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Case Detail

Case Information
Court System: Circuit Court For Anne Arundel County - Civil
Location: Anne Arundel Circuit Court
Case Number: C-02-CV-26-001986
Case Title: Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al.
Case Type: Election Law
Filing Date: 08/06/2026
Case Status: Reopened

Other Reference Numbers
Case Appealed: SCM-REG-0021-2026

Involved Parties Information

Defendant

Name: Maryland State Board of Elections

Go Back Now

Maryland Judiciary Case Search & Record PortalDaniel Kobrin

E. 1 

https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch
https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch
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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

E. 2 
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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

E. 3 
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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

E. 4 
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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

E. 5 
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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

E. 6 
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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

E. 7 
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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

E. 8 



8/27/26, 3:59 PMCase Portal 1.1

Page 9 of 26https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseId=c02cv26001986

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

Docket Entries

File Date: 08/06/2026
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 / Petition
Comment: Complaint for Declaratory Injunctive Relief

Event Type Event Date Event Time Judge Court Location

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

DOCUMENT

E. 9 
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File Date: 08/07/2026
Docket Entry Name: Stricken Filing
Comment: Motion to Seal Plaintiff Michael Howell's Address Envelope #

27708782

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

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;
Docket Entry Name: Motion/Petition to Seal
Comment: Motion to Seal Address

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 10 
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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

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

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENTS

E. 11 
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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)

File Date: 08/11/2026
Docket Entry Name: Notice of Deficiency - Rule 20-203(d)
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

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 12 



8/27/26, 3:59 PMCase Portal 1.1

Page 13 of 26https://casesearch.courts.state.md.us/casesearch/case-detail-page?caseId=c02cv26001986

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)

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)

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 13 
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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.

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 14 
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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

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 15 
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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

File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Order
Comment: Order re Special Admissions (E-Served to Atty Dewey and Atty

Korbrin).

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 16 
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File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit A to MSJ-Affidavit of Melissa Dorsey

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 17 
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File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit O-Summaries by Department of Legislative Services.

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.

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 18 
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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 c 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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

E. 19 
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File Date: 08/17/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit H to Affidavit of Marshall Yates

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT
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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

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

File Date: 08/21/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
Comment: Exhibit C-Affidavit of David Morgan

File Date: 08/21/2026
Docket Entry Name: Supporting Exhibit
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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

NOTICE: For existing Odyssey Portal users, before your first login here, please watch
the video titled - "Training Video for New Maryland Judiciary Case Search & Record
Portal" at E-filing - Attorneys | Maryland Courts.
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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

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

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

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT
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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.)

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.)

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.)

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT
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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)

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

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.

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

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT

DOCUMENT
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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

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

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.

DOCUMENTS

DOCUMENT

E. 25 



 

 

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   * 

      Case No. ____________________ 
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,  * 
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Docket: 8/6/2026 7:45 PM; Submission: 8/6/2026 7:45 PM
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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. A justiciable 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 Peña-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, Peña-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-eee1773), EEE Committee Session, 

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

bGXr1eYjU. 

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 
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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.  
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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 

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 

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).   
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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: 

. . . (ii) 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=v0CH86uQ5uE.  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—let 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: 

[C]larifying 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. Article 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, III & IV. 

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

relief requested herein. 

COUNT II 
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 III   
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.”  
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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 1st 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=VSLfY1Br4bU.  

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. II § 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. III, § 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(b); 
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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 12th 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@ItsYourGov.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​​,​

​v.​

​WES MOORE,​​et al.​​,​

​Defendants​​.​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​No. C-02-CV-26-001986​

​*         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *​

​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.​ ​I have 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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​4.​ ​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.​

​5.​ ​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​​Article,​​§​​9-306(c)(1).​ ​For​​the​​2026​​general​​election,​

​that deadline falls on Monday, September 21, 2026.​

​6.​ ​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.​

​7.​ ​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.​

​8.​ ​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.​

​9.​ ​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.​​Once​ ​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.​​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.​
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​8/14/2026​ ​______________________​

​Date​ ​Melissia Dorsey​
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IN THE  

CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY CITY 

 

 

MICHAEL HOWELL, et al., 

   Plaintiffs, 

 

  v. 

 

WES MOORE, et al., 

  Defendants. 

 

 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 

 

No. C-02-CV-26-001986 

*         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         *         * 

AFFIDAVIT OF NATASHA WALKER 

 

1. 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 ½ 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. 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. 
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______________ ___________________________ 

Date  Natasha Walker 

8/17/2026
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​  ​
​       ​

​MICHAEL HOWELL,​​et al.​​,​

​Plaintiffs​​,​

​v.​

​WES MOORE,​​et al.​​,​

​Defendants​​.​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​*​

​No. C-02-CV-26-001986​

​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​ ​*​
​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.​ ​I have personal knowledge of the matters contained herein.​

​3.​ ​I have been employed by the Maryland State Board of Elections (“SBE”) since​

​February 5, 2025.  I 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, I 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​

IN  THE
CIRCUIT  COURT  FOR  ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY  
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​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. ​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.​

​___________________________​​

 ​David Morgan​

08-18-2026
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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  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.  I  currently  serve  as  an  Administrator  II  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. It is 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. Additional 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, I 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.

11. 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. | 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.

Date Erin Hustings
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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, I 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: 
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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. 

i. 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. 

o. 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., at 3 (2026) 

[hereinafter “Ex. D”].  

4.3 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: 

• a brief 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. D at 3; 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]ommencing 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 originally 

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

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

proposed that the Maryland Constitution read” as follows:  

 
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:” 

 
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:” 

 
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).  

4.20 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).  

4.21 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”].  

4.22 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”].  

4.25 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 

2026”, 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––located 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”].  

4.29 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 

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; 
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(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). 

4.30 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.  

4.31 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. I. 

4.32 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 

“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––located 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. 

4.35 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.  

4.36 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––located 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.  

4.38 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 

E. 89 



 17 

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”].  

4.40 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. I.  

4.43 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). 

4.44 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––located 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––located 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 also 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 

E. 93 



 21 

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 
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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. I.  

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:”––located 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 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––located 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––located 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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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: 
 
   (i) prepare guidelines and instructions relating to the petition 
process; and 
 
   (ii) 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. 
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  (2) WHEN PREPARING GUIDELINES AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLAIN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT OF § 6–201(C)(2)(II) OF 
THIS TITLE, THE STATE BOARD SHALL: 
 
   (I) 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]: 
 
   (i) A BRIEF TITLE THAT DESCRIBES THE TOPIC, GOAL, OR 
OUTCOME OF THE BALLOT QUESTION; 
 
   (II) 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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   [(ii)] 2. the full text of the proposal; AND 
 
   (III) A BRIEF STATEMENT EXPLAINING WHAT THE PRACTICAL 
OUTCOME OF EACH VOTING CHOICE WOULD BE; 
 
  (3) a statement, to which each signer subscribes, that: 
 
   (i) the signer supports the purpose of that petition process; and 
 
   (ii) based 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 
 
  (7) 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)(i)] 
(C)(2)(II)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; 
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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: 
 
   (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] 
 
  (5) the voting choices that the voter has; AND 
 
  (6) A BRIEF STATEMENT EXPLAINING WHAT THE PRACTICAL 
OUTCOME OF EACH VOTING CHOICE WOULD BE. 
 
 (c) (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. 
 
  (3) (i) [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. 
 
   (ii) 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) (i) [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 
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be voted on in the municipal corporation, except a question covered by paragraphs (1) 
through (3) of this subsection. 
 
   (ii) 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) (I) THE STATE BOARD SHALL MAKE THE INFORMATION 
SUBMITTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS SUBSECTION AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC 
FOR A 15–DAY COMMENT PERIOD. 
 
   (II) 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 
is 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. 
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  (2) The statement required under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be: 
 
   (i) prepared by the Department of Legislative Services; 
 
   (ii) approved by the Attorney General; and 
 
   (iii) submitted to the State Board by the first Monday in August. 
 
  (3) The statement required under paragraph (1) of this subsection is 
sufficient if it is: 
 
   (i) contained in an enactment by the General Assembly, and the 
enactment clearly specifies that the statement is to be used on the ballot; or 
 
   (ii) consistent with some other process mandated by the Maryland 
Constitution. 
 
 (c) 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) An individual 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: 
 
   (I) 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; 
 
   (III) 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)(II), (III), (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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~xecutibe lltpartment 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 
01.01.2026.14 

Proclamation Convening the General Assembly of Maryland in 
Extraordinary Session at Annapolis, Maryland Commencing August 3, 2026 

WHEREAS, 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; 

WHEREAS 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; 

WHEREAS, 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 

WHEREAS, 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. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, WES MOORE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND, 
BY VIRTUE OF THE AUTHORITY VESTED IN ME BY ARTICLE 
II, 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. 

ilti~tf~~~ 
~xecutibe lltpartment 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 
01.01.2026.14 

Proclamation Convening the General Assembly of Maryland in 
Extraordinary Session at Annapolis, Maryland Commencing August 3, 2026 

WHEREAS, 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; 

WHEREAS 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; 

WHEREAS, 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 

WHEREAS, 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. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, WES MOORE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND, 
BY VIRTUE OF THE AUTHORITY VESTED IN ME BY ARTICLE 
II, 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. 

<1Su±tso 
rit7gt@* 

©xetutibe Department 
EXECUTIVE ORDER 

01.01.2026.14 

Proclamation Convening the General Assembly of Maryland in 
Extraordinary Session at Annapolis, Maryland Commencing August 3, 2026 

WHEREAS, 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; 

WHEREAS, 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; 

WHEREAS, 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 

WHEREAS, 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. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, WES MOORE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND, 
BY VIRTUE OF THE AUTHORITY VESTED IN ME BY ARTICLE 
II, 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 17th Day 
of July 2026.

Wes Moore 
Governor 

ATTEST: 

Susan C. Lee 
Secretary of State 
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EXPLANATION: CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW. 
        [Brackets] indicate matter deleted from existing law.            *hb2100*   

  
HOUSE BILL 2100 

G1, P5 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 6lr3740 
    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 1 
 

Election Districts – General Assembly and Representatives in Congress 2 
 
FOR the purpose of clarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the 3 

election of members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates; 4 
authorizing the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme 5 
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and 6 
providing that nothing in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for 7 
the boundaries of a congressional districting plan. 8 

 
BY proposing an amendment to the Maryland Constitution 9 
 Article III – Legislative Department 10 

Section 4 11 
 
BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution 12 
 Article III – Legislative Department 13 

Section 62 14 
 

Preamble 15 
 
 WHEREAS, Congressional districting in Maryland remains subject to the U.S. 16 
Constitution, federal law, and any Maryland statute expressly governing congressional 17 
districts; and 18 
 
 WHEREAS, In Szeliga v. Lamone and Parrott v. Lamone, the Circuit Court for Anne 19 
Arundel County held that Article III, § 4 districting standards apply to congressional 20 
districts, relying on Articles 7, 24, and 40 of the Declaration of Rights, though no Maryland 21 
constitutional provision expressly addresses congressional districting; and 22 
 
 WHEREAS, This amendment clarifies the long–standing understanding and case 23 
law that Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution governs only General Assembly 24 
districting plans, not congressional districting plans; and 25 
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 WHEREAS, Preserving Maryland’s cohesive communities of interest connected by 1 
shared civic, social, economic, political subdivisions, and other common interests without 2 
unnecessary fragmentation is a legitimate, neutral consideration in congressional 3 
districting; and 4 
 
 WHEREAS, Nothing in this amendment establishes a demographic target, requires 5 
proportional representation, guarantees any electoral outcome, or authorizes 6 
discrimination prohibited by federal law; and 7 
 
 WHEREAS, This amendment is not intended to provide new grounds to challenge 8 
the plan enacted by Chapter 16 of the Acts of 2022; now, therefore, 9 
 
 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND, 10 
(Three–fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses concurring), That it be 11 
proposed that the Maryland Constitution read as follows: 12 
 

Article III – Legislative Department 13 
 
4. 14 
 
 Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND 15 
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact 16 
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural 17 
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions. 18 
 
62. 19 
 
 (A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT 20 
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE 21 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.  22 
 
 (B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION, 23 
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR 24 
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN. 25 
 
 SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the General Assembly 26 
determines that the amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this 27 
Act affects multiple jurisdictions and that the provisions of Article XIV, § 1 of the Maryland 28 
Constitution concerning local approval of constitutional amendments do not apply. 29 
 
 SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That: 30 
 
 (a) The amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this 31 
Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be 32 
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held in November 2026 for adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the 1 
Maryland Constitution.  2 
 
 (b) (1) At that general election, the vote on the proposed amendment to the 3 
Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be printed the words “For the 4 
Constitutional Amendment” and “Against the Constitutional Amendment”, as now 5 
provided by law.  6 
 
  (2) At that general election, a question substantially similar to the 7 
following shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State: 8 
 

“Question ___ – Constitutional Amendment 9 
 
 The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the 10 
Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General 11 
Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme 12 
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires 13 
the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal 14 
laws.”. 15 
 
 (c) Immediately after the election, all returns shall be made to the Governor of 16 
the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by Article XIV of the 17 
Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with Article XIV. 18 
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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. 
 

E. 117 

https://planning.maryland.gov/Redistricting/Pages/2020/legiDist.aspx
https://www.circuitcourt.org/images/pdf/C-02-CV-21-001816/Memorandum-Opinion-032522-SIGNED.pdf
https://www.circuitcourt.org/images/pdf/C-02-CV-21-001816/Memorandum-Opinion-032522-SIGNED.pdf
https://planning.maryland.gov/Redistricting/Pages/2020/congDist.aspx


    

HB 2100/ Page 3 

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. 
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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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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”.  

HB2100/923921/1    
 
 
BY:     Government, Labor, and Elections Committee    
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EXPLANATION: CAPITALS INDICATE MATTER ADDED TO EXISTING LAW. 
        [Brackets] indicate matter deleted from existing law. 
         Underlining indicates amendments to bill. 
         Strike out indicates matter stricken from the bill by amendment or deleted from the law by 

amendment.            *hb2100*   

  
HOUSE BILL 2100 

G1, P5 CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 6lr3740 
    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 1 
 

Election Districts – General Assembly and Representatives in Congress 2 
 
FOR the purpose of clarifying that certain requirements apply only to districts for the 3 

election of members of the Senate of Maryland and the House of Delegates; 4 
authorizing the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme 5 
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and 6 
providing that nothing in the Maryland Constitution provides applicable criteria for 7 
the boundaries of a congressional districting plan. 8 

 
BY proposing an amendment to the Maryland Constitution 9 
 Article III – Legislative Department 10 

Section 4 11 
 
BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution 12 
 Article III – Legislative Department 13 

Section 62 14 
 

Preamble 15 
 
 WHEREAS, Congressional districting in Maryland remains subject to the U.S. 16 
Constitution, federal law, and any Maryland statute expressly governing congressional 17 
districts; and 18 
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 WHEREAS, In Szeliga v. Lamone and Parrott v. Lamone, the Circuit Court for Anne 1 
Arundel County held that Article III, § 4 districting standards apply to congressional 2 
districts, relying on Articles 7, 24, and 40 of the Declaration of Rights, though no Maryland 3 
constitutional provision expressly addresses congressional districting; and 4 
 
 WHEREAS, This amendment clarifies the long–standing understanding and case 5 
law that Article III, § 4 of the Maryland Constitution governs only General Assembly 6 
districting plans, not congressional districting plans; and 7 
 
 WHEREAS, Preserving Maryland’s cohesive communities of interest connected by 8 
shared civic, social, economic, political subdivisions, and other common interests without 9 
unnecessary fragmentation is a legitimate, neutral consideration in congressional 10 
districting; and 11 
 
 WHEREAS, Nothing in this amendment establishes a demographic target, requires 12 
proportional representation, guarantees any electoral outcome, or authorizes 13 
discrimination prohibited by federal law; and 14 
 
 WHEREAS, This amendment is not intended to provide new grounds to challenge 15 
the plan enacted by Chapter 16 of the Acts of 2022; now, therefore, 16 
 
 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF MARYLAND, 17 
(Three–fifths of all the members elected to each of the two Houses concurring), That it be 18 
proposed that the Maryland Constitution read as follows: 19 
 

Article III – Legislative Department 20 
 
4. 21 
 
 Each legislative district FOR THE ELECTION OF A MEMBER OF THE SENATE AND 22 
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES shall consist of adjoining territory, be compact 23 
in form, and of substantially equal population. Due regard shall be given to natural 24 
boundaries and the boundaries of political subdivisions. 25 
 
62. 26 
 
 (A) THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL HAVE THE POWER TO GRANT 27 
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO THE SUPREME COURT OF MARYLAND TO REVIEW THE 28 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN OF THE STATE.  29 
 
 (B) NOTHING IN THIS ARTICLE OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS CONSTITUTION, 30 
INCLUDING THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, PROVIDES APPLICABLE CRITERIA FOR 31 
THE BOUNDARIES OF A CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTING PLAN. 32 
 
 SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the General Assembly 33 
determines that the amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this 34 
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Act affects multiple jurisdictions and that the provisions of Article XIV, § 1 of the Maryland 1 
Constitution concerning local approval of constitutional amendments do not apply. 2 
 
 SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That: 3 
 
 (a) The amendment to the Maryland Constitution proposed by Section 1 of this 4 
Act shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State at the next general election to be 5 
held in November 2026 for adoption or rejection in accordance with Article XIV of the 6 
Maryland Constitution.  7 
 
 (b) (1) At that general election, the vote on the proposed amendment to the 8 
Constitution shall be by ballot, and on each ballot there shall be printed the words “For the 9 
Constitutional Amendment” and “Against the Constitutional Amendment”, as now 10 
provided by law.  11 
 
  (2) At that general election, a question substantially similar to the 12 
following Notwithstanding any other provision of law, at that general election, the following 13 
question shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the State: 14 
 

“Question ___ – Constitutional Amendment 15 
 
 The proposed Constitutional Amendment clarifies that certain standards in the 16 
Maryland Constitution apply only to districts used to elect members of the General 17 
Assembly; authorizes the General Assembly to grant original jurisdiction to the Supreme 18 
Court of Maryland to review the congressional districting plan of the State; and requires 19 
the criteria for boundaries of congressional districts to be determined by applicable federal 20 
laws.”. 21 
 
 (c) Immediately after the election, all returns shall be made to the Governor of 22 
the vote for and against the proposed amendment, as directed by Article XIV of the 23 
Maryland Constitution, and further proceedings held in accordance with Article XIV. 24 
 
 
 
 
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 
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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 

 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 

Third Reader - August 4, 2026 
 Revised - Amendment(s) - August 4, 2026 
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Analysis by:  Thomas S. Elder  Direct Inquiries to: 

(410) 946-5510 
(301) 970-5510 

 

E. 130 



EXHIBIT H

E. 131 



 WES MOORE, Governor Ch. 881 
 

– 1 – 

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 III – Legislative Department 

Section 4 
 
BY proposing an addition to the Maryland Constitution 
 Article III – 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 
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 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 
 
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. 
 
 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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  (2) At that general election, a question substantially similar to the 
following 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://www.archive.org/web/2026080601441 1/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/ballotquestions.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.sbe@marvland.qov?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 August11,2026.
For Cecil County the date has been extended to August 19, 2026.

& 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 lanquage 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.

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://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/2026_Ballot_Question_SBE_Letter.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
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Pregunta 1

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 155 de la Sesi6n 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 negociaci6n colectiva con las

empleados estatales, ya sea que el Estado y las empleacos estatales hayan alcanzado dichas
condiciones par mutuo acuerdo o mediante la orden de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmendando el Artfculo III de la Constituci6n 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 ey sabre el financiamiento de las acuerdos entre el Estado y los empleados estatales

pemtanece 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

https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0028?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0028?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0028?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0028?ys=2026RS
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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 negociaci6n 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 III de la Constituci6n 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 0 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

https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://web.archive.org/web/20260806014411/https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
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Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidades Judiciales
Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisi6n sobre Discapacidade 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 Comisi6n,
o el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisi6n, 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 Constituci6n de Maryland)
A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se

permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisi6n si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. El Presidente de la Comisi6n puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisi6n con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisi6n, elegir a un sustituto temporal para Ilenar 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 Comisi6n 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.
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
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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.

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).
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 ocal 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.
A vote 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.



E. 142 

Avote 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.

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 71 8 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.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.
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.

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.

A vote 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 71 8 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization ofwaterway
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.
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Avote 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 July1, 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 Cca new Department ofWater 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.
A vote 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 May31, each

year. A vote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May15 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 Cca 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

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 undanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima

de la tasa de inflaci6n

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 inflaci6n 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
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» Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificarfa la Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto unanime de! 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 Secci6n 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

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, 0 en el

desarrollo econémico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los

almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacién 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 econdémico.
« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 1 1 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 1 1 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation ofthe 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 nUmero de

miembros del Concejo del Condado de11 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 numero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducira de 11 a9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como ala remuneraci6n de los cargos de

dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el numero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11 y 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

remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 ey para modificar el plan de

redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo

mediante un proyecto de ey y no mediante una resolucion, previa notificacion y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccidn 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ey y no una resoluci6n cuando se modifique el plan de

redistribucién 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 ey cuando modifique el

plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos.
« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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.
Ademas, permitira 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, permitira al condado asociarse con otras entidades publicas para adquirir bienes

y servicios. Un voto en contra de esta medida mantendrd 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 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 resoluci6n de conflictos laborales para que los

empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.
» A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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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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 construcci6n, la adquisici6n, la mejora o la reparacién
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que
el condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las

instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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.

Avote "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 financiacién mediante la emisi6n 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 emisi6n de

bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.
Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la
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emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.
» A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey 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 permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de bonos por un monto

maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la

reparacion de los edificios del condado.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el

condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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. vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowingA

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 adquisici6n 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.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey mencionada

Question J
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 J
EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA
Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n 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 emisiédn de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey mencionada
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* Wicomico

Question A
Charter Resolution
Charter Revision
#110-2026
A revision of the Charter ofWicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of

meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote 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 ofWicomico 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.

