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IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF UTAH,
MORMON WOMEN FOR ETHICAL
GOVERNMENT, STEFANIE CONDIE,
MALCOLM REID, VICTORIA REID,
WENDY MARTIN, ELEANOR
SUNDWALL, JACK MARKMAN, and
DALE COX,

Plaintiffs,

UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE; UTAH
LEGISLATIVE REDISTRICTING
COMMITTEE; SENATOR SCOTT
SANDALL, in his official capacity;
REPRESENTATIVE BRAD WILSON, in his
official capacity; SENATOR J. STUART
ADAMS, in his official capacity; and
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR DEIDRE
HENDERSON, in her official capacity,

Defendants.

RULING and ORDER

FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

OCTOBER 23 - 24, 2025 EVIDENTIARY
HEARING

and

RULING GRANTING PLAINTIFFS’
MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION ON COUNT 16

and

ORDER ISSUING PRELIMINARY
INJUNCTION ON THE ENFORCEMENT
OF S.B. 1011 and S.B. 1012 (MAP C)

and

ORDER ADOPTING MAP 1 AS THE
REMEDIAL CONGRESSIONAL MAP

Case No. 220901712

Judge Dianna M. Gibson
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BACKGROUND

In 2018, Utahns exercised their fundamental constitutional right to alter or reform their
government via an initiative that, among other things, banned partisan gerrymandering and
ensured that voting maps adhered to neutral criteria like respecting county and municipal lines,
compactness, and communities of interest. That initiated law, known as Proposition 4
(“Proposition 4”), was expansive in scope, reflecting the people’s desire to use all available tools,
data, and metrics to identify and prohibit increasingly sophisticated gerrymandering schemes.

On August 25, 2025, this Court permanently enjoined both S.B. 200, through which the
Legislature had unconstitutionally repealed Proposition 4 in 2020 and the congressional map
(“H.B. 2004” or “2021 congressional map”’) that directly resulted from that unconstitutional
repeal. A remedial process was put in place, creating a process and setting deadlines agreed to by
the parties and established by court order, to ensure that a new congressional map would be in

place in time for the 2026 elections. The deadline to have a new congressional map in place is
November 10, 2025.

On October 6, 2025, the Legislature advanced two pieces of legislation: S.B. 1011, which
substantially redefined and narrowed Proposition 4’s prohibition on partisan gerrymandering,
and S.B. 1012, which enacted Map C, one of five congressional map options considered by the
Legislature.

S.B. 1011 amended Proposition 4’s broad standard defining how its prohibition on undue
partisan favoritism should be assessed. Rather than maintain the people’s choice to assess maps
using “judicial standards and the best available data and scientific methods, including measures
of partisan symmetry,” Utah Code § 20A-19-103(5), S.B. 1011 redefined Proposition 4’s partisan
gerrymandering prohibition to make one specific measure of partisan symmetry—the partisan
bias test—a mandatory, determinative test to the exclusion of other relevant metrics. It layered on
additional metrics (a companion metric called the mean-median difference test and a computer-
simulated mapping ensemble with additional metrics), but the partisan bias test remains the
primary, gateway metric to filter maps that “pass” or “fail.” But it is widely known—as even
Legislative Defendants’ experts testified—that the partisan bias test and the mean-median
difference test return paradoxical results in noncompetitive states, and particularly in Utah. The
primary feature of the partisan bias test is its hypothetical tied statewide election—a condition
that simply does not occur in Utah. In fact, the author of the partisan bias test has repeatedly
warned it should not be used to assess partisan favoritism in uncompetitive states.

That same day, Plaintiffs submitted to the Court two proposed maps: Map 1 and Map 2.
The next day, on October 7, 2025, Plaintiffs filed a Motion for Leave to File a Third
Supplemental Complaint to add six additional causes of action! and a Motion for Preliminary
Injunction on Counts 16-21. Plaintiffs allege that S.B. 1011 violates Plaintiffs’ fundamental
constitutional right to alter and amend their government, under article 1, section 2 of the Utah
Constitution, because S.B. 1011 impairs Proposition 4’s core reform to prohibit partisan
gerrymandering by narrowly redefining Proposition 4’s prohibition on partisan gerrymandering
to effectively mandate, by law, the use of partisan maps that favor the majority Republican party.

" The Motion to Amend was not opposed. The Court granted the Motion, in writing, on November 10, 2025.
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On October 23 and 24, 2025, this Court held a two-day evidentiary hearing. The
testimony and evidentiary record prove that S.B. 1011 unconstitutionally impairs Proposition 4’s
reforms in violation of Article I, Section 2 of the Utah Constitution. The evidence shows that the
partisan bias test directly contravenes Proposition 4’s neutral redistricting criteria. It fails maps
that perform best on those criteria and passes maps the perform worst on them. Likewise, it acts
to structurally mandate partisan favoritism, by disqualifying most maps that create a single
Democratic congressional district under a conclusion that such maps favor Republicans and
disfavor Democrats. In contrast, the partisan bias test nearly universally approves congressional
maps that give the majority party, here the Republican party, a 4-0 district advantage. The reality
is that, applied in a state like Utah, the partisan bias test acts as a filter to disqualify maps that by
any reasonable metric would be considered politically neutral and approve those that by any
reasonable metric would be considered Republican gerrymanders. S.B. 1011 effectively
mandates the very partisan favoritism that Proposition 4 was enacted to stop.

