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caseNo. (08-21243-CIV-ALTONAGA/BROWN

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF FLORIDA, FLORIDA
AFL-CIO, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE,
COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, COUNCIL 79
(AFSCME), as organizations and as representatives of their
members; and MARILYNN WILLS;

Plaintiffs,
v.

KURT S. BROWNING, in his official capacity as Secretary
of State for the State of Florida, and DONALD L. PALMER,
in his official capacity as Director of the Division of
Elections within the Department of State for the State of
Florida,

Defendants.
/

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Plaintiffs, by their attorneys, the Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law,

Debevoise & Plimpton LLP, Advancement Project, and Becker & Poliakoff, P.A., as and for

their complaint against defendants, allege as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiffs bring this action to prevent enforcement of a Florida law—2007 Fla.
Laws 30 §§ 1, 2—that has forced the League of Women Voters of Florida (the “League” or
“state League”) to shut down its nonpartisan voter registration activities for just the second time

in its seventy-year history. That law amends 2005 Fla. Laws 277 §§ 2, 7, which this Court

preliminarily enjoined on August 28, 2006, after the League suspended its registration drives for
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the first time. The amended law, which defendants intend to begin enforcing on April 30, 2008,
imposes steep fines and onerous reporting requirements on all organizations and individuals
registering voters. Plaintiffs challenge this law, which severely burdens efforts by the League
and other plaintiffs to encourage civic engagement and strengthen democracy, as
unconstitutionally vague and violative of their speech and associational rights.

2. In response to this Court’s preliminary injunction, the Florida legislature slightly
amended the 2005 law, and the amended law went into effect on January 23, 2008. Before that
effective date, defendant Browning and defendant Palmer’s predecessor Amy Tuck entered into
a standstill agreement with plaintiffs, promising not to enforce the law. On March 31, 2008,
defendants abruptly announced their intention to terminate the standstill agreement and begin
enforcing the amended law. Absent judicial intervention, enforcement may begin as soon as
April 30, 2008.

3. The amended law leaves in place the essential features of the original
unconstitutional law that had burdened plaintiffs’ speech and association in 2006: escalating
fines for failing to meet arbitrary deadlines, nearly strict liability for those fines, and the risk of
significant fines for individual volunteers and employees working in plaintiffs’ voter registration
drives. The amended law imposes civil fines of $50 for each voter registration application
submitted more than ten days after it is collected, $100 for each application submitted after any
voter registration deadline, and $500 for each application not submitted. These fines increase to
$250, $500, and $1,000 per application when an organization or its agents have acted “willfully.”
Plaintiffs are strictly liable for these fines, with limited exceptions only for “force majeure” or
“impossibility of performance.” These fines may be reduced, but not eliminated, only if groups

submit to a strict regimen of state registration and reporting.

2
LAW OFFICES
BECKER & POLIAKOFF, P.A. « 3111 STIRLING ROAD « FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33312-6525
TELEPHONE (954) 987-7550



Case 1:08-cv-21243-CMA  Document 1  Entered on FLSD Docket 04/29/2008 Page 3 of 36

4, Although the amended law includes a $1,000 annual limit on the aggregate fines
that may be assessed against an organization and its affiliate organizations, the law fails to define
to whom the $1,000 annual limit applies. Because, as defendant Browning has acknowledged,
the statutory language is unclear, each individual and related entity working with plaintiffs on a
voter registration drive could be, and must assume that it is, at risk of incurring up to $1,000 in
fines annually for their First Amendment activity. The law does not give sufficient notice to
plaintiffs and others as to how its penalties will be enforced; it prevents plaintiffs and others from
determining their financial exposure; it leaves open the possibility of arbitrary enforcement; and
it thereby chills plaintiffs’ speech and association.

5. The League and the union plaintiffs cannot afford to expose individual voter
registration volunteers to $1,000 in fines; nor can they afford the cumulative fines if each of their
related entities is liable for up to $1,000 in annual fines. The League of Women Voters has 25
separately incorporated local chapters, plus two member-at-large units, making it potentially
liable for at least $28,000 a year, in addition to potential fines for each of its member volunteers;
the Florida AFL-CIO (the “AFL-CIO”) has 450 separately incorporated locals, making it
potentially liable for up to $451,000 a year, in addition to potential fines for each of its member
volunteers; and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Council 79
(“AFSCME?” or “Council 79”) has 90 separately chartered local unions, making it potentially
liable for up to $91,000 a year, in addition to potential fines for each of its member volunteers.

6. Because the amended law imposes substantial fines for even minor errors and,
with extremely limited exceptions, innocent mistakes, it creates enormous financial risk for voter
registration drives in Florida. Individuals and groups with low incomes and modest budgets

simply cannot afford the costs of engaging in such political speech and association.
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7. In the face of the uncertainty of their exposure and the potential for enormous
fines, plaintiffs have called a halt to their voter registration drives—yet again—until the law is
enjoined or clarified so as to substantially reduce their risk.

8. Unless the challenged law is enjoined, constitutionally protected political speech
and activity will be chilled. Plaintiffs, as well as many other individuals and groups, will be
forced to communicate fewer political messages and to refrain from engaging in associational
activity important to advancing their missions and beliefs. The public will receive less
information about current political issues and have fewer opportunities to associate with
plaintiffs in meaningful political activities.

9. Moreover, unless the challenged law is enjoined, a significant number of Florida
citizens, including plaintiffs’ members, will not be registered to vote in the upcoming elections.
This harm will fall disproportionately on senior citizens, people with disabilities, members of
rural, low-income, and predominantly minority communities, and others who rely on plaintiffs
and similar groups to help them overcome barriers to registering to vote and to participating in
the political process. In 2004, Florida ranked 39th or 40th in the nation in terms of voter
registration rates, according to U.S. government data sources; at that time, between 70 and 75
percent of Florida citizens were registered to vote. In November 2006, according U.S. Census
Bureau figures, only around 65 percent of Florida’s voting-age citizens were registered to vote.
The amended law will exacerbate this problem by preventing civic-minded organizations from
increasing voter registration and participation.

10. Nothing justifies the burdens imposed by the amended law. Voter registration
groups have enabled hundreds of thousands of Floridians to exercise their fundamental right to

vote. Moreover, as this Court previously found, and as Florida’s voter files show, Florida’s voter
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registration groups neither hoard voter registration applications nor affect the rate at which those
applications are submitted to election officials.

11.  For these reasons, plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court declare the
challenged law unconstitutional under the First and Fourteenth Amendments, enjoin defendants
from enforcing it, and award such other relief as the Court deems just and proper.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

12. This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter of this action under 28 U.S.C. §§

1331, 1343(a)(3), 1343(a)(4), 1367(a), 2201, and 2202, and 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

13.  Venue is proper in this district, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b), on the ground
that a substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims alleged herein occurred,
and will continue to occur, in this district.

