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INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiffs’ Complaint was drafted under a legal framework that no longer 

exists. In Louisiana v. Callais, 146 S. Ct. 1131 (2026), the Supreme Court changed 

the legal standards for vote-dilution claims under § 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 

Because the Complaint does not—and could not—attempt to state a claim under the 

new Callais framework, the Complaint no longer states a viable claim for relief and 

should be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6).  

Alternatively, and for these same reasons, the Court should grant judgment on 

the pleadings in Defendants’ favor. Either way, this case should be over.  

Underscoring that outcome is the fact that Plaintiffs’ § 2 claims challenging 

the State’s senate districts are now moot since the Legislature has changed those 

districts. At minimum, those claims should be dismissed for lack of subject matter 

jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1).   

BACKGROUND 

In 2022, Plaintiffs filed their Amended Complaint claiming violations of § 2 of 

the Voting Rights Act because, they said, Louisiana’s State Legislative Maps (HB14 

and SB1) unlawfully diluted the votes of black voters. ECF 14 at 1−2. The case was 

tried in November 2023, and the Court ruled in Plaintiffs’ favor. ECF 233 at 1, 91. 

Defendants (the “State”) appealed to the Fifth Circuit. ECF 242, 250. The Fifth 

Circuit eventually held this case in abeyance pending the Supreme Court’s decision 

in Louisiana v. Callais. ECF 350. In April 2026, the Supreme Court decided Callais. 

In that decision, it “update[d]” the framework established by Thornburg v. Gingles, 

478 U.S. 30 (1986) to assess claims under §2—an update that fundamentally 
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transforms the §2 framework so that §2 “imposes liability only when the evidence 

supports a strong inference that the State intentionally drew its districts to afford 

minority voters less opportunity because of their race.” Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1157. 

The Fifth Circuit then vacated this Court’s judgment (as well as its own prior 

judgment affirming that judgment) and remanded the case for consideration in light 

of Callais. ECF 355. At a recent status conference, the State indicated it would be 

moving to dismiss the Complaint. 

ARGUMENT 

I. THE COMPLAINT FAILS TO STATE A § 2 CLAIM AND SHOULD BE DISMISSED, OR 
ALTERNATIVELY, THE COURT SHOULD GRANT JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS 
IN DEFENDANTS’ FAVOR.  

 “[A] court is to apply the law in effect at the time it renders its decision.” 

Bradley v. Sch. Bd. of City of Richmond, 416 U.S. 696, 711 (1974). And that law here 

is Callais. Under Callais, the Complaint lacks “enough facts to state a claim to relief 

that is plausible on its face,” Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007), and 

fails to “plead[] factual content that allows the [C]ourt to draw the reasonable 

inference that the [State] is liable for the misconduct alleged.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 

U.S. 662, 678 (2009). Dismissal is warranted.  

The Complaint (ECF 14, ¶ 2) alleges a § 2 vote-dilution claim under the old 

framework established by Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30 (1986), which used to 

require only that “district lines dilute the votes of the members of the minority group.” 

Abbott v. Perez, 585 U.S. 579, 614 (2018). Before Callais, a plaintiff could prevail on 

a § 2 claim by showing: (1) the minority group in question was sufficiently large and 

geographically compact to constitute a majority in a reasonably configured district; 
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(2) the group was politically cohesive; and (3) the white majority votes sufficiently 

acted as a bloc to enable it to defeat the minority group’s preferred candidate. 

Louisiana v. Callais, 146 S. Ct. 1131, 1150 (2026). If plaintiffs established those 

former “preconditions,” they could prevail by showing that, based on the “totality of 

circumstances,” the political process was not equally open to minority voters. Id.  

But Callais “update[d]” § 2 to “realign[] it with the text of § 2 and constitutional 

principles.” Id. 1141. Now, § 2 “imposes liability only when the evidence supports a 

strong inference that the State intentionally drew its districts to afford minority 

voters less opportunity because of their race.” Id. at 1140 (emphasis added). That 

intent requirement, in turn, changed the Gingles framework every step of the way.  

Under Callais, the first Gingles precondition requires that Plaintiffs’ 

illustrative maps “meet all the State’s legitimate districting objectives, including 

traditional districting criteria and the State’s specific political goals.” Id. at 1141. And 

because it would be unlawful for the State to intentionally draw legislative districts 

based on race, Plaintiffs cannot use race as a criterion in their illustrative maps 

either. Id. Plaintiffs thus must show not just that an additional majority-minority 

district could exist, but that one could be drawn without using race as a criterion 

while also satisfying all the State’s legitimate political objectives—including partisan 

goals and incumbency protection. 

