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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS Cons;
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE INTER
State of Arizona, et al., TRIBAL COUNCIL OF ARIZONA,
INC. TO STATE DEFENDANTS’
Defendants. FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

VS.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc.
(“ITCA”) hereby objects and responds to the First Set of Interrogatories propounded by

the State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State.
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RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

L. Identify every injury that you currently are suffering that you contend is
caused by the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200 that you contend
confers standing upon you to maintain this action.
ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is premised
upon a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objection, ITCA responds as
follows:

ITCA directs Defendants to the pleadings already filed in this case, including the
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief for a discussion of injury and standing.

2. Identify every injury that you currently are suffering that you contend is
caused by the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200 that you contend
confers standing upon you to maintain this action.

ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is premised
upon a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objection, ITCA responds as
follows:

ITCA directs Defendants to the pleadings already filed in this case, including the
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief for a discussion of injury and standing.

3. Identify the total number of tribal members you represent, specifying of
which tribe they are members.
ITCA’s Response: The total number of Tribal members cannot be precisely given,
because complete census data is not available, However, as of 2003, there were
approximately 112,790 individual members of the ITCA member Tribes in Arizona,
including approximately 697 members of the AK-Chin Indian Community, 924 members
of the Cocopah Tribe, 3,705 members of the Colorado River Indian Tribes, 932 members
of the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, 1,120 members of the Fort Mohave Indian Tribe,
14,000 members of the Gila River Indian Community, 650 members of the Havasupai
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Tribe, 11,497 members of the Hopi Tribe, 2,210 members of the Hualapai Tribe, 240
members of the Kaibab-Paiute Tribe, 3,037 members of the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe,
13,618 members of the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 8,300 members of the Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, 12,214 members of the San Carlos Apache Tribe, 300
members of the San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe, nearly 24,000 members of the Tohono
O’odham Nation, 10 members of the Tonto Apache Tribe, over 13,279 members of the
White Mountain Apache Tribe, 1,796 members of the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and 161

members of the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe.

4, Identify the number of tribal members who lack proof of citizenship

sufficient to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200, specifying
of which tribe they are members.
ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 4 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 4 is not restricted to eligible voters, and therefore calls for
responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote, which are not calculated to
lead to admissible evidence. ITCA further objects to this interrogatory to the extent that
it seeks non-public information that is privileged from disclosure pursuant to the First
and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama,
357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958)). Without waiving the foregoing objections, ITCA
responds as follows:

ITCA does not at this time have knowledge of the identities of members of its
organization whose identities would be responsive to Interrogatory No. 4. It is
anticipated that ITCA may review the names of those who have had voter registration

forms rejected and compare those names to its membership lists. This response may be

supplemented for that reason.




OO 3y L B W N

[ N N O O I e o L o o T N R R e e T e
=+ B S ) A VDT N PL R & S e B Xe B+ S N L = . W ¥ T - S B (0 R =

S. Identify the documents, data, and/or methodology used to determine the
number of tribal members who lack proof of citizenship to satisfy the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200.

ITCA’s Response: ITCA has not completed investigation or discovery regarding this
matter. To date, the efforts of ITCA have included voter monitoring conducted during
the November 7, 2006, election, in which a limited number of poll monitors collected
data on or near the following Indian Reservations: Ft. McDowell Reservation in
Maricopa County, San Carlos Apache Reservation, Bylas District, in Graham County,
Pascua Yaqui Reservation in Pima County, Hopi Reservation in Navajo County, and Fort

Apache Reservation in Navajo County.

0. Identify the number of tribal members who lack voting identification

sufficient to satisfy the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200, specifying
of which tribe they are members.
ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 6 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 6 is not restricted to registered voters or eligible voters, and
calls therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote or
vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. ITCA further objects to
this Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958)). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, ITCA responds as follows:

ITCA presently is not aware of the identities of members of its organization who
lack voting identification sufficient to vote at the polls on election day in Arizona. It is
anticipated that ITCA may review the names of those who have cast conditional
provisional ballots due to their lack of identification as required by Proposition 200 and
compare those names to its membership lists. This response may be supplemented for

that reason.
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DATED this 26th day of November, 2007,
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP

Karen J. H Zn—Te]lez
Collier Center

201 East Washington St., Ste. 1600
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382

OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.

David B. Rosenbaum

Thomas L. Hudson

Sara S. Greene

2929 North Central Ave., 21st Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793

Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
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3. Identify the total number of tribal members.
Hopi’s Response:
There are approximately 12,512 Hopi tribal members. Of those enrolled

members, approximately 9,235 are over 18 years of age.

4, Identify the number of tribal members who lack proof of citizenship

sufficient to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200.
Hopi's Response: Hopi objects to Interrogetory No. 4 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 4 is not restricted to eligible voters, and therefore calls for
responses concemning persons not eligible to register to vote, which are not calculated to
lead to admissible evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objection, Hopi responds as
follows:

Hopi does not at this time have knowledge of the number of or identities of its
members that would be responsive to Interrogatoty No. 4. However, the Hopi
Enrollment Department has provided the Hopi Election Office with a listing of
individuals who are living Hopi Members 18 years and over who do not have Hopi
enrollment cards. Many of these Hopi individuals, in the experience of the Election
Office, are also individuals who lack other forms identification such as passports,
driver’s licenses or Arizona identification card. As of July 2006, there were 4,348 Hopi
inidividuals who had not received a Hopi enrollment card.

Also, it is anticipated that Hopi will obtain additional information regarding
affected Hopi individuals upon cross-referencing its tribal enrollment list with the list of
the names of voters whose voter registration forms were rejected for lack of proof of
citizenship.  This cross-reference cannot occur until the names of voters whose
registration forms were rejected are fully inputted into the ITCA Plaintiffs’ database,

work which began late due to the late production of unredacted voter registration forms

from various counties. This response may be supplemented for that reason.
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5. Identify the documents, data, and/or methodology used to determine the
number of tribal members who lack proof of citizenship to satisfy the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200.

Hopi’s Response:
Hopi has not completed any comprehensive investigation regarding this matter.

6. Identify the number of tribal members who lack voting identification
sufficient to satisfy the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200.
Hopi’s Respomse: Hopi objects to Interrogatory No. 6 because it is vagne and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 6 is not restricted to registered voters or eligible voters, and
calls therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote or
vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, Hopi responds as follows:

Hopi presently is not aware of the number of or identities of its tribal
members who lack voting identification sufficient to vote at the polls on election day in
Arizona. It is anticipated that Hopi will review the names of those who have cast
provisional or conditional provisional ballots due to their lack of identification as
required by Proposition 200 and compare those names to its tribal enrollment list. This
cross-reférenice cannot occur until the names of voters who cast such ballots are inputted
into ITCA Plaintiffs* database, work which began late due to the timing of document
production by the various counties.  This response may be supplemented for that

Teason.

7. Identify the documents, data, and/or methodology used to determine the
number of tribal members who lack voting identification sufficient to satisfy the voting
identification requirement of Proposition 200,

Hopi’s Response:

Hopi has not completed any comprehensive investigation regarding this matter.

-6-




12/85/2p@7 13:13 7342613 HOPT ELECTINS PaGE B2

1 VERIFICATION

I, Karen Shupla, declare that:

W

{am a Plaintiff in this action. | have read the Responses to Defendant’s First

seaments; atd declare, under

Set of Interrogatories and-Regue
penalty of perjury, that the document is tre and correct to the hest of my knowled ge,
information, and belief,

P
Dated this /.2 day of December, 2007,
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Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., )
No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS %Lead)

Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS Cons%
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons
Vs,
RESPONSES OF
State of Arizona, et al., STEVE M. GALLARDO
TO STATE DEFENDANTS’ FIRST
Defendants. SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff Steve M. Gallardo (“Rep. Gallardo™)
hereby objects and responds to the First Set of Interrogatories propounded by the State

of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State.
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whose supporters are better able to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of

Proposition 200.

