
1 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

 
DR. DOROTHY NAIRNE, et al.,  
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity as 
Secretary of State of Louisiana, 
 
 Defendant. 
 

 
 
 
 
Civil Action No. 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ 
 
 
Chief Judge Shelly D. Dick 
 
 
Magistrate Judge Scott D. Johnson 
 
 
 

 
JOINT MOTION TO STAY OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE TO POSTPONE  
THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING DATE AND FOR MODIFICATION OF 

SCHEDULING ORDER 
 

Intervenor-Defendant, the State of Louisiana, by and through Attorney General Liz Murrill, 

Legislative Intervenors, and Defendant Nancy Landry, in her official capacity as Secretary of State 

of Louisiana (collectively, “Defendants”), respectfully submit this Motion to Stay or in the 

Alternative Postpone the Evidentiary Hearing Date and For Modification of this Court’s 

Scheduling Order for the reasons expressed below and in the accompanying Memorandum in 

Support. 

At the July 17, 2024, status conference, the parties to this litigation agreed on a scheduling 

order for remedial proceedings in accordance with this Court’s orders to implement new State 

House and Senate electoral maps which purportedly comply with Section 2 of the Voting Rights 

Act. (Rec. Docs. 233, 272; 52 U.S.C. § 10301). 
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Under that scheduling order, the remedial evidentiary hearing is scheduled for August 25, 

2025, with a pretrial conference one week beforehand. (Rec. Doc. No. 279). On May 12, 2025, the 

Court issued a modified scheduling order specifying the various deadlines for discovery in advance 

of the August 25 evidentiary hearing. (Rec. Doc. 318). 

 The U.S. Supreme Court recently released an order in Louisiana v. Callais, No. 24-109, 

606 U.S. ___ (2025). In that case, Louisiana’s new congressional redistricting plan – enacted in 

2024 after the State’s original congressional redistricting plan was enjoined as likely violating 

Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act – is being challenged as an unconstitutional racial gerrymander 

in violation of the U.S. Constitution’s Equal Protection Clause. Oral arguments were held on 

March 25, 2025, and the Court issued its order on June 27, 2025. A copy of that order is attached 

hereto as Attachment A.  

In the U.S. Supreme Court’s June 27, 2025 order, eight of the nine Justices decided to 

restore Callais to its calendar for re-argument next term. See id. at 1. The majority’s order gave no 

explanation for its decision (or, rather, lack thereof), stating only that a scheduling order including 

any additional questions that would need to be addressed in supplemental briefing would be issued 

“in due course.” Id. While the majority’s order fails to provide any explanation, the accompanying 

dissenting opinion by Justice Thomas indicates that the Court itself is struggling to reconcile the 

inherent tensions within its own “Janus-like election law jurisprudence.” See Callais, No. 24-109, 

606 U.S. ___, at 2-6 (2025) (Thomas, J., dissenting). 

Exemplified by the consecutive challenges to its congressional plans this decade, 

Louisiana, like many other state and local jurisdictions, has been caught in a “lose-lose situation” 

between the competing and conflicting demands of the Voting Rights Act and the Equal Protection 

Clause. Alexander v. S.C. State Conf. of the NAACP, 602 U.S. 1, 65-66 (2024) (Thomas, J., 
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concurring). In order to comply with this Court’s remedial order to produce State House and State 

Senate plans that purportedly comply with Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, the State must 

intentionally create new majority-minority districts designed to meet certain racial thresholds in 

their populations (as this Court’s Robinson decision held). But intentionally drawing districts with 

race in mind runs the State into the Equal Protection Clause, and just as with the congressional 

plan at issue in Callais, the State will then promptly face a constitutional challenge (as 

demonstrated by the Western District’s Callais decision enjoining Louisiana’s new map). 

As Justice Thomas aptly points out, the question whether Louisiana’s congressional plan 

complies with the U.S. Constitution is intertwined with the legitimacy of this Court’s Section 2 

rulings in the prior Robinson litigation. Id. at 65. So, although the Supreme Court has not yet 

identified the question(s) on which it will focus re-argument in Callais, it is fair to assume that the 

re-argument will produce an important decision on the Voting Rights Act and Section 2 that will 

impact pending and future voting litigation.  

As in Callais, Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act and this Court’s Robinson rulings are 

inextricably intertwined with this case—with Robinson being cited at least thirteen times in the 

Court’s decision striking down the state’s enacted legislative plans under Section 2. See Nairne v. 

Ardoin, 715 F. Supp. 3d 808, 830-32, 850, 858, 866, 869 (M.D. La. 2024). As a result, both the 

Court’s liability determination (currently on appeal in the Fifth Circuit) and any forthcoming 

remedial determination necessarily are and will be based on a Section 2 framework and 

understanding in Robinson that directly will be impacted by the forthcoming Callais decision. That 

decision will give this Court and the parties additional guidance and clarity on how to navigate the 

competing hazards of liability under the Voting Rights Act and the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal 

Protection Clause. In fact, some Court-watchers believe that the Supreme Court may deem Section 
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2 unconstitutional altogether, which would moot this Section 2 case. See, e.g., Democracy Docket, 

SCOTUS Will Rehear Louisiana Redistricting Case, Spelling Trouble for Future of Voting Rights 

Act, YouTube (June 27, 2025), tinyurl.com/4rkyy4t4.  