Similarly, the second and third Gingles preconditions now require Plaintiffs to 

show racial block voting that cannot be explained by partisanship. Plaintiffs must 

“disentangl[e] race from politics” by showing voters engaged in racial bloc voting “that 
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cannot be explained by partisan affiliation.” Id. at 1155. This is because “simply 

pointing to inter-party racial polarization proves nothing, as ‘a jurisdiction may 

engage in constitutional political gerrymandering, even if it so happens that the most 

loyal Democrats happen to be black Democrats and even if the State were conscious 

of that fact.’” Id. at 1160. (quoting Alexander v. S.C. State Conf. of the NAACP, 602 

U.S. 1, 9 (2024)). So Plaintiffs must demonstrate intra-party racial-bloc voting 

patterns—as in Gingles itself, where “black and white voters had dramatically 

different voting patterns within the Democratic party.” Id. This requirement is 

critical here where “both parties have substantial support and where race is often 

correlated with party preference,” because in such jurisdictions “a litigant can easily 

exploit §2 for partisan purposes by ‘repackag[ing] a partisan-gerrymandering claim 

as a racial-gerrymandering claim.’” Id. at 1158. 

As for the totality-of-the-circumstances test, Callais refocused that test to look 

at “present-day intentional racial discrimination regarding voting.” Id. at 1160. The 

inquiry “must focus on evidence that has more than a remote bearing on what the 

Fifteenth Amendment prohibits.” Id. “Discrimination that occurred some time ago, 

as well as present-day disparities that are characterized as the ongoing ‘effects of 

societal discrimination,’ are entitled to much less weight.” Id. at 1160–61. “Far more 

germane are ‘current data’ and ‘current political conditions’ that shed light on current 

intentional discrimination.” Id. at 1161 (quoting Shelby County v. Holder, 570 U.S. 

529, 552–553 (2013)). The Court has noted that “[i]n large part because of the Voting 

Rights Act[,] ... our Nation has made great strides in eliminating racial discrimination 
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in voting.” Shelby County, 570 U.S. at 548–549. “And if, as a result of this progress, 

it is hard to find pertinent evidence relating to intentional present-day voting 

discrimination, that is cause for celebration.” Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1161. Evidence of 

past racial discrimination alone thus no longer supports a § 2 claim. Plaintiffs’ 

Complaint wholly fails these requirements.  

A. The Complaint Does Not Allege a Strong Inference of Intentional 
Discrimination. 

Plaintiffs do not allege that Louisiana intentionally drew SB1 or HB14 to afford 

minority voters less opportunity because of their race. This fact alone requires 

dismissal of the Complaint. Nor do they plausibly allege that the State drew the 

challenged maps to accomplish legitimate political goals rather than to discriminate 

based on race.  

First, Plaintiffs disclaim that they must plead intentionality at all. ECF 14 ¶ 

48 (“[A] Section 2 claim may be established by discriminatory results and does not 

require ... any particular intent on the part of the lawmakers[.]”) Instead, Plaintiffs 

effectively raise a disparate-impact theory—that the maps “dilut[e] the voting 

strength of Black voters.” Id. ¶ 3. For that reason, their evidence (including their 

illustrative maps) does not “support[] a strong inference that the State intentionally 

drew its districts to afford minority voters less opportunity because of their race.” 

Callais, 146 S.Ct. at 1157.  

Second, the Complaint itself indicates a legitimate political explanation, not a 

racial one, for the State’s maps. Plaintiffs assert only that Louisiana could have added 

more majority-black districts. ECF 14 ¶ 8. They do not allege that the State 
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dismantled any majority-black district, deliberately fragmented any black 

population, or used racial data to suppress black electoral influence. The Legislature 

simply declined to create as many new majority-black districts as Plaintiffs want, 

which is more plausibly explained by the State’s partisan and political objectives than 

by racial animus. To be blunt: Plaintiffs’ complaint that a Republican legislature did 

not draw districts that likely would have caused the loss of Republican seats makes 

no sense—that is a natural product of politics and legitimate political objectives, not 

racial animus. Because the factual allegations are “not only compatible with, but 

indeed [are] more likely explained by, lawful ... behavior,” Plaintiffs have failed to 

state a plausible claim. Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 680.  

For these reasons, the Complaint does not allege facts that raise any inference 

of intentional racial discrimination—let alone the “strong inference” Callais requires. 

Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1157. 

B. Plaintiffs Fail the Updated Gingles Preconditions.    

More granularly, Plaintiffs’ Complaint does not—and could not—even attempt 

to satisfy each of the updated Gingles preconditions. 

1. At step one, Plaintiffs’ illustrative maps are wholly inadequate. Plaintiffs 

allege that Louisiana’s black population is “sufficiently numerous and geographically 

compact to comprise the majority of the voting age population ... in three new Black 

majority-minority opportunity districts in the State Senate ... and in between six and 

nine additional Black opportunity House districts that the State failed to draw.” ECF 

14 ¶¶ 58–59, 101. Plaintiffs’ maps fail under Callais because they use race as a 
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districting criterion and do not define—much less satisfy—all the State’s legitimate 

districting objectives.  

