra Gagnier, 
Assembly Attache 
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Date .. .M.Q:O..-c •• XgJ2.! ... .?.:4: ............. Time .... 1.;.}Q:-:-..~.:.}S? ... Room .... }}.~ .........•..... 

Bills or Resolutions 
to be considered Subject 

ONE HOUR MEETING TO CONSIDER AND TAKE ACTION: 

AB 219 

AB 256 

Makes certain provisions on wages, 
hours, and working conditions apply 
uniformly to employees without regard 
to sex. 

Increases minimum wage for employees in 
private employment. 

*Please do not ask for counsel unless necessary. 

Counsel 
requested" 

7421 ~ 
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• COMMITTEE. ONCE WE HAVE REVIEWED THE AMENDMENTS FROM MONDAY HEARINGS WE 
WILL AGAIN COMMUNICATE WITH OUR CHAMBER MEMBERS A~D WITH THE 
LEGISLATORS. 

• R G "ZACK" TAYLOR, PRESIDENT GREATER LAS VEGAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
-2301 EAST SAHARA AVE LAS VEGAS NV 89105 

• 1451 EST 

• MGMR NOB R NO 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• • 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 



• 

• 

• 

£xh, bi .f. I 

AMENDMENTS TO A.B. 219 

I. 

Section 2, Paragraph 2, line 8 - Strike"." and insert: 

11 except employees of an employer subject to the provisions 

of Part I of the Interstate Commerce Act. 11 

II. 

Section 7 and Section 8, to include a provision: 

"The provisions of this section do not apply to railroad 

employees subject to the provisions of Part 1 of the Interstate Commerce 

Act." 

G:1 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO AB 2.19: 

These Amendments and Comments have the 
support of the Gre,:i.ter Reno Charpber Qj · 
Commerce . 

PAGE -2-

Lines 4 through 7 - Strike Section 5 in its entirety and retain existing 

section covering meals set forth in NRS 609. 070. 

Line 16 • Strike line 16 and substitute "more than 40 hours in any scheduled 

work week". 

Lines 17 through 19 - Strike all of subsection 1 (b). 

62 

Lines 21 through 23 - Strike subsection 2 (a) and substitute 11 (a) the provisions 

of this section do not apply to persons whose rates of overtiine pay are establised 

by,· or who are specifically exempted from the provisions of, the Fair Labor Standards 

Act of 1938, as amended (29 U.S. C. Sections 201-219) 1J 

Lines 26 through 44 .. Strike all of Section 8. 

Lines 45 and 46 - Str,ike all of Section 9. 

PAGE 3 

Line 13 - After the wor·d 11 employee 11 insert ••unless otherwise directed by­

. a legal order of a court of the land, or of an agency of the fede,ral, state or 

municipal government legally constituted to do so, or by virtue of a written agreement 
. ! 

between the employer and employee, l1 

:;, ·' 
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·-, .. ,., ';..· ______ ..._ _________________________________ -H~ 

.'.EASE PRINT LEGIBLY 

Only those persons who have registered below will be permitted to speak. 
All persons wishing to present testimony will please sign in below, 
stating their name, who they represent, and whether they wish to 
speak for or against the matter to be considered by the cowmittee. 
Witnesses with long testir.1ony on matters before the committee are 
encouraged to present their information in writing and make oral 
summary lirri.iting it to five minutes or less. If you wish to speak 
more than five minutes please contact the cowmittee chairman or 
the com~ittee secretary. Questions from other than committee members 
are not in order and are not allowed. No applause will be permitted. 

FOR 
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TESTIM.OOY BEFORE THE ASSEMBLY LABOR COMMITTEE 
February 24, 1975 

KATE :SUTLER, COORDINATOR, NEVADANS FOR ERA 

,. ~1.tmln, members of the committee, I am Kate Butler, coordinator of 

Nevadans for ERA, appearing today in support of AB219. For the first time in 

history, the U.S. Justice Department has filed suit against ataterlf!lws·that 

discriminate on the basis of sex. Why Nevada? In 1964, 40 States and the 

District of Colombia had maximum dally or weekly hours laws for women only. 

By 1973, all but one had responded to the changing times and the demands of 

their constituencies. Nevada alone retains the unfortunate distinction of 

being the only State to have failed to revise its discrimnatory labor laws. 

