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14
15 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
16
17 Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ) No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
) No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
18 Plaintiffs, ) No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS
) |
191 vs. ) ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
20 ) STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
State of Arizona, et al, ) ARIZONA SECRETARY
21 ) STATE’S SECOND SET OF
2 Defendants. ) INTERROGATORIES TO THE
) ARIZONA HISPANIC
23 ) COMMUNITY FORUM
24 g
25 ) (Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.
) Silver)
26 || Comes now, Plaintiff Arizona Hispanic Community Forum. (AHCF), and submit their
27

Responses to State of Arizona Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs object to the Iﬁterrogatory as vague as it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff AHCF directs Defendants to pleadings already filed in
the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of Dr.
Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upoen which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official




9. Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office, the
jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Furthermore, Plaintiffs do no

ossess this information and assert it is already in #ic vossession of the Defendants.
4 h

10.  XIdentify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is vague, overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections,
Plaintiff AHCF directs Defendants to pleadings already filed, discovery responses
provided by Defendants and the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which

Defendants have in their possession.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic

groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under

Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”
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ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff AHCF directs Defendants to pleadings
already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
reports of Dr. Loqis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 18" day of January, 2008. Respectfully submitted, /

By: > AJ(, Wﬁ

Diegh)Bernal
Counsel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 18" day of January, 2007 I sent through electronic
mail and/or the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State

M. Colleen Connor

MCAQO Division of County Counsel
222 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

(602) 506-8567 (fax)

Dennis I. Wilenchik
Kathleen Rapp
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VERIFICATION OF ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

I, /%6 ¢ 7ér >/7é Yréy /g/ € , declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws

of the United States that the facts stated in the foregoing Interrogatories and Answers

are true to the best of my knowledge or belief.
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14
15 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
6 FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
17 Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ) No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
) No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
18 Plaintiffs, ) No. CV-06-157 5-PCT-ROS
) |
1911 vs. ) ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
20 } STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
State of Arizona, et al, ) ARIZONA SECRETARY
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) ASSOCIATION OF
23 ) COMMUNITY
) ORGANIZATIONS FOR
24 ) REFORM NOW
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) (Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.

26 Silver)
Comes now, Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), and

28 || submit their Responses to State of Arizona Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is cverly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs object to the Interrogatory as vague, as it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff ACORN directs Defendants to pleadings already filed
in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of Dr.
Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
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ANSWER:
Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Furthermore, Plaintiffs do no

possess this information and assert it is already in the possession of the Defendants.

10. I&entify each and every fact upon which you base your céntention that
elected officials of Arizona, or ¢f zmy political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is vague, overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections,
Plaintiff ACORN directs Defendants to pleadings already filed, discovery responses
provided by Defendants and the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which

Defendants have in their possession.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under
Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff ACORN directs Defendants to pleadings

already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
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reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo

Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 23rd day of January, 2008.  Respectfully submitted,

Countel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 23rd day of January, 2007 I sent via electronic mail
and/or the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State

M. Colleen Connor

MCAO Division of County Counsel
222 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

(602) 506-8567 (fax)

Dennis I. Wilenchik

Kathleen Rapp

Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.

The Wilenchik & Bartness Building
2810 North Third Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Attorneys for 13 County Defendants







HOW N

O O N Oy n

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23 -

24
25
26
27

28

Nina Perales, TX SBN: 24005046

Diego Bernal, TX SBN: 24048350
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
110 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78205

Ph: (210) 224-5476

nperales@maldef.org
dbernal@maldef.org

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr., SBN: 005015
ROUSH, MCCRACKEN, GUERRERO,
MILLER & ORTEGA

650 North Third Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Ph: (602) 253-3554
danny@rmgmoinjurylaw.com

Karl J. Sandstrom

PERKINS COIE, LLP

607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005
Ph:(202)434-1639
ksansdstrom@perkinscoie.com
Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs

JA
say 12 ang
0/70’? GE:’E A7
A ,[:HJE

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
Plaintiffs,

Vs.

State of Arizona; et al,

Defendants.

R N T i R A i i g i g

No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS

ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
ARIZONA SECRETARY
STATE’S SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES TO
CHICANOS POR LA CAUSA

(Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.
Silver)

Comes now, Chicanos Por La Causa (CPLC), and submit their Responses to State of

Arizona Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs object to the Interrogatory as vague, a: it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff CPLC directs Defendants to pleadings already filed in
the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of Dr.
Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
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ANSWER:
Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Furthermore, Plaintiffs do no

possess this information and assert it is already in the possession of the Defendants.

10. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officiais of Arizona, or of anmy political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is vague, overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections,
Plaintiff CPLC directs Defendants to pleadings already filed, discovery responses
provided by Defendants and the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which

Defendants have in their possession.

11. Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under
Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff CPLC directs Defendants to pleadings already

filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of




I |[Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo Espino,

2 which Defendants have in their possession.
3
4
5 ||Dated this 23rd day of January, 2008. Respectfully submitted,
6 By: 2 o Q.
7 Diegp) Bernal
Counsel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.
8 .
? CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
10

T hereby certify that on the 23rd day of January, 2007 I sent via electronic mail
11 |}and/or the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

12 Mary O’Grady

13 || Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

14 || Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General

15 1l Office of the Attorney General
16 111275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926
17
18 Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State
19 {|M. Colieen Connor

MCAO Division of County Counsel
20 /222 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 1100
21 Phoenix, Arizona 85003

(602) 506-8567 (fax)

22
Dennis I. Wilenchik
23 Kathleen Rapp
24 || Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.
The Wilenchik & Bartness Building
25 ||2810 North Third Street
26 Phoenix, Arizona 85004

27 || Attorneys for 13 County Defendants

28
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Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs

14
15 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
; FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
1
17 Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ) No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
) No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
18 Plaintiffs, ) No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
exten’:f that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusior. Furthermore,
Plaintif(s object to the Interrogatory as vague as it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff Common Cause directs Defendants to pleadings

already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert

reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge

Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify eack zand every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification reguirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official




11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under
Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff Common Cause directs Defendants to
pleadings already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the
expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.
Rodolfo Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 18" day of J anuary, 2008. Respectfully submitted

By: - &S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 18" day of January, 2007 I sent via facsimile and/or
the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State




1 . VERIFICATION OF ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

2

3 1, ; Af'ﬂ AZ /Z [ea7 , declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws
4 || of the United States that the facts stated in the foregoing Interrogatories and Answers
5

are true to the best of my knowledge or belief.

8 ;
Dated: _- //72,4?
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
Plaintiffs,

Vs.

State of Arizona, et al,

Defendants.
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No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS

ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
ARIZONA SECRETARY
STATE’S SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES TO
FRIENDLY HOUSE

(Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.
Silver)

Comes now, Plaintiff Friendly House, and submit their Responses to State of Arizona

Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.




INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstaﬁding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a iepal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs object to the Interrogatory as vague as-it dess not define the term
““discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff Friendly House directs Defendants to pleadings
already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
reports of Dr.. Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge

Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latines in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
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11. Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under
Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff Friendly House directs Defendants to
pleadings already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the
expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.
Rodolfo Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 18" day of January, 2008. Respectfully submitted,
By:\fb 4 J/// :

Diego Bernal (
Couns¥] for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 18" day of January, 2007 I sent via facsimile and/or
the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State
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of the United States that the facts stated in the foregoing Interrogatories and Answers
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Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
Plaintiffs,

Vvs.

State of Arizona, et al,

Defendants.
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No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS

ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
ARIZONA SECRETARY
STATE’S SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES TO
PROJECT VOTE

(Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.
Silver)

Comes now, Project Vote, and submit their Responses to State of Arizona Defendants’

Second Set of Interrogatories.
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermers,
Plaintift;s object to the Interrogatory as vague, as it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff Project Vote directs Defendants to pleadings already
filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of
Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
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9. Identify each énd every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office, the
jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Furthermore, Plaintiffs do no

possess this information and assert it is aiready in the possession of the Defendants.

16.  Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of amy political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is vague, overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections,
Plaintiff Project Vote directs Defendants to pleadings already filed, discovery responses
provided by Defendants and the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which

Defendants have in their possession.

11. Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required . under

Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”
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ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff Project Vote directs Defendants to pleadings
already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo

Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Drated this 23rd day of January, 2008.  Respectfully submittei{f

Counsel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

- CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 23rd day of January, 2007 I sent via electronic mail
and/or the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State

M. Colleen Connor

MCAQ Division of County Counsel
222 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

(602) 506-8567 (fax)

Dennis I. Wilenchik
Kathleen Rapp
Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.







