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ted to Congress. These applications are allegedly stored in NARA facilities. However as the NARA has
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Letter to Amy Bunk, Acting Director, Office of the Federal Register

Ms. Amy Bunk, Acting Director

Office of the Federal Register

The National Archives and Records Administration
8601 Adelphi Road

College Park, MD 20740-6001

Dear Acting Director Bunk,

Pursuant to 5 USC 553(e) and 44 USC 1503 the material submitted in this booklet together with
two copies of this booklet is intended to constitute a Petition for the Commencement of Rule
Making Activities for the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) requesting
implementation of federal regulations regarding the preservation and public presentation of cer-
tain public records entrusted to NARA custody. The complete lack of record keeping manage-
ment by the NARA in regards to these records violates the Constitution, federal statutes and fed-
eral regulations. Evidence proves these statutes and regulations, which impose a high level of
standard of record keeping on the NARA, have been deliberately disregarded in this instance de-
spite the issue having already been brought to the attention of NARA administration.

This Petition addresses the admitted failure by the NARA, despite statutory and regulatory man-
date, to catalogue for constitutional and public purposes state applications now in their custody
submitted by the several state legislatures to Congress for a convention for proposing amend-
ments to the United States Constitution as authorized by Article V of the Constitution. Evidence
demonstrates the NARA is so lax in its records maintenance procedures it cannot even accurately
describe where in the NARA these public records exist let alone satisfy the statutory requirement
of making such records available for immediate constitutional and public use. The NARA cannot
even state whether it may have disposed of parts of this public record. If such action has occurred
the NARA is guilty of unconstitutional usurpation by initiating a term of effectiveness for these
public records without constitutional or statutory authorization.

This violation of public statute and federal regulation by the NARA which otherwise deserves a
sterling reputation of record keeping, has detrimentally effected not only a mandated constitu-
tional procedure (described as “peremptory” by Founder Alexander Hamilton) but is responsible
for members of Congress violating federal criminal statutes. Any excuse by the NARA that Con-
gress has neglected to instruct the NARA that these records be catalogued so as to make them
immediately available for constitutional and public use is refuted by accompanying evidence.
Despite clear statutory and regulatory language the NARA has failed to adhere to the most basic
standard of records keeping management—complete and accurate records.

Due to the poor record keeping of the NARA, as authorized by 44 USC 82906(a)(1) and 36 CFR
1239.20 an inspection of specific public records is requested in order to determine their location,
number, accuracy and integrity. As 44 USC 2906 permits inspection by the Administrator of
General Services, Acting Administrator Denise Turner Roth, a copy of this Petition is being for-
warded to her office requesting the GSA conduct the inspection of NARA records to avoid any
conflict of interest.
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Further documentary evidence herein irrefutably demonstrates as of Friday, March 13, 1908 the
state legislatures first time in United States history satisfied the two thirds peremptory standard
set by Article V. Congress has not responded with a convention call as mandated by the Consti-
tution. The current state of record keeping leads to one of two causes: willful criminal conspiracy
by Congress or intentional disregard of federal statues and regulation by the NARA. This Peti-
tion addresses the latter issue leaving the former to be addressed by other means. For this reason
a copy of this Petition is being sent to Attorney General of the United States Eric Holder Jr. to-
gether with a copy to President Barack Obama for his review. | am also including a copy of a
proposed convention call for the reference and information of the President. This proposed call,
while included with this material for purposes of full disclosure, is not intended as part of this
rule making Petition.

36 CRF 1239.20 mandates inspection of federal records “when an agency fails to address specif-
ic records management problems involving high risk to significant records.” These state applica-
tions are absolutely essential in order for Congress to obey the Constitution. Evidence shows
Congress intended the archivist of the congressional record be responsible for notification to
Congress, by means of proper record keeping management, such that the public record of appli-
cations would be immediately available in order for Congress to know when it was required to
execute this peremptory constitutional requirement. Congress imposed this expectation on the
archivist in 1789. It has remained unchanged ever since. Without such proper recordkeeping the
precedent is established the Government can veto the Constitution. No more significant reason
can be asserted than this—that this public record must be preserved and presented in such a
manner as to facilitate a mandated constitutional act on the part of Congress in order to preserve
the integrity of the Constitution. Failure to do this destroys that integrity.

All federal employees are mandated by statute (5 USC 3331) to take an oath of office which in
part requires the employee will *...support and defend the Constitution of the United States [and]
will bear true faith and allegiance to the same [and will] take this obligation freely without any
mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that [they] will well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which [they] about to enter.” Failure to obey regulations intended to facili-
tate a “peremptory” constitutional requirement or obstructing a requested inspection is a clear
violation of oath of office by the NARA demonstrating a blatant “mental reservation or purpose
of evasion” regarding obedience to the Constitution, federal statutes and federal regulations spe-
cifically pertaining to NARA performance.

I have been involved in the Article V movement for 25 years. Beyond filing two federal lawsuits
and using public record to correct numerous Article V Convention misconceptions my most im-
portant accomplishment is compiling, for the first time in United States history, a comprehensive
list of applications by the states based on the actual texts of the applications found in federal pub-
lic record. Prior scholarly articles presented simple tables listing the applications. Only one arti-
cle listed applications by Congressional Record citation. My list shows these articles were in-
complete. While my list may suffer deficiencies, it does comply with federal statutory and regu-
latory standards. The applications are in catalogue form, which is they are presented in a single
location rather than buried among millions of pages of public record and are immediately availa-
ble for public use. Given the sole constitutional requirement of two thirds application by the sev-
eral state legislatures, a simple listing of which states have applied adequately satisfies any issue
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of constitutional use. The NARA currently lists one state application. My record of 764 applica-
tions from 49 states conclusively demonstrates the NARA documentation of one application is
neither complete nor accurate as mandated by federal statute.

It is from this perspective that | submit my Petition—that of a fellow record keeper. | do not be-
lieve it is the responsibility of a private citizen to do the job the federal Government should be
doing. The Constitution mandates a convention call by Congress when a certain constitutional
condition exists. The knowledge of when this event has occurred requires an accurate public rec-
ord. The NARA as the assigned depository of public records has a constitutional and statutory
responsibility to maintain this public record in order for Congress to comply with the Constitu-
tion. This means the NARA must maintain the public records of state applications in such condi-
tion as to be immediately available for constitutional and public use—a task they have utterly
failed to do in violation of federal statutes and regulations.

For the reasons presented in this Petition I request the NARA adopt the proposed regulations re-
garding procurement, preservation and constitutional and public presentation of these applica-
tions. These proposed regulations will serve to make treatment of state applications equal to that
of other public records in the custody of the NARA as required by current records management
procedures, federal statutes, federal regulations and constitutional mandate as well addressing the
special circumstances of state applications.

Bill Walker
PO Box 1242
Auburn, WA 98071
Email: foavc@isomedia.com

Cc: Barack Obama, President of the United States
The White House, 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20500
Eric Holder Jr., Attorney General of the United States, U.S. Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20530-0001
Acting Administrator Denise Turner Roth, U.S. General Services Administration
1800 F Street, NW, Washington, DC 20405
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Introduction to Rule Making Petition

The purpose for this rule making proposal is to correct the abysmal record of the NARA in its
blatant disregard in the preservation and presentation of state applications for an Article VV Con-
vention call submitted to Congress. These applications are allegedly stored in NARA facilities.
However as the NARA has no policies regarding them their actual status is unknown. As man-
dated by the United States Constitution, congressional resolution and federal statute these appli-
cations must be catalogued for immediate and on-going constitutional and public use. The pre-
sent non-policies of the NARA make such use impossible. This non-policy to properly catalogue
the applications falls far short of record keeping standards federal statute and regulation establish
for the NARA. NARA officials have admitted their failure in writing. Despite statutory mandates
requiring redress by the NARA to correct this situation, NARA has taken no action whatsoever
to address this failing. This NARA failure to apply otherwise universal standards of record keep-
ing to all public records possessed by the NARA to convention applications has resulted in gross
violation of federal statue and the Constitution by Congress and the NARA.

The implementation of these proposed regulations does not constitute a call for a convention.
Instead these proposed regulations are intended to bring the preservation and presentation of
state applications in the custody of the NARA in line with the care and presentation afforded
other public documents as mandated by statute, regulation and NARA records management prac-
tices while simultaneously addressing the special circumstances surrounding state applications.
Such practices are currently absent in regards to applications. However with the implementation
of these regulations, the public presentation of applications will enable Congress to perform its
peremptory duty mandated by the language of the Constitution and enunciated by the Founders
both at the 1787 Federal Convention, in the Federalist Papers and in the records of Congress.
Whether Congress elects to perform its constitutional duty is the responsibility of Congress, not
the NARA. The responsibility of the NARA is to obey statutes enacted by Congress and written
evidence shows in regards to state applications for an Article V Convention the NARA is not
presently doing this.
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A Brief History of the Article V Convention Clause

Introduction
Article V of the United States Constitution states:

The Congress, whenever two thirds of both houses shall deem it necessary, shall pro-
pose amendments to this Constitution, or, on the application of the legislatures of two
thirds of the several states, shall call a convention for proposing amendments, which, in
either case, shall be valid to all intents and purposes, as part of this Constitution, when
ratified by the legislatures of three fourths of the several states, or by conventions in
three fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratification may be proposed by
the Congress; provided that no amendment which may be made prior to the year one
thousand eight hundred and eight shall in any manner affect the first and fourth clauses
in the ninth section of the first article; and that no state, without its consent, shall be de-
prived of its equal suffrage in the Senate.*

For purpose of this Petition the phrase, “The Congress...on the application of the legislatures of
two thirds of the several states, shall call a convention for proposing amendments ...” is most
relevant. The language of Article V is unambiguous as the Supreme Court has stated in several
decisions: if two thirds of the state legislatures submit applications to Congress, Congress must
call a convention for proposing amendments, also known as an Article VV Convention.?

An Article V Convention is not what is sometimes referred to as a constitutional convention. Ar-
ticle V is unambiguous; Congress is only authorized to call a convention to propose amendments
“as part of this Constitution.” A constitutional convention drafts a new constitution which obvi-
ously cannot be part of this Constitution. Hence the two names refer to different types of conven-
tions. The Constitution does not describe a “constitutional convention” and therefore this kind of
convention is unconstitutional. This Petition is only concerned with an Article VV Convention
which is constitutional.

By the Constitution mandating an exact numeric ratio of two thirds of the several state legisla-
tures needing to apply to cause a convention call, this means if less than two thirds of the states
apply, Congress cannot, under any circumstance, call an Article V Convention. Consequently,
certain knowledge of the number of states which have submitted applications to Congress for a
convention call and when such applications were submitted is absolutely essential in order for

! Source: National Archives website, http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/constitution/article-v.html.

2 “The United States asserts that Article V is clear in statement and in meaning, contains no ambiguity, and calls for
no resort to rules of construction. A mere reading demonstrates that this is true. It provides two methods for propos-
ing amendments. Congress may propose them by a vote of two-thirds of both houses, or, on the application of the
legislatures of two-thirds of the states, must call a convention to propose them. Amendments proposed in either way
become a part of the Constitution ““when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several states or by Con-
ventions in three-fourths thereof, as the one or the other Mode of Ratification may be proposed by the Congress. . .
. United States v Sprague, 282 U.S. 716, 730 (1931). See also Dodge v Woolsey, 59 U.S. 331 (1855); Hawke v
Smith, 253 U.S. 221 (1920); Dillon v. Gloss, 256 U.S. 368 (1921).
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Congress to execute its assigned constitutional task of calling a convention the Constitution dic-
tates it do so.

The 1787 Convention Record

As described in Max Farrand’s book “The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787 the
Founders in writing what ultimately became Article V of the Constitution went through several
drafts of the article. Notably the Founders deliberately changed the language of the proposed Ar-
ticle V to: (1) eliminate Congress as the only constitutional entity empowered to propose
amendments to the Constitution; (2) remove language allowing states to apply for an amendment
directly by submission of identical applications on the same amendment subject to Congress and
(3) replace that language with language mandating Congress call a convention for proposing
amendments on the application of two thirds of the several state legislatures without regard to
amendment subject.® By this change the basis of action by Congress in regards to state applica-
tions altered from action only on the submission of a simultaneous amendment subject by the
states to a numeric count of applying states regardless of amendment subject.

As Farrand notes on page 629, Volume Il of his book, the convention changed the language of
the proposed Article V from *...or on the application of two thirds of the Legislatures of the sev-
eral States [Congress] shall propose amendments to this Constitution” to its present language,
“on the application of the legislatures of two thirds of the several states, shall call a convention
for proposing amendments.” This was done after Colonel Mason (delegate from Virginia) ex-
pressed “the [present] plan of amending the Constitution exceptionable & dangerous.” Mason
stated “As the proposing of amendments is in both the modes [proposal by Congress and applica-
tion by the states] to depend, in the first immediately, and in the second, ultimately, on Congress,
no amendments of the proper kind would ever be obtained by the people...”

In response to Mason’s comments, “Mr. Govr. Morris & Mr. Gerry moved to amend the article
S0 as to require a Convention on application of 2/3 of the Sts.” [Emphasis added]. As noted on
page 630 of Farrand’s book, “The motion of Mr. Govr. Morris & Mr. Gerry was agreed to nem:
con.” Thus the original intent of the Founders is explicit: Congress is required to call the conven-
tion when two thirds of the state legislatures apply for the call and therefore the purpose of the
application is to cause a convention call not to propose an amendment.

Federalist 85

James Madison of Virginia proposed the language at the 1787 Convention which ultimately be-
came Article V.* Alexander Hamilton, of New York, seconded Madison’s proposal. Hamilton
served on the Committee of Style which drafted the final language of the Constitution. This
placed him in the perfect position to correctly understand the meaning and intent of Article V.°
Later Hamilton wrote several essays attempting to gain support for passage of the proposed Con-

® Max Farrand, “The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, Volume 11, pp. 629, 630. See Appendix p. 1.
* Ibid. p. 559.
® Ibid. p. 553.
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stitution. Collectively the essays are called the Federalist Papers. In Federalist 85, Hamilton stat-
ed,

“In opposition to the probability of subsequent amendments, it has been urged that the
persons delegated to the administration of the national government will always be disin-
clined to yield up any portion of the authority of which they were once possessed. ...
But there is yet a further consideration, which proves beyond the possibility of a doubt,
that the observation is futile. It is this that the national rulers, whenever nine States con-
cur, will have no option upon the subject. By the fifth article of the plan, the Congress
will be obliged ““on the application of the legislatures of two thirds of the States (which
at present amount to nine), to call a convention for proposing amendments, which shall
be valid, to all intents and purposes, as part of the Constitution, when ratified by the leg-
islatures of three fourths of the States, or by conventions in three fourths thereof.”” The
words of this article are peremptory. The Congress “shall call a convention.” Nothing in
this particular is left to the discretion of that body. And of consequence, all the declama-
tion about the disinclination to a change vanishes in air. ... If the foregoing argument is
a fallacy, certain it is that I am myself deceived by it, for it is, in my conception, one of
those rare instances in which a political truth can be brought to the test of a mathemati-
cal demonstration. [Emphasis added].®

That Hamilton understood the intent and meaning of the convention clause of Article V is estab-
lished by his employment of the legal term “peremptory” in describing the level of obligation
imposed on Congress to call a convention by the text of Article V.” Hamilton also understood
this “peremptory” condition was initiated by a single circumstance: a numeric ratio of applying
states that is, an actual count of how many states submitting applications for a convention call to
Congress exist compared to the total of states in the Union. This ratio serves as a “mathematical
demonstration” of the political truth Congress must call a convention irrespective of any other
term or condition once the two thirds numeric ration is achieved. No other term or condition of
call was discussed in the 1787 Convention or in Federalist 85 meaning no other condition or term
may, in any manner, interfere in this “peremptory” requirement. Equally, as stated by the Su-
preme Court, no rules of construction, interpolation or addition is permitted regarding Article V.
Therefore no term or condition other than a numeric count of applying states can be attached as a
circumstance requiring satisfaction before Congress must call a convention.®

® Federalist 85, (Saturday, August 16, 1788), McLean’s Edition, New York, Library of Congress.

" “Peremptory. Imperative; final; decisive; absolute; conclusive; positive; not admitting of question, delay, reconsid-
eration or of any alterative. Self-determined; arbitrary; not requiring any cause to be shown.” Black’s Law Diction-
ary 10th ed. (West Group, 2014).

8 “The Constitution was written to be understood by the voters; its words and phrases were used in their normal and
ordinary, as distinguished from technical, meaning; where the intention is clear, there is no room for construction
and no excuse for interpolation or addition. [Citations omitted].” United States v Sprague, 282 U.S. 716, 731-32
(1931).
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The 1789 Congressional Decision

As proven in its first discussion of the convention clause on the occasion of the first submitted
state application to Congress on May 5, 1789, Congress clearly understood the crux of Hamil-
ton’s statements—peremptory and numeric count.® Obviously as this was the first application
submitted, there were not enough applications to cause a convention call. Until such event oc-
curred, Congress decided to “enter the application at large upon the Journals, and do the same by
all that came in, until sufficient were made to obtain their object and let the original be deposited
in the archives of Congress.” [Emphasis added].*

Despite this acknowledged mandate Congress has not called a convention as required by Article
V. The responsibility for this inaction lies entirely with Congress. The responsibility for the
preservation and presentation of state applications “until sufficient were made to obtain their ob-
ject” was assigned to the congressional archivist in 1789 by Congress. All duties of the congres-
sional archivist of that time were, by statute, eventually assigned to the NARA. The statute did
not nullify prior congressional instructions regarding archiving.* Thus the fact the NARA did
not exist until 1934 is irrelevant as the statutes creating it continued this previous obligation.
Moreover subsequent federal statutes enacted by Congress remove any doubt of this NARA ob-
ligation.

An examination of congressional statements of May 5, 1789 reveals other facts relevant to this
Petition. Most significant is the fact Congress has never varied from its instructions given to the
congressional archivist that day. Congress’ intent as to application preservation and availability
to Congress for it, in turn, to execute its assigned constitutional task remains unchanged. Thus
entering a state application into the minutes of the Journal (now the Congressional Record), ta-
bling the application and referring the original application to the Archivist “until sufficient were
made to obtain their object” remains the unaltered practice of Congress to this day.*? The prob-
lem is the NARA has ignored the “until sufficient” instruction by failing to have the applications
preserved such fashion that Congress knows when “sufficient” applications have been submitted
“to obtain their object.”

The fact Congress clearly understood a convention call was based on a numeric count of apply-
ing states is proven by the emphatic statement of Congressman Boudinot at the beginning of the
discussion by members of Congress following the submission of the first state application for a

° See generally, “Debates of Congress May 5, 1789, pp. 258-61, Appendix pp. 2-4.

19 Gales & Seaton’s History of Debates in Congress, May 5, 1789 p. 261. “Whereupon, it was ordered to be entered
at length on the Journals, and the original to be placed on the files of Congress.” See Appendix p. 4.

1 «(a) All orders, determinations, rules, regulations, grants, contracts, agreements, permits, licenses, privileges, and
other actions which have been issued, granted, made, undertaken, or entered into in the performance of any function
transferred by this Act [Pub. L. 98-497] or the amendments made by this Act [Pub. L. 98-497] shall continue in ef-
fect according to their terms until modified, terminated, superseded, set aside, or revoked in accordance with law by
any authorized official, a court of competent jurisdiction, or by operation of law.” 44 USC 2101 Savings Provisions
(Pub. L. 98-497, § 105) [Emphasis added].

'2Congress has begun to tabulate the applications. See infra, “House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,”
p. 57; see also: www.foavc.org/reference/file59.pdf and http://clerk.house.gov/legislative/memorials.aspx.
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convention call on May 5, 1789. Boudinot states, “According to the terms of the Constitution,
the business [referring to Congress calling a convention as requested in the just entered Virginia
application] until a certain number of States have concurred in similar applications: ... but if it is
a business which we cannot interfere with in a constitutional manner, we had better let it remain
on tr11§ files of the House until the proper number of applications come forward.” [Emphasis add-
ed].

James Madison (the author of Article V) then stated he “doubted the propriety of committing it
[referring the Virginia application to a committee of Congress for its consideration and disposal]
because it would seem to imply that the House had a right to deliberate upon the subject. This he
believed was not the case until two-thirds of the State Legislatures concurred in such application,
and then it is out of the power of Congress to decline complying, the words of the Constitution
being express and positive relative to the agency Congress may have in case of applications of
this nature. [Madison then quoted Article V including that portion dealing with the Article V
convention call]. From hence it must appear that Congress have no deliberative power on this
occasion.” Madison then concluded, “The most respectful and constitutional mode of performing
out duty will be to let it [the Virginia application] be entered on the minutes, and remain upon
the files of the House until similar applications come to hand from two-thirds of the States.”
[Emphasis added].

Thus the peremptory requirement of a convention call and the fact it is based on a numeric count
of applying states with no other terms or conditions has been known to the Archivist of congres-
sional records since May 5, 1789. Equally known is the asterisk instruction attached by Congress
that day to its archival instructions which require Congress, “enter the application at large upon
the Journals, and do the same by all that came in, until sufficient were made to obtain their object
and let the original be deposited in archives of Congress.” Any doubt as to the meaning of the
term “sufficient to obtain their object” is clarified by the comment that the application “can be
called up when enough are presented to make two thirds of the whole States.” *°

The Colorado Application

Any doubt these 1789 instructions are clearly understood but ignored by the NARA is demon-
strated by examination of the only state application which the NARA, for some unknown reason,
separated from the mass of congressional records in which the NARA routinely buries all state
applications. As evidence in this Petition demonstrates separation of state applications is not the
usual practice of the NARA despite statutory requirements to the contrary.

The application, located at the NARA website, states “Article V of the Constitution provides that
Congress must call a convention for proposing amendments to the Constitution if two thirds of

13 See generally, “Debates of Congress May 5, 1789, pp. 258-61, Appendix pp. 2-4.
14
See fn. 4.
' 1bid.
16 See Appendix, “Debates of Congress May 5, 1789 p. 261,” p. 4, comment by Congressman Huntington.
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the state legislatures apply for one to Congress. [Emphasis added].!” The use of the term “must
call” clearly is an acknowledgment of the instructions the NARA, or its archival predecessors
received from Congress in 1789. Equally, use of the term “two thirds” (and lack of any other
conditional term) demonstrates acknowledgement of the numeric standard recognized in 1789 by
Congress (“a certain number of States ... “until the proper number of applications come for-
ward”).

Moreover the NARA takes the matter a step further by stating only a single application is
required by each state to cause the required convention call. “This is the application for a
constitutional conveniton from the state legislature of Colorado.” [Emphasis added].'® The
words “the application” as used in the context of the sentence unmistakably indicates no other
action is required by the state of Colorado to effectuate a convention call. As the NARA does not
provide evidence to the contary the natural (and correct interpretation based on the statements of
May 5, 1789) presumption is each state need only submit one application for an Article V
Convention call in order to cause Congress to call an Article VV Convention. According to the
NARA statement Colorado has satisfied this constitutional requirement and thus need do no
more toward the satisfaction of Article V. Hence, a state is only required to submit a single
application for a single convention call meaning the two-thirds requirement is based the
minimum number of applications necessary to accomplish the task rather than any standard of
multiple submissions. From this fact it can be reasoned that based on the statements of the 1787
convention, Federalist 85, and the May 5, 1789 congressional discussion as well as the NARA
statement, any further applications submitted by a state for a convention call must apply to future
conveniton calls beyond that required by the first submitted application from each state (until the
two thirds mark is reached). Nothing in Article V permits Congress to disregard any state
application (and indeed the language of Madison on Mary 5, 1789 clearly proves this) so
therefore in some manner, all state applications must “count” toward causing a convention call

by Congress.

This Petition’s request for regulations mandating continual presentation of the applications by
the states for an Article VV Convention call for constituitonal and public use are predicated on the
statements by the Founders and in the Constitution. The NARA’s own statement on its Colorado
application lends weight to the interpretation Congress “must” call a convention. Obviously, if
Congress can delay calling a convention once the states have applied then the term “peremptory”
cannot be applied to this mode of amendment proposal, something, based on Mason’s comments
and subsequent unanimous vote by the convention the Founders obviously did not support.

Finally, the separation of the Colorado application from other congressional records
demonstrates the NARA is fully capable of separating state applications. The NARA can present
no argument a regulation requiring it do the same for all state applications is “impractical.” The
NARA notation under the Colorado application demonstrates full constituitonal comprehension

7 http://www.archives.gov/legislative/features/17th-amendment/colorado.htm. See Appendix, “State of Colorado
Application, April 1, 1901,” p. 5.
'8 1bid.
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meaning the NARA cannot assert a technical issue or lack of knowledge as excuse not to
impliment these proposed regulations.

The Constitutional Modes of Article VV

As previously noted, on May 5, 1789, when discussing whether Congress had the option to
deliberate a convention call James Madison stated, “he doubted the propriety of committing it
because it would seem to imply that the House had a right to deliberate upon the subject. This he
believed was not the case until two-thirds of the State legislatures concurred in such application,
and then it is out of the power of Congress to decline complying, the words of the Constitution
being express and positive to the agency Congress may have in the case of applications of this
nature.*The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose
amendments to this Constitution; or, on the application of the Legislatures of two-thirds of the
several States, shall call a convention for proposing amendments.” From hence it must appear
that Congress have no deliberative power on this occasion.” *°

Madison’s comments denote two distinct constitutional modes—a lower mode consisting of a set
of applications which number below the two thirds mark expressed in Article V in which case
the Congress does nothing and an upper mode consisting of a set of applications that meet the
two thirds requirement of Article V. Any excessive applications submitted beyond this two thirds
mark must counted toward the next convention call as Congress has no authority to disregard any
application. This upper mode of applying states, according to Madison (and the Supreme Court)
means Congress must call a convention without any deliberation or delay. Due to this
peremptory requirement a better term describing state applications is an enforceable agency
instruction. The states entirely control the initiation of the action described in the
instruction/application. As alluded to by Madision, in the instance of applications for a
convention, Congress acts as an agent for the states with a predetermined mandate (or
instruction) given in the Constituiton. Hence, the states do not “apply” for a convention call in
the classic sense of the word—i.e., ask or request (with the petitionee reserving the right of
refusal), but in the form of absolute command—there shall be a convention. When a sufficent
number of states have agreed on this command, the Constitution demands execution by the
agent—Congress. Hence an exact knowledge of how many states have applied to Congress is
critcal for determining which constitutional mode Congress is presently situated.

As Congress is required to call “on the application” of the several states, equally paramount is
determining not only whether a change in constitutional mode between the lower, non-
peremptory state and upper peremptory state has transpired but knowing exactly when this event
occurrs in order to satisfy the “on the application” command of Article V. As the Constitution
places no limit on when a state may submit an application or how many times it may submit
applications and as only one application per state is required to cause a convention call the point
of transition is obviously mobile. Thus it requires constant monitoring to be constitutionally
correct. In order to satisfy this mobile constitutional demand of varying state submissions and

19 See n. 13.
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number, a proactive continually updated catalogue of all applications available for immediate
constituitonal use by Congress must exist allowing Congress to fulfill its agency role. %

Supreme Court Rulings regarding Article V

While the Supreme Court of the United States has issued several decisions regarding various as-
pects of Article V, relative to the issues raised in this Petition only one Court ruling has any bear-
ing regarding a potential NARA refusal to implement the proposed regulations of this Petition.

The argument for refusal is lack of statutory authorization by Congress. The argument goes as
follows: as Congress has never statutorily instructed the NARA to catalogue state applications
the NARA is under no obligation under current federal statutes to initiate such a catalogue. Dis-
cussion of federal statutes and regulations which do, in fact, mandate cataloguing will be pre-
sented later in this Petition. This section of this Petition discusses why Congress cannot enact
such a statute and why the absence of such statute does not let the NARA off the hook.

This argument was employed by Mr. Kirk Boyle, Legal Counsel of the House of Representa-
tives. Mr. Boyle presented this position apparently to deny the request by Mr. Dan Marks of the
state of Hawaii that he be furnished “verification and tabulation of State applications for an Arti-
cle V Convention.”** The argument of Mr. Boyle can be summarized as follows: (1) the Consti-
tution mandates Congress obey the Constitution; (2) Congress has never consented to obeying
this specific clause of the Constitution by empowering anyone to obey its provisions therefore;
(3) Congress doesn’t actually have to obey this part of the Constitution because it has never actu-
ally consented to do so by appointing someone to perform the task of tabulation hence; (4) Con-
gress doesn’t have to obey the Constitution even though they’ve sworn an oath to do so because
they’ve never actually consented to obeying that specific constitutional provision.

The error of this argument is the Legal Counsel of the House of Representatives appears to be-
lieve constitutional obedience can be delegated thus leaving those who the Constitution specifies
are responsible free of any responsibility to obey the Constitution themselves. This is clearly
false. Article V mandates “Congress” shall call a convention. Thus if Congress fails to designate
an individual to execute the task of tabulating applications so Congress can then issue the call
based on these applications, then by constitutional default the task remains with Congress en

2 A list of the public record of applications is presented at the end of this Petition. These applications (which in-
clude the Colorado application) prove the necessary two thirds submission requirement to cause a convention call
was achieved on Friday, March 13, 1908. (See: http://www.foavc.org/reference/AVC_Apps_and_summary.pdf). On
that date the state of Washington became the 31%' state to submit an application. As the Constitution bases the two
thirds requirement on the total number of states in the Union at the time of submission, this date is accurate. In 1908
there were only 46 states in the union. A simple mathematical calculation reveals two thirds of 46 equals 30.666 or
rounded to the next highest number, 31.

21 See Appendix, “Dan Marks Letter to Clerk, April 15, 2013,” p. 6. For full contents of letter including all submit-
ted applications see http://www.foavc.org/reference/Senate_Request.pdf. For the purpose of public disclosure Peti-
tioner aided Mr. Marks in the compaosition of his letter by providing the list of applications referred to in the letter
and providing editorial comments regarding its content. The word “apparently” is significant as it now appears the
Marks letter was responsible for Congress beginning a tabulation of state applications. See fn. 12, infra “House Rule
Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,” p. 57.

22 See Appendix, “Response by Mr. Kirk Boyle to Dan Marks, June 7, 2013,” p. 7.
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masse. Hence as all of Congress is mandated by oath to “support” the Constitution, all obey its
provisions and face penalty for failure to do so. Congress cannot shirk from that responsibility by
claiming a duty assigned the group can be ignored because the group failed to delegate the duty
to an individual to perform it for the convenience of the group particularly when Article V as-
signs no such immunity to Congress.

While Congress can attempt to shirk from its constitutional responsibilities by asserting a form of
laches, this excuse cannot be employed by the NARA. Congress has statutorily delegated re-
sponsibility for cataloguing state applications (along with all other public records) so they are
available for constitutional and public use. A new statute specifically dealing with state applica-
tions is therefore unnecessary as reasonable interpretation of present legislation suffices to re-
solve the matter.

The argument Congress specifically has not instructed the NARA to catalogue applications is
meritless given already existing statutes and federal regulations demonstrate congressional in-
tent. These laws specifically mandate this precise action by the Archivist. Obviously key to this
argument of refusal by the NARA is the proposition Congress must pass a statute specifically
instructing the NARA to specifically store a particular public record in a specific manner when,
in fact, Congress has already addressed issue of storage of all such records with generalized as
well as specialized statutes applying to all public records which includes state applications. The
argument for this kind of legislation being required for each type of public record the NARA
stores is ludicrous. If true, the NARA (and logically every other bureaucracy in the government)
would be required to get assigned specific statutory instructions from Congress for every action
expressly not addressed by statute.

Such argument renders the entire process of federal regulation and reasonable bureaucratic au-
tonomy meaningless. Within certain prescribed statutory limits a bureaucracy must have the au-
thority to “connect the dots.” It cannot shirk from this responsibility by saying it doesn’t want to
do this. This is the purpose of an enabling statute creating the bureaucracy in the first place—
allowing Congress to create a bureaucracy for an assigned task and delegating certain powers
and assignments to that bureaucracy. The concept of federal regulation is for the bureaucracy to
execute the task assigned it without Congress having to do its job with passage of legislation for
every minutia the bureaucracy encounters. In executing its assigned statutory function Congress
allows the bureaucracy authority to enact regulations addressing minutia which statutes, no mat-
ter carefully crafted, simply cannot encompass. In short a statute is not designed to cover every
eventuality a bureaucracy might encounter. Thus if evidence exists that current statutes address
the specific issue if reasonably applied to that issue by judicious use of regulation, the bureaucra-
cy must connect the dots. In the matter of peremptory applications where functions assigned by
Congress to the NARA come into play, the NARA is as equally peremptorily bound as Congress
to take whatever bureaucratic actions are necessary to facilitate the tabulation of state applica-
tions by executing their regulatory responsibilities as Congress is in executing its constitutional
responsibilities.

This peremptory requirement on Congress permeates the intent of all statutes enacted by Con-
gress even if such statute doesn’t specifically describe state applications. The effect of constitu-
tional provisions can never be disregarded. If Congress must call a convention then the intent of
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any statute which facilitates such a call (even though that statute or regulation does not actually
cause the call to occur) must be viewed in the light of this peremptory requirement. Hence no
excuse or interpretation which thwarts or otherwise obstructs this peremptory requirement can be
preferred. Any objection by the NARA therefore is automatically nullified by this peremptory
constitutional requirement. Congress cannot be thwarted in its peremptory duty because the NA-
RA refuses to provide the means of cataloging of applications according to state and number of
applications whereby Congress can, based on this information, issue a convention call. The NA-
RA has no more right to veto the Constitution by deliberately obstructing Congress in the per-
formance of its mandated duty than does Congress.

Hollingsworth v Virginia

There is another issue with the argument of specific legislation being required before the NARA
can catalogue applications. A Supreme Court ruling precludes the President from any participa-
tion in the amendment process meaning there can be no legislation enacted by Congress in re-
gards to the amendment process as the President is constitutionally unavailable to review it. In
Hollingsworth v Virginia, 3 U.S. 378 (1798) the Supreme Court separated the ordinary legisla-
tive functions of Congress and the President from the “substantive act” of amendment of the
United States Constitution—in other words established two form of law in the Constitution—
legislative and amendatory. In that historic case the Supreme Court considered two questions re-
garding the newly passed 11™ Amendment one of which is relevant to the issues of this Petition.
The specific question before the Court was whether a presidential signature was required on any
proposed amendment made by Congress just like any other ordinary legislation passed by Con-
gress thus allowing the President to veto the proposal. This veto would occur before the proposal
would be sent to the states for ratification consideration.

In his Hollingsworth arguments, United States Attorney General Charles Lee stated, “And the
case of amendments is evidently a substantive act, unconnected with the ordinary business of
legislation, and not within the policy, or terms, of investing the President with a qualified nega-
tive on the acts and resolutions of Congress.”* In a footnote to the case, Associate Justice Sam-
uel Chase agreed with Lee stating, “There can, surely, be no necessity to answer that argument.
The negative of the President applies only to the ordinary cases of legislation: He has nothing to
do with the proposition, or adoption, of amendments to the Constitution.”?* In its unanimous de-
cision the Supreme Court affirmed the statement by Attorney General Lee.

The Role of the President in Article VV

The Hollingsworth ruling is unambiguous. The President shall have no part of the amendment
proposal process. The Court expressly excluded the President from use of his legislative veto
power granted him in the Constitution by the simple act of recognition that the amendment pro-
posal process is a “substantive act, unconnected with the ordinary business of legislation.” Thus

% Hollingsworth v Virginia, 3 U.S. 378, 381 (1798).
# Ibid. p.382.
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amendment proposal and legislative proposal are two distinct constitutional functions. The pow-
ers granted in one function cannot be applied in the other function as the Constitution provides
no means whereby such crossover is permitted. *> When Congress operates in its legislative func-
tion it operates under authority of Article I; thus Congress proposes a bill or resolution. However
when Congress operates in its amendatory function it operates under authority of Article V; thus
Congress proposes an amendment or issues a call. Neither of these are legislative functions and
therefore are not subject to legislative veto by the President described in Article 1.%° This consti-
tutional separation means only broad general legislation applying to all public records in the cus-
tody of the NARA can be employed to cause the NARA to catalogue state applications as these
general laws do not specifically relate to the amendment process.

As a result of this unequivocal separation of legislative and amendatory functions presidents
have scrupulously observed the Hollingsworth decision: whenever Congress in obedience of the
Constitution is involved in the amendatory process, the President has had no part in it.?” A criti-
cal point however is the Court predicated its ruling on the premise of congressional obedience to
the provisions of Article V, not congressional disobedience to those provisions.

% Any argument that the “necessary and proper” clause (Article I, § 8, Clause 18, U.S. Const.) of the Constitution
permits such crossover is defeated by the fact the legislative power “to make all laws” described in Article | [see fn.
26] is a “foregoing power.” The clause reads (in part): “The Congress shall have Power...To make all Laws which
shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers...” As the power discussed in this
case is legislative passage of a statute described in Article I, § 7, Clause 2, it is regulated by the word “foregoing”
meaning its power cannot be extended beyond that of those clauses preceding Article I, 88, Clause 18.

Thus the Constitution limits the “necessary and proper” proposal of legislation to those powers described in Article |
(primarily Article I, § 8, U.S. Const.) to that section and not to any portion of the Constitution that follows such as
the convention call described in Article V. If this were not true the Supreme Court would have no basis for separa-
tion of legislative and amendment function as the “necessary and proper” clause would extend congressional legisla-
tive power to every section of the Constitution with no limit thus defeating entirely the concept of separation of
powers. Instead specific sections of the Constitution which follow Article | specifically grant Congress legislative
powers. Others do not. It is for this reason all amendments in the Constitution (all of which follow Article 1) which
require further legislation on the part of Congress to effect the purpose of the amendment contain a provision ex-
tending such authority to Congress. If legislative authority was already extended as a result of the “necessary and
proper” clause, such extension of authority would not be required. See generally 13", 14" 15" 16™, 19™ 20", 23",
24" 25" 26™ amendments to the Constitution.

2 «Every Bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives and the Senate, shall, before it become a Law,
be presented to the President of the United States; If he approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it, with his
Obijections to the House in which it shall have originated, who shall enter the Objections at large on their Journal
and proceed to reconsider it. If after such Reconsideration, two thirds of that House shall agree to pass the Bill, it
shall be sent together with the Objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise be reconsidered, and if ap-
proved by two thirds of that House, it shall become a Law. ... If any Bill shall not be returned by the President with-
in ten Days (Sundays excepted) after it shall have been presented to him, the Same shall be a Law, in like Manner as
if he had signed it, unless the Congress by their Adjournment prevent its Return in which Case it shall not be a
Law.” Article I, 87, Clause 2, U.S. Const. [Emphasis added].

%" The only modern exception to this obedience occurred on July 12, 1978 when President Jimmy Carter sent a letter
in support of extension of the ratification deadline for the proposed Equal Right Amendment (ERA) and later signed
the legislation extending that deadline. Even then President Carter expressed procedural concerns over his signing
such legislation. See: Jimmy Carter: “Equal Rights Amendment Letter to members of the House Judiciary Commit-
tee.,” July 12, 1978. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, “The American Presidency Project.”
http:www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=31062.
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What if Congress is not in obedience of the Constitution when involved in the amendatory pro-
posal process? Does Hollingsworth preclude the President from employing other presidential
powers found in Article Il but not addressed by Hollingsworth in order to “preserve” the consti-
tutional proposal process of Article V where Congress either affirmatively or by laches has failed
to obey Article V which is “clear in statement and in meaning”??® Is the President precluded, for
example from “preserving” the Constitution as demanded by his oath of office particularly when
the Supreme Court has relegated itself to that of “advisory” opinions “given with any constitu-
tional authority” in regards to Congress obeying Article VV2%° Must the President sit ideally by
while Congress flaunts the words of the Constitution by refusing to call an Article VV Convention
when the express words of Article V state Congress must do so because a court ruling states the
President shall have no part of the amendment process but does not state the President is pre-
vented from enforcing the amendment process should it be disobeyed if such occasion arises?
Even a cursory examination of Article Il shows the President is not restricted in this manner.

It is absurd to suggest the “preserve” power of the President’s oath can be construed narrowly—
applying only to the actual physical preservation of the printed document called the Constitu-
tion—and that otherwise “preserving” the Constitution is left only to the courts.* While some
have suggested the President’s oath has no constitutional significance as it gives the President no
power beyond those itemized in Article 11, the historic record of alleged violation of oath by a
President disproves this.3* That record establishes the oath has constitutional significance as its
violation can result in presidential impeachment. Therefore enforcement of the Constitution un-
der its provision (and it must emphasized the use of the “preserve” power can only be applied to
preserve existing constitutional provisions not create new presidential powers) must have equal
constitutional effect of that for its violation. If violation of oath has the constitutional effect of

%8 See fn. 2.

2% «“The Constitution grants Congress exclusive power to control submission of constitutional amendments. Final
determination by Congress that ratification by three-fourths of the States has taken place “is conclusive upon the
courts.” [Footnote omitted] In the exercise of that power, Congress, of course, is governed by the Constitution.”...
“Congress, possessing exclusive power over the amending process, cannot be bound by, and is under no duty to ac-
cept, the pronouncements upon that exclusive power by this Court or by the Kansas courts. Neither State nor Federal
courts can review that power. Therefore, any judicial expression amounting to more than mere acknowledgment of

exclusive Congressional power over the political process of amendment is a mere admonition to the Congress in the
nature of an advisory opinion, given wholly without constitutional authority.” Coleman v Miller, 307 U.S. 433, 457,
459-60 (1939) [Emphasis added].

% «Before he enter on the Execution of his Office, he shall take the following Oath or Affirmation: “I do solemnly
swear (or affirm) that | will faithfully execute the Office of President of the United States, and will to best of my
Ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.” Art. 11, §1, Clause 8, U.S. Const.

%1 «“That the oath the President is required to take might be considered to add anything to the powers of the President,
because of his obligation to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitution,” might appear to be rather a fanciful
idea. But in President Jackson’s message announcing his veto of the act renewing the Bank of the United States
there is language which suggests that the President has the right to refuse to enforce both statutes and judicial deci-
sions on his own independent decision that they were unwarranted by the Constitution. [Footnote omitted]. The idea
next turned up in a message by President Lincoln justifying his suspension of the writ of habeas corpus without ob-
taining congressional authorization. [Footnote omitted]. And counsel to President Johnson during his impeachment
trial adverted to the theory but only in passing. [Footnote omitted]. Beyond these isolated instances, it does not ap-
pear to be seriously contended that the oath adds anything to the President’s powers.” See:
http://www.law.cornell.edu/anncon/html/art2frag6_user.html.
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impeachment (a massive constitutional power) then it follows obedience to oath must have equal
constitutional power as the oath, at the minimum provides the “necessary and proper” clause for
presidential power. Thus the terms “preserve” the Constitution “to the best of my ability” which
are contained within his Article 1l powers, give the President authority to “preserve” the Consti-
tution in those situations not contemplated either by the Founders or the courts by use of those
Article 11 powers.* Moreover, as the Supreme Court has repeatedly stated, all words in the Con-
stitution have constitutional significance and effect. None may be disregarded unless removed by
amendment meaning the oath of office must have constitutional effect and significance. *

Therefore a refusal by Congress to call a convention when mandated by the language of the Con-
stitution, where the President has constitutional mandate through his oath of office as well as tex-
tual presidential powers enabling him to cause a recalcitrant Congress to obey the Constitution
vis-a-vis Article V is not a violation of the Hollingsworth doctrine as: (1) no actual amendment is
being proposed; (2) Congress, by its refusal to call when mandated is in violation of several
criminal statutes and (3) the President is exercising the same power of preservation of the Consti-
tution in effectuating the amendment process that he is empowered to exercise over the preserva-
tion of any provision of the Constitution which is disobeyed by anyone subject to the jurisdiction
of the Constitution. A sentence from a Supreme Court decision equally applies to the President:
“The courts cannot rightly prefer, of the possible meanings of the words of the constitution, that
which will defeat rather than effectuate the constitutional purpose.”* Equally, the President can-
not rightly prefer, of the possible meanings of the words of the Constitution, that which will de-
feat rather than effectuate the constitutional purpose. The Constitution states Congress shall call
and if Congress refuses, the President has the constitutional right and sworn duty to require they
do call.

%2 A simple read of the articles of impeachment for each President demonstrates this point. In each case in which a
President faced charges of impeachment brought by Congress (Presidents Johnson, Nixon and Clinton) the actual
texts of the impeachment charges contained language accusing the President of “violation of his oath of office”.
While the circumstances of each impeachment varied, the “violation of oath of office” charge was consistent
throughout. See generally: http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/impeach/articles.html (President Johnson);
http://watergate.info/impeachment/articles-of-impeachment (President Nixon); http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/politics/special/clinton/stories/impeachvote121198.htm (President Clinton).

* The Supreme Court has repeatedly stated all words of the Constitution have constitutional significance. See gen-
erally, Marbury v Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803); “It cannot be presumed that any clause in the constitution is intended
to be without effect”; Martin v Hunter’s Lessee, 14 U.S. 304 (1816); “Words of [the] Constitution are to be taken in
natural and obvious sense, and not in sense unreasonably restricted or enlarged”; Ogden v Saunders, 25 U.S. 213
(1827); “Where provision in United States Constitution is unambiguous and its meaning is entirely free from doubt,
the intention of the framers of the constitution cannot be inquired into, and the supreme court is bound to give the
provision full operation, whatever might be the views entertained of its expediency”; Prigg v Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, 41 U.S. 539 (1842); “[The] Court may not construe Constitution so as to defeat its obvious ends when
another construction, equally accordant with the words and sense thereof, will enforce and protect them”; Jarrolt v
Moberly, 103 U.S. 580 (1880); “A constitutional provision should not be construed so as to defeat its evident pur-
pose, but rather so as to give it effective operation and suppress the mischief at which it was aimed”; Wright v U.S.,
302 U.S. 583 (1938); “In expounding the Constitution, every word must have its due force and appropriate mean-
ing”; “The courts cannot rightly prefer, of the possible meanings of the words of the constitution, that which will
gAefeat rather than effectuate the constitutional purpose.” United States v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299 (1941).

Ibid.
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Some have suggested the phrase used in the oath to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitu-
tion” can only be construed to mean the President protects the people of this nation from a threat
such as a terrorist attack. However historic record proves construing the oath this narrowly is in-
correct. As described in McCulloch v Maryland, 17 U.S. 316 (1819) the people and the form of
government they ordained are inseparable.® Thus the obligation of the President to “preserve”
the form of government ordained by the people is inseparable from protecting, defending or pre-
serving the people themselves. The tasks are simultaneous. By the act of approving a written
Constitution containing a specific written form of government the people automatically excluded
any other form of government from having authority over them. Thus, any deviation from that
specific written form of government (unless altered by the amendment process) creates a new
form of government not sanctioned by the people. To prevent this corruption the people author-
ized the President to preserve the specific form of government they approved and “to the best of
his ability” take whatever action necessary to maintain that form of government and none other.

