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Plaintiffs allege the following: 
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1. This is a facial challenge to the constitutionality of North 

Carolina Session Law 2018-14 (S.L. 2018-14, § 7A-133), which separates 

Mecklenburg County voters and District Court election candidates into eight 

voting districts (“Voting Subdistricts”) for the purpose of nominating and 

electing District Court judges.  

2. The transactions and occurrences alleged in this Complaint 

present a common nucleus of law proving S.L. 2018-14 violates rights 

guaranteed under the North Carolina Constitution Article I, Sections 

1,2,3,6,10,12,14,19,35, and 36; Article IV, Sections 1,2,10,12(4), and 22; and 

Article VI, Sections 1,2,6, and 8 as well as rights guaranteed under the United 

States Constitution’s First, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments.   

3. The rights guaranteed under the North Carolina Constitution 

supplement rights guaranteed in the United States Constitution, including 

the “core” political rights to vote, to be eligible for election to office, and to 

participate in political affairs on an equal basis.  

4. State and Federal equal protection claims are analogous to one 

another because they both protect the core political rights to vote, to assemble, 

to petition, and to be eligible to be elected to office free from invidious 

classifications and structural election mechanisms which dilute those rights.   

5. Article IV, Section 1 of the North Carolina Constitution prohibits 

the General Assembly from the creation of courts not authorized by Article IV.   
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6. Article IV, Section 2 of the North Carolina Constitution requires 

all courts to be a part of a “unified judicial system for purpose of jurisdiction, 

operation and administration.”  

7. Article IV, Section 12(4) of the North Carolina Constitution 

requires the General Assembly, by general law uniformly applicable in every 

local court district in the State, to prescribe the jurisdiction and powers of the 

District Courts.    

8. The jurisdiction, operation, and administration of Mecklenburg 

District Courts, including election of District Court judges, is defined by N.C. 

Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-140, 7A-133 (hereinafter “S.L.-149”), and 7A-200.  

9. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-140 requires that each district judge “shall 

be elected by the qualified voters of the District Court district in which he or 

she is to serve . . ..” and N.C. Gen. Stat. §7A-200 defines “District” as set forth 

in S.L. 2018-14 as one that “consists exclusively of one or more entire 

counties.” 

10. Notwithstanding that § N.C. Gen. Stat. §7A-140 requires 

“District[s]” to “consist exclusively of one or more entire counties,” S.L. 2018-

14 splits judicial district 26, Mecklenburg County, into 8 Voting Subdistricts 

denominated respectively as “District” 26A through 26H.   

11. After the passage of S.L. 2018-14, District Court judge candidates 

may register as a candidate only in a Voting Subdistrict in which they reside.  
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12. In addition to creating multiple Voting Subdistricts in 

Mecklenburg County, S.L. 2018-14 divides the numbered 21 designated 

judgeships in Mecklenburg County to the 8 individual Voting Subdistricts.  By 

creating a number of Voting Subdistricts that is not divisible evenly into the 

21 judgeships, it was impossible to distribute the number of judgeships evenly 

over the 8 Voting Subdistricts.  Hence, some Voting Subdistricts are allocated 

3 judgeships, and some are allocated only 2 judgeships. 

13. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-140 provides in part that “Each district judge 

shall be elected by the qualified voters of the District Court district in which 

he or she is to serve at the time of the election.” 

14. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-149(a) provides that “Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, a District Court judge of a District Court district which 

in a set of districts as defined by N.C. Gen. Stat. 7A-200 has jurisdiction in the 

entire county or counties in which the district is located to the same extent as 

if the district encompassed the entire county, and has jurisdiction in the 

entire set of districts to the same extent as if the district encompassed the 

entire set of districts.” 

15. N.C. Gen. Stat. §7A-200(2) provides that “Set of Districts” means 

any set of two or more District Court districts established under N.C. Gen. 

Stat. 7A-133, none of which consists exclusively of one or more entire counties, 

but both or all of which include territory from the same county or counties and 

together comprise all of the territory of that county or those counties . . . .” 
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16. None of Voting Subdistricts 26A through H “consists exclusively of 

one or more entire counties” and Voting Subdistricts 26A through H are not 

“District Court districts” as defined by N.C. Gen. Stat. 7A-140. 

17. No District Court judge who is elected only by the voters of a 

Voting Subdistrict was “elected by the qualified voters of the District Court 

district in which he or she is to serve at the time of the election.” 

