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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
Relating to petitions and voter approval for constitutional amendments. 
 

Minutes:                                                  Att # 1 – Sen Unruh; Att #2 – Kevin Herrman; 

 
Vice Chair Meyer: Call to order. Attendance was taken and all were present. Let’s open the 
hearing on SCR4015. 
 
Sen. Jessica Unruh, Dist. 33, Beulah: I am here to introduce SCR4015. (see att #1)  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: Do you know what the3 split has been in the past? 
 
Sen. Unruh: You have to put our address down and that is public record. I am not sure how 
easy that is to sort.  (6.00) 
 
Vice Chair Meyer: Any more in support?  Against? 
 
Kevin Herrman, Beulah: I am here opposed to this resolution. (see att# 2) (7.00-9.45) This 
attacks article 3 section 9, powers reserved for the people.  
 
Waylon Hedegaard, N.D. AFLCIO: We are opposed to SCR4015. (10.00-10.28) We think 
this is against the power of the people. We think article 3 is sacred. Please DO NOT PASS. 
 
Vice Chair Meyer: Any neutral testimony? Seeing none, we will close the hearing. (10.45) 
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
Relating to petitions and voter approval for constitutional amendments. 
 

Minutes:                                                  Att #1 – Jim Silrum; 

 
Chairman Davison: Take up SCR4015 again. 
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: Explained her potential amendments. None in print yet. I have heartburn 
because I want to see if all constitutional changes need a 60 % to pass whether it comes 
from legislature or people to get it on the ballot.  
 
Sen. Erin Oban: So your potential amendment would add language and not remove 
anything.  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: It would remove the geographic representation. I don’t care about the 
number of signatures.  
 
Sen. Erin Oban: Do you know what the current deadline is.  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: 120 days. 
 
Sen. Shawn Vedaa: I would be against what Sen. Kristin Roers said about the geographic. 
I think it is in there so that you can’t just sit at one event and get all the signatures.  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: I love the intent, but the administration part is a night mare for SOS.  
 
Sen. Shawn Vedaa: I thought the SOS said it was doable.  
 
Chairman Davison: I think it is doable, just lots of work.  
 
Vice Chair Meyer: I got an e-mail from Jim Silrum. (see att#1) I will forward to all.  
 
Chairman Davison: Adjourned. See you in the Pioneer Room in the morning.   
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 
 Relating to petitions and voter approval for constitutional amendments. 
 

Minutes:                                                  Att #1 and #2 and #3-Sen. Kristin Roers  

 
Chairman Davison: Look at SCR4015. We have to pass this out. We have amendment 3001 
and 3002, and the X-mas tree. 
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: The only difference between the two is the part I circled. One is 4% and 
one is 8%. Only difference. This is removing the geographic representation of the bill. It will 
require anything that is a constitutional amendment that is passed out of legislature, also 
needs to meet the 60% threshold in both chambers. I am open to what percentage you want. 
(1.14) If we initiate it we need 60% before it goes to the people. If they initiate it, they just 
need the 60%. This amendment 001, does not need the legislature to vote on it. (3.26) 
 
Sen. Shawn Vedaa: Once the people bring 60%, it does not require that it goes to legislature.  
 
Chairman Davison: On your amendment, .001, maintains the 8% and removes the 
population. 002 leaves it at 4%. 6% is not an option. 
(Paused until 2:30) 
 
Chairman Davison: Bring us back to order.  What are the committee wishes? We have some 
amendments before us.  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: The X-mas tree is .03001.  
 
Chairman Davison:  What are the committee wishes?  
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: I would like to hear from committee regarding the percent before we 
move this. 
 
Sen. Shawn Vedaa: I am for the 8%.   
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: I feel that is you have a constitutional amendment; you should have a 
higher bar. I move amendment .03001.       Sen. Shawn Vedaa: I second. 
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Chairman Davison: Discussion? 
 
Sen. Erin Oban: I remind everyone that the bar is higher. For initiated measure it is 2%. For 
a constitutional it is 4%. Line 1 is different. 
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: L.C. removed allocation and not the number. When you do not change 
the percent, you do not have to change the other language. 
 