First, Plaintiffs’ illustrative maps use race as a districting criterion. Plaintiffs 

allege: “As the Black population in Louisiana is of sufficient size and geographic 

compactness to create more majority-Black districts than the enacted map, the first 

Gingles precondition is satisfied,” and they attach “[i]llustrative Louisiana State 

Senate and Louisiana State House maps that accomplish this goal.” ECF 14 ¶¶ 100–

01 (emphasis added). Plaintiffs consistently reference how their maps create more 

“majority-Black districts.” Id. ¶¶ 100–116. And in fact, both this Court and the Fifth 

Circuit panel previously acknowledged that the illustrative maps are based on race, 

concluding that the Supreme Court’s decision in Allen v. Milligan, 599 U.S. 1 (2023), 

permitted this move. See, e.g., Nairne v. Ardoin, 715 F. Supp. 3d 808, 855–56 (M.D. 

La. 2024) (declining to penalize Plaintiffs for “[i]llustrative maps [which] are ‘created 

with an express [racial] target in mind’” because “[t]here is no state action”); Nairne 

v. Landry, 151 F.4th 666, 694–95 (5th Cir. 2025) (affirming this Court’s 

determination). 

But the maps’ intentional use of race renders them worthless after Callais: 

“[A]n illustrative map in which race was used has no value in proving a §2 plaintiff’s 

case.” Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1158. Maps that “produce an additional majority-minority 

district only by using race … shed[] no light on whether the State acted 

unconstitutionally by not adopting such a map.” Id. Plaintiffs thus cannot prove that 
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the State violated § 2 by failing to adopt a map that “would be unconstitutional if 

[the] State engaged in such mapmaking.” Id.  

Second, Plaintiffs do not allege that their illustrative maps satisfy all the 

State’s legitimate districting objectives. Their maps must show that the State’s 

failure to create additional majority-black districts was “driven by racial 

considerations rather than permissible aims.” Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1159. But 

Plaintiffs neither describe the State’s permissible districting goals nor allege that 

their illustrative maps achieve those goals.  

2. Plaintiffs also fail to disentangle race from politics as required to satisfy 

Gingles preconditions 2 and 3. Plaintiffs allege that “voting in Louisiana is highly 

polarized along racial lines” and that “Black voters in Louisiana are politically 

cohesive in their support of the same candidates.” ECF 14 ¶¶ 3, 117. Specifically, 

Plaintiffs allege that, in recent statewide elections, around 95% of black voters 

supported certain candidates while around 80% of white voters supported opposing 

candidates. Id. ¶ 122. That is not enough. To satisfy the second and third Gingles 

preconditions, Plaintiffs must “control[] for party affiliation” and “show that voters 

engage in racial bloc voting that cannot be explained by partisan affiliation.” Callais, 

146 S. Ct. at 1159–60. Plaintiffs have failed to make that showing. They do not even 

mention the party affiliations of the black- and white-supported candidates in their 

cited elections. See ECF 14 ¶ 122. Nor do they allege that the observed “racial” 

polarization persists after controlling for partisan preference. Accordingly, neither 
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their Complaint nor their illustrative maps “disentangle race from politics.” Callais, 

146 S. Ct. at 1158.  

3. Nor do they plausibly allege present-day intentional discrimination of any 

kind, much less present evidence of “intentional present-day voting discrimination.” 

Id. at 1160 (emphasis). Their allegations of “[d]iscrimination that occurred some time 

ago” are not enough to state a § 2 claim. Id. at 1160–61.  

The Complaint devotes extensive attention to past racial discrimination. ECF 

14 ¶¶ 125–39. That evidence is “entitled to much less weight.” Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 

1160. What matters are “‘current data’ and ‘current political conditions’ that shed 

light on current intentional discrimination.” Id. at 1161. Plaintiffs offer none.  

The nearest they come to present-day evidence are the “effects” of past 

discrimination in the form of depressed income, unemployment, educational 

achievement gaps, and health disparities. ECF 14 ¶¶ 143–149. Present-day “effects” 

of past intentional discrimination in voting in non-voting areas are not enough to 

state a § 2 claim. See Callais, S. Ct. at 1156–57. Socioeconomic disparities do not 

constitute evidence of intentional discrimination in the design of legislative districts. 

They are, at best, the lingering “effects of societal discrimination,” which are, like 

historical discrimination, entitled to “much less weight.” Id. at1160. That Plaintiffs 

have turned to such evidence demonstrates the absence of a present-day intentional 

effort by the State to deny black voters equal opportunity in voting—and that plainly 

requires dismissal.  
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C. Dismissal Should Be with Prejudice. 

The Complaint should be dismissed with prejudice because its deficiencies 

identified are not technical defects amenable to artful repleading. They reflect a 

fundamental mismatch between the Complaint’s theory of the case (and so also 

Plaintiffs’ illustrative maps) and the now-governing law. The Complaint’s vote-

dilution theory—that the State’s maps “dilute” Black voting strength because 

additional majority-minority districts are demographically possible—is not viable. 

The Complaint does not allege—and the factual allegations (including the illustrative 

maps) do not support—a “strong inference that the State intentionally drew its 

districts to afford minority voters less opportunity because of their race.” Callais, 146 

S. Ct. at 1157. No amount of re-drafting can transform a pre-Callais vote-dilution 

theory into a strong-inference-of-intentional-discrimination claim where the 

underlying facts do not support one.  