18. Residents of all but two other counties in North Carolina elect 

their District Court judges at-large in whole counties or combinations of whole 

counties and are thereby elected by and preside over the totality of the 

qualified voters of the district in which the judges will serve.  

19. Article VI, Section 1 of the North Carolina Constitution 

establishes the qualifications to be eligible to vote in North Carolina, and 

Article VI, Section 6 guarantees to all qualified voters the right to be eligible 

for election to office by all of the voters in a judicial district. Plaintiffs include 

attorneys who would be eligible to be elected as judges under Article IV, 

Section 22 of the North Carolina Constitution.  

20. Article I, Section 19 of the North Carolina Constitution, like the 

Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, guarantees that no 

person shall be denied the equal protection of the laws, and,like the Fifteenth 

Amendment, guarantees that no person shall be subjected to discrimination by 

the State because of race, color, religion, or national origin. 
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21. Before the passage of S.L. 2018-14, voters in Mecklenburg County, 

District 26, voted in each of the elections of all 21 District Court judges in 

Mecklenburg County.  Currently, those 21 judges, although not elected 

countywide, preside over a countywide unified court system in Mecklenburg 

County but only after they are nominated and elected by the voters in the 

Voting Subdistrict in which they, themselves, reside.  

22. When S.L. 2018-14 was passed by the General Assembly, 8 Voting 

Subdistricts were created that were deliberately segregated along color and 

racial lines in violation of State law and the State and Federal Constitutions. 

Furthermore, voters in those Voting Subdistricts may not vote for all 

candidates for judges in the County but may only vote for either 2 or 3 judges 

who are residents of only the voters’ subdistrict.  Similarly, the candidates 

who wish to run for District Court judge are restricted to running for either 2 

or 3 judgeships that have been assigned to the Voting Subdistricts in which 

they reside.   

23. The electoral mechanism of voter and candidate allocation 

contained in S.L. 2018-14 was unnecessary, had no rational basis, was 

arbitrary, and was not based on any compelling state interest. 

24. S.L. 2018-14 was not based on any required or compelling state or 

federal interest that would justify violation of the State or Federal 

Constitutions, nor was it narrowly tailored to achieve any legitimate state 

interest, assuming a legitimate state interest existed.  
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PARTIES 

25. Plaintiff, Kelly Alexander, Jr. is an adult citizen, taxpayer, and 

registered voter in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.  He 

currently serves in the North Carolina General Assembly representing House 

District 107.  On his voter registration, he is listed as a Black or African 

American, male, residing in Precinct 25. Previously he was the Plaintiff in a 

1986 federal lawsuit under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, Alexander v. 

Martin, No. 86-1048-CIV-5 (E.D.N.C.), the settlement of which was 

incorporated in S.L. 1987-305, which led to the establishment of election 

subdistricts in the judicial district created for the election of Superior Court 

judges in North Carolina. He is listed as residing in Judicial Subdistrict 26E.  

A copy of his voter registration card is attached hereto and incorporated 

herein as if fully set out in Exhibit 1. 

26. Plaintiff, Donald R. Cureton, Jr. is an adult citizen, taxpayer and 

register voter in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. He is a 

licensed attorney and was elected to the District Court bench in a non-

partisan election held within the entire County of Mecklenburg in 2014 and 

served for four years.  In 2018 he was a candidate for re-election for his seat in 

a Subdistrict 26A of Mecklenburg County where he resides.  He lost this 

election.  On his voter registration, he is listed as a Black or African 

American, male, registered since 1996 and residing in Precinct 236. A copy of 

his voter registration card is attached hereto and incorporated herein as if 
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fully set out in Exhibit 1. Copies of his election results for 2014 and 2018 are 

attached in Exhibit 2.  

27. Plaintiff, Alicia D. Brooks is an adult citizen, taxpayer and 

register voter in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. She is a 

licensed attorney and was elected to the District Court bench in a non-

partisan election held within the entire County of Mecklenburg in 2014 and 

served for four years.  In 2018, she was a candidate for re-election for her seat 

in Subdistrict 26A of Mecklenburg County where she resides.  She lost this 

election.  On her voter registration, she is listed as a Black or African 

American, female, registered since 1994 and residing in Precinct 216. A copy 

of her voter registration card is attached hereto and incorporated herein as if 

fully set out in Exhibit 1. Copies of her election results for 2014 and 2018 are 

attached in Exhibit 2.  

