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From the Founder

True revolutionary movements rarely advance under a single,  

narrow impetus or focus. They are, as Murray Rothbard wrote, 

“made by a mass of people, people who are willing to rupture the 

settled habits of a lifetime, including especially the habit of  

obedience to an existing government.”

As this report shows, the motives behind the various actors in 

the nullification movement vary wildly when it comes to political 

goals and even philosophy. Rothbard considered this “dynamism” 

one of the “major characteristics” of a revolution, as it creates an  

“unfreezing of the political and social order” for people, whatever 

their motivations may be.

Today’s nullification movement is revolutionary because it offers 

the hope of smashing the established political order; an alternative 

to “voting the bums out” - a way to support the Constitution and 

liberty whether the federal government wants us to or not.

-Michael Boldin 
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Concordia	res	parvae	crescunt.	(Small	things	grow	great	by	concord)

Introduction

Two Definitions for Nullification

In order to understand the nullification  

movement of today, one must first understand 

what nullification actually is.

We can define nullification in two primary 

ways; a legal definition and a practical definition. 

Merriam-Webster dictionary defines ”nullify” in 

this way:

1. to make null; especially: to make legally null 

and void

2. to make of no value or consequence

The first definition is the legal meaning -  

ending the force of something in law. For  

example, a court might nullify, or invalidate, a 

contract between two people.  

The second definition is the practical  

meaning - ending the the actual effect of  

something. Merriam-Webster gives an example 

of a penalty nullifying a goal in a game of soccer.

People of the founding era understood  

nullification in much the same way. Evidence 

from contemporary dictionaries of the day  

indicates that there were two primary  

definitions of the word; one legal and one  

practical.

The New Law Dictionary by Giles Jacob was 

one of the leading legal dictionaries of the 

18th century and defined a nullity as that which 

renders something of no legal force. On the 

other hand, a number of 18th century popular  

dictionaries defined words like nullify, nullity and 

null as something rendered ineffectual.

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/nullify
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Understanding Nullification:
In the Political Sphere

One might be tempted to think that there 

is no way to nullify without ending the force of  

something in law. In other words, without a  

legislative body repealing the law, or a judge  

striking it down, it will still remain in full effect. 

But this certainly isn’t always the case.

We find one of the most absurd examples in 

Virginia, where the state completely bans sex 

except between married couples. No matter 

your age or your partner’s, breaking this law  

is  supposed to get you slapped with a Class 4 

misdemeanor. 

In Feb. 2014, an effort to repeal this law  

failed. However, there is no doubt that while 

the law is not legally null and void, it is nullified 

in practice on a daily basis. Unmarried couples 

still have sex in Virginia, and the police do not  

engage in bedroom or backseat raids to enforce 

the law. 

Alcohol prohibition provides an example of 

nullification in practice on an even larger scale. 

From 1920 to 1933, there was a nationwide  

federal ban on the sale, production,  

importation, and transportation of alcoholic 

beverages. That ban didn’t work. 

Alcohol prohibition didn’t fail because a 

federal judge struck it down. No competing law 

repealed it. That happened later. Prohibition 

was reduced to a virtually unenforceable decree 

in much of the country for many reasons, 

Nullification	in	practice	has	happened.		It	is	happening.		And	it	will	continue	to	happen	in	the	
future	as	well.

By 1925 six states had laws 
that kept police from  
investigating infractions.  
And by 1928, 28 states had 
stopped funding for  
alcohol prohibition enfor-
cement completely.

From the Ground Up
Nullification - whether in law or in practice, 
or both - can only happen when the people 
themselves actually reject the government 
power & act to exercise their rights whether 
the government wants them to or not.
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including mass individual disregard of the 

law, along with a refusal by states to assist in its 

enforcement.

Most commentators today focus solely on 

nullification as a process in the legal realm and 

completely ignore its practical definition. This  

indicates they must believe a lot more people in 

Virginia have misdemeanor convictions on their 

records than actually do. These people become 

so focused on the law in the strict sense of the 

word that their narrow vision prevents them 

from seeing the bigger picture.

For the purpose of this report, we consider 

this more expansive view of nullification. We 

think beyond the mere legal and into the realm  

of the practical. 

Northern abolitionists in the 19th century 

provide a blueprint for this type of nullification. 

Virtually every northern state passed “personal 

liberty laws” to thwart fugitive slave rendition. 

These laws didn’t legally end the fugitive slave 

acts, but they did make them nearly impossible 

to enforce, effectively nullifying them in practice 

Personal liberty law advocates regularly  

referred to their actions as a “practical  

nullification” to differentiate what they were 

trying to do from the theory of legal nullification 

advocated by John Calhoun just two decades 

earlier.

Thus, for the purposes of this movement 

today, nullification can be defined as “any act or 

set of acts which has as its result a particular law 

being rendered legally null and void, or  

unenforceable in practice.”

Nullification can be defined 
as “any act or set of acts 
which has as its result a 
particular law being  
rendered legally null and 
void, or unenforceable in 
practice.” A Practical View

Focusing solely on a law being overturned or 
repealed ensures that you’ll miss the bigger 

picture. If a law remains on the books but no 
one follows it, or it cannot possibly be enfor-

ced - is is really a law at all?
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Paths to Nullification

Pundits, members of the media, and legal 

experts generally focus exclusively on  

nullification in a purely legal sense, specifically 

on a particular process created and proposed 

by South Carolina Sen. John C. Calhoun during 

the so-called “tariff crisis” of the 19th-Century. 

In so doing, they completely ignore nullification 

happening in a more practical sense.

Calhoun held that since each state is a party to  

a legal compact-  the Constitution -  

each state had the  

constitutional authority to  

determine whether or not 

it had been exceeded or 

violated. In his conception 

of the process, a single 

state could take a steps to 

legally overturn any act it 

deemed unconstitutional. 

The Calhoun-inspired  

South Carolina plan for 

nullification held that if a single state declared a 

federal act unconstitutional, it legally  

overturned the law throughout the entire coun-

try. From that point forward, the   state’s posi-

tion would be immediately recognized as legally 

binding, correct and true unless ¾ of the other 

states, in convention, overruled the single state 

and overturned its nullifying act.

As Mike Maharrey noted in his handbook  

Smashing Myths: Understanding Madison’s  

Notes on Nullification, Madison was asked to 

offer his opinion on the proposal and came 

down strongly against it. And rightly so, based 

primarily on the “peculiar” (his word) process 

that Calhoun and South Carolina proposed. 

Thomas	Jefferson	never	mentioned	a	specific	path	to	nullify	in	the	Kentucky	Resolutions,	or	
anywhere	in	his	writings.

Understanding Calhoun
Rather than covering the full history 
of nullification, most pundits focus 
solely on a process to nullify created 
by John C. Calhoun in the 1830s. This 
application was specifically rejected 
by James Madison.
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The Smashing Myths handbook covers  

Madison’s views in more detail.

Calhoun started with Thomas Jefferson’s 

reasoning in the Kentucky Resolutions of 1798, 

asserting that a part of the federal government 

(the Supreme Court that is) could not serve as 

the final arbiter in determining the extent of 

federal power. Jefferson wrote:

“The government created by this compact was not 

made the exclusive or final judge of the extent of 

the powers delegated to itself; since that would 

have made its discretion, and not the Constitution, 

the measure of its powers; but that, as in all other 

cases of compact among powers having no  

common judge, each party has an equal right to 

judge for itself, as well of infractions as of the mode 

and measure of redress.”

But Calhoun took this general principle and 

invented his own elaborate process to carry out 

nullification out of thin air.

In fact, Thomas Jefferson never mentioned a 

specific path to nullify in the Kentucky  

Resolutions, or anywhere in his writings. He  

never outlined a process, much less an  

exclusive method of nullification, like Calhoun 

claimed. 

Madison and Jefferson
Both supported nullification in  
practice over any proposal which  
claimed to overturn a federal act in 
law.  



Madison’s Advice
In Federalist #46, James Madison advised a powerful path to block the enforcement of federal acts. 

“Should an unwarrantable measure of the federal government be unpopular in particular States, which 

would seldom fail to be the case, or even a warrantable measure be so, which may sometimes be the case, 

the means of opposition to it are powerful and at hand. The disquietude of the people; their repugnance 

and, perhaps refusal to cooperate with officers of the Union, the frowns of the executive magistracy of the 

State; the embarrassment created by legislative devices, which would often be added on such occasions, 

would oppose, in any State, very serious impediments; and were the sentiments of several adjoining States 

happen to be in Union, would present obstructions which the federal government would hardly be willing 

to encounter.”

Madison offered a simple, but incredibly effective path to nullify federal acts in practice - refusal to 

cooperate. 

In other words, whether a federal act or program is considered “unwarrantable” (unconstitutional), 

or “warrantable” (constitutional but merely “unpopular”), refusing to participate in its enforcement or 

effectuation can stop that act or program in its tracks.

Madison advised this at a time when the government was tiny in size and scope. Today, the increased 

size and reliance on “partners” in “most federal programs” gives his stated strategy even more power. 

The feds depend on state resources and personnel to do virtually everything. When states refuse to 

participate, it makes it difficult, if not impossible, for the federal government to run its programs or 

enforce its laws in the state.

Judge Andrew Napolitano agreed when he recommended that states refuse to enforce federal gun 

laws. He said that if a single state would do so, it would make those federal laws “nearly impossible to 

enforce.”

Whether initiated by individuals or state legislative action, non-cooperation - “a refusal to cooperate 

with officers of the Union” - creates serious impediments and obstructions to federal programs, and 

can ultimately nullify such actions in practice.
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Anti-Commandeering

The Supreme Court has affirmed James  

Madison’s “blueprint” holding consistently that 

the federal government cannot require states to 

expend resources or provide personnel to help 

carry out federal acts or programs.  

