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Proposed Intervenor Defendants Congressmen Glenn Grothman, Bryan Steil, 

Tom Tiffany, Scott Fitzgerald, Derrick Van Orden, and Tony Wied (the 

“Congressmen”), and individual voters Gregory Hutcheson, Patrick Keller, Patrick 

McCalvy, and Mike Moeller (the “Individual Voters”), by their undersigned attorneys 

at Troutman Pepper Locke LLP, hereby submit the following Proposed Answer to 

Plaintiffs’ Complaint: 



INTRODUCTION* 

1. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 1.  In particular, the Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that 

Wisconsin’s congressional district map “impermissibly disadvantages voters based on 

their political views and partisan affiliation.”  Dkt.9 (“Compl.”) ¶ 1.   

2. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 2.  In particular, the Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that 

Wisconsin’s congressional district map “condemns the party that regularly splits or 

wins the statewide vote to permanent minority status in the state’s congressional 

delegation.”  Id. ¶ 2.   

3. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s 

congressional district map is a “partisan gerrymander[ ].”  Id. ¶ 3.  Paragraph 3 also 

references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 3 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with that source.  

4. Paragraph 4 references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 4 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

 
* In this Answer, the Congressmen and Individual Voters reproduce the headings from 

Plaintiffs’ Complaint solely for organizational purposes and ease of reference, but the Congressmen 
and Individual Voters deny any and all legal or factual assertions contained within the headings to 
the extent they are inconsistent with The Congressmen and Individual Voters’ responses to Plaintiffs’ 
allegations provided herein. 



5. Paragraph 5 references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 5 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

6. Paragraph 6 references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 6 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

7. Paragraph 7 references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 7 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.  

8. The Congressmen and Individual Voters admit that Governor Tony 

Evers was elected to his current office in a statewide race.  Id. ¶ 8.  However, the 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the remaining allegations in Paragraph 8.  

In particular, the Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s 2011 

congressional map constituted a “gerrymander[ ],” to the extent alleged in 

Paragraph 8.  Id.      

9. The Congressmen and Individual Voters admit that, in 2021, “Governor 

Evers vetoed” the Wisconsin Legislature’s congressional district map.  Id. ¶ 9.  The 

remaining allegations in Paragraph 9 set forth legal conclusions for which no 

response is required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 9.  In particular, the 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s congressional district map 



passed in 2021 was not “a neutral congressional map that accurately reflected 

Wisconsin’s political geography.”  Id.   

10. Paragraph 10 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 10.   In particular, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional district map “perpetuate[s]” any 

“partisan skew” from the 2011 congressional map, and deny the existence of any such 

“skew.”  Id. ¶ 10.  Paragraph 10 also cites two Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, which 

speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations 

in Paragraph 10 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources. 

11. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s 

congressional district map is an “extreme [ ] gerrymander” or the “least-Democratic” 

map.  Id. ¶ 11.  Paragraph 11 also references two Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, 

which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the 

allegations in Paragraph 11 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those 

sources. 

12. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 12 and therefore deny them.     

13. Paragraph 13 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 13.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map “lack[s] any basis in the 



Court’s precedents, the Wisconsin Constitution, or past Wisconsin redistricting 

practice.”  Id. ¶ 13.  Paragraph 13 also references the Wisconsin Constitution and 

cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speak for themselves.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 13 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources. 

14. The allegations in Paragraph 14 set forth legal conclusions for which no 

response is required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 14.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters specifically deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map 

“directly discriminates against Plaintiffs,” that Plaintiffs are “effectively silenced and 

shut out from casting a meaningful congressional vote,” that the map is “unlawful,” 

and that Plaintiffs are entitled to any of the relief they claim in Paragraph 14.  Id. 

¶ 14.  Paragraph 14 also references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 14 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

PARTIES 

15. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that “the 

rights and interests of each of the Plaintiffs will be adversely harmed . . . in each of 

the upcoming congressional elections” and that Wisconsin’s current congressional 

map is not in “compliance with Wisconsin law.”  Id. ¶ 15.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining 

allegations in Paragraph 15 and therefore deny them. 



16. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully packs Democratic voters in 

Dodgeville into Congressional District 2 and otherwise unlawfully harms [Plaintiff 

Elizabeth Bothfeld’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom 

she associates to translate their votes into congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 16.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information to form a 

belief about the remaining allegations in Paragraph 16 and therefore deny them. 

17. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Jo Ellen Burke’s] 

ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she associates to 

elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into 

congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 17.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 17 and therefore deny them. 

18. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Mary Collins’s] 

ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she associates to 

elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into 

congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 18.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 18 and therefore deny them. 



19. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Charlene 

Gaebler-Uhing’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she 

associates to elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes 

into congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 19.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 19 and therefore deny them. 

20. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Kathleen 

Gilmore’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she 

associates to elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes 

into congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 20.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 20 and therefore deny them. 

21. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Paul Hayes’s] 

ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom he associates to elect 

their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into congressional 

representation.”  Id. ¶ 21.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge 

or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in Paragraph 21 and 

therefore deny them. 



22. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Sally Huck’s] 

ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she associates to 

elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into 

congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 22.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 22 and therefore deny them. 

23. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Thomas 

Kloosterboer’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom he 

associates to elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes 

into congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 23.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 23 and therefore deny them. 

24. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Elizabeth 

Ludeman’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she 

associates to elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes 

into congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 24.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 24 and therefore deny them. 



25. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Gregory St. 

Onge’s] ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom he associates 

to elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into 

congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 25.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 25 and therefore deny them. 

26. The Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that 

Wisconsin’s “current congressional plan unlawfully limits [Plaintiff Linda Weaver’s] 

ability and the ability of other Wisconsin Democrats with whom she associates to 

elect their preferred congressional candidates and translate their votes into 

congressional representation.”  Id. ¶ 26.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 26 and therefore deny them. 

27. Paragraph 27 cites state statute, a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, two 

cases from the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin, one case from 

the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Wisconsin, and a U.S. Supreme 

Court case, which sources speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 27 to the extent that they are inconsistent 

with those sources.   

28. Admit. 

29. Admit. 



JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

30. Paragraph 30 cites the Wisconsin Constitution and state statute, which 

speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations 

in Paragraph 30 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.   

31. Paragraph 31 cites state statute, which speaks for itself.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 31 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

32. Paragraph 32 cites state statute, which speaks for itself.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 32 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

33. The Congressmen and Individual Voters admit that “Defendant WEC 

has its principal office in Dane County and does substantial business there.”  Id. ¶ 33.  

The remaining allegations in Paragraph 33 cite state statute, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 33 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

34. Paragraph 34 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 34.  Paragraph 34 also cites state statute, which 

speaks for itself.  Defendants deny the allegations in Paragraph 34 to the extent that 

they are inconsistent with that source. 



STATEMENT OF FACTS 

35. Paragraph 35 cites the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 35 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

36. Paragraph 36 references the U.S. Constitution and cites a U.S. Supreme 

Court case, which sources speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 36 to the extent that they are inconsistent 

with those sources. 

37. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that the congressional 

redistricting process in Wisconsin following the 2010 elections “was designed to 

maximize Republican advantage at the expense of Democrats.”  Id. ¶ 37.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information to form a belief 

about the remaining allegations in Paragraph 37 and therefore deny them.   

38. Paragraph 38 cites a case from the U.S. District Court for the Eastern 

District of Wisconsin, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 38 to the extent that they are inconsistent 

with that source. 

39. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that during the 2010 

redistricting process “Wisconsin’s Republican members of Congress” and “Speth” 

sought to “draw districts that would maximize the chances for Republicans to be 

elected.”  Id. ¶ 39.  As the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin 

explained, the congressional map was the result of a “bipartisan process.”  Baldus v. 

Members of Wis. Gov’t Accountability Bd., 849 F. Supp. 2d 840, 845 (E.D. Wis. 2012) 



(per curiam).  Paragraph 39 also cites a case from the U.S. District Court for the 

Eastern District of Wisconsin, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 39 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with that source. 

40. Admit.  

41. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s 2011 

congressional district map was “a partisan gerrymander that violate[s] federal law.”  

Compl. ¶ 41.  Rather, the congressional map was the result of a “bipartisan process.”  

Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d at 845.  Paragraph 41 also cites a case from the U.S. District 

Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen 

and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 41 to the extent that they 

are inconsistent with that source. 

42. The Congressmen and the Individual Voters deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 42.   

43. Paragraph 43 references election results, which speak for themselves.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that these results have any legal 

relevance to Plaintiffs’ claims and deny the allegations in Paragraph 43 to the extent 

that they are inconsistent with those results.   