1 || Nina Perales, TX SBN: 24005046
Diego Bernal, TX SBN: 24048350
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
110 Broadway, Suite 300 JAN 8 37008
i s, 0

. - c i CHEDANQ Ao
nperales@maldef.org SOLICITOR GENERALS QFFICE
dbernal@maldef.org

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr., SBN: 005015
ROUSH, MCCRACKEN, GUERRERO,
MILLER & ORTEGA

650 North Third Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Ph: (602) 253-3554
danny@rmgmoinjurylaw.com

(= R ") T ¥, - A VS B S |

O

10 ||KarlJ. Sandstrom

PERKINS COIE, LLP

1111607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
12 Washington, D.C. 20005
Ph:(202)434-1639

13 || ksansdstrom@perkinscoie.com
Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs

14
15 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
16
17 Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ) No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
) No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
18 Plaintiffs, ) No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS
)
191 vs. ) ANSWERS TO DEFENDANT
20 } STATE OF ARIZONA AND THE
State of Arizona, et al, ) ARIZONA SECRETARY
21 ) STATE’S SECOND SET OF
” Defendants. ) INTERROGATORIES TO
) SOUTHWEST VOTER
23 ) REGISTRATION AND
y ) EDUCATION PROJECT
)
25 )
) (Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn O.
26 Silver)
27

28




SN

O 00 N O W

10
11
12

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the responses provided below, Plaintiff responds to

Defendant’s Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that ﬁ is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs object to the Interrogatory as vague as it does not define the term
“discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff SVREP directs Defendants to pleadings already filed
in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of Dr.
Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact

on Latinos in Arizona.
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ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or
otherwise to participate in the democratic process.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and burdensome. Furthermore, the term “touched the
right” is ambiguous and Defendants provide no guidance as to what this term
encompasses. Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff SVREP directs Defendants to
pleadings already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the

expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which Defendants have in their possession.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is racially
polarized with regard to Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff

SVREP directs Defendants to pleadings already filed in the case, discovery responses
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11.  Identify each amnd every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under
Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff SVREP directs Defendants to pleadings
already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 18" day of January, 2008. Respectfully submitted,

By: hoYa Z/ .
Diedo Bernal
Counsel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 18" day of January, 2007 I sent via facsimile and/or
the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State
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INTERROGATORIES AND ANSWERS

1. Identify each and every fact upon Which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on
Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad, burdensome and calls for a legal conclusion. Furthermore,
Plaintiffs objéct to the Interrogatory as vague, as it does not define the term
““discriminatory impact” nor does it specify the scope of the term “Latinos.” Without
waiving any objections, Plaintiff Valle Del Sol directs Defendants to pleadings already
filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert reports of
Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. Richard Engstom, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr.

Rodolfo Espino, all of which Defendants have in their possession.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which yﬂﬁ base your contention that the
voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact
on Latinos in Arizona.

ANSWER:

Same as above.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
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9. Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office, the
jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Furthermore, Plaintiffs do no

possess this information and assert it is already in the possession of the Defendants.

10. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

ANSWER:

Notwithstanding the General Objections, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatory to the
extent that it is vague, overly broad and burdensome. Without waiving any objections,
Plaintiff Valle Del Sol directs Defendants to pleadings already filed, discovery
responses provided by Defendants and the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, which

Defendants have in their possession.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other ethnic
groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required under

Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”
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ANSWER:

Without waiving any objections, Plaintiff Valle Del Sol directs Defendants to pleadings
already filed in the case, discovery responses provided by Defendants and the expert
reports of Dr. Louis Lanier, Dr. F. Arturo Rosales, Dr. Jorge Chapa and Dr. Rodolfo

Espino, which Defendants have in their possession.

Dated this 23rd day of January, 2008,  Respectfully submitte

By: - !( .
Die&d Bernal
Counsel for Plaintiffs Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 23rd day of January, 2007 I sent via electronic mail
and/or the US Postal Service the forgoing document to the following parties:

Mary O’Grady

Solicitor General

Carrie J. Brennan

Barbara A. Bailey

Assistant Attorneys General
Office of the Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona and Secretary of State

M. Colleen Connor

MCAO Division of County Counsel
222 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

(602) 506-8567 (fax)

Dennis I. Wilenchik
Kathleen Rapp
Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.
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Comes now, Plaintiff Arizona Hispanic Community Forum (AHCF), and submit

their Supplemental Answers to State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
1. Plaintiff objects to eack Interzogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutionai, statutory, or common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure,

4, Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5.  Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff responds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff AHCF supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
whexn compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise & greater proportion of
naturaiized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration

applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff AHCF supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus Ifar have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at

this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by




1 || Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification

requirements of Proposition 200.

