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THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
JUDICIAL BRANCH
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RULE 7 NOTICE OF MANDATORY APPEAL

This form should be used for an appeal from a final decision on the merits issued by a superior court or circuit
court except for a decision from: (1) a post-conviction review proceeding; (2) a proceeding involving a collateral challenge
to a conviction or sentence; (3) a sentence modification or suspension proceeding; (4) an imposition of sentence
proceeding; (5) a parole revocation proceeding; (6) a probation revocation proceeding; (7) a landlord/tenant action or a
possessory action filed under RSA chapter 540; (8) an order denying a motion to intervene; or (9) a domestic relations
matter filed under RSA chapters 457 to 461-A other than an appeal from the first final order. (An appeal from the first final
order issued in a domestic relations matter filed under RSA chapters 457 to 461-A should be filed on this form.)

1. COMPLETE CASE TITLE AND CASE NUMBERS IN TRIAL COURT

City of Dover, City of Rochester, Debra Hackett, Rod Watkins, Kermit Williams, Eileen Ehlers, Janice
Kelble, Erik Johnson, Deborah Sugerman, Susan Rice, Douglas Bogen, & John Wallace v. David
Scanlan & State of New Hampshire, Docket No. 219-2022-CV-00224.

2. COURT APPEALED FROM AND NAME OF JUDGE(S) WHO ISSUED DECISION(S)

Strafford County Superior Court
The Honorable Mark E. Howard

3A. APPEALING PARTY: NAME, MAILING ADDRESS, 3B. APPEALING PARTY’S COUNSEL: NAME, BAR
E-MAIL ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER. ID NUMBER, FIRM NAME, MAILING ADDRESS,

E-MAIL ADDRESS. AND TELEPHONE NUMBER.
Multiple (see attached) Multiple (see attached)

Multiple (see attached)
Multiple (see attached)

E-Mail address: See attached E-Mail address: See attached

Telephone number: Telephone number:

4A. OPPOSING PARTY: NAME, MAILING ADDRESS, 4B. OPPOSING PARTY’S COUNSEL: NAME, BAR

E-MAIL ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER. ID NUMBER, FIRM NAME, MAILING ADDRESS,
E-MAIL ADDRESS. AND TELEPHONE NUMBER.

Multiple (see attached) Multiple (see attached)

Multiple (see attached)
Multiple (see attached)

E-Mail address: See attached E-Mail address: See attached
Telephone number: Telephone number:
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Case Name: City of Dover, City of Rochester, Debra Hackett, Rod Watkins, Kermit Williams, Eileen Ehler
RULE 7 NOTICE OF MANDATORY APPEAL

5. NAMES OF ALL OTHER PARTIES AND COUNSEL IN TRIAL COURT

All parties and counsel are listed on the attachment to this notice of appeal.

6. DATE OF CLERK’S NOTICE OF DECISION OR 7. CRIMINAL CASES: DEFENDANT'S SENTENCE
SENTENCING. ATTACH OR INCLUDE COPY OF AND BAIL STATUS
NOTICE AND DECISION. /
n/a
04/08/2024

DATE OF CLERK’S NOTICE OF DECISION ON POST-
TRIAL MOTION, IF ANY. ATTACH OR INCLUDE COPY
OF NOTICE AND DECISION.

8. APPELLATE DEFENDER REQUESTED? YES or NO:No

IF YOUR ANSWER IS YES, YOU MUST CITE STATUTE OR OTHER LEGAL AUTHORITY UPON WHICH CRIMINAL
LIABILITY WAS BASED AND SUBMIT A CURRENT REQUEST FOR A LAWYER FORM (FINANCIAL STATEMENT).
SEE SUPREME COURT RULE 32(4).

n/a

9. IS ANY PART OF CASE CONFIDENTIAL? YES or NO:No
IF SO, IDENTIFY WHICH PART AND CITE AUTHORITY FOR CONFIDENTIALITY.
SEE SUPREME COURT RULE 12.

10. IF ANY PARTY IS A CORPORATION, LIST THE NAMES OF PARENTS, SUBSIDIARIES AND AFFILIATES.

The two municipal corporation parties are political subdivisions of the State of N.H. with no parents or
subsidiaries or affiliates. The State of N.H. likewise has no parents/subsidiaries/affiliates.

11. DO YOU KNOW OF ANY REASON WHY ONE OR MORE OF THE SUPREME COURT JUSTICES WOULD BE
DISQUALIFIED FROM THIS CASE? YES or NO: No

IF YOUR ANSWER IS YES, YOU MUST FILE A MOTION FOR RECUSAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUPREME
COURT RULE 21A.

12. IS A TRANSCRIPT OF TRIAL COURT PROCEEDINGS NECESSARY FOR THIS APPEAL? SEE SUPREME
COURT RULE 15, COMMENT.
YES or NO: Yes

IF YOUR ANSWER IS YES, YOU MUST COMPLETE THE TRANSCRIPT ORDER FORM ON PAGE 4 OF THIS
FORM.
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Case Name: City of Dover, City of Rochester, Debra Hackett, Rod Watkins, Kermit Williams, Eileen Ehler

RULE 7 NOTICE OF MANDATORY APPEAL

13. LIST SPECIFIC QUESTIONS TO BE RAISED ON APPEAL, EXPRESSED IN TERMS AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF
THE CASE, BUT WITHOUT UNNECESSARY DETAIL. STATE EACH QUESTION IN A SEPARATELY NUMBERED
PARAGRAPH.

See attached list, incorporated by reference

14. CERTIFICATIONS

| hereby certify that every issue specifically raised has been presented to the court below and has
been properly preserved for appellate review by a contemporaneous objection or, where appropriate,
by a properly filed pleading. To the extent that an unpreserved issue is raised as plain error, | hereby
certify that | have specifically identified that issue as plain error in section 13.

/s/ Joshua M. Wyatt, Esq.
Appealing Party or Counsel

| hereby certify that on or before the date below, copies of this notice of appeal were served on all
parties to the case and were filed with the clerk of the court from which the appeal is taken in
accordance with Supreme Court Rules 5(1) and 26(2) and with Rule 18 of the Supplemental Rules of
the Supreme Court.

05/06/2024 /s/ Joshua M. Wyatt
Date Appealing Party or Counsel
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Case Name: City of Dover, City of Rochester, Debra Hackett, Rod Watkins, Kermit Williams, Eileen Ehler

RULE 7 NOTICE OF MANDATORY APPEAL
TRANSCRIPT ORDER FORM

INSTRUCTIONS:

1. If a transcript is necessary for your appeal, you must complete this form.
2. List each portion of the proceedings that must be transcribed for appeal, e.g., entire trial (see Supreme Court Rule
15(3)), motion to suppress hearing, jury charge, etc., and provide information requested.
3. Determine the amount of deposit required for each portion of the proceedings and the total deposit required for all
portions listed. Do not send the deposit to the Supreme Court. You will receive an order from the Supreme Court
notifying you of the deadline for paying the deposit amount to the court transcriber. Failure to pay the deposit by the
deadline may result in the dismissal of your appeal.
4. The transcriber will produce a digitally-signed electronic version of the transcript for the Supreme Court, which will be
the official record of the transcribed proceedings. Parties will be provided with an electronic copy of the transcript in
PDF-A format. A paper copy of the transcript may also be prepared for the court.