For these reasons, it makes eminent good sense to stay or postpone remedial proceedings 

in this case, which may be mooted altogether, or at least directly impacted, by the forthcoming 

Callais decision. Doing so will preserve this Court’s and the parties’ time and resources and allow 

both the Court and the parties narrowly to frame any future proceedings in this case in line with 

the Callais decision. In that way, any decision from this Court would not be subject on appeal to 

the argument that the decision is based on an outdated view of the law, which, if credited, would 

require a remand and do-over doubling the time and resources already dedicated to these 

proceedings. Accordingly: 

Defendants respectfully request that this Court stay the August 18 pre-trial conference and 

the August 25, 2025 remedial evidentiary hearing, (Rec. Doc. 318), or, in the alternative, postpone 

the same by one year from the currently scheduled date to allow for consideration of the 

implications of the Supreme Court’s final decision in Callais. 

Defendants also request that this Court grant leave to the parties to prepare and file revised 

legal briefs or expert reports prior to the stayed or postponed evidentiary hearing in order to 

incorporate and address the U.S. Supreme Court’s latest guidance regarding the consideration of 

race when redistricting as articulated in the forthcoming Callais opinion. 

Defendants therefore maintain that there is good cause to justify this stay and modification 

to the Court’s scheduling order, and postponing the hearing to August 2026 for elections that will 

not be held until the fall of 2027 would not prejudice Plaintiffs if a remedy remains necessary after 

Callais. In support of this request, the parties note that in a related case involving substantially 
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similar claims and parties, the Court has already granted a stay. Clark v. Landry, No. 3:86-cv-

00435, Dkt. 752 (M.D. La. July 17, 2025). 

WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully request that this Court stay the August 18, 2025, 

pretrial conference and the August 25, 2025, remedial evidentiary hearing or, in the alternative, 

postpone the same by one year to allow for consideration of U.S. Supreme Court’s final decision 

in Callais; and grant leave to the parties to obtain and file legal briefs and revised expert reports 

in advance of any necessary hearing after Callais. 

Respectfully submitted, this the 21st day of July, 2025.  

By: _/s/_Elizabeth B. Murrill _______________ 
Elizabeth B. Murrill (LSBA No. 20685) 
Louisiana Attorney General 
Carey Tom Jones (LSBA No. 07474)  
Amanda M. LaGroue (LSBA No. 35509)  
 
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 
jonescar@ag.louisiana.gov 
LaGroueA@ag.louisiana.gov 
 
Jason B. Torchinsky (DC Bar No 976033)* 
HOLTZMAN VOGEL BARAN 
TORCHINSKY & JOSEFIAK, PLLC 
2300 N Street, NW 
Suite 643A 
Washington, DC 20037 
Tel: 202-737-8808 
Email: jtorchinsky@holtzmanvogel.com 
 
Counsel for Intervenor-Defendants  
 
 
 
By: /s/ Phillip J. Strach   
Phillip J. Strach*  
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Lead Counsel 
Alyssa M. Riggins* 
Cassie A. Holt* 
Jordan A. Koonts* 
NELSON MULLINS RILEY & 
SCARBOROUGH LLP 
301 Hillsborough Street, Suite 1400 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 
Ph: (919) 329-3800 
phil.strach@nelsonmullins.com 
alyssa.riggins@nelsonmullins.com 
cassie.holt@nelsonmullins.com 
jordan.koonts@nelsonmullins.com 
 
/s/ John C. Walsh    
John C. Walsh, LA Bar Roll No. 24903 
Brooke R. Ydarraga, LA Bar Roll No. 41000 
SHOWS, CALL & WALSH, L.L.P. 
628 St. Louis St. (70802) 
P.O. Box 4425 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 
Ph: (225) 346-1461 
Fax: (225) 346-1467 
john@scwllp.com 
brooke@scwllp.com 
* Admitted pro hac vice 
 
Counsel for Defendant Nancy Landry, in her official 
capacity as Secretary of State of Louisiana 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I certify that on July 21, 2025, this document was filed electronically on the Court’s 

electronic case filing system. Notice of the filing will be served on all counsel of record through 

the Court’s system. Copies of the filing are available on the Court’s system. 

 
/s/ Jason B. Torchinsky 
Jason B. Torchinsky 
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1 Cite as: 606 U. S. ____ (2025) 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Nos. 24–109 and 24–110 

LOUISIANA, APPELLANT 
24–109 v. 

PHILLIP CALLAIS, ET AL. 

PRESS ROBINSON, ET AL., APPELLANTS 
24–110 v. 

PHILLIP CALLAIS, ET AL. 