4 |]3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

5 Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to

6 otherwise participate in democratic process.

7

Answer:
8 - . 3 0
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
9
10 |{response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

11 || that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

12
13

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
14 voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
15 racially polarized with regard to Latinos.
16 Answer:
17 Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
18

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
19 ‘
20 that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
21 Plaintiff AHCF supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:
22 Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.
23

Anglos vote as a bloc normally to defeat the Latino candidate of choice in

24
25 Arizona.
26 Voting between Latinos and Anglos was racially polarized in the following
27 || recent Arizona elections: 2006 general election for Secretary of State; 2006 general
28 '




1 Beyond the facts presented in the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales,
2 Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to identify additional facts at this time in response to this
3
4 interrogatory.
5
9. Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
6 Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office,
7 the jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.
8 Answer:
9 Gonzalez Plaintiffs are not in possession of the information sought in this
10
interrogatory but believe that the information is publicly available.
11
12
13 ||10.  Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
14 responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.
15
16
17 Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
18 ||response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
19 || that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
20
21 |{11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
22 ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
73 under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”
24 Answer:
25 Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
26
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
27 ,
28 that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
8
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Plaintiff AHCF supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower .socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 11, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL FUND

By: 5 .

Diego M. Bernal {

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.
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VERIFICATION OF ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

I, _Hector Yturralde , declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the
United States that the facts stated in the foregoing Interrogatories and Answers are true

to the best of my knowledge or belief.

/

Dated: __February 13, 2008
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1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory
impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff ACORN supplements its answer to the interrogatery as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared

to non-Latinos or Anglos.
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Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200,

Latinos who atierpt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latines in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiffs case kand claims.

Plaintiff ACORN supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted

conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
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Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at
this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
Gongzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification
requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the richt of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democraiic proceess. '
Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in.

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4, Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff ACORN supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.

Anglos vote as a bloc normally to defeat the Latino candidate of choice in

Arizona.




Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Beyond the facts presented in the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales,
Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to identify additional facts at this time in response to this
interrogatory.

9. Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office,
the jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

Answer:

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are not in possession of the information sought in this

interrogatory but believe that the information is publicly available.

10.  Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other

ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballet.”

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff ACORN supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglés and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 11, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL FUND

By: \4/{/.

DiegQM. Bernal |

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.




BN N = N ¥ TR > 8

o

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 11" day of February, 2008, I sent via electronic mail
copies of the foregoing document to:

Arizona Attorney General
Solicitor General’s Office
Attn: Barbara A. Bailey

1275 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926 J

Dle M. Bernal
el for Plaintiffs, Gonzalez, et al.
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Comes now, Plaintiff Chicanos Por La Causa (CPLC), and submit their

Supplemental Answers to State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
1. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutional, statutory, or common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

4. Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information.

Subject to and without waiviﬁg the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff responds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff CPLC supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Pr’oposition 200.

The proof of citizenship fequirement of Proposition 200 has a further
discriminatory impact on Latinos because it falsely stigmatizes Latinos as perpetuators

of election fraud.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention
that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a
discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects té the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff CPLC supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:
Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of

Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status

when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.
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Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at
this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification
requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff CPLC supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.
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11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:

Without waiving any genéral objections and objections previously stated
in response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims. -

Plaintiff CPLC supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 8, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
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Karl J. Sandstrom
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607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
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Ph:(202)434-1639
ksansdstrom@perkinscoie.com

Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs
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Comes now, Plaintiff Common Cause, and submit their Supplemental Answers

to State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
L. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutional, statutory, or common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

4, Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5.  Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff responds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case-and claims.

Plaintiff Common Cause supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200,

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. | Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Common Cause supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when"compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and

Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at

this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
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Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification

requirements of Propesition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Common Cause supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.