Therefore “preserving” the Constitution can mean no less than the President can and will use the
powers assigned him in the Constitution to maintain and prevent deviation from the express writ-
ten form of government the people created unless by their consent such form of government is
altered by the amendment process described within the Constitution. No such circumstance of
alteration exists regarding Article V. That which was originally ordained by the people in 1789
remains unchanged and in effect to this day. The President has the required constitutional duty to
preserve that process of amendment expressed in Article V. He possesses the constitutional pow-

% “In discussing this question, the counsel for the state of Maryland have deemed it of some importance, in the con-
struction of the constitution, to consider that instrument, not as emanating from the people, but as the act of sover-
eign and independent states. The powers of the general government, it has been said, are delegated by the states,
who alone are truly sovereign; and must be exercised in subordination to the states, who alone possess supreme do-
minion. It would be difficult to sustain this proposition. The convention which framed the constitution was indeed
elected by the state legislatures. But the instrument, when it came from their hands, was a mere proposal, without
obligation, or pretensions to it. It was reported to the then existing congress of the United States, with a request that
it might 'be submitted to a convention of delegates, chosen in each state by the people thereof, under the recommen-
dation of its legislature, for their assent and ratification." This mode of proceeding was adopted; and by the conven-
tion, by congress, and by the state legislatures, the instrument was submitted to the people. They acted upon it in the
only manner in which they can act safely, effectively and wisely, on such a subject, by assembling in convention. It
is true, they assembled in their several states-and where else should they have assembled? No political dreamer was
ever wild enough to think of breaking down the lines which separate the states, and of compounding the American
people into one common mass. Of consequence, when they act, they act in their states. But the measures they adopt
do not, on that account, cease to be the measures of the people themselves, or become the measures of the state gov-
ernments.

From these conventions, the constitution derives its whole authority. The government proceeds directly from the
people; is 'ordained and established," in the name of the people; and is declared to be ordained, 'in order to form a
more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, and secure the blessings of liberty to themselves
and to their posterity.' The assent of the states, in their sovereign capacity, is implied, in calling a convention, and
thus submitting that instrument to the people. But the people were at perfect liberty to accept or reject it; and their
act was final. It required not the affirmance, and could not be negatived, by the state governments. The constitution,
when thus adopted, was of complete obligation, and bound the state sovereignties.” McCulloch v Maryland, 17 U.S.
316 402-04 (1819) [Emphasis added].
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ers to do so. Therefore as long as the President remains within these express constitutional pow-
ers he is on solid constitutional ground.

Thus, where the President has express constitutional authority in the form of his oath as well as
other assigned powers which can facilitate the clear intentions of the Founders, he is not exceed-
ing his authority as President nor is in violation of the Hollingsworth doctrine if he acts affirma-
tively to enforce an express constitutional mandate, particularly one described by the Founders as
“peremptory.” It is a reasonable constitutional inference any “peremptory” requirement of the
Constitution not only binds the branch of government at which it is directed but all other branch-
es as well as to grant the contrary presents the opposing branches opportunity to overturn the
peremptory requirement which, by definition, it is not if it can be ignored in any fashion. Given a
fundamental principle of constitutional law is the government must obey all provisions of the
Constitution (thus making all provisions “peremptory”) violation of this basic principle means
total invalidation of the Constitution.

Thus no individual (nor any group comprising those individuals) assigned constitutional duties
may interfere in a peremptory constitutional requirement. All such individuals are obligated un-
der their oaths to facilitate the peremptory requirement. If a branch tasked with the requirement
however, fails to perform the duty assigned then by their oath of office all others in the govern-
ment in order to comply with their oaths of office must use whatever powers constitutionally as-
signed them to facilitate the requirement. Otherwise they fail in their oath of office as they are
not supporting the Constitution. These individuals may not perform the actual duty assigned as
such an act violates separation of powers doctrine but neither can they ignore the agency rela-
tionship the Constitution has imposed on the responsible branch. Therefore the two other branch-
es of government, being required, at the minimum *“to support the Constitution” or in the case of
the President to “preserve” the Constitution to the “best” of his ability” must use whatever con-
stitutional powers they possess to require obedience of the third branch to perform an assigned
peremptory duty of the Constitution.

Presidential powers are primarily described in Article 11 of the Constitution. One of the powers
the President is “...he shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed...”>*® While various
agencies have assumed control over various aspects of law in regards to ensuring federal law is
“faithfully executed” like the convention call assigned Congress regardless of who may be dele-
gated authority to tabulate applications the ultimate responsibility of faithful execution of laws
(or execution of the call when required) still lies with the President (or in the case of a call, Con-
gress). Relative to the discussion of this Petition are two presidential powers in Article Il § 3 of
the Constitution which permit the President “to the best of his ability” to enforce the provisions
of Article V without violating the Hollingsworth doctrine of presidential exclusion from the
amendatory process.

% “He [the President] shall from time to time give to the Congress Information of the State of the Union, and rec-
ommend to their Consideration such Measures as he shall judge necessary and expedient; he may, on extraordinary
Occasions, convene both Houses, or either of them, and in Case of Disagreement between them, with Respect to the
Time of Adjournment, he may adjourn them to such Time as he shall think proper; he shall receive Ambassadors
and other public Ministers; he shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed, and shall Commission all the
Officers of the United States.” Article 11, 83 U.S. Const. [Emphasis added].
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One question in Hollingsworth was whether the President had constitutional authority to veto a
proposed amendment as he would any proposed legislation emanating from Congress. The Court
emphatically stated the President did not have such constitutional authority. But what of the situ-
ation regarding an Article VV Convention call? If Congress is unable (due to proper cataloguing
by the NARA so Congress is aware of when two-thirds of the states have applied) or is deliber-
ately unwilling to call a convention when mandated by Article V, then the issue alters from
amendment proposal and process to constitutional disobedience by a branch of government.

Obedience to the Constitution by all members of Congress is not only mandated by the Constitu-
tion but is codified under federal criminal statute making violation a criminal offense.®” Clearly
the constitutional requirement the President “shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully execut-
ed...” includes enforcement of the federal oath of office laws. Therefore the President has the
constitutional as well as statutory authority to cause Congress to obey the provisions of Article V
if Congress refuses to do so. He can do this (without violating the Hollingsworth doctrine) by
exercise of a second presidential power that the President “...may on extraordinary Occasions,
convene both Houses or either of them...” Failure of Congress to obey the Constitution and
thus violate their collective oaths of office certainly constitutes an extraordinary occasion. There-
fore under authority of this presidential power the President can convene Congress for the pur-
pose of tabulating applications in order bring Congress in compliance with Article V and the
constitutional oath of office clause if evidence exists that the states have met the two thirds re-
quirement of Article V.

87 Constitutional obedience is addressed in Article VI, 83 of the Constitution which reads, “The Senators and Repre-
sentatives before mentioned, and the Members of the several State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Offic-
ers, both of the United States and of the several States, shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this Con-
stitution...” The oath of office has been codified in United States Code. See generally, 5 USC 3331, 5 USC 3333, 5
USC 7311 and 18 USC 1918. The right of the President to enforce oath of office standards set by federal statute is
established by Executive Order 10450 (issued Apr. 27, 1953, codified 18 FR 2489 18 FR 2489, 3 CFR, 1949-1953
Comp., p. 936) which describes the circumstances by which an individual (or individuals) in the government can be
investigated for violation of oath of office. Executive Order 10450 88 (a) (1) (ii) (iii) and (4) mandates a FBI inves-
tigation “to develop information as to whether the employment or retention in employment in the Federal service of
the person being investigated is clearly consistent with the interests of the national security.” Such information shall
relate, but shall not be limited, to the following: (1) Depending on the relation of the Government employment to the
national security: (ii) Any deliberate misrepresentations, falsifications, or omissions of material facts. (iii) Any crim-
inal, infamous, dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, habitual use of intoxicants to excess, drug
addiction, sexual perversion. ... (4) Advocacy of use of force or violence to overthrow the government of the United
States, or of the alteration of the form of government of the United States by unconstitutional means.” [Emphasis
added].

As will be described in greater detail later in this Petition, in 2004 all members of Congress joined in a federal law-
suit to oppose obeying the Constitution and call a convention as mandated by Article V. In doing so the members of
Congress advocated alteration of the form of government of the United States by unconstitutional means in that they
opposed obeying the peremptory requirement of Article V to call a convention when required to do so by the terms
of the Constitution. The violation occurred when members of Congress instead of proposing an amendment to effec-
tuate their position, instead publicly joined in a lawsuit opposing constitutional obedience. The Constitution does not
permit alteration of the amendment process by court order. “It is not the function of courts or legislative bodies, na-
gsonal or state, to alter the method which the Constitution has fixed.” Hawke v Smith, 253 U.S. 221, 227 (1920).
See fn. 36.
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Beyond convening Congress in extraordinary session for Congress to perform a required per-
emptory duty, the President can take no further part in the proceedings as an actual physical
tabulation of applications (the second step in the process of amendment proposal by a conven-
tion, cataloguing being the first in order to allow Congress to be able to tabulate) is assigned by
the Constitution to members of Congress. However, members of Congress include the Vice Pres-
ident of the United States who, as President of the Senate (together with the Speaker of the
House) supervises the tabulation of applications and of course acts under instructions of the Pres-
ident.* Acting through this constitutional surrogate the President thus ensures a tabulation of
applications. The President fulfills his constitutional duty to “preserve” the Constitution by call-
ing Congress into special session but is not involved in the actual process of amendment pro-
posal thus avoiding any conflict with Hollingsworth.* If the President fails enforce the “peremp-
tory” mandate of a convention call by failing to cause Congress to call when Congress refuses to
do so he violates his oath as well as the Hollingsworth doctrine in that his failure to act when he
has constitutional authority, duty and obligation to do so constitutes an obstruction by the Presi-
dent of the amendatory process. It is a de facto veto of that process. Under these circumstances
the matter becomes an impeachable offense as the President has violated his oath of office, not
by affirmative but passive act risking constitutional sanction. **

Such obstruction includes vetoing legislation associated with the proposition of amendments.
This includes legislation instructing the NARA to catalogue applications. If the applications are
not gathered together and catalogued they cannot be tabulated. If a President desires a conven-
tion not to be held he simply vetoes the legislation mandating cataloguing by the NARA and thus
prevents any possibility of tabulation.** Thus by use of his veto the President prevents execution
of the convention mode of amendatory proposal and is therefore is directly involved in the
“proposition” of amendments to the Constitution by denying a convention the ability to propose
them. Such veto is clearly unconstitutional. *®

% “For the purpose of this title, "Member of Congress" means the Vice President, a member of the Senate or the
House of Representatives, a Delegate to the House of Representatives, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto
Rico.” 5 USC 2106.

40 Of course should Congress attempt to thwart this constitutional sleight of hand the President still retains the right
of criminal prosecution against members of Congress for violation of oath of office for alteration of the form of gov-
ernment as well as deliberate omission of a material fact (failure to call when mandated to do so) should they refuse
to count the applications [See fn. 37]. In this event, the President would employ his “...take Care that the Laws be
faithfully executed...” power. Clearly this is an example of the “walk softly but carry a big stick” approach to the
presidency.

“! See fn. 32.

“2 However the effect of this presidential veto is uncertain. Congress can circumvent the veto. As illustrated by Con-
gress’ current tabulation of applications, Congress if it desires, can operate under existing congressional rules (not
subject to presidential veto) and request the applications which currently reside with the NARA be returned to Con-
gress temporarily. The problem of course, is the NARA has no idea where the files are located. What a veto cannot
thwart bureaucratic incompetence can by depriving Congress of the full record of applications. See infra, “House
Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,” p. 57; “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Ap-
plications,” p.63.

**The Supreme Court has made it clear constitutional words (and powers) must be interpreted so as to effectuate not
defeat the Constitution. See fn. 33.
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Moreover the Hollingsworth decision makes it clear any government act related to amendment
proposal is not a legislative function. Hence the act of government (such as cataloguing state ap-
plications) cannot be legislatively proposed by Congress as Congress could just as easily propose
legislation instructing the NARA not to catalogue the applications thus entirely defeating the
peremptory amendment requirement. Thus cataloguing and tabulation of state applications are
part of the amendment proposal process which means these processes cannot be held to the legis-
lative requirements specified in Article | as this act of government cannot be presented to the
President for his possible veto and permits Congress the opportunity to legislatively overturn the
Constitution. Thus requiring specific legislation from Congress instructing the NARA to cata-
logue state applications before the NARA can perform this necessary constitutional task of cata-
loguing applications so Congress knows when it must call a convention is not constitutionally
permissible.

Thus the argument the NARA requires specific legislation before it can catalogue applications by
the states for a convention call is meritless and needless. As will be shown later in this Petition,
the necessary legislative authority requiring such cataloguing already exists. Second express leg-
islation subject to presidential veto directly involves the President in the amendment proposal
process contrary to constitutional text and Supreme Court ruling and therefore is unconstitution-
al. Further such legislation gives Congress the opportunity to veto the Constitution. Hol-
lingsworth therefore precludes both Congress from proposing such legislation and from the Pres-
ident considering such legislation. Such legislation ultimately creates the situation whereby the
President is empowered to decide whether or not a constitutional requirement is executed. This is
contrary to the President’s oath of office which permits only affirmative action on the part of the
President to effectuate, not defeat, constitutional provisions. An action which does not effectuate
the Constitution is grounds for impeachment. If the legislation discussed were proposed guaran-
teed passage would require the President being deprived of his constitutional power of veto.
Denying the President the right of veto of a proposed piece of legislation is unconstitutional.
Legislation providing specific cataloguing instructions for applications is therefore unconstitu-
tional. The NARA cannot require an unconstitutional act be performed by Congress or President
before it chooses to perform an already assigned constitutional and legal statutory duty.
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Relevant Supreme Court Rulings Regarding Agency Rule Making

The Supreme Court, and federal appellate courts, has addressed creation of government regula-
tions in numerous rulings. One of the most important is American Mining Congress v MSHA,
995 F.2d 1106 (D.C. Circ. 1993) (American Mining) establishing standards to determine whether
a petition for rule making submitted to a federal agency is an interpretive or substantive petition.
The difference between an interpretive and substantive petition is an interpretive petition can be
dismissed by an agency without formal hearing or the process of public comment. An interpre-
tive petition simply purports to interpret already existing agency regulations differently than cur-
rently interpreted by the federal agency. A substantive petition on the other hand, creates new
regulations and thus requires the statutory process of publication in the Federal Register followed
by public comment prior to agency determination. It is sometimes referred to as a legislative
rule. This Petition is a substantive petition. Fortunately the NARA does not have to rely on Peti-
tioner’s opinion to determine whether his Petition is substantive or interpretive. The NARA’s
interpretation of 5 USC 553 does that for him. **

Another important decision, Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.,
467 U.S. 837 (1984) (Chevron) is considered the benchmark ruling regarding regulatory authori-
ty of federal agencies. This Supreme Court ruling established the criteria of regulatory authority
for federal agencies and what standards agencies must meet in administering those criteria.

American Mining Congress v MSHA, 995 F.2d 1106 (D.C. Circ. 1993)

The test created by the Circuit Court in American Mining determining whether a petition was
substantive or interpretive has been adopted by at least seven other federal circuits. * In that de-
cision, the Court established four criteria to decide whether a propose regulation was interpreta-
tive or substantive. The Court said:

“Accordingly, insofar as our cases can be reconciled at all, we think it almost exclusive-
ly on the basis of whether the purported interpretive rule has ‘“legal effect,”” which in
turn is best ascertained by asking (1) whether in the absence of the rule there would not
be an adequate legislative basis for enforcement action or other agency action to confer
benefits or ensure the performance of duties, (2) whether the agency published the rule
in the Code of Federal Regulations, (3) whether the agency explicitly invoked its gen-
eral legislative authority, or (4) whether the rule effectively amends a prior legislative

* See infra 5 USC 553—Rule Making p. 28.

* Hemp Industries Association v Drug Enforcement Administration, 333 F.3d 1082, 1087 (9" Cir. 2003); Warder v
Shalala, 149 F.3d 73 (1% Cir. 1998); Mission Group Kansas v Riley, 146 F.3d 775 (10" Cir. 1998); Appalachian
States Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission v O’Leary, 93 F.3d 103 (3" Cir. 1996); Hoctor v U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, 82 F.3d 165 (7" Cir. 1996); Chen Zhou Chai v Carroll, 48 F.3d 1331 (4™ Cir. 1995); New York
City Employees’ Retirement System v Securities Exchange Commission, 45 F.3d 7 (2" Cir. 1995).
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rule. If the answer to any of these questions is affirmative, we have a legislative, not an
interpretive, rule.” %

The courts later abandoned the third criteria and therefore it will not be discussed.*’ In sum this
Petition affirmatively meets two of the three remaining criteria. Given the Court mandates only
one criterion be met, this is sufficient to show the Petition is substantive. Obviously this Petition
cannot meet the second criterion of publication in the Federal Register since the matter has never
been submitted to the NARA for consideration.

In regards to the first criterion that “[in] the absence of the [proposed] rule, there would not be an
adequate legislative bases for ... agency action...to ensure the performance of duties,” documen-
tary evidence in this Petition shows the NARA is not presently performing the required duties
under current regulations even though those regulations require the NARA to do so. The only
explanation is either the NARA is deliberately disregarding federal law or in absence of the pro-
posed regulations there is not an adequate legislative base for agency action to ensure the per-
formance of duties required toward cataloguing state applications.

All federal employees (and therefore the agencies which they comprise) are required to obey the
Constitution meaning performing their duties in compliance with the Constitution. The Constitu-
tion mandates obedience to laws made in “pursuance” of the Constitution. Congress has passed
statutes demanding a level of performance in regards to record keeping by the NARA. It gave
specific instructions regarding storage and availability of state applications in 1789. The NARA
has not obeyed these statutes or the instructions.

Given these facts it cannot be said absent these proposed regulations an “adequate legislative ba-
sis” exists “to ensure the performance of duties” because if the regulations now in place were
“adequate” the NARA already would be performing the duties described in these proposed regu-
lations. Since it is not, and in order to ensure the “performance of duties” mandated by Constitu-
tion, statutes, regulations, oath and congressional order that state applications be immediately
available for constitutional and public use additional regulations are required to ensure that level
of performance by the NARA.

Regarding the third criterion, “whether the rule effectively amends a prior legislative rule” the
answer is clearly affirmative. The proposed regulations amend prior NARA regulations by estab-
lishment of special standards for a specific set of records which, due to their constitutional signif-
icance, require special treatment. The evidence is clear: the NARA has dumped vital constitu-
tional records into a heap of records and can’t even state for certain where those records are
among the millions of records kept by the NARA. The proposed regulations amend prior legisla-
tive rules allowing for correction of this inadequacy.

“® See American Mining Congress 995 F.2d at 1112. The third criterion, agency invoking its legislative authority,
was abandoned in Health Insurance Association of America, v Shalala, 23 F.3d 412 (D.C. Cir. 1994). The other cri-
terions remain intact.

“" 1bid.
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The proposed regulations satisfy two criterions of American Mining establishing whether a peti-
tion is interpretive or substantive. According to Court ruling, the proposed regulations of this Pe-
tition are substantive and must be addressed under the appropriate sections of 5 USC 553 dealing
with substantive rule making. *®

Chevron U.S.A. v NRDC, 467 U.S. 837 (1984)

Having established this Petition is substantive, it is now appropriate to discuss one of the most
cited Supreme Court rulings dealing with administrative law—Chevron U.S.A. v NRDC, 467
U.S. 837 (1984).“° The Court’s opinion, written by Justice Stevens, states (in part):

“When a court reviews an agency’s construction of the statute which it administers, it is
confronted with two questions. First, always, is the question whether Congress has di-
rectly spoken to the precise question at issue. If the intent of Congress is clear, that is
the end of the matter; for the court as well as the agency, must give effect to the unam-
biguously expressed intent of Congress. If, however, the court determines Congress has
not directly addressed the precise question at issue, the court does not simply impose its
own construction on the statute, as would be necessary in the absence of an administra-
tive interpretation. Rather, if the statute is silent or ambiguous with respect to the specif-
ic issue, the guestion for the court is whether the agency’s answer is based on a permis-
sible construction of the statute.

*® «(b) General notice of proposed rule making shall be published in the Federal Register, unless persons subject

thereto are named and either personally served or otherwise have actual notice thereof in accordance with law. The
notice shall include—(1) a statement of the time, place and nature of the public rule making proceedings; (2) refer-
ence to the legal authority under which the rule is proposed; and (3) either the terms or substance of the proposed
rule or a description of the subjects and issues involved. (c) After notice required by this section, the agency shall
give interested persons an opportunity to participate in the rule making through submission of written data, views, or
arguments with or without opportunity for oral presentation. After consideration of the relevant matter presented, the
agency shall incorporate in the rules adopted a concise general statement of their basis and purpose. (d) The required
publication or service of a substantive rule shall be made not less than 30 days before its effective date... (e) Each
agency shall give an interested person the right to petition for the issuance, amendment, or repeal of a rule.” 5 USC

553.

49 “Chevron is one of the most influential administrative law cases decided by the Supreme Court in the past half-

century. It provides principles to determine the extent to which a court reviewing agency action should give defer-
ence to the agency’s construction of a statute that the agency has been delegated to administer. ... In the course of
the opinion, the Court stated that when a court reviews an agency’s construction of the statute it administers, that
court must first determine whether Congress ‘has spoken to the precise question at issue.” If so, the inquiry ends,
because the courts and agencies must ‘give effect to the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress.” If the statute
is silent or ambiguous regarding the specific point, the court decides whether the agency interpretation is ‘based on a
permissible construction of the statute.’

When Congress explicitly left a gap in a program to fill, the agency’s regulations are given controlling weight unless
arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly contrary to statute. When such a gap is implicitly left by Congress, the court is
not to substitute its own construction of the statute as long as the agency’s interpretation is reasonable. Chevron has
become one of the most-cited cases on the basic standards of review of agency statutory interpretation.” United
States Department of Justice Environment & Natural Resources Division, http://www.justice.gov/enrd/3591.htm.
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The power of an administrative agency to administer a congressionally created ... pro-
gram necessarily requires the formulation of policy and the making of rules to fill any
gap left, implicitly or explicitly, by Congress. Morton v Ruiz, 415 U.S. 199, 231 (1974).
If Congress has explicitly left a gap for the agency to fill, there is an express delegation
of authority to the agency to elucidate a specific provision of the statute by regulation.
Such legislative regulations are given controlling weight unless they are arbitrary, ca-
pricious, or manifestly contrary to the statute. Sometimes the legislative delegation to an
agency on a particular question is implicit rather than explicit. In such a case, a court
may not substitute its own constructions of a statutory provision for a reasonable inter-
pretation made by the administrator of an agency.

We have long recognized that considerable weight should be accorded to an executive
department’s construction of a statutory scheme it is entrusted to administer, and the
principle of deference to administrative interpretations has been consistently followed
by this Court whenever decision as to the meaning or reach of a statute has involved
reconciling conflicting policies, and a full understanding of the force of the statutory
policy in the given situation has depended upon more than ordinary knowledge respect-
ing the matters subjected to agency regulations. [Citations omitted] ““...If this choice
represents a reasonable accommodation of conflicting policies that were committed to
the agency’s care by the statute, we should not disturb it unless it appears from the stat-
ute or its legislative history that the accommodation is not one that Congress would
have sar;(():tioned.’” United States v. Shimer, 367 U.S. 374, 382, 383 (1961).” [Emphasis
added].

The general practice of NARA is to make congressional records easily available for public (and
in some cases) constitutional use. This is not the case with state applications. To determine
whether this NARA action is one “that Congress would...sanction” the four criteria established
in Chevron must be examined to determine if Congress intended this discrimination. If any per-
mit such discrimination then the current practice is permissible.

The criteria [and action required] are: (1) has Congress directly spoken to the precise question at
issue [mandating an examination of relevant statutes and regulations affecting the NARA regard-
ing proper record keeping management with particular attention to any exemption from these
record keeping standards for state applications]; (2) is the NARA’s actions based on a permissi-
ble construction of a statute [requiring examination of whether Congress has ever spoken directly
on the precise question of availability, care and handling of state applications]; (3) is the NARA
choice not to properly catalogue state applications a “reasonable accommodation of conflicting
policies...committed to the agency’s care by the statute unless [such] accommodation is not one
that Congress would have sanctioned” [requiring an examination of congressional statements
vis-a-vis state applications]; (4), is the NARA failure to catalogue applications “arbitrary, capri-
cious, or manifestly contrary to the statute [requiring examination of whether NARA treatment
of state applications the similar to its treatment of other public records and whether such treat-
ment is manifestly contrary to the discussed statutes].

%0 Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 842-45 (1984).
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A Discussion of 5 USC 553—Rule Making

The statutory process for formulation of regulations governing agency practices is described in
the Administrative Procedure Act 5 USC 553 (APA).>* The NARA is not excluded from this
statue as the NARA does not qualify under 5 USC 553 (a) (1) or (2) of the APA.%* As described
by several government agencies two types of rules (or regulations) are permitted by the APA—
legislative (or substantive) and interpretive rules.>® Several federal agencies have discussed the
difference between the terms “interpretive” and “substantive” in some detail.>

5 USC 553 exempts a notice or a hearing on a petition for rule making in the case of interpreta-
tive regulation where the statute gives preference to the interpretation by the agency over that of
proposed interpretation by an outside source.>® This exemption does not apply in the case of this
Petition as it is not interpreting an existing regulation. Therefore any recourse allowing the NA-
RA to continue ignoring statutory law and regulation is closed. It is impossible for the NARA to
“interpret” a regulation which does not exist.

%! See: Title 5 Government Organization and Employees, Part I, The Agencies generally, Chapter 5 Administrative
Procedure, Subchapter 11, Administrative Procedure, 5 USC 553 Rule Making.

52 «This section applies, according to the provisions thereof, except to the extent that there is involved (1) a military
or foreign affairs function of the United States; or (2) a matter relating to agency management or personnel or to
public property, loans, grants, benefits, or contracts.” 5 USC 553(a).

While the NARA may store military records and records dealing with foreign affairs functions of the United States,
neither is the subject of this Petition. Therefore the NARA cannot claim exemption under these provisions. While
this Petition is critical of agency mismanagement the proposed regulations have no effect on current management
practices of the NARA. This Petition describes no specific NARA employee. Therefore the personnel exemption
does not apply. The terms “public property, loans, grants, benefits, or contracts as used in their common meaning”
have no bearing on this Petition. The terms do not describe state applications for a convention call. Applications are
in fact public record. The statute does not provide an exemption to an agency in matters relating to public record.
Therefore these sections of 5 USC 553 have no bearing on this Petition.

*% For purposes of uniformity, this Petition will henceforth refer to “rules” as “regulations” and employ the use of
the word “substantive” meaning “legislative”—creating legally binding rights and obligations on the NARA and
“interpretive”—meaning “non-legislative” non-binding rights and obligations on the NARA.

> “Rulemaking is a process for developing and issuing rules. The rulemaking process can lead to the issuance of a
new rule, an amendment to an existing rule, or the repeal of an existing rule. There are three basic types of rules
(Rules are also sometimes called “regulations”). They are: a. Legislative (sometimes called “Substantive” Rules.
These rules create legally binding rights and obligations for the agency and the public. ... b. Non-legislative Rules.
These rules are of two subtypes: i. Interpretive Rules. As the name suggests, these rules interpret the meaning of
statutes or legislative rules that the Commission [in this case the FCC] administers. ii Policy Statements. These tell
the public how the agency plans to exercise some discretionary power that it has. ... ¢. Organization and Procedural
Rules. These rules describe the agency’s structure and the way in which its determinations are made.” Source:
www.fcc.gov/encyclopedia/rulemaking-process-fcc.

% “Except when notice or hearing is required by statute, this subsection [5 USC 553 (b)] does not apply—(A) to
interpretative rules, general statements of policy, or rules of agency organization, procedure, or practice; or (B)
when the agency for good cause find (and incorporates the finding and a brief statement of reasons therefore in the
rules issued) that notice and public procedure thereon are impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary to the public inter-
est.” 5 USC 553 (b) (A) (B).
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The same logic of chicken preceding egg can be applied to the other exemptions allowed under
APA. The NARA has never issued a statement of policy regarding state applications. There are
no rules of agency organization involved in this Petition. As this Petition implements rules of
procedure where none now exist, obviously no rules of procedure are involved. The NARA has
no rules of procedure as to how state applications are displayed or even a policy stating where
they can be located in the piles of records in the NARA. The display of a single application by
the NARA when public record demonstrates hundreds of state applications exist can hardly be
described as a “procedure” or “practice” but more like an “accident.” *®

This leaves 5 USC 553 (b) (B) that “notice and public procedure...are impracticable, unneces-
sary, or contrary to the public interest.” “Impracticable” is defined as “incapable of being per-
formed or accomplished by the means employed or at command.”>’ As is demonstrated in this
Petition, Petitioner with extremely limited personal funds, little access to original documentation,
and limited research skills managed to catalogue nearly all state applications, at present, 764 ap-
plications from 49 states into a single reference source. The work involved research of hundreds
of thousands of pages of Congressional Record and ancestry publications to locate these applica-
tions. If the Petitioner can do this with his limited resources, so can the NARA. With thousands
of college trained NARA employees skilled in the latest research techniques having full access to
all original material and a budget of millions of dollars for the NARA to conclude it is “incapa-
ble” of performing the research necessary to gather the applications into a single catalogue is
laughable.

Moreover, the hard work of location of the applications is already been done by the Petitioner. It
only remains for the NARA to follow the lead of the Petitioner. What required months for him to
accomplish now that the location of the applications is known, can be accomplished by NARA
employees in days.*® The agency cannot hide behind a refusal to address this issue based on the
conjecture of impracticability as it has been shown already the collection of state applications is
clearly achievable.

The terms “unnecessary or contrary to the public interest” are equally without merit. The per-
emptory constitutional requirement mandating a convention call on a numeric tabulation of ap-
plying states eliminates any suggestion cataloguing the applications so this constitutional re-
quirement can be satisfied is “unnecessary.” The fact the Constitution is directly involved elimi-
nates this excuse. All in government are bound by oath to obey the Constitution. Compliance
with constitutional command requires action by government officials which facilitate rather than

% See Appendix “State of Colorado Application, April 1, 1901,” p. 5.

%7 Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language (Unabridged). 2002.

%8 As will be discussed in further detail later, the applications are contained within committee records of Congress
and publication of these applications occurs in the Congressional Record. Congressional rules require the Clerk of
the House of Representatives (and Senate) turn these records to the NARA Archivist each year. Presumably these
records are catalogued by Congress already making research easy. To suggest otherwise leads to visions of congres-
sional committee records heaped together in the Clerk’s office, thrown in the back of a dump truck, hauled over to
the NARA, dumped on a warehouse floor, scooped up by a front end loader, piled in a warehouse corner then later
buried by the next year’s pile of records. Evidence will show the NARA has admitted in writing this description is
not that far off the mark.
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obstruct obedience. These actions are therefore “necessary.” It is “necessary” to know when
Congress must call a convention in order to obey that provision of the Constitution. Obviously
the fact the Constitution may face amendment certainly qualifies as a subject of “public interest”
as is the fact of knowing whether or not Congress is obeying the Constitution and calling a con-
vention when it is required to do so.

Congress has not only implicitly addressed the issue of cataloguing applications with statutory
instructions but explicitly addressed this precise issue. It has given explicit instructions regarding
recordkeeping of state applications and the condition of such recordkeeping within months of the
ratification of the Constitution.>® This being the case, according to Chevron, this Petition need
proceed no further except to present its proposed regulations.®® However the NARA has failed to
obey these congressional instructions with its failure to catalogue the applications so as to make
them immediately available for constitutional and public use indicating the NARA is disinclined
to obey these instructions. As written proof of this refusal by NARA officials exists, this state-
ment is hardly a giant leap of conclusion. Given this circumstance therefore, Petitioner believes a
complete examination of relevant law is required, presenting the evidence “in terms so plain and
firm as to command the assent” of the NARA thus making refusal on its part impossible.®

% «Equally known ... is the instruction attached by Congress that same day [May 5, 1789] to its archival instructions
to, “enter the application at large upon the Journals, and do the same by all that came in, until sufficient were made
to obtain their object and let the original be deposited in archives of Congress.” Any doubt as to what the term “suf-
ficient to obtain their object” is clarified by the comment that the application “can be called up when enough are
presented to make two thirds of the whole States.” See Appendix, p. 9.

% «First, always, is the question whether Congress has directly spoken to the precise question at issue. If the intent
of Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter; for the court as well as the agency, must give effect to the unam-
biguously expressed intent of Congress.” Chevron, 467 U.S. 837, 842 (1984). See fn. 50.

81 Like Thomas Jefferson in a letter to Henry Lee of Virginia, dated May 8, 1825 Petitioner intends to justify his
presentation with an irrefutably conclusive demonstration of evidence. In describing why the Declaration of Inde-
pendence was written Jefferson replied, “But with respect to our rights, and the acts of the British government con-
travening those rights, there was but one opinion on this side of the water. All American whigs [sic] thought alike on
these subjects. When forced, therefore, to resort to arms for redress, an appeal to the tribunal of the world was
deemed proper for our justification. This was the object of the Declaration of Independence. Not to find out new
principles, or new arguments, never before thought of, not merely to say things which had never been said before;
but to place before mankind the common sense of the subject, in terms so plain and firm as to command their assent,
and to justify ourselves in the independent stand we are compelled to take. Neither aiming at originality of principle
or sentiment, nor yet copied from any particular and previous writing, it was intended to be an expression of the
American mind, and to give to that expression the proper tone and spirit called for by the occasion.” [Emphasis add-
ed].

Given the actions and history of the United States Government in regards to state applications, it is clear to the Peti-
tioner only the presentation of evidence “in terms so plain and firm as to command their assent” will suffice in this
case. Anything less will be ignored. Thus a single reference to a court ruling and use of historic record is inadequate
even though under most circumstances such evidence would be conclusive. The bottom line is this: if the Govern-
ment were inclined to obey the Constitution in regards to a convention call, which it can be shown it is not, then the
Government would have effectuated the necessary rules to do so resulting in several conventions already being
called by Congress.
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Federal Statutes and Regulations Relative to This Petition

Having presented evidence of the peremptory requirement on Congress of an Article V conven-
tion call and established a convention call is mandated on the occasion of a two thirds numeric
tabulation of applying states and having established this Petition is substantive, this Petition will
now discuss applicable federal statutes and regulations relative to this Petition mandating the
NARA catalogue state applications.

Based on already presented documented material, apparently Mr. Kirk Boyle, Legal Counsel for
the House of Representatives believes as Congress has never officially designed any individual
to “tabulate” the applications, Congress is absolved of any duty to do so.% Therefore according
to Mr. Boyle, apparently Congress can simply ignore the constitutional requirement of Article
V.5 Congress does not have the right to veto the Constitution. This proposition has been af-
firmed by so many Supreme Court decisions and is so fundamental to our form of government
that it can be described as self-evident.

While clearly the NARA cannot be substituted in place of Congress to “call” a convention never-
theless the NARA is statutorily mandated to catalogue applications to make them available for
immediate constitutional and public use. This means presenting the applications in such fashion
as to permit so Congress use of this catalogue to tabulate the applications whenever mandated by
the Constitution.

Evidence already presented in this Petition proves NARA cannot refuse to catalogue the applica-
tions on the grounds they have received no specific instructions from Congress to do so. While
Congress may be sloppy in its record keeping procedures in regards to state applications, this
does not excuse the NARA from obeying federal statutes and regulations clearly intended cause
the highest levels of record keeping management by the NARA. The proposition that specific
legislation is mandated before the NARA can act has been refuted. Such legislation is unconsti-
tutional as it permits the President to prevent a convention call by vetoing the ability of Congress
to gather applications in order tabulate them as well as presenting Congress an opportunity to
veto the Constitution.®* While the President retains other constitutional options regarding en-
forcement of a convention call by Congress, the NARA cannot ignore its mandated statutory ob-
ligations with the expectation action by the President must occur before NARA need obey al-
ready existing federal statutes and regulations.

It has been established Congress expressly placed the responsibility of preservation of the appli-
cations on the archivist on May 5, 1789. This congressional practice has continued uninterrupted

%2 See fn. 22, Appendix, “Response by Mr. Kirk Boyle to Dan Marks, June 7, 2013,” p.7.

% While the House of Representatives may have begun a tentative display of applications this hardly qualifies under
the peremptory mandates of Article V as a convention call. Thus the actions of the House are yet to be determined.
The committee, for example, has failed to post any application submitted to Congress prior to the current session of
Congress. Article V does not give Congress the right to ignore any application submitted by a state. See infra,
“House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications”, p. 57.

% See supra, “The Role of the President in Article V,” p. 15.
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to present day.®® Thus Congress established the terms of archival responsibility such that
knowledge of the total number of applications and total number of applying states be available to
Congress at all times allowing Congress to call whenever necessary. Contrary to this express in-
struction (as well as subsequent statutory instructions) the NARA has taken no such action to
satisfy these congressional instructions. Therefore the failure of NARA to catalogue state appli-
cations means the NARA is in violation of federal statutes and regulations.

Any examination of the intent of a federal statute first requires examination of the definitions of
the words used in the statute. This Petition proposes regulations for the management of certain
public records in the custody of the NARA. Federal statute provides the legal definition of the
word “record.” The statute defines a “record” as “all...documentary material, regardless of phys-
ical form or characteristics...received by an agency of the United States Government under Fed-
eral law or in connection with the transaction of public business...” It further describes a “rec-
ord” “as evidence of... activities of the Government or because of the informational value of da-
ta in them.” ® The statute’s definition is clearly broad enough to include applications for a con-
vention by the states. There is no discrimination in the definition (or the statute as a whole for
that matter) of exclusion of the records of convention applications such that they are afforded
any different treatment than any other record. Thus it may be stated the statute defining records
applies to convention applications as with all other public records and does not permit discrimi-
nation of state applications by the NARA.

Unquestionably state applications for a convention call are public record. The receiving agency
is the NARA which federal regulation®’ and federal statute mandate ®® is responsible for “records

% See supra, “The 1789 Congressional Decision,” p. 9.

86«As used in this chapter, ““records™ includes all books, papers, maps, photographs, machine readable materials, or
other documentary material, regardless of physical form or characteristics, made or received by an agency of the
United States Government under Federal law or in connection with the transaction of public business and preserved
or appropriate for preservation by the agency or its legitimate successor as evidence of the organization, functions,
policies, decisions, procedures, operations, or other activities of the Government or because of the informational
value of data in them.” 44 USC 3301 Definition of Records.

%" Any question that the NARA is ultimately responsible for government records including applications for an Arti-
cle V Convention is dispelled by simply referring to the FAQ page of the NARA. This page clearly states who is
responsible for government records management and lays out the responsibilities of the NARA. It is a restatement of
36 CFR 1220.10. The FAQ text immediately follows:

“Who is responsible for records management?

NARA is the independent Federal agency that helps preserve our nation's history by overseeing the manage-
ment of all Federal records. The National Archives and Records Administration Act of 1984 amended the records
management statutes to divide records management oversight responsibilities between the National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA) and the General Services Administration (GSA). Under the Act, NARA is respon-
sible for adequacy of documentation and records disposition (44 USC 2904(a)), and GSA is responsible for econo-
my and efficiency in records management (44 USC 2904(b)). Federal agency records management programs must
comply with regulations promulgated by both NARA (36 CFR 1220.2) and GSA. [Emphasis added].

What are Federal agency responsibilities?

Every Federal agency is legally required to manage its records. Records are the evidence of the agency's ac-
tions. Therefore, they must be managed properly for the agency to function effectively and to comply with Federal
laws and regulations. Agency heads have specific legal requirements for records management which include:

Footnote Continued on Next Page
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(1) Making and preserving records that contain adequate and proper documentation of the organization, functions,
policies, decisions, procedures, and essential transactions of the agency and designed to furnish the information nec-
essary to protect the legal and financial rights of the Government and of persons directly affected by the agency's
activities (44 USC 3101). (2) Establishing and maintaining an active, continuing program for the economical and
efficient management of the records of the agency (44 USC 3102). (3) Establishing safeguards against the removal
or loss of records and making requirements and penalties known to agency officials and employees (44 USC 3105)
(4) Notifying the Archivist of any actual, impending, or threatened unlawful destruction of records and assisting in
their recovery (44 USC 3106). [Emphasis added].

What are Federal employee responsibilities? Federal employees are responsible for making and keeping records of
their work. Federal employees have three basic obligations regarding Federal records: (1) Create records needed to
do the business of their agency, record decisions and actions taken, and document activities for which they are re-
sponsible. (2) Take care of records so that information can be found when needed. This means setting up good direc-
tories and files, and filing materials (in whatever format) reqularly and carefully in a manner that allows them to be
safely stored and efficiently retrieved when necessary. (3) Carry out the disposition of records under their control in
accordance with agency records schedules and Federal regulations.” Source: http://www.archives.gov/records-
mgmt/fags/general.html. [Emphasis added].

36 CFR 1220.10—Who is responsible for Records Management—states (in part): “(a) The National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA) is responsible for overseeing agencies’ adequacy of documentation and records
disposition programs and practices, and the General Service Administration (GSA) is responsible for overseeing
economy and efficiency in records management. The Archivist of the United States and the Administrator of GSA
issue regulations and provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies on records management programs. NARA
regulations are in this subchapter. ... (b) Federal agencies are responsible for establishing and maintaining a records
management program that complies with NARA and GSA regulations and guidance. Subpart B of this part sets forth
basic agency records management requirements.”

%8 Asits title suggests, “General Responsibilities for Records Management, 44 USC 2904 [quoted in part immedi-
ately following] specifies which agency in the Federal Government is responsible for records management proce-
dures. The statute states: “(a) The Archivist shall provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies with respect to
ensuring adequate and proper documentation of the policies and transactions of the Federal Government and ensur-
ing proper records disposition. (b) The Administrator shall provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies to
ensure economical and effective records management by such agencies. (c) In carrying out their responsibilities un-
der subsection (a) or (b), respectively, the Archivist and the Administrator shall each have the responsibility— (1) to
promulgate standards, procedures, and guidelines with respect to records management and the conduct of records
management studies; ... (5) to direct the continuing attention of Federal agencies and the Congress on the need for
adequate policies governing records management; ... (7) to conduct inspections or surveys of the records and the
records management programs and practices within and between Federal agencies; (8) to report to the appropriate
oversight and appropriations committees of the Congress and to the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget in January of each year and at such other times as the Archivist or the Administrator (as the case may be)
deems desirable—(A) on the results of activities conducted pursuant to paragraphs (1) through (7) of this section,
(B) on evaluation of responses by Federal agencies to any recommendations resulting from inspections or studies
conducted under paragraphs (6) and (7) of this section ...” [Emphasis added].

In addition 44 USC 3101—Records management by agency heads; general duties—place the responsibility of “ade-
quate and proper documentation” on the “head” of “each” Federal agency. The NARA is not statutorily excluded by
44 USC 3101. Indeed, given the obvious intent of the statutes and regulations it can be stated the Archivist is not
only responsible but the most responsible in the Federal Government for “adequate and proper documentation” of
Government records.

“The head of each Federal agency shall make and preserve records containing adequate and proper documentation
of the organization, functions, policies, decisions, procedures, and essential transactions of the agency and designed
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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management” in the Federal Government. As the Constitution clearly is public record it is self-
evident proposal of amendments to the Constitution are transactions of public business and there-
fore public record. Further the applications are “evidence of the activities of the Government” as
they are part of the amendment process of the Constitution. By any reasonable definition, the
calling of a convention, proposal of amendments, ratification of proposed amendments and the
subsequent engrossment and enrollment of amendments into the Constitution certainly is an ac-
tivity of Government. By definition therefore, “the informational value of the data in them” [the
applications] certainly qualifies as a “record” as the applications provide constitutional instruc-
tions to Congress mandating constitutional action under a specified condition as well as provid-
ing vital information to the subsequent convention of the amendment subjects the states desire
the convention consider. The need to know when the constitutional condition of Article V is met
as well as knowing the public agenda of a convention is sufficient proof to demonstrate “the in-
formational value of the data in them.” Hence, applications are “records” and therefore come
undeGr;) the statutory definition of records needed to be kept and properly presented by the NA-
RA.

Federal statute 44 USC 2901—Definitions—defines several words and phrases used in several
chapters of Title 44 United States Code relevant to this Petition. 44 USC 2901 states, “As used in
this chapter [Title 44, Chapter 29] and chapters 21, 25, 31, and 33 of this title...” [The following
definitions shall apply].”® These definitions include defining “records”, “records management”,
“records maintenance and use”, “inspection”, and “servicing”.’* Key among the statutory defini-

to furnish the information necessary to protect the legal and financial rights of the Government and of persons di-
rectly affected by the agency’s activities.” 44 USC 3101 [Emphasis added].
% This demonstrated by the fact the NARA has on file one state application which can be described as being proper-
ly presented for immediate constitutional and public use. See supra, “The Colorado Application,” p.10.
" Chapter 21 deals with statutory regulations regarding the National Archives and Records Administration. Chapter
25 contains statutory regulations of the National Historical Publications and Records Commission. Chapter 29 pro-
vides statutory regulations of Records Management by the Archivist of the United States and by the Administrator
of General Services. Chapter 31 addresses statutory regulations of Records Management by Federal Agencies.
Chapter 33 provides statutory regulations regarding disposal of records.
™ (1) the term ““records™ has the meaning given it by section 3301 of this title [See fn. 66]; (2) the term “records
management” means the planning, controlling, directing, organizing, training, promoting, and other managerial ac-
tivities involved with respect to records creation, records maintenance and use, and records disposition in order to
achieve adequate and proper documentation of the policies and transactions_of the Federal Government and effective
and economical management of agency operations; (3) the term ““records creation”™ means the production or re-
production of any record; (4) the term ‘“records maintenance and use”” means any activity involving— (A) location
of records of a Federal agency; (B) storage, retrieval, and handling of records kept at office file locations by or for a
Federal agency; ...; (5) the term “records disposition” means any activity with respect to— ...(C) transfer to the
National Archives of the United States of records determined to have sufficient historical or other value to warrant
continued preservation; ...; (7) the term ““records management study”” means an investigation and analysis of any
Federal agency records, or records management practices or programs (whether manual or automated), with a view
toward rendering findings and recommendations with respect thereto; (8) the term ““inspection”” means reviewing
any Federal agency’s records or records management practices or programs with respect to effectiveness and com-
pliance with records management laws and making necessary recommendations for correction or improvement of
records management; (9) the term ““servicing”” means making available for use information in records and other
materials in the custody of the Archivist, or in a records center— (A) by furnishing the records or other materials, or
information from them, or copies or reproductions thereof, to any Federal agency for official use, or to the public;
(B) by making and furnishing authenticated or unauthenticated copies or reproductions of the records or other mate-
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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tions is the term “records management.” 44 USC 2901 defines the term “records management”
as “the ...organizing...with respect to...records and use...in order to achieve adequate and prop-
er documentation... of the policies of the Federal Government.” The word “policies” is unde-
fined by statute leaving it to dictionary definition which, due to the peremptory nature of applica-
tions, results in use of a definition encompassing applications.’® Therefore the only applicable
definition of the word “policies” eliminates any possibility the term “records management” does
not apply to state applications. Further the statutory definition of the term “records management”
meaning the organization of “records to achieve adequate and proper documentation” addresses
the goal of “records management” rather defining what records are managed. As the statute con-
tains no limiting language the only possible conclusion is the term “records management” ap-
plies to all federal records including state applications.