Sen. Erin Oban: You are right. Thanks. 
 
Chairman Davison: More discussion? Call roll on amendment: YES  --  7    NO  --  0  -0-a.b. 
19.3064.03001 amendment PASSED. 
 
Sen. Kristin Roers: I move a DO PASS as amended.       Vice Chair Meyer: I second. 
 
Sen. Erin Oban: All I say is drip, drip, drip. (11.39) 
 
Chairman Davison: Take the roll:  YES  --  4     NO  --  3     -0- absent. 
Sen. Kristin Roers will carry the bill.   DO PASS as AMENDED – passed. 
 
Adjourned (12.52) 
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 
 
 Relating to petitions, legislative measures, and voter approval for constitutional 
amendments. 
 

Minutes:                                                   1,2,3,4,5 

 
Chairman Koppelman:  Opened the hearing on SCR 4015.  
 

Senator Unruh:  Introduced the bill.  (Attachment #1) (2:00-6:30) Went through testimony. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: The basic provision of your SCR is the 60% threshold and then 
you mentioned earlier that there was a county provision that the Senate took out.  Is that 
correct? 
 
Senator Unruh:  Yes, it increases the passage threshold to 60% and also increases the 
passage threshold for constitutional amendments proposed by the legislature to 60% as well.  
I think that is appropriate. Our body would have to pass it by 60% and it has to pass the 
peoples vote by 60%.  The other change is for the initiated process; the other two changes; 
would apply whether we proposed it or the people proposed a change to our constitution it 
would have to be filed earlier in the year; and I doubled the signature threshold from 4% to 
8%. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: When you talk about changing the threshold of the peoples vote 
to 60% for the people approval of an amendment and the changes to the legislatures 
threshold also to 60%; that would involve the legislature voting on the proposed amendment?  
 
Senator Unruh: To make sure we have the same expectations for changing the Constitution; 
whether the legislature is trying to change the constitution or whether the people are trying 
to change it; so for this when this goes on the ballot it would have to pass by 60%. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Are you talking about a 60% for the legislature to place the 
measure before the people to vote on or are you proposing the legislature vote on the 
approval of the measure.  I know there is another measure that does that. 
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Senator Unruh: The other legislature you are talking about I did not vote for it. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: When you talk about a 60% for a legislature vote; that would 
make sense if you were making a proposal that legislative vote was required. The threshold 
of the people now is 4% of the voters to initiate something and put it on the ballot.  The 
threshold for the legislature to put something on the ballot is a vote of 50% or more; so it is 
already significantly higher than the threshold for the people. 
 
Senator Unruh:  There are different thresholds.  Obtaining signatures to place a measure 
on the ballot which requires a 4% vote. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Explained the preparation and signatures required for putting 
something on the ballot. 50% is a lot more than 4%. 
 
Senator Unruh:  I agree. These issues are complicated.  People are very protective of their 
right to utilize direct democracy.  For something as simple as a switch to the legislature having 
to have a 60% passage threshold instead of a 50% for something we are putting on the ballot 
for people to vote on themselves I didn’t think was an unreasonable request. It is hard to get 
the majority of people in ND to understand that it is far more complicated than just 50% or 
60%.  Also I weld to your point as to the amount of signatures being based on population 
rather than on how many people voted in the last election.  I can’t remember which state that 
their threshold as they were looking at this legislative session was 20% of everybody who 
voted in the last election had to sign the petition to be able to change the Constitution.  That 
is far more than anything we have considered. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: There is a lot of misinformation; confusion and conflating of those 
two things which are very different from one another. I have no problem if there is a vote in 
the legislature somehow to actually approve the constitutional amendment, but to approve it 
and that vote would be the same percentage as the peoples. 
 
Rep. Paur:  I understand the 8%, but I don’t understand the doubling of the days?  We had 
just recently increased those at the Secretary of State’s request.  I can see no really good 
reason to double them. Can you provide one please. 
 
Senator Unruh:  The signature doubling is not necessarily to make the process more difficult.  
I could see how changing it from 4% to 8% will make it more difficult for people to get 
something on the ballot, but the purpose is so more people learn about what is going to be 
put on the ballot.  It is about education. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Is the current window of time in the Constitution or is it just 
statutory? 
 