Anglos vote as a bloc normally to defeat the Latino candidate of choice in

Arizona,

Voting between Latinos and Anglos was racially polarized in the following

recent Arizona elections: 2006 general election for Secretary of State; 2006 general
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Beyond the facts presented in the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales,
Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to identify additional facts at this time in response to this
interrogatory.

9. Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office,
the jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

Answer:

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are not in possession of the information sought in this

interrogatory but believe that the information is publicly available.

10.  Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:
. Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated

in response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the

extent that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
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Plaintiff Common Cause supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic statﬁs when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 11, 2008

Respectfully submitted,
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGALDEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
By: > 4 /{/ .
Dieg@M. Bernal

Attorneyé for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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Comes now, Plaintiff Friendly House, and submit their Supplemental Answers to

State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
1. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutional, statutorv. ar common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

4, Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5.  Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information. :

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff requnds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:




o 3 N W

s}

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible nérrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Friendly House supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proporiion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirem:znt of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Friendly House supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proyosition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at

this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
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Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification

requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections nreviously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the inteirogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4, Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Friendly House supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.

Anglos vote as a bloc normally to defeat the Latino candidate of choice in
Arizona.

Voting between Latinos and Anglos was racially polarized in the following

recent Arizona elections: 2006 general election for Secretary of State; 2006 general
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Beyond the facts presented in the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales,

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to identify additional facts at this time in response to this

interrogatory.

Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office,
the jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

Answer:

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are not in possession of the information sought in this

interrogatory but believe that the information is publicly available.

10.

Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

11.

Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:

Without walving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
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Plaintiff Friendly House supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 11, 2008

- Respectfully submitted,
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONA
By:
Dleg M. Bernal
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

Gonzalez, et al.
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YERIFICATION OF ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

I, l_JJL (3 __,_Lg AR | declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws

of the United States that the facts stated in the f'oregoing Interrogatories and Answers

are true to the best of my knowledge or belief.

Dated: ;//[/”;
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Nina Perales, TX SBN: 24005046

Diego Bemnal, TX SBN: 24048350
MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
110 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78205

Ph: (210) 224-5476

nperales(@maldef.org

dbernal@maldef.org

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr., SBN: 005015
ROUSH, MC CKEN, GUERRERO,
MILLER & ORTEGA ’
650 North Third Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Ph: (602) 253-3554
danny@rmgmoinjurylaw.com

Karl J. Sandstrom

PERKINS COIE, LLP

607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005
Ph:(202)434-1639
ksansdstrom@perkinscoie.com

Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs

COPY

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
Plaintiffs,

Vs.

State of Arizona, et al,

Defendants.
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DEFENDANTS STATE OF

ARIZONA AND THE ARIZONA

SECRETARY OF STATE’S
SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES TO
PROJECT VOTE

(Assigned to the Honorable Roslyn
O. Silver)
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Comes now, Plaintiff Project Vote, and submit their Supplemental Answers to

State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
1. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutional, statutory, or common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

4, Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff responds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:
| INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the

proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Project Vote supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and coinprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Project Vote supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Pfoposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at

this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
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Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification

requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Project Vote supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos vote cohesively for their candidate of choice in Arizona.

Anglos vote as a bloc normally to defeat the Latino candidate of choice in
Arizona.

Voting between Latinos and Anglos was racially polarized in the following

recent Arizona elections: 2006 general election for Secretary of State; 2006 general
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Beyond the facts presented in the expert report of Dr. F. Arturo Rosales,

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are urable to identify additional facts at this time in response to this

interrogatory.

Identify each and every Latino that has been elected to public office in
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, including the title of the office,
the jurisdiction of such office, and the date of such election.

Answer:

Gonzalez Plaintiffs are not in possession of the information sought in this

interrogatory but believe that the information is publicly available.

10.

Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

11.

Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.
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Plaintiff Project Vote supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As ngted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisty the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 11, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIGNALF

By: \34”-‘

Die@; M. Bernal

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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1, z’réf’.{f_\_.__ SN , declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws

of the Ulnited States that the facts stated in the forcgoing Interrogatories and Answers

are true to the best of my knowledge or belief,

74 T .Lku(//’u
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1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory
impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and qlaims_.

