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LIMITS ON CAMPAIGN SPENDING MAY BE
UPHELD UNDER THE “EXACTING SCRUTINY”
STANDARD SET FORTH IN BUCKLEY V. VALEO.

THE MOTIONS PANEL RULING DOES NOT
ESTABLISH THE LAW OF THE CASE ON
APPEAL OF THE MERITS.

ALBUQUERQUE’S LIMIT ON CAMPAIGN
EXPENDITURES IS CLOSELY DRAWN TO
SERVE COMPELLING GOVERNMENTAL
INTERESTS AND SHOULD BE UPHELD BY THIS
COURT.

A.  Albuquerque’s Spending Limit Serves The City’s
Compelling Interest In Deterring Corruption And
The Appearance Of Corruption and Promoting Public
Confidence in Government.
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CONCLUSION

1. Unlimited Spending and Public Confidence
in Government

2. Unlimited Spending and Voter Turnout

3. The Federal Experience With Limited
Contributions and Unlimited Spending

Albuquerque’s Spending Limit Serves the City’s
Compelling Interest in Allowing Candidates And
Officeholders to Spend Less Time Fundraising And
More Time Performing Their Duties as
Representatives and Interacting With Voters.

Albuquerque’s Spending Limit Serves the City’s
Compelling Interest in Promoting an Open and
Robust Public Debate by Encouraging Electoral
Competition.

Albuquerque’s Spending Limit Is Closely Tailored.
1. Albuquerque’s Spending Limit Permits

Effective Campaigns.
2. Albuquerque’s Spending Limit is Closely

40

42
45

50

53

56

56

59

Tailored Because Other Measures Are Inadequate

to Serve the City’s Compelling Interests.
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