A vote 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 ofWicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,

Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee ofWicomico 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.
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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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.
A vote 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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Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election
Under Election Law Article, 8 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 August11.
« 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 info.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.

& 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

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
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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 Sesi6n Leqislativa 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 negociaci6n 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 Constituci6n 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 ey 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 raa 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

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
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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 member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 878 de la Sesi6n Legislativa de 2026 )

Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidade Judiciales
Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisi6n sobre DiscapacidadesJudiciales
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 Comisi6n,
o el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisi6n, 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 Constituci6n de Maryland)
« A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se

permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisi6n si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. E/ Presidente de la Comisi6n puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisi6n con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisi6n, elegir a un sustituto temporal para Ilenar 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 Comisi6n 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 aws.

(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)

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Anne_Arundel_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Anne_Arundel_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/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.
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)

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).

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 ofthe 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.

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.

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.

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
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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.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.
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.
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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 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
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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.

A vote 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;
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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.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization ofwaterway
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 July1, 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 ofWater 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 I is 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.
A vote 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 ofthe 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

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
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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. A vote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May15 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)(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 Cca County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their ifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in

their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit Cca 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 Cca 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".

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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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.
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

Aprobaci6n unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima

de la tasa de inflacion
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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 inflaci6n anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccidn 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery
exigirfa el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por
encima de la tasa de inflaci6n anual.
A favor / En contra
» Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Secci6n 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 inflaci6n.

~ 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, 0 en el

desarrollo econémico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacién 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 ey, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la

calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econdémico. 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 0 el desarrollo econémico.
« A favor de la modificaci6n 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 numero 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 numero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducird de 11 a9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como ala remuneracion de los cargos de

dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el numero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11 y 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, nia la

remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 ey para modificar el plan de

redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo

mediante un proyecto de ey y no mediante una resolucion, previa notificacion y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ey y no una resoluci6n cuando se modifique el plan de

redistribucién de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos. Un voto

en contra de esta medida no modificara la seccidn 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resoluci6n en lugar de un proyecto de ey cuando modifique el

plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 gesti6n de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitira 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, 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.
« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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
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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.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 permitira al condado obtener fondos mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que
el condado obtenga financiacidn mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las

instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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.

Avote "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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la

emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.
« A favor 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.
Avote "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 permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto

maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la

reparacion de los edificios del condado.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacié6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el

condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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 adquisici6n y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la

contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisici6n 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.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey mencionada

Question J
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 J
EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA



E. 191 

Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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.
A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey 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 ofWicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of

meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote 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 ofWicomico 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.

A vote 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.

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 ofWicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,

Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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
Arevision of the Charter ofWicomico 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.
A vote 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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July 29, 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: 
 

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 
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Attached is a copy of a letter dated July 22, 2026, indicating that the summaries have 
been approved by the Office of the Attorney General. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Jodie L. Chilson  
Senior Manager 

 
 
 
JLC/vm  
 
Enclosures (4) 
 
cc:  Victoria L. Gruber 

Ryan Bishop  
Effie C. Rife 
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200 St. Paul Place, Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

(410) 576-6300  (888) 743-0023 
oag.maryland.gov 

 

CAROLYN A. QUATTROCKI 
Chief Deputy Attorney General 

 
LEONARD J. HOWIE III 
Deputy Attorney General 

 
CARRIE J. WILLIAMS 

Deputy Attorney General 
 

SHARON S. MERRIWEATHER 
Deputy Attorney General 

 
ZENITA WICKHAM HURLEY 

Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
 

 
 

STATE OF MARYLAND  
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

 
ANTHONY G. BROWN 

Attorney General 
 
 
 

PETER V. BERNS 
General Counsel 

 
CHRISTIAN E. BARRERA 

Chief of Staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

July 22, 2026 
 

 
Sent by E-mail: Victoria.Gruber@mga.maryland.gov 
 
Victoria L. 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), I hereby approve the attached 
summaries of Chapter 155 (House Bill 604) of 2026; Chapter 156 (Senate Bill 28) of 2026; and 
Chapter 878 (Senate Bill 933) of 2026. 
        

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
       Anthony G. Brown 
 
Enclosure 
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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 III – 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; (e) 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 III 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 
strikethrough): 
 
Article IV – Judiciary Department  
4A.  
(d) The 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) (I) 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.      

(II) 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.      
(III) ANY TEMPORARY SUBSTITUTE MEMBER:       

1. IS 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 III – 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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Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election
Under Election Law Article, 8 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 August11.
« 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 info.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.

& 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

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
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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 Sesi6n Leqislativa 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 negociaci6n 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 Constituci6n 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 ey 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 raa 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

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0604/?ys=2026rs
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
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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 member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 878 de la Sesi6n Legislativa de 2026 )

Nombramientos Temporales en la Comision sobre Discapacidade Judiciales
Autoriza nombramientos sustitutos temporales en la Comisi6n sobre DiscapacidadesJudiciales
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 Comisi6n,
o el Gobemador, a solicitud del Presidente de la Comisi6n, 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 Constituci6n de Maryland)
« A Favor de la .Enmienda Constitucional - Un voto A FAVOR de esta enmienda significa que se

permiten nombramientos temporales en la Comisi6n si un miembro esta recusado, descalificado,
o si el mandato de un miembro termina sin un reemplazo. E/ Presidente de la Comisi6n puede
llenar temporalmente una vacante en la Comisi6n con un exmiembro. El Gobemador puede, a
solicitud de! Presidente de la Comisi6n, elegir a un sustituto temporal para Ilenar 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 Comisi6n 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 aws.

(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)

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/sb0933?ys=2026RS
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2026RS/bills/hb/hb2100t.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Anne_Arundel_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Anne_Arundel_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/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.
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)

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).

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 ofthe 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.

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.

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.

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
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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.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $18,620,000 for community
college projects.
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.
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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 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
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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.

A vote 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;
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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.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization ofwaterway
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.

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_City_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_City_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_City_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 July1, 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 ofWater 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 I is 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.
A vote 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 ofthe 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

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
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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. A vote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May15 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)(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 Cca County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their ifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in

their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit Cca 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 Cca 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".

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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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.
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

Aprobaci6n unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima

de la tasa de inflacion



E. 225 

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 inflaci6n anual.

La enmienda propuesta a la Seccidn 305 de la Carta Constitucional del Condado de Montgomery
exigirfa el voto unanime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo anual por
encima de la tasa de inflaci6n anual.
A favor / En contra
» Un voto a favor de la Pregunta A: Modificaria la Secci6n 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 inflaci6n.

~ 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, 0 en el

desarrollo econémico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacién 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 ey, a los titulares de empresas que afecten negativamente la

calidad de vida de los residentes del condado o el desarrollo econdémico. 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 0 el desarrollo econémico.
« A favor de la modificaci6n 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 numero 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 numero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducird de 11 a9y
se eliminara el gasto de dinero de los contribuyentes destinado a las elecciones generales y
especiales de los miembros de representacién general, asi como ala remuneracion de los cargos de

dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendra el numero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11 y 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, nia la

remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 ey para modificar el plan de

redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo

mediante un proyecto de ey y no mediante una resolucion, previa notificacion y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la seccién 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ey y no una resoluci6n cuando se modifique el plan de

redistribucién de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos. Un voto

en contra de esta medida no modificara la seccidn 305 de la Carta Organica y podria dar lugar a que
el Concejo del Condado apruebe una resoluci6n en lugar de un proyecto de ey cuando modifique el

plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 gesti6n de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitira 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, 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.
« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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
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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.
« A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 permitira al condado obtener fondos mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que
el condado obtenga financiacidn mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las

instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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.

Avote "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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la

emision de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos e instalaciones
de mantenimiento.
« A favor 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.
Avote "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 permitira al condado obtener financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos por un monto

maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefio, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora o la

reparacion de los edificios del condado.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacié6n mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el

condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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 adquisici6n y construccién de las sedes de las bibliotecas, la

contratacién de arquitectos e ingenieros y la adquisici6n 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.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey mencionada

Question J
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 J
EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA
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Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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.
A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey 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 ofWicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of

meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote 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 ofWicomico 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.

A vote 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.

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 ofWicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,

Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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
Arevision of the Charter ofWicomico 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.
A vote 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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Ballot Questions for the November 3, 2026 Election
Under Election Law Article, 8 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 August11.
« 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 info.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.

& 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 Leqislativa 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 0

mediante la decisi6n de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmienda al Articulo III de la Constitucién 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 os 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 ey 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 raa 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 member's term ends.

Pregunta 2

Enmienda Constitucional (Cap. 156 de la Sesi6n 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 decisi6n de un arbitro neutral.

(Enmienda al Articulo III de la Constitucién 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 ey 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 aws.

(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 Constituci6n de Maryland

corresponden Unicamente a los distritos utilizados para elegir a los miembros de la Asamblea

General; autoriza a la Asamblea General a otorga i jurisdiccién original a la Corte Suprema de

Maryland para revisar el plan de los distritos congresionales del Estado; y exige que los criterios para
los imites de los distritos congresionales se determinen segun las leyes federales aplicables.
(Enmienda al Articulo III 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.
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)
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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.
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.
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.

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).
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; ocal food initiatives are currently handled by the Department of Health; and agricultural
tourism is handled by the Department of Economic and Workforce Development.
A vote 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.

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.

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
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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 E
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.

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.

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 J
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.

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,
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.

A vote 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 71 8 of the Baltimore County Charter.

A vote FOR the bond issue authorizes Baltimore County to borrow $20,000,000 for acquisition,
construction, reconstruction, extension, alteration, repair and modernization ofwaterway
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



E. 247 

~ 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.

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Baltimore_City_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 onJuly1, 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 eaves 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 coa new Department ofWater 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 eaves the current Charter language governing water and
wastewater systems in place.
» FOR Charter Amendment
» AGAINST Charter Amendment



E. 251 

Question I

CHARTER AMENDMENT
BALTIMORE BABY FUND

Question I is 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 annua! 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.
A vote 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 ofthe 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

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
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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. A vote in favor of the question changes the proposed Budget deadline to May15 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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Dorchester_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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 Cca County Council member from serving more than three
terms in their ifetime and prohibit the County Executive from serving more than two terms in

their lifetime.

A vote for the charter amendment would limit Cca 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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Frederick_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Howard_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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".

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

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 ofInflation

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 peticién

Aprobacién undnime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el presupuesto operativo por encima

de la tasa de inflacion

Actualmente, la Secci6n 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 Seccién 305 de la Carta Constitucional del
Condado de Montgomery para exigir el voto undnime del Concejo del Condado para aumentar el

presupuesto operativo anual por encima de Ia 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 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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/PG_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
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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, 0 en el

desarrollo econdémico del condado, incluidos, entre otros, las tabaquerias, las licorerias y los

almacenes de alquiler, mediante la eliminacién 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 econdémico. 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 econdémico.
« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 1 1 members and will not eliminate spending of taxpayer dollars
for general and special elections for at-large members and for the compensation ofthe 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 numero de

miembros del Concejo del Condado de 11 a 9, mediante la eliminacidn 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 numero de miembros del Concejo del Condado se reducird de 11 a9y
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 remuneraci6dn de los cargos de

dichos miembros. Un voto en contra de la medida mantendrda el numero de miembros del Concejo
del Condado en 11 y no eliminard el gasto de los fondos de los contribuyentes destinados a las

elecciones generales y especiales para los miembros de representacién general, ni ala
remuneracién de los cargos de dichos miembros.
« A favor de la modificacién 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 off 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 ey para modificar el plan de

redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribucién de Distritos, debera hacerlo

mediante un proyecto de ey y no mediante una resolucién, previa notificacién y audiencia publica.
Un voto a favor de esta medida modificara la secci6n 305 de la Carta Organica para exigir al Concejo
del Condado que adopte un proyecto de ey y no una resolucién cuando se modifique el plan de

redistribucién de circunscripciones propuesto por la Comisién 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 resoluci6n en lugar de un proyecto de ey cuando modifique el

plan de redistribucién de distritos propuesto por la Comisién de Redistribuci6n de Distritos.
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« A favor de la modificacién de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 gesti6n de las actividades gubernamentales.
Ademas, permitira 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, 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.
» A favor de la modificaci6n de la Carta Organica
» En contra de la modificaci6n 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 resoluci6n de conflictos laborales para que los

empleados sindicalizados del condado puedan resolver los asuntos laborales en disputa.
» A favor 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.

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 adquisici6n, | a mejora o la reparacién
de las instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiacibn mediante la emisién de

bonos para sufragar universidades comunitarias. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que
el condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la emisidn de bonos para sufragar las instalaciones de las

instalaciones de las universidades comunitarias.
A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey 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.

Avote "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 financiacién mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de

bonos para financiar las carreteras, puentes, aparcamientos e instalaciones de mantenimiento.
Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el condado obtenga financiaci6n mediante la

emisi6n de bonos para sufragar los gastos de carreteras, puentes, estacionamientos ¢ instalaciones
de mantenimiento.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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.
Avote "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 financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de bonos por un monto

maximo de $117,848,000 para financiar el disefo, la construccién, la adquisicién, la mejora 0 la

reparacion de los edificios del condado.
Un voto "a favor" de esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n de

bonos para sufragar edificios del condado. Un voto "en contra" de esta medida impedira que el

condado obtenga financiacién mediante la emisién de bonos para sufragar los edificios del condado.
A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey 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 ibrary facilities. vote against this measure will prevent the County from borrowingA

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 adquisici6n 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.
A favor de la ley mencionada
En contra de la ey mencionada

Question J
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 J
EMISION DE BONOS

BONOS PARA INSTALACIONES DE SEGURIDAD PUBLICA
Esta medida permitira al condado obtener financiaci6n mediante la emisi6n 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 financiaci6n 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 emisiédn de bonos para financiar las
instalaciones de seguridad publica.
« A favor de la ley mencionada
» En contra de la ey 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 ofWicomico County to permit the Council Administrator to keep minutes of

meetings by written minutes, digital recordings, or a combination thereof.

A vote 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

https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf
https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/Wicomico_County_Proposed_Charter_Amendment_Text.pdf


E. 263 

Question B

Charter Resolution
Charter Revision
#110-2026
A revision of the Charter ofWicomico 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.

A vote 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 ofWicomico County providing that an Acting Director of Administration,

Acting Department Head or Acting Deputy Director shall be a current employee ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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 ofWicomico 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.
A vote 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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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. 
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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, 
 
 
 
 

Jodie L. Chilson  
Senior Manager 

 
 
 
JLC/vm  
 
Enclosures (4) 
 
cc:  Victoria L. Gruber 

Ryan Bishop  
Effie C. Rife 
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PETER V. BERNSCAROLYN A. QUATTROCKI
General Counsel

ChiefDeputy Attorney General

CHRISTIAN E, BARRERALEONARD J. HOWIE IE
ChiefofStaffDeputy Attorney General

CARRIE J. WILLIAMS
Deputy Attorney General

STATE OFMARYLAND
SHARON S. MERRIWEATHER OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Deputy Attorney General

ANTHONY G. BROWN

Deputy Attorney General Attorney General
ZENITA WICKHAM HURLEY

August 7, 2026

Sent by e-mail: Victoria.Gruber/mga.marvland.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), I 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,

Boon.
Anthony G. Brown

ce:

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 135 (888) 743-0023
oag.maryland.gov
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QUESTION 1: CONSTITUTIONALAMENDMENT

Arbitration Reform for State Employees Act of 2026

Chapter 155 of2026 (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: CONSTITUTIONALAMENDMENT

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: CONSTITUTIONALAMENDMENT

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 III, §

4 of the Maryland Constitution apply only for the election ofmembers of the Senate ofMaryland
and House ofDelegates.

Currently, underArticle ILL, § 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 ofmembers

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 ofMaryland 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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 1 IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MARYLAND

 2 MICHAEL HOWELL, ET AL.,

 3 Plaintiffs,

 4 vs. Civil Docket

 5 WESTLEY MOORE, ET AL., No. C-02-CV-26-0001986

 6 Defendants.

 7 OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

 8 MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

 9

10

Annapolis, Maryland 

Tuesday, August 25, 2026

11 BEFORE:

12 THE HONORABLE ROBERT THOMPSON, JUDGE

13 APPEARANCES:

14 For the Plaintiffs:

15 JEFFREY CLARK, ESQ.

16 MARSHALL YATES, ESQ.

17 SAMUEL DEWEY, ESQ.

18 KYLE BROSNAN, ESQ.

19 ANTHONY LICATO, ESQ.

20 For the Defendants:

21 DANIEL KOBRIN, ESQ.

22

23

24

25
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 1                  T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S

 2                                                             Page

 3 Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment                          6

 4 WITNESSES:                  DIRECT:  CROSS:  REDIRECT:  RECROSS:

 5      None

 6 EXHIBITS:                   IDENTIFICATION:   EVIDENCE:

 7      None
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 1                       P R O C E E D I N G S

 2           THE COURT:  For the record, this is C-02-CV-26-11986,

 3 Michael Howell, et al., vs. Westley Moore, et al.  Counsel, for

 4 the record please, and would you spell your last name for the

 5 benefit of the court reporter, could you say your name.

 6           MR. CLARK:  For the Plaintiffs, Jeffrey Clark, Your

 7 Honor, C-L-A-R-K.

 8           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

 9           MR. CLARK:  Good morning.

10           MR. YATES:  For the Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates, Y-A-T-

11 E-S.

12           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

13           MR. DEWEY:  Samuel Dewey, D-E-W-E-Y, Your Honor.

14           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

15           MR. BROSNAN:  For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan, B-R-O-

16 S-N-A-N.

17           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

18           MR. LICATO:  For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licato, L-I-

19 C-A-T-O.

20           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

21           MR. LICATO:  Good morning.

22           THE COURT:  No other lawyers coming out of the

23 woodwork?  I think five will probably do the trick.

24           Yes, sir.

25           MR. KOBRIN:  For the Defendants, Assistant Attorney
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 1 General, Daniel Kobrin, K-O-B-R-I-N.

 2           THE COURT:  Good morning, sir.

 3           For the record, let me just state that I met with the

 4 attorneys in this case.  It was supposed to be a chambers

 5 conference, but it turned out there were too many to fit in my

 6 chambers, so we did it in a jury room.  I disclosed to them at

 7 that meeting -- we talked about some tactical things and some

 8 practical things, but I disclosed to them at that meeting that I

 9 have an association with two of the named Plaintiffs in this

10 case on my odyssey to be appointed to the bench back in 2018.

11           I made contact with my own delegate -- one of my own

12 delegates, Delegate Brian Chisholm, who is -- was and is the

13 delegate in the district where I live, and is a named Plaintiff

14 in this case.  Another person with whom I made contact was

15 Delegate Kathy Szeliga, and the reason for that is she, at the

16 time and I believe it's still the case, represents the district

17 that straddles the border between Baltimore County and Harford

18 County and I -- so much of my practice was in Baltimore County

19 that I thought it made sense to talk to her, like talking to

20 Delegate Chisholm an others about talking to the Governor on my

21 behalf.  I don't believe it creates a conflict, but I think I'm

22 duty bound to share any associations of that matter -- of that

23 nature, so that's why I bring it up, and at this time.

24           Mr. Kobrin, are there any motions the State would like

25 to make?
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 1           MR. KOBRIN:  No.  There are no motions at this time.

 2           THE COURT:  Any motions from the Plaintiffs' side?

 3           MR. CLARK:  No, Your Honor.

 4           THE COURT:  All right.  Well, in that case, we have

 5 Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment in this case, and I believe

 6 for my own ease of use, I would like to start with the

 7 Plaintiff, unless that --

 8           MR. KOBRIN:  No objection.

 9           THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  So, who's up on this

10 side?

11           Mr. Clark?

12           MR. CLARK:  Yes.  Thank you, Your Honor.  Good

13 morning, and may it please the Court.  I'm Jeff Clark from the

14 oversight project, here on behalf of the Plaintiffs, Mike

15 Howell, and the members of the -- the Freedom Caucus in

16 Maryland, plus Senators Hershey and Ready, and I'm grateful to

17 Your Honor for the opportunity to practice in your court today.

18           Your Honor, here's the bottom line of this case.  The

19 General Assembly enacted mandatory certification deadlines in

20 May of 2026, and yet, just a few months later, they were

21 completely ignoring those deadlines and missing them in August.

22 They tried to paperwork over the mess that they engaged in on --

23 on procedure and the deadlines with a not withstanding clause

24 that they first introduced on the first day of the special

25 session, and that non obstante clause is invalid under any legal
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 1 theory.  Meanwhile, the ballot --

 2           THE COURT:  Well, let me ask a question.

 3           MR. CLARK:  Sure.

 4           THE COURT:  Haven't -- hasn't the United States

 5 Supreme 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 States Congress through bicameralism and presentment passes a

 9 law and the President signs it, or through inaction it's allowed

10 to become law 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 law, but here, we're dealing with

13 the Maryland Constitution, Your Honor.

14           THE COURT:  Understood.

15           MR. CLARK:  And --

16           THE COURT:  So, is -- can you -- can you distinguish

17 the Maryland system from the federal system and tell me 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 law through bicameralism and presentment,

22 you know, in the Maryland system as 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 amendment referendum.
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 1           That process, Your Honor, sets up a -- a no-go for the

 2 Governor, and indeed my -- my opponents conceded that the

 3 Governor's superfluous here.  Now, the Government did -- did try

 4 to sign it, we'll talk -- I'll 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 amendment.

 9           MR. CLARK:  Yes.

10           THE COURT:  Whether he signs purported legislation or

11 not, right?