PARTIES

I. PLAINTIFFS

14.  Plaintiffs are private groups (the “organizational plaintiffs”’) and an individual
member of the League of Women Voters (the “member plaintiff”) who are engaged in the
political process and want to engage other people by registering them to vote. Plaintiffs wish to
conduct voter registration drives because those drives are a uniquely effective way to
communicate political messages important to plaintiffs’ organizational missions and individual
beliefs, and to associate with fellow citizens—including members of plaintiffs’ organizations—

to advance those missions and beliefs.
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A. Organizational Plaintiffs

1. League of Women Voters

15.  Plaintiff League of Women Voters of Florida is the Florida affiliate of the
national League of Women Voters (the “national League”). The League is a nonpartisan, not-
for-profit corporation organized under the laws of Florida, and a tax-exempt charity pursuant to
section 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code. Its mission is to promote political responsibility
by encouraging informed and active participation in government, including by registering
citizens to vote and influencing public policy through education and advocacy. The League has
over 2,800 members in Florida.

16.  The national League has conducted voter registration nationwide since 1920, and
the League has conducted voter registration in Florida since before 1939. In the past, the League
has conducted voter registration drives through the auspices of 25 local Leagues and two
member-at-large units located in cities and counties throughout Florida, including Miami-Dade
County. Local Leagues and individual League members sometimes do voter registration on their
own initiative, without other League members’ assistance, collecting and submitting forms on
their own.

17. The League has imposed a moratorium on its voter registration activities because
the League, its members, and its volunteers cannot afford to risk paying the severe fines
threatened by the vaguely worded amended law. This moratorium will last until the challenged
law is enjoined or clarified in such a way as to substantially reduce the financial risk to the
League, its members, and volunteers.

18.  This is the first time in the League’s seventy-year history that the organization

will cease to register voters in a presidential election year. The only other time the League has
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ceased to register voters was in 2006 in response to the passage of the earlier version of the
challenged law.
2. AFL-CIO

19.  Plaintiff Florida AFL-CIO is a voluntary association of unions in Florida. It
comprises approximately 450 local unions throughout the state and represents more than 500,000
active and retired Florida workers living in the state. Its mission is to improve the lives of
working families. It accomplishes that mission by, among other things, encouraging workers to
register and vote, to exercise their full rights and responsibilities of citizenship, and to perform
their rightful part in the political life of their local, state and national communities.

20. Each of the local unions in the AFL-CIO’s federation is autonomous and is
governed by its own internal structures. Each local union is also part of an international union,
which is not subject to the command and control of the AFL-CIO.

21. The AFL-CIO typically helps its local unions to conduct nonpartisan voter
registration drives each year in an effort to increase by 10% the number of its members
registered to vote.

22.  The AFL-CIO has suspended its voter registration drives this year because of the
risk of serious fines to the organization and its members under the challenged law. It is likely to
continue to refrain from engaging in voter registration if it is unable to reduce its risk exposure.

3. AFSCME

23.  Plaintiff AFSCME is the Florida council of AFSCME International. Council 79
is a separately incorporated nonprofit 501(c)(5) organization. Council 79 is comprised of more
than 90 local unions, representing over 250,000 public employees throughout the state. A central

function of AFSCME is to engage in collective bargaining with state and local governments on
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behalf of its members. The power and political clout that AFSCME exercises during such
bargaining derives in large measure from the significant voting bloc that AFSCME members
represent in state and local elections. Consequently, registering its members to vote is a key part
of AFSCME’s mission and organizing strategy.

24.  AFSCME typically assists its local unions to register their members to vote. Its
local unions have also engaged in voter registration without participation from AFSCME.

25.  Because of the risk of serious fines to the organization and its members under the
vaguely worded challenged law, AFSCME has suspended its planning efforts for voter
registration drives this year and does not know whether it will be able to engage in voter
registration drives under the amended law.

B. Member Plaintiff

26.  Marilynn Wills is a Florida resident who has been a member of the Tallahassee
League of Women Voters for about thirty years. She is currently on the board of directors of the
Tallahassee League and a vice president of the state League. She has been registering voters
since she joined the League no later than the early 1970’s. In the past, she registered voters with
the Tallahassee League at the mall, at the city’s Fourth of July celebrations, and at the
Tallahassee Saturday downtown market. She did not, however, register voters in 2006 before the
injunction was issued, and she will not register voters after the amended law goes into effect
because she is afraid that she will be personally subject to serious fines.

II. DEFENDANTS

27.  Defendant Kurt S. Browning is the Secretary of State for the State of Florida. He
1s Florida’s chief elections officer. Fla. Stat. § 97.012. His responsibilities include

“[o]btain[ing] and maintain[ing] uniformity in the interpretation and implementation of the
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election laws” and “[p]rovid[ing] uniform standards for the proper and equitable implementation
of the registration laws.” Id. Defendant Browning has designated defendant Donald L. Palmer
as Director of the Division of Elections of the Florida Department of State.

28.  Defendant Donald L. Palmer is the Director of the Division of Elections. The
challenged law provides the Division of Elections with authority to investigate violations of the
law, assess civil fines under the law, enforce the fines through legal proceedings, and adopt rules
to administer the law, among other things. Fla. Stat. § 95.0575(4).

29.  Defendants are authorized and required by Florida law to interpret and enforce the
challenged law.

FACTS

I. VOTER REGISTRATION IN FLORIDA

30. Voter registration in Florida, like that in other states, is conducted by a variety of
government offices, individual citizens, and private groups. Federal and state law require Florida
election officials to provide voter registration applications by mail and at the following locations:
Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles offices, armed forces recruitment offices,
qualifying educational institutions, public assistance offices, public libraries, agencies that serve
persons with disabilities, centers for independent living, and supervisors of elections offices.

31. According to data provided by the U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population
Survey for November 2006, approximately 7,865,500 Florida citizens were registered to vote as
of November 2006, out of a voting eligible population of 12,098,000. Overall, 65% of voting
eligible citizens in Florida were registered, down from 72% in 2004. White citizens were
registered at significantly higher rates than black and Latino citizens: the rates were 68% for

whites, 59% for blacks, and 56% for Latinos. There were also significant disparities in
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registration rates by income: only 60% of those earning less than $25,000 a year were registered,
as compared to 79% of those earning over $100,000. Young people were also disproportionately
not registered; only 45% of those under 30 were registered. See Project Vote, Florida Votes:
Civic Engagement in the Sunshine State 2002-2006.

A. Voter Registration Drives and Political Speech and Association

32.  For plaintiffs and other individuals and groups, voter registration is a uniquely
effective means to communicate political messages and to associate with fellow citizens to effect
political change.

33. Plaintiffs have conducted, and would like to continue conducting, nonpartisan
voter registration drives not only to strengthen American democracy, expand the franchise, and
promote civic participation generally, but also to: (i) increase the political power of certain
communities or groups in Florida, such as union members in the case of the AFL-CIO and
AFSCME; (ii) inform other citizens about their views on social and political issues and engage
other citizens in discussions about those issues, including issues presented on election ballots;
and (iii) urge other citizens to associate with plaintiffs by registering to vote and engaging in
meaningful collective action to advance shared political objectives.

34, When plaintiffs conduct these drives, they inevitably engage in interactive speech
concerning political change with the citizens they are trying to register. Asking individuals if
they would like to register to vote inevitably sparks conversations about the importance of
voting, of civic engagement more generally, and of social and political issues of import to the
voter.