Be~use of pr1or legislative irresponsibility 1n this area, we are faced with 

the intervening of the federal government and a rather limited tine period 1n 

which to oorreet the inequities. The Court has seen fit to give the legislature 

Jlfe more opportunity to do for ourselves rather than allow the federal government 

~o provide the answefs for us. You are the ones who must respond to your Nevada 

constituents who believe in equality under law. Thousands of Nevada men and 

women support equal employment opportunity. They will be looking to your 

voting record aJld whether you f 1rmly decide to pu.t an end to these d1scr'im1nat,o,ry 

Nevada laws. 

~otective labor laws, promulgated 9r1ginally to protect women from exploitation, 

. ~~• 1n -fact ttltiately fostered it by funneling women into the lowest-paying 

jobs or keeping them out of the work force entirely ••• thus creating a new kind 

of exploitation. Provisions of Nevada law which are clearly d1ser1mnatory 

( such as the probationary period at less than minimum pay tor women only) 

should~ repealed, and provisions than extend real benefits to women workers 

,•uld be extended to all workers. 

Ho~~• limtts for women only ignore both the realities of the 19?0s and the 

per~cmal a-b111t1es of individuals in the groups they govern. The best alternative 



to discriminatory limits 1s better standards for both men and women. 

Although hours limits for women only are not a real option in the 1970s, 

the concerns that give rise to such limits have not disappeared - concerns 

about fatigue, health, personal needs and family responsibilities. These 

are important to both men and women. 68 

As in pa.st legislative sessions, opposition continues against attempts 

to equalize overtime pay provisions. Such opposition suggests Nevada 

should follow completely, including exemptions, the Federal Fair Labor 

Standards Act. We suggest that would be yielding state power to the 

federal government. This Legislature, charged with providing for the 

welfare of thousands of Nevada workers, should guarantee reasonable 

protections to all in the work force, rather than allow the elimination of 

real benefits that we have long worked to achieve. 

- Twenty-two State legislatures, Peurto Rico, and the District of Colombia 

have passed overtime pay laws similar to those of Section 1 of this bill, 

and other States have provided for this equal protection through adminis­

trative ruling. It is interesting to note, that all of these States 

have also passed the Equal Rights Amendment. 

Objection has also been raised to a variety of employer obligations 

under Section 8. These are minimal standards and should be available to 

all workers. Compare them with protective labor laws of California formerly 

on the books for women and minors only. These included not just seats, 

special uniforms and rest periods but also dressing rooms, first aid, 

weight limits, floor conditions, cleanliness, lighting,ventilatlon, temp­

erature and elevator regulations. EEOC guidelines already provide I variances for employers who can prove that business necessity precludes 

providing benefits. Nevada should go on record in support of the 

extension of minimal working standards for all Nevada workers. 
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r /Legislatrve 1cnaUenge:. 
P11l fLT1 eri c1 lo §e:i- Jbiafi 

. 
~,l'lnv Nevad;.rn:; :ire wondering 

,:\Vhy Us?'' after t1-:~ Justice Deoart­
ment li!ed suit t1st week to strike 
d,1wn otcr state lass meant to pro-

~ Urid~r the 1aw, men and women 
receive the sarne 1ninimum wage, 

. :.mt there is a special provision to 
'JaV some won,:en less. The new l~•~! 
exte.1tlei! '.''l"evada's t,aditional riga, 
of emplo;iers to pay a lower s_alary 

tect wor:ien. ,0 fom oJ.,5 who are uncergo1:ig a 
Per~aps we cn.u shed some. ~5~1t ~ro~1 ti~; .... period of so days. This 

on the mt?.tter. 
The governm~nt contend.3 a 

couple of our laws are dis­
crimicatory becau3e they are used 
by employers to deny women job 
opportunities.. , 

We agree, buf we think our laws 
also discriminate against men. 

there are m2ny tu"'lequa! pravi-­
sions in new sections cf Nevada 
Revised Statutes, chapter 609, con­
cerning labor. The sections were 
adopted in the 1973 Legislature as 
Senate B!ll Z70, called the Minimum· 

. . . d not ,on',· to pr;,bat1cn. peno c3n ~ ...... ;_,1tJ 

male ~ . .,,.or~~.rs. . 
The government conti)~ds the 

· ,·,protecticr.s1
' for woraen glv; em.­

u!overs an excuse for not hiring_ or 
promoting females, This is especial­
!·; true because Nevada law allows 
.. ~omen to work only eight hours ~ 
day except in certain cases - s~cn 
as .-.,vhen th;:re is an excessive 

· 3 mc~nt of b!.isine3S or when so­
nleone is !!1. 