3. Identify each person of whom you have personal knowledge lacks proof of
citizenship sufficient to satisfy the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200.
Rep. Gallardo’s Response: Rep. Gallardo objects to Interrogatory No. 3 becauée
it is vague and overbroad. Imterrogatory No. 3 is not restricted to citizens, registered
voters or eligible voters, and therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible
to register to vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. Without
waiving this objection, Rep. Gallardo responds as follows:

Rep. Gallardo does not at this time have personal knowledge of any
citizens whose identities would be responsive to this Interrogatory. It is expected that
Rep. Gallardo will review the names of the residents of his legislative district and the
Phoenix Union High School District whose registration applications have been rejected
due to the failure to provide proof of citizenship as required by Proposition 200, and this

response may be supplemented for that reason.

4. Identify each and every fact upon which you contend that the proof of
citizenship and voting identification requirements of Proposition 200 prevent persons
from voting for you.

Rep. Gallardo’s Response; Rep. Gallardo’s supporters and likely
supporters are concentrated in neighborhoods with low levels of income and education,
transportation and communication. Relative to the residents of more affluent
communities, these supporters and likely supporters are:

a) less likely to possess the voting identification required by Proposition 200;

b) less likely to possess a birth certificate and/or other proof of citizenship
required by the voter registration requirements of Proposition 200;

c) less likely to have access to motor vehicles or other means of transportation that

-5-
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would assist them in obtaining documentation to satisfy the requirements of Proposition
200; and

d) less likely to have access to telephones, the Internet and other mass
communication resources that would assist them in meeting the requirements of
Proposition 200.

Rep. Gallardo’s strongest supporters and likely supporters also are concentrated in
neighborhoods in which members of racial and ethnic minority groups make up the
predominant share of the eligible voters. Relative to communities in which white, non-
Hispanic residents are in the majority, his supporters and likely supporters in such
heavily-minority communities are:

a) less likely to possess the voting identification required by Proposition 200;

b) less likely to possess a birth certificate and/or other proof of citizenship
required by the voter registration requirements of Proposition 200; and

¢) less likely to have access to telephones, the Internet and other mass
communication resources that would assist them in meeting the requirements of
Proposition 200.

For these reasons, candidates whose supporters are predominantly residents of
affluent communities and/or predominantly white, non-Hispanic neighborhoods will be
placed at an advantage relative to Rep. Gallardo because their supporters will be more
likely than his to have their votes counted notwithstanding the requirements of
Proposition 200. In order to remain competitive with such candidates, Rep. Gallardo will
be forced to divert a disproportionate share of his resources toward voter education and
other efforts to ensure that his supporters are not frustrated by the requirements of
Proposition 200. This is of particular concern for Rep. Gallardo’s 2008 reelection to the
Phoenix Union High School District, in which he plans to seek one of the two at-large
seats.

In addition to his general knowledge, Rep. Gallardo’s knowledge in providing

these responses is based upon the following specific activities:

-6-
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a) his personal experience in conducting and overseeing voter registration
activities during fourteen years of service in the Office of the Maricopa County Recorder;

b) his personal experience in campaigning for election to the Arizona Legislature;

¢) his personal experience in campaigning for election to the Phoenix Union High
School District;

d) his supervision of paid and volunteer campaign staff during his campaigns; and

e) his constituent service and outreach.

5. Identify each person who would vote for you, but cannot due to lack of
proof of citizenship to register to vote, including full name, birth date, address of
residence and telephone number.

Rep. Gallardo’s Response: Rep. Gallardo does not at this time have personal
knowledge of specific individuals whose identities would be responsive to this
Interrogatory. It is expected that Rep. Gallardo will review the names of the residents of
his legislative district and the Phoenix Union High School District whose registration
applications have been rejected due to the failure to provide proof of citizenship as

required by Proposition 200, and this response may be supplemented for that reason.

6. Identify each person of whom you have personal knowledge lacks voting
identification sufficient to satisfy the voting identification requirement of Proposition
200.

Rep. Gallardo’s Response: Rep. Gallardo does not at this time have personal
knowledge of specific individuals whose identities would be responsive to this
Interrogatory. It is expected that Rep. Gallardo will review the names of the residents of
his legislative district and the Phoenix Union High School District who have cast

conditional provisional ballots due to their lack of identification as required by

Proposition 200, and this response may be supplemented for that reason.
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VERIFICATION
I, Steve M. Gallardo, have read the Responses of Rep. Steve M. Gallardo
to First Set of Interrogatories by Defendants State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary
of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
DATED this "z day of November, 2007.

—e MR

Steve M. Gallardo
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Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE ARTZONA
State of Arizona, et al., ADVOCACY NETWORK
TO STATE DEFENDANTS’ FIRST
Defendants. SET OF INTERROGATORIES
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Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the Arizona Advocacy Network

[\
~J

(“AzAN™) hereby objects and responds to the First Set of Interrogatories propounded by

B
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the State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State.
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order to register voters. Challenges unigue fo Arizona include:

1. Those eligible citizens who do not have driver's licenses or non-
operating IDs issued after September 30, 1996, will not be able to register using the most
commonly held acceptable documents. AzAN's staff and/or volunteers will therefore be
unable to register such eligible citizens without the additional steps described below,
requiring that they speak with a greater number of individuals for each successful
registration.

2. AzAN will only be compensated for confirmed registrations,
requiring that it keep records of all newly registered voters. In order to register voters,
AzAN's staff and/or volunteers must convince strangers to provide them with a great deal
of personal information. In a state that leads the nation in identity theft, many people are
reluctant to give out such information to someone they don't know. The increased
demands for information as a result of Proposition 200 make potential registrants more
reluctant to register in this way. Although they may choose to complete the voter
registration form and mail it in on their own, that means that AzAN will not receive
credit for that registration.

3. AzAN will also be unable to register most people who could
provide a certificate of naturalization, passport or birth certificate to register, because
they would need to have a copy machine with them at the time the person wishes to |
register. This group of eligible voters will not be available to AzAN as potential
registrants, once again necessitating that they interact with more citizens per actual
registration achieved than in other states.

AzAN estimates that the additional costs associated with registering voters under
Prop 200's proof-of-citizenship requirements are $44,000.00, which does not include

general overhead costs such as rent, utilities, employee benefits supplies and equipment.

3. Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have

standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty

-7-
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in complying, with the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.
AzAN’s Response: AzAN objects to Interrogatory No. 3 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 3 is not restricted to citizens, registered voters or eligible
voters, and therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to
vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. AzAN further objects to
this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged
from disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, AzAN responds as follows:

Eva Steele is a member of the Arizona Advocacy Network living on a fixed
income. She resides in an assisted living facility in Mesa, Arizona. Ms. Steele does not
possess an Arizona driver's license and does not have sufficient non-photo ID to vote at

the polls.

4, Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have

standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty
in complying, with the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.
AzAN’s Response; AzAN objects to Interrogatory No. 4 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 4 is not restricted to citizens or eligible voters, and
therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote, which
are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. AzAN further objects to this
interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, AzAN responds as follows:
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Eva Steele is a member of the Arizona Advocacy Network living on a fixed
income. She resides in an assisted living facility in Mesa, Arizona. Ms. Steele does not
possess an Arizona driver's license. She has never had a passport. She once had a birth
certificate but she knows she does not have it with her in Arizona, and she is unsure of
whether she could locate it. Ms. Steele has always voted in elections in Missouri, her
prior state of residence, and is very disiressed that she is unable to register to vote under
Prop 200's proof of citizenship requirement.

3. For each person identified in response to Interrogatory 4, state whether
such person currently is registered to vote in Arizona.

AzAN’s Response: Eva Steele is not registered to vote in Arizona.

6. For each person identified in response to Interrogatory 4, state whether

such person could obtain proof of citizenship and what he or she would have to do to
obtain such proof of citizenship.
AzAN’s Response: Eva Steele subsists on a fixed income, is physically challenged and
is wheel-chair dependent. In order to obtain an official copy of her birth certificate, she
would need to pay the $15.00 fee required in her home state of Missouri. This poses a
hardship that she cannot afford.

7. Identify every member of your organization that does not currently
possess voting identification sufficient to vote at the polls on election day in Arizona,
including full name, birth date, and address of residence.