12           MR. CLARK:  Yes.

13           THE COURT:  Okay.  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 involvement 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 law, getting rid of

19 existing law so that you can clear the path for some kind of

20 Constitutional amendment, Your Honor.  They could have done

21 that, via one of two paths.  They could have put the non

22 obstante clause in the referendum so that the voters could vote

23 on it.  I think that would have been a perilous choice for them,

24 which is probably why they avoided it, because non-lawyers,

25 ordinary people, the average voter in America is not going to
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 1 understand what a non-obstante clause is.

 2           THE COURT:  Well, wouldn't that violate the one

 3 subject per ballot question --

 4           MR. CLARK:  Yes, Your Honor.

 5           THE COURT:  -- limit that we have?

 6           MR. CLARK:  We think there are a variety of violations

 7 of the one subject limitation in Article 14.  The non obstante

 8 clause we think is its own subject, because it's not just about

 9 this particular referendum that 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 laws 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 bicameralism and presentment process.  The Governor would 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 the special session, right, but the problem is that given that

21 we're out past June, under the way the Maryland Constitution

22 works, 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 following

25 June, and that's obviously not going to allow this ballot
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 1 initiative to go on the November ballot and put it before the

 2 voters.

 3           So, this is why we think that they had the Governor

 4 come in and sign it, so that they could potentially argue, you

 5 know, sort of 6 of one, half dozen of another, like we

 6 functionally did an amendment to the law.  We don't think that

 7 works for the reasons Your Honor was recognizing, 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 emergency

12 litigation, Your Honor -- emergency legislation.

13           I'm sorry, and that means 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 emergency, and

18 then, you know, pass through bicameralism and presentment,

19 turning off the election laws that establish deadlines here that

20 the State blew through, but even if they had we don't think they

21 would have been able to satisfy the challenge we would have then

22 brought to say hey, look, this is not proper emergency

23 legislation.

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 law wouldn't and couldn't take effect until June of 2027 at the

 3 earliest.  So --

 4           THE COURT:  Well, from a practical standpoint, if the

 5 amendment is -- if the amendment survives this hearing and

 6 hearing that's yet to come and makes it onto the ballot, it

 7 doesn't take effect until 2028 anyway, right?

 8           MR. CLARK:  Your Honor, I think it depends -- well, it

 9 -- it clears a path for -- for the -- the controllers of the

10 General Assembly 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 hypothetical, then they would have to wait even longer to do

14 that, and we don't think, given the mandatory nature of the

15 provisions of the election law that we're pointing to, that

16 there's the ability to just ignore that law.  You know, if you

17 look at the Dutton case, for instance, Your Honor, if a pre-

18 election challenge is brought, the Dutton case has held that

19 that is mandatory.  It's not directory.

20           Things are directory in the election laws 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 Maryland law for anything other than complying with those

25 deadlines.  So -- sorry about that.  My mouth gets dry.
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 1           So, the three points I want to make to you, Your

 2 Honor, are -- they fall under these categories.  The missed

 3 deadline, or deadlines; the invalid non obstante clause, but

 4 we've -- we've covered a lot of that already, I think, Your

 5 Honor; and then the deficient ballot language.  So, first, let

 6 me talk about the deadlines.

 7           So, the first point there is the July 1st deadline was

 8 -- it was mandatory, it was missed, and it is incurable.

 9 Election law 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 statewide ballot

12 questions by July 1st."  The key words there, obviously, is

13 shall.  It is mandatory, and as I mentioned, under the Dutton

14 case, it is treated as mandatory just like its language when a

15 pre-election challenge is brought.

16           HB 2100, which is what we're largely focused on

17 challenging here today was introduced on August 3rd, which was a

18 month after the deadline has passed.  The General Assembly's own

19 fiscal note said the deadline, "had passed," and then Senator

20 Kagan said on the floor, quote: "There's no time to comply with

21 the plain language of the law, because July 1st is in my

22 rearview mirror -- in the review mirror."  Sorry.  End quote.

23           The State Board of Election then tried to comply with

24 this -- with this deadline, but it -- it couldn't, and as to the

25 other two questions on the ballot for November, they did manage
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 1 to comply with the July 1st deadline, but not as to this

 2 question about redistricting.  The Defendants argue that the

 3 State Board of Elections can cure through election law §9-207, a

 4 layout certification procedure, this deficiency, but they're

 5 missing that Senate Bill 29 also enacted election law §9-207(f),

 6 and that provides that layout certification may not be construed

 7 to be a certification of the ballot language 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 month after

11 the July 1st deadline in 7-103(c)(1) had elapsed.  So, the

12 General Assembly had anticipated and foreclosed 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 would add, not one passed by the same legislature

17 in the same year.

18           Now, I want to turn to what has become, I think a

19 bigger 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 Assembly here opted to write the referendum language

22 itself, somehow that gives the State a free pass to ignore §7-

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 indicated that the legislature there had not written the

E. 284 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 14

 1 referendum question as issue in that case about, you know,

 2 having slot machines legalized in -- in Maryland.  While it's

 3 true that the -- the Stop Slots court recognized that things

 4 were different in that case than we have in our case, but

 5 nothing in Stop Slots, I'm kind of puzzled by the constant

 6 reference by opposing counsel to page 192 of Stop Slots, that --

 7 that somehow this gives them the free pass, because the Court

 8 doesn't say that if the legislature writes the referendum

 9 question, 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, I believe, a 2012 decision, so that

12 requirement didn't even exist.  So, the Supreme Court couldn't

13 possibly have excused -- or the highest court of Maryland, I

14 should say, couldn't possibly have excused the -- the deadline

15 for certification when -- when that decision was written.  So --

16           THE COURT:  And the July 1st deadline was created this

17 year by the same body that is attempting to introduce a

18 Constitutional amendment after that deadline, right?

19           MR. CLARK:  That's correct.

20           THE COURT:  In the same year.

21           MR. CLARK:  That's correct, and that's precisely --

22           THE COURT:  I mean, not to put too fine of a point on

23 it, but --

24           MR. CLARK:  That's right.

25           THE COURT:  -- that seems backwards to me.
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 1           MR. CLARK:  Yes.  We 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 I understand it, the regular

 5 session, on April 13th, and so, on the last day, I believe

 6 that's when the Senate agreed to -- to Senate Bill 29, and then

 7 the Governor waited about a month 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 Moore called the

12 special session, then the special session took until August 3rd

13 to actually start and really functionally given, you know, at

14 least his view that he should sign it, until August 5th to

15 conclude.

16           So, we think that's clearly late, and we think it's a

17 clear violation of the mandatory law in 7-103(c)(1).  Now, I --

18 I want to, if I can, if Your Honor will -- will indulge me, I

19 want to march through the statutes if I can --

20           THE COURT:  Okay.

21           MR. CLARK:  -- Because I think that -- now counsel's

22 argument that a provision in 7-105 turns off the 7-103(c)(1)

23 deadline, is a clearly flawed argument.  It doesn't work as a

24 matter of text, and in reality, it's like a mathematical

25 syllogism, Your Honor.  So, the first thing I will point out to
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 1 you is if you look at election law 1-101, which curiously

 2 opposing counsel cited, I think, in their -- in their

 3 Opposition/Reply Brief, if you look at 101(d)(2), it says that

 4 ballots and court official ballots do not include 1) a sample

 5 ballot, or 2) a specimen ballot.  So, the categories of a ballot

 6 and a specimen ballot are mutually exclusive, Your Honor.

 7           That's the very important point to draw from the --

 8 from the definition provisions.  Now, let's go and look 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 talking about the ballot that actually goes in

12 front of the voter, Your Honor.  We're not talking about the

13 specimen 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 talking 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, I guess, right?

19           MR. CLARK:  Well, but I'm -- I'm just -- I'm getting

20 to what the ballot actually has to do, and then the point at

21 which it has to be certified, which comes in subsection (c).

22 So, I just ask for a little -- little bit of just, you know, let

23 me wind 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 I will return to unpacking some of those later in the
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 1 argument, but then if you look at (c)(1), the next subsection,

 2 it says -- that's where the July 1st deadline is.  It says, on

 3 or before July 1st, immediately preceding a general election,

 4 the Secretary of State, so this is the Secretary of State, shall

 5 prepare and certify to the State Board, the information required

 6 under subsection (b).  Okay?

 7           So, in the subsection (b) stuff, the 6 sub-

 8 requirements 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 concluding

13 clause that says for all statewide ballot questions and all

14 questions relating to enactment of the General Assembly, which

15 is petition to referendum.  So, it specifically mentions

16 referendum, and it says all statewide ballot questions and all

17 enactments of the General Assembly which lead to referenda.  So,

18 our position is, all means all, and that means that you have to

19 meet this July 1st deadline.

20           Okay.  So far, so good.  Now let me turn the argument

21 of my opponents.  So, they're trying to rely on 7-105, and I'll

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 specimen
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 1 ballot or publication.

 2           So, notice, we're not talking about ballots.  7-103 is

 3 about the ballots; 7-105 is about ballot specimens, 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 local Boards that they have to

 7 provide notices of questions, and they have to do that either by

 8 (a)(1) a specimen ballot, or (b) publication or dissemination of

 9 a mass communication, okay, and by my calculation, the mass

10 communication date here would be 10/13.

11           Now, skipping ahead a little bit to what my 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 statement required under paragraph

15 (1) of this subsection is sufficient if it is (i) contained in

16 an enactment by the General Assembly, and the enactment clearly

17 specifies that the statement is to be used on the ballot, okay.

18 So, that's -- that provision is what Mr. 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 wrote the language, 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 relates

24 to this whole situation of having a specimen ballot, but

25 specimen ballots and ballots are, again, mutually exclusive
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 1 categories 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'm trying 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 writes the question for the local boards to

 7 have to give this notice.  Functionally, the theory behind this

 8 from the legislature has to be the idea that the legislature

 9 wrote 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)(1), 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, I started with the

14 point of Mr. 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 impossibility.  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           Okay.  So, that's our -- that's our first point.  The

20 second point is, because this deadline problem is such a big

21 deal, and it was spotted as a defect by the legislative services

22 division, Your Honor, and by Senator Kagan on the floor in the

23 quotation I read to you about, it's just -- you know, like we

24 can't -- we just --

25           THE COURT:  The rearview mirror?
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 1           MR. CLARK:  -- do this -- I'm sorry?

 2           THE COURT:  The rearview mirror?

 3           MR. CLARK:  The rearview mirror quotation, and then

 4 there's also a delegate fair remark that's, you know, similarly

 5 realizing that the deadline got missed.  You know, the result

 6 is, you know, a kind of set of exchanges of physical notes after

 7 the non obstante clause is written, and the -- the legislative

 8 services folks say, okay, well this -- this supersedes what --

 9 what the law otherwise 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 time in the summer under such

12 exigent circumstances is because the General Assembly blew the

13 deadlines -- went way past the deadlines, and it's created this

14 emergency.  It's an emergency of its own making.

15           So, here is where I was going to unpack for you the --

16 the logic of the fact of, you know, they have two path choices.

17 They could have stuck the non obstante clause to get rid of the

18 7-103(c)(1) July 1st deadline in the referendum itself, and then

19 potentially had the -- the voters bless it, assuming the voters

20 could possibly understand what that means.  It would have taken

21 a lot of explanation around it to give the average voter, you

22 know, an understanding of what that clause does, or they could

23 have passed ordinary legislation.  The problem was, 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
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 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, I've gone through the

 4 argument that Mr. Kobrin launched of the statutes never applied

 5 because the General Assembly wrote the ballot question, right,

 6 and we think that if you look carefully at the definitional

 7 provisions as it feeds through what 7-105 does versus 7-103,

 8 you'll see that that argument fails, and in the alternative, Mr.

 9 Kobrin launches a kind of -- I'll call it a quasi-Constitutional

10 argument that the statutes cannot constrain Article 14 -- can be

11 constrained -- cannot constrain Article 14, I'm sorry, but

12 Article 3, §49 grants the legislature the power to "regulate by

13 law" elections, and the -- the Warfield vs. Vandiver case

14 confirms that statutory machinery is integral to Article 14's

15 effective execution, and to be clear, Your Honor, we're not

16 arguing -- I see this in -- in what I'm calling Mr. 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 argument, because the legislature set these deadlines so

22 that the whole process could be allowed to play out, and what

23 does that process involves (sic), it involves this certification

24 from the Secretary of State to the Board, and then it involves

25 the Board putting the -- the question out for public comment,
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 1 and then once the public comments come back, it involves a

 2 process of, you know, reacting to those comments and deciding

 3 whether to make changes, and here, look, you know, if -- if Your

 4 Honor -- like, this is an election law case, but it's also at

 5 some level a -- an administrative law case, an certainly if you

 6 had a, you know, challenge to Maryland agency action here as a

 7 general matter, like take the election law, you know, kind of

 8 (unintelligible 10:19:26 a.m.), and you know, something was

 9 required under Maryland law to go through notice and comment and

10 regulation, 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 from the judicial standpoint because the

13 requirements the legislature set up for something to become law

14 did not get satisfied, and the same -- the same thing is true

15 here.

16           By doing what they did, they were able to totally

17 dispense with having a -- a comment process, and totally able to

18 dispense with any idea for the -- any ability for the voters in

19 Maryland 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 them or 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 argument that tries to say, well we can just do this under

25 Article 14, full stop, we don't have to worry about complying
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 1 with the election laws, and we also think that ignores the text

 2 of Article 14, because the text of Article 14 says that the

 3 legislature has the power to provide the form of how referendum

 4 questions were to be dealt with.

 5           So, I'm surprised to actually -- to hear at some

 6 level, opposing counsel taking the position that there's some

 7 kind of Constitutional issue here, because as the State AG, one

 8 would think -- a representative of the State AG, one would think

 9 he has a duty to defend the fact that the legislature has built

10 numerous specific statutes about how to handle 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 legislature had adopted would not be valid.

14 We think that this is a -- a very purpose-built attempt 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 mutually exclusive, right, they --

19 they're -- they -- they contradict each other.

20           If you -- if -- if 7-103(c)(1) does not apply, then

21 how could the Constitution do an override?  So, they're just --

22 they're grasping at straws, Your Honor, to find some way to get

23 this confirmed and not blocked from going on the ballot.  Your

24 Honor mentioned the single subject violation, and I'll -- I'll

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 Mr. Kobrin's arguing.  He's arguing that the non obstante

 5 clause, you know, if -- to the extent they need it, sometimes he

 6 tries to say it's technical; sometimes he tries to say it's

 7 mechanics, but you know, I think that the reason why the non

 8 obstante clause is there is because the legislative services

 9 folks recognized that the deadline had been blow, just like

10 Senator Kagan did, Your Honor, and so, you know, from that

11 standpoint, it's clear that the non obstante clause turns off

12 general election law, and that election law covers a lot of

13 different topics.  It doesn't just cover referenda, and it also

14 doesn't cover -- it doesn't just cover this particular

15 referenda.

16           It's a general turn off under -- under Mr. Kobrin's

17 theory, 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 multiple subjects, the theory of the single

20 subject requirement is that the voter is then put to a kind of

21 Hobson's choice.  If you gave them one question at a time, he

22 could potentially say yes to one, and no to the other, but if

23 they're fused together, he might be forced to say yes to both of

24 them.  That's improper Constitutionally, and here we think that

25 we're dealing with a statute that violates -- I'm sorry, we have
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 1 -- we have a bill with HB 2100 that violates under Article 14,

 2 the single -- in §2, 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 explaining what

 6 the practical outcome of each voting choice would be."

 7 Questions 1 and 2 on the same ballot each include the statement,

 8 but question 3, the one that we're dealing with here about

 9 redistricting does not.  It only includes the bare labels for or

10 against.  The language says the amendment "clarifies that

11 certain standards" "apply to the general assembly districts,"

12 but it doesn't identify which standards.

13           In this regard, it's very similar to the -- to -- to

14 the -- to the decision from McDonough where the court noted that

15 in terms 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.  Similarly, here there's

19 no indication of what statute -- what -- what standards are

20 being clarified, and just like McDonough called out the -- the

21 framers, the drafters of that referenda, for trying to, you

22 know, use language 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 more --
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 1           THE COURT:  Do me a favor; pause for just a second.

 2           MR. CLARK:  Sure.

 3           THE COURT:  To the folks standing in the back, I

 4 ordered some chairs which have now arrived.  So, please, make

 5 yourselves at home.

 6           MR. CLARK:  Very kind of you, Your Honor.

 7           So, the term clarifies, right?  It's positive.  It's

 8 bright sounding language, you know, it -- and -- and I submit to

 9 you we're dealing with a very complex subject matter.  I 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 misnomer

16           MR. CLARK:  We think it is a misnomer, 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:  Okay.

20           THE COURT:  -- for the, you know, do it in crayon for

21 my benefit.

22           MR. CLARK:  Okay.

23           THE COURT:  What was the law about congressional

24 districts and legislative districts that existed on -- let's

25 pick a date, July 1st of this year.  Was it that legislative
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 1 districts and congressional districts were treated the same as

 2 far as compactness and those kind of requirements?

 3           MR. CLARK:  Exactly, Your Honor, and that was in --

 4           THE COURT:  And the effect of the -- the amendment,

 5 the purposed amendment, would be that state legislative

 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 law in -- in Maryland, and the decision, the

16 Szeliga decision, and there's a -- there's another one, come

17 from this 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 law would change, but you know,

23 as we stand here in the law, the law is that the contiguity

24 requirement, the compactness requirement, 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 referendum were to

 2 pass, that would --

 3           THE COURT:  What is --

 4           MR. CLARK:  -- hint --

 5           THE COURT:  -- theory about why the legislator --

 6 legislature wanted to decouple the treatment of legislative

 7 districts versus congressional districts?

 8           MR. CLARK:  They're -- I think the theory is that they

 9 think that the Maryland requirements are more stringent than the

10 analog federal requirements.

11           THE COURT:  Because that's what Judge Battaglia told

12 them in that Szeliga case, right?

13           MR. CLARK:  So, the -- but the -- the federal -- yes.

14 So, the federal requirements are -- are different.  I mean, I

15 think --

16           THE COURT:  Much more Laissez-faire from the 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 more 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 important level, do they

24 understand what the equal population requirement is?  Do they

25 understand that those federal requirements are not as, you know,
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 1 stringent, and don't have as much reticulation as the -- as the

 2 Maryland requirements that go back, you know, for a long time in

 3 -- in Maryland history?  I would submit to you, no, and in order

 4 for the ballot question not to be misleading to voters, the

 5 voters need to get the information about that, and this ties to

 6 the -- to our due process argument as well, because the voters

 7 were deprived of the ability to even look at the question, and

 8 then -- and then make comments to say like, what are you

 9 clarifying exactly?

10           In order to understand -- even if you buy the loaded

11 term clarify, and I agree with what I think Your Honor was

12 suggesting that this does a lot more than a clarification, but

13 even if you -- you're willing to accept at least someone could

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 comparison to know what is being

17 clarified, you have to know what the baseline federal law is,

18 right?  You have to be able to say, we want to take this from

19 the current Battaglia status quo and move 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 element of due process, and by cutting short the

24 process and missing the deadlines, the July 1st deadline being

25 obviously the most important one, but also the following
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 1 deadlines about commenting.

 2           The voters can't even -- they don't have a mechanism

 3 to try to help clarify this, Your Honor, and so, we think that,

 4 you know, that's its own independent set of, you know, like

 5 millstones around the neck of HB 2100 that would -- should just

 6 drag it under and should result in it being enjoined.  We see

 7 this as -- and, oh I wanted -- so, just to -- just to -- to run

 8 through my full litany, because I have -- I have eight, so you

 9 can just stop me at any time, Your Honor, but -- but I'm going

10 to --

11           THE COURT:  Oh, I will.

12           MR. CLARK:  -- okay.  Very good.  So, I -- I said

13 first one was, what are the certain clarifications; that's not

14 clear; second, what the difference is between state legislative

15 districts and congressional districts; third, what are the

16 currently applicable Maryland Constitutional provisions that

17 weren't -- and those weren't adequately explained; fourth,

18 what's the federal Constitutional law on districting that's not

19 adequately explained; 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 requirement,

22 that this bill is going to give original jurisdiction to the

23 Maryland Supreme Court, and you know, maybe -- maybe 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 I think all these problems compound each,

 2 understands the difference between appellate jurisdiction and

 3 original jurisdiction.  We understand it, you know, the -- and

 4 that was -- also seven is the non obstante clause --

 5           THE COURT:  I have a feeling if the -- I have a

 6 feeling a) that the Supreme Court already has original

 7 jurisdiction over these kind of cases, and b) that if this was

 8 some kind of change, it would still result in me having a

 9 hearing and then them having a hearing a week later.

10           MR. CLARK:  That's probably true, Your Honor.

11           THE COURT:  So, that doesn't clarify anything for me.

12           MR. CLARK:  I agree, and the last one, number eight,

13 was that the practical effect of all of the election laws 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:  While we're on the topic of the Supreme

17 Court, and before I forget this, has the Maryland Supreme 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 amendment was passed,

22 but always the higher policy-making court in the State, has it

23 allowed the legislature to use the non obstante clause vehicle

24 in order to make new laws that were somehow contrary to

25 previously laws that were already 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 kind of have maybe some -- I'll call them, you know, ancillary

 5 legislation that -- that ties into putting a referendum in 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 somehow 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 May

16 signing of the SB 29 to a special session that's already in

17 violation in terms of what it wants to do of that July 1st

18 deadline, and then turning off any other election laws that

19 might be a barrier to this, we think that there's no way that

20 that can be done by anything other than a bicameralism and

21 presentment process, or by putting the non obstante in front of

22 the voter.

23           And my -- my concluding point about these eight

24 subpoints 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 diagram.  So, you know, you take people who might understand

 2 what the clarification is, right, if you through each of the

 3 other seven in this sequence and the Venn diagram intersection

 4 gets smaller and smaller, the people who truly understand --

 5           THE COURT:  I'm going to share your frustration, but

 6 also point out, it would be nice if the average voter understood

 7 Callais in the context of this amendment when they get to vote

 8 on it, whether that's this year, next year, or three years from

 9 now, because regardless of what we do hear, we are still going

10 to have a similar makeup in the legislature and, you know, if --

11 let's say I toss this out and the Supreme Court agrees with me,

12 they'll 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 large majority.