PROCEEDINGS TO BE TRANSCRIBED
(Please confirm dates with Trial Court)
PROCEEDING TYPE OF PROCEEDING | NAME OF LENGTH OF RATE DEPOSIT
DATE (Motion hearing, opening JUDGE PROCEEDING (standard rate
(List each day statement, trial day 2, etc.) (in .5 hour unless ordered
separately, e.g. segments, by Supreme
5/1/11; 5/2/11; e.g.,1.5 hours, 8 | Court)
6/30/11) hours)
02/07/2024 Summary Judgment Hearing | Howard, J. 2.5 hours X $170.00 $ 425.00
05/05/2023 Motion to Dismiss Hearing |Howard, J. 1.5 hours X $170.00 $ 255.00
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
X $170.00 $
TOTAL
DEPOSIT $ 680.00
PROCEEDINGS PREVIOUSLY TRANSCRIBED
PROCEEDING TYPE OF PROCEEDING NAME OF NAME OF DO ALL DEPOSIT
DATE (Motion hearing, opening JUDGE TRANSCRIBER | PARTIES FOR
(List date of each | statement, trial day 2, etc.) HAVE COPY ADDITIONAL
transcript (YES OR NO) COPIES
volume)
TBD
TBD
TBD

NOTE: The deposit is an estimate of the transcript cost. After the transcript has been completed, you will be required to
pay an additional amount if the final cost of the transcript exceeds the deposit. Any amount paid as a deposit in excess of
the final cost will be refunded. The transcript will not be released to the parties until the final cost of the transcript is paid

in full.
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ATTACHMENT TO RULE 7 NOTICE OF MANDATORY APPEAL

Section 3A: List of Appealing Parties (All plaintiffs below):

The City of Dover, New Hampshire

288 Central Avenue
Dover, NH 03820
Telephone: 603-516-6023

The City of Rochester, New Hampshire

31 Wakefield Street
Rochester, NH 03867
Telephone: 603-335-7599

Debra Hackett

4 Brookmoor Road
Dover, NH 03820
Telephone: 603-534-3623

Rod Watkins

18 Goen Road

New Ipswich, NH 03071
Telephone: 603-562-6138

Kermit Williams

55 Burns Hill Road
Wilton, NH 03086
Telephone: 603-769-9703

Eileen Ehlers

14 Ardon Drive
Hooksett, NH 03106
Telephone: 603-485-7013

Janice Kelble
35 Hunt Street
Hooksett, NH 03106
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Telephone: 603-513-8176

Erik Johnson

43 Demeritt Avenue

Lee, NH 03861
Telephone: 603-275-5657

Deborah Sugerman

135 Stepping Stones Road, Apartment A
Lee, NH 03861

Telephone: 603-767-2680

Susan Rice

159 Ten Rod Road
Rochester, NH 03867
Telephone: 603-234-3981

Douglas Bogen

21 Lois Lane

Barrington, NH 03825
Telephone: 603-664-2696

John Wallace

184 Merry Hill Road
Barrington, NH 03825
Telephone: 603-969-2688

Section 3B: Counsel for Appealing Parties:

COUNSEL FOR THE CITY OF DOVER, NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Joshua M. Wyatt, Esquire
N.H. Bar No. 18603

City Attorney

Office of the City Attorney
288 Central Avenue
Dover, NH 03820
603-516-6520
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l.wyatt@dover.nh.gov

Jennifer R. Perez, Esq.
N.H. Bar No. 272947
Deputy City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
288 Central Avenue
Dover, NH 03820
603-516-6520
].perez@dover.nh.gov

COUNSEL FOR THE CITY OF ROCHESTER, NEW HAMPSHIRE:

Terence M. O’Rourke

N.H. Bar No. 18648

City Attorney

31 Wakefield Street

Rochester, NH 03867
603-335-1564
Terence.orourke@rochester.nh.net

COUNSEL FOR DEBRA HACKETT, ROD WATKINS, KERMIT WILLIAMS, EILEEN
EHLERS, JANICE KELBLE, ERIK JOHNSON, DEBORAH SUGERMAN, SUSAN RICE,
DOUGLAS BOGEN, & JOHN WALLACE:

Henry Quillen

NH Bar No. 265420
Whatley Kallas LLP

159 Middle St., Suite 2C
Portsmouth, NH 03801
603-294-1591
hquillen@whatleykallas.com

Section 4A: Opposing Parties

David Scanlan in his capacity as Secretary of State for New Hampshire
State House, Room 204

107 North Main Street

Concord, NH 03301

Telephone: 603-271-3246
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The State of New Hampshire
33 Capitol Street

Concord, NH 03301
Telephone: 603-271-3246

Section 4B: Counsel for Opposing Parties

John M. Formella, Attorney General
New Hampshire Department of Justice
1 Granite Place

Concord, NH 03301-6397

(603) 271-3658
John.M.Formella@doj.nh.gov

Brendan A. O’Donnell, No. 268037
Assistant Attorney General

New Hampshire Department of Justice
1 Granite Place

Concord, NH 03301-6397

(603) 271-3658
Brendan.A.Odonnell@doj.nh.gov

Matthew G. Conley

Assistant Attorney General
Attorney General’s Office

1 Granite Place

Concord, NH 03301-6397
(603) 271-6765
Matthew.G.Conley@doj.nh.gov

Section 13: List of Questions to Be Raised On Appeal

a. Whether the trial court erred in granting summary judgment to the defendants.

b. Whether the trial court erred in denying summary judgment to the plaintiffs.

c. Whether the trial court erred by misconstruing Part II, Article 11-a of the State
Constitution, as amended in 2006, generally and/or by importing federal
jurisprudence to enable non-constitutional policymaking criteria to override an
express, unqualified mandate in Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution
concerning dedicated New Hampshire House of Representatives (“House”) seats
for those towns/wards with sufficient population.
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. Whether Laws 2022, Chapter 9 complies with Part II, Article 11-a of the State
Constitution.

. Whether Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution requires that redistricting
and/or reapportionment of the House minimize and/or avoid unnecessary
violations of Part II, Article 11-a.

Whether Laws 2022, Chapter 9 had a rational or legitimate basis for denying a
dedicated House seat to the wards and towns represented by the plaintiffs in this
litigation as would otherwise have been required by Part 11, Article 11-a of the
State Constitution.

. Whether a rational or legitimate basis existed to justify each violation of Part II,
Article 11-a within Laws 2022, Chapter 9.

. Whether a non-constitutional consideration or criterion can in this case, or could
ever, serve as a rational or legitimate basis justifying an unnecessary violation of
Part II, Article 11-a.

Whether the hierarchy of law applicable to House redistricting/reapportionment is
such that express mandates in Part II, Article 11-a (or any other section) of the
State Constitution can be disregarded, overridden, breached, and/or violated by
legislation premised upon hypothetical legislative bases/justifications/rationales
rather than the actual intent and effect of the legislation.

Whether the hierarchy of law applicable to House redistricting/reapportionment is
such that express mandates in Part II, Article 11-a (or any other section) of the
State Constitution can be disregarded, overridden, breached, and/or violated by
non-constitutional considerations/justifications.

. Whether Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution requires, and required as
part of the 2020 decennial House redistricting in 2022 via Laws 2022, Chapter 9,
that House redistricting/reapportionment avoid committing unnecessary violations
of Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution.

Whether Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution requires, and required as
part of the 2020 decennial House redistricting in 2022, that House
redistricting/reapportionment must follow a strict hierarchy of applicable law,
giving priority to federally imposed requirements, followed by requirements of the
State Constitution, then State statutes, and then only may non-federal, non-
constitutional criteria be used to award House seats.

. Whether the trial court erred to the extent it relied upon hypothetical (and non-
constitutional) legislative policymaking considerations, rather than the actual
purposes and effect of Laws 2022, Chapter 9, in assessing whether the 2020
decennial House redistricting in 2022 complied with the express requirements of
Part I1, Article 11-a.

. Assuming that Laws 2022, Chapter 9 violates the express requirements of Part II,
Article 11-a, whether the trial court erred in placing the burden on the plaintiffs to
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prove that the legislature acted without a rational basis in enacting the redistricting
plan, instead of placing the burden on the defendants to justify the violations.

. If the plaintiffs in a constitutional challenge to a redistricting plan have the burden
to prove that the redistricting plan lacked a rational or legitimate basis, what must
the plaintiffs prove when the record contains no evidence of any basis for the
plan?

. Whether the trial court erred in holding that the plaintiffs had not established a
lack of a rational or legitimate basis for violations of Part 11, Article 11-a of the
State Constitution, when the defendants conceded that the legislative record
contained no basis and invoked legislative privilege to preclude the plaintiffs from
taking evidence of the basis for the violations.

. Whether the trial court misconstrued and/or mis-applied Part II, Article 11-a of the
State Constitution in analyzing and concluding that the plaintiffs were not entitled
to declaratory and/or injunctive and/or other remedies for the 2020 decennial
House redistricting accomplished by Laws 2022, Chapter 9.