AzAN’s Response: AzAN objects to Interrogatory No. 7 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 7 is not restricted to citizens, registered voters or eligible
voters, and calls therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register
to vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. AzAN further objects to
this Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States

_9.
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VERIFICATION
I, Linda Brown, have read the Responses of the Arizona Advocacy
Network to First Set of Interrogatories by Defendants State of Arizona and the Arizona
Secretary of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
DATED this 2 day of November, 2007.

ARIZONA ADVOCACY NETWORK

By:

Liflda Brown —

Its; Executive Director
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
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Vs,

State of Arizona, et al.,

Defendants.
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CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE LEAGUE OF
UNITED LATIN AMERICAN
CITIZENS TO STATE
DEFENDANTS’ FIRST SET OF
INTERROGATORIES

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff League of United Latin American

Citizens (“LULAC”), hereby objects and responds to the First Set of Interrogatories

propounded by the State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State
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sufficient financial resources to purchase mobile photocopying equipment, such
purchases would require LULAC to divert financial resources from other voter outreach,

and registration activities.

3. Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have

standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty
in complying, with the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.
LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 3 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 3 is not restricted to citizens, registered voters or eligible
voters, and therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to
vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. LULAC further objects to
this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, LULAC responds as follows:

LULAC does not at this time have knowledge of any members of its organization
whose identities would be responsive to Interrogatory No. 3. It is anticipated that
LULAC may review the names of those who have cast conditional provisional ballots
due to their lack of identification as required by Proposition 200 and compare those

names to its membership lists. This response may be supplemented for that reason.

4. Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have
standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty
in complying, with the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.

LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 4 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 4 is not restricted to citizens or eligible voters, and

5
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therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote, which are
not calculated to lead to admissible evidence, LULAC further objects to this
interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, LULAC responds as follows:

LULAC does not at this time have knowledge of any members of its organization
whose identities would be responsive to Interrogatory No. 4. It is anticipated that
LULAC may review the names of those who have had voter registration forms rejected
and compare those names to its membership lists. This response may be supplemented

for that reason.

5. For each person identified in response to Interrogatory 4, state whether
such person currently is registered to vote in Arizona.
LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 5 to the extent that it seeks
non-public information that is privileged from disclosure pursuant to the First and
Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357
U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving the foregoing objections, LULAC responds
as follows:

LULAC has no responsive information at this time.

6. For each person identified in response to Interrogatory 4, state whether
such person could obtain proof of citizenship and what he or she would have to do to
obtain such proof of citizenship.

LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 6 to the extent that it seeks

non-public information that is privileged from disclosure pursuant to the First and

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357

U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving the foregoing objections, LULAC responds
6




1 VERIFICATION
2 I, Bonnie Saunders, have read the Responses of the League of Women
3 | Voters of Arizona to First Set of Interrogatories by Defendants State of Arizona and the
4| Arizona Secretary of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are
5| true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
6 I declare under penalty of petjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
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Bonnie Saunders
12
3 Its: President
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
-10 -







O 00 1 Oy th BAWwWON

NNMNNNNMNM'—IHI—\F‘MP—II—J)—&)—l
OOQO\W#UJNHO\DOO\]O\M-BMMMO

OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.
2929 North Central Avenue
21st Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793
Telephone: (602) 640-9000

David B. Rosenbaum (009819)
drosenbaum@omlaw.com
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STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
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Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382
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Facsimile: (602)257-5299
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Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE LEAGUE OF

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., ‘
No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS gLeadi

VS§.

State of Arizona, et al., WOMEN VOTERS OF ARIZONA TO
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
Defendants. BY DEFENDANTS STATE OF
ARIZONA AND THE ARIZONA
SECRETARY OF STATE

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the League of Women Voters of Arizona
(“LWV?), hereby objects and responds to the First Set of Interrogatories propounded by
the State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State.
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registering voters. At such voter registration events, LWV would provide voter
registration forms to be filled out, then deliver them to the county recorder.

LWYV has limited resources available to register voters. It is impossible for LWV
to set up photocopying equipment at its voter registration events to meet Arizona’s proof
of citizenship requirement.  Moreover, the cost of equipping LWV employees and
volunteers with mobile scanners or photocopying machines to create copies of
registrants’ citizenship documents (for those who lack a driver’s or non-operator’s
license issued after October 1, 1996, naturalization number or tribal enrollment number)
is prohibitively expensive, and would preclude LWV from registering voters. LWV does
not have the financial resources to purchase such equipment. Even if LWV had
sufficient financial resources to purchase mobile photocopying equipment, such
purchases would require LWV to divert financial resources from current voter education
and registration activities.

Because LWV lacks the ability to copy documents that serve as “satisfactory
evidence of citizenship” under Proposition 200, it has ceased its voter registration drives,
except to distribute registration forms. As such, LWV is unable to ensure that any
registration forms it distributes are being delivered to the county recorders.

Consequently, LWV’s efforts to register voters are harmed by Proposition 200.

3. Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have
standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty
in complying, with the voting identification requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.

LWYV’s Response: LWV objects to Interrogatory No. 3 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 3 is not restricted to citizens, registered voters or eligible
voters, and therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible fo register to
vote, which are not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. LWV further objects to
this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from
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disclosure pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States
Constitution. See NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving
the foregoing objections, LWV responds as follows:

LWV does not at this time have knowledge of any members of its organization
whose identities would be responsive to Interrogatory No. 3. It is anticipated that LWV
may review the names of those who have cast conditional provisional ballots due to their
lack of identification as required by Proposition 200 and compare those names to its

membership lists. This response may be supplemented for that reason.

4. Identify every member of your organization that you contend would have

standing to maintain this action based on that member's inability to comply, or difficulty
in complying, with the proof of citizenship requirement of Proposition 200, including
full name, birth date, and address of residence.
LWV’s Response: LWV objects to Interrogatory No. 4 because it is vague and
overbroad. Interrogatory No. 4 is not restricted to citizens or eligible voters, and
therefore calls for responses concerning persons not eligible to register to vote, which are
not calculated to lead to admissible evidence. LWV further objects to this interrogatory
to the extent that it seeks non-public information that is privileged from disclosure
pursuant to the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. See
NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 462-63 (1958). Without waiving the foregoing
objections, LWV responds as follows:

LWYV does not at this time have knowledge of any members of its organization
whose identities would be responsive to Interrogatory No. 4. It is anticipated that LWV
may review the names of those who have had voter registration forms rejected and
compare those names to its membership lists. This response may be supplemented for

that reason.
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LWYV has insufficient resources for it to divert them from its voter education and
advocacy programs to cover the increased costs of conducting voter registration drives
after proposition 200. As such, LWV has ceased its past practice of conducting voter
registration drives and delivering voter registration forms to the county recorders for
processing. LWV presently is unable to quantify the resources it has diverted to fulfill its
organizational mission or purpose as a direct result of the requirements of Proposition

200.

11.  For each resource identified in Interrogatory 10, identify each and every

document evidencing such diversion and the amounts thereof, including the title, form,
content, and location or possessor of the document.
LWYV’s Response: LWV secks only injunctive relief, and therefore objects to
Interrogatory No. 11 on the grounds that it is irrelevant and not likely to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving this objection, LWV has not yet
identified any documents responsive to this interrogatory, but should it do so, it will
supplement this interrogatory response as appropriate.

DATED this 26th day of November, 2007.
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP

Karen J. Hat
Collier Center

201 East Washington St., Ste. 1600
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382

OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.

David B. Rosenbaum

Thomas L. Hudson

Sara S. Greene

2929 North Central Ave., 21st Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793

Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
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VERIFICATION
I, Bonnie Saunders, have read the Responses of the League of Women
Voters of Arizona to First Set of Interrogatories by Defendants State of Arizona and the
Arizona Secretary of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are
true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
DATED this  day of November, 2007.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF
ARIZONA

By: [Signed verification to follow]
Bonnie Saunders

Its: President
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Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
, No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE INTER
State of Arizona, et al., TRIBAL COUNCIL OF ARIZONA,
INC. TO SECOND SET OF
Defendants. INTERROGATORIES BY THE
ARIZONA SECRETARY OF STATE

Vs.