Plaintiff SVREP supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared

to non-Latinos or Anglos.
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Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to registe: iv vois in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it secks an impermissible narrative account of Plainﬁff’ s case and claims.

Plaintiff SVREP supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status

when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.
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In SVREP’s extensive experience registering voters over the last 33 years, it is
rare for a voter to have his or her naturalization, passport or birth certificate on hand
when they attempt to register to vote.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at
this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relsics to the facts contended by
Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the votier identification
requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in

response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent

that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is
racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:
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Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other

B &

etitiiic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated
in response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the
extent that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff SVREP supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

In SVREP’s extensive experience registering voters over the last 33 years, it is
rare for a voter to have his or her naturalization, passport or birth certificate on hand
when they attempt to register to vote.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely

to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,




among other things, they have a lower socio-econoimic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.
Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 8, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL F

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on the 10™ day of February, 2008, I sent via electronic mail
copies of the foregoing document to:

Arizona Attorney General
Solicitor General’s Office
Attn; Barbara A. Bailey

1275 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926

By: o // SD/

Diegb M. Bernal
CouYisel for Plaintiffs, Gonzalez, et al.

10




of the Uniled States that the facts stuted in the fore

YERIFICATION OF ANSWERS

] /4""{"“’” gﬂw(rt.

NTERROGATORIES

declare, under penalty of perjury under the lyws

guing Interrogatories and Answers

3ty







1 || Nina Perales, TX SBN: 24005046 @P

Diego Bernal, TX SBN: 24048350

2 |{MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND
3 (| 110 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78205

Ph: (210) 224-5476

nperales(@maldef.or

doernal@maldef.org

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr., SBN: 005015
ROUSH, MCCRACKEN, GUERRERO,
MILLER & ORTEGA

650 North Third Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Ph: (602) 253-3554
danny@rmgmoinjurylaw.com

N

O 0 N N W

10 || KarlJ. Sandstrom

PERKINS COIE, LLP

1T N 607 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 800
12 Washington, D.C. 20005
Ph:(202)434-1639

13 || ksansdstrom@perkinscoie.com

14 Attorneys for Gonzalez Plaintiffs

15

16 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
17 FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

18 || Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ) No. CV-06-1268-PHX-ROS(Lead)
) No. CV-06-1362-PCT-ROS
19 Plaintiffs, ) No. CV-06-1575-PCT-ROS
0 )
? Vs. ) SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO
21 ) DEFENDANTS STATE OF
27 State of Arizona, et al, ) ARIZONA AND THE ARIZONA
) SECRETARY OF STATE’S
23 Defendants. ) SECOND SET OF
) INTERROGATORIES TO VALLE
24 ) DEL SOL
25 ) (Assigned to the
2% 3 Honorable Roslyn O. Silver)
)

27

28




0o

O O NN W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21-

22
23
24
25
26
27

28

Comes now, Plaintiff Valle Del Sol, and submit their Supplemental Answers to

State Defendants’ Second Set of Interrogatories.
GENERAL OBJECTIONS

The following General Objections are applicable to and incorporated into each
Interrogatory answer:
L. Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory to the extent that it calls for trial
preparation material or work product, or for information protected by the attorney-client
privilege, co-party privilege; Constitutional, statutory, or common-law privacy rights, or
any other recognized privilege or immunity from disclosure.
2, Plaintiff objects to each Interrogatory served by Defendant in this action to the
extent that it is extensively broad, burdensome, oppressive, vague or generally
unspecific as to what a full and complete answer is.
3. Plaintiff objects to the Definitions and Instructions to the extent they may
purport to impose any obligation greater than that allowed by the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.

4. Plaintiff asserts these objections without waiving or intending to waive any
objections as to competence, relevance, materiality or privilege.

5. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement these answers with subsequently
obtained or discovered information.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, and incorporating them
by reference into each of the answers provided below, Plaintiff résponds to Defendant’s
Second Set of Interrogatories as follows:

INTERROGATORIES
1. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory

impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:
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Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it Seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Valle Del Sol supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of
naturalized citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

Latinos are less likely than non-Latinos or Anglos to cure a voter registration
application that has been rejected by the County Recorder for failure to provide proof of
citizenship of Proposition 200.

Rejected voter registration forms provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
the rejection of a proportionally greater number of applications form Latinos than non-
Latinos or Anglos.