28. Plaintiff, Kimberly Yvette Best, is an adult citizen, taxpayer and 

register voter in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County, North Carolina. She is a 

licensed attorney and was elected to the District Court bench in a non-

partisan election held within the entire County of Mecklenburg in 2012 and 

2016.  She is currently serving and intends to run in the 2020 elections for 

District Court judge seat in Subdistrict 26A where she resides.  On her voter 

registration, she is listed as a Black or African American, female, registered 

since 1997 and residing in Precinct 236. A copy of her voter registration card 



9 

is attached hereto and incorporated herein as if fully set out in Exhibit 1. 

Copies of her election results for 2012 and 2016 are attached in Exhibit 2.  

29. Plaintiff Laurene L. Callender is a voter and taxpayer who lives in 

Judicial District 26C only has 2 votes for District Court judge. On her  

registration she is listed as a Black or African American, female registered 

since 2006 and residing in Precinct 202. A copy of her registration card is 

attached hereto and incorporated herein as if fully set out in Exhibit 1.  

30. Plaintiff Latricia H. Ward is a voter and taxpayer who lives in 

Judicial District 26C and only has 2 votes for District Court judge. On her 

registration she is listed as a Black or African American, female registered 

since 1999 and residing in Precinct 202. A copy of her registration card is 

attached hereto and incorporated herein as if fully set out in Exhibit 1. 

31. Plaintiffs bring this complaint on behalf of themselves and those 

residents, voters and taxpayers that are similarly situated, and those persons 

who exercise their right to free speech, right to petition, right to enjoy open 

courts, and otherwise associate with them to elect judges and other officials.  

32. At the time this complaint is filed, there is no Chairmen of the 

State Board of Elections. Plaintiffs reserve the right to amend their complaint 

to add a new member when a new member is named. 
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33.  Defendants Stella Anderson, Jeff Carmon III, David C. Black, 

Damon Circosta, and Ken Raymond are members of the State Board and are 

sued in their official capacity only. 

34. Defendant Karen Brinson Bell is the executive director of the 

State Board and is sued in her official capacity only. 

35. Defendant Roy A. Cooper, III is the Governor of the State of North 

Carolina and is sued in his official capacity only. 

36. Defendant Phillip E. Berger is the President Pro Tempore of the 

North Carolina Senate and is sued in his official capacity only as a necessary 

party pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 120-32.6 and N.C. R. Civ. P. 19(d). 

37. Defendant Timothy K. Moore is the Speaker of the House of 

Representatives of North Carolina and is sued in his official capacity only as a 

necessary party pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 120-32.6 and N.C. R. Civ. P. 

19(d). 

38. Josh Stein is the Attorney General of North Carolina.  He is not a 

defendant, but he is being served to give notice of this civil action challenging 

the constitutionality of North Carolina State statutes pursuant to federal law. 

39. The State Board is an independent agency of the State of North 

Carolina, and it and its members are responsible for conducting elections 

throughout North Carolina, including elections for District Court Judges in 

the 26th judicial district comprised of Mecklenburg County. 



11 

JURISDICTION 

40. Jurisdiction and Venue are proper in Wake County pursuant to 

N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 1-81.1(a1) and 1-267.1(a1) because this Complaint 

challenges the facial validity of an act of the General Assembly, because it 

violates North Carolina statutes, and because it violates the North Carolina 

and United States Constitutions.  

41. In accordance with N.C. Gen. Stat. § 1-267.1, Plaintiffs anticipate 

that the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of North Carolina will appoint 

three judges (“three judge panel”) to hear the challenges raised by this 

complaint. 

42. This complaint asks that the three judge panel declare the rights, 

status, and other legal relations of the Plaintiffs with respect to the 

challenged statutes. This matter involves an actual case or controversy as set 

forth below. 

43. The complaint further requests that the three judge panel issue a 

preliminary injunction prohibiting District Court elections in Voting 

Subdistricts and a permanent injunction invalidating the statute in question 

and requiring District Court judge elections in District Court District 26 to be 

done in the entirety of Mecklenburg County. As set forth more fully below and 

in the Motion and affidavits filed contemporaneously herewith, Plaintiffs will 

suffer irreparable injury if the judges in judicial district 26 are not allowed to 

register and are not elected by all of the qualified voters in the entire County.  
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44. This matter is timely and ripe for determination in that the filing 

for election is approximately three months away and is necessary to allow an 

orderly process of the decisions of potential contestants including the 

Plaintiffs Cureton, Brooks, and Best and those similarly situated.  These 

decisions will need to be made with respect to the December filing of notices of 

candidacy for the primary and general election contests to be conducted in 

March of 2020. 

