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Case Detail

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Go Back Now

Case Information

Court System:
Location:
Case Number:
Case Title:
Case Type:
Filing Date:
Case Status:

Circuit Court For Anne Arundel County - Civil
Anne Arundel Circuit Court
C-02-CV-26-001986

Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al.
Election Law

08/06/2026

Reopened

Other Reference Numbers

Case Appealed:

SCM-REG-0021-2026

Involved Parties Information

Defendant
Name: Maryland State Board of Elections
https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 1 of 26
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https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch
https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch

Case Portal 1.1

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Added Date: 08/06/2026

Party in Jail: No

Current: Yes

Address: 151 West Street

Address Line 2:  Suite 200

City: Annapolis State: MD ZIP Code: 21401

Attorney(s) for the Defendant

Name: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL
Appearance Date:  08/10/2026

Address Line 1: Office of the Attorney General
Address Line 2: 200 Saint Paul Place

Address Line 3: 20th Floor

City: BALTIMORE State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

Defendant
Name: Brown, Anthony
Added Date: 08/06/2026

Party in Jail: No

Current: Yes

Address: 200 St. Paul Place

City: Baltimore State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

Attorney(s) for the Defendant

Name: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL
Appearance Date:  08/10/2026

Address Line 1: Office of the Attorney General
Address Line 2: 200 Saint Paul Place

Address Line 3: 20th Floor

City: BALTIMORE State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 2 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Defendant

Name: Demarinis, Jared

Added Date: 08/06/2026

Party in Jail: No

Current: Yes

Address: 151 West Street

Address Line 2:  Suite 200

City: Annapolis State: MD ZIP Code: 21401

Attorney(s) for the Defendant

Name: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL
Appearance Date:  08/10/2026

Address Line 1: Office of the Attorney General
Address Line 2: 200 Saint Paul Place

Address Line 3: 20th Floor

City: BALTIMORE State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

Defendant
Name: Moore, Westley
Added Date: 08/06/2026

Party in Jail: No

Current: Yes

Address: 100 State Circle

City: Annapolis State: MD ZIP Code: 21401

Attorney(s) for the Defendant

Name: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 3 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1 8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Appearance Date:  08/11/2026

Address Line 1: Office of the Attorney General
Address Line 2: 200 Saint Paul Place
Address Line 3: 20th Floor

City: BALTIMORE State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

Defendant
Name: Lee, Susan
Added Date: 08/06/2026

Party in Jail: No

Current: Yes

Address: 16 Francis Street

City: Annapolis State: MD ZIP Code: 21401

Attorney(s) for the Defendant

Name: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL
Appearance Date:  08/10/2026

Address Line 1: Office of the Attorney General
Address Line 2: 200 Saint Paul Place

Address Line 3: 20th Floor

City: BALTIMORE State: MD ZIP Code: 21202

Plaintiff

Name: Howell, Michael L

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT
Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 4 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Morgan, James Matthew
Address: 30374 Tomrose Court

City: Mechanicsville State: MD ZIP Code: 20659

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Grammer, Robin L Jr
Address: 1413 Hadwick Drive

City: Essex State: MD ZIP Code: 21221

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E.5

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Address Line 3: Apt. 609
City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Szeliga, Kathryn
Address: 9932 Richlyn Drive

City: Perry Hall State: MD ZIP Code: 21128

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Chisholm, Brian Alan
Address: 258 Moreau Lane

City: Severna Park State: MD ZIP Code: 21146

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date: ~ 08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 6 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Plaintiff

Name: Fisher, Mark Nicholas
Address: 6150 Sheridan Point Road
City: Prince Frederick State: MD ZIP Code: 20678

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Arikan, Lauren
Address: 3507 Lord Baltimore Way

City: Monkton State: MD ZIP Code: 21111

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 7 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Plaintiff

Name: Nawrocki, Ryan Michael
Address: 826 Salvatore Road
City: Middle River State: MD ZIP Code: 21220

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff
Name: Hershey, Stephen S
Address: 104 Wye View Road

City: Queenstown State: MD ZIP Code: 21658

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Plaintiff

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 8 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

Name: Ready, Justin D
Address: 3301 Brewster Court
City: Manchester State: MD ZIP Code: 21102

Attorney(s) for the Plaintiff

Name: DEWEY, SAMUEL EVERETT

Appearance Date:  08/06/2026

Address Line 1: Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey LLC
Address Line 2: 2200 12th Court North

Address Line 3: Apt. 609

City: ARLINGTON State: VA ZIP Code: 22201

Court Scheduling Information

Event Type Event Date Event Time Judge

Hearing - Motion 08/25/2026 09:00 AM Thompson, Robert

Docket Entries

File Date: 08/06/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Court

Civil C

Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Party2: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;

Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;
Docket Entry Name: Complaint / Petition

Comment: Complaint for Declaratory Injunctive Relief

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E.Q

Page 9 of 26



Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/07/2026
Docket Entry Name: Stricken Filing

Comment: Motion to Seal Plaintiff Michael Howell's Address Envelope #
27708782

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/07/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Case Information Report Filed

Comment: Case Information Report

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/10/2026
Docket Entry Name: Notice of Striking Non-Compliant Submission
Comment: Notice E-Serve to ATTY Dewey

File Date: 08/10/2026
Party1: Howell, Michael L;

DOCUMENT
Docket Entry Name: Motion/Petition to Seal

Comment: Motion to Seal Address

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 10

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/10/2026
Party1: KOBRIN, DANIEL MICHAEL ;

Party2: Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared; Lee, Susan;
Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Attorney Appearance - No Fee
Comment: Entry of Appearance

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/10/2026
Docket Entry Name: Deficient Filing DOCUMENT
Comment: Joint Motion for Scheduling Order

File Date: 08/10/2026
Docket Entry Name: Deficient Filing DOCUMENT
Comment: Motion for Special Admission of Neal Cornett

File Date: 08/10/2026
Docket Entry Name: Deficient Filing DOCUMENT

Comment: Motion for Special Admission of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/11/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Party2: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Summons Issued (Service Event)

Comment: E-served to atty Dewey

DOCUMENTS

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 11

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: The above case is hereby assigned to the HONORABLE ROBERT J.

THOMPSON, for all further proceedings; except that the Pre-trial
Settlement Conference shall be set before any judge or magistrate
within the Civil Case Time Standards. (E-served to atty Dewey;
mailed to Anthony Brown, Jared Demarinis, Susan Lee, Maryland
State Board of Elections, and Westley Moore)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Notice of Deficiency - Rule 20-203(d) DOCUMENT
Comment: Copies e-served to ATTY Dewey

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED - Plaintiff is DIRECTED to file an Affidavit to support the
Motion to Seal. E-Service to Atty Dewey & Kobrin

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Deficient Filing DOCUMENT
Comment: Joint Motion for Scheduling Order

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Deficient Filing DOCUMENT
Comment: Proposed Order

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 12

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Page 12 of 26



Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Notice of Deficiency - Rule 20-203(d)
Comment: ENV #27743024 (E-Served Attny Dewey)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Notice of Deficiency - Rule 20-203(d)
Comment: ENV #27753265 (E-Served Attny Dewey)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion / Request - For Special Admission of Attorney
Comment: Motion for Special Admission of Jeffrey B. Clark sr.

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 13

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion - Shorten Time

Comment: Motion to Shorten Time on Motion for Special Admission of Jeffrey
B. Clarks Sr.

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion / Request - For Special Admission of Attorney
Comment: Motion for Special Admission of Marshall Yates

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion - Shorten Time

Comment: Motion to Shorten Time on Motion for Special Admission of Marshall
Yates

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 14

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion / Request - For Special Admission of Attorney
Comment: Motion for Special Admission of Erc Neal Cornett

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/12/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion - Shorten Time

Comment: Motion to Shorten Time on Motion for Special Admission of Eric Neal
Cornett

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/13/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: Plaintiffs' request for a three-judge panel is DENIED. E-Served Atty's
Dewey and Korbin

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 15

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/14/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED, that the following schedule is established and shall
govern the proceedings August 17, 2026 - All motions and opening
briefs are to be filed August 21, 2026 - All replies and proposed
findings and conclusions are to be filed. August 25, 2026 at 9:30 a.m.
a Chambers conference will be held with the hearing set for all day
to begin at 10:00 a.m. August 31, 2026 - Deadline for Ballot display E-
Service to Attys Dewey & Korbin

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: Order re Special Admissions (E-Served to Atty Dewey and Atty
Korbrin).

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026

Party1: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Motion for Summary Judgment
Comment: Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026

Party1: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Memorandum

Comment: Memorandum In Support of Defendant's Motion for Summary
Judgment

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 16

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit A to MSJ-Affidavit of Melissa Dorsey

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit B to MSJ-Affidavit of Natasha Walker

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit M to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit J to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit K to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit L to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit N to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 17

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit O-Summaries by Department of Legislative Services.

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Motion for Summary Judgment

Comment: Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment.

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Memorandum
Comment: Memorandum in Support of Cross Motion for Summary Judgement

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit

Comment: Exhibit 1- Affidavit of Marshall Yates in support of Plaintiff's Motion
for Summary Judgment.

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E. 18

8/27/26, 3:59 PM
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit A to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit B to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit ¢ to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Document
Comment: Exhibit D to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit E to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Document
Comment: Exhibit F to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit G to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986
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Case Portal 1.1 8/27/26, 3:59 PM

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit H to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit | to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

File Date: 08/20/2026

Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED that: (1) The Motion is hereby GRANTED; (2) Defendants
shall respond to the Motion for Special Admission of Out-of-State
Attorney Marshall Yates under Rule 19-217 no later than 11:59 PM
EST on Wednesday, August 12, 2026; and (3) Plaintiffs shall present
the Motion for Special Admission of Out-of-State Attorney Marshall
Yates under Rule 19-217 to the Undersigned Judge in a virtual walk-
through proceeding to be held on Thursday, August 13, 2026 at 4:00
PM EST. It is further ORDERED that the Clerk forward a true copy of
the Motion to Shorten. Time and of this Order to the State Court
Administrator. E-served to Attys Dewey and Kobrin.

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/20/2026

Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: Ordered that the Motion to Shorten Time is hereby GRANTED;
Respond by 08/12/26; Hearing set for 08/13/26 (E-served Attys Dewey
and Kobrin)

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 20 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/21/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Opposition
Comment: Plaintiff's Reply and Opposition to Motion for Summary Judgement

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/21/2026

Party1: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Opposition
Comment: Defendants' Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment

DOCUMENT

L/UUNGL LUy INAIHTT. GUNNVILUITY =ATIIVIL UULVUIVIEIN |

Comment: Exhibit C-Affidavit of David Morgan

File Date: 08/21/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit DOCUMENT
Comment: Exhibit D-Affidavit of Erin Hustings

File Date: 08/21/2026

Party1: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Supporting Document

Comment: Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law w/ Certificate of
Service

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986

E 21

8/27/26, 3:59 PM

Page 21 of 26


https://www.mdcourts.gov/mdec/efilingatty

Case Portal 1.1

File Date: 08/24/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Notice Filed
Comment: Notice of Errata

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/24/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Party2: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Complaint - Amended

Comment: First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment & Injunctive
Relief & Petition for Judicial Review Under Election Law 12-202

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/24/2026

Party1: Howell, Michael L; Morgan, James Matthew; Grammer, Robin L Jr ;
Szeliga, Kathryn; Chisholm, Brian Alan; Fisher, Mark Nicholas; Arikan,
Lauren; Nawrocki, Ryan Michael; Hershey, Stephen S; Ready, Justin D;

Docket Entry Name: Supporting Document

Comment: REDLINE First Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment &
Injunctive Relief & Petition for Judicial Review Under Election Law
12-202

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/25/2026
Docket Entry Name: Hearing Sheet

DOCUMENT

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986
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Case Portal 1.1 8/27/26, 3:59 PM

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED that the Motion for Special Admission of Out-of-State
Attorney is hereby GRANTED; and Jeffrey Bossert Clark, Sr is
ADMITTED specially for the limited purpose of appearing and
participating in this case as co-counsel for Plaintiffs (E-served to
Attys Dewey and Kobrin.)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED that the Motion for Special Admission of Out-of-State
Attorney is hereby GRANTED; ORDERED that Marshall Yates is
ADMITTED specially for the limited purpose of appearing and
participating in this case as co-counsel for Plaintiffs (E-served to
Attys Dewey and Kobrin.)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: ORDERED that the Motion for Special Admission of Out-of-State is
hereby GRANTED; ORDERED that Eric Neal Cornett is ADMITTED
specially for the limited purpose of appearing and participating in
this case as co-counsel for Plaintiffs (E-served to Attys Dewey and
Kobrin.)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Memorandum Opinion and Order DOCUMENT
Comment: (E-served attys Dewey and Kobrin)

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 23 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1 8/27/26, 3:59 PM

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order

Comment: Ordered, that the Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment is
granted. Ordered, that the Defendants' Motion for Summary
Judgment is denied. Ordered, that the State Board of Elections is
enjoined from including statewide ballot Question 3 on the
November 3, 2026 ballot. Ordered, that the execution of this
injunction is STAYED pending an appeal of this ruling to the
Supreme Court of Maryland. (E-served attys Dewey and Kobrin)

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/26/2026

Party1: Moore, Westley; Maryland State Board of Elections; Demarinis, Jared;
Lee, Susan; Brown, Anthony;

Docket Entry Name: Notice Filed
Comment: Notice of Appeal to the Supreme Court of Maryland

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/26/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order Received from Supreme Court of Maryland

Comment: ORDERED that the Clerk of the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel
County shall forthwith transmit the record in this case pursuant to
Rules 8-413 and 20-402; This appeal shall be argued commencing at
9:00 a.m. on Thursday, September 3, 2026.

DOCUMENT

File Date: 08/27/2026
Docket Entry Name: Certification DOCUMENT
Comment: of Original Case File

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 24 of 26
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Case Portal 1.1 8/27/26, 3:59 PM

File Date: 08/27/2026
Docket Entry Name: Original Record Sent

Comment: to SCM thru Workflow Queue; Transcript cost for 1 Volume:
$1,513.75

File Date: 08/27/2026

Docket Entry Name: Transcript

Comment: Invoice and 1 Volume of Transcript electronically filed - Hearing
dated 08/25/2026 - Costs: $1,513.75

DOCUMENTS

Other Documents

Created Date: 8/26/2026, 1:43:24 PM
Document Name: Circuit Court Copy of Notice of Appeal to the Supreme Court
of Maryland

DOCUMENT

Service Information

Service Type Person to Serve Issue Date

Summons Issued Moore, Westley 08/11/2026

This is an electronic case record. Full case information cannot be made available either because of legal
restrictions on access to case records found in Maryland Rules, or because of the practical difficulties inherent
in reducing a case record into an electronic format.

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseld=c02cv26001986 Page 25 of 26
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E-FILED; Anne Arundel Circuit Court

Docket: 8/6/2026 7:45 PM; Submission: 8/6/2026 7:45 PM

Envelope: 27703622

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND

MICHAEL L. HOWELL
[SEALED]
[SEALED]

JAMES MATTHEW MORGAN
30374 Tomrose Court
Mechanicsville, MD 20659

ROBIN L. GRAMMER, JR.
1413 Hadwick Drive
Essex, MD 21221

KATHRYN SZELIGA
9932 Richlyn Drive
Perry Hall, MD 21128

BRIAN ALAN CHISHOLM
258 Moreau Lane
Severna Park, MD 21146

MARK NICHOLAS FISHER
6150 Sheridan Point Road
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

LAUREN ARIKAN
3507 Lord Baltimore Way
Monkton, MD 21111

RYAN MICHAEL NAWROCKI
826 Salvatore Road
Middle River, MD 21220

STEPHEN S. HERSHEY
104 Wye View Road
Queenstown, MD 21658

JUSTIN D. READY
3301 Brewster Court
Manchester, MD 21102

each individually in their personal

capacity as a resident and registered

voter of the State of Maryland,

*

E. 26
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Plaintiffs, *

V. *
MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF *
ELECTIONS

151 West Street *
Suite 200

Annapolis, MD 21401 *
JARED DEMARINIS *

in his official capacity as Administrator

of the Maryland State Board of Elections, *
151 West Street

Suite 200 *
Annapolis, MD 21401

SUSAN C. LEE,

in her official capacity as Secretary of *
State of Maryland,

16 Francis Street *

Annapolis, MD 21401

ANTHONY G. BROWN,

in his official capacity as Attorney General
of Maryland,

200 St. Paul Place *
Baltimore, MD 21202

*

WESTLEY (“WES”) WATENDE

OMARI MOORE, *

In his official capacity as the Governor of

Maryland, *

100 State Circle

Annapolis, MD 21401 *
Defendants. *

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF;
PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW UNDER ELECTION LAW § 12-202

Plaintiffs Michael L. Howell, James Matthew Morgan, Robin L. Grammer, Jr., Kathryn

Szeliga, Brian Alan Chisholm, Mark Nicholas Fisher, Lauren Arikan, Ryan Michael Nawrocki,
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Stephen S. Hershey, and Justin D. Ready, each in their personal capacity as a resident and
registered voter of the State of Maryland (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), by and through undersigned
counsel, bring this Complaint and Petition for Judicial Review against Defendants Maryland State
Board of Elections, Jared DeMarinis, in his official capacity as Administrator of the Maryland
State Board of Elections, Susan C. Lee, in her official capacity as Secretary of State of Maryland,
Anthony G. Brown, in his official capacity as Attorney General of Maryland, and Westley (“Wes”)
Watende Omari Moore, in his official capacity as Governor of Maryland (collectively,

“Defendants”), and in support allege as follows:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This action challenges the placement of a proposed constitutional amendment on
the November 3, 2026 general election ballot.

2. Maryland House Bill 2100 (“HB 2100”) was passed on August 4, 2026 and
approved by the Governor on August 5, 2026. See 2026 Md. Laws, ch. 881 (H.B. 2100).

3. HB 2100 purports to present voters with the choice to amend the Maryland
Constitution to remove restrictions on the geographic boundaries of congressional districts. But
that is not what it does.

4, HB 2100 violates multiple provisions of law regulating ballot access in a statute
which was just passed and approved by the Governor in May of this year along bipartisan lines.
See 2026 Md. Laws, ch. 439 (S.B. 29). Moreover, HB 2100 purports to supersede all conflicting
provisions of Maryland law regarding the placement of the proposed constitutional amendment on
the general election ballots, stating: “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at [the
November 3, 2026] general election, the following question shall be submitted to the qualified

voters of the State[.]” HB 2100 § 3(b)(2) (emphasis added). HB 2100 neither puts this non
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obstante clause to the voters, nor passes it via bicameralism and presentment. Rather, its sponsors
and drafters attempted to hide it under the rubric of what they termed a “technical” amendment.
See Education, Energy, and the Environment Committee, Bill Hearing, MARYLAND GENERAL
ASSEMBLY, at 22:30-22:40 (Aug. 3, 2026),

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Committees/Media/false?cmte=eee&clip=EEE 8 3 2

026 _meeting 1&ys=2026rs.

5. HB 2100 suffers from a number of structural defects. It (A) unlawfully supersedes
the notice and certification provisions of the Maryland Code, (B) violates both the bicameralism
and presentment and single-subject requirements of the Maryland Constitution, and (C) violates
articles 7 and 24 of the Maryland Declaration of Rights.

6. Maryland will argue that affixing the Governor’s signature to HB 2100 converts
the non obstante clause in the bill into a law that comports with bicameralism and presentment.
This is an improper attempt to fuse a constitutional process for putting constitutional-amendment
referenda in front of Maryland’s voters (a process of question formulation that does not involve
the Governor) with the process for passing an ordinary law. We explain this point in greater detail
below and we also explain that HB 2100 cannot be construed as a valid ordinary law because it

was not justified as an emergency measure.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE
7. Md. Code Ann., Election Law (“EL”) § 12-201 applies “to an issue arising in an
election conducted under this article.”
8. This Court has jurisdiction under Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202, which authorizes a
registered voter to seek judicial relief from any act or omission relating to an election, whether or

not the election has been held, where the act or omission is inconsistent with the Election Law
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Article or other law applicable to the elections process, and may change or has changed the
outcome of the election. See Maryland State Bd. of Elections v. Ambridge, 489 Md. 404, 446
(2025); see also Ademiluyi v. Egbuonu, 466 Md. 80, 115 (2019) (“EL § 12-202 provides statutory
standing to voters, in certain instances, to challenge aspects of elections including procedure and
the results.”).

9. This Court additionally has jurisdiction to enter a declaratory judgment under Md.
Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 3-409, both because an actual controversy exists between Plaintiffs
and Defendants concerning the lawfulness of certifying and placing the proposed amendment on
the November 3, 2026 ballot and because a declaration will terminate that controversy.

10.  Ajusticiable controversy requires that there be “interested parties asserting adverse
claims upon a state of facts which must have accrued wherein a legal decision is sought or
demanded.” Smigiel v. Franchot, 410 Md. 302, 320 (2009) (citation omitted).

11. This Court has authority to grant preliminary and permanent injunctive relief under
Md. Rule 15-501, et seq.

12. Venue is proper in the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County because the
Maryland State Board of Elections, the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the Governor
maintain their principal offices in Anne Arundel County and the acts and omissions complained
of occurred or follow-on acts will occur there. See Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202(b) (fixing venue
in the “appropriate circuit court”); see also Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. § 6-201 (which we
allege fixes the appropriate circuit court as the one where defendants “maintain[ their] principal

offices in the State”).
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13.  This action is timely filed within 10 days of the act or omission giving rise to this
Complaint, or of the date such act or omission became known to Plaintiffs, as required by Md.
Code Ann., EL § 12-202(b)(1).

PARTIES

14. Plaintiff Michael L. Howell is a resident and registered voter of the State of

Maryland.

15.  Plaintiff James Matthew Morgan is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

16. Plaintiff Robin L. Grammer, Jr. is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

17.  Plaintiff Kathryn Szeliga is a resident and registered voter of the State of Maryland.

18.  Plaintiff Brian Alan Chisholm is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

19.  Plaintiff Mark Nicholas Fisher is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

20. Plaintiff Lauren Arikan is a resident and registered voter of the State of Maryland.

21.  Plaintiff Ryan Michael Nowracki is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

22.  Plaintiff Stephen S. Hershey is a resident and registered voter of the State of
Maryland.

23.  Plaintiff Justin D. Ready is a resident and registered voter of the State of Maryland.

24, Each Plaintiff has a direct and personal interest, as a registered Maryland voter, in

ensuring that only lawfully certified questions are placed before Maryland voters, and each will be
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required to vote, or to forgo voting, on the proposed amendment as a ballot question at the
November 3, 2026 general election, if the relief requested herein is not granted.

25.  Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections is the state agency responsible for
administering elections in Maryland, including the certification, printing, and canvassing of
statewide ballot questions, and is charged with compliance with Md. Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103, 7-
105.

26.  Defendant Jared DeMarinis is sued in his official capacity as Administrator of the
Maryland State Board of Elections, and is responsible for implementing the Board’s statutory
duties under Md. Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103, 7-105.

27.  Defendant Susan C. Lee is sued in her official capacity as Secretary of State of
Maryland, and is responsible for preparing and certifying the text of the proposed amendment to
Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections under Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(c)(1).

28. Defendant Anthony G. Brown is sued in his official capacity as Attorney General
of Maryland, and is responsible for approving statutory language under Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-
105(b)(2)(ii).

29. Defendant Wes Moore is sued in his official capacity as Governor of Maryland. He
called the Special Session at which HB 2100 was debated and passed. He purported to sign and
approve HB 2100. And he gave a press conference in which he took credit for its passage as one
of his signature initiatives.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

30. On July 7, 2026, Senate President Bill Ferguson, Speaker Joseline Pefia-Melnyk,
and Defendant Governor Wes Moore announced that the General Assembly would convene in

special session August 3-5, 2026 to consider legislation placing a redistricting-related
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constitutional amendment before voters at the November 3, 2026 general election. See Bryan P.

Sears, Ferguson, Peria-Melnyk Announce Special Session for Redistricting, MARYLAND MATTERS

(July 7, 2026), https://marylandmatters.org/2026/07/07/ferguson-pena-melnyk-announce-special-

session-for-redistricting/.

31.  Defendant Governor Moore issued an Executive Order convening the Special
Session declaring, in relevant part: “My Administration is committed to working with the General
Assembly to clarify the constitutional standards that govern the establishment of the State of
Maryland’s federal congressional districts.” Md. Exec. Order No. 01.01.2026.14 (July 17, 2026).

32.  The actual purpose of the proposed amendment is to overrule via constitutional
amendment a judicial decision holding that congressional districts be “compact and contiguous.”
See Szeliga v. Lamone, No. C-02-CV_21-001816, 2022 WL 2132194 (Md. Cir. Ct. Anne Arundel
Cnty, Mar. 25, 2022) (Bataglia, J.).

33. This change to the Maryland Constitution is designed to set the groundwork for the
General Assembly to redraw Maryland’s congressional map.

34, HB 2100 required a three-fifths vote of all members elected to each house of the
General Assembly, consistent with Md. Const. art. XIV, § 1. Article XIV, Section 1 establishes a
special constitutional process that does not require signature of the Governor or provide that if the
Governor affixes his signature to HB 2100 anyway his doing so can carry any constitutional or
legal significance whatsoever.

35. HB 2100 was passed by the General Assembly on August 4, 2026 and approved by
Defendant Governor Moore on August 5, 2026.

36. Passage of HB 2100 was marked by unseemly haste in the legislative process and

a failure to allow any sort of meaningful deliberation. For example, the Senate Committee
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proceedings were rushed through at such a pace that the Minority was prevented from having time
to draft a single amendment. See MGA - EEE (@mga-eeel773), EEE Committee Session,

8/4/2026 #1, YOUTUBE, at 55:00 to 60:00 (Aug. 4, 2026), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rO

bGXrleY]jU.

37.  HB 2100 could not effectuate its purpose this year without ignoring the timing and
notice requirements that the General Assembly passed and Defendant Governor Moore signed into
ordinary law as adopted in Senate Bill 29 during the 2026 regular session. See 2026 Md. Laws,
ch. 439 (S.B. 29).

38. SB 29 was pre-filed on August 20, 2025, passed out of the Senate on February 5,
2026 by a vote of 44-0, passed the House on April 13, 2026 by a vote of 135-0, and approved by
Defendant Governor Moore on May 12, 2026, with an effective date of June 1, 2026.

39. SB 29’s revisions to Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-105(c)(1) require Defendant Secretary
of State to “prepare and certify to the State Board the information required under subsection (b) of
this section, for all statewide ballot questions” on or before July 1, 2026.

40. Similarly, SB 29 revised Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(c)(1) to replace the prior 95-
day rule with a fixed calendar deadline: Defendant Secretary of State must certify statewide ballot
question language to Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections “on or before July 1
immediately preceding a general election.” For the November 3, 2026 election, that is July 1,
2026—a full month before the Special Session even convened on August 3.

41. The revised text of Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(c)(1) is clear: “On or before July 1
immediately preceding a general election, the Secretary of State shall prepare and certify to the

State Board the information required under subsection (b) of this section, for all statewide ballot
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questions and all questions relating to an enactment of the General Assembly which is petitioned
to referendum.”

42, Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103 contains no provision for late statewide certifications.

43. Maryland’s Election Laws governing ballot measures are designed to ensure the
citizenry participate in elections fully informed of their choices with sufficient notice for all
constitutional ballot measures.

44. Furthermore, SB 29 grants the public a right of notice and comment on ballot
measures by requiring a 15-day comment period. See Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(c)(5)(ii); (“The
State Board shall make information submitted in accordance with this subsection available to the
public for a 15-day comment period.”). Notably, Md. Code Ann., EL § 9-207(f) provides that
“[t]he certification of a ballot under this section that includes a question may not be construed to
be a certification of the ballot language required to be included on the ballot under § 7-103 of this
article, including the plain language condensed statement required under § 7-103(b)(4) of this
article.”

45. The deadline for the submission of ballot language for constitutional amendments
is an important restriction to note because that restriction is intended to govern the actions of
Defendant Secretary of State and Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections.

46. In relation to the constitutional amendment initiated by Special Session, HB 2100,
there is no planned comment period, which also deprives the public of their statutory right to
participate in and engage in a fair election process. The Joint Committee’s (Senate Education,
Energy, and Environment Committee together with the House Government, Labor, and Elections
Committee) the highly limited public comments made to the hearing on HB 2100 do not constitute

an acceptable alternative to the statutory scheme. See

10
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https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Meetings/Day/08032026?budget=show&cmte=allcom

mittees&updates=show&ys=2026rs (last visited Aug. 6, 2026).

47.  Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections has already certified and published
the text of three state ballot questions in accordance with state law, as well as county and municipal
ballot questions. See Maryland State Board of Elections, Ballot Questions for the November 3,

2026 Election, https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/ballot_questions.html (last visited

Aug. 6, 2026).

48. The fact that Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections has followed the
procedures prescribed by Maryland’s Election Laws governing the deadlines for publication,
notice and comment, and proper certification of the aforementioned ballot questions should
increase scrutiny regarding the General Assembly’s untimely passage of the ballot measure for the
2026 Special Session’s proposed constitutional amendment on redistricting.

49. As of July 1, 2026, the proposed amendment had not been passed by the General
Assembly and did not exist as enacted legislation capable of certification as a ballot question.
Defendant Secretary of State could not have lawfully certified, and upon information and belief
did not certify, the required ballot-question information for the proposed amendment to Defendant
Maryland State Board of Elections by July 1, 2026, because there was no enacted statewide ballot
question to certify.

50.  Therefore, HB 2100 is void ab initio in violation of state statutory law that has
never been repealed or legally rendered inapplicable to the subject matter of HB 2100. HB 2100

does not and never did carry the force or effect of law.

11
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51. Upon information and belief, Defendants have taken steps to proceed, or intend to
proceed, to place the proposed amendment on the November 3, 2026 ballot, despite the expiration
of the § 7-103(c)(1) deadline.

DEFENDANTS’ FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH REQUIRED NOTICE AND
CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

52.  Title VII of Maryland Election Law applies to ballot questions, including questions
relating to “an amendment pursuant to Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution.” Md. Code
Ann., EL § 7-101(1)(ii). Title VII requires both certification of statewide ballot questions, such as
a constitutional amendment, and a notice period for voters. See Md. Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103, 7-
105.

53. All statewide ballot questions must be prepared and certified by Defendant
Secretary of State on or before July 1 immediately preceding a general election. Md. Code Ann.,
EL § 7-103(c)(1).

54.  All statewide ballot questions must contain certain information, including “a brief

29 ¢

designation of the type or source of the question;” “a condensed statement describing the change
in policy to be adopted in plain and clear language that: (i) a voter can easily understand; (ii) does
not explain the legal mechanism providing for the policy change; and (iii) does not contain legal

29 ¢C

jargon[;]” “the voting choices that a voter has;” and ““a brief statement explaining what the practical
outcome of each voting choice would be.” Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(b).

55. For questions submitted under article XIV of the Maryland Constitution, the
Department of Legislative Services must draft a notice that contains the information required in
Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(b) as well a “brief statement, prepared in clear and concise language,

devoid of technical and legal terms to the extent practical, summarizing the question.” Md. Code

Ann., EL § 7-105(b)(1)~(b)(2)(i).

12
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56. The language drafted by the Department of Legislative Services must be approved
by Defendant Attorney General and submitted to Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections by
the first Monday in August. Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-105(b)(2)(ii)—(iii).

57. Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections must “post in a manner widely
accessible to the public for at least 90 days before the general election: (1) the complete text of:
... (i) for an amendment under Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution, the proposed
amendment to the Maryland Constitution.” Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-105(e).

58. The General Assembly did not pass, and Defendant Governor Moore did not
approve, the proposed amendment until August 5, 2026—after General Assembly’s first-Monday-
in-August deadline for notice and well past the certification deadline of July 1. Therefore, no
statewide ballot question resulting from HB 2100 could have been timely prepared by the
Department of Legislative Services, approved by Defendant Attorney General, and submitted to
Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections for notice as required by § 7-105(b)(1)—(2); nor
could the statewide ballot question be certified by July 1 in accordance with § 7-103(c)(1).

59. On information and belief, Defendants nonetheless intend to place the proposed
amendment on the November 3, 2026 ballot notwithstanding noncompliance with the statutory
requirements of Md. Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103(c)(1) and 7-105(b)(1)—(2), whether by treating its
untimely submission as effective or by relying on subsequently enacted legislation purporting to
extend or waive that deadline.

60. On information and belief, Defendants do not intend to comply with §§ 7-103(c)(1)
and 7-105(b)(1)-(2) by July 1, 2027 so they can put the constitutional referendum on the ballot for

the November 2, 2027, giving the voters a lawful and sufficient period of notice. They instead
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formulated the rushed August 2026 Special Session in order to skip the first permissible
referendum date and instead move that period up by one year to November 3, 2026.

61.  Nor can Defendants rely on any separate, later certification of the ballot layout
under Md. Code Ann., EL § 9-207 to cure the missed § 7-103(c)(1) deadline. Effective June 1,
2026, the General Assembly passed and Defendant Governor Moore approved § 9-207(f), which
provides that certification of the ballot layout under § 9-207 “may not be construed to be a
certification of the ballot language required to be certified under § 7-103 of this article.” 2026 Md.
Laws, ch. 439 (S.B. 29).

THE NON OBSTANTE CLAUSE

62.  HB 2100 purports to supersede all of these notice and certification requirements
through the inclusion of non obstante clause. See HB 2100 § 3(b)(2) (“Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, at [the November 3, 2026] general election, the following question shall be
submitted to the qualified voters of the State[.]” (emphasis added)) [hereinafter, the “Non Obstante
Clause”]. But pointedly, the Non Obstante Clause’s attempted suspension of Sections 7-103 and
7-105 is not included in the “Question” that is to be put before the voters. See id. Nor does it
purport to present the matter to the Governor for his approval or veto as a matter of ordinary
legislation. Instead, it tries to bolt on a superfluous gubernatorial signature to a constitutional
process in Article XIV that does not involve the Governor in relevant part. Lastly, it contains no
declaration of emergency.

63. The Non Obstante Clause itself did not appear until the morning of the start of the
Special Session when it was added with less than an hour notice in advance of the Joint Committee
hearing. See MGA — Session — House (@mga-session-house9230), House Floor Session, 8/3/2026

#2, YOUTUBE, at 41:00—45:00 (Aug. 3, 2026),
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vOCH86uQS5uE. Thus, the people of Maryland were largely

prevented from commenting on it and presenting testimony on its implications.

64.  The Maryland General Assembly’s Department of Legislative Service’s Fiscal and
Policy Note is clear that HB 2100 does not comply with applicable state laws regarding ballot
procedures. See THOMAS S. ELDER, MD. DEP’T OF LEGIS. SERVS., FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE:
FIRST READER, H.B. 2100, 2026 Sess., at 3 (2026) (“The Department of Legislative Services notes
that the new statutory deadline of July 1 for certification of ballot questions by [Defendant
Secretary of State] and [Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections] has passed. Even so, the
bill specifies language for the ballot question. Further, as noted above under Current Law,
[Defendant Maryland State Board of Elections] and local boards of elections must publicly post
the text of any proposed constitutional amendment at least 90 days before the general election. The
2026 special session is scheduled to end on August 5, 2026, exactly 90 days before the general
election, which is scheduled for November 3, 2026.”).

65.  In the House of Delegates, the sponsors of HB 2100 presented the Non Obstante
Clause as a mere technical amendment. But wiping out the operation of a previously enacted
statute that did fully comport with bicameralism and presentment is anything but technical.

66. In the Senate, HB 2100’s sponsors presented a different picture. They admitted the
full scope of the Non Obstante Clause and owned up to the fact that it was designed to specifically
paper over missing various statutory deadlines by purporting to wipe out the effect of the state
laws imposing those deadlines.

67. Plaintiffs seek a declaration that certification of the proposed amendment as a
statewide ballot question, and its planned placement on the November 3, 2026 ballot, violate Md.

Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103(c)(1) & 7-105(b)(2), together with preliminary and permanent injunctive
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relief prohibiting Defendants from certifying, printing, distributing, tabulating, or canvassing votes
on the proposed amendment as a ballot question at the November 3, 2026 general election.

HB 2100°S NON OBSTANTE CLAUSE FAILS TO COMPLY WITH BICAMERALISM
AND PRESENTMENT REQUIREMENTS AND IS NOT BEING PUT FORWARD AS A
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

68. The Non Obstante Clause seeks to substantively amend all Maryland Election Laws
in relation to HB 2100. See, e.g., Md. Code Ann., EL §§ 7-103, 7-105, 9-207.

69. Those provisions are statutes of general applicability that apply to HB 2100. The
Non Obstante Clause purports to render those statutes inapplicable to HB 2100. Thus, it amends
those statutes, albeit invalidly.

70. Statutory law in Maryland can only be made by bicameralism and presentment or
direct constitutional amendment. The proposition is binary. HB 2100 is thus, at its core, a
constitutional amendment.

71. Moreover, the Non Obstante Clause is not being put to the people of Maryland as
an amendment to the Maryland Constitution. There is no indication of such. It pointedly is not
phrased in amendatory language, nor is the ballot language drafted to provide the people with
notice of—Ilet alone opportunity to vote on—a substantive clause overriding all conflicting
statutory provisions via the constitutional amendment process.

72. The Maryland Constitution requires clarity in this area. Adopting such a non
obstante clause via constitutional amendment may well be lawful, but in this instance the failure

to follow the clear requisite procedures for such is fatal and the Non Obstante Clause passed as

part of HB 2100 is thus void ab initio as a matter of Maryland constitutional law.
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HB2100 FAILS TO COMPLY WITH MARYLAND CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE XIV’S
SINGLE SUBJECT REQUIREMENT

73. The Maryland Constitution requires that any proposed constitutional amendment
“embrace[] only a single subject.” Md. Const. art. XIV § 2.

74. On its face, the purpose of HB 2100 is:

[Cllarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the election of

members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates; authorizing the

General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland

to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and providing that nothing

in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for the boundaries of a
congressional districting plan.

HB 2100.

75. The Non Obstante Clause is entirely divorced from and falls outside of this
designated subject. It has nothing to do with congressional districting; rather it deals with the
suspension of laws regarding balloting.

COUNT I

DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
VIOLATION OF MARYLAND DECLARATION OF RIGHTS

76. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

77.  Atrticle VII of the Maryland Declaration of Rights affords citizens the right to free
and frequent elections.

78. Article I, section VII of the Maryland Constitution requires that the Maryland
General Assembly enact laws “necessary for the preservation of the purity of Elections.”

79. Article XXIV of the Maryland Declaration of Rights states “[t]hat no man ought to
be taken or imprisoned or disseized of his freehold, liberties or privileges, or outlawed, or exiled,
or, in any manner, destroyed, or deprived of his life, liberty or property, but by the judgment of his

peers, or by the Law of the land.”
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80. As set forth below in Counts II, III, and IV, HB 2100 and the proposed
constitutional amendment question referendum, together violate several statutory provisions
designed to protect voters, to ensure they receive sufficient notice of ballot questions, ensure the
ballot questions are straightforward and easily understood, safeguard voters against misleading
ballot language, which all are designed to ensure adequate due process standards are afforded to
all voters.

81.  The combination of statutory violations is neither accidental nor insignificant.

82. On August 3, 2026, the House of Delegates adopted a floor amendment to HB 2100
inserting the phrase “Notwithstanding any other provision of law” into the bill.

83. Even though some proponents of the bill described the “Notwithstanding any other
provision of law” as a technical correction, the language has significant legal implications. Put
frankly, the drafters of this language want the Secretary of State and State Board of Elections to
ignore all of Maryland Election Laws that govern constitutional amendments for the ballot
referendum for HB 2100; that is constitutionally impermissible.

84. As described below and in Counts II, III, & IV, Maryland Election Laws are
designed to preserve free and fair elections for voters and protect voters’ due process rights, which
does not thereby allow the rules governing election officials to be selectively applied only when
convenient or waived when politically expedient.

85. “When the General Assembly submits an amendment to voters for approval, Due
Process requires that adequate notice of the referendum be provided to the electorate prior to the
election.” Stop Slots MD 2008 v. State Bd. of Elections, 424 Md. 163, 192 (2012).

86. Plaintiffs contend that the combination of statutory violations cannot be cured

merely by the absolute waiver of all Maryland Election Laws singularly related to HB 2100.
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Plaintiffs are injured, along with all voters in the general electorate, when they are deprived of due
process. The statutory timing requirements we stress are intended to ensure voters receive
sufficient notice of ballot questions, ensure the ballot questions are straightforward and easily
understood, as well as protect against misleading ballot language.

87.  In addressing this assertion, we look to the notice prescribed by the statutory
scheme and the well-settled principles of due process of law, which underlie any notice inquiry.
See Ulman v. Baltimore, 72 Md. 587, 593 (1890) (“Due process of law is not confined to judicial
proceedings, but extends to every case which may deprive a citizen of life, liberty, or property,
whether the proceeding be judicial, administrative or executive in nature.”). Stop Slots MD 2008,
424 Md. at 192.

88.  Plaintiffs and other Maryland voters will suffer irreparable harm, and have no
adequate remedy at law, for the same reasons set forth in Counts II, Il & I'V.

89. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive
relief requested herein.

COUNT 11
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

VIOLATION OF ELECTION LAW § 7-103(c)(1)

90. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

91. Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(c)(1) required the Secretary of State to certify the text
for the statewide ballot question to the State Board of Elections no later than July 1, 2026.

92.  Because the General Assembly did not pass, and Defendant Governor Moore did

not approve, the proposed amendment until August 5, 2026, no valid certification of the proposed
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constitutional amendment as a statewide ballot question could have occurred and did not occur, by
the July 1, 2026 statutory deadline.

93. Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103 contains no exception, grace period, or alternative
certification procedure applicable to a late statewide ballot question of this kind.

94, Placing, or continuing to place, the proposed constitutional amendment on the
November 3, 2026 general election ballot without a certification that complies with § 7-103(c)(1)
is an act inconsistent with that provision applicable to the elections process, within the meaning of
Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202(a)(1), and, if uncorrected, will change the outcome of the vote on
the proposed constitutional amendment by presenting Maryland voters with a ballot question that
was never lawfully certified within the meaning of Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202(a)(2).

95. Plaintiffs and other Maryland voters will suffer irreparable harm if the proposed
constitutional amendment remains on, or is placed on, the November 3, 2026 ballot in violation of
§ 7-103(c)(1), because that harm—a vote taken on an unlawfully certified proposed constitutional
amendment—cannot adequately be remedied after the election.

96. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive
relief requested herein.

COUNT 111
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

VIOLATION OF MD. CODE., ELECTION LAW § 7-105(b)

97.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.
98.  Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-105(b) requires notice of any statewide ballot question be

submitted to the State Board of Elections by the “first Monday in August.”

20

E. 45



99.  Because the General Assembly did not pass the proposed constitutional amendment
until August 4, 2026, the statewide ballot question was not properly submitted to the State Board
of Elections by the first Monday in August.

100. Placing, or continuing to place, the proposed constitutional amendment on the
November 3, 2026 general election ballot without the proper statutory notice required by § 7-
105(b) is an act inconsistent with that provision applicable to the elections process, within the
meaning of Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202(a)(1), and, if uncorrected, will influence the outcome of
the vote on the proposed constitutional amendment by presenting Maryland voters with a ballot
question that was never lawfully submitted to the State Board of Elections, within the meaning of
Md. Code Ann., EL § 12-202(a)(2).

101.  This error was conceded by proponents of the constitutional amendment during the
Senate floor debate. State Senator Cheryl Kagan, District 17, confessed that “[t]here is no time to
comply with the plain language of the law with our new law because July Ist is in the rearview
mirror. There’s no time to have the Secretary of State draft language, to have it published, to have
a comment period, to have it modified, it’s just not an option.” MGA — Session — Senate (@mga-
session-senate445), Senate Floor Session, 8/4/2026 #2, YOUTUBE, at 1:58:00-2:05:00

(Aug. 4, 2026), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VSL{Y 1Br4bU.

102. Nevertheless, the Maryland Supreme Court has addressed this question previously,
“in determining the sufficiency of a ballot question summarizing a proposed amendment, we must
inquire not only whether the question itself sufficiently apprised voters of the proposed
amendment’s purpose, but, also, ‘whether or not its publication, by advertisements, prior to the

election, permitted, in a meaningful manner, an intelligent decision, by an average voter, when he
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exercised his choice, in voting either ‘FOR’ or ‘AGAINST’ the proposed amendment.” Stop Slots
MD 2008, 424 Md. at 193.

103. Because the General Assembly did not pass, and Defendant Governor Moore did
not approve, the proposed constitutional amendment until August 5, 2026, the statewide ballot
question was not properly submitted to the State Board of Elections by the first Monday in August.

104.  This error is not harmless because the deadlines are integral to voter’s Due Process
Clause rights. Additionally, missing the deadlines places the General Assembly’s and Defendants’
actions here in significant tension or violation of federal law, such as the Uniformed and Overseas
Citizens Absentee Voting Act. See 52 U.S.C. § 203 (commonly known as “UOCAVA”).

105. Plaintiffs and other Maryland voters will suffer irreparable harm if the proposed
constitutional amendment remains on, or is placed on, the November 3, 2026 ballot in violation of
§ 7-105(b), because that harm—a vote taken on an unlawfully submitted proposed constitutional
amendment—cannot adequately be remedied after the election.

106. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive
relief requested herein.

COUNT IV
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

VIOLATION OF MD. CODE, ELECTION LAW § 7-103(b)(6)

107.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

108. Md. Code Ann., EL § 7-103(b)(6) requires “[e]ach question shall appear on the
ballot containing the following information” to include a “brief statement explaining what the

practical outcome of each voting choice would be.”
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109. The constitutional amendment ballot question initiated under HB 2100 will not
contain a brief statement explaining the practical outcome of this vote because the meaning and
impact of the Non Obstante Clause will remain totally opaque to the average voter. The average
voter is not a lawyer expert in statutory construction.

110.  The practical effect of excluding the “brief statement explaining what the practical
outcome” of the vote as required by § 7-103(b)(6) can reasonably result in misleading voters.

111. However, the requirement under § 7-103(b)(6) has been met for the other
constitutional amendment referendum questions appearing on Maryland’s general election ballot.

112.  The selective application of Maryland Election Laws to the constitutional
amendments proposed for referendum on the general election ballot may have the effect of
confusing or misleading voters.

113.  The court has addressed this issue previously: “[I]n determining the sufficiency of
a ballot question summarizing a proposed amendment, we must inquire not only whether the
question itself sufficiently apprised voters of the proposed amendment’s purpose, but, also,
whether or not its publication, by advertisements, prior to the election, permitted, in a meaningful
manner, in a meaningful manner, an intelligent decision, by an average voter, when he exercised
his choice, in voting either ‘FOR’ or ‘AGAINST’ the proposed amendment.” Stop Slots MD 2008,
424 Md. at 193 (cleaned up).

114. By refusing to meet the requirements set forth in § 7-103(b), such as a brief
statement explaining the practical outcomes of each vote, the proposed scheme is insufficient for
voters.

115. Plaintiffs and other Maryland voters will suffer irreparable harm if the proposed

constitutional amendment remains on, or is placed on, the November 3, 2026 ballot in violation of
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§ 7-103(b)(6), because the practical outcome of the proposed amendment may be misleading to
voters and result in disenfranchisement.
116. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive
relief requested herein.
COUNT V
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

VIOLATION OF MARYLAND’S BICAMERALISM AND PRESENTMENT
REQUIREMENTS

117.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

118. HB 2100 is not or does not purport to be a legislative enactment suspending
operation of Maryland Election Laws.

119. The Non Obstante Clause of HB 2100 is not valid legislation because it was not
passed by the bicameralism and presentment. See Md. Const. art. IT § 17.

120. Defendant Moore, the Governor, did purport to sign HB 2100. But there is no
reference in the relevant portion of Article XIV to a need under the Maryland Constitution for
gubernatorial signature. Rather, it is necessary and fully sufficient to meet a purely General
Assembly supramajority requirement in both houses for them to concur in putting a constitutional
referendum before the people of the State. The Governor’s signature on H.B. 2100 is thus
constitutionally superfluous. And in any event, what Governor Moore’s signature cannot be used
to do is to convert HB 2100 into ordinary later-enacted legislation reversing what this same
General Assembly enacted into state election law effective June 1, 2026. And it would take
ordinary legislation running the gauntlet of bicameralism and presentment to override the
preexisting statutory timing provisions in order for this redistricting effort to be properly put before

the State’s voters as to the November 3, 2026 election.
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121.  The possible constitutional paths to putting redistricting on the ballot are either:

(1) to pass ordinary legislation meeting bicameralism and presentment and satisfying the
requirements of emergency legislation, since the short timeline as to when the General
Assembly began to act here would otherwise violate the constitutional effective-date
waiting period in Md. Const. art. I11, § 31; OR

(2) to make the Non Obstante Clause part of the referendum itself placed before voters—

a path which would itself likely prove constitutionally dubious for a different reason:
voters are not lawyers, do not have comprehensive understanding of existing statutory
requirements, and could be hopefully confused by what “notwithstanding” language
in a constitutional ballot initiative might mean.

122.  The path Defendants selected, however—to try to sanitize, on a rushed basis, their
noncompliance with statutory deadlines in §§ 7-103 and 7-105—by having the Governor sign a
bill containing the Non Obstante Clause, but not tell the voters in November about the Non
Obstante Clause, thereby gutting §§ 7-103 and 7-105, is plainly constitutionally defective.

123.  The Non Obstante Clause of HB 2100 is not and does not purport to be a valid
proposed constitutional amendment under Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution.

124. Plaintiffs and other Maryland voters will suffer irreparable harm if the Non
Obstante Clause is deemed operative in violation of the Constitution.

125. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive

relief requested herein.
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COUNT VI
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
VIOLATION OF MARYLAND’S SINGLE SUBJECT REQUIREMENT FOR
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

126.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference each of the foregoing paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

127. HB 2100’s subject is contained on its face—congressional districting.

128. The Non Obstante Clause concerns and entirely different matter—prerequisite
ballot procedures applied here to a constitutional referenda.

129. Plaintiffs have no adequate remedy at law other than the declaratory and injunctive

relief requested herein.

REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION

130. Because this action concerns the composition of the November 3, 2026 general
election ballot, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court hear and decide this matter as
expeditiously as the circumstances require, consistent with Election Law § 12-203(a)(1), and
assign this matter to a three-judge panel under § 12-203(a)(2).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court:

a. Declare that certification of the proposed constitutional amendment as a statewide
ballot question, and its placement on the November 3, 2026 general election ballot,
violate Md. Code, Election Law § 7-103(c)(1);

b. Declare that the proposed constitutional amendment was not submitted to the State
Board of Elections by the first Monday in August pursuant to Md. Code, Election

Law § 7-105(Db);
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c. In the alternative or as necessary to provide complete relief protecting the voters’
legal interests in existing statutory law, declare that any legislation purporting to
waive or cure the § 7-103(c)(1) certification deadline as applied to the proposed
amendment is invalid and has no effect;

d. Issue a preliminary injunction, and thereafter a permanent injunction, prohibiting
Defendants and their officers, agents, and employees from certifying, printing,
distributing, tabulating, or canvassing votes on the proposed amendment as a ballot
question at the November 3, 2026 general election;

e. In the event ballots have already been printed or votes have already been cast on
the proposed amendment at the time of any hearing or ruling in this matter, order
such further or alternative relief as may be necessary to prevent certification or
canvassing of the results of the vote on the proposed amendment, including
severance of the proposed amendment question from certification of the remainder

of the November 3, 2026 general election;

e. Award Plaintiffs their costs of suit; and
f. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.
Dated: August 6, 2026 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Samuel Everett Dewey

SAMUEL EVERETT DEWEY

(AIS No. 1003040002)

Chambers of Samuel Everett Dewey, LLC
2200 12" Court North Apt. 609

Arlington, VA 22201

Telephone: (410) 207-8513

Email: samueledewey@sedchambers.com
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/s/ Kyle Patrick Brosnan
KYLE BROSNAN

(AIS No. 1412160110)
Telephone: 845-674-5589
Email: Kyle@lItsYourGov.org
THE OVERSIGHT PROJECT
211 North Union Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

/s/ Eric Neal Cornett

ERIC NEAL CORNETT
(D.C. Bar No. 1660201)*
Email: Neal@itsyourgov.org
Telephone: (606) 275-0978
THE OVERSIGHT PROJECT
211 North Union Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

/s/ Marshall Yates

MARSHALL YATES

(Alabama Bar No. 9600B58E)*
Email: Marshall@itsyourgov.org
THE OVERSIGHT PROJECT
211 North Union Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

*Application for pro hac vice admission
forthcoming

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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IN THE
CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

MICHAEL HOWELL, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
*
.
*  No. C-02-CV-26-001986
WES MOORE, et al., .
Defendants.
* * % % % % % % % % % *

AFFIDAVIT OF MELISSIA DORSEY

1. I, Melissia Dorsey, am over 18 years of age, and am competent to testify to the
facts set forth herein.

2. Ihave personal knowledge of the matters contained herein.

3. I have worked for the Maryland State Board of Elections (“SBE”) since July 2021.
I currently serve as the Assistant Deputy of Election Policy. My work requires,
among other things, overseeing the preparation, printing, and delivery of all
mail-in ballot materials for use in Maryland elections. This includes the
preparation, printing, and delivery of all mail-in ballots, ballot envelopes, and

testing materials for mail-in ballots scanners for the 2026 general election.
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. Federal law requires that SBE transmit mail-in ballots to qualified overseas voters
by the 45th day before an election. 52 U.S.C. § 20302(a)(8)(A). For the 2026
presidential general election, that deadline falls on Saturday, September 19, 2026.

. Similarly, State law requires SBE to transmit a mail-in ballot to each voter who
has made a timely request to vote by mail by the 43rd day before an election. Md.
Code. Ann., Election Law Atrticle, § 9-306(c)(1). For the 2026 general election,
that deadline falls on Monday, September 21, 2026.

. Therefore, by the third weekend in September, mail-in ballots, instructions and
other inserts, and ballot envelopes (together known as “ballot packets™) for every
overseas and domestic voter, who has made a timely request, must be printed and
ready for mailing.

. Mail-in ballots cannot differ from ballots voted in person. Functionally, then, by
the third weekend in September, the form and content of Maryland’s ballot can no
longer be changed.

. The timeline estimates provided in this affidavit are specific to mail-in ballots
transmitted by the United States Postal Service, and are in addition to those
provided by Natasha Walker for the preparation of ballot materials related to
in-person voting and web delivery.

. SBE cannot produce the required quantity of ballot materials and securely mail
them on its own. Instead, through the State procurement process, SBE has publicly
contracted with a third-party vendor (Taylor Print and Visual Impressions) for the

printing and mailing of all ballot materials. The contract, #D38B1600011,
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approved by the Board of Public Works on December 1, 2021, remains in effect
through the 2026 election cycle.

10.SBE cannot presently provide or procure a different solution for preparing and
printing mail-in ballot materials for the 2026 gubernatorial general election.

11. The process for printing, assembling, and mailing mail-in ballot packets began
with SBE securely transmitting to the third-party vendor digital image files of the
ballot envelopes, and other ballot packet inserts. Once ballots are finalized, they
will be transmitted to the vendor.

12.Once the ballot design is completed and made public for three days, the vendor
begins printing “test decks,” samples of thousands of ballots. These test decks are
printed materials created to run through the State’s voting system equipment. Test
decks are used to ensure that the final ballots, as designed by SBE, can be
accurately and reliably read by the voting system equipment.

13. Currently, printing of test decks is scheduled to be completed by September 6,
2026. If a change to the ballot is necessary and the process of sending ballots to
the vendor is delayed, printing of test decks must be completed by September 8,
2026, in order to have enough time for the vendor to produce mail-in ballot
packets to meet the federal and state deadlines.

14.0Once the test decks are printed, the third-party vendor ships each of the 23
counties and Baltimore City the test decks specific to that jurisdiction. Receipt of

the test decks by the jurisdiction can require up to three days.
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15.Each county and Baltimore City must then scan each test deck it receives. This
requires election officials to manually run documentary material through ballot
scanners, comparing the results of the scanning to the known information
attendant to the test deck.

16. Scanning of test decks and reporting of results generally requires 2-3 days, and is
currently scheduled to be completed by September 10, 2026. If changes to the
ballot result in additional time to create final ballot PDFs, this deadline can be
moved to no later than September 11, 2026.

17.Upon confirmation from all counties and Baltimore City that the test decks scan
reliably through the statewide voting system, the effort to print ballots and ballot
envelopes can begin.

18. Ballot printing and ballot packet assembly requires the third-party vendor at least
6-7 business days for 500,000 ballot packets, and more for larger quantities

19.SBE anticipates directing the printing and assembly of at least 500,000 ballot
packets for the 2026 general election. Accordingly, SBE anticipates that the entire
process for printing and assembling mail-in ballot packets prior to the deadline
imposed by 52 U.S.C. § 20302 will require 13-16 days.

20.Considering all that has been described, the State Board must ascertain the
questions and candidates to be included on the ballot on or before September 3,
2026.

21.1 solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that foregoing contents of this

Affidavit are true to the best of my personal knowledge, information, and belief.

E. 57



8/14/2026 Welizacn p&w;%

Date Melissia Dorsey
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IN THE
CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY CITY

MICHAEL HOWELL, et al.,

Plaintiffs, *
V. ® No. C-02-CV-26-001986
*
WES MOORE, et al.,
Defendants. *
* * * * * * * * * * * *

AFFIDAVIT OF NATASHA WALKER
L. I, Natasha Walker, am over 18 years of age, and am competent to testify to
the facts set forth herein.

2. I have personal knowledge of the matters contained herein.

3. I have been employed by the Maryland State Board of Elections (“SBE”)
since 2003. I currently serve as Director of Voting and Election Management
Systems and have been performing the functions of that job since October, 2023.
My work requires, among other things, coordinating the preparation of ballots in

advance of the primary and general elections

4, The deadline for a candidate to decline the nomination of their party so that
his or her name would not appear on the general election ballot was Tuesday, August

4, 2026 at 5:00 p.m.
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5. Vacancies on the ballot created by a declination of a nomination had to be

filled by the appropriate authority before August 7, 2026 at 5:00 p.m.

6. The last day for which a candidate’s death or disqualification, having become
known to SBE or the appropriate local board, would result in the candidate’s

removal from the general election ballot was August 10, 2026.

7. Vacancies on the ballot created by the death or disqualification of a candidate

must be filled by the appropriate authority before August 14, 2026.

8. On August 18, 2026, SBE will begin creating ballot databases, importing the
ballot data, and laying out the different ballots that will be in use across the state for

the general election.

9. By August 24, 2026, local boards of election (“LBEs”) will receive ballot
proofing packages to review and approve the ballots pertinent to their respective

jurisdictions. This process takes approximately one week for larger jurisdictions.

10.  On August 31, 2026, ballots must be certified pursuant to Md. Code Ann. EL
§ 9-207(a)(2) and placed on SBE’s website for public viewing. In total, 1,991 ballot

styles will be in use across the State during the 2026 general election.

11.  Any addition or removal of a ballot question during the period prior to

certification will require SBE to correct the relevant databases and redo the process
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of laying out affected ballots, and will require affected LBEs to re-review and re-

approve affected ballots pertinent to their jurisdictions.

12.  Pursuant to Maryland Code Annotated, Election Law § 9-207(a)(2), the
certification of ballots must take place “at least 64 days before the election,” which,
for the 2026 gubernatorial general election, imposes a deadline of August 31, 2026.
However, because mail-in ballots must be made available to military and overseas
voters no later than 45 days before the election (this year, September 19, 2026)
pursuant to 52 U.S.C. § 20302(a)(8)(A), SBE strives to certify ballots as early as
possible to allow for the completion of the several steps required to take place before

the military/overseas mailing deadline.

13.  SBE creates multiple ballot formats for the various needs of the election.
Specimen ballots are designed for voter education. Ballots voted in-person (during
early voting and on election day) and mail-in ballots do not differ, but the process
of their preparation does. Test decks for mail-in ballots are scanned through specific
scanners used only during the mail-in canvass; test decks for in-person ballots must
be scanned on every scanner in the State used during early voting and election day.
In-person test deck scanning requires weeks in larger jurisdictions. Finally, web-
delivery ballots must be designed to print on the 8 /2 x 11-inch paper found in

consumer printers, rather than the 17-inch paper used for all other types of ballots.
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14.  On September 3, 2026, SBE will begin the process of creating PDFs of all
1,991 of the general election ballots for each of the different ballot formats that will
be in use (including specimen ballots, election day ballots, test deck ballots, mail-in
ballots, and 11-inch ballots for web delivery). Start to finish, this process takes
approximately eight days. PDFs for in-person ballots, mail-in ballots, and their
respective test decks are completed first. Any change to the ballots during this

period would require PDFs of the affected ballots across all formats to be redone.

15.  On September 6, 2026, SBE expects to begin the printing of all test decks
and all ballots. This includes test decks for all ballots voted in-person, mail-in
ballots, and specimen ballots. This process typically takes 3 weeks, and at the
conclusion of the printing process approximately 20,000,000 different physical
ballot sheets will have been generated. After the date that printing begins, changes
to ballots would be costly and disruptive. The pre-print production process takes
approximately 2 days to lay out the ballot styles and create the metal printing plates
for each ballot style. When ballot styles change, new ballot style PDF’s must be sent
to the printer and the pre-print production process must be redone. Any ballots
printed for the impacted jurisdiction must be disposed of to ensure that the wrong

ballot styles do not get sent to the jurisdiction.

16.  On September 3, 2026, SBE expects to import final ballot style data into its
MDVOTERS database. Once this is done, local boards of election must verify that

styles are aligned with the correct precincts and splits. For larger jurisdictions this
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process takes approximately 2 days, and any change to the ballots during or after
this process would require the ballot styles to be reimported and would require

affected LBEs to re-verify all ballot styles to precinct associations.

17.  On September 6, 2026, SBE expects to finalize the ballot style process in the
MDVOTERS database by assigning voters who have requested a mail-in ballot to
the current election. Once the mail-in voters have been assigned to the current
election, there is no way to unassign them without intervention from the
MDVOTERS development team. After speaking with the development team, it is
my understanding that it would take approximately 5 days to return to the point

where absentee voters can be assigned to the current election again.