ON APPEALS FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

[June 27, 2025] 

These cases are restored to the calendar for reargument.
In due course, the Court will issue an order scheduling ar-
gument and specifying any additional questions to be ad-
dressed in supplemental briefing. 

JUSTICE THOMAS, dissenting. 
I respectfully dissent from the Court’s decision to set

these consolidated cases for reargument.  Congress requires
this Court to exercise jurisdiction over constitutional chal-
lenges to congressional redistricting, and we accordingly
have an obligation to resolve such challenges promptly. 
That resolution is particularly critical here, as these cases 
highlight the intractable conflict between this Court’s inter-
pretation of §2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA), 52 
U. S. C. §10301, and the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution.  The Constitu-
tion is supreme over statutes, Marbury v. Madison, 1 
Cranch 137, 178 (1803), and no intervening developments 
will change that. I thus see no reason to avoid deciding 
these cases now.  In doing so, I would make clear that where 
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2 LOUISIANA v. CALLAIS 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

this Court’s interpretation of §2 breaches the Constitution’s 
equal protection guarantee, the Constitution controls. 

I 
These consolidated cases involve a constitutional chal-

lenge to Louisiana’s most recent congressional districting
map, Senate Bill 8 (SB8). The State passed SB8 in response
to a District Court order that required Louisiana to create 
an additional majority-black district to avoid “vote dilution”
and comply with §2 of the VRA. See Robinson v. Ardoin, 
605 F. Supp. 3d 759 (MD La. 2022).  The Fifth Circuit va-
cated that order prior to SB8’s enactment.  See Robinson v. 
Ardoin, 86 F. 4th 574, 600 (2023).  Nevertheless, because of 
the vacated order, two of SB8’s six congressional districts
are majority-black—roughly tracking the proportion of 
black Louisianans statewide—while the State’s previous 
map included only one such district. 

The plaintiffs here sued to enjoin Louisiana’s use of SB8,
alleging that the congressional map’s second majority-black
district amounted to an unconstitutional racial gerryman-
der. Because the plaintiffs challenged “the constitutional-
ity of the apportionment of congressional districts,” a “dis-
trict court of three judges” was convened to hear the suit.
28 U. S. C. §2284(a).  Observing that SB8’s “second major-
ity-minority district . . . stretches some 250 miles from 
Shreveport in the northwest corner of the state to Baton 
Rouge in southeast Louisiana, slicing through metropolitan 
areas to scoop up pockets of predominantly Black popula-
tions from Shreveport, Alexandria, Lafayette, and Baton
Rouge,” the court concluded that the map effected a racial 
gerrymander that “violates the Equal Protection Clause.” 
Callais v. Landry, 732 F. Supp. 3d 574, 582, 588 (WD La. 
2024).1  The State and intervenor-appellants appealed di-
rectly to this Court. See §1253 (providing right to “appeal 
—————— 

1 The three-judge court also drew support for its conclusion from “state-
ments made by key political figures . . . , all of whom expressed that the 
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3 Cite as: 606 U. S. ____ (2025) 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

to the Supreme Court” from an order granting a prelimi-
nary injunction in any action “heard and determined by a
district court of three judges”).  Despite the cases having
been fully briefed and argued, the Court today punts with-
out explanation. 

II 
We should have decided these cases this Term.  These are 

the only cases argued this Term in which our jurisdiction is
mandatory. See ibid. That an Act of Congress requires that 
we decide these cases should have prompted us to resolve
them expeditiously.2 

These cases also warrant immediate resolution because, 
due to our Janus-like election-law jurisprudence, States do
not know how to draw maps that “survive both constitu-
tional and VRA review.”  Brief for Appellant 53.  As Louisi-
ana recognizes, the question whether it can demonstrate
that SB8 complies with the Constitution in this suit is in-
tertwined with the legitimacy of the Robinson court’s §2 rul-
ing in prior litigation. See Tr. of Oral Arg. 28 (counsel for 
Louisiana stating that the Court “can’t assess the legality 
of [Louisiana’s] map” under the Equal Protection Clause 
without also analyzing the §2 ruling in “the Robinson liti-
gation”). The State’s reliance on the Robinson District 
—————— 
primary purpose guiding SB8 was to create a second majority-Black dis-
trict due to the Robinson litigation.”  732 F. Supp. 3d, at 604; see also, 
e.g., id., at 587 (SB8’s sponsor professing that “ ‘we all know why we’re 
here.  We were ordered to draw a new Black district, and that’s what I’ve 
done’ ”). 