45. This Court has concurrent subject matter jurisdiction over claims 

arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, which claims arise out of the same set of facts 

as the State claims.  

STANDING AND NEED FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

46. All Plaintiffs have standing to challenge the constitutionality of 

the statute in that they are registered voters in Mecklenburg County who 

regularly vote, donate to political candidates or receive donations, and 

associate with other voters to achieve their political goals.  In addition, 

several Plaintiffs have been candidates for election in the past and will be 

considering future candidacies in District 26, Mecklenburg County.  

47. Plaintiffs Cureton, Brooks, and Best are licensed attorneys and 

have standing because they have been successful candidates for the office of 

District Court judge in the past and intend to offer themselves as candidates 

for election in the 2020 primary and general elections. Failure to grant 

immediate relief will afford these Plaintiffs no adequate remedy at law.   
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48. The Plaintiffs are jointly and individually injured in part by being 

stigmatized by being divided by color or race for purposes of electing District 

Court judges.  

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

49. Under the 1868 Constitution of North Carolina, Article II, Section 

1, legislative power was vested in the General Assembly.  Article IV granted 

power to the General Assembly to create a court system within any 

constitutional limitations. 

50. In 1955, Governor Hodges requested that the North Carolina Bar 

Association create a Commission to modernize the North Carolina court 

system.  This Commission, when created, was headed by Spencer Bell 

(hereinafter the “Bell Commission”).  The charge of the Bell Commission was 

in large part to make recommendations to the General Assembly related to 

modernizing the court system in North Carolina.   

51. The Bell Commission recommended that Article IV of the 1968 

Constitution of North Carolina be amended to create a “unified” Court system. 

This recommendation was adopted by the General Assembly in the proposed 

constitutional amendment of 1962.  This Amendment, after ratification, 

became revised Article IV of the North Carolina Constitution (hereinafter the 

“1962 Amendment”). One purpose of the 1962 Amendment was to establish a 

“unified judicial system”. See e.g., State v. Matthews, 270 N.C. 35, 153 S.E.2d 

791 (1967). 
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52. At the time of the adoption of the 1962 Amendment there were 21 

“Superior Court” districts in North Carolina which consisted of single whole 

counties or combinations of whole counties.  No North Carolina Superior Court 

District was split or contained any Voting Subdistricts.  

53. The 1962 Amendment to Article IV of the North Carolina 

Constitution, provides in relevant part as follows: 

Sec. 1. Judicial power. 
 
The judicial power of the State shall, except as provided in Sec. 3 
of this Article, be vested in a Court for the Trial of Impeachments 
and in a General Court of Justice. The General Assembly shall have 
no power to deprive the judicial department of any power or 
jurisdiction that rightfully pertains to it as a co-ordinate 
department of the government, nor shall it establish or authorize 
any courts other than as permitted by this Article.  
(emphasis added). 

 
Sec. 2. General Court of Justice. 
 
The General Court of Justice shall constitute a unified judicial 
system for purposes of jurisdiction, operation, and administration, 
and shall consist of an Appellate Division, a Superior Court 
Division, and a District Court Division. 
(emphasis added) 
 
Sec. 10. District Courts. 
The General Assembly shall, from time to time, divide the State 
into a convenient number of local court districts and shall prescribe 
where the District Courts shall sit, but a District Court must sit in 
at least one place in each county. District Judges shall be elected 
for each district for a term of four years, in a manner prescribed by 
law. When more than one District Judge is authorized and elected 
for a district, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court shall 
designate one of the judges as Chief District Judge. Every District 
Judge shall reside in the district for which he is elected. For each 
county, the senior regular resident Judge of the Superior Court 
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serving the county shall appoint from nominations submitted by the 
Clerk of the Superior Court of the county, one or more Magistrates 
who shall be officers of the District Court. The initial term of 
appointment for a magistrate shall be for two years and subsequent 
terms shall be for four years. The number of District Judges and 
Magistrates shall, from time to time, be determined by the General 
Assembly. Vacancies in the office of District Judge shall be filled 
for the unexpired term in a manner prescribed by law. Vacancies in 
the office of Magistrate shall be filled for the unexpired term in the 
manner provided for original appointment to the office, unless 
otherwise provided by the General Assembly.  
(emphasis added). 
 