The Printz case serves as the cornerstone.

”We held in New York that Congress cannot 

compel the States to enact or enforce a  

federal regulatory program. Today we hold that  

Congress cannot circumvent that prohibition by 

conscripting the States’ officers directly.  

 

The Federal Government may neither issue  

directives requiring the States to address  

particular problems, nor command the  

States’ officers, or those of their political  

subdivisions, to administer or enforce a  

federal regulatory program. It matters not whether 

policymaking is involved, and no case-by-case  

weighing of the burdens or benefits is necessary; 

such commands are fundamentally incompatible 

with our constitutional system of dual sovereignty.”

This is the essence of what Madison wrote 

about in Federalist #46 -  a “refusal to cooperate 

with officers of the Union.”

For	over	150	years,	the	Supreme	Court	has	repeatedly	agreed	with	the	Constitutional	 
framework	that	the	feds	cannot	force	states	to	help	them	enforce	their	laws.

1. Prigg v. Pennsylvania (1842)

2. New York v. United States (1992)

3. Printz v. United States (1997)

4. National Federation of Businesses v. Sebelius  

(2012)
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Since the states “partner” with the federal government to carry out “most federal programs,”  

(according to the National Governor’s Association) passing a bill banning the state from participating 

in a specific federal act or program can make those acts “nearly impossible” to enforce.

While Madison’s advice should stand on its own, the unfortunate truth is that it holds weight  

within the legal profession and among state legislators simply because the Supreme Court repeatedly  

validated it. Although we don’t base our philosophical foundation on the opinions of federal judges, 

we can use this knowledge for a strong strategic advantage.

A significant number of lawyers make up the typical state legislature, and powerful committee chairs 

are often lawyers too. The cold, hard fact is that without validation from the Supreme Court, a vast 

majority of these lawyer-politicians will do everything in their power to block legislation from moving 

forward.

For this reason, the anti-commandeering approach makes for an excellent strategy. It eliminates 

the claim of unconstitutionality and illegality that opponents always raise with different methods of  

nullification, for example, legislation that includes a physical arrest of federal agents. 

That doesn’t mean this form of nullification easily passes through the legislative process either, but 

anti-commandeering bills help shift the debate to the issues at hand, and away from purely academic 

legal arguments. It forces opponents of nullification to address issues like Obamacare, federal gun 

control and NSA spying head-on instead of hiding behind arcane legal posturing. 

As they say - the proof is in the pudding - and over the last year, we’ve seen states pass numerous  

anti-commandeering laws. This contrasts vividly with the failure of nullification legislation that  

attempted to physically block federal action in previous years. The latter has almost no chance to 

move forward in today’s political climate.
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1996 and Beyond

Looking at the big picture view, the modern 

nullification movement started in 1996 when 

California voters approved Proposition 215, 

the Compassionate Use Act, authorizing the 

possession, cultivation and use of cannabis 

(marijuana) for limited medical use.

The federal government claims the power to 

strictly enforce a full prohibition of marijuana 

and makes no exception for medical purposes. 

As the November vote loomed in 1996, three 

different presidents came 

to California to campaign 

against it. Of course, there 

was the typical “reefer 

madness” philosophical 

opposition to the proposi-

tion, but there was also a 

constitutional claim - that 

the supremacy clause of 

the Constitution didn’t  

allow the people of  

California to defy federal marijuana policy.

But defy they did.

The early days of limited marijuana  

legalization in California were precarious. The 

federal government put heavy pressure on 

anyone violating its prohibition, and the legal 

market under state law barely registered a blip.

But from those modest beginnings, Prop 215 

grew into something massive. Cannabis now 

ranks as the #1 cash crop in the state. It  

generates nearly $4 billion in revenue each 

year. That’s more than other agricultural goods, 

including grapes, almonds or oranges; all  

products that California is widely known for.

Cannabis.	Weed.	Marijuana.	Whatever	you	call	it,	and	whatever	your	opinion	on	it,	the	
movement	to	legalize	it	gives	advocates	of	nullification	a	lot	to	learn.	And	use.

California, 1996. Proposition 215.
In Nov. 1996, when California voters 
approved Prop. 215, they started a 
movement to advance a cause on a 
state level even in the face of federal 
laws contrary to those goals. This is 
nullification in practice, and possibly 
the most dramatic example of its 
effect in history.
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The growth of the marijuana industry  

happened despite increasingly aggressive  

federal enforcement measures in subsequent 

years, escalating significantly first under Pres. 

G.W. Bush. Enforcement actions under Pres. 

Obama proved even more aggressive, more  

than doubling the number of attempts and  

resources spent.

It also happened in the face of a 2005  

Supreme Court opinion in Gonzales v. Raich. 

The Court took the position that the “interstate  

commerce clause” of the Constitution  

authorized the federal government to prohibit 

the possession, consumption, and production 

of a plant that never even left someone’s back 

yard.

At the time of that case, there were 

ten states with medical marijuana laws 

on the books, and not one state repealed 

its law after the court issued its opinion.  

Today, there are more than double that  

number, and growing.

The federal government is clearly losing 

the battle against state, local and individual  

defiance.

We’ll cover more details on continuing  

efforts later. Most importantly, it represents an  

effective, if not yet complete, nullification of  

federal prohibition of marijuana.

Keep in mind, this is happening in the face 

of opposition from every branch of the federal  

government.

Today, similar efforts have taken root 

across the country, covering a variety of other  

issues, and crossing the political spectrum.  

 

In the sections ahead, we’ll cover the more  

prominent actions.

Opinions in Gonzales v. Raich

In the early days of the Republic, it would 
have been unthinkable that Congress could 
prohibit the local cultivation, possession, and 
consumption of marijuana. 
- Justice Thomas in dissent

Unlike the power to regulate activities that 
have a substantial effect on interstate 
commerce, the power to enact laws enabling 
effective regulation of interstate commerce 
can only be exercised in conjunction with 
congressional regulation of an interstate 
market, and it extends only to those measu-
res necessary to make the interstate regula-
tion effective.
- Justice Scalia for the majority

Federalism promotes innovation by allowing 
for the possibility that „a single courageous 
State may, if its citizens choose, serve as a 
laboratory; and try novel social and econo-
mic experiments without risk to the rest of the 
country...”
- Justice O’Connor in dissent



What We Cover. What We Don’t.
This report focuses primarily on state legislation and referendums that nullify federal power in  

practice. Additionally, state action can impact federal power in two primary ways, either by direct 

rejection of a specific federal action, or by targeting state and local action in a way that thwarts the 

operation or goals of federal acts or policy.

Both approaches contribute significantly to overall nullification efforts and generally make up the 

most prominent forms of activity within the larger movement. We will cover both in some detail in 

the sections to follow.

There are, however, actions that some view as significant components of the nullification movement, 

but that we do not cover. These include the following, along with the reason for exclusion. 

Local resolutions and ordinances

Resolutions generally do not hold the force 

of law in directing a state or local government 

to act or not to act. While they can form an  

important starting point to establish intent,  

build support and create official policy, the  

number considered  each year makes it imprac-

tical to track or promote. 

On the other hand, local ordinances do  

carry the force of law. However, the  

number of ordinances passed having a positive  

effect on the nullification movement remains  

miniscule in comparison to the overall number 

of local laws passed each year. 

We simply lack the resources necessary to 

sort through the mountains of unrelated local 

ordinances to find the few gems that have the 

potential to make a positive impact on the  

nullification movement. Beyond a handful of 

brief mentions in the sections ahead, we will not 

cover local resolutions and ordinances in this 

report.

Jury Nullification

The power of a jury to refuse to convict on the 

basis that  the law itself is illegitimate or unjust 

stands as a long-established American tradition. 

It essentially makes up the last line of defense 

against unconstitutional or unjust laws.

One of the most notable instances of jury 

nullification in American history occurred as 

abolitionists in northern states took actions to 

nullify the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850. 
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Unfortunately, we lack the resources  

necessary to cover this important issue. If 

you are interested in more information, we  

encourage you to visit the leading jury  

nullification organization in the world, the Fully 

Informed Jury Association (FIJA) at www.fija.org

Individual or Group Noncompliance

Nullification is most effective when the  

people at large take action to nullify as well. This 

can include a wide range of actions, and even 

non-actions, that render a particular federal act 

unenforceable in practice. 

There are growing efforts to engage in  

individual, and large-scale public refusal and 

nullification on a variety of issues. 

Nullification of federal marijuana laws  

serves as the best example. While state laws  

legalizing on a limited or wide scale offer greater  

“legitimacy” and shield the general public to  

some degree, without individuals in large  

numbers simply defying the federal prohibition, 

state laws would be meaningless.

Hundreds of thousands of students opted 

out of common core testing last spring.  

 

     According to US News, more than 200,000  

students in New York alone refused to take the 

test. Officials in Maine, New Mexico, California, 

New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsylvania and other 

states reported widespread opt-outs as well. 

Data from the tests are integral to the common 

core program. Students refusing to participate 

undermines the entire system and could  

potentially unravel it completely.

Refusing to pay the so-called “shared  

responsibility tax” can have a serious impact 

on the viability of the Affordable Care Act (ACA), 

aka Obamacare. Current federal law creates a  

climate for mass non-compliance. Because the 

IRS has no mechanism to collect the tax other 

than withholding a refund, people who refuse 

to get insurance and refuse to pay will current 

face no sanctions from the federal government  

(get full details here). 

