
-1-

MONTANA THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

YELLOWSTONE COUNTY

Montana Democratic Party, Mitch Bohn,

                             Plaintiffs,

WESTERN NATIVE VOICE, Montana 

Native Vote, Blackfeet Nation, 

Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, 

Fort Belknap Indian Community, and 

Northern Cheyenne Tribe, 

                             Plaintiffs,

Montana Youth Action, Forward Montana 

Foundation, and Montana Public Interest 

Research Group, 

                             Plaintiffs,

       v. 

Christi Jacobsen, in her official capacity as 

Montana Secretary of State,

                             Defendant.  

Consolidated Case No.: DV 21-0451

Judge Michael G. Moses 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS 

OF LAW, AND ORDER GRANTING 

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTIONS FOR 

PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIONS

F I L E D

STATE OF MONTANA
By: __________________

CLERK

124.00

Yellowstone County District Court

Pamela Owens
DV-56-2021-0000451-DK

04/06/2022
Terry Halpin

Moses, Michael G.



-2-

Consolidated Plaintiffs Montana Democratic Party and Mitch Bohn (“MDP”); 

Western Native Voice, Montana Native Vote, Blackfeet Nation, Confederated Salish and 

Kootenai Tribes, Fort Belknap Indian Community, and Northern Cheyenne Tribe

(“WNV”); and Montana Youth Action, Forward Montana Foundation, and Montana 

Public Interest Research Group (“MYA”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”) submitted motions

requesting the Court preliminarily enjoin laws passed during the 2021 Legislative 

sessions throughout the pendency of this litigation. Specifically, all Plaintiffs seek to 

enjoin House Bill 176 (“HB 176”), MDP and WNV seek to enjoin House Bill 530 (“HB 

530”), MDP and MYA seek to enjoin Senate Bill 169 (“SB 169”), and MYA seeks to enjoin 

House Bill 506 (“HB 506”). These motions have been fully briefed by all the parties and 

a hearing on the motions was held on March 10, 2022. These matters are ripe for 

adjudication.

The Court has considered the briefs, evidence presented, and oral arguments 

made by counsel. For the reasons discussed below, the Court grants Plaintiffs’ motions

and preliminarily enjoins the challenged laws.  

FINDINGS OF FACT

I. SB 169

1. Prior to the enactment of SB 169, voters could prove their identity to vote in-

person by showing an election judge “a current photo identification showing the 

elector’s name.” (Decl. of Matthew Gordon (“Gordon Decl.”), Ex. 19, Jan. 13, 2022, No. 
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DV 21-451)); § 13-13-114(1)(a), MCA (2003). This photo identification was acceptable in 

forms “including but not limited to a valid driver’s license, a school district or 

postsecondary education photo identification, or a tribal photo identification.” Id. If the 

voter did not have photo identification, then the voter could “present a current utility 

bill, bank statement, paycheck, notice of confirmation of voter registration issued 

pursuant to 13-2-207, government check, or other government document that shows the 

elector's name and current address.” Id. This had been the law in Montana since 2004. § 

13-13-114(1)(a), MCA (2003). 

2. After the enactment of SB 169 in April 2021, to vote in-person a voter must show 

an election judge: 

(i) a Montana driver’s license, Montana state identification card issued pursuant 

to 61-12-501, military identification card, tribal photo identification card, United 

States passport, or Montana concealed carry permit; or 

(ii)

(A) a current utility bill, bank statement, paycheck, government check, or 

other government document that shows the elector’s name and current 

address; and

(B) photo identification that shows the elector’s name, including but not 

limited to a school district or postsecondary education photo 

identification.

§ 13-13-114(1)(i-ii), MCA (2021). 

3. Under the new version of the statute, voters who relied on a student ID as their 

sole form of identification to vote in previous elections will no longer be able to without 

a secondary form of identification such as: “a current utility bill, bank statement, 
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paycheck, government check, or other government document that shows the elector’s 

name and current address.” § 13-13-114(1)(ii)(A), MCA. 

4. While SB 169 was being debated, Montana Speaker of the House, Wylie Galt,

stated, as rationale for making student ID only acceptable as a secondary form of 

identification, that: “[b]asically, it makes that if you’re a college student in Montana and 

you don’t have a registration, a bank statement, or a W-2, it makes me kind of wonder 

why you’re voting in this election anyway…So this just clears it up that they have a 

little stake in the game.” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 15). 

5. Regarding the secondary forms of identification voters using their student ID 

will have to possess, an expert for MDP, Dr. Kenneth Mayer, testified that “[c]ollege-age 

students, in general, are less likely than the general population to possess a driver’s 

license or ID…In Montana, 71.5% of the population aged 18-24 has a Montana driver’s 

license, well behind the total license possession rate of 94.7% among the 18 or older 

population in Montana…” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 15). Additionally, Dr. Mayer opined 

that out of state students “who do not possess a Montana driver’s license or state ID

will be at a particular disadvantage if their student ID no longer qualifies as a primary 

voter ID.” Id. Dr. Mayer considered that it would cost students, who may already 

possess an out of state driver’s license, $62.32 to obtain a REAL ID Montana Driver’s 

license. Id. Ultimately, Dr. Mayer concluded that “[r]elegating student IDs to secondary 

status imposes a burden on college students, who fall into an age group less likely to 



-5-

possess a driver’s license than older voters, and on out-of-state students attending a 

Montana university who likely will not have a Montana license or ID.” (Gordon Decl., 

Ex. 35 at 18). Further that most of the primary forms of ID acceptable under the new 

statute “do not actually confirm a voter’s eligibility or address, as noncitizens can obtain 

every form of ID other than a Passport or Tribal ID, and primary IDs are not required to 

have the voter’s current registered address.” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 18-19). 

6. MDP provided testimony from the Director of Equality and Economic Justice at 

the Montana Human Rights Network, Shawn Reagor, who described that transgender 

students often rely on student ID to vote because “[a]cquiring gender confirming 

student identification is often a much easier process” than attempting to change their 

gender marker on Montana identification. (Decl. of Shawn Reagor (“Reagor Decl.”), ¶¶

8-13, Jan. 12, 2022). Under present Montana law, a transgender person desiring to 

change their gender on their Montana identification would have to get “a court order 

changing the individual’s name, an updated birth certificate, an updated social security 

card, and finally a Montana license.” (Reagor Decl. ¶ 6). To take the first step of 

updating their birth certificate, a transgender person would have to get a court order 

indicating they have undergone surgery. Id. at ¶ 8. 

7. MYA’s expert, Yael Bromberg, a law professor at Rutgers School of Law, testified 

that in 2018, the youth vote in Montana more than doubled (42%) when compared to 

the youth voting turnout in 2014 (18%). (Decl. of Yael Bromberg, ESQ. (“Bromberg 
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Decl.”), 19, Jan. 14, 2022, No. DV. 21-451). Ms. Bromberg cited to statistics showing that 

the Montana youth voting rate has been increasing every year and rose to 56% in 2020, 

whereas the national youth voting rate in 2020 was only 50%. (Bromberg Decl. at 19). 

Ultimately, Ms. Bromberg concluded that going into 2021, “Montana youth were among 

the most electorally significant in the country, with voting rates consistently above 

national averages and considerably on the rise.” (Bromberg Decl. at 20).  

8. Ms. Bromberg additionally opined that the Montana Legislature, when it enacted 

SB 169, “implemented a measure known to disproportionately impact youth voters.” Id.

at 24. She further described that youth voters are a class that “is uniquely vulnerable 

due to its predominance of first-time voters and highly mobile voters.” Id. Ms. 

Bromberg cited to statistics showing that “[i]n the 2016 election, 21% of registered 

young voters (ages 18-29) did not vote due to problems with voter ID.” Id. at 24-25. Ms. 

Bromberg also described that, in North Carolina, “the elimination of the availability of 

student ID and out-of-state government-issued identification at the pools was found to 

impact 14% of young voters who could not meet the new requirements.” Id. at 25. 

Further regarding SB 169, Ms. Bromberg opined that “young people and students are 

disproportionately less likely to have a driver’s license” and are “also unlikely to have 

and/or carry with them many of the other standalone forms of identification prescribed 

by SB 169, such as Montana state ID, military ID, tribal photo ID, U.S. passport, or 

concealed carry permit.” (Bromberg Decl. at 25). Moreover, student voters, “[b]ecause 
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they live in dormitories and/or are highly mobile…often do not own the secondary 

proof of identification with current residence listed therein which SB 169 requires to 

accompany a Student Photo ID – i.e., a current utility bill, bank statement, paycheck, 

government check, or other government document.” (Bromberg Decl. at 25). 

9. Defendant, Secretary of State Christi Jacobsen (“the Secretary”), provided 

testimony from the Chief Legal Counsel for the Montana Secretary of State, who 

described that the changes to the voter identification were to eliminate ambiguity and 

confusion. (Decl. of Austin Markus James (“James Decl.”), ¶¶ 17-21, Feb. 17, 2022, No. 

DV 21-451). Additionally, Mr. James testified that since the adoption of SB 169 “[a]t least 

337,581 total votes have been cast and recorded in Montana elections…” Id. at ¶ 36. 

Further that “[a]ll newly registered voters since the implementation of SB 169 have 

received a confirmation of voter registration in the form of a government document 

containing their name and address[]” and that a voter registration “card paired with a 

photo ID containing [the voter’s] name may be used as identification when you vote.”

Id. at ¶¶ 33-39. 

10. The Secretary also provided expert testimony from a Senior Elections Analyst at 

RealClearPolitics, Sean Trende, who described that “the linkage between photographic 

identification laws and [voter] turnout is fairly weak.” (Def.’s Expert Rpt. of Sean P. 

Trende (“Trende Rpt.”), 12, Feb. 17, 2022, No. DV 21-451).
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II. HB 176

11. Election Day Registration (“EDR”) was implemented in Montana in 2005. (See

Gordon Decl., Ex. 3). EDR enabled Montana voters to register to vote and submit their 

ballot both on election day. Id. EDR was used in general elections by 7,547 voters in 

2008; 12,055 voters in 2016; and over 8,000 voters in 2018 and 2020. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35

at 10-11). MDP’s expert, Dr. Mayer, testified that EDR has “an effect greater than any 

other change to voting procedures.” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 9). Specifically, because “it 

reduces the cost of voting by combining both registration and voting into a single 

administrative step” and “it allows voters who are not activated early in the election 

period the opportunity to register and vote when attention to the election has peaked 

on election day.” Id. 

