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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

PRESS ROBINSON, EDGAR CAGE,
DOROTHY NAIRNE, EDWIN RENE
SOULE, ALICE WASHINGTON, CLEE
EARNEST LOWE, DAVANTE LEWIS,
MARTHA DAVIS, AMBROSE SIMS,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE Civil Action No.
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE
(“NAACP”) LOUISIANA STATE
CONFERENCE, AND POWER COALITION
FOR EQUITY AND JUSTICE, COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs,

V.

KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity as
Secretary of State for Louisiana.

Defendant.

INTRODUCTION

1. Louisiana’s 2022 congressional map, passed by the legislature as H.B. 1 and S.B. 5 and
adopted into Louisiana law over the veto of Governor John Bel Edwards, continues the State of
Louisiana’s long history of maximizing political power for white citizens by disenfranchising
and discriminating against Black Louisianans. The 2022 congressional map dilutes Black voting
strength in violation of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (“VRA”) by “packing” large numbers of
Black voters into a single majority-Black congressional district, and “cracking” the State’s
remaining Black voters among the five remaining districts, where they constitute an ineffective
minority unable to participate equally in the electoral process. Even though Louisianans who
identify as any part Black constitute 31.2% of the state’s voting age population, Black voters’
control only around 17% of the state’s congressional districts. At the same time, the plan gives

disproportionate electoral power to white voters, who form a majority in five out of six, or 83%,
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of the State’s congressional districts, despite making up only 58% of the population. The State’s
denial to Black Louisianans of an equal opportunity to have their voices heard is illustrated by
the fact that, whereas approximately one out of three voting age residents of Louisiana is Black,
Black voters have an opportunity to elect the candidate of their choice in just one out of six
congressional districts. This Court must step in and remedy this clear violation of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

2. Plaintiffs—Black Louisiana voters and Louisiana nonprofit organizations promoting civic
engagement and social equality—seek a judgment (i) declaring that the 2022 congressional map
violates the Voting Rights Act, (ii) enjoining Defendant Secretary of State from conducting
congressional elections the enacted 2022 congressional map; and (iii) ordering Defendant to
adopt a lawful congressional redistricting plan that complies with the Voting Rights Act,
including by providing for two congressional districts in which Black Louisianans have an
opportunity to elect candidates of their choice (“opportunity districts™).

3. Louisiana’s congressional map has denied Black voters equal electoral opportunity to
participate in the political process for decades. Louisiana has long had the second largest Black
population by percentage of any State in the United States. Yet, except for a two-year period in
the 1990s, it has never had more than one majority-Black congressional district. The State’s sole
majority-Black district, congressional district 2 (“CD 2”), exists as a result of a court order
finding that the State’s prior congressional map violated the VRA and requiring the state to adopt
a new congressional map. Major v. Treen, 574 E. Supp. 325, 339-40 (E.D. La. 1983). In the
forty years since Major v. Treen, there have been important changes in the geography of where
Black voter reside across the state, including but not limited to higher numbers of Black voters

now living in Baton Rouge.
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4. H.B. 1 and S.B. 5 illegally and artificially limit Black voters’ influence by “packing”
Black voters into CD 2. CD 2, as drawn by the Louisiana State Legislature (the “Legislature”),
includes a majority of Black voters residing in New Orleans and a large number of Black voters
residing in Baton Rouge—each of which is home to a majority-Black population—as well as
other areas along the Mississippi River with large Black populations. These areas, along with
neighboring communities of Black voters that are placed in other congressional districts, are
comprised of enough Black voters to form the core of two distinct majority-Black congressional
districts. In contrast to CD 2, smaller numbers of Black voters in contiguous areas are
dispersed, or cracked, among the State’s remaining congressional districts, principally CD 5 and
CD 6. Under the current congressional configuration, less than one-third of Louisiana’s Black
voting age population resides in the state’s sole majority-Black district, while 91 percent of
Louisiana’s white voters reside in majority-white districts.

5. It is beyond dispute that Black voters in Louisiana are politically cohesive, while the
white majority in Louisiana routinely votes as a bloc to defeat Black voters’ candidates of
choice. Courts have repeatedly found—most recently in 2020—that racially polarized voting is a
persistent feature of Louisiana’s political landscape. See Louisiana State Conference of NAACP
v. Louisiana, 490 F. Supp. 3d 982, 1019 (M.D. La. 2020).

6. Louisiana’s stark pattern of racially polarized voting, and the lack of support among
white voters for Black candidates, has resulted in Black candidates being chronically
underrepresented in public office in the state. No Louisiana congressional district other than CD
2 has elected a Black representative. Louisiana has never had a Black U.S. Senator. The state of
Louisiana has not had a Black governor since Reconstruction and has never had a Black

Secretary of State or Attorney General. Black public officials are dramatically underrepresented
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in both houses of the Legislature, in the judiciary, and every other level of public office in the
state.

7. These realities exist against the backdrop of the State’s well documented history of
institutionalizing white supremacy through, among other techniques, disenfranchising Black
voters. Poll taxes, all-white primaries, grandfather clauses, voter roll purges, and state-
sanctioned violence have been followed by countless attempts to dilute the minority vote at the
state and local level. Even in recent years, explicit or thinly veiled racial appeals have been a
common feature of state and local political campaigns. The pernicious effects of segregation
have also resulted in deep and ongoing disparities between white and Black Louisianans on
virtually every measure of human well-being, including infant mortality, health outcomes,
incarceration rates, educational opportunities, and economic security.

8. Since the VRA was passed into law in 1965, courts have repeatedly struck down efforts
by the State of Louisiana to dilute, limit, or otherwise adversely affect minority voting access
and strength by a wide variety of means, including redistricting for both federal and state
elections. Between 1965 and 2013 (when the Supreme Court decided Shelby County v. Holder,
which invalidated the coverage formula for preclearance under the VRA), the Department of
Justice blocked or demanded alterations to nearly 150 voting-related changes in Louisiana. Over
two-thirds of Louisiana’s parishes likewise received objections from the Department of Justice,
most frequently related to redistricting.

0. The Legislature was given ample time and numerous options for remedying the long-
standing dilution of Black voting strength. In public meetings and throughout the Special
Legislative Session leading to the adoption of the 2022 Congressional Map, members of the

public, including Plaintiffs, told the Legislature that a congressional map with only a single
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majority-Black district would violate the VRA, and proposed multiple alternative maps that
featured two majority-Black districts while respecting traditional districting principles (such as
contiguity, compactness, and respect for political subdivisions) at least as well—if not better—
than H.B. 5 and S.B.1. Numerous members of the Louisiana Legislative Black Caucus even
introduced various proposed congressional maps with two majority-Black districts during the
Special Legislative Session, each of which were rejected.

10.  Because the legislature failed to adopt a VRA compliant congressional map creating two
majority-Black congressional districts, the Governor of Louisiana vetoed H.B. 1 and S.B. 5
saying that they were “not fair to the people of Louisiana and does not meet the standards set
forth in the federal Voting Rights Act.” Governor Edwards’ veto statement explained that in
failing to enact a congressional map that complies with the Voting Rights Act, the Legislature
“disregarded the shifting demographics of the state.” On March 29, 2022, the Legislature
entered into a veto session and, in a vote that broke down along racial lines, each house voted to
override the Governor’s veto.

11. The VRA entitles Black voters in Louisiana to participate in the political process under
an electoral map that does not unlawfully dilute their voting strength and deprive them of a
meaningful opportunity to participate in the political process. H.B. 1 and S.B. 5 violate those
rights. The 2022 congressional map passed by the Louisiana legislature must be enjoined, and
the State must be compelled to adopt a map that complies with Section 2 of the VRA (“Section
2”") by creating two congressional districts where Black voters have an equal opportunity to elect
candidates of their choice.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

12.  This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983 and 1988, and

28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343(a)(3), 1343(a)(4), and 1357.
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13. This Court has jurisdiction to grant declaratory and injunctive relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§§ 2201 and 2202.

14.  Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).
PARTIES

15.  Plaintiff Louisiana State Conference of the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People (the “Louisiana NAACP?”) is a state subsidiary of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People, Inc. It is one of the oldest and most significant civil rights
organizations in Louisiana. Since its founding in 1943, the Louisiana NAACP has worked
toward its mission to ensure the political, educational, social, and economic equality of all
persons and to eliminate race-based discrimination. Among the Louisiana NAACP’s central
objectives and mission are eliminating racial discrimination in the democratic process and
ensuring the protection of voting rights and equitable political representation. Its work includes
efforts to register, educate, and advocate on behalf of Black voters throughout Louisiana.

16. The Louisiana NAACP has approximately 5,000 members through-out Louisiana,
including Black Louisianians who are registered voters. The Louisiana NAACP has over 40
branches comprised of adult members and 16 youth and college chapters across the state.
Members live in nearly every parish in Louisiana.

17. The Louisiana NAACP has members who are registered voters and live in each of the six
congressional districts in the congressional redistricting plan. In particular, members of the
Louisiana NAACP include Black voters whose votes are unlawfully diluted by the packing of
Black voters into CD 2 and the cracking of Black voters residing in CDs 4, 5 and 6 in violation
of the VRA. Members of the Louisiana NAACP also include Black voters who would reside in a
remedial second majority-Black district. These members suffer harm because they are denied

the opportunity to elect candidates of their choice.
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18. Louisiana’s unfair and discriminatory redistricting frustrates and impedes the Louisiana
NAACP organizational priorities by diminishing the voices and diluting the voting strength of
Black Louisianans, who the Louisiana NAACP works to empower and engage in greater civic
and political participation. If the enacted plan is not enjoined, the Louisiana NAACP will be
forced to divert resources from its broader voter registration and community empowerment
initiatives to the affected districts in order to protect the representation and interests of its
members and to try to counteract the negative effects of vote dilution.

19.  Plaintiff Power Coalition for Equity and Justice is a coalition of groups from across
Louisiana whose mission is to organize, educate, and turn out voters, and fight for policies that
create a more equitable and just system in Louisiana. The Power Coalition brings together
various community-based organizations that work together to educate and empower voters
across Louisiana through community organization and voter engagement initiatives.

20.  In 2016, the Power Coalition mobilized a statewide campaign to reach more than 30,000
infrequent voters of color in Jefferson, Orleans, Calcasieu, Terrebonne, East Baton Rouge,
Ouachita, Caddo, and Bossier parishes. In 2018, the Power Coalition played a leading role in the
Unanimous Jury Coalition, a successful statewide campaign to pass an amendment ending the
use of non-unanimous juries in Louisiana. In 2019, the Power Coalition made over 1.3 million
voter contact attempts to over 465,000 infrequent and semi-frequent voters of color across
Louisiana, approximately 60 percent of whom turned out to vote in the statewide elections. If
the enacted plan is not enjoined, the Power Coalition will be required to divert resources away
from these essential efforts to combat the impacts of discriminatory districts.

21. Plaintiff Dr. Dorothy Nairne resides in Assumption Parish, Louisiana. She is a Black

U.S. citizen, and is lawfully registered to vote. Dr. Nairne is a regular voter, and a dues-paying
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member of the Assumption Parish Branch of the NAACP. Under the enacted plan, Dr. Nairne
resides in CD 6, but would reside in a new majority-Black district under alternative plans
introduced during the Legislature’s 2022 First Extraordinary Session devoted to redistricting (the
“Special Session”). The enacted plan cracks Black voters like Dr. Nairne to prevent the creation
of a second majority-Black district and, thus, dilutes her vote in violation of the VRA. She will
suffer irreparable harm because she will be denied the opportunity to elect candidates of her
choice in violation of the VRA if the enacted plan is not enjoined.

22.  Plaintiff Bishop Edwin René Soulé resides in Hammond, Louisiana. He is a Black a U.S.
citizen, and is lawfully registered to vote. Soulé is a regular voter. He resides in CD 1 under the
enacted plan, which cracks Black voters like Soulé to prevent the creation of a second majority-
Black district and, thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. He will suffer irreparable harm
because he will be denied the opportunity to elect candidates of his choice in violation of the
VRA if the enacted plan is not enjoined.

23. Plaintiff Dr. Alice Washington resides in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. She is a Black U.S.
citizen, and is lawfully registered to vote. Washington is a regular voter. She resides in CD 6.
H.B. 1/S.B. 5 cracks Black voters like Dr. Washington to prevent the creation of a second
majority-Black district and, thus, dilutes her vote in violation of the VRA. She will suffer
irreparable harm because she will be denied the opportunity to elect candidates of her choice in
violation of the VRA under H.B. 1/S.B. 5.

24. Plaintiff Rev. Clee Earnest Lowe resides in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. He is a Black U.S.
citizen, and lawfully registered to vote. Lowe is a regular voter. He resides in CD 6. H.B. 1/S.B.
5 cracks Black voters like Lowe to prevent the creation of a second majority-Black district and,

thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. Lowe would reside in a cracked district under
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H.B. 1/S.B. 5. He will suffer irreparable harm because he will be denied the opportunity to elect
candidates of his choice in violation of the VRA under H.B. 1/S.B. 5.

25.  Plaintiff Edgar Cage resides in Baker, Louisiana. He is a Black U.S. citizen and lawfully
registered to vote. He is a leader of Together Baton Rouge. Under the enacted plan, Mr. Cage
resides in CD 2. The enacted plan packs Black voters like Mr. Cage to prevent the creation of a
second majority-Black district and, thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. If the enacted
plan is not enjoined, he will suffer irreparable harm in the form of vote dilution.

26.  Plaintiff Dr. Press Robinson resides in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. He is a Black U.S.
citizen and is lawfully registered to vote. He resides in CD 2 under the enacted plan. The
enacted plan packs Black voters like Dr. Robinson to prevent the creation of a second majority-
Black district and, thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. Dr. Robinson would reside in a
packed district under the enacted plan and will suffer irreparable harm if the plan is not enjoined.
27.  Plaintiff Davante Lewis resides in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. He is a Black U.S. citizen
and 1s lawfully registered to vote. He resides in CD 2 under the enacted plan. The enacted plan
cracks Black voters like Mr. Lewis to prevent the creation of a second majority-Black district
and, thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. If the enacted plan is not enjoined, he will
suffer irreparable harm because he will be denied the opportunity to elect candidates of his
choice.

28. Plaintiff Martha Davis resides in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. She is a Black U.S. citizen
and is lawfully registered to vote. Under the enacted plan, Ms. Davis resides in CD 2. The
enacted plan packs Black voters like Ms. Davis into CD 2 to prevent the creation of a second
majority-Black district and, thus, dilutes her vote in violation of the VRA. If the enacted plan is

not enjoined, she will suffer irreparable harm because she will be denied an equal opportunity to
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elect candidates of her choice.

29. Plaintiff Ambrose Sims resides in West Feliciana, Louisiana. He is a Black U.S. citizen
and lawfully registered to vote. He is President of the West Feliciana NAACP and Chairperson
of the West Louisiana Democratic Party. Under the enacted plan, Mr. Sims resides in CD 5. The
enacted plan cracks Black voters like Mr. Sims to prevent the creation of a second majority-
Black opportunity district and, thus, dilutes his vote in violation of the VRA. If the enacted plan
is not enjoined, he will suffer irreparable harm because he would be denied the opportunity to
elect candidates of his choice.

30.  Defendant Kyle Ardoin is the Secretary of State for Louisiana and is sued in his official
capacity. The Secretary of State is the State’s chief election officer. LA Const. art. 4, § 7; La.
R.S. § 18:421. In that capacity, he is responsible for preparing and certifying the ballots for all
elections, including elections for the U.S. House of Representatives, promulgating all election
returns, and administering the election laws. Id. As part of his duties, the Secretary of State also
qualifies candidates for the U.S. House of Representatives. La. R.S. §§ 18:452, 18:462; Johnson
v. Ardoin, 2019 W1 2329319, at *3 (M.D. La. May 31, 2019).

LEGAL BACKGROUND

31.  Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10301(a), prohibits any “standard,
practice, or procedure” that “results in a denial or abridgement of the right of any citizen of the
United States to vote on account of race or color[.]” A Section 2 violation is established if “it is
shown that the political processes leading to nomination or election” in the jurisdiction “are not
equally open to participation by members of a [minority group] in that its members have less
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to
elect representatives of their choice.” Id. § 10301(b).

32.  The dilution of Black voting strength in violation of the Act “may be caused by the

10
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dispersal of blacks into districts in which they constitute an ineffective minority of voters or from
the concentration of blacks into districts where they constitute an excessive majority.”

Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 46 n.11 (1986). These means of diluting Black voting

strength are referred to respectively as “cracking” and “packing.”

33. The Supreme Court has identified three necessary preconditions for a claim of vote
dilution under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act: (1) the minority group must be “sufficiently
large and geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district”;

(2) members of the minority group must be “politically cohesive” in their support of particular
candidates; and (3) the majority must vote “sufficiently as a bloc to enable it . . . usually to defeat

the minority’s preferred candidate.” Gingles, 478 U.S. at 50-51.

34, Once these preconditions are established, the court must consider whether, under the
totality of the circumstances, members of a racial group have less opportunity than other
members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of
their choice. 52 U.S.C. § 10301(b). The Senate Report on the 1982 amendments to the Voting
Rights Act identifies several non-exclusive factors, referred to as the “Senate Factors,” that
courts should consider when determining if, under the totality of the circumstances, the operation
of the districting plan results in vote dilution in violation of Section 2.

35. The Senate Factors include: (1) the history of official voting-related discrimination in the
state or political subdivision; (2) the extent to which voting in the elections of the state or
political subdivision is racially polarized; (3) the extent to which the state or political subdivision
has used voting practices or procedures that tend to enhance the opportunity for discrimination
against the minority group, such as unusually large election districts, majority-vote requirements,

and prohibitions against bullet-voting; (4) the exclusion of members of the minority group from

11
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candidate slating processes; (5) the extent to which minority group members bear the effects of
discrimination in areas such as education, employment, and health, which hinder their ability to
participate effectively in the political process; (6) the use of overt or subtle racial appeals in
political campaigns; and (7) the extent to which members of the minority group have been
elected to public office in the jurisdiction. Gingles, 478 U.S. at 37. Additional factors which
may be probative include (8) whether there is a significant lack of responsiveness on the part of
elected officials to the particularized needs of the members of the minority group; and (9)
whether the policy underlying the state or political subdivision's use of such voting qualification,
prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice or procedure is tenuous. /d. While Section 2 does
not establish a right to have members of a protected class elected in numbers equal to their
proportion in the population, the Supreme Court has held that “whether the number of districts in
which the minority group forms an effective majority is roughly proportional to its share of the
population in the relevant area” is a “relevant consideration” in assessing whether Section 2 has

been violated. League of United Latin Am. Citizens v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 426 (2006); see also

Johnson v. De Grandy, 512 U.S. 997, 1000 (1994).

36. The Supreme Court has identified factor 2 (the existence of racially polarized voting) and
factor 7 (the extent to which members of the minority group have been elected to public office)
as the most important factors in the totality of the circumstances analysis. N.A4.A.C.P. v.
Fordice, 252 F.3d 361 (5th Cir. 2001) (citing id. at. 48 n. 15).

37. “There is no requirement that any particular number of [Senate] factors be proved, or that
a majority of them point one way or the other.” United States v. Marengo Cty. Comm’n, 731

F.2d 1546, 1566 .33 (11th Cir. 1984) (quoting S. Rep. No. 97-417, at 29 (1982)); see id. at 1566

(“The statute explicitly calls for a ‘totality-of-the circumstances’ approach and the Senate Report

12
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indicates that no particular factor is an indispensable element of a dilution claim.”).
38. The Fifth Circuit has held that it will be “only the very unusual case in which the
plaintiffs can establish the existence of the three Gingles factors but still have failed to establish a

violation of § 2 under the totality of circumstances.” Clark v. Calhoun Cty., 21 E.3d 92, 97 (5th

Cir. 1994).

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

39. The 2020 U.S. Decennial Census of Population and Housing confirmed that Louisiana is
home to the second highest percentage of Black citizens in the country. According to the 2020
Census, people of color represent nearly 40 percent of Louisiana’s voting age population.
Louisiana has a voting-age population of 3,570,548, with an any part Black voting age
population of 1,115,769 (31.2%), a Hispanic/Latino voting age population of 223,662 (6.3%),
and a non-Hispanic Asian American voting-age population of 80,672 (2.3%). Louisiana’s
population of individuals who identify as any part Black, the population has increased by 3.78%
over the last decade, and the total number of Black Louisiana voting age population increased by
7.22%. Indeed, Louisiana’s population growth over the last decade was driven entirely by growth
in minority populations. The State’s white population decreased by 6.3%.

