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2022 WL 2132194 (Md.Cir.Ct.) (Trial Order)
Circuit Court of Maryland.
Anne Arundel County

Kathryn SZELIGA, et al,
v.
Linda LAMONE, et al, Defendants;
Neil Parrott, et al, Plaintiffs,
v.

Linda Lamone., et al., Defendants.

No. C-02-CV-21-001816.
March 25, 2022.

Menorandum Opinion and Order

Lynne A. Battaglia, Judge.
Introduction

*]1 Partisan gerrymandering refers to the drawing of districting lines to favor the political party in power, and “[p]artisan
gerrymandering claims rest on an instinct that groups with a certain level of political support should enjoy a commensurate level

of political power and influence.” Rucho v. Common Cause, U.S. , , 139 S. Ct. 2484, 2499 (2019).1 Rucho

is pivotal for the discussion of why this trial court and, potentially, the Court of Appeals2 are grappling with the issue of the
constitutionality of the 2021 Congressional map, because the Supreme Court demurred in the case from addressing, on the basis

of the “political question” doctrine, the lawfulness of partisan gerrymandering. /d. at , 2506-07. Chief Justice Roberts,
the author of Rucho, suggested, however, that, “[provisions in state statutes and state constitutions can provide standards and
guidance for state courts to apply.” Id. at , 2507.

1

Gerrymandering based on race is not an issue in this case, so that statutes such as the Voting Rights Act of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-110, 79
Stat. 445 (codified, as amended, at 52 U.S.C. § 10101, et seq.), and cases solely addressing this conundrum are not implicated directly.

A direct appeal to She Court of Appeals is available pursuant to Section 12-203 of the Election Law Article, Maryland Code (2002,
2017 Repl. Vol), which provides:

(a) In general. -- A proceeding under this subtitle shall be conducted in accordance with the Maryland Rules, except that:

(1) the proceeding shall be heard and decided without a jury and as expeditiously as the circumstances require;

(2) on the request of a party or sua sponte, the chief administrative judge of the circuit court may assign the case to a three-judge
panel of circuit court judges; and

(3) an appeal shall be taken directly to the Court of Appeals within 5 days of the date of the decision of the circuit court.

(b) Expedited appeal. -- The Court of Appeals shall give priority to hear and decide an appeal brought under subsection (a)(3) of this
section as expeditiously as the circumstances require,

Background
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Two consolidated cases in issue in the instant ease are constitutional challenges to the Maryland Congressional Districting Plan

enacted in 2021, hereinafter referred to as “the 2021 Plan.” In their Complaint, the 1773 Plaintiffs® allege violations of Section
4 of Article III of the Maryland Constitution, which provides:

The named Plaintiffs in the consolidated action. Case No, C-02-CV-2 3-001773, are Neil Parrott, Ray Serrano, Carol Swigar, Douglas
Raaum, Ronald Shapiro, Deanna Mobley, Glen Glass, Allen Furth, Jeff Warner, Jim Nealis, Dr. Antonio Campbell, and Sallie Taylor;
hereinafter “the 3.773 Plaintiffs.” Standing of all of the Plaintiffs has been conceded by the State.

Each legislative district shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact in form, and of substantially equal population. Due
regard shall be given to natural boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions[,]

MD. CONST. art. Ill, § 4, as well as Article 7 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, which declares:
*2 That the right of the People to participate in the Legislature is the best security of liberty and the foundation of all free
Government; for this purpose, elections ought to be free and frequent; and every citizen having the qualifications prescribed
by the Constitution, ought to have the right of suffrage.

MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 7. The 1816 Plaintiffs* also allege violations of Article 7, but also add Article 24 of the
Declaration of Rights, which provides:

The named Plaintiffs in Case No, C-G2-CV-21-001816 are Katbryn Szeliga, Christopher T. Adams, James Warner, Martin Lewis,
Janet Moye Cornick, Rickey Agyekurn, Maria Isabel Icaza, Luanne Ruddell, and Michelle Kordell; hereinafter “the 1816 Plaintiffs.”
Standing of all of the Plaintiffs has been conceded by the State.

That no man ought to he taken or imprisoned or disseized of his freehold, liberties or privileges, or outlawed, or exiled, or, in
any manner, destroyed, or deprived of his life, liberty or property, but by the judgment of his peers, or by the Law of the land[,]

MD CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 24, as well as Article 40, which declares:
That the liberty of the press ought to be inviolably preserved; that every citizen of the State ought to he allowed to speak,
write and publish his sentiments on all subjects, being responsible for the abuse of that privilegel[,]

MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 40, and Section 7 of Article I of the Maryland Constitution, which provides:
The General Assembly shall pass Laws necessary for the preservation of the purity of Elections.

MD. CONST. art. I, § 7.

Defendants In both actions are Linda H, Lamone, the Maryland State Administrator of Elections; William G. Voelp, the
Chairman of the Maryland State Board of Elections; and the Maryland State Board of Elections, which is identified as the

administrative agency charged with “ensuring] compliance with the requirements of Maryland and federal election laws by all

persons involved in the election process.”5

S About SBE, THE STATE BD. OF ELECTIONS, https://perma.cc/9GUT-X5KM (last visited March 23, 2022).

Case No. C-02-CV-21-001816

On December 23, 2021, the 1816 Plaintiffs filed their Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief. On January 20, 2022, the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (“DCCC”) filed a Motion to Intervene in the matter, along with its proposed
Answer to the Plaintiffs' Complaint. On February 2, 2022, the Defendants filed their Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative,
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for Summary Judgment.6 The Plaintiffs filed their Opposition to the DCCC's Motion to Intervene on February 3, 2022 and
subsequently filed their Opposition to the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, for Summary Judgment, on
February 11, 2022, In the meantime, the Defendants also filed their response to the DCCC's Motion to Intervene, The Court
heard argument on the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss on February 16, 2022 and held the matter sub curia. Simultaneously, the
Court issued its Memorandum Opinion and Order denying the DCCC's Motion to Intervene.

6 It should be noted that the Defendants have asserted that both Case No. C-Q2-CV-21-001816 and Case No. C-02-CV-21-001773 are
non-justifiable “political questions.” The Defendants, however, conceded that should the standards in Article III, Section 4 apply to
Congressional redistricting, the matter is justiciable.

*3 Several days later, on February 22, 2022, the Court issued a Consolidation Order, which consolidated Case No. C-02-
CV-2I-001816 with another similar case, Case No. C-G2-CV-21001773, and identified Case No. C-02-CV-21-001816 as the
“lead” case. On the same day, the Court denied three requests for special admission of out-of-state attorneys on behalf of the
DCCC. On February 23, 2022, the Court ultimately issued its Order disposing of the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss, or in the
Alternative, for Summary Judgment, and dismissed Count II: Violation of Purity of Elections, with prejudice. The counts that
remained included Counts I, III, and IV of the 1816 Complaint, which involved violations of Articles 7 (Free Elections), 24
(Equal Protection), and 40 (Freedom of Speech) of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, respectively. The 1816 Plaintiffs ask
for a declaration that the 2023 Plan is unconstitutional under Articles 7, 24, and 40 of Maryland's Declaration of Rights and
Section 7 of Article I of the Maryland Constitution. Additionally, Plaintiffs seek to permanently enjoin the use of the 2021 Plan
and ask for an order to postpone the filing deadline for candidates to declare their intention to compete in 2022 Congressional
primary elections until a new district map is prepared.

Case No. C-02-CV-21-001773

On December 21, 2021, the 1773 Plaintiffs filed their Complaint for Declaratory and Other Relief Regarding the Redistricting
of Maryland's Congressional Districts. On January 20, 2022, the DCCC filed a Motion to Intervene in the matter, along with its
proposed Motion to Dismiss the Plaintiffs' Complaint. The Plaintiffs filed their Opposition to the DCCC's Motion to Intervene
on February 4, 2022. Subsequently, on February 11, 2022, the Plaintiffs filed their Opposition to the Defendants' Motion to
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, for Summary Judgment, in related Case No. C-02-CV-21-001816. On February 15, 2022, the
DCCC filed its Reply in Support of its Motion to Intervene. Several days later, on February 19, 2022, the Defendants filed a
Motion to Dismiss the Complaint. The Plaintiffs filed their Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss on February 20, 2022. On
February 22, 2022, the Court issued a Consolidation Order (referenced above) and denied the DCCC's Motion to Intervene and
the three requests for special admission of out-of-state attorneys on behalf of the DCCC. A hearing on the Defendants' Motion
to Dismiss took place on February 23, 2022. Under this Court's February 23rd Order, which dismissed Count II of the 1816
Complaint, both counts in the 1773 Complaint remained.

The 1773 Plaintiffs ask for a declaration that the 2021 Plan is unlawful, as well as a permanent injunction against its use
in Congressional elections. Additionally, the 1773 Plaintiffs ask the Court to order a new map be prepared before the 2022
Congressional primaries or, in the alternative, order that an alternative Congressional district map, which was prepared by the

Governor's Maryland Citizens Redistricting Commission,7 be used for the 2022 Congressional elections.

The Maryland Citizens Redistricting Commission was established by Governor Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr., in January of 2021. Exec.
Order No. 01.01.2021.02 (Jan. 12, 2021). The Commission, pursuant to the Order, was tasked with preparing plans for the state's
Congressional districts and its state legislative districts, which would he submitted by the Governor to the General Assembly. /d.
The Commission submitted its Final Report to the Governor in January 2022. Final Report of the Maryland Citizens Redistricting
Commission, MD. CITIZENS REDISTRICTING COMM'N (Jan. 2022), https://perma.cc/UUX55.-6J72.
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The parties submitted proposed findings of fact prior to trial on March 11, 2022. Simultaneously, the 1816 and 1773 Plaintiffs
submitted a Joint Motion in Limine as to exclude portions of testimony from Defendants' experts, Dr. Allan J. Lichtman and
Mr. John T. Willis. During the first day of trial on March 15, 2022, the parties submitted Stipulations of Fact and the Court
admitted the stipulations as Exhibit 1. The Court then placed, on the record, an agreement between the parties about relevant
judicial admissions by the Defendants relative to the Defendants' Answer, On the last day of trial on March 18, 2022, the State
submitted a stipulation that the 2021 Plan did, in fact, pair Congressmen Andy Harris and Congressmen Kweisi Mfume in the

same district - the Seventh Congressional District.?

8 See Stipulation No. 60, infra p. 57,

*4 With respect to the Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine, which raised the issue of a Daubert challenge as well as alleged late
disclosure by the Defendants' experts as to various opinions, the trial judge heard argument during trial and ruled that the
allegations regarding late disclosure were denied. With respect to the Daubert motion regarding the States' expert witnesses, it
was eventually withdrawn by the Plaintiffs on March 18, 2022.

In addition, the Defendants moved to strike three questions asked by the trial judge of Dr. Thomas L. Brunell, after cross
examination and before re-direct and re-cross examination, and the responses thereto. After a hearing in open court on March
18, 2022, the judge denied the motion to strike the three questions of Dr. Brunell and his responses thereto.

The Motion to Dismiss

In evaluating the Constitutional claims posited in Case Nos. C-02-CV-21-001816 and C02-CV-21-001773, the trial court has
been guided in its efforts by the words of Chief Judge Robert M. Bell, when he wrote in 2002, that courts “do not tread
unreservedly into this ‘political thicket’; rather, we proceed in the knowledge that judicial intervention ... is wholly unavoidable.”
In re Legislative Districting of State, 370 Md. 332, 353 (2002). Chief Judge Bell recognized that when the political branches of
government are exercising their duty to prepare a lawful redisricting plan, politics and political decisions will impact the process.
Id. at 354; id. at 321 (“[I]n preparing the redistricting lines ... the process is in part a political one, they may consider countless
other factors, including broad political and narrow partisan ones, and they may pursue a wide range of objectives[.]”). Yet,
the consideration of political objectives “does not necessarily render the process, or the result of the process, unconstitutional;
rather, that will be the result only when the product of the politics or the political considerations runs afoul of constitutional
mandates.” /d. (internal citations omitted).

In considering whether the various counts of the Complaints survived the Motion to Dismiss, the trial court applied the following

standard of review”:

The trial court did not apply the “plausibility” standard articulated in Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007), and
Ashcraft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009), commonly referred to as “the Twombly-Igbal standard,” which may be considered a more
intense standard of review. The State disavowed that it was positing its application.

“Dismissal is proper only if the facts alleged fail to state a cause of action.” A.J. Decoster Co. v. Westinghouse Elec. Corp.,
333 Md. 245, 249 (1994). Under Maryland Rule 2-303(b), a complaint must state those facts “necessary to show the pleader's
entitlement to relief.” In considering a motion to dismiss for failure to state a cause of action pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-322(b)
(2), a trial court must assume the truth of all well-pleaded relevant and material facts in the complaint, as well as all inferences
that reasonably can be drawn therefrom. Stone v. Chicago Title Ins. Co., 330 Md. 329, 333 (1993); Odyniec v. Schneider, 322
Md. 520, 525 (1991). Whether to grant a motion to dismiss “depends solely on the adequacy of the plaintiff's complaint.” Green
v. H&R Block, Inc., 355 Md. 488, 501 (1999).

“[T]n considering the legal sufficiency of [a] complaint to allege a cause of action ... we must assume the truth of ail relevant

and material facts that are well pleaded and all inferences which can be reasonably drawn from those pleadings.” Mere
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conciusory charges that are not factual allegations may not be considered. Moreover, in determining whether a petitioner has
alleged claims upon which relief can be granted, “[t]here is ... a big difference between that which is necessary to prove the
[commission] and that which is necessary merely to allege [its commission][.]”

*5 Lloyd v. Gen. Motors Corp., 397 Md. 108, 121-22 (2007) (quoting Sharrow v. State Farm Mutual Ins. Co., 306 Md. 754,
768, 770 (1986)) (alterations in original).

There are no provisions in the Maryland Constitution explicitly addressing Congressional districting. The only statutes in
Maryland that bear on Congressional redistricting include Section 8-701 through 8-709 of the Election Law Article of the
Maryland Code. Section 8-701 states that Maryland's population count is to be used to create Congressional districts, that the
State of Maryland shall be divided into eight Congressional districts, and that the description of Congressional districts include

certain boundaries and geographic references.'? Sections 8-702 through 8-709 identify the respective counties included within

each of the eight Congressional districts according to the current. Congressional map in effect. "'None of the statutory provisions

includes standards or criteria by which Congressional districting maps must be drawn.!?

10 Section 8-701 of the Election Law Article, Maryland Code (2002, 2017 Repl. Vol.) provides:
(c) Boundaries and geographic references. -- (1) The descriptions of congressional districts in this subtitle include the references
indicated.
(2) (1) The references to:
1. election districts and wards are to the geographical boundaries of the election districts and wards as they existed on April 1, 2020;
and
2. precincts are to the geographical boundaries of the precincts as reviewed and certified by the local boards or their designees, before
they were reported to the U.S. Bureau of the Census as part of the 2020 census redistricting data program and as those precinct lines
are specifically indicated in the P.L., 94-1.71 data or shown on the P.L. 94171 census block maps provided by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census and as reviewed and corrected by the Maryland Department of Planning.
(i) Where precincts are split between congressional districts, census tract and block numbers, as indicated in P.L. 94-171 data or
shown on the P.L. 94-171 census block maps provided by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and referred to in this subtitle, are used to
define the boundaries of congressional districts.

11 MD. CODE ANN., ELEC. LAW §§ 8-703 through 8-709.

12

During the hearing on the State's Motion to Dismiss, the Court asked the parties to provide supplemental briefings regarding the
significance, or not, of two historical laws, which prescribed the application of the “constitution and laws of this state for the election
of delegates to the house of delegates,” to Congressional elections, The first law, enacted in 1788, in relevant part, provided:

And be it enacted, That the election of representatives for this state, to serve in the congress of the United States, shall be made by
the citizens of this state qualified to vote for members of the house of delegates, on the first Wednesday of January nest, at the places
in the city of Annapolis and Baltimore-town, and in the several counties of this state, prescribed by the constitution and laws of this
state for the election of delegates to the house of delegates]|.]

1788 Laws of Maryland, Chapter X, Section III (Vol. 204, p. 318), The second law, enacted in 1843, provided:

Sec. 5. And be it enacted, That the regular election of representatives to Congress from this State, shall be made by the citizens of this
State, qualified to vote for members to the House of delegates, and each citizen entitled as aforesaid, shall vote by ballot on the first
Wednesday in October, in the year eighteen hundred and forty-five, and on the same day in every second year thereafter, at the places
in the city of Baltimore, and in the city of Annapolis, and in the several counties, and Howard District of this State, as prescribed by
the constitution and laws of this State, for the election of members to the house of delegates,

1843 Laws of Maryland, Chapter X VI, Section 5 (Vol. 595, p. 13),

The parties' responses, collectively, indicated that they ascribed little or no significance to the language, which suggested that the first.
Congressional elections in Maryland were conducted via the application of election rules prescribed, in part, in the State Constitution.

*6 In ruling on the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss the Complaints, this Court assumed the truth of all well pleaded relevant
and material facts and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn therefrom and determined that the 1773 Complaint stated a
claim upon which relief can be granted, Article III, Section 4. of the Maryland Constitution does embody standards by which the
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2021 Congressional Plan can be evaluated to determine whether unlawful partisan gerrymandering has occurred. The standards
of Article III, Section 4 are applicable to the evaluation of the 2021 Plan based upon the interpretation of the Section's language,
purpose, and legislative intent.

With respect to the 1773 Complaint and the 1816 Complaint, this Court assumed the truth of all well pleaded relevant and
material facts and all inferences that can reasonably be drawn therefrom and determined that the strictures of Article I1I, Section
4 are, alternatively, applicable to the 2021 Plan because of the free elections clause, MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 7, as well
as with respect to the 1816 Complaint, the equal protection clause, MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 24; each, individually,

provide a nexus to Article III, Section 4 to determine the lawfulness of the 2021 Plan.?

13 The trial court ultimately dismissed with prejudice Section 7 of Article I of the Maryland Constitution. Article 1, Section 7 provides

that, “[t]he General Assembly shah pass Laws necessary for the preservation of the purity of Elections;.” The 1816 Plaintiffs argued
that this provision was violated because the General Assembly failed to pass laws concerning elections that are fair and even-handed,
and that are designed to eliminate corruption, /816 Compl. q 66. The State took the position that Section 7 of Article 1. was not
intended to restrain acts of the General Assembly, but rather, that the provision acted as “an exclusive mandate directed to the General
Assembly to establish the mechanics of administering elections in a. manner that ensures that those who are entitled to vote are able
to do so, free of corruption or fraud,” 1816 Mot. Dismiss at 31.

The term “purity” in the Section is undefined and therefore, ambiguous. No case referring to the Section has defined what purity
means, Cnty. Council for Montgomery Cnty. v. Montgomery Ass'n, Inc., 274 Md. 52 (1975); Anderson v. Baker, 23 Md, 531 (1865)
(concurring opinion); see also Hanrahan v. Alierman, 41 Md. App. 71 (1979); Hennegan v. Geariner, 186 Md. 551 (1946); Smith v.
Higinbothom, 187 Md. 115 (1946); Kenneweg v. Allegany Cnty. Comm'rs, 102 Md. 119 (1905). When asked at oral argument to give
the term a meaning applicable to elections, Counsel for the 1773 Plaintiffs could only say “purity means purity,”

The phrase “purity” of elections was added to the Maryland Constitution of 1864, where the explicit language directed the General
Assembly to preserve the “purity of elections.” MD, CONST. of 1864, art. III, § 41 (directing the General Assembly to “pass laws
for the preservation of the purity of elections by the registration of voters”). The provision focused on voter registration, with the
purpose of excluding ineligible voters from the election process.

The language of what is now Article 1. Section 7, has changed since its enactment in the Maryland Constitution of 1864. Article
III, § 41 of the Constitution of 1864, in whole, directed the General Assembly to “pass laws for the preservation of the purity of
elections by the registration of voters, and by such other means as may he deemed expedient, and to make effective the provisions of
the Constitution disfranchising certain persons, or disqualifying them from holding office.” Article 111, § 41, was renumbered in the
1867 amendment, to Article III, Section 42, which provided, [t]he General Assembly shall pass Laws necessary for the preservation
of the purity of Elections.” MD CONST, of 1867, art. III, § 42. Article III, § 42, was, again, renumbered and amended by Chapter
681, Acts of 1977, ratified Nov. 7, 1978, to Article I, § 7, which now provides, “[t]he General Assembly shall pass Laws necessary
for the preservation of the purity of Elections.” MD. CONST. art. 1, § 7.

Cases interpreting Article I, Section 7, have applied the Section to the registration of voters, Anderson, 23 Md. at 586 (concurring
opinion), improper financial campaigns contributions, Cnty. Council for Montgomery Cnty., 274 Md. at 60-65; see also Higinbothom,
187 Md. at 130 (“The Corrupt Practices Act is a remedial measure and should be liberally construed in the public interest to carry
out its purpose of preserving the purity of elections,”).

From its legislative history, the language of “purity of elections” referred to questions involving the individual candidate and the
individual voter. The only assumption tendered by the 1816 Plaintiffs to support that partisan gerrymandering affected the “purity”
of elections was that such gerrymandering was ipso facto corrupt. That assumption has not been borne out by review of over 200
cases addressing partisan gerrymandering, none of which characterized the practice as “corrupt.”

*7 With respect to the 1816 Complaint, alternatively, this Court assumed the truth of all well pleaded relevant and material
facts and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn therefrom and determined that the Complaint stated a cause of action under
each of the equal protection clause, MD, CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 24, and the free speech clause, MD. CONST. DECL.
OF RTS. art. 40, which subjects the 2021 Plan to strict scrutiny by this Court.

Alternatively, with respect to the 1773 and 1816 Complaints, this Court assumed the truth of ail the well pleaded relevant and
material facts and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn therefrom and determined that both Complaints stated a cause of
action under the entirety of the Maryland Constitution and Declaration of Rights to determine the lawfulness of the 2021 Plan,

App. 037


https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S4&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S4&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S4&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART24&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S4&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975100535&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1865002912&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1979100071&pubNum=0000537&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1946109419&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1946109500&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1946109500&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1905016301&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S41&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S41&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S41&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S41&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART3S42&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1000507&cite=MDCNART1S7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1865002912&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_586&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_586 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1975100535&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_60&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_60 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1946109500&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_130&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_130 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1946109500&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_130&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_130 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART24&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART40&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART40&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 

Case 2023AP001399 Aépgendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 38 of 206
Szeliga v. Lamone, 2022 WL 2132194 (2022)

The Provisions in the Maryland Constitution and Declaration of Rights

In reviewing whether political considerations have run afoul of constitutional mandates in the instant case, we must undertake
the task of constitutional interpretation. “Our task in matters requiring constitutional interpretation is to discern and then give
effect to the intent of the instrument's drafters and the public that adopted it.” State Bd. of Elections v. Snyder ex rel. Snyder,
435 Md. 30, 53 (2013) (citing Fish Mkt. Nominee Corp. V. G.A.A., Inc., 337 Md. 1, 8-9 (1994)). We first look to the natural and
ordinary meaning of the provision's language. /d. If the provision is clear and unambiguous, the Court will not infer the meaning
from sources outside the Constitution itself. /d. “[O]ccasionally we see fit to examine extrinsic sources of legislative intent
merely as a check of our reading of a statute's plain language,” including “archival legislative history.” Phillips v. State, 451
Md. 180, 196-97 (2017), Archival legislative history Includes legislative journals, committee reports, fiscal notes, amendments
accepted or rejected, the text and fate of similar measures presented in earlier sessions, testimony and comments offered to
the committees that considered the bill, and debate on the floor of the two Houses (or the Convention). State v. Phillips, 457
Md. 481, 488 (2018).

The rules of statutory construction are well known, Yet, when applying the rules of statutory construction to the interpretation
of constitutional provisions, the approach is more nuanced. That approach was described in Johns Hopkins Univ. v. Williams,
199 Md. 382 (1952):
[Clourts may consider the mischief at which the provision was aimed, the remedy, the temper and spirit of the people at the
time it was framed, the common usage well known to the people, and the history of the growth or evolution of the particular
provision under consideration. In aid of an inquiry into the true meaning of the language used, weight may also be given to
long continued contemporaneous construction by officials charged with the administration of the government, and especially
by the Legislature.

1d. at 386-87.

To construe a constitution, “a constitution is to be interpreted by the spirit which vivifies, and not by the letter which killeth.”
Snyder ex rel. Snyder, 435 Md. at 55 (quoting Bernstein v. State, 422 Md. 36, 56 (2011)). Similarly, we do not read the constitution
as a series of independent parts; rather, constitutional provisions are construed as part of the constitution as a whole. /d. Further,
if a constitutional provision has been amended, the amendments “bear on the proper construction of the provision as it currently
exists,” and in such a situation, ‘the intent of the amenders ... may become paramount.” Norino Properties, LLC v. Balsamo,
253 Md. App. 226, (2021) (quoting Phillips, 457 Md. at 489). We keep in mind that the courts shall construe a constitutional
provision in such a manner that accomplishes in our modern society the purpose for which the provisions were adopted by the
drafter, and in doing so, the provisions “will be given a meaning which will permit the application of those principles to changes
in the economic, social, and political life of the people, which the framers did not and could not foresee.” Bernstein v. State,
422 Md. 36, 57 (2011) (quoting Johns Hopkins Univ., 199 Md, at 386).

*8 We recognize that “a legislative districting plan is entitled to a presumption of validity” but “that the presumption “may
be overcome when compelling evidence demonstrates that the plan has subordinated mandatory constitutional requirements
to substantial improper alternative considerations.”” In re Legislative Districting of State, 370 Md. at 373 (quoting Legislative
Redisricting Cases, 331 Md. 574, 614 (1993)).

Article 111, Section 4 of the Maryland Constitution

Article 111, Section 4 of the Maryland Constitution provides:
Each legislative district shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact in form, and of substantially equal population. Due
regard shall be given to natural boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.
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MD. CONST. art, I1I, § 4. The 1773 Plaintiffs assert a direct claim under Article III, Section 4, of the Maryland Constitution and
urge that the plain meaning of the term “legislative district” corresponds to any legislative district in the State, which must, be
subject to the standards of adjoining territory, compactness, and equal population with due regard given to natural boundaries of
political subdivisions. The 1773 Plaintiffs allege the new Congressional districts under the 2021 Plan violate the requirements

of Article III, Section 4. 1773 Compl. 9 93- 97.14

14 The 1816 Plaintiffs do not assert a claim under Article III, Section 4, of the Maryland Constitution. /816 Opp'n Mot. Dismiss at 10 n.3.

Defendants claim that the text of Article III, Section 4, is limited to State legislative districting because the term “legislative
districts” refers “unambiguously to State legislative districts” whenever it appears in other provisions of the Constitution, and
that when Congress is referred to the “c” is capitalized. 1773 Defs.' Mot. Dismiss at 2. The Defendants argue that although a
1967 constitutional convention proposed a draft that included Constitutional standards for both state districts and Congressional
districting, the voters rejected the draft and that the General Assembly drew the current Article III, Section 4 without reference to
Congressional redistricting to enable the 1969 amendments to the Constitution to be adopted. /816 Defs.' Mot. Dismiss at 19-22.

The term “legislative district” is the gravamen of analysis. There is no definition of the terra “legislative district” in the Maryland
Constitution or Declaration of Rights. Absent a definition, in light of the differing ways the term could be applied, i.e., as State

legislative districts and/or Congressional districts, the language is ambiguous.]5

15

The State has posited the importance of the exclusion of the word “Congress” in Article I1I, Section 4 to specifically include reference
to Congressional districts. Neither the word Congress nor State, Genera! Assembly, Senate, or House of Delegates appears in Article
II1, Section 4, unlike other Constitutional provisions or importantly, in Section 4 itself. See. e.g., MD. CONST, art. I, § 6 (using the
term “Congress”); art. III, § 10 (using the term “Congress”); art. IV, § 5 (using the term “Congress”); art. XI-A, § 1 (using the term
“congressional election”); art, XVII, § 1 (using the term “congressional elections™); art. II1l, § 3 (using the terms “State,” “Senate”
and “House of Delegates”); art. II1, § 5 (using the terms “State,” “General Assembly,” “Senate,” and “House of Delegates™); art. 111,
§ 6 (using the terms “General Assembly” and “delegate”); art. III, § 13(b) (using the terms “Legislative” and “Delegate district”);
and art. XIV, § 2 (using the terms “General Assembly,” and “Legislative District of the City of Baltimore™).

*9 The “compactness” requirement was added to then extant Article III, Section 4, by the General Assembly in 1969 and
ratified by the voters in 1970 (the “1970 Amendment”), as part of a series of amendments to the entirety of Article I11. See 1969
Md. Laws ch. 785, ratified Nov. 3, 1970 (proposing the repeal of MD. CONST., art. 111, §§ 2, 4, 5, and 6, and replacement with
new §§ 2 through 6). Its framers recognized that “compactness requirement in state constitutions is intended to prevent political
gerrymandering.” Matter of Legislative Districting of State (1984 Legislative Districting”’), 299 Md. 658, 687 (1984). Prior
to this amendment, Article III, Section 4 required districts to be “as near as may be, of equal population” and “always consist
of contiguous territory,” and only applied to the “existing Legislative Districts of the City of Baltimore.” MD. CONST, art.

1L, § 4 (1969).'6

16

Prior to 1966, Baltimore City was the only jurisdiction in the State in which Delegates were elected to represent discreet legislative
districts; Delegates representing other counties were elected by the voters of those counties at large. See MD. CONST. art. III, § 5
(1965) (“The members of the House of Delegates shall be elected by the qualified voters of the Counties, and the Legislative Districts
of Baltimore City, respectively ....”); 1965 Md. Laws special session, chs. 2, 3 (requiring the first time that counties allocated more
than eight delegates be divided into districts). The “contiguity” or “equal population” requirements of the early Article III, § 4, did
not apply to any “legislative district” outside of Baltimore City.

The present complete version of Article III, Section 4 was enacted in 1972 and ratified by the voters on November 7, 1972.
In enacting the present version in 1972, the General Assembly “is presumed to have full knowledge of prior and existing law
on the subject of a statute it passes.” Id.,; see also Bowers v. State, 283 Md. 115, 127 (1978) (“[T]he Legislature is presumed
to have had full knowledge and information as to prior and existing law on the subject of a statute it has enacted.”); Harden v.
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Mass Transit Admin., 277 Md. 399, 406-07 (1976) (“The General Assembly is presumed to have had, and acted with respect
to, full knowledge and information as to prior and existing law and legislation on the subject of the statute and the policy of the

prior law.”).17 With respect to this knowledge, it is clear that they were aware of Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962), involving

state legislative districts,18 as well as Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964), a Congressional districting case.!”

17

The State agreed during oral argument on the Motion to Dismiss that cases of the Supreme Court in the 1960s regarding redistricting
informed the adoption of the present version of Article III, Section 4:

THE COURT: In doing research on Article III, Section 4, of the Maryland Constitution, it has come to the Court's attention that one
of the reasons for enacting this provision was the Legislature's knowledge--which we presume---of the Supreme Court's cases. That
is my understanding, is it yours?

MR. TRENTO, ON BEHALF OF THE STATE: Yes, Your Honor, the Supreme Court's cases were in the front and center of the
minds of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, In that Convention, the sweep of amendments to Article I1I, Sections 3 through 6, were
expressly undertaken to address the Supreme Court jurisprudence from the 1960s.

Mot. Dismiss Hearing, 02/23/2022. In the 1967 Constitutional Convention, the Supreme Court cases referencing legislative
redistricting were prominent. The delegates in the Proceedings and the Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention referenced
prior Supreme Court jurisprudence on numerous occasions: Proceedings and Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, 104
MD. STAVE ARCHIVES, Vol. 1, Debates 412, 3255: 104 MD. STATE ARCHIVES 2267, 10853. During the 1967 Constitutional
Convention, Delegate John W. White, in response to a question regarding his intent regarding a provision stated:

DELEGATE WHITE: What I am trying to do is to have all of Maryland line up with the position of the Supreme Court of the United
States, which has said that one person should have one vote.

Proceedings and Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, 104 MD. STATE ARCHIVES 7879, https://perma.cc/JG3T-KV3J
(last visited March 23, 2022). During the Proceedings and Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, the delegates proposed

constitutional amendments regarding Congressional districting, however, the amendments failed subsequent enactment and were,
ultimately, not included in the adopted 1970 and 1972 versions of Article III, Section 4.

18 Proceedings and Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, 104 MD. STATE ARCHIVES, Vol. 1, Debates 412, 499.

19 Proceedings and Debates of the 1967 Constitutional Convention, 104 MD. STATE ARCHIVES 10863-64.

*10 With reference to Supreme Court jurisprudence that is the context of the 1967 to 1972 Amendments to Article I1I, Section
4, one early case--Baker v. Carr--involved the apportionment of the Tennessee legislature. The federal district court dismissed
the complaint in apparent reliance on the legal process theory of political justifiability, but the Supreme Court reversed. Baker
v. Carr, 179 F. Supp. 824, 828 (M.D. Tenn. 1959), rev'd, 369 U.S. 186 (1962). Importantly, the Supreme Court's decision only
dealt with procedural issues: jurisdiction, standing, and justifiability. Baker, 369 U.S. at 198-237. It held by a 6-2 vote that the
court had jurisdiction, plaintiffs had standing, and the challenge to apportionment did not present a nonjustifiable “political
question.” Id. at 204, 206, 209.

The Supreme Court, thereafter, confronted the apportionment of Congressional districts in Wesberry v. Sanders in 1964 and
held that Congressional apportionment cases were justifiable, noting that there is nothing providing “support to a construction
that would immunize state congressional apportionment laws which debase a citizen's right to vote from the power of courts to
protect the constitutional rights of individuals from legislative destruction.” 376 U.S. at 6-7. The Court ultimately applied the
“one-person, one-vote” rule to apportionment of Congressional districts, explaining that “the [Constitutional] command that
representatives be chosen, by people of the several states means that as nearly as practicable one man's vote in a Congressional
election is to be worth as much as another's.” /d. at 7-8. The Court believed that “a vote worth more in one district that in another
would ran ... counter to our fundamental ideas of democratic government.” Id. at 8. The opinion rested on the interpretation of
the Elections Clause in Article I, Section 4 of the Constitution. Id. at 6-7.

On April 7, 1969, another Congressional districting case was decided. In Kirkpatrick v. Preisler, 394 U.S. 526 (1969), a

decision involving Congressional districting in Missouri, the Supreme Court held that the “as nearly as practicable” standard
“requires that the State make a good-faith effort to achieve precise mathematical equality. Unless population variances among
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congressional districts are shown to have resulted despite such effort, the State must justify each variance, no matter how small.”
Kirkpatrick, 394 U.S. at 530-31.

The context, therefore, of the 1967 through 1972 amending process of Article III, Section 4, was the Supreme Court cases in
which state legislative districts, but also Congressional districts, were decided.

The State posits, however, that the Legislature really intended on omitting Congressional districts in the later versions of Article
III, Section 4 enacted in 1969 and 1972 because an earlier version, from 1967 of Section 4 included a specific reference to
Congressional districts, see PROPOSED CONST. OF 1967-68, §§ 3.05, 3.07, 3.08, 605 MD. STATE ARCHIVES 9-10, and
another section that had a specific reference to the State, see PROPOSED CONST. of 1967-68, § 3,04, 605 MD. STATE
ARCHIVES 9. The failed passage of the earlier draft. Constitution, which included these phrases, however, does not have any
bearing on the analysis of what the Legislature intended in adopting the 1970 or 1972 versions of Article I1I, Section 4, because
“[f]ailed efforts to amend a proposed bill, however, are not conclusive proof usually of legislative will .... This is because there
can be a myriad of reasons that could explain the Legislature's decision not to incorporate a proposed amendment.” Antonio v.
SSA Sec, Inc., 442 Md. 67 87 (2015). Most importantly, “[i]f the framers desired” to exclude Congressional redistricting from

Atticle III, Section 4, “they knew how to do so.” Schisler v. State, 394 Md. 519, 594-95 (2006).2°

20

Interestingly, the early language in a bill introduced in 1972 included the words Senators and Delegates to alter Article III, Section 4:
Each legislative district shall consist of adjoining territory and shall be compact in form. The ratio of the number of Senators to
population shall be substantially the same in each legislative district; the ratio of the number of Delegates to population shall be
substantially the same in each legislative district. Nothing herein shall be construed to require the election of only one Delegate from
each legislative district.

Amendments to Maryland Constitutions, 380 MD. STATE ARCHIVES, 489. The final adopted version contained no mention of. nor
reference to, “Senator” or “Delegate.”

*11 The Legislature, keenly aware of its ability to restrict or expand the application of Article III, Section 4, chose not to
explicitly exclude Congressional districts from the purview of Article III, Section 4, nor just reference State legislative districts,
As a result, “legislative districts” includes Congressional districts. A claim, thus, has been stated under Article I1I, Section 4.

Nexus Between Articles 7 and 24 of the Declaration of Rights and Article 111, Section 4 of the Constitution

The standards of Article III, Section 4 are also applicable on an alternate basis, to evaluate the constitutionality of the 2021 Plan
because the Free Elections Clause, Article 7 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, which has been alleged in the 1773 and
1816 Complaints, as well as the Equal Protection Clause, Article 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, as averred in the

1816 Complaint, each implicate the use of the Section 4 criteria. Assuming either clause is applicable,21 its application to the
lawfulness of the 2021 Plan can only be made manifest by use of the standards in Article 111, Section 4.

21 The applicability of the Free Elections Clause and the Equal Protection Clause will be addressed separately, infira.

The methodology of drawing a nexus between a “standards” clause and its facilitating constitutional provision is exactly what
Judge John C. Eldridge, writing on behalf of the Court, did in Md. Green Party v. Md. Bd. of Elections, 311 Md. 127 (2003),

between the Free Elections Clause and Section 1 of Article 1 of the Constitution>> as well as the Equal Protection Clause and

Section 2 of Article I of the Cons‘titution.23

22 Article I, Section 1 of the Maryland Constitution, provides:

All elections shall be by ballot. Every citizen of the United States, of the age of 18 years or upwards, who is a resident of the State as
of the time for the closing of registration next preceding the election, shall be entitled to vote in the ward or election district in which
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he resides at all elections to be held in this State. A person once entitled to vote in any election district, shall be entitled to vote there
until he shall have acquired a residence in another election district or ward in Shis State,

23 Article I, Section 2 of the Maryland Constitution, provides:

Except as provided in Section 2A of this Article, the General Assembly shall provide by law for a uniform Registration of the names
of all the voters in this State, who possess the qualifications prescribed in this Article, which Registration shall be conclusive evidence
to the Judges of Election of the right of every person, thus registered, to vote at any election thereafter held in this State; but no person
shall vote, at any election, Federal or State, hereafter to be held in this State, or at any municipal election in the City of Baltimore,
unless the person's name appears in the list of registered voters; the names of all persons shall be added to the list of qualified voters
by the officers of Registration, who have the qualifications prescribed in the first section of this Article, and who are not disqualified
under the provisions of the second and third sections thereof.

Green Party Involved the constitutional validity of various provisions of the Election Code which governed the method by
which a party, other than a “principal political party,” could nominate a candidate for a Congressional seat. /d. at 140, The
Green Party, however, had been notified that the name of its candidate could not be placed on the ballot because the Board of
Elections was unable to verify a number of signatures on the nominating petition and, as a result, the petition contained less
than the number required to vote. /d. at 137. The Board posited a number of reasons for denying the adequacy of the number of
signatures, but the seminal reason addressed in the opinion was that many of the petition signatures were those who appeared
on an inactive voter registry, which did not qualify them to sign a petition as a “registered voter” pursuant to Section 1-101(gg)
of the Election Code.

*12 In addressing whether the Free Elections Clause was violated by the provision regarding an inactive voter registry, Judge
Eidridge applied the standards in Article I, Section 2 of the Constitution, which, he explained, “contemplates a single registry
for a particular area, containing the names of a// qualified voters[.]” Id. at 142. (italics in original). Remarking that the statute
created a class of “second class” citizens comprised of inactive voters, Judge Eidridge determined that Article 7 had been
violated. Id. at 150, In so doing, his determination was premised on a line of cases in which adherence with the strictures of
the Free Elections Clause was informed by standards set forth in Constitutional Clauses. /d. at 144 (citing Gisriel v. Ocean City
Bd. of Supervisors of Elections, 345 Md. 477 (1997) (rejecting provision in an Ocean City Charter that failure to vote in two
previous elections rendered a person unqualified to vote in municipal elections, based on Sections 1 and 4 of Article of the
Constitution and Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights); State Admin. Bd. of Election Laws v. Bd. of Supervisors of Balt. City,
342 Md. 586 (1996) (holding that “having voted frequently in the past is not a qualification for voting,” under Article I, Section
1 of the Constitution and Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights); Jackson v. Morris, 173 Md. 579 (1937) (recognizing nexus
between the Free Elections Clause and the mandate in Section 1. of Article I of the Constitution, that “clections shall be by
ballot”)). Judge Eldridge also utilized the standards in Section 1 of Article I to determine that a registry of inactive voters was

“flatly inconsistent” with Article 24 of the Declaration of Rights, the Equal Protection Clause.”* Id. at 150.

24 As discussed, infra, Judge Eidridge also utilized the Equal Protection Clause, Article 24, to evaluate whether the requirement that the

Green Party, as a non-principle party, was constitutionally required to submit not-only 10,000 signatures on a petition to be recognized
as a political party and then provide a second petition to nominate its candidate.

It is clear, then, that our Free Elections Clause, as well as the Equal Protection Clause implicate the use of standards contained
in the Constitution in order to determine a violation of each. So is the case in their application in the instant ease, in which

implementation of their provisions can be determined in reference to Article III, Section 4.2

25

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, in League of Women Voters of Pa. v. Commonwealth, 645 Pa. 1 (2018), utilized a framework
similar to that implemented in Md. Green Party v. Md. Bd. of Elections, 377 Md. 127 (2003), when it looked to standards delineated
in Article 2, Section 16 of its Constitution - defining criteria to be used in drawing state legislative districts -- in order to measure
Congressional District Plan, which had been enacted by its Legislature, complied with the Free Elections Clause contained in
Pennsylvania's Declaration of Rights.
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Article 7 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights

Article 7 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, entitled “Elections to be free and frequent; right of suffrage,” provides:
That the right of the People to participate in the Legislature is the best security of liberty and the foundation of all free
Government; for this purpose, elections ought to he free and frequent; and every citizen having the qualifications prescribed
by the Constitution, ought to have the right of suffrage.

The 1816 Plaintiffs assert that the 2021 Plan violates the Free Elections Clause in several ways, including that the 2021 Plan
“unlawfully seeks to predetermine outcomes in Maryland's congressional districts.” They also allege that the 2021 Plan violates
Article 7, because it is not based upon “well-established traditions in Maryland for forming congressional districts[,]” including
compactness, adjoining territory, and respect for natural and political boundaries. They specifically allege that the boundary of
the First Congressional District, which they aver is the only district in which a Republican is the incumbent, was redrawn “to
make even that district a likely Democratic seat,” As a result, they allege that “the citizens of Maryland, including Plaintiffs,
with a right to an equally effective power to select the congressional representative of their choice,” have been deprived of
their right to elections, which are “free.” They contend that Article 7 “prohibits the State from rigging elections in favor of one
political party[.]” and conclude that, “any election that is poisoned by political gerrymandering and the intentional dilution of
votes on a partisan basis is not free,”

*13 The 1773 Plaintiffs assert that the 2021 Plan “subordinate[s]” the requirement, under Article 7 of the Declaration of
Rights, that elections be “free and frequent” to “improper considerations,” namely the manipulation of Congressional district
boundaries so that they will be unable “to cast a meaningful and effective vote for the candidates they prefer.” Additionally, these
Plaintiffs allege that Congressional district boundaries that are not based on criteria, such as compactness and the minimization
of crossing political boundaries, result in elections that are inherently not “free” and, therefore, violate Article 7.

The State, conversely, argued that the 2021 Congressional Plan does not violate the Free Elections Clause of Article 7, because
that Section applies only to state elections. The State observes that the capitalization of “I,” in “Legislature,” is a direct, reference
to the General Assembly. Additionally, the State asserts that the legislative history of Article 7, particularly surrounding debates
regarding the frequency of elections, indicates that the Free Elections Clause could not apply to federal elections, “for which
the State is powerless to control the frequency.”

With respect to the use of a capital “L” in “Legislature,” in the Free Elections Clause, as reflecting only a reference to the state
legislature, the State's contention is belied by its own language. Article 7, as it was originally adopted in 1776, was meant to
secure a right of participation:
That the right of the People to participate in the Legislature is the best security of liberty and the foundation of ail free
Government; for this purpose, elections ought to be free and frequent; and every citizen having the qualifications prescribed
by the Constitution, ought to have the right of suffrage.

The language of Article 7 enunciated a foundational right to vote for the only entity for which the citizens of Maryland in 1776
had a participatory ability to elect through voting, the Legislature. The reference to “Legislature,” then, refers to the only entity
for which there was any accountability through suffrage.

The purpose of the Free Elections Clause relative to partisanship, as alleged in the complaints, heretofore has not been the subject
of judicial scrutiny. During the Constitutional Convention of 1864, however, proposals to amend Article I of the Constitution,
to create a registry of voters whereby voters would be required to pledge a loyalty oath as a prerequisite to voting were hotly
debated and the effect of “partisan oppression” on free elections was explored. Proponents of the amendments sought to exclude
supporters of the Confederacy, who, by the terms of the oath, would be disqualified from voting. Proceedings and Debates of
the 1864 Constitutional Convention, Volume 1 at 1332, Those opposed to the loyalty oath argued that it would be counter to
the purpose of “free elections.” Id. at 1332. One delegate noted that the loyalty oath presupposed that,
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there are now in the State of Maryland enjoying the right of suffrage under the present constitution, ten distinct classes of
persons who deserve to be disfranchised from hereafter exercising that right. They are to be under a government by others,
in which they are to have no voice, in which they are not to be allowed to participate in any shape or form.

1d. In the same debate, another delegate, Mr. Fendall Marbury, decried the imposition of a loyalty oath as a means of oppression,

in contravention to the right to participate in free elections:
The right of free election lies at the very foundation of republican government, It is the very essence of the constitution, To
violate that right, and much more to transfer it to any other set of men, is a step leading immediately to the dissolution of
ail government. The people of Maryland have always in times past, guarded with more than vestal care this fundamental
principle of self-government, By constitutional provisions and legislative enactments, they have sought to provide against,
every conceivable effort that might be made to suppress the voice of the people. They have spurned the idea of excluding any
one on account of his religious or political opinions. Is it not unwise and impolitic to depart from this established policy of
the State, by introducing words into our constitution which are calculated to revive and foster that spirit of crimination and
recrimination already existing to an alarming extent between parties in this State? The word loyal has come to be, of late,
a word susceptible of such various construction, and has so often been prostituted by the minions of power, to accomplish
partisan ends. That to incorporate it into the constitution would be nothing more nor less than creating an engine of oppression,
to be used by whatever party might hold for a time the reins of power.

99 <

*14 Id. at 1334. Thus, inhibiting the creation of an “engine of oppression” “to accomplish party ends” by “whatever party

might hold for a time the reins of power” to “suppress the voice of the people” was a purpose of the Free Elections Clause.

Our jurisprudence in Maryland indicates that the Free Elections Clause has been broadly interpreted to apply to legislation that
infringes upon the right of political participation by citizens of the State. In Jackson v. Norris, 173 Md. 579 (1937). the Court
of Appeals considered whether automated voting machines, which used ballots that restricted the choice of voters to candidates
whose names were printed on the ballot, violated the Free Elections Clause, In resolving the applicability of the Free Elections
Clause, the Court explained that legislative acts that were “a material impairment of an elector's right to vote[,]” were to be
deemed unconstitutional. /d. at 585. The Court held that the ballots were violative of the Free Elections Clause, because they
constrained the ability of voters to cast their vote for the candidate of their choice and. by extension infringed upon voters' right
to participate in free elections. /d. at 603.

The pivotal goal of the Free Elections Clause, to protect the right of political participation in Congressional elections, was
emphasized in Green Party, 377 Md. at 127, which concerned an attempt by the Green Party to get a candidate on the ballot
for election to Congress, in the state's first congressional district, as discussed, supra. In that case, Article 7 was held to protect
the right of all qualified voters within the state to sign nominating petitions in support of minor party candidates for office,
regardless of whether they had been classified as “inactive voters.” In this regard, the decision in Green Party recognized that,
the Free Elections Clause afforded a greater protection of the citizens of Maryland in a Congressional election context, than is
provided under the Federal Constitution, in the First, Fifth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendments, which also had been alleged

in the Complaint. Green Party, 377 Md. at 150.2°

26

In interpreting similar phraseology that “Elections shall be free and equal,” the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, in League of Women
Voters of Pa., determined that the state's Free Elections Clause required that “each and every Pennsylvania voter must have the same
free and equal opportunity to select his or her representatives.” 645 Pa. at 317. The Court concluded that, in order to comply with the
strictures of the Free Elections Clause, Congressional district maps be drawn in order to “provide[] the people of this Commonwealth
an equally effective power to select the representative of his or her choice, and bars the dilution of the people's power to do so.” Id.

Clearly, the 1773 and 1816 Complaints, with respect to Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights, the Free Elections Clause, have
stated a cause of action and survive the Motion to Dismiss, assuming the truth of all well-pleaded relevant and material facts
and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn therefrom.

App. 044


https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1938115973&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1938115973&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_585&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_585 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1938115973&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_603&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_603 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2003523035&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_127&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_127 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2003523035&pubNum=0000536&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_536_150&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation)#co_pp_sp_536_150 
https://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=L&pubNum=1004285&cite=MDCNDECLOFRIGHTSART7&originatingDoc=I4d533990ec8811ecbaf0856f5082f77b&refType=LQ&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.UserEnteredCitation) 

Case 2023AP001399 Aépgendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 45 of 206
Szeliga v. Lamone, 2022 WL 2132194 (2022)

Article 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, Equal Protection

Article 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, entitled “Due process,” provides:
*15 That no man ought to be taken or imprisoned or dieselized of his freehold, liberties or privileges, or outlawed, or exiled,
or, in any manner, destroyed, or deprived of his life, liberty or property, but by the judgment of his peers, or by the Law
of the land.

Although Article 24 does not contain language of “equal protection,” the Court of Appeals has long held that “equal protection”
is embodied in it: “we deem it settled that this concept of equal treatment is embodied in the due process requirement of Article
24 of the Declaration of Rights. Att'y Gen. of Md. v. Waidron, 289 Md. 683 (1981); Bd. of Supervisors of Elections of Prince
George's Cray. v. Goodseil, 284 Md. 279,293 n.7 (1979) (“[W]e have regularly proceeded upon the assumption that the principle
of equal protection of the laws is included in Art. [24] of the Declaration of Rights.”).

The 1816 Plaintiffs assert that, the 2021 Plan violates Article 24 by unconstitutionally discriminating against Republican voters,
including Plaintiffs, and infringing on their fundamental right to vote. Specifically, these Plaintiffs assert that the 2021 Plan
intentionally discriminates against Plaintiffs by diluting the weight of their votes based on party affiliation and depriving them
of the opportunity for full and effective participation in the election of their Congressional representatives. These Plaintiffs add
that the 2021 Plan unconstitutionally degrades Plaintiffs' influence on the political process and infringes on their fundamental
right to have their votes count fully. The State, in response, asserts that the Plaintiffs have offered no basis for an interpretation
broader than that by the Supreme Court of the Fourteenth Amendment in Rucho, The State posits, though, that the scope of
equal protection in Maryland is the same as that which is embodied in the federal constitution in the Fourteenth Amendment.

The essence of equal protection is that “all persons who are in like circumstances are treated the same under the laws.” Hornbeck
v. Somerset Cnty, Bd. of Educ, 295 Md. 597, 640 (1983), The treatment of similarly situated people under the law, clearly,
cannot he denied in Maryland, in derogation of the Fourteenth Amendment; it also is clear that Maryland can afford greater
protection to its citizens under Article 24 of the Declaration of Rights. In this regard, we need only look at various cases of the
Court of Appeals in which the Court was clear that Article 24 and the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
are “independent and capable of divergent application.” Waldron, 289 Md. at 704; see also Md. Aggregates Ass'n, Inc. v.
State, 337 Md. 658, 671 n.8 (1995) (explaining the relationship between applications of equal protection guarantees under the
Fourteenth Amendment and Article 24 of the Declaration of Rights); Verzi v. Balt. Cnty., 333 Md. 411, 417 (1994) (stating
that ““a discriminatory classification may be an unconstitutional breach of the equal protection doctrine under the authority
of Article 24 alone.”” (quoting Waldron, 289 Md. at 715)); Hornbeck, 295 Md. at 640 (stating that “the two provisions are
independent of one another, and a violation of one is not necessarily a violation of the other,”).

Notably, in In re 2012 Legislative Districting, 436 Md. 121 (2013), Chief Judge M. Bell, writing for the Court of Appeals,
assumed that Article 24 could embody a greater right than is afforded under the Fourteenth Amendment when he said: “The
potential violation of Article 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights is not discussed at length in this case because the
petitioners do not assert any greater right under Article 24 than is accorded under both the Federal right and the population
equality provision of Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution.” Id. at 159 n.25.

*16 The State, however, during argument regarding the Motion to Dismiss, attempted to distinguish what the Court of Appeals
said in Footnote 25 in the 2012 redistricting case, by urging that the pivotal quote was addressing only a racial gerrymandering
issue, rather than partisan gerrymandering. It is notable, however, that in deriving the notion that Article 24 could embody a
greater breadth of protection than is afforded by the Fourteenth Amendment, the Court of Appeals cited to Md. Aggregates
Ass'n, supra, (quoting Murphy v. Edmonds, 325 Md. 342, 354-55 (1992)), neither of which involved any racial differentiation.

Obviously, it cannot be lost to anyone that Article 24 was assumed to be applicable in a redistricting context in the 2012
redistricting case. /d. Article 24, moreover, has also been applied in various election and voting right contexts prior to 2012.
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See Nader for President 2004 v. Md. State Bd. of Elections, 399 Md. 681, 686 (2007) (Presidential elections); DuBois v. City of
College Part 286 Md. 677 (1980) (election for City Council); Goodsell, 284 Md. at 281 (election for County Executive).

Moreover, in Green Party, which is of particular significance to the instant case, Judge John C, Eldridge, writing for the Court,
addressed whether a statutory scheme comported with equal protection under Article 24 and analyzed the issue using two
distinct approaches, both of which are applicable in the instant case.

In 2000, the Maryland Green Party sought to place its candidate on the ballot for the U.S. House of Representatives seat in
Maryland's first congressional district. Green Party, 377 Md. at 136. The Green Party needed initially to be recognized as a
political party within the state, which, pursuant to Section 4-102 of the Election Code, required it to submit a petition to the
State Board of Elections that included “the signatures of at least 10,000 registered voters who are eligible to vote in the State as
of the 1st day of the month in which the petition is submitted,” /d. at 135--36. In August of 2000, the Green Party's petition was
accepted, and it became “a statutorily-recognized ‘political party[.]”” Id. at 135 n.3 (quoting Section 1-101(aa) of the Election
Code).

In order to nominate a candidate, however, the Green Party was then required to submit a second petition to the Board of
Elections, which, pursuant to Section 5--703(e) of the Election Code, was to be accompanied by signatures of “not less 1% of
the total number of registered voters who are eligible to vote for the office for which the nomination by petition is sought[.]”
Id. at 137 n.6. “On August 7, 2000, the [Green Party] submitted a timely nominating petition containing 4,214 signatures of
voters purporting to be registered in Maryland's first congressional district,” id. at 137, but the petition was rejected by the
Board of Elections. Alleging that “it could verify only 3,081 valid signatures, fewer than the 3,411 required by Maryland's
1% nomination petition requirement,” the Board reasoned that “many signatures were ‘inactive’ voters” and ineligible to sign
nominating petitions. /d. The basis for the Board's rationale was that, under the provisions of Section 3-504 of Election Code,
if a sample ballot, which “the local boards customarily mail out ... to registered voters prior to an election[,]” were “returned by
the postal service” and the voter then “fail[ed] to respond to [a] confirmation notice,” the voter's name would be placed on “the
‘inactive voter’ registration list.” Id. at 147. Persons on the inactive voter list, pursuant to Sections 3--504(f)(4) of the Election
Code, would “not be counted as part of the registry [of voters],” and under Section 3-504(f)(5), their signatures were not to “be
counted ... for official administrative purposes as petition signature verification[.]” /d. at 150.

*17 In addressing the constitutionality of Section 3-504 of the Election Code, which established an inactive voter registry,
which essentially disenfranchised voters, Judge Eldridge applied the standards of Section 2 of Article I of the Constitution,
which required:

Except as provided in Section 2A of this Article, the General Assembly shall provide by law for a uniform Registration of
the names of all the voters in this State, who possess the qualifications prescribed in this Article, which Registration shall be
conclusive evidence to the Judges of Election of the right of every person, thus registered, to vote at any election thereafter
held -in this State; but no person shall vote, at any election, Federal or State, hereafter to be held in this State, or at. any
municipal election in the City of Baltimore, unless the person's name appears in the list of registered voters; the names of all
persons shall be added to the list of qualified voters by the officers of Registration, who have the qualifications prescribed in
the first section of this Article, and who are not disqualified under the provisions of the second and third sections thereof.

In applying the standards of Section 2, Judge Eidridge declared Section 3-504 of the Election Code unconstitutional, because
that Section “create[d] a group of ‘second-class citizens' comprised of persons who are ‘inactive’ voters and thus not eligible
to sign petitions[,]” and was “flatly inconsistent with Article 24 of the Declaration of Rights. /d. at 150. In explaining how
the inactive voter list failed to comport with the Constitutional standards, Judge Eidridge explained that Section 2 of Article I,
which instructs the General Assembly to create a uniform registry of voters,
contemplates a single registry for a particular area containing the names of ail qualified voters, leaving the General Assembly
no discretion to decide who may or may not be listed therein, no discretion to create a second registry for inactive voters, and
no authority to decree that an “inactive” voter is not a “registered voter” with the rights of a registered voter.
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Id. at 143. A nexus between the Equal Protection Clause and a standards clause, therefore, was established.

Judge Eldridge, thereafter, explored another methodology to apply equal protection to evaluate Green Party's claim that the
required submission of two petitions in order to nominate its candidate violated Article 24, because it treated principal political
parties differently from minor political parties. /d. at 159. The Green Party had argued that “once a group has submitted the
required 10,000 signatures to receive official recognition as a political party ,... no further showing of support, should be
necessary for the name of a minor political party's candidate to be on the ballot.” /d. at 153. The Board of Elections countered
that the second petition was necessary to ensure that a minor part}' had “a significant modicum of public support,” in order to
prevent “frivolous” candidates from appearing on ballots. /d. at 153-54.

In addressing the question, Judge Eldridge approached the issue through the strict scrutiny lens and required the State to present
a compelling interest. In so doing, he determined that the requirement that the Green Party submit one petition to form a political
party and then a second petition to nominate a candidate, “discriminates against minor political parties in violation of the equal
protection component of Article 24[.]” Id. at 156-57, Having identified the two-petition requirement as discriminatory, Judge
Eldridge considered “the extent and nature of the impact on voters, examined in a realistic light,” in order to determine the
appropriate standard of review of the five-year registration requirement, /d. at 163 (quoting Goodsell, 284 Md. at 288), He
then determined that, “the double petitioning requirement set forth by the Maryland Election Code denies ballot access to a
significant number of minor political party candidates. On that basis, the challenged statutory provisions' impact on voters is
substantial.” /d.

*18 Clearly, the 1816 Complaint, with respect to the equal protection principles embodied within Article 24 of the Declaration
of Rights, has stated a cause of action to survive the Motion to Dismiss, assuming the truth of all well-pleaded relevant and
material facts and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn therefrom,

Article 40 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights

The 1816 Plaintiffs' cause of action under Article 40 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights survived the Motion to Dismiss.
Article 40, which pertains to freedom of speech and freedom of the press, provides:
That the liberty of the press ought to be inviolably preserved; that every citizen of the State ought, to be allowed to speak,
write and publish his sentiments on ail subjects, being responsible for the abuse of that, privilege.

MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. art. 40.

In their Complaint, the 1816 Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Plan violates Article 40 by “burdening protected speech based on
political viewpoint.” Specifically, they allege, the 2021 Plan benefits certain preferred speakers (Democratic voters), while
targeting certain disfavored voters (e.g., Republican voters, including Plaintiffs) because of disagreement on the part of the
2021 Plan's drafters with views Republicans express when they vote, /816 Compl. at q 79. Plaintiffs aver that the 2021 Plan

subjects Republican voters, including them, to disfavored treatment by “cracking”2

them into specific congressional districts
to dilute Republican votes and ensure that they are not able to elect a candidate who shares their views. 1816 Compl. at § 80.
Therefore, Plaintiffs contend that the 2021 Plan has the effect of suppressing their political views and expressions and retaliates

against them based on their political speech. /d. at q 81.

27

“A “cracked” district is one in which a party's supporters are divided among multiple districts, so that they fall short, of a majority
in each; a “packed” district is one in which a party's supporters are highly concentrated, so they win that district by a large margin,
“wasting” many votes that would improve their chances in others.” Rucho v. Common Came, U.S. R , 139 S. Ct.
2484,2492 (2019).
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Defendants argued in their Motion to Dismiss that, the Plaintiffs' claims under Article 40 purport to “parrot” free speech claims
that are the same as those offered under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, which the Supreme Court, has
rejected in the redistricting context. See Rucho, 139 S. Ct. at 2506-07. Defendants further assert that the because the Maryland
Court, of Appeals has generally treated the rights enshrined under Articles 40 as “coextensive” with its federal counterpart and
has specifically adhered to Supreme Court guidance regarding partisan gerrymandering claims, the free speech cause of action
should have been dismissed. /81.6 Mot. Dismiss at 3; see generally 1816 Mot. Dismiss, Section I11.C.