12. In 2021, the Montana Legislature passed HB 176, which eliminates EDR by 

moving the deadline to register to vote during late registration to noon the day before 

the election. (See Gordon Decl., Ex. 6). When speaking in support of HB 176, 

Representative Shannon Greef “claimed that HB 176 would ‘mitigate [sic] against voter 

fraud,’ ‘ensure voter integrity,’ and ‘reduce the opportunity for mistakes.’” (Aff. of 

Daniel Craig McCool, Ph.D., in Supp. of Pls.’ Mot. for a Prelim. Injunction (“McCool 

Aff.”), Ex. 1, ¶ 118, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451 (quoting HB 176. 2021. Senate Hearings, 

Feb. 15, at 16:49)). Additionally, Representative Greef described that when she was 

talking about voter fraud as a reason for supporting HB 176, that she “wasn’t talking 



-9-

about Montana specifically.” (Aff. of Alex Rate in Supp. of Pls.’ Mot. for Prelim. Inj.

(“Rate Aff.”), Ex. J, 40:4-13, Jan 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451; McCool Aff., Ex. 1, ¶ 118 

(quoting Senate Hearing, Feb. 15, at 17:35)). 

13. Plaintiffs WNV and MDP provided testimony from Montanans affected by the 

passage of HB 176.  MDP presented a declaration by Malia Bertelsen describing how 

moving the voting registration deadline to the afternoon before election day prevented 

her from voting in the November 2021 local Bozeman election. (Decl. of Malia Bertelsen,

¶¶ 6-10, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-541). MDP presented testimony from the Missoula 

County Elections Administrator, Bradley Seaman, who testified that due to the law 

change made by HB 176 and that “[d]espite extensive public outreach about the lack of 

Election Day Registration, Missoula County had to turn away eight otherwise eligible 

voters who arrived on November 2nd.” (Decl. of Bradley Seaman (“Seaman Decl.”), ¶ 8, 

Jan. 12, 2021, No. DV 21-451). Mr. Seaman further confirmed that, under the previous 

version of the law, “[t]hese voters would have been able to vote…” Id. Additionally, 

MDP presented testimony from the Gallatin County Clerk and Recorder, Eric Semerad, 

who testified that HB 176 “led to 17 qualified voters being unable to cast ballots in 

Gallatin County because they arrived after noon on November 1, the day before election 

day. While these individuals were able to update their registration at that time, they 

were not permitted to cast a ballot for the 2021 contests.” (Decl. of Eric Semerad

(“Semerad Decl.”), ¶ 7, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451). Additionally, Mr. Semerad 
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testified that during the thirty years he has worked in the Gallatin County Clerk’s office, 

he is “not aware of any instance of voter fraud associated with election day registration. 

Election day registration is, if anything, more secure than other forms of registration…” 

(Semerad Decl. ¶ 8). 

14. WNV presented expert testimony describing that “the percentage of voters using 

election day registration (“EDR”) is consistently higher for people living on-reservation 

in Montana.” (Aff. of Alexander Street, Ph.D., in Supp. of Pls.’ Mot. for a Prelim. Inj. 

(“Street Aff.”) ¶ 4, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451). WNV’s expert further described that 

tribal members are “more reliant on EDR” and “by removing the option of EDR, HB 176 

is likely to have a disparate, negative impact on registration and voting for Native 

Americans living on reservations in Montana.” (Street Aff. ¶¶ 21-23). WNV presented 

evidence that voting on Indian Reservations in Montana is difficult due to the locations 

of election offices, the distance Native Americans must travel to vote in person or even 

by mail, and the socioeconomic factors including that Native Americans are less likely 

to have a working vehicle, money for gasoline, or car insurance. (See Aff. of Councilman 

Lane Spotted Elk in Supp. of Pls.’ Mot. for Prelim. Inj. (“Spotted Elk Aff.”), ¶¶ 5-16, Jan. 

12, 2022, No. DV 21-451; Aff. of Robert McDonald in Supp. of Pls.’ Mot. for Prelim. Inj.

(“McDonald Aff.”), ¶¶ 4-9, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451; Aff. of Dawn Gray in Supp. of 

Pls.’ Mot. for Prelim. Inj. (“Gray Aff.”), ¶ 16, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451). 
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15. On the other hand, the Secretary provided testimony from Montana legislators 

describing they voted in support of HB 176 due to statements from election 

administrators describing the challenges that EDR adds to running elections and their 

belief that moving the deadline back one day will reduce lines at the polls and stop 

delays in reporting results. (Decl. of Steve Fitzpatrick (“Fitzpatrick Decl.”), ¶¶ 6-7, Feb. 

17, 2022, No. DV 21-451; Decl. of Greg Hertz (“Hertz Decl.”), ¶¶ 6-7, Feb. 17, 2022, No.

DV. 21-451). The Secretary also provided testimony from the Clerk, Recorder, and 

Election Administrator for Fergus County who described that “[h]aving to register 

individuals to vote on election day takes away time from all of the other work, both 

election-related and non-election related…” (Decl. of Janel Tucek (“Tucek Decl.”), ¶ 11, 

Feb. 17, 2022, No. DV 21-451; see also Decl. of Doug Ellis (“Ellis Decl.”), ¶¶ 15-23, Feb. 

17, 2022, No. DV 21-451). 

16. The Secretary further provided expert testimony describing that “Montana’s 

close of voter register at 12:00 noon on the day preceding election day provides 

substantial benefits, particularly for rural counties. By contrast it imposes a minimal 

burden on those seeking to register to vote.” (Expert Decl. of Scott Gessler (“Gessler 

Decl.”), ¶¶ 2, 15-29, Feb. 17, 2022, No. DV 21-451). Additionally, the Secretary’s expert 

opined that “political science literature finds a relationship between election-day 

registration and turnout, yet struggles to find a causal linkage between the two” and 

that “Montana retains same-day registration during voting, which should soften 
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whatever impact there is to the elimination of election-day registration[.]” (Trende Rpt. 

at 7). 

III. HB 530

17. In 2021, House Bill 406 (“HB 406”) was introduced and was effectually a new 

attempt at passing a restriction on ballot collection in Montana similar to the Montana 

Ballot Interference Prevention Act (“BIPA”), which has already been litigated and 

determined to be unconstitutional in Montana District Courts. See Courts Findings of 

Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, Western Native Voice v. Stapleton, Sept. 25, 2020, 

No. DV 20-0377; Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, Driscoll v. Stapleton, 

Sept. 25, 2020, No. DV 20-0408. HB 406 ultimately failed to pass the Montana Senate;

however, HB 530 was amended to include language from HB 406. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 

34). 

18. HB 530 specifically provides:

(1) On or before July 1, 2022, the secretary of state shall adopt an administrative 

rule in substantially the following form: 

(a) For the purposes of enhancing election security, a person may not 

provide or offer to provide, and a person may not accept, a pecuniary 

benefit in exchange for distributing, ordering, requesting, collecting, or 

delivering ballots.

(b) "Person" does not include a government entity, a state agency as 

defined in 1-2-116, a local government as defined in 2-6-1002, an election 

administrator, an election judge, a person authorized by an election 

administrator to prepare or distribute ballots, or a public or private mail 

service or its employees acting in the course and scope of the mail 

service's duties to carry and deliver mail. 

(2) A person violating the rule adopted by the secretary of state pursuant to 

subsection (1) is subject to a civil penalty. The civil penalty is a fine of $100 for 
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each ballot distributed, ordered, requested, collected, or delivered in violation of 

the rule.

(Gordon Decl., Ex. 11). 

19. WNV and MDP presented testimony from experts describing the effects HB 530 

will have on young people, Native Americans, disabled voters, and elderly voters. 

WNV and MDP also presented testimony from eligible voters who will be negatively 

affected by HB 530. 

20. WNV presented testimony, as described above, concerning the difficulties faced 

by Native Americans voting on reservations. Specifically, the mail system on 

reservations poses significant problems for absentee voting because most Native 

Americans do not have home mail delivery and some have non-traditional mailing 

addresses. (McCool Aff., Ex. 1, ¶¶ 74-96; Aff. of Ronnie Jo Horse (“Jo Horse Aff.”) ¶ 16, 

Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451). WNV also presented testimony that there is a higher 

poverty and unemployment rate on reservations than for the State and that Native 

Americans “have less money in their pocket—less money to spend on a vehicle, gas, car 

insurance, and maintenance—all of which are necessary to travel to a post office or a 

ballot box.” (McCool Aff., Ex. 1, ¶ 19). WNV’s expert further testified that “tribal voters 

are dispersed over a large area, requiring significant driving distances to get to a post 

office, tribal offices, and election offices.” (McCool Aff., Ex. 1, ¶ 65). Given these 

difficulties—among others presented through testimony by WNV—WNV’s expert 

described HB 530 (and HB 176) will have a “disproportionately negative impact and 
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impose significant voter costs on Native voters, making it more difficult for them to 

vote, with no discernable public benefit.” (McCool Aff. ¶ 6; see also McCool Aff., Ex. 1,

¶¶ 22-52). 

21. MDP presented evidence showing that absentee voting in Montana has increased 

each year. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 27). Plaintiff Mitch Bohn described he prefers voting by 

absentee ballot given the busyness of Metra Arena on election day, which makes it 

difficult for a person in a wheelchair to navigate, the November weather in Montana, 

which can make it more difficult to get to a polling location, and the extra time he gets 

to have with his ballot. (Decl. of Mitch Bohn (“Bohn Decl.”), ¶ 4, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 

21-451). Mr. Bohn further described that he has relied on third parties, specifically, his 

parents, to return his ballot for him. Id. at ¶ 5. MDP presented testimony describing 

how ballot assistance programs have helped Montanans who cannot take time off to 

cast their ballot due to a variety of issues to include: work commitments, school 

schedules, family care responsibilities, mobility impairments, lack of access to postal 

mail service, or lack of access to transportation. (Bohn Decl. ¶ 6; Bolger Decl. ¶ 20; Decl. 

of Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, ¶ 19, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451). Additionally, MDP’s 

expert estimated, in his 2020 expert report for a case involving BIPA, that between 2016 

and 2018 at least 2,500 ballots were collected and conveyed by third parties and 

concluded “that eliminating third party ballot collection will increase the number of 
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rejected absentee ballots that arrive late and will do nothing to enhance election 

security.” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 17). 