Other issues creating opportunities for  

people to push back against the feds  

include gun control measures, hemp farming,  

utilizing crypto currency to undermine the  

Federal Reserve’s monetary control, and taking  

measures to protect personal data in ways that 

thwart federal spying. 

In the coming years, we hope to cover these 

efforts in more detail, focusing on big-picture 

examples of how individuals and communities 

are helping nullify various federal acts.

The People’s Nullification
The most effective nullification strategy is a 
mix of state and local legislation and mass, 

individual non-compliance.

http:// www.fija.org
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xHbi-SgCnfo


”Small	things	grow	great	by	concord.”

Chapter 2

The Issues

Over the past year, state  

legislators across the country 

introduced close to 400 bills 

that rejected or simply  

ignored federal authority. 

Governors in various states 

signed dozens of bills into law. 

And individuals took action 

to opt-out of federal programs 

in increasing numbers.

This report connects the 

dots between efforts that  

might seem wholly  

independent of each other to 

the casual observer.  

But, when viewed as a  

whole, it reveals a thriving  

movement that has developed 

into a revolutionary political 

force.

Most of these efforts are 

not self-identified as  

“nullification” in a more 

traditional sense, and often-

times various players find 

themselves at odds with each 

other when it comes to overall 

political goals.

The following pages cover 

the major nullification efforts 

that the Tenth Amendment 

Center has covered in 2015. 

There are many more, and as 

they grow, we hope to cover 

them as well in future years.

Today’s nullification  

movement is revolutionary 

because it offers the hope 

of smashing the established 

political order; an alternative 

to “voting the bums out” every 

year - something which only 

results in new “bums” who  

violate the Constitution in 

more costly and dangerous 

ways each year.



You	likely	won’t	find	stronger	bipartisan	cooperation	on	an	issue.	

Right to Try

The “Right to Try” movement arguably ranks as one of the most legislatively successful nullification 

campaigns in modern history, at least in terms of the number of bills signed into law, as well as its 

bipartisan support. 

The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act prohibits general access to experimental drugs. However, 

under the expanded access provision of the act, 21 U.S.C. 360bbb, patients with serious or immed- 

iately life-threatening diseases may access experimental drugs after receiving express FDA approval.

State Right to Try laws bypass the FDA expanded-access program and allow patients to obtain  

experimental drugs from manufacturers without first obtaining FDA approval. This procedure  

directly conflicts with the federal expanded access program and sets the stage to nullify these federal 

restrictions in practice.

Reasons for  
success

Right to Try Laws have been passing easily. Here’s why:

1. They authorize what the federal government prohibits

2. They build and gain support from across the political spectrum

3. They leave the direct defiance of federal power to the general 

public and businesses, rather than actors or employees in the 

state government.
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The first Right to Try laws were 

signed in Colorado, Louisiana 

and Missouri in 2014. 

From there, Arizona gave the 

movement a huge boost when 

voters approved Proposition 

303 with a 78.47 percent yes 

vote on Nov. 4, 2014. 

The overwhelming public 

support put Right to Try in the 

national spotlight. 

That led to an avalanche of  

Right to Try bills during the 

2015 state legislative season.  

 

At the time of this writing, at  

least two dozen states now 

have Right to Try laws on the 

books.

”This	should	be	seen	as	a	strategic	blueprint	to	approach	other	federal	programs.”

You likely won’t find stronger bipartisan cooperation on an 

issue that advances liberty. Right to Try legislation passed by 

lopsided margins in virtually every legislative chamber where 

it was presented. Both Democrats and Republicans  

sponsored these bills, and governors from both parties  

signed Right to Try Acts into law.

People from across the political spectrum intuitively  

understand that regulations that let a desperately-sick patient 

die rather than try of their own accord count among some of 

the most inhumane policies of the federal government.

“Americans shouldn’t have to ask the government for per-

mission to try to save their own lives,” Goldwater Institute 

president Darcy Olsen said. “They should be able to work with 

their doctors directly to decide what potentially life-saving 

treatments they are willing to try. This is exactly what Right To 

Try does.”

The strategy behind Right to Try narrows the scope of the 

nullification effort to a limited federal action, regulation or 

law. The strategy works because it creates an end-run around 

specific federal policies large numbers of Americans from 

across the political spectrum oppose.

While Right to Try only targets a narrow range of federal 

regulations, the success of this movement proves that both 

Republicans and Democrats are willing to pass laws that defy 

federal restrictions.

This should be seen as a strategic blueprint to approach other 

federal programs.
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It’s	not	just	the	NSA	that’s	spying	on	you.	State	action	can	help	end	it.

Surveillance

With revelations exposing the extent of mass warrantless  

surveillance reaching virtually every corner of the globe,  

grassroots opposition to the NSA and surveillance programs 

off all kinds has gained significant 

momentum over the last two years. 

Although NSA spying remains the 

most high-profile violation of  

privacy, state & federal governments 

work together to conduct  

surveillance in many ways. As a  

result, efforts to protect privacy at 

the state and local level have a  

significant spillover effect. 

Drones, ALPRs and Stingrays

While	building	on	efforts	to	cut	off	state	resources	to	the	NSA	in	2015,	we	also	focused	on	
three	major	state-federal	partnership	surveillance	programs.

Information Sharing Environment 
(ISE) serves as a conduit for the 
sharing of information gathered 
without a warrant. According to its 
website, the ISE “provides analysts, 
operators, and investigators with 
information needed to enhance 
national security. These analysts, 
operators, and investigators… 
have mission needs to collaborate 
and share information...”
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Drones
In 2015, two states took a second step toward 

ending warrantless drone surveillance, joining 

two other states that took a first step this year.

This brings the total number to states restricting 

drones in some way to 12 since Virginia and 

Florida kicked off the effort in 2013.

Legislatures in Maine and North Dakota  

passed bills requiring a warrant for drone 

surveillance in most situations. The new Maine 

law also requires a law enforcement agency to 

get approval from the local governing body that 

oversees it before even obtaining a drone in the 

first place. It also  bans the use of weaponized 

drones in any situation.

The new North Dakota law 

shows how bad policy can 

get stealthily inserted into 

otherwise good bills. The 

new law does restrict law 

enforcement by requiring 

a warrant in most cases. 

That’s a good thing. But 

a specific prohibition on 

drones armed with “lethal 

weapons” opened the door for arming drones 

with “non-lethal” weapons. According to USA 

Today, Bruce Burkett, a lobbyist with ties to local 

police, was responsible for pushing amended 

language specifically prohibiting  “lethal”  

weapons. This change was scarcely noticed  

during the legislative session. It wasn’t until local 

police trotted out drones armed with Tasers 

that people realized what had happened. Bill 

sponsors have indicated that they’ll close this 

loophole when they’re back next session.

Virginia took a second step against drone spying 

in 2015, replacing a temporary ban from two 

years ago with permanent restrictions on drone 

surveillance. Law enforcement agencies must 

now obtain a warrant before deploying a drone 

with only a few exceptions, like Blue and Amber 

alerts. Weaponized drones are also expressly 

banned. 
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Florida also took another step forward 

this year, expanding its existing limits by  

banning the use of drones with imaging devices  

without a warrant. The state now has some of 

 the strongest restrictions on drone spying  in the  

country.

Bills continue to move forward in other  

states, including Washington and California. 

With the momentum continuing to build and 

law enforcement agencies beginning to procure 

drones, we expect even more states to consider 

limits in 2016. 

Although these state bills focus exclusively 

on state and local drone use, and do not apply 

directly federal agencies, the legislation throws 

a high hurdle in front of some federal programs.

Much of the funding for drones at the  

state and local level comes from the federal  

government. In return, federal agencies tap into 

the information gathered by state and local law  

enforcement through fusion centers and a  

federal program known as the information  

sharing environment (ISE).

According to its website, the ISE “provides 

analysts, operators, and investigators with  

information needed to enhance national  

security. These analysts, operators, and  

investigators… have mission needs to  

collaborate and share information with each 

other and with private sector partners and our 

foreign allies.” In other words, ISE serves as a 

conduit for the sharing of information gathered 

without a warrant.

The federal government encourages and 

funds a network of drones at the state and local 

level across the U.S., thereby gaining access to a 

massive data pool on Americans without having 

to expend the resources to collect the  

information itself. By placing restrictions on 

drone use, state and local governments limit 

the data available that the feds can access.

In a nutshell, without state & 
local cooperation, the feds 
have a much more difficult 
time gathering information. 
This represents a major blow 
to the surveillance state and 
a win for privacy. Local Limits, Federal Roadblocks

While state drone laws focus exclusively on 
state and local drone use and do not apply 
directly to federal agencies, they throw a high 
hurdle in front of some federal programs.
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ALPRs/License Plate Tracking
As reported in the Wall Street Journal, the federal 

government, via the Drug Enforcement Agency 

(DEA), tracks the location of millions of vehicles 

through data provided by ALPRs operated on a 

state and local level. They’ve engaged in this for 

nearly eight years, all without a warrant, or even 

public notice of the policy.

State and local law enforcement agencies  

operate most of these tracking systems, paid 

for by federal grant money. The DEA then taps 

into the local database to track the location of 

millions of people – for the “crime” of driving – 

without having to operate a huge network itself.

Police generally configure ALPRs to store the 

photograph, the license plate number, and the 

date, time, and location of 

a vehicle’s license plate, 

which is bad enough. But 

according to recently  

disclosed records  

obtained by the ACLU via 

a Freedom of Information 

Act request, these  

systems also capture  

photographs of drivers 

and their passengers.