Article 40 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights adopted in 1776, preceded its federal counterpart, adopted in 1788, thereby
contributing to the foundations of the latter. Article 40 of Maryland's Declaration of Rights has been generally regarded as
coextensive with the First Amendment, but the Court of Appeals has recognized that Article 40 can have independent and
divergent application and interpretation. Dua v. Comcast Cable of Md., Inc., 370 Md. 604, 621 (2002) (“Many provisions
of the Maryland Constitution ... do have counterparts in the United States Constitution. We have often commented that such
state constitutional provisions are in pari materia with their federal counterparts or are the equivalent of federal constitutional
provisions or generally should be interpreted in the same manner as federal provisions. Nevertheless, we have also emphasized
that, simply because a Maryland constitutional provision is in pari materia with a federal one or has a federal counterpart, does
not mean that the provision will always be interpreted or applied in the same manner as its federal counterpart.”); see also
State v. Brookins, 380 Md. 345. 350 n. 2 (2004) (“While Article 40 is often treated in pari materia with the First Amendment,
and while the legal effect of the two provisions is substantially the same, that does not mean that the Maryland provision will
always be interpreted or applied in the same manner as its federal counterpart.” (citing Dua, 370 Md. at 621)). The Court of
Appeals has not shied away from “departing from the United States Supreme Court's analysis of the parallel federal right” when
necessary “[to] ensure[] that the rights provided by Maryland law are fully protected.” Doe v. Dep't of Pub, Safety & Corr.
Servs., 430 Md. 535, 550 (2013).

*19 A violation of the free speech provision of Article 40 is implicated when there is interference with a citizen's right to vote,
which is a fundamental right. Hornbeck, 295 Md. at 641 (explaining that the right to vote is a fundamental right). We apply strict
scrutiny when a legislative enactment infringes upon or interferes with personal rights or interests deemed to be “fundamental.”
Id. at 641. When a legislative act, such as the 2021 Plan, creates Congressional districts that dilute the influence of certain voters
based upon their prior political expression--their partisan affiliation and their voting history--it imposes a burden on a right or
benefit, here a fundamental right. As a result, this Court, under Article 40, will apply strict scrutiny to the 2021 Plan.

Fundamental Principles Underlying the Maryland Constitution and the Declaration of Rights

The final basis upon which the Plaintiffs have stated a cause of action on which relief can be granted is through the lens of the
entirety of our Constitution and Declaration of Rights, which provides a framework to determine the lawfulness of the 2021

Plan based upon their fundamental principles.28 Snyder ex rel. Snyder, 435 Md. at 55 (“In construing a constitution, we have
stated ‘that a constitution is to be interpreted by the spirit which vivifies[.]”” (quoting Bernstein, 422 Md. at 56)).

28 Whittington v. Polk, 1 H. & J. 236, 241 (Md. Gen. 1802), in dictum, established in Maryland the idea of judicial review - that the courts
are the primary interpreters and enforcers of the constitution. The General Court of Maryland explained that if an act of the Legislature
is repugnant to the constitution, the courts have the power, and it is their duty, so to declare it. /d. The General Court realized that the
“power of determining finally on the validity of the acts of the legislature cannot reside with the legislature ... [because] they would
become judges of the validity of their own acts, which would establish a despotism, and subvert that great principle' of the constitution,
which declares that the powers of making, judging, and executing the law, shall be separate and distinct from each other.” /d. at 243.

Plaintiffs argue that partisan gerrymandering is inconsistent with the principles embodied by the Free Elections Clause, the
Equal Protection Clause, and the Free Speech Clause of the Declaration of Rights, because it usurps the power of the people to
choose those who represent them in government and puts that power solely within the purview of the Legislature, /816 Compl.
4 2 (“Indeed, the 2021 Plan defies the fundamental democratic principle that voters should choose their representatives, not the
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other way around.”). They posit that usurping the power of voters to elect members of Congress violates the general principles
upon which the structure of Maryland's Government and its Constitution were founded.

In response, Defendants posit that judicially manageable standards do not exist under the Maryland Constitution, and further,
applicable statutes adjudicating claims regarding Congressional districts do not exist in Maryland, /1816 Mot. Dismiss at 3. As
a result. Defendants argue that Plaintiffs cannot seek relief under the Maryland Constitution or Declaration of Rights. /d. at
45, Instead, the State argues, either Congress or the General Assembly must decide to impose statutory restrictions or adopt
constitutional amendments to regulate Congressional districting. /d. Until congressional or state action is taken, Defendants
aver that Plaintiffs will continue to lack a remedy under the Maryland Constitution or Declaration of Rights, /d.

The Constitution and Declaration of Rights must be read together to determine the organic law of Maryland, The courts
understood this rule of construction early on, explaining that “[t]he Declaration of Rights and the Constitution compose our
form of government, and must be interpreted as one instrument.” Anderson v. Baker, 23 Md. 531, 612-13 (1865). Specifically,
the court in Anderson explained that, “[tjhe Declaration of Rights Is an enumeration of abstract principles, (or designed to be
so,) and the Constitution the practical application of those principles, modified by the exigencies of the time or circumstances
of the country.” Id. at 627; see also Bandel v. Isaac, 13 Md. 202, 202-03 (1859) (“In construing a constitution, the courts must
consider the circumstances attending its adoption, and what appears to have been the understanding of those who adopted
it[.]”); and Whittington v. Polk, 1 H & 1 236, 242 (1802) (stating that, “[t]he bill of rights and form of government compose
the constitution of Maryland”).

*20 More recently, the Court of Appeals has confirmed this rule of construction. In State v. Smith, 305 Md. 489 (1986), the court
reiterated that it “bear[s] in mind that the Declaration of Rights is not to be construed by itself, according to its literal meaning:
it and the Constitution compose our form of government, and they must be interpreted as one instrument.” Id. at 511 (explaining
that the Declaration of Rights announces principles on which the form of government, established by the Constitution, is based).

While it is established that the Declaration of Rights and Constitution, together, form the organic law of our State, Whittington,
1 H & J at 242, the analysis then requires a review of the text, nature, and history of both documents. The text of the Maryland
Constitution recognizes that “all Government of right originates from the people .., and [is] instituted solely for the good of
the whole; and [that citizens] have, at all times, the inalienable right to alter, reform, or abolish their Form of Government
in such manner as they may deem expedient.” MD. CONST, DECL. OF RTS. art. 1. Its purpose “is to declare general rules
and principles and leave to the Legislature the duty of preserving or enforcing them, by appropriate legislation and penalties.”
Bandel, 13 Md. at 203. Moreover, it is well understood that the rights secured under the Maryland Declaration of Rights are
regarded as very precious ones, to be safeguarded by the courts with all the power and authority at their command. Bass v.
State, 182 Md. 45)6, 502 (1943), The framers ensured that the Declaration of Rights would be regarded as precious by enacting
subsequent constitutional provisions to safeguard those rights. In that vein, the foundational significance of the right of suffrage
is memorialized in the first Article of the Constitution, which pertains to the “Elective Franchise,” MD. CONST. art. I, and
Article I of the Declaration of Rights, which locates the source of all “Government” in the people. MD. CONST. DECL. OF
RTS. art, 1.

Popular sovereignty dictates that the “Government” of the people which “derives from them,” is properly channeled when our
democratic process functions to reflect the will of the people. Although the Maryland Declaration of Rights, like the Constitution,
is silent with respect to the right of its citizens to challenge the primacy of political considerations in drawing legislative districts,
the Declaration of Rights does memorialize that the people are guaranteed the right to wield their power through the elective
franchise, thereby safeguarding the sacred principle that the government is, at all times, for the people and by the people. MD.
CONST. DECL. OF RTS. arts. 1, 7. Specifically, recognizing that the government is for the people and by the people, Article
I of the Constitution describes the process of electing persons to represent there in government, which is also embodied in the
principles expressed through the Free Elections Clause in Article 7,
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Under the principle of popular sovereignty, we bear in mind that the Constitution as a whole “is the fundamental, extraordinary
act by which the people establish the procedure, and mechanism of their government.” Bd. of Supervisors of Elections for Anne
Arundel Cnty. v. Att'y Gen., 246 Md. 417, 429 (1967); Whittington, 1 H & J at 242 (“This compact [the Constitution] is founded
on the principle that the people being the source of power, all government of right originates from them,”).

*21 The second principle--avoiding extravagant or undue extension of power by the Legislature--was an important limitation
on the Legislature, the only entity for which the Maryland citizens could vote in 1776. It is stated that “[t]ne Declaration of
Rights is a guide to the several departments of government, in questions of doubt as to the meaning of the Constitution, and
“a guard against any extravagant or undue extension of power[.]” Anderson, 23 Md. at 628. The limitation on “extravagant or
undue extension of power” is coextensive with the principle of popular sovereignty. For this purpose, “courts have [the] power
and duty to determine [the] constitutionality of legislation.” Curran v. Price, 334 Md. 149, 159 (1994).

In Maryland, we have long understood that “[t]he elective franchise is the highest right of the citizen, and the spirit of our
institution requires that every opportunity should be afforded to its fair and free exercise.” Kemp v. Owens, 76 Md. 235, 241
(1892). In Kemp, the Court of Appeals characterized the right to vote as “one of the primal rights of citizenship,” id., as it did
in Nader for President 2004, “the right of'suffrage” guaranteed by our Constitution “is one of, if not, the most important and
fundamental rights granted to Maryland citizens as members of a free society.” 399 Md. at 686. To safeguard the Legislature
from exerting extravagant or undue extension of power, each citizen of this State is afforded the opportunity to vote and hold
the Legislature accountable. MD. CONST. DECL. OF RTS. arts. 7, 24, 40, Similarly, the judicial branch of government has
a responsibility to limit the Legislature from exerting extravagant or undue extension of power by enforcing the standards of
legislative districting outlined in Article III, Section 4 of the Maryland Constitution and by the avoidance of extreme partisan
gerrymandering.

Therefore, assuming the truth of all well pleaded relevant and material facts and all inferences that reasonably can be drawn
therefrom, the Plaintiffs have stated a cause of action under the fundamental principles of the Maryland Constitution and
Declaration of Rights of popular sovereignty and avoiding extravagant and undue exercise of power by the Legislature.

Findings of Fact

Stipulations and Judicial Admissions®®

29 Where stipulations and admissions have overlapped, the trial judge has avoided duplication by adopting the more comprehensive
of the two.

1. Plaintiffs are qualified, registered voters in Maryland.

2. Plaintiffs in Szeliga v. Lamone (“No. 1816”) are:
a. Kathryn Szeliga is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland, She is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. Ms. Szeliga currently serves as a member of Maryland's House of Delegates and has been a member of
the House of Delegates since 2011. She is a Republican elected official who represents Maryland citizens in Baltimore and
Hartford Counties. She resides in District 7 of the 2021 Plan.

b. Christopher T. Adams is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. He is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives, Mr. Adams currently serves as a member of Maryland's House of Delegates and has been a member of
the House of Delegates since 2015. Mr. Adams is a Republican elected official who represents Maryland citizens in Caroline,
Dorchester, Talbot, and Wicomico Counties. He resides in District 1 of the 2021 Plan.
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*22 c. James Warner is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. Mr. Warner is
a decorated combat veteran and former prisoner of war. He is a registered Republican and plans to vote in the future for
Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House of Representatives. He resides in District
2 of the 2021 Plan.

d. Martin Lewis is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. He is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. He resides in District 2 of the 2021 Plan.

e. Janet Moye Cornicle is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. She is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. She resides in District 3 of the 2021 Plan.

f. Ricky Agyekum is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. He is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. He resides in District 4 of the 2021 Plan.

g. Maria Isabel Icaza is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. She is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. She resides in District 5 of the 2021 Plan.

h. Luanne Ruddell is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. She, is a registered
Republican and plans to. vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. She currently serves as Chair of the Garrett County Republican Central Committee and President of the
Garrett County Republican Women's Club. Additionally, she serves on the Rules Committee for the Maryland Republican
Party and is a member of the Maryland Republican Women and the National Republican Women's organizations. She resides
in District 6 of the 2021 Plan.

i. Michelle Kordell is a citizen of the United States and a resident of and registered voter in Maryland. She is a registered
Republican and plans to vote in the future for Republican candidates for elective office, including for the United States House
of Representatives. She resides in District 8 of the 2021 Plan,

3. Plaintiffs in Parrott v. Lamone (“No. 1773”) are:
a. Plaintiff Neil Parrott is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Sixth Congressional
District of the new Plan. Mr. Parrott has registered to run for Congress in 2022 in that district. Mr. Parrott is currently a
member of the Maryland House of Delegates.

b. Plaintiff Ray Serrano is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Third Congressional
District of the new Plan.

c. Plaintiff Carol Swigar is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the First Congressional
District of the new Plan.

d. Plaintiff Douglas Raaum is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the First Congressional
District of the new Plan.

*23 e. Plaintiff Ronald Shapiro is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Second
Congressional District of the new Plan.
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f. Plaintiff Deanna Mobley is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Fourth
Congressional District of the new Plan.

g. Plaintiff Glen Glass is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the First Congressional
District of the new Plan.

h. Plaintiff Allen Fourth is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Fourth Congressional
District of the new Plan.

i. Plaintiff Jeff Warner is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Fourth Congressional
District of the new Plan. Mr. Warner intends to run for Congress in 2022 in that district.

j. Plaintiff Jim Nealis is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Fifth Congressional
District of the new Plan.

k. Plaintiff Dr. Antonio Campbell is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to voteas a Republican, and resides in the Seventh
Congressional District of the new Plan.

1. Plaintiff Sal lie Taylor is a citizen of Maryland, is registered to vote as a Republican, and resides in the Eight Congressional
District of the new Plan.

4. Linda H. Lam one is the Maryland State Administrator of Elections.
5. William G. Voelp is the chairman of the Maryland State Board of Elections.

6. The Maryland State Board of Elections is charged with ensuring compliance with the Election Law Article of the Maryland
Code and any applicable federal law by all persons involved in the election process. It is the State agency responsible for
administering state and federal elections in the State Maryland.

7. Every 10 years, states redraw legislative and congressional district lines following completion of the decennial United States
census. Redistricting is necessary to ensure that districts are equally populated and may also be required to comply with other
applicable federal and state constitutions and voting laws.

8. The United States Constitution provides that, “[t]he House of Representatives shall be composed of Members chosen ever)'
second Year by the People of the several States.” U.S. CONST. art. I, § 2, cl. 1. It also states that, “[t]he Times, Places and Manner
of holding Elections for ... Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by Law make or alter such Regulations, except as to the Places of eh using Senators.” Id. § 4, cl. 1. The United States
Constitution thus assigns to state legislatures primary responsibility for apportionment of their federal congressional districts,
but this responsibility may he supplanted or confined by Congress at any time,

9. Maryland has eight congressional districts.

10. The General Assembly enacts maps for these districts by ordinary statute. While the General Assembly's congressional
maps are subject to gubernatorial veto, the General Assembly can. as with any ordinary statute, override a veto,

11. In 2011, following the 2010 decennial census, Maryland's General Assembly undertook to redraw the lines of Maryland's
eight, congressional districts.
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*24 12.To carry out the redistricting process, then-Governor Martin O'Malley appointed the Governor's Redistricting Advisory
Committee (“GRAC”) in July 2011 by Executive Order. The GRAC was charged with holding public hearings around the State
and drafting redistricting plans for the Governor's consideration to set the boundaries of the State's 47 legislative districts and
8 congressional districts following the 2010 Census.

13. To carry out the redistricting process, Governor O'Malley appointed the GRAC to hold public hearings and recommended
a redistricting plan. As part of a collaborative approach to developing a congressional map in 2011, Governor O'Malley asked
Rep. Steny Hoyer to propose a consensus congressional map among Maryland's congressional delegation.

14. Democratic members of Maryland's congressional delegation, including Representative Hoyer, were involved in developing
a consensus map to provide Governor O'Malley in order to assist with the process of developing a new congressional map for
Maryland.

15. The GRAC held 12 public hearings around the State in the summer of 2011 and received approximately 350 comments from
members of the public concerning congressional and legislative redistricting in the State. Approximately 1,000 Marylanders
attended the hearings, which were held in Washington, Frederick, Prince George's, Montgomery, Charles, Harford, Baltimore,
Anne Arundel. Howard, Wicomico, and Talbot Counties, and Baltimore City.

16. The GRAC solicited submissions of alternative plans for congressional redistricting prepared by third parties for its
consideration. The GRAC also solicited public comment on the proposed congressional plan that it adopted.

17. The GRAC prepared a draft plan using a computer software program called Maptitude for Redistricting Version 6,0.

18. GRAC adopted a proposed congressional redistricting plan and made public its proposed plan on October 4, 2011. No
Republican member of the GRAC voted for the congressional redistricting plan that was adopted.

19. The GRAC plan altered the boundaries of district 6 by removing territory in, among other counties, Frederick County, and
adding territory in Montgomery County,

20. On October 15, 2011, Governor O'Malley announced that he was submitting a plan that was substantially similar to the plan
approved by the GRAC to the General Assembly.

21. One perceived consequence of the Plan was that it would make it more likely that a Democrat rather than a Republican
would be elected as representative from District 6,

22. On October 17, 2011, the Senate President introduced the Governor's proposal as Senate Bill 1” at a special session and it
was signed into law on October 20, 2011 with only minor adjustments (the “2011 Plan”). No Republican member of the General
Assembly voted in favor of the 2011 Plan.

23. The 2011 Plan was petitioned to referendum by Maryland voters at the general election of November 6, 2012, pursuant to
Article X VI of the Maryland Constitution.

24. On September 6, 2012, the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County rejected contentions that the ballot language for the
referendum question was misleading or insufficiently infmmative. See Parrott, et al. v. McDonough, et al., No. 02-C-12-172298
(Cir. Ct. for Anne Arundel Cnty.) (the “Referendum Litigation™). On September 7, 2012, the Court of Appeals denied a petition
for certiorari by the plaintiffs in that case.
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25. The 2011 Plan was approved by the voters in that referendum. The language of the question on the ballot for the referendum
stated:
*25 Question 5

Referendum Petition
(Ch. 1 of the 2011 Special Session)
Congressional Districting Plan

Establishes the boundaries for the State's eight United States Congressional Districts based on recent census figures, as
required by the United States Constitution.

For the Referred Law Against the Referred Law

26. On July 23, 2014, the Court of Special Appeals affirmed the ruling of the Circuit Court in the Referendum Litigation in an
unpublished opinion. See Parrott, et al. v. McDonough et al, No. 1445, Sept. Tenn 2012 (Md. App. July 23, 2014). A true and

accurate copy of the unpublished opinion in that case is attached hereto as Exhibit X119 On October 22,2014, the Court of
Appeals denied a petition for certiorari by the appellants in that ease. See Parrott, et al, v. McDonough, et al., No. 382, Sept.
Term 2014 (Md. Oct, 22, 2014).

30

The identification of exhibits attached to this Court's Opinion has been changed from alphabetical identifications, which were
previously labeled by the parties in these stipulations, to roman numeral identifications, so as to avoid any confusion between the
exhibits admitted at trial and the exhibits attached to this Opinion.

27. Republican Roscoe G. Bartlett won election as United States Representative for Maryland's Congressional District 6 in each
of the following years, with the indicated margins of victory over his Democratic challenger; 1992 (8.3%); 1994 (31.9%); 1996
(13.7%); 1998 (26.8%); 2000 (21.4%); 2002 (32.3%); 2004 (40.0%); 2006 (20.5%); 2008 (19.0%); 2010 (28.2%).

28. Democrats Goodloe E. Byron (1970-1976) and Beverly Byron (1978-1990) won election United States Representative for
Maryland's Congressional District 6 in each of the following years, with the indicated margins of victory over their respective
Republican challenger: 1970 (3.3%); 1972 (29.4%); 1974 (41.6%); 1976 (41.6%); 1978 (79.4%); 1980 (39.8%); 1982 (48.8%);
1984(30.2%); 1986(44.4%); 1988(50.7%); 1990(30.7%). See Election Statistics: 1920 to Present, HIST., ART & ARCHIVES,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, https://perma.cc/98LQ-8VXK.

29. The congressional districts created through the 2031 Plan were used in the 2012-2020 congressional elections. Since 2012,
a Democrat has held District 6 and Maryland's congressional delegation has always included 7 Democrats and 1 Republican,
The margins of victOly for the Democrat in District 6 (John Delaney from 2012-2016; David Trone in 2018-2020) have been:
2012 (20.9%); 2014 (1.5%); 2016 (15.9%); 2018 (21.0%); 2020 (19.6%), See Election Statistics: 1920 to Present, HIST., ART
& ARCHIVES, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, https://perma.cc/98LQ-8VXK.

30. Maryland Governor Larry Hogan signed an executive order on August 6, 2015, which created the Maryland Redistricting
Refolm Commission. A true and accurate copy of the August 6, 2015 executive order is attached hereto as Exhibit I.

31. The Commission was comprised of seven members appointed by the (Republican) Governor, two members appointed by the
(Republican) minority leaders in the Maryland Legislature, and two members appointed by the (Democratic) majority leaders
In the Maryland Legislature, The Governor's appointees consisted of three Republicans, three Democrats, and one not affiliated
with any party. The Legislature's appointments consisted of two Democrats and two Republicans.
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*26 32. After several months of soliciting input from citizens and legislators across the State, the Commission observed
that Maryland's constitution and laws offer no criteria or guidelines for congressional redistricting, and that the Maryland
Constitution is otherwise silent on congressional districting. The Commission recommended, among other things, that districting
criteria should include compactness, contiguity, congruence, substantially equal population, and compliance with the Voting
Rights Act and other applicable federal laws. The Commission also recommended the creation of an independent redistricting
body, whose members would be selected by a panel of officials drawn from independent branches of government such as the
judiciary, charged with reapportioning the state's districts ever}' ten years after the decennial census, A true and accurate copy
of the Commission's Final Report is attached hereto as Exhibit X.

33. During each regular session of the General Assembly between 2016 and 2020, Governor Hogan caused one or more
legislative bills to be introduced that would have established a processes by which State legislative and congressional maps were
created in the first instance by a purportedly independent and bipartisan commission, and ultimately by the Court of Appeals
in the event that the commission-proposed maps were not approved by the General Assembly or were vetoed by the Governor,
These bills were House Bill 458 and Senate Bill 380 introduced in the 2016 regular session of the General Assembly, House
Bill 385 and Senate Bill 252 introduced in the 2017 regular session, House Bill 356 and Senate Bill 307 in the 2018 regular
session, House Bills 43 and 44 and Senate Bills 90 and 91 in the 2019 regular session, and House Bills 43 and 90 and Senate
Bills 266 and 284 in the 2020 regular session. None of these bills was voted out of committee.

34. On January 12. 2021, Governor Hogan issued an executive order establishing the Maryland Citizens Redistricting
Commission (MCRC) for the purposes of redrawing the state's congressional and legislative districting maps based on newly
released census data. The MCRC was comprised of nine Maryland registered voter citizens, three Republicans, three Democrats,
and three registered with neither party. Governor Hogan's Executive Order directed the MCRC to prepare maps that, among
other things: respect natural boundaries and the geographic integrity and continuity of any municipal corporation, county, or
other political subdivision to the extent practicable; and be geographically compact and include nearby areas of population to
the extent practicable. A true and accurate copy of the January 12, 2021 Executive Order is attached heretoas Exhibit XI.

35. Over the course of the following months, the MCRC held over 30 public meetings with a total of more than 4,000 attendees
from around the State. The Commission provided a public online application portal for citizens to prepare and submit maps,
and it received a total of 86 maps for consideration.

36. After receiving public input and deliberating, on November 5, 2021, the MCRC recommended a congressional redistricting
map to Governor Hogan.

37. On November 5. 2021, Governor Hogan accepted the MCRC's proposed final map and issued an order transmitting the
maps to the Maryland General Assembly for adoption at a special session on December 6, 2021,

38. In July 2021, following the 2020 decennial census. Bill Ferguson, President of the Maryland Senate, and Adrienne A, Jones,
Speaker of the Maryland House of Delegates, formed the General Assembly's Legislative Redistricting Advisory Commission
(the “LRAC”). The LRAC was charged with redrawing Maryland's congressional and state legislative maps,

39. The LRAC included Senator Ferguson, Delegate Jones, Senator Melony Griffith, and Delegate Eric G. Luedtke, all of whom
are Democratic members of Maryland's General Assembly. Two Republicans, Senator Bryan W, Simonaire and Delegate Jason
C. Buckel, also, were appointed to the LRAC by Senator Ferguson and Delegate Jones. Karl S. Aro, who is not a member
of Maryland's General Assembly, was appointed as Chair of the LRAC by Senator Ferguson and Delegate Jones. Mr. Aro
previously served as Executive Director of the non-partisan Department of Legislative Services for 18 years until his retirement
in 2015, and was appointed by the Court of Appeals to assist in preparing a remedial redistricting plan that complied with state
and federal law in 2002,
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*27 40. The LRAC held 16 public hearings across Maryland. At the hearings, the LRAC received testimony and comments
from numerous citizens.

41. One of the themes that emerged from the public testimony and comments was that Maryland's citizens wanted congressional
maps that were not gerrymandered. Other citizens indicated in these comments or public testimony that they did not want, to be
moved from their current districts. Still others advocated for the creation of majority-Democratic districts in every district of the
State. And others requested that districts be drawn so as to eliminate the likelihood that a current incumbent might be reelected.

42. At the conclusion of the public hearings, the Department of Legislative Services (“DLS”) was directed to produce maps
for the LRAC's consideration.

43. On November 9, 2021, the LRAC issued four maps for public review and comment.

44. In a cover message releasing the maps, Chair Aro wrote: “These Congressional map concepts below reflect much of the
specific testimony we've heard, and to the extent practicable, keep Marylanders in their existing districts. Portions of these
districts have remained intact for at least 30 years and reflect a commitment to following the Voting Rights Act, protecting
existing communities of interest, and utilizing existing natural and political boundaries. It is our sincere intention to dramatically
improve upon our current map while keeping many of the bonds that have been forged over 30 years or more of shared
representation and coordination,”

45. On November 23, 2021, the LRAC chose a final map to submit to the General Assembly for approval (the “2021 Plan”).
Neither Republican member of the LRAC supported the 2021 Plan,

46. On November 23, 2021, by a strict party-line vote, the LRAC chose a final map to submit to the General Assembly for
approval, referred to as the 2021 Plan. Neither Republican member of the LRAC supported the 2021 Plan, Senator Simonaire
uttered the statement during the LRAC hearing on November 23, 2021, “[o]nee again, I've seen politics overshadow the will
of the people,”

47. A true and accurate copy of the 202! Plan is attached as Exhibit I,
48. On December 7, 2021, the Maryland House of Delegates voted to reject an amendment that would have substituted the
MCRC's map for the 202.1 Plan, Two Democrats joined all of the Republicans in voting to substitute the MCRC's map for the

Plan. No Republican member voted against the amendment.

49. On December 8, 2021, the General Assembly enacted the 202.1 Plan. One Democratic member voted against the 2021 Plan.
No Republican member voted to approve the 2021 Plan.

50. On December 8, 2021, the General Assembly enacted the 2021 Plan on a strict party-line vote. Not a single Republican
member of the General Assembly voted to approve the 2021 Plan.

51. According to the Princeton Gerrymandering Project, Democrats now have an estimated vote-share advantage in every single
Maryland congressional district.

52. On December 9, 2021, Governor Hogan vetoed the 2021 Plan.
53. On December 9, 2021, the General Assembly overrode Governor Hogan's veto, thus adopting the 2021 Plan into law. One

Democratic member of the General Assembly voted against overriding Governor Hogan's veto, while no Republican member
of the General Assembly voted in favor of override,
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*28 54. After passage of the 2021 Plan, Senator Ferguson and Delegate Jones issued, a joint statement emphasizing that the
2021 Plan “keep[s] a significant portion of Marylanders in their current districts, ensuring continuity of representation.”

55. Under Maryland's 2021 adopted congressional plan, portions of Anne Arundel County are in Districts 1, 2, and 4, and that
District 1 includes population residing on the Eastern Shore and in Anne Arundel County.

56. Under Maryland's 2021 adopted congressional plan, portions of Baltimore City are in Districts 2, 3, and 7,
57. Under Maryland's 2021 adopted congressional plan, portions of Baltimore County are in Districts 2, 3, and 7.
58. Under Maryland's 2021 adopted congressional plan, portions of Montgomery County are in Districts 3, 4, 6, and 8.

59. Under Maryland's 2021 adopted congressional plan, nine counties have population assigned to more than one congressional
district.

60. Congressmen Andy Harris, who currently represents the First Congressional District, under the Enacted Plan and represented
the First Congressional District under the 2011 Plan, was in the Seventh Congressional District, which is the District
represented by Kweisi Mfume. Since that time, according to the Board of Elections' registration records, in early February 2022,
Congressmen Harris registered to vote at a residence in Cambridge. Maryland, in the First Congressional District, which is on
the Eastern Shore at a residence or place where Congressmen Harris has owned since 2009.

61. Exhibit II reports the adjusted population of Maryland's eight congressional districts following the 2010 census under
Maryland's 2002 redistricting map. The parties stipulate that the matters of fact asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit II are a
true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

62. Exhibit III reports the adjusted population of Maryland's eight congressional districts following the 2020 census under the
2011 Plan and under the 2021 Plan. The parties stipulate that the matters of fact asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit III are
a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

63. Exhibit IV reports the number of eligible active voters in each of Maryland's eight congressional districts, and the respective
political-party affiliations of those registered eligible voters, as of October 17, 2010. The parties stipulate that the matters of
fact asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit IV are a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

64. Exhibit V reports the number of eligible active voters and the respective political-party affiliations of those eligible active
voters in each of Maryland's eight congressional districts on October 21, 2012. The parties stipulate that the matters of fact
asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit V are a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

65. Exhibit VI reports the number of eligible active voters in each of Maryland's eight congressional districts, and the respective
political-party affiliations of those registered eligible voters, as of October 17, 2020. The parties stipulate that the matters of
fact asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit VI are a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

*29 66. Exhibit VII reports the number of eligible active voters in each of Maryland's eight congressional districts, and the
respective political-party affiliations of those registered eligible voters, under the 2021 Plan, The parties stipulate that the matters

of fact asserted, stated, or depicted in Exhibit VII are a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.

67. Exhibit VIII depicts Maryland's eight congressional districts under the 2011 Plan. The parties stipulate that the matters of
fact asserted, stated or depicted in Exhibit VIII are a true and accurate representation of data derived from government sources.
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Findings Derived by the Trial Judge from Testimony and Other Evidence Adduced at Trial
Mr. Sean Trende

68. Mr. Sean Trende testified and was qualified as an expert witness in political science, including elections, redistricting,
including congressional redistricting, drawing redistricting maps, and analyzing redistricting.

69. Mr. Trende was asked to analyze the Congressional districts adopted by the Maryland Legislature in the recent rounds of

redistricting and opine as to whether traditional redistricting criteria was [subordinated] for partisan considerations.’!

31

The transcript stated, “whether traditional redistricting criteria was coordinated for partisan considerations,” however, the trial judge
recalls the correct verbiage was “whether traditional redistricting criteria was subordinated for partisan considerations.” March 15,
2022, AM. Tr. 45: 2--7.

70. Mr. Trende's opinions and conclusions were rendered to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty typical to his field,

71. In deriving his opinions, Mr. Trende conducted a three-part analysis; the first part analyzed traditional redistricting criteria
in Maryland, with specific reference to the compactness of the maps with a comparison to other maps that had been drawn both
in Maryland and across the country; he then examined the number of county splits, “the number of times the counties were split
up by the maps” and finally, he then conducted a “qualitative assessment” to see how precincts were divided.

72. In the first part, Mr. Trende conducted a simulation analysis. In doing so, he “used the same techniques that were used in
Ohio and in North Carolina” and “similar to that which has been used in Pennsylvania.” The purpose of Mr. Trende's analysis
was to analyze “partisan bias of the Maryland 2021 congressional districts.”

73. Mr. Trende's methodology relied on “shape files.”

74. In analyzing the shape files, he used “widely used statistical programming software called R.”

75. Mr. Trende also conducted an analysis of the county splits for Maryland utilizing the “R” software.

76. Based upon his analysis of the county splits, referring to Exhibit 2-A, Mr. Trende found that the 1972 Congressional map
included 8 splits.

77. In 1982, there were 10 county splits in the Congressional map.

78. In 1992, there were 13 county splits in the Congressional map.

79. In 2002, there were 21 county splits in the Congressional map.

80. in 2012, there were 21 county splits in the Congressional map,

81. In the 2021 Plan, there are 17 county splits.

82. The 2021 Plan has a historically high number of county splits compared to other Congressional plans, except the 2011 Map.

83. Mr. Trende testified that “you really only need 7 county splits in a map with 8 districts.”
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*30 84. With respect to “compactness” of the 2021 Plan, Mr. Trende used four of the “most common compactness metrics™:
the Reock score; the Polsby-Popper score; the Inverse Schwartzberg score; and the Convex Hull score; the lower the score the
less compact a Congressional plan is,

85. The four scores were presented to strengthen his presentation as well as to present a different “aspect” of compactness.

86. Exhibits 4-A, 4-B, 4-C, and 4-D reflect the bases for Mr. Trende's compactness analyses, which included scores for all of
Maryland's congressional districts dating back to 1788.

87. Exhibit 5 reflects the analysis of the four scores using a scale of 0 to 1, where “1 is a perfectly compact district, and 0 is
a perfectly non-compact score.”

88. There is no “magic number” that reflects whether a district is not compact. Comparisons to historical data supported Mr.
Trende's conclusion that the 2021 Plan is “an outlier,”

89. Based upon Mr. Trends's testimony, the Court finds that for “much of Maryland's history, including for a large portion of
the post-Baker v. Carr history, Maryland had reasonably compact districts that showed a similar degree of compactness from
cycle to cycle.”

90, The Court also finds, based upon Mr. Trende's analysis that by Maryland's historic standards, the 2021 Congressional lines
are “quite non-compact” regardless of which of the four metrics is used or analyzed.

91. Mr. Trende also analyzed the 2021 Plan with reference to every district in the United States going back to 1972, which is
represented by Exhibits 6-A, 6-B, 6-C, and 6-D.

92. Mr. Trende testified that there are a limited number of maps for other states that have lower Reock scores than the 2021
Plan (see Exhibit 6-A).

93. Mr. Trende also testified with reference to Exhibit 6-B that, there are only “six maps that have ever been drawn in the last
50 years with worse average Polsby-Popper scores than the current Maryland maps.”

94. Mr. Trende further testified with reference to Exhibit 6-C that the 2021 Plan reflects one of the “worst Inverse Schwartzberg
score[] in the last 50 years in the United States.”

95. With reference to Exhibit 6-D, Mr. Trende testified that it scored, under the Convex Hull analysis, “very poorly relative to
anything that's been drawn in the United States in the last 50 years.”

96. Mr. Trende testified relative to compactness in the 2002 and 2012 Congressional plans in comparison to the 2021 Plan and
concluded that the 2021 Plan is not compact.

97. Mr. Trende testified that relative to Exhibits 7-A, 7-B, 7-C, and 7-D, that the first Congressional district under the 2021 Plan
“lower[ed] the Republican vote share in the First” and “[left] the democratic districts or precincts on the bay.” He concluded
that the “Democrats have an increased chance of winning this district in a normal or good democratic year.”

98. As to Exhibits 8-A, 8-B, 8-C, and 8-D, he concluded that “almost all of the Republican precincts were placed into District
3 or District 7,” while “[a]lmost all of the democratic precincts were placed into District 1.”

99. Mr. Trende then presented a simulation approach to redistricting utilizing “R” software. The simulation package was
dependent on the work of Dr. Imai using an approach that samples maps drawn without respect to politics. In each of Mr. Trende's
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simulations he used 250,000 maps all suppressing politics and utilizing two minority/majority districts mandated by the Voting
Rights Act; he discarded duplicative maps and arrived at between 30,000 to 90,000 maps to be sampled for each simulation.

*31 100. He then fed various “political data” into the program to measure partisanship,

101. Mr. Trende's simulations relied upon the correlations between vote shares and Presidential data, because he testified that
Presidential data is the most predictive in analyzing election outcomes. Mr. Trende further testified that he used other elections
at the Presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial levels to check his simulation results.

102. In the first set of 250,000 maps, Mr. Trende depended upon population parity or equality and contiguity as well as a “very,
very light compactness parameter.” Other traditional redistricting criteria was not considered.

103. The second set 0 250,000 maps depended on a “modest compactness criteria,” “drawing without any political information.”
104. The third set of 250,000 maps added respect for county subdivisions.
105. The three analyses are represented in Exhibits 9-A, 9-B, and 9-C.

106. In every one of the maps from which Mr, Trende drew his opinions, there are at least “two majority/minority districts to
comport with the Voting Rights Act.”

107. With respect to the first set of maps drawn with very little regard to compactness but regard given to contiguity and equal
population, 14,000 of the maps have seven districts that were won by President Joseph Biden and only 4.4% have eight districts
won by President Joseph Biden. Mr. Trende concluded that “it is exceedingly unlikely that if you were drawing by chance, you
would end up with a map where President Joe Biden carried all eight districts.”

108. With respect, to the application of compactness and contiguity as well as equal population, he concluded that the 2021
Plan would result in eight districts won by President Biden, which he concluded was “an extremely improbable outcome if
you really were drawing -- just caring about traditional redistricting criteria and weren't subordinating those considerations for
partisanship,”

109. With respect to Exhibit 9-C, which reflects maps drawn with consideration of population equality, contiguity, compactness,
and respect for county lines, Mr. Trende testified that “you almost never produce eight districts that Joe Biden carries.”
Specifically, Mr. Trende found that of the 95,000 maps that survived the initial sort, 134 of them, or .14%. produced eight
districts that President Biden won.

110. Mr. Trende then presented data dependent on box plots, which are reflected in Exhibits 10-A, 10-B, 10-C, 10-D, and 10-E.
On the basis of his box plot analysis, Mr. Trende concluded that, “[pjolitics almost certainly played a role” in the 2021 Plan. He
also concluded that, “there is a pattern that appears again and again and again, which is heavily democratic districts are made
more Republican hut still safely democratic. And that, in turn, allows otherwise Republican competitive districts to be drawn
out of that Republican competitive range into an area where Democrats are almost guaranteed to have seven districts, have a
great shot at winning that eighth District [that being, the First Congressional District].”

111. With respect to his final analysis, he utilized a “Gerrymandering Index,” which is “a number that summarizes, on average,
how far the deviations are from what ... would [be] expect[ed] for a map drawn without respect to politics.”

*32 112. Mr. Trende relied Dr. Imai's work in his paper on the Sequential Monte Carlo methods. >
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32 Kosuke Imai & Cory McCartan, Sequential Monte Carlo far Sampling Balanced and Compact Redisricting Plans, HARV. UNIV.

6-17 (Aug. 10, 2021), available at: https://perma.cc/Z2DT-A2RW.

113. Exhibits 11-A, 11-B, and 11-C, illustrate.Mr. Trende's conclusions with respect to the Gerrymandering index. Lower scores
are Indicative of greater gerrymandering,

114. Mr. Trende concludes that the 2021 Plan is an outlier with respect to the Gerrymandering Index. In fact, he concludes
with respect to Exhibit 11-A, which included considerations regarding contiguity and equal population, that “It's exceedingly
unlikely” that a map would result that would have a larger Gerrymandering Index, because there were only 97 maps of the 31,
316 maps that were consulted that would have a larger gerrymandering index.

115. With respect to Exhibit 11-B in which compact districts are drawn, Mr, Trende concluded that there were only 102 maps
with larger gerrymandering indexes than the 2021 Plan: “[i]t's exceedingly unlikely if you were really drawing without respect
to partisanship, just trying to draw compact maps that are contiguous and equipopulous, its exceedingly unlikely you would

get something like this.”

116. The final Gerrymandering Index Exhibit, 11-C, reflects compact plans that are contiguous and of equal population and
respect county lines (with due consideration to the Voting Rights Act: two majority/minority districts).

117. On the basis of Exhibit 1 1-C, Mr. Trends concludes that the 2021 Plan is a “gross outlier,” such that of the 95,000 maps
under considerations, only one map had a Gerrymandering Index larger than the 2021 Plan.

118. Utilizing the Gerrymandering Index, Mr. Trende concluded that “it's just extraordinarily unlikely you would get a map
that looks like the enacted plan.”

119. Mr. Trende ultimately concluded that “the far more likely thing that we would accept in social science is given all this data
is that partisan considerations predominated in the drawing of this map and that as was the ease in Pennsylvania, North Carolina,
and Ohio and other states where this type of analysis was conducted, traditional redistricting criteria were subordinated to these
partisan considerations.”

120. Mr. Trende also concluded that the 2021 Plan has a very high Gerrymandering Index and the same pattern of districts being
drawn up in heavily Republican areas made more Democratic, as well as districts drawn down into the Democratic areas made

more Republican, even when three majority/minority districts under the Voting Rights Act are conceded in the 2021 Plan.

121. Ultimately, Mr. Trende concludes that the 2021 Plan was drawn with partisanship as a predominant intent, to the exclusion
of traditional redistricting criteria,

122. Mr. Trende had no opinion with respect to the Maryland Citizens Redistricting Commission (“MCRC”) Plan,

123. Mr. Trende's simulations did not account for communities of interest and “double bunking of incumbents” into a single
district.

124. Mr. Trende did not consider in his simulations the effect of Governor Hogan's victories in 2014 and 2018.
*33 125. Mr. Trende did not account for unusually strong Congressional candidates running in an election using the 2021 Plan.

126. Mr, Trende used voting patterns rather than registration patterns in his analyses of the 2021 Plan.
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127. Mr. Trende testified that the absolute minimum, number of county splits in a snap with eight congressional districts is
seven splits.

128. Mr. Trende, when asked to defined an “outlier,” explained that it “means a map that would have a less than 5% chance of
being drawn without respect to politics” and that with respect to his simulations, a map that is .00001% is “under any reasonable
definition of an extreme outlier.”

129. Mr. Trende testified within his expertise to a reasonable degree of scientific, professional certainty, that under any definition
of extreme gerrymandering, the 2021 Plan “would fit the bill”; “[i]ts a. map that, you know -- if traditional redistricting criteria
predominated, would be extraordinarily unlikely to be drawn. You know, with compactness and respect for county lines, ,00001
percent. That's extreme.”

130. Mr. Trende further opined that the 2021 Plan reflects “the surgical carving out of Republican and Democratic precincts”
and that “there are a lot. of individual things that tell an extreme-gerrymandering story.” and “when you put them all together,

it's just really hard to deny it.”

131. Mr. Trende further staled that the 2021 Plan was drawn “with an intent to hurt the Republican party's chances of letting
anyone in Congress.”

132. Mr. Trende testified that, the 2021 Plan “dilutes and diminishes the ability of Republicans to elect candidates of choice.”
133. Mr. Trende also testified that among the implications of an extreme partisan gerrymandering, that it “becomes harder for
political parties to recruit candidates to run for office, because who wants to raise all that money and then be guaranteed to

lose in your district.”

134. Mr. Trende did not conduct an efficiency gap analysis in this case.

Dr. Thomas L. Brunell

135. Dr. Brunell testified and was qualified as an expert in political science, including partisan gerrymandering, identifying
partisan gerrymandering, and redistricting.

136. Dr. Brunell was asked to examine two Congressional districting maps for the State of Maryland: the 2021 Plan and the
MCRC Plan and compare them using metrics for partisan gerrymandering.

137. In his comparison, he looked at city and county splits and compared the outcomes to proportionality regarding the
relationship between the statewide vote for each party and the total number of seats in Congress for each party. He also looked
at compactness and calculated the efficiency gap regarding statewide elections during the last ten years for both the 2021 Plan
and the MCRC Plan.

138. Dr. Brunell testified that the MCRC Map is more compact on average than the eight districts for the 2021 Plan. He testified
that the average compactness score using the Potsby-Popper index was lower for the 2021 Plan than the MCRC Plan. Dr.
Brunnell also concluded that In comparison to 29 states, the 2021 Plan had a Reock score that was higher than only two other
states, Illinois and Idaho, He also concluded that only Illinois and Oregon had a lower Polsby-Popper score than Maryland with
respect to the 2021 Plan.

*34 139. Dr. Brunell utilized the actual number of voters in his analysis rather than voter registration.
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140. Dr. Brunell testified that with respect to the 2016 Presidential election, similar to the 2012 Presidential election,
the Democratic candidate received 64% of the statewide vote in Maryland and the Democrats carried seven of the eight
Congressional districts in Maryland under the 2021 Plan. Using the 2020 Presidential data in evaluating the 2021 Plan,
Democrats would carry all eight of the Congressional districts under the 2021 Plan. Using the 2012 Senate candidate data
in evaluating the 2021 Plan, the Democrats would carry all eight Congressional districts. Using the 2016 Senate elections in
evaluating the 2021 Plan, he testified that the Democrats would carry seven of the eight districts. Using the 2018 Senate elections
data, the Democrats under the 2021 Plan would carry all eight districts. Using the 2014 and 2018 gubernatorial elections, he
concluded that the Democrats would carry three of the eight seats in the Congressional elections under the 2021 Plan.

141. Dr. Brunell conducted an efficiency test to determine wasted votes, i.e., those cast for the losing party and those cast for
the winning party above the number of votes necessary to win.

142. In order to determine the efficiency gap, he added all the wasted votes for both parties in the same district to get a measure
of who is wasting more votes at a higher rate.

143. A lower number of votes wasted reflects less likelihood of partisan gerrymandering.
144. Dr., Brunell testified that just considering the efficiency gap would not be enough to find that a map is gerrymandered. Dr.
Brunell testified that one would need to look at “the totality of the circumstances, use different, measures, different metrics, to

see if they're telling you the same thing [or] different things.”

145. Dr. Brunell testified that by using an efficiency gap measure, there was a bias in favor of the Republicans in the MCRC
Plan, although that bias was not significant.

146. Dr. Brunell testified that there were many more county segments and county splits in the 2021 Plan than in the MCRC Plan.
147. Dr. Brunell testified that redrawing electoral districts “is a complex process with dozens of competing factors that need
to be taken into account, ... like compactness, contiguity, where incumbents live, national boundaries, municipal boundaries,
county boundaries, and preserving the core confirmed districts.”

148. Dr. Brunell only considered compactness of the districts in his analysis of the 2021 Plan.

149. Dr. Brunell did not take into consideration in his analysis the Voting Rights Act or incumbency bias. He testified he did
assume population equality and contiguity having been met in the 2021 Plan.

Mr. John T. Willis

150. Mr. Willis testified and was qualified as an expert in Maryland political and election history and Maryland redistricting,
including Congressional redistricting,

151. Mr. Willis was asked to evaluate the 2021 Plan and determine if it was consistent with redistricting in the course of Maryland
history and to give his opinion as to its validity and whether it was based on reasonable factors.

*35 152. Mr. Willis opined that Maryland's population over time has changed with an east-to-west migration, “in significant
numbers.”

153. Mr. Willis referred to a series of Maryland maps reflecting population migration every 50 years from 1800 to 2000, admitted
into evidence as Exhibit H.
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154. Exhibit H had been prepared by Mr. Willis in anticipation of the 2001 redistricting process.
155. Exhibit. H shows population migration to the west in Maryland and towards the suburbs of the District of Columbia.

156. Mr. Willis testified regarding Defendants' Exhibit L admitted into evidence, which reflects concentrations of population
during the Fall of 2010.

157. He testified almost 70% of the Maryland population is “in a central core, which is roughly I-95 and the Beltway.”

158. Mr. Willis also testified that geography impacts the redistricting process as well as natural boundary lines, “quarters of
transportation,” the changing nature of the economy, major federal installations and where they are located and their connection
to the economy, institutional factors, and migration patterns.

159. With respect to Defendants' Exhibit J, Mr. Willis testified regarding the population changes from 2010 to 2020.
160. Mr. Willis further testified that each district in the 2021 Plan had to have a target population of 771,925.

161. Mr. Willis further testified that in Congressional redistricting the General Assembly starts with the map in existence to
avoid disturbing existing governmental relationships.

162. Exhibit K includes ail of the Congressional redistricting maps from 1789 to the present 2021 Plan, which includes a set of
17 maps. The last map--map 17--Mr. Willis testified that the district lines in the First District appeared to be based on reasonable
factors and are consistent with the historical district lines enacted in Maryland. As the basis for his opinion, Mr. Willis explained
that there has always been a population deficit in the First District which requires the boundary to cross over the Chesapeake Bay
or to cross north over the Susquehanna River in Harford County and that there have been more crossings over the Chesapeake
Bay historically than into Harford County.

163. Mr. Willis further testified regarding regional and county-based population changes over the decades in Maryland since
1790, on a decade basis, reflected in Exhibit L. He testified that the district lines in the Second Congressional District appear
to be based upon reasonable factors and are consistent with historical district lines enacted in Maryland and reflects migration
patterns relative to Baltimore City.

164. Mr. Willis further testified about the district lines for the Third Congressional District, which he opined were based on
reasonable factors and consistent with historical district lines enacted in Maryland.

165. With respect to the liens of the Fourth Congressional District, Mr. Willis testified that the district lines appear to be based
on reasonable factors and are consistent with historical district lines enacted in Maryland. He testified that the Fourth District
is also what is known as a “Voting Rights Act District.”

*36 166. With respect to the district lines of the Fifth Congressional District, he opined that the lines appear to be based on
reasonable factors and are consistent with historical district, lines enacted in Maryland. The district, lines are also based on
major employment centers and major public institutions.

167. With respect to the district lines of the Sixth Congressional District, following the Potomac River, Mr. Willis testified
that the lines reflect commercial and family connections tying the area together since the State was founded. On that basis, he
testified that the lines of the Sixth District appear to he based on reasonable factors and are consistent with historical district

lines enacted in Maryland.

168. Mr. Willis testified that the Seventh Congressional District is another “Voting Rights Act district.”
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169. Mr. Willis then testified about the Eighth Congressional District, the lines of which appear to be based on reasonable
factors and consistent with historical district lines enacted in Maryland. Mr. Willis attributes the lines to traffic patterns along
what is basically State Route 97.

170. He finally testified that the ail the district lines as they are drawn in the 2021 Plan appear to be based on reasonable factors
and are consistent with historical district lines enacted in Maryland.

171. Mr. Willis testified that for every election prior to 2002 in Congressional District 2, a Republican candidate won the
Congressional seat, A Republican candidate also won every election in Congress in District 8 from 1992 to 2000, that being
Congresswoman Constance Morella. Thereafter, from 2002 to 2010, no Republican candidate won a Congressional election
in District 8. He then testified that in District 2, a Democratic candidate has won the Congressional election every single year
since the 2002 map was drawn, i.e., Congressman C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger.

172. Mr. Willis further testified with respect to the First Congressional District that as a result of a Federal Court decision.
District 1 included all of the Eastern Shore and Cecil County as well as St. Mary's County, Calvert County, and part of Anne
Arundel County.

173. As a result of the redistricting plan from 2002 to 2010, District 1 was drawn a different way, which included all of the
Eastern Shore counties and an area across the Bay Bridge into Anne Arundel County, as well as parts of Harford and Baltimore
County.

174. Mr. Willis characterized the Congressional map from 2002 to 2010 as “fraught with politics to favor some candidates
over another.”

175. He testified that since the Federal Court ordered the drawing of the Congressional districts in Maryland, the First
Congressional District has crossed the Chesapeake Bay in southern Maryland, has crossed the Chesapeake Bay in northern
Maryland, as well as crossed parts of Cecil, Harford, Baltimore, and Carroll County.

176. Mr. Willis testified that from the 1842 until the 2012 Congressional maps, Frederick County was linked in its entirety with
the westernmost counties of Maryland, as well as in the Federal District Court redistricting map.

177. During the Court's questioning, Mr. Willis testified that the biggest “driver” in the redistricting process is populations shifts
with gains in population in places like Prince George's County for example, and loss of population, for example, in Baltimore
City.

*37 178. He also testified about other factors affecting the redistricting process such as “transportation patterns,” preservation
of Sand, federal installations, state institutions, major employment centers, prior history, election history, as well as ballot
questions that “show voter attitude.” He further testified that incumbency protection might be a factor as well as political
considerations.

Dr. Allan J. Lichtman

179. Dr. Allan J. Lichtman testified and was qualified as an expert in statistical historical methodology, American political
history, American politics, voting rights, and partisan redistricting.

180. Dr. Lichtman testified that “politics inevitably comes into play” in the redistricting process and that the balance in
democratic government is “between political values and other considerations” to include “public policy, preserving the cores of
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existing districts, avoiding the pairing of incumbents, looking at communities of interest, shapes of the districts, and a balance
between political considerations,”

181. Dr. Lichtman testified that, “[w]hen you're involved with legislative bodies, it's inevitably a process of negotiation, log
rolling, compromise.”

182. Dr. Lichtman denied as unrealistic comparing the 2021 Plan with “ensembles of plans with zero - the politics totally taken

2

out,

183. Dr. Lichtman's test of the 2021 Plan, according to his testimony, evaluates whether the 2021 Plan was “a partisan
gerrymander based on the balance of party power in the state,” His conclusions were that the likely partisan alignment of the
2021 Plan was “status quo, 7 likely Democratic wins, 1 likely Republican win”; that there could be Democratic districts in
jeopardy in 2022 because “2022 is a midterm with a Democratic President.” In doing his analysis, he looked at other states
which were “actually mostly Republican states, where the lead party got 60% or more of the Presidential vote,” which he termed
are “unbalanced political states,” According to Dr. Lichtman, he looked at “gerrymandering” in multiple ways, “all based on
real-world considerations, not the formation of abstract models.”

184. Using an “S-curve” representation in Exhibit N, he determined that a party with 60% of the vote-share would win all of
the Congressional districts. He continued in his testimony to discuss how he determined that the Democratic advantage under
the 2021 Plan was likely a 7-to-1 advantage based upon the Cook's Partisan Voter Index (“PVI”), referring to Exhibit R.

185. Dr. Lichtman posited through Exhibit T that traditionally there are many midterm losses by the party of the President.

186. Dr. Lichtman testified that the Democrats could have drawn a stronger First Congressional District for themselves in the
2021 Map than they did to ensure a Republican defeat.

187. Dr. Lichtman testified pursuant to Exhibit U that the Democratic advantage in Maryland in federal elections is in the mid
to upper 60% range so that the Democratic seat-share in a “fair” plan would exceed 80% of the seats.

188. With reference to Exhibit V. Dr. Lichtman presented a “trend line” from which he concluded that Maryland's enacted plan
was not a partisan gerrymander because a 7-to-1 seat share was not commensurate with the Presidential vote for the Democratic
party in 2020. He concluded that based on the trend line, “you would expect Maryland to be close to 100% of the [Congressional]
seats.”

*38 189. Utilizing Exhibit W, he testified regarding “unbalanced states” in which the lead party secured more than 64.2%
of the vote in the 2020 Presidential election. He included that the Democrats were performing below expectation in terms of
its share of Congressional seats.

190. Dr. Lichtman testified that, in his opinion, “empirically, Maryland's Congressional seat allocation under the 2021 Plan is
exactly what you would expect, assuming a 7-to-1 seat share.”

193. He also testified that the Governor's plan, otherwise referred to as the MCRC Plan, is indicative of a gerrymander by
“packing Democrats.” He also concluded it was a gerrymander because it paired two or more incumbents of the opposition

party, which he believed to be indicative of a gerrymander as reflected by Exhibit Z.

192. He testified that when you pair incumbents, “you are forcing them to rescrambie and figure out. how to rearrange their
next election.”
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193. He also testified that the MCRC Plan also “dismantled the core of the existing districts and disrupted incumbency advantage
again and the balance between representatives and the represented,” referring to Exhibit AA.

194. Referring to Exhibit AB, he concluded that the MCRC Plan unduly packed Democrats, because In the MCRC Plan, there
would be six Democratic districts over 70% and four Democratic districts close to or over 80%.

195. He testified further that the MCRC Plan is a “packed gerrymander.” He testified that the Governor's Commission developing
the plan was “extraordinarily under representative of Democrats” and that the Commission was appointed by a partisan elected
official. He also testified that the Governor's instructions in developing the plan helps explain “why it turns out to be a
Republican-packed gerrymander and a paired gerrymander”; “no attention was given to incumbency whatsoever.” Instructions
included considerations to include compactness and political subdivisions which he concludes “automatically” plays into, what
he calls, partisan clustering. He also testified that the Governor's Secretary of Planning, Edward Johnson, sat in on deliberations

while “there was no comparable Democratic representative sitting in.”

196. Dr. Lichtman was critical of every one of Mr. Trende's simulation analyses because each one presumed “zero politics.”
Dr. Lichtman opined that “when state legislative body creates a plan, political considerations are one element to be balanced
with a whole host of other elements and the process of negotiation, bartering, and trading that goes on in the legislative process
and a demonstration that politics is not zero, is by not any stretch equivalent to a demonstration that the plan is a partisan
gerrymander.” He continued in his criticism of Mr. Trende's analysis that Mr. Trende did not provide “an absolute standard” and
no comparative state-to-state standard. He testified in criticism of Mr. Trende's simulations not only based on “zero politics,”
but also because Mr. Trende's simulations did not consider “where to place historic landmarks, historic buildings, deciding how
to deal with parks or airports or large open spaces of water,” He concluded that Mr. Trende's analysis was deficient because
“you can't measure gerrymandering relative to zero politics, you can't measure gerrymandering without, a standard, and you
can't measure gerrymandering when comparing if to unrealistic simulated plans that don't consider much of the factors that
routinely go into redistricting.”

*39 197. Dr. Lichtman attributed the problems of Republicans across the Congressional districts “not [to] the plan,” but rather
“the problem is that they are simply not getting enough votes, an absolutely critical distinction in assessing a gerrymander,”
based upon his review of Governor Hogan's two victories in 2014 and 2018 and the Republican vote-share in the 2014 Attorney
General's race.

198. Dr. Lichtman concluded, in criticism of Mr. Trende's simulation analyses, that, “[a] supposed neutral plan based upon zero
politics and supposedly neutral principles when applied in the real world into a place like Maryland, in fact, as demonstrated
by this chart, produces extreme packing to the detriment of Democratic voters in the State of Maryland. Votes are extremely
wasted for Democrats in at least half and maybe even more than half of the districts,”

199. Dr. Lichtman, with respect to the 2021 Plan, does not dispute Mr. Trende's use of the four scores beginning with the Reock
score, hut opines that the scores of compactness reflect an improvement in compactness from the 2012 plan to the 2021 Plan. He

then explains that the county splits decreased from the 2012 plan to the 2021 Plan, specifically, from 21 to 17 splits in the latter.

200. Dr, Lichtman further concluded, using the PVI, that the 2023 Plan “may not even be 7-1 in the real world.” It may be
“6-2, or even 5-3.”

201. Dr. Lichtman later concludes that the very structure of the 2021 Plan “pretty much assures that Republicans are going to
win two districts and that Democrats have wasted huge numbers of votes in the other districts,”

202. In criticizing Dr. Branch's analysis, he concludes that the 2021 Plan is not a gerrymander “just like [the] 2002 and 2012
plans were not gerrymanders.”
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203. Ultimately, Dr. Lichtman testified that “through multiple analyses -- affirmative analyses in [his] own report and scrutiny
of the analyses of experts for the plaintiffs, it's clear that the Democrats did not operate to create a partisan gerrymander in their
favor,” and that “[t]he Governor's Commission plan is a partisan gerrymander that favors Republicans.”

204. On cross-examination, Dr. Lichtman testified that non-compactness of Congressional districts could be, and it could not
be, an indicator of partisan gerrymandering and concluded that “certainly nothing about compactness or municipal splits or
county splits proves that a plan is not fair on a partisan basis, hut they can be indicators,”

205. On cross-examination. Dr. Lichtman acknowledged that for the past ten years, even when a midterm election occurred
during the Democratic presidency of Barack Obama, the Maryland Delegation has been 7-1 Democratic/Republican, so that the
Democrats did not lose any seats in any midterm elections, and prior to that, for a number of years, the outcome of Maryland's
Congressional elections had been 6-2 Democratic/Republican, year after year,

206. Dr. Lichtman, during cross-examination, further stated that he had “checked the addresses of the incumbents to make sure
there was not an unfair double bunking, which [Mr. Trende] meant the pairing of incumbents in the same districts” and indicated
that he did not see any pairings in the 2021 Plan.

207. Dr. Lichtman, during cross-examination, concluded that if the General Assembly was “intent upon destroying a Republican
district, they could have done so and didn't,” which he concludes was a deliberate decision by Democratic leaders, including
the Senate President, Bill Ferguson.” He further concluded that the General Assembly “created a district that Andy Harris is
overwhelmingly likely to win in the crucial first election under the redistricting plan.”

*40 208. Finally, Dr. Lichtman stated that he had not seen evidence that the General Assembly bumped “Andy Harris into
the Seventh District with Kweisi Mfume.”

209. On cross-examination, Dr. Lichtman reiterated that Mr. Trende's simulations “do not account for all traditional redisricting
ideas. A whole host of them -- and we've gone over that numerous times -- are left out,” and that Mr. Trende's simulation
resulted in an “extraordinarily high degree of packing, which wastes large numbers of Democratic votes to the detriment of
Democrats in Maryland.”