Sec. 12(4). Jurisdiction of the General Court of Justice. 
 
(4) District Courts; Magistrates. – The General Assembly shall, by 
general law uniformly applicable in every local court district of the 
State, prescribe the jurisdiction and powers of the District Courts 
and Magistrates.  
(emphasis added). 
 
54.  Article IV, Section 1 acts as a limitation on the power of the 

General Assembly to create courts. 

55. In Chapter 310 of the Session Laws of 1965, the enabling 

legislation creating the first District Court judges in a “unified judicial 

system” and, as such, the General Assembly established District Courts in 

whole counties or combinations of whole county districts. The numbers and 

boundaries of the District Court districts were identical to those of the 

Superior Court Judicial Districts.  

56. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-140 adopted at the time of the beginning of 

the District Court system required and still requires: “Each district judge 

shall be elected by the qualified voters of the District Court district in which 
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he or she is to serve at the time of the election for members of the General 

Assembly.” 

57. The connotative definition of local court district included whole 

counties or combination of whole counties for purposes of the constitution and 

in the enabling legislation—only whole counties or combinations thereof were 

used to define the area in which the District Court judges were to serve. 

58. All District Court judges elected in Mecklenburg County serve all 

residents in Mecklenburg County and have jurisdiction to resolve disputes 

which arise in Mecklenburg County. But, under the current Voting Subdistrict 

system, not all “qualified voters of the District Court in Mecklenburg County” 

currently are allowed to vote in the elections for all of the District Court 

judges who serve them.  

BACKGROUND LEADING TO CURRENT VOTING SUBDISTRICTS 

59. In Session Laws 1969, chapter 1258 the General Assembly 

proposed an “editorial” version of the Constitution of North Carolina which 

was ratified by the voters in the election of 1970.  At that time all District 

Courts consisted of whole counties or combinations thereof.  

60. Under N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-149 and 7A-200, the jurisdiction of 

the District Court in Mecklenburg County covers the entire county as follows:  

a. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-149 (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, a district court judge of a district court 
district which is in a set of districts as defined by N.C. Gen. 
Stat. 7A-200 has jurisdiction in the entire county or counties 
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in which the district is located to the same extent as if the 
district encompassed the entire county, and has jurisdiction 
in the entire set of districts to the same extent as if the 
district encompassed the entire set of districts. 

b. N.C. Gen. Stat.7A-149 (b) All sessions of district court shall 
be for an entire county, whether that county comprises or is 
located in a district or in a set of districts as defined in N.C. 
Gen. Stat. 7A-200, and at each session all matters and 
proceedings arising anywhere in the county may be heard. 

c. N.C. Gen. Stat. 7A-200 (1) "District" means any district court 
district established by N.C. Gen. Stat. 7A-133 which consists 
exclusively of one or more entire counties; 
 

61. Article IV, Section 22 of the North Carolina Constitution, 

“Qualification of Justices and Judges” reads as follows: “Only persons duly 

authorized to practice law in the courts of this State shall be eligible for 

election or appointment as a . . . Judge of District Court.”  

62. Article IV, Section 22 of the North Carolina Constitution was 

adopted subsequent to the other sections of Articles IV and VI of the 

Constitution.  

63. Unlike Superior Court judges who are statewide judges and rotate 

from county to county in Judicial Divisions throughout the State, a District 

Court judge’s jurisdiction, operation, and administration is regularly in the 

judicial district in which he or she resides and in which they were elected or 

appointed. 

64. In District Court District 26, the only courthouse is in Charlotte, 

and cases are filed there. There are no other courthouses in District 26. 
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65. District Court judges in District 26 are not assigned based on 

where they reside.  All judges preside over matters having no connection to 

where the litigants reside within Mecklenburg County.  

66. Record keeping for purposes of caseload statistics is kept without 

regard to any Voting Subdistrict. 

67. After the adoption of Article IV, Section 22, the United States 

Congress in 1982 amended the Voting Rights Act of 1965 to ease the burden 

on minority groups to prove racial discrimination in states using at-large 

elections.  

The 1982 CHANGE TO SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE ELECTIONS 

68. In 1982, all trial division judges in North Carolina were elected 

at-large.  

69. After 1982, three cases which were challenges to statewide at-

large elections of Superior Court judges were brought, Haith v. Martin, 618 F. 