22. The Secretary provided testimony from an expert who opined that “[b]y 

prohibiting individuals from receiving compensation for collecting voted ballots, 

Montana’s law imposes little burden on voters, reduces opportunity for fraud, and 

fosters confidence in elections.” (Gessler Decl. ¶ 4). The Secretary also provided 

testimony from legislators who voted in support of HB 530 describing their motivation 

for their support was the events in North Carolina during the 2018 congressional race 

“when a paid political operative was alleged to have illegally gathered up and 

fraudulently voted absentee ballots.” (Decl. Fitzpatrick at ¶ 17; Decl. of Greg Hertz 

(“Hertz Decl.”), ¶ 20, Feb. 17, 2022). Additionally, legislators who voted in support of 

HB 530 testified they had “no intent to harm any particular class or group of voters”

when they voted in support of HB 530. (Fitzpatrick Decl. ¶ 21; Hertz Decl. ¶ 24)

IV. HB 506

23. HB 506 amends § 13-2-205(2), MCA, to provide that “[u]ntil the individual meets 

residence and age requirements, a ballot may not be issued to the individual and the 

individual may not cast a ballot.” (Expert Report of Dr. Michael Herron, Ph.D. (“Herron 

Rpt.”) ¶ 33, Jan. 12, 2022, No. DV 21-451).

24. MYA presented testimony from experts describing the impact HB 506 will have 

on young eligible voters and young people who are about to become eligible to vote. 
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Additionally, MYA presented testimony from young voters. Specifically, Ali Caudle 

testified that she turned eighteen on October 3, 2021, and upon turning eighteen, filled 

out a voter registration form online but realized that she would not meet the deadline to 

mail her form in at least thirty days prior to the election. (Youth Pls.’ Br. in Supp. of 

Appl. for Prelim.  Inj.1 (“MYA Br.”), Ex. B ¶¶ 3-5, Jan. 13, 2022, No. DV 21-451). Ms. 

Caudle testified that she had difficulties registering in person due to the hours she is in 

school and commitments she has occupying her until after regular business hours on 

weekdays and had to “miss an event for the National Honor Society” to register in 

person and submit her vote. (MYA Br., Ex. B ¶ 12); (see also MYA Br., Ex. C ¶¶ 5-14 

(describing the difficulties registering to vote and casting a ballot during business hours 

alongside school commitments and extracurricular activities)). 

25. MYA’s expert testified that the restriction on when absentee ballots can be 

mailed to voters in HB 506 burdens four classes of Montana voters and specifically, 

“[i]n decreasing order of burdens, these classes are as follows: (I) residents who turn 18 

on election day itself; (II) residents who turn 18 between one and seven days of election 

day; (III) residents who turn 18 between eight and 14 days of election day; and (IV) 

residents who turn 18 between 15 and 25 days of election day.” (Herron Rpt. ¶ 2).

MYA’s expert describes that each of these groups will have differing access to absentee 

                                                            
1 MYA Plaintiffs also submitted, on January 14, 2022, a corrected brief in support of their application for a 

preliminary injunction (Dkt. 73), however, their exhibits were not attached to that filing, so the Court 

referenced the January 13, 2022, filing (Dkt. 70) to see the attached exhibits. 
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voting. See id. Specifically, residents turning eighteen on election day will be unable to 

vote absentee due to HB 506. (Herron Rpt. ¶ 3). Similarly, residents turning eighteen

between one and seven days before election day will effectually be unable to vote 

absentee due to the estimated mailing travel time. Id. Residents turning eighteen

between eight and fourteen days prior to election day will also be unlikely to be able to 

absentee vote given the time it takes for an absentee ballot to be mailed and for them to 

return it. Id. at ¶ 3. The last class of effected voters, residents turning eighteen between 

fifteen and twenty-five days of election day, “will receive their absentee ballots later 

than those who turn 18 more than 25 days before an election.” Id.

26. The Secretary presented testimony from Melissa McLarnon, an employee in the 

Election and Government Services division of the Montana Secretary of State’s Office, 

who primarily works on the State’s election management systems. (Decl. of Melissa 

McLarnon (“McLarnon Decl.”), ¶ 3, Feb. 17, 2022, No. DV 21-451). Ms. McLarnon 

testified that there was “a lack of uniformity in how various Election Administrators”

across Montana issued ballots to individuals turning eighteen before election day which 

raised issues for the development of election and use of election software. (McLarnon 

Decl. ¶¶ 6-7). The Secretary presented testimony from legislators describing they 

supported HB 506 because of the “inconsistent practices with respect to mailing 

absentee ballots to voters before they met age and residency requirements” and HB 506 



-18-

“ensure[s] that only qualified electors are voting in Montana elections.” (Fitzpatrick 

Decl. at ¶¶ 23-24; Hertz Decl. at ¶¶ 26-28). 

V. Voter Fraud

27. MDP’s expert testified that “voter fraud of any sort is vanishingly rare in 

Montana, with only a handful of cases over the last 20 years.” (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 

6). Further MDP’s expert described there was a case in 2011 where a man submitted his 

ex-wife’s absentee ballot and in 2021 there was a case where a man pled “guilty to 

registering to vote” under a false name. (Id. at 6-7; see also Decl. of Dale Schowengerdt, 

Ex. 1-16, Feb. 17, 2021, No. DV 21-451). MDP’s expert ultimately concluded that 

“8,472,202 votes have been case in Montana elections since 2002, either in person or by a 

mail or absentee ballot that was accepted. Voter fraud…does not remotely present a 

problem for or threat to election security in Montana.” Id. at 7. 

28. In Driscoll v. Stapleton, the Secretary at that time “did not present evidence in the 

preliminary injunction proceedings of voter fraud or ballot coercion, generally or as 

related to ballot-collection efforts, occurring in Montana.” 2020 MT 247, ¶ 22, 401 Mont. 

405, ¶ 22, 473 P.3d 386, ¶ 22. For the purposes of this preliminary injunction, the Court 

finds the same is true in this matter. 

29. Election administrators in Montana are not aware of voter fraud relating to the 

use of student IDs. (Semerad Decl. ¶ 11; Seaman Decl. ¶ 10). 
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30. One of the Secretary’s experts testified “…although I am not convinced that voter 

fraud is a substantial problem in Montana, there is some evidence the photographic 

identification laws bolster confidence in elections.” (Trende Rpt. at 12).

31. Another expert for the Secretary opined in regard to HB 530 that “[b]y 

prohibiting individuals from receiving compensation for collecting voted ballots, 

Montana’s law imposes little burden on voters, reduces opportunity for fraud, and 

fosters confidence in elections.” (Gessler Decl. ¶ 4). However, no instances of fraud 

relating to ballot collection in Montana were cited to by this expert. 

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Court now makes the following:

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. To the extent that the foregoing Findings of Fact are more properly considered 

Conclusions of Law, they are incorporated by reference herein as such. To the extent 

that these Conclusions of Law are more appropriately considered Findings of Fact they 

are incorporated as such. 

I. LEGAL STANDARD

2. Under the Montana Code Annotated (MCA), a preliminary injunction may be 

granted on five enumerated grounds. § 27-19-201 (1-5). Only two are relevant for the 

purposes of this matter. Specifically, an injunction may be granted:

(1) when it appears that the applicant is entitled to the relief demanded and the 

relief or any part of the relief consists in restraining the commission or 

continuance of the act complained of, either for a limited period or perpetually; 
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(2) when it appears that the commission or continuance of some act during the 

litigation would produce a great or irreparable injury to the applicant; 

§ 27-19-201(1-2), MCA. Only one of the enumerated grounds needs to be met for an 

injunction to issue because the subsections are disjunctive. Four Rivers Seed Co. v. Circle 

K Farms, 2000 MT 360, ¶ 13, 303 Mont. 342, ¶ 13, 16 P.3d 342, ¶ 13; Weems v. State, 2019 

MT 98, ¶ 17, 395 Mont. 350, ¶ 17, 440 P.3d 4, ¶ 17. Importantly, “[t]he purpose of a 

preliminary injunction is to prevent ‘further injury or irreparable harm by preserving 

the status quo of the subject in controversy pending an adjudication on the merits.’" City 

of Billings v. Cty. Water Dist. (1997), 281 Mont. 219, 226, 935 P.2d 246, 250 (quoting 

Knudson v. McDunn (1995), 271 Mont. 61, 894 P.2d 295, 298). The Supreme Court has 

defined the “status quo” as “'… the last actual, peaceable, noncontested condition 

which preceded the pending controversy…’” Porter v. K & S P'ship (1981), 192 Mont. 

175, 181, 627 P.2d 836, 839 (quoting State v. Sutton (1946), 2 Wash.2d 523, 98 P.2d 680, 

684); see also Davis v. Westphal, 2017 MT 276, ¶ 24, 389 Mont. 251, ¶ 24, 405 P.3d 73, ¶ 24 

(quoting Porter v. K & S P'ship (1981), 192 Mont. 175, 181, 627 P.2d 836, 839). 

3. While “[a] statute enjoys a presumption of constitutionality… a party need 

establish only a prima facie violation of its rights to be entitled to a preliminary 

injunction—even if such evidence ultimately may not be sufficient to prevail at trial.”

Driscoll, 2020 MT 247, ¶ 16, 401 Mont. 405, ¶ 16, 473 P.3d 386, ¶ 16; see also Weems, ¶ 18. 