210. In response to questioning from the Court, based on his opinion to a reasonable degree of professional certainty as to
whether the 2021 Plan comports with Article III, Section 4, of the Maryland Constitution, Dr. Lichtman testified that the 2021
Plan comported with Article I1I, Section 4 because the drafters “actually made the districts-substantially more compact than they
had been in 2012 and equally compact as they had been in 2002.” In providing that opinion relative to compactness, Dr. Lichtman
testified that “instead of. distorting compactness and violating Section 4, they made their district substantially more compact
and in line with what compactness had been over long periods of time.” Dr. Lichtman acknowledged that historical compactness
is not necessarily the measure of Article I1I, Section 4 compactness and reiterated that there is no objective standard by which,
to judge any of the measures utilized by Mr. Trende. He reiterated that he was “not aware of any study which establishes, on an
objective scientific basis, a line you can draw in one or more compactness measures, which would distinguish between compact
and noncompact.”

211. In response to the question of whether in his opinion, to a reasonable degree of professional, scientific certainly that
the standards of due regard shall be given to the natural boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions was met,
he acknowledged that he had not done any of his own individual research. He opined, however, that “there has not been the
presentation of proof by plaintiffs' experts that it doesn't comply.” He reiterated “Plaintiffs did not prove that the 2021 Plan
violates the Constitution,”

212. Dr. Lichtman opined that Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights, dealing with free and frequent elections, Article 24 of the
Declaration of Rights, entitled Due Process, as well Article 40, the free speech clause, would not apply to districting because
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“none of them mentioned districting or anything like that.” He further opined that the free and frequent elections clause “clearly
was designed for legislative elections” and that based upon his delineation of its history, that the free speech clause did not
apply at all.

213. Dr. Lichtman further opined that he did not think that Article III, Section 4 or any of the provisions in the Maryland
Constitution or Declaration of Rights applied to Congressional gerrymandering, nevertheless, even assuming were the standards
to apply, partisan considerations would not predominate.

Application of the Law to the Findings of Fact

Applying the Saw to the findings of fact adduced during a trial with a “battle of the experts” initially requires a trial judge to
transparently reflect what weight was given to a particular opinion or sets of opinions and why. Each expert in the instant case
was qualified as an expert in particular areas. The qualification of each witness, however, was only the beginning of the analysis.

*41 Whether the expert's testimony was reliable and helpful to the trier of fact and law. the trial judge herein, informs the
weight to be afforded to each of the opinions. Obviously, the newly adopted Dauhert standard, under Rochkind v. Stevenson,
471 Md. 1 (2020), was a point of discussion with respect to the opinions of Mr. Willis and Dr. Lichtman, but that challenge
was withdrawn in the end by the Plaintiffs, and the State did not mount a Dauhert challenge at all. Beyond Dauhert, then, the
weight given to an expert's opinion depends on many factors including, as well as irrespective, of their qualifications, but based
upon a consideration of ail of the other evidence in the case, under Maryland Rule 5-702.

In the present case, the trial judge gave great weight to the testimony and evidence presented by and discussed by Sean Trende.
His conclusions regarding extreme partisan gerrymandering in the 2021 Plan were undergirded with empirical data that could
be reliably tested and validly replicated. He used multifaceted analyses in his studies of compactness and splits of counties and
acknowledged the data that he did not consider, such as voter registration patterns, might have yielded additional data, although
the reliance on such data had not been studied. He readily acknowledged that he was not yet a PhD, although that title was soon
to come, and that he was being paid for his work by the Plaintiffs.

Importantly, although he testified that he was on the Republican side of a number of redistricting cases in which Republican
plans had been challenged--Dickson v Rucho, No. 11 CVS 16896, 2013 WL 3376658 (N.C. Super. July 08, 2013); Ohio A,
Philip Randolph Inst. v. Smith, 360 F. Supp. 3d 681 (S.D. Ohio 2018), vacated sub nam, Ohio A. Philip Randolph Inst. v.
Obhof 802 F. App'x 185 (6th Cir. 2020); Whitford v. Nichol, 151 F. Supp. 3d 91.8 (W.D. Wis. 2015); Common Cause v. Rucho,
318 F. Supp. 3d 777 (M.D.N.C, 2018), vacated and remanded, 139 S. Ct. 2484 (2019); and League of Women Voters of Ohio
v. Ohio Redistricting Comm'n, N.E.3d , 2022-Ohio-789 (2022)--he apparently learned what would be helpful to
a court in evaluating a Congressional redistricting plan, because he clearly relied on methodologies that were persuasive in
North Carolina, Harper v. Hall, 2G22-NCSC-17, 868 S.E.2d 499 (2022), and Pennsylvania, League of Women Voters of Pa.
v. Commonwealth, 645 Pa. 576 (2018).

The impeachment of Mr. Trende's presentation undertaken by Dr. Lichiman was unavailing, in large part, because of the bias
that Dr. Lichiman portrayed against simulated maps utilizing “zero politics” and county splits that “happened” to he less in
number than what had occurred in a map that had been the subject of criticism in 2012 at the Federal District Court level but not
addressed in Rucho in 2019. Mr. Trende's presentation was an example of a deliberate, multifaceted, and reliable presentation
that this fact finder found and determined to be very powerful.

Dr. Brunell's testimony and evidence in support was much less valuable and helpful to the trial judge, because to evaluate
compactness, the efficiency gap, as presented, did not have the power that was portrayed in other cases. See e.g., Ohio A. Philip
Randolph Inst. v. Householder, 373 F. Supp. 3d 978 (S.D. Ohio) (finding that around 75% of historical efficiency gaps around
the country were between ~10% and 10%, and only around 4% had an efficiency gap greater than 20% in either direction, and
therefore, noting that several of Ohio's prior elections had efficiency gaps indicative of a plan that was a “historical outlier,”
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including an efficiency gap of ~22.4% in its 2012 election and an efficiency gap of ~20% in its 2018 election, compared to
efficiency gaps in 2014 and 2016 that were ~9% and ~8.7%, respectively). Dr. Brunell's presentation was murky and lacking
in sufficient detail. He made no attempt to establish the interaction of an efficiency gap analysis with other types of testing
for compactness and certainly, no basis to believe that allocating Republicans two of eight Congressional seats is appropriate,
let alone reliable or valid,

*42 The opinions of Mr. Willis, while of interest, to gain a perspective as to what legislators considered in 2002, 2012,
and possibly may have considered in 2021 to draw the various Congressional boundaries, such as natural boundary lines,
“quarters of transportation,” the changing nature of the economy, major federal installations and where they are located and
their connection to the economy, institutional factors, major employment centers, preservation of land, political considerations,
and migration patterns, may in fact be “reasonable,” but not, in any way, helpful in the determination of whether “constitutional
guideposts” have been honored in the 2021 Plan. As Chief Judge Robert M. Bell from the Maryland Court of Appeals, in 2002
in In re Legislative Districting of State, eloquently stated in opinion regarding the influence of such criteria on Constitutional
redistricting standards:

Instead, however, the Legislature chose to mandate only that legislative districts consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and be of substantially equal population, and that due regard be given to natural boundaries and the boundaries of
political subdivisions. That was a fundamental and deliberate political decision that, upon ratification by the People, became
part of the organic law of the State. Along with the applicable federal requirements, adherence to those standards is the
essential prerequisite of any redistricting plan.

That is not to say that, in preparing the redistricting plans, the political branches, the Governor and General Assembly, may
consider only the stated constitutional factors. On the contrary, because, in their hands, the process is in part a political one.
they may consider countless other factors, including broad political and narrow partisan ones, and they may pursue a wide
range of objectives. Thus., so long as the plan does not contravene the constitutional criteria, that it may have been formulated
in an attempt to preserve communities of interest, to promote regionalism, to help or injure incumbents or political parties,
or to achieve other social or political objectives, will not affect its validity.

On the other hand, notwithstanding that there is necessary flexibility in how the constitutional criteria are applied - the districts
need not he exactly equal in population or perfectly compact and they are not absolutely prohibited from crossing natural or
political subdivision boundaries, since they must do so if necessary for population parity -- those non-constitutional criteria
cannot override the constitutional ones.

370 Md. at 321-22.

Finally, this trial judge gave little weight to the testimony of Dr. Allan J, Lichtman. Dr. Lichtman's presentation was dismissive
of empirical studies presented by Mr. Trende because of their “zero politics” and disavowed their use because of their lack of
absolute standards or comparative standards to guide what an outlier is. Juxtaposed against Mr. Trende's use of reliable valid
measures that have been accepted in other state courts, such as simulations in North Carolina and Pennsylvania, Dr. Lichtman's
own data urged the “realities” of Maryland polities, as he used a “predictive” model to address alleged Democratic concerns
about losing not only one, but two or three seats in the midterm election in 2022, because of having a Democratic-President
in power; in fact the realities of Maryland politics, in the last ten years, under Republican as well as Democratic Presidents,
as well as a Republican Governor, have been that the Congressional delegation has stayed essentially the same--7 Democrats
to 1 Republican.

Dr. Lichtman's denial of the fact that the 2021 Plan, as enacted, actually “pitted” Congressman Andy Harris against Congressman
Kweisi Mfume in the Seventh Congressional District when the 2021 Plan did so, reflects a lack of thoughtfulness and
deliberativeness that, a trial judge would expect of experts. The fact that only a short period of time was afforded for the
development of Dr. Lichtman's report does not excuse that it would have taken a review of the 2021 Plan as enacted in December
of 2021, rather than in February of 2022, to know that Congressman Harris had to move to Cambridge to reside in the First
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Congressional District to avoid being “paired” in the 2021 Plan with a Democratic Congressional incumbent, in the Seventh
Congressional District.

*43 Finally, although a cold record does not always reflect the nuances of a witness's demeanor, it is apparent from the words
Dr. Lichtman used that he was dismissive of the use of a normative or legal framework to evaluate the “structure,” as he called it,
of redisricting. He began his discussion by referring to legal “machinations” in referring to his testimony discussing a challenge
by the plaintiffs in Vieth v. Jubelirer, 541 U.S. 267, 124 S. Ct. 1769 (2004) against the redistricting plan of Pennsylvania for
Congress, and ended with what amounted to a refrain of an “apologist” of the work of politicians.

There is no question that map-making is an extremely difficult task, but like most of the complexities of the modem world,
justifications of map-making must be evaluated by the application of principles--here, the organic law of our State, its
Constitution and Declaration of Rights.

Analysis and Conclusion

Application of the legal tenets that survived the Motion to Dismiss, as articulated heretofore, to the Joint Stipulations, Judicial
Admissions and the stipulation orally presented by the State at the end of the trial with consideration of the weight afforded to the
evidence presented by the experts yields the conclusion that the 2021 Congressional Plan in Maryland is an “outlier,” an extreme
gerrymander that subordinates constitutional criteria to political considerations. In concluding that the 2021 Congressional Plan
is unconstitutional under Article III, Section 4, either on its face or through a nexus to the Free Elections Clause, MB. CONST,
DECL. OF RTS. art. 7, the trial judge recognized that the 2021 Plan embodies population equality as well as contiguity, as
Dr. Brunell acknowledged. The substantial deviation from “compactness” as well as the failure to give “due regard” to “the
boundaries of political subdivisions” as required by Article III, Section 4, are the bases for the constitutional failings of the
2021 Plan, which has been challenged in its entirety.

In evaluating the criteria of compactness required under Article III, Section 4, it is axiomatic that it and contiguity, but
particularly compactness, “are intended to prevent political gerrymandering,” 1984 legislative Districting, 299 Md. at 675 (citing
Schrage v. State Bd. of Elections, 88 111.2d 87 (1981); Preiler v. Doherty, 365 Mo. 460 (1955); Schneider v. Rockefeller, 31
N.Y.2d 420 (1972); Opinion to the Governor, 101 R.1. 203 (1966)). With respect to compactness, while it is true that our cases
do not “insist that the most geometrically compact district be drawn,” In re Legislative Districting of State, 370 Md. at 361, we
recognized that compactness must be evaluated by a court in light of all of the constitutional requirements to determine if all of
them “have been fairly considered and applied in view of all relevant considerations.” /d. at 416.

The task of evaluating whether “compactness” and other constitutional requirements have been fairly considered by the
Legislature is informed by the various analyses performed by Mr. Trende. Initially, by application of each of the four “most
common compactness metrics,” i.e., the Reock score; the Polsby-Poppper score; the inverse Schwartzberg score; and the Convex
Hull score, the districts included in the 2021 Plan are “quite non-compact” compared to prior Maryland Congressional maps
and to other Congressional maps in other, states based upon a comparison of the scores achieved with reference to the four
metrics. It is notable that the 2021 Plan reflects compact scores that range from a “limited” number of state maps worse than
Maryland, to only six other maps with worse scores, to the worst Inverse Schwartzberg score in the last fifty years in the United
States, to “very poorly relative to anything drawn in the last fifty years in the United States.”

*44 The simulations conducted by Mr. Trende, of the type already accepted in North Carolina and Pennsylvania, when
infused with the same constitutional criteria as embodied in Article III, Section 4 and allowing for two Voter Rights districts,
result in only .14% or 134 maps of the 95,000 reflected produce a victory for President Biden in all eight Congressional
districts in Maryland, based upon predictive Presidential votes, as acknowledged by the experts. Importantly. Exhibit 11-C, the
Gerrymandering Index exhibit, which embodies all of the constitutional mandates and two Voting Rights districts, reflects that
the 2021 Congressional Plan is a “gross outlier”, as Mr. Trende opined, “such that of the 95,000 maps under consideration, only
one map had a Gerrymandering Index larger than the 2021 Plan. It is extraordinarily unlikely that a map that looks like the
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2021 Plan could be produced without extreme partisan gerrymandering.” As a result, the notion that the 2021 Plan is compact
is empirically extraordinarily unlikely, a conclusion that utilizes comparative metrics and data throughout the various states.
The notion that a plan must pass an absolute standard, as Dr. Liehtman suggested, is without merit, for the test is whether the
constitutional conditions, especially compactness, are met.

With respect to county splits, it is clear that the number of crossings over county lines are 17 in the 2021 Plan, which is a
historically “high number” of splits since 1972, only less than the 21 splits in 2002 and 2012. The importance of the due regard
to political subdivisions language is a reflection of the importance of counties in Maryland, as recognized in Md. Comm. for
Fair Representation v. Tawes, 229 Md. 406 (1962):
The counties of Maryland have always been an integral part of the state government. St. Mary's County was established in
1634 contemporaneous with the establishment of the proprietary government, probably on the model of the English shire ...
Indeed, Kent County had been established by Claiborne before the landing of the Mary landers ... We have noted that there
were eighteen counties at the time of the adoption of the Constitution of 1776. They have always possessed and retained
distinct individualities, possibly because of the diversity of terrain and occupation.... While it is true that the counties are
not sovereign bodies, having only the status of municipal corporations, they have traditionally exercised wide governmental
powers in the fields of education, welfare, police, taxation, roads, sanitation, health and the administration of justice, with
a minimum of supervision by the State, In the diversity of their interests and their local autonomy, they are quite analogous
to the states, in relation to the United States.

Id. at 411-12. In dissent in Legislative Redistricting Cases, 331 Md. 574 (1993), Judge Eldridge reiterated the pivotal governing
function of counties:
Unlike many other states, Maryland has a small number of basic political subdivisions: twenty-three counties and Baltimore
City. Thus, “[t]he counties in Maryland occupy a far more important position than do similar political divisions in many
other states of the union.”

The Maryland Constitution itself recognizes the critical importance of counties in the very structure of our government. See,
e.g., Art. I, § 5; Art. 111, §§ 45, 54; Art. 1V, §§ 14, 19, 20, 21, 25, 26, 40, 41, 41B, 44, 45: Art. V, §§ 7, 11, 12; Art. VII, §
1; Art. XI; Art. XI-A; Art. XI-B; Art. XI-C; Art. XI-D; Art. XI-F; Art. XIV, § 2; Art. XV, § 2; Art. XVI, §§ 3, 4, 5; Art.
XVII, §§ 1, 2, 3,5, 6. After the State as a whole, the counties are the basic governing units in our political system. Maryland
government is organized on a county-by-county basis. Numerous services and responsibilities are now, and historically have
been, organized at the county level.

The boundaries of political subdivisions are a significant concern in legislative redistricting for another reason: in Maryland,
as in other States, many of the laws enacted by the General Assembly each year are public local laws, applicable to particular
counties, fee Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 580-[]81, 84 S.Ct. 1362, 1391, 12 L,Ed,2d 506, 538 (1964) (“In many States
much of the legislature's activity involves the enactment of so-called local legislation, directed only to the concerns of
particular political subdivisions”).

*45 Id. at 620-21.

Due regard for political subdivision lines is a mandatory consideration in evaluating compliance with constitutional redistricting,
as Chief Judge Bell noted in the 2002 Legislative districting case, In re Legislative Districting of State, 370 Md. at 356, such that
fracturing counties to the extent accomplished in the 2021 Plan does not even give lip service to the historical and constitutional
significance of their role in the way Maryland is governed. To say that the 2021 Plan is four splits better than the 2002 and 2012
Plans (which have never been examined in a State court, let alone sanctioned), and so must be lawful, is a fictitious narrative,
because it is inherently invalid; in 2002, Chief Judge Bell, writing on behalf of the Court, rejected similar justifications offered
by the experts on behalf of the Defendants in this case. “There is simply an excessive number of political subdivision crossings
in this redistricting plan ....” The State has failed to meet its burden to rebut the proof adduced that the constitutional mandate
that due regard to political subdivision lines was violated in the 2021 Plan.
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To the extent that Dr. Lichtman and Mr. Willis discussed and prioritized a myriad of considerations that Dr. Lichtman
called “political” and Mr. Willis called “reasonable factors,” would require that this Court accept their implicit bias that
constitutional mandates can be subordinated to politics and/or “reasonable factors.” Again, Chief Judge Bell, more eloquently
and precedentially than this judge could, addressed the same justifications offered by the State, then and now, when in 2002,
he said,
[b]ut neither discretion nor political considerations and judgments may be utilized in violation of constitutional standards.
In other words, if in the exercise of discretion, political considerations and judgments result in a plan in which districts:
are non-contiguous; are not compact; with substantially unequal populations; or with district lines that unnecessarily cross
natural or political subdivision boundaries, that plan cannot be sustained. That a plan may have been the result of discretion,
exercised by the one entrusted with the responsibility of generating the plan, will not save it. The constitution “trumps”
political considerations. Politics or non-constitutional considerations never “trump” constitutional requirements.

1Id. at 370.

Mr. Trende's analysis of the 2021 Plan with respect to its extreme nature and its status as an “outlier” reflects the realities of
the 2021 Plan; an “outlier means a map that would have a less than five percent chance ... of being drawn without respect to
polities” and with respect to his simulations, a map that is .00001% is “under any reasonable definition of an extreme outlier,”
therefore, the 2021 Plan “would fit the bill”; “[i]ts a map that, you know -- if traditional redistricting criteria predominated,
would be extraordinarily unlikely to be drawn. You know, with compactness and respect for county lines, .00001 percent. That's
extreme.” This trial judge agrees; the 2021 Plan is an outlier and a product of extreme partisan gerrymandering.

*46 With regard to the violations of the of the Articles of the Maryland Declaration of Rights. the 2021 Plan fails constitutional
muster under each Article,

With regard to Article 7 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, the 2021 Congressional Plan, the Plaintiffs, based upon the
evidence adduced at trial, proved that the 2021 Plan was drawn with “partisanship as a predominant intent, to the exclusion of
traditional redistricting criteria,” Findings of Fact, supra, 9 121, accomplished by the party in power, to suppress the voice of
Republican voters. The right for ail votes of political participation in Congressional elections, as protected by Article 7, was
violated by the 2021 Plan in its own right and as a nexus to the standards of Article III, Section 4.

Alternatively, Article 24, the Maryland Equal Protection Clause, applicable in redistricting cases, was violated under the 2021
Plan. The application of the Equal Protection Clause requires this Court to strictly scrutinize the 2021 Plan and balance what
the State presented under a “compelling interest” standard. It is clear from Mr. Trende's testimony that Republican voters and
candidates are substantially adversely impacted by the 2021 Plan. The State has not provided a “compelling state interest” to
rationalize the adverse effect.

Alternatively, the same rationale holds true for the violation of Article 40 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights, the Free
Speech Article, which requires a “strict scrutiny” analysis because a fundamental right is implicated, a citizen's right to vote.
In many respects, all of the testimony in this case supports the notions that the voice of Republican voters was diluted and their
right to vote and be heard with the efficacy of a Democratic voter was diminished. No compelling reason for the dilution and
diminution was ever adduced by the State.

Finally, with respect to the evaluation of the 2021 Plan through the lens of the Constitution and Declaration of Rights, it is
axiomatic that popular sovereignty is the paramount consideration in a republican, democratic government. The limitation of
the undue extension of power by any branch of government must be exercised to ensure that the will of the people is heard,
no matter under which political placard those governing reside. The 202! Congressional Plan is unconstitutional, and subverts
that will of those governed.
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As a result, this Court will enter declaratory judgment in favor of the Plaintiffs, declaring the 2021 Plan unconstitutional, and
permanently enjoining its operation, and giving the General Assembly an opportunity to develop a new Congressional Plan that
is constitutional. A separate declaratory judgment will be entered as of today's date.

3/25/2022

Date

<<signature>>

LYNNE A. BATTAGLIA

Senior Judge

End of Document © 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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.

Before the Court is the Motion to Dismiss filed by Defendants Utah State Legislature,
Utah Legislative Redistricting Committee, Senator Scott Sandall, Representative Brad Wilson,
and Senator Stuart Adams (collectively, “Defendants™)' on May 2, 2022 (“Motion™). The Court
heard oral argument on August 24, 2022. On October 14, 2022, Defendants filed a Notice of
Supplemental Authority Regarding Legislative Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and
Memorandum in Support. Having considered the Motion, the memoranda submitted both in
support and opposition to it, and the arguments of counsel at oral argument, the Court issued a
Summary Ruling on October 24, 2022. The Court now issues the legal analysis supporting that
Ruling.

BACKGROUND

Defendants move to dismiss this action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Rule
12(b)(1) and for failure to state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure.
In reviewing a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), courts accept all the facts alleged in the
Complaint as true. Oakwood Vill, LLC v. Alberisons, Inc., 2004 UT 101, 9 9, 104 P.3d 1226,
Legal conclusions or opinions couched as facts are not “facts,” and therefore are not accepted as
true. Koerber v. Mismash, 2013 UT App 266, { 3, 315 P.3d 1053.

With respect to a motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under Rule
12(b)(1), when a defendant mounts only a “facial attack” to the court’s jurisdiction, courts
presume that “all of the factual aliegations concerning jurisdiction are . . . true.”? Salt Lake

County v. State, 2020 UT 27, 91 26-27, 466 P.3d 158, Here, Defendants have mounted a facial

! Lieutenant Governor Deidre Henderson is not a party to this Motion,

2 “Motions under rule 12(b)(1) fall into two different categories: a facial or a factual attack on jurisdiction.” Salt
Lake County, 2020 UT 27, 126. Because a factual challenge “attacks the factual allegations underlying the assertion
of jurisdiction,” courts do not presume the truth of plaintiff’s factual allegations. /d. However, in a facial challenge,
“all of the factual allegations conceming jurisdiction are presumed to be true and the motion is successful if the
plaintiff fails to allege an element necessary for subject matter jurisdiction,” id

2
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attack on jurisdiction. Therefore, under Rule 12(b)(1} and 12(b)(6), the Court accepts the
allegations in the Complaint as true in reciting the facts of this case, In addition, the Court views
those facts and all reasonable inferences drawn from them in the light most favorable to
Plaintiffs as the non-moving party.” Oakwood Vill. LLC., 2004 UT 101,94 9. The facts recited
below are taken from Plaintiffs’ Complaint.

In November 2018, Utah voters passed Proposition 4, titled the Utah Independent
Redistricting Commission and Standards Act, which was a bipartisan citizen initiative created
specifically to reform the redistricting process and establish anti-gerrymandering standards that
would be binding on the Utah Legislature. (Compl. Y 2, 73, 75.) Proposition 4 was presented to
Utah voters as a “government reform measure invoking the people’s constitutional lawmaking
authority.” (/d § 77.) Proponents of the measure argued “[v]oters should choose their
representatives, not vice versa.” (Id 9 78.) Under then-existing laws, proponents maintained,
“*Utah politicians can choose their voters’ because ‘Legislators draw their own districts with
minimal transparency, oversight or checks on inherent conflicts of interest.”” (/d.)

Proposition 4 created the Independent Redistricting Commission, a seven-member
bipartisan-appointed commission that would take the lead in formulating various state-wide
redistricting plans. (/d. Y 2, 80-82.) The Independent Redistricting Commission was required to
conduct its activities in an independent, transparent, and impartial manner, to apply “traditional
non-partisan redistricting standards” to establish neutral map-making standards and to abide by
certain listed redistricting standards. (/d. Y 83-84, 86.) Specifically, Proposition 4 provided that
final maps must “abide by the following redistricting standards to the greatest extent practicable
and in the following order of priority:” (a) “achieving equal population among districts” using

the most recent census; (b) “minimizing the division of municipalities and counties across

App. 078



Case 2023AP001399 Appendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 79 of 206

multiple districts;” (c) “creating districts that are geographically compact;” (d) “creating districts
that are contiguous and that allow for the ease of transportation throughout the district;” (e)
“preserving traditional neighborhoods and local communities of interest;” (f) “following natural
and geographic features, boundaries, and barriers;” and (g) “maximizing boundary agreement
among different types of districts.” (Compl. § 86.)

In addition, all redistricting plans were to be open for public comment, considered in a
public hearing, and voted on by the Legislature. (Jd. §{ 85, 88.) If the Legislature voted to reject
the redistricting map, “Proposition 4 required the Legislature to issue a detailed written report
explaining its decision and why the Legislature’s substituted map(s) better satisfied the
mandatory, neuiral redistricting criteria.” (/4. | 88.) Proposition 4 also authorized “Utahns to sue
to block a redistricting plan that failed to conform to the initiative’s structural, procedural, and
substantive standards.” (/d. 1 89.) “A majority of Utah citizens from a range of geographic areas
and across the political spectrum voted to approve Proposition 4 and enact it into law.” (/2 9§ 90.)

Sixteen months later, on March 11, 2020, Plaintiffs contend that the Legislature
effectively repealed the Utah Independent Redistricting Commission and Standards Act and
instead passed SB 200, which established new redistricting criteria. (/d. 9 93.) SB 200 effectively
“eliminated all mandatory anti-gerrymandering restrictions imposed by the people on the
Legislature as well as Proposition 4’s enforcement mechanisms.” (/d. { 96.) While SB 200
retained the Independent Redistricting Commission, its role is now wholly advisory; the
Legislature is not required to consider any recommended redistricting maps and in fact, the
Legislature may disregard any recommended maps without explanation. (Jd 9 94.) “SB200
returned redistricting to the pre-Proposition 4, unreformed status quo where the Legislature could

freely devise anti-democratic maps—as if the people had never spoken.” ({d §97.) SB200
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eliminated neutral redistricting criteria, enforcement mechanisms and all transparency and public
accountability provisions. (/d. 19 97-98.) In April 2021, the Utah Legislature formed its twenty-
member Legislative Redistricting Committee (LRC). (/d. {1 142-143.)

Even after SB200’s reforms, many legislators represented that the Legislature would
honor the people’s will to prevent undue partisanship in the mapmaking process. (/d. § 99.) For
example, Senator Curt Bramble, the chief sponsor of SB200 said he was “committed to
respecting the voice of the people and maintaining an independent commission.” (/. § 100.)
Then-Senate Majority Leader Evan Vickers vowed that the Legislature would “meet the will of
the voters” and reinstate in SB200 “almost everything they’ve asked for.” (Id) Representative
Brad Wilson indicated the Legislature would leave Proposition 4’s anti-gerrymandering
provisions largely intact, and Representative Steinquist represented the Legislature would “make
sure that we have an open and fair process when it comes time for redistricting.” (/4. ] 101.)

Despite these representations, the LRC conducted a “closed-door” mapmaking process.
(Id. 17 142-143.) The LRC did not publish the full list of criteria that guided its redistricting
decisions, but instead offered a one-page infographic for public map submissions that stated
three criteria the Legislature said it would consider: “population parity among districts,
contiguity, and reasonable compactness.” (/d. 4 145.) The LRC *did not commit to avoid unduly
favoring or disfavoring incumbents, prospective candidates, and/or political parties in its
redistricting process.” (/d. § 147.) The LRC solicited some public input about Utah’s
communities and voters’ preferences during hearings, but Plaintiffs allege “the LRC does not
appear to have used that testimony to guide its redistricting process.” (Id { 148.)

Notwithstanding SB200, the Independent Redistricting Commission met thirty-two times

from April to November 2021, and fulfilled its duties as originally contemplated under
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Proposition 4. (See generally id. 1 104-126, 132-140.) Just before the Commission’s final
deadline, former Republican Congressman Rob Bishop abruptly resigned from the Commission.
(/d. 9 127.) He cited the proposed map, which he believed would result in one Democrat being
elected to Congress, as a reason for his resignation. (/d. 7 129.) He stated that “{f]or Utah to get
anything done” in Congress, the State “need[s] a united House delegation . . . having everyone
working together.” (Jd.} On November 1, 2021, the Independent Redistricting Committee
presented three maps to the Utah Legislature’s LRC and explained in detail the non-partisan
process used to prepare the maps. (Id 1§ 139-140.)

In early November 2021, the Legislature adopted its own map — the 2021 Congressional
Plan (“Plan’) — over the three maps created and proposed by the Independent Redistricting
Committee. (/d § 141, 149.) Despite the Legislature’s ostensible goal of hearing public input on
the Plan at a public hearing scheduled on Monday, November 8, 2021, the LRC released the Plan
publicly on Friday, November 5, 2021 around 10:00 pm, giving the public just two weekend
days to review the Plan. (/d 97 156, 159-60.) The LRC received significant public response at
the public hearing and through comments on the LRC’s website, hundreds of emails, protests at
the Capitol, and a letter to the Legislature from prominent Utah business and community leaders.
({d. 1 161-65, 169.)

Notwithstanding significant public opposition to the LRC’s map, on November 9, 2021,
the Utah State House voted to approve the 2021 Congressional Plan. (Id §§ 171, 173.) Five
House Republicans joined all House Democrats in voting against the Plan. (/d.) The next day,
November 10, 2021, the Senate voted 21-7 to approve the Plan. (/4. ¥ 180.) One Republican
Senator joined all Democratic Senators to vote against the Plan. (/d.) On November 12, 2021,

Governor Cox signed the bill into law. (/d 9§ 201.) While answering questions from the public
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about the Plan, Governor Cox “acknowledged there was certainly a partisan bend’ in the
Legislature’s redistricting process and conceded that ‘Republicans are always going to divide
counties with lots of Democrats in them, and Democrats are always going to divide counties with
lots of Republicans in them.”” (/4. § 200.) Governor Cox additionally “agreed that ‘it is a conflict
of interest’ for the Legislature to ‘draw the lines within which they’ll run.”” (Jd.)

The 2021 Congressional Plan splits both Salt Lake and Summit Counties, the two
counties that typically oppose Republican candidates. (/d. § 192.) The Plan “cracks” urban voters
in Salt Lake County—Utah'’s largest concentration of non-Republican voters—dividing them
between all four congressional districts and immersing them into sprawling districts reaching all
four corners of the state. (Jd. Y 192, 207.) It also divides Summit County into two. (Jd § 192.)
The Plan, however, leaves intact urban and suburban voters in both Davis and Utah counties,
because those voters tend to support Republican candidates. (/d.) In addition, fifteen
municipalities were divided up into thirty-two pieces, and numerous communities of interest,
school districts, and racial and ethnic minority communities were divided. (See generally Compl.
T 205-45, 250-51, 254.) Urban neighborhoods, school districts and communities of interests —
that may share common goals and interests based on proximity — do not vote with neighbors
within a five-minute walk; they now vote with other rural voters who live eighty and up to three
hundred miles away. (/d. 7 242-251.)

Proponents of the Plan maintain that the boundaries were drawn with the intent of
ensuring a mix of urban and rural interests in each district. (Jd § 158.) In a statement explaining
the decision to divide Salt L.ake County between all four districts, the LRC said, “[w]e are one
Utah, and believe both urban and rural interests should be represented in Washington, D.C. by

the entire federal delegation.” (Jd ) Notably, rural voters and rural elected officials opposed the
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Legislature’s urban-rural justification. Two reported commenters stated: “[a]s a voter in a rural
area I'm entirely uncomfortable with my vote being used to dilute the power of another”; and
“[a]s a Republican who lives in a more rural part of the state, [ have the same complaint as those
living in Salt Lake. Please do not dilute our vote by splitting us up between all four districts! 'm
far more interested in having everybody fairly represented than [ am in electing more people
from my own party.” (Id. 1 194, 195.) This sentiment was also echoed by Governor Cox, who
“stated that he supports a redistricting process that focuses on preserving ‘communities of
interest,” such as the Commission’s neutral undertaking, which he reaffirmed is ‘certainly one
area where that is a good way to make maps, try to keep people similarly situated together,
communities together is something that I think is positive.” ({d. 4 200.)

Plaintiffs assert that the “LRC’s process was designed to achieve—and did in fact
achieve—an extreme partisan gerrymander.” (Jd. 9 144.) Plaintiffs assert the Plan was
intentionally created to maximize Republican advantage in all four congressional districts, not to
ensure an urban-rural mix. (/4. § 190.) Plaintiffs contend that “amplifying representation of rural
interests at the cost of urban interests” is not a legitimate redistricting consideration, and the
“purported need” to have rural interests represented in all four districts was “a pretext to unduly
gerrymander the 2021 Congressional Plan for partisan advantage.” (/d. 9 188, 189.)

Based on the 2021 Congressional Plan, each district contains a minority of non-
Republican voters “that will be perpetually overridden by the Republican majority of votersin
each district, blocking these disfavored Utahns from electing a candidate of choice to any seat in
in the congressional delegation.” (/d. § 226.) While congressional plans from previous years had
contained at least one competitive congressional district, all four districts under the 2021 Plan

contain a substantial majority of Republican voters. (/d 1 65, 175, 226, 232.) Notably, Senator
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Scott Sandall admitted that political considerations affected the Legislature’s redistricting
decisions. (/d. 9 151.) He said the LRC “never indicated the legislature was nonpartisan. I don’t
think there was ever any idea or suggestion that the legislative work wouldn’t include some
partisanship,” (/d.)

Some partisanship is inherent in the redistricting process. Here, however, Plaintiffs
contend that the 2021 Congressional Plan subordinates the voice of Democratic voters and
entrenches the Republican party in power for the next decade. (/d. 4 205, 206.) The Plan
“protects preferred Republican incumbents and draws electoral boundaries to optimize their
chances of reelection.” (Id. 9 197.) And it converts “the competitive 4™ District into a safe
Republican district to enhance Republican Representative Burgess Owens’ prospects to win
reelection.” (Jd ¢ 198.)

As a result, on March 17, Plaintiffs, including two organizational plaintiffs——the League
of Women Voters of Utah and Mormon Women for Ethical Government—and seven individual
plaintiffs, filed suit, alleging that Defendants violated Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights by
repealing Proposition 4 and adopting the intentionally-gerrymandered 2021 Congressional Plan.
All Defendants, except for Defendant Lieutenant Governor Deidre Henderson, moved to dismiss
Plaintiffs’ Complaint.’

ANALYSIS

Defendants filed a Motion to Dismiss the action, in its entirety, arguing the Court lacks
subject matter jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure. In addition,
they move to dismiss each of Plaintiffs’ five claims for failure to state a claim for which relief

can be granted under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure. Essentially, Defendants

3 Because Lieutenant Governor Henderson did not join in the Motion, any claims against her are unaffected by this
Court’s ruling.

9
App. 084



Case 2023AP001399 Appendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 85 of 206

contend that claims of partisan gerrymandering are not justiciable. And, if they are, partisan
gerrymandering does not violate the Utah Constitution. Many of the issues raised in this case are

matters of first impression, including whether partisan redistricting / gerrymandering presents a purely

political question,

A motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(1) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure “is
successful if the plaintiff fails to allege an element necessary for subject matter jurisdiction.” Salt
Lake County v. State, 2020 UT 27, § 26, 466 P.3d 158 (quoting Titus v. Sullivan, 4 F.3d 590, 593
(8" Cir. 1993)). A motion under Rule 12(b)(6) challenges a plaintiffs’ right to relief based on the
alleged facts. Oakwood Vill. LLC v. Albertsons, Inc., 2004 UT 101, 18, 104 P.3d 1226 (citation
omitted). At this stage of the litigation, the Court’s “inquiry is concerned solely with the
sufficiency of the pleadings, and not the underlying merits of the case.” /d § 8 (cleaned up).

L Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction is

DENIED. This Court Has Jurisdiction to Hear Plaintiffs’ Redistricting Claims.
Plaintiffs’ Constitutional Claims are Justiciable.

Defendants argue that this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction because Plaintiffs’
redistricting claims (Counts One through Four) present nonjusticiable political questions. (Defs.’
Mot. at 5.) The Court disagrees.

Under the political question doctrine, a claim is not subject to the Court’s review if it
presents a nonjusticiable political question. See Skokos v. Corradini, 900 P.2d 539, 541 (Utah Ct.
App. 1995). “The political question doctrine, rooted in the United States Constitution’s
separation-of-powers premise, prevents judicial interference in matters wholly within the control
and discretion of other branches of government. Preventing such intervention preserves the
integrity of functions lawfully delegated to political branches of government.” /d. (cleaned up).

Political questions are those questions which have been wholly committed to the sole

discretion of a coordinate branch of government, and those questions which can be resolved only
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by making “policy choices and value determinations.” Japan Whaling Ass’n v. Am. Cetacean
Soc’y, 478 U.S. 221, 230 (1986). When presented with a purely political question, “the judiciary
is neither constitutionally empowered nor institutionally competent to furnish an answer.”
Harper v. Hall, 8368 S.E.2d 499 (N.C. 2022). In deciding whether a claim presents a
nonjusticiable political question, the Court must consider two questions: (1) whether it
“involve[es] ‘a textually demonstrable constitutional commitment of the issue to a coordinate
political department[]”or (2) whether there is “a lack of judicially discoverable and manageable
standards for resolving it.”” Matter of Childers-Gray, 2021 UT 13, 1 64, 478 P.3d 96 (quoting
Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 217 (1962)). Defendants contend that Plaintiffs’ claims involve
political questions for both these reasons. For the reasons discussed below, Defendants are
incorrect on both points.

A. Redistricting is not exclusively within the province of the Legislature.

Defendants first assert that Article IX, Section 1 of the Utah Constitution represents a
“textually demonstrable constitutional commitment™ of the redistricting power to the
Legislature.” (Defs.” Mot. at 6.} Article IX, Section 1 states, in relevant part: “the Legislature
shall divide the state into congressional, legislative, and other districts accordingly.” Utah Const.
art. IX, § 1. Defendants argue this provision delegates the responsibility for drawing
congressional districts to the Legislature, and because no other provision in the Utah Constitution
confers redistricting authority on any other branch or to the people, redistricting authority rests
exclusively with the Legislature and is exempt from judicial review. (Defs.” Mot. at 7.)

The Utah Constitution does give the Legislature authority to “divide the state into
congressional, legislative and other districts,” but nothing in the Utah Constitution restricts that

power to the Legislature or states that such power is exclusively within the province of the
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Legislature. Even a cursory analysis reveals that the redistricting power is not exercised solely by
the Legislature. While redistricting is primarily a legislative function, the governor and the
people also exercise some degree of redistricting power. Redistricting laws and maps are
submitted to the governor for veto like any other law under Article VII, Section § of the Utah
Constitution. In addition, the Utah Constitution makes clear that “[a]ll political power is inherent
in the people.” Utah Const. art. I, § 2. In line with this authority, Utah’s citizens have historically
exercised power over redistricting through initiatives and referendums, including Proposition 4,
See also Parkinson v. Watson, 291 P.2d 400, 403 (Utah 1955) (describing redistricting
referendum proposing a constitutional amendment, which was submitted to the people in 1954
after the Legislature failed to reach a compromise regarding congressional district
apportionment). And in the past, independent citizen redistricting committees have conducted
redistricting. See 1965 Utah Laws, H.B. No. 8, Section 4, eff. May 11, 1965. At a minimum,
because the executive branch and the people share in the redistricting power, both under the Utah
Constitution and historically, this Court concludes that redistricting power is not solely
committed to the Legislature.

Further, the constitutionality of legislative action is not beyond judicial review. Courts
regularly review legislative acts for constitutionality. The United States Supreme Court in
Marbury v. Madison famously stated that reviewing statutes to determine if they are
constitutional is “the very essence of judicial duty” under our constitutional form of government.
5 U.S. (1 Cranch) 137, 178, 2 L.Ed. 60 (1803). In fact, “[i]t is emphatically the province and
duty of the judicial department to say what the law is.” /d at 177. Courts have a duty to review
acts of the Legislature to determine whether they are constitutional. Matheson v. Ferry, 641 P.2d

674, 680 (Utah 1982) (stating courts cannot “shirk [their] duty to find an act of the Legislature
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unconstitutional when it clearly appears that it conflicts with some provision of our
Constitution.”); see also Skokos, 900 P.2d at 541 (“If a claim involves the interpretation of a
statute or questions the constitutionality of a particular political policy, courts are acting within
their authority in scrutinizing such claims.”). Courts also cannot “simply shirk” their duty by
finding a claim nonjusticiable, merely because the case involves “significant political avertones.”
Matter of Childers-Gray, 2021 UT 13, 67 (quoting Japan Whaling Ass’'n, 478 U.S. at 230).
Were it otherwise, the legislature would be the sole judge of whether its actions are
constitutional, which is inconsistent with our Constitution, separation of powers, and
longstanding principles of judicial review. See, e.g., Matheson, 641 P.2d at 680; Marbury, 5 U.S.
at 178; see also Ritchie v. Richards, 14 Utah 345, 47 P. 670, 675 (1896) (Batch, J., concurring)
(“[t]he power to declare what the law shall be is legislative. The power to declare what is the law
is judicial.”).

Other constitutional provisions designate various duties to the Legislature—e.g., the
compensation of state and local officers in art. VII, § 18; public education in art. X, § 2; and gun
regulation in art. 1, § 6—but that does not mean that the Legislature’s power in those areas is
beyond judicial review. For example, in the case of public education, the Utah Supreme Court
has held:

[t]he legislature has plenary authority to create laws that provide for the establishment and

maintenance of the Utah public education system. . . . However, its authority is not

unlimited. The legislature, for instance, cannot establish schools and programs that are not

open to all the children of Utah or free from sectarian control . . . for such would be a
violation of . . . the Utah Constitution.

Utah Sch. Bds. Ass’'nv. Utah State Bd. of Educ., 2001 UT 2, § 14, 17 P.3d 1125, Even though the
Utah Constitution explicitly grants authority over education to the Legislature, that authority

must be exercised in a manner consistent with the Utah Constitution.
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This principle equally applies to redistricting. As Defendants’ counsel acknowledged
during oral argument, the Legislature is bound to follow the United States and Utah
Constitutions when engaging in the redistricting process. And outside the context of this
litigation, Defendants have acknowledged that “[t]he redistricting process is subject to the legal
parameters established by the United States and the Utah Constitutions, state and federal laws,
and caselaw.” Given these acknowledgements, it follows that “the mere fact that responsibility
for reapportionment is committed to the [Legislature] does not mean that the [Legislature’s]
decisions in carrying out its responsibility are fully immunized from any judicial review.”
Harper, 868 S.E.2d at 534. That proposition would be wholly inconsistent with this Court’s
obligation to enforce the provisions of the Utah Constitution. See Matheson, 641 P.2d at 680.

In addition, the Utah Supreme Court has previously reviewed the Utah Legislature’s
redistricting actions. In Parkinson, the plaintiffs challenged the Legislature’s redistricting act
alleging that it created districts with vastly unequal populations. Parkinson, 291 P.2d at 401. In
its decision, the Utah Supreme Court initially expressed reluctance to interfere with the
Legislature’s redistricting actions given the importance that the three branches of government
remain separate. See id. at 403. The Utah Supreme Court, however, did not dismiss the claim as a
nonjusticiable political question. /d. at 400. Instead, it engaged in judicial review and reviewed
the map for constitutionality, ultimately determining that congressional districts with unequal
populations were not unconstitutional.

Notably, after previously reviewing partisan gerrymandering cases, the United States

Supreme Court, in a 5 - 4 decision, recently concluded that such claims are nonjusticiable in

4 Plaintiffs cited this quote from a report by Utah State Legislature on Utah’s redistricting in 2001. Office of
Legislative Research and General Counsel, 2001 Redistricting in Utah (Jan. 2022),

le.utah. gov/documents/redistricting/redist.htm (last accessed May 25, 2022). The Court takes judicial notice of the
repott pursuant to Utah Rules of Evidence 201{b}2}.
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federal courts. Rucho v. Common Cause, 139 S.Ct. 2484, 2506 (2019). While the United States
Supreme Court has backed away from evaluating redistricting claims, it does not follow that
such claims are nonjusticiable in Utah courts for several reasons. First and foremost, the Rucho
Court specifically stated: “Our conclusion does not condone excessive partisan gerrymandering.
Nor does our conclusion condemn complaints about districting to echo into a void.... Provisions
in state statutes and state constitutions can provide standards and guidance for state courts to
apply.” Id. at 2507.

Utah courts also are not bound by the same justiciability requirements as federal courts
under Article III. Several Utah cases have noted that, on matters like standing and justiciability, a
lesser standard may apply. See, e.g., Laws v. Grayeyes, 2021 UT 59, 9 77, 498 P.3d 410 (Pearce,
J., concwrring); Gregory v. Shurtleff, 2013 UT 18, 9 12, 299 P.3d 1098; Brown v. Div. of Water
Rits. of Dep't of Nat. Res., 2010 UT 14, §9 17-18, 228 P.3d 747; Jenkins v. Swan, 675 P.2d 1145,
1149 (Utah 1983).

Utah courts at times decline to merely follow and apply federal interpretations of
constitutional issues. S. Salt Lake City v. Maese, 2019 UT 58,9 27, 450 P.3d 1092. They “do not
presume that federal court interpretations of federal constitutional provisions control the meaning
of identical provisions in the Utah Constitution.” State v. Briggs, 2008 UT 83, § 24, 199 P.3d
935. They do not merely presume that federal construction of similar language is correct, State v.
Tiedemann, 2007 UT 49, 9 37, 162 P.3d 1106. And they recognize that federal standards are
sometimes “based on different constitutional language and different interpretative case law.”
Jensen ex rel. Jensen v. Cunningham, 2011 UT 17, 9 45. Utah courts have also interpreted the
Utah constitution to provide more protection than its federal counterpart when federal law was an

“inadequate safeguard” of state constitutional rights. Tiedmann, 2007 UT 49, 14 33, 42-44.
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While the Rucho majority decision conclusively resolved the issue justiciability for
federal courts, given the split in the decision and the dissent authored by Justice Kagan, the issue
was clearly not that cut and dry, even for the federal courts. Justice Kagan wrote that most
members of the Supreme Court agree that partisan gerrymandering is unconstitutional. And four
of the nine justices agreed that partisan gerrymandering is justiciable, judicially manageable
standards exist, and the dissent discussed tests that exist and have been applied by the federal
courts. Rucho v. Common Cause, 139 S. Ct. at 2509-2525 (Kagan, J., dissenting) (stating, in
reference to the majority opinion, “For the first time ever, this Court refuses to remedy a
constitutional violation because it thinks it is beyond judicial capabilities.”). Federal caselaw
may prove helpful in this case as the litigation proceeds, but the majority’s holding in Rucho —
that partisan gerrymandering is not justiciable — is not binding on this Court and this Court
declines to follow it.

B. Judicially discoverable and manageable standards exist.

Defendants argue that the Court lacks jurisdiction because there are no judicially
discoverable or manageable standards for resolving redistricting claims because redistricting is a
purely political exercise, based entirely on the Legislature’s consideration and weighing of
competing policy interests in deciding where to draw boundary lines. (Defs.’ Mot, at 10.) The
Court disagrees.

Plaintiffs’ Complaint challenges the constitutionality of the 2021 Congressional Plan and
the Utah Legislature’s action. Determining whether the 2021 Congressional Plan violates the
Utah Constitution involves no “policy determinations for which judicially manageable standards
are lacking.” Baker, 369 U.S. at 226. Instead, it involves legal determinations, the standards for

which are provided both in the Utah Constitution and in caselaw. Utah courts have previously
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addressed the Free Elections, Uniform Operation of Laws, Freedom of Speech and Association
and the Right to Vote clauses of the Utah Constitution and, for some clauses, there are well-
developed standards that have been applied by Utah courts in various scenarios.® And Utah
courts are regularly asked to address issues of first impression, to interpret constitutional
provisions and statutes for the first time and to apply established constitutional principles to new
legal questions and factual contexts.® There is no reason why this Court cannot do the same here.
In reviewing Plaintiffs’ redistricting claims, the Court will simply be engaging in the
well-established judicial practice of interpreting the Utah Constitution and applying the law to
the facts. The Utah Supreme Court has stated that “the Utah Constitution enshrines principles,
not application of those principles,” and it is the court’s duty to determine “what principle the
constitution encapsulates and how that principle should apply.” Maese, 2019 UT 58, § 70 n. 23.
in applying constitutional principles to new types of claims, the Court uses “traditional methods
of constitutional analysis,” which starts with analyzing the plain language of the constitution and
taking into consideration “historical and textual evidence, sister state law, and policy arguments

in the form of economic and sociclogical materials to assist us in arriving at a proper

5 While the constitutional provisions Plaintiffs cite have never been applied by Utah courts for redistricting claims,
they have been applied in a variety of other contexts. The following are examples, not an exhaustive list. The Utah
Supreme Court has applied Article I, Section 17 of the Utah Constitution (Free Elections Clause, Plaintiffs’ Count
One) while analyzing the right of a political candidate to appear on a party’s ticket. Anderson v. Cook, 102 Utah
265, 130 P.2d 278, 285 (1942). It has applied Sections 2 and 24 of Article 1 (Uniform QOperation of Laws, Count
Two) in the context of a citizen initiative. Gallivan v, Walker, 2002 UT 89, 54 P.3d 1069, It has applied Sections 1
and 15 of Article [ in an obscenity case, American Bush v. City of Sowth Salt Lake, 2006 UT 40, 140 P.3d 1235. And
the Utah Supreme Court has applied Article [V, Section 2 in a case in which a prison inmate challenged a residency
requirement in registering to vote. Dodge v. Evans, 716 P.2d 270, 273 (Utah 1985).

¢ For example, in State v. Roberts, the Utah Supreme Court applied the Utah Constitution to determine whether a
reasonable expectation of privacy exists for electronic files shared in a “peer-to-peer file sharing network.” 2015 UT
24,91, 345 P.3d 1226. See aiso State v. Limb, 581 P.2d 142, 144 {Utah 1978) (addressing automobile exception);
Dexter v. Bosko, 2008 UT 29, § 19 (unnecessary rigor provision applied to seatbelts); State v. James, 858 P.2d 1012,
1017 (Utah Ct. App. 1993) (due process applied to video recorded interrogations).
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interpretation of the provision in question.” Sec'y of Separationists, Inc. v. Whitehead, 870 P.2d
916, 921, n.6 (Utah 1993).

In addition, in addressing redistricting, Utah’s court are not without judicially-
discoverable or manageable standards. Rucho specifically recognized that “provisions in state
statutes and state constitutions can provide standards and guidance for state courts to apply.”
Rucho v. Common Cause, 139 S. Ct. at 2507. Here, the people of Utah passed Proposition 4,
which codified into law the people’s will to apply traditional redistricting criteria in
congressional districting. See supra pp. 3-4. Other state courts have addressed claims involving
partisan gerrymandering. In fact, seven state courts in North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Florida,
Ohio, Maryland, New York, and Alaska have concluded that partisan gerrymandering claims are
cognizable under their respective state constitutions.” Some have set forth criteria and factors that
may be considered in such analyses. See, e.g., League of Women Voters v. Commonwealth, 645
Pa. 1, 118-21 (Pa. 2018) (discussing consideration of traditional redistricting criteria, including
contiguity, compactness, and respect for political subdivisions, and establishing “neutral
benchmarks” for evaluating gerrymandering claims). Federal courts have applied various tests to
address partisan gerrymandering. See, e.g., Rucho, 139 S, Ct. at 2516 (Kagan, J., dissenting)
(discussing application of a three-part test, including consideration of intent, effects, and
causation, and discussing generally other tests previously applied). Utah courts have historically
relied on case law from other state and federal courts in addressing questions that arise under

Utah law. See, e.g., Am. Bush, 2006 UT 40, § 11; Ritchie v. Richards, 47 P. 670, 677-79 (1896).

7 See Harper, 868 S.E.2d at 558-60; League of Women Voters v. Commonwealth, 645 Pa. 1, 128 (Pa. 2018); League
of Women Voters of Fla. v. Detzner, 172 So, 3d 363, 371-72 (Fla. 2015); Adams v. DeWine, 2022 WL 129092 at *1-
2 (Ohio Jan. 14, 2022); Szeliga v. Lamone, Nos. C-02-cv-21-001816 & C-02-CV-21-001773 at 93-94 (Anne
Arundel Cnty. Cir. Ct. Mar. 25, 2022}, https://redistricting lls.edw/wp-content/uploads/MDSzeliga-20220325-order-
granting-relief.pdf; Harkenrider v. Hochul, No, 60, 2022 WL 1236822 (N.Y. Apr. 27, 2022); /n the Matter of the
2021 Redistricting Cases, $-18419 (Alaska May 24, 2022) (applying Kengi Peninsula Borough v. State, 743 P.2d
1352, 1371 (Alaska 1987)) (opinion forthcoming).
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This Court can do the same here, taking into consideration material differences in our
constitutions and state laws.

This case is in the beginning stages. The parties have not conducted discovery. No
evidence has been presented and the parties have not yet presented their positions regarding
appropriate tests or criteria that should be considered and applied. As this case proceeds through
litigation and with specific input from both parties, this Court can determine what criteria or
factors should be considered in this case, under Utah law. See Harper, 868 S.E.2d at 547-48
(stating specific standards for evaluating state legislative apportionment schemes should be
developed in the context of actual litigation); accord Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 578 (1964)
{(“What is marginally permissible in one [case] may be unsatisfactory in another, depending on
the particular circumstances of the case. Developing a body of doctrine on a case-by-case basis
appears to us to provide the most satisfactory means of arriving at detailed constitutional
requirements in the area of . . . apportionment.”).

Utah courts, including this one, recognize the separation of powers. To be clear, this
Court will not review the Legislature’s legitimate weighing of policy interests, The judiciary is
not a political branch of government; policy determinations are for the Legislature to decide. As
the Utah Supreme Court has stated, “[i]t is a rule of universal acceptance that the wisdom or
destrability of legislation is in no wise for the courts to consider. Whether an act be ill advised or
unfortunate, if it should be, does not give rise to an appeal from the legislature to the courts.”
Parkinson, 291 P.2d at 403. However, even in cases involving political issues, the Court 1s bound
to review the Legislature’s actions, not to weigh in on policy matters, but to determine whether

there has been a constitutional violation. Matheson, 641 P.2d at 680.
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Judicial review of legislative action to determine constitutionality does not derogate from
the primacy of the state legislature’s role in redistricting. However, because redistricting is not
wholly within the control of the Legislature, the constitutional claims presented here are not
political questions, and because judicially discoverable and manageable standards exist to review
constitutional challenges and redistricting claims, the Court concludes that it has jurisdiction in
this case to review the Legislature’s actions to determine if they are constitutional.

Therefore, Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under

Rule 12(b)(1) is DENIED.

1L Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss the Committee and Individual Defendants is
DENIED.

Defendants move to dismiss Defendants Utah Legislative Redistricting Commitiee,
Senator Scott Sandall, Senator J. Stuart Adams, and Representative Brad Wilson (collectively,
Committee and Individual Defendants). (Defs.” Mot. at 14.) Defendants’ Motion is based on two
arguments, First, they argue that the Committee and Individual Defendants are immune from suit
based on claims related to their actions as legislators. Second, the Committee and Individual
Defendants assert they are unable to provide Plaintiffs’ requested relief, and as such, should be
dismissed. (/d.).

Regarding immunity, the Committee and Individual Defendants are correct that Utah law
grants them immunity from certain lawsuits. However, that grant of immunity does not make
them immune to all claims. To the contrary, Utah law only grants legislators immunity from
claims of defamation related to their actions as legislators. Utah has adopted the common law

legislative immunity and legislative privilege doctrines through its Speech or Debate Clause,®

8 Utah’s Speech or Debate Clause states: “[mm]embers of the Legislature, in all cases except treason, felony or breach
of the peace, shall be privileged from arrest during each session of the Legislature, for fifteen days next preceding
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which Utah courts interpret as providing legislative immunity only from defamation liability. See
Riddle v. Perry, 2002 UT 10, § 10, 40 P.3d 1128. In Riddle, the Utah Supreme Court declined to
provide absolute legislative immunity in all instances. It explained that the policy consideration
behind the legislative immunity doctrine is “the importance of full and candid speech by
legislators, even at the possible expense of an individual’s right to be free from defamation.” Id.
1 8. Here, Plaintiffs are not seeking relief from defamation. Under this limited view of legislative
immunity,’ the Committee and the Legislative Defendants are not immune.

The Committee and Individual Defendants also assert that they cannot provide the relief
requested and that any order from this Court directed at them “would blatantly violate the
separation of powers.” (Reply at 15.) The Committee’s and Individual Defendants’ argument on
this point is less than two pages. They do not cite any authority, legal or otherwise, to support
that the Committee and the Defendants cannot provide any relief requested or that any order
from the Court, directed at them, would violate the separation of powers.'® Such unsupported
arguments are insufficient to satisfy Defendants’ burden on a motion to dismiss. See Bank of Am.

v. Adamson, 2017 UT 2, § 13, 391 P.3d 196 (“A party must cite the legal authority on which its

each session, and in returning therefrom; and for words used in any speech or debate in either house, they shall not
be questioned in any other place.” Utah Const, art. V1, § 8.

® The Riddle Court explained the limits of the Utah’s legislative immunity doctrine:

In determining the contours of the legislative proceeding privilege, we adopt the privilege as set
forth in section 590A of the Restatement (Second) of Torts: “A witness is absolutely privileged to
publish defamatory matter as part of a legisiative proceeding in which he [or she] is testifying or in
communications preliminary to the proceeding, if the matter has some relation to the proceeding.”

id. 9 11 (alteration in original).

19 Notably, Utah courts have allowed lawsuits against individual legislators to proceed. See, e.g., Matheson v. Ferry,
657 P.2d 240, 244 {Utah 1982); Jenkins v. State, 585 P.2d 442, 443 (Utah 1978); Rampton v. Barlow, 23 Utah 2d
383, 384, 464 P.2d 378 (1970); Romney v. Bariow, 24 Utah 2d 226, 227, 469 P,2d 4497 (1970), This Court is not
aware of any legal authority, either at the state or federal level, that prehibits all lawsuits naming legislators. If any
legal precedent exists to justify the dismissal of any defendant, it is incumbent on the moving party to present that
authority to the Count.
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argument is based and then provide reasoned analysis of how that authority should apply in the
particular case.”). While Defendants certainly raise important issues that the parties and this
Court will consider as this case proceeds,'’ the arguments made at this stage are simply
insufficient to justify dismissing the Committee and the Individual Defendants. See Gardiner v.
Anderson, 2018 UT App 167, 9§ 21 n.14, 436 P.3d 237 {(“[I]t is not the district court's burden to
research and develop arguments for a moving party.”).

Regarding the Committee and Legislative Defendants’ separation of powers argument,
the Court has a duty to review the Legislature’s acts 1f it appears they conflict with the Utah
Constitution. Matheson, 657 P.2d at 244. Indeed, to hold otherwise would make the Legislature
the ultimate arbiter of what is constitutional, which would in fact violate the separation of powers
principle by intruding on this Court’s constitutional role. See id. At this stage, it appears this
Court can give Plaintiffs at least some of the relief requested without intruding on the
Legislature’s powers, which is sufficient to defeat Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss.

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss the Committee and the Legislative Defendants is
DENIED.

III. Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Counts One through Four is DENIED;
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Count Five is GRANTED.

Defendants’ move to dismiss each of Plaintiffs’ four constitutional challenges to
the 2021 Congressional Plan asserting that Utah’s Constitution, and specifically the Free
Elections Clause, Equal Protection Clause, Free Speech and Association Clause and the

Right to Vote Clause, does not expressly prohibit partisan gerrymandering. Defendants

' The precise relief that Plaintiffs seek and might be entitled to is not entirely clear at this stage of the litigation,
Thus, any ruling the Court could make would be merely advisory and the Court declines to do so. Salt Lake County
v. State, 2020 UT 27, 436, 466 P.3d |58 (“[W]e do not issue advisory opinions.”). The Court recognizes, however,
that the issues raised by Defendants are legitimate questions that the Court will address if and when the issues are
fully ripe and briefed.
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take the position that these provisions should be interpreted narrowly to protect only every
citizen’s right to cast a vote in an election. Nothing more. They argue generally that the
2021 Congressional Plan does not prohibit any citizen from voting in an election. New
boundary lines do not prohibit each citizen from physically casting a vote or from freely
speaking and associating with like-minded voters on political issues. Further, they argue
that the Utah Constitution does not guarantee “equal voting power,” a vote that is politically
“equal in its influence,” any political success, or a beneficial political outcome. In addition,
Defendants move to dismiss Plaintiffs’ fifth claim, asserting that the Utah Constitution
does not prohibit the Legislature from either amending or repealing the Utah Independent
Redistricting Commission and Standards Act, Title 20A, Chapter 19, of the Utah Code,
which is the law that went into effect with the successful passage of Proposition 4.
Defendants’ motion is made under Rule 12(b)6) of the Utah Rules of Civil
Procedure, asserting that Plaintiffs have failed to state a claim under the Utah Constitution,

“The purpose of a rule 12(b)(6) motion is to challenge the formal sufficiency of the
claim for relief, not to establish the facts or resolve the merits of a case.” Van
Leeuwen v. Bank of Am. NA, 2016 UT App 212, 9 6, 387 P.3d 521 (cleaned up).
Accordingly, “dismissal 1s justified only when the allegations of the complaint
clearly demonstrate that the plaintiff does not have a claim.” /d. (cleaned up).