18.  On September 8, 2026, SBE expects to begin testing of its web delivery
system. Under Maryland law, voters may request that mail-in ballots be delivered
to them via the web. In order to test SBE’s web delivery system, SBE must transmit
ballot style and content data to its programmer, who then performs quality assurance
testing using real absentee voters. The testing process takes approximately ten days,
and must be completed before the September 19, 2026 deadline for making mail-in
ballots available to military and overseas voters. Also, the testing process may not

begin until mail-in ballots are assigned to voters.

19.  While ballots are being prepared, SBE also conducts testing of its election

results site and news feed, to allow for real-time election results reporting to the
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public. The process draws on finalized ballot information to produce XML and
CSV files of all final contest and candidate data for the purpose of producing test
results files and HTML test results pages. This process begins at the time of ballot
certification and takes approximately two months to complete. This testing process

must be complete by October 30, 2026.

20. Upon test deck delivery, the local boards of elections begin Logic and
Accuracy testing on all voting equipment that will be used in the election. Logic and
Accuracy on the equipment to be used during early voting must be completed by
October 20, 2026. Logic and Accuracy for the equipment to be used on election day

must be completed by October 26, 2026.

21.  Early voting for the 2026 gubernatorial general election is scheduled to begin

October 22, 2026, and conclude on October 29, 2026.

22.  Election day for the 2026 gubernatorial general election is November 3,
2026.
23.  Considering all that has been described, the State Board must ascertain the
questions and candidates to be included on the ballot on or before September 3,
2026.
24, 1 solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that foregoing contents of

this Affidavit are true to the best of my personal knowledge, information, and belief.
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8/17/2026 ﬂa}aﬁm Wal kel

Date Natasha Walker
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IN THE
CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

* No. C-02-CV-26-001986
MICHAEL HOWELL, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
V. *
WES MOORE, et al.,
Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID MORGAN

1. I, David Morgan, am over 18 years of age, and am competent to testify to the
facts set forth herein.

2. | have personal knowledge of the matters contained herein.

3. | have been employed by the Maryland State Board of Elections (“SBE”) since
February 5, 2025. | currently serve as Information Technology Technical Specialist and
have been performing the functions of that job since February 5, 2025. My work

requires, among other things, maintaining and updating SBE’s public facing website..

4. After the enactment of Chapter 881 of 2026, the State Board of Elections posted
both the full text of the proposed amendment, the ballot question authored by the
General Assembly, and a link to the enactment proposing the amendment on its website

at 1:30 p.m. on Friday, August 7, 2026.

5. On August 9, 2026, | performed a search to determine how many users visited
SBE’s ballot question webpage. That search determined that, between August 5 and

August 7, 2026, the State Board'’s ballot question webpage tracked approximately 176

E. 66



active users. Since this time, the updated metrics estimate that 151 active users visited
the page during that timeframe. Due to the nature of Google Analytics reporting, the
original number is an estimate based on an algorithm. The later number, while also

based on an algorithm, is more precise.

6. The Department of Legislative services drafted a plain language summary of the
proposed amendment. The Office of the Attorney General transmitted a letter on August
7, 2026, approving the summary. The summary was submitted to the State Board on

August 11, 2026, and posted publicly by the State Board the same day

7. | solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that foregoing contents of this

Affidavit are true to the best of my personal knowledge, information, and belief.

08-18-2026

Date D/!vid[Morgan U
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IN THE
CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

* No. C-02-CV-26-001986
MICHAEL HOWELL, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

WES MOORE, et al.,

Defendants.

e T T T T T T T T T T e
AFFIDAVIT OF ERIN HUSTINGS

1. I, Erin Hustings, am over 18 years of age, and am competent to testify to the
facts set forth herein.

2. I have personal knowledge of the matters contained herein.

3. I have been employed by the Maryland State Board of Elections (“SBE”) since
May 2025. | currently serve as an Administrator Il and have been performing the
functions of that job since May 2025. My work requires, among other things, managing
the public posting of State and local ballot questions in compliance with State and
federal law. This includes, but is not limited to, Election Law Sections 7-103 and 7-105,
and the federal Voting Rights Act, which requires various election-related materials to be
published in both English and Spanish. This effort involves coordinating the receipt and
publication of information and documentation from several State agencies, as well as a

private translation vendor.

4, To comply with State laws requiring the posting of ballot questions for comments,

and the addition of ballot question summaries, related legislation, and proposed
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constitutional amendment text in advance of the election, the following process was
followed for each ballot question. An accordion was created on the website with all
questions for the State or county, and instructions and deadlines were posted for
members of the public wishing to provide comments. The letter or number identifying
each ballot question served as a header. Under each header the plain language
summary and the for/against statements were posted. As comments were received, SBE
forwarded them to the entity responsible for drafting question text. Agencies that
amended their proposed ballot question text in response to comments received provided
updated text, which we used to update our webpage. To meet the additional posting
requirements, a link to the “Amendment Text,” a link to related legislation, and the
Department of Legislative Services Ballot Question Summaries were provided at the top
of the SBE accordion. Clicking on the link would take the voter to the respective
document or website. Updating state ballot questions was, therefore, a multistep

process.

5. Prior to the enactment of Chapter 881 of 2026, on or about July 7, 2026, SBE
posted on its website the three statewide ballot questions approved by the general
assembly to be included on the 2026 general election ballot. Those questions were
Question 1: Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session, Question 2: Ch. 156 of the 2026
Legislative Session, and Question 3: Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session. Question
1 and Question 2 were identical due to the way in which they were adopted during the
legislative session. Until the special legislative session, these three questions were the -

only state questions that were to appear on the general election ballot.

6. On August 5, 2026, SBE learned through news media reports that, during a
special legislative session, the General Assembly had passed Chapter 881 of 2026 and

removed the duplicative question from the ballot by removing Chapter 156 of the 2026
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Legislative Session. This meant that several updates needed to be made to the SBE
website. First, the text in the SBE accordion needed to be updated to reflect the new
ballot questions. Second, the “Amendment Text” document and links to related
legislation needed to be updated. Third, the Ballot Question Summary document

provided by DLS needed to be updated.

7. Itis my understanding that Chapter 881 is to be included on the ballot exactly as
it was passed by the General Assembly. Therefore, the language to be included on the
SBE accordion was to mirror exactly the language in the bill, including the summary and

for/against statements.

8. As a starting point, on that day, | reviewed the General Assembly website's
records concerning the bills that made these changes, and found that they did not yet
include Chapter numbers. While the text of the ballot question was available two key
pieces of information were missing, preventing SBE from updating the text on the “SBE”
accordion of the ballot question website: (1) the updated numerical order of the ballot

questions and (2) the Chapter number for the Election Districts ballot question.

9. Addition‘al updates were necessary to comply with federal election laws as well,
which required gathering additional information. SBE needed new website material to
be translated into Spanish to meet federal legal requirements. This was not yet
available, such that an update could be made to the website. As a result, | prepared a
draft Amendment Text document to provide to our webmaster with all information

publicly available at the time.

10. On August 6, 2026, upon checking the General Assembly website, Chapter
numbers were located for the new laws affecting ballot questions, HB2100 and HB2101.

| edited the Amendment Text document | had prepared for upload to the State Board of
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Elections’ website that concerned Statewide ballot questions, adding the proposed

changes that HB 2100 would make, and removing Ch. 156.

ghl® Next, | requested confirmation from senior management of the revised order of
statewide questions. | understand that the State Board of Elections staff sought and
obtained information from the Office of the Attorney General that the consequence of the
legislative action would be that original Question 2 would be eliminated; original
Question 3 would become Question 2; and the measure created by Ch. 881 would
become Question 3. Based on this information, on the evening of August 6, 2026, |
transmitted the update to the accordion text and Amendment Text for statewide

questions to the webmaster to update the State Board of Elections’ website.

12; On August 7, 2026, the State Board of Elections posted the full text of the
proposed amendment, the ballot question authored by the General Assembly, and a link

to the enactment proposing the amendment for current Question 3.

13. On or about August 10, 2026, a review of the SBE accordion revealed that the
chapter number for Question 3 - Election Districts had not been updated when the
language was updated on August 6, 2026. As a result, the Chapter number was updated
from Chapter 878 to Chapter 881. Notably, only the text for the link was inaccurate.
Users who accessed that link would have been directed to the correct page on the

Maryland General Assembly website.

14. The Department of Legislative services drafted a Ballot Question Summary of
the proposed amendment. The Office of the Attorney General transmitted a letter on
August 7, 2026, approving the summary. The summary was submitted to the State
Board of Elections on August 11, 2026, and posted publicly by the State Board of

Elections the same day.
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15. On August 11, 2026, my internal request for the Spanish translation was
submitted to SBE's vendor. The Spanish translation was received on August 12, 2026
and posted to the website. No further changes were made to the information about

statewide ballot questions on the State Board of Elections' webpage after this date.

16. I solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that foregoing contents of this

Affidavit are true to the best of my personal knowledge, information, and belief.

& [20[26 C:/M»»O

Date Erin Hustings (
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EXHIBIT 1



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND

MICHAEL L. HOWELL, et al. *

Plaintiffs,
v. Case No. C-02-26-001986

MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF
ELECTIONS, et al. *

Defendants. *

AFFIDAVIT OF MARSHALL YATES IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

I, MARSHALL YATES, solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that the contents of
this document are true to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief, and further state
as follows:

1. I am over the age of eighteen (18) years, have personal knowledge of the matters set
forth in this affidavit, and am competent to testify to those matters.

2. I am Strategic Counsel with the Oversight Project and counsel for Plaintiffs in the
above-captioned action with motion for special admission pending before the Court. In that
capacity, | obtained and reviewed the public records described below, and I have personal
knowledge of the manner in which each such record was obtained.

3. Attached as Exhibits A through O to Plaintiffs’ Memorandum in Support of Motion for
Summary Judgment (the “Memorandum”) are true and correct copies of the following records,
each of which I personally obtained from the source identified and compared to the version

published or maintained by that source:

E. 74



a. Exhibit A: Chapter 439 of the Acts of Maryland (Senate Bill 29), “Election Law —
Petitions and Ballot Questions — Contents, Plain Language Requirement, and Procedures,”
obtained from the Maryland General Assembly’s official legislative website
(mgaleg.maryland.gov).

b. Exhibit B: Executive Order 01.01.2026.14, “Proclamation Convening the General
Assembly of Maryland in Extraordinary Session at Annapolis, Maryland Commencing August
3,2026,” issued July 17, 2026, obtained from the Office of the Governor’s official website.

c. Exhibit C: House Bill 2100, 448th Session of the General Assembly, Special Session,
as originally introduced and read for the first time by the House on August 3, 2026, “Election
Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress,” obtained from the Maryland
General Assembly’s official legislative website.

d. Exhibit D: Fiscal and Policy Note, First Reader, for House Bill 2100 (2026 Session),
prepared by the Department of Legislative Services, obtained from the Maryland General
Assembly’s official legislative website.

e. Exhibit E: Amendment 923921 to House Bill 2100 (First Reading File Bill), adopted
by the House on August 3, 2026, obtained from the Maryland General Assembly’s official
legislative website.

f. Exhibit F: House Bill 2100 as amended, reflecting a Committee Report of “Favorable
with amendments” and House action of “Adopted” on second reading, August 3, 2026, and as
passed by both Houses of the General Assembly on August 4, 2026, obtained from the

Maryland General Assembly’s official legislative website.
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g. Exhibit G: Fiscal and Policy Note, Third Reader, for House Bill 2100 (2026 Session),
prepared by the Department of Legislative Services, obtained from the Maryland General
Assembly’s official legislative website.

h. Exhibit H: 2026 Maryland Laws, chapter 881 (House Bill 2100), “Election Districts —
General Assembly and Representatives in Congress,” as enacted, obtained from the Maryland
General Assembly’s official legislative website.

1. Exhibit I: A Wayback Machine-archived capture, dated August 6, 2026, of the
Maryland State Board of Elections webpage titled “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election,” obtained from web.archive.org.

j- Exhibit J: A copy of the same Maryland State Board of Elections “Ballot Questions
for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage, downloaded by me on August 7, 2026.

k. Exhibit K: A letter dated July 29, 2026, from Jodie L. Chilson, Senior Manager,
Department of Legislative Services, to Jared DeMarinis, State Administrator of Elections,
enclosing Department of Legislative Services summaries of the questions to appear on the
ballot at the November 2026 general election, obtained from the document linked on the
Maryland State Board of Elections’ “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election”
webpage.

L. Exhibit L: The “Amendment Text” document linked on the Maryland State Board of
Elections’ “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage, downloaded by me
on August 7, 2026, containing the full text of three proposed constitutional amendments.

m. Exhibit M: A copy of the Maryland State Board of Elections “Ballot Questions for the

November 3, 2026 Election” webpage, downloaded by me on August 13, 2026.
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n. Exhibit N: A copy of the same Maryland State Board of Elections “Ballot Questions
for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage, downloaded by me on August 14, 2026.

0. Exhibit O: A letter dated August 11, 2026, from Jodie L. Chilson, Senior Manager,
Department of Legislative Services, to Jared DeMarinis, State Administrator of Elections,
enclosing updated Department of Legislative Services summaries of the questions to appear
on the ballot at the November 2026 general election, obtained from the document linked on
the Maryland State Board of Elections’ “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election”
webpage.

4. In the following paragraphs 4.1 through 4.62, I personally attest to the corresponding
paragraphs of the “Statement of Undisputed Material Facts” contained within the
Memorandum. Each of the following undisputed material facts is within my personal
knowledge:

4.1 On May 12, 2026, Senate Bill 29 (hereinafter, “SB 29”) was enacted into law upon
receiving the approval of Defendant Governor Moore. See Exhibit A, 2026 Md. Laws, ch. 439
(S.B. 29) [hereinafter “Ex. A™].

4.2 Section 2 of SB 29 expressly provided that SB 29 “shall take effect June 1, 2026,” id.
§ 2, and so became “effective June 1, 2026.” Exhibit D, Thomas S. Elder, MD. DEP’T OF LEGIS.
SERVS., FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE: FIRST READER, H.B. 2100, 2026 Sess., at3 (2026)
[hereinafter “Ex. D”].

43 SB 29 amended EL § 7-103 so as to modify State law requirements governing the
content of ballot questions (including those proposing constitutional amendments) under to
require that a ballot question include:

» abrief'title that describes the topic, goal, or outcome of the ballot question;
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a condensed statement describing the change in policy to be adopted in plain and
clear language that (i) a voter can easily understand; (ii) does not explain the legal
mechanism providing for the policy change; and (iii) does not contain legal jargon
or use double negatives or the passive voice; and

a brief statement explaining what the practical outcome of each voting choice

would be.

Ex. D at 3; Ex. A § 1; see EL § 7-103(b).

4.4 SB 29 amended EL §§ 7-103, 7-105 so as to modify and establish State law

requirements governing certain deadlines relating to the preparation of the text of ballot

questions as well as the availability of ballot question text and related information to the public,

prior to a general election, including the following:

The Secretary of State (here, Defendant Secretary Lee) must prepare and certify the
required information and content of a statewide ballot question to the State Board
of Elections (here, Defendant SBE) by the July 1 immediately preceding the
general election (here, July 1, 2026, for the November 3, 2026 general election);

Defendant SBE must make the required information and content submitted by
Defendant Secretary Lee available to the public for a 15-day comment period; and
Defendant SBE and local boards must make widely accessible to the public, for at
least 90 days before a general election (here, August 5, 2026, for the November
3, 2026 general election), (1) the complete text of a proposed amendment to the
Maryland Constitution that will be a ballot question at the election and (2) a link to

the General Assembly webpage for the legislation.

Ex.Dat3; Ex. A § 1; see EL §§ 7-103(c)(1) & (5), 705(e)(1)~(2).
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4.5  Readopted in SB 29, EL § 7-105 requires that local boards provide notice of any
statewide ballot question on a proposed amendment to the Maryland Constitution to the voters
of their respective counties, see EL § 7-105(a), which must contain the information required
in EL § 7-103(b)(6), “and a brief statement, prepared in clear and concise language, devoid of
technical and legal terms to the extent practical, summarizing the question.” EL § 7-105(b)(1).
EL § 7-105(b) further requires that this statement be prepared by the Department of Legislative
Services, approved by the Attorney General (here, Defendant Attorney General Brown), and
submitted to the State Board (here, Defendant SBE) by the first Monday in August (here,
August 3, 2026, for the November 3, 2026 general election).

4.6 SB 29 also amended EL § 9-207 so as to clarify that certification of a ballot layout
under that section “may not be construed to be a certification of the ballot language required
to be certified under [EL] § 7-103 of this article, including the plain language condensed
statement required under [EL] § 7-103(b)(4) of this article.” Ex. A § 1; see EL § 9-207(f).

4.7  On July 17, 2026, Defendant Governor Moore issued a proclamation convening the
General Assembly in an Extraordinary Session “[c]lommencing August 3, 2026.” Exhibit B,
Md. Exec. Order No. 01.01.2026.14 (July 17, 2026) [hereinafter “Ex. B”] (emphasis added).
4.8  According to the Proclamation, the General Assembly was being convened in
Extraordinary Session “for the purpose of passing legislation to amend the State constitution
to clarify and reaffirm that the provisions which govern the requirements of our State
legislative districts do not apply to Maryland’s congressional districts.” Id.

4.9 On August 3, 2026, House Bill 2100 (“HB 2100”) was originally introduced and first

considered by the House in the special session. See Exhibit C, HB2100, 448th Gen. Assemb.,
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Spec.

Sess., https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100f.pdf (as

introduced by the House on Aug. 3, 2026) [hereinafter, “Ex. C”].

originally

4.10  Section 1 of HB 2100 (hereinafter, the “Proposed Amendment”) provides that “it be

proposed that the Maryland Constitution read” as follows:

13

19

20
21
22

23
24
25

Article III - Legislative Department

Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.

62.

(A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.

(B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION,
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN.

Ex.C§ 1.

4.11

The Proposed Amendment seeks to modify the text of Article III of the Maryland

Constitution in multiple ways: (1) First, by modifying section 4 of Article III to specify that

only General Assembly districts are subject to the requirements that districts must be

contiguous, compact, and of substantially equal population, and that due regard must be given

to political subdivision and natural boundaries; (2) Second, by adding a new section (i.e.,

section 62) to Article III including two subsections; (3) Third, by adding in the first subsection

under the new section 62 a provision that would permit the General Assembly to grant to the

Maryland Supreme Court original jurisdiction to review the State’s congressional plan; and (4)

Fourth, by adding in the second subsection under the new section 62 a provision that would

render the requirements of the Maryland Constitution, including the Declaration of Rights,

inapplicable to the State’s congressional plan. Ex. C § 1.
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4.12  Section 3(a) of HB 2100 provides that the Proposed Amendment “shall be submitted
to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be held in November 2026 for
adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution.” Ex. C
§ 3(a).

4.13  Section 3(b)(1) of HB 2100 provides: “At that general election, the vote on the
proposed amendment to the Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be
printed the words ‘For the Constitutional Amendment’ and ‘Against the Constitutional
Amendment’, as now provided by law.” Ex. C § 3(b)(1).

4.14  As originally introduced and considered by the House, section 3(b)(2) of HB 2100
provided: “At that general election, a question substantially similar to the following shall be
submitted to the qualified voters of the State:”

9 “Question ___ — Constitutional Amendment

10 The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the
11 Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General
12 Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
13 Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires
14 the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal
15 laws.”.

Ex. C § 3(b)(2).

4.15  Section 3(c) of HB 2100 provides: “Immediately after the election, all returns shall be
made to the Governor of the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by
Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with
Article XIV.” Ex. C § 3(c).

4.16 The Department of Legislative Services provided a Fiscal and Policy Note for HB 2100
as originally introduced and considered by the House, which conceded that HB 2100 and the
Proposed Amendment do not comply with applicable Maryland law governing statewide ballot

questions:
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Additional Comments: The Department of Legislative Services notes that
the new statutory deadline of July 1 for certification of ballot questions by
SOS and SBE has passed. Even so, the bill specifies language for the ballot
question. Further, as noted above under Current Law, SBE and local boards
of elections must publicly post the text of any proposed constitutional
amendment at least 90 days before the general election. The 2026 special
session is scheduled to end on August 5, 2026, exactly 90 days before the
general election, which is scheduled for November 3, 2026.

Ex. D at 3 (emphasis added).

4.17 On August 3, 2026, the House adopted Amendment 923921, which revised Section
3(b)(2) of HB 2100. Compare Ex. C § 3(b)(2), with Exhibit E; Amend. 923921 HB2100,
448th Gen. Assemb., Spec. Sess., https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/amds/bil_0000/HB2
100_92392101.pdf [hereinafter “Ex. E”].

4.18  As amended by Amendment 923921, HB 2100 was passed by the House and Senate of
the General Assembly on August 4, 2026.

4.19 As amended and adopted by both Houses of the General Assembly, section 3(b)(2) of
HB 2100 provides: “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at [the November 3, 2026]
general election, the following question shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State:”

15 “Question ___ — Constitutional Amendment

16 The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the
17 Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General
18 Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
19 Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires
20 the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal
21 laws.”.

Exhibit F, HB 2100, 448th Gen. Assemb., Spec. Sess., https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/
bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf (as amended by the House on Aug. 3, 2026) [hereinafter, “Ex. F”]
(emphasis added).

420 The Fiscal and Policy Note provided by the Department of Legislative Services for HB

2100, as amended and adopted by the General Assembly, observed that:
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The bill also specifies language for the ballot question and requires the
question to be included on the ballot at the November 2026 general election,
notwithstanding any other provision of law; thus, it effectively exempts the
ballot question from existing statutory requirements governing the timing
and content of ballot questions.

Exhibit G, Thomas S. Elder, MD. DEP’T OF LEGIS. SERVS., FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE:
THIRD READER, H.B. 2100, 2026 Sess., at 1 (2026) [hereinafter “Ex. G”] (emphasis added).
421 On August 5, 2026, HB 2100 was purportedly approved by Defendant Governor Moore
and assigned Chapter 881 as an “enactment subject to constitutional referendum,” even though
Article XIV’s constitutional referendum process does not authorize or require gubernatorial
assent. Exhibit H, 2026 Md. Laws, ch. 881 (H.B. 2100) [hereinafter “Ex. H”].

422 On August 6, 2026, Plaintiffs brought this action for declaratory judgment and
injunctive relief and petition for judicial review under EL § 12-202 against Defendants,
challenging, among other things, the placement of the Proposed Amendment on the November
3, 2026 general election ballot. See Compl. § 1.

4.23  Each individual Plaintiff is a resident and registered voter of the State of Maryland.
4.24  On or before August 6, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage that is publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website
listed three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments for the
November 3, 2026 general election. See Exhibit I, Maryland State Board of Elections, Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election, Internet Archive: Wayback Machine,
(Aug. 6, 2026), https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/
elections/2026/ballot _questions.html [hereinafter “Ex. I”’].

425 On or before August 6, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed

constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
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Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website
included:
(1) “Question 1” entitled “Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of
2026”, which contained a link to “Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-
paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-paragraph description
of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment “means”, a one-paragraph
description of what “A vote AGAINST” the constitutional amendment “means”,
and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language;
(2) “Question 2” also entitled “Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of

20267, which contained a link to “Ch. 156 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-

paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-paragraph description
of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment “means”, a one-paragraph
description of what “A vote AGAINST” the constitutional amendment “means”;
and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language;

(3) “Question 3” entitled “Temporary Appointments on the Commission on

Judicial Disabilities”, which contained a link to “Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative

Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-
paragraph description of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment
“means”, a one-paragraph description of what “A vote AGAINST” the
constitutional amendment “means”; and a reproduced translation of the foregoing
in the Spanish language.

Ex. I (emphasis in original).
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4.26  On or before August 6, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
link—Tlocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments—to a document entitled “Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot

Question Summaries (PDF)”. The linked document is a letter addressed to Defendant State
Elections Administrator DeMarinis that “enclosed ... the summaries prepared by the
Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on the ballot at
the 2026 general election”:
Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment
Exhibit K, Letter from Jodie L. Chilson, Senior Manager, Dep’t of Leg. Servs. to Jared
DeMarinis, State Adm’r. of Elections (July 29, 2026) [hereinafter, “Ex. K] (emphasis in
original).
4.27 The “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage that was publicly posted to and
displayed on Defendant SBE’s website as of August 6, 2026 indicated that the enclosed

summaries were approved by Defendant Attorney General Brown on July 22, 2026 and

submitted to Defendant SBE on July 29, 2026. See Ex. K.
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4.28 On or about August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage that is publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website listed
three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments for the November 3,
2026 general election. See Exhibit J, Maryland State Board of Elections, Ballot Questions for
the November 3, 2026 Election (downloaded by me on August 7, 2026) [hereinafter “Ex. J].

429 On or about August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website
included:

(1) “Question 1” entitled “Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of

20267, which contained a link to “Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-

paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-paragraph description
of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment “means”, a one-paragraph
description of what “A vote AGAINST” the constitutional amendment “means”,
and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language;

(2) “Question 2” entitled “Temporary Appointments on the Commission on

Judicial Disabilities”, which contained a link to “Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative

Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-
paragraph description of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment
“means”, a one-paragraph description of what “A vote AGAINST” the
constitutional amendment “means”; and a reproduced translation of the foregoing

in the Spanish language;

13

E. 86



(3) “Question 3” entitled “Election Districts”, which contained a link also to “Ch.

878 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed

Amendment in HB 2100, a one-line note that reads: “For the Constitutional
Amendment”, and a one-line note that reads: “Against the Constitutional
Amendment”.
Ex. J (emphasis in original).
430 On or about August 7, 2026, “Question 3” of the three statewide ballot questions on
proposed constitutional amendments provided a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed
Amendment in HB 2100, but it did not provide the correct corresponding chapter number
assigned to HB 2100—i.e., chapter 881. Compare Ex. J, with Ex. H.
431 On or about August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website did not
match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were
publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website on or before August 6, 2026. Compare Ex.
J, with Ex. 1.
4.32  Onor about August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
“Note:”—located above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional
amendments—which read “Updated August 4.” Ex. J (emphasis in original).
4.33  On or about August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026

Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
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link—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments—to a document entitled “Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot

Question Summaries (PDF)”. The linked document is a letter addressed to Defendant State
Elections Administrator DeMarinis that “enclosed ... the summaries prepared by the
Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on the ballot at
the 2026 general election”:
Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment
Ex. K (emphasis in original).
4.34 The “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage that was publicly posted to and
displayed on Defendant SBE’s website as of August 7, 2026 indicated that the enclosed
summaries were approved by Defendant Attorney General Brown on July 22, 2026 and
submitted to Defendant SBE on July 29, 2026. See Ex. K.
435 On or about August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage did not match the three statewide

ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were listed with enclosed

summaries in the “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the official
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“Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. J, with Ex.
K.

436 On or about August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
link—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments—to a document entitled “Amendment Text (PDF)”. See Exhibit L, Maryland

State Board of Elections, Amendment Text (downloaded by me on August 7, 2026) [hereinafter
“Ex. L”].

4.37 The “Amendment Text” document linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the

November 3, 2026 Election” webpage that was publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant
SBE’s website as of August 7, 2026 contained the full text of three proposed constitutional
amendments that the document listed as statewide ballot questions. See Ex. L.

438 On or about August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were listed with the full text of those amendments on the

“Amendment Text” document—which was linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for

the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant
SBE’s website—did not match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments that were listed with enclosed summaries in the “State Ballot Question

Summaries” document—which was also linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the
November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. L, with Ex. K.

4.39  Sometime after August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage that is publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website

listed three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments for the
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November 3, 2026 general election. See Exhibit M, Maryland State Board of Elections, Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election (downloaded by me on August 13, 2026)
[hereinafter “Ex. M™].

440 Sometime after August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website
included:

(1) “Question 1” entitled “Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of

2026,”, which contained a link to “Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a

one-paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-paragraph
description of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment “means”, a one-
paragraph description of what “A vote AGAINST” the constitutional amendment
“means”, and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language;

(2) “Question 2” entitled “Temporary Appointments on the Commission on

Judicial Disabilities”, which contained a link to “Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative

Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-
paragraph description of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment
“means”, a one-paragraph description of what “A vote AGAINST” the
constitutional amendment “means”, and a reproduced translation of the foregoing
in the Spanish language;

(3) “Question 3” entitled “Election Districts”, which contained a link to “Ch. 881

of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed

Amendment in HB 2100, a one-line note that reads: “For the Constitutional
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Amendment”, and a one-line note that reads: “Against the Constitutional
Amendment”.
Ex. M (emphasis in original).
4.41 Sometime after August 7, 2026, “Question 3” of the three statewide ballot questions
on proposed constitutional amendments provided a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed
Amendment in HB 2100 and the correct corresponding chapter number assigned to HB 2100—
—i.e., chapter 881. Compare Ex. M, with Ex. H.
4.42 Sometime after August 7, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website did not
match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were
publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website on or about August 7, 2026. Compare Ex.
M, with Ex. J. Neither did they match those publicly posted to and displayed on the official
“Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website
on or before August 7, 2026. Compare Ex. M, with Ex. 1.
443 Sometime after August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website
provided a “Note:”—located above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments—which read “Updated August 4.” Ex. M (emphasis in original).
444 Between August 7 and August 11, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the
November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s

website provided a link—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed
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constitutional amendments—to a document entitled “Department of Legislative Services -

State Ballot Question Summaries (PDF)”. The linked document is a letter addressed to

Defendant State Elections Administrator DeMarinis that “enclosed . . . the summaries prepared
by the Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on the
ballot at the 2026 general election”:
Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment
Ex. K (emphasis in original).
4.45 The “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage that was publicly posted to and
displayed on Defendant SBE’s website between August 7 and August 11, 2026 indicated that
the enclosed summaries were approved by Defendant Attorney General Brown on July 22,
2026 and submitted to Defendant SBE on July 29, 2026. See Ex. K.
4.46 Between August 7 and August 11, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on
proposed constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official
“Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage did not match the three

statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were listed with

enclosed summaries in the “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the
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official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. M,
with Ex. K.

4.47 Sometime after August 7, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website
provided a link—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed

constitutional amendments—to a document entitled “Amendment Text (PDF)”. See Ex. L.

4.48 The “Amendment Text” document linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the

November 3, 2026 Election” webpage that was publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant
SBE’s website after August 7, 2026 contained the full text of three proposed constitutional
amendments that the document listed as statewide ballot questions. See Ex. L.

4.49 Between August 7 and August 11, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on
proposed constitutional amendments that were listed with the full text of those amendments on

the “Amendment Text” document—which was linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions

for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant
SBE’s website—did not match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments that were listed with enclosed summaries in the “State Ballot Question

Summaries” document—which was alse linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the
November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. L, with Ex. K.

4.50 On or about August 14, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage that is publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website
listed three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments for the

November 3, 2026 general election. See Exhibit N, Maryland State Board of Elections, Ballot
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Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election (downloaded by me on August 14, 2026)
[hereinafter “Ex. N”].
4.51 On or about August 14, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website
included:

(1) “Question 1” entitled “Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of

2026”, which contained a link to “Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-

paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-paragraph description
of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment “means”, a one-paragraph
description of what “A vote AGAINST” the constitutional amendment “means”,
and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language;

(2) “Question 2” entitled “Temporary Appointments on the Commission on

Judicial Disabilities”, which contained a link to “Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative

Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the constitutional amendment, a one-
paragraph description of what “A vote FOR” the constitutional amendment
“means”, a one-paragraph description of what “A vote AGAINST” the
constitutional amendment “means”; and a reproduced translation of the foregoing
in the Spanish language; and

(3) “Question 3” entitled “Election Districts”, which contained a link to “Ch. 881

of the 2026 Legislative Session”, a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed

Amendment in HB 2100, a one-line note that reads: “For the Constitutional

21

E. 94



Amendment”, a one-line note that reads: “Against the Constitutional Amendment”,

and a reproduced translation of the foregoing in the Spanish language.
Ex. N (emphasis in original).
4.52 By August 14, 2026, “Question 3” of the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments provided a one-paragraph summary of the Proposed Amendment
in HB 2100, the correct corresponding chapter number assigned to HB 2100 (i.e., chapter 881),
and a Spanish translation. Compare Ex. N, with Ex. H.
4.53 On or about August 14, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website did not
match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were
publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage sometime after August 7, 2026. Compare Ex. N, with Ex. M. Neither did
they match those publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot Questions for the
November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of Defendant SBE’s website on or about August 7,
2026. Compare Ex. N, with Ex. J. Neither did they match those publicly posted to and
displayed on the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage of
Defendant SBE’s website on or before August 7, 2026. Compare Ex. N, with Ex. 1.
4.54  On or about August 14, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3,
2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website
provided a “Note:”—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed

constitutional amendments—which read “Updated August 4.” Ex. N (emphasis in original).
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4.55 Onor after August 11, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
link—Tlocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments—to a document entitled “Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot

Question Summaries (PDF)”. The linked document is a letter addressed to Defendant State
Elections Administrator DeMarinis that “enclosed ... the summaries prepared by the
Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on the ballot at
the 2026 general election”:
Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment
Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 881 (House Bill 2100) of the Special Session of 2026
Election Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress
Exhibit O, Letter from Jodie L. Chilson, Senior Manager, Dep’t of Leg. Servs. to Jared
DeMarinis, State Adm’r. of Elections (Aug. 11, 2026) [hereinafter, “Ex. O”] (emphasis in
original).
4.56  On or after August 11, 2026, the “State Ballot Question Summaries” document
linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage
publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website indicated that the enclosed

summaries were approved by Defendant Attorney General Brown on August 7, 2026 and

submitted to Defendant SBE on August 11, 2026. See Ex. O.
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4.57 On or after August 11, 2026, the “State Ballot Question Summaries” document
linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage
publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website stated the following:
As you are aware, during the Special Session, the General Assembly: (1)
withdrew and recalled the constitutional amendment proposed by Chapter 156
(Senate Bill 28) of 2026 through the passage of Chapter 882 of the Acts of the
Special Session of the General Assembly of 2026; and (2) proposed an
additional constitutional amendment through the passage of Chapter 881 of the
Acts of the Special Session of the General Assembly of 2026.
Ex. O.
4.58 On or after August 11, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed
constitutional amendments that were publicly posted to and displayed on the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage did match the three statewide ballot

questions on proposed constitutional amendments that were listed with enclosed summaries in

the “State Ballot Question Summaries” document linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions

for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. M and Ex. N, with Ex. O.

4.59  On or after August 11, 2026, the official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026
Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website provided a
link—Ilocated above the three listed statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional

amendments—to a document entitled “Amendment Text (PDF)”. See Ex. L.

4.60 On or after August 11, 2026, the “Amendment Text” document linked-to by the

official “Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to
and displayed on Defendant SBE’s website contained the full text of three proposed
constitutional amendments that the document listed as statewide ballot questions. See Ex. L.

4.61 On or after August 11, 2026, the three statewide ballot questions on proposed

constitutional amendments that were listed with the full text of those amendments on the
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“Amendment Text” document—which was linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for

the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on Defendant
SBE’s website—did match the three statewide ballot questions on proposed constitutional
amendments that were listed with enclosed summaries in the “State Ballot Question
Summaries” document—which was also linked-to by the official “Ballot Questions for the
November 3, 2026 Election” webpage. Compare Ex. L, with Ex. O.
4.62  From on or about August 7, 2026 to on or about August 14, 2026, the official “Ballot
Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election” webpage publicly posted to and displayed on
Defendant SBE’s website stated, in relevant part, that “[u]nder Election Law Article, § 7-
103(c)(5)(i), [Defendant SBE] has made available for public comment the text of ballot
questions for the 2026 general election[,]” and that “[t]he comment period closed on July 30,
2026[.]” Ex. J; Ex. M; Ex. N.
5. This Affidavit authenticates Exhibits A through O and, for the reasons and to the extent
described above, attests to the corresponding paragraphs of the “Statement of Undisputed
Material Facts” contained within the Memorandum.

I solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing contents of this

document are true to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

MARSHALL YATES
Dated: August 17, 2026
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EXHIBIT A



WES MOORE, Governor Ch. 439

Chapter 439

(Senate Bill 29)
AN ACT concerning

Election Law — Petitions and Ballot Questions — Contents, Plain Language
Requirement, and Procedures

FOR the purpose of altering the information that is required to be included on the signature
page of a petition seeking to place a question on the ballot and with a question on
the ballot; requiring that a certain summary included on the signature page of a
petition seeking to place a question on the ballot and a certain statement about a
question on the ballot be written in plain language; altering the deadline by which
ballot questions must be prepared and certified; requiring the State Board of
Elections to make certain information regarding a ballot question available for a
public comment period; requiring the State Board and each applicable local board of
elections to post certain information relating to certain ballot questions for at least
a certain period of time before the general election; and generally relating to petitions
and ballot questions.

BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,
Article — Election Law
Section 6-103(b), 6-201(c) and (d), 7-103(b) and (c), 7-105, and 9-207
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2022 Replacement Volume and 2025 Supplement)

BY repealing and reenacting, without amendments,
Article — Election Law
Section 6-201(a)
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2022 Replacement Volume and 2025 Supplement)

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND,
That the Laws of Maryland read as follows:

Article — Election Law
6-103.
(b) (1) The State Board shall:

@) prepare guidelines and instructions relating to the petition
process; and

(1))  design and arrange to have sample forms available to the public

conforming to this title for each purpose for which a petition is authorized by law.
_1_
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(2)  WHEN PREPARING GUIDELINES AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR
COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLAIN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT OF § 6-201(C)(2)(1II) OF
THIS TITLE, THE STATE BOARD SHALL:

1) CONSIDER ANY GENERALLY ACCEPTED GUIDELINES
REGARDING COMPLIANCE WITH THE FEDERAL PLAIN WRITING ACT OF 2010; AND

(II) PROHIBIT THE USE OF THE PASSIVE VOICE, LEGAL JARGON,
AND DOUBLE NEGATIVES.

(3) The guidelines, instructions, and forms shall be provided to the public,
on request, without charge.

6-201.
(a) A petition shall contain:
(1) an information page; and

(2)  signature pages containing not less than the total number of signatures
required by law to be filed.

(c) Each signature page shall contain:

(1)  a description of the subject and purpose of the petition, conforming to
the requirements of regulations;

(2)  if the petition seeks to place a question on the ballot[, either]:

@) A BRIEF TITLE THAT DESCRIBES THE TOPIC, GOAL, OR
OUTCOME OF THE BALLOT QUESTION;

(Im 1. a fair and accurate summary of the substantive provisions
of the proposal WRITTEN IN PLAIN, CLEAR LANGUAGE THAT:

A. A VOTER CAN EASILY UNDERSTAND;

B. DOES NOT EXPLAIN THE LEGAL MECHANISM
PROVIDING FOR THE POLICY CHANGE; AND

C. DOES NOT CONTAIN LEGAL JARGON OR USE DOUBLE
NEGATIVES OR THE PASSIVE VOICE; or
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[GD] 2. the full text of the proposal; AND

(IIT) A BRIEF STATEMENT EXPLAINING WHAT THE PRACTICAL
OUTCOME OF EACH VOTING CHOICE WOULD BE;

3) a statement, to which each signer subscribes, that:
@) the signer supports the purpose of that petition process; and
(1) Dbased on the signer’s information and belief, the signer is a
registered voter in the county specified on the page and is eligible to have his or her

signature counted;

(4)  spaces for signatures and the required information relating to the
signers;

(5)  a space for the name of the county in which each of the signers of that
page is a registered voter;

(6)  a space for the required affidavit made and executed by the circulator;
and

@) any other information required by regulation.

(d)  If the petition seeks to place a question on the ballot and the sponsor elects to
print a summary of the proposal on each signature page as provided in subsection [(c)(2)(1)]
(C)(2)(I1)1 of this section:

(1) the circulator shall have the full text of the proposal present at the time
and place that each signature is affixed to the page; and

(2) the signature page shall state that the full text is available from the
circulator.

7-103.
(b) Each question shall appear on the ballot containing the following information:

(1) a question number or letter as determined under subsection (d) of this
section;

(2) a brief designation of the type or source of the question;

(3)  a brief [descriptive] title in boldface type THAT DESCRIBES THE
TOPIC, GOAL, OR OUTCOME OF THE BALLOT QUESTION;

—_3_
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(4) a condensed statement [of the purpose of the question] DESCRIBING
THE CHANGE IN POLICY TO BE ADOPTED IN PLAIN AND CLEAR LANGUAGE THAT:

1)) A VOTER CAN EASILY UNDERSTAND;

(I1) DOES NOT EXPLAIN THE LEGAL MECHANISM PROVIDING
FOR THE POLICY CHANGE; AND

(III) DOES NOT CONTAIN LEGAL JARGON OR USE DOUBLE
NEGATIVES OR THE PASSIVE VOICE; [and]

) the voting choices that the voter has; AND

(6) A BRIEF STATEMENT EXPLAINING WHAT THE PRACTICAL
OUTCOME OF EACH VOTING CHOICE WOULD BE.

(@) (1) [The] ON OR BEFORE JULY 1 IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING A
GENERAL ELECTION, THE Secretary of State shall prepare and certify to the State Board][,
not later than the 95th day before the general election,] the information required under
subsection (b) of this section, for all statewide ballot questions and all questions relating to
an enactment of the General Assembly which is petitioned to referendum.

(2) [The] ON OR BEFORE JULY 1 IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING A
GENERAL ELECTION, THE State Board shall prepare and certify to the appropriate local
board[, not later than the 105th day before the general election,] the information required
under subsection (b) of this section for all questions that have been referred to the voters of
one county or part of one county pursuant to an enactment of the General Assembly.

€)) (6] [The] ON OR BEFORE JULY 1 IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING A
GENERAL ELECTION, THE county attorney of the appropriate county shall prepare and
certify to the State Board[, not later than the 95th day before the general election,] the
information required under subsection (b) of this section for each question to be voted on in
a single county or part of a county, except a question covered by paragraph (1) or paragraph
(2) of this subsection.

(1)  If the information required under subsection (b) of this section
has not been timely certified under subparagraph (i) of this paragraph, the clerk of the
circuit court for the jurisdiction shall prepare and certify that information to the State
Board not later than the first Friday in August.

(4 (@  [The] ON OR BEFORE JULY 1 IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING A
GENERAL ELECTION, THE municipal attorney of the appropriate municipal corporation
shall prepare and certify to the State Board[, not later than the 95th day before the general
election,] the information required under subsection (b) of this section for each question to

—4-
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be voted on in the municipal corporation, except a question covered by paragraphs (1)
through (3) of this subsection.

(i1)  If the information required under subsection (b) of this section
has not been timely certified under subparagraph (i) of this paragraph, the clerk of the
circuit court for the county in which the municipal corporation is located shall prepare and
certify that information to the State Board not later than the first Friday in August.

5) 1)) THE STATE BOARD SHALL MAKE THE INFORMATION
SUBMITTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS SUBSECTION AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC
FOR A 15-DAY COMMENT PERIOD.

(I) ON OR BEFORE THE FOURTH DAY IMMEDIATELY
FOLLOWING THE END OF THE COMMENT PERIOD REQUIRED UNDER SUBPARAGRAPH
(I) OF THIS PARAGRAPH, THE PERSON REQUIRED TO PREPARE A QUESTION UNDER
PARAGRAPH (1), (2), (3), OR (4) OF THIS SUBSECTION SHALL:

1. REVIEW THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
COMMENT PERIOD AND MAKE ANY NECESSARY CHANGES TO THE QUESTION; AND

2. SUBMIT THE CERTIFIED PLAIN TEXT OF THE
QUESTION TO THE STATE BOARD FOR PUBLICATION ON ITS WEBSITE UNDER § 9-207
OF THIS ARTICLE.

(6) The information required under subsection (b) of this section for a
question that is being placed on the ballot by petition may be prepared before the petition
1s certified under § 6—208 of this article.

7-105.

(a) A local board shall provide notice of each question to be submitted statewide
and each question to be submitted to the voters of the county, by:

(1) specimen ballot mailed at least 1 week before any early voting period
before the general election; or

2) publication or dissemination by mass communication during the 3
weeks immediately preceding the general election at which a question will appear on the
ballot.

(b) (1) For any question submitted under Article XIV or Article XVI of the
Maryland Constitution, the notice required by subsection (a) of this section shall contain
the information specified in § 7-103(b) of this title and a brief statement, prepared in clear
and concise language, devoid of technical and legal terms to the extent practicable,
summarizing the question.

—_5—
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(2) The statement required under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be:
@ prepared by the Department of Legislative Services;
(1)  approved by the Attorney General; and
(111)  submitted to the State Board by the first Monday in August.

(8) The statement required under paragraph (1) of this subsection is
sufficient if it is:

@) contained in an enactment by the General Assembly, and the
enactment clearly specifies that the statement is to be used on the ballot; or

(i1)  consistent with some other process mandated by the Maryland
Constitution.

(© The State Board shall adopt regulations governing notice of questions to
appear on the ballot, including the use and content of specimen ballots and the publication
or dissemination of notice by mass communication.

(d) (1) The complete text of a question shall be posted or available for public
inspection in the office of the State Board and each applicable local board for 65 days prior
to the general election.

(2) Copies of the complete text of all statewide questions shall be furnished
by the State Board to the local boards in quantities as determined by the State Board,
including quantities sufficient to provide one copy of each for posting in each polling place
and in each local board office.

(3)  Anindividual may receive without charge a copy of the complete text of
all constitutional amendments and questions from a local board, either in person, by mail,

or electronically.

(E) THE STATE BOARD AND EACH APPLICABLE LOCAL BOARD SHALL POST
IN A MANNER WIDELY ACCESSIBLE TO THE PUBLIC FOR AT LEAST 90 DAYS BEFORE
THE GENERAL ELECTION:
(1) THE COMPLETE TEXT OF:

() FOR A QUESTION RELATING TO THE CREATION OR
ADOPTION OF A NEW CONSTITUTION, THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTION;
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(II) FOR AN AMENDMENT UNDER ARTICLE XIV OF THE
MARYLAND CONSTITUTION, THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE MARYLAND
CONSTITUTION;

(Ill) FOR AN ENACTMENT OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
REFERRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE XVI OF THE MARYLAND
CONSTITUTION, THE ENACTMENT;

(IV) FOR A PROPOSED COUNTY CHARTER OR AMENDMENT TO A
COUNTY CHARTER UNDER ARTICLE XI-A OF THE MARYLAND CONSTITUTION:

1. THE PROPOSED CHARTER; OR
2. THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO A COUNTY CHARTER;

(V) FOR AN ENACTMENT OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
REFERRING A QUESTION TO THE VOTERS, THE ENACTMENT; AND

(VI) FOR A CHARTER COUNTY ENACTMENT IN ACCORDANCE
WITH § 9-205 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ARTICLE OR A CODE COUNTY
ENACTMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH §§ 9-310 THROUGH 9-313 OF THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ARTICLE, THE PROPOSED ENACTMENT; AND

(2) FOR EACH QUESTION POSTED UNDER ITEM (1)(11), (I1T), (IV), (V),
OR (VI) OF THIS SUBSECTION, A LINK TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OR COUNTY
WEBPAGE FOR THE APPLICABLE LEGISLATION.

9-207.

(a) The State Board shall certify and publicly display the content and
arrangement of each ballot:

(1) for a primary election, at least 64 days before the election;
(2)  for a general election, at least 64 days before the election;
3 for a special primary election, at least 55 days before the election; and

(4)  for a special general election, not later than a date specified in the
Governor’s proclamation.

(b) The Supreme Court of Maryland, on petition of the State Board, may establish
a later date in extraordinary circumstances.
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(c) The State Board shall publicly display the content and arrangement of each
certified ballot on its website.

(d Except pursuant to a court order under § 9-209 of this subtitle, or as provided
in § 9-208 of this subtitle, the content and arrangement of the ballot may not be modified
after the second day of the public display.

(e) Unless a delay is required by court order, the State Board may begin to print
the ballots after certification and 3 days of public display and correct any noted errors.

(F) THE CERTIFICATION OF A BALLOT UNDER THIS SECTION THAT
INCLUDES A QUESTION MAY NOT BE CONSTRUED TO BE A CERTIFICATION OF THE
BALLOT LANGUAGE REQUIRED TO BE INCLUDED ON THE BALLOT UNDER § 7-103 OF
THIS ARTICLE, INCLUDING THE PLAIN LANGUAGE CONDENSED STATEMENT
REQUIRED UNDER § 7-103(B)(4) OF THIS ARTICLE.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect June
1, 2026.

Approved by the Governor, May 12, 2026.
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Executibe FDepartment

EXECUTIVE ORDER
01.01.2026.14

Proclamation Convening the General Assembly of Maryland in

Extraordinary Session at Annapolis, Maryland Commencing August 3, 2026

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

NOW, THEREFORE,

The Moore-Miller Administration is committed to preserving
Marylanders’ voting rights and fair representation, which form the
foundation of our democracy, as these bedrock principles come under
attack across the country;

We are seeing coordinated efforts to weaken voting rights, dilute Black
representation, and bend the rules of democracy for partisan gain,
through the dismantling of the Voting Rights Act;

Until this country adopts national redistricting reform, Maryland will
fight to ensure that our State has the tools necessary to protect voters and
defend fair representation, and

My Administration is committed to working with the General Assembly
to clarify the constitutional standards that govern the establishment of
the State of Maryland’s federal congressional districts.

I, WES MOORE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND,
BY VIRTUE OF THE AUTHORITY VESTED IN ME BY ARTICLE
11, SECTION 16, OF THE MARYLAND CONSTITUTION AND THE
LAWS OF MARYLAND, HEREBY PROCLAIM AND CONVENE A
SPECIAL AND EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE GENERAL
ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND TO COMMENCE ON AUGUST 3,
2026, IN THE STATE CAPITAL IN THE CITY OF ANNAPOLIS
FOR THE PURPOSE OF PASSING LEGISLATION TO AMEND
THE STATE CONSTITUTION TO CLARIFY AND REAFFIRM
THAT THE PROVISIONS WHICH GOVERN THE REQUIREMENTS
OF OUR STATE LEGISLATIVE DISTRICTS DO NOT APPLY TO
MARYLAND’S CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS.
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GIVEN Under My Hand and the Great Seal of the State of
Maryland, in the City of Annapolis, effective this 17" Day
of July 2026.

7

Wes Moore
Governor

ATTEST:

,dw C;‘(Zu.

Susan C. Lee
Secretary of State
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HOUSE BILL 2100

G1, P5 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 61r3740
CF SB 2100

By: The Speaker
Introduced and read first time: August 3, 2026
Assigned to: Government, Labor, and Elections

A BILL ENTITLED
AN ACT concerning
Election Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

FOR the purpose of clarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the
election of members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates;
authorizing the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and
providing that nothing in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for
the boundaries of a congressional districting plan.

BY proposing an amendment to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 4

BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 62

Preamble

WHEREAS, Congressional districting in Maryland remains subject to the U.S.
Constitution, federal law, and any Maryland statute expressly governing congressional
districts; and

WHEREAS, In Szeliga v. Lamone and Parrott v. Lamone, the Circuit Court for Anne
Arundel County held that Article III, § 4 districting standards apply to congressional
districts, relying on Articles 7, 24, and 40 of the Declaration of Rights, though no Maryland
constitutional provision expressly addresses congressional districting; and

WHEREAS, This amendment clarifies the long—standing understanding and case
law that Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution governs only General Assembly
districting plans, not congressional districting plans; and

EXPLANATION: CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW.

[Brackets] indicate matter deleted from existing law.
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2 HOUSE BILL 2100

WHEREAS, Preserving Maryland’s cohesive communities of interest connected by
shared civic, social, economic, political subdivisions, and other common interests without
unnecessary fragmentation is a legitimate, neutral consideration in congressional
districting; and

WHEREAS, Nothing in this amendment establishes a demographic target, requires
proportional representation, guarantees any electoral outcome, or authorizes
discrimination prohibited by federal law; and

WHEREAS, This amendment is not intended to provide new grounds to challenge
the plan enacted by Chapter 16 of the Acts of 2022; now, therefore,

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND,
(Three—fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses concurring), That it be
proposed that the Maryland Constitution read as follows:

Article IIT - Legislative Department

Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.

62.

(A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.

(B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION,
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the General Assembly
determines that the amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
Act affects multiple jurisdictions and that the provisions of Article XIV, § 1 of the Maryland
Constitution concerning local approval of constitutional amendments do not apply.

SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That:

(a) The amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be
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held in November 2026 for adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution.

(b) (1) At that general election, the vote on the proposed amendment to the
Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be printed the words “For the
Constitutional Amendment” and “Against the Constitutional Amendment”, as now
provided by law.

(2) At that general election, a question substantially similar to the
following shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State:

“Question ___ — Constitutional Amendment

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the
Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General
Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires
the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal
laws.”.

(c) Immediately after the election, all returns shall be made to the Governor of

the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with Article XIV.
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HB 2100

Department of Legislative Services
Maryland General Assembly
2026 Session

FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE
First Reader

House Bill 2100 (The Speaker)
Government, Labor, and Elections

Election Districts - General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

This proposed constitutional amendment, if approved by the voters at the next general
election, establishes that (1) nothing in the Maryland Constitution, including the
Declaration of Rights, provides applicable criteria for the boundaries of a congressional
districting plan; (2) specified provisions of the Maryland Constitution regarding legislative
districts apply explicitly to the election of members of the Senate and House of Delegates;
and (3) the General Assembly must have the power to grant original jurisdiction to the
Supreme Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State. The
bill also specifies language for the ballot question to be submitted to the voters at the
November 2026 general election.

Fiscal Summary

State Effect: The proposed constitutional amendment is not anticipated to materially
affect State operations or finances.

Local Effect: None.

Small Business Effect: None.

]
Analysis

Current Law:
Maryland Legislative Districts — Generally

The boundaries of the State’s legislative districts must be redrawn every 10 years following
the decennial census to adjust for population changes. Generally, legislative districts must
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comply with the U.S. Constitution, the Maryland Constitution, and the federal Voting
Rights Act of 1965. The U.S. Supreme Court has held that the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution requires legislative districts to be
“substantially equal” in population.

Pursuant to Article III of the Maryland Constitution, there are 47 members of the
Maryland Senate and 141 members of the House of Delegates. The State must be divided
by law into legislative districts for the election of members of the Senate and the
House of Delegates. Each legislative district must contain one senator and three delegates.
Any one or more legislative districts may be subdivided into single- and/or multi-member
delegate districts. Each legislative district must consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and be of substantially equal population. Due regard must be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions. The current legislative district plan
was enacted as Joint Resolution 1 of 2022, and the legislative district map can be viewed
on the Maryland Department of Planning’s (MDP) website.

On petition of any registered voter, the Supreme Court of Maryland has original
jurisdiction to review the legislative district plan and may grant appropriate relief if it finds
that the plan is not consistent with the requirements of either the U.S. Constitution or the
Maryland Constitution.

Maryland Congressional Districts — Generally

The boundaries of the State’s congressional districts must be redrawn every 10 years
following the decennial census to adjust for population changes. Congressional districts
must comply with the U.S. Constitution and the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965. The
U.S. Supreme Court has held that congressional districts are subject to a strict population
equality standard (“one person, one vote”) under Article I, Section 2 of the
U.S. Constitution.

The Maryland Constitution does not explicitly establish requirements for congressional
districts. However, the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County held in a memorandum
opinion dated March 25, 2022, that standards for legislative districts in the State also apply
to congressional districting. The State’s current congressional districting plan was enacted
as Chapter 16 of 2022, and those congressional district boundaries can be viewed on
MDP’s website.

State law does not grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review
the congressional districting plan of the State.

HB 2100/ Page 2
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Content, Certification, and Publication of Ballot Questions

Chapter 439 of 2026 (effective June 1, 2026) modified State law requirements governing
the content of ballot questions (including those proposing constitutional amendments) to
require that a ballot question include:

. a brief title that describes the topic, goal, or outcome of the ballot question;

° a condensed statement describing the change in policy to be adopted in plain and
clear language that (1) a voter can easily understand; (2) does not explain the legal
mechanism providing for the policy change; and (3) does not contain legal jargon
or use double negatives or the passive voice; and

. a brief statement explaining what the practical outcome of each voting choice would
be.

Chapter 439 also modified and established certain deadlines relating to the preparation of
the text of ballot questions as well as the availability of ballot question text and related
information to the public, prior to a general election, including the following:

. The Secretary of State (SOS) must prepare and certify the content of a statewide
ballot question to the State Board of Elections (SBE) by the July 1 immediately
preceding the general election and SBE must make the content submitted by SOS
available to the public for a 15-day comment period.

° SBE and local boards must make widely accessible to the public, for at least 90 days
before a general election (August 5, 2026, for the 2026 general election), (1) the
complete text of a proposed amendment to the Maryland Constitution that will be a
ballot question at the election and (2) a link to the General Assembly webpage for
the legislation.

Additional Comments: The Department of Legislative Services notes that the new
statutory deadline of July 1 for certification of ballot questions by SOS and SBE has passed.
Even so, the bill specifies language for the ballot question. Further, as noted above under
Current Law, SBE and local boards of elections must publicly post the text of any proposed
constitutional amendment at least 90 days before the general election. The 2026 special
session is scheduled to end on August 5, 2026, exactly 90 days before the general election,
which is scheduled for November 3, 2026.

Additional Information

Recent Prior Introductions: Similar legislation has not been introduced within the last
three years; however, legislation with similar provisions has been proposed. For example,
see HB 488 of 2026.

HB 2100/ Page 3
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Designated Cross File: SB 2100 (The President) - Education, Energy, and the
Environment.

Information Source(s): Judiciary (Administrative Office of the Courts); Maryland State
Board of Elections; Secretary of State; Maryland Department of Planning; Department of

Legislative Services

Fiscal Note History: First Reader - July 31, 2026

jg/mcr

Analysis by: Thomas S. Elder Direct Inquiries to:
(410) 946-5510
(301) 970-5510
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HB2100/923921/1

BY: Government, Labor, and Elections Committee

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE BILL 2100
(First Reading File Bill)

On page 3, strike beginning with “At” in line 7 down through “following” in line 8
and substitute “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election,

the following question”.
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G1, P5 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 61r3740
CF SB 2100

By: The Speaker
Introduced and read first time: August 3, 2026
Assigned to: Government, Labor, and Elections

Rules suspended

Committee Report: Favorable with amendments
House action: Adopted

Read second time: August 3, 2026

CHAPTER
AN ACT concerning
Election Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

FOR the purpose of clarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the
election of members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates;
authorizing the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and
providing that nothing in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for
the boundaries of a congressional districting plan.

BY proposing an amendment to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 4

BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 62

Preamble
WHEREAS, Congressional districting in Maryland remains subject to the U.S.

Constitution, federal law, and any Maryland statute expressly governing congressional
districts; and

EXPLANATION: CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW.
[Brackets] indicate matter deleted from existing law.
Underlining indicates amendments to bill.
Steike-eut indicates matter stricken from the bill by amendment or deleted from the law by

amendment.
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WHEREAS, In Szeliga v. Lamone and Parrott v. Lamone, the Circuit Court for Anne
Arundel County held that Article III, § 4 districting standards apply to congressional
districts, relying on Articles 7, 24, and 40 of the Declaration of Rights, though no Maryland
constitutional provision expressly addresses congressional districting; and

WHEREAS, This amendment clarifies the long—standing understanding and case
law that Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution governs only General Assembly
districting plans, not congressional districting plans; and

WHEREAS, Preserving Maryland’s cohesive communities of interest connected by
shared civic, social, economic, political subdivisions, and other common interests without
unnecessary fragmentation is a legitimate, neutral consideration in congressional
districting; and

WHEREAS, Nothing in this amendment establishes a demographic target, requires
proportional representation, guarantees any electoral outcome, or authorizes
discrimination prohibited by federal law; and

WHEREAS, This amendment is not intended to provide new grounds to challenge
the plan enacted by Chapter 16 of the Acts of 2022; now, therefore,

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND,
(Three—fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses concurring), That it be
proposed that the Maryland Constitution read as follows:

Article III - Legislative Department

Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.

62.

(A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.

(B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION,
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the General Assembly
determines that the amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
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Act affects multiple jurisdictions and that the provisions of Article XIV, § 1 of the Maryland
Constitution concerning local approval of constitutional amendments do not apply.

SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That:

(a) The amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be
held in November 2026 for adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution.

(b) (1) At that general election, the vote on the proposed amendment to the
Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be printed the words “For the
Constitutional Amendment” and “Against the Constitutional Amendment”, as now
provided by law.

(2) At—that oceneral—eleetion—a—guestion—substantath— similar +o—the
fellewane Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election, the following
question shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State:

“Question ___ — Constitutional Amendment

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the
Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General
Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires
the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal
laws.”.

(¢ Immediately after the election, all returns shall be made to the Governor of

the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with Article XIV.

Approved:

Governor.

Speaker of the House of Delegates.

President of the Senate.
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HB 2100

Department of Legislative Services
Maryland General Assembly
2026 Session

FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE
Third Reader - Revised
House Bill 2100 (The Speaker)

Government, Labor, and Elections

Election Districts - General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

This proposed constitutional amendment, if approved by the voters at the next general
election, establishes that (1) nothing in the Maryland Constitution, including the
Declaration of Rights, provides applicable criteria for the boundaries of a congressional
districting plan; (2) specified provisions of the Maryland Constitution regarding legislative
districts apply explicitly to the election of members of the Senate and House of Delegates;
and (3) the General Assembly must have the power to grant original jurisdiction to the
Supreme Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State. The
bill also specifies language for the ballot question and requires the question to be included
on the ballot at the November 2026 general election, notwithstanding any other provision
of law; thus, it effectively exempts the ballot question from existing statutory requirements
governing the timing and content of ballot questions.

Fiscal Summary

State Effect: The proposed constitutional amendment is not anticipated to materially
affect State operations or finances.

Local Effect: None.

Small Business Effect: None.
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Analysis
Current Law:
Maryland Legislative Districts — Generally

The boundaries of the State’s legislative districts must be redrawn every 10 years following
the decennial census to adjust for population changes. Generally, legislative districts must
comply with the U.S. Constitution, the Maryland Constitution, and the federal Voting
Rights Act of 1965. The U.S. Supreme Court has held that the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution requires legislative districts to be
“substantially equal” in population.

