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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
SAN ANTONIO DIVISION

SHANNON PEREZ, e al,

Plaintiffs,
CIVIL ACTION NO.

V. SA-11-CA-360-OLG-JES-XR
[Lead case]

STATE OF TEXAS, et al.,

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSED MOTION TO STAY ORDER ON PLAN H358
PENDING APPEAL OF THAT ORDER OR A FINAL JUDGMENT

Detendants the State of Texas, Greg Abbott, in his official capacity as Governor,
and Rolando B. Pablos, in his official capacity as Secretary of State, respectfully move
for a stay pending appeal of this Court’s Order on Plan H358 (Aug. 24, 2017), ECF No.
1540, or an appeal of a final judgment. The Court’s order enjoins Defendants from
conducting the 2018 elections using the existing districts under Plan H358 by
invalidating Texas House districts in four counties and ordering the State to either
immediately convene a special session of the Legislature or submit to a judicial map-
drawing proceeding in less than two weeks. See Order at 80-82, ECF No. 1540.

As an initial matter, the Court should stay its Order on Plan H358 and the hearing
scheduled for September 6, because its Order on Plan C235—upon which the Order

on Plan H358 is largely based—has now been stayed. Today, Justice Alito stayed this
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Court’s Order on Plan C235 pending further orders from the Supreme Court. See Ex.
1. A stay is reasonable, given that the Court’s Order on H358 expressly relies heavily
on the now-stayed Order on Plan C235. See Order at 4, ECF No. 1540; 7d. at 81.

The Court’s order will likely be reversed on appeal because it holds that the State
of Texas committed intentional racial discrimination by enacting a redistricting plan that
incorporated, except for a single district, the districts that this Court itself ordered the
State to use for the 2012 elections.! The Court’s order finding a Shaw violation in HD90
is also likely to be reversed on appeal, even if the use of race by Representative Burnam
and his staff could be imputed to the Legislature as a whole, because the Legislature
had a strong basis in evidence to believe that maintaining the Hispanic population in
HD 90 at or near its existing level was necessary to maintain Hispanic voting strength
and avoid liability under §2 of the Voting Rights Act.

Both the balance of the equities and the public interest counsel in favor of a stay.
A stay is necessary for the State to exercise its appellate rights while preserving the
primary election calendar. The risk of disrupting the 2018 election cycle qualifies as an
irreparable injury to Texas. See, e.g., Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1, 5-6 (20006) (per curiam)
(“Given the imminence of the election and the inadequate time to resolve the factual

disputes, our action today shall of necessity allow the election to proceed without [a

"The Legislature enacted Plan H358 in 2013, which is identical to the 2012 plan created by this Court
(H309) with a few, minor changes, only one of which is relevant here (HD90), because HD90 was the
only changed district in which any plaintiff asserted a new claim.
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tederal-court] injunction suspending the [State’s election law].”). There is no
corresponding injury to the plaintiffs. Texas has used the court-drawn map in Plan
H358 for every election held since the Court ordered its use in 2012. Until three days
ago, the Court had made clear that the map was nof infected with intentional racial
discrimination or any other constitutional or VRA defect. See Order at 4, 5, 9, 11-12
(March 19, 2012), ECF No. 690. The plaintiffs could have secured a ruling as early as
2014, when the Court originally scheduled a trial on Plan H358. But the plaintiffs
insisted, over the protest of the State, on holding two other trials on maps that were
never used for a single vote in a single election and that had long been repealed. The
plaintiffs will not be irreparably injured by voting in the same Texas House districts
where they have voted since 2012, and any plaintiff in HD 90 will not be irreparably
injured because the current configuration of the district provides the opportunity to
elect the Hispanic candidate of choice.

Defendants therefore move, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(c), to stay
the Court’s order and any final judgment forbidding the State to conduct the 2018 Texas
House elections under Plan H358. Defendants seek this stay to preserve the status quo
pending appeal and allow the 2018 elections to proceed under Plan H358. If the State
is allowed to use Plan H358 for the 2018 elections, there will be no exigency requiring
court-drawn plans before the 2018 election cycle begins and, as a result, no need to

conduct a hearing on court-drawn plans on September 6, 2017. Defendants request a
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ruling on this motion by August 30, 2017, at which point Defendants intend to seek a
stay from the Supreme Court of the United States, if necessary.