Whether it was reversible error to construe and/or apply Part II, Article 11-a of the
State Constitution in a way that allows unnecessary violations of Part II, Article
11-a in the 2020 decennial redistricting and/or reapportionment of the House.

. Whether, and if so to what extent, Laws 2022, Chapter 9 is/was entitled to any
presumption of constitutionality given that Laws 2022, Chapter 9 admittedly failed
to comply with the 10% population deviation rule (and safe harbor) recognized by
federal Courts.

Whether the interpretation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution in Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725 (1983), can, or should in any
way, be imported and/or relied upon and/or given any weight as persuasive
authority to construe the meaning of Part II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution.
. If the trial court was correct in relying on Karcher for the standard by which
alleged constitutional violations are judged, whether the trial court erred in
omitting Karcher’s burden-shifting framework.

. Whether the trial court erred in interpreting United States Supreme Court
precedent as permitting non-constitutional considerations such as “communities of
interest” to “justif]y] the violation of federal constitutional provisions” and “State
constitutional requirements”?

. What is the intent of the 2006 amendment to Part I, Article 11-a of the State
Constitution?

. In approving the 2006 amendment to Part II, Article 11-a, did voters intend for the
new, express mandates in Part II, Article 11-a to be disregarded, overridden,
breached, and/or violated by any non-constitutional consideration?

. Is legislation devised to achieve one or more non-constitutional policymaking
considerations, and in doing so elevates said non-constitutional policymaking
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considerations above the requirements of (and thereby minimize violations of) Part
II, Article 11-a of the State Constitution, supported by a rational or legitimate
basis?

z. Whether the trial court erred in making any determinations concerning the
plaintiffs’ (or any of them) standing to raise arguments, assert claims, and/or seek
the declaratory judgment and injunctive remedies sought by the plaintiffs in this
action.

aa. Whether the trial court erred by basing its summary judgment
conclusion/holding/analysis/disposition upon arguments and authority that
neither the plaintiffs nor the defendants asserted below?

bb. Whether the trial court erred by inconsistent holdings, in that the trial court earlier
in the case held that the plaintiffs had sufficiently alleged claims for relief in the
Complaint (warranting denial of the defendants’ motion to dismiss), which result
the trial court expressly reaffirmed in its summary judgment Order, yet in that
same summary judgment Order concluded that undisputed factual proof of those
very same (sufficient) allegations during summary judgment did not warrant
judicial relief.
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Myles Matteson (myles.b.matteson@doj.nh.gov)
Matthew Conley (Matthew.G.Conley@doj.nh.gov)

Brendan O'Donnell (Brendan.A.Odonnell@doj.nh.gov)

The City of Rochester, New Hampshire:
Terence O'Rourke (terence.orourke@rochesternh.gov)
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
STRAFFORD COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
City of Dover, et al.
V.

David Scanlan, in his official capacity as the New Hampshire Secretary of State, and the
State of New Hampshire

Docket No. 219-2022-CV-224
ORDER ON CROSS-MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

This case challenges the constitutionality of the decennial redistricting of the State House
of Representatives following the 2020 federal census. The plaintiffs include the Cities of Dover
and Rochester, along with individuals residing in the following towns and wards: Dover Ward 4,
New Ipswich, Wilton, Hooksett, Lee, Rochester Ward 5, and Barrington. (Court index #1
(Compl.)). Before the court are the parties’ cross-motions for summary judgment. (See court
index #31 & #32 (PIs.” Mot. & Mem. Law in Supp. Summ. J.); #38 (Defs.” Ob;j.); #40 (PIs.’
Response); see also court index #34 (Defs.” Mot. Summ. J.); #36 (Pls.” Obj.); #41 (Defs.’
Response)). The court held a hearing on this matter on February 7, 2024. For the following
reasons, the plaintiffs’ motion for summary judgment is DENIED and the defendants’ motion is
GRANTED.

Background

The following facts are derived from the parties’ consolidated statements of material fact,
(court index #37, #39), and the exhibits appended to the parties’ motions and memoranda. In
2021, the State House of Representatives (“House”) redistricting process began with the
introduction of House Bill 50 (“HB 50”") (Laws 2022, ch. 9, RSA 662:5) (the “enacted plan”).

(Court index #39 4 1). During the legislative process leading to the bill’s passage, a non-partisan

1

This is a Service Document For Case: 219-2022-CV-00224
Strafford Superior Court

4/8/2024 11:55 AM NOAO14



coalition called “Map-a-Thon” submitted proposed House redistricting plans to the legislature.
(Id. 49). One such Map-a-Thon plan, for which the plaintiffs now advocate (hereinafter the
“plaintiffs’ proposed plan” or “map”), provided 15 towns and wards with dedicated House seats.
Those same towns and wards did not receive their own dedicated House seat in the enacted plan.
(Id. 99 8, 12). To achieve this result, in addition to changing the districts of these 15 towns and
wards, the plaintiffs’ proposed plan changes the makeup of other districts throughout each
county at issue. (Compare court index #32 at Ex. G (plaintiffs’ proposed plan) with id. at Ex. H
(enacted plan)). In addition to other consequences, as the defendants point out, the plaintiffs’
proposed plan does not provide dedicated districts to the Towns of Durham and Campton, unlike
the enacted plan. (See court index #37 9 21). The Legislature did not adopt the plaintiffs’
proposed plan and instead adopted HB 50, which the Governor signed into law as RSA 662:5.
(See court index #39 99 2, 16).

The plaintiffs’ challenge is rooted in Part II, Article 11 of the State Constitution, which
requires that “[w]hen the population of any town or ward, according to the last federal census, is
within a reasonable deviation from the ideal population for one or more representative seats the
town or ward shall have its own district of one or more representative seats.” N.H. CONST., pt.
I1, art. 11.! “Deviation” from the “ideal population™ is a concept central to the more common
challenge to a redistricting plan, which is based on the Equal Protection Clause’s requirement for
substantial population equality among the various districts, in keeping with the foundational

principle of one person/one vote. See City of Manchester v. Sec’y of State, 163 N.H. 689, 699

(2012) (citing Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 (1964)). “To calculate the ideal population

1 The directive embodied in Article 11 is sometimes referred to as the “single-member district requirement.” This
term is something of a misnomer and is probably more accurately described as the “dedicated district requirement.”
Although there may be a definitional distinction in terminology, for purposes of this order the terms “single-member
district” and “dedicated district” are used interchangeably.
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of a single-member district, the state population is divided by the total number of
representatives.” Id. (citations omitted). “Once the ideal population is calculated, it is then
possible to determine the extent to which a given district deviates from the ideal.” Id. “Relative
deviation is the most commonly used measure and is derived by dividing the difference between
the district’s population and the ideal population by the ideal population.” 1d.

New Hampshire’s Constitution also permits the use of “floterial districts,” which are
“district[s] that ‘float[] above’ several distinct single- or multi-member districts.” Id. at 695

(citing Burling v. Speaker of the House, 148 N.H. 143, 150 (2002)); see also N.H. CONST., pt.

IL, art 11 (permitting the use of floterial districts). “In a single-member district, one
representative is elected by the district’s voters; in a multi-member district, voters elect more
than one representative.” Id. In the enacted plan, for example, Strafford County District No. 11
is a three-member traditional (i.e., non-floterial) district encompassing Dover Ward 4 as well as
the Towns of Lee and Madbury. See RSA 662:5, IX. In addition to this three-member district,
the enacted plan also includes a single-member floterial district representing not only Dover
Ward 4, Lee, and Madbury, but also the Town of Durham, while Durham itself separately has a
four-member district dedicated solely to Durham. See id. “Calculating the relative deviation of
floterial districts requires using another method to calculate deviation—the component method.”

City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 700 (citing Burling, 148 N.H. at 163, Appendix C (setting forth

component method formula)). “Using the relative deviation, one can calculate the overall range
of deviation for a state-wide plan by adding the largest positive deviation in the state and the
largest negative deviation in the state without regard to algebraic sign.” See id. at 700
(explaining by way of example that where district with greatest positive deviation from ideal

population in entire state is +21.54% and greatest negative deviation for any district is -18.97%,
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this “yields an overall range of deviation of 40.51%”).