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc.
(“ITCA™) hereby objects and responds to the Second Set of Interrogatories propounded
by the Arizona Secretary of State.

LY
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RESPONSES TO 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
Native Americans in Arizona.

ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, ITCA responds as follows:

ITCA incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
ITCA also incorporates by references its responses to the State Defendant’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and Native
American citizens in Arizona. In addition, the expert report of Rodolfo Espino filed on
behalf of the Navajo Nation plaintiffs provides further support of the discriminary
impact of Proposition 200 on Native Americans in Arizona.

The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which was submitted
with ITCA Plaintiffs” brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as
well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter,
further supports ITCA’s contention that the proof of citizenship requirement has a
discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona. Similarly, the testimony of
Leonard Gorman at the preliminary injunction hearing, and at the February 8, 2007
hearing on Navajo Nation’s statutory claims, supports ITCA’s contention that the proof
of citizenship requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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

Native Americans in Arizona.

-3- 1898284
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ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, ITCA responds as follows:

ITCA incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
ITCA also incorporates by references its responses to the State Defendant’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Native
American citizens in Arizona. The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of
ITCA, which was submitted with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary
injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary
injunction hearing in this matter, further supports ITCA’s contention that the voting
identification requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 Native Americans to register, to vote, or otherwise participate in
the democratic process.

ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 3 as vague and overbroad.
Without waiving the foregoing objection, ITCA responds as follows:

There is a history of official discrimination in Arizona that touches upon the right
to vote. One of the principal examples of such discrimination was the literacy test that
was required by the State of Arizona from 1912 until it eventually was suspended in
three counties by the Voting Rights Act of 1965, banned by the Voting Rights Act
Amendments of 1970, and repealed in 1972. This affected both Hfspanic and American
Indian citizens and was a basis for Arizona having been covered under the temporary

provisions of the Voting Rights Act.
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through NALEO’s directory, available at hitp://www.naleo.org/pr071207.html. In
2007, NALEO reported that there were 354 elected Latino officials in Arizona, though
the great majority of them were municipal or school board officials. See
hitp://www.naleo.org/downloads/NALEOFactSheet07.pdf; see also James Thomas
Tucker and Rodolfo Espino, Voting Rights in Arizona 1982-2006, A Report of
RenewtheVRA.org (March 2006) at 81. Between 1973 and 1984, NALEO reported that
Latino elected officials increased from 95 to 184, and NALEO reported that between
1985 and 2005, the number of Latino elected officials increased from 230 to 373. See
Voting Rights in Arizona 1982-2006 at 80-81; see also Expert Report of Dr. Richard
Engstrom on behalf of Gonzalez Plaintiffs.

The report of Dr. Lisa Handley prepared on behalf of the Arizona Redistricting
Commission documented the Latino and Indian candidates elected to the Legislature and
Congress between 1996 and 2000. See Voting Patterns By Race/Ethnicity In Arizona
Congressional and Legislative Elections, 1996 — 2000, Dr. Lisa Handley (Exhibit 5).

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

ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to Interrogatory No. 10 as vague and overbroad.
Without waiving those objections, ITCA incorporates by reference its responses to

Interrogatories Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 7, above.

11, For each of your member tribes, identify each form of tribal identification
that such tribe issues or makes available to its tribal members, including in your
response the name of such identification, the criteria for the tribe to issue the
identification, whether there is a fee charged for such identification, the amount of any
fee charged for the identification, and whether the identification includes the tribal

member’s address or photograph.
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ITCA’s Response: ITCA objects to interrogatory as overbroad and unduly burdensome.
Without waiving these objections, ITCA responds as follows:

At the present time, ITCA is able to provide information for thirteen of its
Member Tribes. Information regarding criteria for issuing identification and fees
charged is unknown to ITCA at this time unless described below.

The Hopi Tribal Enrollment Office issues Hopi Tribal Membership Cards. The
Enrollment Office does not charge a fee for the first-time issuance of these cards; after
the first issuance, these cards cost $15. The cards currently contain the tribal member’s
name and photograph, but not address. Photographs were included on the cards as of
approximately five years ago; before that, the cards contained only name and date of
birth. A person is eligible to be a Hopi Member, and receive a Tribal Membership Card,
only if he or she is at least one-fourth Hopi blood. The enrollment office normally
requires a birth certificate before issuing a card, and if one is not available, may request
baptismal certificates, affidavits, or school records. Occasionally the Tribal Enrollment
Office will interview the parents and/or grandparents of the applicant seeking a Tribal
Membership Card to determine degree of Hopi blood.

The Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation issues Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation
Tribal Identification Cards. These cards are provided to enrolled members of the Tribe,
though ITCA is not currently aware of whether members are charged a fee for the card.
The cards contain the member’s name, photograph, date of birth, and enrollment
number. In addition, the back of the card includes the member’s physical home address,
with instructions to return the card to that address in the case that the card is found by a
person other than the member.

The Colorado Indian Tribes issue identification cards that contain information
including the member’s name, Social Security Number, Tribal Membership Number,
physical address, and date of birth. While physical descriptors are included, such as hair
and eye color, height, and weight, no photograph is included. It is not required that the

-15- 1898284
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card holder maintain a current physical address. If a member chooses to update their
address (;n the card, that member is charged a fee of $12.00.

The Gila River Indian Community issues identification cards to duly enrolled
members of the Tribe. These cards contain information which includes the member’s
name, maiden name (if applicable), date of birth, Tribal Enrollment Number, Social
Security Number, and signature. No photograph of the member or address is included.

The Hualapai Tribe issues identification cards which contain information
including the member’s name, photograph, signature, Tribal Identification Number, date
of birth, enrollment date, blood quantum, place of birth, and Social Security Number.
The card does not list the member’s physical address, but the Tribe’s Post Office Box
address is listed on the back of the card.

The Kaibab Band of Pajute Indians issues identification cards which list
information including the pame, photograph, signature, home mailing address,
Enrollment Number, and date of birth of the card-holding member. The card also lists
the Tribe’s address.

The Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC) issues
identification cards which contain information including the member’s name,
photograph, SRPMIC Identification Number, date of birth, and signature. The
member’s address is not listed on the card.

The Pascua Yaqui Tribe issues Pascua Yaqui Tribe Membership Cards. These
cards contain information which includes the member’s name, photograph, Social
Security Number, physical address, date of birth, Enrollment Number, and signature.

The Fort Mojave Indian Tribe issues identification cards which contain
information including the member’s photograph, date of birth, post office box address,
Roll Number, Social Security Number, and signature. The card also includes the
address of the Tribe and a holograph.
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The Ak-Chin Indian Community issues identification cards which include
information such as the member’s photograph, Roll Number, date of birth, and address.
A statement of membership is also included.

The Yavapai-Apache Nation issues Membership Cards which include
information such as the member’s photograph, mailing address, date of birth, degree of
Indian blood, and signature. The member must pay a fee of $5.00 to obtain the card.

The Pueblo of Zuni issues Tribal Enrollment Cards which contain the member’s
date of birth, blood quantum, mailing address, and Enrollment Number, as well as the
name of the member’s parents. The new Tribal Enrollment cards include a photograph
of the member, while the old cards do not.

The Tohono O’Odham Nation issues identification cards which contain
information including the member’s photograph, name, date of birth, Social Security
Number, Enrollment Number, signature, and thumbprint. The member’s address is not
listed on the card.

The San Carlos Apache Tribe issues identification cards to enrolled members of
the Tribe. These cards contain information including the member’s name, photograph,
date of birth, Enrollment Number, blood quantum, veteran status, Tribal voting precinct,
and address. The cards also display the date on which the card was issued, and require
renewal every five years.