15           That aside, you and I will read multiple law review

16 articles on the Callais decision to refine our thinking and our

17 understanding about that; the average voter will not.  The

18 average voter will not even know the name of the Callais

19 decision or even be able to get you a five-word sentence of what

20 its holding is, and then there's probably a larger group who

21 will give you whatever the news they watch said it means, and --

22 and -- or the news they watch -- they watch said it means, so

23 the average voter is -- is not going to be in view with that

24 level of sophistication, education --

25           MR. CLARK:  So Your Honor, I understand what you're --
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 1 what you're wrestling with there.  There is a kind of -- I 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 mastered by the average

 5 voter, and unless if they are, like a referendum couldn't go

 6 forward, but we don't even know --

 7           THE COURT:  There would never be another referendum

 8 again if --

 9           MR. CLARK:  I -- I think --

10           THE COURT:  -- we lived under that restriction.

11           MR. CLARK:  -- I -- I -- I think that is correct.

12 However, what I would say is that I don't even think anything

13 like a college try was given in order to inform the voter about

14 what this means.  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 statewide response to Callais in some way, right?

19           Well, you would expect that the voter would at least

20 be told something 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 I'm not claiming to you

24 that that's the constitutional standard in Maryland, but you

25 need to give the voter like some 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:  All right.

 4           MR. CLARK:  So, we think that this case is essentially

 5 an even worse version of McDonough where there the -- the key

 6 word was rezone.  Here it's the word clarify, and you know, it

 7 suggests that there's some 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 lot and keeping

10 that information from the voter, and McDonough has been

11 continuously reaffirmed for five decades, in Kelly, in Stop

12 Slots, in La Plata (phonetic), in Ambridge.  It is -- it is

13 fully binding.

14           You know, I can unpack a lot more of the questions

15 here, and I'm sure that Mr. Kobrin will have points he wants to

16 make in response.  I'd like to, Your Honor, and -- and we didn't

17 talk about the structure for -- for this hearing, for this

18 argument, but if it's possible, I'd like to wrap up with a

19 discussion of remedy for right now, and then reserve time for

20 rebuttal after you hear from Mr. Kobrin.

21           And so, here's what I would say; that, look, 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" multiple times, and all

25 means 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 months later.  It just

 4 -- you -- you can't turn a blind eye to it is our position, and

 5 we think that the harm here to the voters of Maryland, and

 6 certainly to my 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 improperly noticed.  It's incompletely 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 framed in mandatory language, they become directory and,

14 you know, if -- if the -- if the highest court ultimately

15 decides that well, you know, there -- there are alternative

16 arguments 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 came rushing here as soon as possible.

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 lawyers, 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 violates Maryland law,

 2 but also an injunction against it, and that injunction is needed

 3 to preserve the integrity of the election process consistent

 4 with Constitutional principles, and you also know there's a

 5 Constitutional provision in Maryland.

 6           The number of it is escaping me at the moment, that

 7 it's -- that the -- the State shall preserve the purity of

 8 elections, and we think the purity of this election has been

 9 completely contaminated by the violations of statutory law, the

10 rush, the fact that there was this improper 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 enjoined because the July 1st deadline was

14 missed, and the follow-on deadlines about notice to the voters

15 and their ability to comment.  The non obstante clause can't

16 save it, and that's, you know, that's something I think that Mr.

17 Kobrin didn't put a lot of eggs in that basket, because he

18 knows, and he's come up with other arguments.

19           He's come up with the Article 14 self-standing

20 argument.  He's come up with Election Law 7-105 argument 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 I -- I 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 legislature passed it.

 3 It's a Keystone Cops, you know, comedy of errors.

 4           It's like it changes from day to day to day, and I

 5 would suggest to you that, you know, if you want to try to make

 6 a claim that the voter is being given notice here of really what

 7 was going on, that, you know, that would not have happened.  It

 8 would 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 time, 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 the whole book about everything you needed to know, you learned

14 in kindergarten.  You know, haste makes waste, and here the

15 General Assembly made a lot of haste, and made a lot of waste,

16 and that's why we're calling for the declaratory judgment and

17 the injunction, Your Honor.

18           THE COURT:  Thank you, sir.

19           MR. CLARK:  Thank you.

20           THE COURT:  Mr. Kobrin, before you make your own

21 arguments, which you are well capable of doing, I'm going 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:  Of course, Your Honor.

25           THE COURT:  All right.  We'll see you in a minute.
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 1           THE CLERK:  All rise.

 2           (At 10:44 a.m., recess in proceedings.)

 3           (At 10:58 a.m., proceedings resumed.)

 4           THE CLERK:  All rise.

 5           THE COURT:  Good morning, everyone.  Please be seated.

 6           Counsel, can you come up for just a minute, please?

 7           (Counsel approached bench, and the following

 8      occurred:)

 9           THE COURT:  I want to see if this many lawyers will

10 fit at the desk.  I'll wait for your boss to get here.  I just

11 wanted to let you know that we have the whole day.

12           MR. CLARK:  Okay.

13           THE COURT:  I set it aside so there's not a time

14 crunch, unless you have personal time crunches.  I do need to

15 stop at about five till noon this morning.  So, if that puts you

16 in the middle of your argument, I apologize in advance.  All I

17 could offer you is I'll bring you back at 1:30.  Keep going.

18           Court, we're here for however long you need us here.

19 Yeah, you know, I can't give you a final decision like the

20 Supreme Court can, but I can give you all day.  They'd never do

21 that for you.

22           MR. CLARK:  It's very much like the old US Supreme

23 Court, Your Honor.

24           THE COURT:  That's right.

25           MR. CLARK:  Daniel Webster argues for an entire
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 1 multiple set of days.

 2           THE COURT:  Yeah.  And I hope that that happens in

 3 this day and age.  Does it?

 4           MR. CLARK:  No.

 5           THE COURT:  All right.  You ready?

 6           MR. KORBIN:  Yes.

 7           MR. CLARK:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 8           (Counsel returned to trial tables, and the following

 9      occurred in open court:)

10           THE COURT:  Recalling C-02-CV-26-1986, Michael Howell,

11 et al., vs. Westley Moore, et al.  Counsel, please identify

12 yourselves for the record, spelling your last names for the

13 benefit of the court reporter.

14           MR. CLARK:  Jeff Clark for the Plaintiffs, Your Honor.

15 C-L-A-R-K.

16           MR. YATES:  Marshall Yates for Plaintiffs, Y-A-T-E-S.

17           MR. DEWEY:  Samuel Dewey for Plaintiffs, D-E-W-E-Y.

18           MR. BROSNAN:  Kyle Brosnan for the Plaintiffs, B-R-O-

19 S-N-A-N.

20           MR. LICATA:  Anthony Licata, L-I-C-A-T-A.

21           MR. KOBRIN:  Daniel Kobrin, Assistant Attorney General

22 on behalf of the Defendants.  K-O-B-R-I-N.

23           Is the microphone picking me up?

24           THE COURT:  It is.  Mr. Kobrin, bottom of the first

25 inning.  You're up to bat.
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 1           MR. KOBRIN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I appreciate it.

 2           I want to make clear what we are arguing and are not

 3 arguing because the Plaintiffs label us as arguing certain

 4 things we are not.  And so I 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 Assembly

 7 enacted a law and violated it and then enacted legislation

 8 suspending that law.  That our defense is that that suspension

 9 was okay, that it was okay to violate the law because they

10 suspended it.  That is not what we are arguing.  We are not

11 arguing that there is a non-obstante clause.  We are arguing

12 that when the General Assembly pulls a constitutional lever,

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 legally our

17 argument.  And the contrast here is that when an executive

18 branch agency like the Department of Health, the Department of

19 Public Safety, or Correctional Services.  When they do things,

20 they do things according to a statute because a statute lays out

21 what their authority is and how they are to wield it.  The

22 legislature does not have a statute that works like that.  The

23 legislature wields authority according to the Maryland

24 Constitution.

25           The legislature engages processes according to the
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 1 Maryland Constitution.  It can delegate that authority.  And to

 2 be perfectly clear, that's what 7103 and 7105 are.  The Supreme

 3 Court has said that in Morris, and that's in our briefing, that

 4 7103 is a delegation of authority to the Secretary of State.  It

 5 can delegate 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 colloquially, because the Constitution wins, the statute cannot

11 defeat the Constitution for a number of reasons.  That's the

12 argument that we make here today.  That the General Assembly,

13 when it enacted Chapter 881, was not delegating 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 writing 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 lever.

19           And this Court, under Koshko (phonetic), under the

20 other cases we've cited, is obliged to interpret the election

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 I

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 language we use in our briefing.

 2           Plaintiffs are arguing and have argued multiple times

 3 that we have implementing statutes and that those implementing

 4 statutes implement constitutional provisions, and that therefore

 5 they take on some kind of constitutional dimension.  The exact

 6 words in Plaintiff's brief is that a violation of the statute

 7 therefore becomes a violation of the Constitution per se.

 8 That's not correct.  Implementing statutes obviously exist.  The

 9 election law article is an implementing code.  It's an

10 implementation of the statutory authority under Article 3, §49

11 to regulate the time, place, and manner of elections.

12           And we actually would agree that 7103 and 7105 are

13 implementing statutes to an extent of the proposed

14 constitutional amendment process, but they are implementations

15 of delegated authority.  And I think we need to understand that

16 there are different types of implementing statutes and what

17 they're allowed to do and what they're not allowed to do.  I

18 think on one end of a very, not very broad spectrum is an

19 implementing statute that simply takes the text of the

20 Constitution, copy, paste, enact.  And so the words of the

21 statute are the same as the words of the Constitution.  It

22 doesn't add anything.  It doesn't do anything else.  It just

23 places 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 implementing statute, is a violation of the Constitution.  And

 2 that that kind of statute is both lawful and constitutional and

 3 has a place if the legislature decides to enact it.

 4           On the other end of that spectrum is a statute that

 5 directly violates the constitutional terms.  So imagine under

 6 Article 14, the General Assembly enacts a statute that says --

 7 the article says that three-fifths of both chambers have to pass

 8 a proposed constitutional amendment 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 chamber.  Only one chamber

11 has to pass by a three-fifths majority.  The other can be a

12 simple majority.  That's an implementing statute that directly

13 conflicts with the terms of the Constitution.  That's an obvious

14 inconsistency and would be struck down as unconstitutional.

15           So you have something that is obviously okay,

16 obviously not okay.  What's in the middle?  What's in the middle

17 is what we have here and what most of the election law article,

18 most 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, meaning when the Constitution

21 says that an agency or the legislature can do something, the

22 statute can't say it can't do it.  And more importantly, when

23 the Constitution places no limitation, the statute cannot place

24 a conflicting limitation.

25           And the example I want to draw from for the Court's
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 1 attention is early voting in 2006, because the State made the

 2 other side of the coin argument that Plaintiffs are making here

 3 today.  That in 2005 and 2006, the General Assembly 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 amended it the next year to a 10-day period preceding the

 7 election.  And that was challenged by voters as unconstitutional

 8 because the Maryland Constitution says in multiple 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, §1.

12           And the State argued in front of the Supreme Court,

13 no, what we have here is an implementing statute, that Article

14 3, §49, gives the legislature the ability to regulate the time,

15 place, and manner of elections.  This implements the time and

16 manner of elections 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 analogous

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 amendment that says

23 absentee voting is okay.  So we know other modes of voting are

24 all right.

25           And the Supreme Court said no.  You can't conflict;
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 1 you can't be inconsistent with the Constitution by adding, by

 2 limiting where there are no limits, 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 more.  And even though the Constitution doesn't say no more,

 6 that's how we have to interpret it.  And so you cannot write a

 7 statute that conflicts with the Constitution by adding

 8 limitations or adding provisions to the exercise of

 9 constitutional authority.

10           Plaintiff's arguments about 7103 and 7105 add

11 limitations to the exercise of Article 14 authority.  I have not

12 heard in their briefing or an argument here today how the

13 General Assembly can propose a constitutional amendment 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 limitation.  And so the

19 General Assembly cannot enact a limitation, a blackout period,

20 essentially, that the Constitution doesn't impose.  It cannot

21 self-limit like that, both because under Article 3, §49, time,

22 place, and manner to regulate elections, critically not

23 inconsistent with the Maryland Constitution.  It says it in the

24 provision.  And second, because General Assemblies cannot bind

25 future General Assemblies.  A General Assembly cannot say this
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 1 is a law and a future General Assembly is deprived of authority

 2 to do anything about it or deprived of authority to exercise

 3 constitutional authority because of the law.

 4           That's exactly how Plaintiffs are interpreting 7103

 5 and 7105, to say that through SB 29, the General Assembly was

 6 creating a blackout period after July 1st in which no proposed

 7 constitutional amendments can happen anymore, and that would 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 made, but the General

11 Assembly can bind future General Assemblies and Courts By

12 enacting a constitutional amendment, right.

13           MR. KOBRIN:  Of course.

14           THE COURT:  So what is the mechanism prescribed by the

15 Constitution?  What limits, if any, are there to the General

16 Assembly's authority to propose constitutional amendments?

17           MR. KOBRIN:  Those found in the Maryland Constitution.

18 They're twofold, with a third that I think informs the analysis.

19 The first is Article 14 itself.  There are inherent limitations.

20 The General Assembly may propose, but we have the single bill,

21 single vote rule, that a proposed amendment 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 amendments and

25 voted on separately.  That there is a publicization requirement
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 1 through order of the Governor, either by newspaper publication

 2 or in a manner provided by law.

 3           And after that, Article 14 says, shall be submitted to

 4 the voters in a form prescribed by the General Assembly.  Again,

 5 that's a paraphrasing, I'm not directly -- but it's prescribed

 6 in a form by the General Assembly.  The General Assembly chooses

 7 the form, which is why they get to write the question.

 8           The other limitations in the Maryland Constitution are

 9 in Article I, §1, all elections shall be by ballot.  The General

10 Assembly cannot call for a voice vote on a proposed

11 constitutional amendment.  The General Assembly cannot enact

12 another mode of voting on the proposed constitutional amendment.

13 It has to be by ballot.  There is also -- this is not

14 necessarily binding, but there is a line of cases about Article

15 3, §29, which applies to the legislative ability to enact laws.

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 General

19 Assembly uses the legislative title as the ballot question,

20 Article 3, §29 comes 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 analysis about ballot question language.  But that's

24 also -- it's illustrative.  It's not necessarily implicated

25 here, both because there's language in a case, Hillman -- it's

E. 319 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 49

 1 the Hillman case we cite in our opposition that says that

 2 Article 3, §29 cannot, because the Article 14 power is a bill,

 3 not an enactment, because it doesn't get the governor's

 4 signature, and because Article 3, §29 only applies to

 5 enactments, it can never directly govern an Article 14 bill.

 6 But it's still illustrative, it's still implicated, or at least

 7 implicit guidance as to how the language has to be.

 8           But in terms of the timeline, which is sort of the

 9 first battle, the first skirmish in this battle, about July 1st,

10 et cetera, there is no time frame.  What is functionally

11 limiting on the legislature is how quickly can something be put

12 on a ballot.  If they proposed a constitutional amendment on

13 November 4th with the election on November 5th, we'd be back in

14 court about a different subject that the Court does not need to

15 solve now, but how we abide by shall be submitted to the voters

16 on election 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 terms of timeline, there is no limitation.  There

20 is no blackout period set by the Maryland Constitution.  And

21 therefore, the General Assembly cannot enact one through 7103.

22 7103, and this is turning more towards the statutory

23 interpretation argument.  And I want to make 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 least that aspect of this challenge, by saying, let's look at

 3 the plain language of 7103 and 7105.  Stop slots both at 192 and

 4 at footnote 16 backs up.  The General Assembly is allowed to

 5 write this question on their own.  And when they do so, this

 6 statutory process is not implicated, because this process,

 7 again, from Morris, it's a delegation.  It is telling the

 8 Secretary what to do when the Secretary is responsible for

 9 writing the question.

10           And we put the language in our briefing, the General

11 Assembly tells, for lack of a better word, the Secretary whether

12 to get involved or not through the enactment.  There are some

13 enactments, if the Court looks at and they're in the briefing,

14 where there's no ballot question language at all.  And that's an

15 open invitation for the Secretary to engage their authority,

16 their delegated authority to write a question on time and to

17 engage the process in 7103 and 7105.

18           There are some bills where there is language, but the

19 General Assembly writes shall appear on the ballot in a form

20 substantially similar to the following, and it proposes

21 language.  And that's again an invitation to the Secretary of

22 State to write language, but to hew closely to the form that the

23 General Assembly has prescribed.

24           THE COURT:  Don't stray too far from what we're

25 telling you.
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 1           MR. KOBRIN:  Exactly.  Here we don't have that.  The

 2 question shall appear.  And this gets to the legislative

 3 records; the comments 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, I don't use that in the

 6 briefing.  I've honestly never heard that term before.  §3B of

 7 the bill is not saying we're suspending the law because it

 8 applies to us.  §3B in 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 times outside of the context that the plaintiffs

11 are selectively quoted.  And Delegate Fair said it at 44, I

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.  We could create

15 an issue.  So we're not assigning this to the Secretary of

16 State.  We are bypassing that process by writing the question

17 itself, by exercising our prerogative under the Constitution to

18 prescribe the form and write 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 comments were made.  That's what the intent

22 behind Chapter 881, §3B was.  3B is A is saying let's put it to

23 the voters, B is 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 write a

 2 ruling in this case that says the plain language is clear, the

 3 Secretary of State is bound by July 1st.  The notice and comment

 4 period only comes into play when a question is certified under

 5 the Secretary of State or county attorney's process if it's a

 6 charter amendment.  And 7105B has its own exception written in

 7 to explain that DLS, the Department of Legislative Services,

 8 does not need to write the brief statement of summary when the

 9 General Assembly prescribes the question or the form itself.

10           The statutes simply don't apply, and as a matter of

11 statutory interpretation, what the General Assembly did comports

12 with the statutes because on their face they don't apply.  Any

13 argument that they do apply runs into the constitutional problem

14 that I've laid out, that somehow these statutes are going to

15 restrict the General Assembly in when they can propose a bill.

16           Let's talk about the notice and comment period, the 15

17 days.  Plaintiff's argument is essentially that an executive

18 branch officer who is appointed by the governor has veto power

19 over the legislative proposal of constitutional amendments.

20 Because all the Secretary has to do, I'm sorry, 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 amendment is gone.  It

23 can't be put on the ballot anymore.  It defeats the Article 14

24 process.  Because no comment period was open, or the feedback

25 received wasn't given to the author because the statute requires
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 1 that.  Or the author takes that feedback, incorporates it into

 2 the question, and hands back a new question after five days

 3 instead of four because the statute says rewrite your question

 4 if you need to within four days.

 5           All 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.  We can

 9 functionally veto a proposed constitutional amendment.  And the

10 same goes for 7105.  7105 engages the Department of Legislative

11 Services to write a summary, essentially a plain language

12 summary or a brief statement summary of what the amendment and

13 the question accomplishes or seeks to accomplish.

14           The complaint takes issue with the fact that the

15 Office of the Attorney General has to review that statement, and

16 I imagine that's why the Attorney General was named the

17 Defendant, although the Attorney General has no other role to

18 play in this process.  And then that brief statement has to be

19 transmitted to the State Board by the first Monday in August,

20 which was, I believe, August 1st.  It was before the enactment

21 of 881.  We'll concede that.  But that is not, first of all, not

22 part of the process when the General Assembly writes the

23 question itself.  And more importantly, it's not a veto point.

24 It is not something that if it gets missed, 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 language.

 2           Ultimately, that's the constitutional argument we're

 3 making.  There is an Article 14 process, it is governed by

 4 Article 14.  Article 1, §1, and illustratively, Article 3, §29.

 5 And that as long as the General Assembly 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           With that being said, I want to move to the due

11 process arguments that the Plaintiffs make.  They've expanded.

12 In the complaint and in their motion for summary judgment, the

13 due process argument 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, I hope it is not lost

17 on the Court that it is a bit odd to make an argument that we,

18 the Plaintiffs, are deprived of due process, of proper notice of

19 this question, 90 days before an election when we are suing,

20 knowing about it, knowing very much about it because we are

21 briefing it in the 70th through 90th day.  That making a pre-

22 election due process argument is difficult because you have to

23 at least factually allege I'm not aware.  I am not sufficiently

24 aware.  I need to be made more aware, either statutorily,

25 constitutionally, whatever argument you need to make.  That

E. 325 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 55

 1 argument falls a little flat when it is made this far out in

 2 front of the election when there is so much time to still

 3 apprise oneself or to be apprised of what's going on with this

 4 proposed constitutional amendment.  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 me

 9 say it when you asked what applies from the Maryland

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 amendment.

13 And they have to be put on notice adequately.  It's adequate

14 notice.  That's the standard for timing.  We'll talk about

15 ballot language clarity in a moment.  But for timing, it's

16 adequate notice.

17           At no point did stop slots say, and therefore the

18 following statutes must 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 election

21 law article.  Well, there's 7105 that says specimen ballots go

22 out three weeks before the election.  There's a provision that

23 says you have to have a printed copy available to anyone who

24 asks for it of the entire legislative enactment.  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 legislative enactment so

 2 they can see the amendment and the question all in one, and they

 3 can see the legislative title.  And if there were amendments

 4 made to the bill, that's the crux of it, adequate notice.

