IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND
Misc. Nos. 19, 20, 22,23, 24, 25, 26, 27,28, 29, 30,
31,32, 33,34

September Term, 2001

IN THE MATTER OF

LEGISLATIVE DISTRICTING

OF THE STATE

Bell, C.J.
Eldridge
Raker
Wilner
Cathell
Harrell
Battaglia

JJ.

ORDER

Filed: June 11,2002



* In the

IN THE MATTER OF *  Court of Appeals
LEGISLATIVE DISTRICTING * of Maryland
OF THE STATE * Misc. Nos. 19, 20, 22,23, 24, 25, 26, 27
* 28, 29,30, 31, 32,33, 34
* September Term, 2001
ORDER

WHEREAS, petitions were filed by various registered voters of the State with this
Court as authorized by Article III, § 5, of the Constitution of Maryland, challenging the
Constitutionality of the 2002 Legislative Redistricting Plan (the Plan) that, by inaction of the
General Assembly on Senate Joint Resolution 3 and House Joint Resolution 3, became
effective on February 22, 2002; and

WHEREAS, following an initial hearing by this Court on the facial validity of the
Plan, this Court, by Order entered April 11, 2002, concluded that sufficient evidence had
been presented at that pointto preclude a finding, as a matter of law, that the Plan was valid;
and

WHEREAS, in and pursuant to that Order, this Court appointed a Special Master to
conduct further hearings on the petitions and to file a report containing the Master’s
recommended findings of fact and conclusions of law; and

WHEREAS, on May 21, 2002, the Special Master filed his Report in which he



recommended that the petition filed in Misc. No. 24 be granted, that Districts 37 and 38 be
reconfigured in conformance with that petition, but that all other petitions be denied; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with this Court’s initial scheduling order of March 1,
2002, the respondents and several petitioners filed exceptions to the Master’s Report and
recommendations; and

WHEREAS, on June 10, 2002, this Court conducted a hearing on those exceptions;

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS, BY THE COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND, a
majority of the Court concurring, this 11th day of June, 2002, DECLARED, ADJUDGED,
AND ORDERED, for reasons to be set forth in an Opinion later to be filed, and in further
Orders of this Courtto follow:

(1) That significant portions of the Plan are not consistent with the requirements of
Article II1, § 4, of the Constitution of Maryland that “[e]ach legislative district shall consist
of adjoining territory, be compact in form, and of substantially equal population” and that
“[d]ue regard shall be given to natural boundaries and the boundaries of political
subdivisions” and, for that reason, the Plan is in violation of the Maryland Constitution and
is invalid;

(2) That, in order to grant appropriate relief, as required by Article 111, § 5, of the
Constitution of Maryland, this Court will endeavor to prepare a constitutional plan; and

(3) That, in order to assist the Court in that endeavor, the Court intends to appoint one
or more technical consultants; and

(4) That the Court requests the parties in this case to propose the names of possible



technical consultants, and to submit such proposals by 4:00 p.m., Thursday, June 13, 2002;
and

(5) That the Court directsthe respondents and the Attorney General’s O ffice to sup ply
such information and assistance to the Court and its consultants as may reasonably be

required for the Court to complete its work expeditiously.

Robert M. Bell
Chief Judge

Filed: June 11,2002

Alexander L. Cummings
Clerk, Court of Appeals of Maryland