35. The collective action that plaintiffs promote through voter registration and related

activities takes a variety of forms, each of which is protected by the First Amendment. It
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includes citizens joining together to register to vote and cast ballots for candidates based not on
party affiliation but rather on candidates’ support for certain issues. Additionally, it includes
citizens joining together to register to vote and sign ballot initiative petitions in support of a state
constitutional amendment (which only registered voters may do under Florida law) and to then
vote for the amendment. It also includes citizens joining together to register to vote and then
contacting elected officials in an effort to convince those officials to support certain policies.

36. Each year, in order to advance these First Amendment objectives, plaintiffs
persuade thousands of Florida citizens to register to vote. They do so almost exclusively by
talking to potential voters in face-to-face interactions in diverse communities across the state.
These conversations occur at community events, religious services, workplaces, schools, malls,
bus stops, and other places where citizens congregate. They also occur on citizens’ front porches
and in their living rooms, when plaintiffs and others like them send members, volunteers, and
employees door-to-door to register voters in residential communities.

37.  Plaintiffs’ success in registering new voters depends not only on their ability to
persuade others of the importance of registering to vote. It also depends on their ability to assist
others to properly fill in applications, to collect the applications, to deliver them to the
appropriate state offices, and, in some cases, to follow up and ensure that the state properly adds
the new voters to the rolls. Merely distributing voter registration applications is insufficient to
ensure the success of a voter registration drive. When plaintiffs merely distribute applications to
members of the public, citizens are far less likely to properly complete the applications and

deliver them to a supervisor of elections.
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B. Third-party Groups and Individuals Register Significant Numbers of Florida Voters

38. Third-party voter registration drives register significant numbers of citizens to
vote in Florida. Indeed, a substantial percentage of registered voters in Florida have been
registered by plaintiffs and other groups.

39. According to the U.S. Census’s Current Population Survey for the November
2004 election, at least 750,000 voters, representing over 9% of all registered voters, were
registered through third-party voter registration drives in Florida. Those numbers are hi gher for
certain communities: as of 2004 in Florida, 17% of black voters, almost 19% of Hispanic voters,
and 22% of voters from Spanish-speaking households were registered through voter registration
drives. The percentage of Florida citizens who registered through third-party voter registration
drives has risen substantially in recent years.

40. On information and belief, more than 524,000 Florida citizens were registered to
vote in 2004 by one coalition of non-profit groups that conducted nonpartisan voter registration
activities in Florida. See The Center for Civic Participation, F lorida-Workspace,
http://ccp2.greenriver.org/states/FL/workspace.html (last visited Apr. 27, 2008).

41. In addition, according to Florida Division of Elections statistics, the state received
1,202,036 voter registration applications from organized voter registration drives and In-person
registrations at the offices of supervisors of elections in 2004. Div. of Elections, Fla. Dep’t of
State, Voter Registration Statistics, New Registration by Method and Location of Registration,
available at http://election.dos.state.fl.us/voterreg/sources (last visited Apr. 27,2008). This
figure represents 42% of the total applications received by Florida election officials for the 2004
general election, the remainder having been received by mail and at various other government

offices. This is more than double the percentage of voters who registered with third-parties or
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in-person than in any other presidential election year (26% registered by these methods in 2000
and 28% did so in 1996) and reflects, in significant part, the recent successes of third-party voter
registration efforts. Moreover, in 2006, a year in which third-party voter registration efforts were
curtailed due to the earlier version of this law, only 20% of new voters registered with third-
parties or in-person—the lowest percentage of voters registered by this method in a state-wide
election year.

42.  Florida citizens who live in predominantly low-income communities rely more
heavily on plaintiffs’ voter registration activities than do members of more affluent communities.
These citizens will be disproportionately harmed by the burdens the new law imposes on
plaintiffs. Nationwide, those with annual incomes of less than $10,000 are more likely to have
been registered through a voter registration drive, with over 10% registering through that
method. U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, November 2004. In Florida, that
number was 14% for the November 2004 election. The rates in recent years are even higher.

43, Voter registration rates for low-income citizens, who are disproportionately
people of color, are dramatically lower than the rates for more affluent citizens. According to a
recent report by the United States Census Bureau, “[c]itizens with higher incomes were more
likely to register and to vote. The voting rate among citizens living in families with annual
incomes of $50,000 or more was 77 percent, compared with 48 percent for citizens living in
families with incomes under $20,000.” See U.S. Census Bureau, Voting and Registration in the
Election of November 2004 (Mar. 20006), available at http://www.census.gov/prod/2006pubs/
p20-556.pdf.

44, This disparity arises, in part, because low-income citizens change addresses more

frequently, visit state motor vehicles offices less frequently (where many other Florida citizens
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register to vote), have lower literacy rates, less internet access (and thus less ability to register to
vote on-line), and are more dependent on public transportation (which makes it more difficult to
travel to register at a local supervisor of elections’ office).

45. Plaintiffs’ efforts to register these and other voters in prior years, and their desire
to register voters in future years, are consistent with the goals of the federal National Voter
Registration Act of 1993 (“NVRA™). The NVRA was enacted by Congress to “increase the
number of eligible citizens who register to vote in elections for Federal office,” 42 U.S.C. §
1973gg(b)(1), and the Eleventh Circuit has recognized that it impliedly encourages private voter
registration drives like those conducted by plaintiffs. See Charles H. Wesley Educ. Found., Inc.
v. Cox, 408 F.3d 1349, 1353 (11th Cir. 2005).

46.  Plaintiffs’ efforts are also consistent with the purposes of the Florida Voter
Registration Act. See Fla. Stat. § 97.052(b)(2) (requiring the Department of State to provide
copies of voter registration applications to “[i]ndividuals or groups conducting voter registration
programs”); id. § 97.053(1) (requiring certain state offices to accept voter registration
applications hand-delivered by “a third party during the hours that office is open™).

47.  Plaintiffs’ prior voter registration efforts, along with similar efforts by other
individuals and private groups, have resulted in a significant expansion of the franchise in
Florida and a strengthening of the state’s and the nation’s democracy. The success of these
efforts underscores the harm imposed by the challenged law not only to plaintiffs’ constitutional
rights but also to the public interest. On information and belief, Florida is one of only three
states that impose civil fines on group and individuals for each form they fail to submit within an

arbitrary deadline and one of only nine that impose any penalties on such behavior.
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II. THE CHALLENGED LAW

48. The challenged law, 2007 Fla. Laws 30, §§ 1, 2 (codified at Fla. Stat. §§
97.021(36), 97.0575), an act relating to elections and containing amendments to the Florida
Voter Registration Act, is an amended version of 2005 Fla. Laws 277 §§ 2, 7, which plaintiffs
previously challenged in this Court.

A. Procedural Background

49. The original version of the challenged law, 2005 Fla. Laws 277 §§ 2, 7 (codified
at Fla. Stat. §§ 97.021(36), 97.0575), went into effect on January 1, 2006. The Secretary of State
issued a proposed rule implementing the law on or about February 21, 2006 and held a public
hearing on that rule on March 13, 2006, but never issued a final rule.