Indeed, the Complaint’s factual allegations affirmatively undermine any 

inference of intentional discrimination. The Complaint acknowledges that the 

existing maps happen to contain the same number of majority-black districts that 

have previously existed. ECF 14 ¶ 8. And Plaintiffs’ own illustrative maps 

demonstrate that the only way to create additional majority-black districts is to 

dismantle numerous existing districts to the detriment of the political party in control 

of the Legislature—suggesting that the current configuration reflects legitimate 

political choices rather than racial animus. The Complaint presents Plaintiffs’ best 

case under the prior legal framework, which was far more forgiving for Plaintiffs than 

the post-Callais framework. Callais, 146 S. Ct. at 1157–61. Under the new 
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framework, therefore, Plaintiffs’ “best case” necessarily fails, and dismissal with 

prejudice is appropriate. Jacquez v. Procunier, 801 F.2d 789, 792 (5th Cir. 1986).  

To sum up, Plaintiffs allege a § 2 claim that is not viable and seek to prove 

facts that are now legally meaningless. If they wish to press their claims, therefore, 

Plaintiffs must start from zero with a new complaint, new illustrative maps, and new 

evidence that they have standing to challenge the new senate districts (among 

others). See Section II infra. That is a new lawsuit (if Plaintiffs wish to pursue one). 

This lawsuit, however, should be dismissed with prejudice for failure to state a claim, 

or, alternatively, the Court should grant judgment on the pleadings in Defendants’ 

favor.  

In the event the Court determines that leave to amend the Complaint is 

appropriate, such leave should be conditioned on filing a new complaint that, on its 

face, alleges facts satisfying each element required by Callais—including specific, 

non-conclusory allegations regarding race-neutral illustrative maps and analysis 

controlling for partisan affiliation, present-day intentional discrimination, and a 

strong inference of racial motivation.  

II. PLAINTIFFS’ CLAIMS CHALLENGING THE STATE’S SENATE DISTRICTS ARE 
MOOT AND SHOULD BE DISMISSED FOR LACK OF SUBJECT MATTER 
JURISDICTION.    

Independent of Plaintiffs’ pleading deficiencies detailed above, Plaintiffs’ 

claims challenging the State’s senate districts should be dismissed as moot. “A case 

becomes moot—and therefore no longer a ‘Case’ or ‘Controversy’ for purposes of 

Article III—when the issues presented are no longer live or the parties lack a legally 

cognizable interest in the outcome.’” Already, LLC v. Nike, Inc., 568 U.S. 85, 91 (2013) 
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(cleaned up). In the redistricting context, when a State enacts a new map that 

supersedes the challenged map and the challenged map will not be used in future 

elections, any holding that the prior map violated the law has no effect and thus the 

relevant claims should be dismissed as moot. See Davis v. Abbott, 781 F.3d 207, 

216−17 (5th Cir. 2015) (dismissing as moot under those circumstances); Robinson v. 

Ardoin, 731 F. Supp. 3d 711, 723 (M.D. La. 2024) (same).  

That precedent requires dismissal here. Plaintiffs’ Complaint seeks a 

declaration that SB1 and HB14 violate § 2, an injunction against elections under 

those maps, and a remedial map. See ECF 14 at 58. But Act 955 superseded SB1 by 

changing senate districts 33, 34, and 35. See Ex. A at 7–10 (Act 955).  And those 

changes now govern all appointments and elections: Any position or office filled by 

appointment or election based on a senate district “shall be appointed or elected based 

upon the district as it is described in Section 2 of this Act.” Id. at 10. Those 

superseding districts, not the senate districts challenged in the Complaint, thus 

govern all future elections. So no injunction is necessary to prevent elections under 

the challenged senate districts. And because those challenged districts will not be 

used in future elections, there is no need for a remedial map to replace them. The 

Court, therefore, cannot grant any form of effective relief as to the superseded senate 

districts, and Plaintiffs’ challenge to those districts is moot. See Already, LLC, 568 

U.S. at 91. The Court thus lacks subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ challenge 

to former SB1’s senate districts, and those claims should be dismissed for that reason. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Court should grant this motion and dismiss the Complaint with prejudice 

for failure to state a claim or, alternatively, grant judgment on the pleadings in 

Defendants’ favor. In the event the Court allows Plaintiffs to amend their Complaint, 

the Court should require that any new complaint satisfy the requirements of Callais 

before any further proceedings occur. At minimum, the Court should dismiss all 

claims against former SB1’s senate districts as moot. 
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2026 Regular Session ENROLLED

SENATE BILL NO. 25

BY SENATOR KLEINPETER AND REPRESENTATIVES ADAMS, BILLINGS,
BROUSSARD, CHASSION, FISHER, KNOX, STAGNI AND WILEY 

1 AN ACT

2 To amend and reenact R.S. 18:55(A)(1), (2), and (4)(b), and (C), 59(B)(1), (2), and (4)(b),

3 and (C)(1), (2), and (4)(b), and (E), and R.S. 24:35.1(33), (34), and (35), and to enact

4 R.S. 18:55(G) and 59(N), relative to elections; to provide for the offices of parish

5 registrars of voters; to provide relative to compensation of registrars and their chief

6 deputies and confidential assistants; to provide for certain election districts for the

7 Senate of the Legislature of Louisiana; to provide for an effective date; and to

8 provide for related matters.