Pursuant to Article III of the Maryland Constitution, there are 47 members of the
Maryland Senate and 141 members of the House of Delegates. The State must be divided
by law into legislative districts for the election of members of the Senate and the
House of Delegates. Each legislative district must contain one senator and three delegates.
Any one or more legislative districts may be subdivided into single- and/or multi-member
delegate districts. Each legislative district must consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and be of substantially equal population. Due regard must be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions. The current legislative district plan
was enacted as Joint Resolution 1 of 2022, and the legislative district map can be viewed
on the Maryland Department of Planning’s (MDP) website.

On petition of any registered voter, the Supreme Court of Maryland has original
jurisdiction to review the legislative district plan and may grant appropriate relief if it finds
that the plan is not consistent with the requirements of either the U.S. Constitution or the
Maryland Constitution.

Maryland Congressional Districts — Generally

The boundaries of the State’s congressional districts must be redrawn every 10 years
following the decennial census to adjust for population changes. Congressional districts
must comply with the U.S. Constitution and the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965. The
U.S. Supreme Court has held that congressional districts are subject to a strict population
equality standard (“one person, one vote”) under Article I, Section 2 of the
U.S. Constitution.

The Maryland Constitution does not explicitly establish requirements for congressional
districts. However, the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County held in a memorandum
opinion dated March 25, 2022, that standards for legislative districts in the State also apply
to congressional districting. The State’s current congressional districting plan was enacted

HB 2100/ Page 2
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as Chapter 16 of 2022, and those congressional district boundaries can be viewed on
MDP’s website.

State law does not grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review
the congressional districting plan of the State.

Content, Certification, and Publication of Ballot Questions

Chapter 439 of 2026 (effective June 1, 2026) modified State law requirements governing
the content of ballot questions (including those proposing constitutional amendments) to
require that a ballot question include:

. a brief title that describes the topic, goal, or outcome of the ballot question;

. a condensed statement describing the change in policy to be adopted in plain and
clear language that (1) a voter can easily understand; (2) does not explain the legal
mechanism providing for the policy change; and (3) does not contain legal jargon
or use double negatives or the passive voice; and

o a brief statement explaining what the practical outcome of each voting choice would
be.

Chapter 439 also modified and established certain deadlines relating to the preparation of
the text of ballot questions as well as the availability of ballot question text and related
information to the public, prior to a general election, including the following:

. The Secretary of State (SOS) must prepare and certify the content of a statewide
ballot question to the State Board of Elections (SBE) by the July 1 immediately
preceding the general election and SBE must make the content submitted by SOS
available to the public for a 15-day comment period.

° SBE and local boards must make widely accessible to the public, for at least 90 days
before a general election (August 5, 2026, for the 2026 general election), (1) the
complete text of a proposed amendment to the Maryland Constitution that will be a
ballot question at the election and (2) a link to the General Assembly webpage for
the legislation.

Additional Information

Recent Prior Introductions: Similar legislation has not been introduced within the last
three years; however, legislation with similar provisions has been proposed. For example,
see HB 488 of 2026.
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Designated Cross File: SB 2100 (The President) - Education, Energy, and the
Environment.

Information Source(s): Judiciary (Administrative Office of the Courts); Maryland State
Board of Elections; Secretary of State; Maryland Department of Planning; Department of
Legislative Services

Fiscal Note History: First Reader - July 31, 2026
jg/mcr Third Reader - August 4, 2026
Revised - Amendment(s) - August 4, 2026

Analysis by: Thomas S. Elder Direct Inquiries to:
(410) 946-5510
(301) 970-5510
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WES MOORE, Governor Ch. 881

Chapter 881

(House Bill 2100)
AN ACT concerning
Election Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

FOR the purpose of clarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the
election of members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates;
authorizing the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and
providing that nothing in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for
the boundaries of a congressional districting plan.

BY proposing an amendment to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 4

BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution
Article IIT — Legislative Department
Section 62

Preamble

WHEREAS, Congressional districting in Maryland remains subject to the U.S.
Constitution, federal law, and any Maryland statute expressly governing congressional
districts; and

WHEREAS, In Szeliga v. Lamone and Parrott v. Lamone, the Circuit Court for Anne
Arundel County held that Article III, § 4 districting standards apply to congressional
districts, relying on Articles 7, 24, and 40 of the Declaration of Rights, though no Maryland
constitutional provision expressly addresses congressional districting; and

WHEREAS, This amendment clarifies the long—standing understanding and case
law that Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution governs only General Assembly
districting plans, not congressional districting plans; and

WHEREAS, Preserving Maryland’s cohesive communities of interest connected by
shared civic, social, economic, political subdivisions, and other common interests without
unnecessary fragmentation is a legitimate, neutral consideration in congressional
districting; and

WHEREAS, Nothing in this amendment establishes a demographic target, requires
proportional representation, guarantees any electoral outcome, or authorizes

discrimination prohibited by federal law; and

—1-
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Ch. 881 2026 LAWS OF MARYLAND

WHEREAS, This amendment is not intended to provide new grounds to challenge
the plan enacted by Chapter 16 of the Acts of 2022; now, therefore,

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND,
(Three—fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses concurring), That it be
proposed that the Maryland Constitution read as follows:

Article IIT - Legislative Department

Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.

62.

(A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.

(B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION,
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN.

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the General Assembly
determines that the amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
Act affects multiple jurisdictions and that the provisions of Article XIV, § 1 of the Maryland
Constitution concerning local approval of constitutional amendments do not apply.

SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That:

(a) The amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this
Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be
held in November 2026 for adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution.

(b) (1) At that general election, the vote on the proposed amendment to the
Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be printed the words “For the
Constitutional Amendment” and “Against the Constitutional Amendment”, as now
provided by law.
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WES MOORE, Governor Ch. 881

(2) At—that conepal clootion g guestion—uabatantat— shrhe—to—+he
fellewana Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election, the following
question shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State:

“Question ___ — Constitutional Amendment

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the
Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General
Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires
the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal
laws.”.

(c) Immediately after the election, all returns shall be made to the Governor of
the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with Article XIV.

Approved by the Governor, assigned a chapter number, enactment subject to
constitutional referendum, August 5, 2026.
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The Wayback Machine - https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/ballot_questions.h...

Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election

Under Election Law Article, 8 7-103(c)(5)(i), the State Board is making available for public comment the

text of ballot questions for the 2026 general election. Members of the public may submit comments to
info.sbe@maryland.gov (mailto:info.she@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot%20question%20comments).

Question drafters will consider only comments received by 5pm Eastern on July 30, 2026.

= For PG County the date has been extended to August 11, 2026.

= For Cecil County the date has been extended to August 19, 2026.

B Note: The certification of petition-based questions may depend upon successful submission and
verification of voters' signatures that has not yet been completed. This means certain questions
presented here for comment may not qualify for the ballot.

~ SBE

Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot Question Summaries (PDF)
(2026 Ballot Question SBE Letter.pdf)
& Note: Updated August 4. The questions below were posted for public comment. The Secretary of
State provided the following updated questions, based on comments received. Spanish translations
are of the original questions posted for public comment. Updated spanish language is forthcoming.

Question 1

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Providing that each budget submitted by the Governor shall include proposed expenditures

necessary to implement wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other terms and

conditions of employment in each collective bargaining memorandum of understanding with State

employees, whether the State and State employees reached those terms and conditions by mutual

agreement or through a neutral decider's order.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment -A vote FOR this amendment means that the Governor has to
include money in the proposed State budget to pay for agreements between the State and its
employees. Agreements might include changes to wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits,
and other terms and conditions of employment. The Governor must put enough money in the
State budget to cover the agreed upon pay and benefits for employees, whether those terms were
negotiated or decided by a neutral decision-maker.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that the law
about funding agreements between the State and State employees stays the same.
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Pregunta 1

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 155 de la Sesi6bn Legislativa de 2026 )

Ley de Reforma de Arbitraje para Empleados Estatales de 2026

Estipula que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobemador debera incluir las gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud

y otras condiciones de empleo en cada memoranda de acuerdo de negociacién colectiva con las

empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y las empleados estatales hayan alcanzado dichas

condiciones par mutuo acuerdo o mediante la orden de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmendando el Artfculo III de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobemador debera incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
sobre las condiciones laborales entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos pueden incluir
cambios en las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud y otras
condiciones de empleo. El Gobemador debe destinar suficiente dinero en el presupuesto estatal
para cubrir los salarios y beneficios acordados de los empleados, ya sea que dichas condiciones
hayan sido negociadas o decididas par un arbitro extemo neutral.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la ley sabre el financiamiento de las acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
pem1anece igual.

Question 2

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 156 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Providing that each budget submitted by the Governor shall include proposed expenditures

necessary to implement wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other terms and

conditions of employment in each collective bargaining memorandum of understanding with State

employees, whether the State and State employees reached those terms and conditions by mutual

agreement or through a neutral decider's order.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment - A vote FOR this amendment means that the Governor has to
include money in the proposed State budget to pay for agreements between the State and its
employees. Agreements might include changes to wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits,
and other terms and conditions of employment. The Governor must put enough money in the
State budget to cover the agreed upon pay and benefits for employees, whether those terms were
negotiated or decided by a neutral decision-maker.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that the law
about funding agreements between the State and State employees stays the same.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 156 de la Sesi6n Legislativa de 2026 )
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Ley de Reforma de Arbitraje para Empleados Estatales de 2026

Estipula que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobemador debera incluir los gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar los salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud

y otras condiciones de empleo en cada memoranda de acuerdo de negociacién colectiva con los

empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y los empleados estatales hayan alcanzado dichas

condiciones por mutuo acuerdo o mediante la orden de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmendando el Articulo Ill de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobemador debera incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
sabre las condiciones laborales entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos pueden incluir
cambios en los salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud y otras
condiciones de empleo. El Gobemador debe destinar suficiente dinero en el presupuesto estatal
para cubrir los salarios y beneficios acordados de los empleados, ya sea que dichas condiciones
hayan sido negociadas o decididas por un arbitro externo neutral.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la Iey sabre el financiamiento de los acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
permanece igual.

Question 3

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Temporary Appointments on the Commission on Judicial Disabilities

Authorizing temporary substitute appointments to the Commission on Judicial Disabilities when a

member is recused or disqualified, or when a member's term expires. In these situations, the

Commission Chair may recall a former member of the Commission, or the Governor, at the request of

the Commission Chair, may appoint a temporary substitute member or extend the term of a current

member until a permanent replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional

eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

(Amending Article IV of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment - A vote FOR this amendment means that temporary
appointments to the Commission are allowed if a member is recused, disqualified, or if a
member's term ends without a replacement. The Commission Chair can temporarily fill an opening
on the Commission with a former member. The Governor can, at the request of the Commission
Chair pick a temporary substitute to fill an opening on the Commission or extend the term of a

current member until a replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional
eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that current
membership rules for the Commission stay the same. Temporary appointments are not allowed if
a member is recused, disqualified, or if a member's term ends.

Pregunta 3
Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 878 de la Sesi6n Legislativa de 2026 )
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Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisién sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

cuando un miembro este recusado o descalificado, o cuando el mandato de un miembro expire. En

estas situaciones, el Presidente de la Comisién podra convocar a un exmiembro de la Comisién,

o0 el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisién, podra nombrar a un miembro

sustituto temporal o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un

reemplazo permanente.

(Enmendando el Articulo IV de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se
permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisién si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. El Presidente de la Comisién puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisién con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisi6n, elegir a un sustituto temporal para llenar una vacante en
la Comisi6n o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un reemplazo.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa que las
reglas actuales de membresia de la Comisién permanecen igual. Nose permiten nombramientos
temporales si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado, o si el mandato de un miembro termina.

~ Anne Arundel

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 30-25)

Executive Branch - Merit System - Binding Arbitration

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to permit all authorized employee representatives

to enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

Currently, only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and uniformed officers
of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention Facilities may enter
into binding arbitration with the County to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment. There are several other labor organizations in the County that cannot
enter into binding arbitration with the County.

Avote FOR the charter amendment would permit all authorized employee representatives to

enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current binding arbitration provisions in
the County Charter, meaning only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and
uniformed officers of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention
Facilities may enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment.
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= FOR Charter Amendment
= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 15-26)

Legislative Branch - Officers - Specific Position Titles

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to remove specific position titles from the officers
appointed by the Council.

Currently, the Charter provides that the County Council shall have an Administrative Officer
appointed by the Council and other officers as provided in the County Council's Rules of Procedure.
A vote FOR the charter amendment would remove from the County Charter the specific position titles
of the officers the County Council may appoint.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current Charter provision that the County
Council shall appoint an officer with the specific position title of Administrative Officer.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 18-26)

Executive Branch - Planning Advisory Board - Staggered Terms — Council Confirmation

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to establish staggered terms for the appointees to the
Planning Advisory Board and to require County Council confirmation of County Executive
appointments to the Planning Advisory Board.

Currently, the members of the Planning Advisory Board are appointed by the County Executive and
serve terms coterminous with the County Executive or until their successors are appointed.

Avote FOR the charter amendment would require, starting December 2026, staggered initial terms
for appointees to the seven-member County Planning Advisory Board and County Council
confirmation of the County Executive's appointees, meaning the County Executive, with the
confirmation of the County Council, would appoint one member for a one-year term, two members
for two-year terms, two members for three-year terms, and two members for four-year terms, with
four-year terms for all members thereafter.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current terms of members of the Planning
Advisory Board, meaning a term coterminous with the County Executive's term or until their
successor shall qualify, and retain the authority of the County Executive to appoint members of the
Planning Advisory Board without confirmation of the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment
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~ Baltimore

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 19-25)

BALTIMORE COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION ACT (URDL)

Currently, the Planning Board changes the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL), which separates
urban areas from rural areas in Baltimore County, largely in response to zoning changes or
water/sewer designation changes enacted by the County Council. The Baltimore County Charter
requires a simple majority of the County Council to approve changes by the Planning Board to the
Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL). This amendment to the Baltimore County Charter would
require a vote of six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council rather than a simple majority
of five (5) votes to approve changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) recommended by
the Planning Board. All other planning and zoning matters would continue to be approved by a
simple majority vote of the County Council.

This would amend Section 522.1 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1015 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment requires six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council to approve
changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL).

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current simple majority vote of 5 members of the County
Council on changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) .

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 49-25)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - ESTABLISHMENT OF DEPARTMENT

This Charter Amendment establishes a Department of Agriculture to promote and support farming
and agriculture in Baltimore County as a viable component of the county's economic section,
including encouraging local food production and distribution to improve access to food for

County residents.

This would amend Section 504 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Sections 542.9 and 542.10
to the Baltimore County Charter.

Various agriculture issues will continue to be handled by other County agencies depending on the
subject matter. As an example, agriculture land preservation is currently handled by the Department
of Planning; local food initiatives are currently handled by the Department of Health; and agricultural
tourism is handled by the Department of Economic and Workforce Development.

Avote FOR the amendment would create a Department of Agriculture to support farming and
agriculture in Baltimore County and encourage local food production and distribution to improve
access to food for County residents.
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A vote AGAINST the amendment does not create a Department of Agriculture, and the current
County Charter would remain unchanged.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 50-25)

INSPECTOR GENERAL APPOINTMENT BOARD

The Inspector General provides oversight of County government by investigating fraud, waste, and
abuse. This Charter Amendment establishes an Inspector General Appointment Board; provides for
the appointment of members to the Appointment Board; provides authority for the Inspector
General Appointment Board to appoint or reappoint the Inspector General and, if necessary, remove
the Inspector General for cause. It replaces the current process under which the County Executive
appoints or reappoints the Inspector General, and the County Council confirms the appointment. It
provides for a residency requirement for the Inspector

General.

The Inspector General Appointment Board will consist of seven (7) members, with the County Council
and County Executive each selecting one member, and the Chair of the Ethics Commission electing
the other five (5) members, each of whom must be from specific judicial, accounting, fraud
examination or academic professions. There are also several requirements for members relating to
potential ethical conflicts between their service on the Inspector General Appointment Board and
their employment or business involvement with the County; candidacy for elected office or
involvement in campaign finances; registration as a lobbyist; or criminal convictions.

This would amend Section 1014 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1014.1 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the amendment transfers the authority to appoint or reappoint and remove the Inspector
General from the County Executive to an Inspector General Appointment Board to be established.

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current process, in which the County Executive appoints
or reappoints, the Inspector General and the County Council confirms the appointment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION D

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 52-26)

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION - MEMBERSHIP

This Charter Amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission members
appointed by the County Council from seven to nine for purposes of matching the expansion of the
County Council.

This would amend Section 1203(a) of the Baltimore County Charter.
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A vote FOR the amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission appointments
made by County Council members from seven (7) to nine (9).

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current Charter provisions, under which County Council
members make seven (7) appointments to the Charter Review Commission.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION E

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 61-26)
BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARKS - MEMBERSHIP AND DUTIES
This Charter Amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks by
increasing the number of at-large members from three (3) to four (4) and provides that district-level
members are appointed based on recommendations from County Council members. The
amendment also amends and modernizes the Board duties to reflect both current board practices
and its role to serve in an advisory capacity to the Department of Recreation and Parks.

This would amend Section 533 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks and
clarifies that the Board is an advisory body to the Department of Recreation and Parks.
Avote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current membership and duties of the Board of
Recreation and Parks.
= FOR Charter Amendment
= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION F

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 42-26)

REFUSE DISPOSAL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $5,000,000 for
refuse disposal projects, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $5,000,000 for refuse

disposal projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $5,000,000 for refuse
disposal projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION G

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 43-26)
COMMUNITY COLLEGE BORROWING
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AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $18,620,000 for
community college projects, including but not limited to: acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
extension, improvement, enlargement, alteration, maintenance, repair, modernization, and
development of buildings and other improvements for community colleges; the architectural,
engineering, and other services incident thereto; and the acquisition of land, furnishings, and
equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $18,620,000 for
community college projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION H

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 44-26)

PUBLIC WORKS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $54,380,000 for
public works projects, including but not limited to: streets and highways, bridges, storm drain
systems, sewer systems, refuse disposal systems, viaducts, environmental projects, grade crossings
and parking lots and structures, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the
Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $54,380,000 for public

works projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $54,380,000 for public
works projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION I

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 45-26)

PARKS, PRESERVATION AND GREENWAYS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $2,000,000 for the
purpose of parks, preservation and greenways projects, including but not limited to: acquisition,
construction, maintenance, and equipping of playgrounds, parks, community centers, and
recreational facilities; related engineering, architectural, and other services; and the acquisition and
maintenance of equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

#6 A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.
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= FOR Bond Issue
= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION J

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 46-26)

SCHOOL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $200,000,000 for
school buildings and site projects, including but not limited to: the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, improvement, extension, alteration, maintenance, conversion and modernization of
buildings and sites for school purposes; architectural and engineering services; and recreation and
pedagogical equipment for such buildings and sites, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $200,000,000 for school buildings
and site projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $200,000,000 for school
buildings and site projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION K

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 47-26)

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAND PRESERVATION BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects, including but not limited to the purchase of land,
development rights, conservation easements and other real property approved by the County
Council pursuant to the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program and the Rural Legacy
Program or other similar federal or state programs, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $6,000,000 for agricultural and
rural land preservation projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION L

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 48-26)

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects, including but not limited to construction, renovation, extension,
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alteration, repair or modernization of: street curbs; gutters; water; sewer and other utilities; sidewalk
improvements; interior and rear access improvements; landscaping and lighting improvements;
building and other structural improvements; and sidewalk and pedestrian system improvements, to
be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $4,000,000 for community
improvement projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION M

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 49-26)

WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $20,000,000 for
the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects, including but not limited to: shoreline
stabilization; shore erosion control; wetland restoration; streambank and riverbank restoration;
stabilization and reconstruction; control and monitoring of nonpoint pollutants; landscaping;
dredging; planting of trees and similar waterway improvement projects in residential, rural and
commercial areas; and engineering and other services incident thereto, to be undertaken pursuant
to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of waterway
improvement and stormwater-related projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing 20,000,000 for
acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION N

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 50-26)

OPERATIONAL BUILDINGS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $81,750,000 for
public operational buildings, including but not limited to: general, health, police, fire, recreation,
library, senior center, and jail buildings or facilities, and necessary or desirable equipment, to be
undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.
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A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

~ Baltimore City

Question A

BOND ISSUE

AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN

Question A authorizes the City to borrow up to $22,000,000 to be used for the City's Affordable
Housing Program. The money may be used to acquire, redevelop, and dispose of property in the City
for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to rehabilitate, construct, and operate rental and homeownership
developments, including relocation assistance, rental payments, home purchase assistance, housing
counseling, project financing, buyer education assistance, activities to support the development of
economically diverse housing in the City, and the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

The money may also be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and
may be used to improve land, buildings, streets, highways, alleys, utilities, and other structures,
including all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question B

BOND ISSUE

SCHOOL LOAN

Question B authorizes the City to borrow up to $60,000,000 to be used for school purposes. The
money may be used to acquire property in the City for these purposes and to build new or improve
existing school buildings, athletic facilities, and community health and recreation facilities, along with
all related costs. The money may also be used to acquire equipment for such facilities.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question C

BOND ISSUE
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOAN
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Question C authorizes the City to borrow up to $50,000,000 to be used for the City's economic
development program. The money may be used to acquire, develop, and dispose of property in the
City for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and to
create healthy, sanitary, safe, and green conditions in the City. It may be used to stabilize and
improve middle neighborhoods and neighborhood retail corridors, as well as to improve land,
buildings, streets, highways, alleys, sidewalks, utilities, parks, recreational land or facilities, and other
structures, including all related costs.

The money may also be used as loans or grants to develop, improve, or construct buildings in the
City for residential or commercial purposes, and as loans or grants for growing businesses, attracting
and retaining jobs, encouraging homeownership, providing home repair assistance, promoting
economic inclusion, achieving whole-block outcomes, improving the City's cultural life, and
promoting City tourism.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question D

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE LOAN

Question D authorizes the City to borrow up to $148,000,000 to be used for the development of
public infrastructure owned or controlled by the City. The money may be used to develop buildings
owned by the City, the Enoch Pratt Free Library, and public parks and recreational land. It may be
used to acquire property in the City and to construct new or improve existing buildings, structures,
and auxiliary facilities for use by the City and the Enoch Pratt Free Library.

The money may also be used to improve, construct, relocate, or repair buildings, streets, highways,
alleys, utilities, and other structures, including information technology infrastructure, as well as to
acquire and install trees, equipment, and fixtures, along with all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

CONTRACT BIDDING AND AWARDS

Question E amends the City Charter to remove the requirement of awarding a contract to the lowest
bidder, removes the process for resolving tie bids, and removes provisions governing the bid bonds
and performance bonds required by some contractors.
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Voting for this Amendment removes these provisions from the Charter, which will become effective
November 7, 2028, unless an ordinance or regulation governing the topic is adopted sooner.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing contract bidding and
awards in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question F

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question F amends the City Charter's legislative process, the annual budget process, and the role of
the Board of Estimates. It shortens the amount of time in which the Mayor can veto legislation
passed by the City Council and the amount of time the City Council has to override the Mayor's veto.
The Amendment also eliminates the preliminary budget hearing process and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Mayor the responsibility to prepare and submit the proposed budget
before April 30 each year. The City Council must then adopt the budget at least eight days before the
beginning of the fiscal year on July 1, and any veto and veto override process must be completed

by then.

The Amendment removes the current $1 million dollar cap on the amount that may be used as a
contingent fund for emergencies or other unexpected needs. It allows the Finance Director and the
Planning Commission to make new recommendations about the proposed budget after it is
submitted to the City Council and allows the City Council to add amounts based on those
recommendations before final passage. The Amendment also transfers from the Board of Estimates
to the Finance Director or the Planning Commission the authority to make supplemental
appropriation recommendations outside of the annual budget process.

The Amendment transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Finance Department the responsibility
to estimate revenues and formulate the annual rates for all property taxes, and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Finance Director the responsibility to estimate any surpluses. It also
transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Mayor the authority to increase or decrease the salaries
of municipal officers in preparing the budget.

The Amendment removes from the Charter a number of other duties assigned to the Board of
Estimates, including formulating and executing the fiscal policy of the City, advertising for contracts,
establishing the process for professional services contracts and for bidder prequalification,
approving emergency contracts, fixing salary and wage scales of employees, approving collective
bargaining agreements, determining bonds of City officials, establishing procedures for paying or
releasing claims against or claims held by the City, fixing the salary of officials in the State's Attorney's
Office, and approving expenditures for new improvements. These roles could be given to other
agencies or departments by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
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governing that topic is adopted sooner; December 5, 2028, for changes to approving and vetoing
legislation; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing legislation, budget,
and the Board of Estimates in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question G

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question G amends the City Charter language governing how the City allows third parties to use
certain City property. It adds the City's stormwater system to the list of City property that cannot be
sold or rented out as a franchise. It clarifies that space in the City's conduit system can be rented out
as a franchise, but the conduit system itself still cannot be sold. The Amendment also simplifies the
general provisions governing franchise agreements and other such grants.

The Amendment updates the language for granting minor privileges to use a portion of City property
by clarifying the definition of minor privilege, including temporary and permanent varieties, and
permitting minor privileges to be further identified and defined by ordinance. It also removes the
Board of Estimates' authority to grant minor privileges, along with related processes, and instead
allows minor privileges to be granted by an executive agency under a new process to be established
by City ordinance.

The Amendment also eliminates certain obsolete provisions in the Charter pertaining to street
railways and trackless trolleys.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing franchises and minor
privileges in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question H

CHARTER AMENDMENT

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND WASTEWATER

Question H establishes in the City Charter a new Department of Water and Wastewater, which will be
supervised and directed by a Director. It transfers from the Department of Public Works to this new
Department the responsibility to oversee the City's water supply system and its wastewater system,
along with related duties.

The Amendment also removes from the Charter the requirement that bureaus within the
Department of Public Works must be established or abolished by City ordinance.
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Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, which will become effective
January 1, 2029.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing water and
wastewater systems in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Cecil

Question A

Charter Amendment

Date for Submission of the Budget

Currently the charter requires the executive to prepare and submit the proposed budget to the
county council not later than April 1 of each year. The referred charter amendment will allow
submission of the proposed budget after Maryland's General Assembly but no later than on or
before the second Monday in April in each year.

Avote in favor of the question will require the executive to submit the proposed budget to the
county council on or before the second Monday of April each year. This later date is after the
conclusion of Maryland's General Assembly. This later date will allow the executive to have
knowledge of the full financial effect upon the county from legislation passed during Maryland's
General Assembly session.

A vote against the question will keep the current date of April 1 of each year for submission of the
budget to county council and prior to knowing the full financial effects upon the county from
Maryland's General Assembly.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Dorchester

Question A

Charter Amendment

Administrative Structure Review

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to conduct an evaluation of the
organizations, functions, powers, and duties of each department, agency, and office in the executive
branch of the County government at least every four years. A vote in favor of the question amends
the County Charter to specify that such evaluation of the County administrative structure shall be
conducted within the first fiscal year of each County Council term. A vote against the question keeps
the requirement that the County Council conduct the evaluation of the County administrative
structure at least every four years.

= FOR Charter Amendment
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= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

County Budget Preparation and Adoption Dates

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to prepare a proposed Budget for the
ensuing fiscal year no later than May 1 and to adopt the Annual Budget no later than May 31, each
year. A vote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May 15 each year and
changes the Annual Budget adoption deadline to June 15, each year, to better align with revenue
estimates. A vote against the question keeps the current deadlines in the County Charter for Budget
preparation and Annual Budget adoption by the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Amendment

County Manager Responsibilities

Currently, the duties and responsibilities of the County Manager are specified in Section 405 of the
County Charter. A vote in favor of the question amends the duties and responsibilities of the County
Manager, as follows: clarifying when certain vacancies may be filled by the County Manager and
when certain studies and investigations are performed by the County Manager; requiring the County
Manager to attend all County Council meetings; providing for the appointment and function of an
Assistant County Manager; clarifying that the County Manager is responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the County government; and establishing a process for the County Council when the
County Manager position becomes vacant. A vote against the question will keep the duties and
responsibilities of the County Manager as currently specified in the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Amendment

Governmental Transparency and Public Access

Currently, there are no provisions in the County Charter specific to transparency in County
government functions or public access to County government records. A vote in favor of the question
amends the County Charter to add a new section titled Governmental Transparency and Public
Access with provisions to ensure transparency of governmental functions, public access to meetings
(in person and remotely) and access to public records. A vote against the question keeps a new
Governmental Transparency and Public Access section from being added to the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment
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~ Frederick

Question A

Charter Amendment

Term limits for the County Council and County Executive

This Charter Amendment would prohibit a County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their lifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in
their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit a County Council member from serving more than
three terms and a County Executive from serving more than two terms.

Avote against the Charter Amendment would continue to permit a County Council member to serve
no more than three consecutive terms, and a County Executive from serving more than two
consecutive terms.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Howard

Question A

Charter Amendment

Gender Neutrality

The County Charter uses gender-specific words like "he" and "she". The Charter Amendment would
replace these types of words with gender-neutral words like "they" and "them".

A vote for the Amendment would make gender-neutral changes to the Charter. A vote against the
Amendment would leave gender-specific words unchanged in the Charter.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

Affordable For-Sale Housing Projects

The County Charter only allows the County to use its capital budget to finance an affordable housing
project in its Housing Opportunities Trust Fund if the County owns the project. The Charter
Amendment would change this requirement by allowing the County to use its capital budget to
finance some or all of an affordable housing project if the project meets certain criteria. The County
is not required to own or construct the project, but the Howard County Housing Commission or
another entity controlled by the Housing Commission must own the project. The project must only
have housing units for sale. The County would repay the bonds for the project over a defined time
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period, typically 20-30 years, and the affordable for-sale housing units must remain affordable for
that period.

A vote for the Charter Amendment would allow the County to use its capital budget to finance these
affordable for-sale housing projects. A vote against the Charter Amendment would require these
affordable for-sale housing projects to be financed in ways other than the County's capital budget.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Montgomery

Question A

& Note: This question was posted for public comment and was modified on August 4 based on

comments received.

Charter Amendment by Petition

Unanimous County Council Approval to Increase Operating Budget Above Rate of Inflation

Currently Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter requires a supermajority vote (at least

seven of eleven County Councilmembers) to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

The proposed amendment to Montgomery County Charter Section 305 would require the

unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

For / Against

= Avote for Question A: Would amend Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter to require the
unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

= Avote against Question A: Would keep the current requirement in Section 305 of the Montgomery
County Charter of a supermajority vote (at least seven of eleven County Councilmembers) in order
to increase the annual operating budget above the annual rate of inflation.

Pregunta A

Enmienda a la Carta Constitucional mediante peticién

Aprobacién unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima
de la tasa de inflacidn

Actualmente, la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery exige un voto
de supermayoria (al menos siete de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el
presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery
exigiria el voto undanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por
encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

Afavor / En contra
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= Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el
presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa anual de inflacién.

= Un voto en contra de la Pregunta A: Mantendria el requisito actual de la Seccién 305 de la Carta
Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery, que exige un voto de supermayoria (al menos siete
de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual
por encima de la tasa anual de inflacion.

~ Prince George's

Question A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

HARMFUL BUSINESSES TAXES AND FEES

To allow the County to impose taxes and fees on the operators of businesses deemed to have an
adverse impact on community health, safety, and welfare, or County economic development,
including, but not limited to, tobacco stores, liquor stores, and self-storage, by removing the
requirement that the public vote on such taxes and fees.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to impose taxes and fees, to the extent authorized by
law, on operators of businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents

or economic development. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from imposing
taxes and fees on businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents or
economic development.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA A

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

EMPRESAS NOCIVAS: IMPUESTOS Y TARIFAS

Para que el condado pueda imponer impuestos y tarifas a los titulares de empresas que se considere
que tienen repercusiones negativas en la salud, la seguridad y el bienestar de la comunidad, o en el
desarrollo econdmico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los
almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacion del requisito de que la ciudadania vote sobre dichos
impuestos y tarifas.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado recaudar impuestos y tarifas, en la medida en
que esté autorizado a hacerlo por ley, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la
calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico. Un voto en contra de esta
medida impedira que el condado imponga impuestos y tarifas que se imponen a las empresas y que
afectan negativamente la calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico.

= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica
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Question B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

ELIMINATE AT-LARGE COUNCIL MEMBERS

Effective December 2030, and for each subsequent election cycle, this measure will reduce the
County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members by eliminating the two at-large council
seats which do not represent a specific council district. This measure will provide for more efficient
and cost-effective elections and will restore the voting strength of communities and neighborhoods
in each district.

A vote for the measure will reduce the County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members
and eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars for general and special elections for at-large members
and for the compensation of the offices for at-large members. A vote against the measure will keep
the County Council membership at 11 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation of the offices for at-
large members.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA B

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

ELIMINAR A LOS CONCEJALES ELECTOS POR VOTO GENERAL

A partir de diciembre de 2030, y en cada ciclo electoral posterior, esta medida reducira el nimero de
miembros del Concejo del Condado de 11 a 9, mediante la eliminacion de los dos escafios generales
del concejo que no representan a un distrito especifico. Esta medida permitird que las elecciones
sean mas eficientes y rentables, y restablecera el peso electoral de las comunidades y los vecindarios
en cada distrito.

Si se aprueba esta medida, el nimero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducirade 11a 9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como a la remuneracién de los cargos de
dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el nimero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11y no eliminara el gasto de los fondos de los contribuyentes destinados a las
elecciones generales y especiales para los miembros de representacién general, ni a la
remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.

= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BILL TO CHANGE REDISTRICTING PLAN

This measure provides that if the County Council passes a law to change the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission it shall do so by bill and not by resolution after notice and
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public hearing.

A vote for this measure will correct Section 305 of the Charter to require the County Council to adopt
a bill and not a resolution when it changes the redistricting plan proposed by the Redistricting
Commission. A vote against this measure will not correct Section 305 of the Charter and may result in
the County Council adopting a resolution instead of a bill when it changes the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA C

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

PROYECTO DE LEY PARA MODIFICAR EL PLAN DE REDISTRIBUCION

Esta medida establece que, si el Concejo del Condado aprueba una ley para modificar el plan de
redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comision de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo
mediante un proyecto de ley y no mediante una resolucién, previa notificacion y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccion 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ley y no una resolucién cuando se modifique el plan de
redistribucion de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comision de Redistribucién de Distritos. Un voto
en contra de esta medida no modificara la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resolucién en lugar de un proyecto de ley cuando modifique el
plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question D

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY PURCHASING

This measure will allow the County Purchasing Agent to sign all purchasing documents to promote
flexibility in conducting government operations. It will also allow the County to partner with other
public entities to buy goods and services.

A vote for this measure will expand the signature authority of the County Purchasing Agent. It will
also allow the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods and services. A vote against
this measure will maintain the current, more limited, signature authority of the County Purchasing
Agent and will limit opportunities for the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods
and services.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA D

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA
COMPRAS DEL CONDADO
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Esta medida permitira al responsable de compras del condado firmar todos los documentos de
compra con el fin de promover la flexibilidad en la gestion de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademads, permitira al condado colaborar con otras entidades publicas para la adquisicion de bienes
Y Servicios.

Un voto a favor de esta medida ampliara la facultad de firma del responsable de compras del
condado. Ademas, permitira al condado asociarse con otras entidades publicas para adquirir bienes
y servicios. Un voto en contra de esta medida mantendra la autoridad actual (mas limitada) del
agente de compras del condado y restringira las oportunidades del condado de asociarse con otras
entidades publicas para adquirir bienes y servicios.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY UNION INDEPENDENT ARBITRATION SERVICE

This policy will allow unionized County employees to submit disputed labor issues to an independent
arbitration service for arbitration.

A vote for this measure will allow unionized County employees to use an additional independent
arbitration service to resolve disputed labor issues. A vote against this measure will maintain current
labor dispute options for unionized County employees to resolve disputed labor issues.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA E

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

SERVICIO DE ARBITRAJE INDEPENDIENTE DE LA UNION DEL CONDADO

Esta politica permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado someter a arbitraje los conflictos
laborales ante un servicio de arbitraje independiente.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado recurrir a un
servicio de arbitraje independiente adicional para resolver controversias laborales. Un voto en contra
de esta medida mantendra las opciones actuales de resolucion de conflictos laborales para que los
empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question F

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $67,306,000 to pay for
the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Community College Facilities.
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A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for
Community College Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money by issuing bonds to pay for Community College Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA F

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INFRAESTRUCTURAS DE COLEGIOS COMUNITARIOS

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener fondos mediante la emision de bonos por un monto de
hasta $67,306,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccion, la adquisicién, la mejora o la reparacion
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedird que
el condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las
instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question G

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION BONDS

This measure will authorize the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $140,089,000 to
pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for roads,
bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the
County from borrowing money by issuing bonds to pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and
maintenance facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA G

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS DE OBRAS PUBLICAS Y TRANSPORTE

Esta medida autorizara al condado a obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un
importe maximo de $140,089,000 para financiar carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de
bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.

Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiacion mediante la
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emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question H

BOND ISSUE

COUNTY BUILDINGS BONDS

This measure will enable the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $117,848,000 to pay
for the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of County Buildings.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for County
buildings. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by issuing
bonds to pay for County buildings.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA H

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA EDIFICIOS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de los edificios del condado.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el
condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emision de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question I

BOND ISSUE

LIBRARY FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds of up to $33,656,000 to build,
expand, repair, or improve County library buildings and facilities. This includes acquiring and
developing library sites, hiring architects and engineers, and purchasing equipment needed to
operate those facilities.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds to build, expand and
repair County library facilities. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money and issuing bonds to build, expand and repair County library facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law
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PREGUNTA I

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA LAS INSTALACIONES DE LA BIBLIOTECA

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener préstamos y emitir bonos por un monto maximo de
$33,656,000 para construir, ampliar, reparar o mejorar los edificios y las instalaciones de las
bibliotecas del condado. Esto incluye la adquisicion y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la
contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisicién del equipamiento necesario para gestionar
dichas instalaciones.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado solicitar préstamos y emitir bonos para
construir, ampliar y reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado. Un voto en contra de
esta medida impedira que el condado solicite préstamos y emita bonos para construir, ampliar y
reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question |

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds in an amount of up to
$53,503,000 to finance the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Public Safety
Facilities including Fire Department Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for Public
Safety Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by
issuing bonds to pay for Public Safety Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA ]

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
de hasta $53,503,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de instalaciones de seguridad publica, incluidas las del cuerpo de bomberos.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar instalaciones de seguridad publica. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida
impedira que el condado solicite un préstamo mediante la emision de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada
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~ Wicomico

Question A

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of
meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

Avote in favor of the question permits the Council Administrator to keep minutes of the meetings by
written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote against the question requires the Council Administrator to continue to manually type minutes
of the meetings.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to require formal communications from the Council to
the Executive Branch be addressed to the County Executive, unless for the purpose of inquiry or
information, which will allow members of the County Council and Council staff to communicate
directly with officers or employees of the Executive Branch.

Avote in favor of the question clarifies that the County Council and Council staff may directly
communicate with officers and employees of the Executive branch for the sole purpose of inquiry
or information.

A vote against the question maintains the requirement that all formal communications from the
Council to the Executive Branch shall be addressed to the County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,
Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County
at the time of appointment. Further providing that a newly elected County Executive may appoint a
person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration for a
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period not to exceed Six (6) months or until a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever
occurs first.

Avote in favor of the question requires that an Acting Director of Administration, Acting Department
Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County at the time of
appointment. A vote in favor of the question also permits a newly elected County Executive to
appoint a person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration
for a period not to exceed Six (6) months from the date the County Executive assumes office or until
a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever occurs first.

A vote against the question permits the County Executive to appoint an Acting Director of
Administration or Acting Head of a Department or Agency without the requirement that the
appointment be a current employee of Wicomico County. A vote against the question also does not
limit the duration of the appointment for an Acting Director of Administration by a newly elected
County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to add a definition of "Work Rules," which shall mean
policies, procedures, directive standards or requirements governing employee conduct,
performance, attendance, workplace behavior, use of County property or resources or other
conditions of employment. Work rules include provisions that may result in disciplinary action,
suspension, loss of privileges, revocation of authorizations, termination of employment, or other
employment-related consequences for failure to comply.

Avote in favor of the question adds a definition of "Work Rules" to the County Charter. "Work
Rules" establish policies, procedures and standards for workplace conduct, and may result in
disciplinary action.

A vote against the question means a definition of "Work Rules" will not be inserted in the Charter.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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EXHIBIT J



Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election

Under Election Law Article, § 7-103(c)(5)(i), the State Board has made available for public comment the
text of ballot questions for the 2026 general election.

The comment period closed on July 30, 2026, except for the following counties:

= For PG County the date has been extended to August 11.

= For Cecil County the date has been extended to August 19.

= For Baltimore City the date has been extended to August 21.

Members of the public may submit comments to  jnfo.sbe@maryland.gov
(mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot question comments).

Under Election Law Article, 8 7-103(e), questions that propose amendments to the State Constitution or a
County Charter are posted with links to authorizing legislation, and the text of proposed amendments.
B Note: The certification of petition-based questions may depend upon successful submission and
verification of voters' signatures that has not yet been completed. This means certain questions
presented here for comment may not qualify for the ballot.

~ SBE

= Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot Question Summaries (PDF)
(2026 Ballot Question SBE Letter.pdf)
=  Amendment Text (PDF).(SBE Proposed Constitutional Amendment Text.pdf)

& Note: Updated August 4. The questions below were posted for public comment. The Secretary of
State provided the following updated questions, based on comments received. Spanish translations
are of the original questions posted for public comment. Updated spanish language is forthcoming.

Question 1

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Providing that each budget submitted by the Governor shall include proposed expenditures

necessary to implement wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other terms and

conditions of employment in each collective bargaining memorandum of understanding with State

employees, whether the State and State employees reached those terms and conditions by mutual

agreement or through a neutral decider's order.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment -A vote FOR this amendment means that the Governor has to
include money in the proposed State budget to pay for agreements between the State and its
employees. Agreements might include changes to wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits,
and other terms and conditions of employment. The Governor must put enough money in the
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State budget to cover the agreed upon pay and benefits for employees, whether those terms were
negotiated or decided by a neutral decision-maker.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that the law
about funding agreements between the State and State employees stays the same.

Pregunta 1

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 155 de la Sesi6bn Legislativa de 2026 )

Ley de Reforma de Arbitraje para Empleados Estatales de 2026

Estipula que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobemador debera incluir las gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud

y otras condiciones de empleo en cada memoranda de acuerdo de negociacién colectiva con las

empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y las empleados estatales hayan alcanzado dichas

condiciones par mutuo acuerdo o mediante la orden de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmendando el Artfculo III de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobemador debera incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
sobre las condiciones laborales entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos pueden incluir
cambios en las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud y otras
condiciones de empleo. El Gobemador debe destinar suficiente dinero en el presupuesto estatal
para cubrir los salarios y beneficios acordados de los empleados, ya sea que dichas condiciones
hayan sido negociadas o decididas par un arbitro extemo neutral.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la ley sabre el financiamiento de las acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
pemTanece igual.

Question 2

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Temporary Appointments on the Commission on Judicial Disabilities

Authorizing temporary substitute appointments to the Commission on Judicial Disabilities when a

member is recused or disqualified, or when a member's term expires. In these situations, the

Commission Chair may recall a former member of the Commission, or the Governor, at the request of

the Commission Chair, may appoint a temporary substitute member or extend the term of a current

member until a permanent replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional

eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

(Amending Article IV of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment - A vote FOR this amendment means that temporary
appointments to the Commission are allowed if a member is recused, disqualified, or if a
member's term ends without a replacement. The Commission Chair can temporarily fill an opening
on the Commission with a former member. The Governor can, at the request of the Commission
Chair pick a temporary substitute to fill an opening on the Commission or extend the term of a
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current member until a replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional
eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that current
membership rules for the Commission stay the same. Temporary appointments are not allowed if
a member is recused, disqualified, or if a member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 878 de la Sesi6bn Legislativa de 2026 )

Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisién sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

cuando un miembro este recusado o descalificado, o cuando el mandato de un miembro expire. En

estas situaciones, el Presidente de la Comisi6n podra convocar a un exmiembro de la Comisién,

o0 el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisién, podra nombrar a un miembro

sustituto temporal o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un

reemplazo permanente.

(Enmendando el Articulo IV de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se
permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisién si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. El Presidente de la Comisién puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisién con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisién, elegir a un sustituto temporal para llenar una vacante en
la Comisién o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un reemplazo.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa que las
reglas actuales de membresia de la Comisién permanecen igual. Nose permiten nombramientos
temporales si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado, o si el mandato de un miembro termina.

Question 3

Constitutional Amendment ( Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session (PDF) )

Election Districts

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the Maryland
Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General Assembly; authorizes the
General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review the
congressional districting plan of the State; and requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional
districts to be determined by applicable federal laws.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment

= Against the Constitutional Amendment

~ Anne Arundel

Amendment Text (PDF) (Anne_Arundel Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)
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QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 30-25)

Executive Branch - Merit System - Binding Arbitration

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to permit all authorized employee representatives

to enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

Currently, only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and uniformed officers
of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention Facilities may enter
into binding arbitration with the County to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment. There are several other labor organizations in the County that cannot
enter into binding arbitration with the County.

A vote FOR the charter amendment would permit all authorized employee representatives to

enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current binding arbitration provisions in
the County Charter, meaning only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and
uniformed officers of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention
Facilities may enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 15-26)

Legislative Branch - Officers - Specific Position Titles

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to remove specific position titles from the officers
appointed by the Council.

Currently, the Charter provides that the County Council shall have an Administrative Officer
appointed by the Council and other officers as provided in the County Council's Rules of Procedure.
A vote FOR the charter amendment would remove from the County Charter the specific position titles
of the officers the County Council may appoint.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current Charter provision that the County
Council shall appoint an officer with the specific position title of Administrative Officer.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C
CHARTER AMENDMENT
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(Resolution No. 18-26)

Executive Branch - Planning Advisory Board - Staggered Terms — Council Confirmation

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to establish staggered terms for the appointees to the
Planning Advisory Board and to require County Council confirmation of County Executive
appointments to the Planning Advisory Board.

Currently, the members of the Planning Advisory Board are appointed by the County Executive and
serve terms coterminous with the County Executive or until their successors are appointed.

Avote FOR the charter amendment would require, starting December 2026, staggered initial terms
for appointees to the seven-member County Planning Advisory Board and County Council
confirmation of the County Executive's appointees, meaning the County Executive, with the
confirmation of the County Council, would appoint one member for a one-year term, two members
for two-year terms, two members for three-year terms, and two members for four-year terms, with
four-year terms for all members thereafter.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current terms of members of the Planning
Advisory Board, meaning a term coterminous with the County Executive's term or until their
successor shall qualify, and retain the authority of the County Executive to appoint members of the
Planning Advisory Board without confirmation of the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Baltimore County

Amendment Text (PDF) (Baltimore County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 19-25)

BALTIMORE COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION ACT (URDL)

Currently, the Planning Board changes the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL), which separates
urban areas from rural areas in Baltimore County, largely in response to zoning changes or
water/sewer designation changes enacted by the County Council. The Baltimore County Charter
requires a simple majority of the County Council to approve changes by the Planning Board to the
Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL). This amendment to the Baltimore County Charter would
require a vote of six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council rather than a simple majority
of five (5) votes to approve changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) recommended by
the Planning Board. All other planning and zoning matters would continue to be approved by a
simple majority vote of the County Council.

This would amend Section 522.1 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1015 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the amendment requires six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council to approve
changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL).
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A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current simple majority vote of 5 members of the County
Council on changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) .

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 49-25)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - ESTABLISHMENT OF DEPARTMENT

This Charter Amendment establishes a Department of Agriculture to promote and support farming
and agriculture in Baltimore County as a viable component of the county's economic section,
including encouraging local food production and distribution to improve access to food for

County residents.

This would amend Section 504 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Sections 542.9 and 542.10
to the Baltimore County Charter.

Various agriculture issues will continue to be handled by other County agencies depending on the
subject matter. As an example, agriculture land preservation is currently handled by the Department
of Planning; local food initiatives are currently handled by the Department of Health; and agricultural
tourism is handled by the Department of Economic and Workforce Development.

Avote FOR the amendment would create a Department of Agriculture to support farming and
agriculture in Baltimore County and encourage local food production and distribution to improve
access to food for County residents.

A vote AGAINST the amendment does not create a Department of Agriculture, and the current
County Charter would remain unchanged.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 50-25)

INSPECTOR GENERAL APPOINTMENT BOARD

The Inspector General provides oversight of County government by investigating fraud, waste, and
abuse. This Charter Amendment establishes an Inspector General Appointment Board; provides for
the appointment of members to the Appointment Board; provides authority for the Inspector
General Appointment Board to appoint or reappoint the Inspector General and, if necessary, remove
the Inspector General for cause. It replaces the current process under which the County Executive
appoints or reappoints the Inspector General, and the County Council confirms the appointment. It
provides for a residency requirement for the Inspector

General.

The Inspector General Appointment Board will consist of seven (7) members, with the County Council
and County Executive each selecting one member, and the Chair of the Ethics Commission electing
the other five (5) members, each of whom must be from specific judicial, accounting, fraud
examination or academic professions. There are also several requirements for members relating to
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potential ethical conflicts between their service on the Inspector General Appointment Board and
their employment or business involvement with the County; candidacy for elected office or
involvement in campaign finances; registration as a lobbyist; or criminal convictions.

This would amend Section 1014 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1014.1 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment transfers the authority to appoint or reappoint and remove the Inspector
General from the County Executive to an Inspector General Appointment Board to be established.
Avote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current process, in which the County Executive appoints
or reappoints, the Inspector General and the County Council confirms the appointment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION D

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 52-26)

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION - MEMBERSHIP

This Charter Amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission members
appointed by the County Council from seven to nine for purposes of matching the expansion of the
County Council.

This would amend Section 1203(a) of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission appointments
made by County Council members from seven (7) to nine (9).

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current Charter provisions, under which County Council
members make seven (7) appointments to the Charter Review Commission.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION E

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 61-26)
BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARKS - MEMBERSHIP AND DUTIES
This Charter Amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks by
increasing the number of at-large members from three (3) to four (4) and provides that district-level
members are appointed based on recommendations from County Council members. The
amendment also amends and modernizes the Board duties to reflect both current board practices
and its role to serve in an advisory capacity to the Department of Recreation and Parks.

This would amend Section 533 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks and
clarifies that the Board is an advisory body to the Department of Recreation and Parks.
A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current membership and duties of the Board of
Recreation and Parks.
= FOR Charter Amendment
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= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION F

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 42-26)

REFUSE DISPOSAL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $5,000,000 for
refuse disposal projects, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $5,000,000 for refuse

disposal projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $5,000,000 for refuse
disposal projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION G

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 43-26)

COMMUNITY COLLEGE BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $18,620,000 for
community college projects, including but not limited to: acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
extension, improvement, enlargement, alteration, maintenance, repair, modernization, and
development of buildings and other improvements for community colleges; the architectural,
engineering, and other services incident thereto; and the acquisition of land, furnishings, and
equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $18,620,000 for
community college projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION H

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 44-26)

PUBLIC WORKS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $54,380,000 for
public works projects, including but not limited to: streets and highways, bridges, storm drain
systems, sewer systems, refuse disposal systems, viaducts, environmental projects, grade crossings
and parking lots and structures, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the
Baltimore County Charter.
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A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $54,380,000 for public

works projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $54,380,000 for public
works projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION I

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 45-26)

PARKS, PRESERVATION AND GREENWAYS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $2,000,000 for the
purpose of parks, preservation and greenways projects, including but not limited to: acquisition,
construction, maintenance, and equipping of playgrounds, parks, community centers, and
recreational facilities; related engineering, architectural, and other services; and the acquisition and
maintenance of equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

#6 A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION ]

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 46-26)

SCHOOL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $200,000,000 for
school buildings and site projects, including but not limited to: the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, improvement, extension, alteration, maintenance, conversion and modernization of
buildings and sites for school purposes; architectural and engineering services; and recreation and
pedagogical equipment for such buildings and sites, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $200,000,000 for school buildings
and site projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $200,000,000 for school
buildings and site projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue
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QUESTION K

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 47-26)

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAND PRESERVATION BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects, including but not limited to the purchase of land,
development rights, conservation easements and other real property approved by the County
Council pursuant to the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program and the Rural Legacy
Program or other similar federal or state programs, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $6,000,000 for agricultural and
rural land preservation projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION L

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 48-26)

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects, including but not limited to construction, renovation, extension,
alteration, repair or modernization of: street curbs; gutters; water; sewer and other utilities; sidewalk
improvements; interior and rear access improvements; landscaping and lighting improvements;
building and other structural improvements; and sidewalk and pedestrian system improvements, to
be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $4,000,000 for community
improvement projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION M

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 49-26)

WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $20,000,000 for
the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects, including but not limited to: shoreline
stabilization; shore erosion control; wetland restoration; streambank and riverbank restoration;
stabilization and reconstruction; control and monitoring of nonpoint pollutants; landscaping;
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dredging; planting of trees and similar waterway improvement projects in residential, rural and
commercial areas; and engineering and other services incident thereto, to be undertaken pursuant
to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of waterway
improvement and stormwater-related projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing 20,000,000 for
acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION N

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 50-26)

OPERATIONAL BUILDINGS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $81,750,000 for
public operational buildings, including but not limited to: general, health, police, fire, recreation,
library, senior center, and jail buildings or facilities, and necessary or desirable equipment, to be
undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

~ Baltimore City

Question A

BOND ISSUE

AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN

Question A authorizes the City to borrow up to $22,000,000 to be used for the City's Affordable
Housing Program. The money may be used to acquire, redevelop, and dispose of property in the City
for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to rehabilitate, construct, and operate rental and homeownership
developments, including relocation assistance, rental payments, home purchase assistance, housing
counseling, project financing, buyer education assistance, activities to support the development of
economically diverse housing in the City, and the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

The money may also be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and
may be used to improve land, buildings, streets, highways, alleys, utilities, and other structures,
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including all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.
= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question B

BOND ISSUE

SCHOOL LOAN

Question B authorizes the City to borrow up to $60,000,000 to be used for school purposes. The
money may be used to acquire property in the City for these purposes and to build new or improve
existing school buildings, athletic facilities, and community health and recreation facilities, along with
all related costs. The money may also be used to acquire equipment for such facilities.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question C

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOAN

Question C authorizes the City to borrow up to $50,000,000 to be used for the City's economic
development program. The money may be used to acquire, develop, and dispose of property in the
City for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and to
create healthy, sanitary, safe, and green conditions in the City. It may be used to stabilize and
improve middle neighborhoods and neighborhood retail corridors, as well as to improve land,
buildings, streets, highways, alleys, sidewalks, utilities, parks, recreational land or facilities, and other
structures, including all related costs.

The money may also be used as loans or grants to develop, improve, or construct buildings in the
City for residential or commercial purposes, and as loans or grants for growing businesses, attracting
and retaining jobs, encouraging homeownership, providing home repair assistance, promoting
economic inclusion, achieving whole-block outcomes, improving the City's cultural life, and
promoting City tourism.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue
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Question D

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE LOAN

Question D authorizes the City to borrow up to $148,000,000 to be used for the development of
public infrastructure owned or controlled by the City. The money may be used to develop buildings
owned by the City, the Enoch Pratt Free Library, and public parks and recreational land. It may be
used to acquire property in the City and to construct new or improve existing buildings, structures,
and auxiliary facilities for use by the City and the Enoch Pratt Free Library.

The money may also be used to improve, construct, relocate, or repair buildings, streets, highways,
alleys, utilities, and other structures, including information technology infrastructure, as well as to
acquire and install trees, equipment, and fixtures, along with all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

CONTRACT BIDDING AND AWARDS

Question E amends the City Charter to remove the requirement of awarding a contract to the lowest
bidder, removes the process for resolving tie bids, and removes provisions governing the bid bonds
and performance bonds required by some contractors.

Voting for this Amendment removes these provisions from the Charter, which will become effective
November 7, 2028, unless an ordinance or regulation governing the topic is adopted sooner.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing contract bidding and
awards in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question F

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question F amends the City Charter's legislative process, the annual budget process, and the role of
the Board of Estimates. It shortens the amount of time in which the Mayor can veto legislation
passed by the City Council and the amount of time the City Council has to override the Mayor's veto.
The Amendment also eliminates the preliminary budget hearing process and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Mayor the responsibility to prepare and submit the proposed budget
before April 30 each year. The City Council must then adopt the budget at least eight days before the
beginning of the fiscal year on July 1, and any veto and veto override process must be completed

by then.
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The Amendment removes the current $1 million dollar cap on the amount that may be used as a
contingent fund for emergencies or other unexpected needs. It allows the Finance Director and the
Planning Commission to make new recommendations about the proposed budget after it is
submitted to the City Council and allows the City Council to add amounts based on those
recommendations before final passage. The Amendment also transfers from the Board of Estimates
to the Finance Director or the Planning Commission the authority to make supplemental
appropriation recommendations outside of the annual budget process.

The Amendment transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Finance Department the responsibility
to estimate revenues and formulate the annual rates for all property taxes, and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Finance Director the responsibility to estimate any surpluses. It also
transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Mayor the authority to increase or decrease the salaries
of municipal officers in preparing the budget.

The Amendment removes from the Charter a number of other duties assigned to the Board of
Estimates, including formulating and executing the fiscal policy of the City, advertising for contracts,
establishing the process for professional services contracts and for bidder prequalification,
approving emergency contracts, fixing salary and wage scales of employees, approving collective
bargaining agreements, determining bonds of City officials, establishing procedures for paying or
releasing claims against or claims held by the City, fixing the salary of officials in the State's Attorney's
Office, and approving expenditures for new improvements. These roles could be given to other
agencies or departments by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; December 5, 2028, for changes to approving and vetoing
legislation; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing legislation, budget,
and the Board of Estimates in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question G

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question G amends the City Charter language governing how the City allows third parties to use
certain City property. It adds the City's stormwater system to the list of City property that cannot be
sold or rented out as a franchise. It clarifies that space in the City's conduit system can be rented out
as a franchise, but the conduit system itself still cannot be sold. The Amendment also simplifies the
general provisions governing franchise agreements and other such grants.

The Amendment updates the language for granting minor privileges to use a portion of City property
by clarifying the definition of minor privilege, including temporary and permanent varieties, and
permitting minor privileges to be further identified and defined by ordinance. It also removes the
Board of Estimates' authority to grant minor privileges, along with related processes, and instead
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allows minor privileges to be granted by an executive agency under a new process to be established
by City ordinance.

The Amendment also eliminates certain obsolete provisions in the Charter pertaining to street
railways and trackless trolleys.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing franchises and minor
privileges in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question H

CHARTER AMENDMENT

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND WASTEWATER

Question H establishes in the City Charter a new Department of Water and Wastewater, which will be
supervised and directed by a Director. It transfers from the Department of Public Works to this new
Department the responsibility to oversee the City's water supply system and its wastewater system,
along with related duties.

The Amendment also removes from the Charter the requirement that bureaus within the
Department of Public Works must be established or abolished by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, which will become effective
January 1, 2029.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing water and
wastewater systems in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question I

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BALTIMORE BABY FUND

Question Lis a charter amendment to create the "Baltimore Baby Fund" as a new, separate fund in
City government. The City could use money in the Baby Fund only to enhance the economic stability
of families with newborns in Baltimore City. The City could not use money from the Baby Fund to
replace funding for newborn children that already exists in this year's City budget.

The amendment would require each year's City budget to include a contribution to the Baby Fund.
The City's required annual contribution to the Baby Fund will be $0.03 for every $100 in taxable
property value in the City. The Baby Fund will also be able to accept grants and donations. Money in
the Baby Fund will stay in the Baby Fund until the City spends it for the benefit of families with
newborns. The City could not transfer money in the Baby Fund to any other purpose.
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Voting for this amendment would create the Baltimore Baby Fund and require the City to fund it as
described above.

Voting against this amendment would mean that the Baltimore Baby Fund would not be created.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Cecil

Amendment Text (PDF) (Cecil County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Date for Submission of the Budget

Currently the charter requires the executive to prepare and submit the proposed budget to the
county council not later than April 1 of each year. The referred charter amendment will allow
submission of the proposed budget after Maryland's General Assembly but no later than on or
before the second Monday in April in each year.

Avote in favor of the question will require the executive to submit the proposed budget to the
county council on or before the second Monday of April each year. This later date is after the
conclusion of Maryland's General Assembly. This later date will allow the executive to have
knowledge of the full financial effect upon the county from legislation passed during Maryland's
General Assembly session.

A vote against the question will keep the current date of April 1 of each year for submission of the
budget to county council and prior to knowing the full financial effects upon the county from
Maryland's General Assembly.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Dorchester

Amendment Text (PDF) (Dorchester County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Administrative Structure Review

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to conduct an evaluation of the
organizations, functions, powers, and duties of each department, agency, and office in the executive
branch of the County government at least every four years. A vote in favor of the question amends
the County Charter to specify that such evaluation of the County administrative structure shall be
conducted within the first fiscal year of each County Council term. A vote against the question keeps
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the requirement that the County Council conduct the evaluation of the County administrative
structure at least every four years.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

County Budget Preparation and Adoption Dates

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to prepare a proposed Budget for the
ensuing fiscal year no later than May 1 and to adopt the Annual Budget no later than May 31, each
year. Avote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May 15 each year and
changes the Annual Budget adoption deadline to June 15, each year, to better align with revenue
estimates. A vote against the question keeps the current deadlines in the County Charter for Budget
preparation and Annual Budget adoption by the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Amendment

County Manager Responsibilities

Currently, the duties and responsibilities of the County Manager are specified in Section 405 of the
County Charter. A vote in favor of the question amends the duties and responsibilities of the County
Manager, as follows: clarifying when certain vacancies may be filled by the County Manager and
when certain studies and investigations are performed by the County Manager; requiring the County
Manager to attend all County Council meetings; providing for the appointment and function of an
Assistant County Manager; clarifying that the County Manager is responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the County government; and establishing a process for the County Council when the
County Manager position becomes vacant. A vote against the question will keep the duties and
responsibilities of the County Manager as currently specified in the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Amendment

Governmental Transparency and Public Access

Currently, there are no provisions in the County Charter specific to transparency in County
government functions or public access to County government records. A vote in favor of the question
amends the County Charter to add a new section titled Governmental Transparency and Public
Access with provisions to ensure transparency of governmental functions, public access to meetings
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(in person and remotely) and access to public records. A vote against the question keeps a new
Governmental Transparency and Public Access section from being added to the County Charter.
= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Frederick

Amendment Text (PDF) (Erederick County_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Term limits for the County Council and County Executive

This Charter Amendment would prohibit a County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their lifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in
their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit a County Council member from serving more than
three terms and a County Executive from serving more than two terms.