“’Prima facie’ means literally ‘at first sight’ or ‘on first appearance but subject to further 

evidence or information.’" Id. (quoting Prima facie, Black's Law Dictionary (10th ed. 
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2014)). Additionally, “all requests for preliminary injunctive relief require some 

demonstration of threatened harm or injury, whether under the ‘great or irreparable 

injury’ standard of subsection (2), or the lesser degree of harm implied within the other 

subsections of § 27-19-201, MCA.”  BAM Ventures, Ltd. Liab. Co. v. Schifferman, 2019 MT 

67, ¶ 16, 395 Mont. 160, ¶ 16, 437 P.3d 142, ¶ 16; see also Weems ¶ 17. Lastly, “[f]or the 

purposes of a preliminary injunction, the loss of a constitutional right constitutes an 

irreparable injury.” Driscoll, ¶ 15; Mont. Cannabis Indus. Ass’n v. State, 2012 MT 201, ¶ 15, 

366 Mont. 224, 229, 296 P.3d 1161, 1165.  

4. The Secretary, in her response brief, discussed that “Montana law also imposes a 

higher burden of proof” when a party seeks a “mandatory injunction” rather than a 

prohibitory injunction. (Def.’s Br. in Resp. to Pls.’ Prelim. Inj. Motions and in Supp. of 

Def.’s Mot. for Summ. J. (“Def.’s Resp.”) at 4 (citing Paradise Rainbows v. Fish & Game 

Comm'n (1966), 148 Mont. 412, 420, 421 P.2d 717, 721)). A mandatory injunction would 

“require the undoing of injurious acts” whereas a prohibitory injunction “is a remedy to 

restrain the doing of injurious acts.” Newman v. Wittmer (1996), 277 Mont. 1, 11, 917 P.2d 

926, 932 (quoting In re the "A" Family (1979), 184 Mont. 145, 153, 602 P.2d 157, 162 

(internal quotations omitted)). The Secretary asserts that her actions of taking steps to 

implement these challenged laws in the months since their passage means that she 

would have to undo that work such that the enjoining of these laws would effectually 

be a mandatory injunction.
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5. However, Plaintiffs have been clear that the remedy they seek is a return to the 

status quo that existed prior to the Montana legislature passing HB 176, HB 530, SB 169, 

and HB 506. Plaintiffs are not requesting that the local elections that occurred in 

between the passage of these laws and the issuing of this order be re-done or 

overturned. Plaintiffs are not requesting that the Secretary un-adopt new administrative 

rules, un-broadcast public service announcements across various media describing the 

changes, un-train Montana election administrators, un-create and un-implement new 

components of Montana’s voting infrastructure, un-ensure compliance with Montana 

law during elections that took place on May 4, 2021, September 14, 2021, and November 

2, 2021, and un-prepare for upcoming elections scheduled to begin in May 2022. Rather 

the Plaintiffs are requesting that the Secretary be restrained from enforcing HB 176, HB 

530, SB 169, and HB 506 before they have governed a state-wide election.

6. In sum, given that Plaintiffs are requesting the Secretary be restrained from 

enforcing these contested laws in upcoming elections, rather than undo the local 

elections that have already occurred, the Court finds a preliminary injunction and the 

applicable standard is appropriate.2

                                                            
2 In any event, even if a mandatory injunction is proper, the Court finds that based on the evidence 

presented, Plaintiffs would meet the “higher standard” necessary for a mandatory injunction to issue. 

Especially considering “the principles upon which mandatory and prohibitory injunctions are granted do 

not materially differ.“ City of Whitefish v. Troy Town Pump, 2001 MT 58, ¶ 21, 304 Mont. 346, ¶ 21, 21 P.3d 

1026, ¶ 21 (quoting Grosfield v. Johnson (1935), 98 Mont. 412, 421, 39 P.2d 660, 664 (internal quotations 

omitted)).
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II. DISCUSSION

a. Standing

7. The Secretary argues all Plaintiffs lack standing. The Secretary incorporates her 

arguments made in her motion to dismiss MDP’s Complaint, which the Court has 

previously ruled on. 

8. The law of the case doctrine “expresses generally the courts' reluctance to reopen 

issues that have been settled during the course of litigation.” Jacobsen v. Allstate Ins. Co.,

2009 MT 248, ¶ 29, 351 Mont. 464, ¶ 29, 215 P.3d 649, ¶ 29. Under this doctrine, parties 

are precluded “from re-litigating issues that this Court has already resolved.” Wittich 

Law Firm, P.C. v. O'Connell, 2014 MT 23N, ¶ 8, 374 Mont. 540, ¶ 8; see also State v. 

Carden (1976), 170 Mont. 437, 439, 555 P.2d 738, 740 (holding the law of the case doctrine 

applies to prior rulings of a trial court in the same case). 

9. Thus, based on the law of the case doctrine and the fact that the Secretary has 

raised no new genuine arguments that were not previously addressed by the Court in 

its order on her motion to dismiss MDP’s Complaint, the Court easily dispenses with 

the Secretary’s standing arguments as to MDP. (See Dkt. 32). For the second time and 

incorporating by reference its analysis and holding in its previous Order Re Defendant’s 

Motion to Dismiss, the Court finds MDP has standing to challenge HB 176, HB 530, and 

SB 169 under organizational and associational standing. See id.
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10. As to the remaining Plaintiffs, the Secretary has raised the issue of standing for 

the first time. The Secretary argues Plaintiffs are organizations, not voters, and therefore 

they cannot challenge “laws that only apply to voters.” (Def.’s Resp. at 6). Rather the 

Secretary contends Plaintiffs must identify an individual who has suffered or will suffer 

concrete harm. (Def.’s Resp. at 7). Additionally, the Secretary argues, by incorporating 

her brief in support of her motion to dismiss MDP’s Complaint and her reply, that 

WNV and MYA do not have organizational and associational standing. The Court will 

engage in a similar analysis as to that in its Order RE Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss. 

(See Dkt. 32 at 3-10). 

i. Organizational Standing

11. Under organizational standing, an organization “may file suit on its own behalf 

to seek judicial relief from injury to itself and to vindicate whatever rights and 

immunities the association itself may enjoy…” Heffernan v. Missoula City Council, 2011 

MT 91, ¶ 42, 360 Mont. 207, ¶ 42, 255 P.3d 80, ¶ 42. Thus, an organization has standing if 

injury has been clearly alleged, the injury is distinguishable from the public generally, 

and the injury would be alleviated by successfully maintaining the action. Heffernan, ¶

33. 

WNV Plaintiffs – Western Native Voice & Montana Native Vote

12. WNV Plaintiffs, Western Native Voice and Montana Native Vote (“Nonprofit 

Plaintiffs”) are “Native American-led organizations that organize and advocate in order 



-25-

to build up Native leadership with Montana.” (Compl. for Declaratory and Injunctive 

Relief (“WNV Compl.”), ¶ 19, May 17, 2021, No. DV 21-560). Nonprofit Plaintiffs point 

to the fact that HB 176 will require them to “spend additional resources to hire 

organizers earlier in the election cycle to mobilize turnout.” (WNV Compl. ¶ 30). They 

further describe that their operations have already been impacted by HB 176. Id. 

Additionally, like MDP, Nonprofit Plaintiffs also engage in Get Out the Vote (“GOTV”) 

efforts that are (or will be) essentially outlawed by HB 530 due to its ban on gaining 

pecuniary benefits for ballot collecting. (WNV Compl. ¶ 33). 

13. As evidenced by the effect HB 176 and HB 530 will have on their operations, 

Nonprofit plaintiffs have clearly alleged injury that is distinguishable from the public 

generally that would be alleviated if they were successful in this matter. The Secretary’s 

argument that WNV must identify individual voters who will suffer harm because of 

the challenged laws to have standing is unavailing and disregards Montana law 

concerning organizational standing. Organizational standing clearly confers standing to 

an organization that can show it will suffer injury to the organization itself. Heffernan, 

¶¶ 42-45. Thus, the Court finds that Western Native Voice and Montana Native Vote 

have standing under organizational standing to challenge HB 530 and HB 176. 
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MYA Plaintiffs – Montana Youth Action, Forward Montana Foundation, and Montana 

Public Interest Group

14. The MYA Plaintiffs consist of Montana Youth Action, Forward Montana 

Foundation, and the Montana Public Interest Group. All three groups are organizations 

in Montana. (Compl. (“MYA Compl.”), ¶10; ¶ 15; ¶ 18, Sept. 9, 2021, No. DV 21-1097). 

15. In MYA’s Complaint, it describes Forward Montana Foundation and Montana 

Public Interest Research Group “have made it their mission to bring young people’s 

political values and concerns to the fore and to facilitate greater and greater youth voter 

turnout.” (MYA Compl. ¶ 2).

16. Additionally, MYA describes in its Complaint that Montana Youth Action is run 

by students and has the mission to “empower youth in Big Sky Country to make a 

difference through politics, civics, and service to communities in Montana.” (MYA 

Compl. ¶ 10). The members of Montana Youth Action “are middle and high school 

students…preparing to become active voters when they become eligible.” Id. 

17. Forward Montana Foundation “dedicates itself…to voter registration and ‘get 

out the vote’ efforts” and will be harmed by SB 169, HB 506, and HB 176 because it will 

have to “expend significant resources in developing new voter education materials, 

engaging in campaigns to reeducate youth voters….and conducting expanded get out 

the vote efforts.” (MYA Compl. ¶ 15). 

18. The Montana Public Interest Research Group (“MontPIRG”), “is a student 

directed and funded nonpartisan organization” that “has been registering young voters, 
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giving them the tools to have their voices heard, and working to eliminate the barriers 

between young people and their constitutional right to vote.” (MYA Compl. ¶ 18). 

MontPIRG alleges that it will be harmed by SB 169, HB 506, and HB 176 “because all 

three laws will require MontPIRG to expend significant resources in developing new 

voter education materials, engaging in campaigns to reeducate young voters with 

whom they’ve engaged previously, and conducting expanded get out the vote efforts.” 

(MYA Compl. ¶ 19). 

19. Montana Youth Action has alleged in MYA’s Complaint that its members will be 

harmed by these laws. The Court finds that Montana Youth Action did not sufficiently 

allege injury to the organization but rather, in its Complaint, alleged injuries to its 

members, which is more appropriately considered under the doctrine of associational 

standing. Thus, the Court finds that Montana Youth Action does not have 

organizational standing. 