9 Be it enacted by the Legislature of Louisiana:

10 Section 1. R.S. 18:55(A)(1), (2), and (4)(b), and (C), 59(B)(1), (2), and (4)(b), and

11 (C)(1), (2), and (4)(b), and (E) are hereby amended and reenacted and R.S. 18:55(G) and

12 59(N) are hereby enacted to read as follows:

13 §55. Compensation of registrar of voters; amount and manner of payment; reduction

14 during tenure prohibited; prohibited increase

15 A.(1) The annual salary of registrars of voters shall be based on the most

16 recent population figures as shown by the latest federal decennial census, the

17 Louisiana Tech University population estimates for Louisiana parishes published

18 pursuant to the United States Bureau of the Census Federal-State Cooperative

19 Program for Population Estimates, or as determined by the governing authority

20 of each parish in accordance with law.

21 (2) The salary ranges and pay schedule for the registrars shall be as follows:

22 Population Range Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

23 0 to 40,000 $57,769 $59,502 $61,287 $63,126

24 40,001 to 60,000 $64,188 $66,113 $68,097 $70,140

25 60,001 to 100,000 $70,607 $72,725 $74,907 $77,154

ACT No. 955

Page 1 of 10
Coding: Words which are struck through are deletions from existing law;
words in boldface type and underscored are additions.
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SB NO. 25 ENROLLED

1 100,001 to 200,000 $77,026 $79,337 $81,717 $84,168

2 200,001 to 1,000,000 $83,445 $85,948 $88,526 $91,182

3 0 to 50,000 $69,597 $71,640 $73,744 $75,941

4 50,001 to 200,000 $83,217 $85,668 $88,193 $90,794

5 200,001 to 1,000,000 $90,026 $92,682 $95,418 $98,235

6 Population Range Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

7 0 to 40,000 $65,019 $66,970 $68,979 $71,049

8 40,001 to 60,000 $72,244 $74,441 $76,644 $78,943

9 60,001 to 100,000 $79,469 $81,853 $84,309 $86,838

10 100,001 to 200,000 $86,693 $89,294 $91,973 $94,732

11 200,001 to 1,000,000 $93,918 $96,735 $99,637 $102,626

12 0 to 50,000 $78,144 $80,443 $82,811 $85,251

13 50,001 to 200,000 $93,473 $96,232 $99,074 $102,001

14 200,001 to 1,000,000 $101,137 $104,126 $107,205 $110,376

15 Population Range Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 Step 12

16 0 to 40,000 $73,180 $75,375 $77,637 $79,966

17 40,001 to 60,000 $81,311 $83,751 $86,263 $88,851

18 60,001 to 100,000 $89,443 $92,126 $94,890 $97,737

19 100,001 to 200,000 $97,574 $100,501 $103,516 $106,622

20 200,001 to 1,000,000 $105,705 $108,876 $112,143 $115,507

21 0 to 50,000 $87,763 $90,351        -        -

22 50,001 to 200,000 $105,016 $108,122        -        -

23 200,001 to 1,000,000 $113,643 $117,007        -        -

24 *          *          *

25 (4)(a) *          *          *

26 (b) Each registrar whose salary is at the level of step one or higher shall be

27 evaluated as to merit in January. The merit evaluation shall result in a finding of

28 "excellent", "successful", "unsuccessful", or "not assessed". The criteria and

29 procedure for the merit evaluation shall be determined by the secretary of state in

30 conjunction with the Registrar of Voters Association. Each registrar shall be
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1 evaluated by the secretary of state or his designee acting on his behalf. Upon a

2 finding of "excellent" on a merit evaluation, the registrar shall receive a salary

3 increase to the next step until the registrar's salary is equal to the highest step of the

4 appropriate population range. Any registrar whose salary has remained at the

5 level of step ten for more than twelve months shall receive a five percent salary

6 increase upon a finding of "excellent"on the merit evaluation. No registrar shall

7 receive more than five such annual salary increases. A registrar may appeal the

8 finding on a merit evaluation to the State Board of Election Supervisors in

9 accordance with rules promulgated by the board. If a member of the board

10 participates in the merit evaluation of a registrar, the member shall not participate in

11 an appeal of the evaluation.

12 *          *          *

13 C. The annual compensation of each registrar of voters shall be based upon

14 the most recent census taken by the United States Government, Louisiana Tech

15 University population estimates for Louisiana parishes, or upon the population

16 figures of each parish population figures as shown by the latest federal decennial

17 census, population estimates published pursuant to the United States Bureau of

18 the Census Federal-State Cooperative Program for Population Estimates, or as

19 determined by its the governing authority as provided by of each parish in

20 accordance with law.