 5           That's happened in this case.  The full text of the

 6 enactment was posted by the General Assembly of July 29th, I

 7 believe it was 93 or 94, perhaps even 95 days before the

 8 election.  That has remained the amendment text, has remained

 9 unchanged since then.  The amendment to the bill that changed

10 §3B, 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 language 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 forum to voters from the 95th day before the

17 election onward.  Voters on that aspect have received adequate

18 notice.  Any further argument that 7105 is involved, that 7105

19 is part of notice because of the specimen ballot provision that

20 stop slots highlighted, is still going to be met.  I should say

21 it still can be met.  Don't make promises in Court until they

22 happen.  But it can still be met because specimen ballots aren't

23 sent out until the week before early voting.  Specimen ballots

24 will have both the ballot question, and the Department of

25 Legislative Services discretionarily wrote 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.  Local

 3 boards will be able to send out the specimen ballots at the

 4 required time without an issue under the statutory directive.

 5           And so there can't be an argument in this case that

 6 there wasn't adequate notice when this complaint was filed when

 7 both there was when there was an easily accessible forum through

 8 which voters could find the full enactment.  And we haven't even

 9 reached the specimen ballot process yet.

10           I also think it's a little 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 normally get taken.  The Governor can order this to be

14 published, the text of the enactment 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 argument that Plaintiffs are making, that

18 there hasn't been adequate notice, that people don't know about

19 this amendment enough, even if the Court buys all of the

20 arguments under stop slots, even if the Court says not posting

21 the language of the ballot, I'm sorry, of the amendment on the

22 90th day before is somehow constitutionally infirm, the

23 question's unripe because there is still an alternative means

24 that the governor can meet.  in the four weeks leading up to the

25 election.  We are not there yet.
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 1           That's the sort of calendar aspect of it.  There is

 2 adequate notice in this case.  It has been met and will continue

 3 to be met.  Plaintiffs cannot make a showing otherwise.  In

 4 terms of ballot question clarity, the language of the question

 5 itself, this is what's grown.  In their complaint in count four,

 6 Plaintiffs allege that the ballot question is insufficiently

 7 clear because under 7103 there needs to be a brief statement

 8 about the practical outcomes of the voters' choices for and

 9 against the amendment, 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 outcome of the non-

12 obstante clause is.  The question isn't clear enough.

13           In their opposition, they adopt the argument that

14 their colleagues are now making in Dorchester County that the

15 entire question is unclear because there are certain terms that

16 are allegedly unclear or misleading.  The State's argument is

17 that the Plaintiffs are now arguing something outside the scope

18 of their complaint, 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 motion for summary judgment.  They are limited 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 argument is we address the merits

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 permission, but what I want

 2 to say first about the ballot language issue is that you have

 3 not heard plaintiffs substantively argue case law and precedent.

 4 They've said McDonough, McDonough, McDonough, McDonough, because

 5 no Court has ever invalidated a ballot question on a proposed

 6 constitutional amendment pre-election.  McDonough and Surratt,

 7 the two ballot question cases where something was invalidated,

 8 were charter amendments.  No Court has ever done it to a

 9 proposed constitutional amendment.

10           No Court has ever done it to one proposed by the

11 General Assembly when the general, and especially when the

12 General Assembly itself writes the question.  But there is no

13 case in which a Court pre-election invalidates a proposed

14 constitutional amendment (unintelligible) sent to the voters or

15 submitted to the voters.  That is because the bar, the case law,

16 if that is what the Court is following 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 ballot question is entitled to use certain

20 standards.  We know that from the no coalition case, the K-N-O-W

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 provisions are.  The Supreme Court said no, the voter can look

25 it up.  That's because you don't want to end up with a ballot
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 1 question that takes up two pages of the ballot and becomes a

 2 third-year law school course as opposed to a brief summary

 3 ballot question that the voter is supposed to inform themselves

 4 of before going into the voting booth by learning about it and

 5 by looking at the enactment, which is widely available.

 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, §4 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 amendment was that

12 Article 3 §4 applies to congressional districts.  What

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 §4 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 utmost respect that I can express to the Circuit

20 Court for Anne Arundel County --.

21           THE COURT:  (Unintelligible).

22           MR. KOBRIN:  A ruling of the Circuit Court is not the

23 law of the land.  It is the law that binds the parties in that

24 specific circumstance.  It is not a published appellate opinion

25 that requires the State to follow it.  And I think what the

E. 331 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 61

 1 legislature did here, and it's been made very clear both in the

 2 legislative record and through the President of the Senate's

 3 comments about it, the General Assembly did not want to engage

 4 in redistricting under the potential of a lawsuit, under the

 5 potential of litigation, where there was one ruling that could

 6 then be followed again and appealed up.  Why even assume the

 7 risk of litigation and instead obviate that by proposing a

 8 constitutional amendment that clarifies this is the common

 9 understanding, that Article 3, §4 does not apply to

10 congressional districts.  We are clarifying that we all

11 understand that.  That is how we are working moving forward.

12 That is now enshrined in our Constitution.

13           It does not change the state of the law because the

14 state of the law was not otherwise.  The state of the law was a

15 common understanding that it didn't apply with a single ruling

16 from the Circuit Court that it did that was never tested at the

17 appellate level.

18           THE COURT:  All right.

19           MR. KOBRIN:  Okay.  In terms of the other provisions

20 of the question, it accurately -- remember, the analysis here is

21 not whether the question informs the voter of everything that

22 could happen.  And that's also made pretty clear in the other

23 case law.  And so talking about redistricting and what could

24 happen and what could happen with certain election districts and

25 congressional districts in the State is unnecessary, premature,
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 1 and assumptive.  What the question has to do is relate to the

 2 voter what the amendment, what the proposed amendment does.  The

 3 first clause does that with the clarifying language.  The second

 4 clause says that it permits the General Assembly 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 §5, the Supreme Court of Maryland does not have original

 9 jurisdiction.  It specifically says over legislative

10 districting, original jurisdiction over legislative districting.

11 That's why in 2022, there had to be a lawsuit filed in the

12 Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County, because a case has to

13 originate in the Circuit Court for congressional districting.

14 Whereas legislative districting originates in the Supreme Court.

15 And since the Supreme Court does not generally conduct fact-

16 finding proceedings, the Supreme Court assigns it to a special

17 magistrate to conduct fact-finding and make proposed conclusions

18 of law that are then litigated in the Supreme Court.  That's

19 what happens with legislative districting.

20           And so that second clause in the ballot question

21 accurately puts forth that the change being made is that

22 something needs to vest the Supreme Court with original

23 jurisdiction.  The proposed amendment to Article IV, §62, I

24 believe, does that.  That it gives the General Assembly the

25 power to vest.
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 1           THE COURT:  It's important 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 with congressional

 4 districting cases, right?

 5           MR. KOBRIN:  Of course.

 6           THE COURT:  Because it's essentially a federal matter.

 7           MR. KOBRIN:  Yes.

 8           THE COURT:  And there's nothing that the Maryland

 9 legislature 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 law of Maryland.

12 Statutes come in underneath that.  But above that, the

13 Constitution of the United States, and the body that interprets

14 that as the Supreme Court of the United States, is above the

15 Maryland Constitution in the food chain, right?

16           MR. KOBRIN:  Of 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 safeguards there because the federal system still exists.

20           MR. KOBRIN:  Of 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 I should say the federal body of law governing

25 congressional districting, as interpreted by the Supreme Court
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 1 of the United States, currently says that under §2 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 political

 6 gerrymandering is a political question that Courts, Federal

 7 Courts, cannot address.

 8           State constitutions cannot go below that floor of

 9 interpretation.  Agreed.  State constitutions, however, can

10 build on that floor.  And so Maryland could have a

11 constitutional amendment that says we do not engage in a certain

12 type of districting.  We you know, want to -- let me put it this

13 way.  There could be an amendment that says Article 3, §4 does

14 apply to congressional districting.  and that amendment would

15 survive because it builds above what the Supreme Court has

16 interpreted through the Federal Constitution, places more

17 restrictions.  It just can't drop below that floor.

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 language clarity.  The

21 language is clear.  The amendment proposes to let the General

22 Assembly vest original jurisdiction with the Supreme Court.  The

23 ballot question accurately describes that.  And then finally, it

24 makes clear that federal law will apply and only federal law

25 will apply to federal districting, the congressional districting
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 1 in the State.  And that's an accurate description of what the

 2 amendment does, which says nothing in the State Constitution is

 3 going to apply to congressional districting.  All 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 moment

 8 ago, federal law permits political gerrymandering.

 9           MR. KOBRIN:  Federal Courts cannot stop, cannot

10 adjudge 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 Supreme Court of the United

14 States changes its mind.

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 language is fair.

23 Arguing whether it's clear or not is the wrong, frankly,

24 analysis because the case law is clear.  The Court is not

25 concerned whether it's the clearest language or the best
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 1 language that could describe the question.  It does not rewrite

 2 the language.  It does not do any of those things.  It is

 3 looking under the common law definition, which, again, we don't

 4 concede, but I don't need to make my entire argument that's in

 5 the papers.  I know the Court's familiar with it.

 6           At the very least, it's minimum reasonable clarity,

 7 scope, and effect.  And we have that here because the three

 8 clauses of the question accurately describe what the amendment

 9 is doing.  Plaintiff's primary argument is there could be more,

10 but more is not required, and the amount of more they want would

11 take four pages of a ballot and would confuse voters frankly

12 more than it would assist them.

13           THE COURT:  And maybe a master's degree.

14           MR. KOBRIN:  I'm sorry.

15           THE COURT:  Master's degree.

16           MR. KOBRIN:  Potentially.  And so the ballot question,

17 again, our first argument is that this argument is not before

18 the Court because what they've argued in their -- what they've

19 alleged in their complaint does not match what they're arguing

20 now or what they've expanded.  But in responding to the merits,

21 the ballot question is acceptable under McDonough.  Let's be

22 very clear McDonough, we make the point that lawyers couldn't

23 understand what's going on because there were 41 amendments that

24 were referred by referendum.  They were legislative enactments

25 of the County Council referred to the ballot.  And all the
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 1 ballot question said was these amendments rezone for against.

 2           I'm paraphrasing the question.  These amendments

 3 rezone, but rezone was the operative verb.  And then just

 4 for/against, not even for the amendment or against the

 5 amendments, just for/against.  And the Supreme Court made clear

 6 that there is too much of a tortured what is going on with all

 7 these parcels.  And in fact, it's not rezoning.  It is affirming

 8 the downzoning, and for and against don't explain anything about

 9 your choice.  Are you for what's happening to these parcels or

10 against it?  That was way too unclear.

11           That we don't have that in this case.  We do not have

12 a 41 amendment, 41 clause, I should say, or 41 changes to the

13 Maryland Constitution that have to be laid out in 41 different

14 ballot clauses to be explained.  We have three changes.  All

15 three have a clause in the question that accurately portrays

16 what the amendment seeks to do.  We have sufficient and clear

17 ballot language for question three for the election.  Voters are

18 able to apprise themselves of what it means, not only through

19 the question, but they're going to educate themselves before

20 going to the ballot booth.

21           We have to believe that in the courtroom, that the

22 process will play out the way it is intended to, that voters

23 will apprise themselves of what's been posted in an easily

24 accessible forum, that they will see the enactment, they will

25 see the amendment language.  They will understand, frankly, from
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 1 the immense amount of news coverage that both this issue and

 2 this case has received, that the amendment seeks to do what it

 3 seeks to do, and nothing further and nothing misleading.

 4           Unless the Court has further questions, I'll move to

 5 the single subject, which is the last argument that Plaintiffs

 6 make.  The single subject argument is a bit of an odd duck

 7 because it presumes that §3(b) of the bill, what they call the

 8 non-obstante clause, is an amendment.  The single subject

 9 requirement applies to parts of the proposed constitutional

10 amendment.  That when you propose an amendment, all of its

11 component parts, all the changes that it makes, have to be on a

12 single subject or relate to a single subject.  §3 isn't part of

13 the amendment.  It's not being submitted to voters.  It is not

14 changing anything in the Maryland Constitution.  It is not

15 implicated by the single-subject rule, and the Court can dispose

16 of the issue on that ground.

17           But even if it did, we point out that it is part of

18 those mechanics from the Bourbon (phonetic) case, that the

19 General Assembly does have this penumbral authority to provide

20 mechanics, and we've provided numerous examples 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 amendment

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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 1 no more violates the single subject, or I should say, under

 2 Plaintiff's argument, that the rest of the enactment would also

 3 violate the single-subject argument, which says this shall be

 4 put in front of the voters at the November 2026 election and

 5 that it shall be printed on a ballot.

 6           These are all parts of the mechanics that the General

 7 Assembly is allowed to lay out in their enactment.  And if 3(b)

 8 is not part of the requisite subject, then neither is 2 or 3(a).

 9 And that simply isn't the case.  It's never been the case.  But

10 the Court doesn't need to get that far.  The single subject

11 requirement applies specifically to proposed changes to the

12 Constitution, not to the other parts of the bill that help

13 facilitate its submission to the voters.

14           With all that being said, I guess the last thing I

15 want to leave with this Court's consideration is kind of looking

16 towards the future.  Because the one thing that hasn't been

17 addressed in this courtroom, specifically going back to the

18 larger question about 7103, 7105, and the Secretary of State, is

19 that we've been talking about Article 14, but there's another

20 article out there.  Article 16.  Article 16 of the Constitution

21 is the referendum.  It allows anyone who does not agree with an

22 enactment of the legislative enactment of the General Assembly

23 to refer it to the voters by petitioning.  By gathering enough

24 signatures and placing it on the ballot through the petitioning

25 process.
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 1           If you look at the timeline of that constitutional

 2 amendment, it allows -- if the General Assembly enacts a bill in

 3 the 45 days before June 1st, petitioners are allowed to submit

 4 the first third of their signatures within, I believe it's 31

 5 days after June 1st and the second 2/3s, 31 days after that.

 6 And so doing our calendar math, that means 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 Defendant'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 General

12 Assembly, through 7103 and 7105, have written 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 argument.  It operates the same way, right?  The statute cannot

16 defeat the constitutional amendment.  When the constitutional

17 amendment is Article 14, the problem is it doesn't apply a

18 blackout period, so the statute can't.  When we're talking about

19 Article 16, it's writing it out of law.  There is no more

20 Article 16 because petitions can come in later than July 1st.

21 And it really underscores that July 1st could have been any

22 date.  Next session, the General Assembly can make it January

23 1st, and all of a sudden, your blackout period becomes the

24 entire election year.  That would write 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 Maryland Constitution.  And unless there are no further

 5 questions, I'll submit on that.

 6           THE COURT:  All right.  Counsel, I'm going to propose

 7 that we break early for lunch.  Mr. Clark, I do want to hear

 8 your rebuttal, but I propose we do that at 1:30.  Is that all

 9 right?

10           MR. CLARK:  Yes, sir.

11           MR. KOBRIN:  Mr. Kobrin will probably have some

12 server, though, if my experience is any gauge on that.  All

13 right, gentlemen, thank you.  Have a pleasant lunch break.

14 We'll see you at 1:30.

15           THE CLERK:  All rise.

16           (At 11:43 a.m., lunch recess in the proceedings.)

17           (At 1:39 p.m., proceedings resumed.)

18           JUDGE WILLIAMS:  Recalling C-02-CV-26-1986, Howard vs.

19 Moore.  Counsel, please identify yourselves for the record by

20 spelling your last name.

21           MR. CLARK:  For the Plaintiffs, Jeff Clark, C-L-A-R-K.

22           MR. YATES:  For Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates, Y-A-T-E-S.

23           MR. DEWEY:  For Plaintiffs, Samuel Dewey, D-E-W-E-Y.

24           MR. BROSNAN:  For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan,

25 B-R-O-S-N-A-N.
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 1           MR. LICATA:  For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licata,

 2 L-I-C-A-T-A.

 3           MR. KOBRIN:  And for the Defendants, Daniel Kobrin,

 4 K-O-B-R-I-N.

 5           THE COURT:  Same lawyers that we had this morning.

 6 That's good.  That means I came to the right courtroom.  Mr.

 7 Kobrin, did you have any additional thoughts before I ask Mr.

 8 Clark for rebuttal?

 9           MR. KOBRIN:  No, Your Honor.

10           THE COURT:  Mr. Clark?

11           MR. CLARK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Good afternoon,

12 Your Honor.  Thanks for continuing the argument.  By my count,

13 and I might 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.  I believe I have 22 points for you, so I'm gonna get

16 started.

17           THE COURT:  Okay.

18           MR. CLARK:  Here's point number one.  So Mr. Kobrin

19 argues that we are trying to argue that the Statute 7-103, 7-105

20 trump the Constitution.  That is entirely untrue.  That's not

21 what we're arguing.  What we're arguing is that the statutes

22 help elucidate due process requirements.  They help to elucidate

23 time, manner and place requirements, which is another

24 constitutional granted authority to the General Assembly.

25           Essentially, what the general election laws do in the
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 1 Election Code is, they channelize what happens in a

 2 constitutional referendum.  There is simply 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 all

 5 other statutes.

 6           Indeed, point number two is, if you look at the text

 7 of Article 14, you're gonna see two commitments of authority, so

 8 this is a delegation of constitutional authority to the General

 9 Assembly.

10           First, in Section 1, you're going to see a reference

11 to "or as otherwise ordered by the Governor in a manner provided

12 by law."

13           So the idea that Article 14 creates every time a

14 bespoke process that the current General Assembly 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 form to be prescribed by

21 the General Assembly."

22           Mr. Kobrin wants to try to confine that to just

23 something about the form of 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 General
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 1 Assembly as it sees fit.  And again, this second textual

 2 provision defeats the idea that Article 14 is something that is

 3 a standalone universe that's cut off from everything else.

 4           Third point; Mr. Kobrin's argument that there's a

 5 hermetic seal around Article 14 and its process is essentially

 6 an expression unius est exclusio alterius argument, Your Honor.

 7 The idea that the expression of one alternative implies

 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 attempt

11 to argue that that statute trumps 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 provisions of the Constitution, and the fact that there are two

15 textual commitments that involve the Legislature in Article 14

16 itself.

17           Essentially, the Legislature doesn't even accept Mr.

18 Kobrin's argument.  Mr. Kobrin's argument is -- this is the

19 fourth point.  Mr. Kobrin's argument 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 time,

22 place and manner authority, or pursuant to its obligation to

23 protect due process, that it can prescribe requirements 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
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 1 Legislature's view of its authority is entirely to the contrary

 2 of Mr. Kobrin's theory.  Mr. Kobrin's theory would say that

 3 those statutes are ipso facto ultra vires; right?  Ipso facto

 4 beyond the Legislature's power because whatever happens in an

 5 Article 14 process is just bespoke to Article 14 and nothing

 6 else, and that's not what the Legislature thinks.

 7           So whose position is this?  This is the position of

 8 the Executive Branch and it seems 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, repealed and

12 not reply-ably repealed provisions of the General Election Code.

13           The Legislature has an interest in that entire body of

14 law but here, in order to get this one provision through, this

15 one referendum on the election for November, we're being told

16 that Article 14 stands alone like John Donne's island and it's

17 just not consistent with Maryland law.

18           Point number five; even if the text of Article 14 was

19 not to the contrary of Mr. Kobrin's argument, and even if his

20 argument was one adopted by the General Assembly, as opposed to

21 one that's clearly at odds with the General Assembly's own

22 statutory language in provisions like 7-103 and 7-104, it still

23 would be inconsistent with the Maryland Constitution.

24           The Maryland Constitution, point six, has to be

25 harmonized with itself, and there are multiple other
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 1 constitutional provisions on the field here.  First, there's due

 2 process.

 3           Voters have to be informed and they have to be

 4 informed with notice, and they have to be given the requisite

 5 into that will allow them to intelligently vote, and this is

 6 what the Maryland case law says in the context of referenda in

 7 any referendum put in front of that.

 8           THE COURT:  Doesn't Article 14 provide a mechanism for

 9 that?

10           MR. CLARK:  It provides a mechanism for notice, but

11 because it gives the General Assembly the power to go beyond

12 that potentially, right, and the power to use its other

13 constitutional headings of authority like due process, the

14 Legislature can provide extra process, and we've submitted that

15 -- you know, we submit that that's exactly what they've done

16 here.

17           They've set up a timeline that will lead to a very

18 orderly process.  If the deadlines here had been met, 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 Defendants about the deadlines for the election, et cetera, all

22 of those things could be completed in time, along with judicial

23 review, before -- well, in advance of the November election.

24           It's a time crunch that was created by not meeting

25 that, that risks due process.  And so back at the time where the
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 1 world was a less complicated case, there was a discussion here

 2 of the fact that at a bare minimum, you need four weeks'

 3 newspaper notice.  But we, you know, submit that the Legislature

 4 has looked 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 headings of authority, due process being one of them.

 8           The second one of them, Your Honor, is the time, place

 9 and manner power that they're granted to regulate elections in

10 the Maryland Constitution.  So this is a form of election and

11 there's nothing wrong with the Legislature deciding that, well,

12 here's now we're gonna set up the time periods for referenda.

13 Here's the manner in which we're gonna have the referenda

14 unfold.

15           Here's how we're gonna involve different parts of the

16 Executive Branch, like the State Board, like the Secretary of

17 State, like the local boards, like some local lawyers.  It's a

18 -- it's quite a complex 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 legal document, any statutory enactment, 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 look 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, I have the entirety of what the law

 4 is.

 5           The third heading of authority is that the -- there's

 6 the Maryland constitutional provision I mentioned that's in our

 7 Complaint about preserving the purity of elections, and that's a

 8 grant of prophylactic authority to the Legislature.  The

 9 Legislature can decide in order to protect the elections, to

10 provide more than the bare minimum of Article 14.

11           So again, the idea that Article 14 is unique among

12 constitutional provisions, you put blinders on and only look at

13 Article 14, we think that's contrary to the law.

14           THE COURT:  I hear your words.  You're saying the

15 Legislature can decide, but what you really want me to hear or

16 think is the Legislature must 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 I'm

19 arguing.  So I -- 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 other headings of constitutional authority or using the textual

23 powers given in Article 14 itself.