50.  Plaintiffs and others filed an action challenging the prior version of the law on
May 18, 2006. League of Women Voters v. Browning, No. Civ. 06-21265 (S.D. Fla.). In that
action, plaintiffs complained that the law unconstitutionally burdened the speech and association
intrinsic to their voter registration drives and thus violated the First Amendment. Because the
law had forced them to shut down or dramatically scale back their voter registration drives,
plaintiffs moved for a preliminary injunction to enjoin its enforcement.

51.  After extensive briefing and three days of testimony and argument on the motion,
this Court granted plaintiffs’ motion for a preliminary injunction and denied defendants’ motion
to dismiss in part in an opinion dated August 28, 2006. This Court rejected defendants’
argument that a law that regulates the collection and submission of voter registration forms in a
manner that reduces accompanying speech and association does not implicate the First
Amendment. This Court found that the law burdened plaintiffs’ First Amendment activity,
which was intertwined with their voter registration drives, and caused them to reduce their
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speech and association. Several features of the law were responsible for this effect, including its
onerous fines, its arbitrary deadlines, and its strict and joint and several liability. Taken as a
whole, the law made it extremely risky to engage in voter registration because it threatened
expensive fines for both groups and individuals that do so. This Court also found that the law
unconstitutionally discriminated in favor of political parties by exempting them from its reach.
Finally, this Court found that the burdens the law imposed were not justified by the state’s
alleged interests. In doing so, the Court found that there was no significant problem in Florida of
nonpartisan voter registration groups submitting voter registration forms in an untimely fashion,
and that the defendants had not shown that the existing criminal penalties were insufficient to
address concerns about misconduct or fraud, among other things.

52. On August 28, 2006, defendants appealed the grant of the preliminary injunction
under 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1).

53. After the appeal was briefed, on May 21, 2007, Florida enacted amendments to
the original version of the challenged law. The amendments were scheduled to go into effect on
January 1, 2008.

54. After the parties agreed that the amendment to the challenged law would moot
defendants’ appeal once the amended law went into effect (on January 1, 2008 or after pre-
clearance of the law by the Department of Justice, whichever came later), the Eleventh Circuit
cancelled oral argument.

55. On November 29, 2007, plaintiffs and defendants in the original actions entered
into a standstill agreement in which defendants agreed not to enforce the amended version of the

law and plaintiffs agreed not to press forward with their litigation in this Court.
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56.  On January 22, 2008, the Justice Department pre-cleared the amended version of
the challenged law under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.

57. On February 19, 2008, the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals dismissed
defendants’ appeal of the preliminary injunction as moot.

58.  The standstill agreement remained in force, preventing the law from being
enforced, until defendants elected to terminate the agreement on March 31, 2008. Under the
terms of the standstill agreement, defendants can begin enforcing the amended law against voter
registration groups on April 30, 2008, unless the law is enjoined.

B. Tight Deadlines, Heavy Fines, and Strict Liability Left
Virtually Unchanged From Prior Unconstitutional Law

59.  The law as amended leaves in place the essential features of the prior version of
the law that interfered with plaintiffs’ voter registration drives—escalating fines for failing to
meet arbitrary deadlines, nearly strict liability for those fines, and the risk of significant fines for
individual volunteers and employees of plaintiffs’ voter registration drives.

60. The amended law continues to impose heavy fines on third-party voter
registration organizations who do not submit applications they collect within an unnecessarily
restrictive ten-day deadline or within the other periods prescribed by the law.

61. In particular, the amended law imposes the following mandatory fines on third-
party voter registration organizations:

(a) A fine in the amount of $50 for each application received by
the division or the supervisor of elections more than 10 days after
the applicant delivered the completed voter registration application
to the third-party voter registration organization or any person,
entity, or agent acting on its behalf. A fine in the amount of $250
for each application received if the third-party registration
organization or person, entity, or agency acting on its behalf acted
willfully.
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(b) A fine in the amount of $100 for each application collected by
a third-party voter registration organization or any person, entity,
or agent acting on its behalf, prior to book closing for any given
election for federal or state office and received by the division or
the supervisor of elections after the book closing deadline for such
election. A fine in the amount of $500 for each application
received if the third-party registration organization or person,
entity, or agency acting on its behalf acted willfully.

(¢) A fine in the amount of $500 for each application collected by a
third-party voter registration organization or any person, entity, or
agent acting on its behalf, which is not submitted to the division or
supervisor of elections. A fine in the amount of $ 1,000 for any
application not submitted if the third-party registration
organization or person, entity, or agency acting on its behalf acted
willfully....

Fla. Stat. § 97.0575(3).

62. The challenged law imposes these fines on a near-strict liability basis with respect
to each voter registration application. If a third-party voter registration organization does not
deliver a voter registration application to the state within the manner prescribed by the law, the
Division of Elections must impose fines. Fla. Stat. § 97.0575(3). The only exception the law
provides is that the “secretary shall waive the fines . . . upon a showing that the failure to deliver
the voter registration application promptly is based upon force majeure or impossibility of
performance.”

63. Section 2 of the law reduces by three-fourths any fines imposed on a third-party
voter registration organization that has pre-registered with the state and timely submitted
quarterly reports disclosing their prior voter registration activities. /d. § 95.0575(1). This fine

reduction is not available if a third-party voter registration organization has not submitted a

timely quarterly report.
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64.  The challenged law purports to include a $1,000 cap on fines per calendar year for
each covered voter registration organization. The statute provides:
The aggregate fine pursuant to this subsection which may be
assessed against a third-party voter registration organization,
including affiliate organizations, for violations committed in a

calendar year shall be $1,000.

Fla. Stat. § 97.0575(3).

65.  The statute does not define “affiliated organization.”

66. The statute defines “third-party voter registration organization” as “any person,
entity, or organization soliciting or collecting voter registration applications.” Fla. Stat. §
97.021(36). The only individuals excepted from the statute’s strictures are those who register
their parents, children or spouses and those who register voters as part of their work for certain
government agencies. Id.

C. Vagueness in the Amended Law

67.  The amended law is vague in two key respects. First, it fails to make clear when
an individual working on a voter registration drive will be held personally liable for up to $1,000
in fines a year. The statutory requirements apply to each “third-party voter registration
organization,” which includes “any person ... soliciting or collecting voter registration
applications” (emphasis added). But the amended law nowhere makes clear when an individual
working on a voter registration drive will be treated as a “third-party voter registration
organization” unto him- or herself, individually subject to fines, or when the individual will be
treated as part of a larger registration organization that is liable for all fines caused by the

individual’s acts or omissions. Nor does the amended law make clear when an individual
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working on a voter registration drive run by a group will receive the benefit of the $1,000 cap on
fines for that group.

68.  Second, the amended law fails to make clear when an entity that is related to a
third-party voter registration organization will be treated as a separate entity and thus potentially
liable for an additional $1,000 in fines. Although the law includes a $1,000 annual cap on fines
for a “third-party voter registration organization” and its “affiliate organizations,” nowhere does
the statute define “affiliate organizations™ or give any other indication when an organization will
be considered “affiliated” with another under the law for the purposes of receiving the benefit of
the $1000 cap in annual fines.