20. As to Forward Montana Foundation and MontPIRG the Court finds that, as 

evidenced by the effects of SB 169, HB 506, and HB 176 to their operations that injury to 

the organizations has sufficiently been alleged and these Plaintiffs have clearly alleged 

injury that is distinguishable from the public generally that would be alleviated if they 

were successful in this matter. As described above, the Court disagrees with the 

Secretary’s argument that MYA must identify individual voters who will suffer harm 

because of the challenged laws to have standing given that organizational standing 
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clearly confers standing to an organization that can show it will suffer injury to the 

organization itself. Heffernan, ¶¶ 42-45. Thus, the Court finds that Forward Montana 

Foundation and MontPIRG have standing under organizational standing to challenge 

HB 530 and HB 176. 

ii. Associational Standing

21. Under associational standing, an organization “may assert the rights of its 

members.” Heffernan, ¶ 42. “The doctrine of associational standing ’recognizes that the 

primary reason people join an organization is often to create an effective vehicle for 

vindicating interests that they share with others.’" Heffernan, ¶ 44 (quoting United 

Automobile Workers v. Brock, 477 U.S. 274, 290, 106 S. Ct. 2523, 2533 (1986)). An 

organization has standing to “bring suit on behalf of its members, even without a 

showing of injury to the association itself, when (a) at least one of its members would 

have standing to sue in his or her own right, (b) the interests the association seeks to 

protect are germane to its purpose, and (c) neither the claim asserted nor the relief 

requested requires the individual participation of each allegedly injured party in the 

lawsuit.” Heffernan, ¶ 43.

22. Preliminarily, WNV did not argue that it has associational standing. Given that 

the Court has found it has organizational standing, as discussed above, and standing 

under parents patriae, as discussed below, it is immaterial as to whether WNV also has 
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associational standing. Thus, the Court does not address associational standing as it 

relates to WNV.

23. Forward Montana Foundation is not a membership organization and thus, does 

not have standing under associational standing. The remaining MYA Plaintiffs, 

Montana Youth Action and MontPIRG have demonstrated that their members would 

have standing to sue in their own right, the interests sought to be protected are germane 

to the purposes of Montana Youth Action and MontPIRG, and individual participation 

of these organization’s members is not required based on the claims asserted and the 

relief requested. 

24. Specifically, Montana Youth Action and MontPIRG, as described above, have 

missions germane to protecting the youth voting and youth civic engagement. (MYA 

Compl. ¶¶ 2, 10, 18). Members of these organizations would have standing to sue in 

their own right as evidenced in MYA’s Complaint and the declarations submitted by 

MYA. (MYA Br., Ex. B, ¶¶ 14-15; ¶¶ 5, 8; MYA Br., Ex. D, ¶¶ 3-12; MYA Br., Ex. I, ¶¶ 4-

25). Lastly, given that the relief sought is declaratory, the individual participation of 

these members is not required. 

25. In sum, the Court finds Montana Youth Action and MontPIRG have associational 

standing to challenge HB 176, SB 169, and HB 506. 
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iii. Parens Patriae

26. WNV asserts that WNV Plaintiffs including Blackfeet Nation, Confederated 

Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Fort Belknap Indian Community, and Northern Cheyenne 

Tribe (“Tribal Plaintiffs”), as sovereign nations, can bring actions as parens patriae. (Pl. 

Western Native Voice et al.’s Reply in Supp. of Mot. for Prelim. Inj. (“WNV Reply”), p. 

6-7, Mar. 2, 2022, No DV. 21-451).

27. To have standing under parens patriae, the sovereign, first, “must assert an injury 

to what has been characterized as a ‘quasi-sovereign’ interest…” Alfred L. Snapp & Son v. 

Puerto Rico (1982), 458 U.S. 592, 601, 102 S. Ct. 3260, 3265. Quasi-sovereign interests 

include “the health and well-being—both physical and economic—of its residents…” 

and there is “a quasi-sovereign interest in not being discriminatorily denied its rightful 

status within the federal system.” Id., 458 U.S. at 607, 102 S. Ct. at 3269. 

28. The second requirement for parens patriae standing is that, while there has been 

no definitive limit imposed “more must be alleged than injury to an identifiable group 

of individual residents, the indirect effects of the injury must be considered as well in 

determining whether the [sovereign] has alleged injury to a sufficiently substantial 

segment of its population.” Alfred L. Snapp & Son, 458 U.S. at 607, 102 S. Ct. at 3269.3

                                                            
3 See NOTE: PROTECTING NATIVE AMERICANS: THE TRIBE AS PARENS PATRIAE, 5 MICH. J. RACE 

& L. 665. 
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29. Here, WNV asserts that Tribal Plaintiffs quasi-sovereign interest is in protecting 

“their members’ constitutional right to vote from HB 530 and HB 176’s disenfranchising 

effects…” (WNV Reply at 7).  Tribal Council Member Lane Spotted Elk describes that 

“HB 530 and HB 176 make participation in elections by Northern Cheyenne members 

substantially more difficult.” (Spotted Elk Aff. ¶ 18; see also Gray Aff. ¶ 22 (stating “HB 

530 and HB 176 makes participation in elections by Blackfeet Nation members 

substantially more difficult.”); McDonald Aff., Ex. A). Additionally, WNV describes

these laws may diminish tribal members’ political power “through the 

disenfranchisement of their members through the laws’ discriminating effects.” (WNV 

Reply at 7). 

30. The Secretary did not provide any argument as to why parens patriae would not 

confer standing upon WNV’s Tribal Plaintiffs.

31. The Court finds that WNV’s Tribal Plaintiffs have alleged injury to a sufficient 

quasi-sovereign interest, specifically that of protecting the constitutional rights of their 

members which relates to their health and well-being, to substantial segments of their 

populations such that they have standing under parens patriae to challenge HB 176 and 

HB 530. 

32. In conclusion, the Court finds that MYA Plaintiffs have standing to challenge HB 

176, SB 169, and HB 506 under the concepts of organizational or associational standing. 
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WNV Plaintiffs have standing to challenge HB 176 and HB 530 under the concepts of 

organizational standing or parens patriae. 

b. Preliminary Injunctions

33. MDP and MYA request that SB 169 be preliminarily enjoined under § 27-19-

201(1-2), MCA because they allege SB 169 is unconstitutional under the Montana 

Constitution’s Equal Protection Clause and the right to vote enshrined in the Montana 

Constitution’s Declaration of Rights. MDP, WNV, and MYA request that HB 176 be 

preliminarily enjoined because they allege it infringes Plaintiffs and their members’

fundamental right to vote and Plaintiffs and their members’ rights under Montana’s 

equal protection clause. MDP and WNV request that HB 530 be preliminarily enjoined 

because they allege it infringes the right to vote, equal protection, free speech, and due 

process. Lastly, MYA requests that HB 506 be preliminarily enjoined because MYA 

alleges HB 506 infringes MYA Plaintiffs and their members’ right to suffrage (right to 

vote), right to equal protection, and the rights of persons not adults. 

A. Right to Vote

34. The right to vote (also called the right of suffrage) is enshrined under the 

Montana Constitution’s Declaration of Rights and provides that “no power, civil or 

military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage.” 

Mont. Const., Art. II § 13. Since the right to vote is found within the Declaration of 
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Rights, it is a fundamental right. State v. Riggs, 2005 MT 124, ¶ 47, 327 Mont. 196, ¶ 47, 

113 P.3d 281, ¶ 47; see also Willems v. State, 2014 MT 82, ¶ 32, 374 Mont. 343, ¶ 32, 325 

P.3d 1204, ¶ 32. 

35. When the exercise of a fundamental right is interfered with, “[t]he most stringent 

standard, strict scrutiny, is imposed...” Wadsworth v. State (1996), 275 Mont. 287, 911 

P.2d 1165, 1174. Strict scrutiny review of a statute “requires the government to show a 

compelling state interest for its action.” Mont. Envtl. Info. Ctr. v. Dep't of Envtl. Quality, 

1999 MT 248, ¶ 61, 296 Mont. 207, ¶ 61, 988 P.2d 1236, ¶ 61 (quoting Wadsworth, 275 

Mont. at 302, 911 P.2d at 1174 (internal quotations omitted)). “In addition to the 

necessity that the State show a compelling state interest for invasion of a fundamental 

right, the State, to sustain the validity of such invasion, must also show that the choice 

of legislative action is the least onerous path that can be taken to achieve the state 

objective.” Mont. Envtl. Info. Ctr., at ¶ 61 (quoting Wadsworth, 275 Mont. at 302, 911 P.2d 

at 1174 (internal quotations omitted)).

36. Similar to the arguments made in Driscoll v. Stapleton, the Secretary again asks 

the Court to apply a “flexible standard” adopted by federal courts referred to as the 

“Anderson-Burdick standard” from Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780, 103 S. Ct. 1564 

(1983), and Burdick v. Takushi, 504 U.S. 428, 112 S. Ct. 2059 (1992). (Def.’s Resp. at 15). 

Under this standard, “severe” restrictions on voting rights are subject to strict scrutiny 

whereas “reasonable, nondiscriminatory restrictions” on voting rights need only be 
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justified by the “State’s important regulatory interests.” Burdick, 504 U.S. 428, 434, 112 S. 

Ct. 2059, 2063 (quoting Anderson, 460 U.S. at 788, 103 S. Ct. at 1569 (internal quotations 

omitted)). 

37. The Court finds that Plaintiffs have made a prima facie case that SB 169, HB 530, 

HB 176, and HB 506 unconstitutionally burden the right to vote as discussed below. 

i. SB 169

38. In making their prima facie case of a constitutional violation, MDP and MYA 

allege SB 169 unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote of young voters because it 

denies them the right to vote in the manner that other similarly situated voters enjoy. In 

support of this, both MDP and MYA’s experts testified that young voters are less likely 

to have the standalone primary forms of ID acceptable under SB 169. Additionally, both 

experts testified that students are less likely to have the secondary form of ID now 

required to be used in conjunction with a student ID. MDP also presented evidence that 

no voter fraud in Montana has occurred from the use of student IDs to vote. (Gordon 

Decl., Ex. 35 at 6-8; Semerad Decl. ¶ 11; Seaman Decl. ¶ 10). 

39. The Secretary argues that the minor changes SB 169 makes to voter identification 

requirements do not violate or overly burden the right to vote. The Secretary describes 

that requiring some other form of identification in conjunction with a student ID is a 

modest change that the Legislature has authority to implement through the explicit 

delegation of authority to the Legislature to regulate elections in the Montana 
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Constitution. Further, the Secretary offers that even if the right to vote is implicated, 

that the Court should apply the flexible Anderson-Burdick standard and that SB 169 

would easily pass because SB 169 imposes a minimal burden. 