Senator Unruh:  I am not sure it is statutory, but I am not sure it is in the Constitution. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: I think your measure is inserting one in the bill. 
 
Senator Unruh:  In section 1 which changes section 9 of the constitution and it is tied in with 
the 60% threshold.    



House Judiciary Committee  
SCR 4015 
March 20, 2019 
Page 3  
   

David Hanson, Bismarck: (Attachment #2) (17:45-20:52) Went over testimony. 
 
Rep. Vetter: Comparing HCR 3010 and this one; do you like the simplicity of where only one 
thing has changed is a more popular idea because you have that compromise and you also 
have the additional signature requirement?  In your opinion if you had to choose one; what 
would you like? 
 
David Hanson:  I think this would be a better compromise; because not only are you 
increasing the voter requirement to pass constitutional amendments to 60%, but then you 
are also applying it to the legislature to submit it themselves I think that would come across 
as more favorable; perhaps.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: You mentioned some other states require a 60% vote of their 
legislature; are those states that require legislative action to amend the constitution as well 
as to simply propose for the people to vote on? 
 
David Hanson:  I don’t know the specific states that do that.  I believe there is one state 
where the legislature proposes an amendment and then they pass it in a subsequent 
legislature and doesn’t even go to a vote of the people.  Other states in the south require a 
¾ vote to submit amendments to their people and then 65% to pass it. It varies from state to 
state. 
 
Vice Chairman Karls:  You have obviously studied this quite a bit.   Do you follow measures 
like Marcy’s law? Do these measure people tend to go after the low hanging fruit like ND 
where our threshold is comparatively low to get a constitutional amendment passed? 
 
David Hanson:  I do believe ND is a favorable place to put measures on the ballot; 
specifically, constitutional measures because it is so easy and I think other outside groups 
can take advantage of the vulnerability. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Historically the legislature has been very hesitant to meddle with 
what the people have done.  In recent years the exception to that was the medical marijuana 
measure.  The legislature did try to make what the people voted for workable.  That was a 
rare occasion were the legislature tried to fix what the people intended and make it work.  
Some people disagree completely with the fix.  Since then is that is being abused because 
those interested in the initiative process and changing whatever the issue is in ND are likely 
to say; we won’t even mess with the laws because the legislature will just undo what we do 
so they go to the constitution.  You have the same type of attitude from special interests from 
out of state who have a lot of money behind them that have a pet project or issue they want 
to see happen and because our state is relatively easy to amend out constitution and statute 
by popular vote so they go straight to the constitution.   Our constitution is becoming a super 
law book and that was never the intent for any constitution. Discussed the changes and how 
they affect ND constitution. 
 
David Hanson:  I totally agree.  The problem is the Constitution as a document should be 
setting out the modes and guidelines on how to govern the state.  When it comes to policy it 
ought to be made in the ordinary course of legislation.  Whether that be the initiative or 
through the legislature. 
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Opposition: 
 
Dustin Gawrylow, Managing Director of the ND Watchdog Network:  Of the resolutions 
that have come through this session; this one is the most aggressive.  The issue of days 
doubling from 120 to 40; I believe that is in the constitution because the people voted to move 
it from 90 to 120 in 2014. The out of state money issue and the legislating Constitution issues 
I think a lot of issues aren’t as cut and dried as it seems. This issue comes up constantly but 
there is never an attempt to address it and deal with it.  Address the problems instead of 
making it more difficult for ND people to do it. If the issue is the content of a measure and the 
funding of a measure; these proposals to make it more difficult to get on the ballot, will 
actually cause more problems than solutions. As far as the 60% rule; my concern is under 
the current system it only takes 50% plus one to change this very feature in the constitution.  
Because of that; you are asking 50% plus one today to say in the future it has to be 60% so 
that 9% gap; they are in the cold.  Disenfranchised because if they don’t agree with that then 
their vote didn’t matter.  I proposed to the sponsor of HCR 3010; you create a two-step 
process where if you really want to do a 60% rule on the threshold at the ballot; first do a 
60% on changing Article 3 itself.  If the people are OK with that processing of increasing that 
threshold on changing the process on themselves, then come back with a second measure 
on the entire constitution.  You still have that gap issue, but at least you have put it to them 
twice and you know for sure that is the case.  
 