40. Every ten years, following the Census, the Legislature must redraw district boundaries for
the congressional districts. La. Stat. Ann. § 18:1276.1; U.S. Const. art. I § 2. Under federal law,
congressional districts must have nearly equal populations and must not discriminate on the basis
of race or ethnicity. Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964).

41. The U.S. Census Bureau delivered apportionment counts for the 2020 Census on April
26,2021. Louisiana was apportioned six seats in the U.S. House of Representatives, the same
number it was apportioned following the 2010 census.

42.  Between the 2010 and 2020 censuses, Louisiana’s population grew by 124,385, or 2.7

13
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percent, according to Census Bureau data. Louisiana’s Black population grew by 56,234 (3.8
percent) from 2010-2020. The non-Hispanic white population decreased by 138,182 (5.1
percent) in the same period.

43.  In Louisiana, congressional districts are drawn by the Legislature, passed through the
Legislature as ordinary legislation, and subject to veto by the governor. The Legislature may
override a gubernatorial veto by two-thirds of the elected membership of each house.

44.  Pursuant to Joint Rule 21 of the Legislature, each redistricting plan submitted for
consideration by the Legislature must comply with the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment and the Fifteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution; Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, as amended; and all other applicable federal and state laws. Each
congressional redistricting plan must also (1) provide for single-member districts; (2) be
comprised of districts that have a population as nearly equal to the ideal district population as
practicable; and (3) be a whole plan which assigns all of the geography of the state to a district.
And further “all redistricting plans shall respect the established boundaries of parishes,
municipalities, and other political subdivisions and natural geography of this state to the extent
practicable.”

45. Legislators were alerted early in the redistricting process of the importance of creating
maps that protected the ability of Black Louisianans to elect candidates of their choice. On
October 18, 2021, a coalition of 17 civil and human rights organizations submitted a letter to the
House and Senate Governmental Affairs Committees providing an overview of Section 2 and the
preconditions set out by the Supreme Court in Thornburg v. Gingles. The letter explained in
detail why a congressional map with only one majority-Black opportunity district likely violates

Section 2. The letter also attached seven illustrative maps (the “Coalition maps™), each of which

14
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provided for two opportunity districts comprised of a majority of Black voters and accorded with
the State’s traditional redistricting principles. The two opportunity districts included in the
Coalition maps were based around Louisiana’s two predominantly Black population centers,
New Orleans and Baton Rouge.

46.  Legislators were also alerted to the importance of complying with Section 2 by their own
staff, who provided members of the Senate and House Governmental Affairs Committees with
extensive training and education on Section 2 compliance and the need to draw majority-
minority districts where facts and circumstances were present. The staff presentation, delivered
at the outset of each roadshow at which the Committees solicited public participation, included a
slide devoted to Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, including the Gingles preconditions. The
presentation stated that Section 2 “prohibits any state or political subdivision from imposing a
voting qualification, standard, practice, or procedure that results in the denial or abridgment of
any U.S. citizen’s right to vote on account of race, color, or status as a member of a language
minority group.” During this section of the presentation, staff also read out the Senate factors,
explained the totality of the circumstances analysis, and stated that, to avoid violations of Section
2, the Legislature “must take care to avoid a racial gerrymander.” See, e.g., Staff Presentation at
Baton Rouge Roadshow at 0:31.

47. From late October 2021 through January 2022, the Louisiana House Committee on
House and Governmental Affairs and the Senate Committee on Senate and Governmental Affairs
held a series of joint public meetings (commonly called “roadshows’) across the state during
which Louisianans could make suggestions and recommendations regarding the redistricting
process and the new maps. These roadshows took place on October 20, 2021 in Monroe;

October 21, 2021 in Shreveport; October 26, 2021 in Lafayette; November 9, 2021 in

15



CaseC22e38:233cv-(DatantEnD-60F 635ksainePage 0B730/ Daté kiedt ®6/032022

Alexandria; November 16, 2021 in Capitol Area/Baton Rouge; November 30, 2021 in
Northshore/Covington; December 15, 2021 in Southwest Louisiana/ Lake Charles; January 5,
2022 in Orleans Metro/New Orleans; January 11, 2022 in Bayou Region/Thibodaux; and January
20, 2022 in Baton Rouge. The Legislature represented that it intended to provide, through the
redistricting roadshows, a “full opportunity for citizens to make suggestions and
recommendations to the legislature.”

48. The 2022 roadshows demonstrated broad public support for a second opportunity district
comprised of a majority of Black voters. Out of 174 written comments received, spanning not
only the congressional map, but also redistricting of the State Senate, State House, Public
Service Commission, Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, and State Supreme Court,
64 comments explicitly expressed support for the creation of a second majority-Black district.
See, e.g., Email Testimony of Barbara Kaplinsky submitted to Orleans Metro Region Roadshow
(“I back the creation of a second majority-minority U.S. House district among Louisiana's six
congressional districts, when drawing this year's redistricting maps. One-third of Louisiana's
more than 4.6 million residents are Black. It would only be fair to ensure one-third of the U.S.
House districts reflect that reality.”); Email Testimony of Catherine Gray submitted to Baton
Rouge Roadshow (“I support creating a minority-majority district fir [sic] US Congressional
District 5. With hopes that my voice can be heard through the efforts of representation for
people who look like me and have the same concerns for issues of gun control, healthcare,
policing, homelessness, etc.”); Email Testimony of Lynette R. Bech submitted to Bayou
Region/Thibodaux Roadshow (“We want our elected representatives who are to represent us to
live in our community, so they understand the problems. We want and deserve at least 2

minority districts.””); Email Testimony of Susan Weishar submitted to Orleans Metro Region
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Roadshow (“Because over 1/3 of Louisiana's population is minority- at least 2 of the 6 districts
should have a fair chance of electing a member of a minority.”).

49. Commenters supporting the creation of a second majority Black congressional district
emphasized, among other factors, the extent to which combining voters in New Orleans and
Baton Rouge in a single congressional district defies logic, dilutes Black voting power, and
makes effective representation of both regions less likely. See, e.g., Email Testimony of Alice
Elizabeth Stark submitted to Bayou Region/Thibodaux Roadshow (“I strongly believe that New
Orleans and Baton rouge should not share any districts as they are two of the most populous
cities in our state and are located over an hour from each other.”); Email Testimony of Samuel
Smith submitted to Baton Rouge Roadshow (arguing that Baton Rouge needs its “own
representative solely focused on the everyday needs of the district, such as drainage, funding for
potential infrastructure projects such as a potential new Mississippi Bridge or interstate
improvements” and urging the Legislature to “ensure[] that the Capital Region has a unified
voice in the halls of Congress.”).

50. Voters also consistently expressed a desire for congressional district maps that more
closely resemble the state’s natural geographic and community group breakdowns and not, as
expressed by one voter, “a drawing of an alligator’s head by my four year old (see District 6).”
Email Testimony of Julie Becnel submitted to Bayou Region/Thibodaux Roadshow. See also
Email Testimony of Danny Wilson submitted to Baton Rouge Roadshow (“all
congressional/legislative districts should follow county/parish lines and natural boundaries as
much as possible... Congressional districts 2 and 6 are utterly unacceptable and the obvious
result of political shenanigans.”); Email Testimony of Emily Hargis submitted to Baton Rouge

Roadshow (“I want to communicate clearly the importance of fair and equitable districts. These
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districts should be drawn geographically to reflect populations with similar regional interests.
Minority voices must not be diluted.”).

51. Only 34 of the 174 public comments expressed opposition to creation of a second
majority-Black congressional district. Most of these appeared to be form emails not drafted by
the individual voter submitting the comment. For example, at least 19 of these comments were
nearly identical, and including the following formulaic language: “Please keep the Congressional
boundaries as they are. They were already approved by the Justice Department as being
compliant with voter representation guidelines. Boundaries are to be redrawn only if the Census
shows a greater than 5% change. Only two out of six districts meet that criteria, and they are
only slightly greater than 5%.” In contrast, comments in favor of a second majority-Black
district showed no such similarity. Instead, they consisted of personal appeals and anecdotes
focusing on the distinct needs of Black community groups in Louisiana.

52.  In addition to written submissions, voters from across the state attended the redistricting
roadshows in person to offer testimony in support of equity and fairness in the redistricting
process in general and a second majority-Black opportunity district in particular. As early as the
first roadshow on October 20, 2021, Legislators heard live testimony speaking to the need for
equitable representation in Louisiana’s congressional maps. See, e.g., Testimony of Adarian
Williams at Monroe Roadshow (“In regards to congressional districts, our state lacks equal
representation and competitiveness, which has consequences for our politics, our policies,
communities, our economy and society as a whole. The districts we draw in 2022 will shape our
lives and communities for the next decade.”); Testimony of Brenda Shepard Nelson at Monroe
Roadshow at 1:48-49 (“My parents understood the importance of voting. For you see they lived

at a time where they could not vote. During my mother’s last days she insisted in going to the
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polls and voting for the person she felt would best represent our community... [ have never
missed an opportunity to vote, and I do not want my options to vote to be hampered by unfair
drawing of district lines.”).

53. Throughout the roadshow process, voters consistently and passionately spoke to the need
for equitable representation. See, e.g., Testimony of Maggie Boccinelli at New Orleans
Roadshow at 1:23-24 (“If we really stand for the ideals we espouse in the Constitution, Black
people in this state need to have a fair chance at electing representatives who have walked in
their shoes, representatives who know what it’s like to exist as an African American person in
Louisiana, the birthplace of separate but equal and once home to the largest slave port in the
country...I ask you to pass fair maps based on the population shifts in the state and to add a
second majority-minority district in Louisiana”); Testimony of Angelle Bradford at Baton Rouge
Roadshow at 2:24-26 (“I’m just asking you to listen to everyone tonight and really invest your
time in racial proportionality and competitiveness.”); Testimony of Sharon Smith LeHost at New
Orleans Roadshow at 2:15-16 (“Minorities have a community of interest in that the state’s past
practices have resulted in the problems they disproportionately face every day . . . but for far too
long minorities have been deprived of a fair opportunity to participate in developing the laws and
policies that affect their own futures.”); Testimony of Dustin Granger at Lake Charles Roadshow
at 0:56-57 (“African American and democratic voters only have 17 percent of the representation
in Congress when we consistently have 40-50 percent of the voting population... So |
recommend, for the congressional districts, to please divide up Baton Rouge and New
Orleans.”).

54. At the Baton Rouge Roadshow on November 16, 2021, Legislators heard personal

testimony from members of the community who explained that they do not feel adequately
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represented by the current CD 2, which packs their communities in with New Orleans voters.
See, e.g., Testimony of Albert Samuels at Baton Rouge Roadshow at 1:19-22 (“I don’t feel
represented when I have a congressman who, given all the infrastructure needs in our
community, who voted against billions of dollars for roads, highways, bridges, broadband, things
that our community needs... This is why representation matters. Fairness begs the question of
why, since we have had these population shifts, why can’t we have a second majority-minority
district... The numbers are there.”); Testimony of Gary Chambers at Baton Rouge Roadshow at
2:31-33 (“If you live in Baton Rouge and you’re Black, you have to negotiate with people who
grew up in New Orleans. And New Orleans wants this seat [CD 2]. It has been beneficial for
New Orleans and I understand it. But... what that means is that little kids who live in the Second
Congressional District don’t have someone in D.C. that looks like them, that understands them.”)
55.  Inaddition to the Coalition maps sent to the Legislature on October 18, individual voters
proposed more congressional maps featuring two majority-Black opportunity districts. See, e.g.,
Email Testimony of Jordan K. Landry submitted to Lafayette Roadshow; Plan Submission by
Jordan Landry Scenario 2; Plan Submission entitled jchmap6block-assignments.

56. Concerns raised by those who doubted the need for or viability of a second majority-
Black opportunity district were also addressed during the roadshow period. For example, on
November 22, Chairman of the House and Governmental Affairs Committee Representative
John Stefanski gave a press conference at the Baton Rouge Press Club opposing the creation of a
second majority-Black district. Among other things, Representative Stefanski claimed that (i) he
did not believe that CD 2 would remain majority-Black without Black voters in Baton Rouge;
(i1) he doubted whether majority-Black districts, including those proposed in the seven Coalition

maps, would effectively “perform” to allow candidates preferred by Black voters to prevail; and
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(ii1) because the maps drawn after the 2010 Census had been “precleared” by the Department of
Justice (DOJ) under Section 5 of the VRA, “we know that this configuration [of only one
majority-Black district] is legal.”

57. On December 14, organizational Plaintiffs in this case—together with a smaller group of
organizations that sent the October 18 letter—issued a substantive response to each of Chairman
Stefanski’s stated concerns. The letter referred Chairman Stefanski to the seven Coalition maps,
all of which demonstrated that CD 2 could indeed remain majority-Black without the inclusion
of Black voters from Baton Rouge. The letter included a preliminary analysis of recompiled
election results that demonstrated that candidates preferred by Black voters would have an
opportunity to prevail in both proposed majority-Black districts in the Coalition maps. With
respect to the Chairman’s contention about Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, the letter noted
that preclearance under that section uses a different legal standard than Section 2. Section 5
preclearance does not guarantee Section 2 compliance, and courts have expressly refused to
equate the two. Finally, the letter again reminded the House and Senate Governmental
Committees that a new congressional map with only one majority-Black district likely would
violate Section 2, and that the illustrative Coalition maps demonstrated that there were numerous
ways to draw a congressional map with a second majority-Black district that was compact and
adhered to traditional redistricting principles. See Letter from LDF et. al. to La. House and
Senate Governmental Affairs Committees (Dec. 14, 2021).

58. The Legislature held the final roadshow on January 20, 2022, in Baton Rouge. The
Baton Rouge roadshow marked the first time that individual legislators asked questions about
maps submitted during the roadshows.

59. Following the conclusion of the roadshows, the Legislature convened the 2022 First
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Extraordinary Session (the “Special Session”) to consider and enact plans. The first
congressional maps were pre-filed by legislators on January 31, 2022, in advance of the Special
Session.

60.  During the Special Session, members of the House and Senate Governmental Affairs
introduced thirty bills or amendments to bills proposing various configurations of congressional
maps. Twenty of the bills and amendments included two majority-Black opportunity districts.
See H.B. 4, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 5, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 7, 1st Spec. Sess.
(La. 2022); H.B. 8, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 9, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 12, 1st
Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 2, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 4, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B.
6, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 9, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 10, 1st Spec. Sess. (La.
2022); S.B. 11, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 16, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 18, 1st Spec.
Sess. (La. 2022) ; ; Amendment #88 to H.B. 1, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); Amendment #99 to
H.B. 1, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); Amendment #153 to H.B. 1, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022);
Amendment #62 to S.B. 2, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); Amendment #116 to S.B. 5, 1st Spec.
Sess. (La. 2022); Amendment #91 to S.B. 5, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022). Just four of the
proposed bills contained one majority-Black district. See H.B. 1, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B.
19, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 5, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); S.B. 20, 1st Spec. Sess. (La.
2022); S.B. 22, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022).

61. The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee convened for the first time on February 2,
2022. Although congressional maps were not on the agenda, several individuals gave public
testimony that echoed the comments of voters who spoke and submitted written testimony during
the roadshows. They called for a second majority-Black district and demanded maps that would

provide Black Louisianans an opportunity to elect candidates of their choice at all levels of
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government.

62. The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee held its first hearing to discuss proposed
congressional maps on February 3, 2022. The Committee discussed six congressional bills, five
of which included two majority-Black opportunity districts and adopted similar configurations to
the Coalition maps: S.B. 2, S.B. 4, and S.B. 9 introduced by Senator Cleo Fields (D-Baton
Rouge); S.B. 11 introduced by Senator Gary L. Smith Jr. (D-Baton Rouge); and S.B. 16
introduced by Senator W. Jay Luneau (D-Baton Rouge). Only one bill proposed a map
containing a single majority-Black district, S.B. 5 introduced by Senator Sharon Hewitt (R-
Slidell). Senator Hewitt’s map bore no resemblance to any of the maps proposed during the
roadshow period.

63.  All of the Senators who introduced bills with two second majority-Black opportunity
districts testified that their maps were more compact than the current map on at least two of three
widely recognized statistical measures of compactness, Reock, Polsby-Popper, and Convex Hull.
Senator Fields’ testimony in particular also touched upon the communities of interest that were
considered in creation of the map proposed by his bill S.B. 2.

64. During the discussion of her bill S.B. 5, Senator Hewitt claimed (without evidence) that
creating a second majority-Black district would prevent a candidate preferred by Black voters
from prevailing in CD 2, the sole majority-Black district, and that 58% Black voting-age
population was the “functioning number” required to give candidates preferred by Black voters
an opportunity to prevail in that district.

65. Senator Hewitt touted her bill for minimizing deviation from the ideal population size
required in each congressional district by the Equal Protection Clause. She also raised concerns

that other proposals did not have districts with equal population.
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66.  Yet, the Coalition maps submitted on October 18 had no population deviation and
complied with the Equal Protection Clause.

67. The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee voted on congressional plans on February
4,2022. The Committee voted 6-3 to reject every bill that included a second majority-Black
opportunity district and to send S.B. 5, Senator Hewitt’s bill, to the Senate for a floor vote.

68. That same day, Senator Hewitt spoke about redistricting during a webinar held by the
Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana. Senator Hewitt raised questions, again without
evidence, about whether another majority-Black district would allow candidates preferred by
Black voters to prevail. She also disclosed that the Legislature had retained a law firm and an
expert on racially polarized voting to conduct that analysis.

69. On February 7, during a Senate Governmental Affairs Committee hearing concerning
other maps, Senator Hewitt indicated that the firm had provided her with a preliminary
performance analysis. When questioned by another Senator about whether that analysis would
be shared, Senator Hewitt did not commit to doing so.

70. The Senate voted on S.B. 5 on February 8. Prior to the vote, Senator Fields introduced an
amendment to replace Senator Hewitt’s map with a map with two majority-Black opportunity
districts. Senator Fields’ map performed better on all three objective measures of compactness,
split fewer parishes, did not split any precincts, and had less population deviation than S.B. 5.
The Senate voted to reject Senator Fields” amendment by a 12-27 vote. The Senate subsequently
passed S.B. 5 by a vote of 27-12. Every Black Senator voted against S.B. 5.

71. The House and Governmental Affairs Committee convened its first meeting to discuss
proposed congressional plans on February 4, 2022. The Committee discussed only one

congressional bill, H.B. 1, which was introduced by Speaker of the House Representative Clay
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Schexnayder.

72.  H.B. 1 contained only one majority-Black district. As with Senator Hewitt’s map,
Speaker Schexnayder’s proposal did not resemble any of the maps submitted during the
roadshows. During discussion of H.B. 1, several Black Representatives asked Representative
Schexnayder if he had considered or attempted drawing a second majority-Black opportunity
district, and if he had consulted any members of the Black Legislative Caucus when developing
his map. Representative Schexnayder refused to confirm or deny whether he had.

73.  Representative Schexnayder asserted that his proposed map was his best effort to achieve
population equality. However, the population deviation in H.B. 1 ranges from 29 voters to -17
voters, whereas the population in the Coalition maps, as submitted to the Legislature, deviated by
no more than one voter. Speaker Pro Tempore, Representative Magee (R-Lafourche), a co-
author of the H.B. 1, also claimed, “of all the maps that is [sic] going to be filed, [H.B. 1] has the
lowest standard of deviation. I don’t think anybody can beat it on that point.” Yet
Representative Gaines introduced an amendment to H.B. 1 that deviated less from the ideal
population for each district. See H.B. 1, Amendment #88, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022).

74. After Chairman Representative John Stefanski informed Committee members that a vote
would be held on the congressional bill that day, one Committee member, Representative Royce
Duplessis (D-New Orleans) raised concerns that holding the vote the same day it was introduced
did not give the Committee sufficient time to discuss and debate the proposed congressional
plan.

75. After less than three hours of discussion, the House and Governmental Affairs
Committee voted by 13-5 to send H.B. 1 to the House of Representatives for a floor vote.

76. The House and Governmental Affairs Committee heard five bills on February 10, 2022,
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each with a second majority-Black district. The Committee rejected each bill. See H.B. 4, 1st
Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 7, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022); H.B. 8, 1st Spec. Sess. (La. 2022) ;
H.B. 9, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022). H.B. 12, Ist Spec. Sess. (La. 2022).

77. Testimony from the Representatives sponsoring those five bills focused on the fact that
these maps created a second majority-Black opportunity district centered around Baton Rouge,
were more compact than H.B. 1 on at least two or all three of the widely recognized statistical
measures of compactness, preserved communities of interest, and adhered to traditional
redistricting principles. For example, Representative Denise Marcelle spoke at length about how
her map reflected the different communities of interest in Baton Rouge and New Orleans as well
as the public support voiced during the roadshow for a second majority-Black district that
incorporated Black voters in Baton Rouge.