40. The Court finds the expert testimony submitted by MDP and MYA concerning 

SB 169 to be reliable and informative. In particular, the testimony concerning how the 

cost of voting determines whether a voter will exercise their right to vote. Here, the cost 

of voting for students has become more expensive with the passage of SB 169. MDP

provided testimony from an expert and from others describing how the additional 

hoops out-of-state students, transgender students, and young people will have to go 

through in order to meet the requirements for a secondary form of ID will raise the cost 

of voting. These additional costs to voting are unique to young voters given their 

mobility and the fact that they are less likely to possess the primary forms of ID and the 

forms that must be presented in addition to the student ID. Based on the additional 

difficulties young voters who rely on using their student ID as a primary form of ID will 

face, the Court finds that MDP and MYA have established that SB 169 implicates the 

fundamental right to vote and would thereby be subject to strict scrutiny review. 

41. The Secretary essentially describes that SB 169 was passed to clear up confusion 

among election workers, to increase voter confidence in elections, to ensure compliance 

with residency requirements, and to prevent voter fraud.
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42. Regarding voter fraud, there have been no instances of student ID-related 

election fraud since the allowance of student IDs as voter identification. (Gordon Decl., 

Ex. 35 at 6-8; Semerad Decl. ¶ 11; Seaman Decl. ¶ 10; MDP Ex. 20 at 22:5-21). Voter fraud 

in general is rare in Montana. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 6-8). Regarding ensuring 

compliance with residency requirements, there are already laws in place that address 

this. There are likely less burdensome means than removing student IDs as a primary 

form of ID to clear up confusion amongst election staff. Lastly, as testified to by experts 

on both sides, requiring voter identification itself increases voter confidence in elections. 

43. Thus, given that MDP and MYA have shown the burden that SB 169 has on the 

right to vote of young voters, the Court finds that Plaintiffs have made a prima facie 

showing that SB 169 is unconstitutional and should be preliminarily enjoined to 

preserve the status quo until a trial on the merits can be had.

44. As discussed above, the status quo is that which existed prior to the passage of 

these laws, given that was “the last actual, peaceable, noncontested condition which 

preceded the pending controversy.” Porter, 192 Mont. At 181, 627 P.2d at 839. 

ii. HB 176

45. Plaintiffs have established a prima facie case that HB 176 unconstitutionally 

burdens the right to vote because HB 176 eliminates an important voting option for 

Native Americans and will make it harder, if not impossible, for some Montanans to 

vote as discussed below.
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46. The Secretary argues, for the second time during this litigation, that the 

Legislature is granted explicit discretion to enact EDR in Article IV, § 3 of the Montana 

Constitution and therefore the Legislature has the sole discretion to decide whether to 

allow or disallow EDR. The Court stands by its previous decision in its Order RE 

Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss which is the law of the case. (See Dkt. 32 at 16-17). Thus, 

as stated previously, while the Court recognizes that the Legislature has authority to 

provide for a system of poll booth registration, the laws passed by the Legislature in 

order to provide that system are still subject to judicial review and:

Since Marbury, it has been accepted that determining the constitutionality of a 

statute is the exclusive province of the judicial branch. It is circular logic to 

suggest that a court cannot consider whether a statute complies with a 

particular constitutional provision because the same constitutional provision 

forecloses such consideration.

Brown v. Gianforte, 2021 MT 149, ¶ 24, 404 Mont. 269, ¶ 24, 488 P.3d 548, ¶ 24 (emphasis 

added). 

44. Having again determined that laws passed by the Legislature are subject to 

judicial review, the Secretary next argues the right to vote is not burdened by HB 176 

because of the concerns with delays, burdens on staff, and long lines stemming from 

EDR. The Secretary did provide testimony from some election staff describing the extra 

work that is required on election day when registration is also permitted. However, 

Plaintiffs submitted testimony from election staff in support of permitting EDR and 
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describing the steps they take to handle the extra work imposed by having registration 

in addition to voting on election day.

45. Based on the evidence the Court was presented with concerning Montanan’s use 

of EDR and reliance on it, the Court finds that Plaintiffs have made a prima facie case 

that HB 176 unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote by eliminating EDR.

iii. HB 530

46. WNV and MDP have established a prima facie case that HB 530 

unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote because it burdens the voters who rely on 

organized absentee ballot assistance as discussed below. 

47. The Secretary argues that HB 530 is not ripe given that the Secretary has not 

adopted the administrative rule as directed in HB 530 § 2(1). Specifically, “[o]n or before 

July 1, 2022, the secretary of state shall adopt an administrative rule in substantially” 

the form provided in HB 530 § 2(1)(a-b). However, “[t]he basic purpose of the ripeness 

requirement is to prevent the courts, through avoidance of premature adjudication, 

from entangling themselves in abstract disagreements.” Reichert v. State, 2012 MT 111, ¶ 

54, 365 Mont. 92, ¶ 54, 278 P.3d 455, ¶ 54. A case is considered “unripe” when “the 

parties point only to hypothetical, speculative, or illusory disputes as opposed to actual, 

concrete conflicts.” Id. Moreover, “[r]ipeness asks whether an injury that has not yet 

happened is sufficiently likely to happen or, instead, is too contingent or remote to 

support present adjudication….” Id. at ¶ 55.



-39-

48. Here, MDP and WNV point to HB 530 § 2(2), which is not subject to 

administrative rule making by the Secretary and provides that “[a] person violating the 

rule adopted by the secretary of state pursuant to subsection (1) is subject to a civil 

penalty. The civil penalty is a fine of $100 for each ballot distributed, ordered, 

requested, collected, or delivered in violation of the rule.” Moreover, the portion of HB 

530 left to the Secretary to adopt an administrative rule requires that it be in 

“substantially the same form” as that drafted by the legislature. Thus, at issue in HB 530 

is not an abstract disagreement, especially given that it is clear from the statute there 

will be a civil penalty when engaging in many types of ballot assisting activities. 

Significantly, Plaintiffs have provided evidence as to how they have already been 

injured by HB 530 given they have already been attempting to determine whether the 

activities their organizations have previously engaged in will be subject to civil 

penalties under HB 530 and spending resources to educate voters about the change in 

the law. 

49. Next, the Secretary argues HB 530 does not unconstitutionally burden the right 

to vote because, the Secretary alleges, there is no right to vote by absentee ballot or to 

have that ballot collected in a particular manner. Additionally, the Secretary argues that 

ballot collection is not banned under HB 530, but rather organizations and people 

collecting ballots cannot accept “a pecuniary benefit” from, inter alia, collecting ballots. 
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50. While there is no explicit fundamental right to vote by absentee ballot or to have 

a ballot collected, it is still possible that the fundamental right to vote can be infringed 

by legislation affecting that right through limiting the voting options available to 

Montanans. WNV provided expert testimony as described above illustrating the 

reliance many Native voters have on organizations that engage in paid ballot collection 

due to many factors discussed above but to restate a few: the distance Native voters

have to travel in order to vote in person and the difficulties with the mailing system on 

reservations. MDP provided testimony describing how paid ballot collection reduces 

the burdens on voters who many not have the means, ability, or time to get to the polls 

in-person. 

51. In sum, given that banning paid ballot collection will reduce the avenues to vote 

of many Montanans that rely on ballot collection due to a multitude of reasons as 

described above and as evidenced by testimony submitted by MDP and WNV, the 

Court finds that MDP and WNV have made a prima facie showing that HB 530 

unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote. 

iv. HB 506

52. MYA contends that HB 506 unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote for 

several reasons. First, MYA alleges that newly eligible voters turning eighteen in the 

two weeks prior to an election will be unable to absentee vote and thus if they have to 

rely on that form of voting due to travel, going to school out-of-state, illness, disability,
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or for other reasons, they will not be able to vote at all. Second, MYA alleges that 

requiring newly eligible voters (specifically voters turning eighteen during the late 

registration period) to vote in person whereas all other eligible voters have other voting 

options available violates newly eligible voters’ right to vote. Lastly, MYA contends that 

HB 506 needlessly complicates the voting process for voters becoming eligible during 

the late registration period. 

53. The Secretary counters that absentee voting is not included in the constitutional 

right to vote. The Secretary also argues that the Legislature is specifically authorized to 

set requirements for absentee voting pursuant to Article IV § 3 of the Montana 

Constitution. The Secretary provided evidence from Melissa McLarnon describing lack 

of uniformity regarding election administrators’ distribution and counting of ballots 

from voters turning eighteen during the late registration period. Further the Secretary 

argues that HB 506 is constitutional due to it providing uniformity and clarity among 

election administrators as well as ensuring only qualified voters are casting their 

ballots. 

54. The Court finds that MYA has made a prima facie case that HB 506 

unconstitutionally burdens the right to vote. While the Secretary claims “only absentee 

voting options of a small sliver of potential voters” will be affected, these voters 

previously had a voting avenue open to them that has now been closed by HB 506 and 
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the Court finds it is proper to enjoin this law until its constitutionality can be 

determined after a full review on the merits. (See Def.’s Resp. at 40). 

B. Equal Protection

55. The Equal Protection Clause of the Montana Constitution aims to “ensure 

that Montana's citizens are not subject to arbitrary and discriminatory state action.” 

Mont. Cannabis Indus. Ass'n v. State, 2016 MT 44, ¶ 15, 382 Mont. 256, ¶ 15, 368 P.3d 

1131, ¶ 15. The clause specifically declares: “[n]either the state nor any person, firm, 

corporation, or institution shall discriminate against any person in the exercise of his 

civil or political rights on account of race, color, sex, culture, social origin or condition, 

or political or religious ideas.” Mont. Const., Art. II § 4. Additionally, while the 

Legislature must be given deference when it enacts a law, “it is the express function and 

duty of this Court to ensure that all Montanans are afforded equal protection under the 

law.” Davis v. Union Pac. R.R. (1997), 282 Mont. 233, 240, 937 P.2d 27, 31.

56. “When presented with an equal protection challenge, we first identity the classes 

involved and determine whether they are similarly situated.” Mont. Cannabis Indus. 