The Court asked whether the Governor of Texas would waive the State’s rights
to appeal the Court’s ruling by calling a special session to redraw the maps at issue in
this case. See Order at 81-82, ECF No. 1540. The Court gave the Governor three days
to decide whether bring the Legislature into a special session to draw new maps for the
2018 elections. But the Court’s relentless criticism of the 2013 Legislature’s
“deliberative process,” see id. at 4 (adopting its intent analysis regarding Plan C235),
makes it impossible for the State to meet the deadlines that this Court has now imposed.
If the problem is that the 2013 Legislature did not spend enough time deliberating prior
to adopting the 2013 court-drawn maps, then there is no way for the 2017 Legislature
to satisfy an undefined sufficient-effort standard, hold protracted hearings involving
interest groups, and adopt new maps that will satisfy this Court by October 1st. Even
if there were time to do so, convening the Legislature before letting the appeals process
play out would prematurely waive the State’s right to appeal a decision with which it
vigorously disagrees. It is conceivable that legislative redistricting after a final decision
trom the Supreme Court could resolve this matter and provide stability. But immediate
redistricting at this stage, whether it is accomplished legislatively or imposed by this
Court, would be unlikely to resolve this litigation or provide stability to the 2018 election
calendar. To the contrary, the most likely outcome of immediate redistricting without

authoritative guidance from the Supreme Court is continued litigation, creating even
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greater uncertainty and confusion for Texas voters. The Governor therefore
respectfully declines this Court’s invitation at this time but reserves his constitutional
power to convene the Legislature if the Supreme Court ultimately determines that the
State’s maps violate the law.

I. THIS COURT’S ORDER ENJOINS THE STATE FROM CONDUCTING
ELECTIONS UNDER PLAN H358.

As it did last week with respect to the State’s congressional districts, this Court’s
order enjoins the use of Plan H358 to conduct Texas House elections. The Court held
that Plan H358 is invalid in four counties, Order at 80-81, ECF No. 1540, that the flaws
it found “mustbe remedied,” 7d. at 80 (emphasis added), and that if the Texas Legislature
does not immediately meet to redraw the effected districts, this Court will, /. at 81-82.
This Order forbids Texas to use H358 in the fast-approaching 2018 election cycle and
orders the immediate creation of a remedy that will preclude the use of H358 in the
2018 election cycle. There is no question that the Order has the “practical effect” of an
injunction. See Carson v. Am. Brands, Inc., 450 U.S. 79, 83 (1981) (interpreting 28 U.S.C.
§ 1292(2)); Thomas ex rel. D.M.T. v. Sch. Bd. St. Martin Par., 756 F.3d 380, 384 (5th Cir.
2014); Salazar ex rel. Salazar v. District of Columbia, 671 F.3d 1258, 1261-62 (D.C. Cir.
2012).

I1. THE COURT’S ORDER SHOULD BE STAYED PENDING APPEAL.

The decision to enter a stay pending appeal turns on four factors: “(1) whether

the stay applicant has made a strong showing that he is likely to succeed on the merits;
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(2) whether the applicant will be irreparably injured absent a stay; (3) whether issuance
of the stay will substantially injure the other parties interested in the proceeding; and (4)
where the public interest lies.” Hilton v. Braunskill, 481 U.S. 770, 776 (1987). A stay
pending direct appeal is a well-established remedy in redistricting cases. See, e.g., Gill v.
Whitford, 137 S. Ct. 2289 (2017) (mem. op.); Perry v. Perez, 565 U.S. 1090 (2011) (mem.
op.); Bullock v. Weiser, 404 U.S. 1065 (1972) (stay pending appeal in White v. Weiser, 412
U.S. 783, 789 (1973)); Whitcomb v. Chavis, 396 U.S. 1055 (1970). All four factors favor a
stay in this case.

ITI. DEFENDANTS WILL LIKELY SUCCEED ON THE MERITS.

A.  The Court’s Finding of Intentional Discrimination Is Likely to Be
Reversed on Appeal.

The Court’s ruling that the 2013 Legislature engaged in intentional race-based
discrimination by adopting Plan H358’s configuration of House districts in Bell, Dallas,
Nueces, and Tarrant Counties rests on the Court’s intentional-discrimination analysis
in last week’s Order on Plan C235, see Order at 4, ECF 1540, and is likely to be reversed
on appeal for the reasons explained in the State’s motion seeking a stay from that earlier
order. See Motion to Stay Order on Plan C235, ECF No. 1538.