Under ,he special circumstanc~s. 
\;;omen rnJ.:,r v,ork up to 12 hours. a 

One of the reasons for defeat of 
the Equal Rights AmendmE:nt was 
"we want to change our state laws 
on a piece-meal basis." . · 
· Let's see what happened. -'.i.'he 
Legislature pa:;sed bills giving wife 
and husband equal control of com­
munity property and bannir.g dis­
crimination against women in the 
sale of rea! estate. 

It also remo,red pre!erenr.:e for 
males over females in the admin:s• 
tration of estates . 

But clefeated was a bill to •.;ith­
dra w the po;;rers of county liquor 
boards to prohibit e:nployrr:ent of 

, iemal.::s in the sal" of liquor. 
Also Inst w3s a till lo aboli,;?1 the 

Sole Trade Act whlch was pasied in 
th~ !a.te 1300s. It require's that a 
woman going !!1!0 business holds a 
hearing t:t 1;hicb her h:isban.J c::n 
testify against her co:n:nercial ·;e;:­
ture. 

Also killed wa, Sen. Joe .Neal's 
r.esoiution !,) h:i ,e foe Legislative 
Commission stud.y iaws and deter­
mine if trtey discriminate. agaL1'lst 

·women. •rhe Legi.slative C.:>mmis­
sion now is studying mar.y topics in 
preparation for the 1975 Legislature, 
but equal rights for wom.;;n is not 
one oi fo.em. 

(
. '\VageBHL - _ .·. 

When Sen. Helen Herr introduced 
the bill it ·.vas written so men and 
women would have the same min-• 

dav in any 2? hours period. · • · . 
There is no limit on the amount 

;;1ales can work. The Justice _D_e­
partment ca3e centers on the e1gnt 

Also going down to defeat was a 

imu in wage, equnl oppo:tua.lties and 
nrr.Jtactious. Bat thls got changed in 
iegislati'ie committees. 

For exan':ple, tl::e ne·.v laws give 
females half-hour lunch breaks, two 
10-minute breaks, suitable seats and 
uni.forms at employers' _cost ii they 

hourlimitforwomen. . , . 
1 we h2ve he3rd many comp,ain.s 

fror:1 women that protective laws 
hindered their job progress. O?e 
woma;i said her boss told her sne 
·collld r.ot be a stare manager be­
c.::.use r:ic1nagers must w·ork long 

are required. · 
The Justi::e Department 

asked the cot:rt to invalidate 

., .hours. .• . . , 1• _ 
suic , And men toosuner. SCJme wor .. e'.s 
S'..ich , en a recent construction job said 

l the·; :iad to work 15 hours a day 
j -sev'en days a week. . 

nro·;isions for women. 
· Nevada c.oes. not afford these 
p~otections for men. Is there any· 
rea$on for th:s? Don't they get 
tired? Don't they get hungry? 

·For many years Nevada has had 
protecti,;e laws only for women and 
tr:iditionalists in the 1973 Legisla­
ture apparently decided they didn't 
want a change. . 

We learned too foe Legisiati..-e 
co:nmi~tee ;;tudying the bill omitted 
the- protections for men at the 
request of the :Motor Transport 
Ass•Jciat:on and the Associated Gen­
i>n1 Co:itractors. 

1 : Is tl:t,-r sny good rP.a~on for t;iP.s.~ 

I .di~p_arit:~s in the law? We. aon t 

I 
thm,:so. 

So ,,.;e are I1ot te:ribly surp:i~F!d 
t:1at the Justice Departm.:::nt has 
pic!,;:d on Nevada in its quest to 
ki!oik out discrim!na~ory 1a!Y3 .. 