Both the plaintiffs’ proposed maps and the enacted plan are organized on a county-by-
county basis. (See court index #37 9§ 14—15); RSA 662:5. In other words, each county in the
enacted plan has the same total number of representatives as it does in the plaintiffs’ proposed
plan. Both the enacted plan and the plaintiffs’ proposed plan utilize 400 House seats statewide.
(See court index #39 9 4); see also RSA 662:5. The total population of New Hampshire
according to the 2020 federal census was 1,377,529. (Court index #39 q 3).

Using the above-described calculations, the “ideal” population for a representative
district is 3,444 (1,377,529 total population divided by 400 House seats). The enacted plan
presents an overall statewide deviation of 10.13%, while the plaintiffs’ proposed map presents an
overall statewide deviation of 9.94%. (See court index #39 94 5, 14). As the court will explain
in greater detail below, however, this reduction in the overall statewide deviation is not the basis
of the plaintiffs’ challenge, and the plaintiffs do not allege that the weight of their votes has been
unconstitutionally diluted. (See court index #37 9 12). Instead, according to the plaintiffs,
overall statewide deviation in the enacted plan is relevant to a burden-shifting framework for
redistricting challenges, and it serves as evidence that reduction in the overall statewide deviation
cannot justify RSA 662:5’s failure to provide certain towns or wards with dedicated districts.
Notably, neither the enacted plan nor the plaintiffs’ proposed plan provides a dedicated district to
every town and city ward with a population greater than or within a reasonable deviation of
3,444. (See court index #37 9 16—17; see also court index #39 9 8 (setting forth list of 55 towns
with population which “met or exceeded the ideal House seat population (3,444), but were not
provided a dedicated House seat by” RSA 662:5), and 9 12 (of those 55 towns and wards,

providing a list of 15 towns and wards the plaintiffs’ proposed map provides dedicated
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districts)).

The plaintiffs brought this action for declaratory and injunctive relief, essentially arguing
that their proposed plan shows that the Legislature’s failure to provide the 15 identified towns
and wards with dedicated representative seats lacks sufficient justification, thus rendering the
enacted plan unconstitutional. (See court index #1). Among other things, the plaintiffs ask this
court to declare that in passing the enacted plan, the Legislature “violated Part II, Article 11 by
failing to minimize the enacted violations of Part II, Article 11 of the State Constitution in the
affected towns/wards stated in [their] Complaint.” (Id. 9 92(c)). In response to discovery
requests concerning any possible explanation for the Legislature’s decisions in this respect, the
defendants asserted legislative privilege. (See court index #33 9 18). At the February 7, 2024
hearing, the defendants represented that the legislative record is silent as to any such reasoning,
at least as to the Legislature’s decision to provide a dedicated district to Durham instead of other
towns in Strafford County.

Standard of Review

As a challenge to a state legislative redistricting plan based on alleged violations of state
constitutional provisions, there are a number of principles and standards that guide the court in
resolving this dispute. First, as with any motion for summary judgment, “[sJummary judgment
shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and
admissions on file, together with the affidavits filed, show that there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” RSA 491:8-a,
ITI. “In reviewing cross-motions for summary judgment, [the court] consider[s] the evidence in
the light most favorable to each party in its capacity as the nonmoving party and, if no genuine

issue of material fact exists, [the court] determine[s] whether the moving party is entitled to
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judgment as a matter of law.” Monadnock Reg’l Sch. Dist. v. Monadnock Dist. Educ. Ass’n,

NEA-NH, 173 N.H. 411, 416 (2020).
Furthermore, a legislatively enacted redistricting plan is a statute and as such, the court
begins with the presumption that the plan is constitutional, and the court will not declare it

invalid “except on inescapable grounds.” City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 696. “This means

that [the court] will not hold the statute to be unconstitutional unless a clear and substantial
conflict exists between it and the constitution.” Id. (cleaned up). “It also means that when doubt
exists as to the constitutionality of a statute, those doubts must be resolved in favor of its
constitutionality.” Id. Deference to a legislatively enacted redistricting plan is especially
appropriate because “[oJur State Constitution vests the authority to redistrict with the legislative

branch, and for good reason.” Id. at 697 (quoting Petition of Below, 151 N.H. 135, 150 (2004)).

“A state legislature is the institution that is by far the best situated to identify and then reconcile

traditional state policies with the constitutionally mandated framework of substantial population

equality.” Id. (quoting Connor v. Finch, 431 U.S. 407, 414-15 (1977)). “Both the complexity in
delineating state legislative district boundaries and the political nature of such endeavors
necessarily preempt judicial intervention in the absence of a clear, direct, irrefutable

constitutional violation.” Id. (citation omitted).

Analysis

At issue in this case is Part 11, Article 11 of the State Constitution, which provides in full:

When the population of any town or ward, according to the last federal census, is
within a reasonable deviation from the ideal population for one or more
representative seats the town or ward shall have its own district of one or more
representative seats. The apportionment shall not deny any other town or ward
membership in one non-floterial representative district. When any town, ward, or
unincorporated place has fewer than the number of inhabitants necessary to entitle
it to one representative, the legislature shall form those towns, wards, or
unincorporated places into representative districts which contain a sufficient
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number of inhabitants to entitle each district so formed to one or more

representatives for the entire district. In forming the districts, the boundaries of

towns, wards, and unincorporated places shall be preserved and contiguous. The
excess number of inhabitants of a district may be added to the excess number of
inhabitants of other districts to form at-large or floterial districts conforming to
acceptable deviations. The legislature shall form the representative districts at the
regular session following every decennial federal census.

N.H. CONST,, pt. 11, art. 11.

The plaintiffs argue that their respective towns or wards, as well as several others
throughout the State, have sufficient population to entitle the town or ward to its own district of
one or more representative seats under this provision, and the enacted plan impermissibly fails to
provide them with such a district without sufficient justification. (See court index #32 at 1).
They contend that the enacted map includes 55 such “violations”; that they proposed to the
Legislature a map which reduced the number of violations to 41 violations, which complies with

other House redistricting criteria; and that there is no rational or legitimate explanation for the

violations. (See id.; see also court index #40 at 3).

The defendants disagree. First, they argue that the plaintiffs lack standing to assert
claims on behalf of towns or wards in which no plaintiff resides. (See court index #34 94 32-36;
#41 at 9 6-11). The defendants also argue that the instant challenge presents a non-justiciable
political question. (See court index #34 99 53—59). At the February 7, 2024 hearing, the
defendants conceded that the legislative record fails to reflect the Legislature’s actual reasoning
for any of the alleged violations. Instead, citing the impossibility of perfect compliance with all
constitutional redistricting provisions, the defendants argue that the plaintiffs have failed to
establish the absence of a rational or legitimate basis for the challenged plan’s failure to provide
the plaintiffs and their towns or wards with their own dedicated district. (See id. 99 49-52

(identifying potential post-hoc rationalizations for the alleged violations)). The court will
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address each argument, in turn.

L Standing

The parties agree that the plaintiffs at least have standing to challenge alleged
constitutional violations affecting their own respective towns and wards. However, the
defendants argue that the plaintiffs lack standing to challenge alleged violations affecting towns
or wards in which no plaintiff resides, including the Towns of Chesterfield, Hinsdale, Canaan,
Hanover, Bow, Plaistow, and Milton (hereinafter the “non-party towns”). (See id. 4 32-36). In
response, the plaintiffs note that assessing the constitutionality of statewide maps “inherently
involves disputed propositions of constitutional law equally applicable across the state” and that
the towns or wards represented by a plaintiff “are identically situated” to the non-party towns.
(Court index #36 at 3—6). The plaintiffs further note that the enacted plan contains no
severability clause and the court’s remedy “must” consider the statewide map as a whole. (See
id.). At the February 7, 2024 hearing, the plaintiffs noted that if so required, they could find
plaintiffs from the non-party towns, buttressing their contention that declining to address alleged
violations as to the non-party towns at this stage would result in an avoidable “piecemeal
process|[.]”