44 USC 2902—Obijectives of Records Management—establishes the minimum standards of rec-
ords management for the NARA (as well as all other federal agencies). ”® These standards require
records management to be “efficient” and “effective.” This is not the case for state applications.
As stated by one U.S. Senator, “The most startling finding is that, if put to the test, there is no
guarantee that Congress could even properly count the existing applications and decide whether
or not they are valid.”"* All but the most recent state applications are deposited with the NARA.
NARA officials have admitted in writing they have no more idea as to the condition of state ap-
plications than does Congress. Clearly therefore the records management practices of state appli-
cations by the NARA is neither efficient nor effective.

rials; (10) the term ‘“unauthenticated copies”” means exact copies or reproductions of records or other materials that
are not certified as such under seal and that need not be legally accepted as evidence; (11) the term ““National Ar-
chives of the United States”” means those official records which have been determined by the Archivist of the Unit-
ed States to have sufficient historical or other value to warrant their continued preservation by the Federal Govern-
ment, and which have been accepted by the Archivist for deposit in his custody; (12) the term ““Archivist”’ means
the Archivist of the United States; ...; (14) the term ““Federal agency”’ means any executive agency or any estab-
lishment in the legislative or judicial branch of the Government (except the Supreme Court, the Senate, the House of
Representatives, and the Architect of the Capitol and any activities under the direction of the Architect of the Capi-
tol); and (15) the term ““Administrator”” means the Administrator of General Services.” [Emphasis added].

"2 “policies. The conduct of public affairs.” Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (Unabridged) (2002). A
more general definition “A definite course or method of action selected (as by a government, institution, group, or
individual) from among alternatives and in the light of given conditions to guide and usually determine present and
future decisions,” cannot apply to applications for a convention call as this definition allows for selection “among
alternatives.” A convention call is peremptory on Congress. There is no “alternative” available to Congress. The
general definition of “conduct of public affairs” is therefore the correct definition. See supra, “Federalist 85,” p. 7.

" “It is the purpose of this chapter [Chapter 29], and chapters 21, 31, and 33 of this title, to require the establishment
of standards and procedures to assure efficient and effective records management. Such records management stand-
ards and procedures shall seek to implement the following goals: (1) Accurate and complete documentation of the
policies and transactions of the Federal Government; (2) Control of the quantity and quality of records produced by
the Federal Government.” 44 USC 2902 [Emphasis added].

™ Senator George McGovern, D-SD, November 2, 1977, Congressional Record, Volume 123, p.36534. See infra,
“The Stasny Report,” p. 42, Appendix pp. 8-13. As demonstrated by evidence of discrepancies between state and
federal records shown in this Petition as well as evidence showing the government doesn’t even know how many
applications exist, it is clear the senator’s comments are valid. See infra, “Request for Inspection and Audit of State
Applications, p.51; Appendix pp. 21-34.

" See infra, “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63; Appendix, “NARA Re-
sponse Letter—First Page,” p. 43.
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The obvious intent of statutes and regulations governing the management of government records
is that regardless of the condition the NARA receives these records, federal statutes do not re-
lieve the NARA of its obligation to apply efficient, effective record management procedures to
them. Thus the law requires the NARA to correct any errors of record keeping on the part of the
government body submitting them to the NARA. Therefore the NARA can offer no statutory or
regulatory excuse for not bringing the quality of the convention applications to the same stand-
ards afforded all other public records. Indeed federal law mandates just exactly that. The “rec-
ords management” (if such term can be applied) of state applications is such the NARA cannot
even describe where the applications are located. This condition cannot possibly meet even the
minutest standard of “accurate and complete” documentation required under 44 USC 2902."°
Equally, as the applications are not catalogued, there is no control of the quality of these records
required by the statute. The word “control,” to use a colloquium, means the NARA has “a handle
on things.” The NARA admits in writing it has no “handle” on anything regarding applications.

In addition to federal statutes, several federal regulations are being disregarded by the NARA.
Located primarily in 36 CFR 1220 Subchapter B which specifies the “policies for records man-
agement programs relating to proper records creation and maintenance, adequate documentation
and records disposition” for all federal agencies including the NARA, 36 CFR 1220.12 specifies
the NARA is responsible for overall records management of all federal agencies.’’ Obviously
the NARA cannot be permitted to have a lower standard of record keeping management for itself
than it demands of all other federal agencies. Nevertheless this is the condition that exists when
discussing state applications in the custody of the NARA. What the NARA would strenuously
object to if such poor record keeping existed in another federal agency is totally ignored when
same condition exists within the NARA.

36 CFR 1220.12 mandates the NARA, as well as all other federal agencies ensure “adequate and
proper documentation of the “functions”...“procedures and essential transactions of the Federal
Government.” "® All the Federal Government is regulated by the Constitution meaning any con-
stitutional requirement is a “function” or “procedure” or “essential transaction” of the Federal
Government. The agency, as part of the Federal Government, cannot disregard this requirement
where its assigned bureaucratic duties are necessary to ensure execution of a constitutional re-
quirement. Thus the term *“adequate and proper documentation” established in 36 CFR 1220.12
applies not only to ordinary federal records such as payroll and purchasing but equally applies

" Indeed as evidence presented in this Petition will conclusively show the federal record of state applications is nei-
ther “accurate” nor “complete.” See infra, “The Stasny Report,” p. 42; “Request for Inspection and Audit of State
Applications,” p. 51; “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications.” p. 63.

736 CFR 1220.12 defines “what are NARA’s Records Management Responsibilities.” The regulations state (in
part): “(a) The Archivist of the United States issues regulations and provides guidance and assistance to Federal
agencies on ensuring adequate and proper documentation of the organization, functions, policies, decisions, proce-
dures and essential transactions of the Federal Government...” ... (b) NARA establishes standards for the retention
of records having continuing value (permanent records), and assists Federal agencies in applying the standards to
records in their custody.” [Emphasis added].

8 «“Adequate: equal to, proportionate to, or fully sufficient for a specified or implied requirement; ... 3: legally suf-
ficient: such as is lawfully and reasonably sufficient.” Proper: “marked by rightness, correctness, or rectitude: as a:
strictly accurate: precisely applicable or pertinent: entirely in accordance with authority, observed facts, or other
sanction: CORRECT.” Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (Unabridged) (2002).
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state applications. As federal statute mandates the NARA is the repository of federal records in-
cluding state applications the effect of 36 CFR 1220.12 on the NARA in regards to state applica-
tion is the NARA is mandated to ensure “adequate and proper documentation” of this constitu-
tional procedure.

The definition of what is “proper and adequate” documentation is found in three federal regula-
tions: 36 CFR 1220.18, 36 CFR 1220.30 and 36 CFR 1220.32. These federal regulations define
the meanings of the phrases used throughout the regulations, what a federal agency’s records
management responsibilities are and what records management principles an agency must use to
effectuate these responsibilities.

36 CFR 1220.18 defines the phrases and words used throughout the regulations.’ The definition
states documentation is considered “adequate and proper” if it will “protect the legal and finan-
cial rights of the Government and of persons directly affected by the agency’s activities.” As
shown later in this Petition the lack of proper records management by the NARA has resulted in
criminal complaints and admission of criminal guilt by “persons directly affected by the agen-
cy’s activities.” Specifically these persons are members of Congress who, because of improper
NARA record keeping have not called a convention when required to do so. This has resulted in
violation of oath of office and other criminal charges being made against those members.

Agency records management responsibilities are specified in 36 CFR 1220.30. This federal regu-
lation specifically describes specific official within an agency (usually the head of the agency)
that is responsible for the adequate and proper documentation of federal records.® In the case of
the NARA, federal law assigns this task to the Archivist of the United States. !

7 “Adequate and proper documentation means a record of the conduct of Government business that is complete and
accurate to the extent required to document the organization, functions, policies, decisions, procedures, and essential
transactions of the agency and that is designed to furnish the information necessary to protect the legal and financial
rights of the Government and of persons directly affected by the agency’s activities. [Emphasis added].

File means an arrangement of records. The term denotes paper, photographs, maps, electronic information, or other
recorded information regardless of physical form or characteristics, accumulated or maintained in filing equipment,
boxes, on electronic media, or on shelves, and occupying office or storage space.

Permanent record means any Federal record that has been determined by NARA to have sufficient value to warrant
its preservation in the National Archives of the United States, even while it remains in agency custody. Permanent
records are those for which the disposition is permanent on SF 115, Request for Records Disposition Authority, ap-
proved by NARA on or after May 14, 1973. The term also includes all records accessioned by NARA into the Na-
tional Archives of the United States.

Series means file units or documents arranged according to a filing or classification system or kept together because
they relate to a particular subject or function, result from the same activity, document a specific kind of transaction,
take a particular physical form, or have some other relationship arising out of their creation, receipt, or use, such as
restrictions on access and use. Also call a records series.” 36 CFR 1220.18.

8 «“The head of each Federal agency must make and preserve records containing adequate and proper documentation

of the organization, functions, policies, decisions, procedures, and essential transactions of the agency. These rec-

ords must be designed to furnish the information necessary to protect the legal and financial rights of the Govern-
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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The specific principles of records management are stated in 36 CFR 1220.32 which mandates a
“comprehensive” records management program for record keeping.® Nothing in the Code of
Federal Records exempts state applications from these “comprehensive” standards of records
management. Therefore it is correct to state the “comprehensive” standards of 36 CRF 1220.32
apply equally to state applications and all other federal records.

36 CFR 1239.20 addresses under what circumstances an inspection of agency records may be
instigated. An inspection shall occur when there is “high risk™ to significant records. 3 Inspection
may be caused by reports of “unauthorized destruction” where more usual means of record keep-
ing standards have failed to “mitigate” the situation. Documentary proof shows the NARA
doesn’t know the location of state applications or their present condition. Evidence shows dis-
crepancies between state and federal records of applications. Given these circumstances the pos-
sibility exists some applications have been destroyed or altered by the NARA or others in gov-
ernment.® The NARA has not “mitigated” these issues through normal agency procedures. Un-
der the law, even the possibility of unauthorized record destruction justifies an inspection of all
state applications with its results reported to Congress as mandated by 44 USC 2904.%°

ment and of persons directly affected by the agency’s activities.” 44 USC 3101. “The head of each Federal agency
must establish and maintain an active, continuing program for the economical and efficient management of the rec-
ords of the agency.” 44 USC 3102.
8 See generally 44 USC Chapter 21.
82 “Agencies must create and maintain authentic, reliable and usable records and ensure that they remain so for the
length of their authorized retention period. A comprehensive records management program provides policies and
procedures for ensuring that: (a) Records documenting agency business are created or captured; (b) Records are
organized and maintained to facilitate their use and ensure integrity throughout their authorized retention periods; (c)
Records are available when needed, where needed, and in a usable format to conduct agency business; (d) Legal and
regulatory requirements, relevant standards, and agency policies are followed; (e) Records, regardless of format,
are protected in a safe and secure environment and removal or destruction is carried out only as authorized in rec-
ords schedules ....” 36 CFR 1220.32 [Emphasis added].
8 “NARA may undertake an inspection when an agency fails to address specific records management problems
involving high risk to significant records. Problems may be identified through a risk assessment or through other
means, such as reports in the media, Congressional inquiries, allegations of unauthorized destruction, reports issued
by the GAO or an agency’s Inspector General, or observations by NARA staff members. Inspections will be under-
taken when other NARA program assistance efforts (see 8§ 1239.10) have failed to mitigate situation where there is a
high risk of loss of significant records, or when NARA agrees to a request from the agency head that NARA conduct
an inspection to address specific significant records management issues in the agency. NARA reports to Congress
and the Office of Management and Budget on inspections in accordance with 44 USC 2904.” 36 CFR 1239.20 [Em-
phasis added].
% See “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63; Appendix (evidence of discrep-
ancies), pp. 21-34.
8 (@) The Archivist shall provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies with respect to ensuring adequate and
proper documentation of the policies and transactions of the Federal Government and ensuring proper records dispo-
sition. (b) The Administrator shall provide guidance and assistance to Federal agencies to ensure economical and
effective records management by such agencies. (c) In carrying out their responsibilities under subsection (a) or (b),
respectively, the Archivist and the Administrator shall each have the responsibility— (1) to promulgate standards,
procedures, and guidelines with respect to records management and the conduct of records management studies;
(2) to conduct research with respect to the improvement of records management practices and programs; (3) to col-
lect and disseminate information on training programs, technological developments, and other activities relating to
records management; (4) to establish such interagency committees and boards as may be necessary to provide an
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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Having proven federal laws require state applications be treated by the NARA as that agency
treats any other set of public records, discussion will now turn to the standards of treatment spec-
ified by federal statute. For the purposes of this Petition, these standards are found in 44 USC
2118, 44 USC 2109 and 44 USC 2113. The first statute, 44 USC 2118, mandates the Secretary of
the Senate and the Clerk of the House of Representatives transfer all “noncurrent” records of
Congress to the NARA for preservation.®® This transfer of course includes all state applications
for a convention call. Thus in combination with already described statutes, this means the appli-
cations ultimately come under the custody of the NARA which, by statute and regulation is to
apply “adequate and proper” documentation standards to their preservation. As noted in the ac-
companying Stasny Report, Congress has done a terrible job of receiving applications and at-
tending to their proper record keeping.®” This fact does not relieve the NARA of its statutory re-
sponsibility to correct these record keeping errors by Congress.

The order instituted by Congress on May 5, 1789 as to the processing of state applications has
never been countermanded. Indeed the practice established by Congress as to the disposal of
state applications continues. Applications are received by Congress and tabled “until a sufficient
number” occurs at which time Congress must call a convention. Further, the applications are ar-
chived in the records of Congress meaning today they are stored with the NARA. 44 USC 2118
is simply a modern restatement of the 1789 congressional order expanded to include all congres-

exchange of information among Federal agencies with respect to records management; (5) to direct the continuing
attention of Federal agencies and the Congress on the need for adequate policies governing records management;

(6) to conduct records management studies and, in his discretion, designate the heads of executive agencies to con-
duct records management studies with respect to establishing systems and techniques designed to save time and ef-
fort in records management; (7) to conduct inspections or surveys of the records and the records management pro-
grams and practices within and between Federal agencies; (8) to report to the appropriate oversight and appropria-
tions committees of the Congress and to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget in January of each
year and at such other times as the Archivist or the Administrator (as the case may be) deems desirable— (A) on the
results of activities conducted pursuant to paragraphs (1) through (7) of this section, (B) on evaluations of responses
by Federal agencies to any recommendations resulting from inspections or studies conducted under paragraphs (6)
and (7) of this section, and (C) to the extent practicable, estimates of costs to the Federal Government resulting from
the failure of agencies to implement such recommendations. ... (d) In addition, the Administrator, in carrying out
subsection (b), shall have the responsibility to promote economy and efficiency in the selection and utilization of
space, staff, equipment, and supplies for records management.” 44 USC 2904 [Emphasis added].

8 “The Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of Representatives, acting jointly, shall obtain at the close
of each Congress all the noncurrent records of the Congress and of each congressional committee and transfer them
to the National Archives and Records Administration for preservation, subject to the orders of the Senate or the
House of Representatives, respectively.” 44 USC 2118 [Emphasis added]. House Rule VVII—Records of the House;
Archiving—reiterates 44 USC 2118 and specifies that any record that “was previously made available for public
use” by the House shall be “immediately made available” by the NARA when the records are transferred to the
NARA. See Appendix, “House Rule 7—Records of the House—First Page, p. 35, Rule VII, 3(b) (1). As shown by
hundreds of references in the Congressional Record, both houses of Congress have made state applications “availa-
ble for public use.” Thus by congressional rule, when transferred to the NARA, state applications must be made
“immediately available for public use” by the NARA. See “NARA Obligation of “Immediate” Use under Congres-
sional Rules,” p. 56.

8 See infra, “The Stasny Report,” p 42; Appendix pp. 8-13.
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sional records including state applications for an Article VV Convention call. The statute is rein-
forced by House and Senate rules which provide no exemption for state applications. %

While several federal statutes and regulations by implication address the issue of cataloguing ap-
plications, “44 USC 2109—~Preservation, Arrangement, Duplication, Exhibition of Records” di-
rectly addresses cataloguing and presentation of state applications for constitutional and public
use. The words of this statue are explicit: “The Archivist shall provide for the preservation, ar-
rangement...of records or other documentary material transferred to him as may be need-
ful...including the preparation and publication of inventories, indexes, catalogs and finding aids
or guides to facilitate their use.” *

In light of the May 5, 1789 instructions and statutory language of 44 USC 2109 the term “need-
ful arrangement...to facilitate their use” can only be interpreted as meaning arrangement of ap-
plications by means of files and record series allowing Congress to easily determine the number
of applying states and thus be able to fulfill their constitutional obligation to call a convention
“on the application” of two-thirds of the several state legislatures.*® Permitting the applications
to remain scattered among hundreds of thousands of pages of records does not satisfy this statute.
This statute provides direct statutory instructions mandating state applications be catalogued in
order to make them available for constitutional and public use. The statute demands the docu-
mentary material be “cataloged”...“to facilitate their use.” The NARA currently does not do this.
It is therefore in violation of this statute.

44 USC 2113—Depository for Agreement between States—addresses NARA preservation of
agreements between the states. Clearly the act of submission of an application is a state power
authorized under the Constitution.® In order for a convention to be called, a certain numeric ra-
tio of states must apply for a convention call. In performing this constitutional act of application
the applying states are mutually agreeing that a convention must be called.* Obviously if an in-
sufficient number of states fail to apply for a convention call then the states agree a convention
call is unwarranted. Thus only by agreement between the states can a convention be called.

8 |f anything Congress has demonstrated with the passage of a new House rule dealing expressly with state applica-
tions of its commitment to accurately and correctly record applications. See infra, “House Rule Regarding Tabulat-
ing AVC Applications,” p. 57, Appendix, pp. 35-42.

8 “The Archivist shall provide for the preservation, arrangement, repair and rehabilitation, duplication and repro-
ductions (including microcopy publications), description and exhibition of records or other documentary material
transferred to him as may be needful or appropriate, including the preparation and publication of inventories, index-
es, catalogs and other finding aids or guides to facilitate their use. He may also prepare guides and other finding aids
to Federal records and, when approved by the National Historical Publications and Records Commission, publish
such historical works and collections of sources as seem appropriate for printing or otherwise recording at the public
expense.” 44 USC 2109 [Emphasis added].

% See fn. 79.

°1 While the Courts have ruled that states operate under the federal Constitution when involved in the amendment
process, the act of decision to submit an application to Congress clearly is reserved exclusively to the states. See
Hawke v Smith, 253 U.S. 221, 230 (1920) “...the power to ratify a proposed amendment to the federal Constitution
has its source in the federal Constitution.”

% «Agreement. An arrangement (as between two or more parties) as to a course of action...b: a compact entered into
by two or more nations or heads of nations.” Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (Unabridged) (2002).
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Clearly therefore under the terms of 44 USC 2213 applications qualify as “agreements” between
the states.

44 USC 2213 mandates the NARA shall receive state agreements and “take the necessary actions
for their preservation and servicing.”* The term “servicing” is defined by federal regulation and
clearly calls for public use and knowledge of these agreements.* Obviously federal statutes and
regulations, particularly where they do not conflict but instead complement one another cannot
be viewed disjointedly. Thus the obvious intent of Congress when viewing all the cited statutes is
that the NARA maintains the records of the states in such manner by such means of record keep-
ing standards as established in federal statute so as to make them available for public use when-
ever required. Unquestionably there is statutory and regulatory evidence proving the proposed
regulations of this Petition are mandated by existing statutes and regulations which the NARA
has not applied to state applications. In addition as demonstrated by relevant court rulings, it is
clear the Court expects the NARA “to connect the dots” in regards to record keeping standards
for the federal government. To do this requires the NARA above all keep its own house of record
keeping in order which it has not done in regards to state applications for an Article V Conven-
tion call.

All this evidence leads to the final answer of determining whether the NARA has “arbitrarily,
capriciously or in manifest contradiction to statutes” violated the standard established in Chev-
ron.” The NARA, as required by statute, catalogues hundreds if not thousands of other public
records and has them available for immediate public use. The NARA cannot even say for certain
where state applications for a convention call are located. Federal statutes, regulations and con-
gressional rules describe record keeping standards employing such words as “accurate”, “com-
plete” and “comprehensive.” Evidence shows none of these terms can be applied to state applica-
tions in the custody of the NARA. The actions of the NARA in regards to the preservation,
maintenance and public availability of state applications is therefore clearly arbitrary, capricious
and manifestly contrary to statute. Given this fact there is no legal basis by which the NARA can
refuse to implement the proposed regulations contained in this Petition.

93 «The Archivist may receive duplicate originals or authenticated copies of agreements or compacts entered into
under the Constitution and laws of the United States, between States of the Union, and take necessary actions for
their preservation and servicing.” 44 USC 2113 [Emphasis added].

% See fn. 71. “The term ““servicing”’ means making available for use information in records and other materials in
the custody of the Archivist, or in a records center— (A) by furnishing the records or other materials, or information
from them, or copies or reproductions thereof, to any Federal agency for official use, or to the public.” 44 USC 2901
[Emphasis added].

% See fn. 50.
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The Stasny Report

On November 2, 1977, Senator George McGovern, (D-SD) introduced to the United States Sen-
ate a report written by Jim Stasny concerning the processing of applications for a convention by
Congress.* The report described the complete chaos of record keeping procedures for state ap-
plications to Congress for an Article VV Convention call primarily due to the fact Congress had no
record keeping procedures regarding Article V applications.®” As noted in several prior govern-
ment reports, applications were shuttled to various committees, published more than once in the
Congressional Record or frequently not published at all despite evidence of state records proving
an official state document was sent to Congress.*® Despite this report of shortcomings of con-
gressional record keeping management statutorily demanded by Congress for all in the Govern-
ment, but ignored by Congress itself, the record conclusively shows Congress’ record keeping
management as far as processing state applications is a disgrace which has only very recently
begun to be addressed by Congress. %

% Congressional Record, November 2, 1977, 95" Congress, Volume 123, pages 36534-39. See Appendix, pp. 8-13.

 Mr. Stasny is currently an independent writer/editor at Verb River Guild, (February 2011- Present) Falls Church,
Virginia specializing in preparing speeches, articles, editorials and testimony with a current emphasis on commercial
space transportation and the Article V constitutional amendment process. Prior to his position at Verb River Guild,
Mr. Stasny was Special Assistant for External Affairs, Office of Commercial Space Transportation at the Federal
Aviation Administration (2005-2010); Director of Executive Communications for the president of Federal National
Mortgage Association, (1988-2005); and Chief Writer for the Chairman/Ranking Member, United States Senate
Committee on the Budget, (1982-1988). He is a graduate of Harvard University Kennedy School of Government
with a Master of Public Administration (MPA) and John Carroll University with a Bachelor of Arts (BA) in political
Science and Government.

% See “Amending the U.S. Constitution: by Congress or by Constitutional Convention, Thomas M. Durbin, Legisla-
tive Attorney, American Law Division, Congressional Research Service, May 10, 1995, 95-589 A, p. 22: “Once a
state legislature has passed a resolution petitioning Congress to call a constitutional convention, the state must make
application to Congress for such a convention by sending the petition or application to Congress. Presently, the
transmission of state applications for a constitutional convention is a confusing process. ... Publication in the Con-
gressional Record serves as a type of official notice to the Congress, the states, and the public that an application has
been received by Congress, but the process is confusing because there are no guidelines under Article V as to where
and to whom in Congress such state applications are to be sent.”

See also “The Article V Convention for Proposing Constitutional Amendments: Historical Perspectives for Con-
gress” Thomas H. Neale, Specialist in American National Government, Congressional Research Service, October
22, 2012, R42592, p.20 (citing U.S. Congress, House, Committee on the Judiciary, Is There a Constitutional Con-
vention in Our Future? 103" Cong., 1% sess., committee print, serial no. 1 (Washington: GPO, 1993) p. 12): “The
final action by a state legislature that has approved an application for an Article V Convention is to transmit news of
its action to the appropriate authorities. The Constitution offers no advice on this question, and in fact, the House
Judiciary Committee’s 1993 report noted that states had sent applications for a balanced budget convention to a wide
range of congressional officials, including the Clerk of the House, the Secretary of the Senate, The Speaker of the
House, the President of the Senate, the President pro tempore of the Senate, both sets of congressional officials, oth-
er officials, the Library of Congress, and ‘to no one in particular.” According to the report there were even instances
in which applications were not forwarded by the states.”

% See infra, “House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,” p.57.
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As stated by Senator McGovern in his opening remarks presenting the Stasny Report to the Sen-
ate, “The most startling finding is that, if put to the test, there is no guarantee that Congress could
even properly count the existing applications and decide whether or not they are valid.”

The fact of nonexistent congressional record keeping management as described in the Stasny
Report does not excuse the NARA from its unequivocal statutory requirement to organize these
public records in such form as to “facilitate their use.” Complete organization as called for in the
proposed regulations of this Petition is the only way to address Senator McGovern’s concern of
Congress not being able to properly tabulate the applications, a circumstance which is more true
today than it was in 1977, given the massive increase in the number of applications. ** Instead,
as evidence will show, the current condition of state applications is nothing more than a transfer
of shambles from the halls of Congress to the warehouses of the NARA.

The purpose of presenting the Stasny report in this Petition is to establish the mishandling of of-
ficial state documents by both Congress and the NARA is long standing. Despite the NARA be-
ing notified of this issue nothing has done to correct the slipshod recording keeping by Congress
and NARA despite statutes which require professional record keeping. It is a sad but true com-
mentary on the NARA to note if that agency had any pride in their record keeping duties it would
have long ago implemented the regulations sought by this Petition instead of having to be forced
to do so by implementation of new regulations. This complete contempt for the Constitution and
one of its most important processes by the national legislature and its record keeping agency is
inexcusable. In combination with the evidence contained in this Petition the Stasny Report
proves in spite of the May 5, 1789 congressional order to “treat the application[s]...with respect”
Congress and the NARA have done and continue to do no such thing.

190 5ee Appendix, “Stasny Report, Congressional Record, Vol. 123, p. 36534 (1977),” p. 8.

101 See Appendix, State Applications 1971-1977 #448-527, p. 53 showing 514 submitted applications versus 764
applications in 2015, “State Applications 2014-2015 #763-764,” p. 57. This is an increase of 250 applications, or 33
percent of all applications on record.
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The Issue of Legal Liability Due to NARA Oversight

The obligation imposed by federal statute and regulation on all federal agencies, including the
NARA, to maintain their records to preclude legal liability on those directly affected by such
records is emphatic. *% Federal statutes grant no exemption to any agency from this absolute re-
quirement of records maintenance. Consequently, for the purposes of this Petition to prove viola-
tion of these statues and regulations, it is only necessary to demonstrate the failure of the NARA
to properly catalogue state applications has resulted in legal liability to affected individuals
where proper record keeping methods would have resulted in no liability. The Petitioner is not
required to prove the legitimacy of the legal liability—that is the job for the federal courts. Peti-
tioner need only provide demonstrative evidence of improper record keeping procedures by the
NARA which resulted in legal liability. '

Evidence of NARA Violation of Legal Liability Laws

In December, 2000 Petitioner filed a federal lawsuit against the United States regarding the fail-
ure of Congress to call a convention as mandated by Article V of the United States Constitu-
tion.*** During the course of that lawsuit, the government stated as part of its response that,
“Neither the Complaint nor the Motion for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief readily identifies
those states that plaintiff alleges have applied to Congress to call a Convention, the dates of such
applica;[(i)gns are alleged to have been made, nor the subject matter, if any of those applica-
tions.”

A convention call by Congress is “peremptory.” **® Congress has no “vote, debate or committee”
regarding the call.'®” Therefore Congress must call a convention except under one constitutional
circumstance: that an insufficient number of states have applied to cause the convention call.
That circumstance was the basis of the government’s comment in Walker v United States; that
no documented evidence proving Congress was obligated to call a convention was submitted in

192 See supra, discussion of 44 USC 3101 and 36 CFR 1220.18, fn. 66, 68, 79, 80.

193 This does not mean the affected individuals are not legally liable on some other legal basis outside the federal
statutes and regulations in question. For example if a record exists showing a particular legal action is mandated by
an individual or group of individuals and those individuals choose not to act to as mandated then they becomes lia-
ble under a different set of laws. The existence of a properly maintained system of record means the record keeper,
in this case the NARA, is no longer responsible for the legal liability of the individuals because, due to their proper
record keeping practices they have satisfied both statute and regulation. Thus they are immunized from further re-
sponsibility. What the individuals in question do with the information the properly maintained system of record
keeping provides becomes the responsibility of the individuals, not the NARA. Only when the NARA fails to pro-
vide proper record keeping management of records can it be held responsible for the actions of others affected by
incompetent record keeping.

104 Walker v United States, United States District Court Western District of Washington At Seattle No. COO-2125C
(2000).

195 See Appendix, excerpts from “United States Memorandum in opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Declaratory
and Injunctive Relief and in Support of Cross-Motion to Dismiss,”, “United States Memorandum Walker v United
States (2000) Page 1” p. 14; “United States Memorandum Walker v United States (2000) Page 9” (fn. 2), .p. 15.

105 See fn. 6.

197 See fn. 10.
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the lawsuit. ' Therefore, the government asserted no liability was attached to Congress as evi-
dence was not produced proving Congress had to call a convention.

198 A comprehensive discussion of the rules of evidence used by the federal courts is beyond the scope of this Peti-
tion. However excerpts from the Federal Rules of Evidence (See: https://www.law.cornell.edu/rules/fre) demon-
strates the principle of law in question and establishes NARA responsibility for the lack of acceptable court evidence
as all but the most recent applications are in NARA custody. Therefore the only possible source of court evidence
must come from the NARA as the records necessary to prove an insufficient number of states have applied to cause
a call reside with the NARA rather than Congress. Without proper record keeping procedures, production of this
evidence is impossible, leaving members of Congress exposed to legal liability.

Rule 902—Evidence That Is Self-Authenticating—of the Federal Rules of Evidence (FRE) states (in part), “The
following items of evidence are self-authenticating; they require no extrinsic evidence of authenticity in order to be
admitted: (1) Domestic Public Documents That Are Sealed and Signed. A document that bears: (A) a seal purporting
to be that of the United States; any state, district, commonwealth, territory, or insular possession of the United
States; ...a political subdivision of any of these entities; or a department, agency, or officer of any entity named
above; and (B) a signature purporting to be an execution or attestation. (2) Domestic Public Documents That Are
Not Sealed but Are Signed and Certified. A document that bears no seal if: (A) it bears the signature of an officer or
employee of an entity named in Rule 902(1) (A): and (B) another public officer who has a seal and official duties
within that same entity certifies under seal—or its equivalent—that the signer has the official capacity and that the
signature is genuine.” [Emphasis added].

As described in 44 USC 2910 and the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (FRCP) Rule 44—Providing an Official
Record—authorizes an official record be provided as evidence. The rule states (in part): “(a) Means of Proving. (1)
Domestic Record. Each of the following evidences an official record—or an entry in it—that is otherwise admissible
and is kept with the United States, any state, district, or commonwealth, or any territory subject to the administrative
or judicial jurisdiction of the United States: (A) an official publication of the record; or (B) a copy attested by the
officer with legal custody of the record—or by the officer’s deputy—and accompanies by a certificate that the of-
ficer has custody. The certificate must be made under seal... (ii) by any public officer with a seal of office and with
official duties in the district or political subdivision where the record is kept.” [Emphasis added].

Under section (4) of Rule 902—Certified Copies of Public Records, “A copy of an official record — or a copy of a
document that was recorded or filed in a public office as authorized by law [may be submitted as evidence] — if the
copy is certified as correct by: (A) the custodian or another person authorized to make the certification; or (B) a cer-
tificate that complies with Rule 902(1),(2), or (3), a federal statute, or a rule prescribed by the Supreme Court.” Fi-
nally under section (5) of Rule 902—Official Publications—evidence is acceptable if it is contained within “A book,
pamphlet, or other publication purporting to be issued by a public authority.”

However as the NARA does not catalogue state applications there is no “book, pamphlet, or other publication” to
provide as evidence. Nor can the NARA provide copies of applications as it has stated in writing it doesn’t know
where the applications are located thus raising questions as to any certification by the Archivist. This leaves official
publication of the records as the only source of evidence. The problem is the NARA doesn’t even have an official
compilation of this official record let alone individual copies of the official record as it routinely refers inquiries to
view this source to a private collection. See fn. 154.

Thus, under federal law the Archivist can provide official records as evidence in a federal court but has no official
record to provide to the court as the NARA has never kept the record of applications in an acceptable condition al-
lowing it to provide the necessary evidence in a court of law. Without such evidence it cannot be proved members of
Congress are exempt from legal liability by proving an insufficient number of states have submitted applications for
a convention call. This fault of legal liability lies entirely with the NARA.

45|Page



While the Petitioner was unable to provide evidence of “those states [and] the dates of such ap-
plications... [having] been made” it is equally true (and more significant to the point of this Peti-
tion) the government was unable to provide evidentiary proof Congress was not obligated to call
a convention under its single constitutional exemption of an insufficient number of applying
states.

Whether the Petitioner prevailed in his lawsuit is irrelevant to the issue of this Petition. The out-
come of the case does not relieve Congress of its ongoing constitutional obligation to call a con-
vention if a sufficient number of states have applied. Failure to do so when mandated by the
Constitution is grounds for legal action. The only way such action can be resolved in favor of
Congress is by presentation of evidence the NARA cannot provide. While other standards of jus-
tice may get Congress “off the hook,” the fact remains only evidence can prove Congress has no
legal liability. The legal circumstance under which Congress must call is exclusively dependent
on a circumstance of public record—an exact knowledge of how many states have submitted ap-
plications for a convention call. Without an accurate public record Congress is denied the ability
to refute any legal liability for failure to call a convention by assertion of its one constitutional
exception. The NARA has failed to apply record keeping standards mandated by statute and reg-
ulation to state applications. This absence of a public record being available for public and con-
stitutional use is the absolute difference between members of Congress (who are the only mem-
bers of the federal government directly affected by this record) being liable for criminal or civil
prosecution and being immune from liability.

In 2004, the Petitioner filed a second lawsuit, Walker v Members of Congress.'® The suit was
appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States. ™ In his writ of certiorari to the Supreme
Court the Petitioner affirmatively stated as a matter of fact and law the failure of Congress to call
a convention violated federal criminal law. ***

199 See Walker v Members of Congress, United States District Court Western District of Washington at Seattle, Case
C04-1977RSM (2004).

110 See United States Supreme Court, Case No. 06-0244 (2006). See Appendix, “United States Memorandum Walk-
er v United States (2000) Page 1,” p. 16.

11 The writ of certiorari stated members of Congress violated their oath of office required by the Constitution and
federal statutes by not calling a convention when mandated to do so by the Constitution. See Appendix, “United
States Memorandum Walker v United States (2000) Page 9,” p. 17. The Constitution states, “The Senators and Rep-
resentatives before mentioned, and the Members of the several State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Of-
ficers, both of the United States and of the several States, shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this
Constitution;...” Article VI 8 3. Supporting federal statues describe the precise language of the oath, the terms and
conditions of the oath, criminal penalties for violation of the oath and as described in an Executive Order, under
what circumstances an investigation of alleged violation of oath of office by federal officials must be conducted.

The relevant portion of the federal statutes are as follows:

“An individual, except the President, elected or appointed to an office of honor or profit in the civil service or uni-
formed services, shall take the following oath: “I, AB, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | will support and defend
the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic; that | will bear true faith and alle-
giance to the same; that | take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that |
will well and faithfully discharge the duties of the office on which | am about to enter. So help me God.” 5 USC
3331.

Footnote Continued on Next Page
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Under Supreme Court Rule 15.2 prior to the Supreme Court determining whether to grant certio-
rari the respondent (the members of Congress represented by the Solicitor General of the United
States) was required to “address any perceived misstatement of fact or law in the petition that
bears on what issues properly would be before the Court if certiorari were granted.” The rule fur-
ther states, “Counsel are admonished that they have an obligation to the court to point out in the
brief in opposition, and not later, any perceived misstatement made in the petition. Any objection
to consideration of a question presented based on what occurred in the proceeding below, if the
objection does not go to jurisdiction, may be deemed waived unless called to the Court’s atten-
tion in the brief in opposition.” ** In short, unless counsel for the members of Congress raised
objection all statements made by the plaintiff in his writ of certiorari in regards to asserted fact
and law under court rule the statements are considered by the Court as correct.

The Solicitor General of the United States, who acted as attorney of record for all members of
Congress, did not refute any statement of fact or law made by the Petitioner in his writ of certio-
rari. Instead the United States waived its right to respond with a brief in opposition to any state-
ment of fact or law made in the Petitioner’s writ of certiorari. *** Under the terms of Rule 15.2

“(a) Except as provided by subsection (b) of this section, an individual who accepts office or employment in the
Government of the United States or in the government of the District of Columbia shall execute an affidavit within
60 days after accepting the office or employment that his acceptance and holding of the office or employment does
not or will not violate section 7311 of this title. The affidavit is prima facie evidence that the acceptance and holding
of office or employment by the affiant does not or will not violate section 7311 of this title.” 5 USC 3333.

“An individual may not accept or hold a position in the Government of the United States or the government of the
District of Columbia if he—
(1) advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government;” 5 USC 7311.

“Whoever violates the provision of section 7311 of title 5 that an individual may not accept or hold a position in the
Government of the United States or the government of the District of Columbia if he—

(1) advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government...

shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year and a day, or both.” 18 USC 1918.

“Sec. 8(a) The investigations conducted pursuant to this order shall be designed to develop information as to wheth-
er the employment or retention in employment in the Federal service of the person being investigated is clearly con-
sistent with the interests of the national security. Such information shall relate, but not be limited to, the following:
(4) Advocacy...of the alteration of the form of the government of the United States by unconstitutional
means. ...”
“(d) There shall be promptly to the Federal Bureau of Investigation all investigations being conducted by any other
agencies which develop information...relating to any of the matters described in subdivision (2) through (8) of sub-
section (a) of this section. In cases so referred to it, the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall make a full field inves-
tigation.” Executive Order 10450—Security Requirements for Government Employees [Emphasis added].
112 See Appendix, “Supreme Court Rule 15.2—First Page”, “Supreme Court Rule 15.2—Second Page,” pp. 18-19.
113 petitioner stated seven facts in his writ of certiorari in Walker v Members of Congress regarding the obligation of
Congress to call a convention. By waiving response under Supreme Court Rule 15.2, the United States Solicitor
General admitted all seven statements were correct as to fact and law. The stated facts or law were: (1) that under
Article V of the United States Constitution, Congress is required to call an Article VV Convention if two-thirds of the
state legislatures apply for one; (2) that the Article V Convention call is based on a numeric count of applying states
with no other terms or conditions [such as contemporaneous, same subject matter of application, rescission of appli-
cations by any state or group of states]; (3) that all 50 states have submitted 567 applications for such a convention
[subsequent research reduced this number to 49 states, Hawaii the one exception]; (4) that an Article VV Convention
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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this meant was no “perceived misstatement of fact or law” in his writ of certiorari to the
Court. *** Therefore it is a correct statement to declare that as a matter of fact and law members
of Congress have criminally violated their oath of office and this admission has been acknowl-
edged by their attorney of record as a matter of public record before a federal court. This admit-
ted violation opened the members of Congress to legal liability as well as an ever growing num-
ber of legal complications ever since. **°

call is peremptory on Congress; (5) that the political subject matter of an amendment application is irrelevant to
Congress’ obligation to call an Article V Convention; (6) that the refusal of the members of Congress to obey the
law of the Constitution and immediately call a convention violates their oath of office as well as well as federal
criminal law and; (7) that by joining a lawsuit to advocate in open public court they can ignore, veto, disobey or
otherwise thwart a convention call, the members of Congress violated federal criminal law in that they advocated the
overthrow of our constitutional form of government by publicly asserting refusal to obey one of its provisions name-
ly the convention clause of Article V.

14 See Appendix, “United States Wavier of Response Walker v Members of Congress,” p. 20.

15 This is not the only example of legal liability by members of Congress as a result of failure by the NARA to
maintain the records of state applications according to proper record keeping standards. As summarized in recent
comments Petitioner submitted to the Federal Elections Commission on a proposal to modify 11 CFR 100.4 (a re-
quest to modify the regulation describing federal office to include delegates to an Article VV Convention, FR Doc.
2014-23443, 79 FR 59459, see: http://www.foavc.org/reference/FEC/Filel.pdf, pp.12-17) several criminal com-
plaints against members of Congress and other government officials have occurred. These include:

--A 2012 criminal complaint based on the admission of the Solicitor General in Walker v Members of Congress Mr.
John Guise of the state of Texas filed a criminal complaint with U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder against the
members of Congress. Under Executive Order 10450 §8(d) the attorney general was required to refer such complaint
to the FBI for a “full field investigation,” who are mandated by federal law to conduct the investigation. According
to Mr. Guise, Attorney General Holder referred the complaint to the FBI. It is pending, awaiting completion of the
required FBI field investigation.

--A January, 2015 criminal complaint by Mr. Guise. Having determined the FBI, in contradiction of federal statute,
refused to conduct a full field investigation of his complaint, Mr. Guise attempted to report his complaint to the
Grand Jury Foreman of the United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas. Mr. Guise cited 18 USC
4 as the basis for his doing so which states, “Whoever, having knowledge of the actual commission of a felony cog-
nizable by a court of the United States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make known the same to some
judge or other person in civil or military authority under the United States, shall be fined under this title or impris-
oned not more than three years, or both” as justification for his grand jury presentation.

Part of Mr. Guise’s brief to the Grand Jury states, “Petitioner has, in his possession for submission as evidence, cop-
ies of documentation which shows that as early as the year of 1908 there was a sufficiency of applications from the
several states to require the execution of the Congressional duty imposed by Article V [issuing a convention call].
Such convention was not called. Irrespective of any ancient history Petitioner is now in possession of a report from
the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress which shows that of as of April of 2014, [footnote
omitted] there were 36 applications which had been submitted to Congress calling for the Convention required by
Article V. Congress, at the time of this writing, has not responded to any of the 36 states known to this Petitioner.”
Notably, Mr. Guise’s evidence is based on the same collection of applications to which the NARA routinely refers
citizen inquiries regarding state applications thus, whether intended or not, has become a de facto public record of
those applications. See infra, “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63, fn. 154,

Thus the gist of Mr. Guise’s complaint is a compilation of applications and a statement by the Congressional Record

Service (CRS) (also relating to the compilation of applications) describing the record of applications submitted by

the states for a convention call. The government, having no record of applications from the NARA, cannot confirm
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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nor deny Mr. Guise’s assertions or the statements of the CRS. Thus lack of records means no legal immunity for the
government in regards to Mr. Guise’s complaint.

--A complaint filed against the U.S. Attorney’s office. According to Mr. Guise, on January 20, 2015 he was instruct-
ed by “Mike” [no full name provided to Mr. Guise by “Mike”] of the US Attorney Office, Northern District of Tex-
as, to mail his complaint to “the foreperson of the Grand Jury” at 501 W. 10" Street, Fort Worth, Texas. Mr. Guise
did as instructed and sent his documentation via restricted certified mail. According to the United States Post Office
Mr. Guise’s letter was “refused” by an unidentified employee of the Grand Jury and never opened. According to
federal law Use of United States mails in the perpetration of a crime; (violation of 18 USC 3332(a)—refusal to in-
form a grand jury of a crime and name of the person filing the complaint) is a crime. [See also 18 USC 371—
Conspiracy to Defraud the United States—*“creating an offense "[i]f two or more persons conspire either to commit
any offense against the United States, or to defraud the United States, or any agency thereof in any manner or for
any purpose.” [Emphasis added]. According to Mr. Guise the actions of “Mike” and the unidentified grand jury em-
ployee satisfy the terms of 18 USC 371 of conspiracy against the United States.

18 USC 3332(a)—Powers and Duties of a Federal Grand Jury states: “It shall be the duty of each such grand jury
impaneled within any judicial district to inquire into offenses against the criminal laws of the United States alleged
to have been committed within that district. Such alleged offenses may be brought to the attention of the grand jury
by the court or by any attorney appearing on behalf of the United States for the presentation of evidence. Any such
attorney receiving information concerning such an alleged offense from any other person shall, if requested by such
other person, inform the grand jury of such alleged offense, the identity of such other person, and such attorney’s
action or recommendation.” [Emphasis added].

As stated in the US Attorney Criminal Resource Manual, “Although this language is very broad, cases rely heavily
on the definition of "defraud" provided by the Supreme Court in two early cases, Hass v. Henkel, 216 U.S. 462
(1910), and Hammerschmidt v. United States, 265 U.S. 182 (1924). In Hass the Court stated: “The statute is broad
enough in its terms to include any conspiracy for the purpose of impairing, obstructing or defeating the lawful func-
tion of any department of government . . . (A)ny conspiracy which is calculated to obstruct or impair its efficiency
and destroy the value of its operation and reports as fair, impartial and reasonably accurate, would be to defraud the
United States by depriving it of its lawful right and duty of promulgating or diffusing the information so officially
acquired in the way and at the time required by law or departmental regulation.” [Emphasis added]]. The conspiracy
by “Mike” and others clearly “defeats” the lawful function of the federal grand jury in that it “deprives” the jury of
knowledge of admitted criminal actions on the part of members of the government according to Mr. Guise not to
mention depriving the United States Government of its lawful duty of promulgating information officially acquired
in the way and at the time required by law. In this instance the “law” in question is the Supreme Law of the land—
the Constitution and the promulgation of information and duty is, of course, a convention call based on a catalogue
of applications required by federal statute.

Mr. Guise has filed a complaint against “Mike” and the unnamed federal grand jury employee with the Postmaster
General regarding the use of United States mails to perpetrate a fraud on the United States and has announced other
legal actions may follow. He states he believes the deliberate act by “Mike” to prevent his bringing to the attention
of the grand jury facts which believes prove criminal violations of law violates 18 USC 3332(a) which mandates that
“any attorney receiving information...[of] an alleged offense from any other person shall, if requested inform the
grand jury of such alleged offense...”. An examination of whether Mr. Guise’s complaint in regards to Congress or
against “Mike” has legitimacy is beyond the scope of this Petition. The fact this criminal complaint is based on rec-
ords which can neither be confirmed nor denied by the Government as their source of federal records, the NARA,
has failed to provide a record of applications available for constitutional and public use as mandated by federal stat-
ute and regulation is however within the scope of this Petition as it serves as another example for the need of the
proposed regulations.