Pioneer Homeowners Ass’'n v. TaxHawk Inc., 2019 UT App 213, 9§ 19, 457 P.3d 393, cert.
denied sub nom., Pioneer Home v. TaxHawk, Inc., 466 P.3d 1073 (Utah 2020) (emphasis added).
The Court’s review of Defendant’s Motion at this stage is limited to considering only “the legal
viability of a plaintiff's underlying claim as presented in the pleadings.” Lewis v. U.S. Bank Tr.
NA, 2020 UT App 55,9 9, 463 P.3d 694, 697 (internal quotation marks excluded).

Each of Plaintiffs’ claims is based on the Utah Constitution. Constitutional interpretation

starts with evaluating the plain text to determine “the meaning of the text as understood when it
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was adopted.” S. Salf Lake City v. Maese, 2019 UT S8, q 18, 450 P.3d 1092 (discussing generally
process of constitutional interpretation). “The goal of this analysis is to discern the intent'? and
purpose of both the drafters of our constitution and, more importantly, the citizens who voted it
into effect.” Am. Bush v. City of S. Salt Lake, 2006 UT 40, 9 12, 140 P.3d 1235. “While we first
look to the text's plain meaning, we recognize that constitutional language is to be read not as
barren words found in a dictionary but as symbols of historic experience illumined by the
presuppositions of those who employed them.” /d 9 10. The Court’s focus is on “how the words
of the document would have been understood by a competent and reasonable speaker of the
language at the time of the document’s enactment.” Patterson v. State of Utah, 2021 UT 52, 91,
405 P.3d 92.

In addition to analyzing the text, prior caselaw guides us to analyze “historical evidence
of the state of the law when it was drafted, and Utah’s particular traditions at the time of
drafting.”” Maese, 2019 UT 58, 9 18 (quoting Am. Bush, 2006 UT 40, 4 12). The language of the
text, in certain circumstances, may begin and end the analysis. However, “[w]here doubt exists
about the constitution’s meaning, we can and should consider all relevant materials. Often that
will require a deep immersion in the shared linguistic, political, and legal presuppositions and
understandings of the ratification era.” Maese, 2019 UT 58, § 23 (cleaned up) (explaining merely
“asserting one, likely true, fact about Utah history and letting the historical analysis flow from

that single fact is not a recipe for sound constitutional interpretation.”).'* The Court may also

12 The Utah Supreme Court has explained that “[w]hile we have at times used language of ‘intent’ in discussing our
constitutional interpretation analysis, our focus is on the objective original public meaning of the text, not the intent
of those who wrote it. Evidence of framers® intent can inform our understanding of the text’s meaning, but it is only
a means to this end, not an end in itself”” Maese, 2019 UT 58, § 59 n.6.

13 In interpreting the Utah Constitution, “we consider all relevant factors, including the language, other provisions in
the constitution that may bear on the matter, historical materials, and policy. Our primary search is for intent and
purpose. Consistent with this view, this court has a very long history of interpreting constitutional provisions in light
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consider caselaw from sister states, with similar provisions made contemporaneously to the
framing/ratification of Utah’s Constitution, and federal caselaw interpreting similar provisions
from the United States Constitution. Am. Bush, 2006 UT 40,9 11.

Both parties have provided to the Court some relevant material to support their
competing interpretations of the Utah Constitution, of which this Court may take judicial notice
of under Rule 201 of the Utah Rules of Evidence. At this stage, the Court cannot consider factual
matters outside the pleadings on a motion to dismiss without converting the motion into to one
for summary judgment. Utah R. Civ. P. 12(b); Oakwood Vili. LLC v. Albertsons, Inc., 2004 UT
101, 12, 104 P.3d 1226. Neither party has made such a request. Therefore, at this stage, the
Court need only decide whether Plaintiffs have stated a claim, not whether Plaintiffs will succeed
on those claims. Because each claim involves separate legal issues, the Court addresses each

individually below.

a. Plaintiffs Sufficiently State a Claim under the Free Electiens Clause {Count
One).

Defendants assert that Plaintiffs have failed to, and cannot, state a claim under the Free
Elections Clause. Defendants argue the plain language of the Free Elections Clause does not
expressly prohibit partisan gerrymandering and that it guarantees only “the freedom to cast a
vote without interference from civil or military power.” (Defs.” Reply at 17 (emphasis added).)
The Court disagrees.

The Free Elections Clause states: “All elections shall be free, and no power, civil or

military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage.” Utah

of their historical background and the then-contemporary understanding of what they were to accomplish. This case,
Iike many others, proves the wisdom of the axiom that ‘[a] page of history is worth a volume of logic.”™ 8. Salt Lake
City v. Maese, 2019 UT 58, 923, 450 P.3d 1092, 1098 (discussing and quoting Society of Separationists v.
Whitehead, 870 P.2d 916, 920-21, and n. 6 (Utah 1993)).
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Const. art. [, § 17. Defendants argue that this Court must interpret the provision as a whole,
arguing that the second clause, which states that “no power, civil or military, shall at any time
interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage,” necessarily modifies or limits the
first. (Defs.” Reply at 17.) The Court rejects this interpretation.

1. The Plain Meaning of “All elections shall be free. ”

There are two express rights guaranteed by the Free Elections Clause, not just one. First

and foremost, “all elections shall be free.” The second, “no power, civil or military, shall at any
time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage.” The clause is constructed as a
compound sentence, separating two independent clauses by the conjunction “and.” This sentence
construction supports that these two clauses are to be given equal value. Nothing in the
construction or choice of conjunction suggests to this Court that the second independent clause
was intended to limit the first. Defendants also provide no authority, legal or otherwise, to
support such interpretation.

What did the term “all elections shall be free” mean to the people of Utah in 1895, when
the Utah Constitution was adopted? There is little historical information on Utah’s Free Elections
Clause. While the Clause was discussed during the Proceedings and Debates of the Convention
Assembled to Adopt a Constitution for State of Utah, in Mar. 25, 1895,' the discussion provides
no guidance as to what the clause was intended to protect or how to interpret the key words. The
reported transcript of the proceedings reflects that the Free Elections Clause was passed with no
debate. One modification was made to the final text. As originally proposed, the Free Elections
Clause stated that “[a]ll elections shall be free and equal.” A successful motion was made to

remove “equal,” but with no discussion. Defendants argue the removal is significant, revealing

' Found at le.utah.gov/documents/conconv/22,htm (*Convention Proceedings”™).
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the drafter’s intent to not guarantee “voting power.” (Defs.’ Mot. at 21, n.16.) Plaintiffs, on the
other hand, argue that “equal” was removed because it was “superfluous,” because the term
“free,” as defined in 1891, already contained an equality component. (Pls* Opp’n at 26.) Neither
party, however, provided any authority to support their respective arguments.'> And the debate
regarding this clause is of little assistance.

There are no early Utah common law cases discussing the Free Elections Clause. There
are no Utah cases from any time period defining the term “elections.” Notably, neither party
focused on this term nor provided a definition or any legal analysis of it.'® The meaning of the
term “clections,” however, is critical to this analysis and critical to interpreting this clause.

An “election” is defined by Merriam-Webster as the “act or process of electing.”
Election, Merriam-Webster, hitps://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/elections (noting first
known use of this term, with this definition, was the 13" century). To “elect” is “to select by vote

for an office, position or membership.” Elect, Merriam-Webster, https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/elect. Other dictionary sources define the term similarly: “An election is

a process in which people vote to choose a person or group of people to hold an official
position.” Election, (noun), Collins Dictionary,

https://www.collinsdictionary.com/us/dictionary/english/election. '

15 The Court agrees with Defendants that the removal means something. But there is insufficient historical
information before the Court to determine what was intended by the removal. The Court need not determine why it
was removed; instead, the Court focuses on interpreting the clause as it is written.

16 Notably, neither party provided a definition of “elections.” Both parties focused primarily on and provided
definitions for the word “free.” Based on the Court’s analysis, the definition of “elections™ does not appear to have
changed over time and it does not appear to be subject to widely different interpretations. This Court is not a
linguistics expert and did not undertake independent scientific research, but it did resort to standard dictionary
definitions to assist in interpreting the plain language of the Free Elections Clause. See generally State v. Rasabou,
356 P.3d 1258 (20135) (discussing generally interpretation methods under Utah law).

17 “Election (noun), the act or process of choosing someone for a public office by voting.” Efection, Britannica
Dictionary, https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/election. An “election” is “the process of choosing a person or a

27
App. 102



Case 2023AP001399 Appendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 103 of 206

“Election” also means the “right, power, or privilege of making a choice.” Election, Merriam-

Webster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/elections. Similar definitions were used

in the late 1800s. See e.g., State v. Hirsch,'® 125 Ind. 207, 24 N.E. 1062, 1063 (1890) (discussing
various definitions of “election” and stating it “is not limited in its definition and meaning to
the act or process of choosing a person for a public office by a vote o‘f the qualified electors at
the time, place, and manner prescribed by law.”).

The term “free” as defined in the 1891 Black’s Law Dictionary means: “[u]nconstrained;

EE 1

having power to follow the dictates of his own will;” “[e]njoying full civic rights;” and “[n]ot
despotic; assuring liberty;'? defending individual rights against encroachment by any person or
class; instituted by a free people; said of governments, institutions, etc.” Free, Black’s Law
Dictionary, 1% ed. 1891. (Pls.” Opp’n at 26-29; Defs.’ Reply at 16-20). “Free” was also defined
as “[o]pen to all citizens alike[.]” Free, Anderson, Dictionary of Law, 1889.

Two notable terms justify further analysis. First, “unconstrained” means “not held back

or constrained,” Unconstrained, Merriam-Webster, hitps://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/unconstrained (noting definition first used in the 14th century).

“Constrained” means “to force by imposed stricture, restriction or limitation;” “to force or

produce in an unnatural or strained manner.” Consfrained, Merriam-Webster,

group of peaple for a position, especially a political position, by voting.” Election (noun), Oxford Learner’s
Dictionaries, https://www.oxfordiearnersdictionaries.com/us/definition/english/election.

18 In State v. Hirsch, 125 Ind. 207, 24 N.E. 1062, 1063 (Ind. 1890), the Indiana Supreme Court analyzed the
meaning of the term “elections” to interpret a state statute prohibiting liquor sales on “election day.” Notably, the
Court recognized that “[u]nder our form of government we have a well-defined system of choosing or electing
officers, regulated by law.” /d

19 “Liberty” is defined as “the quality or state of being free; the power to do as one pleases; freedom from physical
restraint; freedom from arbitrary or despotic control; the positive enjoyment or various social, political, or economic
rights and privileges; the power of choice.” Liberty, Merriam-Webster Dictionary, hitps://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/liberty (noting the definition has been used since the 14* century).
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https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/constrain (noting definition used in the 14th
century).

Second, “despotic” means “of, or relating to, or characteristic of a despot // a despotic

government.” Despotic, Merriam-Webster Dictionary, https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/despotic#hl (noting this term, with this definition, was first used in

1604). “Despot” in turn means “a ruler with absolute power and authority; one exercising power
tyrannically; a person exercising absolute power in a brutal or oppressive way.” Despot,

Merriam-Webster Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/despot (noting this

definition came into being with the beginning of democracy at the end of the 18th century). The
United States Supreme Court in 1866 explained what it means to be despotic: “In a despotism the
autocrat is unrestricted in the means he may use for the defence of his authority against the
opposition of his own subjects or others; and that is what makes him a despot.” Ex parte
Milligan, 71 U.S. 2, 81, 18 L. Ed. 281 (1866).

The first clause “all elections shall be free” guarantees to Utah’s citizens an election
process that is free from despotic and tyrannical government control and manipulation. A “free
election” involves an unconstrained process, that does not “produce” results “in an unnatural or
strained manner.” And it prohibits governmental manipulation of the election process to either
ensure continued control or to attain an electoral advantage. This right given to Utah citizens,
necessarily imposes a limit on the legislature’s authority when overseeing the election process.

The second clause specifically provides that “no power, civil or military, shall at any time
interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage.” Utah Const. Art. I, § 17. This
portion of the clause prohibits a civil or military power from interfering with the free exercise of

the right of suffrage. [t does not, however, expressly preclude a governmental power, like the
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legislature, from providing “by law for the conduct of elections, and the means of voting, and the
methods of selecting nominees.” Anderson v. Cook, 102 Utah 265, 130 P.2d 278, 285 (1942).

Anderson v. Cook is the only Utah case discussing the Free Elections Clause. In
Anderson, a potential candidate submitted a petition to appear on a primary election ballot, but
the acting county clerk refused to certify the nomination of the candidate for the primary
election. /d at 280. In affirming the county clerk’s decision, the Anderson Court concluded that
the petition was not timely filed, that the political party could not designate a candidate without
an effective petition, and that the primary election laws did not provide for a “write in” candidate
(while noting that general election laws did). /4 at 281-82, The candidate argued to deny him the
right to appear on the ballot would violate the Free Elections Clause. Id. at 285, The Anderson
Court did not fully interpret or analyze the clause. More importantly, it did not conclude that the
Free Elections Clause did not apply to the issues presented. Rather, it held:

While this provision guarantees the qualified elector the free exercise of

his right of suffrage, it does not guarantee any person the unqualified right

to appear as a candidate upon the ticket of any political party. It cannot be

construed to deny the legislature the power to provide regulations,

machinery and organization for exercising the elective franchise, or inhibit

it from prescribing reasonable methods and proceedings for determining

and selecting the persons who may be voted for at the election.
Anderson v. Cook, 102 Utah 265, 130 P.2d 278, 285 (1942) (emphasis added).

While the Anderson Court found no constitutional violation (i.e., because the candidate’s
petition was not filed in accordance with the law), the case does support that claims regarding the
election process cannot be made under the Free Elections Clause. It supports that the Legislature

necessarily has a role in providing “reasonable” regulation, machinery, and organization of the

exercise of the right to vote. Additionally, the Legislature must “provide by law for the conduct
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of elections, and the means of voting, and the methods of selecting nominees.” Anderson, 130
P.2d at 285.

Based on the Court’s analysis, and contrary to Defendants’ arguments, Utah’s Free
Elections clause guarantees more than merely the right to vote.

2. Free Election Clauses and the English Bill of Rights

The history of free election clauses also supports that they were intended to prohibit
tyrannical or despotic governmental manipulation of the election process to either ensure
continued power or to attain electoral advantage. The first state free election clauses derived
from a provision in the English Bill of Rights of 1689. See Harper v. Hall, 868 S.E.2d 499, 540
(N.C. 2022) (quoting historical sources discussing the origin of Free Elections Clauses in
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and North Carolina). The original provision provided: “election of
members of parliament ought to be free,” and “was adopted in response to the king’s efforts to
manipulate parliamentary elections by diluting the vote in different areas to attain electoral
advantage.” Id. (citing Bill of Rights, 1689, 1 W. & M. Sess. 2 ¢. 2 (Eng.)). The key principle
driving these reforms was “avoiding the manipulation of districts that diluted votes for electoral
gain.” Id. North Carolina’s free election clause was enacted following passage of similar
provisions in Virginia and Pennsylvania, with the intent to “end the dilution of the right of the
people to select representatives to govern their affairs,” and to “codify an explicit provision to
establish protections of the right of the people to fair and equal representation in the governance
of their affairs.” Id. (cleaned up). While not identical to Utah’s, North Carolina’s free election
clause states simply: “All elections shall be free.”

Defendants argue there is no evidence that Utah’s Free Elections Clause, specifically,

was based on the English Bill of Rights. This is true. Utah does not have the same well-
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developed caselaw like North Carolina, specifically tracing the origin of this specific
constitutional provision directly to the English Bill of Rights. However, the Utah Supreme Court
has recognized that at least one provision in the Utah Constitution arose from the English Bill of
Rights of 1689. See, e.g., Bott v. DeLand, 922 P.2d 732, 737 (Utah 1996) (discussing Utah’s
crugl and unusual punishment clause), abrogated by Spackman ex rel. Spackman v. Bd. of Educ.
of Box Elder Cnty. Sch. Dist., 2000 UT 87, 16 P.3d 533; see also Siate v. Houston, 2015 UT 40,
99 166-170, 353 P.3d 55, 99-100 (Lee, J. concurring) (discussing English Bill of Rights and
English origins of protection against “crue] and unusual punishment™). Based on Bo#, the
English Bill of Rights certainly had some influence on Utah’s Constitution, as did other state
constitutions and the United States Constitution. 4m. Bush, 2006 UT 40, 31 (stating “the
drafters of the Utah Constitution borrowed heavily from other state constitutions and the United
States Constitution” and English common law.).

The history and evolution of our representative democracy in the United States was well
known to the Utah Supreme Court in 1896, as it evaluated legislative action and vartous
challenges to an election process. See Ritchie v. Richards, 14 Utah 345, 47 P. 670, 675 (1896)
(stating elections should be “honest and fair”). In a concurring opinion, Justice Batch rejected the
proposition that all legislative action is presumed constitutional and beyond judicial review. Id.
at 675. Specifically, he rejected an interpretation of the Utah Constitution that would vest the
legislature with “a power so arbitrary” that it likened it to “the parlitament of Great Britain, under
a monarchial form of government.” /d.; see also id at 681 (Miner, J., concurring in J. Batch’s
opinion).

Utah caselaw from 1891 reflects the strong sentiment at that time regarding the

fundamental nature of the right to vote and the importance of protecting it from illegal acts of
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election/government officials. See Ferguson v. Allen, 7 Utah 263, 26 P. 570; 574 (1891). The
Utah Supreme Court in Ferguson, while analyzing allegations of election fraud, stated that the
right to vote is fundamental and *[t]hat no legal voter should be deprived of that privilege by an
illegal act of the election authorities is a fundamental principle of law.” Id. at 573. The Ferguson
court stated: “[a]ll other rights, civil or political, depend on the free exercise of this one, and any
material impairment of it is, to that extent, a subversion of our political system.” /d. at 574
(emphasis added). It further reasoned that the “rights and wishes of all people are too sacred to
be cast aside and nullified by the illegal and wrongful acts of their servants, no matter under what
guise or pretense such acts are sought to be justified.” Jd.

3. Harper v. Hall and Defendants’ cited cases.

In line with the reasoning in Ferguson, the North Carolina Supreme Court in Harper v.
Hall held that partisan gerrymandering is a cognizable claim under North Carolina’s free
elections clause, stating:

partisan gerrymandering, through which the ruling party in the
legislature manipulates the composition of the electorate to ensure that
members of its party retain control, is cognizable under

the free elections clause because it can prevent elections from
reflecting the will of the people impartially and by diminishing or
diluting voting power on the basis of partisan affiliation. Partisan
gerrymandering prevents election outcomes from reflecting the will of
the people and such a claim is cognizable under

the free elections clause.

Harper v. Hall, 868 S.E.2d 499, 542, cert. granted sub nom. Moore v. Harper, 142 S. Ct. 2901
(2022) (emphasis added).
Defendants cite two cases from Colorado and Idaho, suggesting that those states narrowly

interpret their free elections clauses. They do not. In fact, in reviewing both cases, the Colorado
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and Idaho courts apply their respective free elections clauses to address the “process™ and not
Just merely the act of casting voting.

Defendants cite the Colorado case Neelley v. Farr, 158 P, 458 (Colo. 1916), stating that
the Colorado Supreme Court interpreted Colorado’s “free and open elections” provision to mean
that “voters’ right to the act of suffrage [be] free from coercion.” /d. at 467. While that quote is
part of the analysis, the Neelley court’s decision does not support that the Court narrowly
interpreted the Colorado free and open election clause to mean only that it protects against vote
coercion. Notably, the case did not address redistricting. Rather, it addressed whether votes
obtained from a “closed precinct,” where the non-preferred candidates’ party and voter
information were prohibited (due to alleged industrial necessity), violated the free and open
elections clause. The Neelley Court concluded that it did, and it excluded all votes cast, legal and
illegal, from the precinct. /d. at 515.%° While there are numerous quotes from the case regarding
“free and open elections™ that support that free and open elections means more than simply
casting a vote, one quote is particularly instructive:

There can be no free and open election in precincts where the legitimate activity
of a political organization is interfered with and its members excluded either by
private interests or public agencies or by the co-operation of both. So here a
private, extrinsic agency, assisted by a public agency, the board of county
commissioners, obtruded itself between a political organization and the electorate,
and excluded one side to the controversy from the public territorial entity wherein
the right of suffrage must be exercised.

Neelley v. Farr, 61 Colo. 485, 526, 158 P. 458, 472 (1916). This case supports that

Colorado’s free and open elections clause protects the process. In addition, congressional

20 The Neelley court also stated: “under our form of government, if there is anything that should be held sacred, it is
the ballot; and, if the aspirants for office, the election officials, and the party leaders so far forget themselves as to
commit, or permit the commission of, gross frauds, so that the will of the legal electors cannot be determined, there
is nothing left for the courts to do but 1o set aside the election in the precincts contaminated by such fraudulent
conduct,” Neelfey v. Farr, 61 Colo. 485, 515, 158 P. 458, 468 (1916).
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districts drawn through partisan gerrymandering to ensure one parties’ election success to
the exclusion of others does not meet the Neelley court’s definition of a “free and open”
election.

Defendants also cite Adams v. Lansdon, 110 P. 280 (Idaho 1910), Adams also does not
deal with redistricting. Rather, the issue before the Adams court was whether requiring voters to
vote for a first and second choice violated the portion of the Idaho’s free and lawful elections
clause, which stated: “No power, civil or military, shall at any time interfere with or prevent the
free and lawful exercise of the right of suffrage.” /d at 282. In rejecting the argument, the Adams
court interpreted the provision to prevent only “civil or military officers” from “meddl{ing] with
or intimidat[ing] electors” at polls; it ruled that imposing the requirement to vote for a first and
second choice was a reasonable exercise of the legislature’s power. /d. Notably, the Adams
courts’ ruling does not generally determine what “free elections™ means. It also does not hold
that a congressional map that predetermines elections is a reasonable exercise of the legislature’s
power and that such map does not meddle or interfere with the lawful exercise of the right to
vote.

Based on the plain text of the Free Elections Clause, Utah caselaw, and decisions from
other state courts, Utah’s Free Elections Clause guarantees more than merely the right to cast a
vote. It guarantees an election process free from despotic and tyrannical government control and
manipulation. A “free election” involves an unconstrained process, that does not “produce”
results “in an unnatural or strained manner.” And it prohibits governmental manipulation of the
election process, including through redistricting, to either ensure continued control or to attain an
electoral advantage. As such, this Court concludes that partisan gerrymandering is a cognizable

claim under Utah’s Free Elections Clause.
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4. Application of Plaintiffs’ “effects-based” test.

Plaintiffs assert that this Court should assess Plaintiffs’ Free Elections Clause claim under
an effects-based test, which evaluates whether: “(1) the Enacted Plan has the effect of
substantially diminishing or diluting the power of voters based on their political views, and (2)
no legitimate justification exists for the dilution.” (Pls.” Opp. at 17, 29.) The Court notes that
this is Defendants’ Motion, but Defendants neither address nor object to Plaintiffs’ proposed test.
Under the circumstances, and without adequate briefing, the Court adopts Plaintiffs’ test solely
for the purposes of deciding the current motion,

Assuming the allegations in the Complaint to be true, the Court concludes that Plaintiffs
have sufficiently pled a claim under Utah’s Free Elections Clause. First, Plaintiffs have
sufficiently alleged that the 2021 Congressional Plan has the effect of substantially diminishing
or diluting the power of democratic voters, based on their political views. Plaintiffs allege that
the Plan achieves extreme and durable partisan advantage by cracking Utah’s large and
concentrated population of non-Republican voters, centered in Salt Lake County, and dividing
them between all four of Utah’s congressional districts to diminish their electoral strength.
(Compl. 9 207.} In doing so, the Plan makes it systematically harder for non-Republican voters
to elect a congressional candidate. It entrenches a single party in power and will reliably ensure
Republicans and Republican incumbents are elected in all of the State’s congressional seats for
the next decade, despite a compact and sizeable population of non-Republican voters that, in a
partisan-neutral map, would comprise a majority of a district covering most of Salt Lake County.
(Id 17 6, 206-209, 226-231.)

Second, there is no legitimate justification to dilute Plaintiffs’ vote, and the dilution

cannot be explained by application of traditional redistricting principles. (Id Y 187-98, 233-54.)
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The only stated justification is that Defendants intended “to ensure a mix of urban and rural areas
in each congressional district.” (Defs.” Mot. at 5, 23, 26.) Defendants contend that explanation is
nothing more than a pretext. (Compl. 91 128-130, 177-78, 180-81, 187-198.) At this stage, the
Court cannot resolve any disputes of fact. Therefore, it must accept Plaintiffs’ well-pled
allegations as true.

Further, Plaintiffs allege that the Plan was enacted for partisan advantage, based on the
nature of the boundary lines, lack of transparency in the redistricting process, and the actions and
statements made by elected officials involved in approving the Plan. (/d. § 3-5, 141-198, 200,
233-235, 254, 275.) Finally, seeking partisan advantage is neither a compelling nor a legitimate
governmental interest, because it “in no way serves the government’s interest in maintaining the
democratic processes which function to channel the people’s will into a representative
government.” Harper, 868 S.E.2d at 549.

Based on the facts alleged in the Complaint, and the Court’s legal analysis above, the
Court concludes that Plaintiffs have sufficiently stated a claim under the “effects-based”™ test for
violation of Utah’s Free Elections Clause.

This Court recognizes that there will always be incidental political considerations and
partisan effects during redistricting, even when neutral and traditional redistricting criteria are
applied. The United States Supreme Court recognizes that “[n]ot every limitation on the right to
vote requires judicial intervention. Some administrative burdens on the franchise are
unavoidable. But some so alter the nature of the franchise that they deny a citizen’s ‘inalienable
right to full and effective participation in the political process.”” Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533,
565 (1964). “Because self-government is fundamentally predicated upon voters choosing

winners and losers in the political marketplace, elections must reflect the voters’ judgments and

37
App. 112



Case 2023AP001399 Appendix to Petition for an Original Action Filed 08-02-2023 Page 113 of 206

not the state’s.” Cal. Democratic Party v. Jones, 530 U.S. 567, 590 (2000) (Kennedy, J.
concurring)} (“In a free society the State is directed by political doctrine, not the other way
around.”). Key to the success of our government is “public confidence in the integrity of the
electoral process,” which ultimately “encourages citizen participation in the democratic process.”
Crawford v. Marion Cty. Election Bd., 553 U.S. 181, 197 (2008). What is clear ina
representative democracy, and under Utah’s Free Elections clause, is that the way in which a
government/legislature regulates, manages, provides for, and ultimately shapes the electoral
process matters. As such, government/legislative action in this area should not be, and in this
case is not, beyond constitutional challenge.

Plaintiffs should have the opportunity to present their case. Defendants’ Motion to
Dismiss Count One is DENIED.

b. Plaintiffs Sufficiently State an Equal Protection Claim {Count Two).

Next, Defendants maintain that Plaintiffs fail to state an equal protection claim because
the Congressional Plan does not impact any fundamental right or the right to vote because each
voter can freely vote for the candidate of their choice. Defendants also argue the 2021
Congressional Plan doesn’t create a suspect classification. And, Defendants argue, any
“perceived inequality” is the “product of the imbalance in the political makeup in the state and
the corresponding political outcomes that reflect that imbalance of political opinion.” (Defs.’
Mot. at 22; Defs.” Rep. at 21.) The Court disagrees. Based on the well-established three-part test
set forth in Gallivan v, Walker, 2002 UT 89, 9 31, 54 P.3d 1069, Plaintiffs sufficiently state a
claim for violation of Utah’s Equal Protection Clause.

Plaintiffs’ equal protection claim is based on their contention that partisan

gerrymandering as reflected in the 2021 Congressional Plan violates their equal protection rights
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under the Uniform Operation of Laws Clause of the Utah Constitution. (Compl. §{ 187-198, 271-
82.) The Utah Constitution states that “all free governments are founded on their authority for
their equal protection and benefit.” Utah Const. art. I, § 2. The Uniform Operation of Laws
Clause states that “[a]ll laws of a general nature shall have uniform operation.” /d. art. [, § 24.
Equal protection is inherent in the basic concept of justice. Malar v. Lewis, 693 P.2d 661, 670
(Utah 1984).

In comparing the federal Equal Protection Clause and Utah’s equal protection guarantees
(which are embodied in the Uniform Operation of Laws Clause), the Utah Supreme Court noted
that both embody similar fundamental principles, generally that “persons similarly situated
should be treated similarly, and persons in different circumstances should not be treated as if
their circumstances were the same.” Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, { 31 (internal quotation marks
omitted). Utah courts have noted that Utah’s constitutional protections are “in some
circumstances, more rigorous than the standard applied under the federal constitution.” Id. § 33.2!
In other words, Utah’s protections are “at least as exacting,” id, but in some cases more
protective that its federal counterpart. Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Utah v. State Tax Comm’n,
779 P.2d 634, 637 (Utah 1989). For instance, “article I, section 24 demands more than facial

uniformity; the law's operation must be uniform.” Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, § 37. The test applied

2 The Gallivan Court reasoned:

Even though there is a similitude in the “fundamental principles” embodied in the federal Equal
Protection Clause and the Utah uniform operation of laws provision, “our construction and
application of Article 1, § 24 are not controlled by the federal courts’ construction and application
of the Equal Protection Clause,” Malan, 693 P.2d at 670, see also Ryan v. Gold Cross Servs.,
Inc, 903 P.2d 423, 426 (Utah 1995), and “[w]e have recognized that article I, section 24 ...
establishes different requirements from the federal Equal Pratection Clause.” Whitmer v. City of
Lindon, 943 P.2d 226, 230 (Utah 1997).

Gallivan v. Walker, 2002 UT 89, 7 33.
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to determine compliance with the Uniform Operation of Laws Clause remains the same in all
cases; however, the level of scrutiny given to legislative enactments varies. Blue Cross, 779 P.2d
at 637 (stating this provision operates to restrain the legislature from “classifying persons in such
a manner that those who are similarly situated with respect to the purpose of a law are treated
differently by the law™).

Under Utah law,

A law does not operate uniformly if persons similarly situated are not

treated similarly or if persons in different circumstances are treated as if

their circumstances were the same. In other words, [w]hen persons are

similarly sitvated, it is unconstitutional to single out one person or group

of persons from among the larger class on the basis of a tenuous

justification that has little or no merit.”
Id 9 37 (cleaned up). The Uniform Operation of Laws Clause “protects against discrimination
within a class and guards against disparate effects in the application of laws.” Jd. | 38 (emphasis
added). The courts have a responsibility to determine “whether a classification operates
uniformly on all persons similarly situated within constitutional parameters.” fd. Utah laws must
not “operate unequaily, unjustly, and unfairly upon those who come within the same class.”
Blackmarr v. City Ct. of Salt Lake City, 86 Utah 541, 38 P.2d 725, 727 (1934).

Gallivan v. Walker is not a redistricting case, however, the principles espoused in the
context of apportionment are no less applicable here. Notably, the Gallivan Court stated: “Since
the achieving of fair and effective representation for all citizens is concededly the basic aim of
legislative apportionment, we conclude that the Equal Protection Clause guarantees the
opportunity for equal participation by all voters in the election of state legislators. Diluting the
weight of votes because of place of residence impairs basic constitutional rights under the

Fourteenth Amendment just as much as invidious discriminations based upon factors such as

race or economic status.” Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, § 72 (citing Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.8. 533,
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56566, 84 8. Ct. 1362 (1964) (citing Brown v. Bd of Educ., 347 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct. 686
(1954))). Gallivan also recognized that “[w]eighting the votes of citizens differently, by any
method or means, merely because of where they happen to reside, hardly seems just.” /d
Plaintiffs assert that the right to vote is fundamental, and therefore heightened scrutiny
applies based on the test set forth in Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, 4 42-43. Defendants, on the other
hand, argue that because no fundamental or critical right or suspect classifications are implicated,
the “rational basis” test, set forth in State v. Angilau, 2011 UT 3,9 12, 245 P.3d 745, applies. At
this stage, the Court need not dectde which test applies as a matter of law because Plaintiffs have
alleged facts sufficient to satisfy both standards.
Plaintiffs sufficiently allege facts to support that heightened scrutiny should apply.
Plaintiffs have alleged that the 2021 Congressional Plan affects their fundamental right to vote.
(Compl. 19 2, 261-262, 276-277, 301-307.) They have alleged that their right to vote has been
burdened, diluted, impaired, abridged and is effectively meaningless, solely because of their
political views and past votes. (Jd.) The Gallivan court recognizes the right to vote as
fundamental, stating;
[n]o right is more precious in a free country than that of having a
voice in the election of those who make the laws under which, as
good citizens, we must live, Other rights, even the most basic, are
illusory if the right to vote is undermined. Qur Constitution leaves
no room for classification of people in a way that unnecessarily
abridges this right.

Id (citing Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 560 (1964)).

Under the Uniform Operation of Laws analytical model set forth in Gallivan, at this
stage, Plaintiffs must allege that (1) the challenged law creates a classification, (2) that the

“classification is discriminatory™ or “treats the members of the class or subclasses disparately,”

and that it is (3) reasonably necessary to further a legitimate legislative goal. /d 9 42-43.
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First, Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional Plan, like the multi-county signature
requirement in Gallivan, operates to create classifications. (Pls.” Opp’n at 34.) Plaintiffs allege
that the district boundary arbitrarily classifies voters based on partisan affiliation and geographic
location. (Compl. 44 4, 207-227, 274-275.) Gallivan recognized that the multi-county signature
requirement created two subclasses of registered voters based on where they lived, rural and
urban voters. Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, ] 44. Defendants contend that party affiliation is not a
“suspect classification.” However, at this stage, Plaintiffs have alleged, and this Court accepts as
true, that the 2021 Congressional Plan operates to classify voters by both partisan affiliation and
geographic location.

Second, Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional Plan treats similarly sitvated voters
disparately. (/d 97 4, 15, 23, 29-33, 36, 130, 187-198, 271-276.) Plaintiffs allege that Utah’s
Republican and non-Republican voters are similarly situated for redistricting purposes because
both groups are entitled to equally weighted votes. The same is true for voters living in both
urban and rural settings. Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional Plan diminishes the voting
strength of non-Republican and urban voters, while amplifying the strength of Republican and
rural voters. (/d. 97 30-33, 36, 188, 265, 276.)

Third, Plaintiffs sufficiently allege that there is no “legitimate” legislative goal in seeking
a partisan advantage through redistricting, which effectively pre-determines election outcomes,
targets disfavored voters, dilutes their vote and shifts voting power from all the people to a
subset of people. (Id. 1 270-82.) They also allege there is no legitimate interest in amplifying

the interests of rural or suburban voters to the detriment of urban voters.?? (Jd. 9§ 280.) Plaintiffs

2 The Gallivan Court held that the muiti-county signature requirement did not further a legitimate legislative
purpose because it “invidiously discriminates against urban registered voters in violation of the one person, one vote
principle.” Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, 1 49,
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also allege that Defendants’ stated justification for the placement of district boundaries, to ensure
an urban/rural mix, was merely a pretext to ensure partisan advantage and dilution of non-
Republican votes. (/d. 1§ 177, 187-197.) Accepting these facts and the facts in the Complaint as
true, Plaintiffs have stated a claim for equal protection under the Uniform Operation of Laws
Clause.

Defendants contend that no fundamental right is implicated, and that partisan affiliation is
not a suspect classification. As such, they maintain the Court should apply the rational basis
standard. Based on that standard, Defendants assert that “the Legislature voted on congressional
district lines for the reasonable purpose of ensuring balance of urban and rural areas in each
congressional district.” (Defs.” Mot. at 26 (citing Compl. § 187).). Defendants’ argument goes to
the merits of Plaintiffs’ claim, rather than to whether they have sufficiently stated a claim. While
the Complaint does reflect that proponents of the 2021 Congressional Plan represented that the
district lines were “necessary” to balance urban and rural interests, it does not state that the
purpose was reasonable. In addition, Defendants ignore paragraphs 188 to 198 of the Complaint,
in which Plaintiffs allege that rationale was a pretext. On a motion to dismiss, this Court does not
decide the merits. Rather, it assumes the well-pleaded facts in the Complaint to be true. Plaintiffs
allege that Defendants’ urban/rural justification is merely a pretext. For purposes of this motion,
this Court assumes that fact to be true. This Court cannot, at this stage, resolve disputes of fact or
make credibility determinations.

Even reviewed under the rational basis test, Plaintiffs’ Complaint still states a claim.
Under that standard, this Court considers: “(1) whether the classification is reasonable; (2)

whether the objectives of the legislative action are legitimate, and (3) whether there is a
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reasonable relationship between the classification and the legislative purpose.”® State v. Angilau,
2011 UT 3, 4 21, 245 P.3d 745 (internal quotation marks omitted). Courts will “uphold a statute
under the rational basis standard if [the statute] has a reasonable relation to a proper legislative
purpose, and [is] neither arbitrary nor discriminatory.” /d. 4 10 (internal quotation marks
omitted) (second alteration in original} (emphasis added). Assuming factors one and three are
established, the Complaint alleges sufficient facts to show that there is no legitimate legislative
objective in either seeking partisan advantage through redistricting or in establishing districts to
predetermine the outcome of elections and to ensure that incumbents continue to hold their seats.
For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs have stated an equal protection claim under both a
heightened scrutiny and rational basis standard. The Motion to Dismiss Count Two is DENIED.

¢. Plaintiffs Sufficiently State a Claim for Violation of Plaintiffs’ Right to Free
Speech and Association (Count Three).

Defendants assert that the 2021 Congressional Plan and the congressional district

boundaries established therein neither implicate nor violate Plaintiffs’ Free Speech and
Association rights. The Court disagrees.

Article I, Section | of the Utah Constitution states that “[a]ll persons have the inherent
and inalienable right to . . . assemble peaceably, . . . petition for redress of grievances, [and to]
communicate freely their thoughts and opinions, being responsible for the abuse of that right.”
Utah Const. art. I, § 1. Article I, Section 15 states, in pertinent part, that “[n]o law shall be passed
to abridge or restrain the freedom of speech.” Utah Const. art. [, § 15. The Utah Supreme Court

has explained that together, Sections 1 and 15 of Article I “prohibit laws which either directly

# The Counrt also notes that whether a classification is in fact “reasonable” or whether legislative objectives are
“legitimate” are inherently factual determinations, At this stage, the Court cannot “find facts” nor decide if the
classification is “reasonable™ or if the legislative objectives are “legitimate,” without a developed factual record. On
a motion to dismiss, the only issue before the Court is whether Plaintiffs have alleged sufficient facts to state a claim
under Utah's Uniform Operation of Laws Clause.
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limit protected [free speech] rights or indirectly inhibit the exercise of those rights.” Am. Bush,
2006 UT 40, § 21 (noting drafter of Utah’s Constitution borrowed heavily from other state
constitutions and the United States Constitution and finds its roots in English common law).
Notably, the United States Supreme Court has recognized a First Amendment interest in voting.
Doe v. Reed, 561 U.S. 186, 224 (2010) (Scalia, J., concurring) (citing Burdick v. Takushi, 504
U.S. 428, 438 (1992)); Burdick, 504 U.S. at 438 (observing that “voters express their views in
the voting booth.”).

The role of free speech is central to our representative democracy. In American Bush, the
Utah Supreme Court discussed the history of free speech in Utah, 2006 UT 40, 4 13, That court
recognized that “[t]he framers of Utah's constitution saw the will of the people as the source of
constitutional limitations upon our state government.” /d  And, because “’{a]ll political power is
inherent in the people,” only Utah's citizens themselves had the right to limit their own sovereign
power to act through their elected officials.” /d. | 14 (citing Utah Const, art. I, § 2). “’Once one
accepts the premise of the Declaration of Independence—that governments derive ‘their just
powers from the consent of the governed’—it follows that the governed must, in order to
exercise their right of consent, have full freedom of expression both in forming individual
judgments and in forming the common judgment.’” Harper, 868 S.E.2d at 545 (citing Thomas I.
Emerson, The System of Freedom of Expression 7 (1970)).

Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional Plan divides up the only two predominately
Democratic counties in Utah. Salt Lake County is divided among the four congressional districts;
Summit County is divided among two. Fifteen municipalities are divided up into thirty-two
pieces, and numerous communities of interest, school districts, and racial and ethnic minority

communities are divided. (See generally Compl. 9 205-45, 250-51, 254.) Plaintiffs allege free
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speech and association rights have in fact been burdened by these new boundaries. Urban
neighborhoods, school districts and communities of interests — that may share common goals and
interests based on proximity — do not vote with neighbors within a five-minute walk; they now
vote with other rural voters who live eighty to three hundred miles away. (Id |1 242-251.) The
proximity between voters discourages, burdens, or effectively impacts free speech and
association. Plaintiffs allege that these predominately democratic communities were intentionally
divided or “cracked” solely because of their political views and past votes. (/4. ] 192, 275.) The
effect of the “cracking” is that their non-Republican views are subordinated, votes are diluted,
voices are silenced, and Republican-advantage and control is locked in in all four congressional
districts for the next decade. (/d Y 36, 275, 293-94.)

Plaintiffs allege that partisan gerrymandering as reflected in the 2021 Congressional Plan
violates their free speech and association protections, They allege the 2021 Congressional Pian is
both discriminatory and retaliatory and based solely on their protected political views and past
votes. (Compl. § 3-4, 36, 205-207. 209, 283-97.) Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional
Plan burdens free speech and association in multiple ways. Specifically, it “restrains and mutes
Plaintiffs’ ability to express their viewpoints,” “abridges the ability of voters with disfavored
views to effectively associate with other people holding similar viewpoints,” “impairs Plaintifts’
ability to recruit volunteers, secure contributions, and energize other voters to support Plaintiffs’
expressed political views and associations,” “retaliates against Plaintiffs for exercising political
speech that Defendants disfavor,” “prevent[s] [voters] from being able to associate and elect their
preferred candidates who share their political views,” divides Plaintiffs “to make their voices too

diluted to be heard and guarantee they are not represented in any meaningful way because of
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their disfavored views,” and dilutes non-Republican votes. (See generally Compl., Compl. 1Y
289-294.)

Defendants assert that the Free Speech and Association Clauses do not apply to the
redistricting process. (Defs.” Mot. at 26.) Defendants contend that the placement of a
congressional district boundary “does not in any way restrict an individual’s speech or impair an
individual’s ability to communicate,” citing two federal district court cases, Radogno v. Ill. State
Bd. Of Elections, No. 11-CV-04884, 2011 WL 5025251 (N.D. IIL. Oct. 21, 2011) and Johnson v.
Wis. Elections Comm’'n, 967 N.W.2d 469, 487, but without any legal analysis. (Defs.” Reply at
26-21.)

In Radogno, the federal district court rejected Plaintiffs’ First Amendment claims,
holding that such rights were not burdened by the redistricting plan at issue. Specifically, the
Radogno Court reasoned:

Plaintiffs are every bit as free under the new redistricting plan to run for

office, express their political views, endorse and campaign for their

favorite candidates, vote, or otherwise influence the political process

through their expression. Plaintiffs' freedom of expression is simply not

burdened by the redistricting plan. It may very well be that Plaintiffs'

ability to successfully elect their preferred candidate is burdened by the

redistricting plan, but that has nothing to do with their First Amendment

rights.
Radogno, 2011 WL 5025251, at *7 (N.D. Ill. Qct. 21, 2011).2* Radogno’s First Amendment
analysis of partisan political gerrymandering, under federal law, makes sense and is persuasive

generally. However, that rationale may not apply to every case or to every fact scenario. In

addition, it is not binding on this Court.

2 Notably, the Radogno court did not dismiss outright plaintiffs’ equal protection claim under the Fourteenth
Amendment, but instead granted plaintiffs’ leave to amend to plead a “workable test” or “reliable standard” to
evaluate such claim. Radogno, 2011 WL 5025251, at *6 {discussing generally partisan gerrymandering cases under
federal law, noting that some have reached the conclusion that they are justiciable, but not solvable).
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In Johnson v. Wis. Elections Comm’n, the Wisconsin Supreme Court noted that in Rucho
v. Common Cause, 204 L. Ed. 2d 931, 139 S. Ct. 2484, 2499-500 (2019), “[t]he United States
Supreme Court recently declared there are no legal standards by which judges may decide
whether maps are politically ‘fair.”” Johnson, 2021 WI 87, 9 3, 399 Wis. 2d 623, 631. The
Johnson court agreed that “fairness” is not a judicially manageable standard and that “deciding
what constitutes ‘fair’ partisan divide . . . would encroach on the constitutional prerogatives of
the political branches.” Id. 9 45. The court emphasized that it would not decide whether the maps
were fair but would fulfill its judicial role of “declaring what the law is and affording the parties
a remedy for its violation.” Like the Johnson court, this Court is not asserting that it has a role in
deciding “fairness.” And Plaintiffs here are not arguing that the 2021 Congressional Plan is
unfair. They assert that it violates the Utah Constitution, and, as previously emphasized, the
Court does not hesitate to engage in constitutional review.

Defendants also assert that the Free Speech and Association clauses of the Utah
Constitution do not protect the redistricting process because “the framers of our [Utah]
constitution . . . envisioned a limited freedom of speech.” 4m. Bush, 2006 UT 40, §42. The
American Bush case, however, has only minimal relevance, if any, to this specific issue.
American Bush did not involve redistricting, allegations of gerrymandering or voting rights.
Instead, the American Bush court characterized the right to free speech as “limited” while
discussing whether obscenity—in that case, nude dancing—was protected speech. Am. Bush,
2006 UT 40, 11 31-58. Consequently, the holding that the Utah Constitution’s free speech
protections do not extend to obscenity has little, if any, relevance to the issues at bar. Notably,

unlike obscenity, voting is a fundamental right, and its exercise is a form of protected speech.
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Laws v. Grayeyes, 2021 UT 59, Y 61 (stating “the right to vote is sacrosanct™); Doe v. Reed, 561
U.S. at 224 (recognizing a First Amendment interest in voting).

Defendants also assert there can be no First Amendment violation because Plaintiffs have
no right to political success. See Cook v. Bell, 2014 UT 46, ¥ 34, 344 P.3d 634 (addressing
whether the Legislature’s limits on the right to initiative imposed severe restrictions on free
speech and association). The Court does agree that “First Amendment jurisprudence . . . does not
guarantee unlimited participation in political activity, nor does it establish a right to political
success.” Id. | 57. However, it does protect “individuals from regulations that directly discourage
or prohibit political expression.” Jd.

This Court notes there is a distinction between incidental political impacts that flow from
neutral government action and government action aimed at discouraging, burdening, or
prohibiting speech and association in order to secure an electoral advantage. Where “one-party
rule is entrenched [because] voters approve of the positions and candidates that the party
regularly puts forward,” courts cannot and should not intervene in a neutrally administered
electoral system. New York State Bd. Of Elections v. Lopez Torres, 552 U.S. 196, 208, 128 S. Ct.
791 (rejecting argument that “one-party rule” demands application of First Amendment to ensure
competition or a “fair shot at party endorsement”). But when a state takes steps, under either
election laws or by redistricting, to grant its preferred party a durable monopoly, this deviation
from neutrality undermines the competitive mechanism that undergirds the democratic process,
and it burdens a voters’ right to participate in a fair election. See Williams v. Rhodes, 393 U.S.
23,31-32, 89 8. Ct. 5, 10-11 (1968) (holding Ohio’s ballot-access laws, which favored the long-

established Republican and Democratic parties, placed an unequal burden on the right to vote
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and the right to associate to form a new political party).2* “There is no right more basic in our
democracy than the right to participate in electing our political leaders.” McCutcheon v. FEC,
572 U.S. 185, 191, 134 S. Ct. 1434, 1444 (2014). As such, the government cannot and should not
“restrict political participation of some in order to enhance the relative influence of others.” fd.
In Harper v. Hall, the North Carolina Supreme Court recognized that there is a

cognizable claim for violation of free speech and association rights based on partisan
gerrymandering. Harper v. Hall, 868 S.E.2d 499, 546 (N.C. 2022). The North Carolina Supreme
Court stated:

When legislators apportion district lines in a way that dilutes the

influence of certain voters based on their prior political expression—

their partisan affiliation and their voting history—it imposes a burden

on a right or benefit, here the fundamental right to equal voting power

on the basis of their views. When the General Assembly systematically

diminishes or dilutes the power of votes on the basis of party

affiliation, it intentionally engages in a form of viewpoint

discrimination and retaliation that triggers strict scrutiny.”
Id. (holding congressional map subject to strict scrutiny and requiring it to be “narrowly tailored
to advance a compelling governmental interest™). This practice “distorts the expression of the
people’s will.” /d. Under these circumstances, *[t]he diminution or dilution of voting power
based of partisan affiliation . . . suffices to show a burden on that voter's speech and associational

rights.” /d 9§ 161. This Court is persuaded that partisan gerrymandering that effectively

entrenches a state’s preferred party in office discriminates on the basis of viewpoint dilutes the

3 In Williams, the State of Ohio asserted “that it has absolute power to put any burdens it pleases on the selection of
electors because of the First Section of the Second Article of the Constitution, providing that *Each State shall
appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors . . . to choose a President and
Vice President.” Williams, 393 U.8. at 28-29. While noting that there “can be no question but that this section does
grant extensive power to the States to pass laws regulating the selection of electors,” the Court stated: “the
Constitution is filled with provisions that grant Congress or the States specific power to legislate in certain areas;
these granted powers are always subject to the limitation that they may not be exercised in a way that violates other
specific provisions of the Constitution. /d
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non-favored party’s vote, burdens / impairs the citizens’ rights to exercise a meaningful vote and
to associate. See Vieth, 541 U.S. at 314 (Kennedy, J, concurring); see also Ariz. Indep.
Redistricting Comm’n, 135 8. Ct. at 2658.

Plaintiffs assert that heightened scrutiny applies to the free speech and association claims.
Plaintiffs have also cited several cases in support of that assertion. See, e.g., Reed v. Town of
Gilbert, Ariz., 135 S. Ct 2218, 2227 (2015); Harper v. Hall, 868 S.E.2d at 546. In their Reply,
Defendants do not challenge that contention or seek to distinguish these cases with respect to this
issue. Thus, in the absence of any contrary argument or authority, the Court assumes, for
purposes of analyzing the motion at bar, that strict scrutiny applies to the free speech and
association claims,?® Based on the factual allegations in the Complaint, which this Court must
accept as true, Plaintiffs have sufficiently alleged that the 2021 Congressional Plan violates their
rights to free speech and association because it discourages and burdens political expression, is
discriminatory and retaliatory based on disfavored political views and past voting history, and it
dilutes Plaintiffs’ voting power. (See generally Compl.; Compl. 11 288-294.) Plaintiffs also
allege that Defendants have “cracked” and “packed™ the congressional voting districts to
intentionally dilute the voting power of those who have disfavored views, namely Democrats.

Plaintiffs also have sufficiently alleged that there is no compelling or legitimate
government interest in drawing congressional district boundaries to give Republicans an
electoral advantage, to the detriment of non-Republican voters’ right to free speech and

agsociation. (Id. Y 295.) Plaintiffs also allege the 2021 Congressional Plan is not narrowly

28 By applying strict scrutiny for purposes of this Motion, the Court is not necessarily ruling that Plaintiffs’ assertion
is correct, But given the briefing and accepting the factual allegations in the Complaint as true, including that the
Legislature intentionally drawing the maps to punish Plaintiffs for expressing disfavored views, the Court adopts
this standard solely for the purpose of determining if Plaintiffs have stated a viable claim for relief.
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tailored to serve any legitimate state interest. (/d 1 296.) Plaintiffs have sufficiently stated a
claim for violation of their Free Speech and Association rights.
For the reasons stated above, Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Count Three is DENIED.

d. Plaintiffs Sufficiently State a Right to Vote Claim (Count Four).

Defendants assert Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for violation of the Right to Vote Clause.
Defendants also argue, without citation to any legal authority, that the Right to Vote Clause was
intended to deal solely with voter qualifications and that there is no basis in Utah law to interpret
the provision to guarantee anything other than the right to physically cast a ballot. Defendants
also argue that the 2021 Congressional Plan does not prevent Plaintiffs or any other qualified
Utah citizens from voting, therefore there can be no constitutional violation. {Defs.” Mot. at 27-
28; Defs.’ Rep. at 25-26.) The Court disagrees.

The Right to Vote Clause provides that “[e]very citizen of the United States, eighteen
years of age or over, who makes proper proof of residence in this state for thirty days next
preceding any election, or for such other period as required by law, shall be entitled to vore in the
election.” Utah Const. art. IV, § 2 (emphasis added).2” Utah law unequivocally acknowledges
that the right to vote is fundamental to our democracy and our representative form of
government. Rothfels v. Southworth, 11 Utah 2d 169, 176, 356 P.2d 612, 617 (1960).% In fact, it
is said to be “more precious in a free country” than any other right. Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, { 24

(quoting Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 560). If the right “of having a voice in the election of those who

2 The Court notes that neither party presented any arguments regarding the plain meaning of this clause, historical
evidence regarding the drafting or adoption of this clause or discussed any particular test to be applied,

2 “The right to vote and to actively participate in its processes is among the most precious of the privileges for
which our democratic form of government was established. The history of the struggle of freedom-loving men to
obtain and to maintain such rights is so well known that it is not necessary to dwell thereon. But we re-affirm the
desirability and the importance, not only of permitting citizens to vote but of encouraging them to do so.” Rothféls v.
Southworth, 11 Utah 2d 169, 176, 356 P.2d 612, 617 (1960).
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make the laws under which, as good citizens, we must live,” is undermined, *“[o]ther rights, even
the most basic, are illusory. Our Constitution leaves no room for classification of people in a way
that unnecessarily abridges that right.” /d,

Defendants argue that the Right to Vote Clause deals solely with voter qualifications,
implying that it only applies when voter qualifications are at issue. While this clause includes
qualifications required to exercise the right, the right to vote is nonetheless expressly guaranteed.

Defendants also assert that this clause guarantees only the right to physically cast a vote.
Defendants cite no authority to support such a limited interpretation of this specific clause. To
the contrary, when interpreting constitutional provisions, the Utah Supreme Court has stated that
individual constitutional provisions

cannot properly be regarded as something isolated and absolute but must be

considered in the light of its background and the purpose it was designed to

serve; and in relation to other fundamental rights of citizens set forth in the entire

Constitution which are essential to the proper functioning of our democratic from

of government. One of the principal merits of our system of law and justice is that

it does not function by casting reason aside and clinging slavishly to a literal

application of one single provision of law to the exclusion of all others. Its policy

is rather to follow the path of reason in order to avoid arbitrary and unjust results

and to give recognition in the highest possible degree to all of the rights assured

by all of the Constitutional provisions.

Shields v. Toronto, 16 Utah 2d 61, 63, 395 P.2d 829, 830 (1964) (interpreting Article VI, Section
7 of the Utah Constitution in reference to the right to vote).?’ In interpreting this provision, the

Court should consider the entire Utah Constitution and its purpose, including the Free Elections

Clause, the Equal Protection Clause, the Free Speech and Association Clauses and the long line

% Notably, the Shields Court recognized the historical and “continuing expansion of the right of suffrage in this
country.” Shields v. Toronto, 16 Utah 2d 61, 66 n. 12, 395 P.2d 829, 833 n. 12 (1964). While discussing the right to
vote in the context of voting “freely for the candidate of one’s choice,” the Court stated that voting “is of the essence
of a democratic society, and any restrictions on that right strike at the essence of a representative government.” /d.
Every citizen should have a “right to a vote free of arbitrary impairment by state action.” fd
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of cases generally discussing the “right to vote.” The plane language of the Right to Vote clause
guarantees the right. But, read in light of the entire Utah Constitution, the right to vote clearly
guarantees more than the physical right to cast a ballot.

Utah law has recognized that the right to vote must be “meaningful,” Shields, 395 P.2d at
832-33 (explaining “[t]he foundation and structure which give [our democratic system of
government] life depend upon participation of the citizenry in all aspects of its operation.”). The
right must not be “unnecessarily abridged” or “diluted.” Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, § 72 (stating
“’[w]eighting the votes of citizens differently, by any method or means, merely because of where
they happen to reside, hardly seems justifiable.”™ (quoting Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 565-66, 84
S.Ct.). And the right to vote “cannot be abridged, impaired, or taken away, even by an act of the
Legislature.” Earl v. Lewis, 28 Utah 116, 77 P. 235, 237-38 (Utah 1904). The goal of an election
“is to ascertain the popular will, and not to thwart it,” and “aid” in securing “a fair expression at
the polls.” Id*®

Here, Plaintiffs allege that the Legislature drew the 2021 Congressional Map in a way to
render Plaintiffs' votes meaningless. While they still can engage in the act of voting, Plaintiffs'
votes no longer have any effect. Specifically, Plaintiffs allege that the 2021 Congressional Plan
“achieves this extreme partisan advantage for Republicans primarily by cracking Utah’s large

and concentrated population of non-Republican voters, centered in Salt Lake County, and

dividing them between all four of Utah’s congressional districts to eliminate the strength of their

3® There is only one Utah case specifically addressing the Right to Vote Clause. See Dodge v. Evans, 716 P.2d 270,
273 (Utah 1985). [n Dodge, a prison inmate challenged a law requiring him to vote in the county in which he resided
prior to incarceration rather than in the county in which he was incarcerated. Plaintiff alleged that his right to vote
under the Right to Vote Clause was in effect denied. /d. at 272-73. In analyzing that claim, the Utah Supreme Court
stated, “Dedge made no contention that his right to vote was improperly burdened, conditioned or diluted.” /d at
273. The implication is that a claim under the right to vote clause may include an allegation that the right was
“improperly burdened, conditioned or diluted.”
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voting power.” (Compl. § 207.) The result is that the 2021 Congressional Plan “draw(s] district
lines to predetermine winners and losers.” (Compl. § 306.) Their disfavored vote is meaningless,
diluted, impaired and infringed due to the intentional partisan gerrymandering, (/d § 304-06.) In
addition, because the election outcomes are now predetermined for the next ten years, the true
public will cannot be ascertained and is effectively distorted. (/d. § 305-09.) Plaintiffs also allege
that this impairment serves no legitimate public interest. 3! (/d ) Assuming these facts in the
Complaint to be true, the Court concludes that Plaintiffs have properly stated a claim under the
Right to Vote Clause.

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Count Four is therefore DENIED.

IV.  Plaintiffs Fail to State a Claim Under Count Five the “Unauthorized Repeal of
Proposition 4.”

Finally, Defendants assert that the fifth claim should be dismissed because the
Legislature’s amendment or repeal of Proposition 4 does not violate the Inherent Political
Powers and Initiative Clauses of Utah Constitution. The Court agrees.

Plaintiffs’ fifth claim alleges that when the Legislature replaced the citizen-enacted
Proposition 4 with SB 200, the Legislature infringed on the people’s inherent political powers
and initiative rights under the Utah Constitution. (Compl. § 315-17). The Initiative Clause of the
Utah Constitution states, in relevant part: “The legal voters of the state of Utah, in the numbers,
under the conditions, in the manner, and within the time provided by statute, may: (A) initiate
any desired legislation and cause it to be submitted to the people for adoption upon a majority
vote of those voting on the legislation, as provided by statute.” Utah Const. art. VI, §

1(2)(a)(i}(A). The Inherent Political Powers Clause provides that “All political power is inherent

3t The Court notes that neither party has addressed the appropriate standard to be applied in this case, i.e., strict
scrutiny or rational basis, for Plaintiffs’ Right to Vote claim, However, reviewing Plaintiffs’ Complaint, the Court
concludes that Plaintiff has sufficiently pled a claim under either standard.
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in the people; and all free governments are founded on their authority for their equal protection
and benefit, and they have the right to alter or reform their government as the public welfare may
require.” Utah Const. art. I, § 2. Plaintiffs argue that the Legislature violated these clauses by
passing SB 200, effectively repealing Proposition 4, which had been put in place via citizen
initiative.

The Utah Supreme Court has explained that “[u]nder [Article I, Section 2}, upon which
all our government is built, the people have the inherent authority to allocate governmental
power in the bodies they establish by law.” Carter v. Lehi City, 2012 UT 2,4 21, 269 P.3d 141.
Under this authority, “the people of Utah divided their political power,” vesting

“The Legislative power of the State” in two bodies: {a) “the Legislature of the

State of Utah,” and (b) “the people of the State of Utah as provided in Subsection

(2).” [Utah Const.] art. VI, § 1(1). On its face, article VI recognizes a single,

undifferentiated “legislative power,” vested both in the people and in the

legislature. Nothing in the text or structure of article VI suggests any difference in

the power vested simultaneously in the “Legislature” and “the people.” The

initiative power of the people is thus parallel and coextensive with the power of

the legislature. This interpretation is reinforced by the history of the direct-

democracy movement, by constitutional debates in states with constitutional

provisions substantiaily similar to Utah's article VI, and by early judicial
interpretations of those provisions.