With one caveat discussed in greater detail below, the court finds plaintiffs’ arguments
unpersuasive and concludes that they lack standing to vindicate alleged injuries to the non-party

towns. In City of Manchester, the supreme court expressly observed that petitioners from one

district lacked standing to assert violations of the dedicated district requirement as to towns in

which the petitioners did not reside. See 163 N.H. at 707; see also In re Reapportionment of

Towns of Hartland, Windsor & W. Windsor, 624 A.2d 323, 335 (1993) (“[P]etitioners have no

standing to raise [challenge to district crossing county lines where joined towns lacked common

NOAO021



interests] because they do not reside in the challenged district.””). While principles of standing
are important in all contexts, the court finds them especially important in a redistricting
challenge, where courts “tread lightly . . . lest [the court] impair the legislature’s redistricting

power.” City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 697 (citations omitted). Moreover, the court finds

significant the fact that no voters from the non-party towns saw fit to come to court to redress
any alleged injury. Instead, two municipalities and individuals primarily located in the seacoast
area ask this court to throw out the election maps of these other parts of the State. The court
declines to do so.

The court rejects the suggestion that because these plaintiffs could — theoretically — find
additional plaintiffs from the non-party towns, the court should nonetheless redress alleged
constitutional violations as to those non-party towns. The plaintiffs cite no law in support of the
proposition that joining additional plaintiffs after a hearing on cross-motions for summary
judgment, which the parties agreed would resolve the merits of this case, cures their failure to do
so at an earlier stage. Further, the plaintiffs provide no reason why they could not find a plaintiff
from the non-party towns at an earlier stage of this case.

The court also rejects the plaintiffs’ suggestion that RSA 662:5 is not severable. While
they are correct that the “legislation itself . . . contains no severability clause,” they agree that, as
a factual matter, the maps for which the plaintiffs advocate were generated on a county-by-
county basis such that “[n]o county map in the Map-a-Thon Redistricting Plan depended on the
maps for other counties,” except to the extent a change in one county’s map would impact the
statewide population deviation. (See court index #37 4] 14—15). RSA 662:5 is similarly
organized county-by-county. Further, the plaintiffs themselves provide a brief authored by the

Attorney General’s Office in City of Manchester concurring with the House’s argument in that
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case that “if any provisions of RSA 662:5 (2012) are determined to be unconstitutional, those
provisions are severable by county.” (Court index #36 at 234 (brief of Attorney General in City

of Manchester v. Secretary of State, 163 N.H. 689 (2012)).

Because of this conclusion, however, the court agrees with the plaintiffs that it must
consider, to some extent, non-party towns located in a county in which at least one plaintiff
resides. Indeed, to remedy an alleged violation for the plaintiff from Hooksett requires
consideration of an alleged violation to Bow, which may result in either remanding the entire
Merrimack County map to the Legislature or imposing a court-ordered map for Merrimack

County. See City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 698 (Courts “must consider not only the specific

violations claimed, but also those claims within the context of the entire plan[.]”). This approach
comports with other redistricting cases identified by the plaintiffs where plaintiffs hailed from
only a portion of the affected districts, but to remedy those violations required changes to the

entire redistricting plan. See, e.g., Adamson v. Clayton Cnty. Elections & Registration Bd., 876

F. Supp. 2d 1347 (N.D. Ga. 2012); Brown v. Jacobsen, No. CV2192HPJWDWMBMM, 2022

WL 122777, at *1 (D. Mont. Jan. 13, 2022).

Accordingly, the court confines its analysis to those counties from which at least one
plaintiff resides (Hillsborough, Merrimack, and Strafford), and it declines to consider those
counties with alleged violations from which there is no party representative for even one town or
ward (Cheshire, Grafton, and Rockingham).

11 Political Question Doctrine

The defendants reassert their argument that the plaintiffs’ claims present a non-justiciable
political question, (see court index #34 99 53—59), which the court previously rejected in denial

of the defendants’ motion to dismiss, (see court index #19 (Order, June 30, 2023) at 3—6). The
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court rejects defendants’ argument now for the same reasons articulated in the court’s June 30,
2023 Order. Additionally, since that order issued, the New Hampshire Supreme Court cited a
redistricting challenge under Part 11, Article 11°s dedicated district requirement as an example of
a justiciable controversy in concluding that partisan gerrymandering claims, by contrast, present

a non-justiciable political question. See Brown v. Sec’y of State, No. 2022-0629, 2023 WL

8245078, at *4—6, *12—16 (N.H. Nov. 29, 2023) (citing City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 696—

97). Accordingly, the court re-affirms its conclusion that the instant challenge does not involve a
political question and is justiciable.

111 Burden of Proof

The parties dispute the applicable burden of proof, both as to whether the burden at any
point shifts to the defendants to justify alleged constitutional violations, and what constitutes a
“rational and legitimate basis” sufficient to justify such a violation. In support, the parties seize

upon different language in City of Manchester, the only New Hampshire case dealing with a

redistricting challenge of this nature. The defendants maintain that “[t]he burden at all times
rests with the petitioners to establish that the legislature acted without a rational basis in enacting

the” challenged plan. City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 698 (citing Parella v. Montalbano, 899

A.2d 1226, 1232-33 (2006)).
The plaintiffs, on the other hand, look to certain out-of-state cases relied upon in City of
Manchester’s discussion of the applicable burden of proof for the proposition that after

establishing a constitutional violation, the burden shifts to the State to justify those violations.

See 163 N.H. at 698 (quoting In re Town of Woodbury, 861 A.2d 1117, 1120 (Vt. 2004) (“If a

plan is consistent with the fundamental constitutional requirement that districts be drawn to

afford equality of representation, we will return it to the Legislature only when there is no
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rational or legitimate basis for any deviations from other constitutional or statutory criteria.”); In

re Reapportionment of Towns of Hartland, 624 A.2d 323, 327 (Vt. 1993)). Indeed, under an

equal protection challenge based on relative weight of votes, an apportionment plan with a
maximum population deviation larger than 10% “creates a prima facie case of discrimination and

therefore must be justified by the State.” Id. at 701 (quoting Voinovich v. Quilter, 507 U.S. 146,

161 (1993)). Such a plan is “presumptively unconstitutional under the Equal Protection
Clause,” see id. at 703—04 (emphasis removed and added), whereas a plan with an overall
population deviation under that threshold creates a rebuttable presumption that the plan is
constitutional, see id. at 701 (citations omitted).

The court recognizes that the City of Manchester court’s reference to Town of Woodbury

arguably leaves open the question of the circumstances under which a court will return a map to
the Legislature based on “deviations from other constitutional or statutory criteria,” where, as the
plaintiffs allege in this case, the enacted plan is inconsistent with the fundamental constitutional
requirement that districts be drawn to afford equality of representation (i.e., the plan fails to
satisfy the Equal Protection Clause, see Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 579). However, the court is not
convinced that the New Hampshire Supreme Court intended that a showing of population
deviation serves as a vehicle for shifting the burden to the State to explain deviations from other
statutory or constitutional criteria where the challenge at issue is not based on population
deviation. (See court index #37 9 12 (plaintiffs concede they do not challenge enacted plan
based on population deviation but use this fact to establish presumptive unconstitutionality of
enacted plan)). This point carries even more weight where, as in this case, the plaintiffs’
proposed plan improves the overall statewide deviation from 10.13% to 9.94%, an improvement

that could be characterized as de minimis, and the plaintiffs do not reside in the districts affected
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by this change. (See court index #39 99 5, 14). The court does not agree that the City of
Manchester court intended for such a modest distinction to serve as a burden-shifting device for
challenges not based on the Equal Protection Clause, or to eliminate the enacted plan’s
presumption of constitutionality vis-a-vis any other constitutional provision in the absence of
such a challenge.