The Tonto Apache Tribe issues laminated identification cards to enrolled Tribal
members. These cards are prepared using software which is owned by the Tribe, and
they contain information including the enrolled member’s name, photograph, date of
birth, place of birth, blood quantum, degree of Tonto Apache blood, degree of other
Indian blood, and signature. The cards include the Tribe’s address, but not the enrolled
member’s address. The San Carlos Apache Tribe issues identification cards to
enrolled members of the Tribe. These cards contain information including the

member’s name, photograph, date of birth, Enrollment Number, blood quantum, veteran
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1 ||status, Tribal voting precinct, and address. The cards also display the date on which the
2 || card was issued, and require renewal every five years.
3
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I, , have read the Responses of the Inter Tribal Council

of Arizona, Inc. to the Second Set of Interrogatories by Defendant the Arizona Secretary
of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are true and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief,

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this ____ day of January, 2008.

INTER TRIBAL COUNCIL OF ARIZONA,
INC.

O 0 N A W R W e

—
f=

By: [signed verification to follow]

i T Y
[ X I

Its:

NN DN NN
® 9 & w2 OR8N8 xS EeELES

20 1898284







OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.

2929 North Central Avenue

21st Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793

Telephone: (602) 640-9000 JAN 2 3 2008

David B. Rosenbaum (009819 S ;
drosenbaumy omlaw.((;om ) eiroR GENERAL OFFIcE |
Thomas L. Hudson (014485) :
thudson{@omlaw.com

Sara 8. Greene (022706)

O G0 ~1 O W b W N e

sgreene@omlaw.com
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
Collier Center
201 East Washington Strect
Suite 1600
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382
10 {| Telephone: (602) 257-5200
1 Facsimile: (602) 257-5299
David J. Bodney (006065)
12 || dbodney@steptoe.com
Karen J. an-Tellez (021121)
13 || khartman@steptoe.com
14 || Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
15 of Arizona, Inc., et al.
16 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
17 DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
18
Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,
19 No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS (Lead
Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
20 CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons
VS,
21 RESPONSES OF THE HOPI TRIBE
State of Arizona, et al., TO STATE DEFENDANTS’ SECOND
22 SET OF INTERROGATORIES
Defendants,
23
24
25
26 Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the Hopi Tribe (“Hopi”)} hereby objects
27 ||and responds to the Second Set of Interrogatories propounded by the State of Arizona
28 || and the Arizona Secretary of State.
1 1876964




L G0 =] St B W RN e

BN N N N NN NN RN O e e e et e R e e
00 N O L B W N = O WO Y R W =

RESPONSES TO 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
members of the Hopi Tribe.
Hopi’s Response:

Hopi objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is premised upon a legal
conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the foregoing objection, Hopi
responds as follows: "

Hopi incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
Hopi also incorporates by references its responses to the State Defendant’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA. Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and Native
American citizens in Arizona.! In addition, the expert report of Rodolfo Espino filed
on behalf of the Navajo Nation plaintiffs provides further support of the discriminary
impact of Proposition 200 on Native Americans in Atizona.

The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which was submitted
with ITCA. Plaintiffs” brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as
well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter,
further supports Hopi’s contention that the proof of citizenship requirement has a
discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona. Similarly, the testimony of
Leonard Gorman at the preliminary injunction hearing, and at the February 8, 2007

! Expert reports already submitied to Defendants are not being produced again
with these responses. To the extent these Responses reference exhibits, those exhibits
were produced with the responses of the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona and are cited
herein by Exhibit number.
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hearing on Navajo Nation’s statutory claims, supports Hopi’s contention that the proof
of citizenship requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 members of the Hopi Tribe.

Hopi’s Response:

Hopi objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is premised upon a legal
conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the foregoing objection, Hopi
responds as follows:

Hopi incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
Hopi also incorporates by references its responses to the State Defendant’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Native
American citizens in Arizona. The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of
ITCA, which was submitted with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary
injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary
injunction hearing in this matter, further supports Hopi’s contention that the voting
identification requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 members of the Hopi Tribe to register, to vote, or otherwise to
participate in the democratic process.

Hopi’s Response:
Hopi objects to Interrogatory No. 3 as vague and overbroad. Without waiving

the foregoing objection, Hopi responds as follows:
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information is in the possession of the State and County Defendants. Without waiving
these objections, Hopi responds that no member of the Hopi Tribe is currently serving in
public office. Upon information and belief, no member of the Hopi Tribe has ever been
elected to public office. Hopi reserves the right to supplement this resopnse.

10.  Identify each form of tribal identification that you issue or make available
to your members, including in your response the name of such identification, the criteria
you use to issue the identification, whether there is a fee charged for such identification,
the amount of any fee charged for the identification, and whether the identification
includes the member’s address or photograph.

Hopi’s Response:

The Hopi Tribal Enroliment Office issues Hopi Tribal Membership Cards. The
Enrollment Office does not charge a fee for the first-time issuance of these cards; after
the first issuance, these cards cost $15. The cards currently contain the tribal member’s
name and photograph, but not address. Photographs were included on the cards as of
approximately five years ago; before that, the cards contained only name and date of
birth. A person is eligible to be a Hopi Member, and receive a Tribal Membership Card,
only if he or she is at least one-fourth Hopi blood. The entrollment office normally
requires a birth certificate before issuing a card, and if one is not available, may request
baptismal certificates, affidavits, or school records. Occasionally the Tribal Enrollment
Office will interview the parents and/or grandparents of the applicant seeking a Tribal
Membership Card to determine degree of Hopi blood.

DATED this mf January, 2008.

OSBORN MALEDON, P.

avid B, Rosenbaud
Thomas L. Hudson
Sara S. Greene

2929 North Central Ave., 21st Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793

STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
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VERIFICATION
1, Karen Shupla, declare that:
1 am a Plaintiff in this action, Ihave read toe Responses to Defendant’s

Second Set of Interrogatorias, and declare, wider penalty of perjury, that the

docyment is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, nformation, and belief,
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Dated this ___dey of Janwary, 2008,
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that interrogatory or that Gallardo’s response constitutes admissible evidence.
Gallardo’s response to all or any part of an interrogatory is not intended to be, and shall
not be, & waiver by Gallardo of all or any part of its objection(s) to that interrogatory.
RESPONSES TO 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 or Native Americans in Arizona.

GALLARDO’s Response: Gallardo objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it
is premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, Gallardo responds as follows:

Gallardo incorporates by reference his responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7
below. Gallardo also incorporates by references his responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and American
Indian citizens in Arizona. The expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino on Behalf of the Gonzalez and Navgje Nation Plaintiffs provide evidence of the
impact of Proposition 200 on voter registration in Arizona, including a disparate effect
upon Latino and American Indian voter r»?fgistra,tion.I

The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which was submitted
with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as
well as Mr. Lewis® testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter,

further supports Gallardo’s contention that the proof of citizenship requirement has a

! Expert repotts already submitted to Defendants are not being produced again
with these responses. To the extent these Responses reference exhibits, those exhibits
were produced with the responses of the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona and are cited
herein by Exhibit number.
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discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona. Similarly, the testimony of
Leonard Gorman at the preliminary injunction hearing, and at the February 8, 2007
hearing on Navajo Nation’s statutory claims, supports Gallardo’s contention that the
proof of citizenship requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in
Arizona.

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 or Native Americans in Arizona.

GALLARDO's Response:

Gallardo objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is premised upon a
legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the foregoing objection,
Gallardo responds as follows:

Gallardo incorporates by reference his responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7
below. Gallardo also incorporates by references his responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Indian
citizens in Arizona. The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which
was submitted with ITCA Plaintiffs® brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as
Exhibit 58), as well as Mr, Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing
in this matter, further supports Gallardo’s contention that the voting identification
requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 or Native Americans fo register, to vote, or otherwise to
participate in the democratic process.

GALLARDO’s Response:

-4- 1898005
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assumed by that interrogatory or that Arizona Advocacy Network’s response constitutes
admissible evidence. Arizona Advocacy Network’s response to all or any part of an
interrogatory is not intended to be, and shall not be, a waiver by Arizona Advocacy
Network of all or any part of its objection(s) to that interrogatory.