With the FBI rolling out a nationwide facial- 

recognition program in the fall of 2014 and  

aggressively expanding it since then, and the  

federal government building a giant biometric 

database with pictures provided by the states, 

the feds can potentially access stored photos 

of drivers and passengers, along with detailed 

data revealing their location and activities. With 

this kind of information, authorities can easily 

find individuals without warrants or oversight, 

for any reason whatsoever. 

Since most federal license plate tracking data 

comes from state and local law enforcement, 

state laws banning or even restricting ALPR use 

are essential. As more states pass such laws, the 

end result becomes more clear. No data equals 

no federal license plate tracking program.

http://www.wsj.com/articles/u-s-spies-on-millions-of-cars-1422314779?autologin=y
http://money.cnn.com/2014/09/16/technology/security/fbi-facial-recognition/
http://money.cnn.com/2014/09/16/technology/security/fbi-facial-recognition/
http://tenthamendmentcenter.com/2015/09/28/feds-expanding-biometric-data-collection-state-action-can-limit-it/
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In 2015, Minnesota became the fourth state to place restrictions on the use of automatic license plate 

readers, or ALPRs, joining New Hampshire, Utah and Arkansas. These laws not only limit the use of 

these devices on a state and local level, but help nullify the federal license plate tracking program in 

practice.

Legislators in 15 states considered such legislation in 2015. An ALPR bill passed both houses of the 

Virginia legislature, but was vetoed by the governor. Legislation is up for consideration in several  

states, including New York, Massachusetts and Illinois.

Laws restricting ALPRs not only protect privacy within the state, they also place significant roadblocks 

in the way of a federal program using state and local law enforcement to help track the location of 

millions of everyday people through pictures of their license plates.
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Stingrays
Stingrays are portable devices used for cell 

phone surveillance. They essentially spoof cell 

phone towers, tricking any device within range 

into connecting to the stingray instead of the 

tower, allowing law enforcement to sweep up 

all communications content within range of that 

tower. The stingray will also locate and track any 

person in possession of a phone or other  

electronic device that tries to connect to the 

tower.

In 2015, Washington and California both passed 

legislation limiting the use of these devices 

within the state. These bills not only protect 

privacy in the state, they also keep the federal 

government from accessing all kinds of  

information, including phone conversations, 

location information and other personal  

electronic data.

Information collected by these devices by 

state and local cops undoubtedly ends up 

in federal databases. The feds can share 

and tap into vast amounts of  

information gathered at the state and 

local level through the ISE. In other words, 

stingrays create the potential for the  

federal government to track the  

movement of millions of Americans, and 

to collect and store phone conversations, 

emails and Internet browsing history, all 

without warrant or probable cause, and without 

anybody even knowing it.

The federal government funds the vast majority 

of state and local stingray programs, attaching 

one important condition. The feds require 

agencies acquiring the technology to sign  

non-disclosure agreements. This throws a giant 

shroud over the program, even preventing  

judges, prosecutors and defense attorneys 

from getting information about the use of 

stingrays in court. The feds actually instruct 

prosecutors to withdraw evidence if judges or 

legislators press for information.

As privacysos.org put it, “The FBI would rather 

police officers and prosecutors let ‘criminals’ go 

than face a possible scenario where a defen-

dant brings a Fourth Amendment challenge to 

warrantless stingray spying.”

http://privacysos.org/node/1715
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NSA Surveillance
Bills to ban “material support or resources” to 

NSA mass surveillance programs are under 

consideration in Tennessee, Washington State, 

Alaska, Vermont and South Carolina.

Similar legislation gained approval by one 

chamber in both Maine and Montana during 

the 2015 legislative session. Montana HB443 

passed a second reading in the House by a vote 

of 51-49. Later in the spring, the Maine House 

passed its version of the 4th Amendment  

Protection Act (LD531). Intense law enforcement 

opposition ultimately killed both bills.

In 2014, CA Gov. Jerry Brown signed SB828 into 

law, laying the foundation for the state to turn 

off water, electricity and other resources to 

any federal agency engaged in 

warrantless surveillance. 

Next, the assembly needs to 

amend the current law or pass 

new legislation that puts the 

prohibition of state cooperation 

into immediate effect. 

Inside sources tell us to expect 

legislators in Utah to take a 

third crack at turning off water 

to the massive NSA data center 

in Bluffdale in the coming years.  

After an interim study committee hearing in 

the fall of 2014 proved the bill had significant 

legislative and grassroots support, Rep. Marc 

Roberts introduced HB150 to turn off resources 

to the NSA facility in the 2015 legislative session. 

But sources say Major General Jeff Burton,  

commander of the Utah National Guard, 

worked behind to the scenes to convince Rules 

Committee chair Rep. Michael Noel to hold 

the bill, preventing it from even coming up for 

discussion this year. Sources say U.S. Rep. Chris 

Stewart also pressured state legislators to kill 

the bill.

http://laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/law0210W%24BSIV.ActionQuery?P_BILL_DFT_NO5=LC1467&Z_ACTION=Find&P_Sess=20151
https://legiscan.com/ME/bill/LD531/2015
http://le.utah.gov/~2015/bills/static/HB0150.html
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In addition to continuing efforts to pass state legislation in 2016, activists are considering other  

strategies, including pressuring local officials in Bluffdale to end support for the spy facility.

In two states, bills that take a first step against the NSA by addressing a practical effect of federal  

spying were signed into law in 2015

A new Oregon law prohibits state and local law enforcement officers from using ”forensic imaging” 

to obtain information contained in a portable electronic device except with a warrant, or by consent.

A similar law in New Hampshire prohibits law enforcement from obtaining location data from  

electronic devices without a warrant. And California Gov. Jerry Brown signed a sweeping privacy bill 

into law requiring a court ordered warrant or subpoena before law enforcement agencies can obtain 

or access electronic communication information or electronic device information from individuals or 

third-party providers. 

These states followed the lead of Utah after Gov. Gary Herbert signed HB0128 in 2014. The law  

prohibits Utah law enforcement from obtaining phone location data without a warrant and  

makes any electronic data obtained by law enforcement without a warrant inadmissible in a criminal  

proceeding.

These laws not only limit the actions of state and local law enforcement, they also represent an  

important first step in addressing the federal surveillance state. By requiring a warrant, the laws  

prohibit state and local law enforcement agencies from “obtaining” warrantless data shared with 

them by federal agencies like the NSA. 

Reuters revealed the extent of such NSA data sharing with state and local law enforcement in an 

August 2013 article. According to documents obtained by the news agency, the NSA passes  

information to police through a formerly secret DEA unit known as the Special Operations Division 

(SOD) and the cases “rarely involve national security issues.” The feds then encourage prosecutors 

to use the warrantless information to build cases without revealing its origin in a process known as 

“parallel construction.” Former NSA Chief Technical Director William Binney called this the country’s 

“greatest threat since the Civil War.”

http://blog.tenthamendmentcenter.com/2014/04/banning-warrantless-data-utah-governor-signs-privacy-bill-into-law/
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/08/05/us-dea-sod-idUSBRE97409R20130805
http://blog.tenthamendmentcenter.com/2014/09/former-nsa-chief-calls-nsa-data-sharing-biggest-threat-since-civil-war/
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Two	Paths	to	Reject	Federal	Prohibition

Hemp

Industrial hemp falls under the federal Controlled  

Substances Act of 1970. It technically remains “legal” to grow 

the plant, but farmers must obtain a permit from the DEA. 

Up until 2014, that happened just once in over four decades.  

However, the feds loosened requirements when Congress 

passed a law allowing limited hemp  

production for research purposes by  

colleges and universities, and state  

agriculture departments. 

It’s important to note that all commercial 

farming and production remains banned 

under current federal law. For all practical 

purposes, the feds still maintain a policy 

of full prohibition. 

But states are taking action to nullify that prohibition in  

practice.

According	to	a	2005	Congressional	Research	Service	report,	the	U.S.	remains	the	only	
developed	nation	that	hasn’t	developed	an	industrial	hemp	crop	for	economic	purposes.	But,	
thanks	to	nullification	efforts,	that’s	starting	to	change.

Experts suggest that the U.S. 
market for hemp is around 
$600 million per year. They co-
unt as many as 25,000 uses for 
industrial hemp, including food, 
cosmetics, plastics and bio-fuel.
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This year, a bill was signed into law in North 

Dakota that legalizes hemp farming within 

the state. The new law not only sets up the  

framework to effectuate a commercial hemp 

farming program in North Dakota, it expressly 

rejects any need for federal approval before 

growing hemp in the state. By rejecting the need 

for federal approval, the new law nullifies the  

federal ban in practice.

In a move that will have a similar effect, the 

Maine legislature overrode the governor’s veto 

and passed LD4. This amends the current state 

hemp farming law by removing a requirement 

that licenses are contingent on approval by the 

Federal Government.  

Connecticut joined North Dakota and  

Maine, but took a slightly different approach. 

Passage of HB5780 into law removed any  

mention of industrial hemp from the  

Connecticut criminal code that classifies  

marijuana as a banned controlled substance. 

This means Connecticut authorities will  

essentially treat industrial hemp like other 

plants, such as tomatoes. By removing the state 

prohibition on hemp, residents of Connecticut 

will have an open door to start industrial  

farming should they be willing to risk violating 

the ongoing federal prohibition.

In 2013, Vermont passed a hemp act that 

was very similar to the new Connecticut law,  

practically speaking. When Governor Peter 

Shumlin signed the bill, he emphasized that 

hemp cultivation was still illegal under federal 

law.

Despite the threat of federal prosecution, 

several farmers took the risk and planted small 

hemp plots that very first year. And the industry 

appears to be moving forward in 2015. As of last 

spring, one plot in Vermont already had over 

1,000 plants in the ground. Other farmers are 

moving forward with planting and harvesting as 

well.