Notably, in discussing and applying the burden of proof and standard of review with
respect to challenges based on “other statutory or constitutional criteria,” neither the Town of
Woodbury court nor the Parella court, upon both of which our Supreme Court relied in City of
Manchester, conducted a threshold inquiry regarding population deviation before turning to the

other criteria. See Town of Woodbury, 861 A.2d at 1120-25 (not discussing the Reynolds v

Sims-type of inter-district population deviation and rejecting challenge based on challenger’s
failure to establish “the absence of social, economic, or political ties among the towns in the
challenged district”) (emphasis removed); Parella, 899 A.2d at 1240-58 (affer addressing
challenges to other criteria under rational or legitimate basis standard, addressing challenge

based on overall population deviation of 9.91% under Reynolds v Sims without suggesting this

number had any bearing on the standard of review as to those other challenges, either parties’
burden (or lack thereof) as to other challenges, or the presumption of constitutionality).

Moreover, City of Manchester presented a unique circumstance justifying greater

discussion of population deviation because the challengers in that case argued that the
Legislature “needlessly adhered to the 10%” rule at the expense of providing certain towns or
wards with their own dedicated districts pursuant to Part I1, Article 11. 163 N.H. at 702. The
Supreme Court rejected each of the challengers’ proposed alternative maps as they presented

population deviations greater than 10%, while the enacted map’s deviation was under that
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threshold. See id. at 702705 (reasoning that court could not “fault the legislature for giving
primacy to the principle of one person/one vote” and holding that “adhering to the 10% rule is,
undoubtedly, a rational legislative policy”). Accordingly, the court agrees with the defendants
that “[t]he burden at all times rests with the [plaintiffs] to establish that the Legislature acted
without a rational basis in enacting the challenged redistricting plan.” Id. at 698.

Next, the parties dispute the nature or character of what constitutes a “rational or
legitimate basis” sufficient to justify a violation of the dedicated district requirement under Part
I1, Article 11. (Compare court index #32 at 11 (plaintiffs argue as a matter of law “non-
constitutional policy concerns fall well short of the ‘rational or legitimate basis’ justifying
unnecessary violations of Part II, Article 11”°) with court index #34 99 28, 49 (defendants argue
plaintiffs must prove absence of justifications such as “prioritizing providing single-member
districts to larger municipalities and minimizing the number and size of floterial districts,” and
where it is impossible to provide every eligible town with dedicated district, Legislature is “free
to consider the respective features and populations of each town, ward, and place, the size of
multimember districts, and the quantity of floterial districts”)).

As explained above, the challenge at issue in City of Manchester was unique in that the

“rational or legitimate basis” that justified the failure to provide certain eligible towns or wards
with their own dedicated district was keeping the overall statewide deviation range under the
10% threshold. Id. at 701-03. After concluding that “adhering to the 10% rule is, undoubtedly,
a rational legislative policy,” the Supreme Court noted that “population equality must be the
predominant factor in redistricting plans.” Id. The plaintiffs seize on one aspect of the Court’s
reasoning in support of this conclusion, in which the Court noted that “[t]here is a hierarchy of

applicable law governing the development of a plan for apportioning the legislature . ... The
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United States Constitution is the paramount authority.” Id. at 703 (quoting Twin Falls County v.

Idaho Com’n, 271 P.3d 1202, 1204 (2012) (abrogated on other grounds as stated in Durst v.

Idaho Com’n for Reapportionment, 505 P.3d 324, 333, 340, cert denied sub nom. Ada Cnty.,

Idaho v. Idaho Com’n for Reapportionment, 143 S. Ct. 208 (2022)); see also Durst, 505 P.3d at

328 (further explaining under the hierarchy that “the requirements of the [State] Constitution
rank second; and, if the requirements of both the State and Federal Constitution are satisfied,
statutory provisions are to be considered”) (quoting Twin Falls, 271 P.3d at 1204)). The
plaintiffs seek a declaration that “[i]n redistricting or reapportioning the House, the State must
follow the hierarchy of authority, prioritizing constitutional compliance over any non-
constitutional considerations and minimizing violations of Part II, Article 11 of the State
Constitution, even where perfect compliance is impossible.” (Court index #32 at 15).

Indeed, this quotation, read in a vacuum, lends credence to the plaintiffs’ argument. The

discussion of the merits in City of Manchester does not directly answer how courts are to apply

this “hierarchy” because the “rational and legitimate basis™ at issue in that case—adherence to
the state and federal constitutional principle of one person/one vote—finds itself on a higher
rung of this hierarchy than does the dedicated district requirement in Part II, Article 11. 163
N.H. at 702—07. But in rejecting a separate challenge based on “community of interest”
considerations—a phrase which “appears nowhere in the state constitutional provisions
governing redistricting of the House”—the court observed that such policy considerations “are
important not because they are constitutionally required—they are not—but because they are
objective factors that may serve to defeat a claim that a district has been gerrymandered on racial
lines.” Id. at 708 (quoting Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630, 647 (1993)); see also Shaw, 509 U.S. at

645 (noting review of racial gerrymandering claims under the Equal Protection Clause).
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Similarly, an enacted map which, on its face, presumptively violates the principal of one
person/one vote under the Equal Protection Clause may be justified by “[alny number of
consistently applied legislative policies,” such as “making districts compact, respecting
municipal boundaries, preserving the cores of prior districts, and avoiding contests between

incumbent Representatives.” See Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725, 741 (1983). Thus, even in

the more rigorously reviewed context of a one person/one vote challenge, see id., or in the
context of a racial gerrymandering claim, see Shaw, 509 U.S. at 647, both of which arise under
the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, criteria on a lower rung of the
“hierarchy” or considerations that are not constitutionally required at all may justify
reapportionment plans otherwise in violation of those higher authorities. The court therefore
concludes that the “hierarchy” of redistricting considerations is not applied as rigidly as the

plaintiffs suggest, and that City of Manchester’s reference to the “hierarchy of applicable law

governing” redistricting was meant only to bolster its conclusion that “adhering to the 10% rule
is, undoubtedly, a rational legislative policy.” Id. at 702—03. Accordingly, a “rational or
legitimate basis” sufficient to justify violations of State constitutional requirements must
encompass at least as much as that which justifies the violation of federal constitutional
provisions, namely, either “community of interest” considerations, see Shaw, 509 U.S. at 647, or
“[a]Jny number of consistently applied legislative policies,” see Karcher, 462 U.S. at 741.

. Merits

The court now turns to the remaining challenges, which concern the reapportionment
plan for the Counties of Strafford, Merrimack, and Hillsborough. The parties appear to disagree
as to what constitutes a “violation” of Part II, Article 11’s dedicated district requirement. See

N.H. CONST,, pt. IL, art. 11. Asnoted above, this provision states that “[w]hen the population of

16

NOAO029



any town or ward, according to the last federal census, is within a reasonable deviation from the
ideal population for one or more representative seats the town or ward shall have its own district
of one or more representative seats.” Id. The plaintiffs take the position that this provision is
violated when any town or ward whose population “met or exceeded the ideal House seat
population” for a dedicated House seat does not receive one or more under an enacted plan, but
that such a violation only results in a remedy where the “violation™ lacks sufficient justification.
(See court index #1 4 36-57; #32 at 15-16; #39 99 8, 12). In other words, the plaintiffs’ theory is
that “the State must minimize constitutional violations, even where perfect compliance is
impossible.” (Court index #32 at 12).

Although they do not supply an alternative construction as to what constitutes a
“violation” of this provision, the defendants deem this interpretation “not reasonable” insofar as
where, as here, perfect compliance is not possible, reasoning that “no redistricting plan could
pass constitutional muster” under such an interpretation and concluding that the requirement
therefore cannot be “absolute.” (See court index #34 44 40—45). Instead, the defendants argue,
“Part 11, Article 11 requires the Legislature to balance the Constitutional preference for single-
member districts with . . . competing redistricting requirements, but the Legislature is not
required to mathematically maximize the number of eligible towns, wards, and places receiving
single-member districts.” (Id. 9 44).