A vote against the Charter Amendment would continue to permit a County Council member to serve
no more than three consecutive terms, and a County Executive from serving more than two
consecutive terms.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Howard

Amendment Text (PDF) (Howard County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Gender Neutrality

The County Charter uses gender-specific words like "he" and "she". The Charter Amendment would
replace these types of words with gender-neutral words like "they" and "them".

Avote for the Amendment would make gender-neutral changes to the Charter. A vote against the
Amendment would leave gender-specific words unchanged in the Charter.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment
Affordable For-Sale Housing Projects
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The County Charter only allows the County to use its capital budget to finance an affordable housing
project in its Housing Opportunities Trust Fund if the County owns the project. The Charter
Amendment would change this requirement by allowing the County to use its capital budget to
finance some or all of an affordable housing project if the project meets certain criteria. The County
is not required to own or construct the project, but the Howard County Housing Commission or
another entity controlled by the Housing Commission must own the project. The project must only
have housing units for sale. The County would repay the bonds for the project over a defined time
period, typically 20-30 years, and the affordable for-sale housing units must remain affordable for
that period.

Avote for the Charter Amendment would allow the County to use its capital budget to finance these
affordable for-sale housing projects. A vote against the Charter Amendment would require these
affordable for-sale housing projects to be financed in ways other than the County's capital budget.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Montgomery

Question A

B Note: This question was posted for public comment and was modified on August 4 based on

comments received.

Charter Amendment by Petition

Unanimous County Council Approval to Increase Operating Budget Above Rate of Inflation

Currently Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter requires a supermajority vote (at least

seven of eleven County Councilmembers) to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

The proposed amendment to Montgomery County Charter Section 305 would require the

unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

For / Against

= Avote for Question A: Would amend Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter to require the
unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

= Avote against Question A: Would keep the current requirement in Section 305 of the Montgomery
County Charter of a supermajority vote (at least seven of eleven County Councilmembers) in order
to increase the annual operating budget above the annual rate of inflation.

Pregunta A

Enmienda a la Carta Constitucional mediante peticién
Aprobacién unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima
de la tasa de inflacidn
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Actualmente, la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery exige un voto

de supermayoria (al menos siete de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el

presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery

exigiria el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por

encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

A favor / En contra

= Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Seccion 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el
presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa anual de inflacidn.

= Un voto en contra de la Pregunta A: Mantendria el requisito actual de la Seccién 305 de la Carta
Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery, que exige un voto de supermayoria (al menos siete
de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual
por encima de la tasa anual de inflacién.

~ Prince George's

Amendment Text (PDF) (PG _County_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

HARMFUL BUSINESSES TAXES AND FEES

To allow the County to impose taxes and fees on the operators of businesses deemed to have an
adverse impact on community health, safety, and welfare, or County economic development,
including, but not limited to, tobacco stores, liquor stores, and self-storage, by removing the
requirement that the public vote on such taxes and fees.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to impose taxes and fees, to the extent authorized by
law, on operators of businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents

or economic development. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from imposing
taxes and fees on businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents or
economic development.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA A

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

EMPRESAS NOCIVAS: IMPUESTOS Y TARIFAS

Para que el condado pueda imponer impuestos y tarifas a los titulares de empresas que se considere
que tienen repercusiones negativas en la salud, la seguridad y el bienestar de la comunidad, o en el
desarrollo econdmico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los
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almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacion del requisito de que la ciudadania vote sobre dichos
impuestos y tarifas.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado recaudar impuestos y tarifas, en la medida en
que esté autorizado a hacerlo por ley, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la
calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econdmico. Un voto en contra de esta
medida impedira que el condado imponga impuestos y tarifas que se imponen a las empresas y que
afectan negativamente la calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

ELIMINATE AT-LARGE COUNCIL MEMBERS

Effective December 2030, and for each subsequent election cycle, this measure will reduce the
County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members by eliminating the two at-large council
seats which do not represent a specific council district. This measure will provide for more efficient
and cost-effective elections and will restore the voting strength of communities and neighborhoods
in each district.

A vote for the measure will reduce the County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members
and eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars for general and special elections for at-large members
and for the compensation of the offices for at-large members. A vote against the measure will keep
the County Council membership at 11 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation of the offices for at-
large members.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA B

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

ELIMINAR A LOS CONCEJALES ELECTOS POR VOTO GENERAL

A partir de diciembre de 2030, y en cada ciclo electoral posterior, esta medida reducira el nimero de
miembros del Concejo del Condado de 11 a 9, mediante la eliminacion de los dos escafios generales
del concejo que no representan a un distrito especifico. Esta medida permitira que las elecciones
sean mas eficientes y rentables, y restablecera el peso electoral de las comunidades y los vecindarios
en cada distrito.

Si se aprueba esta medida, el nimero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducirdde 11a 9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como a la remuneracion de los cargos de
dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el nimero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11y no eliminara el gasto de los fondos de los contribuyentes destinados a las
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elecciones generales y especiales para los miembros de representacién general, ni a la
remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BILL TO CHANGE REDISTRICTING PLAN

This measure provides that if the County Council passes a law to change the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission it shall do so by bill and not by resolution after notice and
public hearing.

A vote for this measure will correct Section 305 of the Charter to require the County Council to adopt
a bill and not a resolution when it changes the redistricting plan proposed by the Redistricting
Commission. A vote against this measure will not correct Section 305 of the Charter and may result in
the County Council adopting a resolution instead of a bill when it changes the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA C

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

PROYECTO DE LEY PARA MODIFICAR EL PLAN DE REDISTRIBUCION

Esta medida establece que, si el Concejo del Condado aprueba una ley para modificar el plan de
redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo
mediante un proyecto de ley y no mediante una resolucién, previa notificaciéon y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccion 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ley y no una resolucién cuando se modifique el plan de
redistribucion de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comision de Redistribucién de Distritos. Un voto
en contra de esta medida no modificara la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resolucién en lugar de un proyecto de ley cuando modifique el
plan de redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucidn de Distritos.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question D

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY PURCHASING

This measure will allow the County Purchasing Agent to sign all purchasing documents to promote
flexibility in conducting government operations. It will also allow the County to partner with other
public entities to buy goods and services.
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A vote for this measure will expand the signature authority of the County Purchasing Agent. It will
also allow the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods and services. A vote against
this measure will maintain the current, more limited, signature authority of the County Purchasing
Agent and will limit opportunities for the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods
and services.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA D

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

COMPRAS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitira al responsable de compras del condado firmar todos los documentos de
compra con el fin de promover la flexibilidad en la gestidn de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitird al condado colaborar con otras entidades publicas para la adquisicién de bienes
y servicios.

Un voto a favor de esta medida ampliara la facultad de firma del responsable de compras del
condado. Ademas, permitird al condado asociarse con otras entidades publicas para adquirir bienes
y servicios. Un voto en contra de esta medida mantendra la autoridad actual (mas limitada) del
agente de compras del condado y restringira las oportunidades del condado de asociarse con otras
entidades publicas para adquirir bienes y servicios.

= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY UNION INDEPENDENT ARBITRATION SERVICE

This policy will allow unionized County employees to submit disputed labor issues to an independent
arbitration service for arbitration.

A vote for this measure will allow unionized County employees to use an additional independent
arbitration service to resolve disputed labor issues. A vote against this measure will maintain current
labor dispute options for unionized County employees to resolve disputed labor issues.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA E

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

SERVICIO DE ARBITRAJE INDEPENDIENTE DE LA UNION DEL CONDADO

Esta politica permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado someter a arbitraje los conflictos
laborales ante un servicio de arbitraje independiente.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitird a los empleados sindicalizados del condado recurrir a un
servicio de arbitraje independiente adicional para resolver controversias laborales. Un voto en contra
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de esta medida mantendra las opciones actuales de resolucién de conflictos laborales para que los
empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question F

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $67,306,000 to pay for
the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Community College Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for
Community College Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money by issuing bonds to pay for Community College Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA F

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INFRAESTRUCTURAS DE COLEGIOS COMUNITARIOS

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener fondos mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto de
hasta $67,306,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccion, la adquisicién, la mejora o la reparacion
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedird que
el condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las
instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question G

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION BONDS

This measure will authorize the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $140,089,000 to
pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for roads,
bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the
County from borrowing money by issuing bonds to pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and
maintenance facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law
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PREGUNTA G

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS DE OBRAS PUBLICAS Y TRANSPORTE

Esta medida autorizara al condado a obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un
importe maximo de $140,089,000 para financiar carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.

Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiacion mediante la
emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question H

BOND ISSUE

COUNTY BUILDINGS BONDS

This measure will enable the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $117,848,000 to pay
for the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of County Buildings.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for County
buildings. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by issuing
bonds to pay for County buildings.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA H

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA EDIFICIOS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de los edificios del condado.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedird que el
condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emision de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question I

BOND ISSUE
LIBRARY FACILITIES BONDS
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This measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds of up to $33,656,000 to build,
expand, repair, or improve County library buildings and facilities. This includes acquiring and
developing library sites, hiring architects and engineers, and purchasing equipment needed to
operate those facilities.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds to build, expand and
repair County library facilities. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money and issuing bonds to build, expand and repair County library facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA I

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA LAS INSTALACIONES DE LA BIBLIOTECA

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener préstamos y emitir bonos por un monto maximo de
$33,656,000 para construir, ampliar, reparar o mejorar los edificios y las instalaciones de las
bibliotecas del condado. Esto incluye la adquisicion y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la
contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisicién del equipamiento necesario para gestionar
dichas instalaciones.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado solicitar préstamos y emitir bonos para
construir, ampliar y reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado. Un voto en contra de
esta medida impedira que el condado solicite préstamos y emita bonos para construir, ampliary
reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question |

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds in an amount of up to
$53,503,000 to finance the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Public Safety
Facilities including Fire Department Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for Public
Safety Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by
issuing bonds to pay for Public Safety Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA ]

EMISION DE BONOS
BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA
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Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
de hasta $53,503,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la
reparacion de instalaciones de seguridad publica, incluidas las del cuerpo de bomberos.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de
bonos para sufragar instalaciones de seguridad publica. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida
impedira que el condado solicite un préstamo mediante la emisién de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

~ Wicomico

Amendment Text (PDF) (Wicomico County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of
meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

Avote in favor of the question permits the Council Administrator to keep minutes of the meetings by
written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote against the question requires the Council Administrator to continue to manually type minutes
of the meetings.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to require formal communications from the Council to
the Executive Branch be addressed to the County Executive, unless for the purpose of inquiry or
information, which will allow members of the County Council and Council staff to communicate
directly with officers or employees of the Executive Branch.

Avote in favor of the question clarifies that the County Council and Council staff may directly
communicate with officers and employees of the Executive branch for the sole purpose of inquiry
or information.

A vote against the question maintains the requirement that all formal communications from the
Council to the Executive Branch shall be addressed to the County Executive.
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= FOR the Charter Amendment
= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,
Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County
at the time of appointment. Further providing that a newly elected County Executive may appoint a
person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration for a
period not to exceed Six (6) months or until a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever
occurs first.

A vote in favor of the question requires that an Acting Director of Administration, Acting Department
Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County at the time of
appointment. A vote in favor of the question also permits a newly elected County Executive to
appoint a person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration
for a period not to exceed Six (6) months from the date the County Executive assumes office or until
a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever occurs first.

A vote against the question permits the County Executive to appoint an Acting Director of
Administration or Acting Head of a Department or Agency without the requirement that the
appointment be a current employee of Wicomico County. A vote against the question also does not
limit the duration of the appointment for an Acting Director of Administration by a newly elected
County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to add a definition of "Work Rules," which shall mean
policies, procedures, directive standards or requirements governing employee conduct,
performance, attendance, workplace behavior, use of County property or resources or other
conditions of employment. Work rules include provisions that may result in disciplinary action,
suspension, loss of privileges, revocation of authorizations, termination of employment, or other
employment-related consequences for failure to comply.

Avote in favor of the question adds a definition of "Work Rules" to the County Charter. "Work
Rules" establish policies, procedures and standards for workplace conduct, and may result in
disciplinary action.

A vote against the question means a definition of "Work Rules" will not be inserted in the Charter.
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= FOR the Charter Amendment
= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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State Administrator of Elections
P.O. Box 6486
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Annapolis, Maryland 21401- 0486

Dear Mr. DeMarinis:

In accordance with § 7-105(b) of the Election Law Article, enclosed are the summaries
prepared by the Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on
the ballot at the 2026 general election:

Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act 0of 2026

Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment
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}e@xc‘m
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QUESTION 1: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Chapter 155 of 2026 (House Bill 604)

Summary

This constitutional amendment would amend the Maryland Constitution to require that the
annual budget submitted by the Governor to the General Assembly include the proposed
appropriations necessary to implement and fund all terms and conditions of employment in each
collective bargaining memorandum of understanding involving the State, a State institution of
higher education, or the Maryland Environmental Service, and the exclusive representatives of
their respective employees. The requirement applies whether the memorandum of understanding
was reached through mutual agreement or binding arbitration. Further, each annual budget must
contain a statement showing changes in wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other
terms and conditions of employment for State employees included in each memorandum of
understanding covering State employees for the next fiscal year.

Also, contingent on passage of the proposed constitutional amendment, and its ratification
by the voters, the bill establishes binding arbitration in the event of an impasse in collective
bargaining negotiations for State employees (except for employees of State institutions of higher
education). If the constitutional amendment passes, the legislation requires the selection of a
neutral arbitrator to oversee all aspects of collective bargaining when a bargaining impasse is
declared and clarifies the matters subject to negotiation.

The legislation further clarifies that under collective bargaining (1) matters requiring a
change in law are contingent on the enactment of legislation making the change; (2) matters
requiring an appropriation are contingent on the General Assembly’s approval of the appropriation;
and (3) an arbitrator’s decision related to wages is subject to limitations of the State budget.
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QUESTION 2: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Chapter 156 of 2026 (Senate Bill 28)

Summary

This constitutional amendment would amend the Maryland Constitution to require that the
annual budget submitted by the Governor to the General Assembly include the proposed
appropriations necessary to implement and fund all terms and conditions of employment in each
collective bargaining memorandum of understanding involving the State, a State institution of
higher education, or the Maryland Environmental Service, and the exclusive representatives of
their respective employees. The requirement applies whether the memorandum of understanding
was reached through mutual agreement or binding arbitration. Further, each annual budget must
contain a statement showing changes in wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other
terms and conditions of employment for State employees included in each memorandum of
understanding covering State employees for the next fiscal year.

Also, contingent on passage of the proposed constitutional amendment, and its ratification
by the voters, the bill establishes binding arbitration in the event of an impasse in collective
bargaining negotiations for State employees (except for employees of State institutions of higher
education). If the constitutional amendment passes, the legislation requires the selection of a
neutral arbitrator to oversee all aspects of collective bargaining when a bargaining impasse is
declared, and clarifies the matters subject to negotiation.

The legislation further clarifies that under collective bargaining (1) matters requiring a
change in law are contingent on the enactment of legislation making the change; (2) matters
requiring an appropriation are contingent on the General Assembly’s approval of the appropriation;
and (3) an arbitrator’s decision related to wages is subject to limitations of the State budget.
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QUESTION 3: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial
Disabilities — Temporary Appointment

Chapter 878 of 2026 (Senate Bill 933)

Summary

The Commission on Judicial Disabilities is responsible for investigating complaints against
State court justices and judges and recommending disciplinary action to the Supreme Court of
Maryland, as appropriate. There are no provisions in current law governing the membership of the
commission when there is a vacancy at the end of an expired term, a recusal, or a disqualification.

This constitutional amendment would authorize the commission chair, in the event of a
vacancy at the end of an expired term, a recusal, or a disqualification, to recall a former member
to serve as a temporary substitute member of the Commission or request that the Governor appoint
a temporary substitute member or extend a current member’s term. If the commission chair
requests that the Governor take action, the Governor would be authorized to appoint a temporary
substitute member for a specified period or extend a current member’s term until a replacement
member is appointed.

Under the constitutional amendment, a temporary substitute member: (1) is subject to the
same qualifications that applied to the member who is being temporarily replaced; (2) may not
have been previously rejected by the Senate for appointment to the commission; and (3) if the
member is a judge or an attorney, must be in good standing with the Maryland bar.
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Question 1

Text of Proposed Constitutional Amendment (additions in BOLD CAPS; deletions in
strikethrough):

Article 11l — Legislative Department

52.

(3) On the third Wednesday in January in each year, (except in the case of a newly
elected Governor, and then not later than ten days after the convening of the General
Assembly), unless such time shall be extended by the General Assembly, the Governor
shall submit to the General Assembly a Budget for the next ensuing fiscal year. Each
Budget shall contain a complete plan of proposed expenditures and estimated revenues
for said fiscal year and shall show the estimated surplus or deficit of revenues at the
end of the preceding fiscal year. EACH BUDGET SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNOR
SHALL ALSO CONTAIN THE PROPOSED APPROPRIATIONS NECESSARY TO
IMPLEMENT ALL TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT IN EACH
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING CONCLUDED WITH THE STATE AND ANY
INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION INCLUDING THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF
MARYLAND, WHETHER REACHED THROUGH MUTUAL AGREEMENT OR
ARBITRATION THAT IS BINDING ON THE PARTIES, THE GOVERNOR, AND THE
MARYLAND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE, FOR THE NEXT ENSUING FISCAL YEAR
FOR STATE EMPLOYEES IN THE VARIOUS BRANCHES AND DEPARTMENTS OF
STATE GOVERNMENT. Accompanying each Budget shall be a statement showing: (a)
the revenues and expenditures for the preceding fiscal year; (b) the current assets,
liabilities, reserves and surplus or deficit of the State; (c) the debts and funds of the
State; (d) an estimate of the State’s financial condition as of the beginning and end of
the preceding fiscal year; (¢) CHANGES IN WAGES, HOURS, FRINGE BENEFITS,
HEALTH BENEFITS, AND OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT
FOR STATE EMPLOYEES INCLUDED IN EACH MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING COVERING STATE EMPLOYEES FOR THE NEXT ENSUING
FISCAL YEAR; AND (F) any explanation the Governor may desire to make as to the
important features of the Budget and any suggestions as to methods for reduction or
increase of the State’s revenue.

(4) Each Budget shall embrace an estimate of all appropriations in such form and detail
as the Governor shall determine or as may be prescribed by law, as follows: (a) for the
General Assembly as certified to the Governor in the manner hereinafter provided; (b)
for the Executive Department; (c) for the Judiciary Department, as provided by law, as
certified to the Governor; (d) to pay and discharge the principal and interest of the debt
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of the State in conformity with Section 34 of Article Il of the Constitution, and all laws
enacted in pursuance thereof; (e) for the salaries AND FRINGE BENEFITS payable by
the State and under the Constitution and laws of the State, INCLUDING THOSE
SALARIES AND BENEFITS COMMITTED UNDER EACH MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING COVERING STATE EMPLOYEES; (f) for the establishment and
maintenance throughout the State of a thorough and efficient system of public schools
in conformity with Article 8 of the Constitution and with the laws of the State; and (g) for
such other purposes as are set forth in the Constitution or laws of the State.

Question 2

Text of Proposed Constitutional Amendment (additions in BOLD CAPS; deletions in
shalcethrengh):

Article IV — Judiciary Department

4A.

(d) Fre SUBJECT TO THE PROVISIONS OF §4B(A)(5) OF THIS ARTICLE, THE term
of office of each member is four years commencing on January 1 following the
expiration of the member’s predecessor’s term. A member may not serve more than two
four—year terms, or for more than a total of ten years if appointed to fill a vacancy.

4B.
(a) (5) () IN THE EVENT OF A MEMBER’S RECUSAL OR DISQUALIFICATION OR
THE EXPIRATION OF A MEMBER’S TERM WITHOUT A REPLACEMENT, THE
COMMISSION CHAIR MAY:
1. RECALL A FORMER MEMBER TO SERVE AS A TEMPORARY
SUBSTITUTE MEMBER; OR
2. REQUEST THAT THE GOVERNOR APPOINT A TEMPORARY
SUBSTITUTE MEMBER OR EXTEND A CURRENT MEMBER’S TERM.
(i) ON REQUEST OF THE COMMISSION CHAIR MADE UNDER THIS PARAGRAPH,
THE GOVERNOR MAY APPOINT A TEMPORARY SUBSTITUTE MEMBER FOR A
SPECIFIED PERIOD OR EXTEND A CURRENT MEMBER’S TERM UNTIL A
REPLACEMENT IS APPOINTED.
(1) ANY TEMPORARY SUBSTITUTE MEMBER:
1. 1S SUBJECT TO THE SAME QUALIFICATIONS THAT WERE APPLICABLE
TO THE MEMBER FOR WHOM THE SUBSTITUTE IS TEMPORARILY
APPOINTED:;
2. MAY NOT HAVE BEEN REJECTED BY THE SENATE FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE COMMISSION; AND
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3.IF THE MEMBER IS A JUDGE OR AN ATTORNEY, MUST BE A MEMBER
IN GOOD STANDING OF THE MARYLAND BAR.

(6)

Question 3 (Ch. 881 of the 2026 Special Legislative Session)

Text of Proposed Constitutional Amendment (additions in BOLD CAPS; deletions in
strikethrough):

Article 11l — Legislative Department

4. Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE
AND MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory,
be compact in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to
natural boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions.

62. (A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW
THE CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.

(B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION,
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA
FOR THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN.
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EXHIBIT M



Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election

Under Election Law Article, § 7-103(c)(5)(i), the State Board has made available for public comment the
text of ballot questions for the 2026 general election.

The comment period closed on July 30, 2026, except for the following counties:

= For PG County the date has been extended to August 11.

= For Cecil County the date has been extended to August 19.

= For Baltimore City, Question I, the date has been extended to August 21.

Members of the public may submit comments to  jnfo.sbe@maryland.gov
(mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot question comments).

Under Election Law Article, 8 7-103(e), questions that propose amendments to the State Constitution or a
County Charter are posted with links to authorizing legislation, and the text of proposed amendments.
B Note: The certification of petition-based questions may depend upon successful submission and
verification of voters' signatures that has not yet been completed. This means certain questions
presented here for comment may not qualify for the ballot.

~ SBE

= Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot Question Summaries (PDF)
(2026 Ballot Question SBE Letter.pdf)
=  Amendment Text (PDF).(SBE Proposed Constitutional Amendment Text.pdf)

& Note: Updated August 4. The questions below were posted for public comment. The Secretary of
State provided the following updated questions, based on comments received. Spanish translations
are of the original questions posted for public comment. Updated spanish language is forthcoming.

Question 1

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Providing that each budget submitted by the Governor shall include proposed expenditures

necessary to implement wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other terms and

conditions of employment in each collective bargaining memorandum of understanding with State

employees, whether the State and State employees reached those terms and conditions by mutual

agreement or through a neutral decider's order.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment -A vote FOR this amendment means that the Governor has to
include money in the proposed State budget to pay for agreements between the State and its
employees. Agreements might include changes to wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits,
and other terms and conditions of employment. The Governor must put enough money in the

E. 206


mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot%20question%20comments
mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot%20question%20comments
mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot%20question%20comments
mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot%20question%20comments
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/SBE_Proposed_Constitutional_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/SBE_Proposed_Constitutional_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/SBE_Proposed_Constitutional_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs

State budget to cover the agreed upon pay and benefits for employees, whether those terms were
negotiated or decided by a neutral decision-maker.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that the law
about funding agreements between the State and State employees stays the same.

Pregunta 1

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 155 de la Sesi6bn Legislativa de 2026 )

Ley de Reforma de Arbitraje para Empleados Estatales de 2026

Estipula que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobemador debera incluir las gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud

y otras condiciones de empleo en cada memoranda de acuerdo de negociacién colectiva con las

empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y las empleados estatales hayan alcanzado dichas

condiciones par mutuo acuerdo o mediante la orden de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmendando el Artfculo III de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobemador debera incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
sobre las condiciones laborales entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos pueden incluir
cambios en las salarios, horarios, beneficios complementarios, beneficios de salud y otras
condiciones de empleo. El Gobemador debe destinar suficiente dinero en el presupuesto estatal
para cubrir los salarios y beneficios acordados de los empleados, ya sea que dichas condiciones
hayan sido negociadas o decididas par un arbitro extemo neutral.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la ley sabre el financiamiento de las acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
pemTanece igual.

Question 2

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Temporary Appointments on the Commission on Judicial Disabilities

Authorizing temporary substitute appointments to the Commission on Judicial Disabilities when a

member is recused or disqualified, or when a member's term expires. In these situations, the

Commission Chair may recall a former member of the Commission, or the Governor, at the request of

the Commission Chair, may appoint a temporary substitute member or extend the term of a current

member until a permanent replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional

eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

(Amending Article IV of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment - A vote FOR this amendment means that temporary
appointments to the Commission are allowed if a member is recused, disqualified, or if a
member's term ends without a replacement. The Commission Chair can temporarily fill an opening
on the Commission with a former member. The Governor can, at the request of the Commission
Chair pick a temporary substitute to fill an opening on the Commission or extend the term of a
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current member until a replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional
eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that current
membership rules for the Commission stay the same. Temporary appointments are not allowed if
a member is recused, disqualified, or if a member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 878 de la Sesi6bn Legislativa de 2026 )

Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisién sobre Discapacidades Judiciales

cuando un miembro este recusado o descalificado, o cuando el mandato de un miembro expire. En

estas situaciones, el Presidente de la Comisi6n podra convocar a un exmiembro de la Comisién,

o0 el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisién, podra nombrar a un miembro

sustituto temporal o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un

reemplazo permanente.

(Enmendando el Articulo IV de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se
permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisién si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. El Presidente de la Comisién puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisién con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisién, elegir a un sustituto temporal para llenar una vacante en
la Comisién o extender el mandato de un miembro actual hasta que se nombre un reemplazo.

= En Contra de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa que las
reglas actuales de membresia de la Comisién permanecen igual. Nose permiten nombramientos
temporales si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado, o si el mandato de un miembro termina.

Question 3

Constitutional Amendment ( Ch. 881 of the 2026 Legislative Session (PDF) )

Election Districts

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the Maryland
Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General Assembly; authorizes the
General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review the
congressional districting plan of the State; and requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional
districts to be determined by applicable federal laws.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment

= Against the Constitutional Amendment

~ Anne Arundel

Amendment Text (PDF) (Anne_Arundel Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)
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QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 30-25)

Executive Branch - Merit System - Binding Arbitration

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to permit all authorized employee representatives

to enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

Currently, only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and uniformed officers
of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention Facilities may enter
into binding arbitration with the County to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment. There are several other labor organizations in the County that cannot
enter into binding arbitration with the County.

A vote FOR the charter amendment would permit all authorized employee representatives to

enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current binding arbitration provisions in
the County Charter, meaning only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and
uniformed officers of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention
Facilities may enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 15-26)

Legislative Branch - Officers - Specific Position Titles

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to remove specific position titles from the officers
appointed by the Council.

Currently, the Charter provides that the County Council shall have an Administrative Officer
appointed by the Council and other officers as provided in the County Council's Rules of Procedure.
A vote FOR the charter amendment would remove from the County Charter the specific position titles
of the officers the County Council may appoint.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current Charter provision that the County
Council shall appoint an officer with the specific position title of Administrative Officer.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C
CHARTER AMENDMENT
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(Resolution No. 18-26)

Executive Branch - Planning Advisory Board - Staggered Terms — Council Confirmation

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to establish staggered terms for the appointees to the
Planning Advisory Board and to require County Council confirmation of County Executive
appointments to the Planning Advisory Board.

Currently, the members of the Planning Advisory Board are appointed by the County Executive and
serve terms coterminous with the County Executive or until their successors are appointed.

Avote FOR the charter amendment would require, starting December 2026, staggered initial terms
for appointees to the seven-member County Planning Advisory Board and County Council
confirmation of the County Executive's appointees, meaning the County Executive, with the
confirmation of the County Council, would appoint one member for a one-year term, two members
for two-year terms, two members for three-year terms, and two members for four-year terms, with
four-year terms for all members thereafter.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current terms of members of the Planning
Advisory Board, meaning a term coterminous with the County Executive's term or until their
successor shall qualify, and retain the authority of the County Executive to appoint members of the
Planning Advisory Board without confirmation of the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Baltimore County

Amendment Text (PDF) (Baltimore County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 19-25)

BALTIMORE COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION ACT (URDL)

Currently, the Planning Board changes the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL), which separates
urban areas from rural areas in Baltimore County, largely in response to zoning changes or
water/sewer designation changes enacted by the County Council. The Baltimore County Charter
requires a simple majority of the County Council to approve changes by the Planning Board to the
Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL). This amendment to the Baltimore County Charter would
require a vote of six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council rather than a simple majority
of five (5) votes to approve changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) recommended by
the Planning Board. All other planning and zoning matters would continue to be approved by a
simple majority vote of the County Council.

This would amend Section 522.1 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1015 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the amendment requires six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council to approve
changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL).
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A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current simple majority vote of 5 members of the County
Council on changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) .

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 49-25)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - ESTABLISHMENT OF DEPARTMENT

This Charter Amendment establishes a Department of Agriculture to promote and support farming
and agriculture in Baltimore County as a viable component of the county's economic section,
including encouraging local food production and distribution to improve access to food for

County residents.

This would amend Section 504 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Sections 542.9 and 542.10
to the Baltimore County Charter.

Various agriculture issues will continue to be handled by other County agencies depending on the
subject matter. As an example, agriculture land preservation is currently handled by the Department
of Planning; local food initiatives are currently handled by the Department of Health; and agricultural
tourism is handled by the Department of Economic and Workforce Development.

Avote FOR the amendment would create a Department of Agriculture to support farming and
agriculture in Baltimore County and encourage local food production and distribution to improve
access to food for County residents.

A vote AGAINST the amendment does not create a Department of Agriculture, and the current
County Charter would remain unchanged.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 50-25)

INSPECTOR GENERAL APPOINTMENT BOARD

The Inspector General provides oversight of County government by investigating fraud, waste, and
abuse. This Charter Amendment establishes an Inspector General Appointment Board; provides for
the appointment of members to the Appointment Board; provides authority for the Inspector
General Appointment Board to appoint or reappoint the Inspector General and, if necessary, remove
the Inspector General for cause. It replaces the current process under which the County Executive
appoints or reappoints the Inspector General, and the County Council confirms the appointment. It
provides for a residency requirement for the Inspector

General.

The Inspector General Appointment Board will consist of seven (7) members, with the County Council
and County Executive each selecting one member, and the Chair of the Ethics Commission electing
the other five (5) members, each of whom must be from specific judicial, accounting, fraud
examination or academic professions. There are also several requirements for members relating to
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potential ethical conflicts between their service on the Inspector General Appointment Board and
their employment or business involvement with the County; candidacy for elected office or
involvement in campaign finances; registration as a lobbyist; or criminal convictions.

This would amend Section 1014 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1014.1 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment transfers the authority to appoint or reappoint and remove the Inspector
General from the County Executive to an Inspector General Appointment Board to be established.
Avote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current process, in which the County Executive appoints
or reappoints, the Inspector General and the County Council confirms the appointment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION D

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 52-26)

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION - MEMBERSHIP

This Charter Amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission members
appointed by the County Council from seven to nine for purposes of matching the expansion of the
County Council.

This would amend Section 1203(a) of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission appointments
made by County Council members from seven (7) to nine (9).

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current Charter provisions, under which County Council
members make seven (7) appointments to the Charter Review Commission.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION E

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 61-26)
BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARKS - MEMBERSHIP AND DUTIES
This Charter Amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks by
increasing the number of at-large members from three (3) to four (4) and provides that district-level
members are appointed based on recommendations from County Council members. The
amendment also amends and modernizes the Board duties to reflect both current board practices
and its role to serve in an advisory capacity to the Department of Recreation and Parks.

This would amend Section 533 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks and
clarifies that the Board is an advisory body to the Department of Recreation and Parks.
A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current membership and duties of the Board of
Recreation and Parks.
= FOR Charter Amendment
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= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION F

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 42-26)

REFUSE DISPOSAL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $5,000,000 for
refuse disposal projects, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $5,000,000 for refuse

disposal projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $5,000,000 for refuse
disposal projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION G

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 43-26)

COMMUNITY COLLEGE BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $18,620,000 for
community college projects, including but not limited to: acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
extension, improvement, enlargement, alteration, maintenance, repair, modernization, and
development of buildings and other improvements for community colleges; the architectural,
engineering, and other services incident thereto; and the acquisition of land, furnishings, and
equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.
Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $18,620,000 for
community college projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION H

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 44-26)

PUBLIC WORKS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $54,380,000 for
public works projects, including but not limited to: streets and highways, bridges, storm drain
systems, sewer systems, refuse disposal systems, viaducts, environmental projects, grade crossings
and parking lots and structures, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the
Baltimore County Charter.
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A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $54,380,000 for public

works projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $54,380,000 for public
works projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION I

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 45-26)

PARKS, PRESERVATION AND GREENWAYS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $2,000,000 for the
purpose of parks, preservation and greenways projects, including but not limited to: acquisition,
construction, maintenance, and equipping of playgrounds, parks, community centers, and
recreational facilities; related engineering, architectural, and other services; and the acquisition and
maintenance of equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

#6 A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION ]

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 46-26)

SCHOOL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $200,000,000 for
school buildings and site projects, including but not limited to: the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, improvement, extension, alteration, maintenance, conversion and modernization of
buildings and sites for school purposes; architectural and engineering services; and recreation and
pedagogical equipment for such buildings and sites, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $200,000,000 for school buildings
and site projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $200,000,000 for school
buildings and site projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue
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QUESTION K

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 47-26)

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAND PRESERVATION BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects, including but not limited to the purchase of land,
development rights, conservation easements and other real property approved by the County
Council pursuant to the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program and the Rural Legacy
Program or other similar federal or state programs, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $6,000,000 for agricultural and
rural land preservation projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION L

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 48-26)

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects, including but not limited to construction, renovation, extension,
alteration, repair or modernization of: street curbs; gutters; water; sewer and other utilities; sidewalk
improvements; interior and rear access improvements; landscaping and lighting improvements;
building and other structural improvements; and sidewalk and pedestrian system improvements, to
be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $4,000,000 for community
improvement projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION M

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 49-26)

WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $20,000,000 for
the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects, including but not limited to: shoreline
stabilization; shore erosion control; wetland restoration; streambank and riverbank restoration;
stabilization and reconstruction; control and monitoring of nonpoint pollutants; landscaping;
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dredging; planting of trees and similar waterway improvement projects in residential, rural and
commercial areas; and engineering and other services incident thereto, to be undertaken pursuant
to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of waterway
improvement and stormwater-related projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing 20,000,000 for
acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION N

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 50-26)

OPERATIONAL BUILDINGS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $81,750,000 for
public operational buildings, including but not limited to: general, health, police, fire, recreation,
library, senior center, and jail buildings or facilities, and necessary or desirable equipment, to be
undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

~ Baltimore City

Amendment Text (PDF) (Baltimore City Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

BOND ISSUE

AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN

Question A authorizes the City to borrow up to $22,000,000 to be used for the City's Affordable
Housing Program. The money may be used to acquire, redevelop, and dispose of property in the City
for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to rehabilitate, construct, and operate rental and homeownership
developments, including relocation assistance, rental payments, home purchase assistance, housing
counseling, project financing, buyer education assistance, activities to support the development of
economically diverse housing in the City, and the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.
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The money may also be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and
may be used to improve land, buildings, streets, highways, alleys, utilities, and other structures,
including all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question B

BOND ISSUE

SCHOOL LOAN

Question B authorizes the City to borrow up to $60,000,000 to be used for school purposes. The
money may be used to acquire property in the City for these purposes and to build new or improve
existing school buildings, athletic facilities, and community health and recreation facilities, along with
all related costs. The money may also be used to acquire equipment for such facilities.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question C

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOAN

Question C authorizes the City to borrow up to $50,000,000 to be used for the City's economic
development program. The money may be used to acquire, develop, and dispose of property in the
City for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and to
create healthy, sanitary, safe, and green conditions in the City. It may be used to stabilize and
improve middle neighborhoods and neighborhood retail corridors, as well as to improve land,
buildings, streets, highways, alleys, sidewalks, utilities, parks, recreational land or facilities, and other
structures, including all related costs.

The money may also be used as loans or grants to develop, improve, or construct buildings in the
City for residential or commercial purposes, and as loans or grants for growing businesses, attracting
and retaining jobs, encouraging homeownership, providing home repair assistance, promoting
economic inclusion, achieving whole-block outcomes, improving the City's cultural life, and
promoting City tourism.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue
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Question D

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE LOAN

Question D authorizes the City to borrow up to $148,000,000 to be used for the development of
public infrastructure owned or controlled by the City. The money may be used to develop buildings
owned by the City, the Enoch Pratt Free Library, and public parks and recreational land. It may be
used to acquire property in the City and to construct new or improve existing buildings, structures,
and auxiliary facilities for use by the City and the Enoch Pratt Free Library.

The money may also be used to improve, construct, relocate, or repair buildings, streets, highways,
alleys, utilities, and other structures, including information technology infrastructure, as well as to
acquire and install trees, equipment, and fixtures, along with all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

CONTRACT BIDDING AND AWARDS

Question E amends the City Charter to remove the requirement of awarding a contract to the lowest
bidder, removes the process for resolving tie bids, and removes provisions governing the bid bonds
and performance bonds required by some contractors.

Voting for this Amendment removes these provisions from the Charter, which will become effective
November 7, 2028, unless an ordinance or regulation governing the topic is adopted sooner.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing contract bidding and
awards in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question F

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question F amends the City Charter's legislative process, the annual budget process, and the role of
the Board of Estimates. It shortens the amount of time in which the Mayor can veto legislation
passed by the City Council and the amount of time the City Council has to override the Mayor's veto.
The Amendment also eliminates the preliminary budget hearing process and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Mayor the responsibility to prepare and submit the proposed budget
before April 30 each year. The City Council must then adopt the budget at least eight days before the
beginning of the fiscal year on July 1, and any veto and veto override process must be completed

by then.
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The Amendment removes the current $1 million dollar cap on the amount that may be used as a
contingent fund for emergencies or other unexpected needs. It allows the Finance Director and the
Planning Commission to make new recommendations about the proposed budget after it is
submitted to the City Council and allows the City Council to add amounts based on those
recommendations before final passage. The Amendment also transfers from the Board of Estimates
to the Finance Director or the Planning Commission the authority to make supplemental
appropriation recommendations outside of the annual budget process.

The Amendment transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Finance Department the responsibility
to estimate revenues and formulate the annual rates for all property taxes, and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Finance Director the responsibility to estimate any surpluses. It also
transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Mayor the authority to increase or decrease the salaries
of municipal officers in preparing the budget.

The Amendment removes from the Charter a number of other duties assigned to the Board of
Estimates, including formulating and executing the fiscal policy of the City, advertising for contracts,
establishing the process for professional services contracts and for bidder prequalification,
approving emergency contracts, fixing salary and wage scales of employees, approving collective
bargaining agreements, determining bonds of City officials, establishing procedures for paying or
releasing claims against or claims held by the City, fixing the salary of officials in the State's Attorney's
Office, and approving expenditures for new improvements. These roles could be given to other
agencies or departments by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; December 5, 2028, for changes to approving and vetoing
legislation; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing legislation, budget,
and the Board of Estimates in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question G

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question G amends the City Charter language governing how the City allows third parties to use
certain City property. It adds the City's stormwater system to the list of City property that cannot be
sold or rented out as a franchise. It clarifies that space in the City's conduit system can be rented out
as a franchise, but the conduit system itself still cannot be sold. The Amendment also simplifies the
general provisions governing franchise agreements and other such grants.

The Amendment updates the language for granting minor privileges to use a portion of City property
by clarifying the definition of minor privilege, including temporary and permanent varieties, and
permitting minor privileges to be further identified and defined by ordinance. It also removes the
Board of Estimates' authority to grant minor privileges, along with related processes, and instead
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allows minor privileges to be granted by an executive agency under a new process to be established
by City ordinance.

The Amendment also eliminates certain obsolete provisions in the Charter pertaining to street
railways and trackless trolleys.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing franchises and minor
privileges in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question H

CHARTER AMENDMENT

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND WASTEWATER

Question H establishes in the City Charter a new Department of Water and Wastewater, which will be
supervised and directed by a Director. It transfers from the Department of Public Works to this new
Department the responsibility to oversee the City's water supply system and its wastewater system,
along with related duties.

The Amendment also removes from the Charter the requirement that bureaus within the
Department of Public Works must be established or abolished by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, which will become effective
January 1, 2029.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing water and
wastewater systems in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question I

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BALTIMORE BABY FUND

Question Lis a charter amendment to create the "Baltimore Baby Fund" as a new, separate fund in
City government. The City could use money in the Baby Fund only to enhance the economic stability
of families with newborns in Baltimore City. The City could not use money from the Baby Fund to
replace funding for newborn children that already exists in this year's City budget.

The amendment would require each year's City budget to include a contribution to the Baby Fund.
The City's required annual contribution to the Baby Fund will be $0.03 for every $100 in taxable
property value in the City. The Baby Fund will also be able to accept grants and donations. Money in
the Baby Fund will stay in the Baby Fund until the City spends it for the benefit of families with
newborns. The City could not transfer money in the Baby Fund to any other purpose.
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Voting for this amendment would create the Baltimore Baby Fund and require the City to fund it as
described above.

Voting against this amendment would mean that the Baltimore Baby Fund would not be created.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Cecil

Amendment Text (PDF) (Cecil County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Date for Submission of the Budget

Currently the charter requires the executive to prepare and submit the proposed budget to the
county council not later than April 1 of each year. The referred charter amendment will allow
submission of the proposed budget after Maryland's General Assembly but no later than on or
before the second Monday in April in each year.

Avote in favor of the question will require the executive to submit the proposed budget to the
county council on or before the second Monday of April each year. This later date is after the
conclusion of Maryland's General Assembly. This later date will allow the executive to have
knowledge of the full financial effect upon the county from legislation passed during Maryland's
General Assembly session.

A vote against the question will keep the current date of April 1 of each year for submission of the
budget to county council and prior to knowing the full financial effects upon the county from
Maryland's General Assembly.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Dorchester

Amendment Text (PDF) (Dorchester County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Administrative Structure Review

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to conduct an evaluation of the
organizations, functions, powers, and duties of each department, agency, and office in the executive
branch of the County government at least every four years. A vote in favor of the question amends
the County Charter to specify that such evaluation of the County administrative structure shall be
conducted within the first fiscal year of each County Council term. A vote against the question keeps
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the requirement that the County Council conduct the evaluation of the County administrative
structure at least every four years.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

County Budget Preparation and Adoption Dates

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to prepare a proposed Budget for the
ensuing fiscal year no later than May 1 and to adopt the Annual Budget no later than May 31, each
year. Avote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May 15 each year and
changes the Annual Budget adoption deadline to June 15, each year, to better align with revenue
estimates. A vote against the question keeps the current deadlines in the County Charter for Budget
preparation and Annual Budget adoption by the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Amendment

County Manager Responsibilities

Currently, the duties and responsibilities of the County Manager are specified in Section 405 of the
County Charter. A vote in favor of the question amends the duties and responsibilities of the County
Manager, as follows: clarifying when certain vacancies may be filled by the County Manager and
when certain studies and investigations are performed by the County Manager; requiring the County
Manager to attend all County Council meetings; providing for the appointment and function of an
Assistant County Manager; clarifying that the County Manager is responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the County government; and establishing a process for the County Council when the
County Manager position becomes vacant. A vote against the question will keep the duties and
responsibilities of the County Manager as currently specified in the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Amendment

Governmental Transparency and Public Access

Currently, there are no provisions in the County Charter specific to transparency in County
government functions or public access to County government records. A vote in favor of the question
amends the County Charter to add a new section titled Governmental Transparency and Public
Access with provisions to ensure transparency of governmental functions, public access to meetings
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(in person and remotely) and access to public records. A vote against the question keeps a new
Governmental Transparency and Public Access section from being added to the County Charter.
= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Frederick

Amendment Text (PDF) (Erederick County_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Term limits for the County Council and County Executive

This Charter Amendment would prohibit a County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their lifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in
their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit a County Council member from serving more than
three terms and a County Executive from serving more than two terms.

A vote against the Charter Amendment would continue to permit a County Council member to serve
no more than three consecutive terms, and a County Executive from serving more than two
consecutive terms.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Howard

Amendment Text (PDF) (Howard County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Gender Neutrality

The County Charter uses gender-specific words like "he" and "she". The Charter Amendment would
replace these types of words with gender-neutral words like "they" and "them".

Avote for the Amendment would make gender-neutral changes to the Charter. A vote against the
Amendment would leave gender-specific words unchanged in the Charter.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment
Affordable For-Sale Housing Projects
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The County Charter only allows the County to use its capital budget to finance an affordable housing
project in its Housing Opportunities Trust Fund if the County owns the project. The Charter
Amendment would change this requirement by allowing the County to use its capital budget to
finance some or all of an affordable housing project if the project meets certain criteria. The County
is not required to own or construct the project, but the Howard County Housing Commission or
another entity controlled by the Housing Commission must own the project. The project must only
have housing units for sale. The County would repay the bonds for the project over a defined time
period, typically 20-30 years, and the affordable for-sale housing units must remain affordable for
that period.

Avote for the Charter Amendment would allow the County to use its capital budget to finance these
affordable for-sale housing projects. A vote against the Charter Amendment would require these
affordable for-sale housing projects to be financed in ways other than the County's capital budget.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Montgomery

Question A

B Note: This question was posted for public comment and was modified on August 4 based on

comments received.

Charter Amendment by Petition

Unanimous County Council Approval to Increase Operating Budget Above Rate of Inflation

Currently Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter requires a supermajority vote (at least

seven of eleven County Councilmembers) to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

The proposed amendment to Montgomery County Charter Section 305 would require the

unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual

rate of inflation.

For / Against

= Avote for Question A: Would amend Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter to require the
unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

= Avote against Question A: Would keep the current requirement in Section 305 of the Montgomery
County Charter of a supermajority vote (at least seven of eleven County Councilmembers) in order
to increase the annual operating budget above the annual rate of inflation.

Pregunta A

Enmienda a la Carta Constitucional mediante peticién
Aprobacién unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima
de la tasa de inflacidn
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Actualmente, la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery exige un voto

de supermayoria (al menos siete de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el

presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery

exigiria el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por

encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

A favor / En contra

= Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Seccion 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el
presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa anual de inflacidn.

= Un voto en contra de la Pregunta A: Mantendria el requisito actual de la Seccién 305 de la Carta
Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery, que exige un voto de supermayoria (al menos siete
de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual
por encima de la tasa anual de inflacién.

~ Prince George's

Amendment Text (PDF) (PG _County_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

HARMFUL BUSINESSES TAXES AND FEES

To allow the County to impose taxes and fees on the operators of businesses deemed to have an
adverse impact on community health, safety, and welfare, or County economic development,
including, but not limited to, tobacco stores, liquor stores, and self-storage, by removing the
requirement that the public vote on such taxes and fees.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to impose taxes and fees, to the extent authorized by
law, on operators of businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents

or economic development. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from imposing
taxes and fees on businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents or
economic development.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA A

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

EMPRESAS NOCIVAS: IMPUESTOS Y TARIFAS

Para que el condado pueda imponer impuestos y tarifas a los titulares de empresas que se considere
que tienen repercusiones negativas en la salud, la seguridad y el bienestar de la comunidad, o en el
desarrollo econdmico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los
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almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacion del requisito de que la ciudadania vote sobre dichos
impuestos y tarifas.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado recaudar impuestos y tarifas, en la medida en
que esté autorizado a hacerlo por ley, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la
calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econdmico. Un voto en contra de esta
medida impedira que el condado imponga impuestos y tarifas que se imponen a las empresas y que
afectan negativamente la calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

ELIMINATE AT-LARGE COUNCIL MEMBERS

Effective December 2030, and for each subsequent election cycle, this measure will reduce the
County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members by eliminating the two at-large council
seats which do not represent a specific council district. This measure will provide for more efficient
and cost-effective elections and will restore the voting strength of communities and neighborhoods
in each district.

A vote for the measure will reduce the County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members
and eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars for general and special elections for at-large members
and for the compensation of the offices for at-large members. A vote against the measure will keep
the County Council membership at 11 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation of the offices for at-
large members.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA B

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

ELIMINAR A LOS CONCEJALES ELECTOS POR VOTO GENERAL

A partir de diciembre de 2030, y en cada ciclo electoral posterior, esta medida reducira el nimero de
miembros del Concejo del Condado de 11 a 9, mediante la eliminacion de los dos escafios generales
del concejo que no representan a un distrito especifico. Esta medida permitira que las elecciones
sean mas eficientes y rentables, y restablecera el peso electoral de las comunidades y los vecindarios
en cada distrito.

Si se aprueba esta medida, el nimero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducirdde 11a 9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como a la remuneracion de los cargos de
dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el nimero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11y no eliminara el gasto de los fondos de los contribuyentes destinados a las
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elecciones generales y especiales para los miembros de representacién general, ni a la
remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BILL TO CHANGE REDISTRICTING PLAN

This measure provides that if the County Council passes a law to change the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission it shall do so by bill and not by resolution after notice and
public hearing.

A vote for this measure will correct Section 305 of the Charter to require the County Council to adopt
a bill and not a resolution when it changes the redistricting plan proposed by the Redistricting
Commission. A vote against this measure will not correct Section 305 of the Charter and may result in
the County Council adopting a resolution instead of a bill when it changes the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA C

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

PROYECTO DE LEY PARA MODIFICAR EL PLAN DE REDISTRIBUCION

Esta medida establece que, si el Concejo del Condado aprueba una ley para modificar el plan de
redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo
mediante un proyecto de ley y no mediante una resolucién, previa notificaciéon y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccion 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ley y no una resolucién cuando se modifique el plan de
redistribucion de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comision de Redistribucién de Distritos. Un voto
en contra de esta medida no modificara la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resolucién en lugar de un proyecto de ley cuando modifique el
plan de redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucidn de Distritos.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question D

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY PURCHASING

This measure will allow the County Purchasing Agent to sign all purchasing documents to promote
flexibility in conducting government operations. It will also allow the County to partner with other
public entities to buy goods and services.
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A vote for this measure will expand the signature authority of the County Purchasing Agent. It will
also allow the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods and services. A vote against
this measure will maintain the current, more limited, signature authority of the County Purchasing
Agent and will limit opportunities for the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods
and services.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA D

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

COMPRAS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitira al responsable de compras del condado firmar todos los documentos de
compra con el fin de promover la flexibilidad en la gestidn de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitird al condado colaborar con otras entidades publicas para la adquisicién de bienes
y servicios.

Un voto a favor de esta medida ampliara la facultad de firma del responsable de compras del
condado. Ademas, permitird al condado asociarse con otras entidades publicas para adquirir bienes
y servicios. Un voto en contra de esta medida mantendra la autoridad actual (mas limitada) del
agente de compras del condado y restringira las oportunidades del condado de asociarse con otras
entidades publicas para adquirir bienes y servicios.

= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY UNION INDEPENDENT ARBITRATION SERVICE

This policy will allow unionized County employees to submit disputed labor issues to an independent
arbitration service for arbitration.

A vote for this measure will allow unionized County employees to use an additional independent
arbitration service to resolve disputed labor issues. A vote against this measure will maintain current
labor dispute options for unionized County employees to resolve disputed labor issues.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA E

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

SERVICIO DE ARBITRAJE INDEPENDIENTE DE LA UNION DEL CONDADO

Esta politica permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado someter a arbitraje los conflictos
laborales ante un servicio de arbitraje independiente.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitird a los empleados sindicalizados del condado recurrir a un
servicio de arbitraje independiente adicional para resolver controversias laborales. Un voto en contra
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de esta medida mantendra las opciones actuales de resolucién de conflictos laborales para que los
empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.

= Afavor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question F

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $67,306,000 to pay for
the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Community College Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for
Community College Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money by issuing bonds to pay for Community College Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA F

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INFRAESTRUCTURAS DE COLEGIOS COMUNITARIOS

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener fondos mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto de
hasta $67,306,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccion, la adquisicién, la mejora o la reparacion
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedird que
el condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las
instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question G

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION BONDS

This measure will authorize the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $140,089,000 to
pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for roads,
bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the
County from borrowing money by issuing bonds to pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and
maintenance facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law
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PREGUNTA G

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS DE OBRAS PUBLICAS Y TRANSPORTE

Esta medida autorizara al condado a obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un
importe maximo de $140,089,000 para financiar carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.

Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiacion mediante la
emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question H

BOND ISSUE

COUNTY BUILDINGS BONDS

This measure will enable the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $117,848,000 to pay
for the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of County Buildings.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for County
buildings. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by issuing
bonds to pay for County buildings.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA H

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA EDIFICIOS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de los edificios del condado.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedird que el
condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emision de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question I

BOND ISSUE
LIBRARY FACILITIES BONDS
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This measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds of up to $33,656,000 to build,
expand, repair, or improve County library buildings and facilities. This includes acquiring and
developing library sites, hiring architects and engineers, and purchasing equipment needed to
operate those facilities.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds to build, expand and
repair County library facilities. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money and issuing bonds to build, expand and repair County library facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA I

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA LAS INSTALACIONES DE LA BIBLIOTECA

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener préstamos y emitir bonos por un monto maximo de
$33,656,000 para construir, ampliar, reparar o mejorar los edificios y las instalaciones de las
bibliotecas del condado. Esto incluye la adquisicion y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la
contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisicién del equipamiento necesario para gestionar
dichas instalaciones.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado solicitar préstamos y emitir bonos para
construir, ampliar y reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado. Un voto en contra de
esta medida impedira que el condado solicite préstamos y emita bonos para construir, ampliary
reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question |

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds in an amount of up to
$53,503,000 to finance the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Public Safety
Facilities including Fire Department Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for Public
Safety Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by
issuing bonds to pay for Public Safety Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA ]

EMISION DE BONOS
BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA
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Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
de hasta $53,503,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la
reparacion de instalaciones de seguridad publica, incluidas las del cuerpo de bomberos.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de
bonos para sufragar instalaciones de seguridad publica. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida
impedira que el condado solicite un préstamo mediante la emisién de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

~ Wicomico

Amendment Text (PDF) (Wicomico County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of
meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

Avote in favor of the question permits the Council Administrator to keep minutes of the meetings by
written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote against the question requires the Council Administrator to continue to manually type minutes
of the meetings.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to require formal communications from the Council to
the Executive Branch be addressed to the County Executive, unless for the purpose of inquiry or
information, which will allow members of the County Council and Council staff to communicate
directly with officers or employees of the Executive Branch.

Avote in favor of the question clarifies that the County Council and Council staff may directly
communicate with officers and employees of the Executive branch for the sole purpose of inquiry
or information.

A vote against the question maintains the requirement that all formal communications from the
Council to the Executive Branch shall be addressed to the County Executive.
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= FOR the Charter Amendment
= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,
Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County
at the time of appointment. Further providing that a newly elected County Executive may appoint a
person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration for a
period not to exceed Six (6) months or until a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever
occurs first.

A vote in favor of the question requires that an Acting Director of Administration, Acting Department
Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County at the time of
appointment. A vote in favor of the question also permits a newly elected County Executive to
appoint a person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration
for a period not to exceed Six (6) months from the date the County Executive assumes office or until
a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever occurs first.

A vote against the question permits the County Executive to appoint an Acting Director of
Administration or Acting Head of a Department or Agency without the requirement that the
appointment be a current employee of Wicomico County. A vote against the question also does not
limit the duration of the appointment for an Acting Director of Administration by a newly elected
County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to add a definition of "Work Rules," which shall mean
policies, procedures, directive standards or requirements governing employee conduct,
performance, attendance, workplace behavior, use of County property or resources or other
conditions of employment. Work rules include provisions that may result in disciplinary action,
suspension, loss of privileges, revocation of authorizations, termination of employment, or other
employment-related consequences for failure to comply.

Avote in favor of the question adds a definition of "Work Rules" to the County Charter. "Work
Rules" establish policies, procedures and standards for workplace conduct, and may result in
disciplinary action.

A vote against the question means a definition of "Work Rules" will not be inserted in the Charter.
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= FOR the Charter Amendment
= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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EXHIBIT N



Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election

Under Election Law Article, § 7-103(c)(5)(i), the State Board has made available for public comment the
text of ballot questions for the 2026 general election.

The comment period closed on July 30, 2026, except for the following counties:

= For PG County the date has been extended to August 11.

= For Cecil County the date has been extended to August 19.

= For Baltimore City, Question I, the date has been extended to August 21.

Members of the public may submit comments to  jnfo.sbe@maryland.gov
(mailto:info.sbe@maryland.gov?subject=Ballot question comments).

Under Election Law Article, 8 7-103(e), questions that propose amendments to the State Constitution or a
County Charter are posted with links to authorizing legislation, and the text of proposed amendments.
B Note: The certification of petition-based questions may depend upon successful submission and
verification of voters' signatures that has not yet been completed. This means certain questions
presented here for comment may not qualify for the ballot.

~ SBE

= Department of Legislative Services - State Ballot Question Summaries (PDF)
(2026 Ballot Question SBE Letter.pdf)
=  Amendment Text (PDF).(SBE Proposed Constitutional Amendment Text.pdf)

& Note: Updated August 4. The questions below were posted for public comment. The Secretary of
State provided the following updated questions, based on comments received. Updated spanish
language translation is forthcoming for Question 3.

Question 1

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 155 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Providing that each budget submitted by the Governor shall include proposed expenditures

necessary to implement wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other terms and

conditions of employment in each collective bargaining memorandum of understanding with State

employees, whether the State and State employees reached those terms and conditions by mutual

agreement or through a neutral decider's order.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment -A vote FOR this amendment means that the Governor has to
include money in the proposed State budget to pay for agreements between the State and its
employees. Agreements might include changes to wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits,
and other terms and conditions of employment. The Governor must put enough money in the
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State budget to cover the agreed upon pay and benefits for employees, whether those terms were
negotiated or decided by a neutral decision-maker.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that the law
about funding agreements between the State and State employees stays the same.

Pregunta 1

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 155 de la Sesién Legislativa de 2026 )

Ley de Reforma del Arbitraje para los Empleados Estatales de 2026

Dispone que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobernador debe incluir los gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar los salarios, las horas de trabajo, los beneficios complementarios, los

beneficios de salud y demas términos y condiciones de empleo establecidos en cada memorando de

entendimiento de negociacién colectiva con los empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y los

empleados estatales hayan llegado a dichos términos y condiciones mediante mutuo acuerdo o

mediante la decision de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmienda al Articulo 111 de la Constitucion de Maryland)

= A FAVOR de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobernador debe incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos podrian incluir cambios en los salarios, las horas de
trabajo, los beneficios complementarios, los beneficios de salud y otros términos y condiciones de
empleo. El Gobernador debe incluir fondos suficientes en el presupuesto estatal para cubrir el
pago y los beneficios acordados para los empleados, ya sea que dichos términos hayan sido
negociados o decididos por un tomador de decisiones neutral.

= EN CONTRA de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la ley sobre el financiamiento de los acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
permanece igual.

Question 2

Constitutional Amendment (Ch. 878 of the 2026 Legislative Session )

Temporary Appointments on the Commission on Judicial Disabilities

Authorizing temporary substitute appointments to the Commission on Judicial Disabilities when a

member is recused or disqualified, or when a member's term expires. In these situations, the

Commission Chair may recall a former member of the Commission, or the Governor, at the request of

the Commission Chair, may appoint a temporary substitute member or extend the term of a current

member until a permanent replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional

eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

(Amending Article IV of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment - A vote FOR this amendment means that temporary
appointments to the Commission are allowed if a member is recused, disqualified, or if a
member's term ends without a replacement. The Commission Chair can temporarily fill an opening
on the Commission with a former member. The Governor can, at the request of the Commission
Chair pick a temporary substitute to fill an opening on the Commission or extend the term of a
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current member until a replacement is appointed. Only individuals who meet the constitutional
eligibility requirements may be recalled or appointed to the Commission.

= Against the Constitutional Amendment - A vote AGAINST the amendment means that current
membership rules for the Commission stay the same. Temporary appointments are not allowed if
a member is recused, disqualified, or if a member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 156 de la Sesién Legislativa de 2026 )

Ley de Reforma del Arbitraje para los Empleados Estatales de 2026

Dispone que cada presupuesto presentado por el Gobernador debe incluir los gastos propuestos

necesarios para implementar los salarios, las horas de trabajo, los beneficios complementarios, los

beneficios de salud y demas términos y condiciones de empleo establecidos en cada memorando de

entendimiento de negociacién colectiva con los empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y los

empleados estatales hayan llegado a dichos términos y condiciones mediante mutuo acuerdo o

mediante la decision de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmienda al Articulo 111 de la Constitucion de Maryland)

= A FAVOR de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que el
Gobernador debe incluir fondos en el presupuesto estatal propuesto para pagar los acuerdos
entre el Estado y sus empleados. Los acuerdos podrian incluir cambios en los salarios, las horas de
trabajo, los beneficios complementarios, los beneficios de salud y otros términos y condiciones de
empleo. El Gobernador debe incluir fondos suficientes en el presupuesto estatal para cubrir el
pago y los beneficios acordados para los empleados, ya sea que dichos términos hayan sido
negociados o decididos por un tomador de decisiones neutral.