24           The Legislature has passed provisions that clearly

25 govern how referenda elections will go forward.  We 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 General

 4 Assembly in Article 14.

 5           That's why I mentioned the express yoguneus (phonetic)

 6 canon.  They're trying to say that if there's something that's

 7 not specifically mentioned in Article 14, again putting aside

 8 the reference to otherwise provided by law and providing for

 9 form, that therefore that means you're -- you can't look at any

10 other constitutional provision.

11           You can't look at any constitutional provision that

12 might authorize a body of law that applies to referenda, and we

13 think that's bunkum, Your Honor.  We think that you have to

14 interpret the Constitution holistically.  We're not saying that

15 the -- that everything in Election Code 7-103 and 7-105 is

16 constitutionally mandated.  We're not saying that at all.

17           What we are saying, that given the fact that the

18 Legislature used its various sources of constitutional authority

19 and the fact that it should be presumed essentially to be acting

20 constitutionally when it did that, that those legal 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 else.

24           Turning to point number seven, any form of election

25 needs some 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 referendum is 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 parameters 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 comes 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 all

15 these exigent time deadlines.  This must happen by then, this

16 must happen by September 3, et cetera.  Where did that come

17 from?  It comes from the Election Code.

18           So we're dealing with a situation where Mr. 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 look 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 how to run an election, and

 5 there are cases about that, Your Honor, where --

 6           THE COURT:  But elsewhere in the Constitution it says

 7 that the Legislature may designate the time, place and manner of

 8 elections.

 9           MR. CLARK:  Mm-hmm.

10           THE COURT:  Right?

11           MR. CLARK:  But that argument supports us.  We believe

12 that they've exercised the time, place, manner, power in order

13 to set up the parameters for a referendum election, and it's Mr.

14 Kobrin who wants to say that, no, you just look at Article 14;

15 right?

16           So if he's right that Article 14 turns off the July 1

17 deadline, where does it end?  What -- how does he get to the

18 deadlines in his affidavit, in the affidavit from Ms. Wagner

19 (phonetic), I believe?  He can only get there -- the only thing,

20 it would seem to me, is anything goes as long as you wind up

21 with a question that is done in some form, however poorly, for

22 the election on November 3.

23           THE COURT:  Well, what about the argument that Mr.

24 Kobrin advances that, Legislature, you have these powers that

25 are derived from Article 14 --
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 1           MR. CLARK:  Mm-hmm.

 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, I guess, after the election.  Or

 5 maybe they turn on the next day but can't be used until the

 6 following election or something.

 7           But does -- where does the idea come from that the

 8 Legislature would be divested of this power after a certain date

 9 that appears nowhere in the Constitution?

10           MR. CLARK:  It's the Legislature's power, Your Honor,

11 and so I don't think it -- the divesture is occurring by some

12 sort of foreign agents, or via a litigation process.  The

13 Legislature can set up this July deadline in order to give

14 effect to due process.  In order to give people enough time to

15 understand the question, for there to be debate about the

16 question, for there to be a notice and comment process about it.

17           And so let's take the opposite extreme.  Let's imagine

18 that the Legislature went into special session ten hours before,

19 you know, in the wee hours of the morning before the election

20 started and they had -- you know, they just got this on the --

21 or they printed out, you know, they mimeographed, like, add-ons

22 to the ballot.

23           Would that satisfy due process?  We would say

24 absolutely not.  So there's clearly a constraint that comes from

25 due process and, given that there's a constraint that comes 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 argument proposing the hours before deadline -- hours before

 6 election day proposed amendment, that would violate Article 14

 7 because Article 14 says -- I'm about a third of the way in.

 8           "The bill or bills proposing an amendment or

 9 amendments shall be publicized, either by publishing by order of

10 the Governor, at least 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 same

17 week as the election.

18           MR. CLARK:  Okay.  So --

19           THE COURT:  So isn't that the due process that we're

20 looking for, is the publication in the newspapers --

21           MR. CLARK:  The argument that --

22           THE COURT:  -- of general circulation?

23           MR. CLARK:  The argument that Mr. 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 wouldn't

 2 have passed Incentive Bill 29, the provision that says there's a

 3 deadline of July 1.

 4           So it's at some 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, I think that the July 1 deadline is clearly not

 7 unlawful because the Legislature, under the Maryland

 8 Constitution, both inside Article 14, the form requirement and

 9 the otherwise proposed by law power, plus due process, plus

10 purity of the elections, they have the power to set those

11 deadlines and they're not divesting themselves permanently of

12 the power.

13           They're just passing a law that binds them during the

14 time period when that's in effect.  We wouldn't have come to you

15 and argued that July 1 is an absolute rigid deadline for due

16 process.  We 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 other requirements can be met, is guaranteed.

19           But if that deadline is not observed, you're in danger

20 territory, Your Honor.  You're in territory where people may 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 Mr.

25 Kobrin, who's part of the Executive Branch, to basically be
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 1 saying what it is that this power means.  Now the -- you know,

 2 the Governor, the Attorney General, they can take positions

 3 about that, but the Legislature itself, which I 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 two months

 7 when it was inconvenient, 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 congressional map

10 for the Democrat party.

11           That they just decided that that legislation was

12 stillborn and they can ignore it, even though when it's

13 convenient to them and when it's convenient to their affiant,

14 they use other deadlines that are part of the Election Code.

15 They're picking and choosing and they shouldn't be allowed to do

16 that, Your Honor, and we think that it itself is

17 unconstitutional for them to be doing that.

18           So turning to point eight.  Oh, this is the point I

19 made already 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 else, then the deadlines in that document would make no sense.

23           So again, and we've seen this time and again in this

24 litigation, the Defendants are taking inconsistent positions;

25 right?  They take the position that I covered in the first half
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 1 of my argument in the morning 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 argument and I

 4 don't think there's anything left to it, but the other argument

 5 they made was this Article 14 supremacy exclusivity argument,

 6 and the idea that they're having an affiant kind of, you know,

 7 pick like a cafeteria menu of, like, what parts of the Election

 8 Code they want to assert and have to be complied with in order

 9 that they can jam this litigation and say it's exigent, it's

10 exigent.

11           It's totally inconsistent with their theory about

12 Article 14 supremacy, and we suggest what that means is that the

13 Article 14 supremacy theory is itself incorrect and not the law.

14 The knife point is Mr. 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 entrenchment.

20 Your Honor, it's not an entrenchment; okay?  As you indicated in

21 the questioning of Mr. Kobrin, the Legislature passes laws all

22 the time that bind itself.  What is entrenchment?  Entrenchment

23 is different.

24           Entrenchment is the Legislature giving up its powers

25 in the future.  It's an attempt to strip the future Legislatures
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 1 of their power, and if you could do that over time, you'd wind

 2 up with, you know, being ruled by a dead hand that democracy and

 3 new elections could never affect.  So that's the constitutional

 4 concern of entrenchment.  We'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.  Sometimes, like, 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 entrenchment.  That's just the fact that the laws govern while

11 they're in place and unless and until they're repealed by a

12 process of bicameralism and presentment, they govern.

13           And, you know, it's the Legislature here in the

14 special session that was trying to ignore that principle, so I

15 think the entrenchment argument is another red herring.

16           We're not saying that the law can't change.  I pointed

17 out in the morning 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 I were to enjoin or take some action

20 against this referendum, couldn't this come back again in the

21 future?  It could.

22           We're not -- if we were making an entrenchment

23 argument, 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.  We're just

E. 358 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 88

 1 saying this particular amendment process that started more than

 2 a month late is so defective under the existing law and, unless

 3 and until that law is changed, this particular referendum has to

 4 be blocked.

 5           Mr. Kobrin -- this is my point number ten.  Mr. Kobrin

 6 makes an Article 3, §29 argument.  If you look at that

 7 provision, 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 mere titles for

11 Article 14 referenda.  The two provisions are different.

12           And again, there's another tension here of, you know,

13 Mr. Kobrin wants you to have myopia when he's looking at Article

14 14 and it's convenient, but if he wants to look at other

15 articles, he can.  Again, it's selective.  He's picking and

16 choosing.

17           McDonough (phonetic) would be wrongly decided on Mr.

18 Kobrin's argument if all the General Assembly needed was kind of

19 a, you know, some attempt at a general title and then you would

20 be off to the races with putting a referendum in front of the

21 voters.  That can't be true and McDonough is binding.  It's not

22 something that can be ignored.

23           Eleventh point; the argument that Stop Slots, by

24 negative implication, turned off the Statute 7-103 that didn't

25 even exist at the time of Stop Slots, that argument is just an
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 1 absurdity.  You -- Your Honor, I submit to you that you should

 2 not give that any mind.

 3           Twelfth point; the legislative history in -- is

 4 contrary to Mr. 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 other

 7 deadlines that flow from that.

 8           And yet, Mr. Kobrin's argument is that either they're

 9 turned off by Stop Slots or by 7-105, even though I explained

10 that's about specimen 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 wouldn't have needed a fix-up job

14 on Monday, August 3, to put in the non obstante clause, which is

15 invalid.

16           Thirteen.  Yeah, 13.  Just a quick note, although it's

17 a, you know, a repeat of my argument from the morning, that

18 there's no Section 7-105 exemption to 7-103C.

19           The 14th point is that especially if you look at

20 7-103E, which creates a deadline that passed I believe on

21 August 5, without being satisfied, that there is no argument

22 whatsoever 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 Mr. Kobrin has set up this argument 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 argument for self-sealing.

 5           By the time 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'm sorry --

 8 the organized system that 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 something that's completely relevant here, I want to

12 point you to this line from Stop Slots.  It says, quote, "The

13 notice prescribed by the statutory scheme and well-settled

14 principles of due process of law underly any notice inquiry."

15           Okay.  And we're clearly talking about a referendum in

16 that case.  And that's on page 192 and it's quoting the Oman V.

17 Mayor of Baltimore case from 1890.  So this has been the law in

18 Maryland for a very, very long time.

19           And Mr. Kobrin, I noticed, when he was making an

20 argument 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 months is good enough notice, Your Honor.  You

23 know, that's all we need.  He specifically ignores the statutory

24 language that says that the notice prescribed by the Legislature

25 in the statutory scheme 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 become locked in

 3 as part of due process.  We argued that they explicate the due

 4 process.  They are prophylactic implementations of due process.

 5 There's nothing wrong with that and the Maryland courts have

 6 reinforced that and enforced that since 1890.

 7           Point 16; there's a serious separation of powers issue

 8 here, and I have here the Maryland Declaration of Rights,

 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      the government out to be forever separate and distinct and

16      no person excusing me" -- excuse me -- "no person

17      exercising the functions of one of said departments shall

18      assume the discharge of the duties of any other."

19           And to turn one of Mr. Kobrin's arguments back on him,

20 because the Legislature decided to write this referendum

21 question itself, that means 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 rewrite of the question, isn't

24 available to you here.

25           The Legislature wrote this question.  It has that
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 1 power, and so that means that you're faced with a very stark

 2 choice, 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 them and allow them to be violated.

 5           You don't have an out of ordering the question to be

 6 clarified, as many clarification problems as it has, and we had

 7 our discussion in the morning about is it really a clarification

 8 as opposed to a total, you know, tumultuous upheaval and

 9 overturning of what the current status quo is in the law?

10           It was one more point down, but I'll make it point 17.

11 I'll flip the order.  Mr. Kobrin relies on some District Court

12 cases to say that Judge Battaglia was wrong.  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 legal

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 important to note that that

20 ruling, the State did not take that up on appeal.  It forewent

21 appeal on it.  So to be hearing now that, you know, they

22 actually disagree with that and then to hear Mr. Kobrin say, you

23 know, it's just clarifying it because the law never really

24 changed.  The law has always been.  If this referendum passes,

25 that's gonna always have been the law.  We'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 following the proper process that the Legislature set

 6 under Article 14 and other parts --

 7           THE COURT:  I don't think it's fair to say that Mr.

 8 Kobrin's argument was that they disagreed with it.  I think his

 9 argument was simply a judgment of a judgment of a Circuit Court

10 for Anne Arundel County carries no precedential weight; right?

11           Now, you have argued, and I agree with you on this

12 point, that if a court makes a decision 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.  It's not as though the Supreme Court said

17 that.

18           MR. CLARK:  No, but we're not here --

19           THE COURT:  If you had appealed that or someone had

20 appealed it, and the Supreme Court said, oh, you know what?

21 We're not gonna grant cert.  Then I think everyone in the room

22 would say, yeah, that's a precedent.

23           MR. CLARK:  I completely 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 I

 3 would say is that there's still a judicial order that was not

 4 appealed 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 form of legal status quo.  It's not a

 7 precedential form of status quo.  It's a encompassed within the

 8 four corners of the order status quo because they didn't appeal

 9 it.

10           Whatever the basis is for it being the status quo,

11 it's the status quo and the referendum is an attempt 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 language of they're just trying to

15 clarify what the law is.  Like, no, they're trying to change

16 full up what the status quo is of the law in Maryland.

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?  I think that the reason that Mr. Kobrin is making

20 that argument is because he's trying to put us together, at

21 least temporarily and conveniently, in a conceptual box with the

22 Dorchester Plaintiffs.

23           According to him, the Dorchester Plaintiffs focused a

24 lot more on the argument 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 larger argument.

 3           Somehow, we looked over at the Dorchester case and

 4 said, oh, we should expand our argument.  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 mine, in terms of how you

 7 look at count four.

 8           So I'm looking 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 following

12 information on the ballot.  Quote, "A brief statement explaining

13 what the practical outcome of each voting choice would be."

14           So we submit that that explanation is lacking here and

15 that that's a serious problem.  Our next paragraph, paragraph

16 109, says that part of the problem here is the non obstante

17 clause because it makes what's going on entirely opaque.

18           But you would think, to listen to Mr. Kobrin, that our

19 count four stopped at paragraph 109.  We just said we think

20 there's a 7-103B(6) problem and now, you know, look at the non

21 obstante clause.  That's what the B(6) problem is.  No, we go

22 on.

23           In particular, I want to point to you, Your Honor, to

24 paragraphs 113 and especially 114; right?  So, you know, we give

25 a long quotation there from Stop Slots about what the purpose of
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 1 this is.  We don't, you know, purport to limit it at all to the

 2 non obstante.  And then look at paragraph 114.  It says, "by

 3 refusing to meet the requirements set forth in 7-103B," and

 4 again, that's not even just B(6), "such as a brief statement

 5 explaining the outcomes of each vote, the proposed scheme is

 6 insufficient for voters."

 7           There's no mention of the non obstante there.  This

 8 argument was not limited to the non obstante.  It was a general

 9 argument that voters don't have enough information and didn't

10 get the statement that they're supposed to get from B(6), and

11 there's other -- there are other problems with their compliance

12 with 7-103B, as well.

13           So, you know, we're at some level mystified by the

14 argument 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 claim but, you know, and I'll make this argument

17 in the alternative, not our primary argument; this is why

18 yesterday we lodged an alternative version of count four.

19           We didn't lodge it because we were somehow peeking

20 over during the exam at the exam book of the Dorchester

21 Plaintiffs.  We did it because of the fact that in our case,

22 they raised an argument that we were not pleading this broad

23 enough.

24           And the other reason why I think they're bringing in

25 the Dorchester case is because we came 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.  I won't cast too many 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 came, you know, here to

 6 the right court that's historically done these kinds of cases.

 7 You know, I asked Mr. Kobrin in the morning, so I wanted to make

 8 sure I put this on the record: "Are you going to appeal the

 9 Dorchester case for being in the wrong venue?"

10           And he said, "Oh, they haven't decided that yet."

11           So you know, it seems to me 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 pleaded our count four correctly, and we just, we think that's

15 wrong.  We think it's improper.

16           And you know, the real thing is that we think that

17 that case, you know, even though they're making many of the same

18 arguments we are, we think it's in the wrong venue and the State

19 probably will win an appeal on that, Your Honor.

20           I made the separation of powers argument, so let's

21 call -- let's go now to single subject.  So we look at -- let me

22 pull up my 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 -- I 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           Is that the non obstante clause sets aside the

 6 entirety of election law 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 embraced in the

10 Election Code include many different topics.

11           So it's like including the non obstante clause is a

12 walking admission of the fact that this cannot meet the single

13 subject rule, Your Honor.  And then as for the provision that

14 the general -- I'm sorry -- that the Maryland Supreme Court

15 would have jurisdiction, let me find that.

16           Okay.  So that provision, it doesn't even directly tie

17 to redistricting.  It just gives an option to the General

18 Assembly to create a new form of original jurisdiction and

19 that's a -- its own topic, as well.  It's not something, 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 I won't

25 belabor the point that the federal law here is its own
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 1 complicated 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 statement, to

 4 include what it is that this referendum would accomplish as a

 5 practical matter if its adopted.  The fact that that's absent is

 6 a huge lacuna.

 7           We think it's a fatal defect to this and, you know, as

 8 I went back and forth in our colloquy this morning about all of

 9 the various -- I counted up to eight elements of things the

10 voters would need to understand.  I can put that argument to the

11 side and say, you know, we're not calling for perfection, but

12 there's nothing.

13           There is no 701 -- I'm sorry -- 7-103B(6) statement,

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 complex, like,

16 forested nest, tangled nest of interlocking questions about

17 state law, federal law, clarification, overturning, you know,

18 existing election law.

19           It's something that the voters owe -- are owed some

20 more 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 statement about what it is that the

24 referendum is doing and what it would accomplish as a practical

25 matter in the real world.
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 1           And you know, Mr. Kobrin wishes that doesn't exist.

 2 This is one of the provisions that he wishes he could turn off,

 3 but he -- I think neither the Article 14 theory nor how Stop

 4 Slots argument by negative implication, or his argument trying

 5 to use the limited provision in 7-105 about specimen ballots,

 6 can accomplish that goal.

 7           There's more that I could cover, Your Honor, but I

 8 want to make one request in the interest of time and because

 9 I've covered in excess of 20 points, I believe, at this point.

10 That since we carry the burden of proof, I certainly don't mind,

11 you know, whatever.  We're here for the entire day.  You asked

12 us for that.  We're happy to be here, you know, for however long

13 you want us.

14           So if we want to keep doing, you know, a round of me

15 and a round of Mr. Kobrin, and a second round, a third round,

16 we're all good with that.  But we would ask that since we carry

17 the burden of proof that we get a brief last word, even if

18 that's only five minutes.

19           THE COURT:  Oh, I think it's only fair that you should

20 have the last word before I have the last word.

21           MR. CLARK:  You will always have the last word, Your

22 Honor, yes.  We recognize that.

23           THE COURT:  Anything else for now, sir?

24           MR. CLARK:  No.  Thank you, sir.

25           THE COURT:  Mr. Kobrin?
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 1           MR. KOBRIN:  Can I --

 2           THE COURT:  You name has been disparaged a few times.

 3 I think you should be able to defend yourself.

 4           MR. KOBRIN:  I have 21 points in rebuttal.

 5           THE COURT:  Get out.  Leave now.

 6           MR. KOBRIN:  Let's actually answer some of Plaintiff's

 7 questions.  Why do we have July 1?  The July 1 statute doesn't

 8 just apply to the Secretary of State.  It applies to all

 9 questions to be placed on the ballot; county attorney, municipal

10 attorney.  Whenever something that's going to appear on the

11 ballot is going to -- and it's not a candidate or a bond

12 question, it appears by question.

13           There are different things that can appear on the

14 ballot.  Municipal questions about municipal charters, charter

15 amendments, county charters, referred local laws from county

16 councils, the General Assembly's referred laws 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 written

20 -- July 1 was not written for Article 14.  The July 1 --

21           THE COURT:  Well, so I have a question about that.

22           MR. KOBRIN:  Sure.

23           THE COURT:  If it's not written for Article 14, why

24 does it say that it applies to Article 14?

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 delegation

 2 of authority under the Secretary -- to the Secretary of State

 3 under Article 14, which is what the Supreme Court both held and

 4 explained in Morris v. Governor.  The challenge there was the --

 5 that --

 6           THE COURT:  And you're gonna tell me like you told me

 7 earlier that the Legislature can waive that when they write

 8 their own question?

 9           MR. KOBRIN:  Exactly.  That --

10           THE COURT:  Then why isn't that in there?  It 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.  When the Legislature,

14 when anyone delegates authority, that doesn't mean they're

15 divested of that authority.  That doesn't mean they can't

16 exercise it anymore.  They've just placed some 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?  Otherwise,

21 we can do whatever we want.  Article 14, I mean --

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
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 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 November 1, I guess, if you want to, for a

 4 November 3 election.

 5           MR. KOBRIN:  Sure.

 6           THE COURT:  I mean, when are we gonna level with the

 7 people in the State and let them know that their government can

 8 do whatever it wants?  The government really has no limitations

 9 on it at all.

10           MR. KOBRIN:  No, it has limitations.  Those

11 limitations are inherent in the Constitution.  And in fairness

12 to the General Assembly, that's exactly what the floor debate

13 leader 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 delegation process.  That has passed because we're past

16 July 1 and, therefore, we are exercising, we the General

17 Assembly, are exercising our prerogative to write 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 Assembly 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 delegated authority is also reserved because that's inherent in

25 the constitutional authority.  The very separation of powers
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 1 argument that Plaintiffs make, the Legislature cannot give away

 2 an authority.  It can't assign constitutional authority wholly

 3 to another branch of government.

 4           There's delegation and obviously there's centuries of

 5 case law on how delegation works, and the delegation is proper

 6 as long as it's guided by standards, but the General Assembly

 7 does not need to write, 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 write that because that's inherent

10 in the separation of powers.

11           THE COURT:  I understand that.  You understand that,

12 but we do this for a living.

13           MR. KOBRIN:  Sure.

14           THE COURT:  Does the average Marylander understand

15 that?  And if he doesn't or she doesn't, aren't we skating up

16 against a little due process problem, as Mr. Clark 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 amendment, what is its purpose and effect, and does the language

20 on the ballot reflect that?  It does not need to teach the voter

21 how the amendment came to be, who wrote the language, what legal

22 mechanism was used to process it either through the Legislature

23 or through the Secretary of State.