By rejecting any need for  
federal approval, states 
and people can effectively 
nullify the federal ban on 
commercial hemp farming 
and production - in  
practice. Hemp Trade

The U.S. is currently the world’s #1 importer 
of hemp fiber for various products, with  
China and Canada acting as the top two 
exporters in the world.
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Oregon legalized hemp farming in 2009, but  

bureaucracy prevented crops from being  

planted. Finally in 2014, Oregon voters  

approved Measure 91, authorizing the  

production of and commerce in industrial 

hemp. The state then created a framework, and 

it has issued 13 permits to growers. 

All of that was threatened last spring by  

legislation that would have essentially halted 

development of the state’s industrial hemp 

industry. Had it passed, the state would have  

revoked the 13 permits issued this year and 

then directed the state to reissue them with 

stricter guidelines, or not at all. 

Passage of the bill  

would have required the 

destruction of at least 

one hemp field due to its 

proximity to a school. But 

the state legislature struck 

down the proposed law, 

allowing hemp to  

continue growing in 

the state. In August, the 

Agriculture Department 

stopped issuing permits as it studies ways to 

refine regulations, but that does not impact 

current permit holders.

Hemp production continues to expand in other 

states that legalized the crop over the last two 

years. 

Farmers began growing hemp in southeast 

Colorado back in 2013 and the industry is  

beginning to mature. 

Plants are also in the ground in South Carolina 

after Gov. Nikki Haley signed a bill into law  

authorizing cultivation and production of  

industrial hemp within the state last year. The 

South Carolina Law doesn’t include a mandate 

that the state start issuing licenses to grow and 

produce hemp. 

Hemp	is	being	grown	and	sold	in	a	number	of	states,	all	in	direct	defiance	of	a	 
long-standing	federal	prohibition	on	any	such	commercial	activities.

“What this gets down to is the power 
of the people. When enough people 
tell the feds to pound sand, there’s 
not much D.C. can do to continue 
their unconstitutional prohibition on 
this productive plant.”
-Mike Maharrey
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Introduced last winter, S559 would expand on the 2014 state law legalizing industrial hemp by  

creating the needed mechanisms to put the law into further effect.

In 2014, Tennessee Gov. Bill Haslam signed a bill that some supporters at the time considered the 

strongest pro-hemp legislation in the country. Since then, 46 farmers have received hemp seeds 

through a pilot research program offered by the Tennessee Department of Agriculture. It remains 

unclear how many, if any, growers have planted crops for commercial purposes, but inside sources 

tell us that many of the farmers plan on selling their hemp rather than just studying it. 

Kentucky was once the leading hemp producer in the United States. The state legislature legalized 

hemp for research purposes under the federal guidelines last year, and several crops are in the  

ground. The state has a highly organized pro-hemp coalition and several industries chomping at the 

bit for a commercial crop, including an energy company in eastern Kentucky that has developed a 

process to combine hemp and coal for a clean burning “green” fuel. With such strong support behind 

hemp farming, the legislature should take the next step and legalize hemp for commercial purposes 

and nullify the federal ban in effect.

Kentucky isn’t the only state ripe for the hemp industry and a practical nullification of the federal ban. 

In several states, hemp bills are already active for 2016. An Alaska bill would legalize hemp farming. 

In Washington, Wisconsin and Rhode Island, legislation would legalize hemp for farming, commerce 

and production. 

In states that have already legalized hemp production, farmers and entrepreneurs should take 

advantage of state law and develop the industry within their state. That means planting crops and  

developing the means to process it. Each successful farming operation will inevitably lead to more in 

the future. 

As more people and more states ignore the federal prohibition, it will become nearly impossible to 

enforce.
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There	are	no	exceptions	to	”shall	not	be	infringed”

2nd Amendment

Our strategy takes a step-by-step approach, with each step building on the last, until all federal gun 

control is rendered unenforceable and effectively nullified within the state.

In the first step, the state bans enforcement of any future federal gun acts, laws, orders, regulations, 

or rules (we’ll call these “measures” from here on out). This legislation prohibits a state from taking 

any action, or providing any resources, to enforce or assist in the enforcement of future federal gun 

measures. Idaho was the first state to pass step one as law (S.1332), with Gov. Otter signing it in March 

2014.

The second step bans state enforcement of specific current federal gun measures.This builds on 

step one by including one or more significant federal measures currently on the books. For instance, 

a bill introduced in Louisiana in 2014 would have authorized possession of short-barreled firearms 

without federal registration. 

The third step prohibits state enforcement of all federal gun measures, current and future.

State legislatures passed two significant laws relating to the Second Amendment in 2015.

Because	the	feds	rely	heavily	on	state	and	local	law	enforcement	assistance	to	enforce	 
federal	measures,	passing	a	state	law	banning	such	assistance	will	make	federal	gun	 
control		“nearly	impossible	to	enforce,”	as	Judge	Andrew	Napolitano	has	said.	

http://legislature.idaho.gov/legislation/2014/S1332.htm
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Tennessee Gov. Bill Haslam signed SB1110, 

prohibiting the state from implementing 

or enforcing federal gun measures that  

violate the Tennessee state constitution. This bill  

represents a first step toward nullifying many 

current and future federal measures, but 

will require additional action to effectuate. 

The next step involves compiling a report of  

federal enforcement actions taken on firearms 

in Tennessee, highlighting those enforced with 

the participation of state agencies, and which 

ones likely violate the new law. From there,  

state-based gun rights groups can file an  

injunction to stop state participation.

Indiana Governor Mike Pence signed a bill that 

“Repeals the prohibition against manufacturing, 

importing, selling, or possessing a sawed-off 

shotgun.” Enforcement of federal restrictions 

on such weapons rely on  

participation between state and federal  

governments. With the 

new law, Indiana now 

authorizes what the  

federal government  

severely restricts, and this 

sets the stage for people 

to take things further.

Lawmakers in Kansas and 

Alaska already have laws 

on the books that set the 

foundation to ban enforcement of all federal 

gun control measures.  

 

In Alaska, HB69 was signed into law in April 

2013. It establishes the principle that no  

state or local agency may use any resources to  

“implement or aid in the implementation” of any 

federal acts that infringe on a “person’s right,  

under the 2nd Amendment to the Constitution 

of the United States, to keep and bear arms.”  

Follow up legislation should be introduced that 

specifically clarifies which federal acts qualify as 

an infringement, and that expressly prohibits 

state and local assistance or participation in any 

enforcement action.  We recommend including 

all federal acts.

In Kansas, SB102, the 2nd Amendment Protec-

tion Act, was also signed into law in April 2013.  

Like the Alaska law, the Kansas legislation  

establishes the foundation for a ban on state 

and local assistance or participation in the  

enforcement of federal gun measures. 
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It reads, in part:

Any act, law, treaty, order, rule or regulation of the government of the United States which violates the 

second amendment to the constitution of the United States is null, void and unenforceable in the state of 

Kansas.

In June 2015, a federal judge dismissed a lawsuit challenging the constitutionality of the Kansas law, 

saying the suit from the Brady Campaign was “without merit.” While this was a victory, it should 

be noted that the federal court didn’t say that the federal government doesn’t have the power to  

regulate firearms under the commerce clause, as the Kansas law states. The Brady suit was  

dismissed for lack of standing. 

However, one part of the bill wasn’t challenged at all - the section setting the foundation for all  

state and local agents to refuse to help implement federal gun measures. A simple follow up  

measure to expressly state which “acts, laws, treaties, orders, rules and regulations” will be considered  

“unenforceable” in Kansas, banning state and local assistance or participation in any enforcement 

actions, is needed to put the current law into real-life effect.

Since 2009, nine states have passed bills known as the “Firearms Freedom Act.”  First passed into 

law in Montana, then Tennessee, the laws declare that firearms manufactured in the state, and  

remaining in the state, are exempt from United States federal firearms regulations under the  

Commerce Clause (Article I, Section 8, Clause 3) of the Constitution.

No state has taken action to effectuate these laws, instead waiting on the federal court system to give 

states permission to do so.  

http://blog.tenthamendmentcenter.com/2015/06/nullification-1-brady-campaign-0-federal-judge-dismisses-suit-against-kansas-2nd-amendment-protection-act/
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The author of the original Montana law  

pursued a lawsuit in federal court. It was first  

dismissed in US District Court for “lack of   

subject matter jurisdiction and failure to state a 

claim.” On appeal, the US Court of Appeals for 

the Ninth Circuit overturned the District Court’s 

determination on lack of standing, but also  

stated that existing Supreme Court precedent 

does not favor the legislation. The Supreme 

Court  ultimately refused to hear the case

The 2005 Gonzales v. Raich case addressed 

the issue of medical marijuana on a state level 

and provides a blueprint for states to follow. 

Even though the plaintiffs lost the case, state  

efforts to defy federal prohibitions on the 

growth, possession, sale and consumption of 

marijuana did not cease, and no state repealed 

current laws either.

States can and should effectuate Firearms 

Freedom Acts passed into law in recent years. 

Follow up bills should be passed in these states: 

Montana, Tennessee, Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, 

South Dakota, Utah, Kansas*, and Wyoming.

This follow up legislation should include any 

or all of the following:

1. State-based permitting for businesses 

engaged in the manufacture and sale of  

firearms that fall under the Firearms Freedom 

Act. These “State-based firearms manufactu-

rers” are approved, permitted and/or licensed 

specifically under state law but considered  

illegal under federal law. This is akin to  

marijuana dispensaries in states like California 

(and many others).