44. Paragraph 44 references election results, which speak for themselves.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that these results have any legal 

relevance to Plaintiffs’ claims and deny the allegations in Paragraph 44 to the extent 

that they are inconsistent with those results.   



45. The Congressmen and Individual voters deny that “Wisconsin’s 2011 

map” shows any “bias.”  Compl. ¶ 45.  Rather, the congressional map was the result 

of a “bipartisan process.”  Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d at 845.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining 

allegations in Paragraph 45 and therefore deny them. 

46. The Congressmen and Individual Voters admit that “Tony Evers was 

elected governor in 2018” and that, in 2021, Governor Evers vetoed the Wisconsin 

Legislature’s proposed congressional district map.  Compl. ¶ 46.  The remainder of 

the allegations in Paragraph 46 set forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 46.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters also 

lack knowledge or information to form a belief about the remaining allegations in 

Paragraph 46 and therefore deny them.   

47. The Congressmen and Individual Voters admit that, in 2021, “Governor 

Evers vetoed” the Wisconsin Legislature’s congressional district map.  Id. ¶ 47. 

Paragraph 47 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for itself.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 47 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

48. Paragraph 48 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 48 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   



49. Paragraph 49 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 49.  Paragraph 49 also cites a Wisconsin Supreme 

Court case, four U.S. District Court cases, and a California Supreme Court case, 

which sources speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny 

the allegations in Paragraph 49 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those 

sources.   

50. Paragraph 50 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 50.  Paragraph also 50 cites a Wisconsin Supreme 

Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the 

allegations in Paragraph 50 to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   

51. Paragraph 51 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 51.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that there was any “partisan bias baked into the 2011 [congressional 

map.”  Id. ¶ 51.  Rather, the congressional map was the result of a “bipartisan 

process.”  Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d at 845.  Paragraph 51 also cites a Wisconsin 

Supreme Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 51 to the extent that they are inconsistent with 

that source.   



52. Paragraph 52 cites five briefs to the Wisconsin Supreme Court, which 

speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the underlying 

substantive claims made in those briefs and deny the allegations in Paragraph 52 to 

the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.   

53. Paragraph 53 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case and a concurring 

opinion from a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which sources speak for themselves.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 53 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.   

54. Paragraph 54 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 54.  Paragraph 54 also cites a dissenting opinion 

from a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 54 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with that source. 

55. Paragraph 55 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 55.  Paragraph 55 also cites a dissenting opinion 

from a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 55 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with that source. 

56. Paragraph 56 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 



deny the allegations in Paragraph 56.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that the 2011 congressional map constituted a “gerrymander in favor of 

Republican candidates.”  Compl. ¶ 56.  Rather, the 2011 congressional map was the 

product of a “bipartisan process.”  Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d at 845.  Paragraph 56 also 

cites two Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, which speaks for themselves.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 56 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources. 

57. Paragraph 57 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 57.  Paragraph 57 also cites a brief to the Wisconsin 

Supreme Court, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 57 to the extent that they are inconsistent with 

that source and specifically deny that “fair maps” would have “necessarily departed 

from the 2011” congressional map.  Compl. ¶ 57.  Paragraph 57 also references a 

Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 57 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with that source.  

58. Paragraph 58 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 58 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 



59. Paragraph 59 references a lawsuit, which speaks for itself.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 59 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.  

60. Paragraph 60 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 60 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

61. Paragraph 61 references two Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, which 

speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations 

in Paragraph 61 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.  

Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that the Wisconsin 

Supreme Court “overrul[ed]” the “least change” approach with respect to 

congressional maps in Clarke.  Id. ¶ 61.   

62. Paragraph 62 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 62 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

63. Paragraph 63 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 63.  Paragraph 63 also cites a Wisconsin Supreme 

Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the 

allegations in Paragraph 63 to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.   



64. Paragraph 64 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 64 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

65. Paragraph 65 cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speaks for 

itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 65 

to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

66. Paragraph 66 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 66.  Paragraph 66 also references two Wisconsin 

Supreme Court cases, which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 66 to the extent that they are inconsistent 

with those sources.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that 

the “[t]he Clarke decision renders the current congressional map, selected in Johnson 

II, wholly without a legal foundation,” that the Clarke decision “overruled” the least-

change approach with respect to congressional redistricting maps, that the Johnson 

II congressional “map lacks any basis in Wisconsin redistricting law or precedent,” 

and that the current congressional map “perpetuates key features of the prior 

decade’s skew” from the 2011 congressional map.  Id. ¶ 66.  Again, the 2011 

congressional map was the result of a “bipartisan process.”  Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d 

at 845.   