69. On information and belief, defendant Browning has publicly admitted that the
amended law is vague and unclear. Specifically, an article that appeared in the New York Times
on the day this Complaint was filed states that defendant Browning’s office “acknowledged that
the law is vague on whether the cap of $1,000 would apply to an entire organization, a chapter or
individual volunteers.” Damien Cave, Election Day in Florida May Look Familiar, N.Y. TIMES,
April 28, 2008, at Al.

D. The Proposed Rules and Forms

70. On April 25, 2008, the Department of State published a Notice of Development of
Rulemaking with proposed rule text and the following proposed forms for use in the
administration of the challenged law: (1) a Third-Party Voter Registration Organization
Registration Form; (2) a Quarterly Repoft Form for Organized Voter Registration Drives by
Third-Party Voter Registration; and (3) a Form for Complaint Against Third-Party Voter
Registration Organization, for reporting alleged violations of the law. In the notice, the

Secretary of State scheduled a Rule Development Workshop for Monday, May 12, 2008.
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71. The proposed rule and forms do nothing to clarify or ameliorate the vague
provisions of the amended law, nor do the proposed rule and forms lessen the burdens imposed
by the amended law.

72.  To the contrary, the proposed rule and forms reinforce the vagueness of the
applicability of the law to individuals who engage in voter registration activities. For example,
the proposed Form for Complaint Against Third-Party Voter Registration Organization indicates
that a complaint can be filed against a “person, entity, or organization” but does not clarify which
“person, entity, or organization” should be included. If, for example, a complaint is based on an
act or omission by plaintiff Marilynn Wills, it is not clear whether the complaint would be
lodged against Ms. Wills individually, against the Tallahassee League, against the state League,
or against any of the above. Nor is it clear which person or entity would be held liable for her
acts or omissions. The proposed complaint form also reinforces fears that plaintiffs could be
held liable for errors, acts, or omissions by state officials since the form suggests that a complaint
may be based solely on claims that a person submitted a voter registration application to a third-
party voter registration organization and then subsequently did not appear on the voter rolls.

73.  Were the proposed rule enacted, it would introduce an additional unconstitutional
element: the proposed rule requires third-party voter registration organizations to put the name
and mailing address of their organization on each form they collect and submit, unless they’ve
registered with the state, in which case they can use an identification number. A similar
provision forcing disclosure of association on a voter registration form has already been found
unconstitutional by one federal court. Project Vote v. Blackwell, 455 F .Supp 2d 694, 706-07

(N.D. Ohio 2006).
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HI. THE LAW’S BURDENSOME IMPACT

A. The Law Chills Plaintiffs’ Exercise of Their Constitutional Rights

74.  Each of the organizational and member plaintiffs has restricted its speech and
association because the vaguely worded challenged law puts plaintiffs and their members or
volunteers at serious risk of unreasonably high fines.

1. Strict Liability

75.  The challenged law’s strict liability provision requires the Division of Elections to
fine plaintiffs and other third-party voter registration organizations even when they have acted
reasonably and have a valid excuse for not submitting a voter registration application in the
manner prescribed by the law. It holds plaintiffs strictly liable for innocent mistakes, a third
party’s malicious acts (including those of disgruntled employees or political opponents), and
potentially the state’s mishandling or loss of applications.

76.  The law’s strict liability makes plaintiffs liable for other people’s conduct. It also
makes them liable when they have no knowledge that the law has been violated. For example,
an organizational plaintiff that exercises all reasonable care in operating a voter registration drive
will not always know if a volunteer or employee has not submitted an application within the
manner prescribed by law. Conversely, a member plaintiff that exercises all reasonable care in
collecting applications and giving them to an organizational plaintiff will not always know if the
organization submitted the applications within the manner prescribed by law. In addition,
plaintiffs will not always know whether a supervisor of elections or the Division of Elections has
properly recorded and processed an application, leaving plaintiffs unfairly exposed to public

charges and civil fines for the state’s misconduct.
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77. The law’s strict liability provisions will not prevent reasonably careful individuals
and organizations from making innocent mistakes, and therefore it threatens to penalize plaintiffs
merely for registering others to vote.

78. Although the law requires the Secretary of State to waive the fines for situations
involving “force majeure or impossibility of performance,” that limited exemption does not
appreciably mitigate the harm caused by the law’s strict liability regime. Under Florida law,
“force majeure” and “impossibility of performance” cover only extraordinary events, like a
hurricane or the destruction of forms by fire. Short of those situations, the law provides no
exceptions, even for a third-party voter registration organization that has exercised all reasonable
care in collecting and delivering voter registration applications. Like the original version of the
law, the amended law requires fines regardless of fault.

2. Severe Fines and Personal and Widespread Liability

79. The fines imposed by the challenged law are severe and threaten to impose
massive and potentially ruinous liability on the member and organizational plaintiffs. The law’s
respective $50, $250, and $500 fines are multiplied by each voter registration application that is
not submitted within the manner prescribed by the law. Government officials charged with the
task of registering voters will often make mistakes. While plaintiffs work to train their
volunteers, mistakes will nevertheless occur, virtually guaranteeing that each voter registration
organization that registers a significant number of voters will be fined the maximum $1,000.
Meanwhile, government officials making similar mistakes will not face the same consequences.

80.  Moreover, the vaguely worded statutory language creates a serious risk that each
voter registration drive can incur many multiples of the $1,000 annual fine: one for each

individual volunteer, and one for each organization or entity that is related to plaintiffs.
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81. The law’s vagueness with respect to “affiliate organizations” puts plaintiffs at risk
for astronomically high fines. If, for instance, the local chapters of the League of Women
Voters—which are all separately incorporated—are not considered “affiliate organizations” of
the state League, the Leagues could face as much as $28,000 in fines annually, almost a third of
the state League’s yearly budget.

82. The AFL-CIO works with more than 450 local unions to register voters that are
all separately governed and have total autonomy from the AFL-CIO. Each of these unions is a
local union part of a separate international union, which in turn is a member of AFL-CIO
International. If those locals are not considered “affiliate organizations” of the state AFL-CIO,
they could collectively face $451,000 in annual fines, dwarfing the AFL’s annual budget for
program expenses. Moreover, local unions, whose annual budgets are typically less than $1,000,
may have to stop registration of their members entirely. AFSCME faces similar concerns.

83.  The organizational plaintiffs are each non-profit organizations with limited
budgets. They cannot afford to risk such severe fines, which would drain a substantial portion of
their finances, if not bankrupt them.

84. The law’s vagueness with respect to individual liability will have a similar
chilling effect on plaintiffs and others. If individual members, volunteers, or employees of
plaintiffs are treated as separate voter registration organizations under the law, those individuals
may face personal liability of up to $1,000 per year for exercising their rights to speech and
association.

85.  This risk of personal financial liability has also deterred individuals from

registering voters, including Marilynn Wills. Ms. Wills is concerned about her liability both
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when registering voters independently and when doing so as part of a third-party voter
registration organization.