2. Special permits for the state-based  

production of firearms for those in medical 

need by non-profit cooperatives. e.g. The sick, 

elderly and other individuals who can  

demonstrate a firearm proficiency and may be 

at greater risk of attack by predatory criminals.

3. Other actions that encourage or faci-

litate the production of state-manufactured 

firearms outside of federal regulation.

While it might seem counterintuitive to  

suggest a licensing process/scheme to advance 

this cause, two things are certain:

1. Without additional legislation, these 

Firearms Freedom Acts are little more than a 

good concept on paper. They need additional 

legislation to be put into action.

2. Passage of additional legislation along 

these lines, as shown in the case of medical 

marijuana, has been proven to be an effective 

method to build and effectuate a practical  

nullification of a federal prohibition.

These nine states have two paths ahead. 

They can do nothing while waiting for federal 

approval to effectuate their laws. Or, they can 

follow the difficult, but successful path already 

blazed by nearly two-dozen states nullifying 

federal laws on marijuana, in practice.
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Three	paths	to	nullify	federal	programs	that	militarize	local	police

Federal Militarization of Police

Images of armored vehicles filled with battle-ready cops  

pointing automatic weapons at protesters during unrest in  

Ferguson, Mo., and patrolling the streets 

after the Boston Marathon bombing in 

2013 brought the issue of federal  

militarization of local police  into public 

consciousness, but the federal  

government has been arming local police 

with military grade weapons for nearly 

two decades.

Under Section 1033 of the National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 

1997, along with other programs like the 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 

“Homeland Security Grant Program,” the 

federal government equips local police 

with military weaponry and battlefield-ready equipment. 

States	can	take	action	to	nullify	the	practical	effect	of	these	federal	programs	by	simply	
withdrawing	from	them.	

Via the Pentagon’s 1033  
Program and funding  
programs from the DHS and 
elsewhere, the feds provide local 
law enforcement with aircraft, 
armored vehicles, automatic 
weapons, night vision  
equipment and more –  
originally intended for use on 
the battlefield – at little or no 
cost.
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Through these programs, local police  

departments procure military grade weapons, 

including automatic assault rifles, body armor 

and mine resistant armored vehicles –  

essentially unarmed tanks. Police departments 

can even get their hands on military helicopters, 

drones, and other aircraft.

The Defense Department has transferred some 

$4.2 billion worth of equipment to domestic  

police agencies through the 1033 program 

alone. On top of that, the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS) runs the “Homeland 

Security Grant Program,” giving more than $900 

million in counterterrorism funds to state and 

local police in 2013 alone.

States can take action to nullify the practical 

effect of these federal  

programs by simply  

withdrawing from them.

New Jersey became the 

first state to address the 

issue in 2015 when Gov. 

Chris Christie signed 

S2364 into law. It bans 

local law enforcement 

agencies from obtaining 

military equipment 

without first getting approval from their local 

government. Currently, these military transfers 

happen directly between the feds and local  

police, as if they make up part of the same 

government. This law interposes the local 

government in the process, giving the people of 

New Jersey the power to end it, and at the least, 

forcing the process into the open.

Montana took things a step further when Gov. 

Steve Bullock signed HB330 into law,  

completely banning the acquisition of certain 

military equipment. 

Pentagon 1033, and DHS Grants
Combined, these federal programs provide 
hardware directly to local police, or cash 
grants to be used to purchase them. This is 
happening to the tune of billions of dollars. 
By rejecting participation in these programs, 
states start the essential process of kicking 
D.C. out of local police departments.
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The new law prohibits state or local law enforcement agencies from receiving drones that are  

armored, weaponized, or both; aircraft that are combat configured or combat coded; grenades or 

similar explosives and grenade launchers; silencers; and “militarized armored vehicles” from federal 

military surplus programs. The law also stops local agencies from using federal grants to procure 

military gear still allowed under the law. Law enforcement agencies can continue to purchase such 

items, but they must use state or local funds. This totally blocks DHS grant programs because the 

agencies cannot use that money. It also creates a level of transparency because purchases must now 

go through the legislative budgeting process. Law enforcement agencies have to give public notice 

within 14 days of a request for any such local purchase.

A California bill passed in September combines the two approaches, banning procurement of  

certain types of military weaponry, and requiring local government body approval before most law  

enforcement agencies can apply for any allowable gear.  It was vetoed by Gov. Brown.

AB36 would have banned any law enforcement agency from obtaining tracked armored  

vehicles, weaponized vehicles, firearms or ammunition greater than .50 caliber, grenade launchers,  

bayonets and camouflage uniforms. While local police could still apply for equipment such as  

non-weaponized MRAPs or surveillance tools such as drones, most agencies will have to get local 

government approval, giving people in the community an opportunity to stop such procurements, an 

opportunity that doesn’t exist today.

Bills that would take the first step by requiring local government approval before law enforcement 

agencies apply for military equipment remain alive in Massachusetts and Washington. A Tennessee 

bill would not only ban the acquisition of certain equipment, it would also require any agency that has 

already obtained machine guns, mortars, rocket-propelled grenades, flamethrowers, grenade laun-

chers, anti-tank weapons, recoilless rifles, crew-served weapons. or “military vehicles,” defined as “a 

tactical armored vehicle” to sell or destroy them.

Looking ahead, the New Jersey legislature should take the next step with an outright ban of military 

gear. Montana has a foundation to expand the lists of prohibited gear. 

Other states have three models to choose from.

(1) local approval (like New Jersey)  

(2) Prohibition (like Montana - including a ban on spending federal dollars) 

(3) Combination of both (banning specific equipment and requiring local approval for all others)
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State	and	local	actions	in	the	face	of	federal	prohibition	has	made	the	latter	untenable

Marijuana

Beginning in California with legalization of cannabis for  

medical use in 1996, states have advanced the issue each 

year, in spite of a 2005 Supreme Court opinion against the 

efforts, and a relentless year-to-year increase in spending 

and enforcement efforts by the federal government. Today, 

17 states have decriminalized marijuana 

possession, 19 states have legalized it for 

medical use, and Colorado, Washington 

state, Oregon and Alaska have legalized it 

for recreational use.

Each year, new state laws and regula-

tions continue to expand the industry, 

and each expansion further nullifies in  

practice the unconstitutional federal ban. 

The feds need state cooperation to fight the “drug war,” and 

that has rapidly evaporated in the last few years with state 

legalization and decriminalization. 

Marijuana	is	the	granddaddy	of	the	modern	nullification	movement.	On	no	other	issue	do	
we	find	state-level	resistance	to	federal	power	so	advanced,	well-funded,	supported	and	
successful.	

Recent efforts in Congress to  
lessen federal Drug War power 
is a direct consequence of state 
level disobedience to acts of 
Congress. 
-Ryan McMaken, Mises Institute
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Recent FBI statistics show that as many as 99 of 100 

marijuana arrests happen under state and not federal law. 

As a result, simply decriminalizing cannabis serves as a  

powerful strategy to nullify federal prohibition in practice. 

In June, Delaware Gov. Jack Markell signed a bill  

sponsored by Rep. Helene Keeley (D-Wilmington) that  

replaces criminal penalties for simple possession of an 

ounce or less with a $100 civil fine. A similar bill passed in 

Illinois, but Gov. Bruce Rauner vetoed it.

We saw the market for marijuana significantly 

expand in three states this year. This is perhaps the most  

important development in the nullification of federal  

prohibition. By removing barriers at the state level, more 

people will feel comfortable participating in the market. As 

it expands, the feds become increasingly powerless to stop 

it with their limited resources.

Approved by voters as Measure 91 in 2014, Oregon’s  

legalization law went into effect over the summer. As 

of July 1, people in Oregon ages 21 and older can legally  

possess up to 8 ounces of marijuana in their home and 

up to 1 oz of marijuana outside their home. They can also 

grow up to four plants on their own property. A regulatory 

structure for commercial retail sales and manufacturing 

should be up and running sometime next year.

Even as legalization for personal marijuana use went 

into effect, Gov. Kate Brown signed HB3400 into law.  It not 

only creates a structure to implement a commercial  

cannabis market in the state, it also reforms the legal  

system.  According to Drug Policy Alliance (DPA), the new 

law contains broad sentencing reform provisions  

extending well beyond the simple elimination of criminal 

penalties on personal possession and cultivation.

Expect big moves in 2016

We expect efforts to nullify  

federal prohibition of marijuana 

to continue in earnest in the next 

year.  

 

Numerous measures to legalize 

cannabis for recreational use will 

appear on state ballots  in 2016.  

 

A bill introduced in Illinois would 

authorize marijuana to be taxed 

and regulated similar to alcohol.  

 

And bills to legalize marijuana for 

medical use remain under  

consideration in Pennsylvania,  

Tennessee and South Carolina. 
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In the first week of limited retail sales in Oregon, dispensaries sold a staggering $11 million of  

marijuana – more than double the numbers from Colorado’s first week – proving state laws legalizing 

cannabis truly do nullify federal prohibition in practice .

Hawaii also expanded its own program this year. The state legalized marijuana for medical use back 

in the year 2000, but up until now patients have had to grow their own. Under a new law signed by 

Gov. David I. Ige in July, Hawaii’s 13,000 registered users of medicinal cannabis will have the option of 

going to a dispensary and purchasing what they need. 

The state will issue eight licenses in April 2016, with the doors of up to 16 dispensaries expected to 

open  in July of that same year. The law also authorizes 16 medical marijuana production centers. By 

allowing dispensaries and full-scale production, Hawaii has further rooted cannabis as a business in 

the state and took another big step toward nullifying federal marijuana prohibition in effect.