67. Paragraph 67 references election results, which speak for themselves.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 67 to the 



extent that they are inconsistent with those results.  Specifically, the Congressmen 

and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional districting map 

“pack[s]” or “crack[s]” Democratic voters across Wisconsin’s congressional districts.  

Compl. ¶ 67.    

68. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 68 and therefore deny them. 

69. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 69 and therefore deny them. 

70. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 70 and therefore deny them.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters specifically deny that “Wisconsin’s 2022 

congressional plan results in an extreme pro-Republican skew.”  Id. ¶ 70.   

71. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 71 and therefore deny them. 

72. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 72 and therefore deny them.   

73. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 73 and therefore deny them.  The 

allegations in Paragraph 73 also reference election results, which speak for 

themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that those results have 

any legal relevance to Plaintiffs’ claims and deny the allegations in Paragraph 73 to 

the extent that they are inconsistent with those results.   



74. The Congressmen and Individual Voters lack knowledge or information 

to form a belief about the allegations in Paragraph 74 and therefore deny them.  The 

allegations in Paragraph 74 also reference election results, which speak for 

themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that those results have 

any legal relevance to Plaintiffs’ claims and deny the allegations in Paragraph 74 to 

the extent that they are inconsistent with those results.   

75. The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current 

congressional map reflects “heavy bias,” that the current congressional map does not 

comply with “neutral legal criteria,” and that the current congressional map “reflects” 

any “intentional cracking and packing” of Democratic voters “engineered by the 2011” 

congressional map.  Id. ¶ 75.  Again, the 2011 congressional map was the product of 

a “bipartisan process.”  Baldus, 849 F. Supp. 2d at 845.   

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

COUNT I 

76. The Congressmen and Individual Voters reallege and reincorporate by 

reference all prior answers to all prior Paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

77. Paragraph 77 references the Wisconsin Constitution and cites a 

Wisconsin Supreme Court case, which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 77 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with those sources.  

78. Paragraph 78 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 78.  Paragraph 78 also references the Wisconsin 



Constitution and cites Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, which speak for themselves.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 78 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.  

79. Paragraph 79 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 79.  Paragraph 79 also cites a Wisconsin Supreme 

Court case, which speaks for itself.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the 

allegations in Paragraph 79 to the extent that they are inconsistent with that source.  

80. Paragraph 80 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 80.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

specifically deny that it was improper for the Wisconsin Supreme Court to utilize the 

“least-change” approach when adopting Wisconsin’s congressional map in Johnson II.  

Compl. ¶ 80.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters also deny that the Supreme 

Court “improperly substituted the partisan judgment that prevailed in the 2011 

political process for its own” or that the Court “departed from the standard practice 

in redistricting litigation” when adopting the Johnson II map.  Id.  Paragraph 80 also 

cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case and a Minnesota Supreme Court case, which 

speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations 

in Paragraph 80 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.  

81. Paragraph 81 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 



deny the allegations in Paragraph 81.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

specifically deny that “the legal basis for the” Johnson II congressional map “has been 

overruled as contrary to Wisconsin’s constitutional principles.”  Id. ¶ 81.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters also deny that the “least change” approach was 

overruled as applied to congressional maps and deny that a congressional map 

adopted today pursuant to that approach “would be unlawful.”  Id.  The Congressmen 

and Individual Voters also deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map “is 

unlawful as a matter of law and should be prospectively enjoined.”  Id.  Paragraph 81 

also cites a Wisconsin Supreme Court case and references the Wisconsin 

Constitution, which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 81 to the extent that they are inconsistent with 

those sources. 

82. Paragraph 82 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 82.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current “congressional map was drawn contrary to 

Wisconsin precedent, constitutional principles, and the judiciary’s institutional duty 

and constitutional charge.”  Id. ¶ 82.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters also 

deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map “inflict[s]” any “injury” on Plaintiffs 

or that they are entitled to any “relief” that they seek.  Id.  Paragraph 82 also 

references the Wisconsin Constitution and Wisconsin case law, which speak for 



themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 82 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources. 