78. The House voted on H.B. 1 on February 10, 2022. Prior to the vote, Representatives
Marcelle and Gaines introduced two amendments to H.B. 1. Both maps provided two majority-
Black districts and were more compact than H.B. 1 on two of the three widely recognized
statistical measures of compactness. The map proposed by Rep. Gaines, in particular, was more
compact than H.B. 1 on all three widely recognized statistical measures of compactness (Reock,
Polsby-Popper, and Convex Hull), split fewer parishes, did not split any precincts, and had a
smaller population deviation. The House rejected the Marcelle and Gaines amendments by a
margin of 30-71 and 33-70, respectively. Several Black Representatives also noted that H.B. 1
was not as compact and split more parishes and precincts than the amendments and other maps
introduced in the House and Governmental Affairs Committee. Undeterred, the House
ultimately passed H.B. 1 by a margin of 70-33.

79. On February 14, the House and Governmental Affairs Committee voted in favor of a bill
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introduced by Representative Barry Ivey, redrawing the map for Louisiana’s Supreme Court that
contained a majority-Black district with a Black voting age population of 51.23%. Unlike the
congressional maps introduced by other members of the Committee, this map passed out of
committee with bipartisan support, including Representative Magee. Representative Ivey’s bill
was ultimately rejected by the House on February 16, 2022.

80. On February 15, the House and Governmental Affairs Committee voted in favor of S.B.
5. Representative Duplessis introduced Amendment #116, which was more compact on all three
widely recognized statistical measures of compactness, split fewer parishes than S.B. 5 (and H.B.
1), split no precincts, and had less population deviation. Representative Duplessis pointed out
that on equal population, S.B. 5 [had] a deviation of 128 people,” whereas his “amendment had
an absolute range of 44 people.” The House and Governmental Affairs Committee rejected the
amendment by a margin of 5-9.

81. Senate Governmental Affairs Committee voted in favor of H.B. 1 on February 15, 2022.
When Representative Schexnayder introduced his bill to the Committee, he claimed that he
developed his map, “trying [his] best, not to split parishes and precincts.” Turning to population
deviation, Representative Schexnayder also boasted, “if you look at the overall range and the
relative deviation . . . puts [H.B. 1] at a 0.00%.” Senator Hewitt reiterated that it was “hard to
argue with 0.000%, whatever the number was.” Senator Price introduced Amendment #153 with
two majority-Black districts, which was rejected, sending H.B. 1 to the House for a floor vote by
a margin of 6-2.

82. On February 18, 2022, the Legislature passed both H.B. 1 and S.B. 5, reconciling the bills
with identical compromise amendments. Each bill contained identical congressional

configurations.
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83.  The Senate voted 27-10 to approve H.B. 1 and 26-9 to approve S.B. 5. The House voted
in favor of H.B. 1 by a margin of 62-27 and S.B. 5 by a margin of 64-31. Neither bill passed
with more than 70 votes, the number of votes required for the Legislature to override a
gubernatorial veto. La. Const. art. III, §§ 18. Both H.B. 1 and S.B. 5 were thereafter sent to the
Governor on February 21, 2022.

84.  On March 9, Governor John Bel Edwards vetoed both H.B. 1 and S.B. 5, stating that the
map “is not fair to the people of Louisiana and does not meet the standards set forth in the

federal Voting Rights Act.” Governor Edwards’ veto statement explained that in failing to enact
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a congressional map that complies with the Voting Rights Act, the Legislature “disregarded the
shifting demographics of the state” particularly the increase in the Black voting age population
by 4.4% since the 2010 census, resulting in a 2020 Black voting age population of 31.2%, almost
one third of the state of Louisiana. The Governor made clear that he will veto proposed maps
that do not comply with Section 2, telling Louisiana legislators that “[t]his injustice cannot
continue.”

85. The 2022 Regular Legislative Session convened on March 14, 2022.

86. On March 29, the Legislature entered into a veto session and, in a vote broke down along
racial and party lines, each house voted to override the Governor’s veto.

The Thornburg v. Gingles Preconditions Are Satisfied Here

87.  As applied here, the three preconditions outlined by the Supreme Court in Thornburg v.
Gingles—the size and geographic compactness of Black voters in Louisiana; their political
cohesiveness; and bloc voting by the white majority sufficient to usually defeat Black voters’
preferred candidates—are readily satisfied, and strongly support the finding that Louisiana’s
2022 congressional map violates Section 2.

Gingles Precondition One: Size and Compactness of Black Voting Age Population

88. Louisiana’s Black voters are sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to form a
majority in two properly apportioned congressional districts in a six-district plan. Black voters
make up over 50 percent of Louisiana’s two largest metro areas, Baton Rouge and New Orleans,
and constitute more than enough voters to support the creation of two majority-Black districts
that would allow Black voters to elect candidates of their choice.

89. This is evidenced by, among other things, the multiple congressional maps either
proposed during the redistricting roadshows or introduced as alternative bills or amendments
during the Special Session that contain two such districts. For example, on February 8, 2022,
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State Senator Cleo Fields introduced as an amendment to S.B. 5, a map proposal containing two
Black opportunity districts comprised of majorities of Black voters. That map is reproduced
below.

90.  Under this map, Demonstrative CD 5 can be redrawn as a second majority-Black district.
Demonstrative CD 5 would have a Black voting-age population (BVAP) percentage of 51.4
percent, which is sufficient for Black voters to elect a representative of their choice despite
persistent racially polarized voting.

91.  Demonstrative CD 5 comports with traditional redistricting principles and is narrowly
tailored to comply with the Voting Rights Act. When comparing compactness at the district
level, the majority-Black districts in the Demonstrative map, Demonstrative CD 2 and
Demonstrative CD 5, are more compact on all three widely recognized statistical measures of
compactness than the majority-Black district in H.B. 1 and S.B. 5.

92. Demonstrative CDs 2 and 5 would therefore each constitute districts in which the BVAP
is sufficiently large and geographically compact to constitute a majority containing majorities of
Black voters. Compared to H.B. 1/S.B. 5, this map is more compact on all three widely
recognized statistical measures of compactness, splits fewer parishes, and contains no precinct

splits.
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93. Senator Field’s map represents just one of many ways to draw two majority-Black
districts. In total, nine map proposals were submitted to the Legislature by members of the
public, and at least eighteen map proposals were introduced by individual legislators during the
Special Session, demonstrating that Louisiana’s Black voting-age population is sufficiently
numerous and geographically compact to form a majority in two congressional districts.

Gingles Precondition Two: Political Cohesiveness of Black Voters

94.  Black voters in Louisiana are politically cohesive. Black voters overwhelmingly vote for

different candidates than the candidates preferred and supported by white voters. See, e.g., St.
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Bernard Citizens For Better Gov't v. St. Bernard Par. Sch. Bd., 2002 W1 2022589, at *7-8 (E.D.
La. Aug. 26, 2002) (finding that Black voters “act[ed] as a politically cohesive unit” in state and
local elections).

95. This pattern has extended to election after election in the state. In the 2017 general run-
off election for State Treasurer, Derrick Edwards ran against John Schroder, and lost. Edwards
received approximately 96 percent of the Black vote, while Schroder received approximately
79.3 percent of the white vote.

96.  Inthe 2018 election to fill the remainder of the term for the position of Secretary of State
after the sitting Secretary of State resigned, Gwen Collins-Greenup ran against Kyle Ardoin and
lost. Collins-Greenup received approximately 95% of the Black vote, while Ardoin received
approximately 84.1% of the white vote. Ardoin ran again in 2019, this time for a full term as
Secretary of State. Again, Collins-Greenup ran against Ardoin and lost. She received
approximately 96% of the Black vote, while Ardoin received approximately 86.4% of the white
vote.

97. Also in 2018, Ike Jackson Jr. ran against Jeff Landry for the position of Attorney General
and lost. Jackson Jr. received approximately 91.3% of the Black vote, while Landry received
approximately 89.9% of the white vote.

Gingles Precondition Three: Bloc Voting by White Voters

98.  Indistricts with a white majority, white voters vote as a bloc to usually defeat Black
voters’ preferred candidates. In the 2020 congressional elections, voters in four out of
Louisiana’s five majority-white districts had a choice between Black and white congressional
candidates. The white candidates prevailed in all four races.

99.  Multiple courts have recognized that such stark patterns of racially polarized voting—

referring to both the political cohesiveness of Black voters and bloc voting by white voters—has
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been a consistent feature of Louisiana’s political landscape, and that it continues to pervade
statewide and local elections today. A federal district court recently found that there was
sufficient preliminary evidence of racially polarized voting statewide to support a Section 2
challenge to Louisiana’s Supreme Court district map. Louisiana State Conference of NAACP v.
Louisiana, 490 E. Supp. 3d 982, 1019 (M.D. La. 2020). Similarly, in St. Bernard Citizens For
Better Government, a federal district court found racially polarized voting patterns in statewide
gubernatorial elections, as well as local parish elections. St. Bernard Citizens For Better Gov't,
2002 WI 2022589, at *7 (E.D. La. Aug. 26, 2002). In Terrebonne Par. Branch NAACP v.
Jindal, 274 E. Supp. 3d 395, 436-37 (M.D. La. 2017), rev’d sub nom. Fusilier v. Landry, 963
F.3d 447 (5th Cir. 2020), the district court found that stark patterns of racially polarized voting
existed in the parish’s judicial elections. And, although the Fifth Circuit reversed the district
court’s decision, it held that the district court did not err in its finding of racially polarized
voting.

100. Most recently, in 2021, the DOJ sued the City of West Monroe under Section 2 over its
at-large alderman elections. The DOJ contended that there was racially polarized voting
sufficient to satisfy Gingles because “[i]n contests between Black candidates and [w]hite
candidates for West Monroe Board of Alderman and other parish, state, and federal positions,
White voters cast their ballots sufficiently as a bloc to defeat the minority’s preferred candidate.”
The court agreed and entered a consent decree between the parties. United States v. City of West
Monroe, No. 21-cv-0988 (W.D. La. Apr. 14, 2021); see also United States v. City of Morgan,
No. 00-cv-1541 (W.D. La. Aug. 17, 2000) (holding that “[r]acially polarized voting patterns
prevail in elections for the City Council of Morgan City. In contests between [B]lack and white

candidates for City Council, [B]lack voters consistently vote for [B]lack candidates and white
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voters vote sufficiently as a bloc to usually defeat the [B]lack voters’ candidates of choice.”).

Under the Totality of the Circumstances, H.B. 1/S.B. 5 Violate Section 2 of the VRA

101.  The factors enumerated in the Senate Judiciary Committee Report to the 1982
amendments to the VRA ("Senate Factors")—including, but not limited to, Louisiana’s history of
official voting-related discrimination, the extent to which Black residents bear the effects of
discrimination, the use of racial appeals in political campaigns, and the underrepresentation of
Black elected officials in the state—likewise weigh in favor of finding that the 2022
congressional map violates Section 2.

Factor 1: History of Official Voting-Related Discrimination

a. Suppression Targeting Black Voters Before the Voting Rights Act
102. Louisiana has a long, deeply entrenched history of voting-related discrimination.
Throughout its long history of chattel slavery, only white people possessed the right to vote.
“Disenfranchisement of blacks as an acknowledged state policy pre-dates the Civil War. Even
free blacks who were property owners were denied the right to vote. Most blacks, consequently,
even while ostensibly ‘free,” remained enslaved, bereft of one of the most basic of human
rights—the right to vote.” Citizens for a Better Gretna v. City of Gretna, La., 636 E. Supp. 1113
(E.D. La. 1986), aff'd, 834 F.2d 496 (5th Cir. 1987).
103.  Even after the Civil War and Reconstruction, Black people were systematically denied
the right to vote in the decades that followed. Although the emancipation of slaves and the post-
Civil Reconstruction period brought change—including the first Black people elected to state
office—that initial progress was swiftly reversed after the federal government ceased to monitor
state government starting in 1877. Black people’s efforts to vote in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries were suppressed through extreme racial violence and targeted state actions, such as

frequent public lynching, the enactment of a grandfather clause, a poll tax, literacy tests, voter
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roll purges, and discriminatory changes to state and local maps during redistricting.

104. In 1898, Louisiana lawmakers convened a constitutional convention to update the state
constitution, with the explicit goal of enforcing white supremacy and disenfranchising Black
people. At that convention, the state established the “grandfather clause,” a constitutional
provision, common to post-Reconstruction states in the former Confederacy, imposing onerous
property and education requirements on prospective voters, but waiving those requirements for
registrants whose fathers or grandfathers had been registered to vote before 1867—all of whom,
of course, were white. The president of the Constitutional Convention at which the clause was
adopted openly acknowledged that its purpose was to “let the white man vote” and to “stop the
negro from voting.”

105. These and other state-sanctioned voting restrictions were frequently supplemented by
systemic violence against Black Louisianans to intimidate and prevent them from exercising the
franchise and to entrench white supremacy. In 1868 alone, more than 1,000 people—most of
them Black—were killed in massacres and lynchings. This widespread violence took place with
the implicit and explicit approval of State officials. Louisiana parishes comprised four out of
five local jurisdictions in the United States that had the most lynchings between 1877 and 1950,
including 549 documented lynchings in that time period. In the 1873 “Colfax Massacre,” a
white mob massacred approximately 150 Black residents in Colfax, Louisiana after a close
gubernatorial race. Anti-Black violence was almost never punished by law enforcement or the
courts.

106. In the twentieth century, the State continued to develop ways to discourage Black
Louisianans’ participation in the political process and to suppress their effective voting power. It

implemented an “understanding” clause requiring citizens to “give a reasonable interpretation of
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any section of the federal or state constitution in order to vote.” Bossier Par. Sch. Bd. v. Reno,

907 E. Supp. 434, 455 (D.D.C. 1995) (Kessler, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part)

(internal quotation marks and citation omitted), vacated on other grounds, 520 U.S. 471 (1997).
It levied poll taxes and purged Black voters from registration rolls. In 1923, the State authorized
an all-white Democratic Primary, which “functioned to deny [Black voters] access to the
determinative elections.” Major, 574 E. Supp. at 339-40. In the 1950s, Louisiana implemented
citizenship and “morals” tests, and anti-single shot voting provisions (the latter designed to
minimize the ability of minority voters to effectively marshal their voting power in multimember
districts). In 1959, the Legislature established a majority-vote requirement for election to party
committees that impeded minorities from obtaining fair representation on those committees.
107. Louisiana’s voting restrictions achieved their intended effect. The restrictions imposed in
the late nineteenth century, including the grandfather clause, “reduce[d] black voter registration
[in the state] from approximately 135,000 in 1896 to less than 1,000 in 1907.” Major, 574 E.
Supp. at 340. From 1910 until 1944, less than 1 percent of Louisiana’s voting-age Black
population was registered to vote. By 1948, the percentage of Black registered voters stood at 5
percent. By 1964—nearly a century after Black people received the right to vote—only about a
third of Louisiana’s Black voting-age population was registered to vote, compared with the
overwhelming majority of the white voting-age population.

b. Continued Efforts After the Voting Rights Act to Minimize Black Voting Power
108. In 1965, Congress passed the VRA, and Louisiana, as a result of its history of
disenfranchising Black voters, was declared a “covered” jurisdiction under Section 4(b) of the

Voting Rights Act. See South Carolina v. Katzenbach, 383 U.S. 301, 312-13 (1966). Asa

covered jurisdiction, Louisiana was required under Section 5 of the Act to have any changes to
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its election practices or procedures precleared by the U.S. Department of Justice or a federal
court.

109. Even after the passage of the VRA, Louisiana continued its efforts to discourage Black
voting by diluting Black voting strength. These efforts are reflected in the large number of
instances in which changes it sought were blocked or altered by the DOJ and many judicial
decisions finding the state and local jurisdictions violated Section 2.

110. Between 1965 and 2013, when the Supreme Court invalidated the preclearance formula
under Section 5, the DOJ blocked or altered nearly 150 voting related changes in Louisiana, with
many of those objections preventing attempts to dilute minority voting strength. Indeed, in every
redistricting cycle after the passage of the VRA through 2000, at least one of Louisiana’s maps
was blocked as discriminatory.

111.  Courts have also repeatedly struck down efforts in Louisiana to dilute, limit, or otherwise
adversely impact minority voting access and strength, including as recently as 2021. These
efforts have included attempts to discriminate against Black voters through at-large voting

schemes. See, e.g., United States v. City of West Monroe, No. 21-cv-0988 (W.D. La. Apr. 14,

2021); Citizens for a Better Gretna v. City of Gretna, 834 E.2d 496, 504 (5th Cir. 1987);

Ausberry v. City of Monroe, 456 E. Supp. 460, 467 (W.D. La. 1978); Wallace v. House, 538 F.2d

1138, 1141 (5th Cir. 1976).

112. Louisiana’s statewide district maps—including those governing congressional
elections—have been successfully challenged under the VRA in numerous redistricting cycles
since 1965. In 1981, the state implemented a congressional redistricting plan that “cracked” the
Black majority in Orleans Parish between two congressional districts. Plaintiffs alleged—and a

federal court agreed—that the proposed map improperly diluted Black voting power. The court
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required that a new map be drawn, which resulted in what is today Louisiana’s only majority-
minority district. Major v. Treen, 574 E. Supp. 325, 339-40 (E.D. La. 1983). In the 40 years
since that case, Louisiana’s Black population has become sufficiently large and geographically
compact as to necessitate two majority-minority congressional districts.

113. That same year, the Legislature also attempted to limit Black influence at the state level
by approving a plan to reduce the number of majority-minority State House of Representatives
districts throughout the state, including Orleans Parish and East Baton Rouge Parish. The DOJ
objected to the plan, noting that it “impact[ed] adversely upon black voting strength.” As a result
of the DOJ’s objection, the plan did not become effective.

114.  In 1991, the DOJ objected to a subsequent State House redistricting plan, noting that in at
least seven areas the proposed plan minimized Black voting strength.

115.  In 2001, the Legislature sought to eliminate an opportunity district in Orleans. The
Legislature sought preclearance in the D.C. District Court. Louisiana House of Representatives
v. Ashcroft, No. 1:02-cv-00062 (D.D.C. Jan. 14, 2002). Both the DOJ and the NAACP Legal
Defense Fund opposed Louisiana’s preclearance submission. The case settled on the eve of trial,
with the state withdrawing the plan and restoring the opportunity district.

116. In 2018, nine Black voters in Louisiana sued the Secretary of State, alleging that
Louisiana’s 2011 congressional redistricting plan violated Section 2. Plaintiffs argued that the
legislature packed Black voters into CD 2 and split them among three other congressional
districts rather than unifying them to create a second majority-minority district, thereby diluting
their voting strength and political influence. On March 12, 2019, a federal district court denied
the state’s motion to dismiss on the grounds that plaintiff had failed to state a claim of vote

dilution. Johnson v. Ardoin, No. 3:18-cv-00625, ECF No. 51. Plaintiffs amended their
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complaint and, on May 31, 2019, the court denied a second motion to dismiss. Johnson v.
Ardoin, No. 3:18-cv-00625, ECF No. 72. The district court stayed the action pending the
outcome of the Fifth Circuit’s en banc decision in another action, Thomas v. Reeves, 961 F.3d
800 (5th Cir. 2020). After the stay was lifted, the Johnson parties ultimately stipulated to a
dismissal.

117.  The State has similarly faced successful challenges to proposed changes to other election
positions, such as state court judges and school boards, that would discriminate against Black
voters. No fewer than six times between 1969 and 1994, Louisiana attempted to add at-large or
multimember judicial seats, over the objections of the DOJ. See, e.g., Clark v. Roemer, 777 E.
Supp. 445 (M.D. La. 1990). The consent decree in the line of VRA cases stemming from Clark
v. Roemer ultimately established majority-minority subdistricts in nine district courts, a family
court, and a court of appeal circuit, and required the Legislature to create such subdistricts in
another court of appeal circuit and several other district courts. A separate line of cases
challenging the election system for the Louisiana Supreme Court under the VRA resulted in the

Chisom decree, which allowed the first Black justice to be elected to the Louisiana Supreme

Court. See In re Off. of Chief Just., Louisiana Supreme Ct., 2012-1342, 101 So. 3d 9, 21 (La.
Oct. 16, 2012). In December 2021, the State moved to dissolve the consent decree in the Chisom
case, arguing “the Consent Decree has accomplished its objectives.” Chisom, et al v. Jindal et
al, No. 2:86—cv—04075, ECF No. 257 (E.D. La. 2021).