P2r:iar,s we can.k,o:{ to the l::st 
Legisla~t:re for part of the "why,, of 
the Justice Departm~r..t suit. . 

measure to ulace s~x discritninatlon. 
under the Equ,l Rights Co;nmission 
rather than the State Labor Depart­
ment 

This is not an exc~ptionally good 
record for endin1 discrimination 
and perh:1:p.3 the! J~stice Depart!nent 
took this into account in· choosing 
Ni!vada for its fi:r.;t attack on laws 
aileged to vioiate federal civil OJ): 

portunities. . , . • i 
Attv. Gen. Robert List and Labor 1 

Commiss:oncr Stan Jones hav; .\ 
voted to" fight t"he Ju3tict~ Di?part. .. 
ment sttit andJ of ~ourse, ·t:iis is tb.eir­
jo~ . . •· 

Jones has long predicte~ a move 
to strike down protective l'l·.vs for 
women. And for several years he 
has can1paignerl for extendi:1g the 
laws to men, so the provi3ions would 
not he lost entirely. · 

. Now Jones says ren:oval. of pro~ 
tections cou!rl r;:sult in a return of 
"the sweatshop conditions of the 
past." · 

We do not like his recent state· 
1nents that thP. lJv~·s are "prot~ctive 

V ;.--.;evida l:r.v also -d?scriminate.5 · 
a:;~inst ~~en on overtime pay. 
:.vo::t-::n rnust receive time-and-a-' 

·'.1au for worki!"!g more l'nn eigr.t 
l";,;:,rs i:! one day or 43 hours in o:1e 
~,;e~~. r\•;omen ~i"e r.ot to VlOrk ffiOr~ : 
~~~H1 ei~:-!t hours a d~y,. except in 
.;a~ciai Circumstances.) 

The St2t~ S~nat? ds-feat~(I'. ~11? ~· 
Equal Rights Amendrnent, ·w;.tn 
such 3.rgur!lents·as uv-rornen are not 
equar~ and "this v;ou1d abolish Our 
nrotective legislation." This pro­
iecti,·e l2gislation issue was a red 
herri:1g because>_ most legisl:itors 

. and not ·discriminator~'." V{e thinJ. 
he knows that they are dis­
criminatory ·l.'2en they ap].liy only to 
one sex. 

! 
11 
'' 

( 

· -X~va•~3 uever ~ac; required over- ; 
dme. pay for m.?n. Lc.ckiiy tho~!_g:l, 
r. anv of them ;!re co~:ered by t~e 
"G.s: Fair L:.bor Standard, Act 
·;;h!ch req1..1ires overtlr:!e pa:,:· !or 
vvt:r .;o ho;!rs a ~, ... ':'.!k. Thi:; cv•;e~s 
only busin~sses doing a volume of 
;";'.!50,CGO a ye:tr. 

_.\_iter n•Jtin:J how !'1evrtda law 
,i.;;c!"iminates a.t:?.inst m.e:n on ove:-• 
lime ar:d protecti01s, we a!so see 
:he 12·.v harts ,,-orne:i, ma,nl7 on 
wag~s and_ho,frs. · 

shouL! have known it would ha·1e to Whatenr the outcome of the 
go e',e.,tu:;lly. :>!any of them t!Jc1.1g!;it .Justice Departl:'~nt suit, w,i hope 
th~y could forestall this through the 1975 Lcgisinture will make a 
defeat of the Equal IU~hts Amend- determined eifort to remove. all 
m~nt. . . inequities from the la VJ and provide 

But oci·1iously they fajied, for the equal protedion for n:en llnd 
Justit:: Deoartment stepped in. women. 
Evc-n iE t!:e· governmer.t lose;, th_e , Let us co,~H! int() foe 20th cvntury 
cast!, some chan1,es no\;' are ni=.~v1- , and r,>movh 1~•:,,s ,,,_-hich t·e"lt ,;:on1~n 
L~bI,; - if o:ily th.ro,1gh ,r:o;,! pn,.,fa 1

1
·:.c 

0

1·r"a'l 
0

<•o'·1•1 c • ;;~day' ;e· 1i·;u~-t 
C 1 • • • • • '\. C l l 1~,. .a. 

awarer.ess OL tne ElC½
1
Jtt1~s Hl recogni~e that 'Se are all hurnan, 

!':cnda iaw. work hard c,u'.sic!e the hor:ie and 
P-:":r~,p,u.;; th<? Justlce D':'!)ntmcnt have simi\~,r physical and economic 

a100 . .,,: ·an;,bd bv tl•p in,irw,,r;ty ;~v,·-~~~ \ .. :::.;rl \ ,.,.'-. lJ,: /:.~:: ·17 nt•~(L). 
01 ~11::,,t• .. a~ L .... , .. .ha .. t.:1?.Fl ,""'J ... / .. ,;.,., t? 1 
S':>rvice lo chan~ing d!scrimii1Jtc1·y 
fa'N3. 
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