Id. 4 22 (emphasis added). In further explaining this shared legislative power, the Utah Supreme
Court has stated, “[t]he power of the legislature and the power of the people to legislate through
initiative and referenda are coequal, coextensive, and concurrent and share equal dignity.”
Gallivan v. Walker, 2002 UT 89, 1 23, 54 P.3d 1069.

The Utah Constitution and Utah law unequivocally recognizes the importance of its
citizens’ right to initiate legislation to alter or reform their government. Utah Const. art. [, § 2;
Gallivan, 2002 UT 89, 4 23; Utahns For Better Dental Health-Davis, Inc. v. Davis Cnty. Clerk,
2007 UT 97, 9 10. This is clear. The Constitution, however, does not restrict or limit, in any way,
the Legislature’s ability to amend or repeal citizen-initiated laws after they become effective.
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Through their coequal power, both the Legislature and the people can enact, amend, and repeal
legislation. The people can repeal legislation enacted by the Legislature through their referendum
power, with some limitation. See Utah Const. art. VI, § (2)(a)(1)(B). The Utah Constitution,
caselaw, and historical practice, however, shows that the Legislature can amend and repeal
legislation enacted by citizen initiative, without limitation.

When we interpret the Utah Constitution, the starting point is the text itself. Univ. of Utah
v. Shurtleff, 2006 UT 51, 9 19, 144 P.3d 1109 (internal quotation marks omitted). In evaluating
legislative authority, the provisions in the Utah Constitution are construed as “limitations, rather
than grants of power.” Parkinson v. Watson, 291 P.2d 400, 405 (Utah 1955); Shurtleff, 2006 UT
51, 1 18 (*The Utah Constitution is not one of grant, but one of limitation.”). Article VI of the
Utah Constitution vests legislative authority in both the Legislature and the people. See Utah
Const. art. VI, § 1(1). Notably, the text of article VI broadly confers legislative authority on the
Legislature without any express limitation on the Legislature’s ability to pass or repeal laws. See
id. art. V1, § 1(a).

In contrast, the ability of the people to enact or repeal legislation, however, is specifically
limited by the text of the Constitution.3? See id. art. VI, § 1(b) (stating that “Legislative power” is
“vested in ... the people of the State of Utah as provided in Subsection (2)”). In fact, subsection

2 of article VI explicitly restricts the people’s referendum power—or the ability to repeal laws

3 The citizens' right to legislate through the initiative process is also [imited by the plain language of the Utah
Constitution. Gaflivan v. Walker, 2002 UT 89, 1 172, 54 P.3d 1069, 1118. Aricle VI, section (2){a)(i){A) states:
“The legal voters of the State of Utah, in the numbers, under the conditions, in the manner, and within the time
provided by statute, may initiate any desired legislation and cause it to be submitted to the people for adoption upon
a majority vote of those voting on the legislation, as provided by statute.” Utah Const, art. VI, § 2(a)(i)(A). Notably,
it is the Legislature that establishes the statutory requirements to initiate, submit and vote on any citizen initiative,
See Sevier Power Co., LLC v. Bd of Sevier Cty. Comm'rs, 2008 UT 72,110, 196 P.3d 583.
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enacted by the Legislature-—to laws that were passed with less than a 2/3 majority vote by the
Legislature. See id. art. VI, § 2(a)(1)(B).

Given the absence of anything in the Utah Constitution that restricts the Legislature’s
ability to repeal laws enacted via initiative, there is a clear implication that the Legislature has
broad authority to enact and repeal laws, including those enacted by citizen initiatives. Reading
the Utah Constitution to limit the Legislature’s authority to amend or repeal laws originally
enacted via citizen initiative would require the Court to read something into the Constitution that
is simply not there.** The Court declines to do so.

Moreover, Utah law also clearly indicates that the Legislature has power to amend and
repeal laws that are passed via citizen initiative.>® In explaining that the legislative powers of the
Legislature and the people are coequal or “parallel,” the Utah Supreme Court approvingly quoted

L11Y

the Oregon Supreme Court, which stated that “‘[IJaws proposed and enacted by the people under
the initiative . , . are subject to the same constitutional limitations as other statutes, and may be

amended or repealed by the Legislature at will.”” Carter, 2012 UT 2, § 27 (quoting Kadderly v.

3} The Court further notes that Plaintiffs have not provided any facts from the historical record to suggest that such a
restriction was intended. Rather, the historical practice and the caselaw indicate that such a restriction was not
intended. In contrast to the Utah Constitution, the constitutions of ten other states expressly restrict their respective
legislatures” authority to amend or repeal the statutes/law enacted from a successful citizen initiative. See Alaska
(Alaska Const. art. X1, § 6); Arizona (Ariz. Const. art. 1V, pt. 1, § 1(6)(B}-(C)); Arkansas (Ark. Const. art. V, § 1);
California (Cal. Const. art. II, § 10); Michigan (Mich. Const. art. 11, § 9; art. XII, § 2); Nebraska (Neb. Const. art. 111,
§ 2); Nevada (Nev, Const. art, X1X, §§ 1-2); North Daketa (N.D. Const. art, 111, § 8); Washington (Wash. Const. art.
I, § 1); and Wyoming (Wyo. Const. art. II1, § 52). Given the lack of any textual limitation, the history of the
Legislature repealing citizen initiatives, and examples of other state constitutions that do contain express limits on
their respective legislature’s ability to make changes to citizen-initiated laws, it would clearly be improper for the
Court to read such a limitation into Utah’s Constitution.

34 Utah law also specifically authorizes the Legislature to amend citizen-initiated or approved laws. Under Utah
Code Ann. Section 20A-7-212(3)(b), “[t]he Legislature may amend any initiative approved by the people at any
legislative session™ and Subsection 20A-7-311(5)(b) provides that “[t]he Legislature may amend any laws approved
by the people at any legislative session after the people approve the law.” The Court agrees with Defendants that
adopting Plaintiffs’ argument could create certain practical challenges to the maintenance of the Utah Code in that
the Legislature would be precluded from correcting typographical etrors and making any changes, substantive or
otherwise, Other than the authority provided in the above-cited statutes, there is no other process or procedure to
manage changes to citizen-initiated laws.
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City of Portland, 44 Or. 118, 74 P. 710, 720 (1903). Thus, the Utah Supreme Court has
seemingly recognized that the Legislature may repeal initiative-enacted law.

Likewise, the Legislature’s amendment or effective repeal of Proposition 4 / Title 20A,
Chapter 19, Utah Independent Redistricting Commissions Standards Act is in line with historical
practice. In 2018, Governor Herbert called a special session of the Utah Legislature to address
citizen initiative Proposition 2, the Utah Medical Cannabis Act, the day before it was set to go
into effect. Grant v. Herbert, 2019 UT 42, 7 5, 449 P.3d 122. The Legislature heavily amended
the statute, changing many key aspects of the law. /d. In response, voters attempted to place the
amended statute on the ballot through referendum but were not able to do so because the
amendment had passed by a two-thirds vote in the Legislature, making it exempt from
referendum. /d. § 7. The Utah Supreme Court ultimately upheld Governor Herbert’s decision to
call the special legislative session which amended Proposition 2. /d Y 21-24.

In view of the foregoing, including the text of the Utah Constitution, statutory language,
the caselaw, and historical practice, the Legislature’s exercise of its coequal legislative authority
to repeal citizen initiatives does not violate the Citizen Initiative or Inherent Powers Clauses of
the Utah Constitution. Therefore, even accepting the factual allegations as true, the Legislature
did not act unconstitutionally by either substantially amending or effectively repealing
Proposition 4. Plaintiffs’ Fifth cause of action, therefore, does not state a valid claim for relief
under Utah law. Accordingly, the Court GRANTS Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss with respect

to Count Five in the Complaint.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above:

(1) The Court DENIES Defendants® Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Complaint for lack
of subject matter jurisdiction.

{(2) The Court DENIES Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss certain Defendants Utah
Legislative Redistricting Committee, Senator Scott Sandall, Representative Brad
Wilson, and Senator J. Stuart Adams.

(3) The Court DENIES Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Count One (Free Elections
Clause), Count Two (Equal Protection Rights), Count Three (Free Speech and
Association Rights), and Count Four (Affirmative Right to Vote) of Plaintiffs’
Complaint.

(4) The Court GRANTS Defendants’ Motion as to Plaintiffs’ Count Five. Therefore,
Count Five, “Unauthorized Repeal of Proposition 4 in Violation of Utah
Constitution’s Citizen Lawmaking Authority to Alter or Reform Government” is
DISMISSED, with prejudice.

DATED November 22, 2022.

BY THE COURT:
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i IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO ~
2 July §, 2023

31 NO.S-1-5C-39481

47 MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM in her
51 official capacity as Governor of the New Mexico,
61 HOWIE MORALES, in his official capacity as New
71 Mexico Licutenant Governor and President of
81 New Mexico Senate, MIMI STEWART, in her
G 1 official capacity as President Pro Tempore of
107 the New Mexico Senate, and JAVIER MARTINEZ,
111 in his official capacity as Speaker of
121 the New Mexico House of Representatives,

i3 Petitioners,
4 v.

{37 HON FRED VAN SOELEN,
168 District Court Judge,
171 Fifth Judicial District Court,

18 Respondent,

191 and

201 REPUBLICAN PARTY OF NEW MEXICQ,

211 DAVID GALLEGOS, TIMOTHY JENNINGS,
221 DINAH VARGAS, MANUEL GONZALES JR,,

231 BOBBY and DEE ANN KIMBRO, and PEARL
241 GARCIA,

25 Real Parties in Interest,

261 and

271 MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER,
28 Defendant-Real Party m Interest.
29

30
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1 ORDER

2 WHEREAS, this matter initially came on for consideration by the Court
3| upon verified petition for writ of superintending control and request for stay and
41 responses thereto,

5 WHEREAS, this Court granted the request for stay in D-506-CV-2022-
6] 00041 on October 14, 2022, and ordered the parties to file briefs on the issues
7| presented in the verified petition for writ of superintending control,

8 WHEREAS, this Court heard arguments in this matter on January 9, 2023,
91 and thereafter ordered the parties to file supplemental briefs addressing the issue of
10| whether the New Mexico Constitution provides greater protection than the United
11| States Constitution against partisan gerrymandering;

12 WHEREAS, this matter now comes before the Court upon the parties’
13| supplemental briefs and motion to substitute public officer and amend caption;

14 WHEREAS, the Court having considered the foregoing and being
15| sufficiently advised, Chief Justice C. Shannon Bacon, Justice Michael E. Vigil,
16 | Justice David K. Thomson, Justice Julie J. Vargas, and Justice Briana H. Zamora
17| concurring;

18 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the motion to substitute is
191 GRANTED, and Javier Martinez shall be substituted for Brian Egolf as Speaker of

20| the House;
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1 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the caption on any further pleadings filed

2| in this proceeding, if any, shall conform to the caption of this order;

3 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the verified petition for writ of

4| superintending control 1s GRANTED with respect to Petitioners’ request that this

5| Court provide the district court guidance for resolving a partisan gerrymandering

6| claim;

7 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the stay in D-506-CV-2022-00041 is

81 hereby VACATED, and the district court shall take all actions necessary to resolve
9| this matter no later than October 1, 2023;

10 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as a threshold matter, the district court

11| shall conduct a standing analysis for all parties;,

12 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in resolving this matter, the district court

13| shall act in accordance with and apply the following holdings and standards as

14 ] determined herein:

15 1. A partisan gerrymandering claim is justiciable under Article II,
16 Section 18 of the New Mexico Constitution,

17

18 2. A partisan gerrymandering claim under the New Mexico Constitution
19 1s subject to the three-part test articulated by Justice Kagan in her
20 dissent in Rucho v. Common Cause, 139 S.Ct. 2484, 2516 (2019),

21

22 3. Clearly, a district drawn without taking partisan interests into account
23 would not present a partisan gerrymander. Cf. N.M. Const. art. II, §§
24 2, 3, 4. However, as with partisan gerrymandering under the
25 Fourteenth Amendment, some degree of partisan gerrymandering is
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permissible under Article II, Section 18 of the New Mexico
Constitution. Accord Rucho, 139 S.Ct. at 2497. At this stage in the
proceedings, it is unnecessary to determine the precise degree that is
permissible so long as the degree is not egregious in intent and effect;

4. Intermediate scrutiny is the proper level of scrutiny for adjudication of
a partisan gerrymandering claim under Article II, Section 18 of the
New Mexico Constitution. See Breen v. Carisbad Municipal Schools,
2005-NMSC-028, q§ 11-15, 30-32, 138 N.M. 331, 120 P.3d 413;

5. Under one-person, one-vote jurisprudence, some mathematical
deviation from an ideal district population may be permissible as
“practicable.” Cf. Harris v. Ariz. Indep. Redistricting Comm’n, 578
U.S. 253, 258-59 (2016) (quoting Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579
(1964)) (“The Constitution . . . does not demand mathematical
perfection. In determining what is ‘practicable,” we have recognized
that the Constitution permits deviation when it is justified by
‘legitimate considerations incident to the effectuation of a rational
state policy.”),

6. In the context of a partisan gerrymandering claim, a reasonable degree
of partisan gerrymandering—taking into account the inherently
political nature of redistricting—is likewise permissible under Article
I1, Section 18 and the Fourteenth Amendment;

7. In evaluating the degree of partisan gerrymandering in this case, if
any, the district court shall consider and address evidence comparing
the relevant congressional district’s voter registration percentage/data,
regarding the individual plaintifts’ party affiliation under the
challenged congressional maps, as well as the same source of data
under the prior maps. The district court shall also consider any other
evidence relevant to the district court’s application of the test
referenced in paragraph 2 of this order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that a writ of superintending control shall

1ssue contemporaneously with this order; and
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1 IT IS FURTHER GRDERED that an opinton i1 this matter shall follow.
2 iT IS 5C ORDERED.

WITNESS, the Honorable C. Shannon Bacon, Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court of the State of New
Mexico, and the seal of said Court this 5th day of
July, 2023,

Flizabeth A, Garcig, Clerk of Court
supreme Court of New Mexico
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EQU 363

ﬁpn‘ by which a thing {s granted with & view 0 obtain

un alvantage.

EPLZECNIA » [Gr.! A fignre, in rhetoric, in which a
word is repeated with vehemence, s, You, you, Antony.

EPLZo'AN, a, }[Gr. ¢m and {wor.] Terma applicd to &

EP1ZyA o3 claas of animale, uwsually vermiform,
whch live parasitically oo other animsles; opposed to the
eriozon—luna

EP1-Z0OTIE. « (Gr. e and Swev.) 1. Pertainiug to the
apimals called rprioans.—2 In grelogy, an epithet formerly
given to such mountains as contuin fossil reinning. 3. De-
nuting e i among animals corresponding to epidem-
ic wnon: men —Buchanan.

EP1ZulY, n. A murrain or pestilence among irrational

animaly

E PLORIBCS €' NUM. [L.] Ome composed of many;
the motto of the United States, consisting of many atates
conferatad, *

SEPOCH, ¢a. [L. ?oda. 1. A fixed t of time, from

EF(€Hy, ; '[hic :uoc]ecding yvmp:f'?: numbered ; a
powt frum which computarion of ienrs bogine. 2. Any
fxwd ame or period ; the period when any thing begins,
3 i rwarkably prevelent.—SyN. Time; period; ers;

té: age, -

*EFUDE, &, [Gr. £zwén.] Tn lyric pociry, the third or last
part uf the ode ; that which follows the strophe end anti.
szophe. [The word is now used as the name of any
bite verse or verses that follow ohe or more great ones.}

EP.0DIF, o, Pertaining to or resembliog an epode,

EP-OFEE . [Gr. cwof and wocw]  An epic . More
pruperly, the history, sction, or fable, which makes the
eupect of an epic pocm.

El"us, = {Gr. ¢rog.] An epic poem, or ita fable or suhject.

$PROU-VETTE (a-proo-ver), ». o gurnery, s machine
for proving the etrength of gunpoweder.

EPSOM-SALT, o, The wulphate of magmesia, a cathartic.

EFE-LARY, oo (L. epularis.] Pertaining to a feast or ban-
quet— Raitry.

EP£LATION, m, [L. gpuatio.] A fensting or fcast.

EME-1L05E, a (L. cpuium.)  Feasting to cxcows.

EPS-LOYT-TY, m. A feasting to excesa.

EP-€.LOTIC. & {Gr exovdwriza.] Heunling: cleatrizing.

EPU-LOTIE, n. A medicsment or application which tends
to dry, ciratrize, and heal wounds or ulcers, to ropress
funzous flc-k, and dispose the parts to recover soundnesa.

EPC-RUTION, n. A puniying. {Bod]

EAQUA-BIL'LTY, m. 1. Equality in motion ; continued equal-
ity nt w)l timea, in velocity of imovement; wniformity, 2.
Flgurarieely, coutinued equality ; evennesa oF unitorsmuity,
W 1 3nind oT temper,

FQUAELE. a [L.. equabditis] 1, Equal and uniform at all
btmes, a0 motion. 4 Even; emooth; baving a uniform
Furinee or formm.

EQUABLE.NEsSS, ».  Etate of being equable,

EQUA-BLY, adz.  With ap equal or yniform motion ; with
conanieal wwmformity ; evealy,

&QUAL, e (L. aqualie} 1L H);\'ing the same magnitude or
dugeusions; deing of the seme bulk or extent. 3 Havin
the aune value, 3. Having the sume quuhitivs or condi-
Gon; as, of cyual depsity. 4. 1laving the satne degree
a8 of rﬁ-pﬁary. & Even: uniform; not verintile; as tem-
e 6 Deing in just proporuon. 7. linpartial ; neutral

Dot bmsutmg, ]nd1:'|'i—l:un??uf the n.mcpi:nrmrwt or con-
cern U, Just; equuisble ; giving the sume or similar righta
or advantages, 10. Being on the aenie terms; eojoying
the same or similar benefits, 11, Aderuate ; having com-
Ppelent power, ability, or mcans.—SyN. Even: equable;
unitorm : adequats; proportionate ; comtnensurads ; fair;
Juet: equitalile.

TQUAL n  Oue pot inferior or superior to another: hav.
ing the tame or a aimilar age, station, otlice, talents,

wrvogh, &c

2QUAL r ¢t L To mnke equal; to make ono thing of tho
same quntity, dimensions, or quality as snother. 2. To
Tais¢ to the same state, rank, or estimation with another;
o berome equal to. 3. 1o be equal to. 4, To mske
equisaient to; to recompense fully; to anawer in full

ropertion. 3. To be of Lke excellence or beauty.

BQUALEL, pp. Made

BQUAL.ING, ppr.  Making cqual,

EQUALETY (c-quolete), a. (L. equalitas.) 1. An agree.
et of things in dimensions, guantity, or quality ; like-
bees: vimilarity in regard to two things compared. 2
The tame degree of dignity or claiows. 3. Evenness; uni.
formity; samcnesa in state or continucd coursc, ms of
truiprr, 4, Evennesa; plainness ; uniformity, as of a road.

E-QUALLZATION, n oct of equalizing, or state of
hel.nge ualized,

I'Q[..,\L- ZV. e.t. To make equal

EQIALJZED, pp. Made equal; reduced lo equality.

£QITALTZING, ppr.  Making equal

£QUAL-LY, ade. ). In the samec degree with another;
olike, 2. In equal shares or proportions. 3 lmpartally:
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EQU

xﬂlbeqng]kjmﬂu. [Equally should not be followcd by as

t with,

gQra -Nl:'.r,i-'!l. s. 1. Equality; a stato of being equal. 2
Evennesa; uniformity,

E-QUAN"GU-LAR (c-quang’gndar), & (L. equus and angs
tus.] Consisting of cqual angles ; equianmiar.

E-QUA-NIM'I-TY, 8. [L.equanimiias.} 1. Evenncas of mind;
that calm temper or
eluted or depressed.

E-QUANIL-MOUS, a.  Of an even, comy
of & steady temper, not casiiy elated or depresscd.

Z'QUANT, n. In the Plolemaic system of astronomy, no imng-
inary circle, used for regulating and adjusting certain mo-
tiony of the planeta,

E-QUATION (e-kwishun). . {L. equatia] 1. Liierally, »
muking equal, or an equal division.—2. In algesra, B prop-
osition usscrting the equality of lwo quantitics, and ex.
pressed by the aigd = lietween them: or an ¢xpreseion of
the saine quantity in two dissimilar terms, but of eyual val-
uc, as 3a. = Wd.—J, In astronvmy, cquation of time is the
interval by which apl:mr(-nt fime differs from mean time.

E-QUATUL, », LL,] B asronomy and goography, v greud
circle of tho sphere, Ci:l:luu}' distant (rom the two poles of
the world, or having the eame poles as the world,

E.QUA-TO'RI-AL,a. P'vrtaining to the equator.

E-QUA-TO'RI-AL, a.  Ap sstrouomical instrurment with a
telescope, whoee motion s on an axis parallel to the axis
of the carth, ¢o that when a celestial abjeet is onec within
the ticld of view of the teleacupe, it continues constautly,
while above the horizon, in the field. - D, Qimated.

E-QUATORIAL-LY, adv. 8£0 a3 o have the motivas of am
equatorial,

* EQUE-RY (¢kwety), }n. {Fr. ecuyer) 1. An officer of

EQUEINRY (~kwery), princes or nobles, who bas tha
care of their horsvs, L A large stable or lodyge tor horwed.

E-QUESTRE-AN, a, [L. equester.] 1. Pu'.rm.injnq.i t horscs
or horsemanship; performed with horece. i Being on
borscback, as a lady. 3. Skilled in hursemanstup. 4.
Repredenting a person on horscback, s a statue, 5. Coler
brated by horee-rsces, as gamwes. G Belonging to knights;
ar, the rqucstrian vrdor.

E-QUI-AN"GU-LAR, a. [l.. #quxe and orgulus] In geome
try, conristing of, or having equal angles.

E-QUILBAL'ANCE, n. (L. eguusand dilanx.] Equal weizht

E-QUI-BAL'ANCE, .. To have cqual weight ‘ith some-

thing,

E-QU{:BAL’'ANCED ({(c-que-balanat), pp. Giving equal
weight.

E-QUI-BAL’ANC-ING. ppr. Having cqual weight

E-QUI-€RTRAL, o, [L. egrus and crus.) 1. Huving legs
of cqual length, 2. Having vqual legs, but longer than

: base ; ivusceles, aa & trangle,

E-QUI.€RTURE', a. The smine as equicrural.

E-QUI-DIFFER-ENT, a. Having ecqua! ditferences; erith.
utetically pfml'urﬁo“]‘

E-QUIDINTANCE, a, Equal distance.—Hall.

FQULDISTANT, s.  Fqual distabee or remotencess.

E-QUIDISTANT, a. {L. ayuus and divans.] Being at an
equal Jistance from some point or thing,

E-QUIDIFTANT-I.V.ads, Atthe same or an cenual distance.

E'QUILFURM, a. Having the sume form—Humble,

E-QULFURMLTY, n. [L. equue and forma.) Unlform
equality.— Braen.

E-QUI-LATER-AL, a. [L. eguus and lateralis.] Having all
the sides equul,

E-QUI-LLAT'ER-AL, n. A side exactly corresponding to
others,—Herbert.

E-QUILLYBRATE, v & [L. equus nnd fibro] To bnlance
equally two ecalcs, eides, or ¢nds; to keep even with
equal welght on each side.

E-Ql)ll.-Ll‘LIu-TED. pp  Balunced equally on both sides or
Cchds,

E-QUILI'BRA-TING, ppr. Balancing equally oo both sides

or enda.
E-QUI-LLBRATION, ». FEquipoise; the act of kerping the
balance even, or the state of being cgnally balanced,
E-QULLIFRI-ONE, a.  Equully poised,
E-QI'[-LIFRI.QUS-LY, adr. In equal poisc.
E-QUILT-BRIST, a. One who keeps his balance in uonatus
ral positions and hazardows movements; & balancer.—

Encye. Am.
E-QUI-LINRITY, n. [L. aquilibritas.] The state of being
cqually balanced ; equal g:.lnnoe on both aides; equilibri-

um.—Gregory.

E-QUI-LIFRI-UM, =, (L] 1. Equ.i‘rolw; equality of weicht
or force; a state of rest produced by the mutunl counter.
acton of two or more forces. 2 A Just puise or balence
in respect to an ahject, eo that it remaine firm ; a8, to pre.
scrve the eguilibrium of the body. 3. Equal balnneing of
the mind hetween motives or reasona.—In eguilibrio, in s
state of equilibrium,

E-QUEMULTI-PLE, a. [I.. 2quus and multiplico.) A term
applied to quantities multiplied by the sume number.

frame of mind ;

T DOVE ;—BULL, ONITE —AN'GER, VI-CIOUS —€ as K; Osa J; B o8 Z; CH ao 5K1; TH s in thie. | Obsolae,
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FRANKTNG. ppr. or & Excmptinz from postaze,

FRANK'ING, m.  The ret of exempting froin po-taze.

FRANKISH. a W lating to sthe Franks —#irscegan.

$ FRANK'LIN, n. At Enslish frecholder.—=Spesxer,

FRANK'LIN-ITE, n. A mincral containing tron, 2inc, and
1 o ancse, naned from Dr. Franklin.

FRANR'LY. adr, 1, Withuut reserve, conatraint, or dis.

ise, 2 Without hesitwtion.  Lute, vil, 42.=R¥N, Oien-
y ; ingenuonddy ; plainly ; unrescevedly § wnlisguisedly ;
sincerely : eanilly ; artlessly ; frecly ; readily ; unhbusi-
tatingdy : liberdly ; willingly.

FRANK'NE=H, n. 1. Plainnestof apecch s candor ; freedom
in counnnunivation ; openness; ingenuousnres. 2 Frir
nere; freedom tromn art or craik. 3. Liberality ; bounte.
ousncres; [little waed.

FRANTIE, a. [L. phronticus.] 1 Muad: ravinz: furious:
outrazeona 3 raging i desperate 1 witd and  disorderly :
dintractenl. 2. Churacterizesl by violence, fury, and dis.
order: noisy ; muwd: wild: irregular: mebulent,

FRANTIE-LY, ado, Madly ; distructudly : outragceous

FRANTIC-AL-LY, ly.

FRANT,ENESS, v, Malness: fury of paasion : di-traction.

FRAP, 0.8 Inaramen’slanguags. todrnw totether by ropres
croseing each other, with a tiew to secure and =tron sthen.

FRAPPED (drapt), pp.  Crossed uni drown to wether,

FRAPTING, ppr. Crossing snd drawin: together.

FHA-TEIWCNAL, 0. |Fr. fraterael ; L. fra‘ernaun] Brotherly;
Perinin g to brethren ;. becomng brothers

FRA-TERNAL-LY, ade.  in & brotherly w wmer

FRA-TERNLTY, ». (L. fraterni‘an] 1. The state or qualirs
of a Lrwther: brotherhood. 2 A hody of mn asveciagy !
for thu-ir cothmatt interest, business, or plensure  » tom-
pany: a brotherhood: a soctty. L Men of the entne
cl4s, profeasion, ocrupation, or chermeter,

FRAT-FI-NI-ZATION, a. ‘The act of nesociating and holl-
ing Gllowship s brethren.— 2 oke

FRA-TEIUNIZE, v i, To wssocinte or hold fellow:hip, w-
benthra, o1 as men of like occnpation or dispe<ition,

FRATER-NIZ.-ER, v, One who internizes.—~Barke.

FRAT'RICIDAL, & Pertuwinins to fratricide.

*® FRATRICIDE. n. (L. fratricidism] 1. The crime of
mnrleding a brother, 2. One who nurdera & brother.
FRAUD, w. (L. fraus] Artitice by which the rirht or in-
tereat of nnother in inpured. —Av N, Decedt: guile; rahtloty :
oruft; wile; wlpon: sivifie: circumvention; stratciom ;

dveegtion: trick: impo-ition: cheat

FRAUIYEUL, a. 1. Dreceitiul in i-kine hargalos; trickish;
trencherous, 2 Containiny framb or deceit,

FRAUIYFIILLY, adn, Doceitfully ; with intention to de-
cedve, nid anin an undue wdvantage ; trickishly ; weach-
eron-ly . by strabazeimn.

FRAUDIVLERSR A, Free from frand.

FRAUDVLESS.LY, adr.  In a francilesa manner.,

FRAUDLESRNESS, m, St of boiny fenaad)eae.

FRAUDW.LENCE, ¥ n, Deevittulness : trickishness in mek-

FRAUDFU.LEN (?\",} ing burzains, or tn voci d concerns,

FRAVIDVU.LENT, a, 1, Practicing deccit 1o making con-
tructa, 2 Containing feand ;. founded on {rawd @ proce. d.
Iny froan framl, 3. Olituined ar p rforined by arfifice ; as,
Sraudalent conquest.  Meton —=yN, Decditfal; frun tind ¢
guileful 5 erndiy : trickish; wily; ennning: subtle; (le-
eviving: chesting: deceptive; insdious; treacherous:
dishonest; destziine: untoir : koavidh,

FRA!ID‘U-I.HN‘I‘-L\'. ado. By fruud; Ly deceit; by artifice
©OT imoorition,

FRAUGILT (Irawt), & [P, vraet;: G. frackt] 1. Laden:
londed : chiarzed: fretshted. na @ vraenl; |poctic] 2 Fill-
ed; stored: full; ne, frane bt with dicwppeintment

FFRAUGEHT, », A frizht; a curen.— Prydes.

tFRAUGHT. r. &, 1o lond: ta 8ll; to crow L.—Skak,

$FRADGHT AOE, o, Lowling: curgo.—~Nkat,

FRAY. n. {Fr. fracas] 1. A broil, quarrel, or violent riot,
that pute men in fewr; an afitay. 2, A combnt: a butde
a fizht: alio, a ¥insle combat or duc). 3. A contest; con-
tention : altereation @ fewd. 4. A rub; a fret or chufe i
cloth: a place injured by rubling.

'FRAY, 0. 8. Tolritht: W terrily.=Sprnesr,

FRAY, o ¢ [Fr. frayr) 1. To rab; to fret an cloth, by
woearing, 2 To rab: s, to froy awny Qles— Butler,

FRAYED, pp. Frizhtencd: mbbed ; worn.

FRAYING, ppr.  Frizhuwning : territying; rubhing,

FRAY'ING, »n. Peel of a deer’s hom.— fier Jonson,

FREAK, n. [Ire, freka.] Y. Lireraily, a suldcn starting, or
chanze of place. 2. A rudden, causcless change or turm of
the mind : a capricious preuk.—~3vN, Whin ; fauy; cu
price: frolie; eport.

FREAK. 2. . To variegate: to checker.

FREAKED (frockt), pp.  Varicgated ; checkered.

FREAKING, ppr. Vuricmting,

FREAKINH, o.  Apt ta chairze the miud suddenly ; whim-
sical: capricious.— L' Exrange,

FREARMAILLY, ade. Capriciovsly; with eudden chaoge

428
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FRAAKISIINESS, n.  Capricionsnese; whitnsicainica,

FREERLE (frek), a1 A »put of « yrllowieh color w the
akin. 2 Any emnall spot or diacolor dion.

FRECKLE, r ¢ or i, "N'o sive or scgn re Trocklee. - Smart

FRECKLE-FACED (frek1faste). . Having o tuce full ot
freckhes.

FRECK'LED (frek1l), & 1. Spotted : having rmall, yi-llow.

tah spots on the skin or surfuce. 2. Sjetied, ns 8 vowslp,

FRE#N'LEDNESS. w. The state of Irinz feoekled.
FRECKLY.a Full of freckies: sprinkled with e ota,
FRED, Sax, fri*A, Dun. I{rrd, Rw. frid, G, fricde. . revede,
wace: apin Frederic. dominion of pesce, of nclin peace )
“infred, victorious peace; Fredeiole, o seot of peace, ioe,
A fsDCHNAryY. )

FREE, a. (¥ux. frig. freok] Y Reinz st liherty : not bring
under neeersitg or restraint, phy<deal oF morel—2 e von
ernmrsit, nut enslaved : pot in A <tite ol vasold e or dee

lmn:lonﬂe: auhject only 10 txed luwe, nde by consnt
3, [o-titutal by 8 froe people: not ackitrary or & cotie,
an government. 4, Not impeisoncd, confined. or und. r as-
rest, 5. Uuronatrain il ubrestrsined ; not un:b reomol-
¢ion or control. 6. Not chewni-ally combined : ar liin rty
ta escape: as, frre carbonic acild e, 7. erniittcd - ad
lowed; open: fiot wppropriated @ nw, & privilege fre. to al
£ Not ahstracted. = 4 course or curant. 2 Lice mtinua;
unre-tradined : a8, free Temncks, 0. Open; caodid: trank
inzennons; pnnescrved ; ws afree k. TE Liteeral i vxe
Pelses s DOt PaTAtManions : 2 meroud : ppkficont bona.
titul, 12 Gretuitou<s not gained by Gnportunity or pur-
chwe, Ry & Zitt. 13 Clear of criine of offi pse ; cud' i
invacent = Dryder. 14 Not hiving foeling or cuth noz;
cloar: oxempt: with from; as, free from cnvy, L Nag
encumbered with, 16, Open to all: withont restri tion
or withuat exnense, ae a school. 17, fnve-tsd with fron.
chiren; enoying cortqin innnnnities; with af. 1. Pos-
scaving withont vassalaze of ~Lwvi-h conditione.—1ryiea,
19. Liberntl trom the gov. ennrent or control of pancats,
or of g mu-wlian or master, 0. Beady s o «2er, potduft;
acting without apurrine or whipping, a4 o horse. 21 Gen-
tev) s charminz : [uo’ in a-e.]

FREE, ¢. & 1. To remaove from A thing any #ncum':rance
or vlstruction: to disenmae from: to rid: 10 stnp: te
clear. 2, To set st literty: to rescus oF reliwse frown
elavery, capfivity. or coninanent; to bliver: 10 loose.
2. To di-entan A e o disvenzaze. 4. To excmrt 5. To
m numit: to relense from boa 'nge s 10 set free: telilneraie;
to nffeanchise, 6, To hear from water, az a=lop hy pump-
inz. 7. T pelease fean olli mtiop or duty — T froe from,
or free of, i to rid of, by Pomaving any meaner.

FREF-VGEN-CY. 1. e state of acting fredy, or without
Recesity o con-trint o7 the wiil,

FREF-BRENCIE, v, A witlow's dower [n a copyhal T

I"lilPIl'I'—HURN, 6. Born Irve; Dol D vassalage ; iulweriting
iherty,

PRI—ZI'Z'-)("I-I'AP-T".I.‘ n. In England, & chapel foun ki hy the
king, an-! not subject ko the jurintiien of 1he or hn oy,
EREECEPY, In. A pame glven to crrtion ditica pe.o-
FREI-TOWN. cipally of Germany. which w.ope nelly
omll repnblics, dircetly conpected with the German B
pire, aml hev e ofien called jugmwrial eitics. Tiey were
ofec numerins, it are now se-heed to four. viz, s Frenk.
fort, TLavhur b, Labec ko] Beemen; $o which was also

Added Cracow, in Polsnd.e=Enoye, Am,

FR IZI‘l‘-(‘U:'l‘. ®.  Withuut expunse; {reedom from charg
ca, Ny ek

FREF-DENEZIN (den's-zn), . A citizen.— Jackesn,

FREE-DUENVLZER, 0. ¢ [frer and deniien.] To muke free
—8p, INHll.

FRE l‘{—l"i.\'l!'f'."‘\', n. A royal franchise or exclusive priv.
Hege 07 6o in a po! lic siver.

t FRECFOOT.ED, 8. Not reatruinet in marchin
JEARTED (dtrtid), 4 [Se Trawr.) % Open;
feank : nurereryed. 20 Liberal; churtable: generoua

FREFF-H"AR1EMLY, adr.  In a {eee-hoated proner.

FREFHEUIEN-NESS, n. Frankoves ; opennness of b art;
lilernlity == Busnet,

FREE=LIV-FR, v. One who ents and drinks aburniiantly.

FREESLIVANG, n. Full gratifioution of the appetite.

FREE-MAR-TIN. w,  Our 0f the twine of a corv, apparently
A fem:he, but imperfeet in ~ome patts, and gencrally bar
P 5. pro-daced whon the othor twihn ie w mnle.

FREE-1ONT. ». A nwne given 1o cettuin porta on the
Continent of Eurape, ne Genon, Leghom, &c. where <fips
of el iations muy lond wnd nuloal tree of duty & bat if the
srticles impurten) are carrivdd into the albsin vz conntry,
they pay the orlinary dutien st the mites or harners,
Dict, de Udend —=In the Weat fudirn, 0 foee-port is une whers
gooda of all Kinde may Ix lunded from forvign ships, on
pryment of the ondinay durice. ’

FREESSEHOU),, =, 1. A school mpported by funds, &e
in whirh purila are tan ht withont peyin: for ledien. 2
A school ojk:n to mimit papils with.out restriction

* Bes Spuopeie, X, R, 1, &c., long.—3, &, ¥, &c., thort—F KT, FALL, WIAT;—PREY ;—NMARINE, BIRD;—MOVE, BOOK,
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FRU

FROZ'EX {{r&'mn), #p. ar a. [from freezs,) 1. Congraled by
cold. 2 Cold: froaty: ebnll. 3. Chill or cold ip sffection.
4. Void of nateral heat or vigor,

t FROZ'EN-NESS, o, State of Iwing frozen.—Bp. Gaudea,

P. R. = Fellow of the Royul Secicty.

t FRUTWISEL for furbiek.

FRUTED, a. [L. fructus.] Tn keraldry, bearing fruit.

FRUE.TESCENCE, #. JL. Srueewe) I dorany, the precise
tirge whep the fruit of a plant arriveu at umturity, and its
socds are dispersed ; the fruiting scason,

FRU€-TIFEROUS, ¢ (L. frucus and fero.] Besring or

roducing frmit,

FRUE-TSFI€ATION, » 1. The act of fructifying. or ren-
dering productive of fruit: fecundation,—2, i dutany, the
tempw.rary part of @ plunt appropnated to generation.

1-‘!; U+"T)IFLED (Frakte-fide), pp. Rendered fruitiul or pro-

uctive,

FRUSTIFY. o L (Low L. fructifica; Fr. fructifier] To
niake fruitful; to[rend#r pnf;‘luctiw ; to ft'-’:ﬂliz{”]

FRUCTIFR v i 'To bear fruit—Huoker. [ {'nuaval)

FRUCTIFRING, ppr.ora.  Rendcring fruitful or produe.
Gre: fertilizing.

PFRUE-TU-ATION, #,  Produce ; fruit—Poxnall

FRUECTU.OU3, ¢, [Fr. Sruawewr.] Fruitful; fertile ; also,
impregneting with furtilicy — Pk clipe.

FRUCTU-OUALY, ade. Fruitfully.

FRUCTU-QURNES3 . Fruitiulness.

tFRUCTHRE (fraktyur), a. Use; fruition; enfoyment.

FRUGAL, o, (L. frugalis; Fr, Yp, frugael) Economical in
the use or sppropriution of money, goods, or provisions
of any kind ; saving unnecessary expense ; spuring; not
profuse, prodigal, or lavish.

FRUGALY-TY, . 1. Prudent cconomy ; good husbandry
or housewifery ; a eparing use or appropriation of money
o cummodities ; 8 judicious use of any thing to be ex.
peoded 2. A prudent and sparing use or appropriation
of any thing,

FRUGAL-LY, edo. With economy; with good manage-
ment : in & enving mabner. .

FRUGGIN, ». {Fr. fourgon.) An oven fork; the pole with
which 1} aslies it the oven are etirred.

FRUGIFER-OUS, a. [L. frugifer.) Producing frultor corn.

FRUSIW'O-ROUS, a [L. fruges and vore) Fecding on
fruits. sevda, or corn. s birds,

FRUIT (frate), n. { Fr. fruit: It fruto.) 1. Ina generalsense,
whatever the earth produces for the nourishment of ani.

mals, ar for clothinq or profit. 2. The produce of a tree
or ofacr plant; the iast production for the propeyation or
muitiplication of its kind ; the secd of planta, or the
that contains the sceds.—3. In dotany, the ceed of a plunt,
or the sced with the pericarp. 4. Production; that which
faproduced. 5. The produce of animals: offapring: young,
6 Yifcet or conpequence, a3 of onc's labor. 7. Advantage ;
profit; good derived. 8. Production, effiect, or conse-
qoence; (in a bad sense;) as, the fruit of ovil halita,

FRUIT. c. i To produce fruit— Cheaterfirtd,

FRUT-REAB-ER, 8. That which produces fruit,

FRCIT-BEARING, o, Producing gu.’xt; having the quality
of lwaring fruit — Mortimer,

FRUIT-BUT), A, The bud that produces fruit—De Cand,

FRUIT-GROVE, 8. A grove or close plantation df fruit
e,

FRUIT.LOFT, n. A place for the preservation of fruit

FRUT-TIME, », Tbe time for gﬁ&erin fruic

FRUIT-TREE, =. A tree cultivated for ita fruit.

FRUIT'AGE (fruraje), m. [Fr.] Fruit collectively; various
fruita — Milron.

FRUIT'ER-ER . One who deals in fruit. “

FRTITERY. a. (Fr. fruim-ie,,] 1. Fruit collectively taken.
2. A fruit-loR: a repository for fruit.

FREIT'FUL, a 1. Viry productive ; producing fruit in
ahundance. 2. Bearing children; not barren. 3, Abound-
ing in any thinz. 4. Productive of any thina. 5. Produg-
ing in sbunlanee ; generating.—SyN. Prolific ; fortile ;
roh: plenteons : sbundant; plentiful.

FRUITFUL-LY. gde. 1. lo such n snanner a8 to be prolific.
2. Plenuowly ; ahondantly —~Shak.

FRUITFIL-NESS, m 1. The quality of producing fruit in
nbundance; productivenesa; fertility. 2. Fecondity; the
quality of beinz prolifie, or producing many young. 3,
Productivencss of the intellcet, 4. Exuberunt n{undnnm.

FRUITING, gor. or a.  Producing frult; perteining to fruit,

FIOIT'ING, 5. The bearing of fruit.

FRU-TTIION (fra-ish'un), n. (L. fruor.] Use, accompanied
with pleasure, corporea) or Intellectual ; enjoyment ; grat-
ification ; the pleasure derived from use or poisessioil,

FRCI-TIVE, . Enjoying.— Bogle,

FRUITLESS, & 1. Not bearing fruit; destitote of fruit
2. Productive of 3o advantage or good effert. 3. Having
no offapring. Shak —8yx. Barren ; unprofitable ; abortive;
inefi-ctual ; wain; Wile ; tless ; uselens.

FRUIT'LES3.LY, ade. Without any valuable effect; fdly;

vunly ; uoprofitably. .
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FUE \

FRi}IT’I.FI‘.SS-NESS. #. The quality of being vain or up:

rofituble,

FRUITY, a, Like fruit; having the qualitles of fruit.

FRU-MFN-TA'CEOUS c{m-men-t&'a‘hus), a iL. Jrumonta.
cens] 1. Made of wheat or like graln, Resembling

whuat,

FRU-MEN.TA'RI-OUS, o [L. frumentarius.] Pertaining te
wheat or grain, .

FRUMEN.TATION, . [L. frumentatio.] Among the Ro-
mane, & Iargess of griin bestowed on the people,

FRUMEN-TY, ®. (L. frumentum.] Food made of wheat
boiled in milk,

FRUMP, n. 1. A joke, jeer, or flout; (ohs.) . Hall—2
In modern colloguial usage, o cross-tempered, old-fashioned
female.—Smart.

t FRUMP. v ¢, To tnsult.—Beaumont and Fletcher.

tFRUMPER, n. A movker ; a ecoffer.—Cotgrave,

FRUMPISH, &, Old-tushioned ; ill-natured.—Smari. [Coll]

tFRIU"SH, o r. (Fr.fmim,]l To bruise; to crush.

FRUSH, n. [G. frosch.] 1, In farricy, a sott of Lender hom
thut grows in the mid.le of the sole of & horsc's foot; the
saime as frog. 2 A dischergoe of a fetid or ichorous mat-
ter from the frog of a horses foot; also culled tAruah—
Smart.

FRUSTRA-BLE. a. That may be frustrated.

FR}JS-ER?\’? E-OUS,a. Yain; uselcss; uoprofitable.—Soutk,
[Little used.) -

FRUSTRATE, v.¢. (L. frustro) 1. To defeat; to disap~
point ; to balk ; o el to n]othing. 2. To disappoint
to foil. 3. To make null; to nuilify; %o render of no efs
fect.

FRUSTRATE, part. a. Vain; ineffectunl ; useless ; unprof
itable: oull; void; of no effect.—~Dryden.

FRUS‘T’RR-'{‘IED, #p. Defeated ; disappointed ; rendered
vain or null.

FRUSTRA-TING, ypr. Defeating ; disappointing ; making
vain or of no effct.

FRUS-TRATION, =. The ect of frustrating; disappolnt-
muent; defoat. —SottA.

FRUSTRA.TIVE, a, Tending to defeat; fallacious.

FRUSTRA-TO-RY. a. That maked void; that vacates o
rendere pull—Ayliffe.

FRUSTUM, n. (L.] Jo geometry, the part of & solid next
the hase, formod by cutting off the top; or, the part of any
solid, a» of u cone, pyramil, &e., between two planes,

FRU.TES'CENT, a. [I;. j{mm.] In botany, from berbeceous
becoming sbrubby.— Martyn,

FROTEX, n. [L.] In borany, a ahrub,

FROTI-€ANT, a.  Full of $hoota.—Erslyn,

FROTI-€OSE, Ya (L. fruticosys) Shrublike ; branching

FROTI£OUS, } ¢ & shrub,

FRU-TT€Y-LOSF, a, Branching like & small ehrab,

FRY, v. ¢ [L. frize.] To dress with fat by heuting or Tosst-
ing in & pan over & fire; to cook in s frying-pun.

FRY.v.i 1. 'I'n be heated and agitated, as mest in & f!rh"igv

an ; to suffer the netion of firc or extreme heat, 2 To
erment, ns in the stomach, 3, To be agitated ; to hoil

FRY, n. [Fr. frai] 1. A swarm or crowd of little fish, 2.
A dish of any thing fried. 3. A kiud of eicve ; [rot Ameri-
can use.

FR?’{NG,]ppr. Dressing in s frying-pan; heating; agl-

thung.

FRYING-PAN, #. A pan with s long handle, used for fry-
ing ment and vegetables.

tFUB, ». A plump goung Person—Smart,

FUB. v ¢t. To put off; toilclay: to chcat—Skak, See Fox.

FUB'BY, a, Plump; chubby.-- Nichota,

FI'€ATF, a. |V fucarus.] Painted : disgnised with paint;

FU'€A-TED, } also, dispnived with fulse show,

FU€OID, 8, Foasil sen-werd—HMitcheoek.  See Fucus.

FU€0ID, a. Resemhling rep-weed,

FU.€OIIYAL, a, Cootaining fucoids,

FT€UR, n, (L.] 1. A psint; & dye: aleo, false show, 2,
M. Fect, in botany, 8 gepus of alge, or sca-weeds; the see-
wrack, &¢.

FUIYDER of lead. See FerHer and Fobbrr.

FUEYDLE, v.t. To mnke drunk; to intoxicate,

FUDDLE, v. i To drink to exccea—L Estrange.

FUDDLED, pp. Drunk; intoxicated.

FUIYDLER. n. A drunkard.—Barier,

FUTYDLING, ppr. Intoxicating ; drinking to excesa.

FUDGE, =. fp:mdc-up atory ; etuff; nonsense; an exclas
mation of contempt.—Goldsmith,

FOEL, n. [Fr. feu; Sp. ,fwro. 1. Any matter which serves
»s aliment to fire; that which feeds fire ; combustible mat
ter. 2 Apy thing that serves to feed or increase flame,
heat, or excitement.

FO'EL, v. & 1. To feed with combustiblo matter. % To
store writh fuel or firing.— Wotton,

FOELED, pp. Fed with combustible matter ; stored with
firip;

g,
FCEL.ER. ». Ha or that which enppliea fuel,
FUEL-ING, ppr. Fecding with fuel; supplying with fael,

DOVE—BYLL, UNITE —AN'GER, VI'CIOUB—C s K; Gas J; S e Z; CH as SH; TH as In this, 1 Obsoiets
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JUNEET, v. L 1. To feast In aecret; to mako an entertain.
ment by stealth.—Reit. 2. To fenst—Suu’d,

JUNO, a. (L] 1. In mykologw. the eister und wife of Jupi-
ter, reputed o preside over marrioge, and protect married
women.—=2 [n gstroromy, one of the enull pluneta or as-
teroide between the orhits of Mars wnd Jupiter.

JUNTA, w. [8p.] A grand Spanish council of state.—~Brande.

JUNTO, a. {=p. junia; It giuato] A cabal; a mecting or
¢ollection of men combined for aeeret duliberation and in-
trizue for purposcs; a faction,

JOPLTER, a. (L.} 1. The supreme deity among the Grecks
and Romase. 2, Oue of the superior pluncts, remarksble
for its brizhtness,

JUP-PON', n. [Fr, jupon.) A short, close cont.

JURAT. u. (Fr.) In Englond, a magi-trate in some corpo-
ranions; an rman, or an assistant to 8 Linilift.

JORA-TO-RY, & (Fr. juraioire] Comprising an oath.

J‘(’[R‘""b

“RE DLVEINO. By divine right

JU-RIDI€-AL, o (L. juridices.] 1. Acting in the distribu.
tion of ju-tice; pertaining t0 a Judge. 2, Uscd b cousts
of law or tribunals of justice.

JU-RID(E€-AL-LY, ado, According to forms of taw., or pro-
ceedings in tribunals of justice; with legul authority,

JU-RIS-€OUNSULT, m [L. juris consultus.] A mian lcarned
in the 12w ; a counselor wt luw; a master of Roman juris-
prudence.

JURILDICTION, w, (Fr.: L. jurisdietin.] 1. The logal
power or authority of doing justice in cascs of complaint;
the l!wwer of executing the Juwn and distributing justice.
2 Power of governinz or legisiating, 3. The power or
right of exercising authority, 4. The limit withiu which
POwer may be exercised,

JURIS-DIETION.AL, 8. Pertaining to jurisdiction.

JU-RIS-METIVE, a. Having jurisdiction.— Milton.

JU-RIS-PRUDENCE, n. (Fr.: L. jurisprudensia] The sei.
ence of law; the knowledge of the laws, customs, and
rights of mem in a state or community, neccesary for the
due aiministration of justice.

JU-RIS-PRUNENT, a,  Understandine lave.— Wext.

JU-RISFRU-DENTIAL, & Pertnining W jusiaprudence,

JORIAT, ». (Fr. jurige.)] 1. A man who profueses the eci-
ence of law; onc versed in the law, or. more particulorly,
in the civd law; a civilian. 2 One vemed In the luw of
nations, or who writes an the subject.

JUROR, a. (L. jurator.| One who serves on a jary.

JURY. n [Fr. juré) nuniber of frecholdera, selected in
the manner proscribed by Loy, impannieled and swormn to
inquire into knd try any matter of tact, and to declare the
truth on the evidence given them io the case.—=Jurics nre
of two kinds, grand and petty or petit.  The office of thie
former is 1o prosent for trinl persons suppoecd to be guilty
of an offcnac ; that of the lntter i3 to try causes, Doth civil
and criminal. o addition to theec, there are juries of in.

ucst, which are summoned occasinanlly in cases of sud-
1 or violent denth, tu examine into the canse.

JURY-MAST, n. A mast erected io a 2hip, to eupply the

piace of one cartied away in a tempest Or an cngagement,

&c,

JOTY-MAN, a. One who is impanncled on & jury, or who
AcTYer a4 A juror.

JUS GEN'TLUM (wbeum). {LJ ‘The law of nations.

JUBT. a [Fr. juste; L. juates] 1. Regular; orderly; due:
euitnble; wa, juet arrny. —dddison. 2. Exactly propor-
tioned; proper: ms, just diswnce~=Shak, 3. Full; com.

li-te to the common standurd ; as, just etature.—Bacon.

L. Full; true; [0 sease allied to the precrding, or the same )
88, 10 come to a junt battle. Knollea—5. In a moral senze,
upright: bonest; having principles of reetitude ; or con-
formuing exactly o the laswy, and ta principles of rectitude
in social conduet: equitable in the dietribution of justice.
—=8. Tn an ceangelical senxe, richtovus ; reliious; influ.
enced by e regard to the lows of God. 7. Conformed to
rulis of justice ; doing cqual justice ; fair; 08, jrat weights,
8. Conformed to truth ; oxact; proper; accurate; ne, a
Just idea or remark. ¢, True; foun-L‘d tn truth and fact,
ms a charze.  10. Innocent; blamclers; without guilt.
33. Equitable; due: merited; as, a just sentence. 12
True to promises; faithfa), 13, Imparial; wlowlig what
is due: giving fair represcntation of churacter, merit, or
drmarit,

JUST. ads. L Close or cloeely: near or nml{, {n l|1I.|;ce
2. Kear or pearly, in tme; almort 3. Exnetly; nicoly ;
accurately ; as, just alike. 4. Mcrely; barely ; exactly;
an, juet enongh, 5. Narrowly.

JORT, n. [Fr. jouate, now joute; Sp. justa.} A mock en-
counter on horachack ; a combnt for sport or for exercise,
in which the combatunta pushed with lances and swords,
man to man, in mock fight; » Glt; ooc of the excrcises at
tovrnamenia

JUST, o. L [Fr. jowter ; Qp. justar.] 1. To engece in mock
Byrbt on horsehack, 2 To push; to drive; o justle.

JUSTE® MIL-IEU' (zhaet nnl-yu). To Freach politics, a
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Juv
party which claim to bold the ezact middle pofat betwera

the old wonarchicul and the receut republican principlos,
JUSTTICE, n. [Fr.: $p. justicia ; L. jusutia] 1. The virtue

which consista in giving to every vne what is his due;
practical conformity to the laws and to principles of recs
titude in thu dealings of men with each other ; honesty ;
iptegrity in commerce or mutual intercourse. 2. Impar-
tinlity ; equal distribution of right in expreseing opinions ;
fair represcotation of facts respecting merit or dewerit
3. Equity; ';i'recnb!cncu to right 4. Vindictive refribu-
Gion ; raeri unisliuent. 5, Right ; application of equl-
ty—6. (Low lf: Justiciarius.] A person cammiasionﬁ to
huld courta, or to uI and decide controversies and ad-
minkster justice to individuals.

JUSTICFE, v.t. To wdminister justice ~~Bacos. (Rare.]

JUSTICE-A-BLE, a. Linble to account in & court of just-
fce.—~Hoywerd, (Liule used )

FIUSTIClR, n.  An administrator of justice.—Bp. Hall.

JUSTICE.SIIP, n.  The ottice or dignity of & justice.

JUSTY"CIA-BLE, a  Proper to be exmuined in courts of
ustice,

.'IlJ:S-Tl"CIA-RY. n. (L. jusiciarivs] 1. An edministyator

JUSRTYCIAR, of juatice, 2. A chicf justice, 3. One
wlha boasta of the justice of his uwn act; [rot waed.]

JUSTI-FI-A-BLE, a. ‘Thst may be proved 1o be just; that
may bo vindicated on principles ot law, reason. recuitude,
or prnpri'iet)'.—StN. Dcfenaibls ; vindicoble ; warrsntable ;
excaanble,

JUSTI-F1-A-BLE-RE®8, a, The quality of being juatifiable,
rectinide ; poesibility of being viudicated

JUSTIFL-A-RLY, ade. In a munner st admits of vindi-
eation or justification ; rightly.

JUSTALFLEATION, a, [Fr.] 1. The act of justifying: &
showing to be just or conlormable to law, rectituile, or
ropriety ; vindication; detense. 2. Absolution. Skak—
. In law, the ehiuwing of & sulficient resson in court wh
@ defendant did what he ia calied to snswer.—4. In theo
o,alry, remission of sin and absolution {rom guilt end pun-
ishment

JUSTIFLCATIVE, o. Jusifying; thet bas power to just

uny.

JUS’:I‘-I‘FI-GKTOR. n. Qoe who justifics. {Little wsed.]

JUAT-IF1-€A-TO-RY, a. Vindicatory; defensury.—Jodnson.

JUSTI-FL.ER, n. 1. Ope who justtica; one who vindicatcs,
supports, or defends, 2. He who pardons aod absolvea
fraom euilt and punisbment,

JUSILEY, v . [Fr. justifir] 1. To prove or ehow to be
just, or t'ouformul-{c to law, right, justice, propriety, or
duty : to vindicate as right—2. In rAcology, to pardon and
clear from guilt 3. To enusc another W appear compar-
atively rizhteous, or less guilty thun one's eelt. 4. Te
judge rialkly of. 5. To sceept o5 just and treat with favor.,
=2y N, To defend : maintain; excuse; exculpste ; absolve,

JUSTITFY, . 4. In printing, to agree; to suit; to conlorm
exactly ; to form an cven surface of true line with some-
thing clac,

JUSILETING, ppr. 1. Makine or prm-imlg to be just.— 9, a.
In theoloqy, that has the quality of absufving trom guilt;
o, justifying foith,

JUSTLE Gusal, r. i. [See Joarrr.) To run against; to en.
counter; to etrike againet ; to clush

JUSFLE QGus'sly v. & To purh ; W drive; to force by rush.
inz againat,

JURTLED, pp. Pushed; forced, by driving againgt.

JUSTLING, mn. Shock; the uct of rushing ugainst each

ollier.

JUSTLY, ado, 1. In conformity to Inw, justice, or propri-
ety ; by right. 2. According to truth and facts. 3 Hon-
estly : fairly ; with integrity.
exactly.

JUST'NESS, », Conformity to some standard of correct-
Dese Or prapriety ; g, the justaess of proportions, of a de-
scription, of a cluim, — SYN. ACCuracy : ¢Xactness; cor-
rectniss ; propricty ; fitoess ; rewsouablences | cquity ;
uprightuess; justice.

JCT, v. 4 [a diffirent spilling of ja.) To shoot forward
to project beyoml the mnain body.

JU'T, », A vhooting forward ; & projection,

JUT-WIN-DDW, n. A window Wat prujects from the Hm
of a huilding.

JUTTING, ppr. or a. Shooting out; projecting,

JUT"I‘!NGA[{{’cdr In a projocting manner.

tJUTTY, v. i To jut,—Shak,

JUTTY, #, A prujection in abullding; also, a pier or mole.

JE'VE-NAL, 0, A sportive neme for & youth.—S

JU-VE-NEXCENT, a. Becuming young. ~Lamb.

JU-VE.NEX'CENCE, a. A growing young,

JOVE-NILE. a. {L.juzcnilis] ), Youny; yoothful; sa, ju
venile years or age. 2. Pertaiuing or suited to youth; us,
jurenile sporta.

JOVE-NYLE-NESS, } a. 1. Youthiulnesa; youthfulage. 2.

JU-VE-NILI-T'Y, Light and carclesz piaboer ; the man-

4. Properly; accurately ;

ners or customs ol Youth.
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MODER.1I-TING, ppr. Reducing in vielcnce or execen ; al-

laving ; tempering ; hecon.ng more mild: presiding.

MOD-ER-ATION, n. (L. maderatio.) L The state ot being
modorate, or of keeping 8 duc mean between extreincs
or excess of violence. 2. Reatraiut of violunt pussivne or
indulgence of appetite,  d. Caltiness of mind. 4, Frugal.
lty in expensce.—3¥N, Temperance ; forbearance; cqua-
niaity ; sobricty.

MOU-E-RATO. (It] In music, denoting movement be-
twicn andunte und allegro.

MOIWER-ATUR, n. 1. He or that which modcerates ar re-
strains. 2. The person who presides over n meeting or
lsscmh]’ of people to preserve order, and regolute the
procevdings.—3, rrl the Euwlish wuniversitics, one who su.
perintends the exercises awnd dizputationd i philosophy,
wnd the exuninations for the degree of B. A.— Cam. Cul.

MOD-ER-ATOR-21IP, ».  The oflice of 8 modirator.,

MODERN, & [Fr. moderne; It, 8p. modirno.] 1. Pertain-
ing to the prescnt time, or time pot boug pust ; pdt socicnt
or remote in past time., 2, Comunon; mwean ; vulgar;
[vhe.|—vw. Late; recent; fresh; new,

MODERN, 8. A person of modern times; oppescd to an
anciens.  The modcrns are those of modetn nuticus, or of
Dpatiups swhich wruae out of the ruins of the cmpires of
Greece and Rome, the people of which are called the an-
Clrnts.— Smart,

MOIERN.I8M, n, Modern tice ; somcthing recently
furmd, particularly in wrinn2.—Seif,

MODVERNJST, . Une who sdinires the moderns,

MOD'ERN-IZE, v. t.  To render modern : to wdapt ancient
compositions to modern persvas ur things, or, rother, to
Adapt the aucicnt etyle or idwom o wicdern style and
ti=ter,

MOL'ERNIZED, rp or a. Rendered conformable to mod-
1 usave or stylc.

MODERNTZ-ER, n. He who renders moudern.

MODERN EZ-ING, ppr.  Neodering modern,

IMODERNLY, ade. [n motern tincs —M/iton,

MOIYERN-NESS, . The quality of being modern ; recent-
neas: novelly.