21 *          *          *

22 G. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter to the contrary,

23 the Department of State shall not adjust the annual salary of registrars of voters

24 based on population changes except once decennially one year after receiving

25 the federal census.

26 *          *          *

27 §59. Deputies, confidential assistants, and other permanent office employees;

28 temporary employees; appointment and compensation; prohibited

29 increase in compensation

30 *          *          *
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1 B.(1) The annual salary of the chief deputy registrar of voters in each parish

2 shall be based on the most recent population figures as shown by the latest federal

3 decennial census, the Louisiana Tech University population estimates for Louisiana

4 parishes published pursuant to the United States Bureau of the Census Federal-

5 State Cooperative Program for Population Estimates, or as determined by the

6 governing authority of each parish in accordance with law.

7 (2) The salary ranges and pay schedule for the chief deputy shall be as

8 follows:

9 Population Range Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

10 0 to 40,000 $33,697 $34,708 $35,750 $36,822

11 40,001 to 60,000 $40,117 $41,321 $42,560 $43,837

12 60,001 to 100,000 $46,537 $47,933 $49,371 $50,852

13 100,001 to 200,000 $52,956 $54,544 $56,181 $57,866

14 200,001 to 1,000,000 $59,375 $61,156 $62,991 $64,880

15 0 to 50,000 $44,060 $45,337 $46,652 $48,007

16 50,001 to 200,000 $57,681 $59,366 $61,102 $62,890

17 200,001 to 1,000,000 $64,491 $66,380 $68,327 $70,331

18 Population Range Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

19 0 to 40,000 $37,927 $39,064 $40,236 $41,443

20 40,001 to 60,000 $45,152 $46,507 $47,902 $49,339

21 60,001 to 100,000 $52,378 $53,949 $55,568 $57,235

22 100,001 to 200,000 $59,602 $61,390 $63,232 $65,129

23 200,001 to 1,000,000 $66,827 $68,831 $70,896 $73,023

24 0 to 50,000 $49,402 $50,839 $52,319 $53,844

25 50,001 to 200,000 $64,732 $66,629 $68,583 $70,595

26 200,001 to 1,000,000 $72,396 $74,523 $76,714 $78,970

27 Population Range Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 Step 12

28 0 to 40,000 $42,687 $43,967 $45,286 $46,645

29 40,001 to 60,000 $50,819 $52,344 $53,914 $55,532

30 60,001 to 100,000 $58,952 $60,720 $62,542 $64,418
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1 100,001 to 200,000 $67,083 $69,095 $71,168 $73,303

2 200,001 to 1,000,000 $75,214 $77,470 $79,795 $82,188

3 0 to 50,000 $55,414 $57,032        -        -

4 50,001 to 200,000 $72,668 $74,803        -        -

5 200,001 to 1,000,000 $81,295 $83,688        -        -

6 *          *          *

7 (4)(a) *          *          *

8 (b) Each chief deputy whose salary is at the level of step one or higher shall

9 be evaluated as to merit in January. The merit evaluation shall result in a finding of

10 "excellent", "successful", "unsuccessful", or "not assessed". The criteria and

11 procedure for the merit evaluation shall be determined by the Registrar of Voters

12 Association. It shall provide that each chief deputy will be evaluated by the registrar

13 of his parish. Upon a finding of "excellent" on a merit evaluation, the chief deputy

14 shall receive a salary increase to the next step until his salary equals the highest step

15 of the appropriate population range. Any chief deputy whose salary has remained

16 at the level of step ten for more than twelve months shall receive a five percent

17 salary increase upon a finding of "excellent"on the merit evaluation. No chief

18 deputy shall receive more than five such annual salary increases.

19 C.(1) The annual salary of the confidential assistant to the registrar of voters

20 in each parish shall be based on the most recent population figures as shown by the

21 latest federal decennial census, the Louisiana Tech University population estimates

22 for Louisiana parishes published pursuant to the United States Bureau of the

23 Census Federal-State Cooperative Program for Population Estimates, or as

24 determined by the governing authority of each parish in accordance with law.

25 (2) The salary ranges and pay schedule for the confidential assistant shall be

26 as follows:

27 Population Range Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

28 0 to 40,000 $27,281 $28,099 $28,942 $29,810

29 40,001 to 60,000 $33,699 $34,710 $35,751 $36,823

30 60,001 to 100,000 $40,117 $41,321 $42,560 $43,837
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1 100,001 to 200,000 $46,537 $47,933 $49,371 $50,852