S.B. 1012 or Map C was enacted as the Legislature’s remedial congressional map. Map C
creates four districts in which zero Democratic statewide candidates have prevailed under the
assessed elections. The least Republican district has a composite score of at least 56%
Republican, reflecting a 12-point loss for Democratic candidates. Under the only reliable
ensemble of computer-simulated maps that comply with Proposition 4’s requirements offered by
the parties, Map C is an extreme partisan outlier—more Republican than over 99% of expected
maps drawn without political considerations.

In addition, Map C fails in many ways to comply with Proposition 4. First, Map C was
drawn with partisan political data on display. Map C does not abide by Proposition 4’s traditional
redistricting criteria “to the greatest extent practicable.” And, based on the evidence presented,
the Court finds that Map C was drawn with the purpose to favor Republicans—a conclusion that
follows from even S.B. 1011°’s metric for partisan intent—and it unduly favors Republicans and
disfavors Democrats.

In short, Map C does not comply with Utah law. Because the Lieutenant Governor’s
November 10, 2025, deadline for a map to be finalized is upon us, the Court bears the
unwelcome obligation to ensure that a lawful map is in place, which the Court discharges by
adopting Plaintiffs’ Map 1 for Utah’s congressional elections.

THE ISSUES

There are several issues before the Court:

1. Does S.B. 1011, which amended Proposition 4, govern these remedial
proceedings? Should Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction on Counts
16-21 be granted, and should S.B. 1011 be preliminary enjoined?

No. Yes. Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction on Count 16 should be
granted, and the enforcement of S.B. 1011 is preliminarily enjoined.

2. Which congressional map should govern — Map C, Map 1 or Map 2? If S.B.
1011 is enjoined, does Map C comply with Proposition 4?
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Map C does not comply with Proposition 4. Under Proposition 4, Plaintiffs have
satisfied the requirements for a preliminary injunction enjoining the enforcement
of Map C.

3. If Map C does not comply with Proposition 4, then does Map 1 or Map 2
“better satisfies the redistricting standards and requirements contained in”
Proposition 4?

Map 1 better satisfies the redistricting standards and requirements contained in
Proposition 4. The Court adopts Map 1 as the remedial congressional map.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Court held a two-day evidentiary hearing on October 23 and 24, 2025. The Court
heard testimony from eight witnesses and received numerous exhibits. Having considered the
testimony, the admitted exhibits, including the expert reports, the Court makes the following
Findings of Fact:

1. Parties

1. The parties have stipulated the residences of individual Plaintiffs Stefanie Condie,
Malcolm Reid, Victoria Reid, Wendy Martin, Eleanor Sundwall, and Jack Markmen under each
of Plaintiffs’ Map 1, Plaintiffs’ Map 2, Defendants’ Map C, the 2021 Congressional Plan, and the
2011 Congressional Plan. (See Stipulation re Pls.” Residences, Dkt. 704.) The other named
Plaintiffs are organizations the League of Women Voters of Utah and Mormon Women for
Ethical Government.

2. Plaintiffs Malcolm Reid and Victoria Reid testified to their personal experience as
residents of Millcreek. While Ms. Reid is a registered Republican, she and her husband both
testified as to their support of Proposition 4 and their disappointment and frustration with what
they saw as the Legislature’s efforts to evade the law’s neutral redistricting standards with
respect to both the 2021 Congressional Map and Defendants’ Map C (Millcreek was divided
amongst all four congressional districts under the former map, and remains divided into two
districts under the latter map).? Ms. Reid testified that Defendants’ Map C was “an
improvement” over the 2021 Congressional Map, but her city remained “carved up.”* Mr. Reid
testified that Defendants’ Map C “hurts half as much,” but his voice is still “diluted” and his vote
“less effective” under the current map.* Under the 2011 map, the Reids live in District 4, as does
Plaintiff Eleanor Sundwall. Dkt. 704.

3. The named Defendants are the Utah State Legislature, the Utah Legislative
Redistricting Committee, Representative Mike Schultz, Senator J. Stuart Adams, Senator Scott
Sandall, and Lieutenant Governor Deidre Henderson.

4. The Utah Legislative Redistricting Committee (LRC) was a committee of the
Utah Legislature that heard testimony from the Legislature’s expert, Dr. Sean Trende, presented
and heard testimony on the five proposed Maps labeled A to E, and ultimately voted to advance
Map C to the floor where it was voted on and adopted. The LRC likewise heard testimony on an

210.23 Tr. at 143:9-12, 144:16-18, 145:13-21 (V. Reid), 291:24-292:9, 292:25-296:4 (M. Reid).
31d. at 147:1-17 (V. Reid).
4Id. at 296:18-297:14, 299:23-300:1 (M. Reid).
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