In July, New Hampshire Gov. Maggie Hassan signed a bill into law that expanded the state’s  

current medical marijuana program. The new law adds “epilepsy, lupus, Parkinson’s disease, [and]  

Alzheimer’s disease” to the list of qualifying conditions for medical marijuana in the state. 

Despite the potential medical benefits, the feds prohibit all of this. Each additional condition expands 

the state-level defiance of D.C. in New Hampshire and makes it even more difficult for the federal 

government to enforce its prohibition on marijuana there and elsewhere.

We expect efforts to nullify federal prohibition of marijuana to continue in earnest in the next year. 

Numerous measures to legalize cannabis for recreational use will appear on state ballots  in 2016. A 

bill introduced in Illinois would authorize marijuana to be taxed and regulated similar to alcohol. And 

bills to legalize marijuana for medical use remain under consideration in Pennsylvania, Tennessee 

and South Carolina.
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There	are	countless	areas	where	states,	localities	and	individuals	can	nullify	D.C.

Other Issues

A bill signed into law in Texas last July will set up a state gold 

depository, representing a power shift away from the federal 

government, and its banker, the federal reserve, to the state. 

This new law provides a blueprint that could ultimately bring 

an end to the Fed and restore sound money.

Under the new law, private individuals 

and entities will be able to purchase  

goods and services using sound money, 

backed by gold or silver stored in the  

state depository, bypassing the dollar 

and the U.S. central bank completely.

Currently all debts and taxes in states  

around the country are either paid 

with Federal Reserve notes (dollars),  

authorized as legal tender by Congress, or with coins issued 

by the U.S. Treasury — almost none of which contain gold or 

silver.

While	the	six	issues	discussed	above	make	up	the	bulk	of	the	nullification	movement	today,	
they	are	far	from	the	only	ones	where	we	find	states	pushing	back	against	federal	power.

The United States Constitution 
states in Article I, Section 10 
that, “No State shall…make any 
Thing but gold and silver Coin a 
Tender in Payment of Debts.”

Sound Money
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In his Mises Institute paper, Ending the  

Federal Reserve From the Bottom Up: Re-introdu-

cing Competitive Currency by State Adherence to  

Article I, Section 10, Professor William Greene 

argues that if enough states start transacting 

business in sound money, it would effectively 

nullify the Federal Reserve and end the federal 

government’s monopoly on money.

The Texas depository creates a mechanism 

to begin this process, and provides a blueprint 

for other states to follow. If the majority of  

states controlled their own supply of gold, it  

could conceivably make the Federal Reserve 

completely irrelevant and nullify in practice the 

federal reserve’s near-monopoly on money.

Sound Money acts now in place in Oklahoma 

and Utah provide additional groundwork to 

help bring this about.

Passage of SB862 in Oklahoma in 2014 made 

it law that “Gold and silver coins issued by the 

United States government are legal tender in 

the State of Oklahoma.” Putting this legislation 

into practical effect would introduce currency 

competition with Federal Reserve notes. The 

Utah legislature took similar steps in 2012. 

Even though advocates claim that Common 

Core is a “state led and voluntary” educational 

program, following the proverbial money trail 

reveals this is not the case. Through federal  

vouchers, waivers and incentives, Common 

Core effectively operates as a national program, 

with implementation fueled by federal money.

States can nullify Common Core in practice 

simply by withdrawing from the program.

Last spring, Tennessee Gov. Bill Haslam  

signed a bill withdrawing the state from the 

Common Core education standards. The new 

law will “implement a process whereby the 

set of standards known as the Common Core  

State Standards adopted in 2010 will be reviewed 

and shall be replaced with new sets of standards  

adopted to fit the needs of Tennessee students.” 

Greene: Reverse Gresham’s Law

“Over time, as residents of the State use 

both Federal Reserve Notes and silver and 

gold coins, the fact that the coins hold their 

value more than Federal Reserve Notes do 

will lead to a ‘reverse Gresham’s Law’ effect, 

where good money (gold and silver coins) will 

drive out bad money (Federal Reserve Notes). 

As this happens, a cascade of events can be-

gin to occur, including the flow of real wealth 

toward the State’s treasury, an influx of ban-

king business from outside of the State – as 

people in other States carry out their desire 

to bank with sound money – and an eventual 

outcry against the use of Federal Reserve No-

tes for any transactions.”

Common Core
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The Tennessee law takes an important step toward  

nullifying nationalized education in the state, assuming  

officials follow through and don’t end up rebranding the 

program under another name.

The federal government uses the carrot of federal  

money to entice states into Common Core. As with any  

federal dollars, there are strings attached. States must 

meet all kinds of requirements, including mandatory  

standardized tests. But these strings are being cut across 

the country by both state and individual action.

In Oregon, Gov. Kate Brown signed a bill that allows  

parents to opt their children out of Common Core  

testing for any reason for at least the next six school 

years. The law also requires schools to notify parents and 

students of that right at the start of each year. As more  

parents opt out of the testing, the state will likely drop  

below the 95 percent testing rate required by the feds. This 

will create incentive to jettison the federal program.

We have developed a detailed four-step plan to nullify 

Obamacare in effect through state non-cooperation. By 

utilizing the legal doctrine of anti-commandeering, states 

can have a serious impact on the federal government’s  

ability the act into practical effect. Judge Andrew Napolita-

no has said that multiple states putting our four-step into 

action will “gut Obamacare.”

Unfortunately, we saw very little movement in efforts 

to stop Obamacare at the state level last year, primarily  

because conservatives were counting on the Supreme  

Court to stop the Affordable Care Act. The final decision in 

King v. Burwell proved that a failed strategy. 

The Common Core
Opt-Out Movement

Even in the absence of state laws 

facilitating the effort, parents in 

many states are opting their  

children out of standardized 

testing. According to US News,  

nearly 200,000 students opted 

out of federally mandated  

testing in New York. More local-

-ized opt-out pushes also  

bubbled up in other states  

including New Jersey, Colorado 

and California.

If enough parents across the 

country simply refuse to  

participate in the system, it will 

collapse common core faster 

than any legislative action ever 

could. The federal government 

is powerless to force millions of 

disgruntled parents to  

participate in its ill-conceived and 

unconstitutional programs. 

Obamacare

http://tracking.tenthamendmentcenter.com/issues/obamacare/
http://tracking.tenthamendmentcenter.com/issues/obamacare/
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Arizona provided one bright spot and creates a foundation to build on in 2016.

In July, a bill signed into law by Arizona Gov. Doug Ducey went into effect, creating significant  

roadblocks to implementation of the Affordable Care Act, leaving the federal program without an 

enforcement mechanism in the state. The new law prohibits the state in various ways from “from 

using any personnel or financial resources to enforce, administer or cooperate with the Affordable 

Care Act.”

Most prominent in the bill’s list of prohibitions is a ban on “funding or aiding in the prosecution of 

any entity for a violation of the act.” This would prevent the Arizona Department of Insurance (DOI) 

from investigating or enforcing any violations of federally mandated health insurance requirements, 

something that will prove particularly problematic for the feds since they have no enforcement  

mechanism of their own.

With the Supreme Court once again failing to rein in the unconstitutional health care act, and it  

becoming abundantly clear Congress lacks the will to repeal it, even under Republican control, we 

expect more states to follow Arizona’s lead in the coming years. 

Legislators in Arkansas, Tennessee and Colorado have already committed to introducing bills in the 

next legislative session, and representatives in Georgia are planning to build on a law passed in 2014 

that started the process of nullifying Obamacare in that state.

http://blog.tenthamendmentcenter.com/2015/04/signed-by-the-governor-new-arizona-law-blocks-crucial-obamacare-enforcement-mechanism/
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Asset Forfeiture

The feds highly incentivize state and local police 

to serve as de facto arms of the federal  

government by funneling billions of dollars into 

their budgets. Asset forfeiture laws serve as a 

primary pipeline the feds use to fund state and 

local cops. Many observers call the practice  

“policing for profit,” and the Institute for Justice 

(IJ) dubbed it “legal plunder.”

Law enforcement agencies rake in an  

astonishing amount of money through asset 

forfeiture. In 2012, federal, state and local law 

enforcement gobbled up 

more than $4.2 billion in 

assets. Federal laws, along 

with most state laws, 

allow state and local law 

enforcement agencies to 

pocket a large chunk of 

that money. As the  

Washington Post put it, 

“asset seizure fuels police 

spending.” The federal 

asset forfeiture program allows state and local 

police to keep 60%  of the funds they seize.

Asset forfeiture money opens the door for  

police agencies to work outside of the  

traditional budgeting processing, allowing law 

enforcement leaders to set their own priorities 

without any accountability to the public. It also 

skews policing priorities, incentivizing cops 

to focus on federal priorities like the “War on 

Drugs,” federal gun control, and other federal 

crimes with asset seizure potential, while  

pulling resources away from investigating  

violent crimes like murder and rape that don’t 

offer any financial payoff.

“Equitable	sharing”	provides	a	pipeline	the	feds	use	to	incentivize	local	police	to	serve	as	de	
facto	arms	of	the	federal	government	by	funneling	billions	of	dollars	into	their	budgets.
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Asset forfeiture also obliterates due process. 

When cops seize property under asset forfeiture 

laws, they don’t have to prove any suspect guilty. 

The burden shifts to the property owners. They 

must go to court and prove their innocence in 

order to reclaim their property. By reforming  

their asset forfeiture laws, states can limit the  

influence the federal government has over state 

and local law enforcement agencies.