86.  The law’s chilling effect on the member plaintiffs and on the organizational
plaintiffs’ other members, volunteers, and employees, has harmed the organizational plaintiffs by
deterring the number of people willing to register voters on their behalf. Consequently, it has
reduced the organizational plaintiffs’ capacity to engage in First Amendment-protected speech
and activity.

B. The Law Burdens Certain Plaintiffs’
Constitutional Rights to Speech and Association

87.  Regardless of how the law is interpreted, it will act as an unconstitutional burden
on the League’s speech and association.

88. If the law allows up to $1,000 in fines to be assessed against each local League,
the League would overall be subject to up to $28,000 in fines annually. Those fines would be
imposed on the basis of failure to meet its tight deadlines, including a ten-day deadline totally
unjustified by any state interest. These fines can be imposed even when the League or other
third-party voter registrations have acted reasonably and has a valid excuse for not submitting a
voter registration application in the manner prescribed by the law. The League would be held
strictly liable for innocent mistakes.

89.  If'the law were interpreted to treat individual League members as “third-party
voter registration organizations,” individual League members could also be liable for up to
$1,000 in fines annually per person. Many League members, some of whom are retired and live

on a fixed income, could simply not afford such fines and would have to cease registering voters.
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If the League were to be held responsible for these fines, with 2,800 members it could potentially
face a liability of up to $2,800,000.

90.  Even if the law were clarified to allow only $1,000 in fines per year against the
League of Women Voters, its local Leagues, and its volunteers in total, it would still amount to
an annual tax on speech and association, a fee the League must pay simply for the privilege of
engaging in political activity.

91. Even if the League takes all reasonable care in conducting their voter registration
drives, it is still likely to incur fines for the untimely delivery of forms under the amended law.

92. As a result of these potential burdens, the League has decided again to take the
necessary step of ceasing all voter registration in the state of Florida.

93. Because these fines are not justified by any state interest, it unconstitutionally
burdens plaintiffs’ First and Fourteenth Amendment rights to speech and association.

IV. IMPACT OF THE LAW ON EACH ORGANIZATIONAL PLAINTIFF

A. League of Women Voters

94.  The challenged law has forced the board of directors of the League of Women
Voters to impose a moratorium on voter registration activities sponsored by the 25 local Leagues
and two member-at-large units in Florida. The League typically works with its local Leagues to
conduct voter registration drives throughout the year, with increased activity in the summer and
fall months immediately prior to voter registration deadlines for fall primary and general
elections.

95. The League has imposed a moratorium on its voter registration activities because
the League, its members, and its volunteers cannot afford to risk paying the severe fines

threatened by the vaguely worded amended law. This moratorium will last until the challenged
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law is enjoined or clarified in such a way as to substantially reduce the financial risk to the
League, its members, and volunteers.

96. The League cannot afford the of risk exposing each of its volunteers and members
who participate in its voter registration drives to $1,000 in fines, nor can the League afford
cumulative fines of tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars if each of its local Leagues and
member-at-large units and its individual members is liable for up to $1,000 in annual fines.

97. The state League’s budget is approximately $86,000 for fiscal year 2007-2008
and approximately $81,000 for fiscal year 2008-2009. These funds are already dedicated to
paying staff salaries, office expenses, and the costs of the League’s voter registration activities,
educational programs, and publications. The League cannot afford to risk potential liability of
up to $27,000 a year, in addition to potential fines for each of its member volunteers, which
could threaten the viability of its operations.

98. The budgets of the local Leagues are similarly modest, ranging from $1,000 to
$12,000, and cannot withstand $1,000 in fines.

99.  Moreover, the League cannot afford to indemnify itself and its members,
volunteers, and employees, against liability for the threatened fines.

100. The League cannot afford to hire additional staff to supervise more closely the
activities of its 27 local chapters and member-at-large units in order to eliminate or reduce the
risk that the League would be fined for missing a 10-day deadline or any of the other deadlines,
either by honest mistake or otherwise through no fault of its own.

101. Some League members who registered voters in previous years, and who would
like to register voters in 2008, have been forced by the challenged law to refrain from

participating in the League’s voter registration activities out of fear of personal financial liability.
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This has reduced the amount of First Amendment-protected speech and activity the League can
engage in.

102.  The League has also determined that it cannot register with the state and provide
quarterly reports under the new law because it does not have sufficient staff and resources, nor
can it impose the burden on its member volunteers, to collect and compile the detailed
information from each of the 27 local Leagues and member-at-large units about every voter
registration drive in order to report on a quarterly basis to the Division of Elections.

B. AFL-CIO

103.  The AFL-CIO has traditionally conducted voter registration drives among its
members by helping its local unions to conduct non-partisan voter registration drives. These
drives are intended to increase by at least 10% each year the number of its members who are
registered to vote. Over the past five years, the percentage of the members of unions affiliated
with the AFL-CIO that are registered to vote has increased from 40% to 65%.

104.  Under the new law, the AFL-CIO does not know whether the local unions that are
part of its federation, and with which the AFL-CIO works to register voters, will be considered
“affiliate organizations” and thus subject to up to $450,000 in potential fines.

105.  The law’s vague and ambiguous statutory language also creates a serious risk that
the AFL-CIO could be liable for up to $1,000 in fines each year imposed upon each of its
member volunteers who works on one of its voter registration drives and does not comply with
the law’s requirements.

106.  Because of the risk of enormous fines under the vaguely worded law, the AFL-
CIO has suspended its voter registration operations for this year and will likely continue to

refrain from engaging in voter registration drives if it is unable to reduce its risk exposure.
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C. AFSCME

107. AFSCME’s voter registration activities have primarily focused on registering
AFSCME’s members. AFSCME seeks to ensure that between 75% and 85% of the members of
its bargaining unit are registered to vote.

108.  In past years, AFSCME has engaged in extensive member-to-member voter
registration drives to try to meet this goal. Using data files of unregistered members, the Florida
Council focuses its registration efforts on members in particular local unions and regions of the
state. The Council trains local volunteers, who are dues-paying members of AFSCME, in the
legal and technical rules of voter registration and advises them on transmitting the message to
their fellow workers that voting is a key way to have a voice in the workplace.

109.  Once volunteers are trained, AFSCME allows them significant autonomy in doing
voter registration. Typically, however, volunteers target unregistered members in one-on-one
visits at work sites. They regularly submit completed applications to election supervisors and
send copies to AFSCME to ensure accurate records of the registration status of its members and
to follow-up with election officials.

110.  Although AFSCME helps its local unions to register their members to vote,
AFSCME is unsure whether its local unions will be considered “affiliate organizations” under
the law and thus subject to up to $91,000 in potential fines..

111.  The law’s vague and ambiguous statutory language also creates a serious risk that
up to $1,000 in fines each year could be imposed upon each of its member volunteers who works
on one of its voter registration drives and does not comply with the law’s requirements.

AFSCME could not afford to indemnify each of its member volunteers.
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112.  As aresult of the new law, AFSCME has suspended its planning efforts for voter
registration drives this year and does not know whether it will be able to engage in voter
registration drives.