118.  The State currently faces a separate Section 2 challenge to its single-member districts for
state supreme court elections. See Allen v. Louisiana, No. 3:19-CV-00479. Last year, a federal
district court denied the state’s motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and the

Fifth Circuit affirmed. Louisiana State Conf. of NAACP v. Louisiana, 490 E. Supp. 3d 982
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(M.D. La. 2020), aff'd sub nom. Allen v. Louisiana, 14 E.4th 366 (5th Cir. 2021). The case is
currently proceeding through the discovery process.

119. In 2001, the Legislature approved a plan for St. Bernard Parish to reduce the size of the
school board from eleven single-member districts to five single member districts and two at-
large seats, eliminating the sole majority-minority voting district in the parish. A federal court
later found that this new plan violated Section 2. St. Bernard Citizens For Better Gov't v. St.
Bernard Par. Sch. Bd., 2002 W1 2022589, at *10 (E.D. La. Aug. 26, 2002). Lynn Dean, a white
state senator who was involved in restructuring the St. Bernard school board and was the highest-
ranking public official in the Parish, testified at the trial that he had used the “n-word” and “ha[d]
done so recently.” Id. Louisiana localities have also repeatedly discriminated against Black
voters through changes to their voting rules. Over 67% of Louisiana’s parishes received
objections from the DOJ during the time that Louisiana was a covered jurisdiction, and the
majority of the objections have been for redistricting changes.

120. Louisiana has also failed in recent years to comply with public assistance agency voter
registration requirements under the National Voter Registration Act (NVRA), a failure that
disproportionately impacts Black residents of the state. See Scott v. Schedler, 2013 WL 264603,
at *18 (E.D. La. Jan. 23, 2013) aff’d in part, vacated in part on other grounds, 2014 WL
5801354 (5th Cir. Nov. 5, 2014).

Factor 2: The Extent of Racial Polarization

121.  As described in detail in paragraphs 92-104 regarding the Gingles preconditions, the
state’s elections evince stark patterns of racial polarization. In 2020, Louisiana’s most recent
congressional elections, voters in four of the five white majority districts had a choice between
Black and white candidates and in each of these instances, the white candidate prevailed.

Moreover, the consistent gap between Black and white support for Black-preferred candidates is
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significant and consistent across elections at every level of government.

Factor 5: Effects of Louisiana’s History of Discrimination

122.  Louisiana’s history of discrimination has not been limited to the obstacles it has
deliberately placed in the way of Black citizens attempting to exercise their right to vote. As in
many other states, Louisiana enacted “Black Codes” and Jim Crow laws starting in the late
nineteenth century. These laws enforced a regime of state-sanctioned segregation in nearly every
sphere of life including transportation, housing, education, business ownership, contracting,
criminal justice, and public accommodations.

123. Today, Black Louisianans still bear the effects of the state’s long history of racial
discrimination. These disadvantages continue to hinder their ability to participate effectively in
the political process. “The courts have recognized that disproportionate educationall,]
employment, income level[,] and living conditions arising from past discrimination tend to
depress minority political participation.” St. Bernard Citizens For Better Gov't v. St. Bernard
Par. Sch. Bd., 2002 WL 2022589 (E.D. La. Aug. 26, 2002) (quoting 1982 Senate Report at 29 n.
114).

124.  Black residents of Louisiana badly trail white residents across multiple economic metrics.
In 2019, 29.4% of Black people in Louisiana lived below the poverty line, compared to 12.5% of
white people. Nearly half of Louisiana’s Black children live in poverty. Unemployment data
from early 2021 shows that Black people were unemployed at more than twice the rate of
whites—12% compared to 5.3%. As of 2010, white citizens in Louisiana were also more than
three times more likely than Black citizens to own a home.

125.  Severe racial discrimination in employment also persists. According to the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, for the 2011 fiscal year, Louisiana accounted for 3% of

all U.S. race-based employment discrimination charges filed in the United States and 6.1% of all
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charges of discrimination based on color, even though according to the 2010 U.S. Census,
Louisiana comprises only 1.5% of the U.S. population and 1.6% of the U.S. minority population.
126.  Health disparities also persist among Black as compared to white Louisianans.
According to the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals, “[f]rom 2000-2005, Black or
African American Louisiana residents had the highest death rate from all causes, approximately
1-2 times higher than White residents.” In 2016-2018, the infant mortality rate in Louisiana was
10.9 per 1,000 live births for black infants and 5.4 per 1,000 live births for white infants.

127.  De facto racial segregation remains the rule in the state’s educational system. As of
2018, 23 of Louisiana’s 69 traditional school districts remain under a desegregation order,
meaning that no court has found that they have achieved unitary status. 56 of Louisiana’s 69
traditional school districts (81%) are rated high or medium on the “dissimilarity index,” a
formula used to evaluate school district segregation, while just four districts were rated low. In
highly segregated districts, Black students were nearly four times more likely to be suspended or
expelled than their white counterparts. Meanwhile, white students in highly segregated districts
are slightly over three times more likely to be enrolled in at least one Advanced Placement
course.

128.  The incarceration rate in Louisiana, as elsewhere, has expanded greatly over the last few
decades. Since 1970, the total jail population in Louisiana has increased 665%. As of December
2019, Louisiana has the highest rate of individuals in jails and the second highest rate of
individuals in prison in the country. Black Louisianans are dramatically overrepresented in
Louisiana’s incarcerated population. Despite constituting 33% of state residents, Black
Louisianans represent 52% of the jail population and 67% of the prison population in the state.

Factor 6: Presence of Racial Campaign Appeals

129. Louisiana political campaigns have consistently been characterized by both overt and
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implicit racial appeals. The political career of long-time neo-Nazi and former Ku Klux Klan
leader David Duke is sadly illustrative. In 1989, Duke was elected to the Louisiana State House
of Representatives.

130. Duke would go on to run for higher public office in the state multiple times over the
course of the next few years, in each case receiving tens or hundreds of thousands of votes. For
example, in his 1990 race for U.S. Senate, Duke received approximately 43% of the total vote
(including 60% of the white Republican vote), raised $2.4 million, and ultimately came in
second place in the open primary. As recently as 2016, Duke ran again for Senate to, in his
words, “defend the heritage of European American people,” and received 58,000 votes.

131.  Other candidates in Louisiana have followed a similar playbook for racial appeals.
During his successful 1995 race for Governor against a Black opponent, Mike Foster did not
repudiate an endorsement he received from a white nationalist group associated with Duke. He
stated publicly Jefferson Parish was “right next to the jungle in New Orleans and has a very low
crime rate.” Foster received 63.5% of the total vote share, including 84% of the white vote, in
that election. Foster’s opponent, Black Louisiana state senator Cleo Fields, won 96% of the
Black vote.

132.  In 2002, current U.S. Representative for Louisiana’s first congressional district Steve
Scalise spoke to a white supremacist group while serving as a Louisiana state legislator. Scalise
confirmed that he spoke at the event, but claimed that he didn’t know at the time about the
group’s affiliation with neo-Nazi activists.

133.  In 2012, a candidate for Louisiana Supreme Court District 5, Justice Jeff Hughes,
darkened the image of his Black opponent John Guidry in certain of his campaign materials, and

referred to Guidry as an “affirmative action Democrat.”
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134.  In 2018, a white Tangipahoa School Board Member and candidate for reelection posted a
picture on Facebook of a noose. The picture carried the caption “IF WE WANT TO MAKE
AMERICA GREAT AGAIN WE WILL HAVE TO MAKE EVIL PEOPLE FEAR
PUNISHMENT.”

135.  In 2019, Eddie Rispone, the Republican gubernatorial candidate opposite Governor John
Bel Edwards, ran a number of ads that contained implicit racial appeals. One ad mentioned
“welfare for illegal immigrants,” while another claimed that Edwards released “hundreds” of
“dangerous criminals” from prison.

Factor 7: Extent to Which Black Louisianans Have Been Elected to Public Office

136.  Despite constituting approximately one-third of the state’s population, Black Louisianans
remain chronically underrepresented in public office in the state.

137. Louisiana has never had a Black U.S. Senator.

138.  None of the majority white congressional districts in Louisiana has ever elected a Black
representative. Indeed, the only current Black congressional representative is from CD 2, a
majority-minority district created in the 1980s as a result of a Section 2 challenge to Louisiana’s
congressional scheme. In total, the state has elected only five Black Congresspeople since
Reconstruction. The lack of representation extends beyond seats in the federal government.
Louisiana never had a Black Secretary of State or Attorney General, and has not had a Black
governor since Reconstruction.

139.  Only 26 of the current 105 members of the Louisiana State House and 10 of the 39
members of the State Senate are Black.

140.  Only three of the current 11 members of Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary
Education are people of color. Under the previous administration, that number was two out of 11

members (18%).
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141. Black judges have also been “underrepresented in the trial and appellate courts. While
the black population comprises about 30.5 percent of the voting age population in Louisiana,
black people only account for about 17.5 percent of the judges in Louisiana.” Terrebonne Par.
Branch NAACP, 274 E. Supp. 3d at 445. This includes the state’s highest court, which did not
seat a Black justice until 1992. Only one of the seven justices of the Louisiana Supreme Court
today is Black.

142.  Of'the 42 district courts in the state, Black women judges serve or have served on only
six district courts and Black men serve or have served on 13 district courts.

Factor 8: Lack of Responsiveness to the Particularized Needs of Black Voters

143.  The lack of representation of Black Louisianans in public office has contributed to the
failure of elected officials to respond to the particularized needs of the Black community.

144.  As discussed above, Black Louisianans suffer from the effects of discrimination across
many areas, including education, employment, and health. See supra 9 126-132. In each of
these areas, the continued existence of severe racial disparities is indicative of a failure on the
part of elected officials to address the needs of Black residents.

145. For example, a 2009 study on the occupants of top-level city administrative positions in
East Baton Rouge Parish found that white employees in the parish are disproportionately
appointed, hired, and maintained in the highest paying jobs.

146. The lack of responsiveness to the needs of Black voters has been thrown into sharp relief
by the devastating effects that the COVID-19 pandemic has wrought upon the state. Black
residents have the highest rates of COVID-19 cases and deaths in Louisiana. Although only one-
third of the state’s population, Black Louisianans accounted for more than 70% of the

Louisianans who died of COVID-19.
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147. Racial disparities have also been observed in the distribution of COVID-19 vaccines
across the state. Compared with white neighborhoods, parts of the state with high concentrations
of Black residents (such as North Baton Rouge) have suffered from fewer vaccination sites.

148.  Disparities in access to healthcare and COVID-19 death rates are not the only examples
of areas in which Louisiana’s Black community face a lack of responsiveness from their elected
officials. Black Louisianans experience a higher burden of exposure to air pollution than white
Louisianans.

149.  Congressional Bill H.R. 5376 Build Back Better contained provisions specifically aimed
at reducing such health disparities, including measures to reduce the existing Medicare coverage
gap and to expand home and community-based care for Louisiana’s senior and disabled citizens.
The bill also contained provisions to address existing disparities in education, housing, and the
economy. Despite its benefits, all but one of Louisiana’s congressional representatives, the only
Black congressional representative from the state, Representative Troy Carter, voted against the
bill.

Factor 9: Tenuousness of Justifications for Restricting Black Voters to One Majority-Black

District

150. Throughout the redistricting roadshow and Special Session, opponents of a second
majority-Black district in the Legislature provided shifting and tenuous justifications for their
opposition to a second majority-Black district. Each of the purported justifications were refuted
extensively throughout the process. After justifications were refuted, opponents of a second
majority-Black district often shifted to other, new justifications for their opposition.

151. During a November 22, 2021 press conference, Representative Stefanski claimed that
there was interest from some members in preserving the existing congressional configuration by

simply “tweaking around the edges” because the existing map had been precleared by the DOJ
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under Section 5 of the VRA and would therefore be “legal.” As the Plaintiffs and their now
counsel explained in a December 14, 2021, letter sent to the House and Senate Governmental
Affairs Committees, this claim is wrong as a matter of law. DOJ preclearance determinations are
based on compliance with Section 5 of the VRA, not compliance with Section 2, and the
Supreme Court has expressly “refuse[d] to equate a Section 2 vote dilution inquiry with the
Section 5 retrogression standard.” See Georgia v. Ashcroft, 539 U.S. 461 (2003).

152.  Even after this was pointed out to members of the House and Senate Governmental
Affairs Committees, Representative Farnum nevertheless repeated this justification, weeks later,
on February 4, 2022, claiming that the current map with only one majority-Black district
“obviously” did not violate Section 2 “because it was approved and that’s the one we live by
today.”

153. Representative Stefanski also falsely argued that it was not mathematically possible to
maintain District 2 as a majority-Black district without including Baton Rouge in that district.
154. During his November 22 press conference, Representative Stefanski also expressed doubt
about whether CD 2 would remain majority-Black without including Black voters in Baton
Rouge. On December 14, the Coalition responded to Representative Stefanski’s concerns by
referring the Chairman to the seven illustrative Coalition maps, each of which demonstrated that
CD2 could indeed remain majority-Black without the inclusion of Black voters from Baton
Rouge. Indeed, each of the maps with two majority-Black districts introduced by legislators
contained a second majority-Black district without including substantial portions of the Black
community in Baton Rouge.

155. Legislators who opposed maps with a second majority-Black district largely ignored that

the maps submitted with two majority-Black districts were generally more compact than H.B. 1

47



CaseC22e38:233cv-(DatantnD-60F 635ksafnenPage 03880/ Daté kied! D6AB2022

or S.B. 5. These legislators failed to provide any justification for rejecting maps that were
objectively more compact than H.B. 1 or S.B. 5. After this fact was pointed out, opponents of a
second majority-Black district generally shifted to other justifications for their opposition.

156. Numerous legislators repeatedly claimed that they wished to prioritize keeping parishes
and precincts whole. Senator Hewitt claimed that S.B. 5 did “the best job of the maps presented
in this committee in keeping . . . parishes and precincts together.” She asserted that her map
respected “established boundaries of political subdivision and contain[ed] whole precincts to the
extent practicable” and “[kept] 49 of 64 parishes whole.” While presenting H.B. 1,
Representative Schexnayder testified on two occasions that his map was developed “using whole
precincts” to avoid precinct splits, and that he tried “his best not to split parishes and precincts.”
Representative Stefanski attempted to distinguish H.B. 1 by asking if there were “split precincts
in those [proposed Coalition] maps.” But, as noted above, opponents of a second majority-Black
district largely ignored the fact that there had been multiple proposals submitted that split fewer
parishes than H.B. 1 or S.B. 5 while achieving two majority-Black districts. And Senator Fields’,
Representative Gaines’, and Representative Duplessis’ amendments to H.B. 1 and S.B. 5 split
fewer parishes, only 14 parishes compared to 15 parishes in S.B. 5/H.B. 1, and split no precincts
when compared to S.B. 5/H.B. 1. After this fact was pointed out, legislative opponents of two
majority-Black districts shifted to other justifications for their opposition.

157. Representative Schexnayder, Representative Magee, and Representative Stefanski then
contended that reducing the population deviation as much as possible should be a top priority,
and boasted that H.B. 1, sponsored by Speaker Schexnayder, had the lowest population deviation
of any proposal because the difference between the largest and smallest districts was only 46

people as originally introduced. Representative Magee claimed that “of all the maps that is [sic]
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going to be filed, [H.B. 1] has the lowest standard of deviation. I don’t think anybody can beat it
on that point.” Representative Stefanski, a co-author of H.B. 1, contended, “[o]ur duty to make
sure that these populations are equal is an overriding duty, especially on this map. We have to
try to get down to as close to the nearest person. I think, the numbers speak for themselves on
that.” Representative Schexnayder responded, “[i]f you look at [the numbers], I think we’ve
done a great job at that.”

158.  But the maps that achieved the best population equality were in fact the seven Coalition
maps, which deviated from the ideal population by no more than one person. And, among the
maps that maintained whole precincts, the proposals that achieved the best population equality
were actually maps that included two majority-Black districts, including Amendment #91 to S.B.
5 introduced by Senator Fields, Amendment #116 to S.B. 5, introduced by Representative
Duplessis, and Amendment #88 to H.B. 1 introduced by Representative Gaines — in which the
difference between the largest and smallest districts was only 44 people. After this fact was
pointed out, opponents shifted to other justifications for their opposition. For instance, when
introducing his amendment to S.B. 5, Representative Duplessis pointed out that S.B. 5 [had] a
deviation of 128 people,” whereas his “amendment had an absolute range of 44 people.” The
House and Governmental Affairs Committee nevertheless rejected his amendment by a margin
of 5-9.

159.  Senator Hewitt claimed —without providing support—that in all of the proposed maps
with two majority-Black districts, the Black voting age population in the two majority-Black
districts was too low and would result in Black voters being unable to elect candidates of their
choice in either district. On February 3, she testified, “if we did 50% plus one, you would not . .

. be giving the minority population an equal opportunity to elect a candidate of their choice. She
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claimed that in her map, the majority-Black district “is the same as it . . . currently is around 58%
.. . because we know that is a functioning number.” However, when pressed by Senator Price
about how she derived this conclusion, she admitted that her statements were unfounded as she
was still “working on getting that data” to “do a better job of . . . assessing that.”

160. On February 4, while speaking during a webinar held by the Public Affairs Research
Council of Louisiana, Senator Hewitt again claimed that she doubted whether another minority
district would perform, because “technically by law, a minority district is one that is 50%+1
minority, but [ don’t think there is anybody in the building that would necessarily believe that a
minority district like that, that there's a very high probability that the minority would elect a
candidate of their choice, with only 50%+1 in their district.” When asked how she reached that
conclusion, she admitted that she had not received any substantive analysis supporting her
assertion from the law firm retained to evaluate the Legislature’s maps.

161. Again, on February 8, during the debate on S.B. 5 on the Senate floor, Senator Hewitt
conceded that her statements were based on “some of the preliminary information [she had] been
given and [she did not] have any documentation in [her] hand that [she] could share with
anybody.” Representative Stefanski made similar statements on November 22, during a press
conference, about whether a second majority-Black district could perform to allow the Black-
preferred candidate to elect the candidate of choice.

162.  All of these concerns, however, are belied by the fact that the House and Governmental
Affairs Committee voted in favor of a bill redrawing the map for Louisiana’s Supreme Court that
contained a majority-Black district with a Black voting age population of 51.23%. Unlike the
congressional maps introduced by other members of the Committee, this map, introduced by

Representative Ivey, passed out of committee with bipartisan support, including Representative
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Magee. Representative Ivey’s bill was ultimately rejected by the House on February 16, 2022.
163. Finally, the argument (advanced by Senator Hewitt and others) that the VRA does not
establish a right to two majority-Black districts simply because one-third of the state’s
population is Black is a red herring. Cases acknowledge that underrepresentation of Black voters
is a relevant equitable consideration in a Section 2 analysis. There is no contention—and the
VRA does not guarantee—that a violation is proven by lack of proportionality alone. Instead,
there must be a showing of the preconditions set out by the Supreme Court in Thornburg v.
Gingles, and courts are guided by the Senate Factors when determining if, under the totality of
the circumstances, the districting plan results in vote dilution in violation of Section 2. These
circumstances are present in Louisiana today, and compel the conclusion that the H.B. 1/S.B. 5
dilute the voting strength of Black Louisianans in violation of the VRA.

CAUSE OF ACTION

Count One

H.B. 1/S.B. 5 violate Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965

52 U.S.C. §10301; 42 U.S.C. § 1983
(Vote Dilution)

164. Plaintiffs re-allege and incorporate by reference all prior paragraphs of this Complaint as
though fully set forth herein.

165.  Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act prohibits the enforcement of any voting qualification
or prerequisite to voting or any standard, practice, or procedure that results in the denial or
abridgement of the right of any U.S. citizen to vote on account of race, color, or membership in a
language minority group. 52 U.S.C. § 10301(a).

166. The current district boundaries of Louisiana’s 2022 congressional map results in the
dilution of the electoral strength of those voters in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act.
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167.  Black Louisianians are sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to constitute a
majority of eligible voters in two of Louisiana’s six U.S. congressional districts.

Black voters in Louisiana are politically cohesive, and recent elections reveal a stark pattern of
racially polarized voting that nearly always results in the defeat of Black voters’ preferred
candidates in statewide elections and in districts in which the majority of voters are white.

168. Moreover, considering the totality of the circumstances in Louisiana, Plaintiffs, Black
Louisianians and organizations of which they are a part, have less opportunity than other
members of the Louisiana electorate to participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice to Congress.

169. By engaging in the acts and omissions alleged herein, Defendant has acted and continues
to act to deny Plaintiffs rights guaranteed to them by Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.
Defendant will continue to violate those rights absent relief granted by this Court.