= EN CONTRA de la Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto EN CONTRA de la enmienda significa
que la ley sobre el financiamiento de los acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales
permanece igual.

Question 3

Constitutional Amendment ( Ch. 881 of the 2026 Legislative Session (PDF) )

Election Districts

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the Maryland
Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General Assembly; authorizes the
General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review the
congressional districting plan of the State; and requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional
districts to be determined by applicable federal laws.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Constitution)

= For the Constitutional Amendment

= Against the Constitutional Amendment

Pregunta 3

Enmienda Constitucional ( Cap. 881 de la Sesién Legislativa Especial de 2026 )
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Distritos electorales

La enmienda constitucional propuesta aclara que ciertas normas de la Constitucién de Maryland
corresponden Unicamente a los distritos utilizados para elegir a los miembros de la Asamblea
General; autoriza a la Asamblea General a otorgar jurisdiccion original a la Corte Suprema de
Maryland para revisar el plan de los distritos congresionales del Estado; y exige que los criterios para
los limites de los distritos congresionales se determinen segun las leyes federales aplicables.
(Enmienda al Articulo 11T de la Constitucién de Maryland)

= A FAVOR de la enmienda constitucional

= EN CONTRA de la enmienda constitucional

~ Anne Arundel

Amendment Text (PDF) (Anne Arundel Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 30-25)

Executive Branch - Merit System - Binding Arbitration

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to permit all authorized employee representatives

to enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

Currently, only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and uniformed officers
of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention Facilities may enter
into binding arbitration with the County to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment. There are several other labor organizations in the County that cannot
enter into binding arbitration with the County.

Avote FOR the charter amendment would permit all authorized employee representatives to

enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and conditions

of employment.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current binding arbitration provisions in
the County Charter, meaning only authorized employee representatives of uniformed firefighters and
uniformed officers of the County Police Department, Sheriff's Department, and Office of Detention
Facilities may enter into binding arbitration to resolve labor disputes relating to the terms and
conditions of employment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT
(Resolution No. 15-26)
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Legislative Branch - Officers - Specific Position Titles

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to remove specific position titles from the officers
appointed by the Council.

Currently, the Charter provides that the County Council shall have an Administrative Officer
appointed by the Council and other officers as provided in the County Council's Rules of Procedure.
Avote FOR the charter amendment would remove from the County Charter the specific position titles
of the officers the County Council may appoint.

Avote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current Charter provision that the County
Council shall appoint an officer with the specific position title of Administrative Officer.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

(Resolution No. 18-26)

Executive Branch - Planning Advisory Board - Staggered Terms - Council Confirmation

To amend the Anne Arundel County Charter to establish staggered terms for the appointees to the
Planning Advisory Board and to require County Council confirmation of County Executive
appointments to the Planning Advisory Board.

Currently, the members of the Planning Advisory Board are appointed by the County Executive and
serve terms coterminous with the County Executive or until their successors are appointed.

A vote FOR the charter amendment would require, starting December 2026, staggered initial terms
for appointees to the seven-member County Planning Advisory Board and County Council
confirmation of the County Executive's appointees, meaning the County Executive, with the
confirmation of the County Council, would appoint one member for a one-year term, two members
for two-year terms, two members for three-year terms, and two members for four-year terms, with
four-year terms for all members thereafter.

A vote AGAINST the charter amendment would retain the current terms of members of the Planning
Advisory Board, meaning a term coterminous with the County Executive's term or until their
successor shall qualify, and retain the authority of the County Executive to appoint members of the
Planning Advisory Board without confirmation of the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Baltimore County

Amendment Text (PDF) (Baltimore County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

QUESTION A

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 19-25)
BALTIMORE COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION ACT (URDL)
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Currently, the Planning Board changes the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL), which separates
urban areas from rural areas in Baltimore County, largely in response to zoning changes or
water/sewer designation changes enacted by the County Council. The Baltimore County Charter
requires a simple majority of the County Council to approve changes by the Planning Board to the
Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL). This amendment to the Baltimore County Charter would
require a vote of six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council rather than a simple majority
of five (5) votes to approve changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) recommended by
the Planning Board. All other planning and zoning matters would continue to be approved by a
simple majority vote of the County Council.

This would amend Section 522.1 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1015 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment requires six (6) of the nine (9) members of the County Council to approve
changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL).

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current simple majority vote of 5 members of the County
Council on changes to the Urban-Rural Demarcation Line (URDL) .

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION B

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 49-25)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - ESTABLISHMENT OF DEPARTMENT

This Charter Amendment establishes a Department of Agriculture to promote and support farming
and agriculture in Baltimore County as a viable component of the county's economic section,
including encouraging local food production and distribution to improve access to food for

County residents.

This would amend Section 504 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Sections 542.9 and 542.10
to the Baltimore County Charter.

Various agriculture issues will continue to be handled by other County agencies depending on the
subject matter. As an example, agriculture land preservation is currently handled by the Department
of Planning; local food initiatives are currently handled by the Department of Health; and agricultural
tourism is handled by the Department of Economic and Workforce Development.

Avote FOR the amendment would create a Department of Agriculture to support farming and
agriculture in Baltimore County and encourage local food production and distribution to improve
access to food for County residents.

A vote AGAINST the amendment does not create a Department of Agriculture, and the current
County Charter would remain unchanged.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION C
CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 50-25)
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INSPECTOR GENERAL APPOINTMENT BOARD

The Inspector General provides oversight of County government by investigating fraud, waste, and
abuse. This Charter Amendment establishes an Inspector General Appointment Board; provides for
the appointment of members to the Appointment Board; provides authority for the Inspector
General Appointment Board to appoint or reappoint the Inspector General and, if necessary, remove
the Inspector General for cause. It replaces the current process under which the County Executive
appoints or reappoints the Inspector General, and the County Council confirms the appointment. It
provides for a residency requirement for the Inspector

General.

The Inspector General Appointment Board will consist of seven (7) members, with the County Council
and County Executive each selecting one member, and the Chair of the Ethics Commission electing
the other five (5) members, each of whom must be from specific judicial, accounting, fraud
examination or academic professions. There are also several requirements for members relating to
potential ethical conflicts between their service on the Inspector General Appointment Board and
their employment or business involvement with the County; candidacy for elected office or
involvement in campaign finances; registration as a lobbyist; or criminal convictions.

This would amend Section 1014 of the Baltimore County Charter and add Section 1014.1 to the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment transfers the authority to appoint or reappoint and remove the Inspector
General from the County Executive to an Inspector General Appointment Board to be established.

A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current process, in which the County Executive appoints
or reappoints, the Inspector General and the County Council confirms the appointment.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION D

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 52-26)

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION - MEMBERSHIP

This Charter Amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission members
appointed by the County Council from seven to nine for purposes of matching the expansion of the
County Council.

This would amend Section 1203(a) of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the amendment increases the number of Charter Review Commission appointments
made by County Council members from seven (7) to nine (9).

Avote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current Charter provisions, under which County Council
members make seven (7) appointments to the Charter Review Commission.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment
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QUESTION E

CHARTER AMENDMENT (BILL 61-26)
BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARKS - MEMBERSHIP AND DUTIES
This Charter Amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks by
increasing the number of at-large members from three (3) to four (4) and provides that district-level
members are appointed based on recommendations from County Council members. The
amendment also amends and modernizes the Board duties to reflect both current board practices
and its role to serve in an advisory capacity to the Department of Recreation and Parks.

This would amend Section 533 of the Baltimore County Charter.
A vote FOR the amendment changes the membership of the Board of Recreation and Parks and
clarifies that the Board is an advisory body to the Department of Recreation and Parks.
A vote AGAINST the amendment keeps the current membership and duties of the Board of
Recreation and Parks.
= FOR Charter Amendment
= AGAINST Charter Amendment

QUESTION F

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 42-26)

REFUSE DISPOSAL BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $5,000,000 for
refuse disposal projects, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $5,000,000 for refuse

disposal projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $5,000,000 for refuse
disposal projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION G

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 43-26)

COMMUNITY COLLEGE BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $18,620,000 for
community college projects, including but not limited to: acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
extension, improvement, enlargement, alteration, maintenance, repair, modernization, and
development of buildings and other improvements for community colleges; the architectural,
engineering, and other services incident thereto; and the acquisition of land, furnishings, and
equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.
A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.
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A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $18,620,000 for
community college projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION H

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 44-26)

PUBLIC WORKS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $54,380,000 for
public works projects, including but not limited to: streets and highways, bridges, storm drain
systems, sewer systems, refuse disposal systems, viaducts, environmental projects, grade crossings
and parking lots and structures, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the
Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $54,380,000 for public

works projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $54,380,000 for public
works projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION I

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 45-26)

PARKS, PRESERVATION AND GREENWAYS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $2,000,000 for the
purpose of parks, preservation and greenways projects, including but not limited to: acquisition,
construction, maintenance, and equipping of playgrounds, parks, community centers, and
recreational facilities; related engineering, architectural, and other services; and the acquisition and
maintenance of equipment, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore
County Charter.

#6 A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $2,000,000 for parks,
preservation and greenways projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION ]

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 46-26)
SCHOOL BORROWING
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AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $200,000,000 for
school buildings and site projects, including but not limited to: the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, improvement, extension, alteration, maintenance, conversion and modernization of
buildings and sites for school purposes; architectural and engineering services; and recreation and
pedagogical equipment for such buildings and sites, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $200,000,000 for school buildings
and site projects.

Avote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $200,000,000 for school
buildings and site projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION K

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 47-26)

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAND PRESERVATION BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects, including but not limited to the purchase of land,
development rights, conservation easements and other real property approved by the County
Council pursuant to the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program and the Rural Legacy
Program or other similar federal or state programs, to be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a)
and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $6,000,000 for agricultural and
rural land preservation projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $6,000,000 for
agricultural and rural land preservation projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION L

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 48-26)

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects, including but not limited to construction, renovation, extension,
alteration, repair or modernization of: street curbs; gutters; water; sewer and other utilities; sidewalk
improvements; interior and rear access improvements; landscaping and lighting improvements;
building and other structural improvements; and sidewalk and pedestrian system improvements, to
be undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $4,000,000 for community
improvement projects.
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A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $4,000,000 for
community improvement projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION M

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 49-26)

WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $20,000,000 for
the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects, including but not limited to: shoreline
stabilization; shore erosion control; wetland restoration; streambank and riverbank restoration;
stabilization and reconstruction; control and monitoring of nonpoint pollutants; landscaping;
dredging; planting of trees and similar waterway improvement projects in residential, rural and
commercial areas; and engineering and other services incident thereto, to be undertaken pursuant
to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

Avote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of waterway
improvement and stormwater-related projects.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing 20,000,000 for
acquisition, construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization of
waterway improvement and stormwater-related projects.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

QUESTION N

BOND ISSUE: COUNTY ORDINANCE (BILL 50-26)

OPERATIONAL BUILDINGS BORROWING

AN ORDINANCE to authorize and empower Baltimore County, Maryland to borrow $81,750,000 for
public operational buildings, including but not limited to: general, health, police, fire, recreation,
library, senior center, and jail buildings or facilities, and necessary or desirable equipment, to be
undertaken pursuant to Sections 705(a) and 718 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

A vote AGAINST the bond issue precludes Baltimore County from borrowing $81,750,000 for public
operational buildings.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue
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~ Baltimore City

Amendment Text (PDF) (Baltimore City_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

BOND ISSUE

AFFORDABLE HOUSING LOAN

Question A authorizes the City to borrow up to $22,000,000 to be used for the City's Affordable
Housing Program. The money may be used to acquire, redevelop, and dispose of property in the City
for this purpose, along with related costs.

The money may be used to rehabilitate, construct, and operate rental and homeownership
developments, including relocation assistance, rental payments, home purchase assistance, housing
counseling, project financing, buyer education assistance, activities to support the development of
economically diverse housing in the City, and the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

The money may also be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and
may be used to improve land, buildings, streets, highways, alleys, utilities, and other structures,
including all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question B

BOND ISSUE

SCHOOL LOAN

Question B authorizes the City to borrow up to $60,000,000 to be used for school purposes. The
money may be used to acquire property in the City for these purposes and to build new or improve
existing school buildings, athletic facilities, and community health and recreation facilities, along with
all related costs. The money may also be used to acquire equipment for such facilities.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question C

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOAN

Question C authorizes the City to borrow up to $50,000,000 to be used for the City's economic
development program. The money may be used to acquire, develop, and dispose of property in the
City for this purpose, along with related costs.
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The money may be used to eliminate unhealthy and unsafe conditions, including blight, and to
create healthy, sanitary, safe, and green conditions in the City. It may be used to stabilize and
improve middle neighborhoods and neighborhood retail corridors, as well as to improve land,
buildings, streets, highways, alleys, sidewalks, utilities, parks, recreational land or facilities, and other
structures, including all related costs.

The money may also be used as loans or grants to develop, improve, or construct buildings in the
City for residential or commercial purposes, and as loans or grants for growing businesses, attracting
and retaining jobs, encouraging homeownership, providing home repair assistance, promoting
economic inclusion, achieving whole-block outcomes, improving the City's cultural life, and
promoting City tourism.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question D

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE LOAN

Question D authorizes the City to borrow up to $148,000,000 to be used for the development of
public infrastructure owned or controlled by the City. The money may be used to develop buildings
owned by the City, the Enoch Pratt Free Library, and public parks and recreational land. It may be
used to acquire property in the City and to construct new or improve existing buildings, structures,
and auxiliary facilities for use by the City and the Enoch Pratt Free Library.

The money may also be used to improve, construct, relocate, or repair buildings, streets, highways,
alleys, utilities, and other structures, including information technology infrastructure, as well as to
acquire and install trees, equipment, and fixtures, along with all related costs.

Voting for this amendment allows the City to borrow this money.

Voting against the amendment means the City is not allowed to borrow this money.

= FOR Bond Issue

= AGAINST Bond Issue

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

CONTRACT BIDDING AND AWARDS

Question E amends the City Charter to remove the requirement of awarding a contract to the lowest
bidder, removes the process for resolving tie bids, and removes provisions governing the bid bonds
and performance bonds required by some contractors.

Voting for this Amendment removes these provisions from the Charter, which will become effective
November 7, 2028, unless an ordinance or regulation governing the topic is adopted sooner.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing contract bidding and
awards in place.
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= FOR Charter Amendment
= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question F

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question F amends the City Charter's legislative process, the annual budget process, and the role of
the Board of Estimates. It shortens the amount of time in which the Mayor can veto legislation
passed by the City Council and the amount of time the City Council has to override the Mayor's veto.
The Amendment also eliminates the preliminary budget hearing process and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Mayor the responsibility to prepare and submit the proposed budget
before April 30 each year. The City Council must then adopt the budget at least eight days before the
beginning of the fiscal year on July 1, and any veto and veto override process must be completed

by then.

The Amendment removes the current $1 million dollar cap on the amount that may be used as a
contingent fund for emergencies or other unexpected needs. It allows the Finance Director and the
Planning Commission to make new recommendations about the proposed budget after it is
submitted to the City Council and allows the City Council to add amounts based on those
recommendations before final passage. The Amendment also transfers from the Board of Estimates
to the Finance Director or the Planning Commission the authority to make supplemental
appropriation recommendations outside of the annual budget process.

The Amendment transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Finance Department the responsibility
to estimate revenues and formulate the annual rates for all property taxes, and transfers from the
Board of Estimates to the Finance Director the responsibility to estimate any surpluses. It also
transfers from the Board of Estimates to the Mayor the authority to increase or decrease the salaries
of municipal officers in preparing the budget.

The Amendment removes from the Charter a number of other duties assigned to the Board of
Estimates, including formulating and executing the fiscal policy of the City, advertising for contracts,
establishing the process for professional services contracts and for bidder prequalification,
approving emergency contracts, fixing salary and wage scales of employees, approving collective
bargaining agreements, determining bonds of City officials, establishing procedures for paying or
releasing claims against or claims held by the City, fixing the salary of officials in the State's Attorney's
Office, and approving expenditures for new improvements. These roles could be given to other
agencies or departments by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; December 5, 2028, for changes to approving and vetoing
legislation; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing legislation, budget,
and the Board of Estimates in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment
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= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question G

CHARTER AMENDMENT

LEGISLATION, BUDGET, AND BOARD OF ESTIMATES

Question G amends the City Charter language governing how the City allows third parties to use
certain City property. It adds the City's stormwater system to the list of City property that cannot be
sold or rented out as a franchise. It clarifies that space in the City's conduit system can be rented out
as a franchise, but the conduit system itself still cannot be sold. The Amendment also simplifies the
general provisions governing franchise agreements and other such grants.

The Amendment updates the language for granting minor privileges to use a portion of City property
by clarifying the definition of minor privilege, including temporary and permanent varieties, and
permitting minor privileges to be further identified and defined by ordinance. It also removes the
Board of Estimates' authority to grant minor privileges, along with related processes, and instead
allows minor privileges to be granted by an executive agency under a new process to be established
by City ordinance.

The Amendment also eliminates certain obsolete provisions in the Charter pertaining to street
railways and trackless trolleys.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above with the following effective
dates: November 7, 2028, for Charter sections that are removed, unless an ordinance or regulation
governing that topic is adopted sooner; and December 3, 2026, for all other changes.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing franchises and minor
privileges in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question H

CHARTER AMENDMENT

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND WASTEWATER

Question H establishes in the City Charter a new Department of Water and Wastewater, which will be
supervised and directed by a Director. It transfers from the Department of Public Works to this new
Department the responsibility to oversee the City's water supply system and its wastewater system,
along with related duties.

The Amendment also removes from the Charter the requirement that bureaus within the
Department of Public Works must be established or abolished by City ordinance.

Voting for this amendment brings about the changes described above, which will become effective
January 1, 2029.

Voting against the amendment leaves the current Charter language governing water and
wastewater systems in place.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment
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Question I

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BALTIMORE BABY FUND

Question Tis a charter amendment to create the "Baltimore Baby Fund" as a new, separate fund in
City government. The City could use money in the Baby Fund only to enhance the economic stability
of families with newborns in Baltimore City. The City could not use money from the Baby Fund to
replace funding for newborn children that already exists in this year's City budget.

The amendment would require each year's City budget to include a contribution to the Baby Fund.
The City's required annual contribution to the Baby Fund will be $0.03 for every $100 in taxable
property value in the City. The Baby Fund will also be able to accept grants and donations. Money in
the Baby Fund will stay in the Baby Fund until the City spends it for the benefit of families with
newborns. The City could not transfer money in the Baby Fund to any other purpose.

Voting for this amendment would create the Baltimore Baby Fund and require the City to fund it as
described above.

Voting against this amendment would mean that the Baltimore Baby Fund would not be created.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Cecil

Amendment Text (PDF) (Cecil County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Date for Submission of the Budget

Currently the charter requires the executive to prepare and submit the proposed budget to the
county council not later than April 1 of each year. The referred charter amendment will allow
submission of the proposed budget after Maryland's General Assembly but no later than on or
before the second Monday in April in each year.

Avote in favor of the question will require the executive to submit the proposed budget to the
county council on or before the second Monday of April each year. This later date is after the
conclusion of Maryland's General Assembly. This later date will allow the executive to have
knowledge of the full financial effect upon the county from legislation passed during Maryland's
General Assembly session.

A vote against the question will keep the current date of April 1 of each year for submission of the
budget to county council and prior to knowing the full financial effects upon the county from
Maryland's General Assembly.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

E. 251


https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Cecil_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Cecil_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Cecil_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf

~ Dorchester

Amendment Text (PDF) (Dorchester County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Administrative Structure Review

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to conduct an evaluation of the
organizations, functions, powers, and duties of each department, agency, and office in the executive
branch of the County government at least every four years. A vote in favor of the question amends
the County Charter to specify that such evaluation of the County administrative structure shall be
conducted within the first fiscal year of each County Council term. A vote against the question keeps
the requirement that the County Council conduct the evaluation of the County administrative
structure at least every four years.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

County Budget Preparation and Adoption Dates

Currently, the County Charter requires the County Council to prepare a proposed Budget for the
ensuing fiscal year no later than May 1 and to adopt the Annual Budget no later than May 31, each
year. Avote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May 15 each year and
changes the Annual Budget adoption deadline to June 15, each year, to better align with revenue
estimates. A vote against the question keeps the current deadlines in the County Charter for Budget
preparation and Annual Budget adoption by the County Council.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Amendment

County Manager Responsibilities

Currently, the duties and responsibilities of the County Manager are specified in Section 405 of the
County Charter. A vote in favor of the question amends the duties and responsibilities of the County
Manager, as follows: clarifying when certain vacancies may be filled by the County Manager and
when certain studies and investigations are performed by the County Manager; requiring the County
Manager to attend all County Council meetings; providing for the appointment and function of an
Assistant County Manager; clarifying that the County Manager is responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the County government; and establishing a process for the County Council when the
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County Manager position becomes vacant. A vote against the question will keep the duties and
responsibilities of the County Manager as currently specified in the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

Question D

Charter Amendment

Governmental Transparency and Public Access

Currently, there are no provisions in the County Charter specific to transparency in County
government functions or public access to County government records. A vote in favor of the question
amends the County Charter to add a new section titled Governmental Transparency and Public
Access with provisions to ensure transparency of governmental functions, public access to meetings
(in person and remotely) and access to public records. A vote against the question keeps a new
Governmental Transparency and Public Access section from being added to the County Charter.

= FOR Charter Amendment

= AGAINST Charter Amendment

~ Frederick

Amendment Text (PDF) (Frederick County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment

Term limits for the County Council and County Executive

This Charter Amendment would prohibit a County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their lifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in
their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit a County Council member from serving more than
three terms and a County Executive from serving more than two terms.

Avote against the Charter Amendment would continue to permit a County Council member to serve
no more than three consecutive terms, and a County Executive from serving more than two
consecutive terms.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Howard

Amendment Text (PDF) (Howard County Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Amendment
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Gender Neutrality

The County Charter uses gender-specific words like "he" and "she". The Charter Amendment would
replace these types of words with gender-neutral words like "they" and "them".

Avote for the Amendment would make gender-neutral changes to the Charter. A vote against the
Amendment would leave gender-specific words unchanged in the Charter.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question B

Charter Amendment

Affordable For-Sale Housing Projects

The County Charter only allows the County to use its capital budget to finance an affordable housing
project in its Housing Opportunities Trust Fund if the County owns the project. The Charter
Amendment would change this requirement by allowing the County to use its capital budget to
finance some or all of an affordable housing project if the project meets certain criteria. The County
is not required to own or construct the project, but the Howard County Housing Commission or
another entity controlled by the Housing Commission must own the project. The project must only
have housing units for sale. The County would repay the bonds for the project over a defined time
period, typically 20-30 years, and the affordable for-sale housing units must remain affordable for
that period.

A vote for the Charter Amendment would allow the County to use its capital budget to finance these
affordable for-sale housing projects. A vote against the Charter Amendment would require these
affordable for-sale housing projects to be financed in ways other than the County's capital budget.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

~ Montgomery

Question A

B Note: This question was posted for public comment and was modified on August 4 based on
comments received.

Charter Amendment by Petition

Unanimous County Council Approval to Increase Operating Budget Above Rate of Inflation
Currently Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter requires a supermajority vote (at least
seven of eleven County Councilmembers) to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

The proposed amendment to Montgomery County Charter Section 305 would require the
unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

For / Against
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= Avote for Question A: Would amend Section 305 of the Montgomery County Charter to require the
unanimous vote of the County Council to increase the annual operating budget above the annual
rate of inflation.

= Avote against Question A: Would keep the current requirement in Section 305 of the Montgomery
County Charter of a supermajority vote (at least seven of eleven County Councilmembers) in order
to increase the annual operating budget above the annual rate of inflation.

Pregunta A

Enmienda a la Carta Constitucional mediante peticion

Aprobacién unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima

de la tasa de inflacidn

Actualmente, la Seccidn 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery exige un voto

de supermayoria (al menos siete de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el

presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa de inflacion anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery

exigiria el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por

encima de la tasa de inflacién anual.

Afavor / En contra

= Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el
presupuesto operativo anual por encima de la tasa anual de inflacién.

= Un voto en contra de la Pregunta A: Mantendria el requisito actual de la Seccién 305 de la Carta
Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery, que exige un voto de supermayoria (al menos siete
de los once miembros del Concejo del Condado) para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual
por encima de la tasa anual de inflacion.

~ Prince George's

Amendment Text (PDF) (PG _County_Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

CHARTER AMENDMENT

HARMFUL BUSINESSES TAXES AND FEES

To allow the County to impose taxes and fees on the operators of businesses deemed to have an
adverse impact on community health, safety, and welfare, or County economic development,
including, but not limited to, tobacco stores, liquor stores, and self-storage, by removing the
requirement that the public vote on such taxes and fees.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to impose taxes and fees, to the extent authorized by
law, on operators of businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents

or economic development. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from imposing
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taxes and fees on businesses that negatively impact the quality-of-life of County residents or
economic development.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA A

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

EMPRESAS NOCIVAS: IMPUESTOS Y TARIFAS

Para que el condado pueda imponer impuestos y tarifas a los titulares de empresas que se considere
que tienen repercusiones negativas en la salud, la seguridad y el bienestar de la comunidad, o en el
desarrollo econdémico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los
almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacion del requisito de que la ciudadania vote sobre dichos
impuestos y tarifas.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado recaudar impuestos y tarifas, en la medida en
que esté autorizado a hacerlo por ley, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la
calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico. Un voto en contra de esta
medida impedira que el condado imponga impuestos y tarifas que se imponen a las empresas y que
afectan negativamente la calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econémico.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question B

CHARTER AMENDMENT

ELIMINATE AT-LARGE COUNCIL MEMBERS

Effective December 2030, and for each subsequent election cycle, this measure will reduce the
County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members by eliminating the two at-large council
seats which do not represent a specific council district. This measure will provide for more efficient
and cost-effective elections and will restore the voting strength of communities and neighborhoods
in each district.

A vote for the measure will reduce the County Council membership from 11 members to 9 members
and eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars for general and special elections for at-large members
and for the compensation of the offices for at-large members. A vote against the measure will keep
the County Council membership at 11 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation of the offices for at-
large members.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA B

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA
ELIMINAR A LOS CONCEJALES ELECTOS POR VOTO GENERAL
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A partir de diciembre de 2030, y en cada ciclo electoral posterior, esta medida reducira el nimero de
miembros del Concejo del Condado de 11 a 9, mediante la eliminacién de los dos escafios generales
del concejo que no representan a un distrito especifico. Esta medida permitira que las elecciones
sean mas eficientes y rentables, y restablecera el peso electoral de las comunidades y los vecindarios
en cada distrito.

Si se aprueba esta medida, el nimero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducirade 11 a9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacion general, asi como a la remuneracion de los cargos de
dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el nimero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11y no eliminara el gasto de los fondos de los contribuyentes destinados a las
elecciones generales y especiales para los miembros de representacién general, nia la
remuneracion de los cargos de dichos miembros.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question C

CHARTER AMENDMENT

BILL TO CHANGE REDISTRICTING PLAN

This measure provides that if the County Council passes a law to change the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission it shall do so by bill and not by resolution after notice and
public hearing.

A vote for this measure will correct Section 305 of the Charter to require the County Council to adopt
a bill and not a resolution when it changes the redistricting plan proposed by the Redistricting
Commission. A vote against this measure will not correct Section 305 of the Charter and may result in
the County Council adopting a resolution instead of a bill when it changes the redistricting plan
proposed by the Redistricting Commission.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA C

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

PROYECTO DE LEY PARA MODIFICAR EL PLAN DE REDISTRIBUCION

Esta medida establece que, si el Concejo del Condado aprueba una ley para modificar el plan de
redistribucion de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo
mediante un proyecto de ley y no mediante una resolucion, previa notificaciéon y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccion 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ley y no una resolucién cuando se modifique el plan de
redistribucion de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comision de Redistribucidn de Distritos. Un voto
en contra de esta medida no modificard la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resolucién en lugar de un proyecto de ley cuando modifique el
plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucion de Distritos.
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= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question D

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY PURCHASING

This measure will allow the County Purchasing Agent to sign all purchasing documents to promote
flexibility in conducting government operations. It will also allow the County to partner with other
public entities to buy goods and services.

A vote for this measure will expand the signature authority of the County Purchasing Agent. It will
also allow the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods and services. A vote against
this measure will maintain the current, more limited, signature authority of the County Purchasing
Agent and will limit opportunities for the County to partner with other public entities to buy goods
and services.

= For the Charter Amendment

= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA D

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

COMPRAS DEL CONDADO

Esta medida permitira al responsable de compras del condado firmar todos los documentos de
compra con el fin de promover la flexibilidad en la gestidn de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitird al condado colaborar con otras entidades publicas para la adquisicién de bienes
y servicios.

Un voto a favor de esta medida ampliara la facultad de firma del responsable de compras del
condado. Ademas, permitird al condado asociarse con otras entidades publicas para adquirir bienes
y servicios. Un voto en contra de esta medida mantendra la autoridad actual (mas limitada) del
agente de compras del condado y restringira las oportunidades del condado de asociarse con otras
entidades publicas para adquirir bienes y servicios.

= A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacion a la Carta Organica

Question E

CHARTER AMENDMENT

COUNTY UNION INDEPENDENT ARBITRATION SERVICE

This policy will allow unionized County employees to submit disputed labor issues to an independent
arbitration service for arbitration.

A vote for this measure will allow unionized County employees to use an additional independent
arbitration service to resolve disputed labor issues. A vote against this measure will maintain current
labor dispute options for unionized County employees to resolve disputed labor issues.
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= For the Charter Amendment
= Against the Charter Amendment

PREGUNTA E

MODIFICACION A LA CARTA ORGANICA

SERVICIO DE ARBITRAJE INDEPENDIENTE DE LA UNION DEL CONDADO

Esta politica permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado someter a arbitraje los conflictos
laborales ante un servicio de arbitraje independiente.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira a los empleados sindicalizados del condado recurrir a un
servicio de arbitraje independiente adicional para resolver controversias laborales. Un voto en contra
de esta medida mantendra las opciones actuales de resolucion de conflictos laborales para que los
empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.

= Afavor de la modificacion de la Carta Organica

= En contra de la modificacién a la Carta Organica

Question F

BOND ISSUE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $67,306,000 to pay for
the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Community College Facilities.

Avote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for
Community College Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money by issuing bonds to pay for Community College Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA F

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INFRAESTRUCTURAS DE COLEGIOS COMUNITARIOS

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener fondos mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto de
hasta $67,306,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la reparacién
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que
el condado obtenga financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las
instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada
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Question G

BOND ISSUE

PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION BONDS

This measure will authorize the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $140,089,000 to
pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for roads,
bridges, parking lots, and maintenance facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the
County from borrowing money by issuing bonds to pay for roads, bridges, parking lots, and
maintenance facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA G

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS DE OBRAS PUBLICAS Y TRANSPORTE

Esta medida autorizara al condado a obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un
importe maximo de $140,089,000 para financiar carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de
bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.

Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiacion mediante la
emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question H

BOND ISSUE

COUNTY BUILDINGS BONDS

This measure will enable the County to borrow money by issuing bonds of up to $117,848,000 to pay
for the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of County Buildings.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for County
buildings. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by issuing
bonds to pay for County buildings.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA H

EMISION DE BONOS
BONOS PARA EDIFICIOS DEL CONDADO
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Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de los edificios del condado.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de
bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el
condado obtenga financiacion mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question I

BOND ISSUE

LIBRARY FACILITIES BONDS

This measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds of up to $33,656,000 to build,
expand, repair, or improve County library buildings and facilities. This includes acquiring and
developing library sites, hiring architects and engineers, and purchasing equipment needed to
operate those facilities.

A vote for this measure will allow the County to borrow money and issue bonds to build, expand and
repair County library facilities. A vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowing
money and issuing bonds to build, expand and repair County library facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA I

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA LAS INSTALACIONES DE LA BIBLIOTECA

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener préstamos y emitir bonos por un monto maximo de
$33,656,000 para construir, ampliar, reparar o mejorar los edificios y las instalaciones de las
bibliotecas del condado. Esto incluye la adquisicion y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la
contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisicién del equipamiento necesario para gestionar
dichas instalaciones.

Un voto a favor de esta medida permitira al condado solicitar préstamos y emitir bonos para
construir, ampliar y reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado. Un voto en contra de
esta medida impedira que el condado solicite préstamos y emita bonos para construir, ampliar y
reparar las instalaciones de las bibliotecas del condado.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

Question |

BOND ISSUE
PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES BONDS
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This measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds in an amount of up to
$53,503,000 to finance the design, construction, acquisition, improvement, or repair of Public Safety
Facilities including Fire Department Facilities.

A vote "for" this measure will allow the County to borrow money by issuing bonds to pay for Public
Safety Facilities. A vote "against" this measure will prevent the County from borrowing money by
issuing bonds to pay for Public Safety Facilities.

= For the Referred Law

= Against the Referred Law

PREGUNTA ]

EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA

Esta medida permitird al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto
de hasta $53,503,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicion, la mejora o la
reparacion de instalaciones de seguridad publica, incluidas las del cuerpo de bomberos.

Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emision de
bonos para sufragar instalaciones de seguridad publica. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida
impedira que el condado solicite un préstamo mediante la emisién de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.

= Afavor de la ley mencionada

= En contra de la ley mencionada

~ Wicomico

Amendment Text (PDF) (Wicomico County._Proposed Charter Amendment Text.pdf)

Question A

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of
meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

Avote in favor of the question permits the Council Administrator to keep minutes of the meetings by
written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote against the question requires the Council Administrator to continue to manually type minutes
of the meetings.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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Question B

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to require formal communications from the Council to
the Executive Branch be addressed to the County Executive, unless for the purpose of inquiry or
information, which will allow members of the County Council and Council staff to communicate
directly with officers or employees of the Executive Branch.

Avote in favor of the question clarifies that the County Council and Council staff may directly
communicate with officers and employees of the Executive branch for the sole purpose of inquiry
or information.

A vote against the question maintains the requirement that all formal communications from the
Council to the Executive Branch shall be addressed to the County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment

Question C

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,
Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County
at the time of appointment. Further providing that a newly elected County Executive may appoint a
person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration for a
period not to exceed Six (6) months or until a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever
occurs first.

Avote in favor of the question requires that an Acting Director of Administration, Acting Department
Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee of Wicomico County at the time of
appointment. A vote in favor of the question also permits a newly elected County Executive to
appoint a person who is not a current County employee to serve as Acting Director of Administration
for a period not to exceed Six (6) months from the date the County Executive assumes office or until
a Director of Administration is appointed, whichever occurs first.

A vote against the question permits the County Executive to appoint an Acting Director of
Administration or Acting Head of a Department or Agency without the requirement that the
appointment be a current employee of Wicomico County. A vote against the question also does not
limit the duration of the appointment for an Acting Director of Administration by a newly elected
County Executive.

= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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Question D

Charter Resolution

Charter Revision

#110-2026

A revision of the Charter of Wicomico County to add a definition of "Work Rules," which shall mean
policies, procedures, directive standards or requirements governing employee conduct,
performance, attendance, workplace behavior, use of County property or resources or other
conditions of employment. Work rules include provisions that may result in disciplinary action,
suspension, loss of privileges, revocation of authorizations, termination of employment, or other
employment-related consequences for failure to comply.

Avote in favor of the question adds a definition of "Work Rules" to the County Charter. "Work
Rules" establish policies, procedures and standards for workplace conduct, and may result in
disciplinary action.

A vote against the question means a definition of "Work Rules" will not be inserted in the Charter.
= FOR the Charter Amendment

= AGAINST the Charter Amendment
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Victoria L. Gruber
Executive Director

Ryan Bishop

Director

DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES
OFFICE OF POLICY ANALYSIS
MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY

August 11, 2026

Jared DeMarinis, Esq.

State Administrator of Elections
P.O. Box 6486

151 West Street, Suite 200
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-0486

Dear Mr. DeMarinis:

In accordance with § 7-105(b) of the Election Law Article, enclosed are the summaries
prepared by the Department of Legislative Services of the following questions that will appear on
the ballot at the 2026 general election as a result of legislation passed by the General Assembly
at the Special Session of 2026:

Question 1 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Question 2 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026
Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial Disabilities — Temporary Appointment

Question 3 — Constitutional Amendment
Chapter 881 (House Bill 2100) of the Special Session of 2026

Election Districts — General Assembly and Representatives in Congress

As you are aware, during the Special Session, the General Assembly: (1) withdrew and
recalled the constitutional amendment proposed by Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026 through
the passage of Chapter 882 of the Acts of the Special Session of the General Assembly of 2026;
and (2) proposed an additional constitutional amendment through the passage of Chapter 881 of
the Acts of the Special Session of the General Assembly of 2026.

LEGISLATIVE SERVICES BUILDING - 90 STATE CIRCLE - ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991
410-946-5200 MW 800-492-7122 Ext.5200 W TTY 410-946-5401
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August 10, 2026
Page 2

Attached is a copy of a letter dated August 7, 2026, indicating that the summaries have
been approved by the Office of the Attorney General.

Sincerely,

}e@xc‘m

Jodie L. Chilson
Senior Manager

JLC/vm
Enclosures (4)
cc: Victoria L. Gruber

Ryan Bishop
Effie C. Rife
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PETER V. BERNS

CAROLYN A. QUATTROCKI
General Counsel

Chief Deputy Attorney General

CHRISTIAN E. BARRERA

LEONARD J. HOWIE 111
Chief of Staff

Deputy Attorney General

CARRIE J. WILLIAMS
Deputy Attorney General

STATE OF MARYLAND
SHARON S. MERRIWEATHER OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Deputy Attorney General
ANTHONY G. BROWN

ZENITA WICKHAM HURLEY

Deputy Attorney General Attorney General

August 7, 2026

Sent by e-mail: Victoria.Gruber@mga.maryland.gov

Victoria Gruber

Executive Director

Department of Legislative Services
90 State Circle

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Ms. Gruber,

Pursuant to Election Law Article, § 7-105(b)(2)(ii), 1 hereby approve the attached
summaries of Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026; Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026, and
Chapter 881 (House Bill 2100) of 2026.

Sincerely,

A B,

Anthony G. Brown

cc:
Ryan Bishop, Director, Department of Legislative Services

Effie Rife, Manager, Department of Legislative Services

Jodie Chilson, Department of Legislative Services

Vanessa Murphy, Administrative Assistant, Department of Legislative Services

200 St. Paul Place, Baltimore, Maryland 21202
(410) 576-6300 «+ (888) 743-0023
oag.maryland.gov
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QUESTION 1: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026
Chapter 155 of 2026 (House Bill 604)

Summary

This constitutional amendment would amend the Maryland Constitution to require that the
annual budget submitted by the Governor to the General Assembly include the proposed
appropriations necessary to implement and fund all terms and conditions of employment in each
collective bargaining memorandum of understanding involving the State, a State institution of
higher education, or the Maryland Environmental Service, and the exclusive representatives of
their respective employees. The requirement applies whether the memorandum of understanding
was reached through mutual agreement or binding arbitration. Further, each annual budget must
contain a statement showing changes in wages, hours, fringe benefits, health benefits, and other
terms and conditions of employment for State employees included in each memorandum of
understanding covering State employees for the next fiscal year.

Also, contingent on passage of the proposed constitutional amendment, and its ratification
by the voters, the bill establishes binding arbitration in the event of an impasse in collective
bargaining negotiations for State employees (except for employees of State institutions of higher
education). If the constitutional amendment passes, the legislation requires the selection of a
neutral arbitrator to oversee all aspects of collective bargaining when a bargaining impasse is
declared and clarifies the matters subject to negotiation.

The legislation further clarifies that under collective bargaining (1) matters requiring a
change in law are contingent on the enactment of legislation making the change; (2) matters

requiring an appropriation are contingent on the General Assembly’s approval of the appropriation;
and (3) an arbitrator’s decision related to wages is subject to limitations of the State budget.
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QUESTION 2: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Judiciary Department — Commission on Judicial
Disabilities — Temporary Appointment

Chapter 878 of 2026 (Senate Bill 933)
Summary

The Commission on Judicial Disabilities is responsible for investigating complaints against
State court justices and judges and recommending disciplinary action to the Supreme Court of
Maryland, as appropriate. There are no provisions in current law governing the membership of the
commission when there is a vacancy at the end of an expired term, a recusal, or a disqualification.

This constitutional amendment would authorize the commission chair, in the event of a
vacancy at the end of an expired term, a recusal, or a disqualification, to recall a former member
to serve as a temporary substitute member of the Commission or request that the Governor appoint
a temporary substitute member or extend a current member’s term. If the commission chair
requests that the Governor take action, the Governor would be authorized to appoint a temporary
substitute member for a specified period or extend a current member’s term until a replacement
member is appointed.

Under the constitutional amendment, a temporary substitute member: (1) is subject to the
same qualifications that applied to the member who is being temporarily replaced; (2) may not
have been previously rejected by the Senate for appointment to the commission; and (3) if the
member is a judge or an attorney, must be in good standing with the Maryland bar.
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QUESTION 3: CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Election Districts — General Assembly and
Representatives in Congress

Chapter 881 of the Special Session of 2026 (House Bill 2100)
Summary

This constitutional amendment would clarify that the districting standards in Article I1I, §
4 of the Maryland Constitution apply only for the election of members of the Senate of Maryland
and House of Delegates.

Currently, under Article 111, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution, each legislative district must
consist of adjoining territory, be compact in form, and of substantially equal population.
Additionally, due regard is to be given to natural boundaries and the boundaries of political
subdivisions. In a 2022 ruling, the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County held that those
districting standards apply to congressional districts as well as districts for the election of members

of the General Assembly.

Additionally, the constitutional amendment would establish that nothing in the Maryland
Constitution, including the Declaration of Rights, provides applicable criteria for the boundaries
of a congressional districting plan.

Finally, the constitutional amendment would grant the General Assembly the power to
grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting
plans of the State. Under current law, a legal challenge brought in State court to a congressional
districting plan must be made in a Maryland circuit court.
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Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)
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1 PROCEEDI NGS
2 THE COURT: For the record, this is C 02-CV-26-11986,
3 M chael Howell, et al., vs. Westley More, et al. Counsel, for

4 | the record please, and would you spell your |ast nane for the

5 benefit of the court reporter, could you say your nane.

MR, CLARK: For the Plaintiffs, Jeffrey Cark, Your

7 Honor, C-L-A-R-K

10

11 E-S.

12

13

14

15

16 S-N-A-N.

17

18

19 CAT-0O

20

21

22

23 woodwor k?

24

25

THE COURT: Good norning, sir.
MR. CLARK: Good norni ng.

MR, YATES: For the Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates, Y-A-T-

THE COURT: Good norning, sir.
VMR, DEWEY: Samuel Dewey, D-E-WE-Y, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Good norning, sir.

MR. BROSNAN: For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan, B-R-O

THE COURT: Good norning, sir.

MR LICATO For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licato, L-I-

THE COURT: Good norning, sir.

MR LI CATO  Good norni ng.

THE COURT: No other |lawers coning out of the
I think five will probably do the trick.

Yes, sir.

MR. KOBRIN: For the Defendants, Assistant Attorney
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1 General, Daniel Kobrin, K-OB-R1-N
2 THE COURT: Good norning, sir.
3 For the record, let nme just state that | nmet with the
4 attorneys in this case. It was supposed to be a chanbers
5| conference, but it turned out there were too nany to fit in ny
6 chanbers, so we did it in a jury room | disclosed to them at
7 that neeting -- we tal ked about some tactical things and sone
8 practical things, but | disclosed to themat that neeting that |
9 have an association with two of the named Plaintiffs in this
10 case on ny odyssey to be appointed to the bench back in 2018.
11 | nmade contact with my own del egate -- one of ny own
12 | del egates, Delegate Brian Chisholm who is -- was and is the
13 del egate in the district where | live, and is a naned Plaintiff
14 in this case. Another person with whom| nade contact was
15 Del egate Kathy Szeliga, and the reason for that is she, at the
16 time and | believe it's still the case, represents the district
17 that straddl es the border between Baltinmore County and Harford
18 County and | -- so nuch of ny practice was in Baltinore County
19 that | thought it nmade sense to talk to her, like talking to
20 Del egat e Chi shol m an others about tal king to the Governor on ny
21 behalf. | don't believe it creates a conflict, but | think I'm
22 duty bound to share any associations of that matter -- of that
23 nature, so that's why | bring it up, and at this tine.
24 M. Kobrin, are there any notions the State would |ike
25 to make?
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 0ld Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 5

E. 276



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 MR KOBRIN:. No. There are no notions at this tine.

2 THE COURT: Any notions fromthe Plaintiffs' side?

3 MR, CLARK: No, Your Honor.

4 THE COURT: Al right. Well, in that case, we have

5 Cross-Motions for Sunmmary Judgnment in this case, and | believe

6 for my owmn ease of use, | would like to start with the

7 Plaintiff, unless that --

8 MR, KOBRIN: No objection.

9 THE COURT: Okay. Al right. So, who's up on this
10 | side?

11 M. dark?

12 MR. CLARK: Yes. Thank you, Your Honor. Good

13 norning, and may it please the Court. [|'mJeff Clark fromthe
14 oversi ght project, here on behalf of the Plaintiffs, M ke

15 Howel I, and the menbers of the -- the Freedom Caucus in

16 Maryl and, plus Senators Hershey and Ready, and |I'mgrateful to
17 Your Honor for the opportunity to practice in your court today.
18 Your Honor, here's the bottomline of this case. The
19 General Assenbly enacted mandatory certification deadlines in

20 May of 2026, and yet, just a few nonths later, they were

21 | conpletely ignoring those deadlines and nmissing themin August.
22 They tried to paperwork over the ness that they engaged in on --
23 on procedure and the deadlines with a not withstandi ng cl ause
24 that they first introduced on the first day of the special

25 session, and that non obstante clause is invalid under any | egal
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1 theory. Meanwhile, the ballot --

2 THE COURT: Well, let ne ask a question.

3 MR, CLARK: Sure.

4 THE COURT: Haven't -- hasn't the United States

5 Suprene Court allowed Congress to do things under a non obstante

6 clause in the past?

7 MR, CLARK: Certainly, Your Honor. |If the United

8 St at es Congress through bicaneralismand presentnent passes a

9 | aw and the President signs it, or through inaction it's allowed
10 | to becone | aw because the President, you know, doesn't --

11 doesn't block it, then the, you know, a non obstante clause can
12 | override other provisions of |aw, but here, we're dealing with
13 the Maryl and Constitution, Your Honor.

14 THE COURT: Under st ood.

15 MR. CLARK: And --

16 THE COURT: So, is -- can you -- can you distinguish
17 the Maryl and systemfromthe federal systemand tell nme why a
18 non obstante clause, in the Plaintiffs' opinion, doesn't work?
19 MR CLARK: Yes. The difference between the two

20 | systems, Your Honor, is that there is obviously the ordinary

21 process of passing a | aw through bi canmerali sm and present nent,
22 you know, in the Maryland systemas well. So, that's in

23 parallel, but there's also a special process in Article 14 for
24 referenda. In this case, obviously we're dealing with a

25 Constitutional anmendment referendum
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1 That process, Your Honor, sets up a -- a no-go for the
2 CGovernor, and indeed my -- my opponents conceded that the

3| Governor's superfluous here. Now, the Government did -- did try
4| tosignit, we'll talk -- I'Il put that off to the side for the

5| second --

6 THE COURT: Well, let's -- let's let that one go,

7 because I think we all agree that the Governor really doesn't

8 play a role in a Constitutional armendnent.

9 MR CLARK: Yes.

10 THE COURT: \hether he signs purported |egislation or

11 not, right?

12 MR, CLARK: Yes.
13 THE COURT: kay. So, next step
14 MR, CLARK: So the next step is that since it's

15 exclusively a legislative process, right, and it's not one that
16 has the invol venent of the Governor, as Your Honor just noted,
17 that means that there is no provision in the Article 14 process
18 for including bolting on provisions of |aw, getting rid of

19 existing law so that you can clear the path for sone kind of

20 Constitutional amendnent, Your Honor. They could have done

21 that, via one of two paths. They could have put the non

22 obstante clause in the referendumso that the voters could vote
23 onit. | think that would have been a perilous choice for them
24 which is probably why they avoided it, because non-| awers,

25 ordi nary people, the average voter in Anerica is not going to
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1 under st and what a non-obstante cl ause is.
2 THE COURT: Well, wouldn't that violate the one
3 subj ect per ballot question --
4 MR, CLARK: Yes, Your Honor.
5 THE COURT: -- limt that we have?
6 MR, CLARK: We think there are a variety of violations
7 of the one subject limtation in Article 14. The non obstante
8 clause we think is its own subject, because it's not just about
9 this particular referendumthat relates to redistricting. It
10 turns off election laws in general, according to the theory of
11 | the State here.
12 THE COURT: So, another way they could skin the cat,
13 if you will, would be to repeat those |aws that they thought
14 stood in their way, right?
15 MR. CLARK: That's correct, Your Honor, and in order
16 to that, right, that would have had to go through the
17 bi cameral i sm and presentnent process. The Governor woul d have
18 needed to, you know, agree to that and sign it. He probably
19 | would have here based on the fact that he's the one who started
20 t he special session, right, but the problemis that given that
21 | we're out past June, under the way the Maryland Constitution
22 wor ks, given that they didn't start this special session until
23 August, if they were to try to pass just a, you know, straight-
24 up repealer law, it wouldn't take effect until the follow ng
25 June, and that's obviously not going to allow this ball ot
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1 initiative to go on the Novenber ballot and put it before the
2 voters.
3 So, this is why we think that they had the Governor
4 cone in and sign it, so that they could potentially argue, you
5 know, sort of 6 of one, half dozen of another, |ike we
6 functionally did an anmendnment to the law. W don't think that
7 wor ks for the reasons Your Honor was recogni zing, that Article
8 14 doesn't recognize a role for the Governor or prescribe one,
9 and the other reason why it doesn't work is because they're --
10 in order to do legislation like this if you're not going to wait
11 until the next June, is it has to be proper energency
12 litigation, Your Honor -- energency |egislation.
13 I"msorry, and that neans you have to have, you know,
14 a public health or safety reason, and that's obviously a non-
15 starter for something that's directed at redistricting, and the
16 State has not pointed to anything that could -- first of all,
17 the legislature didn't purport to declare an energency, and
18 then, you know, pass through bicaneralism and presentnent,
19 | turning off the election laws that establish deadlines here that
20 the State bl ew through, but even if they had we don't think they
21 | would have been able to satisfy the chall enge we woul d have t hen
22 brought to say hey, look, this is not proper energency
23 | egi sl ati on.
24 This is -- this is ordinary legislation, and
25 therefore, there's just no way around the Constitutional routing
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1 here that this, you know, that such a non obstante enacted into
2 l aw woul dn't and couldn't take effect until June of 2027 at the
3| earliest. So --
4 THE COURT: Well, froma practical standpoint, if the
5| amendnent is -- if the amendnent survives this hearing and
6 hearing that's yet to come and nmakes it onto the ballot, it
7 doesn't take effect until 2028 anyway, right?
8 MR, CLARK: Your Honor, | think it depends -- well, it
9 -- it clears a path for -- for the -- the controllers of the
10 | Ceneral Assenbly to engage in redistricting and try to get rid
11 | of one Republican seat on the Eastern shore, and so if that's --
12 if that blocked successful here, to take the flip side of your
13 hypot hetical, then they would have to wait even |onger to do
14 that, and we don't think, given the mandatory nature of the
15 provisions of the election |aw that we're pointing to, that
16 there's the ability to just ignore that law. You know, if you
17 | ook at the Dutton case, for instance, Your Honor, if a pre-
18 el ection challenge is brought, the Dutton case has held that
19 | that is mandatory. |It's not directory.
20 Things are directory in the election |aws as they
21 related to -- to referenda if the challenges are not brought
22 until after the referendum has been held, but here we've brought
23 it beforehand. So, we don't think there's any option in
24 Maryl and | aw for anything other than conplying with those
25 deadlines. So -- sorry about that. M nouth gets dry.
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1 So, the three points | want to make to you, Your

2 Honor, are -- they fall under these categories. The m ssed

3 deadl i ne, or deadlines; the invalid non obstante clause, but

4| we've -- we've covered a lot of that already, | think, Your

5 Honor; and then the deficient ballot |anguage. So, first, let

6 me tal k about the deadlines.

7 So, the first point there is the July 1st deadline was
8 -- it was nmandatory, it was missed, and it is incurable.
9 El ection [ aw section 7-103(c)(1) was enacted in Senate Bill 29

10 that was signed by the Governor in May of 2026. It requires

11 that the Secretary of State, "shall certify all statew de ball ot
12 questions by July 1st." The key words there, obviously, is

13 shall. It is mandatory, and as | nentioned, under the Dutton

14 case, it is treated as nmandatory just like its |anguage when a
15 pre-el ection challenge is brought.

16 HB 2100, which is what we're largely focused on

17 chal | engi ng here today was introduced on August 3rd, which was a
18 nonth after the deadline has passed. The General Assenbly's own
19 fiscal note said the deadline, "had passed," and then Senator

20 Kagan said on the floor, quote: "There's no tine to conply with

21 the plain | anguage of the |aw, because July 1st is in ny

22 rearview mrror -- in the reviewmrror." Sorry. End quote
23 The State Board of Election then tried to conply with
24 this -- with this deadline, but it -- it couldn't, and as to the

25 ot her two questions on the ballot for Novenmber, they did manage
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1 to comply with the July 1st deadline, but not as to this
2 guestion about redistricting. The Defendants argue that the
3| State Board of Elections can cure through election |aw §9-207, a
4 | layout certification procedure, this deficiency, but they're
5 m ssing that Senate Bill 29 al so enacted el ection | aw 8§9-207(f),
6 and that provides that |ayout certification nmay not be construed
7 to be a certification of the ballot |anguage required to be
8 certified under 7-103.
9 So, that means that they can't recover the fact that
10 they really didn't even swing into action until a nonth after
11 the July 1st deadline in 7-103(c)(1) had el apsed. So, the
12 General Assenbly had anticipated and forecl osed the very door to
13| try to get out of -- of a late certification default here that
14 the Defendants are -- are trying to use. The Defendants cannot
15 ask this Court to ignore an expressed statutory provision,
16 especially we woul d add, not one passed by the sanme | egislature
17 in the sane year.
18 Now, | want to turn to what has become, | think a
19 bi gger argument for them Your Honor, than the 207 escape hatch,
20 | which we think 207(f) closes, which is to argue that because the
21 General Assenbly here opted to wite the referendum | anguage
22 itself, sonehow that gives the State a free pass to ignore 87-
23 103(c) (1), and here's how that argument works. The first thing
24 they pointed out in that regard, is that the Stop Slots case
25 i ndicated that the legislature there had not witten the
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1 ref erendum question as issue in that case about, you know,

2 havi ng sl ot nmachines legalized in -- in Maryland. Wile it's

3 true that the -- the Stop Slots court recogni zed that things

4| were different in that case than we have in our case, but

5 nothing in Stop Slots, |'mkind of puzzled by the constant

6 ref erence by opposing counsel to page 192 of Stop Slots, that --
7 that sonehow this gives themthe free pass, because the Court

8 doesn't say that if the legislature wites the referendum

9 guestion, that means that no deadlines would apply, and in any
10 | event, the deadline of July 1st was created this year

11 So, Stop Slots is, | believe, a 2012 decision, so that

12 requirement didn't even exist. So, the Suprene Court coul dn't

13 possi bly have excused -- or the highest court of Maryland,

14 shoul d say, couldn't possibly have excused the -- the deadline
15 for certification when -- when that decision was witten. So --
16 THE COURT: And the July 1st deadline was created this

17 | year by the same body that is attenpting to introduce a

18 Constitutional amendment after that deadline, right?

19 MR. CLARK: That's correct.

20 THE COURT: In the sane year

21 MR. CLARK: That's correct, and that's precisely --

22 THE COURT: | mean, not to put too fine of a point on

23 it, but --

24 MR, CLARK: That's right.

25 THE COURT: -- that seenms backwards to me.
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1 MR. CLARK: Yes. W agree, Your Honor, and so, you

2 know, just to be totally clear, right, and not -- not to be

3 accused of, you know, not -- not turning all square corners,

4| right, but the session ended, as | understand it, the regular

5| session, on April 13th, and so, on the |ast day, | believe

6 that's when the Senate agreed to -- to Senate Bill 29, and then

7 the Governor waited about a nonth to sign it. So, that's why it

8 came in in May, and then it was set for a June 1st effective

9 date, so obviously clearly effective before July 1st, and then
10 it wasn't until, you know, July, you know, after -- after July
11 1st, after the effective date that Governor Myore called the

12 speci al session, then the special session took until August 3rd
13 to actually start and really functionally given, you know, at
14 | east his view that he should sign it, until August 5th to

15 concl ude.

16 So, we think that's clearly late, and we think it's a
17 clear violation of the nandatory law in 7-103(c)(1). Now, | --
18 I want to, if | can, if Your Honor will -- wll indulge ne, |
19 | want to march through the statutes if | can --

20 THE COURT: Ckay.

21 MR CLARK: -- Because | think that -- now counsel's
22 argunment that a provision in 7-105 turns off the 7-103(c) (1)

23 deadline, is a clearly flawed argunment. It doesn't work as a
24 matter of text, and in reality, it's like a mathenati cal

25 syl logism Your Honor. So, the first thing | will point out to
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1| youis if you ook at election law 1-101, which curiously
2 opposi ng counsel cited, | think, in their -- in their
3 Qpposition/Reply Brief, if you look at 101(d)(2), it says that
4| ballots and court official ballots do not include 1) a sanple
5 ballot, or 2) a specinen ballot. So, the categories of a ballot
6 and a specinen ballot are nutually exclusive, Your Honor.
7 That's the very inportant point to draw fromthe --
8 fromthe definition provisions. Now, let's go and | ook at §7-
9 103. If you look at it, what it says, starting in (b) is that
10 each question shall appear on the ballot. So, I'll stop there
11 and say we're tal king about the ballot that actually goes in
12 front of the voter, Your Honor. W' re not talking about the
13 speci men ballot that goes up for kind of display, so people get
14 an idea of what the election is going to look like. Like we're
15 tal ki ng about the actual ballot. So --
16 THE COURT: But can we have the cart before the horse,
17 because we don't have a ballot yet. That -- that doesn't get
18 made until next week, | guess, right?
19 MR CLARK: Well, but I'm-- I"mjust -- |I'mgetting
20 to what the ballot actually has to do, and then the point at
21 | which it has to be certified, which cones in subsection (c).
22 So, | just ask for alittle -- little bit of just, you know, |et
23 me wi nd up and kind of get there. So, 7 -- so, 107 -- sorry, 7-
24 103(b) tells you all the things the ballot has to have, okay,
25 and | will return to unpacking some of those later in the
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 0ld Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 16

E. 287



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 argurment, but then if you look at (c)(1l), the next subsection
2 it says -- that's where the July 1st deadline is. It says, on
3 or before July 1st, inmmedi ately preceding a general election
4 | the Secretary of State, so this is the Secretary of State, shal
5 prepare and certify to the State Board, the information required
6 under subsection (b). GCkay?
7 So, in the subsection (b) stuff, the 6 sub-
8 requirenments in (b), they all have to be done first, that's the
9 -- that's the -- the horse before the car, right, and then the
10 cart comes in of (c)(1) and it says, this certification by the
11 Secretary of State to the Board, has to be done by July 1st, and
12 here it clearly was not, and then there's a -- a concl udi ng
13 | clause that says for all statew de ballot questions and al
14 guestions relating to enactnent of the CGeneral Assenbly, which
15 is petition to referendum So, it specifically mentions
16 referendum and it says all statew de ball ot questions and al
17 enactnents of the General Assenmbly which lead to referenda. So,
18 our position is, all nmeans all, and that nmeans that you have to
19 neet this July 1st deadline.
20 kay. So far, so good. Now let ne turn the argunent
21 of my opponents. So, they're trying to rely on 7-105, and I|'l
22 just point out to you, although I know that it's the text of
23 provisions that control and not their title, but the title here
24 is -- is helpful and entirely consistent with -- with the text
25 of the provision. It says, notice of question by specinmen
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1 bal I ot or publication.
2 So, notice, we're not talking about ballots. 7-103 is
3| about the ballots; 7-105 is about ballot specinmens, okay? It
4 | provides -- so, it's not a directive to the Secretary of State
5 and then the Secretary of State is sending things to the Board.
6 This is a directive to the | ocal Boards that they have to
7 provi de notices of questions, and they have to do that either by
8 (a)(1) a specinen ballot, or (b) publication or dissenination of
9 a mass communi cation, okay, and by ny cal cul ation, the mass
10 | conmuni cation date here woul d be 10/ 13.
11 Now, skipping ahead a little bit to what nmy opponent's
12 | going to rely on, and what he's relied on in the briefs; he's
13 relying on subsection (b)(3). Subsection (b)(3), you know, with
14 the lead-in from 3 says, the statenment required under paragraph
15 (1) of this subsection is sufficient if it is (i) contained in
16 an enactnent by the General Assenbly, and the enactnent clearly
17 specifies that the statement is to be used on the ballot, okay.
18 So, that's -- that provision is what M. Kobrin is using to try
19 to say that the July 1st deadline is turned off; it doesn't even
20 apply, because the legislature wote the | anguage, but that is
21 not what 7-105(b)(3) says, Your Honor.
22 It -- (b)(3) references back to paragraph 1, and
23 paragraph 1 is about the -- the information, right, that rel ates
24 to this whole situation of having a specinen ballot, but
25 speci men ballots and ballots are, again, nutually exclusive
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1 categori es under the definitional provision of Election Law 1-
2 101(d). So, you have the fact that -- what is it that gets

3 turned off? So, it's not like I'mtrying to argue that 7-

4 105(b) (3) has no effect.