To the extent this is a disagreement as to the proper interpretation of what constitutes a
violation of the dedicated district requirement, as opposed to disagreement as to the standard of
judicial review or a burden-shifting framework, the court concludes that it need not resolve this
disagreement because even assuming for the sake of argument that the plaintiffs’ interpretation is

correct, as explained below, the plaintiffs fail to establish the absence of a rational or legitimate
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basis for the alleged violations under their interpretation. See Doe v. Att’y Gen., 175 N.H. 349,

355 (2022) (courts “decide constitutional questions only when necessary”). However, the court
notes one agreement and one disagreement with the plaintiffs’ construction. First, the court
agrees that the 2006 amendment to Part 11, Article 11 to include the dedicated district
requirement reflects a policy of “insuring some voice to political subdivisions, as subdivisions,”
Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 581, and that the legislative history leading to that amendment supports
this construction, see CACR 41 (2006) (enacted), Pls.” Hrg. Ex 1. But the court disagrees with
the plaintiffs’ construction in that it limits the provision’s applicability to those towns or wards
with a population greater than the ideal population, as opposed to including those with
populations “within a reasonable deviation from the ideal population for one or more
representative seats,” N.H. CONST., pt. I1, art. 11 (emphasis added), as the defendants point out,
(see court index #39 9 8). Indeed, the plain language of this provision includes not only towns or
wards with populations greater than the ideal, but also towns or wards with populations lower
than the ideal, provided the population is still within a “reasonable deviation from the ideal
population for one or more representative seats.” See id.

Before turning to the “specific violations claimed,” the court considers “those claims
within the context of the entire plan, keeping in mind the difficulties in satisfying the various

legal requirements statewide.” City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 698 (citation omitted). The

plaintiffs provide a list of 55 towns and wards, which “met or exceeded the ideal House seat
population (3,444), but were not provided a dedicated House seat by Laws 2022, ch. 9.” (Court
index #39 9 8). Including those towns or wards whose alleged constitutional violations the
plaintiffs lack standing to challenge (as noted above), the plaintiffs’ proposed statewide map

provides dedicated seats to 15 towns and wards which otherwise did not in the enacted plan.
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(See court index #39 9 12). The plaintiffs characterize this as a “net gain” of 14 (conceding that
the plaintiffs’ proposed map denies a dedicated district to Durham, unlike the enacted map).
(See id.) However, due to the plaintiffs’ erroneous interpretation of Part 11, Article 11 identified
above, their proposed map also denies a dedicated district to Campton (population 3,343), for
which the enacted map provided a dedicated district. (See id. 9 8; see also court index #32, Ex.
H § 7.1). The plaintiffs do not argue that Campton’s population is not within a reasonable
deviation of 3,444. Thus, at most, the plaintiffs’ proposed statewide map presents a “net gain” of
13 towns or wards with dedicated districts as compared to the enacted plan.

Moreover, after confining the court’s analysis to those counties in which one or more
plaintiff resides (Strafford, Hillsborough, and Merrimack), this brings the plaintiffs’ purported
“net gain” down to eight. (Compare court index #39 q 12 with court index #37 4 2). And if the
court disregards all non-party towns and wards (thus further excluding the Towns of Bow and

Milton), this brings the “net gain” to six. The City of Manchester court emphasized that courts

“will not reject a redistricting plan simply because the petitioners have devised one that appears
to satisfy constitutional and statutory requirements to a greater degree than the plan approved by
the Legislature,” noting that a legislatively enacted redistricting plan “is not unconstitutional
simply because some ‘resourceful mind’ has come up with a better one.” 163 N.H. at 698

(quoting Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 750-51 (1973)). Even if the Legislature failed to

provide these “net” six towns or wards with dedicated districts, it succeeded in providing ninety-
six other towns and wards with dedicated districts—no small achievement given the complexities
of the redistricting process. See RSA 662:5.

Furthermore, the plaintiffs accomplish this “net gain™ of six dedicated House seats

through relatively significant changes to the county maps, the consequences or implications of
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which are not reflected in the summary judgment record. (Compare court index #32, Ex. H
(enacted plan with charts and maps) with id., Ex. G (plaintiffs’ proposed plan with charts and
maps)). To illustrate the gravity of this point, the court contrasts this situation against an
example used by a legislator during the 2006 constitutional amendment process resulting in the
addition of the dedicated district requirement to Part I1, Article 11, which was included in the
amendment’s legislative history provided by the plaintiffs:

Goffstown and Weare togetherhave eight [representatives], I believe. The situation

is Weare, in the present population, should have two; Goffstown should have, I

believe, five; and then there is a population that is surplus from that amount that

should be formed for an additional seat. Now, it could be that we will have an

immensely popular person from Weare, even though it is a smaller town, and they

may be elected. But it is probable that it is a five to two probability that the member

will be elected from Goffstown. But, it is still a better situation than potentially

having all eight elected from Goffstown.
(P1.’s Hrg. Ex. 1 (CACR 41 (2006) (enacted)) at 014) (emphasis added). The plaintiffs do not
identify a discrete district where, like in this example, a large, multi-member district spanning
multiple towns could have been broken up to afford “some voice to political subdivisions, as
subdivisions” without collateral effects outside the challenged district. See Reynolds, 377 U.S.
at 581. Instead, the plaintiffs’ proposal presents significant variations from the enacted map as a
consequence of increasing overall compliance with the dedicated district requirement. (Compare
court index #32 at Ex. H with id. at Ex. G).

Notably, the record is nearly devoid of evidence of “community of interest”

considerations, such as social, cultural, ethnic, economic, religious, political, or other specific

characteristics of any towns or wards. See City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 707-08. As a result,

considering “not only the specific violations claimed, but also those claims within the context of
the entire plan, keeping in mind the difficulties in satisfying the various legal requirements

statewide” leads the court to approach these significant changes with skepticism and deference to
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the legislature. See id. at 698.

With this backdrop, the court now turns to the plaintiffs’ specific challenges to the
enacted maps for the Counties of Strafford, Hillsborough, and Merrimack.

A. Strafford County

The plaintiffs challenge the enacted map for Strafford County, arguing that even though
the alternative map they presented to the Legislature provided dedicated districts to the Towns of
Milton, Lee, and Barrington as well as Dover Ward 4 and Rochester Ward 5, the enacted map
failed to do so despite the sufficient population of those districts. (See court index #32 at 4-6).
In response, the defendants note that the plaintiffs’ proposed plan does so at the expense of
Durham’s dedicated district. (See court index #32 9 50). They argue that the Legislature either
could have simply prioritized providing a dedicated district to Durham, the largest individual
town or ward in the County (population 15,590), or conversely, that it could have declined to
pair the comparatively smaller Town of Madbury (population 1,919)? with Durham to avoid
Durham voters overshadowing Madbury voters. (Id.). Finally, the defendants suggest the
presence of “a large State university” in Durham could justify the Legislature’s decision. (Id.).

The enacted map provides 12 towns or wards with their own dedicated districts. See
RSA 662:5. The plaintiffs’ proposed map, by contrast, provides 16 towns or wards with
dedicated districts, including each of the Strafford County plaintiffs’ towns and wards (Dover
Ward 4, Rochester Ward 5, Barrington, and Lee), as well as the Town of Milton (from which
there is no plaintiff in this action). (See court index #31 at Ex. G § 11.2). Notably, while the

Town of Strafford has a population of 4,230, which is thus sufficient for one dedicated district

2 The parties do not provide an express agreement on Madbury’s population. The court arrived at this number by
subtracting the population of Durham from the population of the Durham-Madbury district proposed in plaintiffs’
Exhibit G. (Compare court index #37 22 with court index #32, Ex. G § 11.2).
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under the plaintiffs’ interpretation, neither the plaintiffs’ proposed map nor the enacted map

provides the Town of Strafford with its own dedicated district. (See id.; see also id. at Ex. H §

11.2).