24           The first two ballot questions on this November's

25 ballot are other Article 14 ballot questions.  They do not have
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 1 in them, this was written 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 purposes, what is the amendment and what was its enactment so I

 6 can understand in context what the amendment does and if that

 7 enactment contains the ballot question, how that ballot question

 8 refers or relates to the amendment.

 9           But saying that the voter needs to be aware of exactly

10 which authority was exercised is not necessary, although the

11 enactment says we are doing this pursuant.  It says pursuant to

12 Article 14, this is being put in front of the voters, I 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 me,

17 you and Plaintiffs to argue about in court.  For the voters, it

18 is what is the constitutional amendment being proposed and does

19 the ballot question that is in front of them sufficiently and

20 with minimum reasonable clarity relate that amendment to them?

21 And in this case, it does.

22           And so, Your Honor, the General Assembly did not need

23 to enact a law that said our power to propose amendments resides

24 in a very 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 Election Law Article that would compel that kind of legislative

 3 lawmaking.

 4           With that being said, July 1 is, like I said before,

 5 7-103C(1) is that delegation to the Secretary of State related

 6 to election law.  The remainder is election law and Plaintiffs

 7 is actually -- Plaintiffs are actually correct about this.  I

 8 think there was a fundamental misunderstanding between myself

 9 and Plaintiffs until the moment I heard Counsel argue that

10 Article 14 doesn't tell you how to run elections, and I 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 amendments

14 necessarily have to interface, but Article 14 says that when the

15 General Assembly proposes a constitutional amendment, it is

16 submitted to the voters are the next ensuing general election in

17 the form prescribed by the General Assembly.

18           There is no election law power in the Maryland

19 Constitution that allows the General Assembly to enact a law

20 inconsistent with what I just said.  Article 3, Section 49,

21 which is the election law power of time, place and manner,

22 regulated by law says, "But may not do so inconsistent with this

23 Constitution."

24           And that's a key point in this case.  The General

25 Assembly cannot make election laws that are inconsistent with
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 1 other provisions of the Constitution, like election provisions

 2 that say it is a crime to -- essentially voter fraud is a crime,

 3 and that there is a provision of the Maryland Constitution

 4 Article 1 that equates the two.  So the General Assembly can't

 5 say you can commit 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 themselves

10 election provisions, but necessary interface with elections

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 more than a bit of trivia.  It doesn't.  The Maryland

17 Constitution does not contain an article about due process.  The

18 Maryland Declaration of Rights at Article 24 ensures and

19 provides due process, absolutely.

20           THE COURT:  Don't they kind of walk down the aisle

21 together?

22           MR. KOBRIN:  They do.  But I want to point Your

23 Honor's attention -- this is something that is not in the

24 briefing, so I want to give you the correct citation, so forgive

25 me.  It's Murphy in 2022.  Murphy v. Liberty Mutual Insurance
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 1 Company, 478 Md. 333, and the part of the case I'm gonna 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 Declaration of Rights

 6 provision that generally disallows suspension of laws.  You're

 7 not allowed to just suspend laws under the Declaration of

 8 Rights.

 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 rule-making authority, and we can suspend our

13 own rules.

14           And the Supreme Court explained in that case, just

15 like with legislative enactments 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.  It does not

20 rule over the specific.

21           And so the general disallowance of suspensions of laws

22 did not apply to the judiciary's suspension of its rules 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 elections or proposed constitutional
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 1 amendments.

 2           Stop Slots imported 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 in this situation, I would submit one of two things.

 7           The notice required under Article 14 that Your Honor

 8 just pointed out is written into Article 14, with the Governor,

 9 newspaper publications and the otherwise provided by law,

10 and --

11           THE COURT:  So you know, it doesn't say due process.

12 It shows us what due process would 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 equals notice.  So I am equating the two, that publicization

17 under Article 14 is adequate due process under Article 14

18 because both are providing or informing what notice is required.

19           But the due process clause in the Declaration of

20 Rights does not operate with independent 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 language and timing, and

23 when we're talking about timing it says there needs to be

24 adequate notice.

25           And Plaintiff's counsel read to you the opinion.  It
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 1 reviewed principles of due process and the statutory scheme.

 2 They are separate things.  The only statutory scheme that it

 3 related or the only provisions that it reviewed were 7-105, the

 4 specimen ballots in the first -- in the three weeks before the

 5 election, 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 summary and a brief statement

 8 that goes out with that specimen ballot, and that the

 9 legislative enactment is made widely 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 Declaration

12 of Rights adds due process requirements.

13           And every deadline in the Election Law Article, 7-103,

14 7-105, 9-207, they are all notice points that, if not met, are

15 deprivations of due process.  Stop Slots does not come even

16 close to that.  So due process in this case is providing notice

17 to the voters through, under Stop Slots, the specimen ballots,

18 and by providing the legislative enactment, the full text as

19 amended, in a form that is easily accessible to them.

20           Easily accessible by statute has meant in print form

21 in the offices of the local 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 Maryland General Assembly's website since

24 July 29, and so it is in an easily accessible form.

25           Due process has been met.  Any further argument is
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 1 premature and unripe at this point.  There are no other

 2 constitutionally imposed due process notice requirements on

 3 Article 14 from other provisions of the Constitution, and the

 4 Declaration of Rights does not provide one.

 5           With all that being said, now let's talk about the

 6 statutes that the Plaintiffs have been highlighting.  I just

 7 first want to pinpoint our affidavit.  It's Exhibits A and B,

 8 the two affidavits from the State officials.

 9           We were very clear in our motion that when we made our

10 Motion for Summary Judgment, 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 behalf of

13 one of the Defendants, the State Board of Elections, who is

14 compelled by law to do that and therefore wants to do that on

15 time.

16           That is not a concession that 9-207 is part of a

17 larger scheme that attaches to Article 14, or that there's

18 somehow some conflict between the executive and the legislation

19 when --

20           THE COURT:  Or the State put up, hey, I 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 semi-colon, very

24 carefully with semi-colons, and it says operationally, the State

25 Board must begin printing ballots on September 3, when it is
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 1 able to do so.

 2           And those affidavits were submitted not because

 3 there's a statutory deadline to meet.  Because the State Board

 4 of Elections, in order to get ballots on time under federal law,

 5 must 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 general

 8 obligations but specifically under federal law, which we have no

 9 ability, neither us nor the General Assembly nor the Plaintiffs,

10 have the ability to waive at this point.

11           The statute, I think the statutes that Plaintiffs

12 highlight, we've been talking about 7-103 and 7-105 ad nauseum

13 at this point.  There is only one that was not truly

14 functionally met in this case.  There was the posting of the

15 State -- the State Board's posting of the ballot text, 90 days

16 before 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 claim in this court, which

21 is showing that an action taken in contravention of a law

22 applicable to elections is outcome determinative.

23           And so we need clear and convincing evidence that

24 posting the question on the 88th day instead of the 90th day,

25 giving them credit to their argument, was a deprivation of due
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 1 process of such magnitude that there is no way for the

 2 electorate to be apprised properly before election 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'm sorry -- in which the amendment text did

 6 not appear, 100 and I believe 51 people viewed the State Board's

 7 ballot question website.  The footnote we included, we can't

 8 determine how many of those 151 looked at the statewide ballot

 9 questions as opposed to county charter amendments and et cetera.

10           And so there is a universe in the State right now of a

11 maximum of 150, because I'll go under oath if you need me, one

12 of those 151 was me, of 150 people who did not see the ballot --

13 the amendment 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 outcome determinative deprivation of due process to all of

17 Marylanders because 150 people may not have seen something on a

18 website on the 90th and 89th day before the election, when there

19 has been ample opportunity for everyone to otherwise see it

20 since then.

21           And that is the point we were making both with that

22 number and that affidavit, not that there is any other kind of

23 remedy here.  Just that eventually, we have to get down to,

24 they're alleging a violation of due process.  We do not concede

25 that there is any due process implication in that 90-day
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 1 deadline, 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 maximum.

 4 There's no reason to believe that's going to be outcome-

 5 determinative for an election where this is a statewide vote on

 6 the constitutional -- the proposed constitutional amendment.

 7           The Court's indulgence.  We are not trying to create a

 8 time crunch under 9-207.  We are not claiming that 9-207 is

 9 enforced to constrain Article 14, as Plaintiffs are arguing.

10 Again, like Your Honor said, that's someone trying to do their

11 job and to do it on time but is not -- we don't rely on 9-207 in

12 any of our briefing to say that it is otherwise of

13 constitutional force.

14           Beyond that, the Court's indulgence for one more

15 moment.  Article 3, §29, and then I'll end with that.  Article

16 3, §29 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 meet certain requirements.

19           We are not saying that it applies directly here.  What

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 write

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 interpreting when that happens.

25           Now, the two cases, McDonough and Serat, both mention
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 1 Article 3, §29 as a potential guideline for when the General

 2 Assembly puts the legislative title as the ballot question, the

 3 quasi-issue is that neither McDonough or Serat dealt with the

 4 General Assembly.  They were both charter amendments.

 5           And like I said before, there is other case law

 6 pointing out that Article 3, §29, 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, §29, only comes into

 9 force once the Governor approves of by his signature or her

10 signature, a bill and makes it a legal enactment.

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 language clarity when the

14 legislative title is used.  And without spoiling too much, the

15 General Assembly hued extremely closely to the legislative title

16 in this case.

17           If you look at the Legislative Title 4, Chapter 881,

18 it is nearly identical to the ballot question language that the

19 General Assembly wrote in its enactment, and so it is

20 illustrative of what is necessary to be sufficient ballot

21 clarity or question clarity.  We're not saying that it otherwise

22 applies.

23           The final point I want to make to kind of address

24 Plaintiff's global point, we're not picking and choosing and

25 we're not being myopic.  I think what is a fair summation of our
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 1 argument is that the General Assembly 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, §1.  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 choosing because what we are

10 talking about is what governs the General Assembly specifically

11 when they propose a constitutional amendment, and the answer

12 cannot be the election laws they are permitted to make when they

13 are not allowed to make election laws inconsistent with their

14 constitutional powers.

15           And so I think really what clarifies for me is that

16 this is an Article 14 case.  It is not an election law case.

17 Obviously, it interfaces with election law, but the Election Law

18 Article must 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 Election Law Article.  We're asking Your Honor to interpret them

25 and say there is no conflict because --
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 1           THE COURT:  The whole purpose of the amendment is to

 2 avoid an election law case; right?

 3           MR. KOBRIN:  Yes.

 4           THE COURT:  Which 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 law provisions as not in force.

 8 They didn't need suspension because they weren't in force.  The

 9 General Assembly was making that clear on the floor when it

10 explained 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 laws that are applicable to us.

15           THE COURT:  Anything else, sir?

16           MR. KOBRIN:  No, Your Honor.  I'll submit.

17           THE COURT:  Mr. Clark, 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 some old water.

24           MR. CLARK:  Okay.

25           THE COURT:  We'll come back in five or so minutes.
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 1           THE CLERK:  All rise.

 2           (At 2:47 p.m., recess in proceedings.)

 3           (At 2:54 p.m., proceedings resumed.)

 4           THE CLERK:  Please be seated.  Michael Howell, et al.,

 5 Plaintiffs, vs. Westley Moore, 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 Clark, C-L-A-R-K.

 9           MR. YATES:  For the Plaintiffs, Marshall Yates,

10 Y-A-T-E-S.

11           MR. DEWEY:  Plaintiffs, Samuel Dewey, D-E-W-E-Y.

12           MR. BROSNAN:  For the Plaintiffs, Kyle Brosnan,

13 B-R-O-S-N-A-N.

14           MR. LICATA:  For the Plaintiffs, Anthony Licata,

15 L-I-C-A-T-A.

16           THE COURT:  Did they tell you had to sit in the corner

17 over there?

18           MR. LICATA:  Actually, yes, Your Honor.

19           THE COURT:  Did you do something bad today?

20           MR. LICATA:  Yeah.  On a time out.

21           MR. KOBRIN:  And for the Defendants, Daniel Kobrin,

22 K-O-B-R-I-N.

23           THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Clark.

24           MR. CLARK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  Maybe we were

25 trying to hide Mr. Licata because he's like our secret weapon.
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 1           THE COURT:  Oh.

 2           MR. CLARK:  He is apprised of many erudite legal

 3 doctrines.

 4           THE COURT:  Secret's out now.

 5           MR. CLARK:  On the record even.  So people can point

 6 to the transcript.  All right.  I think I've come down to 15

 7 points; I'm making progress for Your Honor.

 8           Let me start with this.  Look, the Legislature knows,

 9 and this goes to the confusion point you were raising as well.

10 The Legislature knows how to turn off the provisions of the

11 general election law 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 Mr.

14 Kobrin relied on so heavily in his opening brief which is

15 election law -- and again, it's captioned election law so I

16 don't think there's this rigid distinction between election law

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.  Okay.  And it says that

20 the Legislature can choose to write the question itself.  Okay.

21 And when it does that, right, it has to have some impact.  We

22 certainly don't agree with Mr. Kobrin that it has the effect of

23 turning off 7-103, we don't think it turns off due process.  We

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 conscious of when they want to do something different with

 3 referenda.  And they did not turn off the other general

 4 provisions of the election law.  The provisions that set the

 5 July 1st deadline and then the follow-on comment 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 with confusion.

11           The Legislature has said when they want to do

12 something in particular with referenda.  It's just that the

13 Defendants don't like the answer because it means that they blew

14 the July 1st deadline and that should be made manifest in a

15 declaratory judgment and in an injunction against them.

16           My next point since I raised the comments.  I realized

17 that there's one point from Mr. Kobrin's not last time up at the

18 podium but the time before that where he tried to argue that the

19 comment provisions that I pointed the Court to in seven --

20 public comment provisions that I pointed the Court to in 7-103

21 and that is 7-103 -- looks like around (c) -- around (c)(5) and

22 both romans (i), little roman at (i), little roman at (ii).

23 That that wouldn't serve any purpose in a situation where the

24 Legislature had written the ballot question itself.

25           And we would reject that.  No, what would happen --
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 1 first of all, there's just a mandatory requirement that it be

 2 put out for public comment.  What does that serve?  Again, it

 3 helps to supply through a statutory means a guarantee of due

 4 process.

 5           And so it should be obeyed.  There's no reason,

 6 especially when we know the Legislature knows how to turn off

 7 things related to referenda, it didn't turn off these provisions

 8 about comments.  And even if comments come in, what would they

 9 do?  They wouldn't allow the Executive Branch, the State

10 Election Board or the Secretary of State to rewrite the question

11 that the Legislature had written, that would be a violation of

12 the separation of powers.

13           But what it would -- what it could do is it could

14 inform the 7-103(b) elements of providing information to the

15 voter.  In other words, voters say, oh, I learned through this

16 process, or I've been reading that this referendum may do

17 something, I'm not 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 provisions of 7-103 are emptied of all meaning whenever the

21 Legislature decides to write the question itself.  It can still

22 serve a useful purpose, Your Honor.  That's my -- that was my

23 second point.

24           The third point is that, as you pointed out, there are

25 serious due process issues here.  And I have not heard a
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 1 response by Mr. Kobrin to the fact that I quoted Stop Slots for

 2 the fact that the highest court of this State took what's

 3 occurring, you know, in terms of statutory provisions as

 4 something that can inform due process.

 5           As I pointed out -- and I haven't heard a response to

 6 this, you can provide due process on a prophylactic basis.

 7           And this contrasts with, you know, Mr. 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 measure of notice.  And that just ensures that the voters have

16 more protections.  What could possibly be wrong by that -- wrong

17 from that?

18           There is no indication in Article 14 that it is some

19 magical incantation of, as I was saying, expressio unius, that

20 it just occupies the field.  And Mr. Kobrin doesn't even believe

21 it occupies the field, right?

22           He was telling you, well, you know, we talked about

23 Election Law 9-207 in our declaration.  Well, if his maximalist

24 theory of Article 14, that it provides all the rules, you don't

25 need to look anywhere else were true then why would you need
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 1 Election Law 9-207, it would just be totally superseded.  And

 2 that's why I say that he's picking and choosing.

 3           The things that he wants to emphasize and the things

 4 that the AG's office wants to emphasize, they emphasize.  But if

 5 we point to something that's a bitter pill for them namely the

 6 deadlines in 7-103, oh magically those have all been turned off

 7 sub silentio by 7-105 even though 7-105 is only about specimen

 8 ballots or it's turned off by the maximalist constitutional

 9 theory.  And that is not correct.

10           Next point is on this topic of -- and I'll merge it

11 together then with the point of are we talking about a

12 referendum case or are we talking about an election law case?

13 And I 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 mechanism to put the ballot

16 question in front of the voters, unless you were going to have a

17 mini-election code rebuilt or, you know, built over and over

18 again every time there was a referendum question under Article

19 14, instead the Legislature has decided to proceed efficiently.

20           They have an off-the-shelf mechanism they've created

21 for complying with the election laws that exist in the election

22 code.  So they simply write 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 Mr. Kobrin to admit

25 this important concession.
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 1           There's an interface between the Article 14 referendum

 2 process and the election laws.  Yeah, you know, at some level I

 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 some

 6 set of administrable rules and those rules have been set by the

 7 Legislature in the election code.

 8           And that also means that sort of, you know, Mr.

 9 Kobrin's attempt to say like oh, they're mischaracterizing this

10 case, this is not an election law case, this is just a

11 referendum case.  It's just another way of stating their Article

12 14 maximalist 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 harmonized together and it ignores the fact

16 that there are two textual commitments -- and I didn't hear any

17 response to this from Mr. Kobrin either -- to the General

18 Assembly in Article 14 itself.

19           I want to return to a point I made from this morning

20 because I think I have not heard a response to it again and it's

21 very important.

22           Which 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 I don't think

25 that Article 14 is specific enough to overcome that conclusion
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 1 by the State's highest court.  I think that's binding.  And I

 2 also think that it's contrary again to interpreting the entire

 3 Constitution of the State on a structural basis.

 4           I want to go in a little bit deeper and I 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 informed here.

 7           So this is Warfield versus Vandiver and I am looking

 8 at the majority 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'm clearly not reading from the dissent.

11           Let me get up close and personal with this given my

12 eyes at this point.  So the Court says on 544:

13           "Hence of necessity the phrase must mean precisely

14      that which is implied and included in the equally

15      comprehensive provisions of the general law unless it be

16      assumed either that the General Assembly purposely intended

17      to mislead and confuse the voters by inserting a clause in

18      conflict with the then existing general law or that the

19      General Assembly obviously designed to repeal the then

20      existing general law in this particular, and to substitute

21      a different provision in its stead.

22           "No middle or intermediate attitude exists --"

23           And then the Court goes on a few sentences later to

24 say that in the view of the majority there was obviously no

25 intent to repeal the general law here.
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 1           So that's what -- it's clear that the general law can

 2 provide legal provisions that are applicable to referenda.  We

 3 think that's a power explicitly granted in the two textual

 4 provisions I pointed you to in Article 14 and we think it's also

 5 a power conferred by the time, place and manner power the

 6 Legislature has, its due process power, its purity of elections

 7 power.  And this has been established for a very long time.

 8 This is a 1905 case from the then entitled highest court of

 9 Maryland.

10           Now the dissent is also important.  Because the

11 dissent in Warfield, it didn't agree with the majority that

12 there was not an attempt to overturn the existing law.

13           Instead it took the position that the existing law was

14 being overturned and then it rejected that a referendum could

15 accomplish that.  It thought that you would need to have, you

16 know, a true repeal or law 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 improper.  Okay.

19           I would submit to you here, Your Honor, that we are in

20 the territory of the dissent because -- and there's a lot 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 clause.

24           They knew they had a problem.  Their own legislative

25 services told them they had a problem and 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 law for the purposes of this particular

 3 referendum in getting it before the people.

 4           And that's what the dissent holds is invalid and

 5 that's what we submit to you is also invalid.

 6           We think that while the majority 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 the non obstante clause, because of the concession that they had

10 blown the July 1st deadline on the floor from a senator and from

11 a delegate and because of the legislative history about the

12 legislative services department saying as much.

13           So that -- and then the dissent, if you look at the

14 dissent it talks 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 law, you're creating two different

17 processes that can easily confuse people.

18           You have a bespoke process that's kind of operating

19 supposedly unmoored under Article -- you know, current Article

20 14 and you have the general law process.  And, you know, the

21 dissent thought that that's an incompatible situation.  You

22 should read the laws to avoid a situation like that.

23           That is the position we're taking here as well.

24           That's why the non obstante clause 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 provision of the Legislature that says X shall be done in

 3 mandatory terms then it is mandatory and it must be given

 4 mandatory effect, Your Honor.

 5           The next point is at some level -- you know, I'm going

 6 to read it again just because I want to make sure of this, that

 7 -- well, actually, oh no, here it is.  No, I 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 scheme informs due

10 process.  And again there's nothing, there's nothing wrong about

11 that, there's nothing remarkable about that.

12           I'll 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 also means that this debate at some level about exactly what is

17 a requirement of due process, what is a requirement of statutory

18 law only, what is a requirement of due process informed by a

19 statutory provision or improved by a statutory provision.  At

20 some 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 land of Maryland.  And the people of Maryland, the citizens of

24 Maryland 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 clumsy

 2 attempt to try to change it.

 3           And I actually -- I don't believe I've heard Mr.

 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 maximalist position occupies the whole field, don't

 7 need to look at anything else or his argument that 7-105 turns

 8 off all the other provisions including 7-103 when the

 9 Legislature happens to write the referendum question.  And

10 that's also not true.