170.  Plaintiffs will be irreparably harmed if this Court fails to temporarily and permanently
enjoin Defendant from conducting congressional elections under the enacted plan, in that, among
other things, they would be subject to racial vote dilution. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at

law.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs request that this Court:

A. Declare that the 2022 congressional map violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights
Act;

B. Issue a preliminary and permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from
enforcing or giving any effect to the boundaries of the congressional districts as adopted in the
2022 congressional map, including barring Defendant from conducting congressional elections

in accordance with that plan;
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C. Order the adoption of a valid congressional redistricting plan for Louisiana that

includes two districts in which Black voters have an opportunity to elect candidates of their

choice;

D. Award Plaintiffs’ their costs, expenses, and disbursements, and reasonable
attorneys’ fees incurred in bring this pursuant to in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 10310(e) and 42
U.S.C. 1988;

E. Retain jurisdiction over this matter until the Defendant has complied with all orders
and mandates of this Court; and

F. Grant such additional further relief as the Court considers just.

Dated: March 30, 2022

By: /s/John Adcock

John Adcock

Adcock Law LLC

L.A. Bar No. 30372
3110 Canal Street

New Orleans, LA 70119
Tel: (504) 233-3125
Fax: (504) 308-1266
jnadcock@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have electronically filed a copy of the foregoing with the Clerk of
Court using the CM/ECF system which provides electronic notice of filing to all counsel of record.
This the 30 day of March 2022.

/s/ John Adcock
COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS

55



j4s ev 0a)  CASEC2268038B cv-MDAANERR PTG THERER TR des: 503/30a® Filade Q61092022

The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replace nor supplement the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required by law, except as
provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the
purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. (SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON NEXT PAGE OF THIS FORM.)

1. (a) PLAINTIFFS DEFENDANTS
Robinson, Press; Cage, Edgar; Nairne, Dorothy; Soule,
Edwine Rene; Washington, Alice, et al.

(b) County of Residence of First Listed Plaintiff East Baton Rouge
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES)

Ardoin, Kyle

County of Residence of First Listed Defendant East Baton Rouge
(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)

IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF
THE TRACT OF LAND INVOLVED.

NOTE:

(C) Attorneys (Firm Name, Address, and Telephone Number)

John Adcock, 3110 Canal Street, New Orleans, LA 70119
(504) 233-3125

Attorneys (If Known)

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION (Piace an “X" in One Box Only) III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (Place an “X” in One Box for Plaintiff
(For Diversity Cases Only) and One Box for Defendant)
I:’ 1 U.S. Government IZ’ 3 Federal Question PTF DEF PTF DEF
Plaintiff (U.S. Government Not a Party) Citizen of This State [Jtv [ 1 Incorporated or Principal Place 04 [J4
of Business In This State
|:| 2 U.S. Government |:| 4 Diversity Citizen of Another State |:| 2 |:| 2 Incorporated and Principal Place |:| 5 D 5
Defendant (Indicate Citizenship of Parties in Item III) of Business In Another State
Citizen or Subject of a I:’ 3 I:’ 3 Foreign Nation I:’ 6 D 6
Foreign Country

IV. NATURE OF SUIT (Place an "X in One Box Only)

Click here for: Nature of Suit Code Descriptions.

| CONTRACT TORTS FORFEITURE/PENALTY BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES |
110 Insurance PERSONAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY :| 625 Drug Related Seizure 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 375 False Claims Act
120 Marine 310 Airplane D 365 Personal Injury - of Property 21 USC 881 423 Withdrawal 376 Qui Tam (31 USC
130 Miller Act 315 Airplane Product Product Liability :I 690 Other 28 USC 157 3729(a))
140 Negotiable Instrument Liability D 367 Health Care/ INTELLECTUAL :I 400 State Reapportionment
[ 1150 Recovery of Overpayment | | 320 Assault, Libel & Pharmaceutical PROPERTY RIGHTS || 410 Antitrust
& Enforcement of Judgment Slander Personal Injury :I 820 Copyrights 430 Banks and Banking
151 Medicare Act :| 330 Federal Employers’ Product Liability 830 Patent 450 Commerce
H 152 Recovery of Defaulted Liability D 368 Asbestos Personal 835 Patent - Abbreviated 460 Deportation
Student Loans 3 340 Marine Injury Product New Drug Application 470 Racketeer Influenced and
(Excludes Veterans) 345 Marine Product Liability 840 Trademark Corrupt Organizations
I:’ 153 Recovery of Overpayment Liability PERSONAL PROPERTY LABOR 880 Defend Trade Secrets D 480 Consumer Credit
- of Veteran’s Benefits 350 Motor Vehicle 370 Other Fraud 710 Fair Labor Standards Act of 2016 (15 USC 1681 or 1692)
|| 160 Stockholders’ Suits 3 355 Motor Vehicle H 371 Truth in Lending Act D 485 Telephone Consumer
[]190 Other Contract Product Liability []380 Other Personal | 1720 Labor/Management SOCTAL SECURITY Protection Act
: 195 Contract Product Liability :I 360 Other Personal Property Damage Relations 861 HIA (1395ff) 490 Cable/Sat TV
|| 196 Franchise Injury D 385 Property Damage 740 Railway Labor Act 862 Black Lung (923) 850 Securities/Commodities/
:| 362 Personal Injury - Product Liability 751 Family and Medical 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g)) Exchange
Medical Malpractice Leave Act 864 SSID Title XVI : 890 Other Statutory Actions
REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS _| 790 Other Labor Litigation :I 865 RSI (405(g)) : 891 Agricultural Acts

| |210 Land Condemnation

[ ]220 Foreclosure

230 Rent Lease & Ejectment
240 Torts to Land

| _[245 Tort Product Liability
: 290 All Other Real Property

|| 440 Other Civil Rights

[X] 441 Voting

3 442 Employment

443 Housing/

Accommodations

| ] 445 Amer. w/Disabilities -

Employment

| ] 446 Amer. w/Disabilities -

Other
| ] 448 Education

Habeas Corpus:

I:l 463 Alien Detainee

I:' 510 Motions to Vacate

Sentence

:| 530 General

| ] 535 Death Penalty

Other:

540 Mandamus & Other

550 Civil Rights

555 Prison Condition

560 Civil Detainee -
Conditions of

Confinement

| ]791 Employee Retirement
Income Security Act

893 Environmental Matters

FEDERAL TAX SUITS

895 Freedom of Information

[ ] 870 Taxes (U.S. Plaintiff
or Defendant)
(] 871 IRS—Third Party

IMMIGRATION

26 USC 7609

462 Naturalization Application
465 Other Immigration
Actions

Act
896 Arbitration
899 Administrative Procedure
Act/Review or Appeal of
Agency Decision
D 950 Constitutionality of
State Statutes

V. ORIGIN (Place an “X”" in One Box Only)

l Original 2 Removed from O 3 Remanded from D4 Reinstated or O 5 Transferred from 6 Multidistrict 8 Multidistrict

Proceeding State Court Appellate Court Reopened Another District Litigation - Litigation -
(specify) Transfer Direct File
Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless diversity):

52 U.S.C.§ 10301

Brief description of cause:
\Voting Rights Act regarding Congressional redistricting.

[] CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION

YI1. CAUSE OF ACTION

VII. REQUESTED IN DEMAND $ CHECK YES only if demanded in complaint:

COMPLAINT: UNDER RULE 23, F.R.Cv.P. JURY DEMAND: Cyes No
VIII. RELATED CASE(S)

IF ANY (See instructions):

JUDGE C.J. Shelly D. Dick; Mag. J. Scott D. Johnson ~ DOCKET NUMBER 22-178-SDD-SDJ
DATE SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD
Mar 30, 2022
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
RECEIPT # AMOUNT APPLYING IFP JUDGE MAG. JUDGE




JS 44 Reverse (Rev. 0@&56@2@9%0V-WDM63W6@3@E1 583/3”3% FF"age %@92022

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ATTORNEYS COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET FORM JS 44
Authority For Civil Cover Sheet

The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and service of pleading or other papers as
required by law, except as provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is
required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. Consequently, a civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of
Court for each civil complaint filed. The attorney filing a case should complete the form as follows:

L(a) Plaintiffs-Defendants. Enter names (last, first, middle initial) of plaintiff and defendant. If the plaintiff or defendant is a government agency, use
only the full name or standard abbreviations. If the plaintiff or defendant is an official within a government agency, identify first the agency and then
the official, giving both name and title.

(b) County of Residence. For each civil case filed, except U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county where the first listed plaintiff resides at the
time of filing. In U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county in which the first listed defendant resides at the time of filing. (NOTE: In land
condemnation cases, the county of residence of the "defendant" is the location of the tract of land involved.)

(c) Attorneys. Enter the firm name, address, telephone number, and attorney of record. If there are several attorneys, list them on an attachment, noting
in this section "(see attachment)".

1I. Jurisdiction. The basis of jurisdiction is set forth under Rule 8(a), F.R.Cv.P., which requires that jurisdictions be shown in pleadings. Place an "X"
in one of the boxes. If there is more than one basis of jurisdiction, precedence is given in the order shown below.
United States plaintiff. (1) Jurisdiction based on 28 U.S.C. 1345 and 1348. Suits by agencies and officers of the United States are included here.
United States defendant. (2) When the plaintiff is suing the United States, its officers or agencies, place an "X" in this box.
Federal question. (3) This refers to suits under 28 U.S.C. 1331, where jurisdiction arises under the Constitution of the United States, an amendment
to the Constitution, an act of Congress or a treaty of the United States. In cases where the U.S. is a party, the U.S. plaintiff or defendant code takes
precedence, and box 1 or 2 should be marked.
Diversity of citizenship. (4) This refers to suits under 28 U.S.C. 1332, where parties are citizens of different states. When Box 4 is checked, the
citizenship of the different parties must be checked. (See Section III below; NOTE: federal question actions take precedence over diversity
cases.)

III.  Residence (citizenship) of Principal Parties. This section of the JS 44 is to be completed if diversity of citizenship was indicated above. Mark this
section for each principal party.

IV.  Nature of Suit. Place an "X" in the appropriate box. If there are multiple nature of suit codes associated with the case, pick the nature of suit code
that is most applicable. Click here for: Nature of Suit Code Descriptions.

V. Origin. Place an "X" in one of the seven boxes.
Original Proceedings. (1) Cases which originate in the United States district courts.
Removed from State Court. (2) Proceedings initiated in state courts may be removed to the district courts under Title 28 U.S.C., Section 1441.
Remanded from Appellate Court. (3) Check this box for cases remanded to the district court for further action. Use the date of remand as the filing
date.
Reinstated or Reopened. (4) Check this box for cases reinstated or reopened in the district court. Use the reopening date as the filing date.
Transferred from Another District. (5) For cases transferred under Title 28 U.S.C. Section 1404(a). Do not use this for within district transfers or
multidistrict litigation transfers.
Multidistrict Litigation — Transfer. (6) Check this box when a multidistrict case is transferred into the district under authority of Title 28 U.S.C.
Section 1407.
Multidistrict Litigation — Direct File. (8) Check this box when a multidistrict case is filed in the same district as the Master MDL docket.
PLEASE NOTE THAT THERE IS NOT AN ORIGIN CODE 7. Origin Code 7 was used for historical records and is no longer relevant due to
changes in statute.

VI.  Cause of Action. Report the civil statute directly related to the cause of action and give a brief description of the cause. Do not cite jurisdictional
statutes unless diversity. Example: U.S. Civil Statute: 47 USC 553 Brief Description: Unauthorized reception of cable service.

VII. Requested in Complaint. Class Action. Place an "X" in this box if you are filing a class action under Rule 23, F.R.Cv.P.
Demand. In this space enter the actual dollar amount being demanded or indicate other demand, such as a preliminary injunction.

Jury Demand. Check the appropriate box to indicate whether or not a jury is being demanded.

VIII. Related Cases. This section of the JS 44 is used to reference related pending cases, if any. If there are related pending cases, insert the docket
numbers and the corresponding judge names for such cases.

Date and Attorney Signature. Date and sign the civil cover sheet.



Case: 22-30333  Document: 00516351555 Page: 59 Date Filed: 06/09/2022

EXHIBIT B



Case:22s80333-cv-Doeument] 0053 6351G55nerRdge: 06030/ DatePBiledl 06/09/2022

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

EDWARD GALMON, SR., CIARA HART,
NORRIS HENDERSON, and TRAMELLE
HOWARD,

Case No.

Plaintiffs,
V.

R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity as
Louisiana Secretary of State,

Defendant.

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Plaintiffs Edward Galmon, Sr., Ciara Hart, Norris Henderson, and Tramelle Howard file
this Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief against Defendant R. Kyle Ardoin, in his
official capacity as Louisiana Secretary of State, and allege as follows:

1. Plaintiffs bring this action to challenge Louisiana’s new congressional districting
plan, House Bill 1 (“HB 17), on the ground that it violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of
1965, 52 U.S.C. § 10301.

2. Louisiana has the second-highest proportion of Black residents in the United States,
comprising nearly one-third of the state’s population. But Black Louisianians have the opportunity
to elect their candidates of choice in only omne of Louisiana’s six congressional districts.
Meanwhile, white Louisianians, who make up just 57.1 percent of the state’s population, can elect
their candidates of choice in the remaining five—83 percent of the state’s congressional districts.

3. HB 1 perpetuates this imbalance by packing Black voters into the Second

Congressional District while cracking Louisiana’s other Black communities into districts that
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extend into the southern, western, and northern reaches of the state. In so doing, HB 1 dilutes the
electoral strength of the state’s Black community.

4. The Louisiana State Legislature was well aware of the need to draw a second
majority-Black congressional district when it passed HB 1. Governor John Bel Edwards vetoed
the map when it arrived on his desk, explaining that it “is simply not fair to the people of Louisiana
and does not meet the standards set forth in the federal Voting Rights Act.” The Legislature ignored
the Governor’s admonition, overrode his veto, and enacted HB 1 into law.

5. The 2020 census data confirm that Black Louisianians are sufficiently numerous
and geographically compact to form a majority of eligible voters—which is to say, a majority of
the voting-age population'—in a second congressional district. This new majority-Black district
would unite communities of shared interests while respecting neutral districting principles.

6. An array of factors—including Louisiana’s sordid history of racial discrimination
in voting, the continued use of racial appeals in the state’s elections, and persistent socioeconomic
disparities between Black and white Louisianians that hinder the ability of Black voters to

participate effectively in the political process—further demonstrates that the Legislature’s failure

' The phrases “majority of eligible voters” and “majority of the voting-age population” have been
used by courts interchangeably when discussing the threshold requirements of a vote-dilution
claim under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Compare, e.g., Bone Shirt v. Hazeltine, 461 F.3d
1011, 1019 (8th Cir. 2006) (“[T]he first Gingles precondition . . . requires only a simple majority
of eligible voters in a single-member district.” (emphasis added) (quoting Dickinson v. Ind. State
Election Bd., 933 F.2d 497, 503 (7th Cir. 1991))), and Terrebonne Par. Branch NAACP v. Jindal,
274 F. Supp. 3d 395,428 (M.D. La. 2017) (similar), overruled on other grounds sub nom. Fusilier
v. Landry, 963 F.3d 447 (5th Cir. 2020), with Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1, 18 (2009) (plurality
op.) (“[T]he majority-minority rule relies on an objective, numerical test: Do minorities make up
more than 50 percent of the voting-age population in the relevant geographic area?” (emphasis
added)). The phrase “majority of eligible voters” when used in this Complaint shall also refer to
the “majority of the voting-age population.”
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to create a second congressional district in which Black voters have an opportunity to elect their
preferred candidates dilutes Black voting strength in violation of Section 2.

7. Accordingly, Plaintiffs seek an order (i) declaring that HB 1 violates Section 2 of
the Voting Rights Act; (ii) enjoining Defendant from conducting future elections under HB 1;
(ii1) ordering adoption of a valid congressional districting plan that gives Black voters the
opportunity to elect their candidates of choice in two districts; and (iv) providing any and such
additional relief as is appropriate.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

8. This Court has original jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. §8§ 1983 and 1988 and 28 U.S.C.§§ 1331, 1343(a)(3) and (4), and 1357 because the
matter in controversy arises under the laws of the United States and involves the assertion of
deprivation, under color of state law, of rights under federal law.

0. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because “a substantial part of the events
or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred” in this district.

10. This Court has authority to grant declaratory and injunctive relief under Eederal

Rules of Civil Procedure 57 and 65 and 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 and 2202.

PARTIES

11. Plaintiff Edward Galmon, Sr. is a Black citizen of the United States and the State
of Louisiana. Mr. Galmon is a registered voter and intends to vote in future congressional elections.
He is a resident of St. Helena Parish and located in the Fifth Congressional District under
Louisiana’s new congressional plan, where he is unable to elect candidates of his choice to the
U.S. House of Representatives despite strong electoral support for those candidates from other
Black voters in his community. Mr. Galmon resides in a region where the Black community is

sufficiently large and geographically compact to constitute a majority of eligible voters in a newly

-3
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drawn congressional district in which Black voters would have the opportunity to elect their
preferred candidates. The new congressional districting plan dilutes the voting power of Black
voters like Mr. Galmon and denies them an equal opportunity to elect candidates of their choice to
the U.S. House of Representatives.

12. Plaintiff Ciara Hart is a Black citizen of the United States and the State of Louisiana.
Ms. Hart is a registered voter and intends to vote in future congressional elections. She is a resident
of East Baton Rouge Parish and located in the Sixth Congressional District under Louisiana’s new
congressional plan, where she is unable to elect candidates of her choice to the U.S. House of
Representatives despite strong electoral support for those candidates from other Black voters in
her community. Ms. Hart resides in a region where the Black community is sufficiently large and
geographically compact to constitute a majority of eligible voters in a newly drawn congressional
district in which Black voters would have the opportunity to elect their preferred candidates. The
new congressional districting plan dilutes the voting power of Black voters like Ms. Hart and
denies them an equal opportunity to elect candidates of their choice to the U.S. House of
Representatives.

13. Plaintiff Norris Henderson is a Black citizen of the United States and the State of
Louisiana. Mr. Henderson is a registered voter and intends to vote in future congressional
elections. He is a resident of Orleans Parish and located in the Second Congressional District under
Louisiana’s new congressional plan. The Second Congressional District is a district in which Black
voters like Mr. Henderson are packed, preventing the creation of an additional district in which
Black voters have an opportunity to elect their preferred candidates, as required by the Voting

Rights Act.
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14. Plaintiff Tramelle Howard is a Black citizen of the United States and the State of
Louisiana. Mr. Howard is a registered voter and intends to vote in future congressional elections.
He is a resident of East Baton Rouge Parish and located in the Second Congressional District under
Louisiana’s new congressional plan. The Second Congressional District is a district in which Black
voters like Mr. Howard are packed, preventing the creation of an additional district in which Black
voters have an opportunity to elect their preferred candidates, as required by the Voting Rights
Act.

15. Defendant R. Kyle Ardoin is the Louisiana Secretary of State. He is the “chief
election officer of the state,” La. R.S. 18:421(A), and as such will be “involved in providing,
implementing, and/or enforcing whatever injunctive or prospective relief may be granted” to

Plaintiffs. Hall v. Louisiana, 974 E. Supp. 2d 978, 993 (M.D. La. 2013).

LEGAL BACKGROUND

16. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act prohibits any “standard, practice, or procedure”
that “results in a denial or abridgement of the right of any citizen of the United States to vote on
account of race or color.” 52 U.S.C. § 10301(a). Thus, in addition to prohibiting practices that
deny outright the exercise of the right to vote, Section 2 prohibits vote dilution.

17. A violation of Section 2 is established if “it is shown that the political processes
leading to nomination or election” in the jurisdiction “are not equally open to participation by
members of a [minority group] in that its members have less opportunity than other members of
the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect representatives of their choice.” /d.
§ 10301(b).

18. Such a violation might be achieved by “cracking” or “packing” minority voters. To
illustrate, the dilution of Black voting strength “may be caused by the dispersal of blacks into

districts in which they constitute an ineffective minority of voters”—cracking; “or from the
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concentration of blacks into districts where they constitute an excessive majority”’—packing.

Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 46 n.11 (1986).

19. In Gingles, the U.S. Supreme Court identified three necessary preconditions for a
claim of vote dilution under Section 2: (i) the minority group must be “sufficiently large and
geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district”; (ii) the minority
group must be “politically cohesive”; and (iii) the majority must vote “sufficiently as a bloc to
enable it . . . usually to defeat the minority’s preferred candidate.” /d. at 50-51.

20. Once all three preconditions are established, Section 2 directs courts to consider
whether, “based on the totality of circumstances,” members of a racial minority “have less
opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect
representatives of their choice.” 52 U.S.C. § 10301(b).