5 Functionally, what it turns off is the need, if the

6 legislature itself wites the question for the |ocal boards to
7 have to give this notice. Functionally, the theory behind this
8 fromthe legislature has to be the idea that the |egislature

9| wote the question; that's good enough notice for the people

10 here, but the one thing that's clear is that there's nothing in
11 7-105 that says that 7-103(c)(1l), the principal provision we're
12 relying on for the deadline is turned off. It's just not there,
13 and -- and to the extent as -- you know, | started with the

14 point of M. Kobrin argued that that's present in Stop Slots,
15 you'll see it's not present in Stop Slots, and again, it would
16 be an inpossibility. It couldn't possibly be in Stop Slots,

17 because Stop Slots precedes the new Senate Bill 29 that got

18 adopted this year.

19 kay. So, that's our -- that's our first point. The
20 second point is, because this deadline problemis such a big

21 deal, and it was spotted as a defect by the |egislative services

22 di vi sion, Your Honor, and by Senator Kagan on the floor in the

23 guotation | read to you about, it's just -- you know, |ike we

24 can't -- we just --

25 THE COURT: The rearview mirror?
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1 MR. CLARK: -- do this -- I'msorry?

2 THE COURT: The rearview mirror?

3 MR. CLARK: The rearview mrror quotation, and then

4| there's also a delegate fair remark that's, you know, simlarly

5 realizing that the deadline got mssed. You know, the result

6 is, you know, a kind of set of exchanges of physical notes after

7 the non obstante clause is witten, and the -- the legislative

8 services fol ks say, okay, well this -- this supersedes what --

9| what the law otherwi se is, okay? So, you know, obviously, we
10 | would argue -- we just point out to you that one reason why

11| we're here taking up Your Honor's tinme in the sumrer under such
12 | exigent circunstances is because the General Assenbly blew the
13 deadl ines -- went way past the deadlines, and it's created this
14 energency. It's an emergency of its own naking.

15 So, here is where | was going to unpack for you the --
16 the logic of the fact of, you know, they have two path choices.
17 They coul d have stuck the non obstante clause to get rid of the
18 7-103(c) (1) July 1st deadline in the referendumitself, and then
19 potentially had the -- the voters bless it, assuming the voters
20 coul d possi bly understand what that means. It would have taken
21 a lot of explanation around it to give the average voter, you
22 know, an understandi ng of what that clause does, or they could
23 have passed ordinary |legislation. The problemwas, it was even
24 too late for that, because since they went past June, there's a
25| waiting period under the Maryland Constitution until the
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4839
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 20

E. 291



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 following June, so they can't take either of those paths.

2 The Defendants' alternate theories are mutually

3| contradictory as well, Your Honor. So, |'ve gone through the

4 argurment that M. Kobrin launched of the statutes never applied
5 because the General Assenbly wote the ballot question, right,
6 and we think that if you | ook carefully at the definitiona

7 provisions as it feeds through what 7-105 does versus 7-103,

8 you'll see that that argunment fails, and in the alternative, M.
9 Kobrin launches a kind of -- I'Il call it a quasi-Constitutiona
10 argunent that the statutes cannot constrain Article 14 -- can be

11 constrained -- cannot constrain Article 14, |'m sorry, but

12 | Article 3, 849 grants the legislature the power to "regul ate by
13 | aw' el ections, and the -- the Warfield vs. Vandiver case

14 confirms that statutory machinery is integral to Article 14's

15 ef fective execution, and to be clear, Your Honor, we're not

16 arguing -- | see this in -- inwhat I'mcalling M. Kobrin's

17 reply brief, that somehow we're trying to constitutionalize

18 sections 7-103 and 7-105, but we're not -- we're not trying to
19 Constitutionalize them Your Honor

20 We think they're Constitutionally relevant to our due
21 process argunent, because the |egislature set these deadlines so
22 that the whol e process could be allowed to play out, and what

23 does that process involves (sic), it involves this certification

24 fromthe Secretary of State to the Board, and then it involves

25 the Board putting the -- the question out for public coment,
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1 and then once the public comrents come back, it involves a

2 process of, you know, reacting to those conments and deci di ng

3 | whether to nmake changes, and here, |ook, you know, if -- if Your

4 | Honor -- like, this is an election |aw case, but it's also at

5 some level a -- an administrative |aw case, an certainly if you

6 had a, you know, challenge to Maryl and agency action here as a

7 general matter, |ike take the election |aw, you know, Kkind of

8 (unintelligible 10:19:26 a.m), and you know, somrething was

9 requi red under Maryland law to go through notice and comrent and
10 regul ation, or some kind of adjudication didn't go through the
11 notice and comment process, that's like, you know, shooting fish
12 in a barrel fromthe judicial standpoint because the

13 requirenents the legislature set up for sonething to becone | aw
14 did not get satisfied, and the sane -- the sane thing is true

15 here.

16 By doing what they did, they were able to totally

17 di spense with having a -- a coment process, and totally able to
18 di spense with any idea for the -- any ability for the voters in
19 Maryl and to be heard about what they thought about this -- this
20 | -- this question that would be put on the ballot, and whether it
21 | was adequately explained to themor not. So, that's -- that's
22 their -- their -- they have a theory of 7-105(b)(3) turns off 7-
23 103(c) (1), and that argument fails, and then they have an -- an
24 argunent that tries to say, well we can just do this under

25| Article 14, full stop, we don't have to worry about conplying
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 0ld Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 22

E. 293



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1| with the election |l aws, and we al so think that ignores the text
2 of Article 14, because the text of Article 14 says that the
3 | egi sl ature has the power to provide the formof how referendum
4 guestions were to be dealt with.
5 So, I"'msurprised to actually -- to hear at sone
6 | evel, opposing counsel taking the position that there's sone
7 ki nd of Constitutional issue here, because as the State AG one
8 would think -- a representative of the State AG one woul d think
9 he has a duty to defend the fact that the | egislature has built
10 nunmer ous specific statutes about how to handl e referenda
11 process, and if Article 14 were a self-sufficient, self-standing
12 grant of authority that could override any statutes, then those
13 statutes that the |egislature had adopted woul d not be valid.
14 W think that this is a -- a very purpose-built attenpt to
15 defend this hurry up job that the -- that the Governor called
16 the legislature into special session for, and that it -- it just
17 doesn't work under Maryland law. So, whatever theory, and we
18 think the two theories are nutually exclusive, right, they --
19 they're -- they -- they contradict each other.
20 If you -- if -- if 7-103(c)(1l) does not apply, then
21 how coul d the Constitution do an override? So, they're just --
22 they' re grasping at straws, Your Honor, to find sone way to get
23 this confirnmed and not bl ocked from going on the ballot. Your
24 Honor nentioned the single subject violation, and I'Il -- [1"I1
25 hit that briefly too.
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1 So, HB 2100's single subject here is (unintelligible
2 10: 22: 17 a.m), but the non obstante clause ballot certification
3 -- sorry, suspends ballot certification statutes. That's what
4 | M. Kobrin's arguing. He's arguing that the non obstante
5 cl ause, you know, if -- to the extent they need it, sonetines he
6 tries to say it's technical; sometines he tries to say it's
7 nmechani cs, but you know, | think that the reason why the non
8 obstante clause is there is because the | egislative services
9 fol ks recogni zed that the deadline had been blow, just like
10 Senat or Kagan di d, Your Honor, and so, you know, fromthat
11 | standpoint, it's clear that the non obstante clause turns off
12 | general election law, and that election | aw covers a | ot of
13 different topics. It doesn't just cover referenda, and it al so
14 doesn't cover -- it doesn't just cover this particular
15 ref er enda.
16 It's a general turn off under -- under M. Kobrin's
17 t heory, and under the text of what a non obstante clause is, and
18 so, we think that that is prohibited logrolling is the term
19 like if you have nultiple subjects, the theory of the single
20 subject requirenment is that the voter is then put to a kind of
21 Hobson's choice. |If you gave them one question at a tine, he
22 could potentially say yes to one, and no to the other, but if
23 they' re fused together, he mght be forced to say yes to both of
24 them That's inproper Constitutionally, and here we think that
25| we're dealing with a statute that violates -- I'msorry, we have
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1 -- we have a bill with HB 2100 that violates under Article 14,
2 the single -- in 82, the single subject rule.
3 So, turning to my point three; Election Law 7-
4 103(b)(6) we think is particularly key, and it hasn't been
5| satisfied here. It requires "a brief statement expl ai ning what
6 the practical outconme of each voting choice would be."
7 Questions 1 and 2 on the sane ballot each include the statenent,
8 but question 3, the one that we're dealing with here about
9 redistricting does not. It only includes the bare |abels for or
10 agai nst. The | anguage says the amendnment "clarifies that
11 certain standards" "apply to the general assenbly districts,"
12 but it doesn't identify which standards.
13 In this regard, it's very sinilar tothe -- to -- to
14 the -- to the decision from McDonough where the court noted that
15 in terns of the rezoning referendum put forward there, there
16 were five different categories of rezoning. How as the voter
17 supposed to know what -- what category was really involved in
18 this massive redistricting referenda. Sinmilarly, here there's
19 no indication of what statute -- what -- what standards are
20 being clarified, and just |ike MDonough called out the -- the
21 framers, the drafters of that referenda, for trying to, you
22 know, use | anguage to sneak one by the voters.
23 You know, rezoning, you know, rezoning, you know,
24 maybe has, you know, kind of vaguely positive connotations
25 (unintelligible 10:25:28 a.m) clarifies of even nore --
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1 THE COURT: Do nme a favor; pause for just a second.
2 MR, CLARK: Sure.
3 THE COURT: To the folks standing in the back, |
4 | ordered some chairs which have now arrived. So, please, nake
5| yourselves at hone.
6 MR, CLARK: Very kind of you, Your Honor.
7 So, the termclarifies, right? It's positive. It's
8 bri ght soundi ng | anguage, you know, it -- and -- and | submit to
9| you we're dealing with a very conpl ex subject matter. | have a
10 little litany for you here actually, of all ways in which the
11 | voter could be confused here, right? So, it refers in Bill --
12 | HB 2100 to certain clarifications.
13 Again, we don't know what those are.
14 THE COURT: Well, isn't clarification kind of a
15 m snonmer
16 MR CLARK: We think it is a misnoner, because it's a
17 change. |It's a significant change from--
18 THE COURT: Well -- so, let's lay this out --
19 MR CLARK: kay.
20 THE COURT: -- for the, you know, do it in crayon for
21 ny benefit.
22 MR. CLARK: Ckay.
23 THE COURT: Wat was the | aw about congressional
24 districts and legislative districts that existed on -- let's
25 pick a date, July 1st of this year. Ws it that legislative
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1 districts and congressional districts were treated the sane as

2 far as conmpactness and those kind of requirenents?

3 MR. CLARK: Exactly, Your Honor, and that was in --

4 THE COURT: And the effect of the -- the anendnent,

5 t he purposed amendnent, would be that state |egislative

6 districts would remain that way, but the legislature could do

7 whatever it wanted to do with the congressional districts,

8 right?

9 MR. CLARK: Correct. That's -- you -- you have it.

10 That's a -- that's a bingo, and that's a huge change, and as a
11 practical matter --

12 THE COURT: Not a clarification, it's a -- an actual
13 change.

14 MR, CLARK: [It's a significant change in

15 Constitutional lawin -- in Maryland, and the decision, the

16 Szeliga decision, and there's a -- there's another one, comne

17 fromthis very court, and you know, the -- the Judge Battaglia
18 ruled that the -- this current restriction as of -- of July 1st,
19 and as of now, right, because this couldn't possibly change

20 until first of all the hurdles were cleared to put this in front
21 of the voters, and then they were, you know, to get -- you'd get
22 majority passage of it, then the | aw woul d change, but you know,
23 as we stand here in the law, the lawis that the contiguity

24 requi rement, the conpactness requirenent, and -- and the

25 geographic notion that basically the bay cannot be cracked, but
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1 that is the existing law, and so, if this referendumwere to

2 pass, that would --

3 THE COURT: \What is --

4 MR CLARK: -- hint --

5 THE COURT: -- theory about why the legislator --

6 | egi slature wanted to decouple the treatnent of |egislative

7 districts versus congressional districts?

8 MR, CLARK: They're -- | think the theory is that they

9 think that the Maryland requirenents are nore stringent than the
10 anal og federal requirenents.

11 THE COURT: Because that's what Judge Battaglia told
12 themin that Szeliga case, right?

13 MR, CLARK: So, the -- but the -- the federal -- yes.
14 So, the federal requirements are -- are different. | nean, |

15| think --

16 THE COURT: Mich nore Laissez-faire fromthe United

17 States Supreme Court thus far, right?

18 MR. CLARK: Yes, and so -- but there's -- there's also
19 a tie-in which creates even nore confusion for the voter, Your
20 Honor, because you know, what -- do voters -- does the average
21 | voter in Maryland understand what the Supreme Court just ruled
22 in the Callais decision which this, you know, special session

23 purports to be a reaction to at an inportant |evel, do they

24 under st and what the equal population requirenent is? Do they
25 understand that those federal requirenments are not as, you know,
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1 stringent, and don't have as much reticulation as the -- as the
2 Maryl and requirements that go back, you know, for a long time in
3 -- in Maryland history? | would submt to you, no, and in order
4 | for the ballot question not to be msleading to voters, the
5| voters need to get the information about that, and this ties to
6 the -- to our due process argunent as well, because the voters
7 were deprived of the ability to even | ook at the question, and
8 then -- and then make conments to say like, what are you
9 clarifying exactly?
10 In order to understand -- even if you buy the | oaded
11 termclarify, and | agree with what | think Your Honor was
12 | suggesting that this does a lot nore than a clarification, but
13 even if you -- you're willing to accept at |east sonmeone coul d
14 think that it's a clarification, you know, to try to go back to
15 a state of the law prior to Judge Battaglia' s decision. You --
16 you -- in order to do the conparison to know what is being
17 clarified, you have to know what the baseline federal lawis,
18 right? You have to be able to say, we want to take this from
19 the current Battaglia status quo and nove it back to just the --
20 the federal status quo, but the voters don't understand that,
21 | Your Honor, and you know, so it's -- it's like a 1, 2 punch of
22 the voters aren't getting sufficient information, which is
23 itself an el ement of due process, and by cutting short the
24 process and m ssing the deadlines, the July 1st deadline being
25 obvi ously the nost inportant one, but also the follow ng
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4839
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 29

E. 300



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 deadl i nes about commrenti ng

2 The voters can't even -- they don't have a nechani sm
3 totry to help clarify this, Your Honor, and so, we think that,
4 | you know, that's its own independent set of, you know, I|ike

5 m |l stones around the neck of HB 2100 that would -- should just

6 drag it under and should result in it being enjoined. W see

7 this as -- and, oh | wanted -- so, just to -- just to -- to run
8 through nmy full litany, because | have -- | have eight, so you
9 can just stop ne at any tine, Your Honor, but -- but I'm going
10 to --

11 THE COURT: Ch, | wll.

12 MR. CLARK: -- okay. Very good. So, | -- 1 said

13| first one was, what are the certain clarifications; that's not
14 clear; second, what the difference is between state |egislative
15 districts and congressional districts; third, what are the

16 currently applicable Maryland Constitutional provisions that

17 | weren't -- and those weren't adequately expl ai ned; fourth,

18 | what's the federal Constitutional |aw on districting that's not
19 adequat el y expl ai ned; what are the applicable federal laws as a
20 | general matter like Callais, and then the voters also told --
21 this is another violation of the single subject requirenent,

22 that this bill is going to give original jurisdiction to the

23 Maryl and Supreme Court, and you know, nmaybe -- naybe if that

24 were all the bill did, you know, you could say, well, you know,

25 the title gives notice of it, but I don't think the average
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1| voter at all, and | think all these problens conpound each

2 under st ands t he di fference between appellate jurisdiction and

3 original jurisdiction. W understand it, you know, the -- and
4 that was -- also seven is the non obstante clause --
5 THE COURT: | have a feeling if the -- | have a

6 feeling a) that the Supreme Court al ready has origina
7 jurisdiction over these kind of cases, and b) that if this was
8 some kind of change, it would still result in nme having a

9 heari ng and then them having a hearing a week | ater.

10 MR CLARK: That's probably true, Your Honor
11 THE COURT: So, that doesn't clarify anything for ne.
12 MR. CLARK: | agree, and the |ast one, nunber eight,

13 | was that the practical effect of all of the election |aws that
14 the non obstante clause, were it to be given effect, would

15 nullify, that's also explained to the voter

16 THE COURT: Wiile we're on the topic of the Suprene
17 Court, and before | forget this, has the Maryland Suprenme Court
18 or the Maryland Court of Appeals, as it was known up until very
19 recent --

20 MR, CLARK: 2022

21 THE COURT: -- Constitutional anendment was passed,
22 but always the higher policy-making court in the State, has it
23 all owed the legislature to use the non obstante cl ause vehicle
24 in order to make new | aws that were sonehow contrary to

25 previously laws that were al ready on the books?
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1 MR CLARK: We don't think so, Your Honor. You know,
2 the -- the -- we think that the -- the State will point you to
3| the -- the Warfield case, but -- but for the theory that you can
4 ki nd of have maybe sone -- I'Il call them you know, ancillary
5 legislation that -- that ties into putting a referendumin front
6 of the voter, but we think the idea of turning off an entire
7 body of election law just to get this one referendum forward,
8 that is, you know -- even if that is what Warfield held, and we
9 actually think the majority kind of sidestepped the issue by
10 basically finding that what they approved of there did -- was
11 consistent with state election law, but even if sonehow you --
12 | you took that, you know, decision, and you said, let's try to
13 map that on here, the -- the volte-face, the change --
14 especially the volte-face, right, that change in (unintelligible
15 10: 34: 37 a.m) turnabout, right that happens, you know, from My
16 signing of the SB 29 to a special session that's already in
17 | violation in terns of what it wants to do of that July 1st
18 deadl i ne, and then turning off any other election |aws that
19 m ght be a barrier to this, we think that there's no way that
20 that can be done by anything other than a bicaneralism and
21 present nent process, or by putting the non obstante in front of
22 the voter.
23 And ny -- mny concl udi ng point about these eight
24 subpoi nts of how -- why the average voter would be confused is,
25| you know, it's like a joint probability, right, or a Venn
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1 di agram So, you know, you take people who m ght understand

2| what the clarification is, right, if you through each of the

3| other seven in this sequence and the Venn diagramintersection

4 gets smaller and smaller, the people who truly understand --

5 THE COURT: |'mgoing to share your frustration, but

6 al so point out, it would be nice if the average voter understood

7 Callais in the context of this amendnent when they get to vote

8 on it, whether that's this year, next year, or three years from

9 now, because regardl ess of what we do hear, we are still going
10 to have a sinilar nmakeup in the legislature and, you know, if --
11 let's say | toss this out and the Suprene Court agrees with ne,
12 they' Il just follow the rules the next time, and they'll still
13 get done what they wanted to have done, because they have such a
14 | arge ngjority.

15 That aside, you and | will read nmultiple | aw review

16 articles on the Callais decision to refine our thinking and our
17 under st andi ng about that; the average voter will not. The

18 average voter will not even know the nane of the Callais

19 deci sion or even be able to get you a five-word sentence of what
20 its holding is, and then there's probably a | arger group who

21| will give you whatever the news they watch said it neans, and --
22 and -- or the news they watch -- they watch said it neans, so

23 the average voter is -- is not going to be in view with that

24 | evel of sophistication, education --

25 MR. CLARK: So Your Honor, | understand what you're --
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1| what you're westling with there. There is a kind of -- | think
2 that there's a practical point where you need to realize that

3 the average voter is not an expert, right, and so, we're not

4 calling for all of these fields to be nmastered by the average

5| voter, and unless if they are, like a referendumcouldn't go

6 forward, but we don't even know --

7 THE COURT: There woul d never be another referendum
8 again if --

9 MR CLARK: | -- | think --

10 THE COURT: -- we lived under that restriction

11 MR CLARK: -- 1 -- 1 -- 1 think that is correct.

12 However, what | would say is that |I don't even think anything
13 like a college try was given in order to informthe voter about

14 what this nmeans. They're just told it's going to clarify the

15 law, when it's not really clarifying the law. It's -- it's
16 upending the existing law. You know, if -- so, let's suppose
17 like in the future there's a referendum about -- or like a

18 statewi de response to Callais in some way, right?

19 Vel l, you would expect that the voter woul d at | east
20 be told sonething like the U S. Supreme Court ruled that racial
21 | jerrymanders are unconstitutional, okay? The -- it's not going
22 to give you 50, 100 pages of reason why, and the voter doesn't,
23 you know, really need to know that, and |"mnot clainmng to you
24 that that's the constitutional standard in Maryl and, but you

25 need to give the voter |ike sone basic information, and we think
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1 that, you know, on these points, the voter has not been given

2 that information.

3 THE COURT: Al right.
4 MR CLARK: So, we think that this case is essentially
5| an even worse version of MDonough where there the -- the key

6 word was rezone. Here it's the word clarify, and you know, it
7 suggests that there's sone benign explanation for what it is

8 that's happening in the -- in the referendum when in reality,
9 it's -- it's covering up, Your Honor, an awful |ot and keeping
10 that information fromthe voter, and McDonough has been

11 continuously reaffirned for five decades, in Kelly, in Stop

12 Slots, in La Plata (phonetic), in Anbridge. It is -- it is

13 ful l'y binding.

14 You know, | can unpack a | ot nore of the questions

15 here, and I'"msure that M. Kobrin will have points he wants to

16 make in response. 1'd like to, Your Honor, and -- and we didn't
17 tal k about the structure for -- for this hearing, for this
18 argunent, but if it's possible, I'd like to wap up with a

19 di scussion of renmedy for right now, and then reserve tine for

20 rebuttal after you hear from M. Kobrin.

21 And so, here's what | would say; that, |ook, the --

22 the relief here that we're requesting is narrow, and we think it
23 is the only option under the Dutton case because of the fact

24 that 7-103(c)(1) uses the term"all" nultiple tinmes, and al

25 nmeans all, and therefore, there's no -- other than just turning
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1 a blind eye to the violation of the deadline here of July 1st,
2 that this same legislature sat, albeit once in ordinary session
3 and then in a special session a couple of nonths later. It just
4 -- you -- you can't turn a blind eye to it is our position, and
5| we think that the harmhere to the voters of Mryland, and
6 certainly to ny clients, the Plaintiffs, is irreparable.
7 The -- it was unlawfully certified, because it
8 violates the -- the -- you know, came after the deadline of July
9 1st. It was inproperly noticed. It's inconpletely described as
10 | a referendum and the thing about it, we know that once this is
11 allowed to go to the voters, the toothpaste, Your Honor, can't
12 be put back into the tube. At that point, all of the things,
13 even franed in mandatory | anguage, they becone directory and,
14 you know, if -- if the -- if the highest court ultimtely
15 deci des that well, you know, there -- there are alternative
16 argunents as to why people kind of knew what was really going on
17 here, the voters, in -- in Maryland, then it gets approved.
18 That's why we cane rushing here as soon as possi bl e.
19 That's why under the provision in Article 10 -- Article 12, I'm
20 sorry, of the Election Law that tells us we have to file within
21 10 days; we filed within 10 days, Your Honor, and that -- that
22 was a heavy lift. You remarked on our -- our five | awers, but
23 you know, this is new legislation, and so we had to get up to
24 speed on it, and all of the Constitutional principles that --
25 that it involves. So, we think that we're also entitled not
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1| just to a declaration that this HB 2100 viol ates Maryl and | aw,

2 but al so an injunction against it, and that injunction is needed

3 to preserve the integrity of the el ection process consistent

4 | with Constitutional principles, and you al so know there's a

5| Constitutional provision in Mryland.

6 The nunber of it is escaping me at the nonent, that

7 it's -- that the -- the State shall preserve the purity of

8 el ections, and we think the purity of this election has been

9 conpletely contaminated by the violations of statutory |law, the
10 rush, the fact that there was this inproper non obstante fix-up
11 | job and on and on down the line. The -- so, we would just go

12 ahead and ask the Court to declare that question three be

13 declared illegal and enjoi ned because the July 1st deadline was
14 m ssed, and the foll ow on deadlines about notice to the voters
15 and their ability to conment. The non obstante clause can't

16 save it, and that's, you know, that's sonmething | think that M.
17 Kobrin didn't put a lot of eggs in that basket, because he

18 knows, and he's conme up with other argunents.

19 He's come up with the Article 14 sel f-standing

20 argument. He's come up with Election Law 7-105 argunent to try
21 | to get out of that, but we don't think that noose can be

22 escaped, and lastly, we don't think that the voters here, Your
23 Honor, really understand what's being put in front of them

24 especially not through this rushed process. Last observation on
25 the violation of due process before | -- | sit down for now,
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1 Your Honor, which is we put together a whole set of exhibits to
2 show what happened with this once the |l egislature passed it.
3 It's a Keystone Cops, you know, conedy of errors.
4 It's like it changes fromday to day to day, and |
5| would suggest to you that, you know, if you want to try to nmake
6 a claimthat the voter is being given notice here of really what
7 was going on, that, you know, that would not have happened. It
8 woul d not have the shifting inconsistent sands that we show
9 about things that go up on the website, inaccurate dates, you
10 know, things that purport to like go back in tinme, and it's all
11 a product of -- of the fact, Your Honor, of the big rush job,
12 and you know, as we learn in kindergarten, and you know, there's
13 t he whol e book about everything you needed to know, you | earned
14 i n kindergarten. You know, haste nakes waste, and here the
15 Ceneral Assenbly nmade a | ot of haste, and nade a | ot of waste,
16 and that's why we're calling for the declaratory judgnment and
17 t he injunction, Your Honor.
18 THE COURT: Thank you, sir.
19 MR. CLARK: Thank you.
20 THE COURT: M. Kobrin, before you nmake your own
21 argurments, which you are well capable of doing, I'"mgoing to
22 propose that we take a brief recess. It is quarter to 11:00;
23 how about if we take a 10-minute break, and then we'll come bac.
24 MR KOBRIN:. O course, Your Honor.
25 THE COURT: Al right. W'Ill see you in a mnute.
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1 THE CLERK: Al rise.
2 (At 10:44 a.m, recess in proceedings.)
3 (At 10:58 a.m, proceedings resuned.)
4 THE CLERK: Al rise.
5 THE COURT: Good norning, everyone. Please be seated.
6 Counsel, can you come up for just a minute, please?
7 (Counsel approached bench, and the foll ow ng
8 occurred:)
9 THE COURT: | want to see if this many |lawers wll
10 fit at the desk. 1'll wait for your boss to get here. | just
11 | wanted to let you know that we have the whol e day.
12 MR, CLARK: Ckay.
13 THE COURT: | set it aside so there's not a tine
14 crunch, unless you have personal tine crunches. | do need to
15 stop at about five till noon this morning. So, if that puts you
16 in the mddle of your argument, | apologize in advance. All |
17 could offer youis I'll bring you back at 1:30. Keep going.
18 Court, we're here for however |ong you need us here.
19 Yeah, you know, | can't give you a final decision |ike the
20 Suprene Court can, but | can give you all day. They'd never do
21 that for you.
22 MR, CLARK: It's very much like the old US Suprene
23 Court, Your Honor.
24 THE COURT: That's right.
25 MR. CLARK: Daniel Webster argues for an entire
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1 mul tiple set of days.

THE COURT: Yeah. And | hope that that happens in

3 this day and age. Does it?

4 MR, CLARK: No.

5 THE COURT: Al right. You ready?

6 MR KCRBI N Yes.

7 MR, CLARK: Thank you, Your Honor.

8 (Counsel returned to trial tables, and the foll ow ng
9 occurred in open court:)

10 THE COURT: Recalling C 02-CV-26-1986, M chael Howel I,
11 et al., vs. Westley More, et al. Counsel, please identify

12 | yourselves for the record, spelling your |ast nanmes for the

13 benefit of the court reporter.

14

MR, CLARK: Jeff Cdark for the Plaintiffs, Your Honor.

15 G L-A-RK

16

17

18

MR, YATES: Marshall Yates for Plaintiffs, Y-A-T-E-S.

2

DEWEY: Samuel Dewey for Plaintiffs, DE-WE-Y.

MR BROSNAN: Kyl e Brosnan for the Plaintiffs, B-R O

19 S-N-A-N

20

21

MR. LI CATA: Anthony Licata, L-1-CGAT-A

MR KOBRIN: Daniel Kobrin, Assistant Attorney GCeneral

22 on behal f of the Defendants. K-OB-R-1I-N.

23

24

I's the m crophone picking ne up?

THE COURT: It is. M. Kobrin, bottomof the first

25 inning. You're up to bat.
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1 MR. KOBRIN: Thank you, Your Honor. | appreciate it.
2 | want to nake clear what we are arguing and are not
3 | arguing because the Plaintiffs |abel us as arguing certain
4| things we are not. And so | want to sort of make clear for the
5 Court what we're putting in front of the Court today.
6 The Plaintiffs are alleging that the General Assenbly
7 enacted a law and violated it and then enacted | egislation
8 suspendi ng that law. That our defense is that that suspension
9 | was okay, that it was okay to violate the | aw because they
10 | suspended it. That is not what we are arguing. W are not
11 | arguing that there is a non-obstante clause. W are arguing
12 t hat when the General Assenbly pulls a constitutional |ever,
13 | when it engages a constitutional process as laid out in a
14 provision of the Maryland Constitution, a statute can't
15 constrain it. The statute cannot defeat the Constitution.
16 That is functionally and operationally and | egally our
17 argument. And the contrast here is that when an executive
18 branch agency |ike the Departnent of Health, the Departnent of
19 Public Safety, or Correctional Services. Wen they do things,
20 they do things according to a statute because a statute |ays out
21 | what their authority is and how they are to wield it. The
22 | egi sl ature does not have a statute that works like that. The
23 | egislature wields authority according to the Mryl and
24 Constitution.
25 The | egi sl ature engages processes according to the
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1 Maryl and Constitution. |1t can delegate that authority. And to
2 be perfectly clear, that's what 7103 and 7105 are. The Suprene
3| Court has said that in Mrris, and that's in our briefing, that
4 7103 is a delegation of authority to the Secretary of State. It
5 can del egate that authority and can do so constitutionally. But
6 when it pulls the lever itself, when it engages the process, not
7 the Secretary of State, the statutes cannot constrain that
8 constitutional exercise.
9 And we put the reasons in our brief, but to put it
10 col l oqui ally, because the Constitution wins, the statute cannot
11 def eat the Constitution for a number of reasons. That's the
12 argurment that we nake here today. That the General Assenbly,
13 | when it enacted Chapter 881, was not del egating any exercise of
14 authority to the Secretary of State, was not engaging the
15 executive branch in the preparation of the ballot question. It
16 was witing the question itself as it is allowed and, in fact,
17 granted to do under Article 14. And in doing so, it was pulling
18 the constitutional |ever
19 And this Court, under Koshko (phonetic), under the
20 ot her cases we've cited, is obliged to interpret the el ection
21 law article, the statutes, to not conflict with the Constitution
22 because the alternative is invalidating the statutes and saying
23 that they can't apply because they're not constitutional. And
24 want to make very clear the relationship between the statutes
25 and the Constitution because this is actually a point of
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1 contention amongst the | anguage we use in our briefing.
2 Plaintiffs are arguing and have argued nultiple tinmes
3| that we have inplenenting statutes and that those inplenenting
4 | statutes inplenment constitutional provisions, and that therefore
5| they take on sone kind of constitutional dinmension. The exact
6 words in Plaintiff's brief is that a violation of the statute
7 t herefore beconmes a violation of the Constitution per se.
8 That's not correct. |Inplenenting statutes obviously exist. The
9 election law article is an inplenenting code. It's an
10 i mpl enentation of the statutory authority under Article 3, 849
11| to regulate the time, place, and manner of el ections.
12 And we actually would agree that 7103 and 7105 are
13 i mpl enenting statutes to an extent of the proposed
14 constitutional anendnent process, but they are inplenentations
15 of delegated authority. And I think we need to understand that
16 there are different types of inplenmenting statutes and what
17 they're allowed to do and what they're not allowed to do.
18 think on one end of a very, not very broad spectrumis an
19 i mpl ementing statute that sinply takes the text of the
20 Constitution, copy, paste, enact. And so the words of the
21 | statute are the sane as the words of the Constitution. It
22 doesn't add anything. It doesn't do anything else. It just
23 pl aces the Constitution, for whatever reason, in the statute
24 I would agree there that a violation of that statute,
25 since it is the words of the Constitution, a violation of the
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1 i mpl ementing statute, is a violation of the Constitution. And
2 that that kind of statute is both |awful and constitutional and
3 has a place if the legislature decides to enact it.
4 On the other end of that spectrumis a statute that
5| directly violates the constitutional terns. So inagine under
6 Article 14, the CGeneral Assenbly enacts a statute that says --
7 the article says that three-fifths of both chanmbers have to pass
8 a proposed constitutional anendnent for it to be submitted to
9| voters. But we are enacting a bill, and it gets signed by the
10 | governor, that says you only need one chanber. Only one chanber
11 has to pass by a three-fifths majority. The other can be a
12| sinple majority. That's an inplementing statute that directly
13 conflicts with the ternms of the Constitution. That's an obvious
14 i nconsi stency and woul d be struck down as unconstitutional
15 So you have sonething that is obviously okay,
16 obvi ously not okay. Wat's in the mddle? Wat's in the mddle
17 is what we have here and what nost of the election |aw article,
18 nost of the Maryland Code is. There are statutes that need to
19 be interpreted in accord. And they can't be interpreted in
20 conflict with the Constitution, neaning when the Constitution
21 says that an agency or the legislature can do sonething, the
22 statute can't say it can't doit. And nore inportantly, when
23 the Constitution places no limtation, the statute cannot place
24 a conflicting limtation
25 And the exanple | want to draw fromfor the Court's
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1 attention is early voting in 2006, because the State made the

2 ot her side of the coin argument that Plaintiffs are maki ng here
3 today. That in 2005 and 2006, the General Assenbly enacted a

4 | statute that said voters can vote early in early voting centers
5 at first for five days preceding the election, and then they

6 anended it the next year to a 10-day period preceding the

7 el ection. And that was challenged by voters as unconstitutiona
8 because the Maryland Constitution says in nultiple places that

9 election day is a certain day and that voting has to take place

10 in the election ward or district in which the voter resides.
11 I''m paraphrasing Article 1, 81.
12 And the State argued in front of the Supreme Court,

13 no, what we have here is an inplenenting statute, that Article
14 3, 849, gives the legislature the ability to regulate the tine,
15 pl ace, and manner of elections. This inplenments the tine and
16 manner of el ections and even the place. And there is no direct
17 conflict because there is no provision that says early voting is
18 not allowed. |In fact, it only says election day is a certain
19 | day. And let's look to federal case law. There's an anal ogous
20 federal statute that says election day is a certain day.

21 Federal cases have said that's the endpoint, but you can vote
22 before that. And there's a constitutional anendnment that says
23 absentee voting is okay. So we know ot her nodes of voting are

24 all right.

25 And the Suprene Court said no. You can't conflict;
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1| you can't be inconsistent with the Constitution by addi ng, by
2 [imting where there are no linits, or by adding provisions
3| where there are no provisions. Early voting is not
4 constitutional because election day in Maryland is one day and
5 no nore. And even though the Constitution doesn't say no nore,
6 that's how we have to interpret it. And so you cannot wite a
7 statute that conflicts with the Constitution by adding
8 limtations or adding provisions to the exercise of
9 constitutional authority.
10 Plaintiff's argunments about 7103 and 7105 add
11 l[imtations to the exercise of Article 14 authority. | have not
12 heard in their briefing or an argunent here today how the
13 General Assenbly can propose a constitutional anendnent after
14 July 1st. Under Plaintiff's interpretation of the statute as
15 applied to the constitutional provision, anything proposed after
16 July 1st is automatically unconstitutional because it violates
17 the statute.
18 But Article 14 has no such Iimtation. And so the
19 | General Assenbly cannot enact a linmitation, a blackout period,
20 essentially, that the Constitution doesn't inpose. It cannot
21 | self-limt like that, both because under Article 3, 849, tine,
22 pl ace, and manner to regulate elections, critically not
23 i nconsistent with the Maryland Constitution. It says it in the
24 provi sion. And second, because General Assenblies cannot bind
25 future General Assenblies. A CGeneral Assenbly cannot say this
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1 is alaw and a future General Assenbly is deprived of authority

2 to do anything about it or deprived of authority to exercise

3 constitutional authority because of the |aw

4 That's exactly how Plaintiffs are interpreting 7103

5 and 7105, to say that through SB 29, the General Assenbly was

6 creating a blackout period after July 1st in which no proposed

7 constitutional anendnents can happen anynore, and that woul d not

8 be lawful. That would be an interpretation of 7103 that

9 conflicts with the Maryland Constitution unnecessarily.

10 THE COURT: As to July 1, point nmade, but the Ceneral
11 | Assenbly can bind future General Assenblies and Courts By

12 | enacting a constitutional anmendment, right.

13 MR KOBRIN. O course.

14 THE COURT: So what is the mechani sm prescribed by the
15 Constitution? Wsat limts, if any, are there to the General

16 Assenbly's authority to propose constitutional amendnents?

17 MR. KOBRIN: Those found in the Maryl and Constitution.
18 They're twofold, with a third that | think inforns the anal ysis.
19 The first is Article 14 itself. There are inherent limtations.
20 The General Assenbly may propose, but we have the single bill,
21 single vote rule, that a proposed anendnent essentially has to
22 relate to a single subject matter and therefore be proposed in a
23 single bill and put to a single vote. And that multiple subject
24 matters have to be put in different proposed anendnents and

25| voted on separately. That there is a publicization requiremnment
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1 t hrough order of the CGovernor, either by newspaper publication
2 or in a nmanner provided by |aw
3 And after that, Article 14 says, shall be subnitted to
4| the voters in a formprescribed by the General Assenbly. Again,
5 that's a paraphrasing, |I'mnot directly -- but it's prescribed
6 in a formby the General Assenbly. The General Assenbly chooses
7 the form which is why they get to wite the question.
8 The other limtations in the Maryland Constitution are
9 in Article I, 81, all elections shall be by ballot. The General
10 | Assenbly cannot call for a voice vote on a proposed
11 constitutional amendnent. The General Assenbly cannot enact
12 anot her node of voting on the proposed constitutional anmendnent.
13 It has to be by ballot. There is also -- this is not
14 necessarily binding, but there is a |ine of cases about Article
15 3, 829, which applies to the legislative ability to enact |aws.
16 And is specifically about the legislative title and what
17 information a legislative title has to put in.
18 The Supreme Court has said that when the CGeneral
19 | Assenbly uses the legislative title as the ballot question,
20| Article 3, 829 cones into play, and there you get to, well, does
21 the question relate the scope and effect of the legislation and
22 is not -- and it's not misleading. And so that can guide this
23 Court's anal ysis about ballot question | anguage. But that's
24 also -- it's illustrative. |It's not necessarily inplicated
25 here, both because there's language in a case, Hillman -- it's
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1 the HIllman case we cite in our opposition that says that
2| Article 3, 829 cannot, because the Article 14 power is a bill
3 not an enactnent, because it doesn't get the governor's
4 | signature, and because Article 3, 829 only applies to
5| enactnents, it can never directly govern an Article 14 bill.
6 But it's still illustrative, it's still inplicated, or at |east
7 inmplicit guidance as to how the | anguage has to be
8 But in terms of the tinmeline, which is sort of the
9 first battle, the first skirmsh in this battle, about July 1st,
10 et cetera, there is no time frame. Wat is functionally
11 l[imting on the legislature is how quickly can sonet hi ng be put
12 on a ballot. |If they proposed a constitutional amendnent on
13 Novenber 4th with the el ection on Novenber 5th, we'd be back in
14 court about a different subject that the Court does not need to
15 sol ve now, but how we abide by shall be submitted to the voters
16 on el ection day, which is in the Maryland Constitution. How we
17 actually get it onto ballots in a 24-hour period. But we don't
18 have that here.
19 In terns of tinmeline, there is no limtation. There
20 is no blackout period set by the Maryland Constitution. And
21 therefore, the General Assenbly cannot enact one through 7103.
22 7103, and this is turning nore towards the statutory
23 interpretation argunent. And | want to nake clear for the
24 Court, the State is not arguing there's a statutory
25 interpretation. They are all part and parcel of the same
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1 argument. That this Court could solve this challenge, or at

2 | east that aspect of this challenge, by saying, let's |ook at

3| the plain | anguage of 7103 and 7105. Stop slots both at 192 and
4 at footnote 16 backs up. The General Assenbly is allowed to

5| wite this question on their own. And when they do so, this

6 statutory process is not inplicated, because this process,

7 again, fromMorris, it's a delegation. It is telling the

8 Secretary what to do when the Secretary is responsible for

9| witing the question

10 And we put the |anguage in our briefing, the CGenera

11 | Assenbly tells, for lack of a better word, the Secretary whether
12 | to get involved or not through the enactnent. There are sone

13 | enactnents, if the Court |ooks at and they're in the briefing,
14 where there's no ball ot question |anguage at all. And that's an
15 open invitation for the Secretary to engage their authority,

16 their delegated authority to wite a question on tinme and to

17 engage the process in 7103 and 7105.

18 There are sone bills where there is |anguage, but the
19 General Assenmbly wites shall appear on the ballot in a form

20 substantially simlar to the followi ng, and it proposes

21 | anguage. And that's again an invitation to the Secretary of

22 State to wite |language, but to hew closely to the formthat the
23 Ceneral Assenbly has prescribed.

24 THE COURT: Don't stray too far fromwhat we're

25 telling you.
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1 MR. KOBRIN: Exactly. Here we don't have that. The
2 qguestion shall appear. And this gets to the legislative
3 records; the conmments allegedly made on the floor of the Senate
4 and the House about we're bypassing the Secretary of State. No.
5 The non-obstante clause, as they put it, | don't use that in the
6 briefing. 1've honestly never heard that termbefore. 83B of
7 the bill is not saying we're suspending the | aw because it
8 applies to us. 83Bin the bill, as Senator Kagan pointed out at
9 121 of hearing or Senate proceeding 68, 413 and 554, she did it
10 three separate tines outside of the context that the plaintiffs
11 are selectively quoted. And Delegate Fair said it at 44, |
12 believe it was 20 of House proceeding 71A.
13 We're after July 1st. |If we assign this to the
14 Secretary of State, there could be a problem W could create
15 an issue. So we're not assigning this to the Secretary of
16 State. W are bypassing that process by witing the question
17 itself, by exercising our prerogative under the Constitution to
18 prescribe the formand wite the question itself. Obviating the
19 need for the executive branch to get involved, obviating the
20 need for the executive branch to engage 7103 and 7105. And
21 | that's why those coments were made. That's what the intent
22 behi nd Chapter 881, 83B was. 3B is Ais saying let's put it to
23 the voters, Bis saying this is the question. Secretary of
24 State, you do not need to get involved so we don't create a
25 conflict with July 1st.
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1 On statutory interpretation alone, you can wite a

2 ruling in this case that says the plain | anguage is clear, the

3 Secretary of State is bound by July 1st. The notice and coment
4 period only cones into play when a question is certified under

5 the Secretary of State or county attorney's process if it's a

6 charter amendnent. And 7105B has its own exception witten in

7 to explain that DLS, the Departnent of Legislative Services,

8 does not need to wite the brief statenent of summary when the

9 General Assenbly prescribes the question or the formitself.

10 The statutes sinply don't apply, and as a matter of

11 statutory interpretation, what the General Assenbly did conports
12 | with the statutes because on their face they don't apply. Any
13 argurment that they do apply runs into the constitutional problem
14 that 1've laid out, that somehow these statutes are going to

15 restrict the General Assenbly in when they can propose a bill.
16 Let's tal k about the notice and conment period, the 15
17 days. Plaintiff's argunent is essentially that an executive

18 branch of ficer who is appointed by the governor has veto power
19 over the legislative proposal of constitutional anmendnents.

20 Because all the Secretary has to do, |I'msorry, the State Board
21 of Elections, the State Board of Elections has to do is not open
22 up a comment period and the proposed anendnent is gone. It

23 can't be put on the ballot anynore. It defeats the Article 14
24 process. Because no conment period was open, or the feedback

25 recei ved wasn't given to the author because the statute requires
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1 that. O the author takes that feedback, incorporates it into
2 t he question, and hands back a new question after five days
3 i nstead of four because the statute says rewite your question
4| if you need to within four days.
5 Al of these are part of a statutory process that gets
6 engaged when the executive branch is involved. But they can't
7 act as a veto point for the executive branch to say, well, if we
8 just don't do it, it never reaches the ballot. W can
9 functionally veto a proposed constitutional amendnent. And the
10 same goes for 7105. 7105 engages the Departnment of Legislative
11 Services to wite a sumary, essentially a plain |anguage
12 | summary or a brief statenent summary of what the anendnent and
13 t he question acconplishes or seeks to acconplish.
14 The conplaint takes issue with the fact that the
15 Ofice of the Attorney General has to review that statenment, and
16 I imagine that's why the Attorney General was named the
17 Def endant, although the Attorney General has no other role to
18 play in this process. And then that brief statenent has to be
19 transmtted to the State Board by the first Mnday in August,
20 | which was, | believe, August 1st. It was before the enactnent
21 of 881. We'Il concede that. But that is not, first of all, not
22 part of the process when the General Assenbly wites the
23 guestion itself. And nore inportantly, it's not a veto point.
24 It is not something that if it gets mssed, the entire
25 constitutional process is stopped and that shall, shall be
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1 submitted to the voters, is canceled by the statutory |anguage.
2 Utimately, that's the constitutional argunent we're
3 maki ng. There is an Article 14 process, it is governed by

4 Article 14. Article 1, 81, and illustratively, Article 3, 8§29.
5| And that as long as the CGeneral Assenbly abides that process,

6 there are no statutory violations that stop it because the

7 statutes, as a matter of statutory interpretation, do not apply
8 and constitutionally cannot cancel the constitutional process

9 that's been put in place.

10 Wth that being said, | want to nove to the due

11 process argunments that the Plaintiffs make. They' ve expanded.
12 In the conplaint and in their notion for sunmary judgnment, the
13 due process argunent is that essentially the statutory

14 violations that are alleged in counts two, three, and four

15 deprive the plaintiffs of due process. They do not. And what's
16 really critical here is two things. One, | hope it is not |ost
17 on the Court that it is a bit odd to make an argunent that we,
18 the Plaintiffs, are deprived of due process, of proper notice of
19 this question, 90 days before an el ecti on when we are suing,

20 knowi ng about it, knowi ng very much about it because we are

21 briefing it in the 70th through 90th day. That naking a pre-
22 el ection due process argunent is difficult because you have to
23 at least factually allege I'mnot aware. | amnot sufficiently
24 aware. | need to be nmade nore aware, either statutorily,

25 constitutionally, whatever argunment you need to nake. That
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1 arguent falls a little flat when it is made this far out in

2 front of the election when there is so much tine to still

3 appri se oneself or to be apprised of what's going on with this

4 proposed constitutional amendrment. And the Constitution backs

5| that up.

6 I think the question the Court should ask and is

7 probably asking itself is, well, then what is due process when

8 we talk about it in this context? Because you didn't hear ne

9 say it when you asked what applies fromthe Maryl and

10 Constitution. Stop Slots announced that principles of due

11 process apply and specifically notice that voters have to be put
12 on notice that there is a proposed constitutional anendnent.

13 | And they have to be put on notice adequately. It's adequate

14 notice. That's the standard for timng. W'IIl talk about

15 bal l ot |language clarity in a nonent. But for timng, it's

16 adequat e noti ce.

17 At no point did stop slots say, and therefore the

18 following statutes nmust be followed in order for there to be

19 | adequate notice. What Stop Slots said was, there needs to be
20 adequate notice. Let's take a look at what's in the el ection
21 law article. Well, there's 7105 that says specinen ballots go
22 out three weeks before the election. There's a provision that
23 says you have to have a printed copy avail abl e to anyone who

24 asks for it of the entire legislative enactnment. And in fact,
25 that is the crux of adequate notice. publishing in a forum
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1 easily accessible to voters the entire |egislative enactnent so

2 they can see the amendnent and the question all in one, and they

3 can see the legislative title. And if there were amendnents

4 nmade to the bill, that's the crux of it, adequate notice.

5 That's happened in this case. The full text of the

6 enact nent was posted by the CGeneral Assenbly of July 29th,

7 believe it was 93 or 94, perhaps even 95 days before the

8 el ection. That has remmined the anendnent text, has remained

9 unchanged since then. The amendrment to the bill that changed

10 83B, the notwithstanding and then directing the question, that
11 | changed on August 3rd, and then on the 4th it was adopted by the
12 Senate. And so since August 4th, that |anguage has been

13 publicly available. And then the State Board posted it or

14 linked it with its post on its website on the 88th day.

15 The crux of adequate notice has been available in an
16 easily accessible forumto voters fromthe 95th day before the
17 el ection onward. Voters on that aspect have received adequate
18 notice. Any further argunent that 7105 is involved, that 7105
19 is part of notice because of the specinmen ballot provision that
20 stop slots highlighted, is still going to be net. | should say
21 it still can be net. Don't nake promises in Court until they

22 happen. But it can still be net because specinen ballots aren't
23 sent out until the week before early voting. Specinmen ballots
24 wi |l have both the ballot question, and the Departnent of

25 Legi sl ative Services discretionarily wote a summary. They were
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1 not required to by law, but they did. That summary has been
2 sent to the State board. |It's posted. It is available. Loca
3 boards will be able to send out the specinen ballots at the
4| required time wi thout an issue under the statutory directive.
5 And so there can't be an argunent in this case that
6 there wasn't adequate notice when this conplaint was filed when
7 both there was when there was an easily accessible forumthrough
8 whi ch voters could find the full enactnment. And we haven't even
9 reached the specinen ballot process yet.
10 | also think it's alittle odd to argue that there
11 hasn't been due process yet because there's a publicization
12 requirement that sort of is a different road. It doesn't
13 normal |y get taken. The Governor can order this to be
14 publ i shed, the text of the enactnent to be published in
15 newspapers for the period four weeks before the election. And
16 Article 14 is satisfied. That's the other route.
17 And so any argunent that Plaintiffs are naking, that
18 there hasn't been adequate notice, that people don't know about
19 | this amendnent enough, even if the Court buys all of the
20 argunments under stop slots, even if the Court says not posting
21 | the language of the ballot, I'msorry, of the amendnent on the
22 90th day before is somehow constitutionally infirm the
23 guestion's unripe because there is still an alternative nmeans
24 that the governor can neet. in the four weeks leading up to the
25 election. W are not there yet.
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1 That's the sort of cal endar aspect of it. There is
2 adequate notice in this case. It has been nmet and will continue
3| to be net. Plaintiffs cannot make a showi ng otherwise. In

4 | terns of ballot question clarity, the | anguage of the question

5 itself, this is what's grown. In their conplaint in count four
6 Plaintiffs allege that the ballot question is insufficiently

7 cl ear because under 7103 there needs to be a brief statenent

8 about the practical outcones of the voters' choices for and

9 agai nst the amendnent, and that there is no such explanation for
10 | what they call the non-obstante clause. And that's specifically
11 because voters are not informed what the outcone of the non-

12 | obstante clause is. The question isn't clear enough

13 In their opposition, they adopt the argunent that

14 their coll eagues are now meking in Dorchester County that the

15 entire question is unclear because there are certain terns that
16 are allegedly unclear or nmisleading. The State's argunent is

17 that the Plaintiffs are now argui ng sonet hi ng outside the scope
18 of their conplaint, that they are seeking relief on count 4 on a
19 basis they did not plead and therefore are not entitled to argue
20 in their notion for summary judgment. They are linmited to

21 | seeking relief on B-6, insufficient non-obstante clause, not

22 entire question is unclear. And that's the State's primary

23 first argument. The secondary argunent is we address the nerits

24 of that, the language is clear

25 I will address both the Court's back and forth with
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1 counsel in a moment with the Court's pernission, but what | want
2 to say first about the ballot |anguage issue is that you have
3 not heard plaintiffs substantively argue case | aw and precedent.
4 | They've said McDonough, MDonough, MDonough, MDonough, because
5 no Court has ever invalidated a ballot question on a proposed
6 constitutional anendnent pre-election. MDonough and Surratt,
7 the two ballot question cases where something was invalidated,
8 were charter amendnents. No Court has ever done it to a
9 proposed constitutional anmendnent.
10 No Court has ever done it to one proposed by the
11 General Assenbly when the general, and especially when the
12 | GCeneral Assenbly itself wites the question. But there is no
13 case in which a Court pre-election invalidates a proposed
14 constitutional anendnent (unintelligible) sent to the voters or
15 submitted to the voters. That is because the bar, the case |aw,
16 if that is what the Court is follow ng on ballot question
17 clarity, is not a high one. The ballot question does not need
18 to teach, as Your Honor pointed out, about Kelly (phonetic).
19 The ball ot question is entitled to use certain
20 | standards. W know that fromthe no coalition case, the KNOW
21 | coalition case. In which the ballot question said certain
22 provisions. And the challenge was that certain wasn't specific
23 enough. You need to cite; you need to explain what those
24 provi sions are. The Suprenme Court said no, the voter can | ook
25 it up. That's because you don't want to end up with a ball ot
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1 guestion that takes up two pages of the ballot and becones a

2 t hird-year | aw school course as opposed to a brief summary

3 bal I ot question that the voter is supposed to informthensel ves

4 of before going into the voting booth by |earning about it and

5 by | ooking at the enactnent, which is widely avail able.

6 And so, putting that the question clarifies certain

7 standards, that is exactly what it does. It clarifies that

8 specifically that first change about Article 3, 84 does not

9 apply or only applies to legislative districts. And it does

10 | clarify because the State does not concede that the state of the
11 law prior to this proposed constitutional amendrment was that

12| Article 3 84 applies to congressional districts. Wat

13 plaintiffs don't account for are the two District of Maryland

14 Federal District Court cases in which a Federal District Court
15 said at prior redistricting sessions, 2002 and 2012, Article 3,
16 84 does not apply to congressional districts.

17 Judge Battaglia's ruling in the Anne Arundel County

18 Circuit Court was the first time any Court had ever said that,
19 and with the utnost respect that | can express to the Crcuit

20 | Court for Anne Arundel County --.

21 THE COURT: (Unintelligible).

22 MR KOBRIN. A ruling of the Grcuit Court is not the
23 law of the land. It is the law that binds the parties in that
24 specific circunstance. It is not a published appellate opinion
25 that requires the State to followit. And I think what the
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1 | egislature did here, and it's been nade very clear both in the
2 | egi slative record and through the President of the Senate's
3 conments about it, the General Assenbly did not want to engage
4| inredistricting under the potential of a |lawsuit, under the
5 potential of litigation, where there was one ruling that could
6 then be foll owed again and appeal ed up. Wy even assune the
7 risk of litigation and instead obviate that by proposing a
8 constitutional amendnent that clarifies this is the common
9 understanding, that Article 3, 84 does not apply to
10 congressional districts. W are clarifying that we all
11 understand that. That is how we are working noving forward.
12 | That is now enshrined in our Constitution.
13 It does not change the state of the | aw because the
14 state of the | aw was not otherwi se. The state of the |law was a
15 common understanding that it didn't apply with a single ruling
16 fromthe Circuit Court that it did that was never tested at the
17 appel l ate | evel.
18 THE COURT: Al right.
19 MR KOBRIN. Ckay. In terms of the other provisions
20 of the question, it accurately -- remenber, the analysis here is
21 not whether the question inforns the voter of everything that
22 could happen. And that's also nade pretty clear in the other
23 case law. And so tal king about redistricting and what could
24 happen and what coul d happen with certain election districts and
25 congressional districts in the State is unnecessary, prenature,
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1 and assunptive. What the question has to do is relate to the
2 | voter what the anendnment, what the proposed anmendnent does. The
3 first clause does that with the clarifying | anguage. The second
4 clause says that it permits the General Assenbly the authority
5 to vest the Supreme Court with original jurisdiction over
6 congressional districting.
7 That is necessary because in fact, under Article 3,
8 85, the Supreme Court of Maryland does not have origi nal
9| jurisdiction. It specifically says over |egislative
10 districting, original jurisdiction over |egislative districting.
11 | That's why in 2022, there had to be a lawsuit filed in the
12 Crcuit Court for Anne Arundel County, because a case has to
13 originate in the Crcuit Court for congressional districting.
14 Whereas legislative districting originates in the Suprene Court.
15 And since the Suprene Court does not generally conduct fact-
16 finding proceedi ngs, the Suprenme Court assigns it to a special
17 magi strate to conduct fact-finding and nake proposed concl usi ons
18 of law that are then litigated in the Suprene Court. That's
19 | what happens with |egislative districting.
20 And so that second clause in the ballot question
21 accurately puts forth that the change being nade is that
22 sonmet hing needs to vest the Suprene Court with original
23 jurisdiction. The proposed anendnent to Article 1V, 8§62, I
24 believe, does that. That it gives the General Assenbly the
25 power to vest.
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1 THE COURT: It's inmportant to point out at this
2| juncture that the Supreme Court of the United States has given
3 us a lot of guidance on how to deal wi th congressional
4 | districting cases, right?
5 MR KOBRIN. O course.
6 THE COURT: Because it's essentially a federal matter.
7 MR KOBRI N Yes.
8 THE COURT: And there's nothing that the Mryl and
9 | egi sl ature can do or the Maryland Constitution can do to escape
10 that structure because you pointed out earlier, you know, the
11 Constitution of Maryland is the supreme | aw of Maryl and.
12 | Statutes cone in underneath that. But above that, the
13 Constitution of the United States, and the body that interprets
14 that as the Suprene Court of the United States, is above the
15 Maryl and Constitution in the food chain, right?
16 MR KOBRIN:. O course.
17 THE COURT: To put it in a colloquial term It's
18 getting close to lunch, so thinking about food. But there are
19 some saf eguards there because the federal systemstill exists.
20 MR KOBRIN. O course.
21 THE COURT: And the legislature couldn't undo that if
22 it wanted to.
23 MR KOBRIN. Agreed. And to be clear, the federal
24 system | should say the federal body of |aw governing
25 congressional districting, as interpreted by the Supreme Court
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1| of the United States, currently says that under 82 of the Voting
2 Rights Act, there is certain protections no |longer in force.

3| And that specifically one person, one vote, and other

4 constitutional privileges obviously still apply, and a state

5| constitution cannot erase those. And that politica

6 gerrymandering is a political question that Courts, Federa

7 Courts, cannot address.

8 State constitutions cannot go bel ow that floor of

9 interpretation. Agreed. State constitutions, however, can

10 build on that floor. And so Maryland could have a

11 | constitutional amendnent that says we do not engage in a certain
12 type of districting. W you know, want to -- let ne put it this
13 | way. There could be an anendnent that says Article 3, 84 does
14 apply to congressional districting. and that anmendnment woul d

15 survi ve because it builds above what the Suprenme Court has

16 interpreted through the Federal Constitution, places nore

17 restrictions. It just can't drop below that fl oor.

18 THE COURT: You can add, but you can't subtract.

19 MR KOBRIN: Exactly. And so that is -- sort of gets

20 back to the question about ballot |anguage clarity. The
21 | anguage is clear. The anendnment proposes to let the Genera
22 Assenbly vest original jurisdiction with the Supreme Court. The

23 bal | ot question accurately describes that. And then finally, it

24 makes clear that federal lawwill apply and only federal |aw

25| will apply to federal districting, the congressional districting
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1 inthe State. And that's an accurate description of what the
2 amendnment does, which says nothing in the State Constitution is
3 going to apply to congressional districting. Al that's left is
4 | federal law, which is the federal Constitution. And any current
5 federal statutes or any federal statutes that Congress seeks to
6 enact in the future related to congressional districting.
7 THE COURT: Just to underscore what you said a nonent
8 ago, federal law permts political gerrymandering.
9 MR. KOBRIN: Federal Courts cannot stop, cannot

10 adj udge political districting.

11 THE COURT: At least that's the current stage.

12 MR KOBRIN: That is the current interpretation.

13 THE COURT: Until the Suprene Court of the United

14 States changes its mnd.

15 MR KOBRIN. If it does so, it does so. But the

16 current under Rucho v. Common Cause, currently political

17 gerrymandering is a political question. And in Callais, the

18 Supreme Court indicated it is an acceptable consideration in

19 | districting that if a State follows it, it is an alternative to
20 | an allegation that the State used race-based districting. The
21 | State can respond and say, no, we didn't; we used politically
22 based districting. And so the question |anguage is fair.

23 Arguing whether it's clear or not is the wong, frankly,

24 anal ysi s because the case lawis clear. The Court is not

25 concerned whether it's the clearest |anguage or the best
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1 | anguage that could describe the question. It does not rewite
2 the | anguage. It does not do any of those things. It is
3 | ooki ng under the common | aw definition, which, again, we don't
4 | concede, but | don't need to nake ny entire argument that's in
5 the papers. | know the Court's famliar with it.
6 At the very least, it's mninumreasonable clarity,
7 scope, and effect. And we have that here because the three
8 cl auses of the question accurately describe what the amendnent
9 is doing. Plaintiff's primary argunment is there could be nore,
10 but nore is not required, and the anount of nore they want woul d
11 take four pages of a ballot and would confuse voters frankly
12 nore than it would assist them
13 THE COURT: And nmaybe a nmaster's degree.
14 MR KOBRIN. |'msorry.
15 THE COURT: Master's degree.
16 MR, KOBRIN. Potentially. And so the ballot question,
17 again, our first argunment is that this argument is not before
18 the Court because what they've argued in their -- what they've
19 | alleged in their conplaint does not match what they're arguing
20 now or what they've expanded. But in responding to the nerits,
21 the ball ot question is acceptabl e under MDonough. Let's be
22 very cl ear McDonough, we rmake the point that | awers couldn't
23 under st and what's goi ng on because there were 41 anendnents that
24 were referred by referendum They were | egislative enactnents
25 of the County Council referred to the ballot. And all the
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1 bal | ot question said was these amendnents rezone for against.
2 | "' m paraphrasi ng the question. These anmendnents
3 rezone, but rezone was the operative verb. And then just
4 | for/against, not even for the amendment or against the
5 amendnents, just for/against. And the Suprene Court nade clear
6 that there is too nuch of a tortured what is going on with all
7 these parcels. And in fact, it's not rezoning. It is affirmng
8 t he downzoning, and for and agai nst don't expl ain anythi ng about
9 | your choice. Are you for what's happening to these parcels or
10 | against it? That was way too uncl ear.
11 That we don't have that in this case. W do not have
12 a 41 amendrent, 41 clause, | should say, or 41 changes to the
13 Maryl and Constitution that have to be laid out in 41 different
14 bal l ot clauses to be explained. W have three changes. All
15 three have a clause in the question that accurately portrays
16 what the amendnment seeks to do. W have sufficient and clear
17 bal I ot | anguage for question three for the election. Voters are
18 able to apprise thensel ves of what it neans, not only through
19 the question, but they're going to educate thensel ves before
20 | going to the ballot booth.
21 W have to believe that in the courtroom that the
22 process will play out the way it is intended to, that voters
23 wi |l apprise thensel ves of what's been posted in an easily
24 accessible forum that they will see the enactnent, they wll
25 see the amendnent |anguage. They will understand, frankly, from
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1 t he i mrense anobunt of news coverage that both this issue and

2 this case has received, that the anendnent seeks to do what it

3| seeks to do, and nothing further and nothing mni sl eadi ng.