11           THE COURT:  You would agree though -- I think I agree

12 -- that if the Legislature itself authors the amendment, it does

13 not need to have the Secretary of State certify a substantially

14 similar question by July 1st.  Right?  Because they have already

15 said what the question will be.  They're not delegating the

16 authorship 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, I would not agree with

19 that respectfully.  So I'm looking at 7-103 (c)(1).  It says,

20 "On or before July 1st immediately 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 important.  It

24 provides very important 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 talking about (b)(6) because it

 2 requires you to, quote, do a brief statement explaining, quote,

 3 what the practical outcome of each voting choice would be.

 4           There is no explanation whatsoever as to this

 5 referendum of what the practical outcome of this would be.  It's

 6 all smoke 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 explanation 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 write the

13 question.  It just means 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 rewrite 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 look 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 I would say about it is that this

23 also has a reference to referenda (c)(1).  Look at the end of

24 (c)(1), the clause there.  This applies essentially for all

25 statewide ballot questions and it's the conjunctive and all
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 1 questions relating to the enactment of the General Assembly

 2 which is -- well that's the one about petition to referendum.

 3 So I'm sorry.  I want to correct that and say it shows that the

 4 Legislature knows how to refer to referenda when it wants to.

 5           But our key point for this purpose is that it says all

 6 statewide ballot questions.  And this is a statewide ballot

 7 question and for that reason it is governed by July 1st and it's

 8 irrelevant whether the Legislature wrote the question or not for

 9 purposes of complying with the July 1st deadline and complying

10 with all of the six requirements of 7-103(b)(1) through (6).

11           Let's see.  So Mr. Kobrin tries to argue that, you

12 know, all they had to do was to give 90-days' notice and he

13 admits 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, my argument there would be again Dutton

16 tells you that if a time period is set by the Legislature, if

17 there's a mandatory rule then it must be obeyed.  It's not

18 something where there's an indication that there's discretion in

19 how that should 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 make the argument

22 about horseshoes and hand grenades all the time and say, you

23 know, c'mon, 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           Mr. Kobrin referred to the -- obliquely to the UOCAVA

 3 requirement.  There is a -- well, we think this supports us,

 4 right.  There is a requirement to get the ballot question

 5 solidified by, you know, something in advance of 45 days so that

 6 you can send it out and comply with UOCAVA to, you know, our

 7 armed services members, for instance, that are currently abroad.

 8           And so yeah, I mean there's an independent requirement

 9 there but we don't see that as ending any of our arguments.

10           It still doesn't explain why there's a declaration

11 from Wagner that tells you that deadlines that Mr. Kobrin has

12 taken the maximalist position, the Legislature is free to turn

13 off using its Article 14 powers at will somehow views other

14 deadlines as ones that absolutely must be complied with because

15 they exist in statutory law.

16           So here's the last thing I want to do, Your Honor.

17 Just to make sure that I cover all of the points we made in our

18 reply brief about the Article 14 issue because that's become so

19 important in the course of this argument.

20           The first argument we make on Page 11 of that reply

21 brief is that, you know, the argument proves too much that Mr.

22 Kobrin is making.  It would allow the entirety of election law

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 law when you're

25 talking about a situation where the Legislature itself has
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 1 decided that it will apply election law provisions and timelines

 2 and other procedural requirements and other kinds of

 3 requirements to constitutional referenda; and other times it

 4 just, you know, it specifically says we're not going to apply

 5 those.

 6           And, you know, there's the famous canon -- Federal

 7 Court, I'm sure there's a Maryland analog but I don't know what

 8 it is off the top of my head so I'll refer to the Federal

 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 same thing here.  The Legislature decided when

13 writing the question would be relevant and when it would not be

14 relevant, when it was relevant to apply something to referenda

15 and when it was not.

16           The second argument we make at the top of Page 12 is

17 the response on the entrenchment.  And I didn't hear any

18 particular response from Mr. Kobrin on the entrenchment.

19           We are not trying to claim that 7-103 and 7-105 are

20 built, hardwired into the Constitution now; they can be changed.

21 We 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 denominated as emergency legislation and it couldn't have fit
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 1 into the emergency legislation box because it's not a public

 2 health and safety measure to do anything about redistricting.

 3           And so entrenchment is about the Legislature

 4 diminishing in its power and we don't think any of the

 5 Legislature diminished 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 would 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 jump

10 through the right hoops.  They did not jump 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 I pointed out some of them to 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 law and the prescribing the

16 form by which the proposed amendment 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 might use its powers

20 to get.

21           And we also quoted from the Maryland Supreme Court in

22 -- well, Maryland Court of Appeals then in 1971 but the highest

23 court.  Quote:

24           "From time to time since 1896 at least, the

25      Legislature has by general legislation prescribed to some

E. 405 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 135

 1      extent the form in which a proposed constitutional

 2      amendment is thereafter to be submitted to the voters.

 3      This court seemingly has regarded such a procedure as

 4      acceptable and valid."

 5           And then from Warfield.  This is on Page 100 of

 6 Warfield in the Maryland Reporter.

 7           "Had Section 2 been wholly admitted or if it were now

 8      stricken out, the code would supply all the details and

 9      machinery needed to place the amendment on the official

10      ballot at the next general election."

11           It's clear, Your Honor, that that is referring to

12 general election law 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 §49, which is what confers the power on the

16 Legislature to regulate the time, place, and manner of

17 elections.  And again, we think referenda are -- they have some

18 unique aspects, but they're a form of election, Your Honor.

19 There's no getting away from that.  And clearly the Legislature

20 can use its time, manner and place regulations to regulate that.

21           Our fifth point on Page 13 was to reject the idea, the

22 absolutist construction of Article 14 that Mr. Kobrin has put

23 forward.  And we explained 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 Delegates sitting in election contest could not be

 2 implemented as there was no statutory scheme in effect under

 3 which to hold the election.

 4           So you have to always have a set of machinery to

 5 govern it.  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 I pointed you to in terms of the

10 confusion created for the voters.  If you have an Article 14

11 bespoke process operating alongside a general process that that

12 creates too much confusion for the voter and that's why the

13 dissent rejected it.  And the reason why that's relevant -- you

14 can't just dismiss 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 heading (phonetic) of authority is used to

17 displace 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 I would, you know, submit to you that it does need

21 to be reached here for the reasons I've explained and for that

22 reason the dissent we think is what should be followed.

23           And then the last 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 must be complied with but then Counsel

 2 appears in court and says everything can be ignored under the

 3 maximal authority of Article 14.

 4           So does the Court have any questions?  Otherwise I'm

 5 happy to rest.

 6           THE COURT:  I don't think I have any questions.

 7           MR. CLARK:  Thank you, Your Honor.

 8           THE COURT:  Mr. Kobrin, do you want take one more shot

 9 or are we done on your side as well?

10           MR. KOBRIN:  We're done on my side.

11           THE COURT:  Okay.  Do you have any closing remarks

12 you'd like to make, sir?  Or did you just do that?

13           MR. CLARK:  I think I just did that, Your Honor.

14           THE COURT:  Okay.  Well, Counsel, you've given me a

15 lot to think about.  And I hoped early today that I would be

16 able to rule from the Bench and put something in writing a

17 little bit later.  I don't feel that I'm quite prepared to rule

18 from the Bench so I will tell you that it will be my goal to

19 have a written decision issued and filed by this time tomorrow.

20 I think that would give us enough time given the trip down the

21 street that might need to take place.  Does that sound right to

22 you, Counsel?

23           MR. KOBRIN:  I would always counsel the sooner the

24 better.  And I would ask for Your Honor's courtesy if that when

25 you issue that, that it be emailed to Counsel as a courtesy

E. 408 



Michael Howell, et al. vs. Westley Moore, et al. (C-02-CV-26-001986)

Office (410) 821-4888 2201 Old Court Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 Facsimile (410) 821-4889
CRC Salomon www.crcsalomon.com - info@crcsalomon.com Page: 138

 1 copy.

 2           THE COURT:  I think we can handle that.

 3           MR. KOBRIN:  Okay.

 4           THE COURT:  I wouldn't expect anything lengthy.

 5           MR. KOBRIN:  Okay.

 6           THE COURT:  I'm leaving the lengthy to you guys.  And

 7 you more than took care of it.  There are a couple of things

 8 that trouble me about this case.  In particular when all of this

 9 law-making authority or at least statutory law-making authority,

10 rests in one branch of the government and that branch of the

11 government wants to do something that its own laws that it's

12 enacted don't allow or don't make easy to do, it can just say

13 well, you know, we won't follow those laws.

14           And that doesn't seem right to me because I know that

15 the Legislature, that branch of government that has that

16 authority, also has the ability to repeal laws, amend laws,

17 carve out exceptions in laws -- I guess that would be an

18 amendment.  And it bothers me that the argument 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 beginning of our

22 careers was that the statutes are presumed to be and should 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 limit or add to the Constitution but they help enact
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 1 the general principles of the Constitution.

 2           By the way, these are the same people who want to set

 3 the law aside who are constantly telling us how we're a nation

 4 of laws, not of men.  We need to follow the law.  We 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 lot of sense to me.

 8           I think I'll leave my remarks at that because I don't

 9 want to do anything to cause anyone else to have trouble.

10           MR. KOBRIN:  Your Honor, may I make a request?

11           THE COURT:  Sure.

12           MR. KOBRIN:  If Your Honor is inclined and is ruling

13 tomorrow to rule and issue injunctive relief removing the ballot

14 question from the general election ballot, would you consider

15 staying the operation of that judgment pending any appeal?

16           THE COURT:  I think I would have to from a practical

17 standpoint.

18           MR. KOBRIN:  Thank you, Your Honor.

19           THE COURT:  Because I know that the decision will be

20 made at 361 (Indiscernible) Boulevard.

21           MR. KOBRIN:  And so if Your Honor is inclined to do

22 that tomorrow 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:  All right.  Got it, got it.  Yep.  I would
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 1 I would agree to do that.  Any special request from your side,

 2 sir?

 3           MR. CLARK:  Your Honor, I understand that.  I'm not

 4 going to keep everyone here longer debating that.  But if I

 5 could, you know, reserve our rights at the at the Supreme Court

 6 to argue potentially if there were a stay granted, that it

 7 shouldn't have been granted.  Just to preserve our options.

 8           THE COURT:  Wait a minute, say that one more time a

 9 bit louder.

10           MR. CLARK:  What I -- okay.  So I'll come up to the

11 podium just to be sure.  So what I said is I'm not going to

12 resist where, you know, you're saying that you might grant a

13 stay.  And what I would like to do though is make sure that I

14 can preserve my ability to argue at the Maryland Supreme Court

15 that a stay should not have been granted.  So I'm not going to

16 argue it now, I just -- I just want to make sure that I'm not

17 surrendering it.

18           THE COURT:  No, no.  I think if I grant injunctive

19 relief tomorrow and stay that, you would have all of your

20 options available to you as would the Supreme Court when it

21 decides whether I'm right or wrong or -- of course, I'm right.

22 I haven't even made that decision yet.  So I will be right

23 tomorrow.  Yeah, I --

24           MR. CLARK:  Yeah.  I just --

25           THE COURT:  I 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:  Okay.

 5           MR. CLARK:  Thank you.

 6           THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kobrin, Mr. Clark,

 7 gentlemen who never got the spotlight on this side, it was nice

 8 to spend the day with you.  You were all very courteous to me

 9 and very collegial with each other and civil.  And it's nice to

10 have the mental exercise.  I'm still kind of mad at you for me

11 making me read all this stuff while I was on vacation last week

12 but, you know, I asked for the job.

13           So I will file something tomorrow.  I will make sure

14 that the courtesy copy gets emailed to you.  And I hope if

15 business brings you this way again that you will stop in at

16 Courtroom 3-E.  All right.

17           UNIDENTIFIED 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., proceedings concluded.)

21

22

23

24

25
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MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter came before the Court on August 25, 2026, for a motions

hearing before the Honorable Robert J. Thompson on the parties' cross Motions

for Summary Judgment. The Plaintiffs were represented by Kyle Brosnan, Esq. 1

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,

1
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that does not explain the legal mechanism for the policy change, and that 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."

SB 29 amended EL §§ 7-103 and 7-105 to establish and/or modify

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 toa general election, including the following: (a) the

Secretary of State must prepare and certify the required. information and content

of a statewide ballot question to the State Board of Elections by the July 1

immediately preceding the general election; (b) the State Board of Elections must

make the required information and content submitted by the Secretary of State

available to the public 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 days before a general election, (1) the complete text of Cca 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 of any statewide ballot question on a proposed 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).
? 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."
:

0

On July 17, 2026, Governor Moore issued a proclamation convening the

General Assembly in an Extraordinary Session 'Iclommeneing 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."

House Bill 2100 ("HB 2100") was introduced in the House on August 3,

2026, more than a month after the July 1, 2026 certification deadline established

by SB 29 had already passed. Section 1 of HB 2100 modifies Article Ill, § 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 the General Assembly to grant the Supreme Court of Maryland original

jurisdiction to review the State's congressional districting plan; and adds a new

Article HI, § 62(b) providing that no provision.ofthe Maryland Constitution, including

the Declaration of Rights, supplies applicable criteria for congressional district

boundaries.°

3 EL § 7-105(b)(1).
4 Pls.' Ex. B.
5 Pls.' Ex. C.
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HB 2100 passed both chambers of the
General

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 election. 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.

(Amending Article III of the Maryland Costitution)
and does not include an explanation of a vote "for" or "against" the Constitutional

Amendment 6

Plaintiffs timely filed this action on August 6, 2026. Plaintiffs bring suit to

enjoin the inclusion of the ballot question posed by HB2100 on the November 3,

2026, ballot, claiming that the Defendants failed to comply with the timing

requirements they passed earlier this year with SB29.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

6 See https://elections.maryland.gov/elections/2026/ballot questions.html (where full text is posted for
voters).
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Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-501(e), a court shall grant a motion for

summary judgment when. (1) there is no dispute.as to any material fact and (2) the

moving .party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. A fact is material if its

resolution will affect the case's outcome.' Summary judgment cannot properly

dispose of "[e]videntiary matters, credibility issues, and material facts which are in

dispute."® The moving party bears the burden of proof to demonstrate the absence

of a genuine dispute as to any material fact.° The court must construe the facts, as
i

well as any reasonable inferences that may be drawn from them, in the light most

favorable to the hon-moving party."

When a suit is 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 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

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).
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ds

4. That the act or omission "may change or has changed the outcome" of the

election at issue.""

DISCUSSION

In the United States, a State Constitution or the Constitution of the United

States serves to limit and define the powers of a government generally, and the

powers of departments of the government specifically. Constitutions also

generally define, albeit not exhaustively, the inviolable rights of citizens (the

people) as against the government.'? As such, there is a presumption that laws or

sttutes enacted by a constitutionally established legislative department (in the

case of the State of Maryland, 'the General Assembly) comport with the

Constitution that creates said legislature and empowers the legislature to enact

laws. Under this framework, laws passed by the Maryland General Assembly are

understood to clarify, explain, implement, enact, enable, or promote those

Constitutional powers.

Maryland's Constitution, Declaration of Rights, at Article VI, declares in part

"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 Suessman v. Lamone, 383 Md. 697, 714 (2004).

12 See, e.g. The Bill of Rights and The Maryland Declaration of Rights
6
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13See, e.g. Md Code Ann. EL §§ 7-101-105

and the laws it enacts. The General Assembly of Maryland, working within the

confines of the Maryland Constitution, has enacted certain laws which cover the

means, mode, and method of proposing ballot referenda for the purposes of

amending the very Constitution underwhich it operates.Withthisunderstanding,

the legislature itselfmust follow the means and methods those laws describe when

it chooses to refer a ballot question to a vote by the citizens ata general election.

Here, the State argues on behalf of the legislature that the laws (SB29) it"

has passed pursuant to that constitutional authority do not apply to it, because in

this case, the legislature itself wrote the ballot question rather than delegating the

authorship to the Secretary of State. Further the State argues that the Maryland

Constitution imposes no period of exclusion upon the legislature's ability to

propose constitutional amendments.

While the court is persuaded that the constitution does not impose a period

of exclusion on the legislature's ability to propose constitutional amendments, from

a practical standpoint, thé calendar will. The court also finds that the legislature

has passed laws to codify the ordinary process and procedure for submitting

proposed constitution amendments to the people and that procedure defines the

ordinary due process (notice) when the people are asked to weigh in on something

as important as modifying the:state's constitution.
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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 legislature's reading of the constitution is correct and they are

exempted from following the laws they impose on all other Marylanders, the court

finds the ballot question itself to be deficient. Currently posted

on https://elections.maryland.qov/elections/2026/ballot questions.html, the ballot

question 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 applicable federal laws.

C

The court finds the used of the word "clarifies" is misleading. The argument

advanced by the state is that prior to this court's decision in Szeliga v.

Lamone™ (Battaglia, J), the common understanding was that the Maryland

districts and not to congressional districts. There is nothing in the record to suggest

Constitution's requirements for legislative districts applied only to state legislative

that was ever a common understanding. The ruling of the courtwas that the same

rules apply to legislative districts and congressional districts.15 The status quo in

14 See Kathryn Szeliga, et al. v. Linda Lamone, et al., C-02-CV-21-001816.
15 id,
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Maryland is that the legislative districting requirements in the state Constitution

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 requirements, but it

also seeks to confer original jurisdiction over congressional redistricting cases to

the Supreme Court ofMaryland. The Maryland constitution requires that a referred

question be on a single issue only. While this court concludes it would be ideal for

the Supreme Court of Maryland to have original jurisdiction in those cases, that is

a separate issue from whether the Constitution's compactness requirements apply

to state or federal, or state and federal legislative districts.

The court finds that the process used by the General Assembly 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 presumptions and thus the

wording of the question itself are deficient The court has no choice but to enjoin

the board of elections from including ballot Question 3.on the general election

ballot for the November 3, 2026. To preserve the state's ability to present a ballot,

the court will stay the injunction pending an immediate appeal to the Supreme

Court of Maryland. :

9
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Respectfully,

DATED: 8/26/2026

Copies:
Court File

All Counsel

Clee [paneRobert J. Thompson, Judge
Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County
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MICHAEL L. HOWELL, ef al., IN THE

Plaintiffs, CIRCUIT COURT

FOR

MARYLAND STATE BOARD OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
ELECTIONS, et al.,

Defendants.
CASE NO: C-02-CV-26-001986

ORDER

For the reasons set forth in the accompanying MEMORANDUM OPINION

08
/2
6/
20

26
TL
M

it is this ZZAwy Auge by the Circuit Court forAnne Arundel

County, hereby:

ORDERED, that the Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment is

GRANTED: and itis further

ORDERED, that the Defendants Motion for Summary Judgmentt 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.

SO ORDERED.

Robert J. Thompson, Judge
Circuit Gourt forAnne Arundel County

E. 424 



a

LINDSAYWHEATLEY, et al. * IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

Plaintiffs *

FOR DORCHESTER COUNTY
v. *

* STATE OFMARYLAND
MARYLANDDp 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 Judgment. 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, GovernorMoore issued a proclamation convening theMaryland 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 (hereinafter

"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

E-FILED; Dorchester Circuit Court
Docket: 8/28/2026 1:26 PM; Submission: 8/28/2026 1:26 PM

Envelope: 28028032

E-SERVED Dorchester Circuit Court 8/28/2026 1:26 PM System SystemEnvelope:28028032
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ofMaryland 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

replacedwith, "[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(b)(2).

HB 2100 passed both chambers of the General Assembly on August 4, 2026, and Governor

Moore signed the Bill into law on August 5, 2026. On August 7, 2026, the State Board ofElections

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

2
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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 J),

Violation of Election Law Article (Count ID, and Violation of Maryland's Single-Subject

Requirement underArticle XIV, § 1 (Count III). Defendants filed aMotion 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 ofMaryland (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 ofMaryland,

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 election at issue.

Following amotion 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 law. For the purpose

of summary judgment, a material fact is one where "the resolution ofwhich 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 amotion 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 ofmaterial facts and the prevailing party is entitled to judgment as

amatter of law. Plaintiffs' Petition for Review UnderMd. Code Ann., Election Law § 12-202 and

Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief raised three counts: (1) Violation ofMaryland's

Constitution and Declaration ofRights, (2) Violation of Election Law Article Sections 7-103 and

7-105, and (3) Violation ofMaryland'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 ofHB 2100's effects. Plaintiffs and Defendants dispute whether
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the state ofthe law inMaryland as it relates to the application ofMaryland 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 1s misleading because it fails to comply

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 Pl. Pet./Compl., all ofwhich 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 notmisleading, and the Court should be deferential

to the Janguage 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 clause 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, 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 III, § 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 LawArticle has resulted in voters not being provided with 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 ofthe 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 ofEL §§ 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 ofballot

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) additionally requires each question that appears on the ballot to

contain certain information.

The provisions ofTitle 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 State 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 ofwhich process was just enacted and 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 OFMARYLAND'S SINGLE-SUBJECT REQUIREMENT

Plaintiffs allege under Count II 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 ofMaryland, 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 ofMaryland stated, "We cannot assume that
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the Legislature would propose an amendment, whichmight containmatters 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 hadbeen 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 actmay change the outcome of the election at issue; and
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WHEREAS, the Court finds that, pursuant to Section 12-202 of the Election Law Article

of the Annotated Code ofMaryland, Plaintiffs are entitled to judicial relief; and

WHEREAS, the Court finds that there is no dispute as to any material fact; and

WHEREAS, the Court finds that Plaintiffs are entitled to judgment as a matter of law

under each Count of the Complaint.

THEREFORE, in consideration of the pleadings filed, arguments made by the parties at

the motions hearing on August 27, 2026, and the reasons stated in the attached Opinion, it is this

28" day of August, 2026, by the Circuit Court for Dorchester County, State ofMaryland, hereby

ORDERED, that Plaintiffs' Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED; and it is

further

ORDERED, that Defendants' 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 ofMaryland.

JUDG

12
Entered: Clerk, Circuit Court for
Dorchester County, MD
August 28, 2026
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