2 200,001 to 1,000,000 $52,956 $54,544 $56,181 $57,866

3 0 to 50,000 $37,251 $38,323 $39,428 $40,566

4 50,001 to 200,000 $50,871 $52,352 $53,878 $55,449

5 200,001 to 1,000,000 $57,681 $59,366 $61,102 $62,890

6 Population Range Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

7 0 to 40,000 $30,704 $31,626 $32,574 $33,552

8 40,001 to 60,000 $37,928 $39,066 $40,238 $41,445

9 60,001 to 100,000 $45,152 $46,507 $47,902 $49,339

10 100,001 to 200,000 $52,378 $53,949 $55,568 $57,235

11 200,001 to 1,000,000 $59,602 $61,390 $63,232 $65,129

12 0 to 50,000 $41,738 $42,945 $44,188 $45,469

13 50,001 to 200,000 $57,068 $58,735 $60,452 $62,220

14 200,001 to 1,000,000 $64,732 $66,629 $68,583 $70,595

15 Population Range Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 Step 12

16 0 to 40,000 $34,558 $35,595 $36,663 $37,763

17 40,001 to 60,000 $42,688 $43,969 $45,288 $46,647

18 60,001 to 100,000 $50,819 $52,344 $53,914 $55,532

19 100,001 to 200,000 $58,952 $60,720 $62,542 $64,418

20 200,001 to 1,000,000 $67,083 $69,095 $71,168 $73,303

21 0 to 50,000 $46,788 $48,147        -        -

22 50,001 to 200,000 $64,042 $65,918        -        -

23 200,001 to 1,000,000 $72,668 $74,803        -        -

24 *          *          *

25 (4)(a) *          *          *

26 (b) Each confidential assistant whose salary is at the level of step one or

27 higher shall be evaluated as to merit in January. The merit evaluation shall result in

28 a finding of "excellent", "successful", "unsuccessful", or "not assessed". The criteria

29 and procedure for the merit evaluation shall be determined by the Registrar of Voters

30 Association. It shall provide that each confidential assistant be evaluated by the
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1 registrar of his parish. Upon a finding of "excellent" on a merit evaluation, the

2 confidential assistant shall receive a salary increase to the next step until the

3 confidential assistant's salary is equal to the highest step of the appropriate

4 population range. Any confidential assistant whose salary has remained at the

5 level of step ten for more than twelve months shall receive a five percent salary

6 increase upon a finding of "excellent"on the merit evaluation. No confidential

7 assistant shall receive more than five such annual salary increases.

8 *          *          *

9 E. The annual compensation of each chief deputy registrar of voters and

10 confidential assistant shall be based upon the most recent census taken by the United

11 States Government, the Louisiana Tech University population estimates for

12 Louisiana parishes, upon the population figures of each parish population figures

13 as shown by the latest federal decennial census, population estimates published

14 pursuant to the United States Bureau of the Census Federal-State Cooperative

15 Program for Population Estimates, or as determined by its governing authority as

16 provided by of each parish in accordance with law.

17 *          *          *

18 N. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter to the contrary,

19 the Department of State shall not adjust the annual salaries of the chief deputy

20 registrars of voters and confidential assistant to the registrars of voters based

21 on population changes except once decennially one year after receiving the

22 federal census.

23 Section 2. R.S. 24:35.1(33), (34), and (35) are hereby amended and reenacted to read

24 as follows: 

25 §35.1. Membership of the Senate

26 The Senate of the Legislature of Louisiana shall be composed of thirty-nine

27 members. The state shall be divided into the following senatorial districts and one

28 senator shall be chosen from each of the districts:

29 *          *          *

30 (33) District 33 is composed of Precincts 2-1, 2-2, 2-4, 3-1, and 3-7 of
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1 Bienville Parish; Claiborne Parish; Precincts 3-2, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4,

2 4-5, 5-2, and 6-2 of Lincoln Parish; Precincts 23, 26-1, 27, 29, 32, 35, 39-1, 40, 42,

3 45, 47, 48, and 50 of Morehouse Parish; Precincts 1, 1A, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 35, 36, 37,

4 41, 43, 44, 44A, 49, 50, 51, 51A, 53, and 76 of Ouachita Parish; Union Parish;

5 Precincts 1, 2, 2B, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 14 of Webster Parish; and West Carroll

6 Parish. District 33 is composed of Precincts 1-1, 2-1, 2-2, 3-1, 3-6 and 3-7 of

7 Bienville Parish; Claiborne Parish; Precincts 3-2, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4,

8 4-5, 5-2 and 6-2 of Lincoln Parish; Precincts 21, 23, 26-1, 27, 29, 32, 35, 39-1, 40,

9 42, 45, 47, 48, 51, 53 and 54 of Morehouse Parish; Precincts 1, 1A, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8,

10 9, 36, 41, 43, 44, 44A, 49, 50, 51, 51A, 53 and 76 of Ouachita Parish; Union

11 Parish; Precincts 1, 1A, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 9A, 10 and 14 of Webster Parish and West

12 Carroll Parish.

13 (34) District 34 is composed of Precincts 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 4-3, 4-4, 5-1, 5-2,

14 and 5-2B of Concordia Parish; East Carroll Parish; Madison Parish; Precincts 1, 3-1,

15 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 16, 20, 21, 24, 31, 37, 39-2, 53, and 54 of Morehouse Parish;

16 Precincts 3, 5, 9A, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,

17 65, 65A, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, and 79 of Ouachita Parish; Precincts 1, 2, 8,

18 10, 11, 12, 12A, 13, 17, 18, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35 of Richland

19 Parish; and Tensas Parish. District 34 is composed of Precincts 1-1, 1-3, 1-4, 4-3,

20 4-4 and 5-1 of Concordia Parish; East Carroll Parish; Madison Parish;

21 Precincts 1, 3-1, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 16, 20, 24, 31, 37 and 39-2 of Morehouse

22 Parish; Precincts 3, 5, 9A, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,

23 25, 26, 60, 65, 65A, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74 and 79 of Ouachita Parish;

24 Precincts 1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 12, 12B, 13, 17, 18, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34

25 and 35 of Richland Parish and Tensas Parish.