2 In 1976, Congress substantially curtailed its earlier, expansive use of
three-judge courts.  See §§1–3, 90 Stat. 1119.  But, the amendments nev-
ertheless expressly retained three-judge courts with a right of direct re-
view to this Court for constitutional challenges to States’ redistricting 
maps, see 28 U. S. C. §2284, signaling Congress’s understanding that
these cases are uniquely important and should receive “expedited Su-
preme Court correction, if necessary.” M. Solimine, The Three-Judge 
District Court in Voting Rights Litigation, 30 U. Mich. J. L. Reform 79, 
84 (1996). 
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4 LOUISIANA v. CALLAIS 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

Court’s previous §2 ruling complicates its constitutional de-
fense, however, because this Court’s §2 jurisprudence is
broken beyond repair.  Most relevant here, the Court has 
construed §2 to require race-based districting under cir-
cumstances that do not remotely approximate the racial
discrimination that such districting is supposed to remedy. 

Although the Court has long recognized that its VRA ju-
risprudence and the Equal Protection Clause are in tension, 
see, e.g., Abbott v. Perez, 585 U. S. 579, 587 (2018), its recent 
decision in Allen v. Milligan, 599 U. S. 1 (2023), has placed 
the VRA in direct conflict with the Constitution.  The Mil-
ligan Court blessed the plaintiffs’ effort to use §2 of the VRA
to achieve “a ‘proportional allocation of political power ac-
cording to race’ ” through the creation of a second majority-
black congressional district in Alabama. Id., at 55–56 
(THOMAS, J., dissenting).  In doing so, the Court effectively
established the following rule for §2: “If voting is racially 
polarized in a jurisdiction, and if there exists any more or
less reasonably configured districting plan that would ena-
ble the minority group to constitute a majority in a number
of districts roughly proportional to its share of the popula-
tion, then the jurisdiction must ensure that its districting
plan includes that number of majority-minority districts ‘or 
something quite close.’ ”  Id., at 81. 
 Under the Milligan Court’s construction of the statute, it 
is difficult to see how §2 imposes any real barrier to a dis-
trict court providing a race-based remedy.  Racial polariza-
tion in voting “continues to exist in most areas” and is “rel-
atively easy to establish.” R. Greenwood & N. 
Stephanopoulos, Voting Rights Federalism, 73 Emory L. J.
299, 311 (2023).3  Nor is there any meaningful hurdle to 
—————— 

3 The Milligan plaintiffs’ racial-polarization expert confirmed that, to 
the best of his knowledge, actionable racially polarized voting “has only
been found to exist where whites tend to vote for Republicans.”  Milligan 
v. Allen, No. 2:21–cv–1530 (ND Ala., Jan. 18, 2022), ECF Doc. 105–2, p. 
230. The Court’s interpretation of §2 already “immerse[s] the federal 
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5 Cite as: 606 U. S. ____ (2025) 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

creating illustrative maps with additional majority-minor-
ity districts; modern computing power makes this task all 
but perfunctory, and, on the logic of at least the Milligan
plurality, such districts can be “ ‘reasonably configured’ ” 
even if they are “palpable racial gerrymanders” that a State
could never enact in the first instance. Milligan, 599 U. S., 
at 59 (THOMAS, J., dissenting).4 

In effect, the upshot of Milligan is that whenever a State 
feasibly can create an additional majority-minority district, 
it must do so—at least up to the point of racial proportion-
ality—even though the conditions triggering racialized re-
districting are utterly divorced from the sort of “specific,
identified instances of past discrimination” that this Court 
demands to justify a race-based remedy. Students for Fair 
Admissions, Inc. v. President and Fellows of Harvard Col-
lege, 600 U. S. 181, 207 (2023); see also, e.g., Gratz v. Bol-
linger, 539 U. S. 244, 270 (2003) (“Racial classifications are 
simply too pernicious to permit any but the most exact con-
nection between justification and classification” (internal
quotation marks and alteration omitted)).  That interpreta-
tion of §2 runs roughshod over our admonition that “[r]acial 
classifications with respect to voting carry particular dan-
gers” and “deman[d] close judicial scrutiny,” Shaw v. Reno, 
509 U. S. 630, 657 (1993), and plainly “is not congruent and 
proportional to any provisions of the Reconstruction 

—————— 
courts in a hopeless project of weighing questions of political theory,” 
Holder v. Hall, 512 U. S. 874, 892 (1994) (THOMAS, J., concurring in judg-
ment); that the political theory may have partisan valence is cause for 
further concern. 

4 The Robinson plaintiffs may have taken such an approach here.  One 
of their mapmaking experts, William Cooper, is the same expert who 
drew racially gerrymandered maps in Milligan and “treated ‘the minor-
ity population in and of itself ’ as the paramount community of interest 
in his plans.”  Milligan, 599 U. S., at 58 (THOMAS, J., dissenting).  In the 
Robinson litigation, Cooper “freely admitted” that he deliberately drew
maps with two majority-minority districts.  Robinson v. Ardoin, 37 F. 4th 
208, 222 (CA5 2022). 
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6 LOUISIANA v. CALLAIS 

THOMAS, J., dissenting 

Amendments,” Milligan, 599 U. S., at 81 (THOMAS, J., dis-
senting).