Ass'n, ¶ 15 (quoting Rohlfs v. Klemenhagen, LLC, 2009 MT 440, ¶ 23, 354 Mont. 133, ¶ 23, 

227 P.3d 42, ¶ 23)(internal quotations omitted). Similarly situated classes are identified 

by “isolating the factor allegedly subject to impermissible discrimination; if two groups 

are identical in all other respects, they are similarly situated.” Hensley v. Mont. State 

Fund, 2020 MT 317, ¶ 19, 402 Mont. 277, ¶ 19, 477 P.3d 1065, ¶ 19. If it is determined that 

-
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“the challenged statute creates classes of similarly situated persons, we next decide 

whether the law treats the classes in an unequal manner.” Mont. Cannabis Indus. Ass'n, ¶ 

15.

57. First, regarding defining the classes, MDP and MYA allege that under HB 176, 

HB 530, and SB 169 that young voters are treated differently from similarly situated 

voters. WNV alleges that under HB 176 and HB 530 Native American voters are treated 

differently than similarly situated voters. The Secretary contends that “young voters” is 

not an adequately defined class. However, the Court finds that MDP and MYA, for the 

purposes of making a prima facie case, have defined the class “in a way which will 

effectively test the statute without truncating the analysis.” Goble v. Mont. State Fund, 

2014 MT 99, ¶ 34, 374 Mont. 453, ¶ 34, 325 P.3d 1211, ¶ 34. 

58. Having determined the classes for the purposes of a preliminary injunction, the 

Court next considers “if the two classes are similarly situated by isolating the factor 

subject to the allegedly impermissible discrimination []. If the two groups are equivalent 

in all respects other than the isolated factor, then they are similarly situated.” Hensley, at 

¶ 21. Additionally, “[a] law or policy that contains an apparently neutral classification 

may violate equal protection if ‘in reality [it] constitutes a device designed to impose 

different burdens on different classes of persons.’" Snetsinger v. Mont. Univ. Sys., 2004 

MT 390, ¶ 16, 325 Mont. 148, ¶ 16, 104 P.3d 445, ¶ 16 (quoting State v. Spina, 1999 MT 

113, ¶ 85, 294 Mont. 367, ¶ 85, 982 P.2d 421, ¶ 85).

-
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59. WNV contends that HB 176 disproportionately burdens the right to vote of 

Native Americans living on rural reservations in Montana and that HB 530 

disproportionately affects Native Americans on the basis of race. Specifically, regarding 

HB 176, WNV cites to testimony and expert reports showing that Native Americans 

have to travel further to register to vote, have less access to vehicles, have less access to 

money for gas and car insurance, and use EDR at higher rates than non-Native voters.

60. The Secretary argues that claims such as those described by WNV were rejected

in Brnovich v. Democratic Nat’l Committee however, that case is irrelevant given it held 

that two laws passed in Arizona did not violate a federal statute under a federal legal 

standard that has not been applied in Montana. See Brnovich v. Democratic Nat'l 

Comm. (2021), 141 S. Ct. 2321, 2338.

61. Regarding HB 530, WNV describes that Native American voters rely on ballot 

collection more than non-Native voters due to the structural barriers to casting a ballot 

through mail that they disproportionately face. WNV presented significant evidence 

describing these barriers, which, to name a few, include lack of residential mail, longer 

distances to Post Offices, less access to vehicles, and less access to internet. 

62. MDP and MYA contend that under HB 176, HB 530, and SB 169 young voters are 

treated differently because identification and voting methods disproportionately used 

by them are constrained by these laws. MDP presented evidence, as discussed above,

concerning young voters’ reliance on EDR—specifically young voters account for 31.2% 
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of voters who have registered on election day. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 13). MDP 

presented evidence concerning the significance of having the option to use a student ID 

as a primary form of voter identification for young voters due to the likelihood that 

young voters will not have access to the other forms of primary or secondary 

identification as now required by SB 169. Moreover, MDP presented evidence that 

young voters, Native voters, seniors, and voters with disabilities are disproportionately 

burdened by HB 530 because they already face greater hurdles to participation than 

other voters. 

63. Once the relevant classifications have been defined, “we next determine the 

appropriate level of scrutiny.” Snetsinger, at ¶ 17. As previously described, “[s]trict 

scrutiny applies if a suspect class or fundamental right is affected.” Id. To survive strict 

scrutiny review, “the State has the burden of showing that the law, or in this case the 

policy, is narrowly tailored to serve a compelling government interest.” Id. 

64. The Secretary maintains that Plaintiffs have not stated viable equal protection 

claims because HB 176 and SB 169 are facially neutral and discriminatory intent has not 

been established towards any of the classes. Additionally, the Secretary contends that 

Plaintiffs have not satisfied their prima facie burden to establish a disparate impact 

claim as to HB 530. The Secretary further asserts that the State’s interest in these three 

laws which include raising voter confidence in the security and administration of 

Montana’s elections, reducing the amount of work for election workers on election day, 
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reducing lines at polling places, reducing delays in reporting election results, and 

preventing election fraud in Montana would be enough to pass constitutional scrutiny 

under the Anderson-Burdick standard.

65. The Court disagrees with the Secretary that Plaintiffs must establish a disparate 

impact theory as to the challenged laws. See Snetsinger, at ¶ 16. Plaintiffs have rebutted 

the State’s interests in testimony from experts and election staff describing there has 

been no voter fraud in Montana pertaining to EDR, ballot assistance, or the use of 

student IDs as voter identification. Additionally, Plaintiffs provided testimony from 

election staff describing that EDR is not a significant burden and that even if the 

deadline is moved back, it just moves the burden to that day. Plaintiffs provided 

evidence showing the significant reliance on ballot assistance and the confusion 

surrounding the implementation of HB 530. 

66. In sum, the Court finds that Plaintiffs have made a prima facie showing that HB 

176, HB 530, and SB 169 unconstitutionally burden Plaintiffs’ right to equal protection of 

the laws by treating similarly situated groups unequally. 

i. HB 506

67. MYA argues HB 506 violates Montanans’ right to equal protection because it 

disproportionately and disparately abridges the right to vote of young Montana voters.

Specifically, MYA describes HB 506 treats those who will be eligible to vote on election 

day in a different manner based only on the point at which they turn eighteen during 
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the election cycle. Thus, as described by MYA, the class of voters is those who turn 

eighteen the month prior to election day. 

68. MYA also argues that HB 506 in conjunction with HB 176 and SB 169 creates an 

interactive effect making the impact of these laws on young voters exponentially worse. 

MYA provided testimony, as described above, from young voters and the difficulties

they face by the implementation of these laws. MYA provided expert testimony 

describing that “[c]ombined with their lack of justification, the independent and 

cumulative effects of the burdens placed on youth and student voters as a result of 

these laws, along with the timing of their passage on the heels of unprecedented youth 

electoral engagement nationally and statewide, can only be understood as a collective 

effort to deny or abridge the right to vote of youth voters.” (Bromberg Decl. at 1). 

Further MYA described that “a common thread” among HB 506, HB 176, and SB 169 is 

that they all “target youth and student voters directly and/or single out characteristics 

that are unique to or disproportionately held by youth and student voters.” (Bromberg 

Decl. at 21). 

69. The Secretary’s primary argument for HB 506 is simply that minors do not have 

the right to vote and that there is no equal protection claim because the distinguishing 

factor between the two classes—age—plainly relates to the underlying justification of 

the statute. 
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70. MYA counters that these voters turning eighteen in the month prior to election 

day will have one of the avenues of voting—absentee voting—closed to them simply 

because of when they turn eighteen during the election cycle and that it treats them 

differently from everyone else who is eighteen prior to the month before election day. 

Further MYA describes that in addition to infringing the right to vote of these newly 

eligible voters, the Rights of Persons Not Adults provision in Montana’s Constitution is 

similarly infringed by HB 506.

71. In sum, the Court finds that MYA has established a prima facie case that HB 506 

violates the right to equal protection because it treats voter turning age eighteen in the 

thirty days before an election in an unequal manner than other eligible voters.  

C. Right to Free Speech

72. The right to freedom of speech is a fundamental right given its enshrining in the 

Montana Constitution’s Declaration of Rights. Riggs, ¶ 47; see also State v. Dugan, 2013 

MT 38, ¶ 18, 369 Mont. 39, ¶ 18, 303 P.3d 755, ¶ 18 (“The right to free speech is a 

fundamental personal right…”). Freedom of speech “applies to associations, as well as 

individuals, and protects the right of associations to engage in advocacy on behalf of 

their members.” Mont. Auto. Ass'n v. Greely (1981), 193 Mont. 378, 388, 632 P.2d 300, 305. 

Political speech is afforded “the broadest protection.” See McIntyre v. Ohio Elections 

Comm'n (1995), 514 U.S. 334, 346, 115 S. Ct. 1511, 1518. In DV 20-0377, Judge Fehr 

described that “ballot collection activity” falls within “the type of interactive 
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communication concerning political change that is appropriately described as ‘core 

political speech.’" Courts Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, Western 

Native Voice v. Corey Stapleton, ¶ 27, Sept. 25, 2020, No. DV 20-0377 (quoting Meyer v. 

Grant (1988), 486 U.S. 414, 421-22, 108 S. Ct. 1886, 1892 (internal quotations omitted)). 

i. HB 530

73. WNV and MDP have established a prima facie case that HB 530 

unconstitutionally burdens the right to free speech because it restricts the Montana 

Democratic Party’s, Western Native Voice’s, Montana Native Vote’s, Blackfeet Nation’s, 

and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribe’s (“CSKT”) ability to engage with 

voters to encourage and assist them to vote as discussed below. 

74. The Secretary contends that no message is communicated by ballot collecting and 

thereby the right to free speech is not implicated by HB 530. The Secretary cites to a 

string of federal authorities supporting this proposition. 

75. MDP and WNV contend that HB 530 restricts their speech because through ballot 

collecting activities, they are expressing their belief in civic engagement and voter 

participation. 

76. This Court finds, for the purposes of a preliminary injunction, that Montana 

Democratic Party, Western Native Voice and Montana Native Vote, “[b]y collecting and 

conveying ballots, … are engaged in the ‘unfettered interchange of ideas for the 

bringing about of political and social changes desired by the people,’ which is at the 
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heart of freedom of expression protections.” Courts Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law, and Order, Western Native Voice, ¶ 30, No. DV 20-0377 (quoting Dorn v. Bd. Of 

Trustees of Billings Sch. Dist. No. 2 (1983), 203 Mont. 136, 145, 661 P.2d 426, 431).  