26 (35) District 35 is composed of Precincts 2-3, 2-5, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3,

27 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4, 8-1, 8-2, 8-3, and 8-4 of Grant Parish; Precincts

28 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 5A, 6, 6A, 7, 8, 8A, 9, 10, 10A, 11, 11A, 13, 13A, 15, and 22 of Jackson

29 Parish; Precincts 4-6, 5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 6-1, 6-3, 7-1, 7-2, 8-1, 8-2, and 10-3 of Lincoln

30 Parish; Precincts 27, 27A, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 38, 39, 40, 42, 45, 46, 47, 48,
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1 52, 52A, 54, 55, 56, 56A, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 71, 75, 77, and 78 of Ouachita

2 Parish; Precincts N7, N14-A, N15, N16, N17, N18-A, N18-B, N19, and N20 of

3 Rapides Parish; and Precincts 5-5, 6-3, 6-6, 7-2, and 7-7 of Winn Parish. District 35

4 is composed of Precincts 2-3, 2-5, 2-6, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4,

5 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-5, 7-6, 8-1, 8-2, 8-3 and 8-4 of Grant Parish; Precincts 1, 2, 3, 4,

6 5, 5A, 6, 6A, 7, 8, 8A, 9, 10, 10A, 11, 11A, 13, 13A, 15 and 22 of Jackson Parish;

7 Precincts 4-6, 5-1, 5-3, 5-4, 6-1, 6-3, 7-1, 7-2, 8-1, 8-2 and 10-3 of Lincoln Parish;

8 Precincts 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42, 45, 46, 47, 48, 52, 52A,

9 54, 55, 56, 56A, 59, 61, 62, 63, 64, 71, 75, 77 and 78 of Ouachita Parish; Precincts

10 N7, N14-A, N15, N16, N17, N18-A, N18-B, N19 and N20 of Rapides Parish and

11 Precincts 5-5, 6-3, 6-6, 7-2 and 7-7 of Winn Parish.

12 *          *          *

13 Section 3.(A) The precincts referenced in Section 2 of this Act are those contained

14 in the file named "2026 Precinct Shapefiles (1-27-2026)" available on the website of the

15 Legislature of Louisiana on the effective date of this Section. The 2026 Precinct Shapefiles

16 are based upon those Voting Districts (VTDs) contained in the 2020 Census Redistricting

17 TIGER/Line Shapefiles for the State of Louisiana as those files have been modified and

18 validated through the data verification program of the Louisiana Senate and the Louisiana

19 House of Representatives to represent precinct changes submitted through January 27, 2026,

20 to the Legislature of Louisiana by parish governing authorities pursuant to the provisions of

21 R.S. 18:532 and 532.1.

22 (B) When a precinct referenced in Section 2 of this Act has been subdivided by

23 action of the parish governing authority on a nongeographic basis or subdivided by action

24 of the parish governing authority on a geographic basis in accordance with the provisions

25 of R.S. 18:532.1, the enumeration in Section 2 of this Act of the general precinct designation

26 shall include all nongeographic and all geographic subdivisions thereof, however such

27 subdivisions may be designated.

28 (C) The territorial limits of the districts as provided in Section 2 of this Act shall

29 continue in effect until changed by law regardless of any subsequent change made to the

30 precincts by the parish governing authority.
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1 Section 4. The provisions of Section 2 of this Act shall not reduce the term of office

2 of any person holding any position or office on the effective date of this Section for which

3 the appointment or election is based upon a Senate district as composed pursuant to R.S.

4 24:35.1. Any position or office that is filled by appointment or election based upon a Senate

5 district and that is to be filled after the effective date of this Section, shall be appointed or

6 elected based upon the district as it is described in Section 2 of this Act.

7 Section 5. The provisions of Section 1 of this Act shall become effective on July 1,

8 2026; if vetoed by the governor and subsequently approved by the legislature, Section 1 of

9 this Act shall become effective on the day following such approval by the legislature or July

10 1, 2026, whichever is later.

11 Section 6. This provisions of this Section and Sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this Act shall

12 become effective upon signature by the governor or, if not signed by the governor, upon

13 expiration of the time for bills to become law without signature by the governor, as provided

14 by Article III, Section 18 of the Constitution of Louisiana. If vetoed by the governor and

15 subsequently approved by the legislature, this Act shall become effective on the day

16 following such approval.

PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE

SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

APPROVED:                          
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