Rep. Vetter:  You said with the disenfranchising of 9% so aren’t we doing that now? 
Just on this measure it has to be 60%; so everything else up to this time you only needed 
51%; you can pass anything it is just like every other measure have done, but now you want 
to say OK you need to vote on it twice; then why aren’t we voting on the other measures 
twice? 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  This is addressing the process itself.  The current setup for the 
Constitution to amend it you need 50% + 1.  Making that leap will have some people out in 
the cold. The minority is always going to be on the losing side.  That is how democracy works. 
Yes, I am asking you to hold yourself to a higher standard. If 60% said to move it up to 60% 
then nobody would have a problem with that.  this comes down to whether it is the legislatures 
job to offer the public the opportunity to vote away its own rights.  I don’t tend to think that is 
the role of the legislature. 
 
Rep. Vetter: Do you currently think how the system is now and how we amend our 
constitution you think that is completely fair right now to have 50% plus 1 amend the 
constitution that way it is; you think it is fair now. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  This is what we have. If the legislature changed the rules every time, 
there is abuse you would be here a lot more than 80 days because there is a lot more abuse. 
Are we changing the way the process for the people that use it correctly, or are we changing 
it for those that we don’t like?  That is not a good way to govern. 
 
Rep. Vetter:  There is going to be a resolution so what do you want to see that resolution 
look like and is there a resolution you can live with? You are telling me you agree with none 
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of these things.  I would like to come up with something that is going to pass. Something 
should be done.   
 
Dustin Gawrylow: if you are asking which one is less bad then the standalone 60% is less 
bad. If you want to proactively push out of state out of the state, you could look at setting up 
some secured digital system at the Secretary of States website which where people could 
start their petitions on there.  Every voter gets a unique ID based on their driver’s license and 
let the people sign up there. Making it easier would be the way to do it. I don’t mean lowering 
thresholds, but ND could become a leader on electronic petitioning because we have the 
numbers and you could get people involved very quickly. There are plenty of other things 
that can be looked at and there is kind of a tunnel vision going on right now. I would be 
opposed to it. 
 
Rep. Vetter:  So you are saying you can’t agree with none of these scenarios. You are 
against anything of raising the threshold so we are supposed to be OK on how everything is 
right now and we would do no resolutions right now? Is that what you are telling me? 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  My take on this is like on any tax increase bills that come through here.  
Yes, I would be opposed to it. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: You are suggesting the legislature should take some other 
approach.  If this is a process you value, why haven’t you and others come forth with a 
proposed solution? 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  We did last session. It was introduced on the Senate side and got five 
votes. Any initiated measure would have to have a dollar to dollar match for instate money 
versus out of state money. It would have put a 30% rule on saying that no more than 30% of 
your initiated measures total take can be from one source.  That is a rule as I as a managing 
director of a 501 3 c have to abide by under IRS rules. The Citizens United sited a document 
that talked about candidates, but there was this fear it would become an issue.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: I understand the concerns about legal challenges.  You know the 
process; have you proposed the measure to change it. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  No I have not.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: I think what is happening and people in ND are worried about 
their constitution being misused.  I think the legislature are trying to respond to that. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow: You are going in a certain direction using this as a justification.  Then the 
burden of proof is on you in this situation.  You are saying there is a problem. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  You go to the poles and you ask the question do you think 
victim’s rights are a good idea and do you think they should be in our Constitution.  How 
many people do you think will say yes, versus if they read the 30-page document would say 
yes?  
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Dustin Gawrylow: Whether the people understand what they are voting on is a separate 
issue that plays into it.  I think the ballot title that is on the ballot would be language that goes 
into the constitution. That should be limited to 150 words. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: That has been discussed.  The people should be able to see the 
totality of what they are voting on.   
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  I think you would be better off of pushing the concept that the 
amendments themselves be shorter. 
 