In 2012, this Court adopted Plan H309 under the Supreme Court’s instruction
that it “take care not to incorporate . . . any legal defects in the state plan[s]” passed in
2011. Perry, 565 U.S. at 393. In adopting Plan H309, the Court stated that its plan “obeys

the Supreme Court’s directive by adhering to the State’s enacted plan except in the
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discrete areas in which we have preliminarily found plausible legal defects under the
standards of review the Court has announced.” Opinion at 11, ECF No. 690.

The 2013 Texas Legislature repealed the 2011 House redistricting plan, which
had not been precleared and was never in effect, and formally enacted Plan H358. This
Court nevertheless concluded three days ago that the 2013 Legislature violated the
Constitution and the Voting Rights Act because it “purposefully maintained the
intentional discrimination” that this Court had found in the repealed 2011 Plan. Order
at 80, ECF No. 1540. As explained in the State’s motion to stay the Order on Plan
C235, however, that ruling is likely to be reversed on appeal because the 2013
Legislature specifically sought to avoid any alleged prior discrimination by adopting this
Court’s plan and, in any event, the Legislature could not have “purposefully
maintained” discrimination that the Court concluded was not present it its 2012 plan
and which it did not find until 2017, four years after the State adopted the Court’s plan.
See Stay Motion at 11-16, ECF No. 1538.

B. The Court’s Ruling That Plan H358 Violates VRA §2 in Nueces
County Is Likely to Be Reversed on Appeal.

On appeal, the Supreme Court is likely to reverse the Court’s ruling that the State
violated VRA §2 in Nueces County. No party disputes that Nueces County’s 2010
Census population entitled it to only two Texas House districts. Nor does any party
dispute that HD 34 is a Latino opportunity district under Plan H358. Also, the current

configuration is roughly proportional to the county’s total HCVAP of 56%, see Order
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at 48, and therefore creating two HCVAP majority districts, as MALC proposed,
“would result in over-representation in Nueces County,” 7. The evidence does not
show that Hispanic voters in Nueces County are excluded from the political process.
And the evidence shows that the current configuration of Nueces County House
districts does not dilute Hispanic voting strength because the population is not
sufficient to create two consistently performing HCVAP-majority districts in Nueces
County. 2017 Tr. 66:5-8; Order at 41-42.

C.  The Court’s Ruling That HD 90 in Tarrant County Was Racially
Gerrymandered Is Likely to Be Reversed on Appeal.

The Court’s conclusion that the 2013 revision to HD90 in H358 was a racial
gerrymander will likely be reversed on appeal because it is inconsistent with the record
and established law. The 2013 amendment by the sitting Democratic representative,
Lon Burnam, brought Como back into the district, based on well-documented requests
by its residents. See Order at 67-68, ECF No. 1540. But doing so without other changes
would have lowered the HCVAP and SSVR while drawing opposition from MALC,
which opposed allowing HD90’s HCVAP to drop below 50%. Tr.638-39, 641.
Burnam’s staff member who drew the amendment testified that he did not
communicate with legislators (other than Burnam) at any point during his drafting of
proposed amendments to HD 90. Id. at 695:3—10. Even if Burnam’s staff member relied
predominantly on race in drafting the amendment to HD90, that reliance cannot be

imputed to the Legislature as a whole. Even if it could be, the Legislature had a strong



Case 5:11-cv-00360-OLG-JES-XR Document 1550 Filed 08/28/17 Page 9 of 21

basis to believe that consideration of race was necessary to avoid a violation of the
Voting Rights Act. That belief was well-founded. The Task Force Plaintiffs alleged
intentional vote dilution in HD90, but the Court rejected that claim. Under the Court’s
analysis, however, the price of that victory was a loss on the Task Force Plaintiffs’ Shaw
claim. The Court’s order is likely to be reversed on appeal because it leaves the State in
the very lose-lose situation that the strong-basis-in-evidence standard is meant to avoid.

IV. DENIAL OF A STAY PENDING APPEAL WILL CAUSE IRREPARABLE INJURY TO
THE STATE.

The Court’s order imposes at least two irreparable injuries on the State. First,
enjoining the State from conducting elections under its duly enacted House districts is
a sufficient injury to warrant a stay. See Maryland v. King, 567 U.S. 1301, 1301 (2012)
(Roberts, C.J., in chambers). Second, the State is irreparably injured if its election
calendar is undone by a federal court injunction without time to appeal. In Pureell, for
example, a two-judge motion panel for the Ninth Circuit enjoined Arizona’s voter-
identification procedures. 549 U.S. at 3-4. The Supreme Court held that, ever if the state
law was ultimately held unlawful, federal courts should not halt a State’s election
procedures without allowing adequate time for full appellate review. Id. at 5-6. Absent
a stay, that will happen here.