--The FEC Response by this Petitioner referred to at the beginning of this footnote describe other legal liabilities for
federal and state officials arising as a result of an inaccurate, incomplete record of state applications. For example,
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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If a public record were available at the time of the Walker lawsuit proving the states had not ap-
plied in sufficient number to satisfy the two-thirds requirement of Article V, Congress would
have absolute legal immunity. *'® As no public record existed, the members were deprived of this
immunity as a result of the failure of the NARA who is statutorily required create the record and
make it “available for public use.” Whether this public record provides legal immunity is irrele-
vant to this Petition as determination of that is reserved to other legal processes. Nevertheless it
is worth nothing the evidence is overwhelming: the states have satisfied the two-thirds require-
ment. As of January, 2015 the only comprehensive record of state applications (composed of
photographic copies of the Congressional Record) recognized by the NARA as a reliable source
of public record lists 764 applications from 49 states well in excess of the 34 applications from
34 states required to satisfy the two thirds requirement of Article V. **’

Mr. Guise describes in his grand jury information the failure of the Speaker of the House and the Clerk of the House
of Representatives to properly compile a list of applications so Congress is aware of the number of applying states
thus enabling Congress to call a convention when required as a violation of 18 USC 371—Conspiracy to Defraud
the United States—in that by failing to have this information available and acting upon it when required a “legiti-
mate official action and purpose [is] defeated by misrepresentation, chicane or the overreaching of those charged
with carrying out the governmental intention...by means of deceit.”

The FCC Response discusses a recent criminal complaint lodged with the Department of Justice against officials in
six states for the passage of state laws intended to “regulate” an Article V Convention by: (1) disenfranchising all
voters in those states denying them the right to vote for delegates to an Article VV Convention in contradiction of 18
USC 601 which states convention delegates must be elected and; (2) establishing felony arrest of any delegate “ap-
pointed” by state officials who fails to follow “instructions” given him by a small select group in the state legisla-
ture. Political groups behind this effort to dictatorially control a constitutional process in part base their actions on
the belief a sufficient number of applications have yet to be submitted by the states and therefore these state laws
concern a future event (and thus politically safe to support) rather than, as the public record shows, an already oc-
curred event (submission of sufficient applications to cause a call). As no record from the NARA, exists, this belief
cannot be officially refuted even though the NARA routinely refers citizens to a private collection which does refute
this belief. See infra, “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63. Information re-
garding this criminal complaint against state officials can be obtained by contacting Ms. Sandra Hill of the Depart-
ment of Justice (202) 305-7734 or (202) 307-2767. See also www.foavc.org/reference/file58.pdf. See Appendix,
“State Applications for an Article V Convention Call,” pp. 46-57.

118 Naturally this legal immunity cannot be obtained by Congress tinkering with the applications such as “rescind-
ing” them. While it would provide evidence of lack of applications to cause a call, it would open Congress to crimi-
nal charges of evidence tampering. Thus, to preserve any legal immunity Congress cannot affect any state applica-
tion. This is another reason Congress cannot “rescind” state applications. See fn. 144.

17 See infra, “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63; “List of State Applica-
tions for an Article V Convention,” Appendix pp. 46-57.
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Request for Inspection and Audit of State Applications

As noted in the Letter to NARA Acting Director Bunk, under authority of 44 USC §2906(a) (1)
and 36 CFR 1239.20 a request to Acting Administrator Roth, U.S. General Services Administra-
tion for an inspection of state applications for a convention call currently in the custody of the
NARA has been requested by the transmission of this Petition to her office. This section of the
Petition discusses the reasons for the inspection. *®

Under these statutes and regulations inspection of records may occur if evidence suggests any
federal agency has not complied with record keeping procedures prescribed by federal law. The
law prescribes if inaccurate or incomplete records exist as a result of inadequate record keeping
and the agency has done nothing to redress this issue an inspection is warranted. Documented
evidei?é:e proves such conditions exist in the NARA regarding state applications for a convention
call.

Clearly the NARA is capable of cataloguing state applications for a convention call as demon-
strated by its presentation of the Colorado application.® The NARA plainly understands the
constitutional significance of state applications based on language it attached to the Colorado
application. Therefore the NARA is capable of redressing the issue and understands the reason
for redressing the issue of properly cataloguing applications in order to make them available for
constitutional and public use. Yet the NARA has done nothing. It has ignored statutory mandates
of proper record keeping procedures. Documented evidence proves the NARA has failed to obey
prescribed federal record keeping procedures in regards to applications. Further this evidence
proves the NARA records are inaccurate and incomplete.

This incomplete and inaccurate record renders applications constitutionally uncertain. Even if the
NARA catalogued applications under its present regulations, evidence shows discrepancies be-
tween federal and state records exist. Thus current NARA records do not present a complete or
accurate record of state applications. Current regulations provide no means to redress these dis-
crepancies. Given the constitutional purpose of applications is to cause a convention call “on the
application” of two thirds of the states, unless the record is 100% accurate, 100% complete and
100% compliant with state records meaning no discrepancies whatsoever, constitutional ques-
tions can arise as to the validity of any convention call. The errors of record in the NARA raise
this issue: is the set of applications which cause a specific convention call the accurate set of ap-
plications required to cause that specific call?

Due to the Constitution’s “on the application [Congress] shall call” requirement, *** it is neces-
sary not only to know which states have applied for a convention but when. The “on the applica-

18 See fn. 68, 83, 85.

119 See “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p. 63; Appendix pp. 21-34.

120 See “The Colorado Application,” p. 10; Appendix, “State of Colorado Application, April 1, 1901,” p. 5.

121 «On: Used as a function word to indicate a time frame during which something takes place; an instant, action, or
occurrence when something begins or is done; occurrence at the same time as.” Webster’s Third New International
Dictionary (Unabridged) (2002); “On: as soon as; contiguous to; at the time of.” Black’s Law Dictionary 10th ed.
(West Group, 2014).
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tion” requirement commands an immediate tabulation of specific states to cause an immediate
convention call. Thus the tabulation for such call is created by a given set of applications. There-
fore when the application is submitted becomes paramount to determine which group of state
applications is attached to what convention call. The immediacy requirement of the Constitution
automatically precludes all but those precise applications which, when grouped together, com-
prise the most immediate period of time between the submission of the first application by a state
and the last submitted application by a state needed to cause that specific convention call.

Naturally applications excluded from this specific group of applications are not discarded. In-
stead as the Constitution mandates a convention call every time two thirds of the state legisla-
tures apply and this group can comprise any of hundreds of different combinations of applying
states, this means those applications not used in a specific call set are grouped under the same
principle of most immediate time period between first and last submission and used in the calling
of the next of however many conventions calls are required to constitutionally address all sets of
two thirds of applying states whose applications have not already caused a convention call. %
The term “on the application” as previously discussed, means a state need only submit one appli-
cation per set of states to become a part of that two thirds group of applying states for that specif-
ic convention call. *?® If a state submits more than a single application, then each single applica-
tion must be assigned to another set of applying states in order that each application is constitu-
tionally valid and tabulated.

This most immediate period of submission time is the only time period constitutionally qualified
under the term “on the application” as the response of Congress to call is always immediate and
continuing as it is a peremptory requirement. To contemplate a longer period of time than that
which is most immediate implies applications can be delayed giving Congress power to “delay”
a call indefinitely. The language of Article V, “on the application” precludes such delay and is
therefore unconstitutional. Thus it is constitutionally imperative to know precisely which appli-
cations comprise which group of states causing a call and in which order of time the applications
were submitted so it can be irrefutably demonstrated what is the most immediate period of sub-
mission time for each set of applications causing a convention call. Only with this knowledge

122 Any other interpretation would lead to nullification of Article V by establishing Congress can “rescind” an appli-
cation. Thus a call is no longer “peremptory.” Regardless of the reason, allowing Congress to nullify even a single
application means Congress controls both proposal methods of Article VV which clearly was not the intent of the
Founders. The reason so many applications exist without having caused a convention is because Congress has not
done its constitutional duty and called when mandated. Permitting Congress to call a single convention when many
calls are required by the Constitution gives Congress a means to require the states submit an endless series of appli-
cations which Congress, may or may, ever respond to. The Constitution mandates a call “on the application” (singu-
lar) of two thirds of the several state legislatures meaning one applications from each of two thirds of the states, not
on as many applications as Congress decides to ignore before it calls the convention. Only by an absolute strict in-
terpretation of Article V can this constitutional destruction be avoided thus causing Congress to call a convention
every time two thirds of the states submit applications. If this results in a large number of conventions at the initial
phase of calling by Congress then adjustments to this fact will have to be addressed in the call. In any event, the
fault lies with Congress for not calling a convention when it was supposed to, not the states, not the people and cer-
tainly not with the Constitution.

123 See supra, “The Colorado Application,” p. 10.
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can it be established which set of applications is the correct set necessary to cause a specific con-
vention call.

If this information is not readily available then it possible a convention may be called based on
the wrong set of applications (or more likely not called when in fact a call is mandated) particu-
larly if applications now “lost” by Congress are later “discovered.” Does this mean the “lost” ap-
plication can simply be ignored? Certainly not; an affirmative answer to this question indicates
the call is not peremptory. Congress can avoid a call by means of an incompetent file clerk or
government agency charged with categorizing the applications. If this situation if not addressed
with proper cataloguing procedures Congress is just as open to legal liability if it fails to call a
convention as it is if it calls a convention based on an improper set of applications provided by
inaccurate or incomplete record keeping procedures.

Avoiding this Gordian knot of constitutional conundrum due to poor record keeping is the re-
sponsibility of the NARA.

As described in the Stasny Report applications have been scattered about the various congres-
sional committee for years with no assurance whatsoever they have even been properly recorded
by the various congressional committees. *** If this was the only issue of record keeping a simple
diligent search of committee records would be the obvious solution. However the inaccuracy of
federal records is far worse than this. Even a cursory examination of a small sample of state rec-
ords of applications versus the congressional record proves discrepancies. Thus records of appli-
cations sent by the states and records of applications received by Congress do not match.

For example, according to the Congressional Record there is only one application from the state
of California for a convention call by that state between 1903 and 1913. % However according
to California state records, during that time period California submitted four applications to Con-
gress. ?® According to the state of Illinois a list of applications taken from the Congressional
Record “differs somewhat” from the official state records. **’ The state of Wisconsin reports that,
“...several of the entries on the list [the Congressional Record]...do appear to correlate to resolu-
tions that were enrolled and adopted by the Wisconsin Legislature.” **

According to the newly formed group Assembly of State Legislatures, an ad-hoc group of state
legislators who have assumed, without official sanction from their various state legislatures (or
the Courts or the Constitution) a right to compose “rules” for a convention, an investigation by
one of their committees has revealed several “discrepancies” between state and federal records of
state applications. **° In an attempt to resolve the discrepancies between federal and state records
the ldaho state legislature submitted a formal request to Congress in 2014 for a public tabulation
of state applications. This was the second request submitted to Congress in two years for such

124 See Petition, pp. 42-44, Appendix, pp. 8-13.

125 See Appendix, “State Applications for an Article VV Convention Call” application #120, p. 48.
126 |pid, “California State Applications,” pp. 21-26.

127 pid, “Response of State of Illinois—First Page,” p. 27.

128 |bid, “Response of State of Wisconsin—First Page,” p. 29.

129 See http://www.theassemblyofstatelegislatures.org/.
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tabulation. **® 3! In response, the House of Representatives has taken the first tentative steps to-
ward tabulation of applications. **?

There is evidence suggesting entries of applications in the Congressional Record may be falsi-
fied. While the factual information contained in one suspect application is accurate, nevertheless
state records do not support this 1929 application said to be from the state of Wisconsin as actu-
ally having been submitted by the Wisconsin state legislature. *** Given the fact Congress issued
a committee report correctly describing the conditions under which Congress is required to call a
convention—a simple numeric count of applying states—and acknowledging a sufficient number
of applications had been submitted by the states to cause a convention call which public record
also supports, the matter is not trivial. *** Despite this official congressional acknowledgment that
the states had satisfied the two thirds requirement of the Constitution, Congress did not issue a
convention call thus violating their oaths of office and the Constitution.

Given these circumstances it is clear an inspection of NARA records by a neutral party is war-
ranted. *® The lack of California applications, for example, suggests some of their applications
may have been disposed of by persons unknown within the federal government. As there are
state records of these applications replacement in the public record is more important than fixing
blame in order to produce a complete, accurate record of state applications. Official responses to
inquiries by the states of Illinois and Wisconsin make it clear it is impossible to have an accurate
federal record without that record being compared to state records. The Petitioner recommends
therefore any inspection of NARA records of state applications include a formal request by the
General Services Administrator to each state legislature for a systematic and exhaustive exami-
nation of all state records in order to obtain an accurate record of all state applications so that
they can then be compared to the federal record. The state response should include reproduction
of the actual text of all state applications regardless of whether there is a discrepancy or not. Fol-
lowing receipt of these state records adjustments as necessary to bring state and federal records
in harmony should occur within the federal records. Under federal law a report must then be fur-

130 See Appendix, “State of ldaho—Application for Count of Applications,” p. 32.

31 See fn. 21, Appendix, “Dan Marks Letter to Clerk, April 15, 2013,” p. 6.

132 See “House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,” p.57, Appendix, pp. 38-41.

133 See Appendix, “Response of State of Wisconsin—Third Page,” p. 31 for list of state records showing dates and
legislative notations of applications. Then compare Wisconsin Application SJR 83 (1929) #137 p. 33 to this list. The
application in question clearly reads “SJR 83”. The certified list supplied by the state shows no record of “SJR 83”
in 1929 or anytime for that matter.

34 Ibid, p. 34. Despite the fact application #137 may be falsified this does not mean a sufficient number of applica-
tions have not been submitted to cause a convention call. As is demonstrated by the state of California’s applications
and the Stasny Report, evidence suggests there are even more applications than the Congressional Record indicates.
When finally sorted out this will mean it is even more obvious Congress is obligated to call a convention, indeed,
several, as the language of Article V clearly mandates a call “on the application” of two thirds of the states. Thus
whenever this constitutional condition is met by the states, Congress must call a convention based on that set of ap-
plications, at present 34 applications. The total number of applications, well in excess of 750, clearly shows several
separate convention calls are required in order for Congress to entirely satisfy the convention call requirement of
Acrticle V. See “The Colorado Application,” p. 10; fn. 16-18.

1% See fn. 71, 82-85.
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nished to Congress when the inspection is completed. *** Under the regulations proposed by Peti-
tioner, the means to address this issue is provided along with a regulatory system intended to ad-
dress any future issues along these lines.

136 36 CFR 1239.20 mandates NARA send reports to Congress and the Office of Management and Budget on the
results of inspection of federal records. See generally 44 USC 2904, fn. 85.
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NARA Obligation of “Immediate” Use under Congressional Rules

Congressional rules regarding transfer of records to the Archivist of the United States are explic-
it. According to the Rules of the House of Representatives, 113" Congress (the latest version of
House Rules published at the time of submission of this Petition) Rule VII specifies, “At the end
of each Congress, the chair of each committee shall transfer to the Clerk any noncurrent records
of such committee, including the sub-committees thereof. ... “The Clerk shall deliver the records
transferred under clause 1, together with any other noncurrent records of the Houses, to the Ar-
chivist of the United States for preservation at the National Archives and Records Administra-
tion. Records so delivered are the permanent property of the House and remain subject to this
rule and any order of the House.” ***

The rule continues, “The Clerk shall authorize the Archivist to make records delivered under
clause 2 available for public use subject to clause 4(b) and any order of the House.” ... “A record
shall immediately be made available if it was previously made available for public use by the
House or a committee or a sub-committee.” **® Finally the rule states, “A record (other than a
record referred to in subparagraph (1), (2), or (3)) shall be made available if it has been in exist-
ence for 30 years.” ** These rules are plain in meaning: records from a congressional committee
or Congress must be immediately available for public use when transferred to the Archivist.

Therefore, even if Congress fails to provide state applications in an orderly manner consistent
with generally accepted record keeping practices as the Stasny Report describes, this lapse does
not release the NARA from its statutory and congressionally assigned obligation to re-organize
those records to provide a complete and accurate record of applications “immediately” available
for public use. There is no equivocation in this rule or indication the House intends state applica-
tions be exempt from this House rule.

United States Senate Rule 11—Withdrawal, Printing, Reading of and Reference—restate 44
USC 2118.%* In sum the rule states Senate records are transferred to the NARA for preservation
subject to Senate and House rules. There is no Senate rule declaring state applications are any-
thing but a public record. Nothing in Senate rules conflicts with House rules. As all state applica-
tions are published in the Congressional Record, which is a record of all congressional activities
whose publication and status as a public record is required by the Constitution, it is impossible to
consider state applications in that Record to be anything but public record. Thus both Senate and
House rules demand “immediate” publication of all state applications published by Congress be
immediately published by the NARA.

State applications are supposed to be archived for immediate public use. This has been the stated
intent of Congress since May 5, 1789. Instead applications are not published, let alone cata-
logued by the NARA making public use impossible. In addition to violating statues and regula-

37 Rules of the House of Representatives, 113" Congress, January 3, 2013, Rule V11 (Archiving) 1(a), 2.
38 Ibid, 3(a), (b) (1) [Emphasis added].

39 1pid, (4).

140 See fn. 86, 88; Appendix, “Senate Rule 11—Papers—Withdrawal, Preservation—First Page,” p. 37.
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tions therefore, the NARA has ignored explicit congressional rules applying to state applications
published in the Congressional Record. Congressional rules require an immediate solution—
even if that solution is temporary—in order to bring the NARA into compliance with the “imme-
diate” standard set by congressional rules. For this reason Petitioner, in his proposed regulations,
requires the use of a private collection of applications by the NARA to satisfy the congressional
requirement of applications being “immediately” available for public use until such time as the
NARA can create a permanent public record, based on the other proposed regulations, to replace
the temporary private collection.

House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications

On January 6, 2015, the House of Representatives passed H.Res.5—Adopting Rules for the One
Hundred Fourteenth Congress. H.Res.5 contains rules of procedure describing the processing of
applications for a convention call by the states by the House. The two section rule entitled
“Providing for Transparency with Respect to Memorials Submitted Pursuant to Article V of the
Constitution of the United States,” is listed under Section 3(c) “Separate Orders.” *** The rule
establishes a methodology for the collection and display of Article V Convention applications.

An analysis of the new rule published by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) states the
new rule “clarifies the procedures of the House upon receipt of Article V memorials from the
States by directing the Clerk to make each memorial, designated by the chair of the Committee
on the Judiciary, electronically available and organized by State of origin and year of receipt.” **?
According to CRS the rule applies to “any memorial presented under clause 3 of rule XII pur-
porting to be an application of the legislature of a State calling for a convention for proposing
amendments to the Constitution of the United States pursuant to Article V...” *** Notably, while
the rule mentions *“a rescission of any such prior application” it does not describe such “rescis-
sion” as being in “pursuant to Article VV” thus settling the question of the constitutionality of “re-
scissions.” *** Finally CRS states, “The chair of the Committee on the Judiciary shall, in the case

141 See Appendix, “House Rule 3(c)—Transparency of Article VV Applications—First Page,” pp. 35-41.

12 |bid, pp. 40-41. The “state and date” provision of the new rule clearly reflects the May 5, 1789 decision by Con-
gress to base a convention call on a numeric count of applying states. See supra, “The 1789 Congressional Deci-
sion,” p. 9.

143 See Appendix, “House Rule 3(c)—Transparency of Article \V Applications—First Page,” pp. 35-41

144 Both the House and Senate have rules regarding the “withdrawal of papers” specifically memorials. See Appen-
dix, “House Rule 7—Records of the House—Second Page,” p. 36; Senate Rule 11—Papers—Withdrawal, Preserva-
tion—First Page,” p. 37. The language of the provision (Rule XI 81, Senate; Rule VII § 7, House) is virtually identi-
cal. Neither the House nor Senate permits the “withdrawal” (i.e., rescission or nullification) of a memorial without
the consent of the legislative body in question, meaning a vote on the question by that legislative body. Therefore,
according to the rules of Congress, a state cannot unilaterally withdraw (i.e., rescind or nullify) any application (all
of which have been listed by the Houses of Congress as memorials) without a vote of consent by both houses of
Congress. Congress has never consented to the nullification of any state application in its entire history because as
acknowledged on May 5, 1789 it is out of its power to do so. [See supra, “The 1789 Congressional Decision,” p. 9.]
Therefore, under the rules of Congress, rescinding or nullifying a state application requires the consent of Congress
meaning the power of rescission lies not with the states, but Congress. However Congress has no power to “rescind”
applications.
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Congressional rules do not require affirmative action by a party submitting the memorial to request “withdrawal.”
Under its rules Congress is free to “withdraw” any memorial regardless of whether the party who submitted the
memorial desires that action or not. Thus, if the rules are applicable to applications for a convention call submitted
by the states this means not only can Congress “withdraw” (i.e., rescind or nullify) those applications a state wishes
to rescind but any other application Congress chooses to strike from its record. By such means therefore Congress
can reduce the number of applications on record to a level below that necessary to cause a convention (or reduce
them entirely if it chose) when in fact, the record, prior to such censorship, clearly proves Congress is required to
call a convention. Thus, the entire premise of a second autonomous method of amendment proposal independent of
Congress described in Article V is defeated: Congress must call a convention if the states apply and has “no option”
in this regard. The use of the withdrawal rules cited in this footnote results in Congress having complete and total
control of both amendment proposal processes. As stated by George Mason in the 1787 convention such a use of
congressional rules would make “both...modes to depend, in the first immediately, and in the second, ultimately, on
Congress [and therefore] no amendments of the proper kind would ever be obtained by the people, if the Govern-
ment should become oppressive...” Given the peremptory status of state applications nullification by Congress, if
this were to occur, opens Congress to criminal liability. See fn. 116. The fact is despite pressure from several con-
servative groups, Congress has never rescinded a single application. Such restraint lends weight to the premise Con-
gress clearly understands the intent and meaning of Article V and therefore understands it has no power of rescis-
sion.

It is not an accident of language therefore, that the House rule requiring the collection of applications made “pursu-
ant to Article VV” does not state, “applications and rescissions made in pursuant to Article V.” Article V does not
permit “rescission” of an application once submitted to Congress by a state and therefore a “rescission” is not made
“pursuant” to Article V or to any other clause of the Constitution for that matter. Nor does Article VV permit Con-
gress to “rescind” an application once Congress has received it. The Supreme Court has emphatically stated there
are “no rules of construction, interpolation or addition” permitted in Article V. [United States v Sprague, 282 U.S.
716, 731-32 (1931) [Emphasis added]]. [See fn. 8]. In short, what Article V says is what you get. Article V describes
an amendment process intended to process amendments in an orderly fashion. If this process is altered by addition
without prior amendment, such addition would no longer be the process described in the Constitution. Therefore this
new process is unconstitutional as it does not prescribe to the process set forth in the Constitution. The Courts have
expressly ruled nothing can be altered in the Constitution except by process of amendment: “Nothing new can be put
into the constitution except through the amendatory process, and nothing old can be taken out without the same pro-
cess.” Ullmann v United States, 350 U.S. 422 (1956). Further, such an addition to Article V is done by a simple
majority vote in Congress. It establishes nullification of the Constitution by majority whim for reasons of political
expediency. Such an event is too chilling to contemplate which is why the Supreme Court ruled as it did.

While Congress has erroneously listed state applications under “Memorials and Petitions” this act of misclassifica-
tion does not alter the actual constitutional status of the state application. An application is an application not a me-
morial or petition. Thus the rules of rescission of memorials by either or both houses of Congress do not apply to the
state applications because they decidedly not a memorial or petition which is defined as a request asking Congress to
do something. An application is an instruction mandating Congress do something and more importantly, an instruc-
tion Congress has no constitutional authority to ignore. The fact these applications are misfiled by Congress under
the wrong category in the Congressional Record merely demonstrates another example of congressional incompe-
tence regarding state applications and the need for proper record keeping management under the proposed regula-
tions of this Petition by the NARA.

While an in depth discussion of rescission/nullification of federal record is perhaps slightly beyond the scope of this
Petition, a brief summary is in order. Beyond the federal statutes referred to previously requiring preservation of
federal records which, evidenced by the Colorado application, includes applications by the states for a convention
call, House rules address this matter in Rule VII (6) which describes a record as “any official, permanent record of
the House” which according to the instructions given in 1789 by Congress (and not revoked by the new House rule)
applies to state applications. See supra, “The 1789 Congressional Decision,” p. 9; Appendix, “Debates of Congress
May 5, 1789 p. 258,” pp. 2-4; Appendix, “House Rule 7—Records of the House—Second Page,” p. 36. No federal
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statute, regulation or congressional rule permits states to “rescind” any federal regulation, statute or record. The Su-
preme Court has repeatedly ruled throughout United States history states do not have the right to “nullify” federal
record or law—under any circumstance. [See generally United States v. Peters, 9 U.S. 115 (1809); Ableman v
Booth, 62 U.S. 506 (1859); Cooper v Aaron, 358 U.S 1 (1958)].

Among other provisions of the Constitution the Court has relied on the Tenth Amendment which states, “The pow-
ers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.” All applications are recorded in the Congressional Record or its ancestral records.
The Constitution mandates Congress must maintain a “Journal of its Proceedings, and from time to time publish the
same.” See U.S. Constitution, Article I, §5, Clause 3. Therefore under the terms of the Tenth Amendment and as
interpreted by the Supreme Court states do not have authority to “rescind” any record in the Congressional Record
as that function is delegated exclusively to the United States by the Constitution and therefore control by the states is
prohibited.

Such “rescission” would also involve the states “regulating” the NARA, a federal agency, as most of the applica-
tions that have been requested by the states to be “rescinded” are stored somewhere in NARA files. In some fashion
therefore the “rescission” must possess legal authority instructing the NARA to remove the application in question
from its files so as to purge the federal record entirely of the record of application. Above cited congressional rules
clearly state these records are controlled by Congress, not the states. Therefore no such authority is granted to the
states by federal law, congressional rule or the Constitution. Finally such authority could be extended by the states
(or state) to encompass all federal records reducing federal records and authority to the whim of a single state.

As described in Federalist 85 the call and hence the applications causing such call are “peremptory.” See supra,
“Federalist 85,” p. 7. As the term “peremptory” allows for no excuse not to execute that which is peremptory, a
“rescission” is impossible. As described, on May 5, 1789, Congress shall have no debate, vote or right of committee
in regards to the calling of a convention. See supra, “The 1789 Congressional Decision,” p. 9; Appendix, “Debates
of Congress May 5, 1789 p. 258,” pp. 2-4. A rescission of an application, which congressional rules mandate must
be voted upon by both houses of Congress is clearly unconstitutional as it would “imply that the House had a right to
deliberate upon the subject... [which] was not the case [as it is] out of the power of Congress to decline complying,
the words of the Constitution being express and positive relative to the agency Congress may have in case of appli-
cations of this nature. From hence it must appear, that Congress have no deliberative power on this occasion.” If the
call is peremptory meaning the applications which cause it must also be peremptory, then the same limitation must
apply to the states. The states cannot present a “rescission” to Congress requiring deliberation (and vote) when the
peremptory terms of the Constitution forbid deliberation (and vote) by Congress. Hence the states are equally for-
bidden from presentation of a “rescission” requiring deliberation (and vote) by Congress as Congress is from delib-
erating and voting on the “rescission.”

While the rules of both houses permit Congress to vote to “withdraw” memorials, in the specific instance of appli-
cations by the states for a convention call erroneously labeled as memorials by the House and Senate, the rules do
not apply to state applications for a convention call as it is: (1) a violation of the Tenth Amendment in that permits
the states the right to nullify entries in a proprietary federal journal record mandated by the Constitution which the
Tenth Amendment expressly denies states the authority to so regulate; (2) an action which violates Supreme Court
rulings regarding the prohibition of “addition[s]” to the text of Article V without benefit of an amendment permit-
ting such action; (3) a violation of the “peremptory” requirement of Article V vis-a-vis Congress and a convention
call as it permits Congress discretion where no such authority is either expressed or was intended by the Founders;
(4) an action which is also forbidden to the states as the peremptory requirement of Article V upon Congress equally
applies to the states meaning as Congress cannot deliberate on an application so too are the states from presentation
of an application requiring deliberation which the congressional rules, if they were effective, require; (5) the an act
of “rescission” (i.e. nullification) of a federal record and therefore is a congressional power not a state power as con-
gressional rules clearly specify it only requires the consent of both houses of Congress to “withdraw” a memorial
once it has been submitted to Congress and does not describe or require state power to do so and; (6) a power which
can be used by Congress to “rescind” (i.e. nullify) any application regardless of whether the applying state desires
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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of such memorial presented in the One Hundred Fourteenth Congress, and my, in the case of
such a memorial presented prior to the One Hundred Fourteenth Congress, designate any such
memorial for public availability by the Clerk...” **°

The CRS analysis states, “In carrying out section 3(c) of House Resolution 5, it is expected that
the chair of the Committee on the Judiciary will be solely charged with determining whether a
memorial purports to be an application of the legislature of a state calling for a constitutional
convention. The Clerk’s role will be entirely administrative. The chair of the Committee on the
Judiciary will only designate memorials from state legislatures (and not from individuals or other
parties) as it is only state legislatures that are contemplated under Article V of the Constitution.”
The analysis states the chair of the Committee on the Judiciary “will include a transmission letter
with each memorial indicating it has been designated under section 3(c) of House Resolution
5.7 1% According to CRS, “The Clerk will make publicly available the memorial and transmis-

such rescission thus rendering the entire mode of amendment proposal entirely subject to congressional control and;
(7) a misinterpretation of the rules of Congress in that the rules relate to “memorials and petitions” whereas a state
application is an “application” and therefore not a memorial or petition and hence not affected by the rules in ques-
tion. Therefore states may not unilaterally “rescind” (or nullify) an application for a convention call and indeed have
no such constitutional authority whatsoever to do so and neither may Congress as such action is a violation of con-
gressional rules as well as the Constitution.

15 see Appendix, “House Rule 7—Records of the House—First Page,” pp. 35-39.

1% In practice the process has evolved into the House Committee on the Judiciary Chairman Bob Goodlatte trans-
mitting a form letter (with electronic signature) to the Clerk of the House of Representatives Karen Haas. The letter
(following the obligatory date and recipient address states, “Pursuant to section 3(c) of House Resolution 5 (114"
Congress), | hereby designate the attached Memorial from the State of | received by the House of Representa-
tives in the year ___, as purporting to be an application of the State legislature calling for a convention for proposing
amendments to the Constitution of the United States pursuant to Article V, and request that you make it publicly
available. Sincerely, Bob Goodlatte, Chairman.”

The problem is the intent of the word “purport” as used in the House committee letter. The dictionary defines “pur-
port” with two distinct definitions. Webster’s Third New International Dictionary (Unabridged) (2002) defines
“purport” as, “1: to convey, imply, or profess outwardly (as meaning, intention, or true character): have the often
specious appearance of being, intending, claiming (something implied or inferred): IMPART, PROFESS ‘a letter
that purports to express public opinion”,” ‘a law that purports to be in the interest of morality’, ‘men purporting to be
citizens.” 2: to have in mind: INTEND, PURPOSE.” The Unabridged Random House Dictionary (2015) defines
“purport” as: “1. to present, especially deliberately, the appearance of being; profess or claim, often falsely: a docu-
ment purporting to be official. 2. to convey to the mind as the meaning or thing intended; express or imply. ‘It is the
bringing forward something in writing or in print purporting to be of certain effect when it is altogether untrue.””

The first dictionary definition can be summed as making a claim that generally is false. Such interpretation presents
the House (and Congress) the ability to reject all applications by alleging they are “false” and therefore cannot be
acted upon (i.e., call the convention) as federal law (see 18 USC 1001) prevents any official from publishing any
record as official public record they know, in any way, is false. The second dictionary definition generally means
expressing “the mind” of the thing “intended” that is, a written expression of a state to have Congress call a conven-
tion. Thus, how the House (and Congress) interprets the word “purport” relates to (1) whether Congress believes it is
bound to the May 5, 1789 rule; (2) believes it can reject state applications for undisclosed reasons or (3) is bound to
the intent of application as submitted and thus, when the “proper number to achieve their object” occurs, must call a
convention. Other than rejecting an application as there is no evidence proving it was sent by a state legislature and
thus is not in compliance with the mandate of Article V' (or House rule), there is no basis for Congress to reject any
application as all applications contain text “purporting” to represent the intent of the state legislature. As the Consti-
tution only permits state legislatures to apply for a convention call, the fact the application was not sent by a state
Footnote Continued on Next Page

60|Page



sion letter from the chair.” Finally, CRS states, “The chair of the Committee on the Judiciary is
also permitted to designate memorials from earlier Congresses to be made publicly available un-
der the same procedure.” *’

legislature is the only legitimate constitutional basis of rejection. As federal statute forbids Congress from publish-
ing such an application unless it has already been established the application is genuine this is a non-issue provided a
means of verification exists. Neither the new House rule nor NARA regulations provide for verification while the
proposed regulations address this matter.

Petitioner recently sent a letter to the House committee chairman (and other government officials) pointing out 18
USC 1001 forbids Congress apply the word “purport” as defined by its first dictionary definition to describe state
applications. That statute forbids publication of false records by government officials (or the covering up of rec-
ords). The House Committee on the Judiciary is currently publishing state applications under the new House rule.
Presuming members of Congress intend avoiding criminal charges for violation of 18 USC 1001 it is reasonable to
assume Congress is not applying the first dictionary definition to state applications. USC 1001 states: “(a) Except as
otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of the executive, legislative, or
judicial branch of the Government of the United States, knowingly and willfully— (1) falsifies, conceals, or covers
up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact; (2) makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement
or representation; or (3) makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any materially
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry; shall be fined under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years or,
if the offense involves international or domestic terrorism, imprisoned not more than 8 years, or both.” [Emphasis
added].

All of these possible criminal liabilities stem from the lack of an accurate, complete record of applications. Under
the law it is as much a violation for Congress to publish a false record of application as it is for them to withhold
publication of valid applications. The problem is, as there is no accurate, complete record of applications in the cus-
tody of the NARA, (or anywhere else in the government for that matter) and no means provided by law to verify the
authenticity of applications, Congress finds itself legally exposed. Under the proposed regulations of this Petition a
means of challenge and verification of authenticity is provided. But no such regulations currently exist and hence no
way exists to protect Congress from liability. This is another example of the NARA’s failure to provide a complete
and accurate record of state applications on which Congress can reply to perform its necessary constitutional task
has resulted in legal liability.

147 See Appendix, “CRS Analysis of House Rule 3(c)—First Page,” p. 40. Informal inquiries from interested citizens
to the staff of the House Judiciary Committee regarding how far back in the records the staff intends to proceed in
displaying state applications submitted to prior congresses as permitted by the new House rule have been inconclu-
sive. According to one source, the staff “intends to go backwards for as long as staff time and resources allow.”
This answer is entirely inadequate given the constitutional task assigned Congress opening it further to legal liabil-
ity. See supra, “The Issue of Legal Liability Due to NARA Oversight,” p. 44.

The staff of any congressional committee is ill-equipped to deal with the massive humber of state applications in-
volved in a completely transparent presentation of state applications submitted to Congress since the founding of
this nation. Their answer is therefore unconstitutional. The Constitution does not state “on the application...if the
congressional staff has time and resources to gather the applications,” thus permitting Congress not to call a conven-
tion due to lack of congressional staff time and resources. However the response graphically illustrates why a con-
gressional committee should not be spearheading an effort to catalogue applications.

Gathering a complete collection of applications and matching which applications cause which convention call re-

quires too much time and resources for a congressional committee staff whose responsibilities extend to multiple

issues. As discussed, cataloguing public records is a job statutorily assigned to the NARA, not to a congressional

committee staff except for the most immediate records submitted in the current congressional session. The NARA

has the skills, personnel and availability of records to accomplish what a House committee is not equipped to do.

Limited congressional resources and staff means correctly gathering state applications into a complete and accurate
Footnote Continued on Next Page
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Under House Rule 7, clause 5(c) “A committee may withdraw from the National Archives and
Records Administration any record of the committee delivered to the Archivist under this rule.
Such a withdrawal shall be on a temporary basis and for official use of the committee.” **® The
rule does not define what time period a “temporary” basis is and whether this will be a long
enough period of time to ensure full collection of all application records. Petitioner can state
from his own personal experience that the volume of applications involved means for Congress
to properly list all state applications (not counting the verification time required to resolve dis-
crepancies between state and federal records) will most likely involve months if not years of
work by a dedicated staff. The fact the NARA presently does not catalogue state applications
make the job more difficult and time consuming. Based on the experience of the Petitioner the
only course open to the committee staff is to literally plow through every page of record of every
congressional committee for the past 200 years to locate all the applications and even that is not
a satisfactory solution. **® Such diligence by a committee staff is hardly likely. Their work will
therefore most likely be slipshod at best and therefore something which does not pass constitu-
tional muster.

This new House rule places even more responsibility on the NARA. The rule permits publication
of applications submitted to prior congresses. These records are currently in the custody of the
NARA. When requested by the committee to provide these records for “temporary” use under
Rule VII (7) the NARA will have no choice but to produce them. As admitted by the NARA
however, the agency can’t even state where the records are located or more importantly state if
they are accurate and complete records despite federal statutes mandating the NARA must be
able to do exactly that. The occasion of this new House rule requires new NARA regulations
dealing with state applications so that when called on by Congress, the NARA can provide these
applications in a professional manner as contemplated by law to the committee and the public for
their use.

record is unlikely particularly as the NARA doesn’t even know where the records. Yet the Constitution demands a
complete record. This is another reason for adoption of the proposed regulations in this Petition.

148 See Appendix, “House Rule 7—Records of the House—Second Page,” p. 36.

149 See infra, “NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications,” p.63.
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NARA Response to Record Keeping Issues Regarding Applications

The current state of maintenance state application by the NARA can be described succinctly:
disastrous. Were the record not so sad of abysmal record keeping it would be laughable. The
NARA cannot even answer the most basic information about state applications—who, what,
when, where and how: WHO sent the application; WHAT is contained in the application;
WHEN the application was sent; WHERE is it located; HOW many applications exist.

Based on evidence presented in this Petition it can be emphatically stated the NARA can’t even
assert their records are accurate let alone complete. State records document discrepancies be-
tween federal and state records. **° There is another issue. While the Senate has published the full
text of submitted applications over the years, the House has not. Instead the House has elected to
make a single line notation of the application listing the state, general subject of the application
and House committee to which the application was referred.

As discussed in the Stasny Report, there is no way to accurately compare the full text an applica-
tion published in the Senate section of the Congressional Record with the abbreviated notation in
the House section of the Record to determine matching notations. The times of publication of the
notations do not coincide. Records of publication show it can be months or years between publi-
cation in Senate records and House records. During this time other applications may intervene.
This means accurate information as to number of the state applications submitted by the states is
impossible to determine based on the published record. Fortunately however, for purposes of is-
suing a convention call, the total number of submitted applications is irrelevant to Congress pro-
vided it consists of at least 34 applications from 34 states. **

150 See supra, “The Stasny Report,” p. 42; “Request for Inspection and Audit of State Applications,” p. 51; Appendix
(showing examples of discrepancies) pp. 8-13, 21-31, 33-34.

51 While the total number of applications remains unknown the precise number of states which have submitted ap-
plications is known. Both House and Senate notations provide this information. Thus it is easy to determine how
many states, in total, have submitted applications. As a convention call is based on a numeric count of applying
states, this is all the information Congress requires in order to issue a convention call. See supra, “The 1789 Con-
gressional Decision,” p. 9. Therefore, as far as the constitutional requirement for a convention call is concerned, the
itemizing applications by state and date under the new House rule is more than sufficient to satisfy the constitution-
al needs of Congress. See supra, “House Rule Regarding Tabulating AVC Applications,” p. 57. This also means the
use of a private collection as temporary public record listing the applying states is also sufficient for constitutional
use by Congress. The problem is this information alone does not answer the question of how many convention calls
Congress must issue. That can only be answered by a complete and accurate record of applications. See “Request for
Inspection and Audit of State Applications,” p. 51.

The main reason for the proposed regulations of this Petition is not only to provide Congress a record equivalent to
other records the NARA produces for public and congressional use but to provide necessary information to the con-
vention as well. The convention will ultimately have to address these applications and dispose of them in an orderly
manner. This cannot be done if the convention doesn’t even know where the applications are located and thus what
text they contain. Unlike Congress a convention must examine the text of the applications and consider the terms
and conditions expressed within them by the states. The convention is not bound by the applications except to the
extent that all requests by the states contained in the applications automatically become part of the convention agen-
da. The proposed regulations of this Petition allow for use by the convention as well as Congress thus simultaneous-
ly satisfying several constitutional needs.
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In 2007, Mr. Steve Moyer of the state of Vermont sent a letter of inquiry to Senator Bernard
Sanders (D-VT) inquiring as the condition of the applications in the custody of the NARA. Sena-
tor Sanders referred to the inquiry to Mr. Rodney A. Ross, Center for Legislative Archives, NA-
RA. Mr. Ross stated, “There is no single category for petitions asking for amendments to the
Constitution, let alone for amendments by the convention route.” While Mr. Ross listed numer-
ous volumes a person “would need to be read to see if a particular document mentioned the con-
vention process” his letter of response makes it clear the NARA had absolutely no idea as to the
location of state applications in NARA files. Mr. Ross confirmed this when he speculated in his
letter, “The Center for Legislative Archives probably holds the kind of petitions in which Mr.
Mover is interested. *°? Therefore, according to Mr. Ross, the location of state applications could
be anywhere in the NARA if they are there at all.

The NARA admission irrefutably demonstrates the NARA is in violation of several federal stat-
utes and regulations regarding proper record keeping procedures, not the least of which is certain
knowledge of where the files in question are actually located. “Probably” these files are in “The
Center for Legislative Archives” is not an adequate answer. Despite the mandates of 44 USC
2109 and congressional rules, the NARA is, to use a modern phrase, “clueless.” *>* The situation
has not altered in the ensuing years. In order to assemble his list of applications, the first in Unit-
ed States history showing photographic evidence of the applications, Petitioner, who lives in the
Western United States, was required to enlist the services of a private research firm NICOM, Inc.
located near NARA facilities in Alexandria, Virginia in order to perform the actual physical lo-
cation of records described in the Ross letter.

According to Dr. John Arnold, President and co-founder of NICOM, Inc., “I have spoken with
archivists at NARA and, especially, the Center for Legislative Archives at Archives I. It does not
appear that any database or cataloguing effort has been undertaken by NARA regarding the Arti-
cle V Applications. The CLS, in fact, points to sites online, such as Friends of the Article V
Convention, in regards to questions about the applications.” ***

The NARA has made no effort to redress the condition of the applications even after the issue
was brought to their attention. Instead, the NARA routinely refers citizen inquiries about state
applications to the FOAVC website, a private collection of applications. This is final proof the
NARA has no catalogue of these applications despite the requirements of federal law. Petitioner
believes this informal referral by the NARA proves the NARA believes Petitioner’s collection is
a reliable source of public record, albeit an unofficial source of public record. As the NARA is
already referring citizens to this source of reference this proves the NARA has sufficient confi-
dence in the information contained in the FOAVC collection to satisfy the requirements of public

152 5ee Appendix, “NARA Response Letter—Second Page,” p. 44 [Emphasis added].

153 See supra, “Federal Statutes and Regulations Relative to This Petition,” p. 31; “NARA Obligation of “Immedi-
ate” Use under Congressional Rules,” p. 56; fn. 89.

154 Text of email sent by Dr. Arnold to Petitioner dated Friday, January 16, 2015. Dr. Arnold has been active in ar-
chival research for over 20 years. In 2000 he co-founded NICOM, Inc., which stands for The National Information
Company. The specialty of NICOM, Inc. is research in the “vast amount of information that is not online and re-
quires extensive hands-on digging.” The collection of applications Dr. Arnold refers to is the collection gathered by
Petitioner and displayed in non-electronic form in the Appendix, pp. 46-57.
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record. Therefore it is reasonable to state this collection can be used as a temporary source of of-
ficial public record.
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Proposed CFR Regulations Regarding Article VV Convention Applications

The following proposed regulations are intended for inclusion in the Code of Federal Regula-
tions (CFR) as Title 36—Parks, Forests, and Public Property, Chapter XIl—National Archives
and Records Administration, Subchapter B—Records Management, Part 1240 (currently in re-
serve). The title of the proposed regulations is “Records Management Procedures for Article V
Applications.” The proposed regulations are numbered according to CFR procedures. References
to any CFR regulation or subsections of 36 CFR 1240 are made using CFR designations.

1240.10 Purpose and Definitions

1240.11 The purpose 36 CFR 1240 is to establish additional regulations under the administration
of the Archivist of the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) regarding the
collection, recording, arrangement, storage, and immediate public and constitutional presentation
of all state applications submitted to Congress for an Article VV Convention call made under au-
thority of Article V of the United States Constitution which are, or in the future may come, into
the custody of the NARA.

1240.21 The need for additional regulations regarding records management maintenance for state
applications as mandated by 36 CFR 1240 is state applications have a unique constitutional pur-
pose requiring special treatment and processing above that usually associated with other federal
records. While all regulations of 36 CFR Subchapter B, as applicable, shall apply to state appli-
cations, the Archivist of the United States, (Archivist) shall take care to apply not only those reg-
ulations found in 36 CFR Subchapter B as appropriate to state applications, but the regulations of
36 CFR 1240 as well. If there is a conflict between other federal regulations and the supple-
mental regulations of 36 CFR 1240, the Archivist shall favor the higher standard of care. Due to
their critical constitutional role the Archivist shall apply all appropriate regulations associated
with vital federal records as described in 36 CFR 1223.

1240.31 The unique constitutional purpose of state applications is they serve to cause a conven-
tion call by Congress for a convention for proposing amendments (Article V Convention) under
the mandate of Article V of the United State Constitution (Article V). Thus these records serve a
constitutional, rather than ordinary legislative, purpose. Article V mandates “The Congress ... on
the application of the legislatures of two thirds of the several states, shall call a convention for
proposing amendments...” The call is peremptory meaning Congress cannot refuse to call a con-
vention under any circumstances. The Constitution specifies a specific numeric ratio of applying
states to total number of states in the Union in order to cause Congress to call an Article VV Con-
vention. States may submit applications at any time. The Constitution imposes an immediate du-
ty on Congress with the term *“on the application... [Congress] shall call a convention for pro-
posing amendments” to call the convention whenever the ratio of applying states is achieved. In
order to satisfy this immediate constitutional demand Congress must, at all times, have a com-
plete and accurate public record informing it of how many states have applied for a convention
and how many applications have been submitted by the states. As the NARA is the official re-
pository of these records, this fact imposes a special responsibility on the NARA to provide a
continual, accurate, complete and immediately available catalogue of public record for constitu-
tional use. The Archivist shall consider this responsibility as obligatory.
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1240.40 The following definitions of terms and words shall apply to all sections of 36 CFR 1240
unless otherwise noted:

1240.41 The term “an Article VV Application” shall mean any written document submitted under
authority of Article V of the United States Constitution to Congress by a legislature of any state
in the Union in which the language of that document states its intent under the authority of Arti-
cle V of the Constitution is to cause Congress to call an Article VV Convention [convention for
proposing amendments] to the United States Constitution.