4 Unl ess the Court has further questions, |I'll nobve to

5 the single subject, which is the last argunent that Plaintiffs

6 make. The single subject argunent is a bit of an odd duck

7 because it presumes that 83(b) of the bill, what they call the

8 non- obstante cl ause, is an amendnent. The singl e subject

9 requi rement applies to parts of the proposed constitutiona

10 amendnent. That when you propose an anendnent, all of its

11 | conponent parts, all the changes that it makes, have to be on a
12 single subject or relate to a single subject. 83 isn't part of
13 the amendrment. It's not being submtted to voters. It is not
14 changi ng anything in the Maryland Constitution. It is not

15 i nplicated by the single-subject rule, and the Court can di spose
16 of the issue on that ground.

17 But even if it did, we point out that it is part of

18 t hose mechanics fromthe Bourbon (phonetic) case, that the

19 General Assenbly does have this penunbral authority to provide
20 nechani cs, and we've provi ded numerous exanpl es of when it has
21 | done so in our briefing. That clause is intricately related to
22 the subject matter because the voters of the State are being

23 asked to vote on whether to adopt a constitutional amendnent

24 having to do with districting, and how they do so in the form of
25 that question is intricately related to how they vote on it. It
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

no nore violates the single subject, or | should say, under
Plaintiff's argument, that the rest of the enactnent would al so
viol ate the single-subject argunent, which says this shall be
put in front of the voters at the Novenber 2026 el ection and
that it shall be printed on a ballot.

These are all parts of the mechanics that the General
Assenbly is allowed to lay out in their enactnent. And if 3(b)
is not part of the requisite subject, then neither is 2 or 3(a).
And that sinply isn't the case. |It's never been the case. But
the Court doesn't need to get that far. The single subject
requi rement applies specifically to proposed changes to the
Constitution, not to the other parts of the bill that help
facilitate its submission to the voters.

Wth all that being said, | guess the last thing
want to leave with this Court's consideration is kind of |ooking
towards the future. Because the one thing that hasn't been
addressed in this courtroom specifically going back to the
| arger question about 7103, 7105, and the Secretary of State, is
that we've been tal king about Article 14, but there's another
article out there. Article 16. Article 16 of the Constitution
is the referendum It allows anyone who does not agree with an
enactnent of the legislative enactment of the General Assenbly
torefer it to the voters by petitioning. By gathering enough
signatures and placing it on the ballot through the petitioning

process.
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1 If you ook at the tinmeline of that constitutiona

2 amendnent, it allows -- if the General Assenbly enacts a bill in
3| the 45 days before June 1st, petitioners are allowed to subnit
4 | the first third of their signatures within, | believe it's 31

5 days after June 1st and the second 2/3s, 31 days after that.

6 And so doi ng our cal endar math, that neans petitions under

7 Article 16 can keep coming in until July 31st. And if we take
8 Plaintiff's argument at face value and we don't apply any of

9 Def endant's argument, the Secretary of State's failure to

10 certify Article 16 referendum petitions, ballot questions based
11 on those before July 1st, is also fatal. And the CGenera

12 | Assenbly, through 7103 and 7105, have witten Article 16 out of
13 | the law. That cannot be the case.

14 That is kind of putting a point on the Article 14

15 argunment. It operates the sane way, right? The statute cannot
16 def eat the constitutional amendnent. Wen the constitutiona

17 amendnent is Article 14, the problemis it doesn't apply a

18 bl ackout period, so the statute can't. Wen we're talking about
19 | Article 16, it's witing it out of law. There is no nore
20 | Article 16 because petitions can conme in later than July 1st.
21| And it really underscores that July 1st could have been any
22 date. Next session, the General Assenbly can nake it January
23 1st, and all of a sudden, your blackout period becones the

24 entire election year. That would wite Article 14 out of the

25| law.
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1 So Plaintiffs have not adequately and have no adequate
2 answer to the statute can't defeat the constitutional process.
3| The only thing that can govern the constitutional process is the
4 Maryl and Constitution. And unless there are no further
5 questions, 1'll submt on that.
6 THE COURT: Al right. Counsel, |I'mgoing to propose
7 that we break early for lunch. M. dark, | do want to hear
8 your rebuttal, but | propose we do that at 1:30. Is that all
9 right?
10 MR CLARK: Yes, sir.
11 MR KOBRIN:. M. Kobrin will probably have sone
12 server, though, if ny experience is any gauge on that. All
13 right, gentlemen, thank you. Have a pleasant |unch break.
14 We'll see you at 1:30.
15 THE CLERK: Al rise.
16 (At 11:43 a.m, lunch recess in the proceedings.)
17 (At 1:39 p.m, proceedi ngs resuned.)
18 JUDGE W LLIAMS: Recal ling C 02-CV-26-1986, Howard vs.
19 Moore. Counsel, please identify yourselves for the record by
20 spel ling your |ast nane.
21 MR CLARK: For the Plaintiffs, Jeff Cark, CGL-A-RK
22 MR YATES: For Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates, Y-A-T-E-S
23 MR DEWEY: For Plaintiffs, Sanuel Dewey, D-E-WE-Y.
24 MR, BROSNAN:. For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan,
25 B-R- O S-NA-N
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1 MR. LI CATA: For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licata,

2 L-1-CAT-A

3 MR KOBRIN:. And for the Defendants, Daniel Kobrin,
4 K-OB-RI-N

5 THE COURT: Same |awyers that we had this norning.
6 That's good. That nmeans | came to the right courtroom M.
7 Kobrin, did you have any additional thoughts before | ask M.

8 Clark for rebuttal ?

9 MR, KOBRIN: No, Your Honor.
10 THE COURT: M. dark?
11 MR CLARK: Thank you, Your Honor. Good afternoon

12 Your Honor. Thanks for continuing the argunent. By my count,
13 and | mght be off slightly and one of the points at the end is
14 gonna be a reprise of a section of our reply brief about Article
15 14. | believe | have 22 points for you, so |I'm gonna get

16 started.

17 THE COURT: Okay.

18 MR CLARK: Here's point nunber one. So M. Kobrin

19 argues that we are trying to argue that the Statute 7-103, 7-105
20 | trunp the Constitution. That is entirely untrue. That's not

21 | what we're arguing. Wat we're arguing is that the statutes

22 hel p el uci date due process requirenents. They help to elucidate
23 time, manner and place requirenments, which is another

24 constitutional granted authority to the General Assenbly.

25 Essentially, what the general election |laws do in the
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1 El ection Code is, they channelize what happens in a

2 constitutional referendum There is sinply nothing in the

3| constitutional referendum process in Article 14 that says that

4 it is exclusive to all other parts of the Constitution or to al
5 ot her statutes.

6 I ndeed, point nunmber two is, if you |ook at the text

7 of Article 14, you're gonna see two comm tnents of authority, so
8 this is a delegation of constitutional authority to the Genera

9 | Assenbly.

10 First, in Section 1, you're going to see a reference
11 to "or as otherw se ordered by the Governor in a manner provided
12 by |aw. "

13 So the idea that Article 14 creates every tine a

14 bespoke process that the current CGeneral Assenbly can set up to
15 the derogation of all other law that it has enacted, whether

16 pursuant to this textual reference and grant of authority in

17 | Article 14, or whether as to other parts of the Constitution, is
18 | just wrong.

19 Secondly, you're also going to see in the text a

20 reference to "shall be submitted in a formto be prescribed by
21 the General Assenbly."

22 M. Kobrin wants to try to confine that to just

23 sonet hi ng about the formof the question, but that's not

24 entirely what it says, because it's a clear grant of authority.

25 It could be interpreted by the Legislature, by the CGenera

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, M D 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 73

E. 344



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1| Assenbly as it sees fit. And again, this second textual
2 provi sion defeats the idea that Article 14 is sonething that is
3 | a standal one universe that's cut off from everything el se.
4 Third point; M. Kobrin's argunment that there's a
5 hermetic seal around Article 14 and its process is essentially
6 an expression unius est exclusio alterius argunent, Your Honor.
7 The idea that the expression of one alternative inplies
8 everything else is out and, therefore, all statutes are out and,
9 therefore, any statute that Plaintiffs might try to bring to
10 bear, because it's part of general election law, is an attenpt
11 | to argue that that statute trunps the Constitution.
12 That argument, again, doesn't work for the reasons
13| that I've said, in terms of the fact that there are other
14 provi sions of the Constitution, and the fact that there are two
15 textual commtnents that involve the Legislature in Article 14
16 itself.
17 Essentially, the Legislature doesn't even accept M.
18 Kobrin's argument. M. Kobrin's argunment is -- this is the
19 | fourth point. M. Kobrin's argunment is essentially a form of
20 paternalism Your Honor. The Legislature clearly believes that,
21 | whether pursuant to Article 14 or whether pursuant to its tine,
22 pl ace and manner authority, or pursuant to its obligation to
23 protect due process, that it can prescribe requirenments for
24 referenda, and that's what's in 7-103, especially C and B.
25 And the fact that those things exist show that the
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4839
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 74

E. 345



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 Legislature's view of its authority is entirely to the contrary

2 of M. Kobrin's theory. M. Kobrin's theory would say that

3 those statutes are ipso facto ultra vires; right? |pso facto

4 beyond the Legi slature's power because whatever happens in an

5| Article 14 process is just bespoke to Article 14 and not hi ng

6 el se, and that's not what the Legi sl ature thinks.

7 So whose position is this? This is the position of

8 the Executive Branch and it seens like it's the position of the

9 Executive Branch in order to get this one particular referendum
10 through, at the cost of all of the other preexisting, still

11 | exent (phonetic) -- ex -- and still not, you know, repeal ed and
12 not reply-ably repeal ed provisions of the General Election Code.
13 The Legislature has an interest in that entire body of
14 | aw but here, in order to get this one provision through, this
15 one referendumon the election for Novenber, we're being told
16 that Article 14 stands alone |ike John Donne's island and it's
17 | just not consistent with Maryland | aw.

18 Poi nt number five; even if the text of Article 14 was
19 not to the contrary of M. Kobrin's argunent, and even if his
20 argurment was one adopted by the General Assenbly, as opposed to
21 one that's clearly at odds with the General Assenbly's own

22 statutory |l anguage in provisions like 7-103 and 7-104, it still
23 woul d be inconsistent with the Maryl and Constitution.

24 The Maryland Constitution, point six, has to be

25 har noni zed with itself, and there are multiple other
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1 constitutional provisions on the field here. First, there's due
2 pr ocess.
3 Voters have to be infornmed and they have to be
4 informed with notice, and they have to be given the requisite
5 into that will allowthemto intelligently vote, and this is
6 what the Maryl and case | aw says in the context of referenda in
7 any referendum put in front of that.
8 THE COURT: Doesn't Article 14 provide a nechani smfor
9 t hat ?
10 MR CLARK: |t provides a nmechanismfor notice, but
11 because it gives the General Assenbly the power to go beyond
12 that potentially, right, and the power to use its other
13 constitutional headings of authority |ike due process, the
14 Legi sl ature can provide extra process, and we've submtted that
15 -- you know, we submit that that's exactly what they' ve done
16 here.
17 They've set up atineline that will lead to a very
18 orderly process. |f the deadlines here had been nmet, if, you
19 know, the certification had occurred, for instance, by July 1,
20 | everything else that's laid out in the declaration of the
21 Def endants about the deadlines for the election, et cetera, all
22 of those things could be conpleted in time, along with judicial
23 review, before -- well, in advance of the Novenber el ection.
24 It's a tinme crunch that was created by not neeting
25 that, that risks due process. And so back at the tine where the
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1| world was a |l ess conplicated case, there was a di scussion here
2 of the fact that at a bare mnimum you need four weeks

3 newspaper notice. But we, you know, submit that the Legislature
4 | has | ooked at how these things have unfolded in an increasingly
5 litigious world, and they've decided to provide extra process,

6 and there's no reason why they can't do that under their other

7 headi ngs of authority, due process being one of them

8 The second one of them Your Honor, is the tinme, place
9 and manner power that they're granted to regulate elections in
10 the Maryl and Constitution. So this is a formof election and
11 there's nothing wong with the Legislature deciding that, well,
12 here's now we're gonna set up the tine periods for referenda

13 Here's the manner in which we're gonna have the referenda

14 unf ol d.

15 Here's how we're gonna involve different parts of the
16 Executive Branch, like the State Board, |ike the Secretary of

17 State, like the local boards, |ike sonme |local lawers. It's a
18 -- it's quite a conplex regime when you look at it, you know, at
19 | the entirety of it.
20 There's no reason why that is to the contrary of
21| Article 14. Again, Article 14 is not an island. The
22 Constitution, Maryland Constitution or Federal Constitution, or
23 any | egal docunent, any statutory enactnment, any regulation, it
24 has to be interpreted, Your Honor, under the, you know, holism

25 canon; right?
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1 You have to | ook at the whole of it so you can
2 understand it. You can't just myopically look at a piece of it,
3 pull it out and say, ah-ha, | have the entirety of what the | aw
4 is.
5 The third heading of authority is that the -- there's
6 the Maryland constitutional provision | nmentioned that's in our
7 Conpl ai nt about preserving the purity of elections, and that's a
8 grant of prophylactic authority to the Legislature. The
9 Legi sl ature can decide in order to protect the elections, to
10 provi de nmore than the bare mnimum of Article 14.
11 So again, the idea that Article 14 is uni que anong
12 constitutional provisions, you put blinders on and only | ook at
13| Article 14, we think that's contrary to the | aw
14 THE COURT: | hear your words. You' re saying the
15 Legi sl ature can decide, but what you really want ne to hear or
16 think is the Legislature nmust decide to add to the protections
17 of Article 14, and there's no authority for that; is there?
18 MR. CLARK: No, Your Honor, that's not what |'m
19 | arguing. So | -- we think it's sufficient that the Legislature
20 has decided to add to it, right, and we don't see a basis for
21 | saying that Article 14 overrides the extra protections using
22 ot her headi ngs of constitutional authority or using the textua
23 powers given in Article 14 itself.
24 The Legi sl ature has passed provisions that clearly
25 govern how referenda el ections will go forward. W don't think
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1 that those can be ignored, and we certainly don't think they can

2 be ignored based on silence in -- there's no even silence

3 because there are grants of textual authority to the CGenera

4 | Assenbly in Article 14.

5 That's why | nentioned the express yoguneus (phonetic)

6 canon. They're trying to say that if there's sonething that's

7 not specifically nentioned in Article 14, again putting aside

8 the reference to otherw se provided by |aw and providing for

9 form that therefore that nmeans you're -- you can't | ook at any
10 ot her constitutional provision.

11 You can't | ook at any constitutional provision that

12 m ght authorize a body of law that applies to referenda, and we
13 think that's bunkum Your Honor. W think that you have to

14 interpret the Constitution holistically. W're not saying that
15 the -- that everything in Election Code 7-103 and 7-105 is

16 constitutionally mandated. W' re not saying that at all

17 VWhat we are saying, that given the fact that the

18 Legi slature used its various sources of constitutional authority
19 and the fact that it should be presuned essentially to be acting
20 | constitutionally when it did that, that those |egal provisions
21 have to be given effect. They can't just be ignored, and they
22 certainly can't be ignored based on myopia that only stares at
23 Article 14 and ignores everything el se.

24 Turning to point number seven, any form of election

25 needs sone form of mechanics, Your Honor, to work and the
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1 mechanics in the Election Code can't be set aside unless Article

2 14 is going to carry its own kind of mini election code every

3 time a new referendumis put up; okay? That's not the way

4 | things have ever worked.

5 The way things work is the Legislature, using its

6 sources of authority, sets up the paranmeters for referenda to

7 occur. The Legislature decides what new referendum questions to

8 pose and then it takes that process, and then that process is

9 | what works the referendum question up to the election and then
10 through the election, including through the Governor certifying
11| the ultimate result of whatever conmes out of an election on a

12 | valid referenda question

13 It's amazing that we're dealing with the fact that

14 there's a declaration, right, that tells us that we have al

15 these exigent tinme deadlines. This nust happen by then, this

16 must happen by Septenber 3, et cetera. Were did that cone

17 fron? It comes fromthe El ection Code.

18 So we're dealing with a situation where M. Kobrin is
19 essentially, he wants you to turn off provisions of the Election
20 Code he doesn't like, like the July 1 deadline, and | ook at the
21 ones he does like that are trying to create a time crunch here.
22 If he's right, if you take his position about Article
23 14 to its logical conclusion, there are no rules, there are no
24 deadlines. The -- it -- the Legislature could establish

25 | whatever they want.
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1 THE COURT: There would be one rule, and it would be
2| Article 14; right?

3 MR CLARK: It would -- well, it would be Article 14,
4 but Article 14 doesn't tell you howto run an el ection, and

5| there are cases about that, Your Honor, where --

6 THE COURT: But elsewhere in the Constitution it says
7 that the Legislature rmay designate the tine, place and manner of

8 el ecti ons.

9 MR CLARK:  Mm hmm
10 THE COURT: Right?
11 MR. CLARK: But that argument supports us. W believe

12 that they've exercised the tine, place, manner, power in order
13 to set up the paraneters for a referendumelection, and it's M.

14 Kobrin who wants to say that, no, you just | ook at Article 14;

15 right?
16 So if he's right that Article 14 turns off the July 1
17 deadl i ne, where does it end? Wat -- how does he get to the

18 deadlines in his affidavit, in the affidavit from Ms. Wagner

19 (phonetic), | believe? He can only get there -- the only thing,
20 it would seemto ne, is anything goes as |long as you w nd up

21 | with a question that is done in sonme form however poorly, for
22 the el ection on Novenber 3.

23 THE COURT: Well, what about the argunent that M.

24 Kobrin advances that, Legislature, you have these powers that

25 are derived fromArticle 14 --
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1 MR, CLARK:  Mm hnmm
2 THE COURT: -- but not after July 1, because that's a
3 hard deadline, so they turn off after that period and they don't
4 | turn on again until after, | guess, after the election. O
5 maybe they turn on the next day but can't be used until the
6 followi ng el ection or sonething.
7 But does -- where does the idea come fromthat the
8 Legi slature woul d be divested of this power after a certain date
9 t hat appears nowhere in the Constitution?
10 MR CLARK: It's the Legislature's power, Your Honor
11 and so | don't think it -- the divesture is occurring by sone
12 sort of foreign agents, or via a litigation process. The
13 Legi slature can set up this July deadline in order to give
14 effect to due process. |In order to give people enough tine to
15 understand the question, for there to be debate about the
16 guestion, for there to be a notice and comment process about it.
17 And so let's take the opposite extrene. Let's imagine
18 that the Legislature went into special session ten hours before,
19 | you know, in the wee hours of the norning before the election
20 started and they had -- you know, they just got this on the --
21 or they printed out, you know, they m neographed, |ike, add-ons
22 to the ballot.
23 Wul d that satisfy due process? W would say
24 absolutely not. So there's clearly a constraint that conmes from
25 due process and, given that there's a constraint that cones from
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1 due process, that means that the Legislature's powers to ensure
2 the purity of the election and to guarantee that Maryland due
3 process is observed --
4 THE COURT: \Well, respectfully, though, in your
5 argunment proposing the hours before deadline -- hours before
6 el ection day proposed anendnent, that would violate Article 14
7 because Article 14 says -- |I'mabout a third of the way in.
8 "The bill or bills proposing an anendment or
9 amendnents shall be publicized, either by publishing by order of
10 the Governor, at |east two newspapers in" --
11 MR CLARK: By the four weeks.
12 THE COURT: -- "each county."
13 MR CLARK:  Yes.
14 THE COURT: Right?
15 MR, CLARK: Yes.
16 THE COURT: You couldn't do that if it was in the sane
17 | week as the election.
18 MR. CLARK: Ckay. So --
19 THE COURT: So isn't that the due process that we're
20 | ooking for, is the publication in the newspapers --
21 MR. CLARK: The argunent that --
22 THE COURT: -- of general circulation?
23 MR, CLARK: The argunent that M. Kobrin is making is
24 that that newspaper notice occupies the entire field, and we
25 submit to you that the Legislature itself doesn't agree with
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1 that. |If the Legislature agreed with that, then they woul dn't
2 have passed Incentive Bill 29, the provision that says there's a
3| deadline of July 1.
4 So it's at sone |level, you know, if you're putting it
5| this way, Your Honor, you have to decide what it is that's
6 unlawful. Like, | think that the July 1 deadline is clearly not
7 unl awf ul because the Legislature, under the Maryl and
8 Constitution, both inside Article 14, the formrequirenment and
9 t he ot herw se proposed by | aw power, plus due process, plus
10 purity of the elections, they have the power to set those
11 deadl i nes and they're not divesting thensel ves pernmanently of
12 the power.
13 They're just passing a | aw that binds them during the
14 time period when that's in effect. W wouldn't have cone to you
15 and argued that July 1 is an absolute rigid deadline for due
16 process. W think it's very helpful and we think if July 1 is
17 used as the deadline, due process, you know, assuming all the
18 ot her requirenents can be net, is guaranteed.
19 But if that deadline is not observed, you're in danger
20 territory, Your Honor. You're in territory where people nmay not
21 get the notice. This is why the Legislature decided to do it.
22 If they -- if the Legislature had -- and they're the ones --
23 this -- these are the ones who have this power; right?
24 It's a serious separation of powers question for M.
25 Kobrin, who's part of the Executive Branch, to basically be
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1 saying what it is that this power neans. Now the -- you know,
2 the Governor, the Attorney CGeneral, they can take positions
3 about that, but the Legislature itself, which | suggest to you
4 | Your Honor, should be the guidepost.
5 The Legislature itself is the ones == they're the ones
6 who decided on this July 1 deadline. And then within tw nonths
7 when it was inconveni ent, because they really want to get this
8 redistricting done and they really want to end Representative
9 Harris's seat and, you know, make it an 8-0 congressi onal map
10 for the Denocrat party.
11 That they just decided that that |egislation was
12 stillborn and they can ignore it, even though when it's
13 convenient to themand when it's convenient to their affiant,
14 they use other deadlines that are part of the El ection Code.
15 They' re picki ng and choosi ng and they shouldn't be allowed to do
16 that, Your Honor, and we think that it itself is
17 unconstitutional for themto be doing that.
18 So turning to point eight. Ch, this is the point |
19 made al ready about the affiant; right? So the affiant, if the
20 affiant was truly part of the team here and thought that Article
21 14, full stop, occupied the entire field, there was nothing
22 el se, then the deadlines in that document woul d nmake no sense.
23 So again, and we've seen this tinme and again in this
24 litigation, the Defendants are taking inconsistent positions;
25 right? They take the position that | covered in the first half
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1 of my argument in the norning that, you know, the statutes don't
2 apply and that Stop Slots says the statutes don't apply.

3 I think I, you know, deconstructed that argunment and
4 don't think there's anything left to it, but the other argunent
5 they made was this Article 14 suprenacy exclusivity argunent,

6 and the idea that they' re having an affiant kind of, you know,

7 pick like a cafeteria nmenu of, like, what parts of the Election
8 Code they want to assert and have to be conplied with in order

9 that they can jamthis litigation and say it's exigent, it's

10 exi gent.

11 It's totally inconsistent with their theory about

12 | Article 14 suprenacy, and we suggest what that nmeans is that the
13| Article 14 supremacy theory is itself incorrect and not the |aw
14 The knife point is M. Kobrin says that we are trying to

15 entrench -- the -- this Legislature or the Legislature with a--
16 you know, the -- their April through May hat on, before they got
17 to their July through August hat.

18 That they were trying to strip and lock in forever

19 their approach to referenda, and that that is an entrenchnent.
20 | Your Honor, it's not an entrenchment; okay? As you indicated in
21 | the questioning of M. Kobrin, the Legislature passes laws all
22 the time that bind itself. Wat is entrenchment? Entrenchnent

23 is different.

24 Entrenchnent is the Legislature giving up its powers

25 inthe future. It's an attenpt to strip the future Legislatures
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1 of their power, and if you could do that over time, you' d w nd
2 up with, you know, being ruled by a dead hand that denocracy and
3 new el ections could never affect. So that's the constitutional
4 | concern of entrenchnent. W' re not dealing with that here.
5 If they wanted to do this referendum they could do
6 it, you know. Again, they would be delayed but that's kind of
7 the breaks under the law. Sonetines, |ike, you know, you have
8 -- it takes a process to repeal a |law or, you know, to appeal
9 existing 7-103 and 7-105, and that's not something that's
10 entrenchnent. That's just the fact that the | aws govern while
11 they're in place and unless and until they're repealed by a
12 process of bicaneralismand presentnent, they govern.
13 And, you know, it's the Legislature here in the
14 speci al session that was trying to ignore that principle, so |
15 think the entrenchnent argunent is another red herring.
16 We're not saying that the law can't change. | pointed
17 out in the norning that they could bring this up in the future,
18 and Your Honor had asked questions about that. Like, couldn't
19 | this -- you know, even if | were to enjoin or take some action
20 | against this referendum couldn't this come back again in the
21| future? 1t could.
22 W're not -- if we were nmaki ng an entrenchnent
23 argunent, you know, which we're not doing, but if we were doing
24 that, we would be trying to say the Legislature could never
25 return to this topic and we're not saying that. W're just
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1 saying this particul ar amendnent process that started nore than
2 a nonth late is so defective under the existing | aw and, unless
3 and until that law is changed, this particular referendumhas to
4 be bl ocked.
5 M. Kobrin -- this is nmy point nunber ten. M. Kobrin
6 makes an Article 3, 829 argument. |[If you look at that
7 provi sion, Your Honor, what you're going to see is that that
8 provision is really about statutory titles. It's irrelevant
9 here and it certainly doesn't provide that what the Legislature
10 can do with statutory titles can be done using nere titles for
11 | Article 14 referenda. The two provisions are different.
12 And again, there's another tension here of, you know,
13 M. Kobrin wants you to have myopia when he's looking at Article
14 14 and it's convenient, but if he wants to | ook at other
15 articles, he can. Again, it's selective. He' s picking and
16 choosi ng.
17 McDonough (phonetic) would be wongly decided on M.
18 Kobrin's argunment if all the CGeneral Assenbly needed was kind of
19 a, you know, some attenpt at a general title and then you woul d
20 be off to the races with putting a referendumin front of the
21 | voters. That can't be true and McDonough is binding. 1t's not
22 sonmet hing that can be ignored.
23 El eventh point; the argunment that Stop Slots, by
24 negative inplication, turned off the Statute 7-103 that didn't
25 even exist at the tine of Stop Slots, that argunent is just an
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1 absurdity. You -- Your Honor, | submit to you that you shoul d
2 not give that any m nd.
3 Twel fth point; the legislative history in -- is
4 contrary to M. Kobrin's point because clearly, the legislative
5 service though that a non obstante provision was necessary in
6 the law in order to bypass the July 1 deadlines and ot her
7 deadlines that flow fromthat.
8 And yet, M. Kobrin's argunent is that either they're
9 turned off by Stop Slots or by 7-105, even though | explai ned
10 that's about specinen ballots, or it's turned off by the Article
11 14 supremacy theory but, you know, clearly, the -- if that were
12 | true, the legislative service would have said -- wouldn't have
13 essentially required and they woul dn't have needed a fix-up job
14 on Monday, August 3, to put in the non obstante clause, which is
15 i nval i d.
16 Thirteen. Yeah, 13. Just a quick note, although it's
17 a, you know, a repeat of mnmy argunent fromthe norning, that
18 there's no Section 7-105 exenption to 7-103C.
19 The 14th point is that especially if you | ook at
20 7-103E, which creates a deadline that passed | believe on
21 | August 5, without being satisfied, that there is no argunent
22 what soever under 7-105 that the 7-103 90-day or so deadline that
23 ended in -- on August 5 could be satisfied.
24 I will, you know, rehash this for you, Your Honor.
25 You can find it in the reply brief. This is the 15th point.
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1 The way that M. Kobrin has set up this argunent and the idea of
2 | what he thinks you can provide as notice here, you know, about
3 60 days or a little bit more than that, that is, as we described
4 it, an argunent for self-sealing.
5 By the tine that rolls around, the ten days in Article
6 12 of the Election Code is already passed and that can't be the
7 case, and it totally frustrates the ordinary and -- I'msorry --
8 t he organi zed systemthat was set up in the Election Code to
9 ensure that there is due process.
10 Let me -- to make the point again that the due process
11 clause is sonmething that's conpletely relevant here, | want to
12 point you to this Iine fromStop Slots. It says, quote, "The
13 notice prescribed by the statutory schene and wel |l -settl ed
14 principles of due process of |aw underly any notice inquiry."”
15 Ckay. And we're clearly tal king about a referendumin
16 that case. And that's on page 192 and it's quoting the Qman V.
17 Mayor of Baltinmore case from1890. So this has been the law in
18 Maryl and for a very, very long tinme.
19 And M. Kobrin, | noticed, when he was maki ng an
20 argunment about -- referencing the well-settled principles of due
21 process of law, and trying to argue that, look, there's, you
22 know, a couple nmonths is good enough notice, Your Honor. You
23 know, that's all we need. He specifically ignores the statutory
24 | anguage that says that the notice prescribed by the Legislature
25 in the statutory schene is part of the due process inquiry, and
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1 that's the way we're arguing it.
2 We did not argue that 7-103 and 7-105 becone | ocked in
3 as part of due process. W argued that they explicate the due
4 process. They are prophylactic inplenmentations of due process.
5| There's nothing wong with that and the Maryl and courts have
6 reinforced that and enforced that since 1890.
7 Point 16; there's a serious separation of powers issue
8 here, and | have here the Maryl and Decl arati on of Ri ghts,
9| Article 8. Unlike the U S. Constitution, where the separation
10 of powers is a structural inference, the Maryland Constitution
11 is like John Adams' Constitution for Massachusetts. It
12 explicitly provides by text for the separation of powers. It
13 says that --
14 "-- the legislative, executive and judicial powers of
15 t he government out to be forever separate and distinct and
16 Nno person excusing ne" -- excuse me -- "nNo person
17 exercising the functions of one of said departnents shall
18 assune the discharge of the duties of any other."
19 And to turn one of M. Kobrin's argunents back on him
20 because the Legislature decided to wite this referendum
21 qgquestion itself, that nmeans that the remedy that's available in
22 a case against, say, the State Board of Elections or the
23 Secretary of State to order a rewite of the question, isn't
24 avail able to you here.
25 The Legislature wote this question. It has that
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1 power, and so that means that you're faced with a very stark
2 choi ce, Your Honor. You have the choice either to give effect
3 to the Legislature's law that created these deadlines in Senate
4| Bill 29, or to ignore themand allow themto be viol ated.
5 You don't have an out of ordering the question to be
6 clarified, as nmany clarification problenms as it has, and we had
7 our discussion in the norning about is it really a clarification
8 as opposed to a total, you know, tunultuous upheaval and
9 overturning of what the current status quo is in the | aw?
10 It was one nore point down, but I'lIl make it point 17.
11 [*I'l flip the order. M. Kobrin relies on some District Court
12 cases to say that Judge Battaglia was wong. Now, the State,
13 | you know, can potentially, you know, take some, you know, a
14 different kind of position on that, but we believe that Judge
15 Battaglia was correct and we certainly believe that the |egal
16 status quo for Maryland, in Maryland, is her opinion, which
17 applies the Constitution both to federal districting and to
18 state legislative districting.
19 And indeed, it's very inmportant to note that that
20 ruling, the State did not take that up on appeal. It forewent
21 appeal onit. So to be hearing now that, you know, they
22 actually disagree with that and then to hear M. Kobrin say, you
23 know, it's just clarifying it because the | aw never really
24 changed. The | aw has always been. |f this referendum passes,
25 that's gonna al ways have been the law. W're just kind or
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1 clarifying that.

2 No. The legal status quo changed with the Battaglia
3 opinion. They didn't appeal it and now through the referendum
4 | they're trying to change that status quo to a new status quo

5| without follow ng the proper process that the Legislature set

6 under Article 14 and other parts --

7 THE COURT: | don't think it's fair to say that M.

8 Kobrin's argunment was that they disagreed with it. | think his
9 argurment was sinply a judgnent of a judgment of a Gircuit Court
10 for Anne Arundel County carries no precedential weight; right?
11 Now, you have argued, and | agree with you on this

12 point, that if a court makes a deci sion and nobody appeals it,

13 then that's the -- that shows us what the status quo is.

14 MR CLARK: Yes.

15 THE COURT: But it still doesn't carry any

16 precedential weight. 1It's not as though the Suprene Court said
17 t hat .

18 MR CLARK: No, but we're not here --

19 THE COURT: |f you had appeal ed that or sonmeone had

20 appeal ed it, and the Suprene Court said, oh, you know what ?

21 | We're not gonna grant cert. Then | think everyone in the room
22 woul d say, yeah, that's a precedent.

23 MR CLARK: | conpletely agree with that, Your Honor
24 That's the way precedent works. Appellate courts create

25 precedent, not --
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1 THE COURT: Not trial courts.

2 MR. CLARK: -- you know, trial courts. But what |

3| would say is that there's still a judicial order that was not

4 appeal ed and that judicial order is binding on the parties. And

5 so, you know, the reason, the whole reason why we're here is

6 because that is a formof legal status quo. It's not a

7 precedential formof status quo. It's a enconpassed within the

8 four corners of the order status quo because they didn't appeal

91 it.

10 What ever the basis is for it being the status quo,

11 it's the status quo and the referendumis an attenpt to change
12 | that status quo. And so to hide behind the fact that, you know,
13 they got some federal judges to disagree with Judge Battaglia
14 doesn't justify their sneaky | anguage of they're just trying to
15 clarify what the lawis. Like, no, they're trying to change

16 full up what the status quo is of the law in Mryl and.

17 Actually, that was the -- no, the -- the next point,
18 so it would be 18, is that we are not trying to amend our count
19 | four; okay? | think that the reason that M. Kobrin is making
20 that argument is because he's trying to put us together, at

21 | east tenporarily and conveniently, in a conceptual box with the
22 Dorchester Plaintiffs.

23 According to him the Dorchester Plaintiffs focused a
24 ot nore on the argunment that the nature of the ballot question
25| was insufficient. It didn't provide enough notice to people.
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1 They didn't have enough information. And so he's trying to say
2 that we pleaded a considerably | arger argument.

3 Somehow, we | ooked over at the Dorchester case and

4 | said, oh, we should expand our argunent. That's a fiction

5 That's not what we did, and I think he's trying to get you to be
6 very myopic, so the general feel of mne, in terms of how you

7 | ook at count four.

8 So I"'mlooking at count four. It begins on paragraphs
9 107 and 108, and 108 -- 107 is just an incorporation backwards.
10 108 gives the requirement that we're trying to enforce there

11 from 7-103B(6), that each question shall contain the foll ow ng
12 information on the ballot. Quote, "A brief statenment explaining
13 | what the practical outconme of each voting choice would be."

14 So we submit that that explanation is |acking here and
15 that that's a serious problem CQur next paragraph, paragraph

16 109, says that part of the problemhere is the non obstante

17 cl ause because it makes what's going on entirely opaque

18 But you would think, to listen to M. Kobrin, that our
19 count four stopped at paragraph 109. W just said we think
20 there's a 7-103B(6) problem and now, you know, | ook at the non
21 obstante clause. That's what the B(6) problemis. No, we go
22 on.
23 In particular, | want to point to you, Your Honor, to
24 par agraphs 113 and especially 114; right? So, you know, we give

25 a long quotation there from Stop Sl ots about what the purpose of
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1 this is. W don't, you know, purport to limt it at all to the
2 non obstante. And then | ook at paragraph 114. 1t says, "by
3 refusing to neet the requirenments set forth in 7-103B," and
4 again, that's not even just B(6), "such as a brief statenent
5| explaining the outcones of each vote, the proposed schene is
6 insufficient for voters.™
7 There's no nmention of the non obstante there. This
8 argunent was not limted to the non obstante. It was a general
9 argurment that voters don't have enough information and didn't
10 get the statement that they're supposed to get fromB(6), and
11 there's other -- there are other problens with their conpliance
12 with 7-103B, as well.
13 So, you know, we're at sone level nystified by the
14 argunment that we're trying to create a -- you know, we
15 sandbagged them by creating a new claim Like, we're not
16 creating a new claimbut, you know, and 1'll make this argunent
17 in the alternative, not our primary argument; this is why
18 yesterday we | odged an alternative version of count four.
19 We didn't |odge it because we were sonehow peeking
20 | over during the exam at the exam book of the Dorchester
21 Plaintiffs. W did it because of the fact that in our case,
22 they raised an argunment that we were not pleading this broad
23 enough.
24 And the other reason why | think they're bringing in
25 t he Dorchester case is because we cane to the right forum Your
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1 Honor, which is here in Anne Arundel, where all the Defendants
2 are present, you know. | won't cast too nany aspersions, but we
3 don't think the right place to sue was in Dorchester County.
4 We think that there's no venue there and so, given
5 that we made that choice, we honest up cane, you know, here to
6 the right court that's historically done these kinds of cases.
7 You know, | asked M. Kobrin in the norning, so | wanted to make
8 sure | put this on the record: "Are you going to appeal the
9 Dorchester case for being in the wong venue?"
10 And he said, "Ch, they haven't decided that yet."
11 So you know, it seenms to ne like they're trying to
12 keep the Dorchester thing in -- alive |long enough so that they
13 can say that, you know, by contrasting us and then, we have not
14 pl eaded our count four correctly, and we just, we think that's
15 wrong. W think it's inproper.
16 And you know, the real thing is that we think that
17 that case, you know, even though they're maki ng many of the sane
18 argunents we are, we think it's in the wong venue and the State
19 probably will win an appeal on that, Your Honor.
20 | nmade the separation of powers argument, so let's
21 call -- let's go nowto single subject. So we look at -- let ne
22 pull up ny copy of HB 2100. Hopefully, I didn't lose it. Here
23 it is. You explored this with -- oops. Apologies for that.
24 | Turn off.
25 If you look at this, right, there are four -- | think
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1 there are five whereas clauses and then there are various
2 sections to this, and we think that these sections present
3 different subject matter. The clearest way to see that -- and
4 | therefore, it violates the single subject rule.
5 I's that the non obstante clause sets aside the
6 entirety of election |aw for purposes of this case, for purposes
7 of this referendum That is a -- it's not just a different
8 second subject. It subjects two through X or two through N
9 because the -- all of the things that are enbraced in the
10 El ection Code include many different topics.
11 So it's like including the non obstante clause is a
12 | wal king adm ssion of the fact that this cannot nmeet the single
13 | subject rule, Your Honor. And then as for the provision that
14 the general -- I"msorry -- that the Maryland Suprene Court
15 woul d have jurisdiction, let me find that.
16 Ckay. So that provision, it doesn't even directly tie
17 to redistricting. It just gives an option to the Genera
18 | Assenbly to create a new formof original jurisdiction and
19 that's a -- its own topic, as well. It's not sonething, you
20 know, that -- they could use this to -- you know, it's --
21 they're trying to say that it relates to the redistricting plan
22 but it's something that's only an option for the Legislature
23 Your Honor.
24 And then the -- we've already gone through so | won't
25 bel abor the point that the federal |law here is its own
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1 conpl i cated body of doctrine and the voters, they're just not
2 given any information about this at all. And this is why the
3| violation of 7-103B(6), to include an explanatory statenment, to
4 include what it is that this referendum woul d acconplish as a
5 practical matter if its adopted. The fact that that's absent is
6 a huge | acuna.
7 W think it's a fatal defect to this and, you know, as
8 I went back and forth in our colloquy this norning about all of
9 the various -- | counted up to eight elenents of things the
10 | voters would need to understand. | can put that argunment to the
11 | side and say, you know, we're not calling for perfection, but
12 there' s not hi ng.
13 There is no 701 -- I'msorry -- 7-103B(6) statenent,
14 so the voters are not given any basic information about what it
15 is they're voting on, even though this is a very conplex, |ike,
16 forested nest, tangled nest of interlocking questions about
17 state law, federal law, clarification, overturning, you know,
18 exi sting election | aw
19 It's sonething that the voters owe -- are owed sone
20 nore explanation, and this is why the Legislature used its
21 powers in both Article 14 and as a matter of due process, and as
22 a matter of preserving the purity of elections, to require that
23 there be an explanatory statenment about what it is that the
24 referendumis doing and what it would acconplish as a practical
25 matter in the real world.
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1 And you know, M. Kobrin wi shes that doesn't exist.

2 This is one of the provisions that he wi shes he could turn off,

3 but he -- | think neither the Article 14 theory nor how Stop

4 Sl ots argunment by negative inplication, or his argunment trying

5 to use the limted provision in 7-105 about specinmen ballots,

6 can acconplish that goal.

7 There's nore that | could cover, Your Honor, but |

8 want to make one request in the interest of tinme and because

9 |"ve covered in excess of 20 points, | believe, at this point.
10 That since we carry the burden of proof, | certainly don't mind,
11 | you know, whatever. W're here for the entire day. You asked
12 us for that. W' re happy to be here, you know, for however |ong
13 you want us.

14 So if we want to keep doing, you know, a round of ne
15 and a round of M. Kobrin, and a second round, a third round,

16 we're all good with that. But we would ask that since we carry
17 t he burden of proof that we get a brief last word, even if

18 that's only five m nutes.

19 THE COURT: Oh, | think it's only fair that you should
20 have the |last word before | have the |ast word.

21 MR, CLARK: You will always have the |last word, Your
22 Honor, yes. W recognize that.

23 THE COURT: Anything else for now, sir?

24 MR, CLARK: No. Thank you, sir.

25 THE COURT: M. Kobrin?
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1 MR KOBRIN. Can I --

2 THE COURT: You nanme has been di sparaged a few tines.
3 | think you should be able to defend yourself.

4 MR KOBRIN: | have 21 points in rebuttal

5 THE COURT: Get out. Leave now.

6 MR, KOBRIN. Let's actually answer sonme of Plaintiff's

7 guestions. Wy do we have July 1? The July 1 statute doesn't
8 just apply to the Secretary of State. It applies to all

9 guestions to be placed on the ballot; county attorney, municipa
10 attorney. Wenever sonmething that's going to appear on the

11 ballot is going to -- and it's not a candidate or a bond

12 qgquestion, it appears by question

13 There are different things that can appear on the

14 ball ot. Municipal questions about rmnunicipal charters, charter
15 anendnents, county charters, referred I ocal |aws from county

16 councils, the General Assenbly's referred |aws either under its
17 own power or through Article 16

18 There are lots of different things that can end up on

19 a ballot. July 1 applies to all of them This was not witten

20| -- July 1 was not witten for Article 14. The July 1 --

21 THE COURT: Well, so | have a question about that.
22 MR KOBRIN:  Sure.

23 THE COURT: If it's not witten for Article 14, why

24 does it say that it applies to Article 147

25 MR. KOBRIN: Because it is a delegation of authority.
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1 The Secretary of State provision in 7-103C(1), is a del egation
2 of authority under the Secretary -- to the Secretary of State
3 under Article 14, which is what the Suprene Court both held and
4 | explained in Mxrris v. CGovernor. The challenge there was the --
5| that --
6 THE COURT: And you're gonna tell nme like you told ne
7 earlier that the Legislature can waive that when they wite
8 their own question?
9 MR. KOBRIN: Exactly. That --
10 THE COURT: Then why isn't that in there? 1t doesn't
11 make any -- or why doesn't it say that the Legislature can waive
12 that in there?
13 MR KOBRIN: It's not a waiver. Wen the Legislature,
14 when anyone del egates authority, that doesn't nean they're
15 di vested of that authority. That doesn't nean they can't
16 exercise it anynore. They've just placed sone of it in the
17 Executive Branch, the Secretary of State, to use when directed
18 to do so or according to certain standards.
19 THE COURT: Well, then why doesn't it say when the
20 Secretary is directed to do so, these rules apply? Oherw se,
21 | we can do whatever we want. Article 14, | nean --
22 MR KOBRIN:  Sure.
23 THE COURT: -- why not be honest with the people, the
24 | voters, the stakeholders in the State and let them know that if
25| you've got a 3/5 majority in the Legislature, you could do
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 0ld Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 102

E. 373



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 literally whatever you want to do, as long as you don't give any
2 authority to anybody. You can take a question and, you know,
3 put it on a ballot on Novenmber 1, | guess, if you want to, for a
4 Novenber 3 el ection
5 MR KOBRIN: Sure.
6 THE COURT: | mean, when are we gonna level with the
7 people in the State and |l et them know that their governnent can
8 do whatever it wants? The governnent really has no limtations
9 onit at all.
10 MR KOBRIN: No, it has limitations. Those
11 l[imtations are inherent in the Constitution. And in fairness
12 to the General Assenbly, that's exactly what the floor debate
13 | eader and the senator explained to the opposition during the
14 floor debate on this bill, that we can't use the Secretary of
15 State del egation process. That has passed because we're past
16 July 1 and, therefore, we are exercising, we the General
17 | Assenbly, are exercising our prerogative to wite the question
18 ourselves. That wasn't hidden. That wasn't kept from anyone.
19| That's in the record, and Your Honor can watch the recording
20 | Those things were announced to the public and to the opposition
21 on the floor, that the General Assenbly was exercising its own
22 authority and not assigning this to the Secretary of State.
23 And it does not need to put in a statute this
24 del egated authority is also reserved because that's inherent in
25 the constitutional authority. The very separation of powers
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1 argurment that Plaintiffs make, the Legislature cannot give away
2 an authority. It can't assign constitutional authority wholly
3| to another branch of governnent.
4 There's del egati on and obviously there's centuries of
5| case | aw on how del egati on works, and the del egation is proper
6 as long as it's guided by standards, but the CGeneral Assenbly
7 does not need to wite, in order to abide by Article 8, this
8 power, Secretary, that we are giving you is also ours to
9 exercise. They don't need to wite that because that's inherent
10 in the separation of powers.
11 THE COURT: | understand that. You understand that,
12 but we do this for a |iving.
13 MR KOBRIN: Sure.
14 THE COURT: Does the average Maryl ander under st and
15 that? And if he doesn't or she doesn't, aren't we skating up
16 against a little due process problem as M. dark suggests?
17 MR. KOBRIN: No, we are not, because the due process
18 notice owed to the voter is to make them aware of what is the
19 amendnent, what is its purpose and effect, and does the | anguage
20 on the ballot reflect that? It does not need to teach the voter
21 how t he anendnent cane to be, who wote the | anguage, what | egal
22 mechani smwas used to process it either through the Legislature
23 or through the Secretary of State.
24 The first two ballot questions on this Novenber's
25 ball ot are other Article 14 ball ot questions. They do not have
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1 inthem this was witten by the Secretary of State, because
2 voters don't need to be educated that -- of that fact under
3| either the Maryland Constitution or its relevant statutes.
4 What the voters need to be aware of for notice
5 pur poses, what is the amendnent and what was its enactnent so |
6 can understand in context what the amendnent does and if that
7 enactnent contains the ballot question, how that ballot question
8 refers or relates to the anendnent.
9 But saying that the voter needs to be aware of exactly
10 | which authority was exercised is not necessary, although the
11 enact nent says we are doing this pursuant. It says pursuant to
12 | Article 14, this is being put in front of the voters, | believe
13 in subsection -- or Section 2 of the Act.
14 And so, Your Honor, we would push back vigorously that
15 the voters need to be educated on who is exercising what power
16 in order to come up with a question. That is exactly for ne,
17 | you and Plaintiffs to argue about in court. For the voters, it
18 is what is the constitutional amendnent being proposed and does
19 | the ballot question that is in front of themsufficiently and
20| with mininumreasonable clarity relate that anendnment to thenf
21| And in this case, it does.
22 And so, Your Honor, the General Assenbly did not need
23 to enact a |aw that said our power to propose anendnents resides
24 in avery small part with the Secretary of State under 7-103
25 and we will tell the people of Maryland when we choose to
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1 exercise it alone. There's nothing in the Constitution or
2 El ection Law Article that would conmpel that kind of |egislative
3 | awraki ng.
4 Wth that being said, July 1 is, like | said before,
5| 7-103C(1) is that delegation to the Secretary of State related
6 to election law. The renainder is election law and Plaintiffs
7 is actually -- Plaintiffs are actually correct about this. |
8 think there was a fundanmental m sunderstandi ng between nysel f
9 and Plaintiffs until the nmonment | heard Counsel argue that
10 | Article 14 doesn't tell you howto run elections, and | agree.
11 Article 14 is not an election provision. It is a
12 proposal of constitutional amendments provision and they
13 interface. Elections and proposal of constitutional anendnents
14 necessarily have to interface, but Article 14 says that when the
15 Ceneral Assenbly proposes a constitutional anendnent, it is
16 subnitted to the voters are the next ensuing general election in
17 the form prescribed by the General Assenbly.
18 There is no election |aw power in the Mryl and
19 | Constitution that allows the General Assenbly to enact a | aw
20 i nconsistent with what | just said. Article 3, Section 49,
21 | which is the election | aw power of time, place and nanner,
22 regul ated by | aw says, "But may not do so inconsistent with this
23 Constitution.”
24 And that's a key point in this case. The Ceneral
25 | Assenbly cannot make election |aws that are inconsistent with
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1 ot her provisions of the Constitution, like election provisions
2 that say it is a crime to -- essentially voter fraud is a crineg,
3| and that there is a provision of the Maryland Constitution

4 | Article 1 that equates the two. So the General Assenbly can't

5 say you can conmmit voter fraud.

6 That's an easy one, but there are other provisions of
7 the Constitution that it can't violate, and Article 14 is one of
8 them Article 16 is one of them These exercise of

9 constitutional authority that are not in and of thensel ves

10 el ection provisions, but necessary interface with el ections

11 because of the function of the provision.

12 THE COURT: So tell me about due process.
13 MR. KOBRIN: Yeah, due process is an interesting one.
14 I was wondering when we would get to Plaintiff's citation to

15 where due process appears in the Maryland Constitution, because
16 this is nore than a bit of trivia. It doesn't. The Maryland

17 Constitution does not contain an article about due process. The
18 Maryl and Decl aration of Rights at Article 24 ensures and

19 provi des due process, absolutely.

20 THE COURT: Don't they kind of wal k down the aisle

21 t oget her ?

22 MR, KOBRIN. They do. But | want to point Your

23 Honor's attention -- this is something that is not in the

24 briefing, so | want to give you the correct citation, so forgive

25 me. It's Murphy in 2022. Mirphy v. Liberty Mitual |nsurance
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1 Conpany, 478 MI. 333, and the part of the case |I'mgonna talk

2 about is 383 to 84.

3 That was the post COVID challenge to the judiciary's

4 | suspension of many of its own rules because of COVID, in which

5 the Plaintiffs argued there is Maryland Decl aration of Rights

6 provision that generally disallows suspension of |laws. You're

7 not allowed to just suspend | aws under the Declaration of

8 Ri ght s.

9 So judiciary, you have no authority to generally

10 | suspend the rules and regulations related to the judiciary, and
11 the judiciary defended itself and said, yes, we do. Under

12 | Article 4, we have rul e-making authority, and we can suspend our
13 | own rules.

14 And the Suprene Court explained in that case, just

15 like with legislative enactnents and interpreting the

16 Constitution, when you have a general provision that generally
17 applies to situations, and a specific provision that applies to
18 the specific situation in front of you, the specific governs.

19 | The general does not add or create any difference. |t does not
20 rule over the specific.

21 And so the general disallowance of suspensions of |aws
22 did not apply to the judiciary's suspension of its rul es because
23 it had a specific provision in the Maryland Constitution that

24 allowed it to. Due process and declaration of -- Declaration 24
25 does not say anything about el ections or proposed constitutiona
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1 amendnent s.
2 Stop Slots inmported principles of due process and
3 described it as having adequate notice. That's as far as we
4 know. That's as far as we understand. That's as far as due
5 process goes. And so when Your Honor asks what is due process
6 inthis situation, | would subnmt one of two things.
7 The notice required under Article 14 that Your Honor
8 just pointed out is witten into Article 14, with the Governor,
9 newspaper publications and the otherw se provided by | aw,
10 and --
11 THE COURT: So you know, it doesn't say due process.
12 It shows us what due process woul d be.
13 MR KOBRIN:. It gives us -- yes, because it says what
14 publicization is and it's an awkward word that it uses, but
15 publicization equals notice. And from Stop Slots, due process
16 equal s notice. So | amequating the two, that publicization
17 under Article 14 is adequate due process under Article 14
18 because both are providing or inform ng what notice is required.
19 But the due process clause in the Declaration of
20 Ri ghts does not operate with i ndependent force to add anything
21 and Stop Slots doesn't say it does. Stop Slots, again, it dealt
22 with two due process issues, ballot |anguage and tim ng, and
23 when we're tal king about timng it says there needs to be
24 adequat e noti ce.
25 And Plaintiff's counsel read to you the opinion. It
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1 revi ewed principles of due process and the statutory schene.
2 They are separate things. The only statutory schene that it
3 related or the only provisions that it reviewed were 7-105, the
4 | specinmen ballots in the first -- in the three weeks before the
5 el ection, which by the way, lines up very, very closely to the
6 four weeks of newspaper publication that Article 14 requires.
7 And that there be a DLS sunmmary and a brief statenent
8 that goes out with that specinmen ballot, and that the
9 | egislative enactnent is made wi dely available, which is the
10 crux of notice, which is there for the crux of due process. But
11 Stop Slots did not say, Article 24 of the Maryland Decl arati on
12 of Rights adds due process requirenents.
13 And every deadline in the El ection Law Article, 7-103,
14 7-105, 9-207, they are all notice points that, if not net, are
15 deprivations of due process. Stop Slots does not cone even
16 close to that. So due process in this case is providing notice
17 to the voters through, under Stop Slots, the specinen ballots,
18 and by providing the |egislative enactnent, the full text as
19 amended, in a formthat is easily accessible to them
20 Easily accessible by statute has neant in print form
21 in the offices of the |ocal boards and the State Board, that has
22 been upgraded to posted online on the State Board' s website. It
23 has been on the Maryl and General Assenbly's website since
24 July 29, and so it is in an easily accessible form
25 Due process has been net. Any further argument is
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1 premature and unripe at this point. There are no other

2 constitutionally inposed due process notice requirenents on

3| Article 14 fromother provisions of the Constitution, and the

4 | Declaration of Rights does not provide one.

5 Wth all that being said, nowlet's talk about the

6 statutes that the Plaintiffs have been highlighting. | just

7 first want to pinpoint our affidavit. |It's Exhibits A and B,

8 the two affidavits fromthe State officials.

9 We were very clear in our notion that when we nmade our
10 Motion for Summary Judgrment, we asked for expedited review

11 because first, 9-207, and we cited to 9-207, which is

12 certification of the ballot questions. That was on behal f of

13 | one of the Defendants, the State Board of Elections, who is

14 conmpelled by law to do that and therefore wants to do that on

15 tinme.

16 That is not a concession that 9-207 is part of a

17 | arger schene that attaches to Article 14, or that there's

18 sonehow sone conflict between the executive and the |egislation
19 | when --

20 THE COURT: O the State put up, hey, | got a job to
21 | do.

22 MR, KOBRIN. Correct. And that the exhibits were part
23 of the next part of that request. There's a sem -colon, very
24 carefully with sem -colons, and it says operationally, the State
25 Board nust begin printing ballots on Septenber 3, when it is
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1 able to do so.
2 And those affidavits were subnmitted not because
3 there's a statutory deadline to nmeet. Because the State Board
4 of Elections, in order to get ballots on time under federal |aw,
5 nmust start printing ballots at a certain point. And so
6 operationally, we were requesting expedited review in order not
7 to fall behind our general -- the State Board' s genera
8 obligations but specifically under federal |aw, which we have no
9 ability, neither us nor the General Assenbly nor the Plaintiffs,
10 have the ability to waive at this point.
11 The statute, | think the statutes that Plaintiffs
12 hi ghli ght, we've been tal king about 7-103 and 7-105 ad nauseum
13 at this point. There is only one that was not truly
14 functionally net in this case. There was the posting of the
15 State -- the State Board's posting of the ballot text, 90 days
16 bef ore the General Election.
17 The -- it appeared on the State Board's website 88
18 days, and this is where we get into arguments about what affect
19 does it have and Plaintiff's burden, because we should all
20 recall Plaintiffs have made a 12-202 claimin this court, which
21 is showing that an action taken in contravention of a |aw
22 applicable to elections is outconme deterninative.
23 And so we need clear and convi nci ng evi dence t hat
24 posting the question on the 88th day instead of the 90th day,
25 giving themcredit to their argunent, was a deprivation of due
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1 process of such magnitude that there is no way for the
2 el ectorate to be apprised properly before el ection day.
3 That is why we included in our affidavit that between
4 | August 5 and August 7, for the 48 hours in which the ballot text
5 did not appear -- I'msorry -- in which the amendnent text did
6 not appear, 100 and | believe 51 people viewed the State Board's
7 bal | ot question website. The footnote we included, we can't
8 determ ne how nmany of those 151 | ooked at the statew de ball ot
9 guestions as opposed to county charter amendnents and et cetera.
10 And so there is a universe in the State right now of a
11 maxi mum of 150, because I'll go under oath if you need nme, one
12 of those 151 was ne, of 150 people who did not see the ballot --
13 the amendrment text on the State Board's website between August 5
14 and August 7.
15 Plaintiffs cannot credibly argue that that is going to
16 be an outconme deterninative deprivation of due process to all of
17 Maryl anders because 150 people may not have seen sonething on a
18 | website on the 90th and 89th day before the el ection, when there
19 has been anpl e opportunity for everyone to otherw se see it
20 | since then.
21 And that is the point we were making both with that
22 nunber and that affidavit, not that there is any other kind of
23 renedy here. Just that eventually, we have to get down to,
24 they're alleging a violation of due process. W do not concede
25 that there is any due process inplication in that 90-day
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1 deadl ine, but even if there were, only 150 people didn't see it

2 on the website.

3 And there is no reason to believe -- at naxi mum

4 | There's no reason to believe that's going to be outcone-

5 determ native for an election where this is a statew de vote on

6 the constitutional -- the proposed constitutional anmendnent.

7 The Court's indulgence. W are not trying to create a

8 time crunch under 9-207. W are not clainmng that 9-207 is

9 enforced to constrain Article 14, as Plaintiffs are arguing.

10 | Again, like Your Honor said, that's soneone trying to do their
11 | job and to do it on tine but is not -- we don't rely on 9-207 in
12 any of our briefing to say that it is otherw se of

13 constitutional force.

14 Beyond that, the Court's indul gence for one nore

15 nmonment. Article 3, 829, and then I'Il end with that. Article
16 3, 829 is part of the Legislature's article. It's Article 3.

17 It's when a law is passed, the legislative text or the

18 legislative title has to neet certain requirenents.

19 We are not saying that it applies directly here. Wat
20 is going on there is that up until a few decades ago there was
21 the option, instead of having the Secretary of State wite

22 anything, just to have the Secretary of State put the

23 legislative title of the bill on the ballot, and there is case
24 law i nterpreti ng when that happens.