In April, New Mexico Gov. Susana Martinez 

signed a bill into law that virtually bans asset 

forfeiture outright. Under the law, the state is 

prohibited from confiscating property from 

suspects of a crime until after they are  

convicted. The new law only allows seizures 

under the following circumstances: 

 

(1) the person was arrested for an offense to 

which forfeiture applies; 

(2) the person is convicted by a criminal court; 

(3) the state establishes by clear & convincing 

evidence the property is subject to forfeiture

In California, there were already strong asset 

forfeiture protections in place, but law  

enforcement circumvented them by simply 

handing off cases to their “federal partners.” 

That allowed the federal government to  

proceed with asset forfeiture under its own less 

restrictive criteria, and local police still got a cut 

of the take under federal forfeiture programs. 

SB443 is intended to close that loophole 

in California. It contains provisions that stop 

federal-state collusion pertaining to forfeiture. 

It bars transfers of seized property to the  

federal government. The bill also terminates 

any agreements between the federal  

government and the state of California that  

would necessitate the transfer of forfeited 

assets. And it makes clear that state officials will 

not assist the federal government in the seizure 

of assets in any way unless it is expressly  

permitted under state law.

The bill passed the California Senate 38-1 

and moved through all of its Assembly  

committees before being rejected on the  

Assembly floor under intense law enforcement 

and federal Department of Justice pressure in 

September. However, the bill is still active and 

can be revived for further consideration when 

the Assembly returns in 2016. 

Bills in several states including Pennsylvania 

& Washington State are still active for 2015-16. 

Warning for other states
”Other states should take action to reform 

their asset forfeiture laws, keeping in mind 

what happened in California. When state and 

local police get blocked locally, they will undo-

ubtedly try to circumvent any restrictions by 

working with “federal partners.” Legislation 

needs to be carefully crafted to ensure this 

doesn’t happen.”



It	takes	hard	work,	communication,	repetition,	and	good	old-fashioned	cash.

Next steps

While some nullification efforts happen organically, the vast majority take serious organization, work, 

and support to advance. Most bills introduced in state legislatures never see the light of day. That  

means it takes concerted grassroots activism to get bills passed.

The Tenth Amendment Center invests significant time, energy and financial resources into moving 

nullification bills forward to law. The information below gives an overview of what it takes to get a 

single nullification bill introduced and passed. The following section covers current TAC resources 

and needs to ensure that the organization remains effectively engaged in as many areas as possible.

The 8 steps
required for

success

1. Laying the Foundation

2. Coalition Building and Support 

3. Blogging/Reporting

4. Action Alerts

5. Email Campaigns

6. Regular Conference Calls and Communication

7. Ad Campaigns

8. Public Testimony

What’s Needed to Pass Nullification Bills
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Laying the Foundation.

Coalition-Building and Support.

Blogging/Reporting.

Action Alerts.

Email Campaigns.

Before a bill can even be introduced, we must do research on a specific state to “locate” a legislator 

friendly to the issue at hand. After we make contact with a potential sponsor, we often, but not 

always, spend a significant amount of time educating the legislator on the process, the talking  

points, expected opposition (and potential rebuttals) and about the bill itself. 

A broad coalition of organizations and individuals is an absolute necessity to build the level of 

support (via phone calls, emails and personal visits) necessary to move lawmakers to advance the 

In order to educate the general public, we write and publish news reports at every step of the bill 

process. This can entail more than a dozen articles.

We publish dedicated “action alerts” at every important step in the process. These alerts inform 

the public of the bill status, and provide contact information for relevant legislators, such as  

committee members. This allows constituents to engage legislators  to move the process forward.

For both news reports and action alerts, the TAC sends regular email alerts directly to grassroots 

supporters in a given state with an active nullification bill.

1

2

3

4

5

Regular Conference Calls and Communication.
Virtually constant communication with legislators and grassroots organizations in support of a 

nullification bill is an absolute necessity.

6

Ad Campaigns.
Whenever financial resources allow, online ad campaigns specifically targeting people in a narrow 

interest group within a state, or specific districts within a state, provides an extremely effective 

method to build and direct support. A few dozen phone calls can turn into thousands.

7

Public Testimony.
Legislators often request experts to testify at public committee hearings in support of their bills. 

This can make a huge difference because an expert can quickly answer questions as committee 

members bring them up in the middle of a hearing.

8
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While it varies by state, keep in mind that the average bill goes through THIRTEEN steps before it can 

become law. They are, as follows:

Introduction/1st reading

Assigned to Committee

Committee Hearing

Committee Executive Session/Vote

2nd reading/House Chamber debate

3rd reading/House vote

Senate 1st reading

Assigned to Committee

Committee Hearing

Committee Executive Session/Vote

2nd reading/Senate Chamber debate

3rd reading/Senate vote

Governor Action, law or veto

An effective campaign requires many of our eight action steps at each of these phases. That means 

13 blogs reporting on what’s happening. Thirteen action alerts letting the public know what to do to 

get the bill passed. Thirteen social media posts. Thirteen email campaigns, and so on.

The short version? It takes a lot of time, energy and dedication to get the job done.

The TAC has a proven track record of success in getting nullification bills introduced and passed with 

extremely limited resources. Our success rate has been high when those resources are dedicated to 

specific bills, and low when resources are not dedicated to particular legislation.

Unfortunately, limited resources dictate that most nullification bills introduced do not receive the 

dedicated support needed for passage. Out the nearly 500 bills introduced over the last three years, 

we estimate that less than 5 percent of them had proper financial backing. But as we’ve seen, the 

Nullification Movement’s success rate is still higher, indicating that all that is needed is the funding to 

take things to the next level.

These needs are covered next.



The Tenth Amendment Center operates on a tiny, shoestring budget. While a financial lightweight, 

the TAC - “pound for pound” - gives more impact per buck than virtually any other nationally-recog- 

nized organization in the country.

Our 2013 yearly total receipts were less than $100,000, barely giving TAC enough funding to have 

one full-time employee and a handful of part-time employees (who often volunteer dozens of hours 

more per month), when the needs of the Nullification Movement indicate that a full-time staff of ten 

or more is actually what’s needed.

TAC’s modest 
monthly budget

1. Full Time employee $2500

2. Part-time freelancers 

- $1000 

- $1200 

- $500 

- $200

3. Website hosting: $450 (avg)

4. Custom Design Projects: $100 (avg)

5. Online tools and custom plugins: $100

6. Website development (upgrades, code fixes, etc) $300

7. Advertising: $1200

8. Email Service Providers: $150

9. Apps (CRM, Database, Productivity, Communication, etc): $225

10.  Misc Fees: $240

11.  Direct Mail: $450 (avg)

12.  Utilities (phone, supplies, etc): $50

Financial Status

Monthly Total:  $8665

Yearly Total: $103,980
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Keep the Doors Open and Growing

Nullification is catching on as a serious  

movement, but to effectively grow it into a  

full-fledged campaign stemming the tide of 

federal power will require a major push. Instead 

of passing four or five nullification bills each  

session, we need to pass an average of 20-30.

In order to accomplish this, it will take  

dedicated, full-time activists and organizers 

working to move legislation 

through all the steps, not just in a 

single state, but in multiple states 

simultaniously. We estimate it 

will take 10 full-time employees 

and a $10,000/month advertising 

budget.

This would raise the TAC’s yearly 

budget (along w/some incidental 

increases for additional mailing, 

more robust apps and hosting and the like) to 

approximately $894,860.

Looking at the movement from an even  

broader perspective, with $4.5 million on hand, 

the TAC would kick off a five year nullification 

blitz campaign, allowing the organization to  

build the Nullification Movement to a point 

where it stops the flow of unconstitutional acts, 

and effectively turns things significantly  

towards constitutional fidelity and the limited 

federal government envisioned by the  

founders.

In	order	to	keep	the	TAC	operation	at	its	current	level	without	any	growth,	we	need	to	raise	
$60,655	to	cover	these	basic	bills	through	the	end	of	April,	2016.		You	can	contribute	to	help	
out	and	keep	track	of	how	much	of	that	total	has	already	been	raise	at	 
http://tenthamendmentcenter.com/donate

The sky is the limit
Working together, we can take this 
message to the masses. 

http://tenthamendmentcenter.com/donate
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While this may seem like a significant number, in comparison to the budgets of other national  

organizations, it is still quite small.  

The Heritage Foundation, for example, has a budget of over $80 million per year. The Center for 

American Progress receives approximately $25 million per year in funding. The Southern Poverty 

Law Center (SPLC) spends over $38 million per year. And, as of 2008, the CATO Institute was bringing 

in approximately $25 million per year. Then consider the millions and millions of dollars spent each 

year on federal elections. The candidate running against Sen. Mitch McConnell in the 2014 Kentucky 

Republican Senate primary raised and spent $2.5 million. He got trounced.

Whether the Tenth Amendment Center is able to raise the $60,655 needed to keep our current pace, 

or significant generosity allows us to expand to the levels needed to have an historic impact remains 

to be seen. Either way, TAC will continue to lead the Nullification Movement into 2016, and beyond.

Your support is appreciated.



Tenth Amendment Center
Founded in 2006 as a response to the endless unconstitutional  

overreach of the Bush administration and his partners in the courts 

and Congress, the TAC has grown from a one-person blog into a  

small but dedicated team leading a national movement; one with 

great potential for historical impact.

We cannot succeed with out your help, and the funding to mount principled and effective  

campaigns against unconstitutional “laws,” regulations and mandates. We do not (and will not) accept  

government grants or contracts, nor do we have an endowment or any corporate backing.

”The Tenth Amendment Center has done more than  
anyone in the world to advance the Jeffersonian  

principle of nullification”

— Thomas E. Woods, Jr.

www.tenthamendmentcenter.com

The powers 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.
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