RESPONSES TO 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 or Native Americans in Arizona.
ARIZONA ADVOCACY NETWORK’s Respouse: Arizona Advocacy Network
objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is premised upon a legal conclusion
and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the foregoing objection, Arizona
Advocacy Network responds as follows:

AzAN incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
AzAN also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and American
Indian citizens in Arizona. The expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino on Behalf of the Gonzalez and Navajo Nation Plaintiffs provide evidence of the
impact of Proposition 200 on voter registration in Arizona, including a disparate effect
upon Latino and American Indian voter registration.!

The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which was submitted
with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as

! Expert reports already submitted to Defendants are not being produced again
with these responses. To the extent these Responses reference exhibits, those exhibits
were produced with the responses of the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona and are cited
herein by Exhibit number.
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well as Mr. Lewis® testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter,
further supports AzAN’s contention that the proof of citizenship requirement has a
discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona. Similarly, the testimony of
Leonard Gorman at the preliminary injunction hearing, and at the February 8, 2007
hearing on Navajo Nation’s statutory claims, supports AZAN’s contention that the proof

of citizenship requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 or Native Americans in Arizona.

ARIZONA ADVOCACY NETWORK’s Response:

Arizona Advocacy Network objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, Arizona Advocacy Network responds as follows:

AzAN incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
AzAN also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Indian
citizens in Arizona. The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which
was submitted with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as
Exhibit 58), as well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing
in this matter, further supports AzAN’s contention that the voting identification

requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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

-4 - 1898007
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Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE LEAGUE OF

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al,,
No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS ?.ead}

V8,

State of Arizona, et al., UNITED LATIN AMERICAN
CITIZENS TO SECOND SET OF
Defendants. INTERROGATORIES BY
DEFENDANT ARIZONA
SECRETARY OF STATE

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff League of United Latin American
Citizens (“LULAC"), bereby objects and responds to the Second Set of Interrogatories
propounded by the Arizona Secretary of State
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RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

L. 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.

LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, LULAC responds as follows:

LULAC incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7
below. LULAC also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA. Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and American
Indian citizens in Arizona. The expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino on Behalf of the Gonzalez and Navajo Nation Plaintiffs provide evidence of the
impact of Proposition 200 on voter registration in Arizona, including a disparate effect
upon Latino voter registration.’

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.

LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it
is premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the

foregoing objection, LULAC responds as follows:

! Expert reports already submitted to Defendants are not being produced again
with these responses. To the extent these Responses reference exhibits, those exhibits
were produced with the responses of the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona and are cited
herein by Exhibit number.
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LULAC incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7
below. LULAC also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Indian
citizens in Arizona.

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 participate in the
democratic process.

LULAC’s Response: LULAC objects to Interrogatory No. 3 as vague and
overbroad. Without waiving the foregoing objection, LULAC responds as follows:

There is a history of official discrimination in Arizona that touches on the right to
vote. One of the principal examples of such discrimination was the literacy test that was
required by the State of Arizona from 1912 until it was eventually suspended in three
counties by the Voting Rights Act of 1965, banned by the Voting Rights Act
Amendments of 1970, and repealed in 1972, This affected both Hispanic and American
American Indian citizens and was a basis for Arizona having been covered under the
temporary provisions of the Voting Rights Act.

Arizona also used English-only elections until it became covered by the language
minotity provisions of the Voting Rights Act. This harmed the ability of both Hispanic
and American Indian citizens to participate in the political process.

A 1988 amendment to the Arizona Constitution imposed an English-only
requirement for the State and its political subdivisions. It was held to be
unconstitutional by the Arizona Supreme Court. Ruiz v. Hall, 191 Ariz. 441, 957 P.2d
984 (1998). This harmed the ability of both Hispanic and American Indian citizens to
participate in the political process.
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Voting Rights in Arizona 1982-2006 at 80-81; see also Expert Report of Dr. Richard
Engstrom on behalf of Gonzalez Plaintiffs.

The report of Dr. Lisa Handley prepared on behalf of the Arizona Redistricting
Commission documented the Latino and American Indian candidates elected to the
Legislature and Congress between 1996 and 2000, See Voting Patterns By
Race/Eithnicity In Arizona Congressional and Legislative Elections, 1996 — 2000, Dr.
Lisa Handley (Exhibit 5 to ITCA’s Responses).

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

LULAC’s Response: LULAC incorporates by references it’s responses to
Interrogatories Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7 above.
DATED this 18th day of January, 2008.

OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.

B. Rosentf
Thomas L. Hudson
Sara S, Greene
2929 North Central Ave., 21st Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793

STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
David J. Bodney

Karen J. Hartman-Tellez

Collier Center

201 East Washington St., Ste. 1600
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382

Attorneys for The Inter Tribal
Coungil of Arizona, Inc., et al.
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VERIFICATION
I, Lydia Guzman, have read the Responses of the League of United Latin
American Citizens to the Second Set of Interrogatories by Defendant the Arizona
Secretary of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
DATED this____ day of January, 2008.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF
ARIZONA

By: [signed verification to follow]
Lydia Guzman

Its:
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David B. Rosenbaum (009819)
drosenbaum@omlaw.com
Thomas L. Hudson (014485)
thudson@omlaw.com

Sara S. Greene (022706)

sgreene@omlaw.com

STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
Collier Center

201 East Washington Street
Suite 1600

Phoenix, Arizona 35004-2382
Telephone: (602; 257-5200
Facsimile: (602) 257-5299

David J. Bodney (006065)

dbodne toe.com
Karen Jy %sar?;lan-Tellez (021121)

khartman@steptoe.com
Attorneys for The Inter Tribal Council
of Arizona, Inc., et al.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Maria M. Gonzalez, et al.,

Plaintiffs, CV06-01362-PHX-ROS (Cons
CV06-01575-PHX-ROS (Cons

RESPONSES OF THE LEAGUE OF

No. CV06-01268-PHX-ROS %Lead§

Vs,

State of Arizona, et al., WOMEN YVOTERS OF ARIZONA TO
SECOND SET OF
Defendants. INTERROGATORIES BY
DEFENDANT ARIZONA
SECRETARY OF STATE

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33, plaintiff the League of Women Voters of Arizona
("LWV?™), hereby objects dnd responds to the Second Set of Interrogatoties propounded
by the State of Arizona and the Arizona Secretary of State.
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RESPONSES TO 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 or Native Americans in Arizona.

LWY’s Response: LWV objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, LWV responds as follows:

L'WY incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
LWYV also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issves of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the proof of citizenship
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latinos and American
Indian citizens in Arizona. The expert reports of Dr. Louis Lanier and Dr. Rodolfo
Espino on Behalf of the Gonzalez and Navgjo Nation Plaintiffs provide evidence of the
impact of Proposition 200 on voter registration in Arizona, including a disparate effect
upon Latino and American Indian voter registration.’

The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which was submitted
with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as Exhibit 58), as
well as Mr, Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing in this matter,
further supports LWV’°s contention that the proof of citizenship requirement has a
discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona. Similarly, the testimony of

Leonard Gorman at the preliminary injunction hearing, and at the February 8, 2007

! Expert reports already submitted to Defendants are not being produced again
with these responses. To the extent these Responses reference exhibits, those exhibits
were produced with the responses of the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona and are cited
herein by Exhibit number.
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hearing on Navajo Nation’s statutory claims, supports LWV’s contention that the proof
of citizenship requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 or Native Americans in Arizona.

LWYV’s Response: LWV objects to Interrogatory No. 2 to the extent that it is
premised upon a legal conclusion and is vague and overbroad. Without waiving the
foregoing objection, LWV responds as follows:

LWYV incorporates by reference its responses to Interrogatories 3, 4 and 7 below.
LWV also incorporates by references its responses to the State’s First Set of
Interrogatories (directed at issues of standing).

The study and expert report by Bruce Hernandez on behalf of ITCA Plaintiffs is
expected upon its completion to provide evidence that the voting identification
requirement of Proposition 200 has a discriminatory impact on Latino and Indian
citizens in Arizona. The affidavit of John Lewis, Executive Director of ITCA, which
was submitted with ITCA Plaintiffs’ brief in support of preliminary injunction relief (as
Exhibit 58), as well as Mr. Lewis’ testimony during the preliminary injunction hearing
in this matter, further supports LWV’s contention that the voting identification
requirement has a discriminatory impact on Native Americans in Arizona.