JOIrF=T, a. [Fr. modente; L, madestns,] 1. Properly, re-
siruined by a sense of propricty ; hinee, not forw:rd or
bold ;. ot presuinpiuous orf arrozunt ; not boartiul. 2,
Not loose ; ot lewd. 3. Moderate: not eXcessive or ¢x.
trenic : not oXtruvazant ; us, n mordiag cuml-m:.li-:m. Aeddi-
son =%y, licrerved ;. unobtrusive : dithdent ; bashiul ;
coy ; shy; deceur; becowmny; chuste ;) victuous,

dOIYESTLY, ade. 1, Not bawlilly ; not sreogantly ar pre-
sumptuously ; with die respect, 2 Not lookely or win-
touly : decently, 3. Nut excessively : not extravagantly.

WOUESEY, b (L. modeszia] 1. That lowls 6 mper which
ACCOr Padtics & ioderate estiimate of ond's own worth and
fmporince, % Modesty, s un uct OF gcrive OF acts, con-
ei=t: in humlblde, unobtra-ive deportinent. 3. Moderation :
Gurenry. Shak.—~—1. In femater, hunicsty has the hke char.
acter a3 in malea; but the word is used alse o synowny-
mon+ with cha-tity, or puriry of naners,

NOD EST-Y-FIECE, #. A purmow lece worn by fumnnles
over the bimwown, — Addizon.

MNOIFI-€UM, n (1] Aliitle: a eninll quentity.—Pryden,

MOWLFL-A-BLE, & “Thot mnay e madidicd or diverzited
Ly various forms ynd diterences,— Locke,

MODLFICATE, ¢ t. To qualily —f'careon.

MOL-J-FLEATION, & L The act of tmulifying, or @vinz to
any thing uew fonme, or diferences of exterhul qualitics
or odes. A Particular jurm or manner.

NOIFI-FIED. pp.oor a. L Changed in torm or external
quulitica; vaned: diversdicd 2 Nodernted; wowpred;
equahited in exceptionable purta,

MODVEFLER, =, Me or that which maodifies,

MODLFR, o ¢ [Fr. modifier; L. modificor.) 1. To chenge
the form or exterrd qualitics of a thing: to 2hape ; to

ive & now forun of beinz ., 2. To vary; 1o givo a new
form to ey thing. 3. Te modcrate ; & quality ; to reduce
W extent or degree,

MOV LEY. v £ To extenuate.— [’ Estrange,

MOWL-E-ING, ppr.ora Changinz the external qualitics ;
@ving & new jorm to; modeeating,

MO-DIL'LION (mo-dikyun), m. [It. modiglione ; Fr. modil-
don | In architecrure, n projecting bracket under the coro.
na of the lorie, Corinthium, snd Comparite columne,

M 3-0O-LAR, o, Sheped like a Iasbel un axnre.—Nmart,

MODIRH, & Accoriding 1o the mode or customary ruan-
ner; fachivoghbe.—Dryden.

lﬁ‘l!lr‘i{r-l,‘h'. ade. Fushionably; in the customary mode.

—Laorhe,

MO'NMAII-NESA, v, 1. The etate of belng fashionable. 9.
Artectation of the fashion.—=Joknsoun.,

MODU-LATYE, o.t. (L. moduior.) - 1. To form sound to a
certain . Of t0 & Ccriuin proporton. 2 Ta vary or in.
Geet ronnd o s patural, cuctomary, or musicnl mpnner,

MOD U~L3-'l' ED, pp.ora. Forwed o acertain key; varied ;
intect. d,
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MOL

MOD'U-LA-TING ppr. Forming to a certain proportion ;
varying; miceting.

MOD-U-LATIUN, n. ([I.. modulatio ; Fr. modulation.} 1,
The aet of forming any thing to o ecrtwin propurtion, 2
The act of inthecting or varving the voice in rending or
av‘-nking i a risitiT or falling of the vojee. =3, In music, the
diversitied and proper chanze of the ey or mule in cone
ducting the melsdy.—In a marrotrer sonse, it iy the traosis
tivn Iruin one key to aaother—Encye. Am. 4. Souud ined-
ulnted ; mi-lody.

MODY-LA-TUR, #. He or that which modulates,

MODULE, . [Fr.: L. modulus) 1. A mudel or vepresenta.
Gon.—2. In architicture, a coridn ea-ure of vize, tdkien ag
Peasure, for reeulatin ¢ the propoction of colunps and the
eymtuctyy of di-position ot the whole huilding,  Usudlly,
tﬁe semi-dimmetc r of the lower part of Uie shalt of the col
wint, sumctings e dioocter. 1= taken as the medule.

MODULE. r.t.  To model; to shape; tomodulate.  [Rare.)

MODU-LUS, #n. (I..] In analysis, the con-tunt cocllicient o¥
multiplicr in u function ol o varishle quantity, by necans
of which the function s accomiedated to n purticular
ay=tem oF biuse; a3, the modulus of a sysicm of logurithma,
— Wrande,

Mo'bUs n. (L) A compenserion for tithes; an equivalent
give Il; to 8 parsou or vicar, by the owaers of Innd, in liea
ol tithes,

M DUS OP-E-RANDI. LL

MODWALL, 2. A bird that destruy s byvs,—Smart,

MOE, s, A distorhd mouth, Abo, sa & terd, to maks
mouths.=Skak,  Ser Mow.

t Mirk, @. or adr,  More,—FHooker,

MIEFO-GOTIVIE, o Wloging to the Mirso.Guths, &
braneh of the Gaths who settled 1t Mossia, The Bibic wes
translated into dwir e by Clpbilus.— £, Cye, '

MO-GUL, k. The yuane of a prinee or cwperor of the ne
tion i Axin eidled Mowuls, ot Mongule.

MOUHAIR, n. (G wcke; Fromoire] The hair of a kind of
goat in Turkey, fine and solt oo silk. It s wrouglht iuto
camlets umd other eXpn naive <tuths,

MV TAIR-2HELL, 2, o conchulogy, a puculiar epecics of
valuta, whoae surfuce resuinbies molacr,

MO-DAMMLED-AN, a.  Pertiuing to Mohanuned or Mes
homwt,

MO-HAMMEDAN, 2. A follower of Mohammad, the founds
er of e pelizion of Arabla atd IBer=in,

MO-TTAM ME D ISM, n. The religion, or doctrines and
MOLAM'MED-ANISM, precvpla ol NoLuuuned, cone
tained in the Kora,
MONMAM MED-IZFE, }ﬂ. [

MU-ILAM MED-ANIZE,
of Mub:oumied.

MIIAWK, o, [from the name of an Indion tribe,]) The

MOHOECK, } Lpp liation given to curluin rulliues who ioe
o toek tha etrects of London,

MONUR, 5. A Brlsh Jndua gold coin, vulpe Gftcen ru-
preca. - Mafeom,

NOI'DORE, n. A gold coin of Portugal, valucd ot $6, or
X, T4, sterling, .

MOI'ESTY, n. (Fromoitié.] The half; one of two equal parts.

—Addison.
MuIL, v & (Fr. moniller] 1. To dnub; to moke dirty;
2. 1'o weury.— Chapman.

(Firrde used,

MO, r. i (L. motivr]) To labor; to toil; to work with
puintul cRorts.— Dryden.,

$ MOLL, 7. [Sux, mal) A spot,

MOENEAY Guoy'niy. n. A rmudl fint bastion reived in frons
of ab intuded forbication, 10 detend it aguinet wiiacka
from swull urins,— Brande,

MOWST, a. [Vr.moite, tur moive] 1, Moderate)y wet: demp;
a8, n modit st phere or wire 2. Coutaining wuter or oth-
cr liquid in a pervephible degree.

FMOIST, a8 rerd, is ok olete.

MOISP-ERED (The), a. Heving moiet eyes.— Coleridee,

MOIST'EN unoisn), o8 Yo make damp; to wetin w cmall
degree.—ftacon.

MOIST'ENED (mois'nd), pp. Made wet in o smtt deeree.

MOLSTENER @uoisnar), 2, He or that whivh moi tena,

MOIST'EN-ING (moin-in2), ppr, Wetting mode rataly.

MOTEL, & Full of muisture.=Praytun,

MUSSTNESS, 0, Didnpness ; a smndl degree of wetness;
humidity e=Addison,

MOIXTURE (maist’yur), . [Fr. moitenr]] L A modirate
i.!c-._rpiu of wetness ; humidity, 2 A emall quantity ot way

1('"“ .

MOISTURF.[LFSS, a. Destitute of moisture.

t MOIATYY, . Dazeling,

t MOKER of 8 act, the meshes,—dinstcorsh.

-] Maunce of oporating.

. To muke couformable to the
prscipics, or modes and rites

tMAKY, a. |W. {mxv,] Mugzzy; dork; murky.
MOLAR, 6. {L.molaria] Having powerto crind; grinds
M LAR.Y, ing.—Paco u!

MOLAR, = ‘A prinding tooth or grinder.
MO-LASSE, u. {L. mafiin] A sofl, tectinry sunldstone; aps
plied to & cork oveureing in Switzerlaul - fexa
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SPE
OF DA, 3 B lar thing: to designate im words, so
as to distlnhfq a thing ﬁomgcvery other.
BPECT-FT-ING, Kaming or dosignating particualarly.

SPECI-MEN, u.m A sampic; a part or small portion of
any thing inteaded to exhilit the kind and q of the
whole, or of something not exhibited.

BPE'CIOUS (sp&'shus), & {Fr. specienz i It, apectoso; Bp.
sapiciond; L. speciosus.] 1. Pleasing to the view., L Ap.
parcudy right; superficially fair, just, oF correct; appesr-
ing well at firet viow.—Sya. Showy; plausible ; osteusi-
bl ; colorabie; feasible.

BPECIOUS-LY (ppi‘shusio), edo. With @ folr appearance ;

ST s e

S.NEHS (sptshus-nes), . The atats or
of being -peciou—pjsi. > v

BPEECK, #. [Sax. ] L A emall place in any thing
that [s discolored. 2 A very small thing.—Byn. Spot;
stuin: Aaw; blemish.

RPEEK, v. & To lgot; to stain In epots or drops.

SPECK'LE, a. A little spot in any thing of a Ememl sab-
stance or color from that of the thing itself,

BPECK'LE, 0.t. To mark with anull spots of & diffcrent
color; uscd chlefly i the participle ive.

8PEEK'LED, or a. Marked with apecks; variegated
with spots of a different color from the ground or ewriace
of the objeet.—Speckied bird, a terma applicd to one who
ditfers 80 much frown tho compauy be is in as to be an ob-

of susyrcion or distrust,

BPECKLED-NESRS, ».  The state of heing speckled,

g}l:léf‘-ié‘l.m(]. ppr. Marking with small spota.

8P _fm}:i.. }s. A woodpecker, See SPEcHT.

BPEC‘TA-CLE (spekta-kl), & [Fr.: L. spectarwlem] 1.
Somcthing exhilited to view ; wosually, wmething present.
ed to viow as extraordinary; as, o public spazecle 2.
Any thing eecn; as, a drewdful spectacls.—). Speciacles, in
the plural, an optical instrument consisting of two lenses
sct in ¢ Jight frame, and uscd to mssizt or correct some de-
fect in the orpans of vision—4. Figuraticcly, something
that aide the intellectual sight.—3¥N, Show ; eight ; exhi-
bitiva ; representation ; puieans,

BPESTA-€LED, o, Furnished with spectacles.— Shak,

BPEE-TACU-LAR, a.  Pertaining to showe.—Hickes,

8P£€~T2?IUN. n, [L. epectatio] Regurd ; respect, (Lét-
tle wae

8PE¢-TATOR, n. (L.; Fr. spectatenr; It spertatore] L.
One who looks on; one who sces or hh'tﬁrda. 2.]One
personnlly present—SyN. Looker-on; beholder; obsory-
£r; withees.

BPEE.TA-TO'RI-AL, 8. Pcrtaining to the epectator,

BI'EC-TATOR-SHIP, . The nct of beholling.—Shak. 2.
The office or quality of a spectator,—dddison,

SPEC-TATRESS, I n. {L. epectarric) A fewnale beholdar

ggz_fe:rrrmx. or Jouker-on.

€ TER } (epektur), 8, (Fr.spectre; L, spectram.) 1, An

8PECTRE ; apparition; the appearance of a perelon who

s dead; » ghost: n phumtom. 2 Somuthing made pre-
ternoturally visiblo,

BPEC¢TER-PEQ-PLED }(opee-p!n’l).a. Peopled with ghoeta,

8PECTRE-PEO.PLED § —Bmering.

SPECTRAL, a Pertaining to » ﬂr.-ctro: ghostly.—Maunder.

BPECTRUM, a. {L.] 1. A visible form ; an image of some.
thing seenm, continuing after the eyes are closed.— Darin.
2. r elongutid Hcure of the seven prismatic colors,
formed in & dwrk chainber, by admitting a Lerm of the
sun’s light through ap opening in the window-shutter, and
Yi-tting it fall on w priem. —Olmated,

BPECU-LAR, a. [L.. specularia] 1. Having the qualities of
u ppecalum or mirror; having ¢ amooth, reflecting surfuce,
2. Assisling wicht; [ohs]) 3. Adording view. — Spreudar
fron, em ore of iron occurring {requently 1o cryatals of a
brilliant wmetallic lustre ; the peroxyd of iron; wleo colled
oligint iron or rhombokedral iron ore.—Dana.

RPECYU-LATE, v. i. [L. spcudor; Pr. speculor: 1. specu-
kn."y 1. To mcditnlE': topfomem \nte :’:0 consider a pub-
Ject by turing it in the mind and viewing it in its ditffer-
ent arpects wad relutionv.—2 In commerce, to purchase
lund, ol stock, or vther things, with the axpectation
of selliug the nrticles at o profit.

¢8MFET-LATE. 0. & To consider attentively. |,

BPFCY-LA-TING, ppr.or a. 1. Meditating. 2 Parcheasing
with the expectation of an advance in price,

SPECH-LATION, n. 1. Examinsation by the e{ya; view;
{lirtle u:j 2 Mental view of any thing in its various
aapecta velations ; contemplatinn ; intellectual exam-
inatiom. J, Train of thoughts (ormed by meditation. 4.
M ntal schetne : theory : views of a subject not verified
by fuct or practice. 5 Power of sight: {o5s.]—6. In com-
meves, the act or practice of buying stocka or goods, &¢., in
expoctation of & £iso of price ad of selling them af an ad-

wance.
SPEET.UA-TIST. . One who ‘speculates or forms theo-
rien; o speculator.— Milner,
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BPECD-LA-TIVE, a. {Fr. specedatif; It epeenlatiro] L
Giveo Jaticn ; contemplative. 2. Formed by spee-

ulstion ; tﬂoomﬁcnl: ideul ; not wcrified by fact, experi.
ment, of practice. 3. Pertaining to view. 4. Pertaining
to speculation in Iand, stocks, guods, &e,

S8PE€V-LA-TIVE-LY, adv. 1. In contmplation ; with med-
itation. 2 Ideally; theoretically ;: in thcory ouly, not in
practice. 3, In the way of a?:-culalion in Jund, guods, &e.

SPECY-LA-TIVE-NENS, n.  The aato of being speculative,
or of coneiating in epeculation only.

8PEC€VY-La-TOR, n. 1. Onc who apeculates or forms the.
orios. 2 An observer; a contcuplator. 3. A epy; &
watcher.—4. In commerce, one who buys goods, land, or
other things, with the expectation of & riso of price, and
of deriving profit (fom such advunce.

SPECVU-LA-TO-RY, a. 1. Emnbini speculation.—Jokn-
son, 2. Intepded or mdapted for viewing or espying.—

Warton.

SPECVU-LUM, n, [L.] 1. A mirror or looking-ginme, £ A

mirror employed in optical instrumentas, in which the re-

fractng surface is formed of = metallic alloy.—3. In surs

&£ery. an instrument for dilating and keoping open certain

8 tg.omm '.T)dy'ormd.

-D, pret. and pp,

SPEECH, »n, [Sax apec.) 1. The faculty of uttering artica.

, latc sounds or words, as in human beinge; the faculty of
expreesing thouchts by words or articulate sounds. 2,
Lengunge; worls aa cxpressing ideas, 3. A particuar
tanguage, as distinct from othera. 4. That which is apok-
en ; words uttered in connection and expreasing thonghts,
3. Talk ; mention; common saying. 6. F diecourse
in public: oraton; rose; harangue. 7. Any declars.
tion of thoughts,

SPEECH. v, . To make & specch ; to harangue. [Roare]

SPEECH-MAK.ER. ». Ont who makes speeches; ons
who speake much in & public assembly.

EPEECHI-FLED, pp. Harangued.

8PEECHT-FY. p.i. To miuke a speech ; to harangue. The
nonn. apecchification, 1n sometimes used, but, like speccAfy,
rather as m term of eport or derisicn.

SPEECH')-FY-ING, ppr. Haranguing.

SPEFCH'ING, n. The act of making & lpeecl:.—Mm

SPEECH').ESS, a. 1. Destitute or deprived of the facult
of speech. 8 Not speakiug for ¢ time.—SyN, Dumb; -
lent ; mute.

SPEECH'LESINESS, 2. The state of being speechleas;

mutences.—Bacon.

SI'FED, v. i.; pret. and sped, speeded. [Bax. an,
spadan; D, s an, l??l“o moke haste ; (w mozdwith
celerity. €. To have success; to prosper; to succeed,
that is, to advance in one's en 3. To have any
condition, orill: to fare.

S8PEED, v.t.” ) To cend away in haste, 2. To pntin quick
motion. 3 Te basten to & conclusion; to executn; 0

dispateh. 4. To aesist; to help forward: to hasten. 3.
To prosper ; to cauze to succeed. 6, To furnish in haste.
7. 'lli) kill ; to ruin; to deetroy.—8vw. To dispatch ; hast
en ; eccclerate ; hurry.

SPEED, n. L Itapidity of motion ; (applied to animale) &
Rapidity of execution or perforunuice. 3. Rapid ruce, 4.
Buccess; prosperity in an undertuking : favorable issue,
thet is, advance 1o the desired énd.—3¥N. Rwillness: ce-
lerity ; quickncas ; haste ; diapatch ; expadition ; burry ;
wnccetorntion. .

SPEEWFUL, o 1, 8crvicgablo; wseful-=Wicliffe; [obs.)
2. Full of epeed; hnsty.

SPEEDLLY, adv. Quickly: with heste, in a short time,

BPEEDI-NESS, n, The qun]itﬂ of being speedy; quick:
nees: cclerity ; haste; dispatch.

SPFED'WELIL, a.  An herb of the genus peronics, one
cles of which has been much recommended in Bw
and Germany as & substitute lor tea—Lowdon,

S8PEEDY, a. 1. Quick: swift: aimble; hasty; rapld in
motior. £ Quick in perforinance ; not dilatory or slow

SPEER, 0. £ See Srmar. .

t 3PEET, o. ¢. {D. spccten.] To atab.

SIPEIGUT (spate), ». A woodpecker, [Not ir use, or local.

SPETHS m.  The mineral copper nickol, consieting of nle
and arsenic.—{ re.

SPELK, r. (M¥ax #pele.] A splinter ; & mmnall stick or rod
usrd in thatching. —@Grose, | foomnl ]

BPELL, ». {Snx. spel or apell s story.] 1. A atory; a tale,
—Chaurer ; {vbs.] 2. A charm consistinz of some words
of occult power.—J. Among seamen, @ turn of work ; ro-
Wof; turn of duty: aa, take & #pell at the pump.—~4. [n
New England, « short time; a little tine; the conting.
ance of any kind of weathrr : [#srd among acamen ; not
d:go-u.l 5. A turn of gratuitous Jabor, sowmetimen we

8‘ e d with pr ¢ ta; [.\‘;rdenglunld.] 3ax. spelHion,
PELL. v. ¢t.; pret. an . apelled or spelt. [Pax.
opeiligan. ' lp To tcll 01:1’ nupl:v the lotters ol[ a word, with
a proper division of syliables. €. To write o:;‘gﬂnt with
the proper letters: tn lorm words Ly corrwet nrthorraphy.

DOVE ;—BULL, DNITE —ANGER, VI'CIOUS—C s K; O as J; Bas Z; CH as SH; FH as in thie. } Obsvicte,
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1

TEM

r&udmyhne oL~ tel of, Is to count oy divide.
slier 8ot —8yn, To communjcate ; impart; reveal
discloso ; ; scquaint; Toport; repest ; rchoarse ;
TELL, 0.4 1. To give an sccount; to make report. 2.
To take or uz‘r:dnoo cffect; as, every whot tells ; every
~Te wll of, or 0 kll on, [vulgar,] W in-

form.

TELL'-TALE, &. Telling talen; babbling.— SAzk.

TELL-TALE, =. {te! and tafe.} 1 Ouve who oficiously
communicates inforwation of the private concerny of in-
dividuala. 2. A miovable picee of ivory or luud on a cham-
ber organ, that gives notce when the wind is exhausted.
= In ssamansiip, & small picce of woad traversing in s
groove across the front of the poop deck, and which, by
communicating with a suall burrel on the sxia of the
stevring wheel, indicates the position or situstion of the
helm.— Mar, Dict.

TELLER #. 1. One who tells, relates, or communicates
the knowledge of something. 2. Uae who numbere.—3.
In the Ezchguer of Eny there are four officers, called
teliers, whose busi J LR ive all moneys duc to the
crown; ancivntly written teliier, 4. An oflicer of a bank,
who reocives and p%{:enmey on checks,

T!_LL‘LR-SHIP. a office or employment of & teller,

TEL-LINA, a. A genue of bivaive mollusks, baving shella
Tather apd delicate,

TELLING, ppr. Untering ; relating; disclosing; counting.

t'lx‘i!';t'u-ﬂl‘l E. . 4 foesil bivalve slicll of gepud li

TEL'LU.RAL, & [L. tellun] Pertaining to the rarth,

TELLU-HATE, », A compound of teliuric ncid and n base.

TEL'LU-RET-ED, .  Telureted hydrogen ix hydrogen com-

i with tellurium in & gracous form.—Ure.

TEL-LORIC, a. (L. teilus, the enrth.]  Perwaining to the
earth, or procceding from the eartl,

TEL-LURIE ACID,. n  An acid composed of one equiva.
Jent of tellurium apd three of oxygen.

TEL-LURI-ON, n.  An instrwment tor showing the opera-
tot of the causes which produce the rucccerion of dey
and picht nnd the chauees of the scasona—Francis,

TELLU-RITE . A compound of wellurous acid and a base.

TEL-LURL.UM, 8. A metal discovered by Miller in 17#2,
coinhined with gold apil silver in the ores, [t is a brittle
metal, of a tin-white color, easily fusible, and nearly as
beavy as zine,

TFTELLU-ROUS ACID, n. An acid composed of one equiv-
aleat of wllurium and three gf oxygen,

TEM-E-RALI-OUS, a. (Fr. temeraire ; L tmmrl'u.]]ml.
Rash; headetrong; despiding danger. 2 Carcless; hoed.
lesa; dounw at mnsom

TEM-E-RARIQUS-LY, ado, - Rashly ; with excess of bold-

m.—&f:ﬂ.
TEMERTTY, n. [1.. ranen'm.l] 1. Unreasoneble contempt
of danger. 2. Extreme holdneas. Cowley.—SyN. Rash.

beas; precipitancy; hocdlereness.

TEMIN, 2. A moncy of account in Algiera, equivalent to
: ME!'\ ahout 3 cents, or 13d. eterling.—Edin. Encye.
TEMPER, v. ¢ [L. tempero: I temperare; Sp. templar; Fr.
temperor.) 1 T'o mix so that onc part qualitics the other;
to bring to & moderate state. 2 To compound ; to fonm
by mixtre; to qualiiy, as by ap ingredicnt. 3. To unite
fn due proporuon ; 10 remder synunetrical; to adjuat, aa

rta to cash otber. 4. To accoinmadate ; o modify, 5.

© reduce any violence or excess; w2, 1o fowper the prs.
siwae, & To furm to a proper degree of hardness. 7. To
govera; (a Latiniem ; 0bs.j—8. music, to modify or
amcnd g fulse or imperfeet concord by transferring to it
a part of the beauty of & periuct one, that is, by dividing
the tones,—SvN, To sulten ; moliily ; sssuage; sovthe ;

TLENVER, a. 1. Due mixturc of different qualitics; or the
state of any compound rubstance which results {rom the
mixture of various ingredients. 2. Conetitution of bady,
& The state or constitutiog of the mind, partcularly with
Fegurd W the passious aud affections. 4. Cdmness of
wsumd ; moderation. 3 Heat of mind or passion; irrita-
tian. 6. The xuie of & waeta), particularly a8 to its hard-
neas. 7. Middle course; mean or medivn,  Swift—8, In
sugor-worke, white lime or other aubstance stirred into &
clarificr Glled with canc.juice, to geutralize the supera.
busdmat scid.  Kdwarde, H. Indis—5yN. Disposition ;
fermporampent @ fraaue ; humor ; mood.

‘TEMPER-A-MENT, n. (Fr.; L. trmperamensum.] 1. Con-
stitutioa ; state with respect to the predominnnce of any
quality. 2 Noedium; due mixture of ditti-rent quulities.
=, ln muale, temperament is an operation which, ry means
of a slight alterativn in the intervals, cavees the diterenco
betwem two coxtiyuous somds to disnppear, and makes
ench of them appear ideptical with the other,

“WEM-PER-A-MENT'AL, & Conatitutionnl.— Brown. [Rare]
“A'EMPER-ANCE, 0. {Fr.; L.temperantia.] 1. Moderation ;
sobricey . partiewiarly, habitual mexicration io regard to
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TEM

the indulgence of s natural appetites and pnasions; re-
strained or moderete imndulgenree. 2. Puatiance; caloe
neas ; ness ; moderwtion of pmasion; [unveual.)
TEM'PER-ATE, a [L. uhplralau;} 1. Modurate: not ex-
cespive, 2. Moderate in the indelgence ot the appetites
angd passions. 3. Not marked with pussion ; bot violent
4. Procoeding from tewpersnce, 5 Free from ardent
passion.— T'eanprrate zong, it geography, (he nume of those
purte of the earth between the tropive and the polar cbr-
cles, not as cold ea the frigid zonew, bor es hot as the tog-
i zone —SyN. Abstruent; abstemious ; sober ; calm ;

cool ; scdate.

TEMPER-ATE-LY, ade. 1. Modcrately ; without excess ox
extravagance. 2 Calmly; witbuut violence of pasalom.
3. With moderate force.

TEMPER-ATE-NESS, a. 1. Modcrstion ; freodow from
cexceds, 2. Calmioess; coolbves of mind,

TEMPER-A-TIVE, & Haviug the power or quality of tooe

ving.

TEI‘PER-A-'I‘URE. a. [Fr.;: L. tm{nmuum] L1In plt
ics, the stute of a body with regard to heat or cold, s
dicated by the thermometer ; or the degreo of fres cal
aric which » body possessca when compured with other
bodics. 2. Constitution ; swic; degree of any quality. 3.
Moderation ; freedow from immoderate passions ; Jlobo‘]

TEMITFERED, pp. or & L Duly mixed or modified ; re-
duced to & proper state ; softened ; allayed ; hurdened, 9
Adjusted by musjcal temperament. 3. a. Disposed.

TEMPER-ING, ppr.  Mixing and qualifying ; qualifying by
mixture; softening ; mwllifying ; lmrniemn

TEMPEST, = [ll-'r. temyite ; L. temy i temp
It tempesta] 1. An extensive current of wind, runhi:s
with great velocity and vivleree, and commonly attend
with rain, hail, or snow; s storm of extreme vielence.—Wa
usually npgly the word to & violent storm of considerable
duratiun ; but wu ray, also, of a tornado, it blew a (empest.
The currents of wind are named, according to their re-
apective degreca of (orce or rapidity, a brecie, a gale, o
storm, o tempeat, & durricane ; bul gole ia also usced s syn-
opymous Wwith siorm, and arorm With tempest, Gust W
ustndly applicd to e sudden blust of ¢hort duration. 2. A
violent tumult or commotion. 3. Perturbation ; violent
agitntion.

TE‘::I‘PST, 0.t ‘Todisturbesby s tempest—Ailon, [Lit-

tic used.

TEM'PI-IS]P. vt [rl’r. tempester ; 18, trmpestare] 1. To storm.
—Sandys. 2 To pour a tcmpest ou.—Ben Jonson.

TEMPEST-BEAT-EN, a. tmtfut and 3eat] DBesten o
shatterad with storms,—Drydeor.

TEN'PEST-TOST, a. Toserd about by tempests,

TEM-PESTYVE, a. Seasynable,

t TEM-PEST-IV'I.TY, n {L. mnputi’uux.a Scasonsblcness.

TEM-PESTU-OUS (wm-pest’yu-us), a. (Sp. tompestuoro ; It
tempestaso ; Fr. tempetuenr.] 1, Very stormy ; turbulemt;
rough with wind. 2. Blowing with violence.

TEM-PESTU.OUS-LY, adr. With great vinlence of wind
or greut commiotion ; turbulently.— Milton,

TEM-PEATY.OUSNESS, =, Stormincss ; the stato of
being tempeatuous or disturbed by violent winds,

TEMPLAR, n. [from the Temple, o houze near the Tunmaes,
which oniginally belonged to the knights Templars, The
latter took their denomination Irom ap aparuncat of the
painee of Balitwin Li. in Jerusalem, near the temple.] 1.A
student of the law. Pope—2. Templars, knights of the
Temple, a religious military order, first cetublished at Jo-
l"l.l-mft:m in tavor of pilzrims traveling to the Holy Land.

TEMUPLATE, . See TEMPLET,

TEMPLE (tem'pl), a. {Fr.; L. t::{n!uu; It tempio ; Sp. tem-

J 1. A public edifice ereeted in honor of eome deity.

t erected by Solumos, in Jerusalem, for the worship

of God, is ofien called, by way of emineuce, the lempls,

2. A clhurch; an edifice erccted among Christinns as &

pluce of public worship. 3. A place in which tie Divioe

&n‘«mm npurlil‘y reetdeas the Church, as a collective

Wdy. Epk.id.—d, In Exgland, the Temple consistr of twe

inns of court, thue called because anciently the dwellings
of the knights Templara,

TEMPLE, A |L. tenpus tempora.) 1. Liurally, the fall of
the head ; the part where the head slor:u frotn the top.—
2. In anaiomy, the anterior and latersl part of the heed,
where the okull jo covered by the temporal muscles,

TEMPLE, o.¢. To build s temple for; to spproprists &
temple to.—Feltham, | Little uaced.)

TEM' }.ED. a4 Fumished with s temple ; inclosed In »
tleraple.

TEH'[I;I[.ET. n. 1 In mesonry, a mold usced by hricklsyers
and masons in cutting or setting out thelr work, 2. A mold
used by mill-wrights for shaping the tecth of whacls, 3
A short picco of timber r & girder or other beam,

Brande
TEM PO, n. (It] Tn musis ﬂmn.—ﬂmnde._
TEMPO-RAL, a. [Fr. temporet: L. temporalis] 1. Pertain

..)‘

ing to thia life, or this world. or the body only ; eceular

T DOVE—BYLL, ONITE ~ANGER, VE'CIOUB—€ as K; Gasd; Bas Z; CH as 81i; FH asin this. t Obsolale
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VI3E, ».

VIS

(Fr. o] See Vice.

VILE (veezd), [Fr.) Li ., et 13 indorsere ‘

*VIR'TU, ». (1] A love of the fns arts; & tasto for curi. made by the pulice-officers in Iarge towns o Frage, b,

ositins‘—-(.'-lmrr_ﬁn‘d. june, &e.. op the back of a £ thnt 01 by
VIR'TU- AL (virt'yu.p)), a. [Fr. virtuel) 1. Potential : har. e exnmined, apd that the person who besr ¢ i per

ing thr Fuwer of acting or of invisible efieacy without the mitted to proceed on hia Joarney. Heace mirekrs gog ‘

mateeinl or sensible pare. 9 Being in essence or effy ct, of getting their pm};om vimded,

Dot in fact.—Virtuat farus, in opNzs, the poft from which | VIS NU, n. In the Hindoo My-Aology. the nagas of g3

Tuys having been rendered divergent 3 the ¢

Acquire daring the first instant oY its I,
equilibrinm heing disturbed.— Brand,,
VIR-TU.ALLTY, «, Efficucy.— Broen.
VIRTU-AL.LLY, ¢dr. [ efficacy or effect only ;
of somc virtue or influence, or the instrumen
thing clee

t VII{#'L'.,;:[‘E_ ?2.L To mnke efficacions.— 1, .
VIR'TUE (vart'yu). n. (Fr. gerta ;

It. virtu ; 3p, veriud ; L.
Oirtue] 1. Strength; that fuhstance or nurlity of phys.
fesl budies by which they act

er bodice, 2.

oba.)
and the abataining
£onversation 10 the marul law,
eellence. 5, Acting POWOT : somethin,

Sret axency; efficary without visille
7. Exvellt'll('.e: OF that
B Oner of the orders of the celenting

9. Efficacy; Power.— dddison. 10, Legal

or authoriry.
1 I;’:‘UE-L}.SA, s i L Denﬁa.lto of v}]rtue.
CHUICACY. or operating qualit, *6.— Fairfar,
VIR-TU 590, I:: [ie.} )
ticulnrly in music, or
tica, and the like.
VHUTILANO.SHID, o The
ViRrr.ons (rurl‘yu-uu) a,
confority to the
€ ol

& man skilled

Pureuits of a virtuosa,
noral Jaw,

'Y inherent qua!
great or powerful
ualitica ; [oba,
VHCTDO0SLY, adn, In n virtions
ity with the morat tawr op with du
Vi RTU-QUANESS, w, The etutg
VIRULENCE, pa ] That
VlR'U-LHNvCY,

acrimony ; malignancy., 9 Acritnony of tewper ;
treine bitternesy g malixmity,

VIRIULENT, o (L. Tirulentis) 1,
doing injury
T in cnonity ; malignunt.

VIR, ENTED, . Filled with polson.— Feltham,

VIR'U.LENT.LY, adp,

ter shite or severity,
VIRUN = (L Acti
Fustulr. &c.; polegn,
VIS, n. (1.} Force. POWer: as,
The term, ho

ever, i used chiotty in mechanics,
VIBA4FK, n, (Fr, ; i

—A4ddizn,
of being virnsous.

3 + {chitfly applied
to kuman beinga.)

VIS'AG£ED, 4. Having a visase or countennnce,— Miitos,

VIN-A-Vis

(*iz"uve), a. fFr, opparite,
CArring: in which swp Perons sit tace to
VISCE A, &, ; s)l. of Viscun, (L) he

tentw of the nhy amen, thueax, apd eranivmn,
VI=OR.n AL, & [I

fave to
face,

- Tincera.)
2. Foeling . baving eensibitity ; (¥mupuat)
YISCER-ATE, v, ¢ U oxenternte ;

Tive of the pnteajla OF Viderea,
VISCID, 1. rr'md:u,] Glutinous ; sticky ; macionl;
ot Peadits eopurating,
VIS-('ID'!"I'Y, » ], Glutinmlmm; tenacity ; stickiness,
2. Gl rana coneretion. — Fiayer,
VIS €03 1Ty 2 Glutinousncns ; tenacity ; viscidiey ;
that quality of soft subatances which
* 40 A3 ROt 0 be casily parted,
VISCOUNT vikount), », [I.. vice-comes ; Fy, viromie] 1.
An othicer who tartper)

_ rapplicd the place of e count
or carl; the sheritt of the eeunty : {Euviand] 2. A de.
£ree oe titte of nubility npxe

in rank lelow an ear); [Eng.)

VIXCOUNT-ESR (v kountee), p. The tady of » viscount:
& pevress of the fourth order.~—Johnson.

VIS€ouNT.Rp The quality and of.

(vi‘krmm-siup). LR
VISeogrNTy (vMkount.¢#), } Gee of a visconune,
tiscus,) Gletinons :

VIS'CU['.‘\, a. LFr‘ visguenz; from |,.
clarnny : atip ¥t alhesive : woacious,
VISEUS 5, Viverma. [L.}  An entrnil ; one of the

quelity of w thing which ren.
dees it extremnely active in doing injury;
[ &
Extrmnoly active In
} YOIy puinonuns or venomous, 9, Very bit-
With malignant activity ; with bit.
\¥e or contagious matter of an uleer,

face) A
bowels; the con.
1. Pertainioyg to the viscera
to cmbowel ; o ge.

acity. in meckanics, | VIBLBILTTY, o [Fr. cisibitite,

by means
tality of some-

Or material action,
which constitutes valye and merit,
bierarchy.—Mifron,
gal eflicucy or po-
eri authority.—Ix virtys, in cousequence; by the ethcucy

2. Destitute of

A man &Xiled in the fine arts, par.
in motiquities, cunos.

, 1. Morally good ; ecting in
2 Being in conformity to

or divine law, 3 Chaste ; [a,a:fh'ed to women,)

4. Efficacious | itiee ; (e 2] 5. Unvin
propertice; (ods.) 6, {aving mediciy

mannecr; in conform.

VIBITA-TORIAL, o
Vi@

hief drities of the trimurt o gind ; the preserver.
b oL The sale or quiey |
of being perceivable to the eye. 2 The Wiade of hen; be
coverable or app LHEY i e,
VISI-BLE, a. [Fr. |, eisibilia.| 1. Pesceinible by te o
that can be seen. 2, Discovered 1o the ye3 Vi
church, soe Cituncr, ., No, 2 —Vigible Aoriten, e Tloay
zoX, No. 1. Open to vbservation : ensy 1o be diacered
e, bis designs Dow becames Fisible~3yn. Aprarat. b
lvlfom; mRroifest: cloar : distinct; ovilent ; pluy; ey
lc: econspicuous; nororious, L
VIbB‘I-BLEvNJ:.‘SS. % State or quality of being vighe; %
iliry,
\’IS'IFELY. adv. na
VIB1.GOTII, n,

their seats in Ponma.-Enqc. Aa,
YISL.GOTIVIE, a Pertaining o

VIS IN-ERTIE, a.r(l..,] L 'ﬁbe resistance of mater 01

motion whem at rest and alio wa e

sation or change of motion wheq motig_i.c—-l e tremad axd

iiertia are not strictly synonymouns, former wried

resisance given, while the Taster implies the worry

by which it is

1o irevtia, 9 nertnese ; innctivity, .

YI"810N (vizh'un), n. {Fr.; L,. vigic, L The act of weing
actual sight. 2 The faculiy of svms:

external objects ; i
¢ight 3. Sorpething imagived to be seen, thuush o ne:

8Q apparition ; & phantom; q tre—d. In St
revelation irom God 3, 102 imag ; s po
duction of fancy. 6, Any thing which is the objst o
#icht,

VI"BION-AL, a. Pertaining to vigion — Walrriand ]
VIBION.A-RI.NES3 (vizhun-e.re-nes), m. The qulird
besiny visionary,
Vl'SI(%N-A-R‘I’ (vizhunare), o
fected by phantoms ; disposed
the imagination,

[Fr. eisionnaire) LM
to receire E;aprm:

2 lmaginary ; fantnstica) : CXSEED
imagination only ; nos reala?hlving 00 solid {ndr
tion.

VI'BION.A-RY, ». 1. One whose imarination i dismrid
2 Ore who forms impracticuble schemes : one wbo b
confident of success in a Projeet which Others prrrete
be idle and funcilul; an eothusiast —{ Fiionid, is §
2032, §8 not vaod, .
YI'8ION.LESS (vizh'unles), @, Destitate of vizsions
VISIT, v, ¢, (L. cisito ; Fr. pieiter 7 It pisitgre) 1. Totwm
cotue 10 see ; £0 OF come I see bk
#pcction, examination, corrertion of abumw &c. 3 I
salute with a prescnt 1. To o 20 mnd 10 use.—3 in vt
-j‘cimtomteronbonrdavemltorﬂmpu of weer
tining her character without oearchjnf e
e Seriptures, denotos to beatow gond or evil accoriz
tol.:}:w.norofthepluoge; 3, t0 i in mercyor B
wra| N
VISIT, 0.4, To keep Op the interebange of eiviline o
aalutations ; o Practice going $o aee others.
VIBIT. 2. 1. The act of £oing to see another or of ik
8t his house : u waiting on. 2, The act of puing tome. &
4 guing o sce or awending on. 4 The act of gargk
Yiew gp inspvct.

\'IE‘IT-&BLI:., &  Liable or fubject to be visitnd .
VISIT-ANT. ». One who OF comes 1o sce anothrr;
one who is n quest in the houne of airiend: a wisitor.
VISIT-A"TION, ». {Fr.: L. visite.) 1, The art of tisa

2. Object of visit ; [¥musaal )3 tn lowe. the act of 8%
perior or Superintending officer, who VIFits & coppomba
college, chureh, or other bouse, to exnmine inty the st
ner ig which it ia conducted, —g. Ip Seriprure and s 2
Vgions eenspe, the eending of afflictions and di: teias @
men  punish then for their 8ins, Or 1o pruve them &
Communication of Divige love ; itiw ine g
g HW"‘-""-G- n waral afairs, the st of
8 naval commander whio vipjea OFr roters on board of &
vessel belonging 1o another nation, for the purpese of &
certatning ber character and ohject, bat withent [
or exercising a righ of searching the veasl 7, 4
festival in honor of the ¥isit of the Virgin Mary to ko
beth, eclebrated on the second of July. — Brazds,
Belonging to a judicial vizisor or @
perintendent, 8 Visrrorsac,,

L
contents of tifu- cranium, thornx, or ahdomen,

v

IT-ED, pp. Whaited on; attended ; naprcted ;
ed w shtering ; with rolief or mercy,

P o1 tae cranium, ¢ or I$TPING, prr. 1. Guing or Loming to mee; {mndj:ntﬂl
“ See Synopels, "3 %, , &e, long—X, 1.1, &e,, shore—FAR F4LL, WH3T —NAT

i—PREY = NATINE, BIRD M0 vE, Dok
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VO-RACIOALY, ade. With are
VO-RA'CIOUS.NESS, 2,

VO-RACTTY, &.

VO-RAGIN-OUS, & | L. voraginosus.) Full of
VOR'TEX, ».; pl

YO'TA-RY, a [from L. votus.

VOTA-RY, w,
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Greedy for eating: revenous; very hunery. 2.
cigns: enger 10 devour. 3. Rc:;l‘r to aw,llow up.
y
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VOW, a. [Fr.eoe; It voto; L.votym) 1. A sclemn prom
ise mrdy to God, or by « pagan 1o his deky, 2 A wiexs

appe ite: ; o 2 8
Greedinese of appertite ; vaven.
ousncsea; eagerncas o devour; rapaciousnees.
Greediness of nppelite ; voraciousnesa.
gulfe.—Scort.
osTIcES or VorTExEes. (L.] ) A
whirlpuol; 8 whirling or circular molion of water, furm-
ing a kind of envity in the center of the circle. 2. A
whirling of (be eir; & whirlwind Cyc==3. Inthe Cartesien
aysiem, & colluection of particles of mutter forming an ether
or finid. endowed with a repid rotary motion around ap

axin—fran

VORTI-€AL, s&. Whirling; turning.—~Nexton,
VOR'TI.CEL, a.

The name of certain wheel-animalcules,
which, by the rapid roiary motion of the organe round the

mouth, create & vortex in the water, and obtain their food

am Rithy,

va"l‘a.ngzs.n. n A fermale devoted to any service, worship,

or state of life~Cileaseland.

VOTA-RIAT, a.  One devoted or given up to any person or

thing. to uny sorvice, worehip, or pureuit.

Devoted ; promised ; con.
eecrated by a vow or promiss ; consequent on a vow,
One _devoted, consecrated, or engaged by a
yow or promise ; hence, more Zenerally, one devoted, giv-
on, o7 addivted 1o some particular service, worehip, etudy,
or state of life,

VOTE, s [It, 8p. vots; L. votwm.] 1. Suffrage; the ex-

pression of a wish, deaire, will, prefercaee, or chivice, either
viva ooce or by Lallot, &e., iu regard to any mmeasure pro-
posed, in which the person votiug bue an interest in com-
mon with others. 2. That by which will or preference ja
expressed in elections, or in deciding propositions ; & bel.
lot: a ticket. &c.; a8, & written tote 3 Expression of
will by & mujority ; legul decinion by some expreasion of
the winds of & number. 4. United veice in pulilic prayer.

VOTE p.¢. To express or slfnify the mind, will, or prefer-

milot, &¢., in electing moun to
office, or in paseing laws, reguiations, and the like, or in
dreiding on apy proposition jn which ome bas an intcrest

enee, cither oive tace or by

with otheres,

VYOTFD, pp. Expressed by vote or suffrage.

VOT'ER, a. QOuc who has a legal right to vote or give his

anfitage,

YO'TING, ppw, Expressing the mind, will, or preference in

cleetion, or in determining guestivns proposed.

VOTING, a.  The nct of expressing the wind, will, or pref.

erence by vote or euftrage,
VG TIVE, & {Fe. patif ; L. ton’om.L Given b
teil.—A rotice medal is one struc

let, picture, &e., dedicsted io
a wor-hiper,
VOTIVE-LY, ado. By vow,

VOUCH, v. & [Norm. eoucker; L. voro}] 1. To call upon
solcmuly to witnees, 2, T'o maintain by affirmntions ; ae, to
3. To estalli<h proof:
—.

rvouck the truth of a decluration,
os, this vorches it to be worthy of the apostic,

In law, to call into court to warrant nnd defend, or to make
54>od a werrranty of tile—Svyx. To obtest ; declare ; af-
rm; Atteet ; warrant; coufirw ; aseeverate; sver; pro-

st : nasure.

VOUCH, v.i To bear witness; to give testimony or full

attestation,

VOUCH, #. Warrant; attestation,—Sha.

YOUCHED (vouchr), pp. “Culld to witness : affirmed or

fully attested ; called into court (o make gaold & warranty,
( In fae. the poreon wihe ia vouched or catled
into court to support of imake good his warranty of title

VOUCH-EE, n.

in the yrocess vf COMINON PECOFTY.
VYOUCH'ER, w,
t0 minke good hua warranty of titic.

to contirm and cstublish facts af any kind.
VOUCHER, tn,
VOUCH-OR’,
vanty of title,

tion ; calling in to mniutain warranty of title.

VOUCH-SAFE', ©. &. [poucA and safr.] ). To permit to be

done without dunger. 2. To condescend to grant
VOUCH-RAFF, r. i. To condencend ; to deien; to vield,
VOUCH-RAFED' («aft), pp. Granted in condcacension,
VOUCI-SAFE'MENT, n.  Grant in condeecension.

QUCILSAFING, ppr.  Condescending to grant; deigning.
PBUNSOQIR (voorwar), a. [Fr.] A wedge-like stone form-

ing part of an wrch.—Gwilt,

1. To chooss by suffrage : to elact by some ex-
pression of will. 2 To enact ur establish by vote or sone
expression of will, 3. T'o grant by vote or expreesion of will,

vow ; devo-
L _ in ¢rateful commemo-
Fation Of some HuRpicious event ; a rofine offering [a a tab.

i0 ¢ g of the vow of

) 1. Oue who gives withess or full attesta-
tion to nny thing.—2 In iaw, the act of calling in & person
] 3. A book. paper, or
docwinent which serves to vouch the truth of acconnta, or

In {aw, the tenant in a writ of vight; one
who culls in anotber to eetnblish his war-

YOUCHING, ppr.  Cnlling to witness ; atucating by afirms-

\"é)W. 0. ¢ (Fr.eoner; L. eoren} 1. To give, consecraz o
dedicate 40 God by e solomn promise. £ To devule,

VOW, p. & To make vows or solcmn promises.

VOW'-FEL-1.GW,n, Ouc boand by the esme: vow, {Ree]

VOWED (vowd), pp. Bolemnly promised W God; pra
of consecrated by solemnn g_tomise.

VOWEL, m. [L. vocalis; Fr. vayelle; It vocar] LA
grammar, & gimple sound ; & eound uttered by sy
opwning the mouth or orzuns, ss the sousd of 45¢ §

be letter or character which represeotz o suple wad

VOW’EL, a. Pertaining to & vowel; vocal,

VOWELED, a. Furnished with vowela

VOW'ER, n. Ope who mskes » Yow.

VOW'ING, ppr. Nuking s vow.

VOX,n. [L.] A voice—¥oz populi, the vokoe of the pesgla
—§oz Det, the voice of God

YOYAGE, n. [Fr, from voic: Eng way; Sax s wr
1. A passing by ses or water from one  puit, f ok
try to another, especially a passing or journey by wia @
a distant place or country, 2. prachee of treag
—Bacon ; [oba.

VOY'AGE, 0. i. To sail or pass by waier.—Pope

VOY'AGE, v. . To travel: 1o pass over.— 3w

VOY'A-GER, n. One who seils or passes hy sea of werr.

VOYA-GEUR (vwi'yd-ghur), ». [¥r] Limelrsticon:
léhc Cnnadian a:::mi:: of a cluss of men cmglo:;i bylbei;

ompanies, trans, ing goods by nvers
nrrou‘:thehnd.tomd remole s & Of
Northwest. )

VOY‘OL, n. Among semon, a large rope omtime ol
in weiching the anchor ; also written cisl —Toan

VUL'€AN. n. [L. Vulraxns.] in mythology. the qui wbope
sided over the working of metals. The husband vf Vo5

VUL-€A'NI-AN, x. Pertalning to Vulcan, or to @@ B
iron, &c.—As an epithet, it Zeology, the same m [lane
an, which sece.—Smart,

VUL/€ANIST, n.  Se¢ Vorcaxier.

YUL-€A'NO, m, Sec Vorcano. )

VIIL'GAR, a, (Fr. oulcaire; IL owlgare; L. oxlgers} L
Pertaining to the comuoon, ualettered people. 2. U=l
practiced by c© ple. 3 Ver T Deada
4. Cummon: used hysli clasves of people. 5, Port §
Menn; rustic ; rude: low ; unrefined. 7, Connistd
conunon persone.~—Vwigar fraction, in enithsdic. s M
tion written with s buterator nzl): denoaunator, 6§

YUL'GAR. ». Thbe commaon people. .

VULGAR-ISM. ». 1. Grossncss of msoners; vulardr:
(rare.} 2 A vulgur pbrasc or expression

VHL-(GARI-TY, }n. 1. Mcan condition io life: e &2

VULGAR-NESS, §  of the lower clnases of aockif. &
(rosencsas of clow of m + or languag
VIIIL'GAR-IZE. o t. To make vuigar.—~Foger
VUL GARIZED, pp. Made valear.
VUL'GAR-IZ.ING, ppr. Rendcring vulger.
VUL'GAR-LY, ade. 1. Comutonly; in the onliows B
ner among the ¢common people. & Neanly: nudef
clownichly. .
VUL'GATE, ». A very ancient Latin version of the <=
turer, and the only one which the Roman Cathout (1
adinits to bo authentic,
v%l.'un'h‘. a Pertaining to the old Latin versiou i ¥
‘riptirea,
VUL-NER-A-BILI-TY, x. The state of being rulentic
VUL'NER-A-BLF, & [Fr.; L. veincgo] 1 Thet my ¥
wounded : ausceptible of wound: or external ipjerns i
Liable to injury ; subject to be atfected injunouls,
VUL/NER-A-RY, a [Fr. veineraire; L. md:mm?.] (»
:'u] 1:; healing wounds ; adupted to the cure of e
njuries, .
VUL'NER-A-RY, ». Any plant, drug, or composilicd &
ful in the cure of wounda.
t VUL'NER-ATE, ». &, [L. oxinero.] To wound: tohwrt
t VUL-NER-ZTION, #.  The act of wounding. —Peret
VUL'PINE, & (L. mdfu'uu.] Pertsining to the fox; oF
ning ¢ craf‘t;; artiul.
VULTPIN-TTE, . [from Pulpino] A veriety of aohy{&
containing ecme eilica, And preseoting & grayish ¥iM
color and high lustre. — Dara R .
VULTURE. a. [L. oxltur.] An sccipitrine bird of £ &
nue onitne, Voltures hase a large and evvaz lﬂl?:
Dostrils picreed traneverecly to its base. the bead sod ¢
without feathers or caruncles, and a collar of ooz iesin ¥
or down at the root of the Deck. Proper saares b
hitherto been found ouly on the enstern connnm-ﬂ":‘
VULTUR-INE, a [L. vaiturinsws] Belonging @ he et
ture : having the qualities of the vultare; veseembisg
vulture ; n{.dw.l.
VUL TUR-ZHL & Like a vuilture, .
VUL TUR.QUB, a. Like  vulture ; repacions.

Y

VYING, ppr. Competing; emulating.

—

Soe Synopeis, 3, 8,1, &<, long—K, B, L, &c., short.—F AR, F ALL, WHAT ;—PREY ;—MARINE, BIRD . —MOVE,
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Before EASTERBROOK, Circuit Judge,
STADTMUELLER, Chief District Judge, and CLEVERT,
District Judge.

AMENDED MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER
PER CURIAM.

*1 These
constitutionality of the current apportionment of Wisconsin

consolidated  actions  challenge the

Assembly and Senate districts and seek declaratory,
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injunctive and other relief under the Constitution and laws of
the United States, including the Fourteenth Amendment, the
Fifteenth Amendment, § 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965,
42U.S.C.§ 1973 and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, as well as the laws and

Constitution of the State of Wisconsin.! Both sets of plaintiffs
ask the court to declare that the existing apportionment of
the Wisconsin Senate and Assembly is unconstitutional and
invalid. Moreover, they seek an order enjoining the eight
members of the Wisconsin Elections Board from taking any
actions related to elections under the existing apportionment
plan, and an order redistricting the State of Wisconsin into
99 Assembly and 33 Senate Districts. As a consequence,
the parties urge the court to adopt a reapportionment plan
and maps that they have proffered as a remedy for the
malapportionment following the 2000 decennial census.

1 The

Wisconsin's congressional districts, as the 2000 census

complaint also sought reapportionment of

resulted in Wisconsin losing one of its nine seats
in congress. However, during the pendency of this
case, the Wisconsin Legislature passed, and Governor
Scott McCallum signed, a bill reapportioning the
congressional districts, and the congressional portion of
this case became moot on April 11, 2002 (the day on
which the trial in the state legislative portion of this case
began).
Chief Judge Joel M. Flaum of the Court of Appeals for
the Seventh Circuit convened this panel and authorized
it to hear both actions, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2284,
when the Wisconsin legislature failed to enact a plan of
reapportionment. As a consequence, a trial on the merits was
conducted on April 11 and April 12, 2002. For the reasons
that follow, the court finds the existing Wisconsin Assembly
and Senate districts violative of the “one person, one vote”
standard articulated by Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 555,
84 S.Ct. 1362, 12 L.Ed.2d 506 (1964), and will implement a
reapportionment plan to remedy the defects in those districts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

These actions were initiated with the filing of a complaint
on February 1, 2001, by a group of Wisconsin voters
naming the Wisconsin Elections Board and its members as
defendants. Those voters alleged that Wisconsin's federal
congressional districts violated the “one-person, one vote”
principle articulated in art. I, sec. 2 of the United States

Constitution.” Two groups of state legislators then filed
motions to intervene. The first, the Baumgart intervenors,
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represent the Democratic members of the Wisconsin Senate,
while the second, the Jensen intervenors, represent the
Republican leaders of the State Senate and State Assembly.
The motions to intervene were granted in November 2001.
Subsequently, several other groups and individuals filed
motions to intervene. The motions of Senators Gwendolynne
Moore and Gary George were granted, and the motions of
the African—American Coalition for Empowerment, Citizens
for Competitive Elections, and Wisconsin Manufacturers and
Commerce Association were denied. However, they were
named amicus curiae.

Case No. 01-C-0121 was randomly assigned to Senior
District Judge John W. Reynolds. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 2284, Chief Judge Flaum named Circuit Judge Frank
H. Easterbrook and Chief District Judge J.P. Stadtmueller
to a three-judge panel to hear the case. The case was
subsequently reassigned, pursuant to General L.R. 3.1, to
District Judge C.N. Clevert.

*2 On April 12, 2002, to remedy a possible jurisdictional
defect, the Jensen intervenors filed a separate complaint (the
“Jensen action”) against the members of the Elections Board
reasserting the state apportionment issues raised in the earlier
case. The new filing, Case No. 02—-C—-0366, was assigned to
Judge Clevert as a related case. Later that day, Chief Judge
Flaum appointed Judges Easterbrook and Stadtmueller to the
panel hearing the second case. The two cases were then
consolidated, and the Baumgart intervenors intervened in the
second action (02—C—0366).

BACKGROUND

The United States Census Bureau released its final 2000
census data on March 8, 2001, showing that Wisconsin's
total population is 5,463,675. Dividing this population into
ninety-nine equipopulous state assembly districts and thirty-
three equipopulous senate districts would yield Assembly
districts containing 54,179 persons and state senate districts
containing 162,536 persons. However, populations in the
existing state Senate and Assembly districts vary substantially
from these numbers. For example, Senate District 6 deviates
more than 22 percent from the perfect senate district numeric
population, and Assembly District 18 deviates more than
26 percent from the perfect assembly district numeric
population. All parties agree that as drawn, Wisconsin Senate
and Assembly districts are unconstitutional.
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DISCUSSION

The reapportionment of state legislative districts requires the
balancing of several disparate goals. These are summarized
below.

“The Equal Protection Clause requires that the seats in both
houses of a bicameral state legislature must be apportioned
on a population basis. Simply stated, an individual's right
to vote for state legislators is unconstitutionally impaired
when its weight is in a substantial fashion diluted when
compared with votes of citizens living in other parts of the
State.” Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 568, 84 S.Ct. 1362,
12 L.Ed.2d 506 (1964). With respect to reapportionment,
population equality is the “most elemental requirement of the
Equal Protection Clause.” Connor v. Fitch, 431 U.S. 407,409,
97 S.Ct. 1828, 52 L.Ed.2d 465 (1977). See also Chapman
v. Meier, 420 U.S. 1, 22, 95 S.Ct. 751, 42 L.Ed.2d 766
(1975). However, the Supreme Court has not pronounced a
threshold for a constitutionally acceptable level of deviation
from absolute population equality. The three-judge panel
that redistricted the State of Wisconsin in 1982 stated that
population deviations should be of the “de minimis” variety,
which it defined as below 2 percent. AFL—CIO v. Elections

Bd., 543 F.Supp. 630, 634 (E.D.Wis.1982).3 The 1992
reapportionment panel noted that because the 1990 decennial
census contained errors and was out of date by the time
of trial, the court not need fall for the “fallacy of delusive
exactness” in fashioning a plan, and that “below one percent
[deviation in voting power] there are no legally or politically
relevant degrees of perfection.” Prosser v. Elections Bd., 793

F.Supp. 859, 865-66 (W.D.Wis.1992).*

In contrast, Congressional redistricting may create
a much more rigorous standard for “de minimis”
population deviations. See Vieth v. Pennsylvania, No.
1:CV-01-2439, 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6188 at *15
(M.D. Penn. April 8, 2002) (finding plan creating
Congressional districts unconstitutional because the
most- and least-populous districts differed in population
by nineteen persons.)

The Prosser Court noted that the parties refer to both
the maximum deviation, which is the difference in
population between the least and the most populous
district divided by the mean population of all districts, as
well as the average by which the districts deviate from
the average population.
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*3 Although population equality is the primary goal while
constructing legislative districts, it is not the only one. In
the context of Congressional redistricting plans, the Supreme
Court has observed that “court-ordered districts are held
to higher standards of population equality than legislative
ones,” but that “slight deviations are allowed” if supported
by “historically significant state policy or unique features.”
Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 98, 117 S.Ct. 1925, 138
L.Ed.2d 285 (1997) (internal citations omitted).

Historically, federal courts have accepted some deviation
from perfect population equality to comply with “traditional”
redistricting criteria. These criteria include retaining previous
occupants in new legislative districts, known as “core
retention,” see Karcher, 462 U.S. 725, 740, 103 S.Ct. 2653,
77 L.Ed.2d 133 (1983); avoiding split municipalities, see
id.; drawing districts that are as contiguous and compact
as possible, see id.; respecting the requirements of the
Voting Rights Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1973; maintaining traditional
communities of interest, see AFL—CIO, 543 F.Supp. at 636;
and avoiding the creation of partisan advantage, see Prosser,
793 F.Supp. at 867 (noting that “[jJudges should not select a
plan that seeks partisan advantage”). Avoiding unnecessary
pairing of incumbents, a criterion discussed by the Supreme
Court in Karcher, 462 U.S. at 740, was expressly rejected by
the 1982 Wisconsin reapportionment panel, see AFL—CIO,
543 F.Supp. at 638 (stating that the panel did not consider
incumbent residency in drafting its plan).

Courts in Wisconsin have accepted some deviation from

perfect population equality in view of two special
considerations. The first involves senate elections. In
Wisconsin, state senators have four year terms. State
senators from even-numbered districts run for office in years
corresponding to the presidential election cycle, and state
senators from odd-numbered districts are elected during
midterm elections. Thus, in midterm legislative election
years such as 2002, if voters are shifted from odd to even
senate districts, they will face a two-year delay in voting
for state senators. Delays of this nature are referred to as

“disenfranchisement.” See Prosser, 793 F.Supp. at 866.

The second consideration is the avoidance of ward boundary
splits and, where possible, municipal boundary splits. Article
IV, section 4 of the Wisconsin Constitution provides that
assembly districts are “to be bounded by county, precinct,
town or ward lines, to consist of contiguous territory and
be in as compact form as practicable.” At one time this
language was interpreted as prohibiting the creation of
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Assembly districts that crossed county lines. Indeed, in
1964 the Wisconsin Supreme Court declined to divide any
counties when reapportioning the state, thereby creating a
maximum population deviation of 76.2%. See Wisconsin ex
rel. Reynolds v. Zimmerman, 23 Wis.2d 606, 623 (1964).
Although avoiding the division of counties is no longer
an inviolable principle, respect for the prerogatives of the
Wisconsin Constitution dictate that wards and municipalities
be kept whole where possible. This is in accord with the
decisions of two earlier Wisconsin three judge panels. The
1982 and 1992 reapportionment panels did not divide any
wards in their respective reapportionment plans, and the 1992
panel rejected a proposed plan that achieved 0% population
deviation by splitting wards. See Prosser, 793 F.Supp. at 866.