21. The U.S. Senate report accompanying the 1982 amendments to the Voting Rights
Act identified several nonexclusive factors that courts should consider when determining if, under
the totality of circumstances in a jurisdiction, the operation of the electoral device being challenged

results in a Section 2 violation. See Gingles, 478 U.S. at 44-45; Westwego Citizens for Better Gov'’t

v. City of Westwego, 946 F.2d 1109, 1120 (5th Cir. 1991). These “Senate Factors” include:

a. the history of official voting-related discrimination in the state or political
subdivision;
b. the extent to which voting in the elections of the state or political

subdivision is racially polarized;
c. the extent to which the state or political subdivision has used voting

practices or procedures that tend to enhance the opportunity for discrimination against the
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minority group, such as unusually large election districts, majority-vote requirements, and

prohibitions against bullet-voting;

d. the exclusion of members of the minority group from candidate slating
processes;
e. the extent to which minority group members bear the effects of

discrimination in areas such as education, employment, and health, which hinder their
ability to participate effectively in the political process;
f. the use of overt or subtle racial appeals in political campaigns; and
g. the extent to which members of the minority group have been elected to
public office in the jurisdiction.
22. “No one of the factors is dispositive; the plaintiffs need not prove a majority of
them; [and] other factors may be relevant.” Westwego Citizens, 946 F.2d at 1120; see also NAACP

v. Fordice, 252 F.3d 361, 367 (5th Cir. 2001) (explaining that Section 2 requires “a flexible, fact-

intensive inquiry predicated on ‘an intensely local appraisal of the design and impact of the

299 ¢¢

contested electoral mechanisms,”” “a searching practical evaluation of the ‘past and present

299

reality,”” and a “‘functional’ view of political life” (first quoting Magnolia Bar Ass’n v. Lee, 994

E.2d 1143, 1147 (5th Cir. 1993); and then quoting LULAC, Council No. 4434 v. Clements, 999

E.2d 831, 860 (5th Cir. 1993) (en banc))).

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
I Louisiana’s 2011 Congressional Redistricting

23. On April 13, 2011, the Legislature established Louisiana’s six previous
congressional districts. The Louisiana State Senate voted 25 to 13 to approve the 2011

congressional plan and the Louisiana House of Representatives voted in favor 63 to 56; the vast
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majority of Black legislators voted against the plan. It was signed into law as Louisiana Revised
Statute 18:1276.1 by then-Governor Bobby Jindal on April 14, 2011.

24. Prior to the enactment of the 2011 congressional plan, multiple alternative maps
were proposed, including maps containing a second Black-opportunity district.

25. Senator Lydia Jackson proposed a congressional map that contained two horizontal
districts for north Louisiana, one of which contained a Black voting-age population of
approximately 36 percent. It was anticipated that this district would be one in which Black voters
would have the ability to exert greater influence over congressional elections and demand greater
responsiveness from their congressional representatives. While this plan initially passed through
the Senate, it died in the House’s redistricting committee after Governor Jindal publicly threatened
to veto it. A similar minority-opportunity congressional district was proposed in the House by
Representative Rick Gallot; this proposed plan gained even less traction, dying in committee and
never reaching the House floor.

26. Senate President Pro Tempore Sharon Weston Broome and Representative Michael
Jackson introduced amendments to the 2011 congressional plan that would have created two
majority-Black congressional districts. The additional majority-Black district would have
included, among other parishes, East Feliciana, West Feliciana, and St. Helena, as well as the bulk
of East Baton Rouge Parish’s Black voters. Although all Black members of the Senate and most
Black members of the House voted in favor of these amendments, they were ultimately defeated.

27. The single majority-Black district in the 2011 congressional plan, the Second,
contained parts of New Orleans and weaved around to Baton Rouge, capturing its western and
northern neighborhoods. The shape of this Second Congressional District was significantly more

contorted than it had been under the prior congressional districting plan.
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II. The 2020 Census

28.  The 2020 decennial census reported that Louisiana’s resident population, as of
April 2020, was 4,657,757. This is an increase from a decade ago, when the 2010 census reported
a population of 4,533,372.

29.  Louisiana’s Black population increased by 3.8 percent overall between 2010 and
2020, with Black Louisianians now compromising roughly one-third of the state’s population. By
contrast, the state’s white population decreased by 6.3 percent.

ITI.  Louisiana’s 2022 Congressional Redistricting

30. Throughout the redistricting process that followed the 2020 census, Black
Louisianians and civil rights groups again called for the enactment of a second majority-Black
congressional district. At a public meeting of the Legislature’s joint redistricting committee in
Baton Rouge on November 16, 2021, residents pointed out that while Black Louisianians make up
one-third of the state’s population, only one of its six congressional districts is majority-Black.
Representative Ted James, chair of the Legislative Black Caucus, emphasized this imbalance
during his five-minute speech, repeating, “One-third of six is two.”

31. Although Louisianians were given various opportunities to provide public
comment on the redistricting process, representatives of the Public Affairs Research Council of
Louisiana concluded, in a guest column published in The Advocate, that the Legislature
“disregarded many of the public comments and much of the hours of testimony they received and
fell into age-old patterns of protecting incumbent officials, political parties and personal allies.”
They noted in particular that “[1Jawmakers rejected overwhelming calls from people who attended
hearings around the state and at the Louisiana Capitol to expand the number of majority-minority
districts across several of the maps. It’s not clear the Legislature made any significant changes to

district lines, big or small, based on citizen input.”
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32. The Legislature completed its redistricting process during an extraordinary
legislative session that commenced on February 2, 2022.

33. The House passed HB 1—establishing a map that largely mirrors the 2011
congressional map and preserves Louisiana’s lone majority-Black congressional district, the
Second—on February 11, 2022, and sent it to the Senate for further consideration and passage.
The Senate took HB 1 under consideration while continuing deliberation of its own proposed map,
Senate Bill 5 (“SB 57), which was nearly identical to HB 1 save for minor discrepancies.

34, Throughout this process, the Legislature had several opportunities to consider and
enact a new congressional map with two majority-Black districts. Senator Cleo Fields—who
observed that “[1]t would be unconscionable for [the Legislature] to pass a plan with a single Black
district”—introduced three maps that included two majority-Black districts. Similar proposals
were offered by Senator Karen Carter Peterson, Senator Gary Smith, Senator Gerald Boudreaux,
Senator Jay Luneau, and Senator Joseph Bouie, Jr. Many of these proposals included a new
majority-Black Fifth Congressional District that united Black voters in north Baton Rouge with
the delta parishes along the Mississippi River. Ultimately, none of the maps containing two
majority-Black congressional districts made it to the House or Senate floor.

35. Likewise, both chambers’ redistricting committees failed to advance any of the
amendments to the House’s HB 1 or the Senate’s SB 5, which would have created an additional
majority-Black congressional district while improving the map’s overall adherence to traditional
redistricting principles.

36. Opponents of HB 1 and SB 5 criticized the proposed maps for diluting the voting
strength of Black Louisianians. Notably, the drafters of HB 1 and SB 5 did not conduct Section 2

analyses of these maps to ensure compliance with the Voting Rights Act.
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37. HB 1 and SB 5 passed their respective chambers on near-party-line votes on
February 18, 2022.

38. Consistent with his earlier pledge to veto any congressional map that “suffer[s]
from defects in terms of basic fairness,” Governor Edwards vetoed the proposed maps on March
9, 2022. In his veto message, he explained that he

vetoed the proposed congressional map drawn by Louisiana’s Legislature because

it does not include a second majority African American district, despite Black

voters making up almost a third of Louisianans per the latest U.S. Census data. This

map is simply not fair to the people of Louisiana and does not meet the standards

set forth in the federal Voting Rights Act. The Legislature should immediately

begin the work of drawing a map that ensures Black voices can be properly heard
in the voting booth. It can be done and it should be done.

39.  Rather than heed this advice and draw a new congressional plan that complied with
the Voting Rights Act, the Legislature instead overrode the veto of HB 1 on March 30, 2022.

IV.  Louisiana’s New Congressional Plan

40. In enacting Louisiana’s new congressional map, the Legislature diluted the political
power of the state’s Black voters. Rather than create a second majority-Black congressional
district, the Legislature packed Black voters into the Second Congressional District, the state’s
single majority-Black district, and cracked other Black voters among districts that extend into
predominantly white communities in the southern, western, and northern reaches of the state.

41. Notably, three of the state’s five parishes with the highest Black populations—East
Carroll Parish (70.7 percent), Madison Parish (63.5 percent), and Tensas Parish (55.8 percent)—
are located in the predominantly white Fifth Congressional District.

42. The Second and Sixth Congressional Districts both sacrifice compactness and other
redistricting principles to dilute Black voting strength by respectively packing and cracking Black
voters. For example, the Sixth Congressional District oddly carves up East Baton Rouge Parish,

which is home to the historically Black college Southern Agricultural and Mechanical University

-11-



Case(2230333 cv-Dadunten- 0B 636056MenPaged 3/B0/Date &iled:2067129/2022

and has an overall Black population of about 46 percent. Many other parishes are similarly split
along the winding, circuitous border between the Second and Sixth Congressional Districts,
including several with Black populations above 40 percent like Iberville and St. John the Baptist.

43. Ultimately, the Black population along the Louisiana/Mississippi border and in the
central part of the state is sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to create a second

majority-Black congressional district, one that readily complies with traditional redistricting

principles.
V. Racial Polarization in Louisiana
44.  As courts in this state have long concluded, voting in Louisiana is severely racially

polarized, with Black and white voters cohesively supporting opposing candidates. See, e.g.,
Terrebonne Par. Branch NAACP v. Jindal, 274 E. Supp. 3d 395, 436-37 (M.D. La. 2017)
(recognizing racially polarized voting in Terrebonne Parish), overruled on other grounds sub nom.
Fusilier v. Landry, 963 F.3d 447 (5th Cir. 2020); St. Bernard Citizens for Better Gov’t v. St.
Bernard Par. Sch. Bd., No. CIV.A. 02-2209, 2002 WL 2022589, at *9 (E.D. La. Aug. 26, 2002)
(recognizing racially polarized voting in St. Bernard Parish); Clark v. Edwards, 725 E. Supp. 285,
29899 (M.D. La. 1988) (concluding that “across Louisiana and in each of the family court and
district court judicial districts as well as in each of the court of appeal districts, there is consistent
racial polarization in voting”), vacated on other grounds, 750 E. Supp. 200 (M.D. La. 1990);
Citizens for Better Gretna v. City of Gretna, 636 F. Supp. 1113, 1124-31 (E.D. La. 1986)
(recognizing racially polarized voting in City of Gretna), aff’d, 834 F.2d 496 (5th Cir. 1987); Major
v. Treen, 574 F. Supp. 325, 337-39 (E.D. La. 1983) (three-judge court) (recognizing racial
polarization in Orleans Parish).

45.  Black voters in Louisiana are politically cohesive and overwhelmingly support the

same candidates.
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46. The state’s white voters, in turn, are also politically cohesive, voting in opposition
to Black-preferred candidates.

47. The white majority in Louisiana votes as a bloc usually to defeat Black voters’
candidates of choice.

48. For example, The New York Times reported that in the 2020 presidential election,
the vast majority of Black voters in Louisiana—88 percent—voted for Joe Biden, as compared to
only 22 percent of white voters. Consequently, President Biden lost the statewide vote by a margin
of nearly 20 percentage points.

49. This pronounced racially polarized voting exists both statewide and in the
individual congressional districts at issue in this case.

VI.  Voting-Related Racial Discrimination in Louisiana

50.  Louisiana has a long, tragic history of voting-related discrimination—one so deeply
ingrained that “it would take a multi-volumed treatise to properly describe the persistent, and often
violent, intimidation visited by white citizens upon black efforts to participate in Louisiana’s
political process.” Citizens for Better Gretna, 636 F. Supp. at 1116. This pattern of discrimination
is not confined to history books. The legacy of prejudice and state-sponsored intimidation
manifests itself today in state and local elections marked by racial appeals and undertones, and the
consequences of the state’s historic discrimination persist as well, as Black Louisianians continue
to experience socioeconomic hardship and marginalization.

51.  From the state’s inception through Reconstruction, Louisiana’s constitution limited
the right to vote to white males, wholly excluding Black citizens from the franchise. In 1898—
after the Fifteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution guaranteed suffrage to Black men, and as
Black voter registration began to increase—Louisiana called a constitutional convention with the

purpose of, in the words of the chairman of the convention’s judiciary committee, “establish[ing]
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the supremacy of the white race.” To that end, the delegates enacted several constitutional
provisions that specifically targeted Black voters.

52. For example, Louisiana expanded its felon-disenfranchisement policy to include all
individuals convicted of “any crime punishable by imprisonment, and not afterwards pardoned
with express restoration of the franchise,” as well as all individuals “actually confined in any public
prison.” This was a drastic expansion from the state’s earlier policy, which had limited
disenfranchisement to select crimes (bribery, forgery, perjury, and high crimes and
misdemeanors), and was directly aimed at disenfranchising Black voters.

53. Louisiana also became one of the first states to implement a “grandfather clause,”
a constitutional provision mandating that voter registrants whose fathers or grandfathers had not
been registered to vote before 1867 comply with additional property and education requirements.
As the president of the state constitutional convention explained, the clause was implemented
specifically to “let the white man vote” and “stop the negro from voting.”

54. After the convention, the then-Governor stated that “[t]he white supremacy for
which we have so long struggled at the cost of so much precious blood and treasure, is now
crystallized into the Constitution as a fundamental part and parcel of that organic instrument.” The
effects of the 1898 constitutional changes were profound: Black voter registration was reduced
from approximately 45 percent to a mere 4 percent by 1900.

55. Louisiana’s grandfather clause remained in place until it was struck down by the
U.S. Supreme Court in Guinn v. United States, 238 U.S. 347 (1915). But versions of the state’s
felon-disenfranchisement policy, which disproportionately affects Black voters, have remained a

part of Louisiana’s laws governing access to the franchise.
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56. Following the 1898 constitutional convention, Louisiana continued to develop
alternative ways to ensure that its Black citizens could not participate in the political process. For
example, to replace the grandfather clause, the State implemented “a requirement that an applicant
‘give a reasonable interpretation’ of any section of the federal or state constitution in order to vote.”
Bossier Par. Sch. Bd. v. Reno, 907 E. Supp. 434, 455 (D.D.C. 1995) (three-judge court) (Kessler,
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part), vacated on other grounds, 520 U.S. 471 (1997). This
“understanding clause” was enforced until 1965, when it was invalidated by the U.S. Supreme
Court in Louisiana v. United States, 380 U.S. 145 (1965).

57. Throughout the second half of the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century,
Black Louisianians were subjected to sustained political terror and violence. White mobs
employed lynchings and massacres of Black citizens to intimidate and prevent them from
exercising their constitutional rights. This systemic violence occurred with either the tacit or
explicit collusion of state actors and was almost never punished by state law enforcement. In 1868
in St. Landry Parish, for example, white Democrats, angered by growing Black support for white
Republican candidates, murdered over 100 Black Louisianians over a two-week period. In 1873,
in what became known as the “Colfax Massacre,” a white mob massacred approximately 150
Black citizens after a close gubernatorial race. No one was ever prosecuted for these murders.

58. Ultimately, four out of the five local jurisdictions in the United States that had the
most lynchings between Reconstruction and the 1950s were Louisiana parishes, responsible for
540 documented lynchings during that time period.

59. In the early 1900s, Louisiana also levied poll taxes, which largely prevented Black
citizens from voting, and purged Black voters from the registration rolls. In 1923, “the state

authorized an all-white Democratic primary which functioned to deny blacks access to the
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determinative elections, inasmuch as Republican opposition to the Democratic party in the general
elections was nonexistent.” Major, 574 E. Supp. at 340. The all-white primaries remained in place
until 1944, when they were also invalidated by the U.S. Supreme Court in Smith v. Allwright, 321
U.S. 649 (1944).

60. Black voters were also discouraged from voting through force and intimidation. In
1950, for example, George and Frank Guillory, two young Black farmers from St. Landry Parish,
visited Opelousas to register for the draft. French speakers, the pair mistakenly ended up in the
voter registration office. They were beaten and thrown in jail.

61. During the 1950s, Louisiana continued its discriminatory voting tactics by
implementing a citizenship test and prohibiting single-shot voting provisions. The elimination of
the latter was particularly detrimental to Black electoral participation, as single-shot voting had
given members of minority communities the ability to aggregate their votes behind single
candidates in multimember elections. In 1959, the Legislature established a majority-vote
requirement to be elected to party committees, and “from 1940 to 1964, the States Rights Party
spearheaded a strong movement against black enfranchisement and judicially-directed
desegregation.” Major, 574 E. Supp. at 340.

62. In 1965, Congress enacted the Voting Rights Act, and Louisiana was immediately
declared a covered jurisdiction under Section 4(b) due to its maintenance of a literacy test and its

low level of minority voter registration. See South Carolina v. Katzenbach, 383 U.S. 301, 31213

(1966). As a covered jurisdiction, Louisiana was required to “preclear” any changes to its election
practices or procedures with either the U.S. Department of Justice or a federal court.
63. Even after coming under federal oversight, however, Louisiana persisted in its

efforts to limit Black voting power, with Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act often serving as the
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lone bulwark to prevent Louisiana from further excluding Black voters from the franchise. Indeed,
between 1965 and 2013—at which time the U.S. Supreme Court effectively barred enforcement
of the Section 5 preclearance requirement in Shelby County v. Holder, 570 U.S. 529 (2013)—the
Department of Justice blocked or altered nearly 150 voting-related changes in Louisiana under
Section 5. In 1968, for example, an effort to minimize and dilute Black voting strength by allowing
parish school boards and police juries to switch to at-large election systems was prevented by
objections from the Department of Justice. These objections notwithstanding, between 1971 and
1972, at least 14 parishes—St. Helena, Jefferson Davis, Tangipahoa, Franklin, St. Charles,
Assumption, Ascension, Bossier, De Soto, East Feliciana, Natchitoches, Caddo, St. James, and St.
Mary—attempted to switch to at-large election systems under the nullified laws.

64. Undeterred, the Legislature passed a law in 1973 that provided for the use of
divisions or numbered posts for multimember elected bodies in all districts, parishes,
municipalities, and wards in Louisiana. This would have significantly curtailed the ability of
minority candidates to win elections to multimember offices in localities with patterns of racial
bloc voting. Again, the law was blocked by a Department of Justice objection. In 1975, the
Legislature attempted to prevent single-shot voting in school board elections—an effort that was
also blocked by a Department of Justice objection.

65. Since 1981, much of Louisiana’s voting-related discrimination has been perpetrated
through discriminatory redistricting schemes that have packed Black voters into few districts or
cracked them among many districts, limiting their influence overall. This discriminatory
redistricting has been carried out at the state and local levels.

66. Notably, in 1981, the Legislature attempted to limit Black influence in Congress by

implementing a redistricting plan that “cracked” the Black majority in Orleans Parish between two
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congressional districts. At the time of the redistricting, highly concentrated Black residents
comprised 55 percent of the total population in Orleans Parish. Although multiple plans that
included a majority-Black district were proposed, then-Governor Dave Treen “publicly expressed
his opposition to the concept of a majority black district, stating that districting schemes motivated
by racial considerations, however benign, smacked of racism.” Major, 574 E. Supp. at 331. The
1981 congressional plan was challenged under Section 2, with the plaintiffs asserting that it diluted
Black voting strength. See id. at 327. A federal court agreed, enjoining implementation of the plan
and requiring that a new map be drawn. See id. at 356. The resulting map established the Second
Congressional District, the state’s first—and today, only—majority-Black congressional district.

67. The Legislature also attempted to limit Black political influence at the state level in
1981 through a new districting plan for the Louisiana House of Representatives. It approved a map
that reduced the number of majority-minority House districts throughout the state, including in
Orleans and East Baton Rouge Parishes. The Department of Justice objected to the plan, citing
unsatisfactory explanations for the configuration of districts in Orleans, East Baton Rouge, East
Feliciana, St. Helena, West Feliciana, and Rapides Parishes, and noting that, overall, the proposed
plan “impact[ed] adversely upon black voting strength.”

68. A similar practice was observed during the next two redistricting cycles—in 1991
and 2001—when the Legislature again enacted discriminatory House redistricting plans. In 1991,
the Department of Justice objected once more, noting that the proposed House plan minimized
Black voting strength in at least seven areas. The Department of Justice explained that “the state
has not consistently applied its own [redistricting] criteria, but it does appear that the decision to
deviate from the criteria in each instance tended to result in the plan’s not providing black voters

with a district in which they can elect a candidate of their choice.”
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69. In 2001, the Legislature again sought to eliminate a Black-opportunity House
district in Orleans Parish. The State sought preclearance in federal court; both the Department of
Justice and the NAACP Legal Defense Fund opposed Louisiana’s preclearance submission. The
case settled on the eve of trial, with the State withdrawing the plan and restoring the Black-
opportunity district.