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 or Native Americans to register, to vote, or otherwise
participate in the democratic process.

LWYV’s Response: L'WYV objects to Interrogatory No. 3 as vague and overbroad.
Without waiving the foregoing objection, LWV responds as follows:

There is a history of official discrimination in Arizona that touches on the right to
vote. One of the principal examples of such discrimination was the literacy test that was

required by the State of Arizona from 1912 uniil it was eventually suspended in three
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VERIFICATION
I, Bonnie Saunders, have read the Responses of the League of Women
Voters of Arizona to the Second Set of Interrogatories by Defendant the Arizona
Secretary of State and know the contents thereof. The responses therein are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
DATED this ____ day of January, 2008. !

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF
ARIZONA
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By: [Signed verification to follow]
Bonnie Saunders
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Its: President
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Judith M. Dworkin (No. 010849)

Marvin S. Cohen (]glo. 00923

Patricia Ferguson-Bohnee (No. 020996)

Javier G. Ramos (No. 017442) JAN 0 72008
3250 N, Drintovater BIve-. 8t Floa )

. Dri ater Blvd., oor '
Scottsdale, AZ 85251-3693 SOLICITOR GENERALS OFRCE
Telephone: (480)425-2600
Marvin.Cohen@sackstierney.com
Judith.Dworkin{@sackstierney.com
Patty.Ferguson(@sackstierney.com
Javier.Ramos(@sackstierney.com

Louis Denetsosie .
The Navajo Nation, Dept. of Justice
P.O. Drawer 2010

Window Rock, Arizona 86515
Telephone: g928) 871-6275
Facsimile: (928) 871-6177
louisdenetsosie@navajo.org
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs Navajo Nation and
Agnes Laughter
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

4250 NORTH DRINKWATER BOULEVARD
FOURTH FLOOR
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85251-3693
ju— f—y
Lh =

p—
(=)}

SACKS TIERNEY p.s., ATTORNEYS

MARIA M. GONZALEZ, et al.,
No. CV 06-1268-PHX-ROS (LEAD)
Plaintiffs, CV 06-1362-PHX-ROS
CV 06-1575-PHX-ROS

p—
[o s BN |

V.

STATE OF ARIZONA; et al. PLAINTIFF’S EXPERT REPORT OF
DR. RODOLFO ESPINO 111

(Consolidated)

—
o

Defendants.
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Pursuant to the Court’s December 5, 2007 Amended Scheduling Order, Plaintiffs

[\
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Navajo Nation and Agnes Laughter hereby provide to the Defendants its Expert Witness

]
(o))

Report.
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SACKS TIERNEY Pr.A., ATTORNEYS
4250 NORTH DRINKWATER BOULEVARD
FOURTH FLOOR
SCOTTSDALE, ARTZONA B5251-3693
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EXPERT WITNESS:

1. Rodolfo Espino III
Assistant Professor
Department of Political Science
Anzona State University
PO Box 873902
Tempe, Arizona 85287
espino{@asu.edu

Mr. Espino has reviewed the file containing the Navajo Nation’s records in
connection with this matter, specifically voter registration and turnout data in Apache,
Coconino and Navajo Counties (Arizona). Attached hereto please find a copy of Mr.
Espino’s Written Report with respect to the Effects of Proposition 200 on the Navajo
Nation, CV and training history.

DATED this 4™ day of January, 2008.

SACKS TIERNEY P.A.

By:_/s/ Javier G. Ramos
Judith M. Dworkin
Marvin S. Cohen
Patricia Ferguson-Bohnee
Javier G. Ramos

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Navajo Nation and
Agnes Laughter

6761335




Tab 4




I || OSBORN MALEDON, P.A. @@ =2\
2929 North Central Avenue, 21st Floor
2 || Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793 J
Telephone (602) 640-9000 Ay
3 M oa gy 2oy
David B. Rosenbaum, 009819 Of ”
4 || drosenbanm@omlaw.com 3455‘0;/,7
Thomas L. Hudson, 014485 2
5 || thudson@omlaw.com
Sara S. Greene, 022706
6 ||sgreene@omlaw.com
7 ||STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
Collier Center
8 [[201 East Washington Street
Suite 1600
9 || Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382
10 || David J. Bodney, 06063
dbodnely%steptoe .com
11 [[Karen J. Hartman-Tellez, 021121
= khartman@steptoe.com
3 Attorneys for The Inter-Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc., et al.
14 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
15 FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
16 || Maria M. Gonzalez, et al., CV 06-1268-PHX-ROS (Lead)
CV 06-1362-PHX-ROS
17 Plaintiffs, CV 06-1575-PHX-ROS
18 lys. (CONSOLIDATED)
19 ||State of Arizona, et al., ITCA PLAINTIFE’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL
20 Defendants. DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
21
22
23 : . . .
The Inter-Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc., et al. (hereinafter the “ITCA
24
Plaintiffs”) makes the following supplement to its disclosures pursuant to Fed. R. Civ.
25
2% P. Rule 26(a)(1). ITCA reserves the right to supplement or amend this disclosure
27 statement in accordance with Rule 26.
28




1 ||A. Names, Addresses And Telephone Numbers Of Individuals Likely To Have
9 Discoverable Information Relevant To The Disputed Facts Alleged With
Particularity In The Pleadings And The Subjects Of The Information.

3
12.  Ms. Shirley Preiss
4 C/o Osbom Maledon
5 2929 N. Central Ave., Ste. 2100
Phoenix, AZ 85012
6 602-640-9000
7 Ms. Preiss is an ¢ldetly Arizona resident who wishes to register to vote but
8 || 1acks sufficient proof of citizenship. She has knowledge regarding her failed efforts
? to obtain an Arizona identification card from the Arizona Motor Vehicle Division,
0
! and the burdens, both financial and practical, that are involved in obtaining proof of
11
citizenship.
12
DATED this( g day of January, 2008.
13
14 OSBO EDON, P.A.
: 1
By (L,
16 avid B. Rosenhg
17 Thomas L. Hudson
Sara S. Greene
18 2929 North Central, 2 st Floor
19 Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2793
20 STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
David I. Bodney
21 Karen J. Hartman-Tellez
2 Collier Center
201 East Washington Street, Suite 1600
23 Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2382
Telephone: 602-257-5212
24 Fax: 602-257-5299
25 E-mail: dbodney@steptoe.com
26 Attorneys for The Inter-Tribal Council of
Arizona, Inc., et al.
27
28
2 1704630
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LAWYERS’ COMMITTEE FOR CIVIL
RIGHTS UNDER LAW

Jon Greenbaum

1401 New York Avenue, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20005

Telephone: 202-662-8313

Fax: (202) 628-2858 (fax)

E-mail: jgreenbaum@lawyerscommittee.org
Admitted pro hac vice

ACLU Southern Regional Office
Neil Bradley

2600 Marquis One Tower

245 Peachtree Center Avenue
Atlanta, GA 30303

Telephone: 404-523-2721

Fax: 404-653-0331

E-mail: nbradley@aclu.org
Admitted pro hac vice

PEOPLE FOR THE AMERICAN WAY
FOUNDATION

David Becker

2000 M Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036

Telephone: 202-467-4999

Fax: 202-293-2672

E-mail: dbecker@pfaw.org

Pro hac vice application to be submitted

AARP FOUNDATION LITIGATION
Daniel B. Kohrman (DC Bar No. 394064)
601 E Street, N.W., Suite A4-240
Washington DC 20049

Telephone: 202-434-2064

Fax: 202-434-6424

E-mail: dkohrman@aarp.org

Admitted pro hac vice
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THE INTER TRIBAL COUNCIL OF
ARIZONA, INC.