Supp 410 (1985), Alexander v. Martin, No. 86-1048-CIV-5 (E.D.N.C.), and 

Republican Party v. Martin, 980 F.2d 943 (1992). Following Alexander v. 

Martin, the General Assembly divided Mecklenburg County for the purpose of 

electing Superior Court judges.  In so doing, the State resolved the Section 2 

and Section 5 Voting Rights Act claims brought against the State.  District 

Court judges usually preside in the counties in which they reside and are 

elected countywide and no change was made to District Court judge elections. 
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THE 2011 CHANGES TO MECKLENBURG COUNTY LEGISLATIVE 

DISTRICTS 

70. In 2011, the General Assembly redrew the State legislative maps 

using population data from the 2010 decennial census.  Mecklenburg County 

was divided into legislative districts, and past political and racial election 

statistics were used in making the legislative maps in 2011 and 2017. Hence, 

as of 2018, these legislative statistics were known to the legislators 

sponsoring and enacting S.L. 2018-14, i.e. prior to the time the new judicial 

Voting Subdistricts were drawn. 

71. As of 2012, the elections of District Court judges in Mecklenburg 

County were at-large elections, and all elections were based on numbered 

seats having no relationship to any particular geographic area. Of the 12 seats 

up for District Court judge election in 2012, 6 of the seats were uncontested 

and 6 were contested.  The elections were conducted in non-partisan primaries 

in which all voters and constitutionally qualified candidates in Mecklenburg 

County had the opportunity to participate.   

72. In 2012, every voter in Mecklenburg County had an equal 

opportunity to participate in both the primaries and general elections without 

any structural dilution of their votes by color, race, or political affiliation. 

Exhibit 2 shows information from the voter registration records, the results of 

the election, whether contested or uncontested, and race of each candidate in 

this election.  
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73. In the 2012 countywide elections, minority candidates, regardless 

of where they resided, won the contested District Court seats.  

74. In the 2014 Elections for District Court judge in Mecklenburg 

County, all elections were, again, countywide, i.e. District 26-wide, elections 

for numbered seats. Of the 9 seats up for election, 7 of the seats were 

uncontested and 2 were contested.  The elections were conducted in non-

partisan primaries in which all voters and constitutionally qualified 

candidates in Mecklenburg County had an equal opportunity to participate in 

both the primaries and general elections without regard to party affiliation. 

Exhibit 2 shows information from the voter registration records, the results of 

the election, whether contested or uncontested, and race of each candidate in 

this election.   

75. In the 2014 elections, candidates preferred by the minority 

community won the two District Court seats contested. 

76. In the 2016 Elections for District Court judges in Mecklenburg 

County, all elections again were at-large elections for numbered seats. Of the 

12 seats up for election, 3 of the seats were contested.  The elections were 

conducted in non-partisan primaries in which all voters and constitutionally 

qualified candidates in Mecklenburg County had an equal opportunity to 

participate in both the primaries and general elections without regard to 

political affiliation. Exhibit 2 shows information from the voter registration 
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records, the results of the election, whether contested or uncontested, and race 

and political affiliation of each candidate in this election.  

77. In the 2016 non-partisan elections, candidates preferred by the 

minority community won all of the District Court seats contested.  

ELECTIONS AFTER PASSAGE OF S.L. 2018-14 

78. In the 2018 elections for District Court judge in Mecklenburg 

County, because of S.L. 2018-14, all voting for District Court judges was done 

by numbered seats and, for the first time, was done by Voting Subdistricts.  

79. In 2018, there were 9 seats up for election, of which 5 were 

uncontested and 4 were contested. Exhibit 2 shows information from the voter 

registration records, the results of the election, whether the seat was 

contested or uncontested, and the race and political affiliation of each 

candidate.  

80. A map showing the residences of the District Court and superior 

court judges in Mecklenburg County after the 2016 elections and considered 

by the General Assembly during passage of S.L. 2018-14 is attached as 

Exhibit 3.  

81. Two changes in State law preceded the 2018 judicial election for 

District Court judges. 

82. In 2017, the General Assembly changed the method of election of 

District Court judges from non-partisan to partisan elections. S.L. 2017-3. By 
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changing the method of election from non-partisan to partisan, the General 

Assembly limited the opportunity of unaffiliated candidates to participate in 

District Court primary elections.  

83. Effective 2018, the General Assembly divided Mecklenburg 

County into 8 intentionally assigned Voting Subdistricts.  See N.C. Gen. Stat. 

§ 7A-133(a). 