These cases put the Court to a choice: It may permit pa-
tent racial gerrymandering under the auspices of §2 com-
pliance, or it may admit that, as the Court has construed 
the statute, a violation of §2 is insufficient to justify a race-
based remedy. That decision should be straightforward. 
Nevertheless, the Court demurs. 

* * * 
For over three decades, I have called for “a systematic re-

assessment of our interpretation of §2.”  Holder v. Hall, 512 
U. S. 874, 892 (1994) (opinion concurring in judgment). The 
Court’s decision in Milligan is the latest and most damag-
ing “installment in the ‘disastrous misadventure’ of this
Court’s voting rights jurisprudence.”  Alabama Legislative 
Black Caucus v. Alabama, 575 U. S. 254, 294 (2015) 
(THOMAS, J., dissenting).  I am hopeful that this Court will
soon realize that the conflict its §2 jurisprudence has sown 
with the Constitution is too severe to ignore.  Because the 
Court declines to reach that conclusion today and instead
inexplicably schedules these cases for reargument, I re-
spectfully dissent. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

 
DR. DOROTHY NAIRNE, et al.,  
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
R. KYLE ARDOIN, in his official capacity as 
Secretary of State of Louisiana, 
 
 Defendant. 
 

 
 
 
 
Civil Action No. 3:22-cv-00178-SDD-SDJ 
 
 
Chief Judge Shelly D. Dick 
 
 
Magistrate Judge Scott D. Johnson 
 
 
 

 
 MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF  

JOINT MOTION TO STAY OR TO POSTPONE THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING 
DATE AND MODIFICATION OF SCHEDULING ORDER 

 
 

Intervenor-Defendant, the State of Louisiana, by and through Attorney General Liz Murrill, 

Legislative Intervenors, and Defendant Nancy Landry, in her official capacity as Secretary of State 

of Louisiana (collectively, “Defendants”), through undersigned counsel, respectfully submit this 

memorandum in support of their Joint Motion to Stay or to Postpone the Evidentiary Hearing Date 

and For Modification of Scheduling Order for the reasons more fully expressed below. 

BACKGROUND 

The State of Louisiana has been trapped in a cycle of redistricting whiplash from the 

moment it enacted its redistricting plans following the 2020 Census. Multiple federal lawsuits were 

filed by various plaintiffs challenging the state’s new congressional, State Senate, and State House 

plans as unlawfully diluting Black voters’ voting strength in violation of Section 2 of the Voting 

Rights Act. 
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Congressional Plan Litigation  

On June 6, 2022, this Court preliminarily enjoined Louisiana’s original congressional 

redistricting plan after finding the plaintiffs were likely to prevail on their Section 2 claim, stating 

that “two majority-minority congressional districts that satisfy [Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U,S. 30 

(1986)] and respect traditional redistricting principles can be drawn in Louisiana.” Robinson v. 

Ardoin, 605 F. Supp. 3d 759, 820 (M.D. La. 2022). The Court gave the Legislature approximately 

five legislative days to enact a remedial plan . Robinson v. Ardoin, 37 F.4th 208, 232 (5th Cir. 

2022). 

After the Fifth Circuit denied the State’s request for a stay pending appeal, the State sought 

an emergency stay from the U.S. Supreme Court. The Supreme Court not only granted the 

emergency stay; it treated the State’s request as an application for certiorari before judgment, 

granted it, and held the case pending its decision in a separate redistricting challenge brought under 

Section 2 of the VRA: Milligan v Allen. Ardoin v. Robinson, 142 S. Ct. 2892 (2022). After issuing 

its decision in Milligan, the Supreme Court dismissed certiorari and vacated the stay, remanding 

the case to the Fifth Circuit. Id. The Fifth Circuit then remanded the case for further proceedings 

ahead of the 2024 election cycle. Robinson v. Ardoin, 86 F. 4th 547, 601 (5th Cir. 2023). While 

the merits of the preliminary injunction were on appeal, this Court proceeded with an expedited 

hearing to determine a court-ordered redistricting map with only five weeks to prepare. In re 

Landry, 83 F.4th 300, 304 (5th Cir. 2023). As a result, the State sought a writ of mandamus from 

the Fifth Circuit. Id. The Fifth Circuit granted mandamus in part, and instructed this Court to give 

the Legislature a fulsome opportunity to adopt a new congressional districting plan, and, if the 

Legislature failed, to conduct a merits trial, and only if necessary to adopt a different districting 

plan for the 2024 elections. Id. at 307-08. This Court followed the Fifth Circuit’s instructions, 
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giving the Legislature time to adopt a new plan, and set a trial for February 5, 2024, at the request 

of Plaintiffs.  

Governor Landry called the Legislature into extraordinary session to conduct congressional 

redistricting which convened on January 15, 2024.Several days of legislative compromise 

followed and aimed at balancing the directives of this Court’s order, the Supreme Court’s latest 

discussion of the VRA in Milligan, and political dynamics among elected officials. The Legislature 

enacted Senate Bill 8 (“S.B. 8”) – a congressional plan containing two majority-Black districts as 

directed by this Court – which Governor Landry signed into law on January 22, 2024.  