1240.42 “Authentic” as used in reference to an Article V Application, shall mean documented
evidence either from official federal or state public records:

(A) Proving an application was proposed by the legislature of the state from which the
text of the application states it originated or;

(B) Proving the application was submitted to Congress by a state legislature under the au-
thority of Article V of the Constitution with the intent of tabulation as an application causing a
convention call authorized by Article V of the Constitution.

1240.43 The term “complete and accurate record,” shall mean:

(A) The Archivist has publicly certified the NARA has exhausted all means of research to
ensure the public record presenting all state applications in the custody of the NARA is correct
and accurate as defined by 44 USC 2902 in that this record contains all state applications ever
submitted to Congress or which exist in the public record of any state and;

(B) The Archivist has publicly certified the NARA has exhausted all means of research to
ensure the texts of in its records are completely accurate when compared to any original text
within state records such that the texts between the NARA records and state records agree in all
aspects as to content.

1240.44 “Electronically stored” shall mean the recording and electronic storage of state applica-
tions in digital photographic form for public and constitutional use, in lieu of physical paper rec-
ords for the purposes of public and constitutional presentation.

1240.45 “Electronic tier” means as the electronic storage of state applications whereby the rec-
ords of the state applications are grouped electronically so as to represent one application from
each of two thirds of the several state legislatures based on the alphanumeric label given each
application.

1240.46 “Equal to the information” means any catalogue of state applications created by the
NARA under the regulations of 36 CFR 1240, shall, at the minimum before becoming public
record, contain the identical information of submitting states and applications as the private col-
lection described in 36 CFR 1241.10:

(A) The NARA shall account for all discrepancies between its catalogue of applications
and the private collection in an electronic report describing or explaining any discrepancies of
record between the NARA catalogue and the private collection;

(B) The NARA catalogue shall account for all numeric notations of applications de-
scribed in the private collection (meaning account for each numeric listing describing an applica-
tion in the private collection) authorized in 36 CFR 1241.10;
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(C) The NARA shall account for these notations by:

(1) Reproduction of the actual text of an application where the private collection only
presents a notation of the application based on public record describing accurately in its electron-
ic report which application text refers to which notation(s) in the private collection or;

(2) Presentation of a certificate of research specifying the numeric notation in private
collection to be in error and briefly listing the reason(s) why the notation is incorrect (i.e., no
such record can be found in either state or federal records or other similar reason).

1240.47 “Inaccurate” as used in reference to an Article V application, shall mean an error or mis-
take within the application not related to text of the application which shall include:

(A) Examination of the legal process by which the application was proposed by the state
legislature for evidence of compliance to all applicable state laws;

(B) Examination of the signatories on the application to confirm all signatures required
by appropriate state law are present and true;

(C) Examination for evidence of all state seals required to be on the application by ap-
propriate state laws are present or;

(D) Examination of any issue which, if proven by documentary evidence, would lead to
the conclusion the application was not properly proposed by the state legislature under appropri-
ate state laws or;

(E) Examination of the process of recording employed in either House of Congress
demonstrating such process contained any error of process such as duplicate publication of the
application, failure to publish the application in the Congressional Record or its ancestral jour-
nals or any other failure of process the Archivist considers an error requiring correction to the
state application.

1240.48 “Incomplete” as used in reference to an Article V application shall mean a discrepancy
between the text of official state records of the application and the text of official federal records
of the application. The discrepancy may either be:

(A) Missing text from the application otherwise shown in one or the other record or;

(B) Additional text in one record not found in the other record.

1240.49 “Physical record” means any paper copy of any state application which shall be in the
possession or custody of the NARA, any committee of Congress, any federal agency or any state
government agency including the state legislature of any state.

1240.50 “State application” (or “application”) means any application submitted by a state legis-
lature to Congress intended to as an Article VV Convention application authorized under Article V
of the United States Constitution.

1240.51 “Temporary use” describes that period of time that either Congress or an Article V Con-
vention are permitted to have in their possession, care and custody copies, electronic or physical
or both of state applications for official use.

1240.52 Any term of male or female gender (i.e., he or him, she or her) shall be construed to
mean both genders.
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1240.53 Any designation to a general CFR title referred in 36 CFR 1240 shall be construed to
include all subsections of regulations found within or as part of that general CFR title or in 36
CFR 1240 as a whole.
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1241.10 Use of Private Collection for Immediate Presentation

1241.11 Until Congress or the NARA shall have a catalogue of state applications which shall
reproduce all records in the private collection herein described, the Archivist, under authority of
44 USC 2111 (2) shall consider it in the public interest to accept as temporary public record
available for immediate public and constitutional use, the private collection of state applications
electronically stored at http://www.article-5.org/file.php/1/Amendments/index.htm.

1241.21 The Constitution, mandating an immediate and peremptory action by Congress, that
whenever two thirds of the several state legislatures shall apply, Congress shall call an Article V
Convention. Congress, and the NARA, having no accurate or complete record of state applica-
tions currently in order to satisfy this constitutional requirement shall employ and use as a tem-
porary public record the electronic collection of state applications described in 36 CFR 1241.11.
The collection, consisting of photographic copies of pages of the Congressional Record, a recog-
nized public record of federal public record shall be employed to fulfill for all intents and pur-
poses, the constitutional requirement of a convention call authorized by Article V of the Consti-
tution until such time as Congress or the NARA shall compile a complete and accurate catalogue
of all state applications for a convention call.

1241.31 Upon completion of a complete and accurate catalogue of all state applications for a
convention call by the Congress or the NARA equal to the information contained in the collec-
tion described in 36 CFR 1241.11, the Archivist shall announce the private collection described
in 36 CFR 1241.11 as no longer being a temporary public record intended to fulfill for all intents
and purposes the constitution requirement of Article V of the Constitution. The collection shall
be then retired to the status of private collection and no longer have the effect of public or consti-
tutional record. It shall be immediately returned to the exclusive ownership of the collector in the
same condition and circumstance under which it was loaned to the government for use by the
collection owner. Any additions, corrections and so forth made to the collection by the NARA as
a consequence of any regulation in 36 CFR 1240 shall remain with the collection. It is under-
stood that all times during its period of loan to the government the collector retains legal custody
of the collection. If during the time of loan the collector shall die, he may assign custody to an
heir who shall assume custody or, at the discretion of the collector or his heir, assign permanent
custody to the NARA.

1241.41 The Archivist shall take such actions as he shall deem appropriate to record or otherwise
electronically reference the private collection referred 36 CRF 1241.11 for use by the NARA and
Congress during its tenure as a public and constitutional record. He may elect to preserve the col-
lection for historic purposes if he desires when the collection is retired. The owner of the collec-
tion may, at his discretion, correct or otherwise update his collection during the tenure of public
record provided such alteration reflects the use and intent of the collection and is based on pho-
tographic copies of public record or other public record which may be developed. Upon comple-
tion of the loan period of the collection specified in 1241.11, Section 36 CFR 1241 and all sub-
sections thereof shall be considered null, void and terminated.
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1242.10 Separation of Applications from other NARA Records

1242.11 All state applications shall be physically and electronically stored in files separate from
all other records in the NARA. Appropriate designation of the physical location of these files to-
gether with appropriate labeling of all file boxes (or other appropriate storage devices the Archi-
vist may designate) shall be employed to ensure proper accounting, tracking and storage of all
state applications. All physical records of applications shall be stored in a single filing location
within a single warehouse or other appropriate storage facility as designated by Archivist under
the direct supervision of Archivist. The preservation of these applications shall be in compliance
with standards of records storage described in 36 CFR 1242.24 together with other standards of
proper record keeping maintenance as the Archivist may designate or that are specified in 36
CFR 1240.

1242.21 The physical record of a state application submitted to each House of Congress shall be
stored together in a file folder (or other storage device as designated by the Archivist) intended
for exclusive storage of that state application together with a physical record of any page of the
Congressional Record noting submission of that application to either House of Congress. The
volume, page number and date of the Congressional Record page shall be at all times visible and
readable. If such information is not available on the page of the Congressional Record containing
the record of the application such additional pages as are required to provide the information of
volume, page number and date shall be stored with the state application. The physical record
shall be labeled with the two letter Zip Code state designation of the submitted state followed by
the four digit year, two digit month and two digit day (separated by hyphens) designation repre-
senting the earliest date of submission to Congress as noted in the Congressional Record or its
ancestral journals. Text to text comparison of application text shall be employed as required to
determine the required matching of state applications for a specific file.

1242.31 State applications whose texts do not match shall be stored separate files and receive a
distinct alphanumeric designation as described in 36 CFR 1243.10. If such information is una-
vailable through the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals, the grouping shall be listed
the submitting state, year, month and day as described in the text of application. The grouping of
state applications files within the NARA shall be in such manner as to facilitate immediate pub-
lic examination as to the location of the applications, the number of states submitting applica-
tions and the text of the applications.

1242.41 The Archivist shall formulate such rules of access for examination as he deems appro-
priate and necessary bearing in mind the need to preserve the physical record of state applica-
tions. The Archivist shall make all effort to ensure the physical record of applications are stored
as concisely as possible meaning separate storage of unmatched or unaccounted applications
shall be deemed temporary and all efforts to properly catalogue the applications shall occur.

1242.51 If the Archivist shall not designate another means of preservation of the physical record
of state applications, then each paper application shall be sealed in a clear plastic wrapper of ap-
propriate size and thickness to ensure quality and from which all air shall be withdrawn. The air
shall be replaced with an inert gas in order to preserve the quality of the printing and paper on
which the application is printed. All application files shall be protected from all forms of envi-
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ronmental contamination such as dust, dirt, mildew, temperature extremes or sunlight which may
threaten the quality of the original paper and printing on the state application. All state applica-
tion shall be considered permanent public record by the NARA.

1242.61 The Archivist shall electronically photograph all state applications during the preserva-
tion process described in 36 CFR 1242.61 or at such time when the application is stored accord-
ing to 36 CFR 1241.21. Such electronic preservation shall extend to all paper copies of the Con-
gressional Record required in 36 CFR 1242.21. All electronic photographic copies of applica-
tions and Congressional Record pages shall be electronically reproduced and stored in the same
manner and level of care afforded all other public records in the custody of the NARA.

1242.71 The electronic photographs described in 36 CFR 1241.61 shall be normally employed
for use for all public and constitutional purposes and presentations. The Archivist shall designate
these electronic photographs as official public record. Presentation of the physical records of ap-
plications shall be exclusively reserved to request by Congress or by an Article V Convention
called by Congress or for examination by any official of any state from which the application
originated. Either Congress or the Article V Convention may formulate rules for the acquisition
of these physical records as temporary records for their official use. The Archivist may establish
such rules of care, custody and length of use as he deems appropriate for these physical records
during their temporary acquisition and for the transfer and return of all physical records to the
NARA.

1242.81 Upon request of an officer from either House of Congress or by an officer designated by
an Article V Convention empowered by the convention to make such request, the Archivist shall
make available to either Congress or Article VV Convention electronic copies of all state applica-
tions in the possession or custody of the NARA for their temporary official use. If the Archivist
is aware of any application not in the possession or custody of the NARA, he shall notify Con-
gress or the Article VV Convention of this fact and make all efforts possible to obtain the applica-
tion for use by Congress or the convention. If Archivist should come in possession of such appli-
cation he shall provide an alphanumeric designation of the application, electronically photograph
it, electronically store it and establish its correct place in the electronic tier system as required by
appropriate regulations of 36 CFR 1240. If a state or individual who has possession of the appli-
cation from whence the Archivist obtained it requires its return, the Archivist shall make such
arrangements as shall be necessary and proper for the speedy return of the application to its right-
ful owner upon completion of the appropriate requirements of 36 CFR 1240. The Archivist shall
establish such rules as he deems appropriate for the care, transfer and return to the custody of the
NARA all electronic records transferred to Congress and/or the convention.
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1243.10 Alphanumeric Designation of Applications

1243.11 Each state application in the custody of the NARA shall be assigned a permanent,
unique alphanumeric designation intended to facilitate reference, storage, and file use as well as
public and constitutional presentation. The alphanumeric notation shall be applied to all copies of
a state application whether such application shall come from the House of Representatives, the
Senate of the United States, the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals, state records or
other source public or private.

1243.21 The alphanumeric designation of each state application shall consist of the Zip Code
abbreviation of the submitting state, followed by the four digit year of submission of the state
application to Congress based on the earliest publication date in the Congressional Record or its
ancestral journals, followed by the two digit month of that submission followed by the two digit
day of that submission. All notations shall be separated by a single hyphen (-) from each other
but shall be spaced and written so as to form a continual alphanumeric designation. Separation of
the alphanumeric designation on two or more lines of type on the file containing the state appli-
cation is forbidden but is permitted in routine editorial use.

1243.31 For the purposes of illustration an application submitted to Congress by the state of
Vermont published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals on April 12, 1883 as the
earliest publication date would be: VT-1883-04-12. Later publication of the application in the
Congressional Record or its ancestral journals shall cause that physical record to be stored in the
file as described in 36 CFR 1242.21 but shall not cause the creation of a second alphanumeric
designation reflecting later publication dates.

1243.41 If any of the information necessary to create the alphanumeric designation as required
by 36 CFR 1243.11 as to state, year, month or day of publication of the application in the Con-
gressional Record or its ancestral journals is unavailable, the alphanumeric designation shall be
based on the information contained within the text of the application showing the state, year,
month and day the application was transmitted to Congress by the state subject to proof the ap-
plication was actually received by Congress.

1243.51 If later research discovers a more accurate date of publication of any state application
(or receipt by Congress) a new alphanumeric designation may, at the discretion of the Archivist,
be substituted for the original alphanumeric designation. A notation of this change showing the
old alphanumeric designation, the date of change of designation and reason for change of desig-
nation shall remain permanently in the file of the application. The Archivist shall also release
such public information as he deems appropriate to reflect this change of alphanumeric designa-
tion and shall alter the electronic tier system described in 36 CFR 1245.10 accordingly being at
all times bound by all provisions of 36 CFR 1245.10.

1243.61 If two or more state applications from the same state are published in the Congressional
Record or it ancestral journals on the same year, month and day then the required alphanumeric
designation shall include a single capital surrounded by parentheses () beginning with the capital
letter (A) and followed in alphabetical sequence (B), (C), (D) etc. until all state applications are
individually designated. There shall be no spacing or hyphen between the final day digit and the
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single capital designation. As example, two applications submitted by the state of Vermont
whose earliest date of publication in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals was April
12, 1883 would be designated VT-1883-04-12(A) and VT-1883-04-12(B).
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1244.10 Records Procedure, Cataloguing and Public Presentation

1244.11 In accordance with 36 CFR 1220.18 all state applications are to be grouped physically
and electronically into records series as described in 36 CFR 1242.10 for the following reasons:

(1) All applications relate to the function of calling of an Article V Convention under the
terms specified in Article V of the Constitution;

(2) The applications document a specific constitutional transaction required to effectuate
the calling of an Article V Convention;

(3) The applications have a particular physical form and relationship arising out of their
creation by the several state legislatures in that the Constitution mandates two thirds of the sev-
eral state legislatures must submit applications for a convention in order to cause Congress to
call and therefore the number of applications is critical to determine whether Congress is obligat-
ed to call a convention or not;

(4) All applications have, or should have been or were intended by the submitting state to
be recorded in the Congressional Record under the rules of one or both Houses of Congress and
therefore record series grouping is necessary to determine whether such intent has been carried
out.

1244.21 The Archivist shall maintain a paper catalogue of all state applications in the custody of
the NARA together with at least two paper copies of the catalogue showing the location, and
such other information as the Archivist deems appropriate for internal NARA use or necessary to
facilitate other regulations of 36 CFR 1240. The paper catalogue shall be kept:

(1) In the office area of the warehouse where the state applications are stored;

(2) In the office of the Archivist and,;

(3) In an area separate from the two locations described in this regulation so as to serve as
a physical back up for the other two catalogues. The Archivist shall determine the separate loca-
tion and, at his discretion, may designate further locations and provide for storage of additional
copies of the paper catalogue.

Whenever required due to updates in the state applications the Archivist shall cause to be
published a new paper catalogue which shall replace the former catalogues. The Archivist may
elect to preserve former copies of the catalogue for historical purposes or may elect to dispose of
old copies of the catalogue as he deems appropriate.

1244.31 The title of the paper catalogue is: “A Record of State Applications for an Article V
Convention.” Underneath the title shall be the full date (month, day and year) the catalogue takes
effect. The catalogue shall be printed on standard white typing paper (8 ¥2” by 11 %") of at least
20 pound paper weight or more. The Archivist shall designate the method of binding and details
of cover and color of cover for the paper catalogue as he deems appropriate.

1244.41 The paper catalogue shall, at the minimum contain the following information for each
state application:
(1) The alphanumeric designation of the state application as described in 36 CFR 1243.
(2) The physical file location of each state application including notation of the file box
or other file storage unit the application is stored in and the position of the file in regards to bin
location, shelf location or other pertinent physical information required in order to conclusively
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establish the storage location of the file storage unit in the warehouse shelving in which the ap-
plication is stored.

1244.51 The Archivist shall mandate and create such warehouse procedures as necessary to en-
sure appropriate NARA employees shall, not less than once a week, conduct a rotating physical
cycle count of not less than 50 randomly selected state applications each time which shall be ver-
ified as to content and location within the warehouse where the state applications are stored. Em-
ployees shall be required to sign their names to the cycle count. Variances from the paper cata-
logue exposed during the cycle counts shall be immediately addressed by NARA supervisory
personnel and all such variances shall be reported directly to the Archivist who shall immediately
investigate and take such steps as necessary to resolve the variances.

1244.61 The Archivist shall create an electronic catalogue reflecting the records of state applica-
tions identical in information as is recorded in the paper catalogue required by 36 CFR 1244.21
and 36 CFR 1244.31. The title of the electronic catalogue is: “A Record of State Applications for
an Article V Convention (Electronic Version)” followed underneath the title by the full date
(month, day and year) the catalogue takes effect. The electronic catalogue shall list state applica-
tions in alphanumeric designation order. The electronic catalogue shall present state applications
grouped by applications from each state. The electronic catalogue shall list applications by appli-
cation tier as described in 36 CFR 1246.10. The electronic catalogue shall list all state rescission
of applications under the terms described in 36 CFR 1247.10. The catalogue shall provide a fully
linked cross-reference index for public use as well as a complete table of contents for the elec-
tronic catalogue. The electronic catalogue shall be updated at least once a year or the occasion
that a new paper catalogue shall take effect. The Archivist may store the old electronic catalogue
for historic purpose if he chooses.

1244.71 The Archivist shall publish the electronic catalogue in a prominent location on the NA-
RA website. He shall provide download capacity for the electronic catalogue in both pdf and
html formats. The Archivist may, under the terms of 44 USC 2109, apply for permission to print
copies of the state applications in such volumes and time frame as he shall deem appropriate and
may offer copies of these volumes to the general public under appropriate CFR regulations. Such
volumes shall reflect in all respects the information found both in the electronic and paper cata-
logues but NARA is not obligated to provide updated copies of volumes already sold to the pub-
lic if the record of state applications shall alter.

1244.81 The Archivist at all times shall make ready for immediate use by Congress or an Article
V Convention the latest updated electronic catalogue of state applications available. He shall, on
request by any member of Congress, or delegate to an Article V Convention, take such steps as
necessary to verify that no further state applications have been submitted by any state to Con-
gress or received by the NARA. If the Archivist shall discover any state application has been re-
ceived by Congress or the NARA he shall immediately notify Congress by special letter to the
Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate and immediately update his paper and elec-
tronic catalogues and electronic tiers to reflect this information. If a convention is in session he
shall also notify the convention of this fact of record variance.
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1245.10 Establishment of Applications into Constitutional Tiers

1245.11 An electronic tier system of state applications shall be established by the Archivist. Each
tier of state applications shall consist, in sequential alphanumeric designation order from the old-
est application submitted to Congress by each state legislature (based on the alphanumeric desig-
nation required by 36 CFR 1243.10) and published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral
journals to the newest submitted application (based on alphanumeric designation required by 36
CFR 1243.10).

(A) The number of state applications in each electronic tier shall consist of one applica-
tion from each applying state legislature until the total shall equal one application from two
thirds of the several state legislatures in the Union at the time of publication of the latest applica-
tion completing that tier. Each state in each electronic tier shall be assigned an ordinal designa-
tion for that tier. When the total of applying states for each electronic tier is achieved such that
the number of applying states satisfies the two thirds requirement of Article V of the Constitu-
tion, the Archivist shall declare the tier constitutionally completed. This tier shall be designated
as 1% Tier.

(B) As no state shall have two applications in the same electronic tier if two state applica-
tions exist with the same alphanumeric designation separated by a capital letter as required by 36
CFR 1243.16, the application with the lowest alphabet letter (capital A being the lowest possible
alphabet letter) shall be placed in the lowest ordinal tier (1% tier being the lowest possible ordi-
nal). The next state application from that state with the next lowest alphabet letter and next low-
est alphanumeric designation shall be placed in the next highest ordinal tier.

1245.21 Beginning with the next oldest state application (based on the alphanumeric designation
reguired by 36 CFR 1243.10) not included in the previous electronic tier, a new tier designated
2" Tier shall be created. When that tier shall consist of one state application from each state leg-
islature of two thirds of the several states in the Union at the time of publication of the latest ap-
plication completing that tier thus satisfying the two thirds requirement of Article V, the Archi-
vist shall declare that electronic tier constitutionally completed.

1245.31 The Archivist shall continue the process of creation of electronic tiers, designating ordi-
nal positions for all states within that tier, assignment of a tier ordinal and declaration of consti-
tutionally completed tiers based on the two thirds requirement of Article V of the Constitution
starting from the next oldest application not part of the previous electronic tier until one state ap-
plication from each of two thirds of the several state legislatures in the Union at the time of pub-
lication of the latest application completing that tier shall be established. He shall continue this
process until all state applications in the custody of the NARA are assigned a tier and ordinal po-
sition.

1245.41 Any electronic tier not consisting of one application from each of two thirds of the state
legislature in the Union at the time of publication of the latest application completing that tier
shall be designated an “open tier.” Any state application received by the NARA following com-
pletion of tier assignment of all state applications under NARA custody shall be assigned an or-
dinal position in the open tier until that electronic tier shall satisfy the one application from each
of two thirds of the state legislatures in the Union at the time of publication of the latest applica-
tion standard set by at which time it shall be declared constitutionally completed by the Archivist

77|Page



and a new electronic tier begun. The Archivist may create as many open tiers as necessary to ac-
commodate all requirements of 36 CFR 1240.

124551 The Archivist shall assign any new applications not already in the possession of the
NARA received either from Congress or by means of its own research to whatever appropriate
tier its alphanumeric designation shall dictate. The Archivist shall make such adjustments re-
quired in the tiers to accommodate any older application which may, by its discovery, alter the
linage of state applications of any tier. If no alternation is required the state application shall be
added to the linage of state applications in whatever tier has not yet achieved a tabulation of one
application from each of two thirds of the state legislatures in the Union at the time of publica-
tion of the latest application. Upon admission of additional states to the Union, the Archivist
shall adjust the electronic tier as required to reflect the new two thirds ratio required by Article V
and shall account for the total number of states in the Union at the time of submission in any
electronic tier.

1245.61 The following language shall be electronically attached to the bottom edge of each state
application with the blanks surrounded by parentheses () filled in with appropriate words relative
to each individual state application: “Application of the (name of state) State Legislature for a
Convention to Propose Amendments to the United States Constitution, (date of application fol-
lowed by “Published in the Congressional Record” (or name of ancestral journal) date of publi-
cation in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals, followed by its alphanumeric desig-
nation).” A second paragraph below this text shall read, “Article V of the Constitution provides
that Congress must call a convention for proposing amendments to the Constitution if two-thirds
of the state legislatures apply for one to Congress. This is the (ordinal designation of state and
tier) for a convention for proposing amendments (also known as an Article V Convention) from
the (name of state) legislature.”

The Archivist shall designate the font, boldness and size of the type used in the text but at all
times the text shall be easily readable from a distance of at least three feet.

1245.71 Above each state application shall be an electronic title in font, size and boldness
deemed appropriate by the Archivist but which will be easily readable from a distance of at least
three feet shall be the text: “Application of the (name of state) State Legislature for a Convention
to Propose Amendments, (date of application).”

1245.81 The Archivist shall electronically post each electronic tier as a separate web page on the
NARA website and provide appropriate and easy to locate links to the pages of the actual text of
the applications available for public and constitutional use. As the Constitution mandates Con-
gress shall call a convention “on the application of two thirds of the several state legislatures” the
Archivist shall notify the Speaker of the House of Representatives and President of the Senate by
certified letter of the number of electronic tiers which exist and the fact each tier contains one
application from each of two thirds of state legislatures with the total number of state applica-
tions in each tier equal to two thirds of the state legislatures in the Union at the time of publica-
tion of latest application completing the electronic tier. He shall declare the tier constitutionally
satisfies the numeric requirement for a convention call established by Article V of the Constitu-
tion and recommend Congress act upon the applications in a speedy manner. The Archivist shall
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post this certified letter on the NARA website together with any response he shall receive from
either Congress or each House of Congress.

1245.91 An example of the electronic tier system follows. If the state of Virginia submitted an
application published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals on May 5, 1789, its
alphanumeric designation would be: VA-1789-05-05. If no other state application was published
prior to this would mean this application is assigned the ordinal designation of 1% state, 1% Tier.
If the next state to submit an application was New York published on March 3, 1835, its alpha-
numeric designation would be: NY-1835-03-03. This application would become the second ap-
plication in the 1% Tier, thus: 2" state, 1 Tier. This process would continue until two thirds of
the state legislatures in the Union at the time of publication of the latest application completing
the tier are accounted for. If, for example, an application from the state of Washington published
on March 13, 1908, designated WA-1908-03-13 was the 31 state to have an application pub-
lished, then it would be 31% state, 1% Tier and the tier would be declared constitutionally com-
pleted as there were only 46 states in the Union as of March 13, 1908. Two thirds of the applying
states legislatures of 46 states equal 31 states.

Thus, any state application published from March 13, 1908 onward would begin the creation of
the 2" Tier. Thus if the state of South Carolina had an application published on May 9, 1908,
designated SC-1908-05-09 would become 1% state, 2™ Tier. The collection of applications would
continue until two thirds of the applying state legislatures in the Union at the time of publication
was reached which might be the state of Wyoming on June 2, 1929 designation WY-1929-06-02
at which time it would be 32" state, 2" Tier and be constitutionally complete as there were 48
states in the Union at the time of publication. Two thirds of 48 are 32 states. If Wyoming had
submitted two applications on the same day (A) and (B) thus WY-1929-06-02(A) and WY-1929-
06-02(B) application WY-1929-06-02(B) would be 1% state, 3" Tier.

The process would continue again from June 2, 1929. If the two thirds number of applying states
were achieved prior to 1959 when the dates when Alaska and Hawaii became states, the two
thirds numbers would be based on 48 states or 32 applications. Following the dates of admission
of Alaska and Hawaii the number of applying states would rise to 34 states to satisfy the two
thirds requirement of the Constitution and remain at that number for each electronic tier estab-
lished thereafter unless new states enter the Union at which time the Archivist would adjust the
number of applying states necessary to satisfy this new two thirds standard based on the date of
admission of the new state(s).
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1246.10 Challenge to the Application Record

1246.11 A petition of Challenge to the Application Record (CAR) may be submitted to the Ar-
chivist by any citizen of the United States who has reason to believe any state application is:

(1) Inaccurate;

(2) Incomplete or:

(3) Not authentic.

(A) Upon receipt of the CAR petition, the Archivist shall commence an immediate inves-
tigation of the challenge raised in the CAR petition. The petition shall describe in full detail the
basis of allegation that a state application is inaccurate, incomplete or not authentic. The petition
may allege any or all errors of accuracy, completeness or authenticity. The Archivist shall estab-
lish such rules as he deems appropriate for the processing of a CAR Petition including its form
and required documentation. All CAR Petitions together with any evidence submitted with the
petition and any report, response or any other official action of the Archivist are public record
and shall be electronically posted in full text on the NARA website as they become available.

(B) A citizen submitting a CAR Petition bears the burden of proof in his petition. Burden
of proof shall only be satisfied by the presentation of state or federal public records or such other
documented evidence as the Archivist may accept. The Archivist shall have sole authority of de-
termination of whether the CAR Petition has met the required burden of proof requiring correc-
tion of the application record.

1246.21 A CAR Petition is limited to:

(1) Determination of discrepancy of text between application text in state public record
and the application text in the federal record requiring correction to the text of the application;

(2) Determination state public record conclusively proving an application purportedly
proposed by a state legislature origin was in fact not proposed by that state legislature and there-
fore should not be included in any tabulation or catalogue of applications or;

(3) Determination state public record conclusively proving an application not previously
published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals was proposed by the state legisla-
ture and therefore should be included in any tabulation or catalogue of applications;

(4) Determination of any other fact of record relevant to a state application which during
the course of the CAR investigation mandated by this regulation the Archivist shall determine
warrants correction to that state application.

1246.31 The full text of a state application published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral
journals is considered authentic and have full constitutional force unless investigation authorized
in 36 CFR 1246.21(1), (2) shall prove otherwise. Notations of state applications without accom-
panying full text in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals may be challenged as spec-
ified in 36 CFR 1246.21 on the basis the complete text of the application has not been published
in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals. Lack of full text publication shall be judged
a discrepancy of federal record under 36 CFR 1241.21(4) but such CAR challenge is terminated
if the full text of the state application in question is located either in state or federal archival rec-
ords and confirmed as authentic according to process of challenge described in 36 CFR 1246.10.
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1246.41 Any CAR Petition investigation shall conclude no later than 30 working days from the
date of receipt of the petition by the Archivist unless the Archivist for good cause shall extend
the date of conclusion. The Archivist shall issue a public report specifying the detailed reasons
for such delay. Such extension shall be limited to no more than 60 working days past the original
30 day deadline. The Archivist shall be permitted to impose no more than a single delay for any
CAR Petition. At the conclusion of the investigation the Archivist shall issue a public report pre-
senting in detail the reasons for his determination and the basis of his conclusion as to the com-
pleteness, accuracy and authenticity of the state application record in question as well as describ-
ing what actions, if he any, he shall immediately implement to address the issues raised in the
CAR petition.

1246.51 It shall be the responsibility of the Archivist during his investigation to compare any
records of state applications in control of Congress with the information contain in a CAR Peti-
tion. If the Archivist, at the conclusion of his investigation, shall determine the CAR Petition has
merit requiring correction to a state application he shall notify Congress by letter to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, the President of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The Archivist shall immediately implement such corrections to the state application
as required.

1246.61 A state application shall be judged to be complete, accurate and authentic and have full
constitutional force if, during his investigation, the Archivist determines any of the following
conditions to be true:

(1) A text to text comparison between a paper copy of the state record certified by a state
official qualified by state law to provide such certification said to be the text approved by the
state legislature and the paper copy of the application in receipt by the Archivist matches in all
details and in all respects;

(2) The printed copy of the state record certified by a state official qualified by state law
to provide such certification as correctly and fully representing the text of the paper copy match-
es in all details and in all respects the paper copy of the application in receipt by the Archivist or
published in the Congressional Record or its ancestral journals.

1246.71 If the Archivist shall discover a challenged state application is not authentic, complete
or accurate he shall immediately remove the application from the physical files where applica-
tions are ordinarily kept and place it in a special location of his designation noting on the file the
application is not an authentic, complete or accurate state application. He shall remove all elec-
tronic records of the state application from the NARA website and readjust the electronic tiers of
state applications accordingly. He shall post a notification of removal specifying the reason for
removal on the NARA website. The Archivist shall notify Congress as well as appropriate state
officers of the unauthentic, inaccurate or incomplete state application.

1246.81 Any state legislature whose state application is determined by the Archivist in a CAR
investigation not to be authentic, complete or accurate may challenge the determination of the
Archivist by means of a second CAR challenge. No other party except a state legislature is per-
mitted to challenge the final determination of a CAR Petition by the Archivist. If a state legisla-
ture challenges a final determination of the Archivist in a CAR Petition, the Archivist shall reo-
pen the challenge treating it as a new CAR Petition. Upon request of the state legislature, the Ar-
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chivist shall appoint a special investigator outside the NARA to conduct the second CAR inves-
tigation. The burden of proof of documentary evidence in the second CAR challenge lies with
the state legislature and it shall be the responsibility of the state legislature to present document-
ed evidence refuting the original CAR decision of the Archivist not originally presented in the
first CAR petition. The state legislature may designate any state officer of its choosing to repre-
sent its interests in challenging a final CAR determination made by the Archivist. The state legis-
lature shall not be permitted to submit as part of its burden of proof passage of the state applica-
tion under challenge by the state legislature done after the date of submission of the original
CAR petition challenging the state application.

1246.91 If the condition specified in 36 CFR 1246.21(3) shall be proved correct in a CAR peti-
tion the Archivist shall:

(1) Immediately present the state application to the Congressional Record and request full
text publication of the state application;

(2) Electronically post the state application after assignment of an alphanumeric number
based on the state, year, month and day the state application was passed by the state legislature in
its appropriate electronic tier and ordinal position and;

(3) Make adjustments to the applications in the electronic tiers as is necessary to reflect
the proper ordinal and tier position of the application. If the tier of applications in which the ap-
plication would normally appear has been discharged, the Archivist shall assign the application
to the next available tier assigning it to the position of first ordinal for that tier and adjust the
electronic tiers accordingly.

1246.95 If the Archivist has reason, to believe, based on the evidence presented in a CAR Peti-
tion that petition has been submitted with intent to delay or otherwise thwart a required Article V
Convention call he shall not act on the CAR Petition and shall inform the citizen of this belief
together with the reasons for his belief. The citizen shall be given a period not to exceed 30 days
from the date of transmission of the statement of Archivist denying the petition to respond to the
Archivist. The response shall be limited exclusively to responding to those objections presented
by the Archivist in his denial. The citizen who has submitted the CAR Petition shall bear the
burden of proof of demonstrating the CAR Petition was not submitted with intent to delay or
otherwise thwart a required Article VV Convention call. The Archivist will make a final determi-
nation as to the disposition of the petition based on this response and notify the citizen of his fi-
nal determination.
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1247.10 Required Application Research by the NARA

1247.11 The Archivist shall direct a complete, page by page examination of all records of Con-
gress in the custody of the NARA in order to obtain any record of a state application for an Arti-
cle V Convention call. The Archivist shall issue periodic certifications of such research specify-
ing what files have been examined, the date of examination, the name and title of the NARA
employee making such examination and the results of the examination

1247.21 The Archivist shall transmit written inquires to all appropriate state agencies of each
state of the Union regarding the status of all state applications for an Article V Convention call.
The Archivist shall direct such actions as he deems necessary and proper to work with state ar-
chivists and other appropriate state officials for the full recovery of all state applications pro-
posed by any state legislature.

1247.31 The Archivist shall cause examination of all references in any publication which shall
refer to any state application and shall, determine the validity of such reference. The Archivist
shall use his best efforts to locate the state application in question. If such state application is lo-
cated, and is previously unknown to the NARA, the Archivist shall take such steps as necessary
to secure the original paper copy of the state application (consistent with applicable state regula-
tions regarding state records) and process the state application under the general applicable rules
of 36 CFR 1240.

1247.41 The Archivist shall assign such NARA personnel as he deems necessary to execute any
provision of 36 CFR 1240. The Archivist shall assign such managerial duties as he deems appro-
priate to NARA personnel for the execution of any provision of 36 CFR 1240. The Archivist
may establish such departments within the NARA to execute any provision of 36 CFR 1240 as
he deems appropriate. All such personnel, managers and departments are subject to all other stat-
utes and regulations of federal law as they shall apply.

1247.51 The Archivist shall independently verify the authenticity of all state applications in the
custody of the NARA and shall employ such means of verification as he shall deem proper pro-
vided that such verification shall, at the minimum, involve written contact with appropriate state
officials from the state in question said to have submitted the application to Congress together
with employment of other record keeping procedures described in either federal statute or regula-
tion usually employed to established the authenticity of any record.
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1248.10 Discharged and Rescinded State Applications

1248.11 State applications which shall cause Congress to issue an Article VV Convention call
shall, upon the issuance such call, be designated by the Archivist as Discharged Applications.

1248.21 The Archivist shall separate the paper copies of all Discharged Applications from other
state applications into specified files which shall be kept in the same storage area as all other
state applications but in a distinct filing area clearly marked. He shall electronically remove the
entire tier of state applications which have caused Congress to call an Article V Convention and
electronically store the state applications and tier for permanent preservation. All Discharged
Applications shall be available for public inspection by electronic means but the Archivist shall
make such statement as necessary to instruct the public the state applications on display no long-
er have constitutional effect as they have already caused a convention to be called. The ordinal
designation of any electronic tier shall attach permanently to that tier and shall become its ordi-
nal designation when that tier shall become a set of Discharged Applications.

1248.31 Any state application received by the Archivist which purports to a “rescission” by a
state legislature of a previously submitted state application shall be stored in a distinct and sepa-
rate section of files in the same area as which all state applications are kept. The Archivist shall
not remove any state application from any paper file nor shall he alter any electronic record of
any state application regardless of any instruction to do so within a state “rescission.” The Archi-
vist shall not electronically post any state application purporting to be a “rescission” by a state
legislature of a previously submitted state application.

1248.41 The Archivist shall make such notation on the files of any state application purporting to
be a “rescission” by a state legislature of a previously submitted application that shall state the
following:

“While the rules of both houses permit Congress to vote to “withdraw” memorials, in the specific
instance of applications by the states for a convention call erroneously labeled as memorials by
the House and Senate, the rules do not apply to state applications for a convention call as it is: (1)
a violation of the Tenth Amendment in that permits the states the right to nullify entries in a pro-
prietary federal journal record mandated by the Constitution which the Tenth Amendment ex-
pressly denies states the authority to so regulate; (2) an action which violates Supreme Court rul-
ings regarding the prohibition of “addition[s]” to the text of Article V without benefit of an
amendment permitting such action; (3) a violation of the “peremptory” requirement of Article V
vis-a-vis Congress and a convention call as it permits Congress discretion where no such authori-
ty is either expressed or was intended by the Founders; (4) an action which is also forbidden to
the states as the peremptory requirement of Article VV upon Congress equally applies to the states
meaning as Congress cannot deliberate on an application so too are the states from presentation
of an application requiring deliberation which the congressional rules, if they were effective, re-
quire; (5) the an act of “rescission” (i.e. nullification) of a federal record and therefore is a con-
gressional power not a state power as congressional rules clearly specify it only requires the con-
sent of both houses of Congress to “withdraw” a memorial once it has been submitted to Con-
gress and does not describe or require state power to do so and; (6) a power which can be used
by Congress to “rescind” (i.e. nullify) any application regardless of whether the applying state

84|Page



desires such rescission thus rendering the entire mode of amendment proposal entirely subject to
congressional control and; (7) a misinterpretation of the rules of Congress in that the rules relate
to “memorials and petitions” whereas a state application is an “application” and therefore not a
memorial or petition and hence not affected by the rules in question. Therefore states may not
unilaterally “rescind” (or nullify) an application for a convention call and indeed have no such
constitutional authority whatsoever to do so and neither may Congress as such action is a viola-
tion of congressional rules as well as the Constitution.”

1248.51 The Archivist may, at his discretion, or on the request of Congress or either House of
Congress, or, on the request of any officer of a convention empowered by the convention to
make such request, shall provide such reports describing such details as requested, or which the
Archivist believes are necessary, regarding discharged applications or “rescinded” applications
to the House of Congress (or both) or to the officer of the convention making the request.
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1249.10 Public Reports to Congress; Commencement of Regulations

1249.11 The Archivist shall make such reports to Congress regarding state applications for an
Article V Convention as are required by any provision of 36 CFR 1240.

1249.21 Upon request of any committee of Congress or as required by any other statutory provi-
sion or federal regulation, or on request by the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives or the Clerk of the House of Representatives, the Archivist shall make such
reports regarding state applications for an Article VV Convention as necessary to satisfy the re-
quest, regulation or statute.

1249.31 Notwithstanding any other requirement of law, the Archivist shall, at the commence-
ment of each new session of Congress or at the beginning of each calendar year, deliver to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and President of the Senate and the Clerk of the House
of Representatives a report describing: (1) the total number of state applications in the custody of
the NARA; (2) the number of states which have submitted state applications to Congress; (3) the
number of complete electronic tiers comprising two thirds applications by the state legislatures;
(4) the number of Article V Conventions, (in the opinion of the Archivist, based on the number
of completed electronic tiers) Congress is obligated to call; (5) such other information as the Ar-
chivist shall deem necessary and proper to include in the report or such information as shall be
requested by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the President of the Senate or the
Clerk of the House of Representatives. The Archivist shall cause copies of all reports required or
requested to be submitted to Congress or any member of Congress or staff thereof or which shall
be requested by any member of an Article V Convention under authority of any subsection of 36
CFR 1240 to be transmitted to the secretary of state of each state in the Union and shall notify
Congress of the transmission of these reports to the states.

1249.41 All reports by the Archivist in regards to state applications in the custody of the NARA
are public record and, at the minimum, shall be posted electronically on the NARA website for
public review.

1249.51 The Archivist shall urge Congress to pass such permanent rules as necessary in both the
House and Senate as to direct the simultaneous publication of all state applications in the Con-
gressional Record. He shall urge Congress establish rules to publish the full text of all state ap-
plications in both the House section and Senate section of the Congressional Record. He shall
urge Congress to adopt the alphanumeric designation of applications as specified in 36 CFR
1243.10 for all applications submitted to Congress and urge this designation shall be required to
remain with the state application. On the enactment by Congress of the proposals of this subsec-
tion of 36 CRF 1240 this subsection shall be null, void and terminated.

1249.61 The finding of any section or subsection of 36 CFR 1240 to be unconstitutional shall
have no effect on the remaining sections of the regulation which shall remain in full legal force.
36 CFR 1240 and all subsections thereto shall take effect 30 days after publication in the Federal
Register.
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Conclusion and Request for Initiation of Rule Making Process

This Petition for Rule Making has unequivocally demonstrated the need for specialized rules of
procedure in regards to state applications to Congress for an Article V Convention call. The cur-
rent process, if it can be so described, is entirely inadequate primarily because there is no current
process.

As has been demonstrated the NARA cannot even state with certainty where in its massive files
the state applications are located using the word “probably” to describe a possible location and
admitting that no conclusive record of location exists within the NARA. Documentary evidence
has been shown demonstrating the NARA is so lax in its treatment of the state applications it has
been reduced to reliance on a private collection in order to answer public inquires by those wish-
ing to view the applications. Such procedure is totally contradictory to statutory requirements
mandating the NARA maintain its files in such manner as to permit ready public access.

All this might be acceptable given the massive job of record keeping assigned the NARA were it
not for the fact these applications fulfill a vital constitutional purpose and under the terms of the
Constitution must be available for immediate public and constitutional service, a command ech-
oed not only in the Constitution but stated emphatically in statute, regulation and congressional
rule. The only fair statement possible given these facts is the NARA has blatantly ignored these
laws and rules. The fact is, based on the evidence presented in this Petition, the NARA can no
more state with certain accuracy how many state applications exist, where they are located or
which state have submitted them. In short, the NARA cannot answer the ultimate question: have
the states submitted a sufficient number of applications to satisfy the two thirds requirement of
Article V of the United States Constitution thus mandating Congress call a convention for pro-
posing amendments? While the public record emphatically answers the question as “yes” the fact
remains the NARA, charged as official repository of all federal government records cannot begin
to answer this question by means of its own resources.

Such a condition is intolerable. As proper presentation of the state applications is mandated by
statute and regulation and demanded by the Constitution and as the NARA has not complied
with these statutes and regulations or the Constitution, Petitioner demands the NARA immedi-
ately commence rule making procedures to implement the proposed regulations of this Petition
in order to rectify the situation as quickly as possible.
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Records of 1787 Convention Volume I, pp. 629-30

RECORDS OF THE FEDERAL CONVENTION 629

Saturday MADISON September 15
serted the words “when the Legislature cannot be Cone
vened”) '

At~ V. “The Congress, whenever two thirds of both
Houses shall deem necessary, or on the application of two
thirds of the Legislatures of the several States shall propose
amendments to this Constitution, which shall be valid to all
intents and purposes as part thereof, when the same shall
have been ratified by three fourths at least of the Legislatures
of the several States, or by Conventions in three fourths
thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratification may be
proposed by the Congress: Provided that no amendment
which may be made prior to the year 1808 shall in any manner
affect the {1 & 4 clauses in the 9.) section of
article I &

Mr. Sherman expressed his fears that three fourths of the
States might be brought to do things fatal to particular States,
as abolishing them altogether or depriving them of their
equality in the Senate. He thought it reasonable that the
proviso in favor of the States importing slaves should be
extended $0 as to provide that no State should be affected in
its internal police, or deprived of its equality in the Senate.

Col: Mason thought the plan of amending the Constitu-

635 RECORDS OF THE FEDERAL CONVENTION
Saturday MADISON September 13

T

much bound to propose amendments applied for by two thirds
of the States as to call a call 2 Convention on the like appli-
cation, He saw no objection however against providing for
a Convention for the purpose of amendments, except only
that difficulties might arise as to the form, the quorum &e.
which in Constitutional regulations ought to be as much as

' ided.
‘ The motion of Mr. Govr Morris and T, Gerry was agreed
to nem: con (see: the first part of the article as finally past)

tion exceptionable & dangerous, | As the proposing of amend-
ments is in both the modes to depend, in the first immediately,
and in the second, ultimately, on Congress, no amendments
of the proper kind would ever be obtained by the people, if
the Government should become oppressive, as he verily be-

the case.!
ﬁr. a\rr, Enms 130 Gny Toved to amend the articie

0 as to require a Conveation on application of § of the 5ts

V¢ Madison did not see why Congress would not be as

" T'aken from feurnal, sce above note 1.

' the margi o S ot
'*msa—gzwmggmﬂ'mmmum' !l.md.
ments at &ay future time to this constitution an 3t PIOVE EVEF 10 OppINIIVE,
America can t make, Of even propose alterations 1o it; & doctrine

he fundamental principles of th nd liberties of the

Mr Sherman moved 10 strike out of art. V. alter " legisia-
tures” the words “of three fourths” and so after the word
“Conventions” leaving future Conventions to act in this
matter, like the present Conventions according to circume
stances.