25 Now, the two cases, MDonough and Serat, both nention
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1| Article 3, 829 as a potential guideline for when the Genera
2| Assenbly puts the legislative title as the ballot question, the
3 quasi -i ssue is that neither McDonough or Serat dealt with the
4 | General Assenbly. They were both charter amendnents.
5 And like | said before, there is other case | aw
6 pointing out that Article 3, 829, can't apply to Article 14
7 because they operate -- Article 14 is a bill of the Legislature
8 that the Governor doesn't sign. Article 3, 829, only cones into
9 force once the Governor approves of by his signature or her
10 signature, a bill and nakes it a | egal enactnmnent.
11 But it is and has been used in Serat versus Prince
12 George's County and McDonough as kind of a guiding principle for
13| what's sufficient for ballot |anguage clarity when the
14 legislative title is used. And wi thout spoiling too nuch, the
15 Ceneral Assenbly hued extrenely closely to the legislative title
16 in this case.
17 If you ook at the Legislative Title 4, Chapter 881
18 it is nearly identical to the ballot question |anguage that the
19 General Assenmbly wote in its enactnent, and so it is
20 illustrative of what is necessary to be sufficient ball ot
21 clarity or question clarity. W're not saying that it otherw se
22 appl i es.
23 The final point I want to nake to kind of address
24 Plaintiff's gl obal point, we're not picking and choosi ng and
25| we're not being myopic. | think what is a fair summation of our
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1 argurment is that the General Assenbly engaged a constitutional
2 process in this case.
3 It is therefore governed by the Maryland Constitution
4 and provisions applicable to that process, and that includes
5| Article 14. That includes Article 1, 81. That includes,
6 frankly, Article 16 because it highlights how these things are
7 supposed to work and the absurd results that may produce if
8 Plaintiffs are correct.
9 We are not picking and choosi ng because what we are
10 tal ki ng about is what governs the General Assenbly specifically
11 | when they propose a constitutional anmendnent, and the answer
12 cannot be the election laws they are pernitted to nake when they
13 are not allowed to nake el ection |aws inconsistent with their
14 constitutional powers.
15 And so | think really what clarifies for ne is that
16 this is an Article 14 case. It is not an election |aw case.
17 Qoviously, it interfaces with election |law, but the El ection Law
18 | Article nust respect the Article 14, both authority and the
19 | exercise of that authority.
20 And that is why we are asking this Court to interpret
21 | the Election Law Article not in conflict, because if Your Honor
22 says the Election Law Article is in conflict with the -- with
23 Article 14, you have to strike down those provisions of the
24 El ection Law Article. W're asking Your Honor to interpret them
25 and say there is no conflict because --
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1 THE COURT: The whol e purpose of the anendnment is to
2 avoi d an election |l aw case; right?
3 MR, KOBRIN: Yes.
4 THE COURT: VWhich is why we're having an Article 14
5 case right now.
6 MR KOBRIN. Yes. And that is why we're asking Your
7 Honor to interpret the election | aw provisions as not in force.
8 They didn't need suspension because they weren't in force. The
9 General Assenbly was making that clear on the floor when it
10 expl ained in debate, or when the Legislature was explained in
11 | debate.
12 We are bypassing the Secretary of State, yes, but we
13 are doing so by exercising our own prerogative, not suspending
14 | aws that are applicable to us.
15 THE COURT: Anything else, sir?
16 MR KOBRIN: No, Your Honor. 1'Ill submt.
17 THE COURT: M. dark, would you --
18 MR CLARK: Thank you, Your Honor.
19 THE COURT: Would you like to be heard right now, or
20 | should we take a brief recess?
21 MR CLARK: Up to you, Your Honor.
22 THE COURT: Let's take a brief recess so everybody can
23 get some new water and get rid of sonme old water.
24 MR CLARK: Ckay.
25 THE COURT: We'Ill cone back in five or so mnutes.
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1 THE CLERK: Al rise.
2 (At 2:47 p.m, recess in proceedings.)
3 (At 2:54 p.m, proceedi ngs resuned.)
4 THE CLERK: Pl ease be seated. M chael Howell, et al.,
5 Plaintiffs, vs. Westley More, et al., Defendants. C-02-CV26-
6 1986. Counsel, please identify yourself for the record.
7 MR CLARK: For the Plaintiffs, Your Honor, Jeff
8 dark, GL-A-RK
9 MR YATES: For the Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates,
10 Y-A-T-E-S.
11 MR. DEWEY: Plaintiffs, Samuel Dewey, D-E-WE-Y.
12 MR. BROSNAN: For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan,
13 B-R-OS-N-A-N
14 MR, LI CATA: For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licata,
15 L-1-CA-T-A
16 THE COURT: Did they tell you had to sit in the corner
17 over there?
18 MR LI CATA: Actually, yes, Your Honor.
19 THE COURT: Did you do sonething bad today?
20 MR LI CATA: Yeah. On a tine out.
21 MR KOBRIN: And for the Defendants, Daniel Kobrin,
22 K-O-B-R-I-N
23 THE COURT: Al right. M. dark.
24 MR, CLARK: Thank you, Your Honor. Maybe we were
25 trying to hide M. Licata because he's |ike our secret weapon.
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1 THE COURT: On.
2 MR. CLARK: He is apprised of nmany erudite |egal
3 | doctrines.
4 THE COURT: Secret's out now.
5 MR. CLARK: On the record even. So people can point
6 to the transcript. Al right. | think I've come down to 15
7 points; |I'm maki ng progress for Your Honor.
8 Let ne start with this. Look, the Legislature knows,
9 and this goes to the confusion point you were raising as well.
10 The Legi sl ature knows how to turn off the provisions of the
11 general election |aw as applied to constitutional referenda
12 being held under Article 14 when it wants to.
13 The evidence for that is the very provision that M.
14 Kobrin relied on so heavily in his opening brief which is
15 el ection law -- and again, it's captioned election |aw so |
16 don't think there's this rigid distinction between election |aw
17 and referenda because the concept of a referenda is cited in
18 this very provision.
19 It's Election Law 7-105(b)3. GCkay. And it says that
20 the Legislature can choose to wite the question itself. Ckay.
21 | And when it does that, right, it has to have sone inpact. W
22 certainly don't agree with M. Kobrin that it has the effect of
23 turning off 7-103, we don't think it turns off due process. W
24 don't think it lets the Legislature use Article 14 to do
25 anything it wants.
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1 But we do think that it shows that the Legislature is
2 consci ous of when they want to do something different with
3 referenda. And they did not turn off the other genera
4 | provisions of the election law. The provisions that set the
5 July 1st deadline and then the foll owon coment deadlines.
6 Those were not turned off. |If the Legislature had wanted to use
7 its Article 14 and other powers both due process and the purity
8 of the elections provision they would have said so. And they
9 didn't. And that actually I'd submit to Your Honor provides the
10 real answer to your question about the voters w th confusion.
11 The Legi sl ature has said when they want to do
12 | something in particular with referenda. It's just that the
13 Def endants don't |ike the answer because it neans that they blew
14 the July 1st deadline and that should be nade manifest in a
15 decl aratory judgnent and in an injunction against them
16 My next point since | raised the corments. | realized
17 that there's one point fromM. Kobrin's not last tine up at the
18 podi um but the time before that where he tried to argue that the
19 conment provisions that | pointed the Court to in seven --
20 public conment provisions that | pointed the Court to in 7-103
21 and that is 7-103 -- | ooks like around (c¢) -- around (c)(5) and
22 both romans (i), little roman at (i), little roman at (ii).
23 That that woul dn't serve any purpose in a situation where the
24 Legislature had witten the ballot question itself.
25 And we would reject that. No, what woul d happen --
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1 first of all, there's just a mandatory requirenent that it be
2 put out for public conment. What does that serve? Again, it
3 hel ps to supply through a statutory neans a guarantee of due
4 pr ocess.
5 And so it should be obeyed. There's no reason
6 especi ally when we know the Legi sl ature knows how to turn off
7 things related to referenda, it didn't turn off these provisions
8 about conments. And even if comments cone in, what woul d they
9 do? They wouldn't allow the Executive Branch, the State
10 El ection Board or the Secretary of State to rewite the question
11 that the Legislature had witten, that would be a violation of
12 t he separation of powers.
13 But what it would -- what it could do is it could
14 informthe 7-103(b) el enents of providing information to the
15 voter. In other words, voters say, oh, | learned through this
16 process, or |'ve been reading that this referendum nay do
17 something, I'mnot sure of it, you should clarify it. That
18 could lead to a fuller 7-103(b)(6) process.
19 So you can't say that the notice and comment
20 provi sions of 7-103 are enptied of all neani ng whenever the
21 Legi slature decides to wite the question itself. It can stil
22 serve a useful purpose, Your Honor. That's my -- that was ny
23 second point.
24 The third point is that, as you pointed out, there are
25 serious due process issues here. And | have not heard a
Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4839
CRC Salomon www.cr csalomon.com - info@cr csalomon.com Page: 121

E. 392



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

1 response by M. Kobrin to the fact that | quoted Stop Slots for

2 the fact that the highest court of this State took what's

3 occurring, you know, in ternms of statutory provisions as

4 | something that can informdue process.

5 As | pointed out -- and | haven't heard a response to

6 this, you can provide due process on a prophyl actic basis.

7 And this contrasts with, you know, M. Kobrin

8 essentially saying that the four-weeks' newspaper notice in

9| Article 14, he construes that not just as a floor but as a

10 ceiling. And we submit to you, Your Honor, there's no reason to
11 | construe it as ceiling.

12 It is entirely possible for the Legislature to use its
13 powers under Article 14, under the due process clause and to

14 guarantee the purity of elections for it to provide an extra

15 nmeasure of notice. And that just ensures that the voters have
16 nore protections. Wat could possibly be wong by that -- wong
17 fromthat?

18 There is no indication in Article 14 that it is sone
19 magi cal incantation of, as | was saying, expressio unius, that
20 it just occupies the field. And M. Kobrin doesn't even believe
21 it occupies the field, right?

22 He was telling you, well, you know, we tal ked about

23 El ection Law 9-207 in our declaration. Well, if his maximali st
24 theory of Article 14, that it provides all the rules, you don't
25 need to | ook anywhere el se were true then why woul d you need
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1 El ection Law 9-207, it would just be totally superseded. And

2 that's why | say that he's picking and choosi ng.

3 The things that he wants to enphasi ze and the things

4| that the AGs office wants to enphasize, they enphasize. But if

5| we point to something that's a bitter pill for themnanely the

6 deadlines in 7-103, oh mmgically those have all been turned off

7 sub silentio by 7-105 even though 7-105 is only about specinen

8 ballots or it's turned off by the nmaxinalist constitutiona

9 theory. And that is not correct.

10 Next point is on this topic of -- and I'lIl nerge it

11 together then with the point of are we tal ki ng about a

12 ref erendum case or are we tal king about an el ection |aw case?

13| And | think there's a little bit of semantics going on there

14 I think this is a case that's about both. Because in
15 order to have the machinery, the nechanismto put the ball ot

16 guestion in front of the voters, unless you were going to have a
17 m ni-election code rebuilt or, you know, built over and over

18 again every tine there was a referendum question under Article
19 14, instead the Legislature has decided to proceed efficiently.
20 They have an off-the-shel f nechani smthey' ve created
21| for conplying with the election laws that exist in the election
22 code. So they sinply wite cross references in -- again, they
23 know how to do this when they want to -- through the referendum
24 process. And so, you know, that idea causes M. Kobrin to admt
25 thi s inmportant concession.
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1 There's an interface between the Article 14 referendum

2 process and the election |l aws. Yeah, you know, at sone |evel |

3| say, you know -- not to be too colloquial, Your Honor, but
4 | hopefully you'll forgive me like kind of No, duh -- it has to.
5 In order to have the system work properly, you have to have sone

6 set of adm nistrable rules and those rul es have been set by the
7 Legislature in the el ection code.

8 And that also nmeans that sort of, you know, M.

9 Kobrin's attenpt to say like oh, they're mischaracterizing this
10 case, this is not an election |l aw case, this is just a

11 referendum case. It's just another way of stating their Article
12 14 maxinmalist position or their Article 14 myopic position

13 It's not correct.

14 It ignores other parts of the Maryland Constitution

15 that all have to be harnoni zed together and it ignores the fact
16 that there are two textual commtnents -- and | didn't hear any
17 response to this fromM. Kobrin either -- to the CGenera

18 | Assenbly in Article 14 itself.

19 | want to return to a point | made fromthis norning
20 because | think | have not heard a response to it again and it's
21 | very inportant.

22 VWhich is that the Dutton case provides that in a

23 pre-election challenge that the directives of the Legislature in
24 the general law, that they are mandatory. And | don't think

25 that Article 14 is specific enough to overcomne that concl usion
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1 by the State's highest court. | think that's binding. And
2 also think that it's contrary again to interpreting the entire
3 Constitution of the State on a structural basis.
4 | want to go in alittle bit deeper and | want to use
5 the Warfield case for this purpose. To Your Honor's point about
6 the fact that the voters are not being well inforned here.
7 So this is Warfield versus Vandi ver and | am | ooki ng
8 at the mpjority portion of the opinion on Page 544. And just to
9 be clear the dissent does not begin until several pages after
10 that. So I'mclearly not reading fromthe dissent.
11 Let me get up close and personal with this given ny
12 eyes at this point. So the Court says on 544:
13 "Hence of necessity the phrase nust nean precisely
14 that which is inplied and included in the equally
15 conpr ehensi ve provi sions of the general |aw unless it be
16 assunmed either that the General Assenbly purposely intended
17 to mislead and confuse the voters by inserting a clause in
18 conflict with the then existing general |aw or that the
19 General Assenbly obviously designed to repeal the then
20 exi sting general lawin this particular, and to substitute
21 a different provision in its stead.
22 "No middle or internediate attitude exists --"
23 And then the Court goes on a few sentences later to
24 say that in the view of the magjority there was obviously no
25 intent to repeal the general |aw here.
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1 So that's what -- it's clear that the general |aw can
2 provi de | egal provisions that are applicable to referenda. W
3 think that's a power explicitly granted in the two textual
4 | provisions | pointed you to in Article 14 and we think it's also
5 a power conferred by the tinme, place and nanner power the
6 Legi slature has, its due process power, its purity of elections
7 power. And this has been established for a very long tine.
8 This is a 1905 case fromthe then entitled highest court of
9 Mar yl and.
10 Now t he dissent is also inportant. Because the
11 dissent in Warfield, it didn't agree with the mgjority that
12 | there was not an attenpt to overturn the existing |aw
13 Instead it took the position that the existing | aw was
14 bei ng overturned and then it rejected that a referendum could
15 acconplish that. It thought that you would need to have, you
16 know, a true repeal or |aw that passed all of the procedures the
17 Constitution would require in Maryland for such a law. And
18 since it hadn't, that that, you know, that was inproper. Ckay.
19 | would subnit to you here, Your Honor, that we are in
20 the territory of the dissent because -- and there's a |ot that
21 the two opinions agree with each other about -- but we're in the
22 territory of the dissent because we have the non obstante
23 cl ause.
24 They knew they had a problem Their own | egislative
25 services told themthey had a problemand that's why they put a
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1 non obstante clause in. They specifically said we're going to

2 overturn the general |aw for the purposes of this particular

3 referendumin getting it before the people.

4 And that's what the dissent holds is invalid and

5 that's what we submt to you is also invalid.

6 W think that while the ngjority was able essentially
7 to say that question wasn't really presented on their facts back
8 in 1905, they are presented on these facts in 2026 because of

9 t he non obstante cl ause, because of the concession that they had
10 bl own the July 1st deadline on the floor froma senator and from
11 a del egate and because of the legislative history about the

12 | egi sl ative services departnent saying as nuch.

13 So that -- and then the dissent, if you |look at the

14 dissent it tal ks about this whole confusion issue. You're

15 saying if you have a situation where you're using a referendum
16 to overturn the general |aw, you're creating two different

17 processes that can easily confuse people.

18 You have a bespoke process that's kind of operating

19 supposedl y unnoored under Article -- you know, current Article
20 14 and you have the general |aw process. And, you know, the

21 | dissent thought that that's an inconpatible situation. You

22 should read the laws to avoid a situation |ike that.

23 That is the position we're taking here as well

24 That's why the non obstante cl ause cannot be used to

25 override the preexisting law. Instead as Dutton says, if you're
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1 in a pre-election area and a challenge is brought and there is a

2 provi sion of the Legislature that says X shall be done in

3 mandatory terns then it is nandatory and it rnust be given

4 mandat ory effect, Your Honor

5 The next point is at sone |evel -- you know, |'m going

6 to read it again just because | want to make sure of this, that

7 -- well, actually, oh no, here it is. No, | didn't bring it

8 with me. But in any event, I'll just remind you of it here.

9 Stop Slots says that the statutory schenme inforns due
10 process. And again there's nothing, there's nothing wong about
11 that, there's nothing remarkabl e about that.

12 "Il also point you to the fact that the -- there are

13 two provisions in the Maryland Constitution in the general -- in
14 the Declaration of Rights, Articles 19 and Article 24. And

15 those articles use the phrase "the law of the land.”" And this

16 al so neans that this debate at sone | evel about exactly what is

17 a requirement of due process, what is a requirenent of statutory
18 law only, what is a requirement of due process informed by a

19 statutory provision or inmproved by a statutory provision. At

20 | sone level it's semantic.

21 Because the provisions currently in 7-103 and the

22 deadlines it's set in 7-105, they are currently the law of the

23 | and of Maryland. And the people of Maryland, the citizens of

24 Maryl and and the Plaintiffs are entitled to the protection of

25 that unless and until it changes. And it is not validly
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1 changed. And the non obstante clause was a particularly clunsy

2 attenpt to try to change it.

3 And | actually -- | don't believe |I've heard M.
4 | Kobrin even try to defend the non obstante clause. |It's like he
5| just wants to pretend that the actual rationale was either the

6 Article 14 maxi malist position occupies the whole field, don't

7 need to | ook at anything el se or his argunment that 7-105 turns

8 off all the other provisions including 7-103 when the

9 Legi sl ature happens to wite the referendum question. And

10 that's al so not true.

11 THE COURT: You woul d agree though -- | think |I agree
12 -- that if the Legislature itself authors the anendnment, it does
13 not need to have the Secretary of State certify a substantially
14 simlar question by July 1st. Right? Because they have al ready
15 said what the question will be. They're not delegating the

16 aut horship of the question to anyone else, they're voting on it

17 in some sort of three-fifths way.

18 MR CLARK: No, Your Honor, | would not agree with

19 that respectfully. So I'mlooking at 7-103 (c)(1). It says,

20 "On or before July 1st inmmedi ately preceding a general election
21 the Secretary of State shall prepare and certify to the State

22 Board the information under subsection (b) of this section.”

23 The subsection (b) information is very inportant. It

24 provides very inportant information to the voters so that they

25 can be informed for voting day.
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1 We spent a lot of time tal king about (b)(6) because it
2 requires you to, quote, do a brief statement expl aining, quote,
3 | what the practical outcone of each voting choice would be.
4 There is no expl anati on whatsoever as to this
5 ref erendum of what the practical outcome of this would be. It's
6 all snoke and mirrors, it's clarifying, you have to understand
7 what the preexisting state law is, you have to understand what
8 Judge Battaglia's decision is in Szeliga. There's no
9 expl anation given to the voter about that.
10 And so the (c)(1) provision with the July date does
11 | serve a very useful function. It's not a function that's turned
12 | off by the fact that the Legislature chose to wite the
13 | question. It just neans that any provisions that could cause
14 potentially the -- a delegation to the Secretary of State or any
15 other state actors to try to rewite the question, it doesn't
16 have that power. That would violate the separation of powers.
17 But that provision of requiring the July 1st deadline
18 to be hit, that was not turned off by the Legislature. Whereas
19 if you do it by contrast and you | ook at 7-105(b)(3) that was
20 turned off. It tells you specifically now be attentive to the
21 fact that the Legislature has issued this particular referendum
22 And the other point | would say about it is that this
23 al so has a reference to referenda (c)(1). Look at the end of
24 (c)(1), the clause there. This applies essentially for al
25 statew de ballot questions and it's the conjunctive and al
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1 guestions relating to the enactnent of the General Assenbly
2| whichis -- well that's the one about petition to referendum
3 So I'msorry. | want to correct that and say it shows that the
4 | Legislature knows howto refer to referenda when it wants to.
5 But our key point for this purpose is that it says all
6 statewi de ballot questions. And this is a statew de ball ot
7 guestion and for that reason it is governed by July 1st and it's
8 irrel evant whether the Legislature wote the question or not for
9 pur poses of conmplying with the July 1st deadline and conplying
10 | with all of the six requirements of 7-103(b)(1) through (6).
11 Let's see. So M. Kobrin tries to argue that, you
12 know, all they had to do was to give 90-days' notice and he
13 admts a foot fault of well, they did 88 days, isn't that, you
14 know, kind of close enough for horseshoes and hand grenades?
15 And, you know, ny argunent there would be again Dutton
16 tells you that if atine period is set by the Legislature, if
17 there's a mandatory rule then it nust be obeyed. 1t's not
18 sonet hing where there's an indication that there's discretion in
19 how t hat shoul d be enforced. That's the approach that the
20 courts take if a challenge is brought post-referendum
21 In that kind of challenge you could nake the argunent
22 about horseshoes and hand grenades all the tinme and say, you
23 know, c'non, the people voted for this or they didn't vote for
24 this and, you know, 88 over 90, you know, whatever that
25 percentage is 95 percent or whatever, that's good enough. But
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1 that doesn't work when you're in a pre-election context.

2 M. Kobrin referred to the -- obliquely to the UGCCAVA
3 requirenment. There is a -- well, we think this supports us,

4 right. There is a requirenent to get the ballot question

5 solidified by, you know, sonething in advance of 45 days so that
6 you can send it out and conply w th UOCAVA to, you know, our

7 armed services nmenbers, for instance, that are currently abroad.
8 And so yeah, | nean there's an independent requirenent
9 there but we don't see that as ending any of our argunents.

10 It still doesn't explain why there's a declaration

11 | from Wagner that tells you that deadlines that M. Kobrin has
12 taken the nmaximalist position, the Legislature is free to turn
13| off using its Article 14 powers at will sonmehow vi ews ot her

14 deadl i nes as ones that absolutely must be conplied with because
15 they exist in statutory |aw

16 So here's the last thing | want to do, Your Honor

17 Just to make sure that | cover all of the points we nade in our
18 reply brief about the Article 14 issue because that's beconme so
19 important in the course of this argunent.
20 The first argument we nake on Page 11 of that reply
21 brief is that, you know, the argunent proves too much that M.
22 Kobrin is making. It would allow the entirety of election | aw
23 to be turned off. And that just can't be the law. And I'd
24 point out to you it especially cannot be the | aw when you're

25 tal king about a situation where the Legislature itself has
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1 decided that it will apply election |l aw provisions and tinmnelines
2 and ot her procedural requirements and ot her kinds of
3 requirements to constitutional referenda; and other tines it
4 | just, you know, it specifically says we're not going to apply
5| those.
6 And, you know, there's the fanobus canon -- Federa
7 Court, I"'msure there's a Maryland anal og but | don't know what
8 it is off the top of ny head so I'll refer to the Federa
9 version of it. The Russello case, the Russello canon. That
10 when, you know, Congress speaks by using disparate inclusion and
11 exclusion, that that is purposeful
12 And the sanme thing here. The Legislature deci ded when
13| witing the question would be relevant and when it would not be
14 rel evant, when it was relevant to apply sonething to referenda
15 and when it was not.
16 The second argurment we nmake at the top of Page 12 is
17 t he response on the entrenchnent. And | didn't hear any
18 particul ar response from M. Kobrin on the entrenchnent.
19 We are not trying to claimthat 7-103 and 7-105 are
20 built, hardwired into the Constitution now, they can be changed.
21 | W just argue that the non obstante clause cannot change them
22 now and that if -- and they couldn't have changed it in the
23 course of this session because of the Constitutional restriction
24 until the next June waiting period. And that it was not
25 denom nated as emergency legislation and it couldn't have fit
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1 into the emergency | egislation box because it's not a public

2 health and safety neasure to do anything about redistricting

3 And so entrenchnent is about the Legislature

4| dimnishing inits power and we don't think any of the

5 Legislature dimnished its power in any way. If it wants to in
6 the future repeal 7-103, repeal 7-105 as long as it's providing,
7 then you woul d go back to the constitutional -- you would have
8 to test what the constitutional minima is for due process but

9 they could do that if they wanted to. They just have to junp
10 through the right hoops. They did not junp through the right

11 hoops in August of this year, Your Honor.

12 The third argument is our references to Warfield v.

13 | Vandiver which | pointed out sone of themto you. And we tied
14 to that my point about the two textual references in Article 14;
15 the ones to the manner provided by |aw and the prescribing the
16 form by which the proposed anendnent is put forward.

17 So these textual points, provisions, in Article 14 are
18 totally contrary to the idea that Article 14 has no tie in to

19 general election |law that the Legislature mght use its powers

20 to get.
21 And we al so quoted fromthe Maryland Suprene Court in
22 -- well, Mryland Court of Appeals then in 1971 but the highest

23 court. CQuote:

24 "Fromtinme to tinme since 1896 at | east, the

25 Legi sl ature has by general |egislation prescribed to some
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1 extent the formin which a proposed constitutiona
2 amendnent is thereafter to be subnmitted to the voters.
3 This court seem ngly has regarded such a procedure as
4 acceptable and valid."
5 And then fromWarfield. This is on Page 100 of
6 Warfield in the Maryl and Reporter.
7 "Had Section 2 been wholly adnmitted or if it were now
8 stricken out, the code would supply all the details and
9 machi nery needed to place the amendnment on the offici al
10 ball ot at the next general election.”
11 It's clear, Your Honor, that that is referring to
12 general election |aw that was not passed as part of a referendum
13 process. So it again negates the State's theory.
14 And then our fourth argument was to point, again, to
15 Article 3 849, which is what confers the power on the
16 Legislature to regulate the time, place, and manner of
17 el ections. And again, we think referenda are -- they have sone
18 uni que aspects, but they're a formof election, Your Honor
19 There's no getting away fromthat. And clearly the Legislature
20 can use its tine, manner and place regul ations to regulate that.
21 Qur fifth point on Page 13 was to reject the idea, the
22 absol uti st construction of Article 14 that M. Kobrin has put
23 forward. And we expl ai ned one of the rationales for that was
24 that it could create serious voter confusion. And we cite --
25 let me start with Munroe v. Wells, saying that the order of the
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1 House of Del egates sitting in election contest could not be
2 i mpl emented as there was no statutory schene in effect under
3| which to hold the election
4 So you have to always have a set of machinery to
5| governit. And in the shadow and then the ensuing years after
6 Munroe that's what the Legislature has built in the election
7 code
8 The seventh point was to rely on Warfield and to cite
9 some of the same provisions | pointed you to in ternms of the
10 confusion created for the voters. |If you have an Article 14
11 bespoke process operating al ongside a general process that that
12 | creates too nmuch confusion for the voter and that's why the
13 di ssent rejected it. And the reason why that's relevant -- you
14 can't just dismss it because it's a dissent -- is that they
15 were the only ones who addressed the question of what happens if
16 an Article 14 headi ng (phonetic) of authority is used to
17 di spl ace the general provisions of the election |law. The
18 majority just thought that question wasn't presented so they
19 didn't need to reach it.
20 But | would, you know, submit to you that it does need
21 to be reached here for the reasons |'ve explained and for that
22 reason the dissent we think is what should be followed.
23 And then the | ast point from Pages 15 over to 16 of
24 our reply was to point out the contradiction in the Wagner
25 affidavit. Again that it is, you know, elevating some things
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1 that the State thinks nust be conplied with but then Counse

2 appears in court and says everything can be ignored under the
3 maxi mal authority of Article 14.

4 So does the Court have any questions? Oherwise |'m

5 happy to rest.

6 THE COURT: | don't think I have any questions.
7 MR, CLARK: Thank you, Your Honor
8 THE COURT: M. Kobrin, do you want take one nore shot

9 or are we done on your side as well?

10 MR KOBRIN: W' re done on ny side.

11 THE COURT: Ckay. Do you have any cl osing remarks

12 | you'd like to make, sir? O did you just do that?

13 MR CLARK: | think I just did that, Your Honor

14 THE COURT: kay. Well, Counsel, you've given ne a
15 lot to think about. And | hoped early today that | would be

16 able to rule fromthe Bench and put sonmething in witing a

17 l[ittle bit later. | don't feel that I'mquite prepared to rule
18 fromthe Bench so | will tell you that it will be my goal to

19 have a witten decision issued and filed by this tine tonorrow
20 | think that would give us enough tine given the trip down the
21 street that might need to take place. Does that sound right to
22 you, Counsel ?

23 MR KOBRIN. | would always counsel the sooner the

24 better. And | would ask for Your Honor's courtesy if that when

25| you issue that, that it be emailed to Counsel as a courtesy
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1 copy.
2 THE COURT: | think we can handl e that.
3 MR KOBRIN: Ckay.
4 THE COURT: | woul dn't expect anything |engthy.
5 MR KOBRIN: Ckay.
6 THE COURT: |'mleaving the lengthy to you guys. And
7 you nore than took care of it. There are a couple of things
8 that trouble ne about this case. |In particular when all of this
9 | aw- maki ng authority or at |east statutory | aw making authority,
10 rests in one branch of the government and that branch of the
11 | government wants to do sonething that its own laws that it's
12 enacted don't allow or don't nake easy to do, it can just say
13| well, you know, we won't follow those | aws.
14 And that doesn't seemright to nme because | know t hat
15 the Legislature, that branch of government that has that
16 authority, also has the ability to repeal |aws, amend | aws,
17 carve out exceptions in laws -- | guess that woul d be an
18 amendment. And it bothers me that the argunent that's put forth
19 is well, you know, if the statute is inconvenient, we'll just
20 fall back on the general law, the Constitution
21 I think the way we were taught at the begi nning of our
22 careers was that the statutes are presunmed to be and shoul d be
23 and must be constitutional. That means that they explain the
24 Constitution or they follow the Constitution and that they're
25 they don't limt or add to the Constitution but they hel p enact
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1 t he general principles of the Constitution.

2 By the way, these are the same people who want to set
3 the | aw aside who are constantly telling us how we're a nation

4 | of laws, not of men. W need to followthe law. W all need to
5 be, you know -- have this fidelity to the law. And then when

6 they want something they can't get in the ordinary way, they

7 want to toss the law out. Doesn't make a | ot of sense to ne.

8 | think I'Il leave ny remarks at that because | don't

9| want to do anything to cause anyone el se to have trouble.

10 MR KOBRIN:  Your Honor, may | make a request?
11 THE COURT: Sure.
12 MR KOBRIN:. If Your Honor is inclined and is ruling

13 | tonorrow to rule and issue injunctive relief renoving the ball ot
14 guestion fromthe general election ballot, would you consider
15 staying the operation of that judgnment pending any appeal ?

16 THE COURT: | think | would have to froma practica
17 st andpoi nt .

18 MR KOBRIN: Thank you, Your Honor

19 THE COURT: Because | know that the decision will be
20 made at 361 (Indiscernible) Boul evard.

21 MR KOBRIN: And so if Your Honor is inclined to do
22 that tonorrow in your order, just making clear that the

23 injunctive effect of any of the Court's order is stayed pending

24 any appeal

25 THE COURT: Al right. Got it, got it. Yep. | would
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1 | would agree to do that. Any special request from your side,
2 sir?
3 MR CLARK:  Your Honor, | understand that. [|'m not
4 going to keep everyone here |longer debating that. But if |
5 coul d, you know, reserve our rights at the at the Suprene Court
6 to argue potentially if there were a stay granted, that it
7 shoul dn't have been granted. Just to preserve our options.
8 THE COURT: Wit a minute, say that one nore tinme a
9 bit | ouder.
10 MR CLARK: What | -- okay. So I'll cone up to the
11 podiumjust to be sure. So what | said is |'mnot going to
12 resi st where, you know, you're saying that you mght grant a
13 | stay. And what | would like to do though is nake sure that |
14 can preserve ny ability to argue at the Maryl and Suprene Court
15 that a stay should not have been granted. So |I'mnot going to
16 argue it now, | just -- | just want to make sure that |'m not
17 surrendering it.
18 THE COURT: No, no. | think if I grant injunctive
19 relief tonorrow and stay that, you would have all of your
20 options available to you as would the Suprene Court when it
21 deci des whether I'mright or wong or -- of course, |'mright.
22 I haven't even nade that decision yet. So | will be right
23 tonorrow. Yeah, | --
24 MR, CLARK: Yeah. | just --
25 THE COURT: | think it preserves everything' s options.
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1 MR CLARK: Yes. Yes.

2 THE COURT: \Which is the point.

3 MR CLARK: That was the point. Yes.

4 THE COURT: Ckay.

5 MR, CLARK: Thank you

6 THE COURT: Al right. M. Kobrin, M. dark,

7 gentl emen who never got the spotlight on this side, it was nice
8 to spend the day with you. You were all very courteous to ne

9 and very collegial with each other and civil. And it's nice to
10 have the nental exercise. I1'mstill kind of nad at you for ne
11 making me read all this stuff while | was on vacation | ast week
12 but, you know, | asked for the job.

13 So |l will file something tomorrow. | will nmake sure
14 that the courtesy copy gets emailed to you. And | hope if

15 busi ness brings you this way again that you will stop in at

16 Courtroom 3-E. Al right.

17 UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKERS: Thank you, Your Honor.

18 THE COURT: Thank you, all. Have a wonderful day.

19 Everyone is excused.

20 (At 3:31 p.m, proceedi ngs concl uded.)

21
22
23
24

25
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1 CERTI FI CATE OF TRANSCRI BER
2 | hereby certify that the proceedings in the matter of
3 M chael Howell, et al., vs. Westley More, et al., Case No.
4 | G 02-CV-26-0001986, heard in the Grcuit Court for Anne Arundel
5 County, Maryland, on August 25, 2026, were recorded by neans of
6 digital audio.
7 | further certify that, to the best of my know edge and
8 belief, page nunmbers 1 through 141 constitute a conplete and
9 accurate transcript of the proceedings as transcribed by ne.
10 | further certify that | amneither a relative to nor an
11 enpl oyee of any attorney or party herein, and that | have no
12 interest in the outcone of this case.
13 In witness whereof, | have affixed my signature this 26th
14 day of August 2026.
16 Qd-/m hﬂ‘ﬂl,%
17 Kel si M Kani nski
18 Transcri ber
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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MICHAEL L. HOWELL, et al/,, IN THE
Plaintiffs, CIRCUIT COURT
V. | FOR
MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

ELECTIONS, et al., -
- CASE NO: C-02-CV-26-001986

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter came before the Court on August 25, 2026, for a motions
hearing before the Honorable Rbber‘t J. Thompson on the parties’ cross Motions
for Summary Judgment. The Plaintiffs were represented by Kyle Brosnan, Esq.,
Jeffrey Clark, Sr., Esq., Marshall Yates, Esq., Anthony Licata, Esq. and Samuel

Dewey, Esq., and Defendants were represented by Daniel Kobrin, Esq.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On May 12, 2026, Senate Bill 29 (“SB 29") was enacted into law upon the
approval of Governor Moore, and by its own terms became “effective June_ 1, |
2026." SB 29 amended EL § 7-103 to establish new content requirements for
statewide ballot questions, including: a brief title that describes the topic, goal or
outcome of the ballot question; a condensed statement describing the change in

policy to be adopted in plain and clear language that a voter can easily understand,
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that does not explain the legal mechanism for the policy change, and that does not
\ N .
contain legal jargon or use double neg_aiives \o'r the passive voice; and a brief

statement éxplaining what the practical outcome of each voting choice would be.!

SB 29 amended EL §§ 7-103 ahd 7-105 to establish and/or modify
réquirements goyerning certain deadlines relating to the preparation of the text of

v ballpt questions as well as the a\}ailabil'ity of ballot question text and relate‘d ‘
information to the public, priof toa general election, including the followihg: (a) the
!Secretary of State fnust preparé and certify the ‘required iﬁformation and content
of a statewide ballot question to thé_State Bqard of Eléctions by the July 1
immediafely preceding the general eléction; (b) the State Board of Elections must

make the required information and content submitted by the Secretary of State

available to the pl_Jblic for a 15-day comment period; and (c) the State Board of

Elections and local boards must make widely accessible to the public, for at least
‘90 da))s before a general election, (1) the complete text of a proposed amendment
to the Maryland Constitution that will be a ballot question at the election and (2) a

link to the General Assembly webpage for the legislation.2

EL § 7-105(b), as readopted by SB 29, requires that local boards provide

- notice ofl'any statewide ballot question on a prdposed amendment to the Maryland

Constitution to the voters of their respective counties, which must' contain the

1 Md. Code Ann., Election Law (“EL”) § 7-103(b).
2 EL §§ 7-103(c)(1), (5), 7-105(e)}{1)~(2).
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information required in EL § 7-103(b), “and a brief statement, prepared in clear and
concise language, devoid of technical and legal terms to the extent practical,

summarizing the question.”

On July 17, 2026,' Governor Moore issued-a prc;clamation convening the
General Assembly in an Extraordinary Session “[c]ofnmencing August 3, 2026,” for
the stated purpose of “passing législation to amend the State constitution to c‘lérify
and reaffirm that the provisions which govern the requirements of our Sta_te '

legislative districts do not apply to Maryland’s congressional districts.™

Houée Bill 2100 (“HB 21007) waé introduced in the House on August 3,
2026, more than a month after the July 1, 2026 certiﬁéation deadline established
by SB 29 had already passed. Section 1 of HB 2100 modifies Article IIl, § 4 of the
Maryland Constitution to confine the compact, contiguous, and equal-population -
'districting requirements to legislative districts; adds a new Article Ill, § 62(a)
authorizing fhe General Assémbly to graht the Supreme Court of Maryland original '
| jurisdiction to review the State’s conbgressional districting plan; and adds a new
~ Article Ill', § 62(b) providing that no prgvision of the Maryland Constitution, invcluding
the Decla;ation of Rights, supplies applicable criteria for cbngressiénal district

boundaries.? -

3 EL § 7-105(b)(1).
: “Pls.’ Ex. B.
3Pls. Ex. C. -
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HB 2100 passed both chambers of the Genegal(Assembly on August 4,
2026. By August 14, 2026, the State Board of Elections website displayed -
statewide ballot Question 3 — which was the question_ proposed in HB2100 — for

' the public to review ahead of the eIeciion. Statewide ballot Question 3, as set out

in the reads:

“Election Districts

The proposed Constitutional Amendment - clarifies that certain
standards in the Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect
members of the General Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to
grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of Maryland to review the
congressional districting plan. of the State; and requires the criteria for

' boundaries of congressional districts to be' determined by applicable
federal laws. ‘ :

' (AmendinQArticle 11l of the Maryland Constitution)”

and does not include an explanation of a vote “for” or “against” the Constitutional

- Amendment.®

Plaintiffs timely filed this action on August 6, 2026. Plaintiffs bring suit to
enjoin the inclusion of the ballot question pbsed /by HB2100 on the November 3,
2026, ballot, claiming that the Defendants failed to comply with the timihg

requir_ementé they passed earlier this year with.SB29.

*STANDARD OF REVIEW

6 See https:_//elections.maryland.gov/elections/zoz6/bal|dt guestions.html (where full text is pos\ted for
voters). -

4
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" resolution will affect the case’s outcome.” Summary judgment cannot properly -

Pursuant to Mar_yland Rule 2-501 (e), a court shall grant- a motion for
summary judgment when.(1) there is no dispute as to any material fac;t and (2) the
moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. A fact is material if |ts
disbose of “[e]videntiary matters, credibility issues, and material facts which afe in
dispute.™ Thé moviﬁg party bears the burden of proof to demonétrate the absence -
of a genuine dispute és‘ to any material fact.® The court must construe the facts, as
well as any reasonable inférénces that méy be drawn from them, in the light most

favorable to the non-moving party.1°

When a suit ié filed under Election Law 12-202, the Plaintiff must

prove four elements to prevail as a matter of law:
1. The absence'of any other adequate remedy in the Elecﬁon Law Article;
2. An act or omission related to an election;

3. That the act or omission is unlawful according to a “law applicable to the

elections process”; and

7 See King v. Bankerd, 303 Md. 98, 111 (1985).
8 Frederick Rd. Ltd. P’ship v. Brown & Sturm, 360 Md. 76, 93, (2000).
9 See Md. Rule 2-501. . ’ '
10 see Todd v. Mass Transit Admin., 373 Md. 149, 155 (2003).
5
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4. That the act or omission “may change or has changed the Qutcome" ‘o'f the

election at issue."

DISCUSSION |

'In the United Stateé, a State Constitution or the Constitution of the United
States serves fo limit énd déﬁne the powers of a government generally, and the
powers of departnnents of the gn\)ernment specificé!ly. Cdnstitutions ‘,also'
general.ly Adeﬁne_, albeit' not exhaustively, the _invioléble rights 01'c citizens‘ .(the _
pe'oplé)',as égainst the government.12 As such, there is a presurnption'that'laws or.
stntutes enacted by a constitutionally ~established legislative department (in the
case of the Staté of Maryland, ‘the General Assembly) comport with’ the
Constitution that creates said ‘legislature: ‘an‘d emnowers the legislature to enact

laws. Under this framework, laws passed by the Maryland General Assembly are.

- understood to clarify, explain, implement, ‘enact, enable, or promdte those

Constitutional powers.

. Maryland’s Constitution, Declaration of Rights, at Article VI, declares in pért

_“that all persons invested with the Legislative or Executive powers of Government

are the Trustees of the Public, and, as such, accountable for their conduct : .

articulating. the general principle that the legislature is bound-by the Constitution

11 Syessman v. Lamone, 383 Md. 697, 714 (2004).

12 5ee, e.g. The Bill of Rights and The Maryland Declaration of Rights
. - 6
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and the laws it enacts. The General Assembly of Maryland, working within thé
confines of the Maryland Constitution, has enacted certain laws which cover the
ﬁeans, mode, and method of pfoposing ballot r.eferendaifor the purpoéeé of
- amending the very Conétifution under whi‘ch lt operates.!3 With this understanding,
the Iegislature‘ itself must follow the méaﬁs and methods those Iawé describe when

it chooses to refer a ballot question to a vote by the citizens at a general election.

Here, the State argues on behalf of tﬁe Iegislature that the iaws ‘(_SBZQ) it
* has passed pursuant to that CQnstitut'ionallauthority do not.apply to :it, bebause in
this case, the legislature itself Wrote tﬁe ballot question rather than delegating thé
authorship to the Secretary of State. Further the State érgués'that the Maryland
C,onstitutién imposes no pefiod of exclusion upon the legislature’s ability to

propose constitutional amendments.

While the court is persuaded that fhe constitution does nqt i'r'n‘po.se a period
of exclusion on the Iegisla”gure’s ability to propose .constitﬁtionall amendments, from
a practical -standpoinf, thé calendar will. The court also finds that"nt’he legislature
has passed laws to codify the ordinary proceés and procedure for submitting
‘proposed Constitutio)n amendments-to.the"people and 'that_procedure defines the

~ordinary due process (notice) when'thAe people are ésked to weigh in on somethihg

as important as modifying the state’s coriétitution.

13'5eg, e.g. Md Code Ann. EL §§ 7-101-105
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Because the legislature did not follow the\very laws it enacted, the court’

finds the enactment of HB2100 to be legally deficient.

Even if the Ieglslatures readlng of the constltutlon is correct and they are
exempted from following the laws they i impose on all other Marylanders the court
ﬁnds the ballot question .ltself to be deficient. Currently posted

on https://elections.maryland. gov/etectlons/2026/ballot guestlons html, the ballot

‘,questlon reads as follows:
The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain -
standards in the Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to
elect members of the General Assembly; authorizes the General
“Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme Court of
Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and

requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be
determined by appllcable federal laws.

C

The court finds the thed of the worti “clarifies” is ‘mi‘sleadi_ng. The argument
" advanced by the state is that. prior to this lchrt’s decision' in Szeliga v.

Lamone* (Battaglia, J), the common understanding was that the Maryland
. Constitution’s requirements for Iegislatit/e districts applied only to state legislative
. districts and not to congressmnal dlstrlcts There is nothlng in the record to suggest
that was ever a common understanding. The rullng of the court was that the same

rules apply to Ieglslatlve districts and congressmnal districts.'s The status quo in

14 See Kathryn Szeliga, et al. v. Linda Lamone, et al,, C-02-CV-21- 001816
15 Id
8,
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Maryland is that the iegislative districting requirements in the state Constitution A
applies to both state and federal legislative districts. As such, the word “clarifies”.
is intentionally misleading, and this should disqualify the ballot question as

currently written.

Additionally, the question itself is defective because not only does it
ostensibly intend to “clarify” the application of compactness requireme_nts, but it
aiso seeks to confer original jurisdiction over congressional redistricting céses to
the Supreme Court of Maryland. The Maryland constitution requires that a referred
. question be on a single issue only. Whiiethis court concludes it would be ideal for -
the Supreme Court of Maryland tobhave original jurisdiction in those cases, that is
a 'separat‘e issue frorn whether the Constitution’s ,comj)actness requirements apply

to state or federal, or state and federal legislative districts.

The court finds that the prQCes's used by the General Assemt:ly to propose |

ballot Question 3 was deficient. Further, in the General Assembly’s ’rush to pass
“the measure in a hastily called special session, the presumptione and thus the
. wording of the question itself are deficient. The court has no choice but to enjoin
| tne board of elections from including ballot Question 3 on the general election
baliot for the November 3, 2026. To preserve the state’s abiiity to pre's_ent a ballot,
the court will stay the injunction pending an immediate eppeal to the Supreme

"Court of Maryland.
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Respectfully,

DATED: 8/26/2026

Copies:
Court File

- All Counsel

@/@%4_

Robert J. Thompson, Judge
Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County
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MICHAEL L. HOWELL, et al., IN THE

Plaintiffs, » CIRCUIT COURT
V. FOR
"MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF | ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
ELECTIONS, et al,

. CASE NO: C-02-CV-26-001986
Defendants. ‘

ORDER
For the reasons set forth in the accompanying MEMORANDUM OPINION,

02t
it is this Zé 7#;4 Auﬁ_«y%- by the Circuit Court for Anne Arundel

County, hereby:

ORDERED, that the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgment is
GRANTED; and it is further |

ORDERED, that the Defendanté’ Motion for Summary Judgment is |
DENIED; and it is further

ORDERED, that the State Board of Elections is ENJOINED from including
statewide ballot Question 3 on the November 3, 2026, ballot; and it is further

ORDERED, that the execution of this injunction is STAYED pending an

appeal of this ruling to the Supreme Court of Maryland.

bj@ﬁ—/@#’“

Robert J. Thompson, Judge
Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County

SO ORDERED.
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LINDSAY WHEATLEY, et al. ® IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
Plaintiffs ®
FOR DORCHESTER COUNTY
Y. %
* STATE OF MARYLAND
MARYLAND STATE BOARD
OF ELECTIONS, et al. *
Case No.: C-09-CV-26-000285
Defendants * '
* * * % * & % £ * * * * * *

OPINION AND ORDER OF COURT

A hearing was held on August 27, 2026, in the Circuit Court for Dorchester County,
Maryland to consider the parties’ cross Motions for Summary Jﬁdgmcnt. The Plaintiffs were
represented by Strider Dickson, Esq. and Victoria Brohawn, Esq., and Defendants were
represented by Daniel Kobrin, Esq.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

On July 17,2026, Governor Moore issued a proclamation convening the Maryland General
Assembly in an Extraordinary Session commencing August 3, 2026, for the stated purpose of
“passing legislation to amend the State constitution to clarify and reaffirm that the provisions
which govern the requirements of our State legislative districts do not apply to Maryland’s
congressional districts.” Pl. Ex. A, Executive Order 01.01.2026.14. House Bill 2100 (hereinafier
“HB 2100”) was introduced in the House on August 3, 2026, for the purpose of altering Article
III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution such that only General Assembly districts are required to
consist of adjoining territory, be compact in form, be of substantially equal population, and with
due regard to natural boundaries and political subdivisions. The Bill also added Article III, §§

62(a) and 62(b} which provide that the Maryland General Assembly may grant the Supreme Court
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of Maryland original jurisdiction to review the State’s congressional districting plans and that no
provision of the Maryland Constitution applies to the State’s congressional districting. HB 2100
stated the question used on the ballot shall appear as follows:

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the

Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General

Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the

Supreme Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the

State; and requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional district to be

determined by applicable federal laws.
Though HB 2100’s original language preceding the proposed ballot question language included
that, “[a]t that general election, a question substantially similar to the following shall be submitted
to the qualified voters of the State,” that language was stricken by amendment in the House and
replaced with, “[n]otwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election, the following
question shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State.” PL. Ex. C, House Bill 2100, Section
3(@)(2).

HB 2100 passed both chambers of the General Aésembly on August 4, 2026, and Governor
Moore signed the Bill into law on August 5, 2026. On August 7, 2026, the State Board of Elections
posted the full text of the proposed amendment on its website, labelled as “Question 3,” for the
November 2026 general election.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs timely filed this Petition for Review under Md. Code Ann., Election Law § 12-
202 and Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief on August 10, 2026. In the
Petition/Complaint, Plaintiffs ask the Court to enjoin the inclusion of the ballot question posed by
HB 2100 on the November 3, 2026, ballot, asserting that Defendants failed to comply with

constitutional and statutory requirements for the content and notice of a ballot question for a

proposed constitutional amendment, and violated the constitutional mandate that the proposed
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amendment present a single subject matter for voters’ consideration. Plaintiffs raise three issues
in the Complaint: Violation of Maryland’s Constitution and Declaration of Rights (Count I),
Violation of Election Law Article (Count II), and Violation of Maryland’s Single-Subject
Requirement under Article XIV, § 1 (Count III). Defendants filed a Motion for Summary Judgment
on August 21, 2026, claiming that Plaintiffs cannot prevail on any of the counts alleged in the
Complaint as the Maryland General Assembly is not bound by the provisions of Election Law
Article §§ 7-103 and 7-105 of the Annotated Code of Maryland (hereinafter “EL § 7-103/7-105")
when the legislature opts to draft its own ballot question and because the contents of the proposed
amendment concern a single subject: state and federal districting plans. On August 26, 2027,
Plaintiffs filed a cross Motion for Summary Judgment, alleging that they are entitled to judgment
in their favor as a matter of law. Both Motions for Summary Judgment are now properly before
the Court for consideration.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

To prevail in a suit filed under Election Law § 12-202 of the Annotated Code of Maryland,
a plaintiff must prove by clear and convincing evidence: (1) the absence of any other adequate
remedy in the Election Law Article, (2) an act or omission related to an election, (3) that the act or
omission is unlawful according to a “law applicable to the elections process,” and (4) that the act
or omission “may change or has changed the outcome” of the clection at issue.

Following a motion for summary judgment pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-501, granting the
motion in favor of the moving party is appropriate if (1) there is no genuine dispute as to any
material fact and (2) the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of lJaw. For the purpose
of summary judgment, a material fact is one where “the resolution of which will somehow affect

the outcome of the case.” Lowman v. Consolidated Rail Corp., 68 Md. App. 64, 69 (1986). In
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order to succeed on a motion for summary judgment, the moving party, through affidavits or other
sworn statements of fact based on personal knowledge, bears the burden to demonstrate that no
material fact is actually disputed. See Sterling v. Johns Hopkins Hosp., 145 Md. App. 161, 168
(2002).
DISCUSSION

The parties agree that the case is ripe for ruling on the cross Motions for Summary
Judgment as there is no dispute of material facts and the prevailing party is entitled to judgmént as
a matter of law. Plaintiffs’ Petition for Review Under Md. Code Ann., Election Law § 12-202 and
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief raised three counts: (1) Violation of Maryland’s
Constitution and Declaration of Rights, (2) Violation of Election Law Article Sections 7-103 and
7-105, and (3) Violation of Maryland’s Single-Subject Requirement.

1. VIOLATION OF MARYLAND’S CONSTITUTION AND DECLARATION OF
RIGHTS

Plaintiffs contend that HB 2100’s language violates the Maryland Constitution and
Declaration of Rights specifically that HB2100’s proposed ballot question does not provide
adequate notice to voters because the ballot question is misleading and confusing so that an average
voter would not be able to make an intelligent choice. The proposed ballot question from HB 2100
states:

The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the

Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General

Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the

Supreme Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the

State; and requires the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be

determined by applicable federal laws.

Plaintiffs allege that the words “clarifies” and “certain standards™ are misleading and

provide an incomplete description of HB 2100°s effects. Plaintiffs and Defendants dispute whether
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the state of the law in Maryland as it relates to the application of Maryland Constitutional standards
to congressional districts needs to be clarified. Plaintiffs contend that the law is clear that
Maryland Constitutional standards apply to districting plans at the State and Federal level. See,
Szeliga, et al. v, Lamone, et al., C-02-CV-21-1816, Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County.
Defendants state that the Szeliga case is not binding precedent, there are two federal district court
cases that take the opposite position, and the issue has not been resolved by a Maryland appellate
court. Plaintiffs also assert that the term “certain standards™ is not acceptable because the question
does not get rid of certain standards and leave some standards remaining, instead it removes all
standards in the Maryland Constitution from applying to congressional districting plans. Plaintiffs
also contend that the General Assembly’s failure to follow requirements under the Election Law
Article provides insufficient notice to voters. Specifically, Plaintiffs state that the General
Assembly’s failure to comply with the Election Law Article’s timing provisions and opportunity
for public comment have infringed on voters’ constitutional rights to due process and adequate
notice. Plaintiffs additionally claim that the ballot question is misleading because it fails to compty
with EL § 7-103(b)(6) which requires a question to provide “a brief statement explaining what the
practical outcome of each voting choice would be.” Plaintiffs point to the other proposed ballot
questions for November 3, 2026, Pl. Ex. E to P1. Pet./Compl., all of which provide an explanation
of the outcome of a vote for either option. Only the question proposed by the General Assembly
related to redistricting fails to provide an explanation.

Defendants’ position is that the language of the ballot question is sufficient for a voter to
make a reasonable choice, the language used is not misleading, and the Court should be deferential
to the language proposed by the General Assembly. Defendants also contend that the state of the

law on the application of Article III, § 4 is not clear, so the word “clarifies” is accurate and not
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misleading. Further, Defendants assert that if the first clanse is read in conjunction with the last
clause, it is clear that all standards in the Maryland Constitution would not apply to congressional
districts, such that the phrase “certain standards” is not misleading or confusing to voters.

The Court finds that the language used in Question 3, as well as the General Assembly’s
failure to comply with the provisions of the Election Law Article, fail to provide adequate notice
to voters as required by the Maryland Constitution and the Declaration of Rights.v Further, the
language is misleading and does not provide voters with adequate information or an explanation
for an informed vote. While the decision in Szeliga has not been addressed by the appellate courts
in Maryland, it does not appear that there was confusion as to the law. In the Preamble to House
Bill 2100, the General Assembly stated that Szeliga “held that Article III, § 4 districting standards
apply to congressional districts,” The next section of the Preamble states that, “This amendment
clarifies the long-standing understanding and case law that Article III, § 4 governs only General
Assembly districting plans, not congressional plans.” This statement is in direct conflict with the
prior statement. There is no long-term understanding or case that provides for the standards under
Article ITI, § 4 not to be applicable to congressional districts. The only case cited held the opposite.
See Szeliga. The term “clarifies” is misleading in the ballot question as there is no confusion that
needed to be clarified. The Court also finds that the term “certain standards” is misleading and
confusing to a voter. The practical effect of HB 2100 is to remove all Maryland Constitutional
standards and protections from congressional districting plans. That is not clear from the ballot
question. Defendants argue that the voter has to read the first clause with the third clause to
interpret the overall effect on congressional districting plans. It should not be this confusing for a

voter.
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Even if the Court was satisfied that the terminology used was not misleading, the
complexity of the terminology, along with the General Assembly’s failure to abide by time
constraints to provide notice, to provide time for public comment, and significantly to provide a
brief statement explaining the practical outcome of each voting choice—which could have helped
to clarify the effect of the question—cumulatively undermine the Court’s confidence that the ballot
question and the procedure employed by the General Assembly adequately apprised voters of the
amendment and its function. The Court finds that the ballot language and the General Assembly’s
failure to abide by the Election Law Article has resulted in voters not being provided witﬁ adequate
notice of the purpose and effect of the ballot question so that they can make an informed vote.

2. VIOLATION OF ELECTION LAW ARTICLE SECTIONS 7-103 AND 7-105

Plaintiffs contend under Count II of the Petition/Complaint that the General Assembly, due
to the timing of the special session on August 3rd and 4th, 2026, and the wording of the ballot
question, has violated multiple provisions of EL §§ 7-103 and 7-105. The General Assembly has
passed a series of laws which cover the process of proposing a ballot question to amend the
Maryland Constitution. These laws have been amended multiple times including amendments that
took effect June 1, 2026, under Senate Bill 29, which among other requirements provided for
specific timelines for ballot questions, some of which timelines the General Assembly did not
abide by with the question at issue in this case. Defendants contend that it has not violated these
laws because a ballot question drafted by the General Assembly pursuant to Article XIV of the
Maryland Constitution is not subject to the same laws that the General Assembly passed to be
applicable to ballot questions drafted by other governmental entities. Defendants argue that the

process and time restrictions in EL §§ 7-103 and 7-105 do not apply to a ballot question when it is
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drafted by the General Assembly, the question language is contained in the enactment, and the
enactment clearly specifies that the exact language included is to be used on the ballot.

Defendants do not cite to any authority for its position but instead state that it is implicit
that the General Assembly’s constitutional authority under Article XIV cannot be limited by law.,
In other words, that the General Assembly does not have the authority to enact laws that limit its
own constitutional authority. The Court is not convinced that the laws are a limitation of its
constitutional authority. Title 7 of the Election Law Article provides numerous affirmative
statements to evidence the General Assembly’s intent that Title 7 applies to all ballot questions.
Section 7-101 of the Election Article states that, “This title applies to the following types of ballot
questions: . . . (ii) an amendment pursuant to Article XIV of the Maryland Constitution. . . . (6) a
question referred to the voters pursuant to an enactment of the General Assembly.” Section 7-101
also includes a catch all that the title applies to “(10) any other question that will be voted on in an
election conducted pursuant to this article.” Defendants contend that EL § 7-103(c)(1) does not
apply because the General Assembly did not delegate the drafting of the ballot question to the
Secretary of State, but that section states that, “the Secretary of State shall prepare and certify to
the State Board the information required under subsection (b) of this section, for all statewide
ballot questions.” The section states that it applies to all statewide ballot questions and does not
have an exclusion for a ballot question drafted by the General Assembly pursuant to Article XIV
of the Constitution. EL § 7-103(b) additicnally requires each question that appears on the ballot to
contain certain information.

The provisions of Title 7 of the Election Law Article provide a statutory scheme to provide
due process for a proposed Amendment to the Maryland Constitution to be placed on the ballot.

Defendants now argue that scheme does not apply to the General Assembly by a simple decision
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to draft the text of the ballot question itself, rather than delegating that task, by putting the text in
the enactment, and having the enactment state that the selected ballot question language is to be
used on the ballot, EL § 7-105(b)(3). In this case, this would excuse the General Assembly from
violating EL § 7-103(c)(1) (that on or before July 1 the Secretary of State shall prepare and certify
to the State Board the information in subsection (b) for all statewide ballot questions), § 7-105(b)
(that the notice required under this section would be prepared and submitted to the State Board of
Elections on or before August 3), § 7-105(e) (the State Board has to post the notice required on or
before August 5), and § 7-103(c)(5) (the Staté Board shall make the information submitted
available to the public for a 15-day comment period). As it relates to the ballot question in this
case, the State did not even attempt to comply with the 15-day comment period for the public.
The General Assembly passed election laws to provide a statutory process for the placing
of Constitutional amendment questions on the ballot, not as a mechanism to limit the General
Assembly’s constitutional power pursuant to Article XIV to propose amendments to the
Constitution. The laws establish process and procedure to guarantee the due process of placing
proposed Constitutional amendments on the ballot. The General Assembly should not be able to
opt out of its own statutory process, some of which process was just enacted aﬁd effective June 1,
2026. HB 2100 itself evidences that the General Assembly knew it had a compliance problem
with its election laws as HB 2100 states in section 3(b)(2) just before the ballot question that,
“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election, the following question shall
be submitted to the qualified voters of the State.” The General Assembly attempted to opt out of
its own laws by stating that the question shall be submitted to the voters with no regard for any
other provision of law. The General Assembly failed to abide by the laws it had enacted as recently

as this year. The laws are not a limitation to the General Assembly’s constitutional authority but
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are an enacted process for the exercise of that authority. Due to this failure, the Court finds that
Question 3 as proposed by House Bill 2100 is unlawful and will not be placed on the ballot.
3. VIOLATION OF MARYLAND’S SINGLE-SUBJECT REQUIREMENT

Plaintiffs allege under Count III of the Complaint that HB 2100 as drafted and passed by
the General Assembly to be voted on by eligible voters violates Article XIV, § 1 of the Constitution
which requires constitutional amendments to concern a single subject. They argue that the three
elements of the proposed amendment—that criteria provided by the Maryland Constitution only
apply to General Assembly districts, that the General Assembly is authorized to grant the Supreme
Court of Maryland original jurisdiction over congressional district plan review, and that no
provision of the Maryland Constitution shall apply to congressional districts, rather federal
standards are applicable—serve distinct, disjointed purposes. Defendants in their opposition assert
that all three changes to be performed by the amendment if passed fit neatly under the subject of
state districting.

The single-subject requirement of Article XIV, § 1 does not prohibit a proposed
amendment from providing for multiple constitution changes. Rather, such a multiple-purpose
amendment must ensure that each change included involves “interlocking concepts™ that are “so
functionally interrelated as to present a single subject.” Andrews v. Governor of Maryland, 294
Md. 285,300 (1982). Defendants correctly argue that the General Assembly’s authority to propose
constitutional amendments enjoys wide discretion, however, it is not unlimited discretion.
Although Defendants assert that no Maryland court “has ever detected such a clear violation,” Def.
Mem. Supp. Summ. J. 41., this does not bar the Court from ever finding such a violation. Plaintiffs
direct the Court to several cases from other States where the courts found a violation of their States’

single-subject requirement. As the Supreme Court of Maryland stated, “We cannot assume that
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the Legislature would propose an amendment, which might contain matters obviously not related,
but if it did, then the Courts would have the power to pass upon the proposal and to determine
whether or not Article XIV had been followed.” Hillman v. Stockett, 183 Md. 641, 653 (1944),
The Court finds that the three clauses in the ballot question are not interlocking concepts
that are so functionally related to present a single subject. Specifically, the Court does not agree
that the question of whether the voters want to authorize the General Assembly to grant original
jurisdiction to the Supreme Court is an interlocking concept with whether certain standards in the
Maryland Constitution apply to congressional districts and State districts or only to State districts
and that only federal law applies to congressional districts. A voter may want to cast a different
vote on whether the voter wants Maryland Constitution standards to apply only to districts for
members of the General Assembly and for only federal law to apply to congressional districting
plans versus authorizing the General Assembly to grant jurisdiction to the Supreme Court. A vote
for or against authorizing the General Assembly to grant jurisdiction to the Supreme Court would
not create confusion as to an opposite vote on the other clauses, The Court finds that the text of
the proposed ballot question violates the single subject clause of Article XIV of the Maryland

Constitution.

ORDER
WHEREAS, the Court finds that Plaintiffs have proven by clear and convincing evidence
that there is an absence of any other adequate remedy in the Election Law Article, the act at issue
is related to an election, that the act is unlawful according to a law applicable to the election

process, and that the act may change the outcome of the election at issue; and
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WRIERIEAS, the Court finds that, pursuant to Section 12-202 of the Election Law Article

;

ode of Mearylend, Plaintiffs are entitled to judicial relief; and

9
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WHIERIEAS, the Court finds that there is ne dispute as to eny material fact; and

Gldy

WHIERIEAS, the Court finds thet Plaintiffs ere entitled to judgment as a metter of law

) Count of the Compleint.
THEREFORE, in consideration of the pleadings filed, arguments made by the parties at

ey

the reasons stated in the attached Opinion, it is this

on. August 27, 2026, and @

28® day of August, 2026, by the Cireuit Coust for Dorel County, State of Mearylend, k

(’

ORDEREID, that Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summery Judgment is GRANTED; and it is
ORIDERIEID, that Defendants® Motion for Summeary Judgment is IDIENIEID; and it is further

ORDERED, thet the State Board of Elections is ENJOINED from including statewide

ballot Question 3 on the November 3, 2026, ballot; and it is further

ORIDERED, that the execution of this injunction is STAYIED pending an appeal of this

ruling to the Supreme Court of Maryland.
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