70. In addition to the State’s efforts to minimize minority representation through
congressional and legislative redistricting, the Legislature has also taken other actions to
discriminate against Louisiana’s Black citizens. In 1994, Louisiana attempted to impose a photo
ID requirement for first-time voters who cast their ballots by mail. The Department of Justice
found that this law would adversely impact the state’s Black population.

71. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, Louisiana continued its attempts to expand and
reinforce at-large voting for judges, school boards, and boards of alderman, despite repeated
warnings of the detrimental impact at-large systems have on Black voters. Indeed, in 1969, 1989,
1990, 1991, 1992, and 1994, Louisiana attempted to add at-large or multimember judicial seats,
blatantly ignoring objections and requests for more information raised by the Department of Justice
in response. The State’s actions were so egregious that, in 1990, this Court reprimanded Louisiana
in Clark v. Roemer, stating that it had “absolutely no excuse for its failure, whether negligent or
intentional, to obtain preclearance of legislation when such preclearance is required by the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.” 751 E. Supp. 586, 589 n.10 (M.D. La 1990) (three-judge court), reversed on
other grounds, 500 U.S. 646 (1991).

72. In 1998, the Legislature attempted to facilitate local governments’ resistance to
drawing additional majority-minority districts when it passed a law freezing local voting precinct

lines through 2003—which included the three years following the 2000 census. The Department
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of Justice objected, preventing the law from being implemented. Nevertheless, in 2009, the
Legislature again tried to freeze precinct lines; the Department of Justice again objected.

73. In 2001, the Legislature adopted a plan that allowed electors in St. Bernard Parish
to reduce the size of the school board from eleven single-member districts to five single-member
districts and two at-large seats, thus eliminating the sole majority-minority voting district in the
parish. A federal court later found that this new plan violated Section 2. See St. Bernard Citizens,
2002 WI, 2022589, at *10.

74. In addition to these actions at the state level, localities have also repeatedly
discriminated against Black Louisianians through changes to their voting rules. At least 44 of
Louisiana’s 65 parishes—over 67 percent—received objections from the Department of Justice
during the time that Louisiana was a covered jurisdiction, including, among others, Ascension,
Assumption, Avoyelles, East Baton Rouge, East Feliciana, East Carroll, Iberia, Iberville, Madison,
Orleans, Pointe Coupee, St. Mary, St. Landry, St. Charles, St. James, St. Helena, St. Martin,
Tensas, West Feliciana, and West Baton Rouge Parishes. A majority of these objections concerned
redistricting.

75. Louisiana’s practice of voter discrimination is not merely historic. The State
continues to implement voting practices that have hindered the ability of Black citizens to
participate equally in the political process.

76. The Department of Justice authorized sending observers to more than 11 Louisiana
parishes—including Orleans Parish as recently as 2016—to ensure compliance with federal voting
laws.

77. Moreover, as discussed above, Louisiana continues to disenfranchise felons.

Although voters approved a 1974 constitutional provision that made suspension of voting rights
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permissive for people “under order of imprisonment for conviction of a felony,” the Legislature
later decided to make this suspension mandatory and defined the phrase to include all people in
prison, on probation, or on parole. Although recent legislative efforts and legal challenges have
reduced the scope of Louisiana’s felon-disenfranchisement laws, they continue to have a
disproportionate impact on the state’s Black voters.

VII. Ongoing Effects of Louisiana’s History of Discrimination

78.  During the late 19th century, in a direct repudiation of political gains made by Black
Louisianians during Reconstruction, the State began enacting Black Codes and Jim Crow laws that
restricted the liberty of Black citizens in nearly every sphere of life, including transportation,
housing, education, business ownership, contracting, criminal justice, and public accommodation.
Louisiana’s Black citizens bear the effects of the State’s official history of discrimination even
today. These socioeconomic disadvantages hinder their ability to participate effectively in the
political process.

79. “De facto racial segregation remains in education in Louisiana. About 74% of all
black elementary and secondary students attend majority-minority schools. Only thirteen states
have higher percentages of black students in these majority-minority schools.” Terrebonne Par.
Branch NAACP, 274 E. Supp. 3d at 44243 (footnote omitted). According to the U.S. Census
Bureau’s 2019 American Community Survey (“ACS”) 1-Year Estimate, Black Louisianians are
also more than 10 percent less likely to hold bachelor’s degrees than white Louisianians.

80.  Inaddition to lower levels of educational attainment, Black Louisianans experience
lower employment rates and correspondingly higher levels of poverty than white residents.
According to the 2019 ACS 1-Year Estimate, the unemployment rate for Black Louisianians was
nearly double that of white Louisianians, while the median household income for Black

Louisianians was almost half of the median for white Louisianians. Black Louisianians are three
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times as likely as white Louisianians to receive food stamps, and based on the 2019 ACS 1-Year
Estimate, 24.9 percent of Black households live below the poverty line, compared to just 8.8
percent of white households.

81. The effects of Louisiana’s long history of discrimination are also evident in
persistent health disparities. According to the Louisiana Department of Health, the death rate for
Black Louisianians was approximately one to two times the rate for white Louisianians. The
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention reported that the infant mortality rate—a key indicator
of overall health status—is the highest for Louisiana’s non-Hispanic Black infants and more than
double the non-Hispanic white infant mortality rate. The Louisiana Department of Health reported
in 2018 that four Black mothers die for every white mother and two Black babies die for every one
white baby.

82. As of 2015, not only did Louisiana rank number one in its statewide imprisonment
rate, but Black inmates were overrepresented in the state’s jails while white Louisianians were
underrepresented. Indeed, as of 2014, Black residents of Louisiana were four times as likely to be
imprisoned as white residents.

VIII. Racial Appeals in Louisiana Politics

83.  Inaddition to Louisiana’s history of voting-related discrimination against its Black
citizens, the state’s political campaigns have been subjected to both overt and subtle racial appeals.

84. In 1989, Louisiana made national headlines when David Duke—former Grand
Wizard of the Knights of the Ku Klux Klan—was elected to the Louisiana House of
Representatives. Duke, who claimed to be the spokesman for the “white majority,” went on to run
for the U.S. Senate in 1990, Louisiana governor in 1991, and the U.S. Senate again in 2016.

85. During his 1991 campaign for governor, Duke stated that one of his opponents,

then-Governor Buddy Roemer, was “an NAACP member who supports reverse discrimination.”
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Duke placed second in the initial round of voting with 31.7 percent of the vote. During the
subsequent runoff election, Duke equated affirmative action with “racist” and “intolerant
organizations,” and his campaign was characterized by rhetoric promising to save Louisiana by
giving Black residents “tough love.” Duke stated, “If you are white these days you are a second-
class citizen in your own country.” While Duke lost the runoff election, he garnered more than
670,000 votes—nearly 40 percent—and ultimately claimed a moral victory, saying, “I won my
constituency. I won 55% of the white vote.” When asked why he voted for Duke, one of Duke’s
supporters explained, “I feel like the blacks get too much their own way. You don’t see white
people spitting out babies like they do.”

86. In 2016, Duke made a second run for the U.S. Senate. In explaining why he joined
the race, Duke’s campaign manager stated, “He became very concerned in regards to the Obama
administration and the unhealthy way the mainstream media was affecting the racial climate in
this country, with this bias toward African Americans against the police officers.”

87. Even moderate Republican candidates in Louisiana have made subtle racial
appeals. In particular, the white candidate and eventual winner of the 1995 gubernatorial race ran
against Black Congressman Cleo Fields—the first Black candidate for governor in Louisiana in
over 100 years—and supported a platform of repealing affirmative action, challenging a second
majority-Black congressional district in Louisiana, and opposing the National Voter Registration
Act, which was widely viewed as a tool to increase Black voter registration. Moreover, the winning
candidate did not repudiate an endorsement he received from a white nationalist group associated
with Duke, and at one point stated that Jefferson Parish was “right next to the jungle in New
Orleans and has a very low crime rate.” The white candidate won the runoff election with 64

percent of the vote, compared to 36 percent for Congressman Fields. Reports indicated that only 4
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percent of Black voters cast ballots for the eventual winner, while 98 percent of Congressman
Fields’s support came from Black voters.

88. As another example of race-based appeals in Louisiana campaigns, in 2014, it was
revealed that Congressman Steve Scalise spoke to a white supremacist gathering while serving as
a Louisiana state representative in 2002.

IX. Black Officeholders in Louisiana

89.  Against this backdrop of discrimination and racial appeals, Black Louisianians
struggle to be elected to public office. None of the current statewide elected officials is Black.
Louisiana has not had a Black governor since Reconstruction—even though Black candidates
advanced to runoff elections in 1995 and 1999—and Louisiana has never had a Black U.S. senator.

90.  Although Black candidates have experienced some success in local races, this has
predominantly occurred in majority-Black areas. For example, only one Black justice sits on the
Louisiana Supreme Court; she was elected in a majority-Black district originally created as a result
of a consent decree resulting from a Section 2 challenge to Louisiana’s at-large judicial electoral
scheme. Likewise, fewer than one-quarter of the members of the Louisiana State Senate and
Louisiana House of Representatives are Black; all were elected from majority-minority districts.

91.  “Statewide, blacks have also been underrepresented in the trial and appellate courts.
While the black population comprises about 30.5% of the voting age population in Louisiana,
black people only account for about 17.5% of the judges in Louisiana.” Terrebonne Par. Branch
NAACP, 274 E. Supp. 3d at 445.

92.  The only Black member of Louisiana’s delegation to the U.S. House of
Representatives is from the Second Congressional District, the state’s sole majority-Black

congressional district.
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CLAIM FOR RELIEF

COUNT I
Violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act
52 U.S.C. § 10301

93. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all prior paragraphs of this
Complaint as though fully set forth herein.

94, Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act prohibits the enforcement of any “standard,
practice, or procedure” that “results in a denial or abridgement of the right of any citizen of the
United States to vote on account of race or color, or” membership in a language minority group.
52 U.S.C. § 10301(a).

95. Louisiana’s congressional district boundaries, as newly drawn, crack and pack the
state’s Black population with the effect of diluting its voting strength, in violation of Section 2.

96. Black Louisianians are sufficiently numerous and geographically compact to
constitute a majority of eligible voters in a second congressional district stretching from Baton
Rouge to the delta parishes along the Mississippi River.

97. Under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, the Legislature was required to create
this additional congressional district in which Black voters would have the opportunity to elect
their candidates of choice.

98. Black voters in Louisiana, including in and around this area, are politically
cohesive. Elections in this area reveal a clear pattern of racially polarized voting that allows blocs
of white voters usually to defeat Black voters’ preferred candidates.

99. The totality of the circumstances establishes that the new congressional plan has
the effect of denying Black voters an equal opportunity to participate in the political process and

to elect candidates of their choice, in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.
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100. In enforcing the district boundaries of the new congressional map, Defendant has
and, absent relief from this Court, will continue to deny Plaintiffs’ rights guaranteed to them by
Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court:

A. Declare that HB 1 violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act;

B. Enjoin Defendant, as well as his agents and successors in office, from
enforcing or giving any effect to the boundaries of the congressional districts as drawn in
HB 1, including an injunction barring Defendant from conducting any further
congressional elections under the new map;

C. Hold hearings, consider briefing and evidence, and otherwise take actions
necessary to order the adoption of a valid congressional plan that includes a second
congressional district in which Black voters have the opportunity to elect their preferred
candidates, as required by Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act; and

D. Grant such other or further relief the Court deems appropriate, including but

not limited to an award of Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees and reasonable costs.
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Dated: March 30, 2022 Respectfully submitted,
By /s/ Darrel J. Papillion Abha Khanna*
Darrel J. Papillion (Bar Roll No. 23243) Jonathan P. Hawley*
Renee C. Crasto (Bar Roll No. 31657) ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
Jennifer Wise Moroux (Bar Roll No. 31368) 1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
WALTERS, PAPILLION, Seattle, Washington 98101
THOMAS, CULLENS, LLC Phone: (206) 656-0177
12345 Perkins Road, Building One Facsimile: (206) 656-0180
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70810 Email: akhanna@elias.law
Phone: (225) 236-3636 Email: jhawley@elias.law
Fax: (225) 236-3650
Email: papillion@lawbr.net Lalitha D. Madduri*
Email: crasto@lawbr.net Olivia N. Sedwick*
Email: jmoroux@lawbr.net Jacob D. Shelly*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP

10 G Street NE, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
Email: Imadduri@elias.law
Email: osedwick@elias.law
Email: jshelly@elias.law

Counsel for Plaintiffs

*Pro hac vice application forthcoming
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

EDWARD GALMON, SR., CIARA HART,
NORRIS HENDERSON, and TRAMELLE
HOWARD,

Case No.

Plaintiffs,
V.

R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity as
Louisiana Secretary of State,

Defendant.

STATEMENT REGARDING COLLATERAL PROCEEDINGS
PURSUANT TO LOCAL CIVIL RULE 3.1

NOW INTO COURT, through undersigned counsel, come Plaintiffs Edward Galmon, Sr.,
Ciara Hart, Norris Henderson, and Tramelle Howard, who, pursuant to the Local Rules of the
United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana, Local Civil Rule 3.1, respectfully
represents:

1. This case involves subject matter that comprises a material part of the subject matter
or operative facts of another action currently pending in the Middle District of Louisiana: Press
Robinson et al. v. Kyle Ardoin, in his official capacity as Secretary of State for Louisiana, No.
3:22-cv-00211, filed on March 30, 2022, and pending before Judge Shelly D. Dick.

2. Both suits are actions to challenge Louisiana’s new congressional districting plan,
House Bill 1, on the ground that it violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 52 U.S.C.

§ 10301.

[SIGNATURE BLOCK ON NEXT PAGE)]
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Dated: March 30, 2022 Respectfully submitted,
By /s/Darrel J. Papillion Abha Khanna*
Darrel J. Papillion (Bar Roll No. 23243) Jonathan P. Hawley*
Renee C. Crasto (Bar Roll No. 31657) ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
Jennifer Wise Moroux (Bar Roll No. 31368) 1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
WALTERS, PAPILLION, Seattle, Washington 98101
THOMAS, CULLENS, LLC Phone: (206) 656-0177
12345 Perkins Road, Building One Facsimile: (206) 656-0180
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70810 Email: akhanna@elias.law
Phone: (225) 236-3636 Email: jhawley@elias.law
Fax: (225) 236-3650
Email: papillion@lawbr.net Lalitha D. Madduri*
Email: crasto@lawbr.net Olivia N. Sedwick*
Email: jmoroux@lawbr.net Jacob D. Shelly*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP

10 G Street NE, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
Email: Imadduri@elias.law
Email: osedwick@elias.law
Email: jshelly@elias.law

Counsel for Plaintiffs

*Pro hac vice application forthcoming
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

PRESS ROBINSON, EDGAR CAGE,
DOROTHY NAIRNE, EDWIN RENE
SOULE, ALICE WASHINGTON, CLEE
EARNEST LOWE, DAVANTE LEWIS,
MARTHA DAVIS, AMBROSE SIMS,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE Case No.: 3:22-CV-0211-SDD-RLB
ADVANCMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE
(“NAACP”), LOUISIANA STATE
CONFERENCE, AND POWER
COALITION FOR EQUITY AND JUSTICE

Plaintiffs,
V.

KYLE ARDOIN, IN HIS OFFICIAL
CAPACITY AS LOUISIANA SECRETARY
OF STATE,

Defendant

ANSWER AND DEFENSES BY DEFENDANT/INTERVENOR STATE OF LOUISIANA,
THROUGH JEFF LANDRY IN HIS OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS LOUISIANA
ATTORNEY GENERAL

NOW INTO COURT, through undersigned counsel, comes Defendant/Intervenor, the
State of Louisiana (“State”), through Jeff Landry, in his official capacity as Louisiana Attorney
General (“Attorney General”), who responds to the Complaint by denying each and every
paragraph thereof except as expressly admitted herein and further answers and pleads defenses as

follows:

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

First Defense - Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction

A.
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The case raises a political question reserved to the Congress of the United States pursuant
to the Elections Clause (Article I, Section 4, CI. 1) of the U.S. Constitution so that this Court lacks
jurisdiction over the subject matter of the claim to the extent the case seeks to alter an act of the
Louisiana Legislature relating to the time, place and manner of holding elections for U.S.
Representatives.

B.

These claims are not justiciable claims capable of resolution by the federal courts to the
extent they assert or involve partisan gerrymandering that is traditionally and historically beyond
the reach of the courts as political questions.

Second Defense - Failure to State a Claim Upon Which
Relief Can Be Granted

Some or all of the plaintiffs fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.
Third Defense — Failure to Join a Required Party

Plaintiffs failed to join parties required under Fed. R. Civ. P. 19(a) who have an interest
relating to the subject of the action and are so situated that disposing of the action in their absence
may as a practical matter impair or impede their ability to protect their interests.

The States reserves the right to raise other defenses.

AND NOW FURTHERING ANSWERING the particular allegations and averments of the
Complaint, the State pleads as follows:

ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS’ AMENDED COMPLAINT

INTRODUCTION

1. The allegations in Paragraph 1 are denied in part and admitted in part. The demographics

of the State of Louisiana speak for themselves. It is admitted that House Bill 1 was enacted into
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law after the Louisiana Legislature voted to override the veto of Governor John Bel Edwards, but
deny that Senate Bill 5 was enacted into law. The remaining allegations are denied.

2. The allegations in Paragraph 2 essentially contain the prayer for relief and do not require
an answer. To the extent a response is required, the allegations are denied.

3. The allegations in Paragraph 3 are denied. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote
history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights

Act must be justified by current needs.

4. The allegations in Paragraph 4 are denied.
5. The allegations in Paragraph 5 are denied.
6. The allegations in Paragraph 6 are denied.
7. The allegations in Paragraph 7 are denied. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote

history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights
Act must be justified by current needs.

8. The allegations in Paragraph 8 are denied. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote
history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights
Act must be justified by current needs.

9. The allegations in Paragraph 9 are conclusory requiring no response from the State but
nonetheless denied as characterized by Plaintiffs.

10. The allegations in Paragraph 10 are denied as written. It is denied that the legislature failed
to adopt a VRA compliant congressional map. Further, the legislative history and Governor John
Bel Edwards’ veto statement are the best evidence of their contents.

11. The allegations in Paragraph 11 are conclusory requiring no response from the State but

nonetheless are denied as characterized by Plaintiffs.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

12.  Reserving the jurisdictional objections raised in its Affirmative Defenses, the State admits

that the jurisdictional statutes cited in Paragraph 12 are the correct jurisdictional statutes for this

claim, but the State avers that the claims asserted in the Complaint arise, in whole or in part, under

the United States Constitution.

13. Reserving the jurisdictional objections raised in its Affirmative Defenses, the State admits

that the jurisdictional statutes cited in Paragraph 13 are the correct jurisdictional statutes for this

claim, but the State avers that the claims asserted in the Complaint arise, in whole or in part, under

the United States Constitution and therefore impact whether this is the proper court to decide this

matter.

14. To the extent the court has jurisdiction, the State admits that the venue statute cited in

Paragraph 14 is the correct venue provision for this case.

PARTIES

15. The allegations in Paragraph 15 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein.

16. The allegations in Paragraph 16 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

17. The allegations in Paragraph 17 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

18. The allegations in Paragraph 18 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

19. The allegations in Paragraph 19 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.
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The allegations in Paragraph 20 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

21.

The allegations in Paragraph 21 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

22.

The allegations in Paragraph 22 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

23.

The allegations in Paragraph 23 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

24.

The allegations in Paragraph 24 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

25.

The allegations in Paragraph 25 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

26.

The allegations in Paragraph 26 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

27.

The allegations in Paragraph 27 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

28.

The allegations in Paragraph 28 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

29.

The allegations in Paragraph 29 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief

therein.

30.

of

State designated as chief election officer of the state by the Louisiana constitution and statutes.

The allegations in Paragraph 30 are admitted that R. Kyle Ardoin is the Louisiana Secretary
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Otherwise, Paragraph 30 contains conclusions that require no response but are denied out of an

abundance of caution.

LEGAL BACKGROUND

31.  The allegations in Paragraph 31 contain legal conclusions to which no response is required.

The requirements of the Voting Rights Act are set out in statute and constitute the best evidence

of its terms, and the excerpts set out in Paragraph 31 do not constitute a complete statement of the

terms and meaning of the statute and are thus denied.