On this motion

N— H— divd. Mas— ay— Ct ay. N— J. ay— Pa no.
Del— no. Md no. Va no. N, C. no. §~ C. no. Geo— no.
[Ayes —3; noes—17; divided —1)

Mr Gerry moved to strike out the words “or by Conven-
tions in three fourths thereof”

On this motion

N— H~ no, Mas, no— Ct. ay. N~ J. no. Pa no—
Del— no. Md no. Va, no. N— C. no. 8. C. no— Geo— no.
[Ayes = 1; noes — 10,

M-~ Sherman moved according to his idea above expressed
to annex to the ead of the article a further proviso “that no
State shall without its consent be affected ir its internal
police, or deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate”,

Mr. Madison. Begin with these special provisos, and
every State will insist on them, for their boundaries, exports
&

On the motion of Mr. Sherman

N. H-= no, Mas. no, Ct ay. N. J. ay—Pa no, Del— ay.
Md. no. Va. no N. C. no. 8. C. no. Geo, no. [Ayes—3;
noes — 8]

Mr, Sherman then moved to strike out art V altogether

Mr Brearley 2ded. the motion, on which

N. H. no. Mas. no. Ct. ay. N. J. ay. Pa. no, Del. divd.
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257 GALES & SEATONS HISTORY 256
Answer to the President. [Mav 5, 1789,

ple through so m&lﬂqha:’n:hp-h
libertys and to seck the only sare means of -
recommending the

ina

sll the attention

to consuder of, and

will be 1o unnex to the office of President | 5100

and Vice ident of the United States, il an

other than those given in the Constitution, an

to confer with a committee of the Senate ap-
ted for the same purpose, reported as fol-

on yourself, cannot fail to demonstrate

the purity, whilst it increases the lustre of a charac-
ter which has so many titles to admiration.

Such arc the sentiments which we have thought fit

hnﬂmhﬁ'“ﬂqlow from our own hearts,

and we verily that, among the millions we re-

“““That it is not to annex any style or
B ol g Bt b e T
expressed in the Constitution.™

And the said report being twice read at the
Clerk’s table, was, on the question put there-

the chair. The mrni:ice pmp?nu e

“That Messrs. Sixxicxsox, CoLis,
and Surrn, (of Seuth E rolina,) be a commit-
tee to wait on the President, to Know when it
will be convenient for him to receive the same.

tokens of their affection.  You now the only | Mr. Cryxer, from the commitiee appointed

y-wtt:rnm ined of i g i By s, {-;rtrllwm,nyn.l::ill‘:blﬂ for laying a du-
reverence wisdom, o n WATes, erchandise, i

m"'* confide :ﬂ i‘ll your W:r the [into the United States, which passed its first

i n presenied (o T I~ e
lowing application from the Legislatare of Vir-

i ; v‘ s 22y ;*‘ ..
] e Genanas. Assmunir, Nov. 14, 1788,

, That ication be made in the name
m z‘?bl ire of lhh-m

o the Congress of the United States, in the
it:
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OF DEBATES IN CONGRESS.

Max 5, 1789.]

it depended on
be carried into im

JApplication of Firginia.
them, that plan

ity the' — e -
T JOH ONES, Senate.

“TH mm‘r?r?s Ho. Del*

After the reading of this application,

Mr. Braxo mnl:r‘ud toufer’ﬁ to the Commit-
tee of the whole on the state of the Union.

y the
per attention to

[ pisposed to . i
the ieation of so gu:uﬂeaSnteuﬁr-
ginia, but if it is a business which we cannot in-
o -

M. Braxp
E:wl.y iu referri
tsurely this deserved the serious and solemn

there could be no impro-
ng any subject toa committee,

consideration of Congress. He hoped no gentle-
man would oppose the compliment of raF
it 1o a Committee of the whole; besid
would be a guide to the deliberations the
committee on the subject ol amendments, whicly
would shortly come before the House.
he had no doubt but the
House was inclined to treat the present appli-
cation with !'egpect_, but he doubter 'r propric-
Ol Comin i Decause wou l'm‘ﬂ
umply that the House had a nght to deliberate
upon the subject. This hie believed was not the
CaASE un Tate

wo-thirds o erisinlures

niicurred such applicalion, and Then it s oul

; power o [ing.
ie words of The Constifufion b
positive relat
1 1 Casd

MBS
MIErES 1

both Fouses

ications of th

ppliCs
MR,

Lwo-thipds ol '
sare ohall'n

if_Lyweo-thir

i aye no deliberalive power o
(his OCCaston. & Mot respectial and consh-
tutional mod :rrrwmin; our duty will be, to
let it be ente on the minotes, and remain

upon the files of the House until similur appli-
gnmms come to hawd from two-thinls of the
fates.

. Mr. Bounixor hoped the gentleinan whio de-
sired the commitment of the application would
not suppose him wanting in respect to the State
of Virginia. He entertained the most profound
respect for her—buot it was on a_pringiple of re-
8 to order and propriety that he opposes|

e d_:nmmllm'ul # £nough
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. or R.] LDuties on Tonnage. [Marx 5, 1789,
ply for that purpose. He the gentleman | three things in contemplation : first, The en-
would withdraw his motion for commitment. couragement of American shippings 2ndly.
— application now before the | Raising a Revenue; and, 3dly, The support of
committee contains a number of reasons w g it light-houses and beacons for purposes of
is necessary tocall a convention. he fifth | navigation. Now, for_the first object, namely,

L L Ah lll a2 Mdm
reasons be Welg unless it one
in committg:;pq[{ere ure, T hope the House

will agree to refer it.

Mr. HusmTinoToN lhou%t it proper to
a cati mn on e, it_can be ¢

the encouragement of American shippi
judge twemwems will be sufficient, u'.'é"f&ey
on our own being only six cents; but if twenty
centsare laid in this case, I conclude thata higher
rate will be im upon the vessels of na-
tionsnot in alliance. Asthese form the principal
part of the foreign navigation, the duty will be
adequate to the end proposed. I taKe it, the
idea of revenue from this source is not much
relied upon by the House; and surely twenty
cents is enough to answer all
erecting and su ting the necessa

On a calculation of what will be paid

ject might be fa
fwo- thirds had app!

ly noticed. .

Mr. Gerrv.—The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. Mapisox) told us yesterday, that he meant
to move the consideration of amendments on the
fourth Monday of this month; he did not make
such motion then, and may be prevented by
accident, or some other cause, from carrying his
intention into execution when the time he men-
tioned shall arrive. I think the subject ver
is introduced to the House, and, perhaps, it
may consist with order to let the present apzll-
cation lic on the table until the business is taken

DUTIES ON TONNAGE.

A

The House then d the c tion
of the Report of the Committee of the whole on
the state of the Union, in relation to the duty
on tonnage. N

Mr. Jacksox (from Georgin) moved to lower
the tonnage duty from thirty cents, as it stood
inn the report of the commitfee on ships of na-
tions in alliance, and to insert twenly cents,
with & view of reducing the tonnage on the
vessels of Powers not in alliance.  In laying a
hizher duty ‘on foreign tonnage than on our

owi, | presume, said he, the Legislature have
*

in Georgia, I find a sufficiency for these pur-
53 and I make no doubt but enough will
be collected in every State from this duty.
I'he tonnage employed in Georgia is about
twenty thousand tons, fourteen thousand tons
are foreign; the daty on this quantity will
amount to £466 13s. 4d. Georgia currency.
do not take in the six cents u American
vessels, yet this sum appears to as much as
can possibly be want or the purpose of im-
proving our navigation.
en we begin a new system, we ought to
act with moderation; the necessity an -
priety of every measure ought to appear e\rijent
o our constituents, to prevent clamor and
complaint. I need not insist upon the truth of
this observation by offering arguments in its
suppoert. Gentlemen see we are scarcely warm
in vur seats, before a ications are made for
amendments to the Constitution; the people
are afraid that Congress will exercise their
power to oppress them. If we shackle the com-
merce of America by heavy imposition, we shall
rivet them in their distrust. "The gquestion be-
fore the committee appears to me to be, whe-
ther we shall draw in, by tender means, the
States that are now out of the Union, or deter
them from joining us, by holding out the iron
hand of tyranny and oprremmn. I am for the
former, as the most likely way of 8erpe_:lualh_a
the federal Government.  North Carolina wi
be materially affected by a high tonnage; her
vessels in the lumber trgde will be considerably
injured by the regulation; =he will discover
this, and examine the advantages and disad-
vantages of entering into the Union. [If the
disadvantages preponderate, it may be the cause
of her throwing herself into the arms of Britaing
her peculiur situation will enable her to injure
the trade of both South Carolina and Georgia.
The disadvantages of a high tomm% duty on fo-
reign vesscels are not so sensibly feltby theNorth-
ern States; they have nearly vessels enough of
theirown to carry onall their trade, consequent!
the luss sustained by them will be but small;
but the Southern States employ mostly foreign
ipping, and unless their produce is carried
by them to market it will perish. At this mo-
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State of Colorado Application, April 1, 1901

Application of the Colorado State Legislature for a
Convention to Propose a Constitutional Amendment, April 1,
1901

UNITED STATES TO CALL A CON-
IR D NTED S TO THE CONSTITUTION OF
AT T TO SECTION
E COMNSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES.
FPROVIDE FOR THE ELECTION OF UNITED
VOTE OF THE FEOFLE OF EACH STATE

STATES SENATORS BY

Be it Enacted by the
1. Pursuaant

application Is hereby
| Colorado and the

by of the State of Colorado:

Five, of the Constitution of the United States,
he Congress of the United Siates, by the Statc of
sadd State of Colarade, to call a Convention for

ity of the United States.

rmbly of the State of Colorado desires to present
and urge before the to be called. an provided in Section One of this Act,
Article One of the Constitution of the United States.
which shall provide § g Senators of the United States by the voters of cach
of sald Section Three. Article One. which requires
States shall be chosen in cach State by the Legislature

Sec. 3. The of the State of Colorado shall one copy of
= of the United States. one copy to the President of the
| Senate of the Un ] one copy 1o the Speaker of the H. ol Repr atives
of the United 5 one copy to the Governor of each S:tate. to the end thar
f had and taken by the Congress of the United States
whenever, and as scon as two-thirds in num-
ber, of the States of this Union shall makee i
similar application.

Approved April 1. 1901,
' I HERERY CERTIFV That the above is a
trus copy of Senate Bill No. 13 as passed by
the This h G 1 A bly of the State
of Colorado.

Leveid (2. Zp 22

{d\'

e '-'H'.“?_‘}m- X

on Privileges and Elections (SEN 57A-J59) Records of the U.S. Senate,

Return to 17th Amendment Documents Next Document
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Dan Marks Letter to Clerk, April 15, 2013

Clerk of the U.S. House of Representatives ArticleV.org
Office of the Clerk 25-180 Pukana La St
U.S. Capitol, Room H154, Hilo, Hl 96720
Washington, DC 20515-6601
04/1513

ject: Requesting verification and tabulation of State applications for an Article V convention to propose amend -
ments.
Greetings Ms. Haas,

1 spoke with Kirk Boyle in your office and Tom Wickham, House Parliamentarian, and have been instructed to deliver this
information to the Clerk of the House of Representatives. | am providing you with the attached documentation of 42 legal
and standing State applications for an Article V ion for d ination of their validity. The collection of all known
applications on record may be found here: hup:/foave.org/file.php/1/Amendments

We, involved with ArticleV.org, acknowledge the fact that the States have satisfied the required two-thirds numerical
threshold to call for an Article V Convention under Article V of the US Constitution and Congress should call an Article V
Convention to order. We make formal request for the Clerk of House of Representatives to verify and inform Congress of
this natter.

The Congressional Rescarch Service arrived at a similar conclusion. "With well over a century of experience in proposing
an Article V Comvention, the staies have arrived ar certain precedenis for the convidk of these applications.”

from the Congressional Rescarch Service Report by Thomas H. Neale, The Article V Convention for Proposing Constitu-
tional Amendments: Historical Perspectives for Congress, October 22, 2012. hup://www fus org/sgp/crs/misc/R42592.pdf

Those advocating for an Amicle V Convention from various groups often find ourselves in debate about what the current
count is today. As the Congressional Rescarch Service pointed out, there has never been an official tabulation to indicate
which state applications would be valid toward the two-thirds threshold, and which would not. We truly desire an official
verification and tabulation of these applications and any others we may have overlooked so there is an official number we
may all reference.

Thank you for your time and diligence in this matter.

Sincerely,

LA
AnticleV.org )

B0B-345-3990

6|Page




Response by Mr. Kirk Boyle to Dan Marks, June 7, 2013

KAREN L. HAAs
CLERK

Romew) F Repvisn

Doty Ciame Office of the Clerk

11.%. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-6601

June 7, 2013

Mr. Dan Marks
ArticleV.org

25-180 Pukana La St.
Hilo, Hawaii 96720

Dear Mr. Marks:

I am in receipt of your correspondence requesting that the Clerk of the House tabulate
State applications for an Article V convention compiled by your organization.

The duties and responsibilities assigned 1o the Clerk of the House are generally
established by statute and the rules and precedents of the House of Representatives. The Clerk
has not been assigned the responsibility to tabulate State applications for an Article V convention
by statute or the rules or precedents of the House. Accordingly, the Office of the Clerk is unable
to fulfill your request.

However, | would be pleased to forward your correspondence to your Member of
Congress or to the Committee on the Judiciary for further consideration if that would be of
assistance to you. Under the rules of the House, the Committee on the Judiciary has jurisdiction
over constitutional amendments and has a subcommittee dedicated to the Constitution. Please
contact Jodi Detwiler at 202 225-7000 if you would like your letter forwarded.

-

Legal Counsel
Office of the Clerk

7|Page
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36534 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE November 2, 1977
this threal in relurn for concessions on the  (he perspective of years L0 Lruly nssess Lhe  STave ApeL ron & Cow Te
crulse misslie ol impact of Mubert Humphrey. AMEND THE mmrm UTION JaNu-
In March the UM ssked for & Iimit of 180 Por now, we can honesily say Uhat you set anY 1 M-Serredas 1977 CompiiaTion
heavy missiles, saking them to tewr &0 sxample for us o follow, we all leel & amo CosMENT
down hall the force. By May, the US wa %mrmtnm‘mm 1 INTROOUCTION

H
:
;
i
i
;
:
i

both of these,

you inspired us W greater efforis
W0 allain our common goals. It now
mmtmmtmnmmm

enemy. Flease
!lulhll.hhﬂu s sulid our
MAN; we remain 8L your slde, and you are
never far from our Nesrts And our prayers.

From the Democrsts of Pinal County,
Arizona.
Cant OuiLLiams, Chalrman.

6

on liﬂ!)' Illﬂlln Whan the Boviets rejected
ihe 190 number, the US. tried & heavy MIRV
Iimit of 720. With that rejected, it tried 250
Finally, when Mr. Oromyko arrived in town,
the U S dropped the whole idea,

Similarly, In Mareh ihe US. insisted on
spacific tresty

4B, ‘-a amendmenta have bean
.1 o dale uires that both Houses
bt "I'w:“ iy ":-} three

insilst 15 nOt an Intercontinental weapon Manvewe WaiTs, the purposs of the C

though It can Ay from the over Vit The Co has never besn amended

the US. to Cubs without refusling. By Sep- Vicroats Awa Vit Vease. through this process. As & consequence of

tember the US. oul L | a muth ap

of the trealy If Boviels would make & Bos Baoww, Vice Chairman, And ubcertalnty surrounds ita use' Even

MpaArale promise nol Lo inerease | pro- Jis DoN, Treasurér At i level of ng the state

duction rale, even though they reluse to say P P have

whal Lhe current ———— arisen of the b proced.

To buy the Iimits on heary missiles and ures of the Houses and

Dackiive wought last Maren. he US ofered  STATE MEMORIALS REQUESTING A the unpredictad practices of the state

crulse-missile concesion limi the  CONSTITUTION. NVENT hﬁhm Bmitiing

wum I.meu-.-:’:‘m vl S0 SO nce 1789, Congress has received 374 re-
0 2,500 carry- Mr. McOOVERN. Mr. President. last ::-u from the siates for & convenlion'

Ing cruise missiles would nol have been YoAr I Inserted in the record a historical tin the lt::wmum 1957, Wm

of 1 such

of MIRV
i

mummulmlhumm.
It is a troubling stud,

nas more
Nity-one percent of Lhe Lolal Bine January
of 1974 alone, thirly-iwo memorials have
been submitted' Of Lhose hirty-two, ane
dealt with Lthe

It documents the lm. thal the appli
tions are a langle of differing Slate pro-

The March propossis were in themseives cedures a nemlml'nl hts. The
open Lo serious %0 the Sep dures used by ca-wmw
AEreaments hre drawing serlous opposition s .-u m.mwommmmvw

ling aside Lhe eflect on Lh, Strategic posiure
in 1988 lmmunqm: . 'I'hulm writlen by Jim Stasny who
Aling position ralses dangers im 1077, The prepared the ier convention A

"'"-'TT'T‘»"""II"'TI' NATE!

w mmhvll e
W

I am frank to say I do not necessarily
agree with all the observations made in
th's study. It Is not my present view that
A convention would be o our national
ndvantege. But there is little arguing
with Mr, Sluny’l assessment that the

generations to come, are indebted to this
outstanding gentleman snd statesman,

1 ask ununimous consent that this ma-
terial be printed in the Rgcons,

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Recoro, as follows:

Pinat County Desscnars,
Fiorence, Arie Oclober §, 1977
Mon. Musear M Husenagy
US Semator,

rellable.
Senate Wing, U5 Capitol, Mr President, 1 ask unanimous con-
Washington, D.C,

Dear 8 » © A8 the Pl be printed In the Recomo.
of the Democratlc Party,  There being :: objection, the article

ds “on the con-
stitutional lmuu of unanswered ques-
tions. " At the very minimum, 1 believe
the Congress needs to lake immediate
stock of ita procedures for processing
State applications. Those procedures
need Lo be made more conslstent and

nin 1974,

).
1‘M mechanism triggering ﬂ’m 1o sum-
1]

mmmuwummum
wliher

- N statute or the pri-
mmlllll During such times,
& frusiraied segmant of Lhe e seems Lo
sense maore clearly the remoteness of Waah.

(And, sariler In the century,
the direct election of US. Senaton) have

“Happy Warrior
¥ou have made gresi contributions o our
country and o our party. It may require

123 Cong, Rec. 36534 (1877)
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mon & convention for the purposs of amend.

ing the O
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titles shall be entered on the Journal
pi In the Congr
next day. /n practice, howsver,
s reversed. According to the Moure Jou
Clerk's OfMce, sLAll members clip
printed in the Record and sub

gk

:

-
:

Ler them on the Journal,
The ofce of the Bill Clerk

§
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Y. THME CONIENTION APPLICATIONS: ANOMALIES
IN THE CONGEEEY AND THE STATE LEGIILA-
TuRE:

Of the thiry-twe applications for a
the Co since

the texta of all but one (Californis 1974)

were located Of the ramaining thirty-one,
mixieer were directed by the respe-iive state
w0

£
:
g

the 8 of the US. House

e
it
!
f
!
i

It
o HE
-4 e
lie:til]
Bfezon
£ i!

1

11

accorded
. memorials by both Mouses of Congress

the treat the

and

the pr

by the state when 1

thelr app ng

demonstrate some of those problems
Guam

On July 1, 1977 the Secate formally
& ged In the C R
ita receipt of a memorial from the Legials-

here, of course, Is that Guam is not & State.
It is an organised unincorporsted territory
with & non-voling delsgats 10 the House of

g8

P NIt i very likely its mppli-
catlon would not survive & challenge Lo Ity
claim Lo be & valld Articls V memorial
Indiana
In February of 1977 the Indiana legisia-
ture sent & memorial to the Congress deai-
ing with abortion. In it Indisns simply re-
minded the Congress that in 1973 their Lagis-
Iature had req that ]
be wp an sbor-
tlon The 1977 der went on
o note thal. “thorough an oversight the
eariier was not d o
Congress”. The fact la, there sctuslly had
been r.o oversight st all. The memorial had
indeed besn submitted st the end of 1973
and waas printed (n full in the CoNCARRSIONAL
Recows of January 21, 1974,
123 Cong. Rec. 36534 (1977)
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This Is o case where & state leglsiature
for an oversight It had not com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

November 2, 1977

Resolved further, That, vely, this
makes I

mitted. The only 10 this

Body P and that
the G of the United States call & con-
for the ifle and

is that the orig was
not recorded in the Mouss portion of the
Comoarssiopal REcown,

Rhode Island in the
ncmmsummum-u-o“
morial for & 0 an g. OF ne

purposs of proposing an amend-

ment to the Pederal Constitution regquiring
of & y that

the total of all Federal appropriations made
[+ for any fiscal your may not

ment on abortion vividly lllustrates the kind
of mechanical mix-ups that ean plague the

led anolher notice that Rhode
submitted & second memorial
for a convention on abortion.® It was not
possible to determine from the abbrievated
inotice in the Reconn whether these were, In
Tact, lals or an

double entry of the same memorial, On
May 20, 1077 the House Judiclary Commitiee
mdvised (In a telephone conversation) that
no cover latter P d elther
In fact, the memorials were in the form of
two xerox coples of the (dentical document

exceed the total of mll estimated Pederal
revenues for the fAscal year |,

The June 14, 1077 memorial from Arieons
posts & nearly identical dilemma. After re-
q g that Congr and submii
an amendment requiring a balanced federal

budget, paragraph 2 provides, “That, In the
nll.lmuun‘ Congress of \he Uniwed Siates
eall a

and submit such an amendment to the
Constltution,”

It would Appear that each of these three
memorials from Virginia, Arizons, and South
Carolina would st least be aubject to chal.
lenge by reason of thelr dual requests. At the
very least, it s her of those ap
Questions that remains to be Anally resolved,

Oklahoma

s88 mamoriala;
"o I 18 requested that recelpt of this
applleation n"&. Benats and the

:lltl Senate and the Mouse of Representa.
ves."
In both cases, however, moriais

which came 1o be printed twice in the House The House of R tatives on June 7, | convention to consider s busing amend-
peclion of the Mxcomp, There was no ready| 1977 printed In the lonsl Record s | ment, In both cases, Lhe memorials were
prplanation of how this dual printing came| notice that it had recelved & mamorial from glnun in full in the Benate portion of the
about, the Oklahoma State Lagislature ® The memo- ngressional Record while no mention was
—WRGUF TATAnd s problems, however, were not  rial asked for & constitutional convention 1 | made of either memorial tn the Mouse. The
confined to the Mouse of Rep propose an prohibiting the fed- | practieal impact of not ha the memorial
In the Benate. two identical Rhode Island  ersl g from Imposing notad In the Record by the House ls that it
memorials on abortion were not only p rest A AP for g |10, theref not pri in the
On the same day. they were printed on facing federal dollars, since the Journal Clerk merely clips the

?cutllhlm 18800 of the May 20, 1077,
ONoRESSIONAL MEcons) and numbared POM-
188 and POM-100. A phone conversation
with personnel in the Becretary of the Sen-
Ate's offce revealed that the (wo coples were

No rresponding application was recorded

in the Congremional Mecord by the Benats,
However, a copy of the original application
was oblained from the files of the House

recelved on different days. It was their .
Ylon that they are only obligated 1o submit
memaorials for the Recoan.

‘They felt it was up to the Judiclary Com-
mittes Lo see how Lhey are counted. An alde
In the Becrelary's oMce auggested that if the
memorials from one siate ware identical they
would only be counted once sven though
they may have been printed more than once.
Otherwise, he wald, It might by possible for
one Swate to submit 34 memorials and force
& convenilon,

South Carolina, Arizona, Virginia

On Pebrusry 20, 1078 the Benate printed
In full the memorial of South Caroline re-
Queiting & convention Lo propose an amend-
ment to balance the federal budgers On
Pebruary 28, they printed iy AEAIN™ There
Are At least two possible explanations for why
that wok place. It may have been & simple
oversight by the oMce of the Becretary of the

Y « The copy shows thai
the resolution was not direcied Lo either the
Speaker of the Mouss, the President of the
Senate, the Clerk of the House or the Secre-

tary of the Senate. The memorial did, how.

Record a8 & source of Information on me-
morials,

Utah experlenced reverss treatment. The
memorial of Lhelr state Lexisiature on abor-

tion waa noted twice In the Mouss lon
of the Record on May 3 and May &, 1977,
The L i g wil o
ton was recordsd by the House of .

but no P ] leation

ever, direct that coples be distributed to all| [wes d In the ry | Racord

ihe bers of the Okiah £ %ﬂgp

delegation. is brief survey of the thirty-two state
Bince one delegatl 1 sines 1074

At the
Ime was House Speaker Carl Albert, Lhat
Ikely explains |ts appearance in Lthe House

. Had 1t not been for that

indicates that sixteen of them sither con-
tained challengeable defects or were proce-

L 1s highly probable thal no record whatever
14 have been made In the Congress of

nerses
AmOng the states submitting applications
for a constitutionsl convention sinee 1074,
no state has had greater mlsfortune than
Tennesses,

durslly mishandled by sither the siate legls-
Intures, the United States Benate or the
Mouse of Representatives.

But the questions do not end here.

Ten of the memorials received since 1074
specifioally allow the state Lo later nm':'c
s Py et

the
Association bellaves the states should have
the option, the opinion Is by NO MeANS Unan-
imous ® On February 18, 1077, Acting Assist-
1 John W wrols to

their

Gn Pebruary 17, 1978 the complete text of
memorial ') o

ant A y O

Robert J. Lip [+ 10 the ¥

on the power of & state to rescind its ratifi-
cation of & m!“uumil amendment, This

N y. muoh
considerably more
of &

Neverthelesa, an

Benats or the Public Printer, prop an K with the
The more llkely explansiion s thal since | COreIVe use of Tederal funds was printed In
the Bouth Caroline M that |the Benate section of the lona)
Cong submit an and Regord." No corresp £ App aver| q of
& convention, the memorisl may have been |Appeared in the Houss Mecord as & memorial| different from and of
printed twice 1o reflect both options under |formally ng an from than the wi
Article V. This, of course, ralses the Te for & on
of whether the Bouth Carolina application |hia tople.

qualifies as & valid conventlon request. It
would have to ba decided whether & memorial
which requests both modes of d

The same thing happened to Tennesses
again In 1977, The legislature memorialized
[ to in order

and which makes the convention method the
section cholce can be counted In the tally
of states requesting & convention,

The same kind of question can be raised
about memorials from Virginia and Arizons,
In March of 1076, the Senate recelved and

0 .
W p an amendment glving the Presi-
dent an item wveto In sppropristions billa,
The Benate printed the memorial in full in
the Congressional Record of July 1, 1071w

The Mouse did not record the recelpt of &
similar memorial despite the fact that the

that & certl-

printed & memorial from Virginia
4 I

d 10 re- |fed copy be sent Lo the Speaker of the House,
quire & balanced foderal budget® The pri- mﬂ’%ﬁr

MAry Intent of the memorial was Lo

Congress “Lo prepare and submit to the sev-
eral states” an amendment on the aubject

the al30 included the fol.
lowing paragraph

Footnotes at end of article

10|Page

tional in June of 1977,

q .
excorpt from the letter Hllustrates that the
overall lsaue of resclsslon Is very much an
open question;

“If the lssue should arise In conneciion
with the Equal Rights Amendment, It stema
virtually certain thst the question will be
put to Cong again. The [ of the
Secretary of Gtate with respect to constitu-
tional amendments have besn statutorily

1 on the A of O8A , .
However, the very fact that this funetion s
vested In the OSA Administrator is Indica-
tive of (ts minlsterial nature . . . In those

One . on for the

of proposing an amendment to require s

balanced budget.® The other asked for & con-

for the purp of g An
amendment 0 fx the terms of (edersl
Judges ™ Both memorials wire noted In the

the ator  would
elther have to follow the precedent estab-

Nahed by Congress In 1800, 1., that & State
eannot :lnunw its ratification, or submit

the lasus to Congress.'”
this g

123 Cong. Rec. 36534 (1677)
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whether or not the states can limit the
subject matter of a convention. Fifteen of

the memorials rece:ved since 1974 direct that
m convention would be for the “nh and

purpou ul & particu-
lar ) of the thirty-
two memoriala Immu Ih! text of w & pro-

posed amendment.
‘The main problem with a::u applications

?elmu exnct languag
v call » pre-
determined amendment ml.ﬂ in ﬂuﬂ‘ be-

CONGRESSIONAL- RECORD — SENATE

the Co onal Record the text of such
petition and notice which has not previously
besn 80 printed. Such report shall state the
total number of such petitions calling for &
convention to proposs & general revision of
the Constitution: the total number of such
petitions umu .ror conventions Lo propose

Ited nature (together
with the wul numur recelved with reipect
to each sueh amendment): the date of re-
celpt of each such petition; which, If any
such peuitl have been and such
other 1 a3 the Chalrman considers

come part of the ratifying p
Robert Kennedy criticized the states’ insist-
ence on specificity aa:

L..an :r.unpl. by mnw Btate legls.

lp:m::ll“
eld Proposal (Appears In Prob-
llllu Relating to a Federal Mlllulml

orce C call &
uhlm un only ut mechanically to .ppm

House C n the Judi-
cunr B3th Con.un ist l-non, 1087, page
785,

e 2. The of & State, In

-tmpt s to lmn the mmr

I con-

an Intlal step In the ratifying p
stend of a deliberative meeting to seek wt

o s The
Sannos be Siretched (o Meen ‘mify’. The

36537

section B, the Siate legisiature shall follow
the rules of procedures that govern the en-
of & by that . but
without the need for approval “of the h.l.b-
lnu.l'r-- sction by the Oaulaaht of the State.
) deption of
& State resclution cognizatle under this Act
shall be determinable by the Congress of the
United States and 1ts decislons thereon shall
be binding on all others, including State and
Federal courts,

Becilon 4

(&) Within thirty days after the sdoption
by tne legisiature of & Hiate of & resolution
s spply tor the ealling of a constitutignal
conventlon, Lhe cecreiary of state of the
Hiate, or If there be no such ofcer, the per-
#:n who s charged Dy the State law with
such function, snall transmit Lo the Con-
§ro#i of the United States two eopn- of the

one sdd

¥ App .
vention under Article V of the C |
of the United States, shall, after adopting »
melutwn pursuant to this Act, petition the

i

Congrers cannot properly accept and
part of any prepackaged effort to short cut
the amendment process' *

that ithe leg-
lamun favors the calling of constitutional
eonventlon for the purpose of—

& general revision of the

But s In so many of the lwues
ing the Article V convention process, there
is nO agreement on this lssue. ‘The legislation
passed by the Senste in 1073, 8 1272, A4,
however, direct that a convention can be
called only when at least wo-unm of the
state with the
same subject
V. MAJOR LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALA DEALING WITH

THE ARTICLE ¥ CONVENTION PROCESS AND

THE HANDLING OF STATE MEMORIALS

Since the Init for w in
lodged In the state lu.lllnnm an imminent
convention could easlly cateh the natlon by
surprise. The confusion would be compound-
od if there were no adequate |umllml for

the of &
the fact that the ln\u wtands on Iho consti-

Congress has still to enact cnnnntlnn legis-
Iation,

The Senate has twice passed conventlon

LY
Constitution of the United Buates; or

of the Banate, ard one 1o the lpnur of the
House of Represeniatives.

1) Esch copy of the application so made
by any Hial» shall contain—

(1) the title of the resolution:

(4) the sxact text of the resolution signed
by the presiding alll«r of each house of the
Crawe |

i(bY proposing one or more
of & particular nature of the amendments o
be proposed.
Bection 3

(a) For the purposs of adopting a resolu.
tion pursuant to section 2, the State lagisia-
ture shall adopt its own rules of procedure.

(b) Questions concerning the State legls-
Iative procedure and the valldity of the adop-
tion of a Btate resolution cognizable under
this Act are determinable by the State legis-
lature and its decisions thereon are bindl
on all others, including State and Federa
couris and the Congress of the United States

(3) the date oa which ihe legialature
ndopled the resolution; and shall be ac-
companied by & certificate of the secretary
of state of the State, or such other person
a3 s cha by the Suate law with such
funciion, certifying that the application mc-
curataly sets forth the text of the resolution.

gl Within days after rexeipt of a ‘n
of any such application the President of
Zenate and the Fpeaker of the House of Rep-
resantatives shall report 1o the Houss of
which he is presiding cMeer, id.lnul','lnc the
State of the

| and the of States then

fc) A Biate resclution
o this Ml s lﬂ'tﬁ‘ll‘l '“Mnt N'll'ﬂ to
PP by the

Uomnur ol' the State,
Section 4
(a) Within 80 days after a

riving made application on sueh subject.
The President of the L Speaker of
ihe House of Representatives shall jointly
cause coples cf such application to be sent
tu the oresiding officer of each house of the

gisiat of every other Siate and Lo sach

procedure bills parable House
action. The following measures deal
slly with the conventlon process and t.h-
excerpis shown deal generally with the han-
dling of the memorials.

A. Constitutional oonvnuan Act of 1953
(Appears In Staff Re the Houss Com -

P by the legis'ature w the State nn
secretary of atate of the Siate. or If there
be no such oMcer, the person who Is charged
by the State law with such tunen n, shall
to the Ceng of the U +d Slates
two caples of the t onl
to the President of the Senate, and oae o the
of the House.

port to
mittes on the Juulelln “Probl
o State a Co on to
Proposs i " 1 on Fed-
eral Tax Ratea”, B82d conlﬂu. 2d lunon.
1952, pages 31-24.)
Section 2(C)

"Within sixty days after & resolution Is
adopted by a state legislature under subsec-
tien (b) the Secretary of the State shall
transmit to the Congress two petitions . . .

to the Pr of the Senate
(oF Lo the Becretary of the Senate If the Sen-
Ate |3 not In sesslon) and one o the Speaker
of the House (or the Clerk of the House i\f
the House Iy not In seasion) . .,
Scation 2(D)

“Each petition and notice recelved under
subsection (c) shall be referred Lo the Com-
m!un on the Judiciary of uu Benate, If ad-

"(b) Esch copy ot the application shall con-
In—

41} the title of the resolution,

(3) the exact text of the resolution, signed
by the presiding ofcer of each Houss of the
leglslature, and

(3) the date on which the leglslature uopt-
ed the resolution and shall be &
by a certificate of the secretary of slite of lll.

Membir of the Senate and the Houss of Rep-
resentatives of the Congress of the United
Stater,

D & 1272 (Introduced by Senator Ervin:
pansed the Senate on .hnr 0. 1973, It 18 identi-
cal In Ita p for &
convention to 8. 218, nboul

E. Other sl WU
gererally conslstent with those already de-
geribed In terms of the sections regulating
the procedure for submitting memorials, in-

elude ;
1.8 |m “The Mu‘l Constitutionsl
by
nr unlhau- on J\am 11, 1873,

m and H.R. 8500, identical bills
ln\mul “Pederal Constitution Conventlon
by

State, or such other perszn a1 Is
the Btate law with such function, cerufying
that the application sccurately sets forth the
texi cf the resolution,
C. 8. 218. Pederal Conatitutional Conven.
tlon P Act (Imt
Ervin. passed the Senate October 1971 by
s vote of B4 o 0).
Iutl:n 2. The l.‘.llllwrl of a Buate, In

o the F or ry of the

P on o the C for m con-
I cc 1on under Article V of the

on the J ¥

C: of the Unitea dHiates on and

of
to the m::r orhmm of m lto\ml At mo

Chatrman of the Gﬂnlﬂltlﬂ on the J Judlelm
of the Senate shall t to the Senate and
the Chalrman of the mittes on the Judi-
clary of the House shall report to the House,
concerning the and
under subsectlon (¢) within the pnud ng
seven years, and shall cause Lo be printed In

Pootnotes at end of article

11|Page

after the enactment of this Act, shall adopt &
revolution pursuant o this Act stating, in
b that the 1 the
umm of & ecn for the purp of
Ing one cr more amerdments Lo the
conmmnon €f the United States and stating

Act’
man Hyde on luy @, 1977 and Jul! 27, 1077,

respectively.

3 3 1880, the “Federal Constitutionsl
¥ es Act”, ( o H.R. 7008 and
H.R. 8560 above) lntmﬂum by Senator

Helms on July 18, 1977,
4. B 1818, the “Peders Oonlmullonﬂ
C

Aot
introduced by IOIIIW Iﬂlh

. 28, introduced by Congress-
man Pettis on January 14, 1078, calls for the
& of A convention but sets no guide-
Iines for the stata memorials.

6. H. Con. Res. 340, Introduced August §,
1977 (on request) by Congressman Lent, calls
for - convention but does not set guldelines
T the aub of memorials,

the nature of the or
ments to be proposed.
Bection 3
of ndop
w

(m) For the ¥
ing &

Nota: The choice of & concurrent resolu-

non I'III' this rpose I1s questionable Al-
Lo are often used

10 suthorize actions within the common
ministerial orbit of both Houses, this mess-

123 Cong. Rec. 36534 (1977)
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or\nmnu Known s the “Peace Conven-
. 1t was called to

November 2, 1977

mnmmmmmum.

mmmm«umum
It also

mwwnuﬂﬂm
Aside from the 1881 Peace Con-

tions “do not law, are not used Lo wnlen in turn, mhhwm:mmm
enact , and are not ag or of € over by

legal effect.” (See g y former Pr Jobn‘h‘hrnlmmu—
Resolutions: A Discusiion of Thelr Porce and &llnh'nlnd ‘l‘lu amrm
Effect Beyond the End of the Cong ot b

Which They Are Passed”. by Jay Shampan- marmmu-mmmd

Ky, ative Attorney In the Americin P it. Among

Law Division of the Library of Ceng the di 'lunm were pro-
June §, 1976.) visiona suthorizing the

calls for
both World War I and World War II. Near
the end of World War I, appeared in
i

of siavery routh of the “parsilel of 38" 30"
north and

avoring &
humummucm
of American government'' During World

C from rejg! Mm.
tmlllusllmlnlhﬂcmmltlm
existed ™

wnnmwumnmnnuw

be the war as

& “democTatic m ‘10 which would

come all those who seek revision of our con-
-

The convention was clearly not

thorized by Articie Veft”mtﬂluw
But it did illustrate two of the factors still

that & convention is requested, If such be the
:.n 1deally, the Houss should also print in
11 each

with Artlcle V applications for &
convention. Por one thing. the applications
tend to become more frequent when Con-
m'mutmwmwu-
tional issue. &

In 1837 with war tensions growing the
United States commemorated ita L30th year
of life under the Constitution. In an articie

Malcolm

uwuum . than to make this year's cele-

the
under which atates actually request ‘s con-
vention Lends to hinge on grass-roots efforts.

-lnl!a wulogy and un-
critical of the (

the states requesting & convention since the
Iast previous listing. mnm.n;mum-

swmuumuh.ulhhmm
of the gr & second
of the are p for an re-ex-
In 1899, for example. the drive was Just be. mmuonmmm:uupvmm
g an providing for altered of the g of the
direct of US Faced with Nallon's Charter.™

clude the date, page X

In 1887, the United States staged s three-
in Philadelphis marki

day ng the
o ial of the C

“ and with

created
tee “to confer with hcuuwr- “of other
states regarding the election of United States
mmwpquhrm by the passage of
through a

the Bicentennial only ten years away. pro-
posals for constitutional review are alresdy

u?nuuww.'
y called for

4. Onpu might direct that model
guidelines for use by the states in submitting
for a

Today, umamunmwnm

hwlamhdhmmlw-m

be prepared and distriduted 1o the se
of state of each of the states. The g o

has

- il

the initiative oo a Dational scale.

no one has publically ralsed the prospect

F g the ugt

state legu the Pt of
& stronger voice to the people is

clearly wum with the grass-roots

on

states wo apply.
1n 1972, with antl-busing sentiment at its
helght, the National Committee for a Con-
stitutional Amendment to Prohibit Porced
Busing was formed In Washington. D.C.

c - option. More-
o i O e over, € ecurezx. i 1975, tntroduced
jon  callv, ®
which ¢ [ to the Senate-passed Ervin un u
but deal only e on aborion and encourages other  1971.

The point of this glance at convention
tory is that. while the ides has never
nulyum‘muMhmmm
to be continuing support {or

it. For mmmm convention
calls have g

< the of days the have Chalred by Wa: Connally, o=

from the adoption of thelr unti) w'huuzy o ’m“m fecting the muum:wnt, ueuh

Gagn, T 4 te O "'“'“'"“"‘" -S4 state L e oriais b the Tact. that, the
: pp _calling

VI COMMENT for a to develop has yet to act on guidelines for &

‘There has never been a constitutional con-
vention called under Article V. But there
have been some near misses. In 1947, for ex-

the desired amendment” on busing.™
Other cause-oriented

ample. stale memorials requesting & con- & Meany of furthering their goals. Por exam- ne ¢ a on
on the P y ble Ilcnowd.ot Bl has gy ding an vidual state leg <1
came within one of the total that, th d an C F3 used 1o sdojt & resolution for-
cally, would have required Congress to ecall ’wmmuwunmwm“ Y ] to the g Be-
& convention. - P that are nol  gong that. the bill was s0 BArTOw It Virtu.
JutprmumcnmI'u. y wuthorized.” Among those 4ily panned the option of & general conven-
t0 amend the did as- tien
mbuanww , DC. "m‘ ucmmlmﬁa.mwum‘ This s not to say that such & gen-
1861, seven states and ihe Pederal Crop Imsur- ..y convention is needed. It is to say. how.
the Won and their muﬂm m ance Administration. Backers of the amend- gyer, that It s time the Senate reconsider
to form Ment. g o Mr ATE 8N~ iy earlier action that Congress open

. courm and draft l new constitution.

Meanwhile, on the same day. rep-
:nnnn. tﬂnly-m slates were mee
t the

1o fresh hearings

12|Page

S e St T M L ILCH el 120, 1N

ting &t & time when passions are t should
of the State Footnotes at end of article certainly be done soon.
FIGURE
A , JANUARY 1904 TO SIPTEMBLR 1977
Shave with
sthar Slate
Ratid on Homie Bacwved by Senals Sl s g it
T ..MI‘I 1904, C% vl L and + sonssces Ll
(RTINS Y 2. e 1y phoy e RS "
™
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rooTHOTES is “Presidential Messages” with Pebruary 26, 1978,
y 5 L Bttt B e 1R bt Py 2,10
tion of the United S America, 91 ves o one )
.’ 18t Season, m;, Dowmr.'n: quent ltems numbered conseculively )
91-38, page VII. Zee also. unp com- ' from states & con- * Cong Reccrd, March 29, 1976,
plistions of the Senate Library. venton to propose an amendment 1o the  page £336.
" See for example: Hearings Before the Sub- are always w0 the Ju- = Congressional Record, June 7. 1976, page
czmmitlee on Separation of Powers of the “ﬁlﬂ Commiilee 1esis. . 1376,
on the Judiclary, United States :ux.“m.. "”':""- Pige 10, Bection w”"’m"’m‘“ Record, Petruary 7.
mm;&-"u”:' e * Rule XXIL. paragraph 1. = Congresrional Record, July 1, 1977, page

llu Units, Member's Olul.n‘
and Leodership Ofices. House Document No.
ﬁ-inmmmlﬂn page .

Y Ses for ik Ark-
ng Congress nmummmur-mu
House C on the Judi-

ciary. 8Tth Congress, 1st Sesston. July 1, 1981,
soe also, Federal Constitutional Convention,

“States Ask for Federal Ci Con-
vention.” Senate Document No. 78, 7lst Con-
Pebruary

Eress. 2d Seuslon, llln:mdr
States in

Assoclation Journal, ll'o! 49, December llﬂ.
Page 117%; “State Applications to
cun Fropose

A Serv-
Ice. Jun' I.l. lm and Addendum, July 2,
W of the

ul 7 Record, June 10, 1977, page
16019,

™ Comgressional Record, June 10, 1977, page
18420,

“ Congressional Record, March 10, 1975,

the Conventlon Il'clhul Under Artile v.°
Pinal Report of the American Bar Associa-
Uons Special Constitutional Conventlon
Study Committee, Chicago, 1974
‘Ses Appandix for complete listing of the
hmummuamm
Congressienal Record of in the original state
mm:wm

M. Riddick, Senate Procedure, page
l‘l Rules of the United States Senate, Rule

VIL. paragraph 1
vnm-rmunuummm Rule
viL L

paragraph
' Floyd M. Riddick, Senate Procedure, pages
TeI-E2
*Rule VIIL
* Riddick, op. cit., wmmuvum
graph 8
page 175, Rule VIL

FOM. Oae

© page 8793
(1973) Arkansar Virginis, Ne- “ See Comgressional Record, May 3. 1977,
vada: (1978) Tennesses, th Carcline, Vir-  page 13301 and May 4, 1977, page 13471
Einla, Massachusetts, Loulsiana; (1977) Vir- -, of the by the
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Guam and Tennesses on Item veto In Appro- Btudy
s bills.
of the American Bar AMociation, page 33,
“(1974) Indians: (1978) Mississippi, Mis-
sourl, Louisiana, Keatucky: (1978) m__. o “npm Record, April 19, 1967, page
¥ (1977) New Jersey, Ar- -
kansas, Massachusetls. generally L. E. Chittenden, Report of
AT Do T e 0SS L 0
and Tennessee on Federal —— v
Constitutional! ™ Oklahoma 1 February 1831, D. Appleton & Company,
T (1874) Ma In two ]
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lins, Virgs (1977) Virginia, South Da- page 4.
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Record,
Fage 32625, For further discuesion of cllsen's
role In . . see John E.

tate L] to Pro-
pose Constitutional u-nmlu-c on Federal
Texr Rates. B2d Congress, 2d Sesslon, 1982
21-24; See also 5. Im-hhhmtbl
te July 9. 1973. 8. 1973 lnw June

Badout, “The cmnn a8 Inatitution Bullder”
in National Civil Review, V. 88, January 1977,

‘i See Bouck, Whits, The Outlook, August
21 1917, page €13 See also Lewis Mayer,
“Should We Remake the Constitution?” In

11, 1973; Cyril

tate
Asking Comgress to Call a Federal C
tional Con House
Judiciary, 87th Congress. lat Session, Ju:lr L
1981, page 3428

S Rules of the House of Representatives.
page 581

© By colncidence Quam W now in the midst
of & constitutional convention of its own to

The New August 17, 1918,
- Hi ¥ Time for P
P 6 and 34,

* Malcolm R. Eiselen, “Dare We Call & Ped-
eral Conventlon?”, in the North American
Review, Vol. 244, No. 1, 1837, page 27.

“History of the Celebration of the One

¥ 0f the Pro
@] the Comatitution oj the Uniled sum.

draft s Tor local sell g
* Comgressional Record, May 13, 1§77, w

-m‘mm.,
"'l'unmlw emm“
category Is
cations™ with the Initials BC and the other
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14849
9 Record, 19, 1977,
15099, May page

P 1689.)

“Conley Dillon, “American Constitutional
Review: Are We Preparing For the 21st Cen-
tury? in World Afeirs, Summer, 1970, pages
524
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Judge Coughenour

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
BILL WALKER, )
) No. CO0-2125C
PlaintifT, )
)
V. ) UNITED STATE' MEMORANDUM IN
) OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION
UNITED STATES, ) FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUCTIVE

RELIEF AND IN SUPPORT OF
CROSS-MOTION TO DISMISS

|~

Defendant

COMES NOW the United States and files this Memorandum in Opposition to
Plaintiff’s Motion for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and in Support of Cross-Motion
to Dismiss,

Introduction

Plaintiff"s lawsuit alleges that Congress has ignored Article V of the Constitution
and violated his constitutional rights by failing to heed the call of two-thirds of the States
to call a Constitutional Convention to consider proposed amendments to the Constitution,
Specifically, plaintiff alleges that Congress’ purported refusal to convene a Constitutional
Convention has violated his right to seek elected office — i.e., that of delegate to a
Constitutional convention; his right to vote on any amendments that are ultimately the
product of a such a Convention; and his “right of redress.” Complaint at 4 4, the

complaint secks a Judgment against congress in the form of an Order compelling
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United States Memorandum Walker v United States (2000) Page 9

when two thirds of the Legislatures of the “several States” apply to Congress to call a
Convention to propose amending the Constitution. See Section A, supra. Ratification of
any amendments so offered must be by either State Legislatures or by Conventions in
three fourths of the states, as Congress, in its discretion, may prescribe. /d. While a total
of thirty-three amendments to the Constitution have been proposed to the States pursuant
10 Article V, all of them arose out of a vote of the requisite majorities in Congress and
none was the product of the Convention alternative. See United States Code (1994 ed.),
Vol. 1 at LX-LXIX.