Joe P. Sparks, No. 002383

Susan B. Montgomery, No. 020595
Sparks, Tehan & Ryley PC

7503 First St, Scottsdale AZ 85251
Telephone: 480-949-1339

Fax: 480-949-7587

ATTORNEYS FOR THE ITCA
PLAINTIFFS

Copy of the foregoing mailed this
jf_{'iday of January, 2008 to:

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr. (danny@rmgmoinjurylaw.com)
Roush McCracken Guerrero Miller & Ortega

650 N. 3rd Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85003

Nina Perales(nperales@maldef.org)

Diego M. Bemal (dbernal@maldef.org)

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
110 Broadway, Ste. 300

San Antonio, TX 78205

Judith M. Dworkin (Judith.dworkin@sackstierney.com)
Marvin Cohen (Marvin.Cohen@SacksTierney.com)
SACKS TIERNEY P.A., Attorneys

4250 N. Drinkwater Blvd, 4th Floor

Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Attorneys for The Navajo Nation and Agnes Laughter

Dana L. Bobroff (dbobroff@yahoo.com)
Brenna L. Clani (brennalclani&Navajo.org)
The Navajo Nation

Department of Justice

P.O. Drawer 2010

Window Rock, AZ 86515

Attorneys for Navajo Nation Plaintifis

1704639
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Mary Ruth O’Grady (mary.ogrady@azag.gov)
Carrie Jane Brennan (Carrie Brennan@azag.gov)
Barbara Anne Bailey (barbara.bailey@azag.gov)
Office of the Attorney General

1275 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926

Attorney for Defendants State of Arizona,

and Jan Brewer in her official capacity as the Secretary
of State of the State of Arizona

M. Colleen Connor (connorc(@mecao.maricopa.gov)
MCAO Division of County Counsel

222 N. Central Avenue, Ste 1100

Phoenix, AZ 85003

Dennis I. Wilenchik (diw(@wb-law.com)
Kathleen Rapp (kathleenr(@wb-law.com)
Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.

The Wilenchik & Bartness Building

2810 N, Third Street

Phoenix, AZ 85004

Attorneys for Maricopa, Apache,
Cochise, Gila, Graham, Greenlee,

La Paz, Mohave, Pima, Pinal, Santa Cruz,
Yavapai, and Yuma Counties

Lance B Payette (lance.payette@co.navajo.az.us)

Navajo County Attorney

PO Box 668

Holbrook, AZ 86025

Attorneys for Defendants Kelly Dastrup and Laurette Justman
Attormeys for Navajo County

Jean E. Wilcox (jwilcox@cocnino.az.gov)
Coconino County Attorney’s Office

110 E. Cherry Ave.

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

Attorney for Coconino County Defendants
Owens and Hansen
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STEPTOE & JOHNSONuw.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Karen J. Hartman-Tellez Collier Center
Tel 6022575255 201 East Washington Street
Fax 602452.0933 Suite 1600
kharuman@steptoe.com MAR 3 1 2008 Phoenix, AZ 85004-2382
Tel 602.257.5200
SOLIGITOR GengRALs grroe ool
March 28, 2008
VIA FACSIMILE VIA U.S. MAIL
AND U.S. MATL
Jean Wilcox
Barbara Bailey Coconino County Attorney’s Office
Steve LaMar 110 East Cherry Avenue
Office of the Attorney General Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
1275 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Lance Payette
Navajo County Attorneys’ Office
M. Colleen Connor P.O. Box 668
Maricopa County Attorney's Office Holbrook, Arizona 86025

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

Dennis I. Wilenchik
Kathleen Rapp

Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.
2810 North Third Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Re:  Gonzalez v. Arizona, No. CV06-01268 (D. Ariz.) / ITCA Plaintiffs' Second Set of
Discovery Requests

Dear Counsel:

On behalf of plaintiffs the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc., ef @l (the “ITCA
Plaintiffs™), I write to notify you that the ITCA Plaintiffs hereby re-designate Bruce Hernandez as a
consulting expert with respect to Mr. Hernandez’s survey of individuals whose voter registration forms
were rejected for failure to provide the “satisfactory evidence of citizenship” required by A.R.S. § 16-
166(F). The ITCA Flaintiffs do not intend to call Mr. Hernandez as a witness at trial on this subject.

WASHINGTON . NEW YORK . PHOENIX A LOS ANGELES . LONDON . BRUSSELS




STEPTOE & JOHNSONuw»

March 28, 2008
Page 2

Accordingly, the ITCA Plaintiffs shall not produce ‘a supplemental report from Mr.

Hernandez today.

Very truly yours,

Karen J. Hartman-Tellez
Copy to:

Nina Perales

Diego Beinal

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
110 Broadway, Sie. 300

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Judith M. Dworkin

Marvin S. Cohen

Patricia Ferguson-Bohnee

Sacks Tierney P.A.

4250 North Drinkwater Boulevard
4th Floor

Scottsdale, Arizona 85251




STEPTOE &JOHNSONLLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Karen J. Hartman-Tellez Collier Center
Tel 6022575255 4 p /? 201 East Washington Street
Fax 602.452.0933 2 . Suite 1600
khartman@steptoe.com SOUC/TQ ! :_00(? Phoenix, AZ 85004-2382
A Cenen p Tel 602.257.5200
I O Fax 602.2575299
steptoe.com
April 25, 2008
VIA FACSIMILE VIA U.S. MAIL
AND U.S. MAIL
Jean Wilcox
Barbara Bailey Coconino County Attorney’s Office
Steve LaMar 110 East Cherry Avenue
Office of the Attorney General . Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
1275 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Lance Payette
Navajo County Attorneys’ Office
M. Colleen Connor P.O. Box 668
Maricopa County Attorney's Office Holbrook, Arizona 86025

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

Dennis I. Wilenchik
Kathleen Rapp

Wilenchik and Bartness, P.C.
2810 North Third Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Re:  Gonzalez v. Arizona, No. CV06-01268 (D. Ariz.)

Dear Counsel:

On behalf of plaintiffs the Inter Tribal Council of Arizona, Inc., et al. (the “ITCA
Plaintiffs”), I write to notify you that the ITCA Plaintiffs hereby re-designate Bruce Hernandez as a
consulting expert.with respect to Mr. Hemandez’s survey of individuals who voted conditiona}
provisional ballots. The ITCA Plaintiffs do not intend to call Mr. Hernandez as a witness at irial on this
subject.

WASHINGTON ® NEW YORK s PHOENIX . LOS ANGELES . LONDON . BRUSSELS




STEPTOE & JOHNSONw

April 25, 2008
Page 2

Accordingly, the ITCA Plaintiffs shall not produce a supplemental report from Mr.
Hernandez today.

Very truly yours,

Karen J. Hartman-Tellez 9%

Copy to:

Nina Perales

Diego Bernal

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund
110 Broadway, Ste. 300

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Judith M. Dworkin

Marvin S. Cohen

Patricia Ferguson-Bohnee

Sacks Tierney P.A.

4250 North Drinkwater Boulevard
4th Floor

Scotisdale, Arizona 85251
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AFFIDAVIT
STATE OF ARIZONA )}
) S8,
County of Maricopa )

I, Karen Osborne, being first duly sworn upon my oath depose and state the following:
1. 1am the Maricopa County Director of Elections and have been employed by

| Maricopa County as its Director sirice 1994 and the Deputy Director of Elections since 1991. I

also serve as a Deputy to Maricopa County Recorder Helen Purcell. I am responsible for the
process of registering eligible persons to vote and polling place procedures, including proof of|
identification at the palls, in Maricopa County, and therefore have knowledge relevant to the
matters described herein.

2. The records of the Maricopa County Elections Department indicate that Eva
Stecle registered to vote on October 9, 2006. As of January 6, 2008, Eva Steele was moved from
the active voter registration list to the inactive voting list. Ms. Sieele was moved to the inactive
voter registration list after two mailings from the Maricopa County Elections Department were
returned with a notification from the 1.8, Post Office that Ms. Steele’s mail was being forwarded

to an address is in Kansas City, Missouri.

Further, your aﬂiantsay:%v Q

Karen Osborne

b—
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 2 day of June 2008.

NOTARY PUBLIC

My Commisgsion Expires:

OFFICIAL SEAL
DONNA ANN KISH
5/ NOTARY PUBLIC - S1ate of Arlzona
s MARICOPA COUNTY 1
My Comm. Expires Sept 14, 2010