84. Additionally, the General Assembly selected the number of judges 

that would be assigned to and elected from the 8 Voting Subdistricts it 

created. By definition, once a county is divided into Voting Subdistricts, the 

population of each Voting Subdistrict is fluid but the population as of the 

initial assignment of voters and numbers of judges is known as of the time of 

the creation of the Voting Subdistricts. Hence the population of Voting 

Subdistricts varies and affects the number of voters who are available to vote 

for District Court candidates in any particular election.  This population 

variability has no effect in a countywide District Court election because all 

voters have the opportunity to vote in all District Court elections. 

85. As shown in the chart below, the effect of S.L. 2018-14 was the 

formation of what is in essence four districts controlled by white voters 

(A,B,C,D) and four districts controlled by black or non-white voters (E,F,G,H). 

A copy of the chart is attached hereto as Exhibit 11. 
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86. In 2018, post-passage of S.L. 2018-14, the election results were 

distinctive in that 6 white persons won election, and only 2 black persons won 

election.  

87. On information and belief, Mecklenburg County currently has 

over 5,000 North Carolina licensed attorneys residing in Mecklenburg County 

(Judicial District 26), most of whom are eligible to run for District Court judge 

under the provisions of Article IV, Section 22 of the North Carolina 

Constitution and are qualified under the provisions of Article VI, Sections 1 

and 6. 

 

Total 
Voters 

Total 
White 
Voters 

Total 
Black 
Voters 

Total 
Democrats 

and 
Unaffiliated 

Total Black 
Democrats 

and 
Unaffiliated 

Percentage 
of Black 
Voters in 

Democratic 
Primary 

Total 
Republic
ans and 
Unaffilia

ted 

Total 
White 

Republi
cans 
and 

Unaffili
ated 

Percentage 
of White 
Voters in 

Republican 
Primary 

26A 89077 73192 7422 54910 7194 13.1% 64936 57000 87.8% 
26B 86286 68830 6848 54415 6626 12.2% 63056 53840 85.4% 
26C 95160 70893 14763 63821 14405 22.6% 65834 55882 84.9% 
26D 94127 49456 28388 73037 27599 37.8% 53047 36079 68.0% 
26E 93211 37549 44528 79986 43560 54.5% 41072 25861 63.0% 
26F 93995 31511 50807 81532 49499 60.7% 38534 22002 57.1% 
26G 84745 25989 44515 73813 43566 59.0% 35873 18835 52.5% 
26H 77069 29821 34376 64610 33464 51.8% 34294 20757 60.5% 
Whole 
County 713670 387241 231647 546124 225913  396646 290256            

   

Whole 
County 
Non-

Partisan 
Primary 

Whole 
County 

Democratic 
Primary  

Whole 
County 

Republican 
Primary 

 

   

 
Percentage of 
Black Voters if: 32.5% 41.4%      

 
Percentage of 
White Voters if: 54.3%  73.2%     
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BACKGROUND RELATED TO THE ADDOPTION OF S.L. 2018-14 

88. On Tuesday, May 29, 2018, Miller A. Regan on Behalf of Senator 

Dan Bishop sent an email to the District Court Judges regarding SB 757 (the 

“Bishop-Tart” plan) which explained the purposes behind the bill which 

became S.L. 2014-18.  The letter is attached hereto as Exhibit 4. 

89. The General Assembly enacted S.L. 2018-14, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-

133(a) in 2018 and, thereby, divided the Mecklenburg District Court Districts 

into 8 Voting Subdistricts (26A-H). The creation of these Voting Subdistricts 

grouped the voters in Mecklenburg County into enclaves that were assigned 

either 2 or 3 District Court judicial elections out of the 21 elections that were 

to be conducted in the County.  The chart below shows the number of 

residents in the Voting Subdistricts, according to the 2010 Census figures 

supplied to the Plaintiffs by the Public Redistricting Terminal, a copy of which 

is attached hereto as Exhibit 12: 

District No. Residents In District Judges Residents per Judge 

26A 110,900 3 36,996 

26B 109,731 3 36,577 

26C 109,443 2 54,721 

26D 120,320 2 60,160 

26E 114,674 3 38,224 

26F 118,481 3 39,493 
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90. Before the passage of S.L. 2018-14 and creation of Voting 

Subdistricts, countywide voting provided complete equality in the voting 

strength of each voter and an equal opportunity for each lawyer to run for a 

judgeship in Mecklenburg County.   