Because it has never successfully been invoked, the Convention method of
amendment raises a host of fundamental and previously unanswered constitutional
questions, answers to which are neither obvious nor unimportant to the very ‘blueprint’ of
our Republic. Such questions include, but are no means limited to:

Precisely when and how is a Constitutional Convention to be convened?
Must the subject matter of the applications of the requisite number of
States be identical, or request substantially the same amendment, or
merely deal with generally related issues?

Must the requisite number of applications be submitted together,
substantially contemporaneous or within several years of one another?

Can a Convention be limited to consideration of the amendment or general
subject matter that the Convention was convened to consider?

These same questions are implicit in plaintiff's lawsuit, which alleges that, since the
Constitution itself was ratified, the requisite number of States have cumulatively and in

the proper manner applied to Congress to convene a Constitutional Convention.*

: Neither the Complaint nor the Motion for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief readily identifies

those states that plaintiff alleges have applied to Congress to call a Convention, the dates of such
applications are alleged to have been made, nor the subject matter, if any, of the applications,
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3

illegally collecting internal revenue by unconstitutional
means and therefore makes the members liable for the above
cited laws. In sum, refusal to call a convention to prevent an
amendment from occurring while still collecting income tax
because the states wish to repeal that tax is extortion.

Further this refusal to call a convention by the members
of Congress violates their oath of office required under 5
U.S.C 3331, 5 US.C. 3333 and this, in turn, violates 5 U.S.C.
7311 (1), 18 U.S.C. 1918 and Executive Order No. 10450 thus
constituting overthrowing our constitutional form of gov-
ernment. There is only one constitutional means by which
the form of government of the United States may be altered,
by formal amendment to the Constitution as specified in Ar-
ticle V. Ignoring a clause of Article V so as to gain exclusive
control of that process where the Founders never intended
such control is an “alteration of the form of government of
the United States by unconstitutional means.” Congress has
never offered a formal amendment granting them exclusive
control of the Constitution.

5 U.S.C. 7311 states that if the members even “advocate”
i.e., declare their opposition to obeying the Constitution in a
public record, that is sufficient to prove violation of their
oath of office. By asserting their individual opposition to this
suit in Appeals Court, by employing 2 U.S.C. 118, the mem-
bers violated the above cited statutes. The statute provides
no immunity for such public advocacy. This Court has stated
that no constitutional immunity exists for anyone who at-
tempts to overthrow the constitutional form of government
without amendment. This Court has stated:

“Since there is no constitutionally protected right to
overthrow a government by force , violence, or illegal or un-
constitutional means, no constitutional right is infringed by
an oath to abide by the constitutional system in the future.”
Cole v Richardson, 405 U.S. 676 (1972).

Congress has never offered an amendment to the states
giving it absolute power over the entire amendment process

17|Page
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SUPREME COURT RULE 15 13

If the material required by this subparagraph is voluminous,
it may be presented in a separate volume or volumes with
appropriate covers.

2. All contentions in support of a petition for a writ of
certiorari shall be set out in the body of the petition, as pro-
vided in subparagraph 1(h) of this Rule. No separate brief
in support of a petition for a writ of certiorari may be filed,
and the Clerk will not file any petition for a writ of certiorari
to which any supporting brief is annexed or appended.

3. A petition for a writ of certiorari should be stated
briefly and in plain terms and may not exceed the page limi-
tations specified in Rule 33.

4. The failure of a petitioner to present with accuracy,
brevity, and clarity whatever is essential to ready and ade-
quate understanding of the points requiring consideration is
sufficient reason for the Court to deny a petition.

5. If the Clerk determines that a petition submitted timely
and in good faith is in a form that does not comply with this
Rule or with Rule 33 or Rule 34, the Clerk will return it
with a letter indicating the deficiency. A corrected petition
received no more than 60 days after the date of the Clerk’s
letter will be deemed timely.

Rule 15. Briefs in Opposition; Reply Briefs;
Supplemental Briefs

1. A brief in opposition to a petition for a writ of certiorari
may be filed by the respondent in any case, but is not manda-
tory except in a capital case, see Rule 14.1(a), or when or-
dered by the Court.

2. A brief in opposition should be stated briefly and in
plain terms and may not exceed the page limitations speci-
fied in Rule 33. In addition to presenting other arguments
for denying the petition, the brief in opposition should ad-
dress any perceived misstatement of fact or law in the peti-
tion that bears on what issues properly would be before the
Court if certiorari were granted. Counsel are admonished
that they have an obligation to the Court to point out in the
brief in opposition, and not later, any perceived misstatement
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14 SUPREME COURT RULE 15

made in the petition. Any objection to consideration of a
question presented based on what occurred in the proceed-
ings below, if the objection does not go to jurisdiction, may
be deemed waived unless called to the Court’s attention in
the brief in opposition.

3. Any brief in opposition shall be filed within 30 days
after the case is placed on the docket, unless the time is ex-
tended by the Court or a Justice, or by the Clerk under Rule
30.4. Forty copies shall be filed, except that a respondent
proceeding in forma pauperis under Rule 39, including an
inmate of an institution, shall file the number of copies re-
quired for a petition by such a person under Rule 12.2, to-
gether with a motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis,
a copy of which shall precede and be attached to each copy
of the brief in opposition. If the petitioner is proceeding in
forma pauperis, the respondent may file an original and 10
copies of a brief in opposition prepared as required by Rule
33.2. Whether prepared under Rule 33.1 or Rule 33.2, the
brief in opposition shall comply with the requirements of
Rule 24 governing a respondent’s brief, except that no sum-
mary of the argument is required. A brief in opposition
may not be joined with any other pleading, except that any
motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis shall be
attached. The brief in opposition shall be served as re-
quired by Rule 29.

4. No motion by a respondent to dismiss a petition for a
writ of certiorari may be filed. Any objections to the juris-
diction of the Court to grant a petition for a writ of certiorari
shall be included in the brief in opposition.

5. The Clerk will distribute the petition to the Court for
its consideration upon receiving an express waiver of the
right to file a brief in opposition, or, if no waiver or brief in
opposition is filed, upon the expiration of the time allowed
for filing. If a brief in opposition is timely filed, the Clerk
will distribute the petition, brief in opposition, and any reply
brief to the Court for its consideration no less than 10 days
after the brief in opposition is filed.
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United States Wavier of Response Walker v Members of Congress

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
WALKER, BILL

Petitioner

Vs, No: 06-0244

MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, ET AL.

WAIVER

The Government hereby waives its right to file a response to the petition in this case, unless requested to do

so by the Court.
PAUL D. CLEMENT
Solicitor General
Counsel of Record
August 29, 2006
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1703 . STATUTES OF CALIFORKTA.

CLAPTER 31

Benate Joint Resolulion No. 1, relalive lo requesling congress
to call & convention for the purpose of submilling an amend-
wiont {o the constitulion of the Uniled Stulas calling for the
ckc;:u of United Steles senators by the direct vote of the

people.

[¥ilml with Beeretury of Atate March 8, 1013.]

Waemsss, Thoe legislatnres of twenly-scven sialcs have re-
cently ai various times adopted memorials and resolutions fa-
w:llus the aloction of Unitod Stulos senntors Ly popular vole;
an

Wuexmas, Tho national house of ropresentatives has on four
mnumm:mntmud resolutions in
favor of the proposed chango in the of United
Htates senators, which wore rejoctod by the scunte;

Whsnmas, Article fivo of the constitution of the United
States that cougress, uu the upplication of the logiala-
tures uf two thirds of tho suveral states, shall call a amvention
for propesing smendments, aud believing there is a
desiro upon the of the citizens of tho State of California
that 1he Tnitod Stutes sonnties shonld he olocted by a direct

i
§
]
5
e
E
i
g
3
E

CITAPTER 32.

Lo Alnreh 8 1011.]

n parcels would be an
California and an incalou-
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. TIIRTT-NINTH BE4SION, 2183
safegnardod that fraudulent divorees ean nut lie socured; now,
thorafore. bo it

Kosolved, That wo iuatrmet onr senators in congress and Begulaag
roquet our representatives at Waskinglon fo use their best Zaras*
endeavora Lo huve congress propose an amendroent to the eon. dvere.
rﬂhrlion «i: }hc &l;itodm:f whnrr:iby the con may pass
aws rogulating an ma and thro
out tho United Stsites, e .

CITAPTER 72.

Senale Comgurrent Heaolution No. 20, relative to the con- -
scul of legixlature to the absence of certain mombers
thereof, and el siule officials, from tle-HTale

for more thaw

t!'w Stato of Oul'.foi‘nin‘ at sach times thz ay choose, or
n

an
necowity may require, during their ter office, for a period
of more than sixty (60) dnyw: provided, that the periods of
smeh absonce aken tngether as to any one person shall not
exceed in any ono enlendar year the total perind of five months.

CHAPTER 78.

Senote Joint Kesoluiion No. 25, relative ﬂ; elaction of senators
of the United Statcs by a divect populer vots.
[#liod with Buervinry of Stte March 28, 1011.]

Kewolved, by the senale of Lhe Slate of Culifornis und lhe Amea.
assombly, joinily, coustituting the legilaturo of the State of
California, that the legialnture of the Slato of Californin does o
hereby make applivation to the congress of the Unitod States, to o
eall, fu the immediate future, a constilutioual convention of the
people of the United States for the purpme of proposing, for by popuiar
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STATUTES OF CALIFORNLA.

ratifieation, amendments to the constitution of
Btates, suthorixing tho moveral states to provide by luw for the
alsclion of senniors of the Tnited Btatn by a direct popular
vote,

Rezolved, That duly suthenticated copies of theso resnlutions

he duly and direetly presented to the scnato and honse of
representatives tuting the congress of the United States.

CHAPTER 74
Scnale Joint Resolution Na. 27, relative ﬂ
inberior to confirm aclcetions of land to the Siate of O

that the Btate of Oglifornia has complied with all reqhirement

of law und with all'sples aud regulations of the-Un Btates

geueral land offce aadof the secretary of hintarior rolating
Wn;;.u. Notwithstapdi _ the or poriion :f

:
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3

]
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o
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tted the state nnd thy cilisona thereof from
beneficinl nse of tho lands so withheld and has rosu
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ILLINOIS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OFFICE OF THE CLERK

98™ (GENERAL ASSEMBLY R
Tivorny 1. Mares Miciiaea, J. NEanicas
Creng Sk

Bran Boux
Assivrant Crems

September 26, 2014

John Guise
102 Aquilo Court
Aurora, TX 76078

RE:  Freedom of Information Act Request
Dear Mr. Guise:
I'am writing in response to your correspondence requesting “any correspondence that the Illinois legislature
initiated with the Congress, or any correspondence that was received concerning Article V,” beginning in
1861 and ending in 1969.
In a conversation with Heather Wier Vaught on August 13, 2014, you clarified that you are not seeking copies
of the applications for Constitutional Conventions Illinois submitted related to Article V, but rather any
correspondence between the [llinois General Assembly and Congress that may have been journalized or

retained by the chambers. Ms. Wier Vaught informed you that the General Assembly is not in possession of
correspondence from individual members.

Nevertheless, my office has coordinated with several State agencies and attempted to determine whether any
communications were journalized. Please understand that your request covers more than 100 years of records,

and each year has many thousands of pages of Journals. lnordermeﬂ'ecﬁve!xswd'l.mg ofﬁoecomgiloda
list reflecting, to the best of my knowledge, all applications [ ing for a sttutiol
Convention or withdrawing a previous gggitm.tton. As it differs somewhat % the Tist you Egvﬂa 1o us,

E!e:nse find it below.
Year | General | Resolution Topic
Assembly
1861 | 22+ (not Federal relations (apparently related to the impending Civil War)'
numbered)
1903 | 437 SIR S Direct election of senators
1907 | 45% HIR 12 Direct election of senators
1911 | 47 HIR 9 Monopolies
1913 | 48® SIR 12 Polygamy
1943 | 63% HJR 32 Limit income and estate taxes 10 25% rate except in emergencies
1943 | 637 SIR 8 Limit Presidential tenure

! The 1861 resolution seems to have been conditional. Its first “Resolved” clause said “That if application shall be made
to Congress [by other states for a constitutional convention], that the Legislature of the State of Illinois will and does
hereby concur in making such application.”

ROOM 420 STATE CAPITOL « SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62706 » TELEPHONE 217,782-8223
RECYCLED FAFLR » SUYBEAN INKS
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Letter to Mr. John Guise

Page 2

1945 | 64™ HIR 7 Express opposition to HIR 32 from the 63"

1953 | 68™ HIR 37 Amending U.S. Constitution

1955 | 69% SJR 25 Authorize 2/3 of state to propose amendments to U.S. Constitution

1963 | 73¢ SIR 4 Eliminate national constitutional conventions; authorize 2/3 or states
Lo propose amendments to Constitution

1965 | 74% SJR 22 Refund 10% of federal taxes to states

1965 | 74 SR 52* Apportionment

1967 | 75% HIR 32 Apportionment of state legislative seats; includes a clause rescinding
the application if Congress itself proposes such an amendment by June
30, 1967

1967 | 75® HJR 34 Apportioning each state’s electoral votes; includes a clause
withdrawing the petition if Congress proposes such an Article of
Amendment

1967 75 SIR 40 Refund 10% of federal taxes to states

1969 | 76" HR 290° Withdraws petition made by the 75" GA.

Please note that each resolution contains a clause directing the Secretary of State to transmit copies of each
application, and specifies to whom those copies should be delivered. That record itself is the only record of
such communications my office has been able to identify.

While the Illinois House of Representatives is not the custodian of those records, if you would like to receive
copies of each resolution, I would be happy to provide them to you. Most are also available in the “Laws of
the State of Illinois,” which are published for each General Assembly and are accessible to the public at
university, law school, and other libraries nationwide. In a few instances in which there were resolutions that
only needed to pass one chamber of the Legislature, the “Laws of the State of Illinois” would not contain a
copy of the text. In those cases, you can locate the relevant entries in the “Legislative Synopsis and Digest”
and the House and/or Senate Journal concerning those legislative measures.

Please also be advised that my office is not required—nor permitted—to provide legal interpretation,

assistance, or advice. If you need legal interpretation, assistance, or advice, | urge you to consult a licensed
attorney. | am not serving as your attorney and this response does not serve as a substitute for the advice of

an attorney.
M“

Brad Bolin

Assistant Clerk

Illinois House of Representatives

Si ly,

BB:ss

* SR 52 is a Senate Resolution and was therefore passed by only one chamber of the Illinois General Assembly.
? HR 290 is a House Resolution and was therefore passed by only one chamber of the Illinois General Assembly.
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State of Wisconsin

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU

One East Main Street, Suite 200
P.0. BOX 2037 e e
MADISON, Wi 53701-2037
www legis. state.wi.us/irb/ RrtRDas f o e ien

September 15, 2014

Senator John C. Guise
102 Aquilo Court
Aurora, TX

76078

Dear Senator Guise:

Your request for correspondence related to Article V convention calls by the Wisconsin
Legislature was forwarded to us by our Assembly Chief Clerk’s office. We have a complete
collection of Wisconsin legislation going back to statehood in our library, which includes the joint
resolutions employed to call for convention, but we do not have access to any other kind of
correspondence that may have been used to communicate with Congress.

1o msoluhom that were cnmllcd and adopted by the Wlsmmn Lewilgggm Spec:ﬁca]ly, the entries
for 1910 (actually the 1909-1910 biennial session) were introduced but never adopted by the full
legislature. 1909 Assembly Joint Resolution 27 was a call for convention regarding the direct election
of U.S. Senators, as described in the list, but it was not adopted. 1909 Senate Joint Resolution 7 was
a general call for convention, again as described in the list, but it too was not adopted by the Wisconsin
Legislature.

We were also unable to locate any evidence of a resolution calling for a convention regarding the
direct election of U.S. Senators introduced or adopted during the 1925 legislative session.

Finally, we were able to locate only one adopted resolution calling for a convention during the
1943 legislative session. 1943 Assembly Joint Resolution 38, relating to a call for convention
regarding presidential term limits was introduced and adopted. There is no evidence of a resolution
relating to a call for convention to repeal the 16* amendment ever being introduced or adopted by the
Wisconsin Legislature during the 1943 session.

In order to complete this request we searched our journals and indexes from statehood to the
present under the headings “Constitution,” “Convention,” “Memorials to Congress,” and “United
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States Constitution.” Unfortunately, the indexing, especially in the earliest years of statehood. was
very inconsistent and polentially incomplete. It is possible that certain calls for convention were
indexed under their particular subject rather than under any heading that would indicate a call for
convention. So, for example, a call for convention on an anti-polygamy amendment may have been
indexed under polygamy rather than anything related to the constitution. In such cases we would not
be aware of the resolution because we lacked both the time and the resources to review every index
entry from every session.

Because of the limitations of our search we cannot say that our response is cxhaustive or
definitive. Again, there could be resolutions that we missed simply due 1o a lack of adequate indexing.

We are enclosing certified copies of the nine resolutions that we located between 1903 and 1963,
which are listed in the table below.

Year [Legislation  Description Joint Resolution Number
1903 SIRIS8 Direct election of Senators ~ Joint Resolution 9

1907 SIR28 Direct election of Senators  Joint Resolution 28

1911 SJR15 General call Joint Resolution 28

1913 SJIR26 Anti-polygamy Joint Resolution 6

1929 SIR65 General call Joint Resolution 54

1929 SJR83 General call Joint Resolution 51

1931 AJR17 Repeal 18" amendment Joint Resolution 82

1943 AJR38 Presidential term limits Joint Resolution 70

1963 AJRS0 Presidential electors Joint Resolution 46

If you have any questions about any of this information, or if you need anything further, just let
us know.

Sincerely,

Wisconsin Legislative Reference Bureau

Enclosure
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State of Wisconsin

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU
One East Main Street, Suite 200

P.0. BOX 2037 rovt e Haa <o
MADISON, Wi 53701-2037
www. legis. state, wius/irb/ REFERENCE FRY . faom ool st

1 certify that the following are true and complete copies of Wisconsin Joint Resolutions calling
for constitutional convention under Article V from the Wisconsin Legislative Reference
Bureau’s legislative library:

1) 1903 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 9

2) 1907 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 28

3) 1911 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 28

4) 1913 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 6

5) 1929 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 54

6) 1929 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 51

7) 1931 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 82

8) 1943 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 70

9) 1963 Wisconsin Joint Resolution 46

W"LM\ M 5 201y

Stephen R. Miller Date
Wisconsin Legislative Reference Burean Chief
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May 15, 2014

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

§ plications of the states In a form that is
and acoesaiblo to the people

open
of the United

nomio decline,

8. the recommends that
in order to ensure adequate labor
w0 growth and stability,

support
the House of Representativea should pass

H.I. 15, the “Bonler Becarity, Ecosomic Op-
1 Modern!

one of the in the world; and
Whet thout wan's partiod
the ioteruatiooal flight plans, regulations,
and that the ICAD
will b and
&8 an island o the Paclfio Oosan,
Ia imperiled by soa levala and
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it i that to

> ty, and feation
Aot s approved by the United States Son-
Ate, or ly abould enact similar
legixlation in 24 which embodies the prin-

m.nmnﬁmwmm
motmmam-ammm

tha Administrator of the United States Envi
ronmental Pro Agency, each
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Lo parsons or and
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BrxaTe Joiwr Msoniat ¥o, 106
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‘the sveral states'; and

pliah
Naw, tharelore, be it

Resolved by the Members of the One Hundrod
Third of Nebraska, Second Session:

Wharoas, the duty to eall an Article V con- |affirmative action to ‘oomprohenss wuror has lossos relatod Lo
ventlon on application of the states implies o update our lmmigra-  equal to twenty percent of the Insurér's pre
that Congress ahall kocp an accurate record |tion ¥oar oaroed premium for property-cas-
of sach applications of the legislatures of the | 2 wsuch roform enacted by ualty lines: and
nEates: and recognize the need to protect the bor- after an individoal insurer bas
Whareas, the records of Congress should bo [doms of the United Btates, malotaln respoot  reached threshold, pays
muﬂwthwmmho{m for the law, Mfteon peroent of residual losmos aod the fod-
ted Statos, and " payn the (T k-
Wh ot tly koop & That such reform should recognize the fve peroent: and
o record of the Article V' L role Lrmang, ‘Whareas, the Terroriam Risk
', therefore, be It play an workers, has an annual eap of one hundred
Hasolved by the Monbers of the Secomd Reg- |and family billion dollars of agyregate Insared
ular af the Layiso 4. That such reform shonld protect - beyond the docs not
ture, the Senate and the House of Rope 1l wmall working Ne- provide
3 b and [} in the labor ~ Whoroas, roqulres the federal gov-
shall maintain a record of the Articls V ap- and the W pro- to recoup one parcont of

hitp://toaSc.org/file.php/1/Amendments/CRS_S3073_Yr 2014 _ID_Pu...

2/712015 9:42 AM
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mmmutwnhlohthmmnIMHM
o tho fmy, the candl actoss thls Btale to

llntulhndwmlu“r'hhxmtm Day : nod

Wherens the Slate has spent thousands of dellnrs in a worvey begon
In 1911 und In monumenting the course of the mnal; has appropriated
F130,000 toward the cosl of aoguiriug (e right of way; and has prie-
Ueally plodged proseds from ihe mbs of the Morris Caual for the
woquishiion of meeh right of way ; and

Wherran the Prderal O b Bl deted (e trafie
wnrvry and stedy of the progosed mnal @ Xaw, therefors, be 1t

Bespleed by ihe sonate (the Rowse of sesembly comewrring), That we
wrge e the Congress of the United States nnd the various depart-
Eenis cmnceted with the Inceptlon and completion of this preject to
apend In overy passlide way the boilding of (his importast lok in our
wrent nailonal apalem of walerwuys

TreMan A, MaTii,
President of the Beaale.
Attest
Rorery M. Jonwmros,
Eeorctary of the Henote,
Thee VICE PRESTDENT also lald beforo the Sennte the fol-
lowing Joint resaiation of law lnl.llnlm of the Buln of 1linots,
whiclh was roferred to the Ce

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—SENATE

The VICE 'RESIDENT u'lm Iniil bofore llur Sennto ihe follow.
Ing Jolnt aof the | of the Btato of Wiseon-
sin, which were referred to the Committes on (e Judleinry :
Brame or Wincosuix,

Benato Jolnt Resolution #8
Juiny tha C wf the Uolted Bintes to dis
charge 1ho mamdatory dulles fmposed upen It by Artlele V of the

Conmtitition of the Dulled States to call 8 conveatlon to proposs

mmm to the Constitution

IM mlllum of the gﬁ Eg % !gi EE Jied p
A of the Unlisd ll‘ll"l

TR raruln mm Demun- Givorgin,  Tdaha,
llll.unh Tndlnn, town, Knnsas, K 1t Male,
Minnessla, Miscourl, Montana, Nebrueka, Nmm. Now Jeorsey, Wow
York, North Carollna, Obio, Oreson, ta, Eouth
Dakwln, Teanssws, Texss, Uish, Vermoat, \trn‘lnh. Washivgton, nnd
Wisconsin ; and

Wherens Artiele ¥ of the Constituilon of the Urited States rmde ae
follown 1 * The Congress, whonever two-ghinds of both Hotmes shall deon

Certibeate No, :mu
HTATR 0¥ JLLixan,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF BTATE
To ali 14 wham fhese poeeenis ahall cawr, gereting:

I Willlsm J. Strattan, sctolary of stale of the Stato of Iilieols,
do hooely cervify thae the following aod befoto attached s & true
photostulle copy of Kenate Jolni Resolutlon No. 27, the eriginal of
which ln now on flc ol o matler of recurd in (hie afior,

I vatimony whereof 1 hereto st my hand and envss to be afzed
ihe great seal of the Btaty of ok

Dono at the cliy of Kprisgfield this 2015 day of June, A, . 1520,

[mac. ] WILLLM 3, BTRATTON,

Reortury of Rtate,
Brama or IiLiois,
Fierr-sixen GeswRal, ARSEMBLY,
Houste Jolot Nesolutlun 27
Whereae, In the sheener of rontrol, tlwnlum-n-rh-d

It mecewsary, shafl propes - te thie € of, on (ha
of ihe of twntbinde of e scyernl Biates, shall
il 0 eonvention for proposing amendments, which, In elther onse, slall
T ynlid to all Intents and purposes, as paet of this Constlingban, when
ratifiod by the legistatvrys of thrve-fourths of the severnl Heaten or by
canventions In threefoarihe thevosf, ax the one er the other mode of
may be prog hy iha Provided, Thal ne aniend.
meot which may be made prior 1o (ke year 1508 shall In why manuer
affecl the fArst and fourth clamses b the alsth sctlon of 1be Nret
article; amd that o State, without ils rousent, shall be deprived of lis
n:::m In the Benate ™ and
reas (his arilele ¥ ; y
Tlled Rinten bo BT 3 BEreren o i Ve e o T A
0 whinever (Wt oF The intes Whall have
made m Uan theretor: Now, therofore, be It
Feaoloed by the semale (the dssembly b, That the Legle
Iature of the ftate of Wisconsln respecifully resquests (hat the Congress
d' the Unlied Siates perforin the mandstory duly lopowed upon 1t by
the abovequoted Article ¥V and forthwith eall & conventlon 1o proposs

laterslale mstir bus operation which ls entirely and alte-
mh—rmwm—nﬂmhﬁu(ommmdmhhuw
autlwrity whaiever | nod

Whoress the tmveling poblic ls being consapily viclisiizsed by soeh
operators crosdug Bfate lines between Ifllools apd nelghboring Btntes,
wid who resect fo all soris of and

At the expense of travelers whe are conlde te obinln redress | asd
Whetrns the bow lses operstivg usler the regulaiion of the INinols
Commerce Commisslon sre & sourre of large revenos ts (he Stale, and
wow cmatitate one of the Huln‘- ﬂ,nr pubila utilities; and
Whiteas the * wildeat
ators m.hrl both the huﬂl-lln stuge loes and olbor forme of |nu-
md

L pal 1 3 and
Mlhpn-:-nl = o the
of the State of Ilinols, to the legh intorests, to

to the of the Unlted States ; bo It further
Reswdvad, That properly attested coples of thin resolution te trane
miited (0 the pishling offivers ot both Douses of the Congross of the
Unlied Btates and to o2ch Wisconsln Momber theresl.
Menny A Howes,
President -\f the Benute.
0, U, Mox
Ohicf Ok of l-'u- Hewate,
Ciax, 1,
Hpeuker of the .l.uc-b-h-
C. B, dnarves,
Chicf Cleck of Ihe Asprmbly,

Brase of Wiioow

the irnvellag pabdle, and to the pubilic groerally ; aml

Whersas such condlibns present un orgent nesl for sdegiate Poderal
regulaibon, at beasl as to proper ecrilfication and control: New, ther
fore, be It

Riwilvad by tho Bewate of The Fiftpsiaih Geocral Assembly of (he
Frate of Minode (the Houwse of Represeutatices cuncwrring hercin), That
the Predldent of Ihe United States, (he Senate and Mot of Reprosents-
tiven of the prosent Congress, and the Intersiate Commerce Comumlsglon
be memorialined fo take oil powdble wod Ecorssry action Lo provide
proger legislation (o contrel anl regulste the activities of inferstals
matortus lnes: wnd b It furiber

Kenaleed, That a copy of this resalutlon be forwarded to (he Tres.
demt of the Dulted Stotes, the Preshdent of the Sesate, asd Uhy
Speker of the louse of Nepressnialives of the present Congriss, and
to each Renator aml “!FI"I‘IIIN iherein from ihe Rinte of lilinols,
and to each membor of the @ L

Adapted by the seunte June 4, 1020,

Fren F. Sresn

Kecrotary of the Bewate,
Copeurtod 18 by e holiso of representalives, lulo H, tpce,
Davin B, BHANAMAN,

Hpraker of the House af Kepresentobives,
(rosow . IAKUER,

Clerk of the Howse of Representotives,
Filed 10°a. w., Juoe 20, 1029,

TN IO O T
Joint resclution memorlallilng Congress o enact leghlatlon reguiring
that all motar vehiclow aperated noross Siate ines Ioto States having
Maldtity be eoverad by Uablilty Iusne
ance for d.-hua- to permns
Whereas It In 0 recognloed fact that In 4 large sombor of coses pere
sons Injored by motor vehilcles are wnable 1o recover damages for the
reason thar the gulliy parly ewns ne pesperty or carries oo labillcy
insurance : Now, therefors, be It
Hrauleod by the avante (ihe ssremdly rencurcing, 1‘hn th Lewinta-
ture of the Kiate of Wisconvin does hereby wrge paa bl
fathn requiring tkar nll motor vobleles mntnl niToss Illll lnes tute
Hates baving Talllity
laldiity lisurance for damajges to persons | be IF further
Mesoleed, That & copy of (ds resclation, properly aitesiol, be wul
o U Prostdent of the United States and (o iho presdding officors of
bolh Meuwes wod 10 cach Wisconsin Member (heecof,
Newey A, Mvnes,
Prevideni of the Benate,
0, (1, Moswox,
Chief Clerk of the Benate,
Cian. B, Fexny,
Hpcaker of the Assembly,
. K. Suarven,
Chlef Clerk of the AsvomMy,
The YVICE I’MSI'IJ‘.I:\"I‘ nla hrrnre the Eonate the following

of the State of Wisconsin,
which was referred to the Comumlitee on Flimnee ;

http://toaSc.org/file.php/1/Amendments/071_cg_r 03369 1929 HL.JPG

2/12015 11:55 AM
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The Paulsen to Present Project 2065 O T A OB 20 H006. 1000
Tier CoNoress ]_ SENATE {Dowm
£d Session No. 78 -

FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION

Mr. Typinas presented the following

COMPILATION SHOWING THE APPLICATIONS MADE FROM TIME
TO TIME TO THE SENATE BY THE LEGISLATURES OF VARIOUS
BTATES FOR THE CALLING OF A OONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION
FOR THE PURFOBE OF PROPOBING CERTAIN AMEMNDMENTS
TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES

Janvany 6 (calendar day, Feoavany 1), 1930.—Ordored to be printed

Srares Ask vor Feperan Constirurionan ConvanTion

A joint resolution of the Wisconsin Legislature has been received
by the United States Senate, that a constitutional convention
be called to consider propoemg to Congress such amendments to the
Federul Constitution as may be d upon, in accordance with
Article V of the Constitution. nsin is the thirty-fifth a:.m
whose legislature has requested such a convention to be called, and
the Wisconsin resolution cites the mandatory provision of Article V
that Cos ‘‘on the application of the legislatures of two-thirds of
tho several States, shall a convention for proposing amendmenta.”

The 36 States which have filed formal a h&)}iuﬁm with Con,
uonntltuh more than two-thirds of the 8 of the Union. ey

Alabama, Arkanses, California, Colondo Delaware, Geo
Idnho, Illinois, Indiana, fowa, Kansas, K tuofty, Louisiana, M
, Mi avuia, Naw

n.newt.n, issouri, Montana, N

Jmey New York; North Carolina, Ohio, O 'klshom drogon, -
vania, South an(ota., Tennesseo, Texas, Utah, “",u'mnnt
W ton, and Wisconsin.

The nsin resolution does not cite any particular subject for
amendment,
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E

on of a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner by card or in
writing, may be admitted to the Hall of
the House.

L@A formar Memher. Delegate, or
a former Par-
lhmenl.n'in of the House, or a former
elected officer of the House or former
minority employee nominated as an
elected officer of the House shall not be
entitled to the privilege of admission
to the Hall of the House and rooms
leading thereto if such individual—

(1) 18 a registered lobbyist or agent
of a forelgn principal as those terms
are defined in clause 5 of rule XXV:

(2) has any direct personal or pecu-
niary tntgmt. l.n _any legislative

the House or
reported by a committee; or

(3) i8 in the employ of or represents
any party or organization for the
purpose of influencing, directly or in-
directly, the passage, defeat, or
amendment of any legislative pro-

posal.

(b) The Speaker may promulgate reg-
ulations w carry out this mle lnclud-
ing that
nial or educational functions from t.ha
restrictions of this clause.

5. hrpnnnn l?mm the M or a Mem-
ber, i R
nommaybeumitmwtbemm‘
the House or rooms leading thereto
under clause 2 only upon prior notice
to the Speaker. Such persons, and per-
sons from the staff of committees ad-
mitted under clause 2, may not engage
in etl'm'u ln the I'hll of the IRO\‘IH or

w nfl
Members with md to the legislation
being amended. Such persons shall re-
main at the desk and are admitted only
to advise the Member, Delegate, Resi-
dent Commissioner. or committee re-
sponsible for their ad A

RULES OF THE

the House, or any other person entitled
to admission to the Hall of the House
or rooms leading thereto by this rule,
may not knowingly distribute a polit-
ical campaign contribution in the Hall
of the House or rooms leading thereto.
RULE V
BROADCASTING THE House

1. The Speaker shall administer. di-
rect, and control a system for closed-
circuit viewing of floor proceedings of
the House in the offices of all Members,
Delegates, the Resident Commissioner,
and committees and in such other
places in the Capitol and the House Of-
fice Bnlldinﬁ u the Speaker considers
appropriate. 5 may

use. Reputable reporters and cor-
respondents shall be admitted thereto
under such regulations as the Speaker
may prescribe from time to time. The
Standing Committee of Correspondents
for the Press Gallery, and the Execu-
tive Committee of Correspondents for
the Periodical Press Gallery, shall su-
pervise such galleries, including the
designation of its employees, subject to
the direction and control of the Speak-
er. The Speaker may admit to the
floor, under such regulations as the
Speaker may prescribe, not more than
one representative of each press asso-
ciation.

3 ammonofl.honllmumbe

other eommunhaum functions as the
Speaker conslders appropriate. Any
such communications shall be subject
to rules and regulations issued by the
Speaker.

2. (a) The Speaker shall admini

of
news to be djmmlnltml br radlo, tele-
vision, and similar means of trans-
mission, wishing to report debates and

direct, and control a system for com-
plete and unedited audio and visual
broadcasting and recording of the floor
proceedings of the House. The Speaker
shall provide for the distribution of
such broadcasts and recordings to news
media, for the storage of audio and
video recordings of the proceedings,
and for the closed-captioning of the

for hearing-impaired per-

SONS.

(b) All television and radio broad-
casting stations, networks, services,
and systems (Including cable systems)
that are accredited to the House Radio
and Televizsion Correspondents’ Gal-
leries, and all radio and television cor-
respondents who are so accredited,
shall be provided access to the live cov-
erage of the House,

(c) Coverage made avallable under
u:l].l cl.l.nle including any recording

who violates this clause may be ex-
cluded during the session from the Hall
of the House and rooms thereto
by the Speaker.

Gallery

6. (a) The Speaker shall set aside a
pomnn of t.he west gallery ror the use
of the Pr the of the
Cabinet, justices of the Supreme Court,
foreign ministers and suites, and the
members of their respective families.
The Speaker shall set aside another
portion of l.he same gallery for the ac-

dation of to be admitt
on the cards of Members, Delegates, or
the Resident Commissioner.

(b) The Speaker shall set aside the
southerly bhalf of the east gallery for
the use of the families of Members of
Congress. The Speaker shall control
one bench. On the muour. o(; Member,
Delegate, Resid ., or
Senator, the Bpaaker shall issue a card
of admission to the family of such indi-
vidual, which may include their wvisi-
tors. No other person shall be admitted
to this section.

(1) may not be used for any par-
tisan political campaign purpose;

(2) may not be used in any commer-
clal advertisement; and

IS)mAynol.bebroudmtwithwm-
as part of

a bona fide news program or public

affairs documentary program.

3. The Speaker may delegate any of
the responsibilities under this rule to
such legislative entity as the Speaker
considers appropriate.

RULE VI

OFFICIAL REPORTERS AND NEWS MEDIA
GALLERIES
Official reporters

1. Subject to the direction and con-
trol of the Speaker, the Clerk shall ap-
point, and may remove for cause, the
official reporters of the House, includ-
ing stenographers of committees, and
shall supervise the execution of thelir
duties.

News media galleries

2. A portion of the gallery over the
Smkoraohnlrumnyhemryta

Prohibition on ipaign contributi
7. A Member, Delegate, R.uldant
Commissioner, officer, or e of

te representatives of the
press wishing to report debates and
pr di shall be set aside for their

under such regulations as the Speaker
may prescribe. The Executive Com-
mittee of the Radio and Television Cor-
respondents’ Galleries shall supervise
such gallery, including the designation
of its employees, subject to the direc-
tion and control of the Speaker. The
Speaker may admit to the floor, under
such regulations as the Speaker may
prescribe, not more than one represent-
ative of each media outlet.

RUCEVIT

each
officer of the House elected under rule
II shall transfer to the Clerk any non-
current records made or acquired in
t.he course ol’ the duties of such officer.

the House.
b

%&nbmtlw record that con-

tains personal data relating to a spe-
cific living person (the disclosure of
which would be an unwarranted inva-
sion of personal privacy), an adminis-
trative record relating to personnel, or
a record relating to a hearing that was
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closed under clause 2(gx2) of rule XI
shall be made avallable If it has been in
existence for 50 years,

(3) A record for which a time, sched-
ule, or condition for avallabllity Is
spocified by order of the House shall be
made avallable In accordance with that
order. Except as otherwise provided by
order of the House, a record of a com-
mittee for which a time, schedule, or
condition for avallability is specified
by order of the committee (entered
during the Congress In which the
record {8 made or acquired by the com-
mittee) shall be made available in ac-
cordance with the order of the com-
mittes,

(1) A record (other than a record re-
ferred to In subparagraph (1), (2), or (3))
shall bo made avallable If it has boen in
existence for 30 years,

4. (a) A record may not be made
avallable for public use under clause 3
if the Clerk determines that such avall-
abllity would be detrimental to the
public Interest or inconsistent with the
rights and privileges of the Houso. The
Clork ahall notify in writing the chair
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on House Administration of
any such determination,

(b) A determination of the Clerk
under paragraph (a) is subject to later
orders of the House and, in the case of
a record of a committee, later orders of
the committes,

6. (n) This rule does not suporsede
rule VIII or clause 11 of rule X and does
not authorize the public disclosure of
any record if such disclosure is prohib-
ited by law or executive order of the
Prealdent,

(b) The Committee on House Admin-
{stration may proscribo guldelines and
regulations governing the applicability
lnd 1mpternenutlnn of this rule.

may withdraw from
ﬂ‘nxmrmnmn.mmv

{other unn a morﬂ of an
ividunl Member, Delegate, or Resl-
dent Commissioner), lngluding—
(n wn.h nu ; t t.o a uomm tm an

(b) with respect to an officer of the
House olected under rule [I, an offi-
cial, permanent record made or ac-

of & ¢laim, the Clerk may transmit to
the officer charged with the settlement
thereof the papers on file in the Office
of the Clerk relating to such claim,
The Clerk may lend temporarily to an
officer or bureau of the executive de-
partments any papers on file in the Of-
fice of the Clerk relating to any matter
pending before such officer or bureau,
taking proper receipt therefor,

RULE VIII
RESPONSE TO BUDPOENAS

1. When a Member, Delegate, Resl-
dent Commissioner, officer, or em-
ployee of the House is propoerly served
with a judicial or adminiatrative sub-
poena or judiclal order directing ap-
pearnnce as a witness relating to the
official functions of the House or for
the production or disclosure of any
doocument relating to the officlal func-
tions of the House, such Member, Dele-
gate, Resident Commissioner, officer,
or employee shall comply, consistently
with the privileges and righta of the
House, with the judicial or administra-
tive subpoena or judlcial order as here-
inafter provided, unless otherwise de-
termined under this rule,

2. Upon recelpt of a properly sorved
judicial or administrative subp or

rights of the House. In so Informing the
House, the Speaker shall generally de-
seribe the records or information
sought, During a period of receas or ad-
Jjournment of longer than three days,
such notification Is not required until
the reconvening of the House, when the
notification shall promptly be lald be-
fore tho House by the Speaker,

6. (n) Except as specified in paragraph
(b) or otherwise ordered by the House,
upon notification to the House that a
judicial or administrative subpoena or
judicial order described In clause 1 is a
proper exercise of jurisdiotion by the
court, Is material and relevant, and is
consistent with the privileges and
rights of the Houu. 'I.ut Member, Dele-
gate, Resident i . officer,
or employee of u:o House shall comply
with the judiclal or administrative sub-
poena or judicial order by supplying
cortified coples.

{b) Under no clroumstances may min-
utes or transeripts of executive ses-
slons, or evidence of wll.nonu in ro-
#pect theroto, be discl or
During a period of recess or adjourn-
ment of longer than three days, the
Speaker may authorize compliance or
take such other action as the Speaker

Jjudicial order described in clause 1, a
Member, Delegate, Resident Commis-
sloner, officer, or employee of the
House shall promptly notify the Speak-
or of {ts receipt In writing. Such notifi-
oation shall promptly be laid before
the Houso by the Speaker. During a pe-
riod of recess or adjournment of longer
than threo days, notification to the
House is not required until the recon-
vening of the House, when the notifioa-
tion shall promptly be lald before the
House by the Speaker.

3. Once notification has been laid be-
fore the House, the Member, Delegate,
Rosidont Commissioner, officer, or em-
ployeo of the House shall determine
whether the {ssuance of the judicial or
administrative subpoona or judicial
order desoribed in oclause 1 18 A proper
exercise of jurisdiction by the court, is
materinl and relevant, and i con-
sistont with the privileges and rights of
the House. Buch Momber, Delegate,
Resident C I , officer, or em-
ployes shall notify the Speaker before
seoking judicial determination of these
mattors.

4. Upon daumlmtlnn whether a ju-

1d appropriate under the oir-
cumstances. Upon the reconvening of
the House, all matters that transpired
under this clause shall promptly be
lnid before the Houne by the Speaker.

7. A copy of this rule shall be trans-
mitted by the Clerk to the court when
a judicial or administrative subpoena
or judiclal order described in clause 1 is
{ssued and served on a Member, Dele-
kgato, Resident Commissioner, officer,
or employee of the House,

#. Nothing in this rule shall be con-
strued to deprive, condition, or walve
the constitutional or legal privileges or
rights applicable or avallable at any
time to a Member, Delogate, Resident
Commissioner, officer, or employee of
the House, or of the House Itsell, or the
right of such Member, Dolegate, Resi-
dent Commissioner, officer, or em-
ployeo, or of the House itself, to assert
such privileges or righta before a court
in the United States.

RULE IX
QUESTIONS OF PRIVILEOR

1. Questions of privilege shall be,
first, those affecting the rights of the
House collectively, its safety, dignity,
and the integrity of its proceedings,
and second, those arﬁwtmzrtho mhu.

diclal or ad {strative sub or
Judicial ohder dmrlbod in clause 1 18 o
por of jurisdict by the

court, is material and relevant, and is
conslstont with the privileges and
rights of the House, the Member, Dele-
gate, Resident Commissioner, offlcer,
or employee of the House shall imme-

quired In the
such officer.

Withdrawal of papers

of the duties of

he
Be OI'I'JGI'I

08
en an ac m or

dlately notify the Speaker of the deter-
mination in writing,

65, The Speaker shall Inform the
House of a determination whother a ju-
dicial or administrative subposna or
judicial order described in clause 1 18 a
proper ise of jurisdiction by the
court, is material and relevant, and s
consistent with the privilegea and

fon

Delegntes, or the Resident commln-
sloner, individually, in their represent-
ative capacity only.

2. (a)1) A resolution reported as a
question of the privileges of the House,
or offered from the floor by the Major-
ity Leader or tho Minority Leader as a
question of the privileges of the House,
or offered as privileged under clause 1,
section 7, article I of the Constitution,
#hall have precedence of all other ques-
tions except motions to adjourn. A res-
olution offered from the floor by a
AMamh Deleg or Resident Com-
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may be requested; and the Secretary shall also certify and deliver
to the President of the United States all resolutions and other com-
munications which may be directed to him by the Senate.

RULE X
SPECIAL ORDERS

1. Any subject may, by a vote of two-thirds of the Senators
present, be made a special order of business for consideration and
when the time so fixed for its consideration arrives the Presiding
Officer shall lay it before the Senate, unless there be unfinished
business in which case it takes its place on the Calendar of Special
Orders in the order of time at which it was made special, to be con-
sidered in that order when there is no unfinished business.

2. All motions to change such order, or to proceed to the consider-
ation of other business, shall be decided without debate.

RULE XI
PAPERS—WITHDRAWAL, PRINTING, READING OF, AND REFERENCE

1. No memorial or other paper presented to the Senate, except
original treaties finally aE& upon, shall be withdrawn from :pﬁ
files except by order of the Senate.

Secretary of the Senate shall obtain at the close of each
Congress all the noncurrent records of the Senate and of each Sen-

ate committee and transfer them to the General Services Adminis-
tration for preservation, subject to the orders of the Senate.

3. When %He reading of a paper is called for, and objected to, it
shall be determined by a vote of the Senate, without debate.

4. Every motion or resolution to print documents, reports, and
other matter transmitted by the executive departments, or to print
memorials, petitions, accompanying documents, or any other paper,
except bills of the Senate or House of Representatives, resolutions
submitted by a Senator, communications from the legislatures or
conventions, lawfully called, of the respective States, shall, unless
the Senate otherwise order, be referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration. When a motion is made to commit with in-
structions, it shall be in order to add thereto a motion to print.

5. Motions or resolutions to print additional numbers shall also
be referred to the Committee on Rules and Administration; and
when the committee shall report favorably, the report shall be ac-
companied by an estimate of the probable cost thereof; and when
the cost of printing such additional numbers shall exceed the sum
established by law, the concurrence of the House of Representa-
tives shall be necessary for an order to print the same.

6. Every bill and joint resolution introduced or reported from a
committee, and all bills and joint resolutions received from the
House of Representatives, and all reports of committees, shall be
printed, unless, for the dispatch of the business of the Senate, such
printing may be dispensed with.
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the ranking minority member of such committee,

2 may order the taking of depositions, including pur-

3 suant to subpoena, by a member or counsel of such
4 committee,

5 (2) Depositions taken under the authority pre-

6 seribed in this subsection shall be subject to regula-
7 tions issued by the chair of the Committee on Rules

8 and printed in the Congressional Record.

9 (3) The committees referred to in paragraph
10 (1) are as follows: the Committee on Energy and
11 Commerce, the Committee on Financial Services, the
12 Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, and
13 the Committee on Ways and Means.