32. The allegations of Paragraph 32 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

33. The allegations of Paragraph 33 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

34. The allegations of Paragraph 34 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

35. The allegations of Paragraph 35 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

36. The allegations of Paragraph 36 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

37. The allegations of Paragraph 37 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

38. The allegations of Paragraph 38 are denied to the extent a response to the
statement of law and its application contained therein requires a response.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

conclusory

conclusory

conclusory

conclusory

conclusory

conclusory

conclusory
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39.  In response to the allegations of Paragraph 39, the best evidence of census data is the
official results of the census by the United States Census Bureau. The characterization of that
information in Paragraph 39 is denied as characterized. The Census data speaks for itself.

40.  The allegations in Paragraph 40 contain legal conclusions to which no response is required.
41. The allegations in Paragraph 41 are admitted.

42.  In response to the allegations of Paragraph 42, the best evidence of census data is the
official results of the census by the United States Census Bureau; therefore, the characterization
of that information in Paragraph 42 is denied. The Census data speaks for itself.

43. The allegations in Paragraph 43 are admitted.

44.  The allegations in Paragraph 44 contain legal conclusions to which no response is required.
To the extent a response is required, the State admits that the allegations purport to describe the
requirements of Joint Rule 21, which speaks for itself.

45. The allegations in the first sentence of Paragraph 45 are denied. The remaining allegations
in Paragraph 45 purport to characterize submissions to the House and Senate Governmental Affairs
Committees, which speak for themselves. The allegations in Paragraph 45 are denied for lack of
information to justify a belief therein.

46. The allegations in Paragraph 46 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
47. The allegations in the first two sentences of Paragraph 47 are admitted. The remaining
allegations are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

48. The allegations in Paragraph 48 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public

meetings, which speak for themselves.
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49. The allegations in Paragraph 49 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public
meetings, which speak for themselves.

50. The allegations in Paragraph 50 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public
meetings, which speak for themselves.

51. The allegations in Paragraph 51 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered to the legislature,
which speak for themselves.

52. The allegations in Paragraph 52 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public
meetings, which speak for themselves.

53. The allegations in Paragraph 53 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public
meetings, which speak for themselves.

54. The allegations in Paragraph 54 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment offered during public
meetings, which speak for themselves.

55. The allegations in Paragraph 55 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize public comment and submissions offered
during public meetings, which speak for themselves.

56. The allegations in Paragraph 56 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.



Case:228%33-cv-0utuime DIDOB516351565m e akfe: 10019/DateHzilpd 906/29/2022

The allegations purport to quote from and characterize statements by Legislators, which speak for
themselves.

57. The allegations in Paragraph 57 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
The allegations purport to quote from and characterize statements by Legislators, which speak for
themselves.

58. The first sentence of Paragraph 58 is admitted. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 58
are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

59. The allegations in Paragraph 59 are admitted.

60. The allegations in Paragraph 60 are denied as written. It is admitted that during the 2022
First Extraordinary Session bills, and amendments to those bills, proposing congressional
redistricting plans were offered, and that those bills speak for themselves.

61. The first sentence in Paragraph 61 is admitted. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 61
purport to quote from and characterize public testimony offered during the Committee on Senate
and Governmental Affairs, which speak for themselves, thus, the remaining allegations in
Paragraph 61 are denied.

62. The first sentence in Paragraph 62 is admitted. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 62
purport to quote from and characterize testimony offered during the Senate Committee on Senate
and Governmental Affairs, which speaks for itself. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 62 are
denied.

63. The allegations in Paragraph 63 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, which speaks for itself. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 63 are denied.

64. The allegations in Paragraph 64 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during

session, which speaks for itself. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 64 are denied.
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65. The allegations in Paragraph 65 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, which speaks for itself. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 65 are denied.

66. The allegations in Paragraph 66 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
67. The first sentence of Paragraph 67 is admitted. The remaining allegations purport to set
forth the legislative history. The bills proposing congressional redistricting plans speak for
themselves, to the extent a response is required the allegations are denied as characterized.

68. The allegations in Paragraph 68 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, which speaks for itself, to the extent a response is required the allegations are denied as
characterized.

69. The allegations in Paragraph 69 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, which speaks for itself, to the extent a response is required the allegations are denied as
characterized.

70.  The first, fourth, fifth, and sixth sentences in Paragraph 70 of the Complaint are admitted.
The remaining allegations purport to characterize an amendment offered by a legislator, which
speaks for itself. The remaining allegations are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein.

71. The allegations in Paragraph 71 are admitted.

72. The allegations in Paragraph 72 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, and statements by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The remaining
allegations in Paragraph 72 are denied as characterized.

73. The allegations in Paragraph 73 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, and statements by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The remaining

allegations in Paragraph 73 are denied as characterized.

10
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74. The allegations in Paragraph 74 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, and statements by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The remaining
allegations in Paragraph 74 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

75. The allegations in Paragraph 75 are admitted that the House Committee on House and
Governmental Affairs voted to report House Bill 1 favorably by a vote of 13 to 5, the remaining
allegations are denied as characterized.

76. The allegations in Paragraph 76 are admitted in so far as House Bills 4, 7, 8, and 9, which
speak for themselves, were heard by the House Committee on House and Governmental Affairs
on February 10, 2022, and that the remaining bills were not reported favorably by the Committee.
The remaining allegations in Paragraph 76 are denied.

77. The allegations in Paragraph 77 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, and questions by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The remaining
allegations in Paragraph 77 are denied.

78. The allegations in Paragraph 78 are admitted to the extent that House Bill 1 passed the
House on February 10, 2022, by a vote of 70 to 33, and that the House voted not to adopt the
amendments by Representative Marcelle and Gaines by margins of 30 to 71 and 33 to 70,
respectively. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 78 purport to characterize those amendments
and statements made by various legislators, which speak for themselves. The remaining
allegations in Paragraph 78 are denied.

79. The allegations in Paragraph 79 are admitted that Representative Ivey introduced a bill.
However, the remaining allegations are denied for lack of information as this paragraph does not

identify the specific bill that Representative Ivey introduced.

11
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80. The allegations in Paragraph 80 are admitted that the House Committee on House and
Governmental Affairs reported Senate Bill 5 favorably on February 15, 2022 and that the
Committee did not adopt Amendment 116 offered by Representative Duplessis by a vote of 5-9.
Other allegations in Paragraph 80 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during session,
and questions and statements by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The
remaining allegations in Paragraph 80 are denied.

81. The allegations in Paragraph 81 are admitted that Senate Bill 5 was reported favorably by
the Senate Committee on Senate and Governmental Affairs on February 15, 2022 by a vote of 6
to 2, and that the Committee did not adopt Amendment 153 offered by Senator Price, which speaks
for itself. Other allegations in Paragraph 81 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators
during session, and statements by other Legislative members, which speak for themselves. The
remaining allegations in Paragraph 81 are denied.

82. The allegations in Paragraph 82 are admitted that the Legislature passed both H.B. 1 and
S.B. 5 on February 18, 2022. The remaining allegations are denied for lack of knowledge sufficient
to form a belief as to the accuracy of the depiction of the congressional plan depicted in the map
adjacent to paragraph 82 of the Complaint.

83. The allegations in Paragraph 83 are admitted that the Senate passed House Bill 1, as
amended, by a vote of 27 to 10, and concurred in the House’s amendments to Senate Bill 5 by a
vote of 26 to 9. The allegations are admitted that the House passed Senate Bill 5 as amended, by
a vote of 64 to 31, and concurred in the Senate’s amendments to House Bill 1 by a vote of 62 to 8.
It is admitted that House Bill 1 was sent to Governor Edwards on February 21, 2022. The

remaining allegations are denied.

12
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84.  The allegations in Paragraph 84 are admitted that Governor Edwards vetoed both house
Bill 1 and Senate Bill 5. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 84 purport to quote from and
characterize statements by the Governor, the veto statement speaks for itself. The remaining
allegations in Paragraph 84 are denied as characterized by Plaintiffs.

85. The allegations in Paragraph 85 are admitted.

86. The allegations in Paragraph 86 are denied, except to admit that the Legislature voted to
override the Governor’s veto of House Bill 1.

Denied that the Thornburg v. Gingles Preconditions are satisfied.

87. The allegations in Paragraph 87 are denied.
88. The allegations in Paragraph 87 are denied.
89. The allegations in Paragraph 89 are denied, except to admit that Senator Fields introduced

an amendment to Senate Bill 5. That amendment speaks for itself.

90. The allegations in Paragraph 90 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
91. The allegations in Paragraph 91 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
92. The allegations in Paragraph 92 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

93. The allegations in Paragraph 93 are denied, except to admit that multiple map proposals
purporting to draw two majority-Black districts were submitted to the Legislature. The remaining

allegations in Paragraph 93 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

94. The allegations in Paragraph 94 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
95. The allegations in Paragraph 95 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
96. The allegations in Paragraph 96 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
97. The allegations in Paragraph 97 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
98. The allegations in Paragraph 98 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

13
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99. The allegations in Paragraph 99 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein.
100. The allegations in Paragraph 100 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein.

101. The allegations in Paragraph 101 are denied. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote
history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights
Act must be justified by current needs.

102.  The allegations in Paragraph 102 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights
questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

103. The allegations in Paragraph 103 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights
questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

104. The allegations in Paragraph 104 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights
questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

105. The allegations in Paragraph 105 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights
questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

106. The allegations in Paragraph 106 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights

questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

14
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107. The allegations in Paragraph 107 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights
questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

108. The allegations in Paragraph 108 are admitted to the extent that Congress passed the Voting
Rights Act in 1965 and that Louisiana was a covered jurisdiction under Section 4(b), the remaining
allegations in Paragraph 108 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief therein. As the
Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and
burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

109. The allegations in Paragraph 109 are denied. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote
history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights
Act must be justified by current needs.

110. The allegations in Paragraph 110 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein. Preclearance can be denied under Section 5 or liability found under Section 2 without a
finding of intentional “efforts . . . to dilute, limit, or otherwise adversely impact minority voting
access and strength.” As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is no longer germane to
voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must be justified by current
needs.

111. The allegations in Paragraph 111 are denied for lack of information to justify a belief
therein.

112.  The allegations in Paragraph 112 are legal conclusions which do not require a response, to

the extent a response is required the allegations in Paragraph 112 are denied.

15
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113.  The allegations in Paragraph 113 are admitted that the U.S. Department of Justice objected
to the redistricting plan proposed by the Legislature in 1981, and that the plan did not become
effective after the objection. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 113 are denied.

114.  The allegations in Paragraph 114 are denied as written. Any objection by the U.S.
Department of Justice speaks for itself.

115. The allegations in Paragraph 115 are denied was written. As the Supreme Court recently
noted remote history is no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the
Voting Rights Act must be justified by current needs.

116. The allegations in Paragraph 116 are denied. The allegations purport to characterize other
legal proceedings, which speak for themselves. The fact that a lawsuit was filed is irrelevant, there
was no finding of liability on behalf of the state.

117.  The allegations in Paragraph 117 are denied as written, except to admit that the State moved
to dissolve the consent decree in Chisom. As the Supreme Court recently noted remote history is
no longer germane to voting rights questions, and burdens imposed by the Voting Rights Act must
be justified by current needs. Further, the allegations purport to characterize other legal
proceedings, which speak for themselves.

118.  The allegations in Paragraph 118 purport to characterize other legal proceedings, which
speak for themselves. The allegations in Paragraph 118 are denied to the extent inconsistent with
the holdings of the cases cited therein.

119. The allegations in Paragraph 119, the first sentence, purport to characterize a plan adopted
by the Legislature in 2001, which speaks for itself. The remaining allegations purport to
characterize other legal proceedings, which speak for themselves. These allegations are denied

for lack of information to justify a belief therein.

16
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120.  The allegations in Paragraph 120 are denied. The allegations purport to characterize other
legal proceedings, which speak for themselves.

121.  The allegations in Paragraph 121 are denied.

122.  The allegations in Paragraph 122 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

123.  The allegations in Paragraph 123 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

124.  The allegations in Paragraph 124 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

125.  The allegations in Paragraph 125 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

126.  The allegations in Paragraph 126 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

127.  The allegations in Paragraph 127 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

128.  The allegations in Paragraph 128 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

129.  The allegations in Paragraph 129 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

130.  The allegations in Paragraph 130 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

131. The allegations in Paragraph 131 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a

belief as to the truth of the allegations.

17
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132.  The allegations in Paragraph 132 and denied for lack of information sufficient to form a
belief as to the truth of the allegations.

133.  The allegations in Paragraph 133 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

134.  The allegations in Paragraph 134 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

135. The allegations in Paragraph 135 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

136. The allegations in Paragraph 136 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

137.  The allegations in Paragraph 137 are denied for lack of knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

138.  The allegations in Paragraph 138 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

139.  The allegations in Paragraph 139 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

140.  The allegations in Paragraph 140 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

141. The allegations in Paragraph 141 are denied.

142.  The allegations in Paragraph 142 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

143.  The allegations in Paragraph 143 are denied.

144.  The allegations in Paragraph 144 are denied.

18
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145.  The allegations in Paragraph 145 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

146. The allegations in Paragraph 146 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

147.  The allegations in Paragraph 147 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

148.  The allegations in Paragraph 148 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

149.  The allegations in Paragraph 149 are denied for lack of knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein.

150. The allegations in Paragraph 150 are denied.

151. The allegations in Paragraph 151 contain legal conclusions to which no response is required.
To the extent those allegations are interpreted to contain any factual allegations, any such
allegations are denied. = The remaining allegations in Paragraph 151 purport to characterize
testimony by Legislators, which speak for themselves.

152.  The allegations in Paragraph 152 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators, which
speak for themselves. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 152 are denied.

153.  The allegations in Paragraph 153 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators, which
speak for themselves. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 153 are denied.

154. The allegations in Paragraph 154 purport to characterize testimony by Legislators during
session, which speak for themselves. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 154 are denied.

155. The allegations in Paragraph 155 are denied.
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156. The sixth and last sentences in paragraph 156 of the Complaint is denied. The remaining
allegations in paragraph 156 of the Complaint purport to quote from and characterize statements
made by and bills proposed by various legislators, which speak for themselves, and are denied as
characterized.

157. The allegations in paragraph 157 of the Complaint purport to quote from and characterize
statements made by and bills proposed by various legislators, which speak for themselves, and are
denied as characterized.

158.  The allegations in the third sentence of paragraph 158 of the Complaint are denied, except
to admit that the House Committee on House and Governmental Affairs did not adopt the
amendment to Senate Bill 5 offered by Representative Duplessis. The remaining allegations in
Paragraph 158 purport to quote from and characterize submissions by members of the public,
amendments offered by legislators, and statements by those legislators, which speak for
themselves.

159. The allegations in paragraph 159 of the Complaint purport to quote from and characterize
statements by Senator Hewitt, which speak for themselves. The remaining allegations are denied.
160. The allegations in paragraph 160 of the Complaint purport to quote from and characterize
statements by Senator Hewitt, which speak for themselves. The remaining allegations are denied.
161. The allegations in paragraph 161 purport to quote from and characterize statements made
by Representative Stefanski and Senator Hewitt, which speak for themselves. The remaining
allegations are denied.

162. The first sentence of Paragraph 162 is denied. It is admitted that Representative Ivey

introduced House Bill 22, which speaks for itself, and that House Bill 22 was reported favorably
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by the House Committee on House and Governmental Affairs and tabled by the House of
Representatives. The remaining allegations in Paragraph 162 are denied.

163. The first and last sentences in Paragraph 163 are denied. The remaining allegations in
paragraph 163 of the Complaint contain only legal conclusions to which no response is required.
To the extent those allegations are interpreted to contain any factual allegations, any such
allegations are denied.

CAUSE OF ACTION

164. The State of Louisiana incorporate its responses to Paragraphs 1-163 of the Complaint as
if fully re-stated herein.

165. The allegations in Paragraph 165 contain only legal conclusions to which no response is
required. To the extent those allegations are interpreted to contain any factual allegations, any such
allegations are denied.

166. The allegations in Paragraph 166 are denied.

167. The allegations in Paragraph 167 are denied.

168. The allegations in Paragraph 168 are denied.

169. The allegations in Paragraph 169 are denied.

170. The allegations in Paragraph 170 are denied.

ANSWER TO PRAYER FOR RELIEF

The Prayer for Relief contains a summary of the relief Plaintiffs seek, to which no response
is required. To the extent a response is required, the State of Louisiana denies that the Plaintiffs
are entitled to any of the relief sought.

WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint, the State of Louisiana prays as

follows:
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1) That this Answer be deemed good and sufficient;
2) That, after all proceedings are had, there be judgment rendered in his favor, dismissing
Plaintiffs’ claims with prejudice and at their costs;

3) For all general and equitable relief that justice requires.

Dated: April 12, 2022

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeff Landry
Louisiana Attorney General

/s/ Angelique Duhon Freel

Elizabeth B. Murrill (LSBA No. 20685)
Solicitor General

Shae McPhee’s (LSBA No. 38565)
Angelique Duhon Freel (LSBA No. 28561)
Carey Tom Jones (LSBA No. 07474)
Jeffery M. Wale (LSBA No. 36070)
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1885 N. Third St.

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

(225) 326-6000 phone

(225) 326-6098 fax
murrille@ag.louisiana.gov
freela@ag.louisiana.gov
walej@ag.louisiana.gov
jonescar(@ag.louisiana.gov
mcphees@ag.louisiana.gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I do hereby certify that, on this 12th day of April 2022, the foregoing was electronically
filed with the Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system, which gives notice of filing to all counsel
of record.

/s/ Angeliqgue Duhon Freel
Angelique Duhon Freel
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

PRESS ROBINSON, et al

CIVIL ACTION
versus

22-211-SDD-SDJ
KYLE ARDOIN, in his official
capacity as Secretary of State
for Louisiana

consolidated with
EDWARD GALMON, SR., et al

CIVIL ACTION
versus

22-214-SDD-SDJ
KYLE ARDOIN, in his official
capacity as Secretary of State
for Louisiana

RULING
Before the Court are two motions: the Motion of the Presiding Officers of the

Louisiana Legislature to Intervene’ filed by Clay Schexnayder, Speaker of the Louisiana
House of Representatives, and Patrick Page Cortez, President of the Louisiana Senate
(collectively, “the Legislators”), and the Motion to Intervene? filed by Louisiana Attorney
General Jeff Landry (“the Attorney General”). Both Motions are opposed,® though the

Robinson Plaintiffs specify that they take no position on the Legislators’ Motion.* For the

reasons that follow, both Motions shall be GRANTED.

" Rec. Doc. No. 10.

2 Rec. Doc. No. 30.

3 The Galmon Plaintiffs filed a combined opposition to both motions (Rec. Doc. No. 36), and the Robinson
Plaintiffs filed an opposition to the Attorney General’s motion (Rec. Doc. No. 37).

4Rec. Doc. No. 37, p. 2, n. 2.
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. BACKGROUND

On March 30, 2022, Robinson v. Ardoin® and Galmon v. Ardoin® were filed in the
Middle District of Louisiana. Both suits challenge Louisiana’s new congressional
districting plan. In the interest of efficiency and judicial economy, Galmon, which had
initially been allocated to Judge Brian A. Jackson, was reassigned to this Court, and on
April 14, 2022, Robinson and Galmon were consolidated.” Now seeking to join the
consolidated cases as parties are Clay Schexnayder, Speaker of the Louisiana House of
Representatives, Patrick Page Cortez, President of the Louisiana Senate, and Louisiana
Attorney General Jeff Landry. All of the putative intervenors assert that they are entitled
to intervention as of right under Eederal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a), or, in the
alternative, permissive intervention under Rule 24(b). Plaintiffs oppose the interventions,
arguing, inter alia, that the would-be parties have no independent interests to assert and
that whatever interests they do have are already adequately represented by Defendant
Kyle Ardoin, the Louisiana Secretary of State. The Court will address the parties’
arguments in turn.
Il. APPLICABLE LAW

A. Intervention of Right Under Rule 24(a)

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a) provides that, on timely motion, the Court

must permit anyone to intervene who is given an unconditional right to intervene by a

federal statute; or who claims an interest relating to the property or transaction that is the

subject of the action, and is so situated that disposing of the action may as a practical

53:22-cv-211.
6 3:22-cv-214.
7" Rec. Doc. No. 34.
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matter impair or impede the movant’s ability to protect its interest, unless existing parties
adequately represent that interest. The movant bears the burden of establishing his
right to intervene, but Rule 24 is to be liberally construed. The United States Court of
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit instructs that “[flederal courts should allow intervention
where no one would be hurt and the greater justice could be attained.” “The inquiry is a
flexible one, and a practical analysis of the facts and circumstances of each case 