A new set of plaintiffs (the “Callais Plaintiffs”) challenged S.B. 8’s new congressional map 

alleging the second majority-minority district demanded by this Court was an unconstitutional 

racial gerrymander. See Callais v. Landry, 732 F. Supp. 3d 574, 581-82 (W.D. La. 2024). The 

Callais litigation highlights the amorphous distinction between the permissible and impermissible 

consideration of race, leaving states caught between a rock and a hard place. A trial was held less 

than three months later, and on April 30, 2024, a majority of the three-judge district court panel 

threw out the State’s new congressional plan because now the Legislature unjustifiably considered 

race. Id. at 613-14. The Callais court gave the State until June 4, 2024, to enact a new plan before 

the Court would impose its own and denied the State’s request for an emergency stay, causing the 

State to request the same from the U.S. Supreme Court. On May 15, 2024, the U.S. Supreme Court 

stayed the district court proceedings pending appeal. Robinson v. Callais, 144 S. Ct. 1171, 1171 

(2024) (Mem.).  

The State filed its jurisdictional statement with the Supreme Court on July 30, 2024, and 

oral argument was held on March 24, 2025. The questions before the Supreme Court included: (1) 

whether the district court properly found that race predominated when the Louisiana Legislature 
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admitted to drawing S.B. 8 with a quota of two majority-Black districts; (2) whether S.B. 8 satisfied 

strict scrutiny based on the State’s alleged attempts to comply with the VRA; and (3) whether the 

Court should rework Equal Protection jurisprudence by declaring racial gerrymandering claims 

non-justiciable or by revising what is necessary for a State to satisfy strict scrutiny with regards to 

their consideration of race. See Jurisdictional Statement of Appellant State of Louisiana, Louisiana 

v. Callais, No. 24-109 (filed July 30, 2024). 

Legislative Plans Litigation  

Although filed close in time to the congressional plan challenges, the challenge to the 

State’s legislative redistricting plans in the above-titled action has progressed at a comparatively 

slower pace, primarily due to outstanding questions in the field of redistricting jurisprudence. 

Plaintiffs filed their suit on March 14, 2022, challenging the State’s new State House and State 

Senate districts as diluting Black voters’ voting strength in violation of Section 2 of the Voting 

Rights Act. (Rec. Doc. 1). Much like the plaintiffs in the congressional challenges, Plaintiffs here 

argued Louisiana’s Black population was sufficient to create between six and nine additional 

majority-minority state House districts and three additional state Senate districts and sought a court 

order requiring the State to enact new plans which hit such racial quotas. 

On August 30, 2022, the district court paused proceedings pending the U.S. Supreme 

Court’s decision in Milligan, No. 21-1086, a then-pending case involving issues which, when 

decided, would directly impact the outcome of the legislative plan challenge. The Court issued its 

Milligan opinion on June 8, 2023, 599 U.S. 1 (2023), and the district court vacated its stay on this 

case on June 22, 2023. (Rec. Doc. 95). Following a trial held in November 2023, the district court 

struck down the State House and State Senate plans as violating Section 2 of the Voting Rights 

Act on February 8, 2024. (Rec. Doc. 233). Defendants appealed on the merits to the U.S. Court of 
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Appeals for the Fifth Circuit on February 22 and March 11, 2024, and oral arguments were held 

on January 7, 2025. (See Rec. Doc. 250; Nairne v. Landry, No. 24-30115 (5th Cir.). A decision 

remains pending.  

Meanwhile, this court determined it could continue remedial proceedings and issued the 

scheduling order for a remedial phase on July 17, 2024. (Rec. Doc. 279). That order scheduled the 

remedial evidentiary hearing for August 25, 2025, with a pre-trial conference set for one week 

before on August 18. Id. On May 12, the court granted the Defendants’ Consent Motion to modify 

the July 17, 2024, order and laid out various deadlines to govern discovery prior to the evidentiary 

hearing, including a July 9, 2025, deadline for the completion of expert discovery. (Rec. Doc. 318). 

ARGUMENT 

I. The Pre-Trial Conference and Remedial Evidentiary Hearing Should Be Stayed 
Pending Appeal and the Supreme Court’s Decision In Callais.  

 
When assessing a stay pending appeal, a court considers four factors: “(1) whether the stay 

applicant has made a strong showing that he is likely to succeed on the merits; (2) whether the 

applicant will be irreparably injured absent a stay; (3) whether issuance of the stay will 

substantially injure the other parties interested in the proceeding; and (4) where the public interest 

lies.” Nken v. Holder, 566 U.S. 418, 426 (2009) (citation omitted). These factors are not to be 

applied “in rigid or mechanical fashion.” Campaign for S. Equal. v. Bryant, 773 F.3d 55, 57 (5th 

Cir. 2014). A movant “need only present a substantial case on the merits when a serious legal 

question is involved and show that the balance of the equities weighs heavily in favor of granting 

the stay.” United States v. Baylor Univ. Med. Ctr., 711 F.2d 38, 39 (5th Cir. 1983) (citation 

omitted). 