*4 With these considerations in mind, we turn to the
plans submitted in these cases. A total of sixteen plans
were submitted to the court. The Jensen intervenors filed
nine plans (variations on a theme with different standards
of population equality), the Baumgart intervenors three,
while Senator George, the African American Coalition
for Empowerment, Citizens for Competitive Elections, and
Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce each filed one. Of
the multiple plans submitted by the Jensen and Baumgart
intervenors, the court considered only two for each group, JP1
Alternate A (Alt A) and JP1 Alternate C (Alt C) for the Jensen
intervenors, and Leg Dem B and Leg Dem C for the Baumgart
intervenors.

The two Jensen intervenor plans—Alt A and Alt C—have the
lowest levels of population deviation of any of the filed plans,
with maximum deviations of .97 and 1.00%, respectively.
Moreover, they have the highest levels of core retention,
lowest levels of disenfranchisement, and highest levels of
compactness of any of the plans submitted.

On the other hand, the partisan origins of the Jensen plans are
evident. First, they pair a substantial number of Democratic
incumbents, while several Republican incumbent pairs are
pairs in name only, with one of each retiring or running for
another office. Second, it appears that the Jensen Assembly
plans are designed to move a number of incumbent Democrats
into strongly Republican districts and either pack Democrats
into as few districts as possible or divide them among strong
Republican districts. On the Senate side, the Jensen plans
include questionable splits on the county level in districts with
Democrat incumbents, and appear to have been designed to
ensure Republican control of the Senate.
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The Baumgart plans are riddled with their own partisan
marks. Leg Dem B and Leg Dem C divide the City of Madison
into six districts radiating out from the Capitol in pizza slice
fashion. The Leg Dem plans have higher levels of population
deviation, lower levels of core retention, higher levels of
disenfranchisement, and lower levels of compactness than the
Alt A and Alt C plans, in part because they renumber the
Senate districts in Milwaukee County (again for presumed
partisan advantage).

Senator George's plan is identical to Leg Dem C in all
but the southeastern corner of the state. His plan contains
a substantial level of absolute population deviation (2.67%
in his amended plan), and disenfranchises more voters than
any of the above plans, also due to renumbering districts in
Milwaukee County.

Attrial, the parties pursued two issues vigorously: what effect,
if any, does § 2 of the Voting Rights Act have on creation of
legislative districts in Milwaukee, and how the court should
determine the relative partisan fairness of the reapportionment
plans filed in this case (with each side claiming that their plan
struck the proper balance of partisan fairness).

The Voting Rights Act issues are the result of demographic

changes that occurred in Milwaukee County since
redistricting in 1992. The 1992 redistricting panel created
five African—American majority-minority districts and one
African—American minority influence district, along with
one Latino majority-minority district. Over the subsequent
decade, demographic trends resulted in the African—
American influence district becoming a majority-minority
district. Those same demographic trends resulted in at least
one district having a greater than 80% African—American

population.

*5 Under the Supreme Court's ruling in Thornburg v.
Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 106 S.Ct. 2752, 92 L.Ed.2d 25 (1986),
extended to single-member districts in Growe v. Emison, 507
U.S.25,40-41,113 S.Ct. 1075, 122 L.Ed.2d 388 (1993), three
things must be present to warrant the consideration of race
as the primary basis for drawing districts: first, the minority
group must be “sufficiently large and geographically compact
to constitute a majority in a single-member district”; second,
the minority group must be “politically cohesive”; and third,
the majority must “vote[ | sufficiently as a bloc to enable it ...
to defeat the minority's preferred candidate.” 478 U.S. at 50—
51.
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The parties agree that the African—American community in
the City of Milwaukee is large enough and compact enough
to constitute a majority in several districts, and the parties
share the view that African-Americans generally vote for
Democrats. However, they disagree as to whether block
voting occurs in the City of Milwaukee, and if so, what
remedy should be applied.

The Jensen and Baumgart intervenors argued mutually
contradictory positions with respect to whether § 2 of the
Voting Rights Act should be considered in this case. The
Jensen intervenors alleged that there was no evidence of
block voting by whites in the City of Milwaukee, which,
if correct would negate any justification under Growe for
reliance upon race in constructing voting districts. However,
the Jensen intervenors' expert, Bernard Grofman, testified by
affidavit that the only way to respect communities of interest
in Milwaukee is to draw district lines that create six African—
American majority-minority districts, and avoid “packing”
African—American votes. Indeed, the Jensen plans appear to
have relied upon race as the basis for creating districts in the
City of Milwaukee: a simple inspection of the Jensen plans
of Milwaukee and the plans showing Milwaukee's minority
population leads to the conclusion that the Jensen plans were
crafted to chop the areas of Milwaukee with the highest
African American populations and to balance those areas with
areas of greater white population from outer sections of the
City of Milwaukee.

In contrast, the Baumgart intervenors presented expert
testimony that all of the Gingles criteria were present in
Wisconsin in general and the City of Milwaukee in particular,
but that the Jensen plans divided the African—-American
population too thinly and would result in the inability
of African—-Americans to elect candidates of choice. The
Baumgart intervenors' expert noted that a minority district
requires an African-American voting age population of at
least 60% to guarantee the election of candidates of choice,
and that only their plans satisfied this criterion. Somewhat
counterintuitively, the Baumgart intervenors' expert asserted
that the court must reject the Jensen plans for failure initially
to satisfy the Gingles factors (even though he urged the court
to find that the Baumgart plans are consistent with Gingles ).

*6 At the final hearing the parties debated the relative
partisan impact of their plans. The Jensen intervenors
contended that their plans were fair, using a “base-
race” analysis, and resulted in “competitive” districts. The
Baumgart intervenors in turn submitted that the Jensen plans
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were flawed because they packed the Democrats into a
lesser number of districts and that the Jensen plans give the
Republicans a five-seat majority in an even election.

Analysis reveals that the “base-race” method used by the
Jensen intervenors is only as reliable as the elections chosen,
and may be biased if special factors are present in the base-
races used for the estimate. See Prosser, 793 F.Supp. at 868
(noting that the ground for using base-races was destroyed on
cross examination, as the races chosen “were riven by special
factors”). The three base-races relied upon by Jensen's expert
were saturated with special factors: the 1998 gubernatorial
election, paired three-time incumbent Tommy Thompson
(possibly the most popular governor in Wisconsin's history)
against political newcomer Ed Garvey; the 1996 secretary
of state election, paired Doug LaFollette (a distant relative
of Progressive icon “Fighting Bob” La Follette and former
Governor Phillip La Follette) against Linda Cross; and the
2000 presidential election, perhaps the closest in this state's
history. Moreover, the base-race analysis was determined
merely by averaging the vote percentages for each candidate
in all of the districts without considering differences in
population between the districts, thus biasing the analysis in
favor of underpopulated districts.

The Baumgart intervenors' method for analyzing political
fairness was more sophisticated than the base-race method
and is correct in the results found, namely, that even if the
Democrats win a bare majority of votes, they will take less
than 50% of the total number of seats in the Assembly. The
problem with using this finding as the basis for a plan is that
it does not take into account the difference between popular
and legislative majorities, and the fact that, practically, there
is no way to draw plans which use the traditional criteria
and completely avoid this result. Theoretically, it would be
possible to draw lines for Assembly districts that would assure
that the party with the popular majority holds every seat in
the Assembly. See Prosser, 793 F.Supp. at 864. However,
Wisconsin Democrats tend to be found in high concentrations
in certain areas of the state, and the only way to assure that
the number of seats in the Assembly corresponds roughly to
the percentage of votes cast would be at-large election of the
entire Assembly, which neither side has advocated and would
likely violate the Voting Rights Act.

Having found various unredeemable flaws in the various
plans submitted by the parties, the court was forced to draft
one of its own. As was done in 1992, a draft version of the
plan was submitted to the parties for comment and analysis.
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The parties were allowed five days to analyze the draft and to
comment to the court.

*7 The court undertook its redistricting endeavor in
the most neutral way it could conceive—by taking the
1992 reapportionment plan as a template and adjusting it
for population deviations. The process began with district
adjustments in the southeastern corner of the state. That
area was chosen for two reasons. First, Milwaukee County
has experienced the state's greatest population loss over the
past decade, while the region immediately to its west has
experienced the greatest population growth. Thus, the greatest
population deviation in the state lies within this area. Second,
the parties devoted much of their trial time to discussing how

their plans would affect Milwaukee County.5

The population shifts in the area necessitated the
elimination of one assembly district in Milwaukee
County and the creation of one assembly district in the
high-growth area west of the county.

When making the necessary changes to the boundaries of
the existing districts, the court was guided by the neutral
principles of maintaining municipal boundaries and uniting
communities of interest. There was also an attempt to keep
population deviation between districts as low as possible
while respecting these principles.

As part of its efforts, the court had to decide whether to
renumber the assembly districts in southeastern Wisconsin
to accommodate the migration of one entire district out
of Milwaukee County. And there was an attempt to create
physically compact senate districts and maintain communities
of interest when making this decision.

Obviously, the process involved some subjective choices.
For example, the court had to decide which communities
to exclude from overpopulated districts and to include in
underpopulated districts. Where possible, the court relied
on affidavits supplied by the parties describing the natural
communities of interest to direct these subjective choices.
(Senator George's submissions provided particular guidance
within Milwaukee County in this regard.)

Adherence to these criteria resulted in a plan containing
five African-American majority assembly districts, one
Latino majority assembly district, and one African—American
“influence” assembly district. The racial and cultural minority
populations in these districts appear sufficient to permit
African—Americans and Latinos to elect candidates of choice.
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Hence, it was unnecessary to decide whether racially
polarized voting occurs in southeastern Wisconsin (thereby
necessitating the conscious creation of majority-minority
districts pursuant to the Voting Rights Act).

The court's plan embodies a maximum population deviation
of 1.48%, which is lower than the population deviation of the
best of the Baumgart intervenors' plans and slightly higher
than the population deviations of the Jensen intervenors'
plans, and within the de minimis 2% threshold set by the AFL—
CIO court. Presumably, because of the methodology used, the
court's plan meets or exceeds the submissions of the parties
and amici with respect to most traditional apportionment
criteria. The average level of core retention is 76.7%, versus
73.9% for the Jensen plans and 74% for the Baumgart plans.
The court plan splits 50 municipalities, as compared to 51 for
the Jensen plans and 78 for the Baumgart plans. The number
of voters disenfranchised with respect to Senate elections is
171,613, versus 206,428 for the Jensen plans and 303,606
for the Baumgart plans. District compactness levels are also
higher than those for the Jensen and Baumgart plans, using

the smallest circle and perimeter to area measures. Finally,
the court plan respects traditional communities of interest in
the City of Milwaukee.

The court's plan is also superior to all plans submitted by
amici with respect to the traditional redistricting criteria.

*8 Now, therefore,

IT IS ORDERED that the Wisconsin State legislative districts
described in Chapter 4 of the Wisconsin Statutes (1999-2000)
are declared unconstitutional.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all elections to be held
in the Wisconsin State legislative districts as described
in Chapter 4 of the Wisconsin Statutes (1999-2000) are
enjoined.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the 99 Wisconsin State
assembly districts described below are organized into 33
senate districts as follows:

I. SENATE DISTRICTS

First senate district: The combination of the 1st, 2nd and 3rd
assembly districts.
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Second senate district: The combination of the 4th, 5th, and
6th assembly districts.

Third senate district: The combination of the 7th, 8th, and 9th
assembly districts.

Fourth senate district: The combination of the 10th, 11th, and
12th assembly districts.

Fifth senate district: The combination of the 13th, 14th, and
15th assembly districts.

Sixth senate district: The combination of the 16th, 17th, and
18th assembly districts.

Seventh senate district: The combination of the 19th, 20th,
and 21st assembly districts.

Eighth senate district: The combination of the 22nd, 23rd, and
24th assembly districts.

Ninth senate district: The combination of the 25th, 26th, and
27th assembly districts.

Tenth senate district: The combination of the 28th, 29th, and
30th assembly districts.

Eleventh senate district: The combination of the 31st, 32nd,
and 33rd assembly districts.

Twelfth senate district: The combination of the 34th, 35th, and
36th assembly districts.

Thirteenth senate district: The combination of the 37th, 38th,
and 39th assembly districts.

Fourteenth senate district: The combination of the 40th, 41st,
and 42nd assembly districts.

Fifteenth senate district: The combination of the 43rd, 44th,
and 45th assembly districts.

Sixteenth senate district: The combination of the 46th, 47th,
and 48th assembly districts.

Seventeenth senate district: The combination of the 49th,
50th, and 51st assembly districts.
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Eighteenth senate district: The combination of the 52nd, 53rd,
and 54th assembly districts.

Nineteenth senate district: The combination of the 55th, 56th,
and 57th assembly districts.

Twentieth senate district: The combination of the 58th, 59th,
and 60th assembly districts.

Twenty—First senate district: The combination of the 61st,
62nd, and 63rd assembly districts.

Twenty—Second senate district: The combination of the 64th,
65th, and 66th assembly districts.

Twenty—Third senate district: The combination of the 67th,
68th, and 69th assembly districts.

Twenty—Fourth senate district: The combination of the 70th,
71st, and 72nd assembly districts.

Twenty—Fifth senate district: The combination of the 73rd,
74th, and 75th assembly districts.

Twenty—Sixth senate district: The combination of the 76th,
77th, and 78th assembly districts.

Twenty—Seventh senate district: The combination of the 79th,
80th, and 81st assembly districts.

*9 Twenty—Eighth senate district: The combination of the
82nd, 83rd, and 84th assembly districts.

Twenty—Ninth senate district: The combination of the 85th,
86th, and 87th assembly districts.

Thirtieth senate district: The combination of the 88th, 89th,
and 90th assembly districts.

Thirty—First senate district: The combination of the 91st,
92nd, and 93rd assembly districts.

Thirty—Second senate district: The combination of the 94th,
95th, and 96th assembly districts.

Thirty—Third senate district: The combination of the 97th,
98th, and 99th assembly districts.

II. ASSEMBLY DISTRICTS
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First assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the first assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Door County.

(2) Brown County. That part of Brown County consisting
of the towns of Green Bay, Humboldt, and Scott.

(3) Kewaunee County. That part of Kewaunee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Ahnapee, Carlton, Casco, Lincoln,
Luxemburg, Montpelier, Pierce, Red River, and West
Kewaunee.

(b) The villages of Casco and Luxemburg.

(c) The cities of Algoma and Kewaunee.

Second assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 2nd assembly district:

(1) Brown County. That part of Brown County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bellevue, Eaton, Glenmore, Ledgeview,
New Denmark, Rockland, and Wrights town.

(b) The villages of Denmark and Wrights town.

(2) Kewaunee County. That part of Kewaunee County
consisting of the town of Franklin.

(3) Manitowoc County. That part of Manitowoc County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Cooperstown, Franklin, Gibson, Kossuth,
Maple Grove, Mishicot, Two Creeks, and Two Rivers.

(b) The villages of Francis Creek, Kellnersville, Maribel,
and Mishicot.

(c) The city of Two Rivers.

Third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 3rd assembly district:

(1) Brown County. That part of Brown County consisting
of the towns of Holland and Morrison.

(2) Calumet County. That part of Calumet County
consisting of all of the following:

App.

(a) The towns of Brillion, Chilton, Harrison, Stockbridge,
and Woodyville.

(b) The villages of Sherwood and Stock bridge.

(¢) The cities of Brillion and Chilton.

(d) That part of the city of Appleton located in the county.
(e) That part of the city of Menasha located in the county.

(3) Outagamie County. That part of Outagamie County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Buchanan.
(b) The villages of Combined Locks and Kimberly.

(c) That part of the village of Little Chute comprising wards
5,6,7,and 11.

(4) Winnebago County. That part of Winnebago County
consisting of that part of the city of Appleton comprising
wards 41 and 49.

Fourth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Brown County constitutes the 4th assembly district:

*10 (1) The village of Allouez.

(2) That part of the village of Ashwaubenon comprising
wards 1, 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,10, 11, and 12.

(3) The city of De Pere.

(4) That part of the city of Green Bay comprising ward 46.

Fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 5th assembly district:

(1) Brown County. That part of Brown County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Hobart and Lawrence.

(b) That part of the village of Ashwaubenon comprising
ward 9.

(c) That part of the city of Green Bay comprising wards 47,
48, and 49.

(2) Outagamie County. That part of Outagamie County
consisting of all of the following:
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(a) The towns of Black Creek, Cicero, Freedom, Kaukauna,
Oneida, Osborn, Seymour, and Vandenbroek.

(b) The villages of Black Creek and Nichols.

(c) That part of the village of Little Chute comprising wards
1,2,4,8,9, 10, and 12.

(d) That part of the village of Howard located in the county.
(e) The cities of Kaukauna and Seymour.

(3) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of the town of Maple Grove.

Sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 6th assembly district:

(1) Oconto County. That part of Oconto County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Abrams, Bagley, Brazeau, Breed, Gillett,
How, Maple Valley, Morgan, Oconto Falls, Spruce, and
Underhill.

(b) The village of Suring.
(c) The cities of Gillett and Oconto Falls.

(2) Outagamie County. That part of Outagamie County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bovina, Deer Creek, Ellington, Liberty,
Maine, and Maple Creek.

(b) The villages of Bear Creek and Shiocton.

(3) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Angelica, Belle Plaine, Grant, Green
Valley, Hartland, Herman, Lessor, Morris, Navarino,
Pella, Richmond, Seneca, Washington, Waukechon, and
Wescott.

(b) The villages of Bonduel, Bowler, Cecil, and Gresham.
(c) The city of Shawano.

(4) Waupaca County. That part of Waupaca County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Matteson.
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(b) The village of Embarrass.

Seventh assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 7th assembly district:

(1) That part of the city of Greenfield comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,8,13, 14,15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21.

(2) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 193, 194, 195, 196,
197, 198, 199, and 231.

Eighth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 8th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 63, 64, 132,
133, 134, 135, 139, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208,
209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 291, 292, and 293.

Ninth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 9th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 136, 137, 138,
140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 182, 183, 200, 217, 218,
219, 220, 221, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 294, 295,
and 296.

*11 Tenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 10th assembly district:

(1) That part of the city of Glendale comprising wards 1,
6, and 12.

(2) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 1,
2,3,11,13, 16, 17, 19, 41, 48, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100,
101, 102, 103, 104, 157, 161, 164, 165, 166, 176, 177,
and 178.

Eleventh assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 11th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9,10, 12, 14, 15, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 78, 79, 80,
115, 156, 158, 159, 160, 162, and 163.

Twelfth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 12th assembly district:

(1) Milwaukee County. That part of Milwaukee County
consisting of all of the following:
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(a) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards

24, 25,74, 75,76, 77, 83, 148, 149, 151, 152, 153, 154,
155, 264, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, and 273.

(b) That part of the city of Wauwatosa comprising wards
23 and 24.

(2) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of that part of the city of Milwaukee
comprising ward 274.

Thirteenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 13th assembly district:

(1) The village of West Milwaukee.

(2) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
37, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 282, 283, 284,
285, 288, and 289.

(3) That part of the city of Wauwatosa comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,7,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15.

Fourteenth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 14th assembly district:

(1) Milwaukee County. That part of Milwaukee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
286 and 287.

(b) That part of the city of Wauwatosa comprising wards 5,
6,8,9,16,17,18, 19,20, 21, and 22.

(c) That part of the city of West Allis comprising wards 16,
17, 18, 28, 30, and 32.

(2) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The village of EIm Grove.

(b) That part of the city of Brookfield comprising wards 1,
2,3,7,9, 15,23, and 24.

Fifteenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 15th assembly district:

(1) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
191 and 192.
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(2) That part of the city of West Allis comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23,24,25,26,27,29, 31, and 33.

Sixteenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 16th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 60, 61, 62,
65, 66,70, 71,72,73, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112,
174, 175, 179, 180, 297, 298, 299, 311, 312, 313, and 314.

*12 Seventeenth assembly district. All of the following
territory in Milwaukee County constitutes the 17th assembly
district: that part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 81, 82, 84, 113, 114, 116, 117,
118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 127, 128, 167, 168,
169, 170, and 171.

Eighteenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 18th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 67, 68, 69,
126, 129, 130, 131, 172, 173, 181, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279,
280, 281, 290, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308,
309, and 310.

Nineteenth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 19th assembly district: that
part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards 39, 42, 43,
44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 235,
236,237,238, 239, 240, 241, 251, 252, and 255.

Twentieth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Milwaukee County constitutes the 20th assembly district:

(1) The cities of Cudahy and St. Francis.

(2) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
216, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 230, 233, 234,
249,250, 253, 254, 256, and 257.

Twenty-first assembly district. All of the following territory
in Milwaukee County constitutes the 21st assembly district:

(1) The cities of Oak Creek and South Milwaukee.

(2) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
229 and 232.

Twenty-second assembly district. All of the following
territory in Milwaukee County constitutes the 22nd assembly
district:
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(1) The villages of Fox Point, River Hills, Shorewood, and
Whitefish Bay.

(2) That part of the city of Glendale comprising wards 2, 3,
4,5,7,8,9,10, and 11.

(3) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
38, 40, 147, and 150.

Twenty-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 23rd assembly district:

(1) Milwaukee County. That part of Milwaukee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The village of Brown Deer.
(b) That part of the village of Bayside located in the county.

(c) That part of the city of Milwaukee comprising wards
258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, and 265.

(2) Ozaukee County. That part of Ozaukee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The village of Thiensville.
(b) That part of the village of Bayside located in the county.

(c) That part of the city of Mequon comprising wards 1, 3,
4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
and 21.

(3) Washington County. That part of Washington County
consisting of that part of the city of Milwaukee
comprising ward 262.

Twenty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 24th assembly district:

(1) Washington County. That part of Washington County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Germantown.

*13 (b) That part of the town of Richfield comprising
wards 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, and 13.

(c) The village of Germantown.

(2) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:
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(a) The village of Butler.

(b) That part of the village of Menomonee Falls comprising
wards 1,2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17,19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 28, and 29.

Twenty-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 25th assembly district:

(1) Calumet County. That part of Calumet County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Rantoul.
(b) The villages of Hilbert and Potter.

(2) Manitowoc County. That part of Manitowoc County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Cato, Centerville, Eaton, Liberty,
Manitowoc, Manitowoc Rapids, Meeme, Newton, and
Rockland.

(b) The villages of Cleveland, Reedsville, St. Nazianz,
Valders, and Whitelaw.

(c) The city of Manitowoc.

Twenty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Sheboygan County constitutes the 26th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Sheboygan comprising ward 2.
(2) The village of Kohler.
(3) The city of Sheboygan.

(4) That part of the city of Sheboygan Falls comprising
ward 10.

Twenty-seventh assembly district. All of the following
territory constitutes the 27th assembly district:

(1) Calumet County. That part of Calumet County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Brothertown, Charlestown, and New
Holstein.

(b) The city of New Holstein.

(c) That part of the city of Kiel located in the county.
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(2) Fond du Lac County. That part of Fond du Lac County
consisting of all of the following:
(a) The towns of Calumet, Forest, and Marshfield.
(b) The villages of Mount Calvary and St. Cloud.

(3) Manitowoc County. That part of Manitowoc County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Schleswig.
(b) That part of the city of Kiel located in the county.

(4) Sheboygan County. That part of Sheboygan County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Greenbush, Herman, Mosel, Plymouth,
Rhine, Russell, and Sheboygan Falls.

(b) That part of the town of Sheboygan comprising wards
1,3,4,5,6,and 7.

(c) The villages of Elkhart Lake, Glenbeulah, and Howards
Grove.

(d) The city of Plymouth.

(e) That part of the city of Sheboygan Falls comprising
wards 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,and 9.

Twenty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 28th assembly district:

(1) Burnett County. That part of Burnett County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Anderson, Daniels, Dewey, Grantsburg,
La Follette, Lincoln, Meenon, Roosevelt, Siren, Trade
Lake, West Marshland, and Wood River.

(b) The villages of Grantsburg, Siren, and Webster.

(2) Polk County. That part of Polk County consisting of all
of the following:

*14 (a) The towns of Alden, Apple River, Balsam
Lake, Black Brook, Bone Lake, Clam Falls, Clayton,
Clear Lake, Eureka, Farmington, Garfield, Georgetown,
Laketown, Lincoln, Lorain, Luck, Milltown, Osceola,
St. Croix Falls, Sterling, and West Sweden.
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(b) The villages of Balsam Lake, Centuria, Clayton, Clear
Lake, Dresser, Frederic, Luck, Milltown, and Osceola.

(c) The cities of Amery and St. Croix Falls.

(3) St. Croix County. That part of St. Croix County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) That part of the town of Somerset comprising wards 1,
3,4, and 5.

(b) The village of Somerset.

Twenty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 29th assembly district:

(1) Dunn County. That part of Dunn County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Lucas, Menomonie, and Stanton.
(b) The village of Knapp.
(c) The city of Menomonie.

(2) Pierce County. That part of Pierce County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Gilman and Spring Lake.
(b) The village of Elmwood.

(c) That part of the village of Spring Valley located in the
county.

(3) St. Croix County. That part of St. Croix County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Baldwin, Cady, Cylon, Eau Galle,
Emerald, Erin Prairie, Forest, Glenwood, Hammond,
Kinnickinnic, Pleasant Valley, Richmond, Rush River,
Springfield, Stanton, Star Prairie, and Warren.

(b) The villages of Baldwin, Deer Park, Hammond,
Roberts, Star Prairie, Wilson, and Woodville.

(c) That part of the village of Spring Valley located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Glenwood City and New Richmond.

Thirtieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 30th assembly district:
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(1) Pierce County. That part of Pierce County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Clifton, Diamond Bluff, Oak Grove, River
Falls, Trenton, and Trimbelle.

(b) The village of Ellsworth.
(c) The city of Prescott.
(d) That part of the city of River Falls located in the county.

(2) St. Croix County. That part of St. Croix County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Hudson, St. Joseph, and Troy.

(b) That part of the town of Somerset comprising ward 2.
(c) The village of North Hudson.

(d) The city of Hudson.

(e) That part of the city of River Falls located in the county.

Thirty-first assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 31st assembly district:

(1) Jefferson County. That part of Jefferson County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Cold Spring, Concord, Farmington,
Hebron, Palmyra, and Sullivan.

(b) The villages of Johnson Creek, Palmyra, and Sullivan.

(2) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Lafayette, La Grange, Spring Prairie,
Sugar Creek, and Troy.

(b) The city of Elkhorn.

*15 (3) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Eagle, Ottawa, and Summit.

(b) The villages of Dousman, Eagle, and Oconomowoc
Lake.

(c) hat part of the city of Oconomowoc comprising wards
7,8,9,10, 11, 12, and 13.
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Thirty-second assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 32nd assembly district:

(1) Kenosha County. That part of Kenosha County
consisting of the town of Wheat land.

(2) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bloomfield, Darien, Delavan, Geneva,
Linn, Lyons, Sharon, and Walworth.

(b) The villages of Darien, Fontana—on—Geneva Lake,
Sharon, Walworth, and Williams Bay.

(c) That part of the village of Genoa City located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Delavan and Lake Geneva.

Thirty-third assembly district. All of the following territory in
Waukesha County constitutes the 33rd assembly district:

(1) The towns of Delafield and Geneses.

(2) That part of the town of Mukwonago comprising wards
1,2,4,5,6,7,8,9,and 10.

(3) That part of the town of Waukesha comprising wards
3,7,and 8.

(4) The villages of Chenequa, Hartland, Nashotah, North
Prairie, and Wales.

(5) The city of Delafield.
(6) That part of the city of Pewaukee comprising ward 7.

(7) That part of the city of Waukesha comprising wards 8§,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15.

Thirty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 34th assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Vilas County.

(2) Oneida County. That part of Oneida County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Crescent, Enterprise, Hazelhurst, Lake
Tomahawk, Minocqua, Monico, Newbold, Pelican,
Piehl, Pine Lake, Schoepke, Stella, Sugar Camp, Three
Lakes, and Woodruff.
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(b) The city of Rhinelander.

Thirty-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 35th assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Lincoln County.

(2) Langlade County. That part of Langlade County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Ackley, Ainsworth, Antigo, Elcho, Neva,
Norwood, Parrish, Peck, Rolling, Summit, Upham, and
Vilas.

(b) The city of Antigo.

(3) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Halsey, Hamburg, Harrison, and Hewitt.
(b) The village of Athens.

(4) Oneida County. That part of Oneida County consisting
of the towns of Cassian, Little Rice, Lynne, Nokomis,
and Woodboro.

Thirty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 36th assembly district:

(1) Whole counties. Florence County, Forest County, and
Menominee County.

(2) Langlade County. That part of Langlade County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Evergreen, Langlade, Polar, Price, and
Wolf River.

*16 (b) The village of White Lake.

(3) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Elderon.
(b) The village of Elderon.

(c) That part of the village of Birnamwood located in the
county.

(4) Marinette County. That part of Marinette County
consisting of all of the following:
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(a) The towns of Amberg, Athelstane, Beecher, Dunbar,
Goodman, Lake, Middle Inlet, Niagara, Pembine,
Porterfield, Silver Cliff, Stephenson, Wagner, and
Wausaukee.

(b) The villages of Crivitz and Wausaukee.
(c) The city of Niagara.

(5) Oconto County. That part of Oconto County consisting
of the towns of Doty, Lakewood, Mountain, Riverview,
and Townsend.

(6) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Almon, Aniwa, Bartelme, Birnamwood,
Hutchins, Red Springs, and Wittenberg.

(b) The villages of Mattoon and Wittenberg.

(c) That part of the village of Birnamwood located in the
county.

Thirty-seventh assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 37th assembly district:

(1) Dane County. That part of Dane County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Albion, Christiana, and Deerfield.
(b) The villages of Deerfield and Rochdale.

(c) That part of the village of Cambridge located in the
county.

(2) Jefferson County. That part of Jefferson County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Aztalan, Jefferson, Koshkonong,
Lake Mills, Milford, Oakland, Sumner, Waterloo, and
Watertown.

(b) That part of the town of Ixonia comprising wards 1, 3,
and 4.

(c) That part of the village of Cambridge located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Fort Atkinson, Jefferson, Lake Mills, and
Waterloo.
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Thirty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 38th assembly district:

(1) Columbia County. That part of Columbia County
consisting of that part of the city of Columbus located
in the county.

(2) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Ashippun, Clyman, Elba, Emmet,
Hustisford, Lebanon, Lowell, Portland, and Shields.

(b) The villages of Clyman, Hustisford, Lowell, and
Reeseville.

(c) That part of the city of Watertown located in the county.

(d) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of that part of the city of Columbus located in the county.

(3) Jefferson County. That part of Jefferson County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) That part of the town of Ixonia comprising ward 2.
(b) That part of the city of Watertown located in the county.

(4) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Oconomowoc.
(b) The village of Lac La Belle.

(c) That part of the city of Oconomowoc comprising wards
1,2,3,4,5,and 6.

Thirty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 39th assembly district:

*17 (1) Columbia County. That part of Columbia County
consisting of that part of the village of Randolph located
in the county.

(2) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Beaver Dam, Burnett, Calamus, Chester,
Fox Lake, Herman, Hubbard, Leroy, Lomira, Oak
Grove, Rubicon, Trenton, Westford, and Williams town.

(b) The villages of Brownsville, Iron Ridge, Kekoskee,
Lomira, and Neosho.
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(c) That part of the village of Randolph located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Beaver Dam, Fox Lake, Horicon, Juneau,
and Maxville.

Fortieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 40th assembly district:

(1) Outagamie County. That part of Outagamie County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Hottonia.
(b) The village of Hortonville.

(c) That part of the city of New London located in the
county.

(2) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of that part of the city of Marion located in
the county.

(3) Waupaca County. That part of Waupaca County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bear Creek, Caledonia, Dayton,
Dupont, Farmington, Harrison, Helvetia, lola, Larrabee,
Lebanon, Lind, Little Wolf, Mukwa, Royalton, St.
Lawrence, Scandinavia, Union, Waupaca, Weyauwega,
and Wyoming.

(b) The villages of Big Falls, Iola, Ogdensburg, and
Scandinavia.

(c) The cities of Clintonville, Manawa, Waupaca, and
Weyauwega.

(d) That part of the city of Marion located in the county.

(e) That part of the city of New London located in the
county.

Forty-first assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 41st assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Green Lake County.

(2) Fond du Lac County. That part of Fond du Lac County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Alto, Metomen, and Ripon.
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(b) The villages of Brandon and Fair water.
(c) The city of Ripon.

(3) Marquette County. That part of Marquette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Crystal Lake, Mecan, Neshkoro, and
Newton.

(b) The village of Neshkoro.

(4) Waupaca County. That part of Waupaca County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Fremont.
(b) The village of Fremont.

(5) Waushara County. That part of Waushara County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Aurora, Bloomfield, Coloma, Dakota,
Leon, Marion, Mount Morris, Poysippi, Richford,
Saxeville, Springwater, Warren, and Wautoma.

(b) The villages of Coloma, Lohrville, Redgranite, and
Wild Rose.

(c) The city of Wautoma.

(d) That part of the city of Berlin located in the county.

Forty-second assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 42nd assembly district:

(1) Adams County. That part of Adams County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Dell Prairie and New Haven.

*18 (b) That part of the city of Wisconsin Dells located
in the county.

(2) Columbia County. That part of Columbia County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Caledonia, Fort Winnebago, Lewiston,
Marcellon, Newport, and Wyocena.

(b) The villages of Pardeeville and Wyocena.

(c) The city of Portage.

App.

(d) That part of the city of Wisconsin Dells located in the
county.

(3) Marquette County. That part of Marquette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Buffalo, Douglas, Harris, Montello,
Moundville, Shields,
Westfield.

Oxford, Packwaukee, and

(b) The villages of Endeavor and Oxford.
(¢) The city of Montello.

(4) Sauk County. That part of Sauk County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Baraboo, Delton, Fairfield, and
Greenfield.

(b) The villages of Lake Delton and West Baraboo.
(c) The city of Baraboo.

(d) That part of the city of Wisconsin Dells located in the
county.

Forty-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 43rd assembly district:

(1) Dane County. That part of Dane County consisting of
that part of the city of Edgerton located in the county.

(2) Jefferson County. That part of Jefferson County
consisting of that part of the city of Whitewater located
in the county.

(3) Rock County. That part of Rock County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Avon, Beloit, Center, Fulton, Janesville,
Lima, Milton, Newark, Plymouth, Porter, Rock, and
Spring Valley.

(b) The villages of Footville and Orfordville.
(c) The city of Milton.
(d) That part of the city of Edgerton located in the county.

(4) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of all of the following:
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(a) The town of Whitewater.

(b) That part of the city of Whitewater located in the county.

Forty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Rock County constitutes the 44th assembly district: that
part of the city of Janesville comprising wards 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8,
9,10,11, 13,14, 15,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25.

Forty-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 45th assembly district:

(1) Rock County. That part of Rock County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bradford, Clinton, Harmony, Johnstown,
La Prairie, and Turtle.

(b) The village of Clinton.
(c) The city of Beloit.

(d) That part of the city of Janesville comprising wards 5,
6, and 12.

(2) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of the town of Richmond.

Forty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Dane County constitutes the 46th assembly district:

(1) The towns of Cottage Grove, Dunkirk, Pleasant
Springs, Rutland, and Sun Prairie.

(2) That part of the town of Dunn comprising wards 1 and 7.
(3) The village of Cottage Grove.

(4) That part of the village of Oregon comprising wards 2,
3, and 4.

*19 (5) The cities of Stoughton and Sun Prairie.

Forty-seventh assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 47th assembly district:

(1) Columbia County. That part of Columbia County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Arlington, Columbus, Courtland,
Dekorra, Fountain Prairie, Hampden, Leeds, Lodi,

App.
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Lowville, Otsego, Pacific, Randolph, Scott, Springvale,
and West Point.

(b) The villages of Arlington, Cambria, Doylestown, Fall
River, Friesland, Poynette, and Rio.

(c) The city of Lodi.

(2) Dane County. That part of Dane County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bristol, Dane, Mazomanie, Medina,
Roxbury, Vienna, Windsor, and York.

(b) The villages of Dane, DeForest, and Marshall.

(3) Sauk County. That part of Sauk County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The town of Merrimac.

(b) The village of Merrimac.

Forty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Dane County constitutes the 48th assembly district:

(1) The town of Blooming Grove.

(2) That part of the town of Dunn comprising wards 2, 3,
4,5, and 6.

(3) The village of McFarland.
(4) The city of Monona.

(5) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards 1, 2,
3,4,5,6,7,8,10,11, 12,13, 33, 55, and 56.

Forty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 49th assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Grant County.

(2) Iowa County. That part of lowa County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) That part of the village of Livingston located in the
county.

(b) That part of the village of Montfort located in the
county.

(c) That part of the village of Muscoda located in the
county.
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(3) Lafayette County. That part of Lafayette County
consisting of all of the following:
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(d) The city of Reedsburg.

Fifty-first assembly district. All of the following territory

(a) The town of Benton.
(b) The village of Benton.

(c¢) That part of the village of Hazel Green located in the
county.

(d) That part of the city of Cuba City located in the county.

(4) Richland County. That part of Richland County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Dayton, Eagle, Orion, and Richwood.

(b) The village of Boaz.

Fiftieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 50th assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Juneau County.

(2) Monroe County. That part of Monroe County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Clifton and Glendale.
(b) The village of Kendall.

(3) Richland County. That part of Richland County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Marshall, Richland, Rockbridge,
Westford, and Willow.

(b) That part of the village of Cazenovia located in the
county.

(c) The city of Richland Center.

(4) Sauk County. That part of Sauk County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Dellona, Excelsior, Freedom, Ironton, La
Valle, Reedsburg, Washington, Westfield, Winfield, and
Woodland.

*20 (b) The villages of Ironton, La Valle, Lime Ridge,
Loganville, North Freedom, and Rock Springs.

constitutes the 51st assembly district:

(1) Iowa County. That part of Iowa County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Arena, Brigham, Clyde, Dodgeville, Eden,
Highland, Linden, Mifflin, Mineral Point, Moscow,
Pulaski, Ridgeway, Waldwick, and Wyoming.

(b) The villages of Arena, Avoca, Barneveld, Cobb,
Highland, Hollandale, Linden, Rewey, and Ridge way.

(c) That part of the village of Blanchardville located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Dodgeville and Mineral Point.

(2) Lafayette County. That part of Lafayette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Argyle, Belmont, Blanchard, Darlington,
Elk Grove, Fayette, Gratiot, Kendall, Lamont,
Monticello, New Diggings, Seymour, Shullsburg, White
Oak Springs, Willow Springs, and Wiota.

(b) The villages of Argyle, Belmont, and Gratiot.

(¢) That part of the village of Blanchardville located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Darlington and Shullsburg.

(3) Richland County. That part of Richland County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Buena Vista and Ithaca.
(b) The village of Lone Rock.

(4) Sauk County. That part of Sauk County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bear Creek, Franklin, Honey Creek,
Prairie du Sac, Spring Green, Sumpter, and Troy.

(b) The villages of Plain, Prairie du Sac, Sauk City, and
Spring Green.

(c) That part of the village of Cazenovia located in the  Fifty-second assembly district. All of the following territory
county. in Fond du Lac County constitutes the 52nd assembly district:
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(1) The towns of Eldorado, Friendship, and Taycheedah.
(2) The village of North Fond du Lac.

(3) The city of Fond du Lac.

Fifty-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 53rd assembly district:

(1) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of that part of the city of Waupun located in the county.

(2) Fond du Lac County. That part of Fond du Lac County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Byron, Empire, Fond du Lac, Lamartine,
Oakfield, Rosendale, Springvale, and Waupun.

(b) The villages of Oakfield and Rosendale.
(c) That part of the city of Waupun located in the county.

(3) Winnebago County. That part of Winnebago County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Algoma, Black Wolf, Nekimi, Nepeuskun,
Omro, Oshkosh, Rushford, and Utica.

(b) The city of Omro.

(c) That part of the city of Oshkosh comprising wards 3, 4,
5,6,7,and 9.

Fifty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Winnebago County constitutes the 54th assembly district:
that part of the city of Oshkosh comprising wards 1, 2, 8, 10,
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27,28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33.

*21 Fifty-fifth assembly district. All of the following
territory in Winnebago County constitutes the 55th assembly
district:

(1) That part of the town of Menasha comprising wards 3,
4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, and 13.

(2) The city of Neenah.

(3) That part of the city of Appleton comprising wards 38
and 39.

(4) That part of the city of Menasha located in the county.
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Fifty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 56th assembly district:

(1) Outagamie County. That part of Outagamie County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Center, Dale, Grand Chute, and
Greenville.

(b) That part of the city of Appleton comprising wards 30,
31, and 32.

(2) Winnebago County. That part of Winnebago County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Clayton, Neenah, Poygan, Vinland,
Winchester, Winneconne, and Wolf River.

(b) That part of the town of Menasha comprising wards 1
and 2.

(¢) The village of Winneconne.

Fifty-seventh assembly district. All of the following territory
in Outagamie County constitutes the 57th assembly district:

(1) That part of the village of Little Chute comprising ward
3.

(2) That part of the city of Appleton comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23,24, 25,26, 27,28, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 37.

Fifty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Washington County constitutes the 58th assembly district:

(1) The towns of Addison, Jackson, and West Bend.
(2) That part of the town of Hartford comprising ward 5.

(3) That part of the town of Polk comprising wards 1, 2, 3,
4,6,and 7.

(4) That part of the town of Trenton comprising wards 3
and 4.

(5) The villages of Jackson and Slinger.

(6) The city of West Bend.

Fifty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 59th assembly district:
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(1) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The town of Theresa.
(b) The village of Theresa.

(2) Fond du Lac County. That part of Fond du Lac County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Ashford, Auburn, Eden, and Osceola.
(b) The villages of Campbellsport and Eden.

(3) Ozaukee County. That part of Ozaukee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Belgium and Fredonia.
(b) That part of the town of Saukville comprising ward 1.
(c) The villages of Belgium and Fredonia.

(4) Sheboygan County. That part of Sheboygan County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Holland, Lima, Lyndon, Mitchell, Scott,
Sherman, and Wilson.

(b) The villages of Adell, Cascade, Cedar Grove, Oostburg,
Random Lake, and Waldo.

(5) Washington County. That part of Washington County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Barton, Farmington, Kewaskum, and
Wayne.

*22 (b) The village of Kewaskum.

Sixtieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 60th assembly district:

(1) Ozaukee County. That part of Ozaukee County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Cedarburg, Grafton, and Port Washington.

(b) That part of the town of Saukville comprising wards 2,
3,4,5,and 6.

(c) The villages of Grafton and Sackville.

App.

(d) That part of the village of Newburg located in the
county.

(e) The cities of Cedarburg and Port Washington.
(f) That part of the city of Mequon comprising ward 2.

(2) Washington County. That part of Washington County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) That part of the town of Trenton comprising wards 1,
2,5,6,and 7.

(b) That part of the village of Newburg located in the
county.

Sixty-first assembly district. All of the following territory in
Racine County constitutes the 61st assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Mount Pleasant comprising
ward 22.

(2) The villages of North Bay and Wind Point.

(3) That part of the city of Racine comprising wards 1, 2,
3,4,5,6,7,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
22,27, 33, and 34.

Sixty-second assembly district. All of the following territory
in Racine County constitutes the 62nd assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Mount Pleasant comprising
wards 1, 2, 3,4, 5,7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, and 23.

(2) The villages of Elmwood Park and Sturtevant.

(3) That part of the city of Racine comprising wards 8, 21,
23,24, 25,26,28, 29, 30, 31, and 32.

Sixty-third assembly district. All of the following territory in
Racine County constitutes the 63rd assembly district:

(1) The towns of Caledonia, Dover, Norway, Raymond,
Rochester, and Yorkville.

(2) That part of the town of Mount Pleasant comprising
wards 6, 8, 9, 13, and 15.

(3) The villages of Rochester and Union Grove.
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Sixty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Kenosha County constitutes the 64th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Somers comprising ward 8.

(2) That part of the city of Kenosha comprising wards 1, 2,
3,4,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22, 29,
31, and 32.

Sixty-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Kenosha County constitutes the 65th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Bristol comprising ward 6.
(2) The village of Pleasant Prairie.

(3) That part of the city of Kenosha comprising wards 5, 6,
16,17, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 33, and 34.

Sixty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 66th assembly district:

(1) Kenosha County. That part of Kenosha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Brighton, Paris, Randall, and Salem.

(b) That part of the town of Bristol comprising wards 1, 2,
3,4,5,7,and 8.

*23 (c) That part of the town of Somers comprising wards
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10, 11, and 12.

(d) The villages of Paddock Lake, Silver Lake, and Twin
Lakes.

(e) That part of the village of Genoa City located in the
county.

(2) Racine County. That part of Racine County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The town of Burlington.
(b) That part of the city of Burlington located in the county.

(3) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of that part of the city of Burlington located
in the county.

Sixty-seventh assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 67th assembly district:

App.

(1) Barron County. That part of Barron County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Dallas, Dovre, and Sioux Creek.
(b) The village of Dallas.

(¢) That part of the village of New Auburn located in the
county.

(2) Chippewa County. That part of Chippewa County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Anson, Arthur, Auburn, Birch Creek,
Bloomer, Cleveland, Colburn, Cooks Valley, Eagle
Point, Estella, Goetz, Howard, Lake Holcombe, Ruby,
Sampson, Tilden, and Woodmohr.

(b) The village of Cadott.

(c) That part of the village of New Auburn located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Bloomer, Chippewa Falls, and Cornell.

(3) Dunn County. That part of Dunn County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Colfax, Elk Mound, Grant, Hay River,
New Haven, Otter Creek, Red Cedar, Sand Creek,
Sheridan, Sherman, Spring Brook, Tainter, Tiffany, and
Wilson.

(b) The villages of Boyceville, Colfax, Downing, Elk
Mound, Ridgeland, and Wheeler.

Sixty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 68th assembly district:

(1) Chippewa County. That part of Chippewa County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Hallie, Lafayette, and Wheaton.
(b) That part of the city of Eau Claire located in the county.

(2) Eau Claire County. That part of Eau Claire County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Lincoln, Ludington, Seymour, and Union.

(b) That part of the town of Washington comprising wards
9 and 13.
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(c) The village of Fall Creek.

(d) That part of the city of Altoona comprising wards 8, 12,
and 13.

(e) That part of the city of Eau Claire comprising wards 1,
7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 19, 22, 23, 29, 34, 35, 36, and
37.

Sixty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 69th assembly district:

(1) Chippewa County. That part of Chippewa County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Delmar, Edson, and Sigel.
(b) The village of Boyd.
(c) The city of Stanley.

(2) Clark County. That part of Clark County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Beaver, Butler, Colby, Eaton, Foster,

Fremont, Grant, Green Grove, Hendren, Hewett,
Hixon, Hoard, Longwood, Loyal, Lynn, Maywville,
Mead, Mentor, Pine Valley, Reseburg, Seif, Sherman,
Sherwood, Thorp, Unity, Warner, Washburn, Weston,

Withee, Worden, and York.
*24 (b) The villages of Curtiss, Granton, and Withee.

(c) That part of the village of Dorchester located in the
county.

(d) That part of the village of Unity located in the county.

(e) The cities of Greenwood, Loyal, Neillsville, Owen, and
Thorp.

(f) That part of the city of Abbotsford located in the county.
(g) That part of the city of Colby located in the county.

(3) Eau Claire County. That part of Eau Claire County
consisting of the town of Wilson.

(4) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Brighton, Cleveland, Eau Pleine,
Frankfort, Hull, McMillan, Spencer, and Wien.

App.

(b) The villages of Edgar, Fenwood, Spencer, and Stratford.

(c) That part of the village of Dorchester located in the
county.

(d) That part of the village of Unity located in the county.
(e) That part of the city of Abbotsford located in the county.
(f) That part of the city of Colby located in the county.

(5) Taylor County. That part of Taylor County consisting
of the town of Taft.

(6) Wood County. That part of Wood County consisting of
the town of Lincoln.

Seventieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 70th assembly district:

(1) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of that part of the city of Marshfield located
in the county.

(2) Portage County. That part of Portage County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Carson, Dewey, Eau Pleine, Hull,
Linwood, and Sharon.

(b) That part of the town of Grant comprising ward 3.

(c) That part of the town of Plover comprising wards 1 and
4.

(d) The village of Junction City.

(e) That part of the village of Milladore located in the
county.

(3) Wood County. That part of Wood County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The Auburndale,
Cary, Cranmoor, Dexter, Hansen, Hiles, Marshfield,
Milladore, Port Edwards, Remington, Richfield, Rock,
Rudolph, Seneca, Sherry, Sigel, and Wood.

towns of Arpin, Cameron,

(b) The villages of Arpin, Auburndale, Hewitt, Rudolph,
and Vesper.

(c) That part of the village of Milladore located in the
county.
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(d) The cities of Nekoosa and Pittsville.

(e) That part of the city of Marshfield located in the county.

Seventy-first assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 71st assembly district:

(1) Portage County. That part of Portage County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Almond, Amherst, Belmont, Buena Vista,
Lanark, New Hope, Pine Grove, and Stockton.

(b) That part of the town of Plover comprising wards 2 and
3.

(c) The villages of Almond, Amherst, Amherst Junction,
Nelsonville, Park Ridge, Plover, and Whiting.

(d) The city of Stevens Point.

(2) Waushara County. That part of Waushara County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Deerfield, Hancock, Oasis, Plainfield, and
Rose.

*25 (b) The villages of Hancock and Plainfield.

Seventy-second assembly district. All of the following
territory constitutes the 72nd assembly district:

(1) Adams County. That part of Adams County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Adams, Big Flats, Colburn, Easton,
Jackson, Leola, Lincoln, Monroe, New Chester, Preston,
Quincy, Richfield, Rome, Springville, and Strongs
Prairie.

(b) The village of Friendship.
(c) The city of Adams.

(2) Marquette County. That part of Marquette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Springfield.

(b) The village of Westfield.

App.

(3) Portage County. That part of Portage County consisting
of that part of the town of Grant comprising wards 1 and
2.

(4) Wood County. That part of Wood County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Grand Rapids and Saratoga.
(b) The villages of Biron and Port Edwards.

(c) The city of Wisconsin Rapids.

Seventy-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 73rd assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Douglas County.

(2) Burnett County. That part of Burnett County consisting
of the towns of Blaine, Jackson, Oakland, Rusk, Sand
Lake, Scott, Swiss, Union, and Webb Lake.

(3) Washburn County. That part of Washburn County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bass Lake, Brooklyn, Casey, Chicog,
Crystal, Evergreen, Frog Creek, Gull Lake, Minong,
Springbrook, Stinnett, and Trego.

(b) The village of Mining.

Seventy-fourth assembly district. All of the following
territory constitutes the 74th assembly district:

(1) Whole counties. Ashland County, Bayfield County, and
Iron County.

(2) Sawyer County. That part of Sawyer County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bass Lake, Couderay, Edgewater,
Hayward, Hunter, Lenroot, Ojibwa, Radisson, Round
Lake, Sand Lake, Spider Lake, and Winter.

(b) The villages of Couderay, Radisson, and Winter.

(c) The city of Hayward.

Seventy-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 75th assembly district:

(1) Barron County. That part of Barron County consisting
of all of the following:
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(a) The towns of Almena, Arland, Barron, Bear Lake,
Cedar Lake, Chetek, Clinton, Crystal Lake, Cumberland,
Doyle, Lakeland, Maple Grove, Maple Plain, Oak
Grove, Prairie Farm, Prairie Lake, Rice Lake, Stanfold,
Stanley, Sumner, Turtle Lake, and Vance Creek.

(b) The villages of Almena, Cameron, Haugen, and Prairie
Farm.

(c) That part of the village of Turtle Lake located in the
county.

(d) The cities of Barron, Chetek, Cumberland, and Rice
Lake.

(2) Polk County. That part of Polk County consisting of all
of the following:

(a) The towns of Beaver, Johnstown, and McKinley.

(b) That part of the village of Turtle Lake located in the
county.

(3) Washburn County. That part of Washburn County
consisting of all of the following:

*26 (a) The towns of Barronett, Bashaw, Beaver Brook,
Birchwood, Long Lake, Madge, Sarona, Spooner, and
Stone Lake.

(b) The village of Birchwood.

(c) The cities of Shell Lake and Spooner.

Seventy-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Dane County constitutes the 76th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Madison comprising wards 2,
3,4, and 6.

(2) That part of the city of Fitchburg comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,and 6.

(3) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards 48,
50, 58, 59, 60, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 72, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88,
89, 90, 91, 92, 93, and 94.

Seventy-seventh assembly district. All of the following
territory in Dane County constitutes the 77th assembly
district:

(1) The village of Shorewood Hills.

App.

(2) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards 45,
46,47, 61, 62, 63, 64,70, 71, 73, 74,75, 76,77, 78, 79,
80, 81, 95, 96, and 97.

(3) That part of the city of Middleton comprising wards 2,
3, and 4.

Seventy-eighth assembly district. All of the following
territory in Dane County constitutes the 78th assembly
district:

(1) That part of the town of Madison comprising wards 1,
5,7,8,9,10,and 11.

(2) The village of Maple Bluff.

(3) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards 14,
15,21, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
49, 51, 52, 53, 54, and 57.

Seventy-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Dane County constitutes the 79th assembly district:

(1) The towns of Blue Mounds, Cross Plains, Middleton,
Springdale, Vermont, and Verona.

(2) The villages of Blue Mounds and Mount Horeb.
(3) The city of Verona.

(4) That part of the city of Fitchburg comprising wards 5,
7,8,9,10, 11, and 12.

(5) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards 82,
83, 98, and 99.

(6) That part of the city of Middleton comprising wards 1,
5,6,7,and 9.

Eightieth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 80th assembly district:

(1) Whole county. Green County.

(2) Dane County. That part of Dane County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Montrose, Oregon, Perry, and Primrose.

(b) That part of the village of Oregon comprising wards 1,
5,6,7,and 8.
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(c) That part of the village of Belleville located in the
county.

(d) That part of the village of Brooklyn located in the
county.

(3) Lafayette County. That part of Lafayette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Wayne.
(b) The village of South Wayne.

(4) Rock County. That part of Rock County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Magnolia and Union.

(b) The city of Evansville.

Eighty-first assembly district. All of the following territory in
Dane County constitutes the 81st assembly district:

(1) The towns of Berry, Black Earth, Burke, Springfield,
and Westport.

(2) The villages of Black Earth, Cross Plains, Mazomanie,
and Waunakee.

*27 (3) That part of the city of Madison comprising wards
9,16,17,18,19,20,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29, and 30.

(4) That part of the city of Middleton comprising ward 8.

Eighty-second assembly district. All of the following territory
in Milwaukee County constitutes the 82nd assembly district:

(1) The village of Greendale.
(2) The city of Franklin.

(3) That part of the city of Greenfield comprising wards 6,
7,9, 10, 11, and 12.

Eighty-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 83rd assembly district:

(1) Racine County. That part of Racine County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The town of Waterford.

(b) The village of Waterford.

App.

(2) Walworth County. That part of Walworth County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of East Troy.
(b) The village of East Troy.

(¢) That part of the village of Mukwonago located in the
county.

(3) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The town of Vernon.

(b) That part of the town of Mukwonago comprising ward
3.

(c) The village of Big Bend.

(d) That part of the village of Mukwonago located in the
county.

(e) The city of Muskego.

Eighty-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 84th assembly district:

(1) Milwaukee County. That part of Milwaukee County
consisting of the village of Hales Corners.

(2) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) That part of the town of Waukesha comprising wards 6,
9,10, 11, and 12.

(b) The city of New Berlin.

(c) That part of the city of Waukesha comprising wards 25
and 26.

Eighty-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 85th assembly district:

(1) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Berlin, Easton, Maine, Norrie, Plover,
Texas, and Wausau.

(b) The village of Brokaw.
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(c) That part of the village of Rothschild comprising wards
1,2, 3, and 4.
(d) The cities of Schofield and Wausau.

(2) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of the villages of Aniwa and Eland.

Eighty-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 86th assembly district:

(1) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns
Emmet, Franzen, Green Valley, Guenther, Knowlton,
Kronenwetter, Marathon, Mosinee, Reid, Rib Falls, Rib
Mountain, Rietbrock, Ringle, Stettin, and Weston.

of Bergen, Bevent, Cassel, Day,

(b) The villages of Hatley, Marathon City, and Weston.

(c) That part of the village of Rothschild comprising wards
5 and 6.

(d) The city of Mosinee.

(2) Portage County. That part of Portage County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The town of Alban.
(b) The village of Rosholt.

*28 (3) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Fairbanks and Germania.

(b) The village of Tiverton.

Eighty-seventh assembly district. All of the following
territory constitutes the 87th assembly district:

(1) Whole counties. Price County and Rusk County.

(2) Marathon County. That part of Marathon County
consisting of the towns of Bern, Holton, and Johnson.

(3) Sawyer County. That part of Sawyer County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Draper, Meadowbrook, Meteor, and
Weirgor.
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(b) The village of Exeland.

(4) Taylor County. That part of Taylor County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Aurora, Browning, Chelsea, Cleveland,
Deer Creek, Ford, Goodrich, Greenwood, Grover,
Hammel, Holway, Jump River, Little Black, McKinley,
Maplehurst, Medford, Molitor, Pershing, Rib Lake,
Roosevelt, and Westboro.

(b) The wvillages of Gilman, Lublin, Rib Lake, and
Stetsonville.

(c) The city of Medford.

Eighty-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Brown County constitutes the 88th assembly district: that
part of the city of Green Bay comprising wards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23,24, 26, 27, and 36.

Eighty-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 89th assembly district:

(1) Brown County. That part of Brown County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The town of Pittsfield.

(b) That part of the town of Suamico comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,6,8,9,and 10.

(c) That part of the village of Pulaski located in the county.

(2) Marinette County. That part of Marinette County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Beaver, Grover, Peshtigo, and Pound.
(b) The villages of Coleman and Pound.
(c) The cities of Marinette and Peshtigo.

(3) Oconto County. That part of Oconto County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Chase, Lena, Little River, Little Suamico,
Oconto, Pensaukee, and Stiles.

(b) The village of Lena.

(¢) That part of the village of Pulaski located in the county.
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(d) The city of Conto.

(4) Shawano County. That part of Shawano County
consisting of that part of the village of Pulaski located
in the county.

Ninetieth assembly district. All of the following territory in
Brown County constitutes the 90th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Suamico comprising ward 7.
(2) That part of the village of Howard located in the county.

(3) That part of the city of Green Bay comprising wards 25,
28,29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
44, and 45.

Ninety-first assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 91st assembly district:

(1) Whole counties. Buffalo County and Trempealeau
County.

(2) Jackson County. That part of Jackson County consisting
of all of the following:

*29 (a) The town of Springfield.
(b) The village of Taylor.

(3) Pepin County. That part of Pepin County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Durand, Frankfort, Pepin, Stockholm,
Waterville, and Waubeek.

(b) The villages of Pepin and Stockholm.
(c) The city of Durand.

(4) Pierce County. That part of Pierce County consisting of
all of the following:

(a) The towns of Ellsworth, El Paso, Hartland, Isabelle,
Maiden Rock, Martell, Salem, and Union.

(b) The villages of Bay City, Maiden Rock, and Plum City.

Ninety-second assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 92nd assembly district:

(1) Clark County. That part of Clark County consisting of
the towns of Dewhurst and Levis.

App.

(2) Eau Claire County. That part of Eau Claire County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bridge Creek and Fairchild.
(b) The village of Fairchild.
(¢) The city of Augusta.

(3) Jackson County. That part of Jackson County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Adams, Albion, Alma, Bear Bluff,
Brockway, City Point, Cleveland, Curran, Franklin,
Garden Valley, Garfield, Hixton, Irving, Knapp,
Komensky, Manchester, Melrose, Millston, North Bend,
and North field.

(b) The villages of Alma Center, Hixton, Melrose, and
Merrill an.

(c) The city of Black River Falls.

(4) Monroe County. That part of Monroe County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Adrian, Angelo, Byron, Grant, Greenfield,
Lafayette, La Grange, Lincoln, Little Falls, New Lyme,
Oakdale, Scott, Sparta, and Tomah.

(b) The villages of Oakdale, Warrens, and Wyeville.

(c) The cities of Sparta and Tomah.

Ninety-third assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 93rd assembly district:

(1) Dunn County. That part of Dunn County consisting of
the towns of Dunn, Eau Galle, Peru, Rock Creek, and
Weston.

(2) Eau Claire County. That part of Eau Claire County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Brunswick, Clear Creek, Drammen, Otter
Creek, and Pleasant Valley.

(b) That part of the town of Washington comprising wards
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,10, 11, and 12.

(c) That part of the city of Altoona comprising wards 1, 2,
3,4,5,6,7,9,10, and 11.
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(d) That part of the city of Eau Claire comprising wards 2,
3,4,5,6,15,17, 18, 20, 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32,
33, 38, and 39.

(3) Pepin County. That part of Pepin County consisting of
the towns of Albany and Lima.

(4) Pierce County. That part of Pierce County consisting of
the town of Rock Elm.

Ninety-fourth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 94th assembly district:

(1) La Crosse County. That part of La Crosse County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Bangor, Barre, Burns, Campbell,
Farmington, Greenfield, Hamilton, Holland, Medary,
Onalaska, and Washington.