COUNT II 

83. The Congressmen and Individual Voters reallege and reincorporate by 

reference all prior answers to all prior Paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

84. Paragraph 84 cites the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 84 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

85. Paragraph 85 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 85.  Paragraph 85 also cites two Wisconsin 

Supreme Court cases and references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speak for 

themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in 

Paragraph 85 to the extent that they are inconsistent with those sources. 

86. Paragraph 86 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 86.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current “congressional map” impermissibly “dilut[es] 

Democratic votes across the state through packing and cracking.”  Id. ¶ 86.   

COUNT III 

87. The Congressmen and Individual Voters reallege and reincorporate by 

reference all prior answers to all prior Paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 



88. Paragraph 88 cites the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 88 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

89. Paragraph 89 cites the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 89 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source. 

90. Paragraph 90 references the Wisconsin Constitution and cites two 

Wisconsin Supreme Court cases, which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and 

Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 90 to the extent that they are 

inconsistent with those sources. 

91. Paragraph 91 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 91.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map “suppress[es] the number of 

Democratic voters,” “prevents these voters from associating with likeminded citizens 

on behalf of their preferred candidates,” or “condemns their . . . political speech” or 

right to “vote” in any way.  Id. ¶ 91.  

92. Paragraph 92 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 92.  Specifically, the Congressmen and Individual 

Voters deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map constitutes “retaliatory 

viewpoint discrimination.”  Id. ¶ 92.  Paragraph 92 also cites two Wisconsin Supreme 



Court cases, which speak for themselves.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 92 to the extent that they are inconsistent with 

those sources.   

93. Paragraph 93 sets forth legal conclusions for which no response is 

required; however, if a response is required, the Congressmen and Individual Voters 

deny the allegations in Paragraph 93.  The Congressmen and Individual Voters 

specifically deny that Wisconsin’s current congressional map does not “comply with 

the relevant legal requirements.”  Id. ¶ 93.   

COUNT IV 

94. The Congressmen and Individual Voters reallege and reincorporate by 

reference all prior answers to all prior Paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

95. Paragraph 95 cites the Wisconsin Constitution, which speaks for itself.  

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 95 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with that source.  

96. Paragraph 96 cites multiple Wisconsin Supreme Court cases and 

references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speak for themselves.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 96 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.   

97. Paragraph 97 cites multiple Wisconsin Supreme Court cases and 

references the Wisconsin Constitution, which speak for themselves.  The 

Congressmen and Individual Voters deny the allegations in Paragraph 97 to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with those sources.  



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

The Congressmen and Individual Voters deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to 

any of the relief that they claim on page 26 of their Complaint.  The Congressmen 

and Individual Voters also deny any allegations not otherwise answered in the prior 

Paragraphs, including any allegations in headings, to the extent such denials are 

consistent with the Congressmen and Individual Voters’ prior answers. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the doctrine of laches. 

2. Plaintiffs’ Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be 
granted, including because Plaintiffs misread provisions of the 
Wisconsin Constitution. 

3. Plaintiffs cannot obtain any relief that they seek because this Court 
lacks the authority to review a congressional district map adopted by 
the Wisconsin Supreme Court. 

4. Granting Plaintiffs any relief that they seek would violate the Elections 
Clause to the U.S. Constitution. 

5. The Congressmen and Individual Voters reserve the right to raise other 
defenses as they become known, through discovery or otherwise.  

WHEREFORE, the Congressmen and Individual Voters demand judgment in 

their favor and against Plaintiffs, dismissing Plaintiffs’ Complaint with prejudice, as 

well as ordering such other and further relief as this Court deems appropriate under 

the circumstances. 

  



Dated: November 26, 2025. 

    Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Electronically signed by Misha 

Tseytlin 
MISHA TSEYTLIN 
Counsel of Record 
State Bar No. 1102199 
KEVIN M. LEROY 
State Bar No. 1105053 
TROUTMAN PEPPER  
LOCKE LLP 
111 S. Wacker Dr.  
Suite 4100 
Chicago, IL 60606 
(608) 999-1240 (MT) 
(312) 759-1938 (KL) 
(312) 443-0336 (fax) 
misha.tseytlin@troutman.com 
kevin.leroy@troutman.com 
 
Counsel for Congressmen Glenn 
Grothman, Bryan Steil, Tom Tiffany, 
Scott Fitzgerald, Derrick Van Orden, 
and Tony Wied, and Individual Voters 
Gregory Hutcheson, Patrick Keller, 
Patrick McCalvy, and Mike Moeller 
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