Vice Chairman Karls:  We are working on a bill on GVA that deals with the length of ballot 
and sends a copy of the measure to all of the voters.  What was the number of the bill SB 
2336?  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: We used to have a committee that was called the Constitutional 
Revision would come before that committee.  You talked about the days in the constitution; 
might it had been an initiated measure that was statutory?  Your point about the thresholds.  
There are some areas where we do require super majority vote.  Do you oppose those kinds 
of measures?   
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  No, if they were initiated by the people. If there was a citizen initiated 
measure to do what you are proposing right now it wouldn’t be as egregious in my view 
because it is a bottom up solution rather than a top down solution. Where things start matter 
and it is my view when you are amending an article of the constitution which that is titled 
powers reserved to the people and the legislature is starting that to change that and make 
those powers more difficult to exercise, then those powers are no longer reserved for the 
people.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  Section 5, Article 3 is where that was amended in the constitution 
and talks about an initiative petition shall be submitted not less than 120 days before the 
statewide election. 
 
Senator Unruh:  The 120-day threshold is in Section 5 of Article 3 of the Constitution and 
applies to all initiated petitions. Read amendment. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: The perception difference.  Our founding fathers did not talk about 
a democracy, they talked about a republic.  Explain why this is seen at top down? I see us 
as doing it from bottoms up. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow: Because Article 3 reserves these powers to the people the constitution 
actually establishes the people as a fourth branch of government.  Because of that it is not 
apples to apples, because the constitution as written outlines the citizens as their own branch 
of government.  That is the whole point of the initiated process. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: I see the people as a fundamental part of the government. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  I think it is both. 
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Chairman K. Koppelman: With respect to the super majority votes; on the local level then 
there is a disenfranchise no matter what way you look at it if you say it only takes 60% to 
raise taxes; the other 40% are suffering from the result of that.  if you say it shouldn’t take 
more than 50% plus 1 then your point about disenfranchise of voters comes into play. I don’t 
know how to get a handle around the debate. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  On those issues I support those.  It is not a strict constitutional thinking; 
it is a fairness thinking. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Then the Legacy fund comes to mind.  The first time that measure 
that the people did approve that; the first time it was put before the people it required a 75% 
vote of the legislature in order to get at the principal of the Legacy fund after the 7-year 
window during which it was locked up. That failed.  The second on the threshold was lowered 
to 67% and that passed. There are some things you should make more difficult to change. 
 
Dustin Gawrylow:  That comes down to timing.   
 
Chairman K. Koppelman (1:10:19-1:14:34) Much discussion on constitutional measure and 
ND having a state convention. 
 
Waylon Hedegaard, President, ND AFLCIO:  We stand opposed to any unreasonable 
change to the ballot initiative system.  Direct democracy does have a long standing tradition 
in ND and we fell is it a good check and balance for us. We do feel 4015 is an abuse of the 
citizen’s power in spite of the well-meaning intention and we will oppose this. ND has had a 
ND Constitutional ballot initiative well before 1978. They changed it from 20,000 votes to 4% 
of the population based on the last federal census. On a federal level we certainly are a 
republic.  There is no constitutional right for people to initiate anything. The doubling of the 
time moves the signatures gathering time out of the summer at all.  How does someone 
gather signatures when it is 20 below?  We keep saying we need to get out of state money 
out of our politics.   It is money in our politics.  This doesn’t get out of state money out of 
politics.  It just makes it more expensive to pass ballot measures.  If someone wanted to 
spend $5 million to change a ND Constitution they could hire hundreds of signature gathers 
to go around in the winter months and go door to door and get those signatures, but it makes 
it next to impossible for citizen groups to do the same thing. This is a serious problem.  That 
doesn’t mean I want to go back and take the power away from the people.  
 
Rep. McWilliams:  Would you be opposed if on the measure there were two numbers that 
appears on the bottom of every initiated measure; 1. you would put in state; 2. out of state 
money so the electorate could see exactly how much money went into passing that measure? 
 
Waylon Hedegaard:  That is a great question.  What is out of state and in state money?  The 
terms become difficult to determine.  I love the idea of transparency and what was spent.  
That would be great and elected officials also. 
 