V. A STAY PENDING APPEAL WILL NOT HARM THE PLAINTIFFS.

The plaintiffs have voted under Plan H358 or the materially indistinguishable

Plan H309 for three consecutive House elections. It cannot be that this Court’s reversal
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of its previous decision to allow this map to be used for three election cycles gives rise
to an irreparable injury that can be used against the State.

VI. A STAY PENDING APPEAL SERVES THE PUBLIC INTEREST.

A stay pending appeal serves the public interest. Plan H358 reflects the statutory
policy of the Legislature, which “is in itself a declaration of the public interest.” [ 7rgznian
Ry. Co. v. Sys. Fed’n No. 40, 300 U.S. 515, 552 (1937). A stay will also prevent disruption
of the 2018 House elections, allowing them to be conducted under the same districts
that have been used in every Texas House election held in this decade. And as explained
at the opening of this brief, the threat of disruption of the 2018 election calendar is
wholly attributable to delays in the resolution of this case that resulted from the
plaintiffs’ demand for a trial on redistricting plans that never took legal effect and were
never used to conduct a single election. The public interest counsels heavily against
saddling the voters of Texas with the consequences of the plaintiffs’ insistence on
avoidable delays.

CONCLUSION

Defendants respectfully request that the Court stay its Order on Plan H358, and
any final judgment forbidding the State to conduct elections under Plan H358, pending
appeal of that Order or pending appeal of a final judgment preventing the State from

using the existing districts under Plan H358.
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Date: August 28, 2017 Respectfully submitted.
KEN PAXTON /s/ Patrick K. Sweeten
Attorney General of Texas PATRICK K. SWEETEN

Senior Counsel for Civil Litigation
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CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE

The undersigned hereby certifies that on August 28, 2017, I conferred with
counsel for all plaintiffs and plaintiff-intervenors about the foregoing motion. Counsel
for the Texas Latino Redistricting Task Force Plaintiffs, the MALC Plaintiffs, the
NAACP Plaintiffs, the Perez Plaintiffs, the Congresspersons, and the LULAC Plaintiffs
advised that they oppose the motion. Counsel for the United States did not advise that
they oppose or do not oppose the motion.

/s/ Patrick K. Sweeten
PATRICK K. SWEETEN

12



Case 5:11-cv-00360-OLG-JES-XR Document 1550 Filed 08/28/17 Page 13 of 21

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of this filing was sent on August 28, 2017,
via the Coutrt’s electronic notification system and/or email to the following:

JOHN M. GORE

TIMOTHY F. MELLETT
DANIEL J. FREEMAN

JAYE ALLISON SITTON
U.S. Department of Justice
Civil Rights Division, Voting Rights
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530
202-353-9430; 202-353-0099;
202-305-4355; 202-305-4143
john.gore@usdoj.gov
timothy.f.mellett@usdoj.gov
daniel.freeman@usdoj.gov
jaye.sitton@usdoj.gov
ATTORNEYS FOR

THE UNITED STATES
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Mexican American Legal Defense
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CARDENAS, JIMENEZ,
MENENDEZ, TOMACITA AND
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REBECCA ORTIZ, ARMANDO
CORTEZ, SOCORRO RAMOS,
GREGORIO BENITO PALOMINO,
FLORINDA CHAVEZ, CYNTHIA
VALADEZ, CESAR EDUARDO
YEVENES, SERGIO CORONADO,
GILBERTO TORRES, RENATO DE
LOS SANTOS, SALINAS, and
RUDOLFO ORTIZ
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J. GERALD HEBERT

J. Gerald Hebert, P.C.

191 Somervelle Street, # 405

Alexandria, VA 22304
703-628-4673/202-639-6066 (facsimile)
hebert@votetlaw.com

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE ALLEN;,

SANDRA PUENTE, NANCY HALL and

KATHLEEN MARIA SHAW

JESSICA RING AMUNSON

Jenner & Block LLP

1099 New York Ave., N.W., Ste. 900
Washington, D.C. 20001
202-639-6023/202-639-6066
jamunson@jenner.com

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE ALLEN,
SANDRA PUENTE, and KATHLEEN
MARIA SHAW