14 (¢) PROVIDING FOR TRANSPARENCY WITH RESPECT
15 T0 MEMORIALS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE V OF
16 THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES—With re-
17 spect to any memorial presented under clause 3 of rule
18 XII purporting to be an application of the legislature of
19 a State calling for a convention for proposing amendments
20 to the Constitution of the United States pursuant to Arti-
21 cle V, or a reseission of any such prior application—
22 (1) the chair of the Committee on the Judiciary
23 shall, in the case of such a memorial presented in
24 the One Hundred Fourteenth Congress, and may, in
25 the case of such a memorial presented prior to the

L:wr\010515\R010515.010.xmi
January 5, 2015 (11:12 p.m.)
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1 One Hundred Fourteenth Congress, designate any
such memorial for public availability by the Clerk;
and

(2) the Clerk shall make such memorials as are

designated pursuant to paragraph (1) publicly avail-

and year of receipt.

2
3
4
5
6 able in eleetronie form, organized by State of origin
7
8 (d) SPENDING REDUCTION AMENDMENTS IN APPRO-
9 PRIATIONS BILLS.—

10 (1) During the reading of a general appropria-
11 tion bill for amendment in the Committee of the
12 Whole House on the state of the Union, it shall be
13 in order to consider en bloc amendments proposing
14 only to transfer appropriations from an objeet or ob-
15 jeets in the bill to a spending reduction account.

16 When considered en bloc under this paragraph, such

17 amendments may amend portions of the bill not yet
18 read for amendment (following disposition of any
19 points of order against such portions) and are not
20 subject to a demand for division of the question in
21 the House or in the Committee of the Whole.

22 (2) Except as provided in paragraph (1), it
23 shall not be in order to consider an amendment to
24 a spending reduction account in the House or in the

L:wnN010515\R010515.010.xmi
January 5, 20156 (11:12 pm.)
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than previously appointed. This codifies separate orders from the 112 and 113%
Congresses,

Providing Conference Committees with Time to Reach Agreement.
Subsection (e) modifies clause 7(c)(1) of rule XXII by providing conference
committees 45 calendar days and 25 legislative days after the formation of a
mnfamtomchagraemmubefmaddiﬁona]moﬁmminmumm
may be offered.

Contents of Committee Reports Showing Changes to Existing Law.
Subsection (f) requires that a Ramseyer print to show the entire text of amended
or repealed sections of a statute along with the proposed changes.

Mandatory Ethics Training for New Members. Subsection (g) requires
that new Members of the House, in addition to employees, complete ethics
gk

Technical and Conforming Changes. Subsection (h)(1) conforms the
standing rules to reflect the name in statute of the Joint Committee on Taxation
(JCT). Subsection (h)(2) updates an outdated statutory citation and removes a
reference inadvertently left in place at the start of the 113th Congress, which is no
longer necessary due to the enactment of the STOCK Act.

Section 3. Separate Orders.

Independent Payment Advisory Board. Subsection (a) eliminates
provisions contained in the Affordable Care Act that limit the ability of the House
to determine the method of consideration for a recommendation from the

Independent Payment Advisory Board or to repeal the provision in its entirety.

Staff Deposition Authority for Certain Committees. Subsection (b)
provides the Committees on Energy and Commerce, Financial Services, Science,
Space, and Technology, and Ways and Means deposition authority to be
conducted by a member or committee counsel during the first session of the 114th
Congress. Depositions taken under this authority shall be subject to regulations
issued by the chair of the Committee on Rules and printed in the Congressional
Record.

Providing for Transparency with Respect to Memorials Submitted
Pursuant to Article V of the Constitution of the United States. Subsection (¢)
clarifies the procedures of the House upon receipt of Article V memorials from
the States by directing the Clerk to make each memorial, designated by the chair
of the Committee on the Judiciary, electronically available and organized by State
of origin and year of receipt.

In carrying out section 3(c) of House Resolution 5, it is expected that the
chair of the Committee on the Judiciary will be solely charged with determining
whether a memorial purports to be an application of the legislature of a state
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calling for a constitutional convention. The Clerk’s role will be entirely
administrative. The chair of the Committee on the Judiciary will only designate
memorials from state legislatures (and not petitions from individuals or other
parties) as it is only state legislatures that are contemplated under Article V of the
Constitution.

In submitting the memorials to the Clerk, the chair of the Committee on
the Judiciary will include a transmission letter with each memorial indicating it
has been designated under section 3(c) of House Resolution 5. The Clerk will
make publicly available the memorial and the transmission letter from the
chair. Ancillary documentation from the state or other parties is not expected to
be publicized.

The chair of the Committee on the Judiciary is also permitted to designate
memorials from earlier Congresses to be made publicly available under the same
procedure.

Spending Reduction Amendments in Appropriations Bills. Subsection (d)
carries forward the prohibition from the 112th and 113th Congresses against
consideration of a general appropriation bill that does not include a “spending
reduction” account, the contents of which is a recitation of the amount by which,
through the amendment process, the House has reduced spending in other
portions of the bill and indicated that such savings should be counted towards
spending reduction. It provides that other amendments that propose to increase
spending in accounts in a general appropriations bill must include an offset of
equal or greater value.

Budget Matters. Subsection (e)(1) provides that titles ITI, IV, and VI, of
House Concurrent Resolution 25 (113th Congress), as well as the allocations,
aggregates, and appropriate levels contained in the chair of the Committee on the
Budget’s statement submitted in the Congressional Record on April 29, 2014, as
adjusted, will continue to have force and effect until a budget resolution for fiscal
year 2015 is adopted. This subsection also provides that the chair of the
Committee on the Budget may revise allocations, aggregates, and appropriate
levels for measures maintaining the Highway Trust Fund, provided such a
measure does not increase the deficit over the 11-year window and revise
allocations, aggregates, and appropriate levels to take into account updated CBO

Subsection (e)(2) carries forward from the 113th Congress the requirement
that prevents the Committee of the Whole from rising to report a bill to the
House that exceeds an applicable allocation of new budget authority under
section 302 (b) (Appropriations subcommittee allocations) as estimated by the
Budget Committee and creates a point of order.

Continuing Litigation Authorities. Subsection (f) addresses continuing
litigation in which the House is a party. Paragraph (1) authorizes the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform, through the House Office of General
Counsel, to continue litigation to enforce a subpoena against the Attorney
General related to the "Fast and Furious” investigation. This lawsuit was
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m.ouviunofmnmlwumm
in connection with that hearing or

moer.m or in connection with the

general work of the committee or of

the House; or

(2) cast discredit or dishonor on the

Ham memmmitm.wauemw.

t Commissi

mesting room w m lawm l':al
¥y to pr
vummo!sbuﬂnswmut«-
ing at the current state of the art of
television coverage.
(7) If requests are made by more of
the media than will be permitted by

Photographers.
{l’.l Photographers &wm position

the purposes, prov req

mants of this clause.

(e) thnwu a hearing or mesting
by a or sub-

committee is open to the public, those
proceedings shall be open to coverage
by audio And visual means. A com-
or chair may not
1imit the number of television or still
ta-

table
munmmormmmmu
any time during the course of a hear-

(b) The Speaker shall refer matters
under

ModmuﬂrdmlofmleXW

ofapr there-
ofmwnonddormhwmiﬂonandu—
port to the House thereon. Precedents,

applied to referrals under this clause
only to the extent that they will con-
tribute to the achievement of the ob-

(2) may refer the matter to one or
more additional ttees for con-
derati in either ini-

by still

rently accredited to the Press Pho-
* Gallery.

(12) Personnel cOVerage

by the television and radio media and

by still ph hy shall du

bility of that witness and that mem-
ber to each other.

(4) Television cameras shall oper-
ate from fixed positions but may not
hphocdmpmnmthltomt

ily the of the
hearing or meeting by
media.

(6) Equipment necessary for cov-
erage by the television and radio
media may not be installed in, or re-
moved from, the

th 1 and their coverage activi-
ties in an orderly and unobtrusive
manner,
Pay of witnesses

5. Witnesses appearing before the
House or any of its committees shall be

thereon;
(5) may sabject a referral to appro-
priate time limitations; and
(6) may make such other provision
appropriate.

Commissioner has a
ﬂnl.urnrlntehmwmt. the
Member, De‘umu. or Resident Com-

shall sign it, deliver it to the

hearing or
room while the committee is in sea-
slon.
(6)(A) Except as
division (B), foodlights, spotlights,

Governmant,
ambient Iiﬂum level in & hearing or

standing committes named in clause
of rule X in accordance wi
slons of this clause.

other RULE XII d.ilﬂuﬁuﬂ.ﬂwumm{hsm
petition, memorial, or private bill (ex-
RECEIPT AND REFERRAL OF MEASURES | cont when by the Speaker to be
AND MATTERS obscene or insulting) shall be entered
Mcssages unm.lo"gmn with the name of the
M. Ived from Benat: demb 1 or Resident Com-
urli'rumthu. Ad: lhsl.l‘-:: d | missi ing it and shall be
an the Journal and published in the ted in the
in sub- of the pro-
ceedings of that day (including an omnib
bill), or amendment thercto, may not
Referral received or considered House
2. (a) The Speaker shall refer each if it anthorizes or directs—
bill, resolution, or other matter that t-:mma:ammmm
relates to a uhject. 1 erty damages, for personal

dﬂthrorwhuhnﬂnmbﬂlnlﬁ-
tuted under the Tort Claims Proce-
dure provided in title 28, United
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NARA Response Letter—First Page

BERNARD SANDERS coumrrins
WE RO BUDGET
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESC
» NVIRONMENT
Hnited States SAE ~ “umemsonio
WASHINGTON, DC 20610-4502 VETERANS® AFFAIRS
March 22, 2007
Mr. Steve Moyer
42 Hall Road

South Hero, Vermont 05486
Dear Mr. Moyer:

Senator Sanders has asked me to send you a copy of the letter we recently received from the
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) in response to the inquiry that we had made on
your behalf.

As you can see, Mr. Rodney Ross at the Center for Legislative Archives has responded to the
questions you had raised regarding petitions submitted to Congress for an Article V convention. Mr.

Ross has informed our office that although NARA is the lik itory for this inf there is
no single facility or calcley for such petitions. , provided websites ing
the current, processing for archiving such documents. The enclosed letter is self-explanatory

and provides further details regarding this matter,

Inourilﬁtialconvemﬁonmdinyourwmilcomspondammourofﬁce.youduosugwwd
that we contact the Secretary of the Senate about this matter as well. Per your request, our office called
the United States Senate Library, an office within the Secretary of the Senate which maintains a
collection of Senate documents. The reference librarian with whom we spoke indicated that the Senate
Library does not hold the requested petitions. She explained that NARA would be the office most able
1o respond to your request.

Althouahweundamndthattheeuclosedmynotbetlwmpomeyouhndmﬁcipﬂed,wahope
that this information will be helpful. Please note that Mr. Ross has provided his phone number and has
indicated that he would be happy 1o speak with you if you have remaining questions or need further
clarification regarding this issue.

Please let us know if you have questions or if Bernie may be of further assistance in the future.
Sincerely,
//'DJ-/’V‘“

Geoffrey T. Pippenger
Constituent Advocate

PRNTID DM RECYOLLD PAMTR
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NARA Response Letter—Second Page

National Archives and Records Administration

700 Pennsylvarnia Avense, NW
Washington, DC 20408-000/
March 12, 2007 MR
The Honorable Bernard Sanders
United States Senate
1 Church Street, 2™ Floor
Burlington, VT 05401
Dear Senstor Sanders:

Mmhmhﬁydh&n—ynm.mbwaﬂt.mwp.whnﬁ
Mmmmnmmm»uamﬁu—mu
convention process.

Of Mr. Moyer’s three questions, the casiost to answer in his third. Access to Houso and Senate
manMmhmhmHmbymvnmhmmwm
MCN(%“CWU.-). These can be soen on the Center's web site at

[ERIVes. gOov/icgtlative/'research/hos

P I ml . The former explicitly has

wmmymum«mmmw.mu

mmmﬂhﬁhﬂbdﬁ_mmmmﬂ
House and Senate records held by the Center. The charge is 50 cents per page, with minimem mail
orders of $10.00.

Unfortunately there is no single category for petitions asking for amendments to the Constituion, let
alone for amendments by the comvention rout
mmmmmmwmmmuwsﬂmm
HﬂaMlMthhnm”hﬂhﬁ-ym. In the back of that volume
there is an index. PHMMMM“W@MI&HI.
168, 167, 173, 180, m.:m.m.mmmu:.mmmmmm.mmm
367, 382, 387, 392, 397, 408, 413, 420, 431 and 437.

-Of & particular file catogory, one would then need to go to the page i For page 84, from
the ouu(nmms)mwmm"mmmhmm-
G22.1. For page 437, from the 79* Congress (1945-1946), under petitions referred 10 the Commitice
mumymnmawuwmmma-ma

, all such are for the generic request for amending the Constitution. Each
&m&mmmﬂuhmu—u.&m
the comvention process.

Mi.ﬂ*umm



NARA Response Letter—Third Page

T hope this information is of assistance. Should Mr. Moyer seek further clarification, I would be
pleased to help. My address is: Rod Ross, Center for Legislative Archives — Room 203, National
Archives Building, Washington, DC 20408-0001. My direct phone number is 202-357-5253.

Sincerely,

PMA-PM.-

Rodney A. Ross
Center for Legislative Archives

NARA's web site is hitp://www.archives.gov
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State Applications for an Article VV Convention Call

Introduction

The following list of applications, 764 in all, is accurate as of January 16, 2015. The list consists
of a series of links to photographic copies of pages of the Congressional Record. The address of
the internet address is: http://www.article-5.org/file.php/1/Amendments/index.htm.
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Images of Article V' Applications
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Congress Defies Article V of the U.S. by of Articie V From 49 of all 50 states:
Whan & comes e US G Pums e mmnwdwumm o
Broposed by Congress. But when /i COMES 10 SUMES INVORING Article V'S cpon for & Congress has, for the entre
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IMPORTANT:
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State Applications 1789-1907 #1-47

of 12

iends of the Article V Convention - Congressional Records https//www.article-5.org/file.php/ I/Amendments/index.htm
mmdmnm.. n the book, g the C by Mational C * by Rustell L. Caplan
m‘ L] bya .
Other apphcations which are bellved to most, but & copy of the application has not yet been found, are dutinguished below by o superscripts *

In ackition, thare B NO relinbie for a0y by the stites from the perdd of 1989 to the present, FOAVC i sware of repons of these applcations
bt has no coNgressional feference ot present 1o Kocote tharm. W will continug 1o try to lchte thete sopiications.

® The MOST important fact is NOT the total number of Article V appications (e.g. over 400, or more, ete. ).

* Tha MOST important fact is that ONLY DNE Article V appiication is required from each of 34 diffarent states to require Congrass to call an Articke V Commation, and 49 of all 50
of the states have already filed ot lesst ONE Article ¥ application.

® And while there i nothing in the 143 words of the single sentence in Articie ¥ abOut recognizing rescissiont, O ANy SAME-SIUE MBUINeMants, or any expiration tme-limits, even
"m:‘mlm“ wtill 38 (or more) different states that have fled Article ¥ Applications (which s more than the 34 states needed (0 require Congress to
call an Articke ¥ Comvention),

® Ay question reganding the intent of the o tha onginel of th of Congress to call an Articls V Convention can De sasily settied ty simply

* (1 pome Cabes state sOOICAtONS have Doan koMt O Not recorded |n the Congressonal Becord most ikely because of poo o o the part of
Bacause their fate i incondiusive, POAVE had not listed them with those below all of which are recorded in the Congressional Record. Because thare i na condhutive proof these
Appiications were sctuslly recorded in tha Congresssonal Record it iy undesr whether or not thay should be “tounted™ a4 valld spoications. To avoid confusion, FOAVC s publishing
these apohcations o & MADarAte DBOR.

- A oty Comgrons for & “convvemtion of vise” under Arscle V THE CONSTITUTION DOES NOT
mmmmmm.. rummvmnum1 * Whis any ippls cmp
- i b wiabpet ity pphoston & i i bn h L
pheetary o of Bater” mar g fund clornl

d from 49 of sll 50 states (cick on links below to view an unage snd dick on the imege Lo enlarge It (depending on browser); NOTE.
uwmamwm

1. Ganaral Annals of Conaress ) (), Gates Bil.)_Pe 00029 Yr A788-NY=-Ganaral Call for an Artiche ¥ Convention (continued o' Paga 00030)
xwmmwmuwwmvmmﬂmi
3. Journal MR 022 P 00227 Yr 1832 o by State of O (Mo of the states but of the people)
tmmtmhmm

& HRIL_MIGL_ YR LEIZ-AL-Nullifcation (continued to Page 361)

6.CO0M P TITIT e ABSO0-DE-Slavery |

T.CG O Py YITIT Yr LB6O-AR-Slavery |

K CGOM Py TPTIT Yr 1860~ TH-Slavery !

9.CO 0N Py NI Yr LB6L-KY-Siavery |

10. 0O 006 _rs OOSS0_ YT LRSAL NI -Slavery

1L QR GA7 _1n 00772 Yr L861-KY-Slavery (soe also senate message fage 751)

1106 0FF Py TIPFE Ve 1B8L-NI - Slavery !

13, CO_S1A65_YR_L861 -~ IN-Siavery (continued to Page 1466)

14.€6 077 1y TTTIY ¥r 1061~ IL~Slavery |

14,06 077 Py TITIT Yr 1061 -OM-Siavery |

16, CO.OI6_Fx QAZZ0_Yr URSA-KY-Slavery

17.CR 07T 1y TRITT v 1861 -DE~Pesceful Resolution to Civil War; *

IR CROIT 1y PPTIT Wr ABE3-KY-Slavery; Meaffiming Application of 1061 1

19, CROMT Ay TTPIT  Yr 1064-0R-Pascolul Resohution to Ovil war |

0.CROMT Py PITIT ¥r 1067 -NC-Reducing Bffects of Emancipation !

L.CROTT g TPIIT Yr ADO3-NE-Direct Daction of Senators |

ILCROZ4 Fu 01600 Yr LESD-ME-Direct Fiaction of Senstors

13.CAOTT P TITTT Yr 1899 -PA~Direct Elaction of Senators |

4. GAB33_re O0ZAR_Yr ARER-TX-Cerernl Call for an Artihe ¥ Comvertion

I8 CRO3D 1 DORI0 Yr A00-PA-Direct Blaction of Senstors

6. CROJD Pu OORTL Yr ARQO-PA-Direct Elaction of Senators

27, CROMA_Pe Q2860 Yr 1901 -HN-Direct Bhection of Senstors

N CROJA._ P B20A8 Yr 4901 -Mi-Direct Blaction of Senators

29, CROM._P 02480 Y A#0.1-WN-Direct Election of Senators

30.CR OIS _Pe 0OALL Yr AS1-MV-Direct Election of Senators

1. CROAS Py GOIAT Yr 901 -MI-Direct Blection of Senators

3 CROAS e 0OAAT Yr APO1~OR~Direct Blaction of Senators.

AL CRO3S._re 00208 Yr 1901 -MT-Olrect Flection of Senators (continued to; Paus 00209)
3. CROAS s ORFIR Yr A90)1-ME-Direct Blection of Senators

35 CROAS Py 02344 Y1 1902~TH-Direct Blaction of Senstons

36 CRO3S._re QATOT_Ye 4907 -TH-Direct Ehction of Senaton

7. CROAZ 1y 00024 Yr A900-NV-Direct Blaction of Senaton

12/12/2014 9:22 AM
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State Applications 1907-1913 #48-127

of 12

tends of the Article V Convention - Congressional Records

48 CRO42_7x 00359 Yr 1907~-TL~Direct Flaction of Senators

4, CROA2_1x 00894 Yy 1908-0K-Direct Elaction of Senators
$0.0042 1 00895 Yr 1908-WI-Direct Flection of Senators
S1.CRO42_7x 00895 Yr L908-MV-Direct Election of Senators.
SLCRO42 1y QO89S Yr 1908~ IA-Oirect Election of Senators

S CRO4D Py 05906 Yr 1908~LA~0irect Baction of Senaters

SULCR 04T Py 95908 Yr 1908-LA-Ganersl Cal for an Articke V Comvention
SS.CROA Py 02025 Yr 1909-OR~Direct Plecton of Senstors

56 CRO4D_rx 02065 Yr 1909-O0R-Oirect Beaction of Senstons

§7.CRO43 Py 02071 Yr 1909 -OR-Direct Election of Senators
SLCROAY Py Q2045 Yr 1909-OR-Dwect Baction of Senaters
S9.CRO4) 7y Q2667 Yr 1909-SD-General Call for an Article ¥ Convention (contrued: Pags 02688)
G0 CR 04D Py 02048 Yr | §0%-SD-Dwwct Blection of Senstons

6L CRO4D_rs Q2670 Yr 4909-8D-Anti-Fohvgamy

GLCRO45 s 07113 Yr 1910-00-Durect Bection of Senators
GACRO45 Fe 07113 Yr 1910-00-Genersl Call for an Artiche V Comvention
G CRO45 1y 07114 Yr 1510~ Th-Direct Baction of Senators
67.CRO45 i 07334 Yr 1910~ TA-Generai Call for an Articie V Convention
68.CR 045 1y 07114 Yr 1910~ ID-General Call for an Artice V Convention

TLCRO4S Ty 07114 Yr 1910 TL-Direct Blection of Senators (contrued: Pags 07114)
TLCRO45 Py 07114 Yr 1910~ TL-Ganersl Cal for an Articia V Comvention

TLCROAS 1y OFLLS Vr L910-KY-Direct Eiction of Senstors

TACROAS 07118 Vr 1910-K8=Direct Elaction of Senators

TACRO4S 1p 07115 ¥r 1910-K9-General Cafl for an Articie V Comvention

T6.CRO45 1y 07115 Yr 1910~LA~Genersl Cadl for an Artice V Convention
770045 #7115 Yr 1910-LA-Direct Election of Senators

TACRO4S ¥ 07116 Yr 1910-480-Direct Bection of Senators

TO.CRO45 £y O7LY6 Yr 1930-NE-Direct Blection of Senstors

S0.CRO45 1y 07116 Yr 1910-MI-Direct Elecion of Senators

81.CRO45 £y 07116 Ye 1910-MO-General Call for an Article ¥ Convention

K.CRO45 7y 07116 Yr 1910-MO-Direct Blection of Senstors

8).CRO45 #y 07117 Yr 1910-NC-Direct Bection of Senators

SLCRO4S ¥ 07117 Yr 1910-MJ-Direct Flection of Senstors.

S5.CHO45 Py 07147 Yr 1910-KV-Dinect Election of Senators.

S6.CR 043 1y 07117 Yr 1910-OK: { to: Page 07118)
ST.CRO45 o 07117 Yr 1910-OK-General Call for a0 Atice ¥ Convention

S5.CROA5 Py 07118 Yr 1910-PA-Direct Blaction of Senators.

100, CR 9045 Py 07139 ¥r 3940-WI-Direct Election of Senators (Continued to: Page 07120)
191, CR 045 Py 07130 Yr 1910~WY~Direct Eloction of Senstors.

102, CR 045 15 D7120 Yr 1910-WY-General Call for an Article ¥ Convention

103, CRO46 My 77777 Yr 1911-MA-Repeal of Prohibition; ¥

184

105, CR 046 e 02431 Yr 19113 -MT-Direct Election of Senstors

106, CR 046 Py 02411 Yr 1911 -HT-Ganarai Call for an Article V Convention

107, CR 046 _Pe G005 Yr 1931 -WN { Pagn 03025)
108 CR 046 Py 03033 Yr 191 1-MA-Ganerad Call for an Articie V

NLCROAT Py 00099 Yr 1911

113, CR.O47_Fs 00187 Yr 1911-TH~Anti-Potygamy

I14.CRO4T 1y DO660 Yr 1911 -08-Anc-Polygamy (continued to; Pags 00661)

1S CRO47 My 01298 Yr 1911 IL-Ant-monopoly

116, CRO47 1y 01842 Yr 1911-WI-Ganeral Call for an Artice V Convention

1T, CRO4T Fs 04843 Yr 1944-WT for an Adticle V Co Intatve, and Racad

118 CR 047 #x 01872 Yr 1911-WI-General Call for an Artice V Comvention, intiatree, Referendum, and Recal (continued to: Page 01873)
119.CRO47 1y 02000 Yr 1911 -NE-Anti-Pokygamy

120, CRO47 1y 02000 Yr 1911 -Ch-Oirect Blection of Senators

120, CHQ47 Py 03000 Yr 1911-W1-Ganersl Call for an Artice V Comvention, Initistive, Referendum, and Recal

120 CRO47_Fx 02188 Yr 1911-WI-Ganernl Calf for an Article V Convention, Intistve, Referendum, and Recal

123, CR D47 Py 03087 Yr 1911-WI-Ganeral Cat for an Articke V Comvention, Intistive, Referencum, and Racst

htpe//www.article-3.org/hie.php/ |/Amendments/index.ntm

12/12/2014 9:22 AM

48 |Page




State Applications 1913-1953 #128-207

ends of the Article V Convention - Congressional Records hitp://www.artiche-3,0rg/Tie. php/ L/ Amenaments ingex.nm

107, CROZA_y GAR69_Yr 1929 -WI-General Call for an Artile V Comvantion

138, CROZA_ v 03858 _Yr 1929 -WI-Genorsl Cafl for an Articke V Comvention

139.CRO7S s 00045 Yr S92 -MA-Rapeal of 18th Amendment

140, CROTS 1y 00048 _Yr LEJ1-WY - Aepeal of 180 Amandmant

141, CROZS Py 00087 Yr 4931 -WI-Rapos! of 180 Amendment

141 CROZS e GOOST_Yr 1921 -WI-Rapeal of 18th Amendment

143, CH Q7S e 00864 Yr 1901 ~MA~fapesl of 10th Amendment

144, CROZS_Fy 02299 Y 1921 -NT-Repes! of 18th Amendment

148, CROTE _Pe 10044 Yr 931 ~Ch-Taxstion of Government Securites.

146, CROTR. Py 30014 Yr 1931 ~CA-Fecersl Raguistion of Labor Hours and Wages

147, CRLOBA_1e GOPAS Yr AS2%-OR- Natonal ¥ Pan, Genersl Act of 1937 (HRALSD)
145, CR.OGA_ry QZFQR_Yr 1909 WY - Repeal of 16th Amendmant (continued to: Pags 02349)
149, CRLOSA_ P 03329 Yr 1979-MD-Ragesi of 16th Amendment

180, CRLOBG_Tx OF407 Yr A940~RI-Repesl of 16th Amendmant

151 CROBZ_ Py O3A72 Yr 1941 - IA~Rapesl of 16ch Amendmant

151 CROAT_Fy Q270 Yr 194) -HE-Regasl of 16th Amendment (contnued t1o: Page 93371}
153, CRLOB7_Fe Q382 Yr 1941 -MA-Rapasi of 16th Amendment (continued to: Page 03813)
154 CRORT Py Q4527 _Yr A941~MI-Repasl of 16th Amendment

158, CRLOAZ_ry 08904 Yr 1941 -HI-Repeal of 16th Amendment

156. CROND Py 2316 Yr 1940~ LA~ Frosidential Term- Limits

157. CROBS_ry 02516 Yr L9403~ IL Torm-Limits o Page 93817)
158, CROBS e 02720 Yr 4940~ XA~ Frescential Term-Limits

199, CRLOBE. ry 03944 Yr 1943 -MI- Proscentisl Tarm: Limets

160, CROBS__Fy DA76L_Yr 4943 -NN-Ropeal of 16th Amendment (continued to: Pass G3762)

176 CR.ODS_ Py 07686 Yr AP48-CT-Limited World Feders! Govarnment

1T, CHORS_ Py Q7689 Yr 1949-CT=Limited World fadersl Governmaent

178, CHLOBS 'y Q7893 Yr AB45-NE-Repasl of 160 Amaendment, Limited federsl Taxation (continued to: Page. 07894)
179, CRODS.__1y DB2BS Yr 1949 -CT-Umited Word Federsl Government

180, CRO9Z 1y 02930 Yr APD1-KS~-Rapesi of 16th Amendment

150, CROST P DARAR_Yr AR5 1~ IA-Rapeal of 16th Amendment, Limited Federsl Taxation (continued to: fage 0J840)
182, CR.O9Z._ry OBASS Yr AP =FL~Repesl of 1éth Amendment (continued 10 Page 05156)

193, CROS 1y DOR47_Yr 1952 ~004-Rapwal of 16th Amendment, Limed fedens! Taxation (continued to: Pags 00948)
194, CHLOSA rs DADSE Yr 1953~ IN-Rapesl of 16th Amendment (continued to! Page 91037)
195, CR OB P ADST_Yr 1853 -GA-Limiting Treaty Making Power
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200, €8 101 1y 00099 Y7 AREH-NI~Rascission

1. CRAOL e QRSIZ_ Y 1935-GA~Exciustvs Power for States to Regulate and Operste State Schools

2L CAAOL Pu 0ZOBE Yr ADAE-GA~Cxcisive Power for Stabes to Regulste and Oporate State Schools (continued to: Page 02007)
3. CRAOL P OF274 Yr 1955-0A-Exclusive Power for States 1o Regulate and Operate State Schools

217, CRAGL Py DANGL_Ye 1955~ ED-Mode of Amendmant (continued to! Page 02062)
IR CHADL P ORINT_ Ve A05S-0K~Dalarced Dudget (continued to! Pags D0298)
9. CRADZ 19 07240 _Yr 1986-MI~Mode of Amendmant {continued to! Pags 07241)
210.CH 102 P 0704 Yr L9R6-MI-Hode of Amendmaent

A1 CAADD e 04831 Yr 1957 =1D=Mode of Amendmant (continued to! Page 04831)
112, CRLOD Py OB4TA_Ye ARST-IN-Hode of Amendment (continued to! Pags 06473

LI CRADA_Fa OEATH Y ARST = TN-DBatanced Mudget (continued to! Page 06474)

131 CRADA. s ARSI Yr ARS7Z-AL~Salaction of Fedaral Jdges and Judicisl Term-Limits

130, CRAOD_Py AZTRT Yr 4957 -Fl-Sanate os Appeliste Count for Suprama Court Rulings

M, CRAGA_ Py OBOSA_ Yr 1950-CT-Taxation of Income of Rasident of One Stats by Anothar State

DA CRA0A_re ORORS_ Yy A9S8-CT-Taustion of Income of Resident of One State by Another State (contiued to: Pagn R088)
236 CRADE 1y 01709 Yr A9N9~GA-[xciunive Power for States 1o Raguiste and Operate State Schooks

7. CRADS 1y 04024 Yr 1959 -GA~Exchumive Power for States to Regulste and Oparate State Schooks

41 CRLOS_ 1y 02220 Yr ARSS-AL=validity of State Statutes Not Expressly Declared Invelid in Federsl Law
40, CHI0S_ Py 04339 Yr 1989 -AR-Constitutionaity of 14th Amendment
CRAGE_Py 04298 Yr 1989-AR~

146, CRADE.Fu 44315 _Yr AD60-LA~Rapeal of 16th Amendmaent, Linitation on Federal Enterprises

247, CRADE. Fe A440L Yy 196G-LA~Aepoal of 16th Amendment, Limitation on Pedersl Enterprises

T4 CRAOT. Py 02054 Yr 4961 -AR-5tte Logislatres Raview of Suprema Court Rulings

149, CRLAOT fy 02742 Yo 1961 - WY - Baianced Budget

280, CHAOT s OAFEP_Yr AG)-WY-Balanced Budgst

251, CRAOZ 1 ORT99_Yr A9HA-WE~Dalanced Budget

1,2 ~G-Ganaral Call for an Articke  Comvention, State Legislative Review of Supraime Court Rulings
83, CRLADY P O4TAS Yr 1861 -GN~Genarnl Call for an Artiche ¥ Comvention, State Legislative Review of Suprema Court Aulings
8L CRA00 Py 05051 Yr ARG2-BC-Repeal of 16th Amendmant, Limitation on Federal Enterprises

158, CRUAGE Py QAL7R Y 1943 -ON-Hode of Amendment

156, CRLAOR._Px QAT Yr ARG3-OK=-Apportonment (continued 10: ags 01173)

287, CRAQS s 02071 Yr APE2=FL~Court of the Lnkon (continued to! Pags 02072)

50, CRLAOR_1y 02072 Yr 4963~ FL~Mode of amanament

289, CRA0S 1 02270 Yr ARGA-FL~Court of tha Union

260, CRAOE. 1 DX2FD_Yr 4963~ FL~Court of the Union

260, CRADE [ 02278 Yr 1983~ 10-Apportionment

12/1272014 9:22 AM
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IS8 CR DS s 05014 Yr 1963-WY-Apportonment
I8, CRLIDS Ps 05014 Yr 196)-WT-Ganers! Call for an Article V Comvention

304 CRADD Fp 10241 Yr L963-NV-General Call for an Article V Convention
305 CR 109 Py 10441 Yr L963-5C-Apportionment

306.CR 109 1y 10441 Yr 1963-85C-Mode of Amengment

307.CRA0D Py 10441 Yr 1963-8C-Court of the Union (continued to: Pags 10442)
308, CR105 Py 10442 Yr 1963-SC-Apportionment

309, CR 109 Py 10443 Y¥r 1963-8C-Mode of Amendment

310.CR 10D Py 10442 Yr 1963-5C-Cout of the Union (contmued to: Page 19443)
NLCR IS Py 11530 Yr 1963-TX-Fresidentisl slectors

ML CR108 [y 11530 ¥r 1963-TX-Apportionment

312.CR108 Py 1852 Yr 1963-TX-Aoportonment

A CR109 Py 11852 Yr 1963-TX-Mode of Amendment

315 CR109 Py LASED Yr 1963-TX to: Bage 1185))
316.CRI0S Py 14638 Yr 1963-5D-Mode of Amendment (continged to: Page 14639)
HNT.CR109 1y 14639 Yr 1963-SD-Apportionment

331 CH 1L Py 00094 Yr 1965-LA=Exciusive Power for States to Aeguiste and Operate State Schools
331 CRALL Py 00094 Yr 1965-VA-General Call for an Article V Convention
33.CR111L Py 00164 Yr 1965~-LA-Exciusive Power for States to Regulate and Operate State Schools (continued to: Page 00165)

M6 CRALL 203304 Yr 1965-5C-Exchusive Power for States 1o Reguiste and Operate State Schoolt
347 CRLLL P 03304 Yr L965-MD-Apporionment

M8 CR L1 P 03714 Yr 4965 -MO-General Call for an Artiche V Comvantion

39.CR11L P 03714 ¥r 1965-SC-Genersl Call for an Article V Comvention

360.CR 111 Py 0178 Yr 1965-Gh-Excusive Power for States to Reguiste and Operste State Schools (continued to: Page 06175)
361 CRALL Py OS1E ¥r 1965-GA-Exchusive Powsr for States to Regulste and Operate State Schools

362, CRALL_Px 06917 Yr 1965-AR: - Ege 06918)

360.CRLLL P 07259 Yr 1968-AR=Apportiontrnent

JeL CH ALY Py OT259 Yr ADES-HV-Apportiontment

365 CR 111 Py 10016 Yr 1965-IL-Refund of Feceral Taxes to States (continued to: Page 10017)

366 CRLLL Py 10673 ¥r 1965-NC-Apportionment

367, CRALL P 10673 Yr A965-MN-Apportionment

http//www.article-5.org/file.php/|/Amendments/index.htm

12/1272014 9:22 AM

51|Page




State Applications 1965-1971 #368-447

JIGHUS UL LIE ATUCIE ¥V OLONVENTION - CONZressional Kecoras

IL-Apportionment
A10.CR 113 P 10117 Yr 1967 -AL-Revenue Sharing (continued to: Page 10118)
4LLCR113 Py 11175 Yr 1967 ~ND~Apportioament

nttp://www.article-S.org/file.php/1/Amendments/index.htm

420, CRALS_ Py 19953 Yr 1969 IL-Rescission (passed by onfy one house of state legisiature)
421. CRALS P 24144 Yr 1969-IL~Revenue Sharing (passed by only one house of state legisiatuns)

12

A17.CRALS 5 12240 Yr 1969~ TA-Apportionment
418, CRALSE P 18411 Yr 1969-MC of (o y only one house of state legisiature)
419, CRALS _Pe 18734 Yr 1969-NC o (passed by only one house of state legistature)

12/12/2014 9:22 AM
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AR CRALT Py 16574 Yr 1971 -OR-Revenue Shanng

449, CR 117 1y AP80L Yr 4971 ~LA~Raverue Sharing (continued to: Pags 19802)
450.CR 117 P 21742 Yr 19710 -Revenue Shanng

451 CRAAZ Py 23280 Yr 1971-OH-Rivenus Shanng

450 CR 117 7y JOSEY Yr 4D71-MA~Financial ad to Private Schoos

461. CRLIA 7y 16214 Yr 1973-TH-Amendance a2 Publc Schooks

SILCRA22 Iy 23550 Yr 1976-LA-Right o Lfe

SI2CR 122 W TIPI? Yr 1975-FL-Bolenced Budget; 7

SILCR 122 Py 77777 ¥r 1975-AL-Baisnced Budget;

SI4CRA2D Py 02545 Yr 1977 & Budget ( o Pame 91346)
SIS CR 123 Fy 04797 Yr 1977-TH-Right to Life, Reaffirming Appication of 1973

520, CRA23 Py L1048 Yr 1977-SD-Right to Life

SILCR 123 P AABES Yr 1977-SD-Right to Life (continued 107 Pame 11889)
51} CRAZY Py ABOST Yr 1977-UT-Right to Life (continued to: Page 13058)
£23,CR 123 1y 13301 Yr 1977-UT-Right to Ufe; 7

hitpz//www.article-5.org/file.php/ | /Amendments/index.htm
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SMCRI23 P 15808 Yr 1977-AR-Right to Life (continued to: Bagy 15809)

|

SI6.CR123 Pg22022 Yr 1977-MA-Right to Ute; ¥

S3T.CR 123 Py 22022 Yr 1977-Toi-Une item veto; *

S38.CR 124 Py 01292 Yr 1978-DE-General Call for an Article V Convention
SM.CR 124 P 01663 Yr 1978-DE-General Call for an Article V Convention
S40.CR 124 Py 02193 Yr 1978-DE-Umited Judical Terms

to: Bage 02110)

S67. CRAZS. 15 02110 Yr 1979-KS-Bslsnced Budget
S68. CR 125 _Pe 02110 Yr 1979-LA~Bslanced Budget (continued to: Page 02111)
569, CRA2S._ Py 02141 Yr 1979 -MD-Balanced Budget
ST.CR 125 02341 Yr A979-MS-Balanced Budget
STLCR12S Pe 02111 Yr 1979-MS-Balanced Budget (continued to: Page §2112)
STLLCRAIS Py OZLAZ Yr A979-ME-Balanced Budpet
STA.CRAIS PrOZUAZ Yr 1979-M-Balanced Budget

http://www.article-5.org/file.php/1/Amendments/index.htm
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608 CR125_rx 04861 Yr 1979-AL-Batanced Budget

0%, CRL12S 1y 03223 Yr 1979-TX-Balanced Budget (Contnusd to: Pigs 03224)
610, CRA23_ 1y 03368 Yr 1979-AL~Balanced Budget

611 CRAZS 7y 03368 Yr L979-OR-Balanced Budges

61 CR 125 1y 05368 Yr 1979-TX-Balsnced Budget

S1L.CRAIS 1y 03450 ¥r 1979-VA-Baisnced Budget

614 CR125 7y 05953 Yr 1979-OR-Balenced Budget

SIS, CR 125 1e 07920 Yr 1979 Buaget to: Page 07921)
616.CR 125 g OT777 Yr 1979-CO-Balanced Budget; 7

617.CR 125 1y 08108 Yr 1979-AZ-Balsrced Budget

618.CR 125 7y 09188 Yr 1979 IN-Batanced Budger

619 CR12S 1e 09368 Yr 1979 IN-Baianced Budget

CR1IS Fy 10144 Yr 1979-MD-Belerced

67.CR126 [y 06360 Yr 1980-5D-Right to Lfe

644, CR 127 13 00761 Yr 1981-DE-Right to Life; 2
645, CR 127 Py 01524 Yr 1981-ND-Right to Lfe; 7
646.CR 127 1y 03481 Yr 1981-DE-Right 1o Life
647.CR 127 py 07534 Yr 1981 -ND-Right to Life

648 CR 127 P 19656 Yr 1981-AL-Umited Jucical Terms
649, CR A28 7y 00798 Yr 1982-AX-Balanced Budoet
650, CR 179 Py 04942 Yr 1983-MD-Baianced Budges;
651,CR 129 Py 10554 Yr 1983-MO-Balnced Budpet; 7

G54 CR 130 Py 04884 Yr 1984-AZ-Line ltem Veto; 3

655.CR 130 Py 06892 Yr 1984-AZ-Line Item Veto; ¥

656, CRA30 Py 14344 Yr 1984-AZ-Geners Call for Arbcie V Convention
657.CRA30 Fy 14344 Yr 1984-AZ-Une ltem Veto

G5L.CRII0 Py 14956 Yr $984-AZ-Ling ltem vato

655, CR A0 Py L5611 Yr 1984-AZ-Line Item Veto

660, CR 132 75 01023 Yr 1986-5D-Line ltem Veto; 7

661.CR 132 1y 01548 Yr 1986~S8D-Line Item veto; 7

661 CR 232 1y 04268 Yr 1986~$0-Une ltem Vetn

6L CRAJZ 1y 04473 ¥r 1906-5D-Lne Item Veto (contined 10: Pigs 04474)
664, CR 133 1y O4153 Yr 1987-UT-Taxation on Debts; 7
G4S.CRAZA Py 07299 Yr 3987-UT-Taxation on Debts

666. CR1ID_ 7y 07728 Ve 1987 -UT-Taxation on Debes

667.CR 133 ry 09736 Yr 1987 -UT-Taxation on Detes

665 CR 134 Py 08312 Yr 1988-FL of 1976 3

STLCR 135 Py 00232 Yr 1989-5D-Congressionsl Term-Limas; *

674 CR 135 Py 03S2W Yr 1909-NV of 3
€75, C 135 Pg 05398 Yr 1989-8D-C Term- Limits o: Page 05396)
676.CR 135 Py 05485 vr of 1976 3

681, CH 138 Py 30057 Yr 1989-AL-Rescission of Balanced Budget Appication

650, POM 181 Py SO7911 Yr 1989-FL-Resossion of previous Balanced Budget Appications; submission of new Balanced Budget Application
653, POM 311 ¥y S10817 Yr 1989-Al- of Budget

684, CRASE Jx 04863 Yr 1990-AL-Rescission of Balanced Budget Application

633, POM 4337y SO2776 Yr 1990-AL-Rescssion of Balanced Budget Appication

rof 12 12/1272014 9:22 AM
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OB, 5 - LA - 29- JUNE- 1993 -0 Fodersl Taxaton
€99.CR140 Po 14718 ¥y 1994-DE-Limited Toxation
T00. CR 140 Py 15072 Yr 1994-HO Feceral to: Bage 15073)

713. POM 393 F; SO0084 Yr 2000-OR-Rescssion of Balanced Budget amendment (continued to: Page S0008S)

TI4 POM 409 7 90739 ¥r 2000~ ID-Rescssion (continued to: Bage S00740)

715, Senate Concurrent Resolution 129 fy 00332 Yr 2000-1D-Rescssion of Aophcation

T16. Senate Joint Memorial 009 Py 00042 _Yr 2000-OR-Rescrssion of Balsnosa Budget amendment (continued to: Pags 00043)

738, CRH_HS147 Yr 2011-AL-Balanced Sudget (continued to: Page HE148, Page HS149)

739. CRS_S1459 Ye 2012-MD-Kational Debt Relel Amendmant

740, CRS_S2243_Yr_2012-LA-National Dett Relief Amendment

741. CRH_H3IS68_Yr 2012-¥D-General Call for Article V Convention to avold “runaway Convention (See also: CRM MI910 Yr 2012, CRH_HIS0S_¥r 2012)
742, CRH_HS009 Yr 2012-C0-General Call for Articie V Comvention

743, CRS._S367 Yr_ 2014-SC-Rescission (Reguires approval by Governdr not noted in application)

744, CRS_S1174_Yr_2014-OM-Salanced Budget

745 CRS_S2238_Yr 2014-VA-Rescssion

746, CRS_S3I073_Yr 2014-T0- Request for Congress 10 “Maentain an 0pen and accessible recond of states’ Article V applications”

747. CBS_S)I666 Yr 2014-AL- Balanced Budget (continued to: CRS_SISET_Yr_I014)

748, CRS_SIGET_Yr_2014-SO- Resciwon (State declares it determines whether a convention i called)
mwm(mm-ammmmmhomﬂmmmm AppECHtONS redched required

two-thirds mark on Exiday March 13, 1908 43 years before any state subwmated any of any 137, 183)
750, CRS_S3I667_Yr 2014-GA- Renewed sppiication for Batanced Budget (continued to: CRS SIS68 Yr 2014) (See alse: CAM_ME216 Yr 2014)
751. CRS_SI668_Yr _2014-GA~ Bucge:

751 CRS_S4331_Yr_2014-VT- Umitation of influsnce of money in slectoral prooess (See also: CRH_HE216 Yr J014)

753, CHS_S4332 Yr 2014-GA- Balanced Budget (separate apphcation) (See also: CRH_ME216 Yr 2014)

754 CRS S4312 Yr 2014-GA- Balanced Buoget o CRS_S4333 Yr 2014) (See atso: CRM_ME216 Yr 2014)
mWMWWﬂmmmmmmm of the federsl tarm s (See alio:
mm.n.nu-u Salanced Budges, Limit atiity of Congs sgences 1o ds enpn of federsl funds (See also: CRH_HS830_Yr_2014)

757, CRS_S4333_Yr-2014-FL- Single Subject Federal Law (See also: CRH_HSE30 Yr_2014)
TS, CRM_MGELS_Yr 2014-CA- Amendment relative to kmitation of money in electorsl Drocess (AJR No. 1) (continued to: CRH_HEELS Yr 2014); (See siso

CRS_S5507_Yr 2014)

759, CRM_M7246_Yr_2014-LA- Balanced Budget; (See siso CRS_SSS63_Yr_2014)

760, CRS_S5562_Yr_2014-WV-Umitation of money in slectonl process (continued to

T61. CRS_S5563_Yr_2014-FL-Balanced Budget; Imaaton on Congress 1o dictate expenditure of federsl funds by states; of all previous (See also
CRS_S5564_Yr_2014)

761 CRH_MTBET_Yr_2014-M1-Balanced Budger
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T63. CRS._S6021_Yr_2014-AL-Limited Feders! Government (See also: CRS_S6094_Yr_2014 , continued: CRS_S6095_Yr_2014)
T64. CRS_S150 ) -Balanced Budget

NOTE: Last updated on 16-JANUARY-2015

The list aDOve mary not be compiete, DRCHUSE thert My DE SOME MESSIng A0pICAtonS.

Pease contact us ot QuastionsBFOAYC ORG o you find any ermors, duplicates, or know of any MissIng SCDICatons.

Thank you!

tof 12 1/25/2015 6:52 PM
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