Defendants maintain that they are likely to succeed on the merits of their appeal in this 

case, which is currently pending in the Fifth Circuit. Plaintiffs likely disagree. Even if this Court 
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is inclined to weigh the first Nken factor against Defendants, it is undisputed that the legal 

questions presented by this case are serious to the parties and people of Louisiana. The interplay 

between the Equal Protection Clause and Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act has long challenged 

courts and state legislatures across the nation as the line between permissible use of race, see Allen 

v. Milligan, 599 U.S. 1, 31-32 (2023), and “segregate[ion]” of “the races for the purposes of 

voting,” Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630, 641 (1993), is a thin one. See, e.g., Cooper v. Harris, 581 

U.S. 285, 329-31 (2017) (Alito, J., concurring in part). Without knowing the Supreme Court’s 

most recent interpretation of these issues, a remedial phase built upon potentially outdated 

concepts could be antithetical to the United States Constitution and require a do-over, confusing 

voters and wasting judicial resources in the process. Such action is unnecessary when the next 

legislative elections in Louisiana are not until 2027.  

The majority’s June 27, 2025, re-argument order provided no explanation of the specific 

jurisprudential struggles before the Justices in Callais, but the Court will be issuing a scheduling 

order presenting several additional questions to be addressed in supplemental briefing. While we 

may not know how the Justices will ultimately resolve them, these questions nevertheless provide 

key insights into which issues the Justices are particularly concerned with – and they indicate that 

Callais is poised to dramatically reshape the field of redistricting law as it stands today.  

Furthermore, all parties will be irreparably injured if the remedial phase continues without 

the guidance of the Fifth Circuit’s opinion in this case, where Defendants appealed this court’s 

assessment of racial predominance and whether Plaintiffs seek unconstitutional extra-

proportionality. Appellant’s Br., Nairne v. Landry, No. 24-30115, D.E. 193 at *29-31. Indeed, the 

issue in this case’s remedial phase and Callais are the same: the extent to which race can be used 

in the drawing of district lines when attempting to remedy a potential Voting Rights Act violation. 
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All parties will be irreparably injured by proceeding with a remedial decision with outstanding 

issues, directly on point, still pending in the appellate courts. See Clark v. Landry, No. 3:86-cv-

00435, Dkt. 752 (M.D. La. July 17, 2025) (granting a stay in a similar case because “the prejudice 

suffered by Defendants in having a decision rendered using a standard that has a significant 

potential to change following a decision in Callais”).Moreover, Defendants will be especially 

harmed due to the voter confusion that holding a remedial hearing will cause voters while the 

merits-opinion is still on appeal and given the ongoing uncertainty regarding the fate of 

Louisiana’s congressional plan. And, with over two years before the next legislative elections, 

there is plenty of time to afford Plaintiffs’ relief in the unlikely event that they ultimately prevail 

on the merits. 

II. In The Alternative, The Pre-Trial Conference and Remedial Evidentiary Hearing 
Should Be Postponed by One Year. 
 

In the alternative, Defendants respectfully request this Court modify its July 17, 2024, 

scheduling order to postpone both the pre-trial conference and remedial evidentiary hearing by up 

to one year pending the U.S. Supreme Court’s issuance of its final decision in Callais.  

Scheduling orders can be modified if good cause is shown under Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(4). 

“There are four relevant factors for determining whether good cause exists: (1) the explanation for 

the failure to timely [comply with the scheduling order]; (2) the importance of the [modification]; 

(3) potential prejudice in allowing the [modification]; and (4) the availability of a continuance to 

cure such prejudice.” Springboards To Educ., Inc. v. Houston Indep. Sch. Dist., 912 F.3d 805, 819 

(5th Cir. 2019), as revised (Jan. 29, 2019), as revised (Feb. 14, 2019). All four factors support 

good cause to modify the remedial scheduling order here.  

The absence of a remedial legislative plan from the Louisiana State Legislature by the date 

of the evidentiary hearing does not reflect a willful failure to comply with this Court’s order, but 
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rather from a lack of clarity regarding how to satisfy the Court’s objectives without exposing the 

State to additional liability under the Equal Protection Clause. Far from unfounded, the State of 

Louisiana has just experienced what it fears will happen here in the saga over their congressional 

plans. Faced with an order to redraw their congressional map with an explicit number of additional 

majority-minority districts included, the State did so, only for that remedial plan to be immediately 

challenged as unconstitutional. With the Supreme Court’s decision in Callais set to clarify how 

courts should evaluate such plans, the State has acted prudently in deferring legislative action until 

that guidance is available to be incorporated.  