The statewide voter registration rolls provided by Defendants in discovery
demonstrate that the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 has resulted in
a proportionally smaller number of Latinos being added to the voter rolls as compared
to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez is a Latino U.S. citizen but had his voter registration
applications rejected twice for failure to the provide proof of citizenship required by

Proposition 200.
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Mrs. Maria Gonzalez is a Latina U.S. citizen but had her voter registration
application rejected for failure to provide the proof of citizenship required by
Proposition 200.

Latinos who attempt to register to vote in community-based registration
campaigns are unlikely to have on their person at the time of registration the proof of
citizenship required by Proposition 200.

2. - Identify each and every fact upon which you base youf contention

that the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 has a

discriminatory impact on Latinos in Arizona.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Valle Del Sol supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Latinos are less likely to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of
Proposition 200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status
when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos.

Because most County Defendants thus far have refused to disclose the uncounted
conditional provisional ballots as required by the Court’s January 22, 2008 Order and
Gonzalez Plaintiffs’ subsequent subpoenas, Gonzalez Plaintiffs are unable to describe at

this time how the discovery provided by Defendants relates to the facts contended by
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Gonzalez Plaintiffs with respect to the disparate impact of the voter identification

requirements of Proposition 200.

3. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
Arizona, or any political subdivision thereof, has a history of official
discrimination that touched the right of any Latinos to register, to vote, or to
otherwise participate in democratic process.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and obj ections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Valle Del Sol supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Arizona, because of past voting rights violations, is one of several states that
must submit any and all modifications, changes, or revisions to its voting practices to
the United States Department of Justice for “preclearance” before the changes can be
mstituted. For example, in 2006 the Justice Department settled a voting rights lawsuit
with Cochise County, which had faited to meet its legal responsibilities under Section
203 of the Voting Rights Act to provide materials and assistance to Spanish-speaking
voters at the polls and failed‘ to provide all of the information required by the Help
America Vote Act.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that

‘ voting in the elections of the State, or any political subdivision thereof, is

racially polarized with regard to Latinos.

Answer:
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10.  Identify each and every fact upon which you base your contention that
elected officials of Arizona, or of any political subdivision thereof, lack
responsiveness to the particularized needs of Latinos.

Answer:

Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated in
response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the extent
that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.

Plaintiff Valle Del Sol supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

Arizona, because of past voting rights violations, is one of several states that
must submit any and all modifications, changes, or revisions to its voting practices to
the United States Department of Justice for “preclearance” before the changes can be
instituted. For example, in 2006 the Justice Department settled a voting rights lawsuit
with Cochise County, which had failed to meet its legal responsibilities under Section

203 of the Voting Rights Act to provide materials and assistance to Spanish-speaking

voters at the polls and failed to provide all of the information required by the Help

America Vote Act.

11.  Identify each and every fact upon which you based your allegation in
paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint that “Latinos, among other
ethnic groups, are less likely to possess the forms of identification required
under Proposition 200 to register to vote and cast a ballot.”

Answer:
Without waiving any general objections and objections previously stated

in response to this interrogatory, Plaintiff further objects to the interrogatory to the

extent that it seeks an impermissible narrative account of Plaintiff’s case and claims.




O 0 3 O wn K

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Plaintiff Valle Del Sol supplements its answer to the interrogatory as follows:

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 1, Latinos are less likely
to possess documents that satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition
200 because, among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when
compared to non-Latinos or Anglos and comprise a greater proportion of naturalized
citizens when compared to non-Latinos or Anglos in Arizona.

As noted in the supplemental response to interrogatory 2, Latinos are less likely
to be able to satisfy the voter identification requirement of Proposition 200 because,
among other things, they have a lower socio-economic status when compared to non-
Latinos or Anglos.

Mr. Jesus Gonzalez does not possess a driver’s license dated after October 1,

1996.

Dated: February 8, 2008
Respectfully submitted,

MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE
AND EDUCATIONAL F -

By el ’
Diego M. Bernal

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Gonzalez, et al.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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ICATION OF ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIE

I Z vz /\'/- S O pR_ , declare, under penalty of pexjury under the laws

of the United States that the facts stated in the foregoing Interrogatories and Answers

are true to the best of my knowledge or belief, ; ;
" 74
Dated: {,L/ ?/ /0 A}