Additionally, as described by WNV, Plaintiffs Blackfeet Nation and CSKT engage in 

political speech by promoting and facilitating the work of Western Native Voice and 

Montana Native Vote’s paid organizers or by hiring their own ballot collectors. 

77. Thus, WNV and MDP have established a prima facie case that HB 530 

unconstitutionally burdens the right to free speech.

D. Right to Due Process of Law

78. The due process clause is contained in Montana’s Declaration of Rights and 

therefore is a fundamental right. Riggs, at ¶ 47. A statute can be challenged for 

vagueness under two theories: “(1) because the statute is so vague that it is rendered 

void on its face; or (2) because it is vague as applied in a particular situation.” State v. 

Dugan, 2013 MT 38, ¶ 66, 369 Mont. 39, ¶ 66, 303 P.3d 755, ¶ 66 (citing State v. Watters, 

2009 MT 163, ¶ 24, 350 Mont. 465, 208 P.3d 408). “It is a basic principle of due process 

that an enactment is void for vagueness if its prohibitions are not clearly defined.” 

Whitefish v. O'Shaughnessy (1985), 216 Mont. 433, 440, 704 P.2d 1021, 1025.

i. HB 530

79. WNV has established a prima facie case that HB 530 is unconstitutionally vague 

because it is unclear as to when and to whom it applies. Apart from the Secretary’s 
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ripeness argument addressed above, the Secretary only offers that a lack of definitions 

in HB 530 does not render it vague on its face as long as the meaning of the statute is 

clear, and the defendant has adequate notice of what is proscribed. Further the 

Secretary argues that she will have the opportunity to define terms during the 

administrative rule making process. 

80. The Court has previously addressed the Secretary’s ripeness argument regarding 

HB 530. WNV provided evidence concerning the ambiguities concerning the 

governmental exception as it relates to tribal governmental entities. Additionally, WNV 

describes that the ambiguities concerning what type of conduct relating to ballot 

collection activity that will trigger the penalties in HB 530 are such that WNV has 

already had to change their processes in a way that steers far wider than what HB 530 

may make unlawful. 

81. In sum, the Court finds that WNV has made a prima facie case that HB 530 is 

unconstitutionally vague. 

E. Rights of Persons Not Adults

82. The Montana Constitution provides: “[t]he rights of persons under 18 years of 

age shall include, but not be limited to, all the fundamental rights of this Article unless 

specifically precluded by laws which enhance the protection of such persons.”

Mont. Const., Art. II § 15.
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83. MYA alleges that because HB 506 effectively limits the ability of minors turning 

eighteen to participate in voting procedures that adults get to use that it burdens a 

minor’s right to exercise the same rights as adults. MYA’s expert testified that a 

reasonable reading of Art. II § 15 is that “17-year-olds who will be 18 on or before 

Election Day cannot face unequal access to the ballot compared to adults; if they do, 

then it must be for some enhanced protection of the 17-year-old.” (Bromberg Decl. at 

15). 

84. The Secretary argues minors do not have the right to vote and therefore Art. II, § 

15 is not applicable. The Secretary additionally argues that HB 506 was proposed 

because “(i) some county election administrators were providing absentee ballots to 

individuals who did not yet meet Montana’s age or residency requirements; and (ii) 

county election administrators who sent ballots to voters before the voter met age or 

residency requirements were in some cases ‘holding’ returned ballots of underage 

voters until election day or the day the voter turned 18.” (Def.’s Resp. at 35; McLarnon 

Decl. ¶ 6). Thus, the Secretary argues, HB 506 assists in providing uniformity 

throughout the state.

85. The Court finds that MYA has made a prima facie case that the right to vote is 

burdened unconstitutionally given that minors have previously enjoyed being able to 

receive their absentee ballot prior to turning eighteen and under HB 506, will no longer 

be able to.
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F. Great or Irreparable Injury

86. Under § 27-19-201(2), MCA, an injunction may be granted “when it appears that 

the commission or continuance of some act during the litigation would produce a great 

or irreparable injury to the applicant…” For the purposes of issuing a preliminary 

injunction, “the loss of a constitutional right constitutes irreparable harm…” Mont. 

Cannabis Indus. Ass'n, ¶ 15.

87. The Court finds that Plaintiffs have established they will suffer a great or 

irreparable injury if these laws are not preliminarily enjoined until a case on the merits 

can be had as discussed below. 

88. MDP and MYA have shown that their members and the organizations they 

represent will suffer constitutional harm if SB 169 remains in effect during the pendency 

of this litigation. Specifically, MDP and MYA have provided testimony from eligible 

voters describing they will have difficulty locating a secondary form of ID to be 

presented in addition to their student ID to exercise their right to vote. MDP provided 

testimony and evidence concerning the significant unlikeliness of out-of-state students 

to possess a Montana drivers’ license and the similar unlikelihood of even in-state 

students possessing a driver’s license or state ID. (Gordon Decl., Ex. 35 at 15). The Court 

found the testimony from Plaintiffs’ experts concerning how raising the “costs” of 

voting will make it more difficult for voters to submit their ballots and that one of these 

“costs” is by having the proper identification to be able to vote to be persuasive. Thus, 
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the Court finds that MDP and MYA have shown that SB 169, by burdening 

constitutional rights, will cause irreparable harm if SB 169 remains in effect during the 

pendency of this litigation. 

89. MDP and WNV have shown they and the members of the organizations they 

represent will suffer irreparable harm if HB 530 and HB 176 remain in effect. 

Specifically, both Plaintiffs made prima facie cases that HB 530 and HB 176 unduly 

burden the right to vote by making it more difficult for specific groups to exercise their 

right to vote. Additionally, MDP, WNV, and MYA will be harmed given their 

participation in ballot collecting and get out the vote activities will be curtailed by HB 

176 if it were to remain in effect. Thus, Plaintiffs have shown that HB 530 and HB 176 

will cause irreparable injury if these laws are not enjoined during the pendency of this 

litigation. 

90. MYA has shown that HB 506 will cause an estimated 763 new voters to 

experience an increase in confusion and difficulty when voting. (Herron Rpt. ¶ 60). 

MYA provided testimony from a minor who will be turning eighteen four days before 

the 2022 primary election who will only have the option to vote in person because of HB 

506. (MYA Brf., Ex. I, ¶¶ 4-8). This minor, unlike his peers who turn 18 before him, will 

not have the option to vote by mail nor will he have the opportunity to receive and 

examine his ballot until four days before the election. Id. at ¶ 9. Further he described 

that HB 506 makes it more difficult for him to exercise his right to vote. Id. at ¶ 25. Thus, 
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MYA has shown that it and the members it represents will suffer harm if HB 506 were 

to remain in effect during the pendency of this litigation. 

G. Delay 

91. The Secretary argues Plaintiffs motions should be denied because Plaintiffs have 

impermissibly delayed in requesting that these laws be preliminarily enjoined given 

that election officials have already worked to implement the changes these laws made 

to elections, voters would be confused, and the public’s confidence in the electoral 

process would be “further undermine[d].” (Def.’s Brf. at 9-10). In support of her 

argument, the Secretary cites to a string of federal cases in which delay as short as 

thirty-six days after learning of alleged irreparable harm resulted in denial of a 

preliminary injunction. The Secretary also cites to Boyer v. Karagacin for the proposition 

that a preliminary injunction is typically “granted at the commencement of an action 

before there can be a determination of the rights of the parties to preserve the subject in 

controversy in its existing condition pending a determination.” 178 Mont. 26, 34, 582 

P.2d 1173, 1178. 

92. This Court does not interpret § 27-19-201, MCA as requiring that a preliminary 

injunction be filed at the “commencement” of an action or even right after a law has 

come into effect. Nonetheless, at this point in time, this consolidated matter is at its 

commencement and Plaintiffs have not impermissibly delayed in their applications for 
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preliminary injunctions. Moreover, the Court does not find it persuasive that the 

Secretary has been taking steps to enact these laws given that is a duty of her job and 

she has had notice that these laws were contested since before they were signed into 

law as evidenced in the testimony that occurred in hearings at the legislature and notice 

soon after they were enacted as evidenced by the Plaintiffs’ filing of their complaints.

Additionally, Plaintiffs have made this request prior to the holding of the first state-

wide election since the enactment of these laws. 

93. Thus, the Court finds that Plaintiffs did not impermissibly delay in requesting 

these laws be preliminarily enjoined. 

III. CONCLUSION

84. Plaintiffs have established a prima facie case that they will suffer some degree of 

harm and are entitled to preliminary relief pursuant to § 27-19-201(1), MCA. 

Additionally, Plaintiffs have made a prima facie case that they will suffer an 

“irreparable injury” through the loss of constitutional rights pursuant to § 27-19-201(2), 

MCA, if these laws were to remain in effect during the pendency of this litigation. 

85. In sum, laws promulgated by the legislature enjoy the presumption of 

constitutionality. However, in the case of the four laws at issue here, HB 506, SB 169, HB 

176, and HB 530, Plaintiffs have demonstrated they are entitled to have these laws 

temporarily enjoined to preserve the status quo—the last non-contested condition 

preceding this pending controversy—and prevent potential constitutional injury to the 
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parties and the voters they represent until the constitutionality of these laws can be 

thoroughly investigated and a determination of their constitutionality on the merits can 

be made. 

The Court, being fully informed, having considered all briefs on file and in-court 

arguments, makes the following decision:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

1. Plaintiffs’ motions for a Preliminary Injunction are GRANTED;

2. The Secretary and her agents, officers, employees, successors, and all 

persons acting in concert with each or any of them are IMMEDIATELY restrained and 

prohibited from enforcing any aspect of HB 176, HB 530, SB 169, and HB 506 pending 

resolution of the Plaintiffs’ request that the Secretary be permanently enjoined from 

enforcing the statutes cited above;

3. The Court waives the requirement that the Plaintiffs post a security bond 

for the payment of costs and damages as permitted by § 27-19-306(1), MCA. 

DATED April 6, 2022 
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