*30 (b) That part of the town of Shelby comprising wards
2 and 3.

(c) The villages of Bangor, Holmen, and West Salem.

(d) That part of the village of Rockland located in the
county.

(e) The city of Onalaska.

(2) Monroe County. That part of Monroe County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Leon and Portland.
(b) The village of Melvin.

(c) That part of the village of Rockland located in the
county.

Ninety-fifth assembly district. All of the following territory
in La Crosse County constitutes the 95th assembly district:

(1) That part of the town of Shelby comprising wards 1, 4,
5, and 6.

(2) The city of La Crosse.

Ninety-sixth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 96th assembly district:

(1) Whole counties. Crawford County and Vernon County.
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(2) Monroe County. That part of Monroe County consisting
of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Jefferson, Ridgeville, Sheldon,

Wellington, Wells, and Wilton.
(b) The villages of Cashton, Norwalk, and Wilton.

(3) Richland County. That part of Richland County
consisting of all of the following:

(a) The towns of Akan, Bloom, Forest, Henrietta, and
Sylvan.

(b) The village of Yuba.

(c) That part of the village of Viola located in the county.

Ninety-seventh assembly district. All of the following
territory in Waukesha County constitutes the 97th assembly
district:

(1) That part of the town of Waukesha comprising wards
1,2,4, and 5.

(2) That part of the city of Waukesha comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,6,7,9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27,
28,29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, and 38.

Ninety-eighth assembly district. All of the following territory
in Waukesha County constitutes the 98th assembly district:

(1) The town of Brookfield.

(2) That part of the town of Lisbon comprising wards 4, 5,
6, and 7.

(3) The village of Pewaukee.
(4) That part of the village of Sussex comprising ward 12.

(5) That part of the city of Brookfield comprising wards 4,
5,6,8,10,11, 12,13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22.

(6) That part of the city of Pewaukee comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,6,8,9, and 10.

Ninety-ninth assembly district. All of the following territory
constitutes the 99th assembly district:

(1) Dodge County. That part of Dodge County consisting
of that part of the city of Hartford located in the county.
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(2) Washington County. That part of Washington County %31 (a) The town of Merton.
consisting of all of the following:
(b) That part of the town of Lisbon comprising wards 1, 2,

(a) The town of Erin. 3,8,9,10, 11, and 12.

(b)zTgla; partd o6f the town of Hartford comprising wards 1, (c) The villages of Lannon and Merton.
,3,4,and 6.

o (d) That part of the village of Menominee Falls comprising
(c) That part of the town of Polk comprising ward 5. wards 18, 24, 25, 26, and 27.

(d) That part of the town of Richfield comprising wards 1,

(e) That part of the village of Sussex comprising wards 1,
2,3,4,5,9,and 10. p g prising

2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, and 11.

(e) That part of the city of Hartford located in the county.

(3) Waukesha County. That part of Waukesha County All Citations
consisting of all of the following: Not Reported in F.Supp.2d, 2002 WL 34127471
End of Document © 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.

Government Works.
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District Court of Colorado.

Plaintiffs: Rita AVALOS, Lori
Fox, Dan Friesen, Ann Knollman,

Rick Swain and Tony Young
Plaintiffs—in—Intervention: Bob BEAUPREZ,
Steve Miller, Sue Mitchell, Cheri Ofner, Paul

Schauer and Scott Tipton; Dan Grossman;
City and County of Denver and Mayor
Wellington Webb; Michael Hancock, Margaret
Atencio and Monica Bauer; Doug Dean,
Lola Spradley, Keith King, Rob Fairbank,
William Sinclair, John Andrews, Mark Hillman
and Marilyn Musgrave; Jerald Groswold;
Denis Berckefeldt; William C. Velasquez
Institute; Robert Schaffer; Joseph Stengel;
Mark Udall; Latin American Research and
Service Agency, Rufina Hernandez—Prewitt,
Arnold Salazar; Governor Bill Owens; Scott
Mclnnis; William Temby and Jeffrey Crank
Defendants: Donetta DAVIDSON, et al.

No. 01 CV 2897.
I
Jan. 25, 2002.

DECISION
COUGHLIN, J.

*1 THIS MATTER comes before the Court on the Amended
Complaint of Plaintiffs. In the Amended Complaint the
Plaintiffs have two claims for relief. First, Plaintiffs request
that pursuant to C.R.S. § 13-51-101 et seq. and C.R.C.P. 57
the Court declare the present congressional districts of the
state of Colorado as set forth in C.R.S. § 2—1-101 be declared
unconstitutional as a violation of the one-man one-vote
principle. Plaintiffs also in the first claim for relief request
an injunction against the Secretary of State enjoining the
Secretary of State from conducting the congressional election
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of November 2002 pursuant to the present congressional
districts in Colorado.

Second, Plaintiffs request that if the Colorado General
Assembly fails to pass a redistricting plan which is approved
by the Governor of Colorado, that this Court on January
25, 2002 adopt a redistricting plan which complies with the
United States Constitution as applied in the case of Growe v.
Emison, 507 U.S. 25 (1993).

Numerous parties have intervened, including the Governor of
the state of Colorado, Bill Owens; Mayor Wellington Webb,
Mayor of the City and County of Denver; the house minority
leader, Dan Grossman; various United States congressional
representatives from the state of Colorado; and numerous
other parties. The hearing was conducted starting December
17,2001 and lasted for seven days. Written closing arguments
were received from all the parties on or before January 4,
2002.

This Court is very much aware that redistricting after a
census is the responsibility of the state legislature with the
approval of the governor of Colorado. 2 U.S.C. § 2(¢) (1979);
Colo. Const. Art. V, § 44 (1973). The legislature failed to
approve a redistricting plan and submit the plan for approval
to Governor Owens in the general session that began in
January 2001. Again, in the fall of 2001 at a special legislative
session, the legislature failed to approve a redistricting plan
and submit it for the Governor's approval.

This Court has waited until this date to announce this
decision with the hope that the General Assembly in the
general legislative session of January 2002 would have
adopted a plan for redistricting and have that plan approved
by Governor Owens. But once again, the legislature has
failed to adopt a redistricting plan and submit that plan
for approval to Governor Owens. Since there has been a
failure of the legislative branch and the Governor to adopt
a constitutionally acceptable redistricting plan for the state
of Colorado in a timely fashion, this Court must now act
and establish a constitutional redistricting plan for Colorado.
White v. Weiser, 412 U.S. 783, 93 S.Ct. 2348, 37 L.Ed.2d 335
(1973).

Redistricting is necessary because the 2000 census showed
the population of Colorado from 1990 to 2000 has grown
slightly over 1,000,000. Because of the unparalleled growth,
Colorado is now entitled to a seventh seat in the U.S. House
of Representatives.
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*2 In adopting a redistricting plan for the congressional
districts in the state of Colorado this Court was fortunate to
have the guidance of the decision by United States District
Court Judge Sherman Finesilver in the case of Carstens
v. Lamm, 543 F.Supp. 68 (Colo.1982). In Carstens, id.,
Judge Finesilver set forth both the constitutional and non-
constitutional criteria that this Court must follow in adopting
a redistricting plan.

The constitutional criteria that this Court is bound to apply
is population equity which provides that “as nearly as
practicable one man's vote in a congressional election is to be
worth as much as another.” Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1,
84 S.Ct. 526, 11 L.Ed.2d 481 (1964).

The second constitutional criteria that this Court must apply
is avoiding diluting minority voting strength. As stated in
Carstens, this means “in our view, a redistricting plan which
satisfies this criteria should not fracture a natural racial
or ethnic community or otherwise dilute minority voting
strength.” Carstens at p. 82.

In addition to the constitutional criteria, the Carstens court
adopted non-constitutional criteria to be followed. These
non-constitutional criteria are compactness and contiguity,
preservation of county and municipal boundaries whenever
possible, and preservation of community of interest. These
constitutional and non-constitutional criteria, and only these
criteria, are what this Court is bound to follow in selecting a
constitutional redistricting plan for the state of Colorado.

self-
explanatory. The Court, therefore, will spend some time

The constitutional criteria are, for the most part,

discussing the non-constitutional criteria. The first and least
significant of the non-constitutional criteria are compactness
and continuity. Contiguity means “no part of one district
should be completely separated from any other part of the
district.” Carstens, p. 88. In Colorado with a large land mass
in sparsely populated areas, it is next to impossible to have

each district compact.

The next non-constitutional criteria is the preservation of
political subdivisions when possible. Carstens, supra, goes
on to establish the principle that in sparsely populated areas
county government is the provider of services and, therefore,
in those areas county government lines should be respected if
possible. In urban areas that are densely populated, municipal
boundaries are of more importance than county lines and
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should be respected because people look to their city for
services. In selecting a redistricting plan the Court has
attempted, where possible, to apply this criteria.

The last non-constitutional criteria is more difficult to
define and apply. The last non-constitutional requirement
is protection of community of interest. Carstens defines
“community of interest” as follows:

For our purposes, community of interest represents distinct
units which share common concerns with respect to one or
more identifiable features such as geography, demography,
ethnicity, culture, social economic status or trade.

*3 Carstens, p. 91

In discussing the seven congressional districts adopted by this
Decision the Court will attempt to identify the community
of interest in each district. However, it must be kept in mind
when a congressional district must consist of 614,000 people,
approximately, it is impossible to draw a district in which
every person in the district shares all the same community
of interest with every other person in the district. The Court
may only use its best judgment in drawing a district where
the people in the district, for the most part, share common
concerns.

In drawing the redistricting plan as set forth in Exhibit 1,
which is attached and made part of this Order, the Court only
applied the criteria set forth in Carstens. It is not appropriate
for this Court in redistricting the congressional districts in
the state of Colorado and adding a seventh congressional
district to consider whether a particular political party will
prevail in any one of the seven districts. Nor should the issue
of protecting an incumbent representative be a factor in the
Court's decision.

In addition to Exhibit 1, the Court has attached and made part
of this Order Exhibit 2, the population and ethnic breakdown
of each district as required by this Order. Also attached and
made part of this Order is Exhibit 3, the Plan Components
Report of the redistributing plan accepted by the Court.

With these principles in mind, the Court has adopted the
redistricting map submitted by the Plaintiffs and labeled
“Amendment to Republican Leadership.” At trial this
redistricting plan was Plaintiffs' Exhibit 22. The Court will
discuss the seven congressional districts as set forth in the
map labeled “Amendment to Republican Leadership.”
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Below the Court will explain the seven districts and
why the Court concluded that the districts, as drawn in
the map “Amendment to Republican Leadership” meets
the constitutional and non-constitutional criteria stated in
Carstens.

Congressional District One

District One as contained in the Amendment to Republican
Leadership map consists of all of the City and County of
Denver, approximately 60,000 from Arapahoe County and
an insignificant amount from Jefferson County. The total
population of the district, as it is now constituted, is 614,465
people, which meets the constitutional requirement of equal
population for each district.

10.44%
African—Americans for a total minority population of
40.43%. District One as presently constituted has a Hispanic

District One is made up of 29.99% Hispanics,

percentage of 33.38% voting age population. District One as
set forth by the Court has a slightly less Hispanic population,
but not sufficiently decreased to be considered a dilution of
Hispanic voting strength.

The decrease of 3.39% in Hispanic voting strength may not
be considered a dilution of minority voting block. An increase
or decrease of 3% or 4% was not considered significant in

Carstens (see Carstens, p. 86).1

If it is determined that reducing the Hispanic population
in Congressional District One from 33.38% to 29.99%
is significant, the situation may be easily changed. A
revision could consist of putting Cherry Hills with a 2000
census population of 5,998 in Congressional District
Six and add approximately 6,000 in District Six to
Congressional District One.

These 6,000 people from Congressional District Six
would come from the area described as follows: the
north boundary being the Denver City limits; the west
boundary being Lowell Boulevard; the east boundary
would be Federal Boulevard; and proceed south to
Belleview.

*4 District One meets all the criteria of Carstens: (1) The
population will be equal to other districts, or approximately
s0; (2) the voting blocks of minorities will not be diluted;
(3) the district is extremely compact and contiguous; (4) the
political boundaries of the City and County of Denver are
kept intact; and (5) a significant and identifiable community
interest of the people of the City and County of Denver and a
portion of its suburbs are kept intact.
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There is a recognizable community of interest consisting of
the City and County of Denver. First, it is the capitol of
the state of Colorado and the seat of the state government.
Second, the City and County of Denver is a unified school
district. Certainly not all of the residents of the City and
County of Denver send their children to the Denver public
schools. However, every property owner in the City and
County of Denver pays property tax which supports Denver
public schools.

The City and County of Denver is unique from its suburbs
in the Denver metropolitan area. The taxpayers of the City
and County of Denver support medical care for the indigent.
Denver owns DIA, the largest transportation hub west of
the Mississippi and the main airport for the entire state of
Colorado and the western United States. Taking together all
the factors, it is imperative that the City and County of Denver
have one representative that will speak for the interests of the
City and County of Denver in a clear, undivided voice.

Congressional District Two

Congressional District Two consists of part of Adams County,
part of Boulder County, Clear Creek County, Eagle County,
Gilpin County, Grand County, Jefferson County, Summit
County, and part of Weld County. The total number of
people in District Two is 614,465, which certainly meets
the constitutional requirement of equal population for each
district.

Hispanics make up 14.74% of the voting age population of
District Two. This is more than the 13.67% of the present
District Two, and therefore, there is no dilution of minority
voting strength.

District Two as shown in the map labeled Plaintiffs'
Amendment to Republican Leadership is a compact and
contiguous district. Unfortunately, some municipal and
county boundaries are necessarily violated. However, it is
clear to see that there is a strong community of interest among

the voters of Congressional District Two.

A very significant issue in District Two is the federal facility
at Rocky Flats. This facility was involved in United States'
effort in building nuclear weapons and, unfortunately, a
great deal of radioactive waste still remains at Rocky Flats.
To deal with this situation the towns of Superior, Boulder,
Broomfield, Westminster, Arvada, and Boulder County have
joined in what is called the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local
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Governments. All the members of the Coalition, to some
degree, are contained in District Two as set forth by the order.
In addition, those communities involved in the Northwest
Parkway Project and the Improvements to U.S. 36 contained
in congressional District Two—all these things show there is
an extremely strong community of interest that the people of
Congressional District Two share.

Congressional District Three

*5 Congressional District Three consists of the following
30 counties: Alamosa, Archuleta, Conejos, Costilla, Custer,
Delta, Delores, Garfield, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Huerfano,
Jackson, La Plata, Las Animas, Mesa, Mineral, Moffat,
Montezuma, Montrose, Ontario, Otero, Ouray, Pitkin, Pueblo,
Rio Blanco, Rio Grande, Routt, Saguasche, San Juan, and
San Miguel. The population of District Three is 614,467 and
therefore meets the equal population criteria.

Unfortunately, because District Three is sparsely populated,
it is a very spread-out and non-compact district. However, of
the 30 counties in District Three, there is only one county that
is split, that being Otero County. In following the Carstens
criteria in rural areas it is extremely important to keep intact,
if possible, the boundaries of rural counties since people look
to counties for their governmental services.

District Three consists of 21.47% Hispanic as compared to
18.94% Hispanic of the present Congressional District Three.
There is no dilution of Hispanic voting strength. In Carstens
it was extremely important that the San Luis Valley be in the
same district as the City of Pueblo and the County of Pueblo.
There is a great ethnic and cultural connection between the
San Luis Valley and all of Pueblo.

District Three contains an extremely large portion of
land owned by the federal government. For this reason
it is imperative that District Three have congressional
representatives who can interact with the federal government
on behalf of the people of District Three as it relates to their
use of these federal lands. In addition, the western portions of
District Three contain extremely important water sheds. As
testified at trial, for the western portions of District Three,
and the San Luis Valley, water is a “religion”. In keeping
District Three as constituted in the Amendment to Republican
Leadership map, the community interest of water protection
is recognized.

District Three, in addition to putting the San Luis Valley
in the same district as all of Pueblo County, also puts the
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county of Las Animas and a portion of Otero County with
Pueblo County. This permits the strong Hispanic community
of interest to be united. There is much that connects the town
of Trinidad in Las Animas County, the town of La Junta in
Otero County, and the City of Pueblo. All of this community
of interest is recognized in Congressional District Three.

In the past Eagle, Summit and Grand Counties have been part
of the Western Mountain District. These three counties are
placed with Congressional District Two. There is a logical
connection with these counties and Congressional District
Two. These three counties contain a great deal of ski areas that
are visited by the people in the front range cities. In addition,
1-70 is the connection between the Denver suburbs and the ski
areas in Eagle, Summit, and to a lesser degree Grand County.
I-70 through Clear Creek, Summit, and Eagle Counties is
extremely congested. Any improvements of this necessary
highway in large part come from federal aid. For this reason,
among others, it appears wise to have the counties burdened
by the heavy I-70 traffic to be in the same congressional
district.

Congressional District Four

*6 Congressional District Four is a district which recognizes
the agricultural community of interest of the eastern plains.
This community of interest was recognized in Carstens. The
population of Congressional District Four is 614,466. The
equal population criteria is met.

District Four consists of the following 18 counties: Baca,
Bent, Boulder (part), Cheyenne, Crowley, Kiowa, Kit Carson,
Larimer, Lincoln, Logan, Morgan, Otero (part), Phillips,
Prowers, Sedgwick, Washington, Weld (part), and Yuma.
County political boundaries, for the most part, are respected in
District Four. Both Larimer and Weld Counties are included
in Congressional District Four. Colorado State University is
located at Fort Collins in Larimer County. This university
serves the agricultural interests of the eastern plains in various
ways.

The town of Greeley in Weld County has, historically, had
an agricultural bent. Con—Ag, formerly known as Monfort, is
an extremely large cattle processing company that has a large
presence in Greeley. In addition, Greeley contains various
markets for agricultural products.

Testimony has established that Larimer County and Weld
County have much in common. A number of people work in
Larimer County and live in Weld County and vice versa. For
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the last 20 years Larimer and Weld Counties have been joined
in the same congressional district. It is extremely important in
recognizing community of interest to put the people of Weld
and Larimer Counties together in the Fourth Congressional
District.

Congressional District Five

Congressional District Five consists of 614,467 people. The
counties comprising the District Five are: Chaffee, El Paso,
Fremont, Lake, Park (part), and Teller. It is important to note
that all of El Paso County is in Congressional District Five.
El Paso County has five military facilities. Those facilities
are the Air Force Academy, the NORAD facility at Cheyenne
Mountain, Peterson Air Force Base, Schriever Air Force
Base, and Fort Carson. Fort Carson is the largest employer in
El Paso County.

In addition to the five military facilities found in El Paso
County, military retirees make up a large segment of the El
Paso population. There are over 23,000 military retirees in El
Paso County.

It is clear when you take into consideration the military and
their dependents at these five military facilities along with
the large number of military retirees in El Paso County, that
there exists a large segment of the people of El Paso County
with community interest revolving around the military. For
this reason it is imperative that El Paso County not be split.

In addition, El Paso County is the second-largest county
in the state of Colorado and, like the City and County of
Denver, should not be divided. The City of Colorado Springs
is the second largest city in the state of Colorado and should
not be divided. Congressional District Five as established
by the Court does not dilute any minority voting strength.
The present Congressional District Five has 9.27% Hispanic
and the new Congressional District Five would be 11.13%
Hispanic.

*7 Except for Park County, all county boundaries are kept
intact. Likewise, the major cities in Congressional District
Five are intact.

Congressional District Six

Congressional District Six contains 614,466 people and
therefore meets the equal population criteria. The district is
made up of a large portion of Arapahoe County, all of Douglas
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County, all of Elbert County, a large portion of Jefferson
County, and a portion of Park County.

Congressional District Six is, in large part, a suburban
bedroom district. It can be argued that Elbert County is
largely rural and agricultural. However, Elbert County was
at one time the fastest growing county in Colorado and is
quickly changing from rural and agricultural to suburban.
Congressional District Six is very compact and, for the most
part, respects county and city boundaries.

The Court was very interested in keeping the City of Aurora,
the third largest city in Colorado, in one congressional district.
Unfortunately, this was not possible. That portion of Aurora
which is contained in Arapahoe County is in District Six, and
that portion of Aurora which lies within Adams County is in
District Seven. Presently the City of Aurora is in three or more
congressional districts. The plan adopted by the Court keeps
Aurora as intact as possible.

Congressional District Seven

Congressional District Seven consists of parts of Adams
County, Arapahoe County, and Jefferson County. The
population is 614,465 and meets the equal population criteria.
The Court admits that District Seven is an extremely cut-
up district. The reason District Seven is so cut up is that it
surrounds the City and County of Denver on the west, the
north and the east. When Denver annexed a part of Adams
County for the purpose of building DIA, the boundaries of
the City and County of Denver became very irregular. Since
District Seven goes around the City its boundaries are also
very irregular.

District Seven is the new congressional district in Colorado.
It is therefore impossible to compare the minority population
in District Seven to any existing District Seven. Hispanics
make up 19.62% of the new District Seven and African—
Americans make up 6.18% of the new congressional district.
Minorities will therefore comprise better than 25% of the new
congressional district and be a substantial voice in the new
district.

Congressional district seven should be a ‘“competitive”
district. Such a prediction, however, is risky because the
district has 121,500 independent voters who have the strength
to elect a candidate by a large margin.

The Court has concluded the new district would benefit from
what should be a competitive race. The foreseen closeness of
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the race will hopefully generate much interest of the voters
of the new district. No candidate will enjoy the advantages of
incumbency.

General Comments Regarding Adoption of Plaintiffs'
Amendment to Republican Leadership Map

As stated in the beginning, this Court has attempted to follow
the criteria set out in Carstens. Whether a particular political
party or candidate will prevail in a district was not a factor
utilized by the Court. However, the Court may not ignore
political consequences of adopting a redistricting plan. The
final product, no matter what criteria is used, results in a
map that profoundly affects Colorado politics for the next ten
years.

*8 The case of Balderas v. Texas (E.D.Tex. November 14,
2001), speaks to this political reality.

Finally, we check our plan against the test of general
partisan outcome, comparing the number of districts
leaning in favor of each party based on prior election
results against the percentage breakdown statewide of
votes cast for each party in congressional races. This
is a traditional last check upon the rationality of any
congressional redistricting plan, widely relied-upon by
political scientists to test plans, if only in an approximating
manner.

See also Good v. Austin, 800 F.Supp. 557 (E.D. Mich. and

W.D. Mich.1992).

As of November 14, 2001, Colorado had 1,007,249 registered
Republicans (36%), 932,058 unaffiliated voters (34%);
and 838,629 registered Democrats (30%). The redistricting
plan chosen by the Court will most likely result in four
Republicans being elected to Congress, two Democrats being
elected, and the congressional district being a toss-up.

This result mirrors, to some degree, the voter registration in
Colorado.

Because of the somewhat rigid requirement of equal
population, no redistricting plan can be perfect. The Court
acknowledges flaws in the redistricting plan adopted by this
Court. Some have already been mentioned. Overall it would
be better if Congressional District Three was more compact.
However, to recognize the strong community interest among
the Hispanic population of Pueblo, Huerfano and Las Animas
Counties and the City of La Junta, Congressional District
Three extends a considerable distance east. In balancing
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compactness with community interest of the large Hispanic
population, the Court chose to recognize the community
interest of the Hispanic population in southern Colorado.

Jefferson County is one of the largest counties in Colorado.
Four people from Jefferson County are included in
Congressional District One; 53,882 people from Jefferson
County are included in District Two; and 327,744 people from
Jefferson County are included in District Seven. The small
number of people in District One is not significant. Preferably
it would be best for all of Jefferson County to be one
congressional district. To recognize the strong community
interest of the people around Rocky Flats it was necessary for
a portion of Jefferson County to be included in Congressional
District Two.

There certainly can be an argument that the eastern portions
of Adams and Arapahoe Counties are rural. These areas,
however, are part of a tremendous growth in the Denver
metropolitan area and are in the process of changing to urban
areas. In addition, it would not be wise to put the City of
Aurora, which is growing at the rate of 2% per year and
spreading out in all directions, in the congressional district
which includes the Arkansas River. The water needs of those
in the Arkansas Valley and the City of Aurora are certainly in
conflict, and it is necessary that each community have its own
congressional representation.

*9 The Court will now briefly discuss the various maps
submitted by the Plaintiffs and various Intervenors. Some
of the Court's comments about a particular map should be
considered as comments about other maps which have the
same characteristic. Space does not permit the Court to
discuss every proposal made at trial. The comments below
hopefully discuss many of the points raised at trial.

Plaintiffs' Map

The Court rejects the map advocated by Plaintiffs for many
reasons. The first reason is that Plaintiffs have chosen to split
the City and County of Denver. Plaintiffs argue that since the
Carstens, supra decision in 1982, the community of interest
of the City and County of Denver as being one congressional
district has changed. The Court disagrees.

Today as in 1982 Denver has a large Hispanic population.
That fact has not changed. But there are other facts which
make it even more imperative that Denver not be split.
Since 1982 Denver has built and is now operating Denver
International Airport. Because of the operation of DIA
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there are natural conflicts between Denver and communities
surrounding DIA and communities that are affected by flights
in and out of DIA. Denver must have a strong and unified
voice speaking in behalf of the City and its airport.

Recently Broomfield became a city and county. Before that
time Denver was the only city and county in the state of
Colorado. Denver has one school district. Denver School
District No. 1 is more unified now than it was in 1982, when
the city was divided on the issue of busing. Now the entire
city is behind the school district, and even if a property owner
does not send his or her children to the Denver public schools,
every property owner supports the school district through
payment of property taxes.

Denver is even more of a cultural center now than in 1982.
The Denver Center for the Performing Arts is an award-
winning arts center. In addition to the arts, Denver is a major
league sports city. Since 1982 a new major league baseball
stadium has been built, a revised arena for professional
basketball has been completed, and most recently a new
stadium for Denver's beloved Broncos was built. All these
factors and others dictate that Denver remain whole and have
a single, unified voice in Congress that has no other divided
interest.

Plaintiffs' avocation to split Denver is for partisan reasons. As
mentioned above, this Court cannot consider partisan criteria
in deciding how to redistrict the state of Colorado. Denver,
Boulder and the city of Pueblo are the three Democratic
strongholds. Certainly Plaintiffs would like to “mine” as
many Democratic votes from the City and County of Denver.
That is not this Court's responsibility.

Plaintiffs argue it is necessary to split Denver so a Hispanic
has a chance to be elected to the U.S. Congress. The political
history of Denver establishes that Plaintiffs are in error.
Numerous minorities have been elected to office in city-wide
races. Some examples are Mayor Webb, Mayor Pena, and
City Auditor Don Mares. In partisan races minorities have
fared well. Norm Early was elected District Attorney in a
partisan D.A. race. Joe Rogers won a contested primary for
the position of Lieutenant Governor.

*10 If one is interested in electing a minority to office,
it would be a mistake to separate Denver and divide
the Hispanic minority from the Afro—American minority.
Together these two minorities have been extremely successful
in electing a minority to office in Denver.
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In addition to splitting Denver, Plaintiffs' map has numerous
other problems. Plaintiffs have approximately 140,000 people
from Jefferson County in the mountainous District Three.
Jeftferson County would be the largest county in Plaintiffs'
proposed District Three. It is true that the present District
Three has a very small population from Jefferson and Douglas
County, but not anywhere near 140,000 people. The 140,000
people in Jefferson County, including the city of Golden, have
no community of interest with the people on the western
slope. The 140,000 people in Jefferson County are water
users. The people in the rest of District Three live in areas that
produce water. Very little connects people in Jefferson County
to the rest of District Three.

Another flaw in the Plaintiffs' proposed map is the dividing of
El Paso County and dividing the second largest city in the state
of Colorado, Colorado Springs. Plaintiffs ignore the mandate
of Carstens to honor city and county boundaries when at all
possible.

In dividing El Paso County Plaintiffs have divided the five
military bases in El Paso County. Plaintiffs argue the Court
should look to the interests of people and not military bases.
The military personnel, their dependents, and the military
retirees living in El Paso County are people who have an
interest in protecting their livelihood.

In general, Plaintiffs have cleverly proposed a map which
gets as many votes as possible from the three Democratic
strongholds and in doing so ignores the criteria of Carstens.

Congressman McInnis' Map

Congressman Scott Mclnnis has submitted a proposed map
for Congressional District Three only. Congressman McInnis
does not propose a map that would divide the entire state
of Colorado into seven congressional districts as the Court
must do. This Court cannot draw a map for one congressional
district in a vacuum, but must consider the necessary seven
congressional districts for the entire state.

One obvious flaw in Congressman Mclnnis' proposed District
Three is the dividing of the City of Pueblo from the San
Luis Valley. Carstens, and testimony before this Court, have
established that there is a clear, strong ethnic and cultural tie
between the San Luis Valley and the city of Pueblo.

Representative Fairbank's Map and Amendment Thereto
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Representative Fairbank of the Colorado State House of
Representatives has submitted a proposal which has been
marked at trial as Beauprez Exhibit 1. Representative King
amended the map of Representative Fairbank. The map as
amended was not marked as an exhibit. The Court first will
address Beauprez Exhibit 1.

Beauprez Exhibit 1 proposes a Congressional District Five
consisting of all of Pueblo County and a portion of El Paso
County. This district does not include Teller County, which
from all testimony has a great deal of community interest and
ties to the city of Colorado Springs.

*11 Beauprez Exhibit 1 puts all of Pueblo County with a
good portion of El Paso County. This Court has strong views
that there does not exist a community of interest between El
Paso County and Pueblo County. It is true that the city of
Pueblo and the city of Colorado Springs are close together and
are bound together by I-25. It is also true that certain media
markets are shared by Colorado Springs and Pueblo. That
ends all community of interest between Pueblo and Colorado
Springs. They are two unique and very different cities.

Colorado Springs and all of El Paso County is well known for
its conservative leaning. Christian-based organizations find
their home in Colorado Springs or El Paso County. El Paso
County always votes in a very conservative way. El Paso
County, in addition to the military interest that has already
been discussed, enjoys a high tech industry.

The city of Pueblo, and all of Pueblo County, has a
strong and vital ethnic diversity. Perhaps the strongest ethnic
community is the Hispanic community. However, other ethnic
communities are strong in the city of Pueblo. It is true that
the city of Pueblo is no longer the industrial giant it was
20 years ago. The economy has become more diverse and
is striving to become stronger. But in general the people of
Pueblo County and the city of Pueblo have very little in
common with their neighbors to the north in Colorado Springs
and El Paso County.

Beauprez Exhibit 1 also puts Boulder County with Larimer
County. This divides Larimer County and Weld County.
Testimony has clearly established there is a strong community
of interests between Larimer County and Weld County.
Representative King's amendment to the Fairbanks' map does
put Larimer County and Weld County together, but other than
that it has no redeeming value.
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Tate and Denver Map

The map proposed by Senator Tate and supported by Mayor
Webb has the flaw of splitting El Paso County and Colorado
Springs. Another flaw is placing a portion of El Paso County
with all of Pueblo County.

Berckefeldt No. 1

Certainly Berckefeldt No. 1 has some redeeming value. The
problems are that Berckefeldt No. 1 divides the community
interests of the eastern plains and also divides the community
of interests of the western slope and the mountainous western
region. Berckefeldt No. 1 in District Three has 34 counties.
Certainly Colorado has had in the past large congressional
districts because of sparse population. But there does not seem
to be a valid reason for the large third congressional district
in the configuration as proposed.

District Five as proposed in Bercefeldt No. 1 puts Aurora
and Colorado Springs with the rural areas of Cheyenne
County, Kit Carson County, Yuma County, Phillips County,
Sedgewick County, Washington County and Morgan County.
The second and third largest city should not be tied together
with a rural community.

Republican Leadership Map and Republican Leadership Map
as Amended by the Republicans

*12 The Republican Leadership Map has much to
recommend the Court's acceptance of the map. The
Republican Leadership Map correctly follows the dictates
of Carstens. For various reasons the Court has selected the
amendment by the Plaintiffs to the Republican Leadership
Map instead of the Republican Leadership Map.

First of all, the Republican Leadership Map does put the city
of Pueblo with the San Luis Valley. However, the Republican
Leadership Map does not put all of Pueblo County with the
San Luis Valley. The counties of Huerfano and Las Animas,
with the city of Trinidad, are separated from Pueblo. The
Court finds there has been a long-standing community of
interests between all of Pueblo County, Huerfano County,
Trinidad and Las Animas County.

The Republican Leadership map has the advantage of
keeping Aurora all in one congressional district. However,
the Court is of the view that it makes more sense to put
in one congressional district, Congressional District Six,
most of Jefferson County, all of Douglas County, all of
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Elbert County and Arapahoe County. These three counties,
Jefferson, Douglas and Arapahoe, all share a great deal of
community interest. Douglas County is the fastest growing
county in the state of Colorado and therefore suffers from
numerous problems. For this reason it is best to keep Douglas
County in one congressional district.

A big difference between the Republican Leadership Map and
the Amendment to the Republican Leadership Map is having
Summit, Eagle, and Grand Counties in Congressional District
Two in the Amendment to the Republican District Map. At
first glance it seems that Summit, Eagle and Grand Counties
should be with the rest of western Colorado. However, on
closer consideration there is much to merit having those
three counties together with Boulder and the area around
metropolitan Denver. One of the enormous problems facing
these three mountain counties is the tremendous traffic on
I-70. Because of the ski areas, that portion of I-70 that
serves the three mountain counties has a tremendous amount
of traffic and faces numerous challenges. It is a traffic
pattern far different than the rest of western Colorado. Any
improvements that are needed to I-70 will have to come, in
large part, through federal funds. For that reason it is advisable
that these three mountain counties have one congressional
voice, different than the voice of the remaining portions of
western Colorado.

The growth in Summit, Eagle, and Grand Counties mirrors the
Denver metro area more than the Western Slope. This growth
will continue. Growth is another reason to have these three
mountain counties in Congressional District Two.

The Republican Leadership Map and the map as amended
by the Republican Leadership (Dean Exhibit 13), not
surprisingly, favors electing Republicans to congress. The
two maps do not reflect the party registration in Colorado.
As mentioned above, registered Republicans outnumber
Democrats, but not to the degree as would be suggested by
the Republican's proposed maps. Balderas v. Texas, 610 CV
158, slip op. at 8 (E.D.Tex., November 14, 2001)

*13 The amended or alternate House Leadership Map (Dean

Exhibit 13) also contains the problem of splitting El Paso
County. The second largest county should not be divided
when such a division is unnecessary.

Hernandez Map
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The Hernandez Map has the fatal flaw of splitting the City and
County of Denver. In addition, it has what the Court considers
to be the flaw of splitting El Paso County and putting portions
of El Paso County with Pueblo. Lastly, the eastern plains are
divided unnecessarily.

Conclusion

The Court is aware that there was one objection to the
Court admitting Plaintiffs' Amendment to the Republican
Leadership Map and Amendment to the Republican
Leadership Map prepared by the Republican party. Both maps
were introduced and evidence presented on both maps. All
parties had their opportunity to comment on the Plaintiffs'
Amendment to the Republican Leadership Map and the
Amendment that was prepared by the Republican party. It
should be noted that in Carstens the court prepared its own
map and no party in that case had an opportunity for comment
on the final map accepted by the court.

The above findings of fact and conclusions of law shall be the
written judgment required by C.R.C.P. 58.

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED that the current congressional district plan set
forth in C.R.S. § 2—1-101 is unconstitutional.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED that the Secretary of State of the State of
Colorado, Donetta Davidson, is enjoined from conducting the
November 2002 congressional district election pursuant to the
present C.R.S. § 202—-1-101.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND
DECREED that the congressional election process and the
congressional primary and general election for the state of
Colorado in 2002 and thereafter be conducted in and from the
congressional district established in this opinion as set forth
in Exhibit 1.

All Citations

Not Reported in P.3d, 2002 WL 1895406
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Opinion
PER CURIAM.

*]1 This phase of the redistricting case involves the Texas
congressional districts following the 2000 census. After a
period of deferral to the State of Texas as mandated in

Growe v. Emison' and the failure of the State to produce
a congressional redistricting plan, we are left with the
“unwelcome obligation of performing in the legislature's

stead.”? We will describe the course of this litigation and
explain the process by which we drew the congressional

redistricting plan which we order.
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1 507 U.S. 25, 113 S.Ct. 1075, 122 L.Ed.2d 388 (1993).

2 Connor v. Finch, 431 U.S. 407, 415, 97 S.Ct. 1828, 52
L.Ed.2d 465 (1977).

3 The Congressional Districts imposed by this court's Final
Judgment shall bear the number 1151C, which is the
next number available for public plans within the Texas
Legislative Council's RedAppl 2001 computer program.

I

Voters and various officeholders filed multiple lawsuits
in state and federal court challenging the districting of
Texas' congressional seats and both houses of the state

legislature based on the 2000 census.* The federal cases were
consolidated into the earliest-filed federal action, Balderas

v. Texas, No. 6:01-CV-158, before this three-judge court.’
Pursuant to the Supreme Court's direction in Growe, on
July 23, 2001 we deferred proceedings in federal court until
October 1, 2001. We directed that the trial of any challenge
to any state-adopted plan for congressional districts, or of any
dispute over an appropriate plan to be adopted if the State
adopted no plan, would begin on October 15,2001. Any trials
of the disputes over the districts for the state Senate and House
would follow in that order. The record in each trial would
rest on the trials which preceded it as well as its own. We
prescribed the usual pre-trial tasks. All this was to reduce, if
not avoid, any delay in the electoral process and to follow the
specific command of the Supreme Court in Growe.

4 Balderas v. Texas, Civil No. 6:01-CV-158 (E.D.Tex.);
Mayfield v. Texas, Civil No. 6:01-CV-218 (E.D.Tex.);
Manley v. Texas, Civil No. 6:01-CV-231 (E.D.Tex.);
Del Rio v. Perry, No. GN-003665 (353rd Dist. Ct.,
Travis County, Tex.); Cotera v. Perry, No. GN-101660
(353rd Dist. Ct., Travis County, Tex.); Connolly v. Perry,
No. GN-102250 (98th Dist. Ct., Travis County, Tex.);
Associated Republicans of Texas v. Cuellar, No.2001—
26894 (281st Dist. Ct., Harris County, Tex.); Rivas
v. Cuellar, No.2001-33760 (152nd Dist. Ct., Harris
County, Tex.).

Other three-judge courts had dismissed prior suits filed
prematurely.

On September 12,2001, the Texas Supreme Court determined
that the Travis County trial court had dominant jurisdiction
among the state cases to hear the various plaintiffs'
redistricting claims and held that a state trial court in Travis
County must decide the districting dispute. The Travis County
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court commenced trial on September 17, 2001. It heard
testimony and arguments from all the parties, concluding trial
on September 28, 2001.

On October 1, 2001, at the request of the state trial judge,
we extended the deadline for the filing of any congressional
redistricting plan to October 3, 2001. On October 3, the state
trial court issued a plan, known as 1065C. No provision was
made in our October 1 order for the filing of any new plan,
although the state trial judge advised that he might modify
the plan on or before October 10, 2001. The schedule we
had provided did not contemplate major changes in the state
court plan filed on October 3. On October 10, 2001, the state
court nonetheless issued a new plan, known as 1089C. We
immediately delayed the start of any federal trial for one week
to October 22 at the request of the parties who pointed to
the need for additional time given the substantial differences
between the two plans of the state court. On October 19,
2001, however, the Texas Supreme Court vacated the trial
court's October 10, 2001 judgment based on a violation of the
parties' state constitutional rights and remanded the case to the

state trial court .® The Texas Supreme Court also concluded
that 1065C, the first plan of the state trial court, was not the
baseline plan for this court to use, because 1065C was never
adopted as a final judgment by the state trial court. The Texas
Supreme Court acknowledged that the end result of the state
processes left the federal courts with no choice but to proceed

without the benefit of a state plan.7

6 Perryv. Del Rio, No. 01-0988, 2001 WL 1285081, at *9
(Tex. Oct.19, 2001).

7 1d.

*2 As forecasted by the Texas Supreme Court, we proceeded

to trial in Austin, Texas on October 22, 2001, without a
state baseline plan in place. This court heard testimony
and took evidence on congressional redistricting plans
between October 22 and November 1, concluding with
final argument on November 2. The parties filed post-trial
briefs on November 7, 2001. After reviewing the evidence
and the parties' submissions, we now turn to our decision
implementing a plan for the redistricting of the Texas
congressional districts based on the 2000 census.

II
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Federal courts have a limited role in crafting a congressional
redistricting plan where the State has failed to implement
a plan. The limits are not to be found in the traces of the
unconstitutional plan being replaced. “Although a court must
defer to legislative judgments on reapportionment as much
as possible, it is forbidden to do so when the legislative
plan would not meet the special standards of population
equality and racial fairness that are applicable to court-

ordered plans.”8 Rather, the court must draw a redistricting
plan according to “neutral districting factors,” including,
inter alia, compactness, contiguity, and respecting county

and municipal boundaries.” The 1991 plan as modified in
1996 is conceded by all parties to be unconstitutional, made
so by changes in population disclosed by the decennial
census, if not also for other reasons. In our effort to steer the
required neutral course through this political sea, we have
been assisted by the many distinguished political scientists
who have testified in this case.

8 Upham v. Seamon, 456 U.S. 37, 39, 102 S.Ct. 1518, 71
L.Ed.2d 725 (1982) (per curiam).

9 See Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 88, 98, 117 S.Ct.
1925, 138 L.Ed.2d 285 (1997); Miller v. Johnson, 515
U.S. 900, 916, 115 S.Ct. 2475, 132 L.Ed.2d 762 (1995).

Dr. John Alford, Rice University professor of political
science, detailed in his trial testimony a process drawing
upon principles of district line-drawing that stand politically
neutral. We found that process, substantially parallel to our
preliminary thinking and that of other courts, to be the most
appropriate for our judicial task.

Our decisional process accepted the reality that, as with
so many decisional processes, the sequence of decisions is
critical. Starting with a blank map of Texas, we first drew in
the existing Voting—Rights—Act—protected majority-minority
districts. We were persuaded that the next step had to be to
locate Districts 31 and 32, the two new Congressional seats
allotted to Texas following the 2000 census. As observed
by Dr. Alford, the most natural and neutral locator is to
place them where the population growth that produced the

new additional districts has occurred.'? Tt is self-evident that
this locator is, across cases, neutral down to the immediate
area, if not in the ultimate, precise fit on the ground. Here
the new districts' precise landing was virtually dictated by
step 1. When we sent the two new districts to the areas
of greatest population growth, Dallas County and Harris
County, the districts necessarily landed in the northern half
of these counties, and, in the case of District 31, continuing
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over to Williamson County. Their landing was directed by
the location of the protected majority-minority districts in
southern Dallas and Harris Counties, which could not be
disrupted. Use of this neutral guide was further supported
by the circumstance that the Texas legislature has previously
located new districts in the areas of greatest population

growth. 1

10

We are not the first court to see the wisdom of
this choice. See, e.g., Johnson v. Miller, 922 F.Supp.
1556, 1563 (S.D.Ga.1995) (discussing the decision to
place Georgia's additional congressional district in high
population growth area near Atlanta), aff'd sub nom.,
Abrams v. Johnson, 521 U.S. 74, 117 S.Ct. 1925, 138
L.Ed.2d 285 (1997).

1 See Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S.952,1003, 116 S.Ct. 1941, 135

L.Ed.2d 248 (1996) (Stevens, J., dissenting) (“Because
Texas' growth was concentrated in south Texas and
the cities of Dallas and Houston, the state legislature
concluded that the new congressional districts should be
carved out of existing districts in those areas.”).

*3 With a large part of the Texas map thus drawn, we looked
to general historic locations of districts in the state, such as the
districts in the Panhandle and the northeast corner of the state,

the north central districts of the Red River area,12 through the
metropolitan districts and the central plains. We then drew
in the remaining districts throughout the state, emphasizing

compactness, while observing the contiguity requiremen‘[.13
We struggled to follow local political boundaries that
historically have defined communities-county and city

lines.' In the vernacular, “splits” of counties and cities in
our drawing had to be a product of our neutral standards and
the demands of population equality. We eschewed an effort to
treat old lines as an independent locator, an effort that, in any
event, would be frustrated by the population changes in the
last decade. Nonetheless, the districts fell to their long-held
areas, a natural result of the process we have described, much
the same as the map drawn at our request by the State using
Dr. Alford's neutral approach.

12 Cf. Johnson, 922 F.Supp. at 1565 (discussing Georgia's
tradition of having four “corner districts” in its
congressional plans).

13 See Good v. Austin, 800 F.Supp. 557, 563 (E.D. Mich.
& W.D. Mich.1992) (“In addition to serving as a check
on gerrymandering compactness ‘facilitates political
organization, electoral campaigning, and constituent

)

representation. (quoting Marcher v. Daggett, 462
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U.S. 725, 756, 103 S.Ct. 2653, 77 L.Ed.2d 133 (1983)
(Stevens, J., concurring))).

14 See Karcher, 462 U.S. at 758 (Stevens, J., concurring)

(“Subdivision boundaries tend to remain stable over
time. Residents of political units such as townships,
cities, and counties often develop a community of
interest, particularly when the subdivision plays an
important role in the provision of governmental services.
In addition, legislative districts that do not cross
subdivision boundaries are administratively convenient
and less likely to confuse the voters.” (footnote omitted)).
two districts, we also strove for compactness and
contiguity. Doing so did much to end most of the below-
the-surface “ripples” of the 1991 plan and the myriad
of submissions before us. For example, the patently
irrational shapes of Districts 5 and 6 under the 1991
plan, widely-cited as the most extreme but successful
gerrymandering in the country, are no more.

As we have explained, in our efforts to avoid splitting counties
and cities, and in particular “double splits,” or simultaneously
moving populations in and out of a county between

As a check against the outcome of our neutral principles,
we asked if the resulting plan was avoidably detrimental to
Members of Congress of either party holding unique, major
leadership posts. We looked at three Democrats and three
Republicans, consensus members of this limited group, each
with substantial leadership positions in the Congress. It was
plain that these Members were not harmed in their reelection
prospects by this plan and that, indeed, no incumbent was
paired with another incumbent or significantly harmed by
the plan. We thus considered no change in our map in
response to this inquiry. Doubtlessly some may see any
such weighting as an incumbency factor since congressional
leadership so directly correlates with seniority. This view is
not without force. Nonetheless, three circumstances must also
be considered. First, this correlation is no longer so complete.
Second, it does not here offer purchase to one political party
over another. And, finally, it reflects a traditional state interest
in the power of its congressional delegation distinct from
partisan affiliation.

Finally, we checked our plan against the test of general
partisan outcome, comparing the number of districts leaning
in favor of each party based on prior election results against
the percentage breakdown statewide of votes cast for each
party in congressional races. This is a traditional last check

upon the rationality of any congressional redistricting plan,15

widely relied-upon by political scientists to test plans, if
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only in an approximating manner. We found that the plan
is likely to produce a congressional delegation roughly
proportional to the party voting breakdown across the state.
It must be understood that any plan necessarily begins with a
Democratic bias due to the preservation of protected majority-
minority districts, all of which contain a high percentage of
Democratic voters.

IS See, e.g, Good, 800 F.Supp. at 566-67 (using partisan
fairness to assess plan drawn according to neutral
principles).

III

*4 Various parties urged us to create both African—American
and Latino minority districts. These districts are not required
by law, as discussed in more detail below, but could be created
by the State so long as race was not a predominant reason
for doing so. Whether to do so is, however, a quintessentially

legislative decision, implicating important policy concerns. '

We did not avoid creating such a district. At the same time,
we did not depart from our neutral factors to draw any district
not required by law. To do so would render our effort to keep

our thumb off the political scale an illusion.!”

16 See Wyche v. Madison Parish Police Jury, 635 F.2d 1151,

1160 (5th Cir. Unit A Feb.1981).

17 ¢f dbrams, 521 U.S. at 8.

v

Finally, to state directly what is implicit in all that we have
said: political gerrymandering, a purely partisan exercise,
is inappropriate for a federal court drawing a congressional

redistricting map.18 Even at the hands of a legislative body,
political gerrymandering is much a bloodfeud, in which
revenge is exacted by the majority against its rival. We have
left it to the political arena, as we must and wisely should.
We do so because our role is limited and not because we see
gerrymandering as other than what it is: an abuse of power
that, at its core, evinces a fundamental distrust of voters,
serving the self-interest of the political parties at the expense
of the public good.

18 See Hunt v. Cromartie, 526 U.S. 541, 551, 119 S.Ct.
1545, 143 L.Ed.2d 731 (1999); see generally Davis v.
Bandemer; 478 U.S. 109, 117 n. 6, 106 S.Ct. 2797, 92
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L.Ed.2d 85 (1986) (plurality opinion of White, I.); cf
Wyche v. Madison Parish Police Jury, 769 F.2d 265, 268
(5th Cir.1985) (“Many factors, such as the protection
of incumbents, that are appropriate in the legislative
development of an apportionment plan have no place in
a plan formulated by the courts.”).

v

The parties presented competing plans for redistricting the
Congressional seats. We have passed by the approach by
which these plans were created in favor of the approach
we have described, which we found to be mandated by our

position as a federal court engaging in our “delicate task with

limited legislative guidance.”19

19 sbrams, 521 US. at 101.

Several parties raise Voting Rights Act arguments in support
of their preferred plans. In drawing our plan, we have
endeavored to ensure that the plan complies with the goals of

sections 22% and 52! of the Voting Rights Act.??

20 pusc.§1973.
2l puyus.c §1973c.

22 See Abrams, 521 U.S. at 90, 96.

Our plan works no retrogression. We have maintained intact
the existing districts, and, to the extent the boundaries
have changed, as we “zeroed out” the plan, the minority
populations have been either enhanced or not diminished in
any meaningful way (i.e., by mere fractions of percentages).
Thus, although the minority populations in Districts 15, 16,
and 30 represent a slightly smaller, but still overwhelming,
percentage of the total populations of those districts as
compared with the baseline 1991 plan as modified in 1996,
we find that these changes do not result in “a retrogression in
the position of racial minorities with respect to their effective

exercise of the electoral franchise.”

23 Beerv. United States, 425 U.S. 130, 141, 96 S.Ct. 1357,
47 L.Ed.2d 629 (1976); see also Abrams, 521 U.S. at 95;
Reno v. Bossier Parish Sch. Bd., 520 U.S. 471, 478, 117
S.Ct. 1491, 137 L.Ed.2d 730 (1997).

The Balderas plaintiffs argue that the congressional plan must
contain seven Latino registration majority districts, within
nine Latino voting age majority districts, to avoid a section
2 violation. The Martinez interveners specifically argue for
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a Latino opportunity district in Dallas County to maintain
compliance with section 2. Many parties, including the
Texas Coalition of Black Democrats, argue for an African—
American opportunity district, generally labeled District 25,
in Fort Bend and Harris Counties.

*5 The Latino and African—American plaintiffs thus present
competing positions, reflecting a political reality that they

are competitors in the political process.24 This competition
finds expression in an absence of cohesive voting between
Latinos and African—Americans at the point in which it is
meaningfully measured, the Democratic primaries.

24

Several political scientists alluded to this political reality
in their testimony.

We find that the plaintiffs have failed to prove that vote
dilution will occur in violation of section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act in the absence of seven Latino citizenship
majority congressional districts or an African—American
opportunity district, proposed District 25, in Fort Bend and
Harris Counties. The evidence did not persuade us that
either Latino or African—-American voting age populations
are sufficiently numerous to form voting age population

majorities in effective districts.?> The plaintiffs have also not
proved that Latinos and African—Americans vote cohesively
as required by Thornburg v. Gingles26 so as to constitute a

majority in a single-member district.?’

25 See Valdespino v. Alamo Heights Indep. Sch. Dist., 168
F.3d 848, 85253 (5th Cir.1999).

26 478 U.S. 30, 50-51, 106 S.Ct. 2752, 92 L.Ed.2d 25
(1986).

27 See Valdespino, 168 F.3d at 852-53.

Looking first to the proposed African—American opportunity
district, the Texas Coalition of Black Democrats has conceded
that the evidence showed that African—Americans would not
be an absolute majority of citizen voting age population in
the proposed District 25. Again, the plaintiffs were unable
to prove cohesive voting between Latinos and African—
Americans sufficient to compel the drawing of a district

in Fort Bend and Harris Counties.”® The overwhelming
evidence found to be persuasive was to the contrary.

28 See Growe, 507 U.S. at 41.
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The matter of creating such a permissive district is one for

the legislature.29 As we have explained, such an effort would
require that we abandon our quest for neutrality in favor
of a raw political choice. We offer no opinion as to the
wisdom of an appropriate body doing so. Such arranging of
voting presents a large and complex decision with profound
social and political consequences. The Congress has by its
enactment of voting rights laws constrained the political
process and given the courts a role-to the extent of those
constraints. We have no warrant to impose our vision of
“proper” restraints upon the political process beyond the
constraints imposed by the Constitution or the Voting Rights
Act. The Supreme Court put it succinctly in Growe, stating
that, where there has been no showing establishing the “three
Gingles prerequisites,” then under section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act “there neither has been a wrong nor can be a

remedy.”30 A month later, the Court stated even more directly
that, “[o]f course, the federal courts may not order the creation

of majority-minority districts unless necessary to remedy a

violation of federal law.”>!

29 See Johnson, 922 F.Supp. at 1567 (“Since political
considerations pervade the redistricting task, the Court
feels that any permanent footprint left on Georgia's
political landscape ... should be left to those elected to
make such decisions.”).

30 sp7Us. at4l.

31 Voinovieh v. Quilter; 507 U.S. 146, 156, 113 S.Ct. 1149,
122 L.Ed.2d 500 (1993).

In sum, these arguments so ably presented by Morris
Overstreet, African—American attorney and former state
official and candidate for elective office, and others are
directed to the wrong forum, however much we may
personally admire the arguments. It bears mention that our
plan has hardly left a bleak terrain. In District 25 of our
plan, the combined African—American and Latino voting
age population increased to a 52.3 majority. In the practical
world, this percentage will dominate the Democratic primary
in a district that has consistently elected a Democratic
congressman. This is, then, in a real sense, a minority district
produced by our process that enhances the elective prospects
of a minority, albeit not wholly the district sought.

*6 As for the proposed Latino opportunity districts, the
evidence shows that the Latino population is not sufficiently
compact or numerous to support another, effective majority
Latino citizenship district in Texas, in Dallas County or
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in South Texas.>?> We find that, under the totality of the
circumstances, the failure to create seven such districts
will not prevent full and equal Latino participation in the
political process. It bears mention that our insistence upon
compactness has increased the Latino force in District 24, a
result supported by Congresswoman Eddie Bernice Johnson
in her testimony at trial.

32 See Growe, 507 U.S. at 39-40; Gingles, 478 U.S. at
50-51; NAACP v. Fordice, 252 F.3d 361, 365-67 (5th
Cir2001).

The Valdez—Cox plaintiffs also urge that Webb and Hidalgo
Counties be left whole. We heard powerful arguments from
the witness stand and counsel in opposition to a splitting of
Hidalgo County in South Texas, and our neutral standards
stood against such a county split. That standard was ultimately
overriden as to Hidalgo County by the mandate of population
equality under the principle of one-man, one-vote, and
the existence of surrounding protected majority-minority
districts. It is an ugly fact that the law's insistence on absolute
population equality in court-drawn plans has the perverse
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effect of splitting counties and cities, when a tolerance
of greater deviation would not demand such undesirable

divisions. The split here of Hidalgo County is a fit example.33
Webb County was not caught in this squeeze and remains
wholly intact in District 23.

33 We endeavored to and did respect the municipal
boundaries of McAllen, a major population center of
Hidalgo County.

VI

There being no reason for delay, we direct entry of final
judgment in this case pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 54(b).

So ordered.

All Citations

Not Reported in F.Supp.2d, 2001 WL 36403750

End of Document

© 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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Law F d Inc.
' LAW 222 West Washington Ai\g’nuogvs\’j:te 2ns(c:>
' FORWARD Madison, W1 53703-2725

July 25, 2023
VIA EMAIL & HAND DELIVERY

Attorney General Josh Kaul
Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main St.

Madison, WI 53703

kauljl@doj.state.wi.us

Re: Request for Quo Warranto Action Regarding Individuals Holding Odd-Numbered Senate
Districts That Are Not Up for Election in 2024 Despite Being Unconstitutionally Gerrymandered

Attorney General Kaul,

Wisconsin law protects the citizens of our state from those who occupy a public office to which they are not
lawfully entitled. That law applies even to those who occupy such an office through no fault of their own. Our
statutes authorize a quo warranto action “[wlhen any person shall usurp, intrude into, or unlawfully hold or
exercise any public office” within the state of Wisconsin. Wis. Stat. § 784.04(1). Such a lawsuit may be brought
in the name of the state by the Attorney General, or, when the Attorney General declines to act, by a private
person on personal complaint. Wis. Stat. § 784.04(1)—(2).

We write today to highlight a situation within the scope of the quo warranto statutes and to ask you to either take
action or promptly decline to act so that we may proceed in the name of the state. As you know, to meet the
requirements of our state and federal constitutions, each decade our state legislative districts are reapportioned in
light of the newest U.S. Census data and other legal criteria. This decade, when the Governor and the Legislature
were unable to reach agreement on new state legislative districts, the Wisconsin Supreme Court adjudicated the
concomitant impasse litigation and imposed maps. Johnson v. Wis. Elections Comm’n, 2022 W1 19, 401 Wis. 2d
198, 972 N.W.2d 559. Those maps were the basis for the 2022 partisan elections, and they establish the districts
that our current state legislators represent. The maps that define those state legislative districts embody an extreme
partisan gerrymander and other legal infirmities that render them a gross violation of the Wisconsin Constitution.

We intend to vindicate our view that the current state legislative districts are unconstitutional through imminent
litigation. In doing so, we will seek new, constitutional state legislative districts to be in place for Wisconsin’s
2024 partisan elections and beyond. But while that remedy would promptly redress the state constitutional
infirmities in every district of the Assembly, it would provide a prompt remedy for only those even-numbered
State Senate districts which will have elections in 2024. Yet no legislator has the right to complete a term of office
that was unconstitutionally obtained. It follows that those members of the State Senate who hold seats representing
odd-numbered districts, and who therefore are not scheduled to face election until 2026, should face a
corresponding guo warranto claim to remove them from their seats and require them to seek election under the
new, constitutional state legislative district maps as part of Wisconsin’s 2024 partisan elections.
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We respectfully ask that you bring a quo warranto action against the current State Senators who represent odd-
numbered districts. Our clients are individual voters, not partisan groups, parties, or operatives. Moreover, the
Senators subject to this quo warranto action comprise a bipartisan group; it includes Senators André Jacque (R-
Dist. 1), Tim Carpenter (D-Dist. 3), Rob Hutton (R-Dist. 5), Chris Larson (D-Dist. 7), Devin LeMahieu (R-Dist.
9), Stephen Nass (R-Dist. 11), John Jagler (R-Dist. 13), Mark Spreitzer (D-Dist. 15), Howard Marklein (R-Dist.
17), Rachael Cabral-Guevara (R-Dist. 19), Van Wanggaard (R-Dist. 21), Jesse James (R-Dist. 23), Romaine
Quinn (R-Dist. 25), Dianne Hesselbein (D-Dist. 27), Cory Tomczyk (R-Dist. 29), Jeff Smith (D-Dist. 31), and
Chris Kapenga (R-Dist. 33). The list was not created on a partisan basis but arises solely from the unconstitutional
state legislative district maps themselves.

Wisconsinites have suffered under one of the most extreme partisan gerrymanders in our nation’s history for more
than a decade. The gerrymander has distorted the functionality of our state government and broken the
fundamental feedback mechanism between constituents and their elected leaders that makes representative
democracy work. The constitutional violations that the gerrymander both embodies and perpetuates are severe,
longstanding, and widespread. They meet the test the U.S. Supreme Court has established for ordering special
elections. North Carolina v. Covington, 581 U.S. 486, 488 (2017).

Please let us know no later than Tuesday, August 1, 2023, whether you are willing to bring this quo warranto
action in conjunction with our legal challenge to the constitutionality of Wisconsin’s gerrymandered state
legislative districts. If you do not indicate your willingness to proceed, we will employ the express statutory option
available to our clients to step in and litigate directly in the name of the state.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

/m//%

Staff Counsel
Law Forward, Inc.

CC: Jeffrey A. Mandell and Douglas M. Poland, Stafford Rosenbaum, LLP
Mark P. Gaber and Annabelle E. Harless, Campaign Legal Center, Inc.
Nicholas O. Stephanopoulos and Ruth M. Greenwood, Elections Law Clinic at Harvard Law School
Elisabeth S. Theodore, R. Stanton Jones, and John A. Freedman, Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP
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STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Jash Kaul 17 W. Main Street
Attorney General f‘iaocii]zs;\; ’:’85’?753707-7857
www.dcj,.state.wi.us
July 81, 2023

VIA E-MAIL (dlenz@lawforward.org)

Mz, Daniel S. Lenz

Law Forward, Inc.

222 West Washington Avenue, Suite 250
Madison, W1 53703

Dear My, Lenz;

I am writing in response to your July 25, 2023, letter to Attorney General Josh
Kaul regarding a request to file a quo warrante action “in conjunction with [your]
legal challenge to the constitutionality of Wisconsin's gerrymandered state legislative
districts.” The Wisconsin Department of Justice (DOJ} anticipates that it may
undertake legal representation in connection with the expected redistricting
litigation, and DOJ will not be bringing a quo warranto action at this time.

Thank you for contacting us.
Singprely,

W f S

Lara Sutherlin
Administrator _
Division of Legal Services
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