V. THE CHALLENGED LAW DOES NOT SERVE
A COMPELLING OR LEGITIMATE STATE INTEREST

113.  There is no legitimate, much less compelling, state interest in restricting the voter
registration and related speech and associational activities of plaintiffs and other third-party voter
registration organizations in the manner provided in 2007 Fla. Laws 30. The new law burdens
far more speech and associational activity than is necessary to accomplish any legitimate
government interest.

114. The challenged law is not necessary to address voter registration fraud or
misconduct. Section 76 of 2005 Fla. Laws 277 separately imposes criminal penalties on persons
who “knowingly destroy, mutilate, or deface a voter registration form or election ballot or
obstruct or delay the delivery of a voter registration form or election ballot.” Fla. Stat. §
104.0615(4) (emphases added). A person who violates this section commits a felony of the third
degree, id. § 104.0615(5), and may be punished by up to five years in jail, a $5,000 fine, or both.
Id. §§ 775.082(3)(d), 775.083(1)(d).

115.  There is no significant problem in Florida of voter registration groups submitting
voter registration forms in an untimely fashion. Nor is there a problem of voter registration
drives hoarding voter registration applications. To the contrary, in 2004, voter registration
groups increased the total number of voter registration applications submitted, but they continued
to submit those applications at the same rate at which the lesser number of applications were

submitted in years prior, when there was less third party voter registration activity.

30
LAW OFFICES
BECKER & POLIAKOFF, P.A. » 3111 STIRLING ROAD « FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33312-6525
TELEPHONE (954) 987-7550



Case 1:08-cv-21243-CMA  Document 1 Entered on FLSD Docket 04/29/2008 Page 31 of 36

CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT I

Violation of the First and Fourteenth Amendments
(Void for Vagueness)

116.  Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1
through 115 as if fully set forth herein.

117.  The amended law, in failing to define the liability of individuals and the status of
“affiliate organizations” is unconstitutionally vague.

118.  The law does not give fair notice of the liability plaintiffs and others risk by
conducting voter registration drives.

119.  The law gives too much discretion to state officials and thus risks arbitrary or
discriminatory enforcement against disfavored groups.

120.  The law chills plaintiffs and others in the exercise of their freedom of speech.

121. By reason of the foregoing, defendants, acting under color of state law, have
deprived and will deprive plaintiffs of the rights, privileges, and immunities secured to them by
the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and protected by 42

U.S.C. § 1983.
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COUNT 11

Violation of the First and Fourteenth Amendments
(Burden on Speech; Asserted by Plaintiffs L.eague of Women
Voters and Marilyn Wills Only)

122. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1
through 115 as if fully set forth herein.

123.  The amended law unconstitutionally burdens the speech and association that are
intertwined with the plaintiffs’ voter registration drives, threatening plaintiffs’ with debilitating
fines.

124.  The law’s strict liability and arbitrary time limits will result in the League having
to pay a fee for the privilege of engaging in protected speech and association. No governmental
interest compels or even legitimates such a penalty.

125.  The law chills plaintiffs and others in the exercise of their freedom of speech.

126. By reason of the foregoing, defendants, acting under color of state law, have
deprived and will deprive plaintiff League of Women Voters of the rights, privileges, and
immunities secured to it by the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States

Constitution and protected by 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
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COUNT 111

Violation of the First and Fourteenth Amendments
(Burden on the Rights to Vote and to Participate in the Political Process)

127.  Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1
through 115 as if fully set forth herein.

128.  The First and Fourteenth Amendments protect the right to vote as a fundamental
right. The First Amendment’s guarantees of freedom of speech and association protect the right
to vote and to participate in the political process.

129.  Plaintiffs AFL-CIO and AFSCME have members who will not be registered to
vote absent their voter registration efforts. These members include senior citizens, people with
disabilities, and members of rural, low-income, and predominantly minority communities, for
whom it is difficult either to travel to a government office to register to vote or to obtain an
application on-line.

130.  The challenged law will prevent these members from exercising their right to vote
and to participate in the political process by forcing third-party groups to stop registering voters
or by seriously limiting their voter registration activities.

131.  Asaresult, these members’ fundamental right to vote and to participate in the
political process is severely burdened by the challenged law.

132.  Defendants have no compelling interest that justifies this severe and unequal
burden on the fundamental rights of the organizational plaintiffs’ members.

133. By reason of the foregoing, defendants, acting under color of state law, have

deprived and will deprive plaintiffs of the rights, privileges, and immunities secured to them by
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the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and protected by 42
U.S.C. § 1983.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Wherefore, Plaintiffs respectfully request this Court to:

(1) enter judgment declaring and determining that the provisions of Fla. Stat. §§
97.021(36) and 97.0575 regulating the voter registration activities of third-party voter
registration organizations, and any rules promulgated by the Department of State and the
Division of Elections implementing these provisions, violate the United States Constitution,
specifically the First and Fourteenth Amendments thereto, both facially and as applied to
plaintiffs;

2) grant appropriate preliminary, and permanent, equitable relief enjoining
defendants from enforcing these provisions of Fla. Stat. §§ 97.021(36) and 97.0575 and any rules
promulgated by the Department of State and the Division of Elections implementing these
provisions; and

3) grant such other and further relief as the Court shall deem proper, including the
award of costs and disbursements associated with the filing and maintenance of this action, and

an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988.
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Dated: April 28th, 2008
ated: Apn ’ Gary C. Rosen

BECKER& POLIAKOFF, P.A.
3111 Stirling Road

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33312
Tel: (954) 985- 4133

By: _ K —
- “Gary C;Rosen, Esq.
Florida Bar No. 310107

Wendy R. Weiser

Renée Paradis

BRENNAN CENTER FOR JUSTICE AT
NYU SCHOOL OF LAW

161 Avenue of the Americas, 12" Floor

New York, N.Y. 10013

Tel: (212) 998-6730

Elizabeth S. Westfall
ADVANCEMENT PROJECT
1730 M. Street, N.W., Suite 910
Washington, D.C. 20036

Tel: (202) 728-9557

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

James E. Johnson

S.G. Dick

Derek S. Tarson

Jessica R. Simonoff

Courtney M. Dankworth

Corey S. Whiting

DEBEVOISE & PLIMPTON LLP
919 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10022
Telephone: (212) 909-6000
Facsimile: (212) 909-6836

Of Counsel to Plaintiff League of Women
Voters of Florida

35
LAW OFFICES
BECKER & POLIAKOFF, P.A. + 3111 STIRLING ROAD » FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33312-6525
TELEPHONE (954) 987-7550



Case 1:08-cv-21243-CMA  Document 1

22544 (Rev, 11:05)

The IS 44 cyvit cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replace nor supplement the {iling and service ol pleadings or other
by locai rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United S
the civil docket sheet.  (SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON THE REVERSE OF THE FORM.)

CIVIL COVER SHEET

Entered on FLSD Docket 04/29/2008

Page 36 of 36

v i 't papers as required by law, exceptas provide
tates in September 1974, 15 requited for the use of the Clerk of Court for the parpose of (nitiatr

NOTICE: Attorneys MUST Indicate All Re-filed Cases Below.