As noted above, however, plaintiffs’ proposed map does not accomplish this without
consequence, including taking away Durham’s dedicated four-member district and placing it in a
five-member district with Madbury. (Compare court index #32 at Ex. H § 11 with id. at Ex. G §
11). The plaintiffs cite no case in which a court has required the creation of a new constitutional
violation to vindicate other existing constitutional violations—whether in the redistricting
context or otherwise. To the contrary, the court “will not reject a redistricting plan simply
because the petitioners have devised one that appears to satisfy constitutional and statutory

requirements to a greater degree than the plan approved by the Legislature.” City of Manchester,

163 N.H. at 698. With a smaller population, as the defendants point out, Madbury voters have a
comparatively stronger voice as a subdivision in the smaller, three-member district of 11,877
with Lee and Dover Ward 4 in the enacted plan than Madbury does in a five-member district of
17,408 with Durham in the plaintiffs’ proposed plan. See Reynolds, 377 U.S. at 381. The
Legislature rationally could have considered both Durham’s and Madbury’s interests in this

respect when it enacted RSA 662:5 (Laws 2022, ch. 9, HB 50). See City of Manchester, 163

N.H. at 698.

While the court finds unpersuasive the defendants’ suggestion that the presence (or
absence) of a large State university in a particular district provides a rational or legitimate basis
to justify violation of any redistricting criteria, the court does find significant the fact that
Durham has the highest population, and thus the greatest number of representatives, of any single

town or ward in Strafford County. Moreover, beyond the defendants’ reference to the presence
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of a university in Durham, the summary judgment record is silent as to the presence or absence
of communities of interest in or among any of the districts in either the enacted plan or the
plaintiffs’ proposed plan.

Additionally, the enacted map utilizes one fewer floterial district than does the plaintiffs’
proposed map. Although Part I1, Article 11 expressly permits the discretionary use of floterial
districts, prior to the 2006 amendment to this provision, the New Hampshire Supreme Court had
admonished the use of floterial districts as “an unsound redistricting device” for its potential to
run afoul of the one person/one vote principle. Burling, 148 N.H. at 150-58. Accordingly, the
court concludes that plaintiffs have failed to meet their burden to establish the lack of a rational
or legitimate basis for the Legislature’s decision to enact the map codified in RSA 662:5. See

City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 698.

B. Hillsborough County

The plaintiffs next challenge the enacted map for Hillsborough County, arguing that the
Legislature could have, but failed to provide, dedicated districts to the Towns of New Ipswich
and Wilton. Both the enacted map and the plaintiffs’ proposed map fail to provide dedicated
districts to the Towns of Peterborough, Brookline, Hillsborough, and New Boston. (Court index
#39 94 8, 12). Even more so than with Strafford County, however, the plaintiffs’ proposed map
accomplishes their desired result by making dramatic changes to the countywide map for
Hillsborough County, having some effect on every town or ward in the County other than the
City of Nashua and the Towns of Hudson, Lichfield, and Pelham. (Compare court index #32 at
Ex. G, § 8.3 with id. at Ex. H, § 8.3).

For example, Bedford has a dedicated seven-member district in the enacted plan, while

the plaintiffs’ proposal trims that to a dedicated six-member district, with excess population from
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Bedford forming a single-member floterial district with the excess population from Goffstown.
Similarly, the Town of Merrimack has an eight-member dedicated district in the enacted plan,
and the plaintiffs’ proposed map lowers this to a seven-member dedicated district, with the
excess population from Merrimack forming a floterial district with the Town of Amherst.
Moreover, there are dramatic changes to the makeup of both traditional and floterial districts
throughout Hillsborough County, particularly with respect to the City of Manchester.

Unlike the example articulated in the legislative record leading to the 2006 amendment to
Part 11, Article 11, where Goffstown and Weare could together have an eight-member district and
instead would have five- and two-member districts, respectively, with one floterial district to
account for the populations in excess of the ideal, the plaintiffs’ proposed map requires
significant changes to other districts in the challenged counties in order to maximize compliance
with the dedicated district requirement. (P1l.’s Hrg. Ex. 1 (CACR 41 (2006) (enacted)) at 014).
These changes present a host of unknown consequences not reflected in the summary judgment
record. Without understanding the many implications that these proposed changes would have
as a consequence of providing New Ipswich and Wilton with their own dedicated districts, the
court cannot conclude that the Legislature lacked a rational or legitimate basis for enacting the
map for Hillsborough County in RSA 662:5.

Here, the Legislature may have utilized “community of interest” considerations for its
grouping of towns or wards either in fashioning the traditional and floterial districts in the
enacted plan or in declining to draw the districts the plaintiffs proposed. To enforce such
dramatic changes to give two towns their own dedicated district would ignore that it “is primarily
the Legislature, not the [c]ourt[s], that must make the necessary compromises to effectuate state

constitutional goals and statutory policies within the limits imposed by federal law.” City of
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Manchester, 163 N.H. at 697. Indeed, the fact that the plaintiffs needed to make such dramatic
changes to the enacted map, only to increase the number of towns or wards afforded their own
dedicated district from 31 to 33, is itself an indication that the Legislature went to great lengths
to make those compromises.

Further, as the defendants point out, the plaintiffs’ proposal increases not only the
number of floterial districts, but it also increases the average population within a floterial district
as well as the average number of towns and wards included within a floterial district. (See court
index #34 9 51). The Legislature rationally could have decided to limit the use of floterial
districts in this manner. That the plaintiffs “have devised [a plan] that appears to satisfy
constitutional and statutory requirements to a greater degree than the plan approved by the
Legislature” is an insufficient basis to reject the Legislature’s plan. See id. at 698. The plaintiffs
have failed to meet their burden to establish the absence of a rational or legitimate basis for the
Legislature’s many decisions that went into enacting the plan for Hillsborough County. See id.

C. Merrimack County

Finally, the plaintiffs challenge the enacted map for Merrimack County. The only
purportedly affected town in Merrimack County represented by a plaintiff in this action is
Hooksett, though the plaintiffs argue that Bow likewise could have but did not receive a
dedicated district. (See court index #39 94 8, 12). The enacted plan provides 15 towns and
wards with their own dedicated districts. See RSA 662:5. As with Strafford and Hillsborough
Counties, however, the plaintiff increases this number from 15 to 17 (or 16, as no plaintiff has
standing to challenge an alleged constitutional violation against Bow) by making significant
county-wide changes.

For example, to provide a single member district to Hooksett, the plaintiffs’ proposed

25

NOAO38



map splits up the single-member district for Sutton and Wilmot, as well as the two-member
district for New London and Newbury. The summary judgment record does not establish the
absence of community of interest considerations between these towns. Likewise, the summary
judgment record does not reflect the presence of such factors in the plaintiffs’ proposed
alternative districts for these towns—the plaintiffs propose that Newbury, Henniker, and
Bradford form a three-member district, that Danbury, New London, and Wilmot form a two-
member district, and that Salisbury, Sutton, Warner, and Webster form a two-member district,
with excess population forming a floterial district with Boscawen, Canterbury, and Loudon.
Thus, the Legislature rationally could have relied on the presence of community of interest
considerations in forming these districts in the enacted plan, or it could have relied on the
absence of such a connection in the alternative districts in the plaintiffs’ proposed plan. The
plaintiffs have failed to prove the absence of such a rational or legitimate explanation for the

Legislature’s judgments. See City of Manchester, 163 N.H. at 698.

In sum, the plaintiffs have failed to establish that the Legislature lacked a rational or
legitimate basis in enacting the redistricting plan codified in RSA 662:5. See id. Accordingly,
the plaintiffs have failed and the defendants have succeeded in establishing entitlement to
judgment as a matter of law. RSA 491:8-a, III. While the court is sympathetic to the plaintiffs’
efforts in “insuring some voice to political subdivisions, as subdivisions,” Reynolds, 377 U.S. at
581, the court’s role in the redistricting process is limited and deferential. “Redistricting is a
difficult and often contentious process. A balance must be drawn. Trade-offs must be made.”

Id. at 706 (citation omitted). Like in City of Manchester, the plaintiffs have failed to persuade

the court that “the ‘[tJrade-offs’ the legislature made in enacting [RSA 662:5] were

unreasonable.” See id.

26

NOAO39



Conclusion
Consistent with the foregoing, the court DENIES the plaintiffs’ motion for summary

judgment (court index #31) and GRANTS the defendants’ motion (court index #34).

SO ORDERED.

DATE: April 8, 2024 U ate £, LmeL
Ma[rk E. Howard
Chief Justice, Presiding

Clerk's Notice of Decision

Document Sent to Parties
On 04/08/2024
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