Rep. Vetter:  Is there any of these measure you could live with? 
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Waylon Hedegaard:  I am opposed to change if we are not looking at the root of the problem.  
The root of the problem is the money in politics. Everything else is a bandage to a system. I 
have not seen a bill here yet.  
 
Rep. Vetter:  Do you believe the system is being abused? 
 
Waylon Hedegaard:  Yes, I think it is being abused.  It is the fixes that makes me more 
nervous right now. 
 
Rep. Vetter:  The Ethics Measure and the Ethics Commission and how it is essentially set 
up.  Why do we have the governor and the Senate Majority Leader the ones that pick out the 
ethics commission; whereas the majority leader of the house is completely left out even 
though his is the leader of the most elected officials out there? The reason he is left out is 
the former majority leader was not liked by the particular group that had the ethics measure 
so now because the particular group didn’t like an elected official we now have in our 
constitution the House left out basically approving who is on the ethics commission. We don’t 
get to approve any of the people on this commission. There is a clear example of abuse. 
 
Waylon Hedegaard:  I was part of those discussions. I do not remember the discussion to 
exclude Al Carlson.  We do not have to like every constitutional measure put out there.  We 
can’t restrict the right of people to hinder or initiate them.  I am not going to like ¾ of the 
things that are put out there.  That doesn’t mean I am willing to give up on our long standing 
tradition of having a direct democracy in ND. 
 
Rep. McWilliams:  We have seen a lot of these measures come through our committee.  Do 
you think there should be a maximum amount of measures that should be on the ballot? 
 
Waylon Hedegaard:  Why are there 20 ballot measures? Are there citizens out there that 
don’t feel that the legislatures are not meeting their needs? I think that number of ballot 
measures should be a problem with us modeling everything after our federal system.  I do 
not think anybody in North America has less faith in it than our top federal congress right 
now.  
 
Rep. McWilliams: If you had to put a number of now many measures could appear on a 
ballot where would that number be? 
 
Waylon Hedegaard: I don’t think I could put a number on it. If there is 40 that is a sign we 
have other problems in our state. 
 
Rep. McWilliams:  We talk about out of state money?  
 
Waylon Hedegaard:  I would agree with that.  There are changes that could be made.  I 
don’t think changes to the ballot system that you are looking at is one.  More education on 
the issues would be needed. Maybe so they could read them ahead of time would help. 
 
Charles Tuttle, Minot: I am probably the most expert in this field in this area in the room.  
We have to look at a lot of those issues.  My opposition is always the same. I have petitioned 
in every state.  I love ND because it has more freedom when it comes to the initiated measure 
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than any other state.  Measure 1 happened because of the legislature. We had a 100-year-
old grand jury law where you could actually go out a petition in a county and get 10% of the 
electorate and you could actually ask the district judge to convene a grand jury to investigate 
public corruption.  That was a law we had.  The legislature went into session and abolished 
that law because it wasn’t in the constitution; it was a legislative law.  We lost the right to be 
able to investigate public corruption through a grand jury.  The US Grand Jury said it is an 
inherent right of the citizens. Discussed how this happened. The Constitution is everything 
we do. The people you are going to hurt by these petitions aren’t the big guys. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Do you feel that the Constitution should be viewed differently than 
other documents.  I am trying to protect that document. 
 
Charles Tuttle:  It varies on what the issues are.  Measure 2 was written by legislative 
council.  They wrote the whole thing for us. It depends on what your goal and objective is 
whether you want to put it into the constitution or not. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: What do you think about this?  Your solution is to put it in the 
constitution.  The trouble with that is it becomes a huge law book.  How do we fix that 
problem? 
 
Charles Tuttle:  The legislature has to be more active when it comes to initiatives.  I am 
shocked how fast we can get something on the ballot.  
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: That is interesting that you say the legislature is more active. 
I don’t speak out more publically on most initiatives measures is because I don’t feel it is my 
job as a legislature to tell the people how to vote on something they have initiated I will 
respond if they ask.  Maybe I need to rethink that. 
.  
Charles Tuttle:  I am talking about in the legislature itself.   
 