The second factor, the importance of the modification, is plainly satisfied. As explained 

supra, charging blindly toward remedial legislative plans based on the same process and 

understanding of redistricting jurisprudence that produced the contested remedial congressional 

plan would likely be an exercise in futility. Without sufficient time to receive and incorporate the 

lessons and guidance from the impending Callais decision, Louisiana would undoubtedly face a 

renewed round of lawsuits challenging their remedial legislative plans as racial gerrymanders and, 

despite years of litigation, the State would be back at square one. Delaying the evidentiary hearing 

and related deadlines not only helps ensure the remedy in this case will comply with current law, 

it will better serve judicial economy than engaging in another round of avoidable litigation. 

The third factor, the potential for prejudice if the modification is allowed, is also satisfied. 

A continuance to consider the U.S. Supreme Court’s latest insights on the murky waters of 

redistricting jurisprudence is a minimal delay considering this Court has previously paused 

proceedings in this case for nearly a year on the exact same basis – to await the Supreme Court’s 

decision in Milligan. No Parties would be harmed by this continuance, the litigation has already 

spanned more than 2 years, and the next legislative elections are over two years away. Taking an 
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additional time at the district court level will help ensure a proper outcome. Furthermore, given 

the likelihood that the remedy desired by plaintiffs here – legislative plans with specific numbers 

of additional majority-minority districts – will almost surely be challenged as unconstitutional after 

being enacted, a delay to allow the Louisiana Legislature to properly incorporate Callais best 

serves the interests of Plaintiffs as well.  

Finally, the fourth factor, the availability of a continuance to cure such prejudice, is clearly 

met. By delaying the evidentiary hearing and related deadlines, this Court can help prevent the 

State’s remedial legislative plans from suffering the same fate as its remedial congressional plan 

and avoid wasting the State’s, the Court’s, and the plaintiffs’ time and resources on yet another 

round of multi-year redistricting litigation.  

III. Revised Expert Reports. 

Additionally, Defendants request this Court grant leave for the Parties to obtain and submit revised 

expert reports in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s eventual Callais decision, which is poised to materially 

alter the legal framework governing this litigation, should there be changes to the current legal structure 

governing Plaintiffs’ claims. Under the current schedule, the Parties’ deadline for completing 

expert discovery was set for July 9, 2025 – several weeks before the end of the Supreme Court’s 

2024-2025 term. (Rec. Doc. 318). With Callais now set to be decided sometime during the 2025-

2026 term, the analysis and conclusions provided in the Parties’ expert reports regarding the proper 

remedial measures to be taken in this case will fail to incorporate the high court’s latest redistricting 

guidance.  

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) provides that “a party may amend its pleading 

only with the opposing party’s written consent or the court’s leave,” and states the court “should 

freely give leave when justice so requires.” Given the inevitable appellate review that the remedial 

legislative redistricting plans to emerge from this court will face, in addition to the significant 
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likelihood of future litigation challenging them, it best serves all Parties and the Court to have 

these remedial proceedings be informed by and aligned with the latest jurisprudence. Since this 

Court has already recognized as much when it paused proceedings for nearly a year pending the 

U.S. Supreme Court’s Milligan decision, (See Rec. Doc. 79), a similar delay for the exact same 

purpose is more than appropriate. 

CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, Defendants respectfully request that this Court stay the August 18, 2025, 

pretrial conference and the August 25, 2025, remedial evidentiary hearing pending decisions in 

Callais and the Fifth Circuit’s opinion on the merits of this case or, in the alternative, postponing 

the same by up to one year pending the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Callais; and grant leave 

to the Parties to obtain and file revised expert reports in advance of the evidentiary hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, this the 21st day of July, 2025.  

By: _/s/_Elizabeth B. Murrill _______________ 
Elizabeth B. Murrill (LSBA No. 20685) 
Louisiana Attorney General 
Carey Tom Jones (LSBA No. 07474)  
Amanda M. LaGroue (LSBA No. 35509)  
 
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  
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jonescar@ag.louisiana.gov 
LaGroueA@ag.louisiana.gov 
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Tel: 202-737-8808 
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By: /s/ Phillip J. Strach   
Phillip J. Strach*  
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Jordan A. Koonts* 
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phil.strach@nelsonmullins.com 
alyssa.riggins@nelsonmullins.com 
cassie.holt@nelsonmullins.com 
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/s/ John C. Walsh    
John C. Walsh, LA Bar Roll No. 24903 
Brooke R. Ydarraga, LA Bar Roll No. 41000 
SHOWS, CALL & WALSH, L.L.P. 
628 St. Louis St. (70802) 
P.O. Box 4425 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821 
Ph: (225) 346-1461 
Fax: (225) 346-1467 
john@scwllp.com 
brooke@scwllp.com 
* Admitted pro hac vice 
 
Counsel for Defendant Nancy Landry, in her official 
capacity as Secretary of State of Louisiana 
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I certify that on July 21, 2025, this document was filed electronically on the Court’s 

electronic case filing system. Notice of the filing will be served on all counsel of record through 

the Court’s system. Copies of the filing are available on the Court’s system. 

 
/s/ Jason B. Torchinsky 
Jason B. Torchinsky 
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