JESSE GAINES

Attorney at Law

P.O. Box 50093

Fort Worth, TX 76105

817-714-9988

gainesjesse(@gmail.com

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE ALLEN,
SANDRA PUENTE, and KATHLEEN
MARIA SHAW
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GERALD H. GOLDSTEIN
Attorney at Law

310 S. St. Mary’s St., Suite 2900

San Antonio, TX 78205-4605
210-226-1463/210-226-8367 (facsimile)
ggandh@aol.com

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE
ALLEN, SANDRA PUENTE, and
KATHLEEN MARIA SHAW

DONALD H. FLANARY, III
Flanary Law Firm

1005 South Alamo

San Antonio, TX 78210
210-738-8383/210-738-9426 (facsimile)
donflanary@hotmail.com
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE
ALLEN, SANDRA PUENTE, and
KATHLEEN MARIA SHAW

MARK P. GABER

Law Office

1316 13th Street

Washington, DC 20005
715-482-4066/202-639-6066 (facsimile)
mark.gaber(@gmail.com
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE
ALLEN, SANDRA PUENTE, and
KATHLEEN MARIA SHAW
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LUIS ROBERTO VERA, JR.

Law Offices of Luis Roberto Vera &
Associates, P.C.

111 Soledad, Suite 1325

San Antonio, Texas 78205-2260
210-225-3300/210-225-2060 (facsimile)
lrvlaw@sbcglobal.net

ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFFS
PEREZ, TAMEZ, HALL, DEBOSE,
RODGRIGUEZ, SALINAS, RUDOLFO
ORTIZ, QUESADA, MUNOZ, VEASEY,
HAMILTON, KING, JENKINS,
JAMAAL R. SMITH, DEBBIE ALLEN;,
SANDRA PUENTE, and KATHLEEN
MARIA SHAW, EDDIE RODRIGUEZ,
CITY OF AUSTIN, BRUCE ELFANT,
TRAVIS COUNTY, DAVID
GONZALEZ, WASHINGTON, ALEX
AND SANDRA SERNA, BETTY F.
LOPEZ, BEATRICE SALOMA, JOSEY
MARTINEZ, LIONOR SOROLA-
POHLMAN, BALAKUMAR PANDIAN,
ELIZA ALVARADO, JUANITA
VALDEZ-COX, and NINA JO BAKER;
INTERVENOR-PLAINTIFFS LEAGUE
OF UNITED LATIN AMERICAN
CITIZENS, TEXAS STATE
CONFERENCE OF NAACP
BRANCHES, JEFFERSON, WALLACE,
LAWSON, JOHNSON, JACKSON-LEE,
GREEN, ROSALES, ROBLES,
VELARDE, VILLASTRIGO, URTEAGA,
GARZA, TAFOYA, VILLARONGA,
ARMADILLO, RIOS, and MANCHA
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MANUEL ESCOBAR, JR.

Attorney at Law

201 W. Poplar

San Antonio, TX 78212-0001

210-212 5592

escobarm1@aol.com

ATTORNEY FOR INTERVENOR-
PLAINTIFFS LEAGUE OF UNITED
LATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS,
ROSALES, ROBLES, VELARDE,
VILLASTRIGO, URTEAGA, GARZA,
TAFOYA, VILLARONGA,
ARMADILLO, RIOS, and MANCHA

CHAD W. DUNN

Brazil & Dunn

4201 Cypress Creek Parkway, Suite 530
Houston, TX 77068
281-580-6310/281-580-6362 (facsimile)
chad@brazilanddunn.com
ATTORNEY FOR INTERVENOR-
DEFENDANTS BOYD RICHIE and
GILBERTO HINOJOSA

K. SCOTT BRAZIL

Brazil & Dunn

4201 Cypress Creek Parkway, Suite 530
Houston, TX 77068
281-580-6310/281-580-6362 (facsimile)
scott@brazilanddunn.com
ATTORNEY FOR INTERVENOR-
DEFENDANT BOYD RICHIE
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ROLANDO L. RIOS

Law Offices of Rolando L. Rios

115 E Travis Street, Suite 1645

San Antonio, TX 78205
210-222-2102/210-222-2898 (facsimile)
rrios(@rolandotrioslaw.com
ATTORNEY FOR INTERVENOR-
PLAINTIFF US CONGRESSMAN
HENRY CUELLAR