Chairman K. Koppelman: Now I have taken a different approach with respect to items with 
Constitutional Revision chairing years ago and now this one relative to the items we put on 
the ballot.  Then people come to us as legislatures and ask what does this mean and why 
did you do that and then I feel it is our job to explain it.  Discussed the medical marijuana 
issue. 
 
Charles Tuttle:  I agree with that.  The voters are smart.  They turned down recreational 
marijuana.   There is a lot of corruption going on out there and a lot of money around. 
 
Chairman K. Koppelman:  We had a bill before us in the legislature prior to the medical 
marijuana bill.  One was the federal government’s interference.      
 
Ralph Muecke, Gladstone, ND: (Attachment #3) Went over testimony. (1:47:43-1:56:00) 
 
Leon Mellberg: (Attachment #4) (1:57:01) It is not the ethic’s bill. If you refer an action by 
the legislature you have 90 days from the time the governor signs it.  Way back we had an 
effort by the legislature of Minot wanted a name change for Minot State to Dakota 
Northwestern University, but they knew that would not stand on its own power.  They said 
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who can we go to a coalition for?  Why don’t we propose to the Junior colleges who are now 
paid for by their local school district to be included in the public trough, so we had a coalition 
between Devils Lake, Williston and Minot.  Now all institutions of higher education are in the 
constitution.  Did the legislature propose they be put into the constitution? No. it was decided 
neither issue would stand the muster of the vote of the people.  Name change was approved 
by the legislature simply majority. The inclusion of three junior colleges were included by 
statute.  Neither one of them would stand the test of the voter. Why do I bring this up?  I 
referred both of them. There was no name change in Minot, but I don’t think the junior 
colleges would be included. I did that because all institutions of higher education are in the 
constitution, but the legislature decided so they did it by statute.  It would have been nice to 
have had 120 days there.  No one took into account the committee; the quality of the 
signatures or where they were from.  They just threw out the signatures.  Described all kinds 
of things that happened in processing bills and measures and the problems with them.  It is 
the money.  The ethics bill is just the facade. I think state government should only take what 
they need to operate the state for the next 24 months.  Now we have money that people have 
designs on because they say it is just sitting there.  I am opposed to all three of these bills.  
We the people are not perfect, but we pay all the bills.  
 
Rep. Rick Becker:  Each of these things are items you began work on as an initiated 
measure; have you or an organization considered suing the government. Have you 
considered by what means you have standing to file the suit? 
 
Leon Mellberg:  I don’t have unlimited funds.  I don’t want to put my family in bankruptcy. 
I don’t intent to sue the state who has unlimited funds.  If you see what is going on in 
Washington DC with hearings; they are bankrupt. 
 
Rep. Rick Becker:  You mentioned by name involved with two legislatures involved with 
ethics; you have not named them. 
 
Leon Mellberg:  I don’t think it is my position to embarrass them.  If you don’t know who they 
are I am sure a few questions would determine who they are. 
 
Neutral: 
 
John Arnold, State Elections Director for Secretary of State:   Senator Unruh did come 
up and clarify the Article 3 section 5.  It was HCR 3034 that changed the deadline for filing 
signatures. 
 
Rep. Paur:  That was in GVA.  I remember the testimony quite well.  I assumed it was a bill. 
 
Hearing closed. 
 
Email: Kevin Herrmann ( Attachment #5)  
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Committee Clerk:   DeLores D. Shimek 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 
 
 Relating to petitions, legislative measures, and voter approval for constitutional 
amendments. 
 

Minutes:                                                    

 
 Chairman Koppelman:  Opened the meeting on SCR 4015. This deals with the threshold 
of votes for legislative measures.  What are the wishes of the committee? 
 
Vice Chairman Karls:  Looking over this bill there is just too much going on and since we 
have a lot of ballot measures facing us in that general election I would vote a do not pass. 
 
Do Not Pass Motion Made by Vice Chairman Karls; Seconded by Rep. Rick Becker 
 
Discussion: 
 
Roll Call Vote:   12    Yes     0    Absent    2   Absent   Carrier:  Rep. Rick Becker 
 
Closed. 
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