L. (a) PLAINTIFFS {EAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF

FLORIDA: FLORIDA AFL~-CIO: AMERICAN FEDERATION OF
STATE, COUNTY, and MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES,

(b) County of Residence of First Listed Plaintiff

DADE

et al.

(EXCEPT IN US. PLAINTIFF CASES)

(c) Allomey's (Finn Name, Address, and Telephone Number)

BECKER & POLIAKOFF, P.A.
3111 Stirling Road

Ft.
(954) 985-4133

[Lauderdale,

FL 33312

County of Residence of First Listed Defendant

DEFENDANTS RURT S. BROWNING, in his officia
capacity as Secretary of State of Florida,

and ponald L. Palmer in his official capacity

LIQON

(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)

NOTE: INLAND CONDEMNAYION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF THE IRAC
LAND INVOI VED.

Attorneys {1f Known)

(d) Check County Where Action Arose: y3MIAMI- DADE

0 MONROE O BROWARD O PALM BEACH O MARTIN (3 ST.LUCIE (3 INDIAN RIVER (O OKEECHOBEE

HIGHLANDS

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION

(Place an X" i» One Box Only)

(For Diversity Cases Only)

II1. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PART]ES(PIace an "X" in One Box lor Plaint

and One Box for Defendant)

Ot U.S Government ® 3 Federal Question PTF  DEF PTF DEF
Plindiff (U.S. Government Not a Party) Citizen of This State O ! O 1 tncorpurated or Principal Place g 4 14
ul Business (n This State
32 US Government O 4 Divemity Citizen of Another State O 2 O 2 Incorporated and Principal Place (3 5 (3 5
Dctendant’ (Indicgte Citizenship of Parties in ltem I11) of Business [n Another State
Citizen or Subject of'a [n)} 1 3 Foreign Nation 3 6 O ¢
.’ A// oreign Coygh -
“ " - r,
1V. NATURE OF SUIT (Place an X" in One Box Onl PeL YL,
L CONTRACT TORTS FORFEITHREPENAFTY _BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES,
3 110 Insurance PERSONAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY [0 610 Agnculiure O 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 0O 400 State Reapportianment
D 120 Marinc €1 316 Ajrplanc O 302 Personal Injury - |3 620 Other Food & Drug 3 423 Withdrawal 3 410 Antivust
1130 Milier Act 7 315 Airplane Product Med. Malpractice | 625 Druyg Related Scizure 28 USC 157 O 430 Banks and Banking
3 140 Negotiable Instrument Liability O 365 Personal Injury - of Property 21 USC 8814 3O 450 Commence
3 150 Recovery of Overpayment {03 320 Assault, Libel & Product Liability QO 0630 Liyuor Laws PROPERLY RIGHTS 0O 46 Deportation
& Lnforcement of Judgment Slander 3 368 Asbestos Personal {0 640 R.R. & Truck ¥ 820 Copynghts 0 470 Racketeer Influenced and
3 151 Medicare Act D 330 Federal Employers’ Injury Product 3O 650 Airline Regs. 0 830 Patent Cormupt Organizations
J 152 Revovery of Defaulted Liability Liability O 660 Occupational {J 840 Trademark 3 480 Consumer Credit
Student Loans 3 340 Marnine PERSONAL PROPERTY Safety/Health 3 490 Cable/Sat TV
{Excl. Veterans) (3 345 Manine Product 3 370 Other Fraud J 690 Other 3 310 Selective Service
3 153 Recovery of Ovespayment Liabiity 0 371 Truth in Lending LABOR. SOCIAL SECURITY O 850 Securities/Commiodities’
of Veteran's Benefits O 350 Motor Vehicle 3 380 Other Personal 0 710 Fair Labor Standards D 361 HIA (1395f1) Exchange
T 160 Stockholders” Suits 3 355 Motor Vehicle Property Damage Act O 862 Black Lung (923) O 875 Customer Challenge
a3 190 Other Contract Product Liability O 385 Property Damage | 720 LaborMgmt Relutions | 863 DIWC/DIWW {405(g)) 12 USC 3416
3 195 Contract Product Liability | () 360 Other Personal Product Liability 0O 730 Labor/MgmtReporting | € 864 SSID Title X VI 3 890 Other Statutory Actions
(3 196 Franchise Injury & Disclosure Act 0 865 RSI (405(x)) O 89t Agriculrural Acts
L REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS |O 740 Railway Labor Act FEDERAL TAX SUITS O 892 Economic Stabilization Ac
3 210 Land Condemnation (X 441 Voling O  $10 Motions to Vacate {0 790 Other Labor Litigatio J B70 Taxes (1.S. Phaintiff (3 893 Environmental Matters
O 220 Foreclosure 3 442 Employment Sentence 0O 791 Erpl. Ret. | or Defendant) 3 894 Energy Allocation Act
O 230 Rent Lease & Fjectment 3 443 Housing/ Habess Corpus: Sceurity Act 1 871 1BS—Third Party (3 895 Freedom of Informmation
O 240 Tors to Land Accommodations 3 530 General ED by L/ 13 ¢sq 7009 Act
O 245 Tort Product Liability 0 444 Welfare O 535 Death Penalty FiL, . 3 S00Appesl of Fee Determinatio
13 290 Al Other Real Property |0 445 Amer. w/Disabilities - |3 540 Mandamus & Other INTAKE Under Equal Access
Employment 3 550 Civil Rights 1o Justice
3 446 Amer. w/Disabilities - {3 555 Prison Condition APR 2 8 2068 O 950 Constitutionality of
Other State Swatutes
3 440 Other Civil Rxghls CT VL. IRV ENW. iwiLV ate]o
Sy
CLERK U.S. DIST CT o
V. ORIGIN (Place an X" in Oae Box Only) S.D. OF FLA.crh_;‘éAMgom ] Appes ] to District
X1 Origina 3 2 Removed from 3 3 Re-filed- O 4 Reinstatedor {1 5 ,noimedrciet 7 6 Multdistrict (3 7 #11 Re "'Off‘
Proceeding State Court (see VI below) Reopened iy Litigation agistrale
(specily) Judgment
) a) Re-filed Case CJYES ONO b) Related Cases & YES O NO
VI. RELATED/RE-FILED (See instructions
CASE(S). second page): JIUDGE Seitz DOCKET  06-21265
NUMBER
Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing and Write a Brief Statement of Cause (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless
c £ OF diversity): 42 U.S.C. §1983 action to declare that Fla. Stat. §§97.021(36) and
VH "AUS 97.0575 violate the U.S. Constitution.
ACTION
LENGTH OF TRIAL via _days estimated (for both sides to try entire case)

VIiI. REQUESTED IN

COMPLAINT:

[} CHECK IF THIS4S
UNDER F:RC.P. 23
' .

VASS ACTION

DEMAND §

CHECK YES only if demanded in corplaint:
JURY DEMAND:

[_I.J“ch ﬁ No

ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE & C
THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE. .

ORRECT TO ,/ SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD

DATE

;Y
1 A% = FOR QFFICE USE ONLY. o :
e £ e o => 7 h
- ﬂ; amounhf ¥ S @ Gecewer # 4} 2 flé?

o [2 F1o&