CHRISTOPHER K. GOBER

The Gober Group PLLC

PO Box 341016

Austin, TX 78734

512-354-1783

cg@gobergroup.com
ATTORNEY FOR FRANCISCO
CANSECO

BENJAMIN S. DE LEON

HECTOR DE LEON

De Leon & Washburn, PC

901 S. MoPac Expressway

Barton Oaks Plaza V, Suite 230

Austin, TX 78746
512-478-5308/512-482-8628 (facsimile)
bdeleon@dwlawtx.com
hdeleon@dwlawtx.com

ATTORNEYS FOR FRANCISCO
CANSECO, LAMAR SMITH, LOUIS
GOHMERT, TED POE, SAMUEL
JOHNSON, RALPH HALL, JEB
HENSARLING, JOHN CULBERSON;,
KEVIN BRADY, MICHAEL MCCAUL,
MICHAEL CONAWAY, KAY
GRANGER, WILLIAM THORNBERRY,
RONALD PAUL, BILL FLORES,
RANDY NEUGEBAUER, PETE
OLSON, KENNY MARCHANT,
MICHAEL BURGESS, BLAKE
FARENTHOLD, JOHN CARTER, and
PETE SESSIONS
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DONNA GARCIA DAVIDSON

PO Box 12131

Austin, TX 78711
512-775-7625/877-200-6001 (facsimile)
donna@dgdlawfirm.com
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
STEVE MUNISTERI

MICHAEL HILGERS

Hilgers Graben

570 Fallbrook Blvd., Suite 109
Lincoln, NE 68521

Austin, TX 78701

402-218-2106
mbhilgers@hilgersgraben.com
ATTORNEY FOR FRANCISCO
CANSECO

ERIC CHRISTOPHER OPIELA

Eric Opiela PLLC

6612 Manzanita St

Austin, TX 78701
512-791-6336/512-250-3102 (facsimile)
copiela@ericopiela.com

ATTORNEY FOR FRANCISCO
CANSECO, LAMAR SMITH, LOUIS
GOHMERT, TED POE, SAMUEL
JOHNSON, RALPH HALL, JEB
HENSARLING, JOHN CULBERSON;,
KEVIN BRADY, MICHAEL
MCCAUL, MICHAEL CONAWAY,
KAY GRANGER, WILLIAM
THORNBERRY, RONALD PAUL,
BILL FLORES, RANDY
NEUGEBAUER, PETE OLSON,
KENNY MARCHANT, MICHAEL
BURGESS, BLAKE FARENTHOLD,
JOHN CARTER, and PETE
SESSIONS
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CHARLES ROBERT SPIES

JAMES EDWARD TYRRELL, III

Clark Hill PL.C

1001 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Suite 1300 South

Washington, DC 20004

202-572-8663; 202-772-0915

202-572-8683; 202-772-0927 (facsimile)
cspies@clarkhill.com

jtyrrell@clarkhill.com

ATTORNEYS FOR AMICI CURIAE
WILLIAM BALLARD HURD, HELEN
DELAVAN, HERIBERTO GONZALEZ,
TIMOTHY HARDT, SYLVIA MILUSKA
GONZALEZ, and RUBEN VASQUEZ
FALCON

KENT M. ADAMS

Wilson Elser Moskowitz Edelman & Dicker,
LLP

909 Fannin, Suite 3300

Houston, TX 77010
713-353-2000/713-785-7780 (facsimile)
Kent.Adams@wilsonelser.com
ATTORNEY FOR INTERVENOR-
DEFENDANT SARAH M. DAVIS
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MANUEL A. PELAEZ-PRADA
Pelaez Prada, PLLC

22211 IH-10 West, Suite 1206

San Antonio, TX 78257
210-902-9265/210-693-1312 (facsimile)
mpp@stormlex.com

ATTORNEY FOR SAN ANTONIO
HISPANIC CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE

NED BENNETT SANDLIN
Executive Director

Texas Municipal League

1821 Rutherford Lane, Suite 400
Austin, TX 78754-5128
512-231-7400/512-231-7490 (facsimile)
bennett@tml.org

ATTORNEY FOR TEXAS
MUNICIPAL LEAGUE

CLARKSON F. BROWN

Bexar County Criminal District Attorney's
Office, Civil Division

101 W Nueva, 7th Floor, Office 735

San Antonio, TX 78205
210-508-6447/210-335-2773 (facsimile)
clatkb@bexar.org

ATTORNEY FOR AMICUS CURIAE
BEXAR CO., TX

/s/ Patrick K. Sweeten
PATRICK K. SWEETEN