91. After the passage of S.L. 2018-14, the number of voters who are 

allowed to vote for numbered seats varies between 60,160 voters for the two 

judges in District 26D and 36,577 voters for the three judges in District 26B (a 

disparity of 23,523 voters per judge). In a countywide election there is no 

disparity – every voter gets to vote for every judge.  

92. Exhibit 6 shows the racial distribution of residents in the 8 

districts using 2010 census numbers.  

93. Exhibit 7 shows the distribution of voters in each of the Voting 

Subdistricts based on information routinely kept by the Mecklenburg Board of 

Elections and published on their website showing race, party affiliation, and 

gender. 

COUNT ONE 
(Violation of Article IV 

of the North Carolina Constitution) 
94. The allegations of paragraphs 1 through 93 are hereby realleged 

and incorporated herein as if fully set out. 

26G 117,308 2 58,654 

26H 118,771 3 39,590 
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95. The passage S.L. 2018-14 denies the Plaintiffs and other residents 

of Mecklenburg County the constitutional right to a “unified judicial system.”  

96. The right to a “unified judicial system” is a constitutional right 

which is fundamental to liberty and has been guaranteed to the residents of 

the State without regard to their location. 

97. From the time of creation of the District Court in Mecklenburg 

County until the passage of S.L. 2018-14, the Plaintiffs and other residents of 

Mecklenburg County were part of the “unified judicial system” as 

constitutionally defined.   

98. Failure to conform any statute to the requirement of a unified 

judicial system denies equal protection to the citizens of Mecklenburg County 

and the right to an independent judiciary chosen by all citizens within that 

judicial district. Further, the enactment of the statute in question interferes 

with the separation of powers mandated by the Constitution of North 

Carolina.   

99. Residents of other North Carolina counties who enjoy the benefits 

of a “unified” system are similarly situated to the residents of Mecklenburg 

County, but are able to vote for all of the judges who are part of their “unified” 

system.  Mecklenburg residents have been unequally denied the right to vote 

for all of their District Court judges based on an arbitrary allocation of voters 

allocated to split areas of Mecklenburg County.  This allocation was in 
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violation of Article IV of the State Constitution as well as provisions of federal 

statutes and the United States Constitution. 

100. Prior to the passage of S.L. 2018-14, Mecklenburg County, as a 

whole, consisted of one “local court district” and residents, eligible candidates, 

and voters were able to vote for all of the judges within their unified County.  

101. Article IV of the North Carolina Constitution requires a unified 

judicial system. 

102. Article IV Section 2 of the North Carolina Constitution is in 

conflict with S.L. 2018-14 in that S.L. 2018-14 require District Court judges to 

be elected in Voting Subdistricts that are not part of a unified court system in 

which all of the voters are allowed to vote for all District Court judges who 

preside over an entire District Court district. 

103. N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-140 and 200 are in conflict with S.L. 2018-

14, rendering the amendment to N. C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-133 as it relates to 

District Court District 26 a nullity. 

104. The parties have an actual, justiciable controversy with respect to 

their rights and obligations under the North Carolina Constitution and 

statues as to the following issues: 

a. Do the provisions of S.L. 2018-14 and N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 7A-140 

and 200 apply to the election of District Court judges in 
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Mecklenburg County and do they violate Article IV of the North 

Carolina Constitution?  

b. If S.L. 2018-14 violates Article IV of the North Carolina 

Constitution, should the Defendant State Board be enjoined from 

conducting elections in 2020 for District Court judge in 

Mecklenburg County under the terms of S.L. 2018-14?  

COUNT TWO 
(Equal Protection and the denial of the right to cast an 

undiluted vote and be a candidate for judicial office in a 
“unified” court system) 

105. The allegations of paragraphs 1 through 104 are hereby realleged 

and incorporated herein as if fully set out. 

106. According to the 2010 Census, there were 919,628 residents of 

Mecklenburg County of which 686,290 were of voting age population. 

107. According to the State Board website on June 1, 2019, there were 

712,218 voters in Mecklenburg County.   

108. After Mecklenburg County was divided into judicial Voting 

Subdistricts, Mecklenburg County began keeping records of the demographic 

and political make-up of the voters’ categories in each of the judicial Voting 

Subdistrict according to the characteristic of the voters’ registration card.  

This data (as of the date it was collected) is attached hereto as Exhibit 6 and 

included herein as if fully set forth.  
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109. In the non-partisan elections prior to 2017, all voters in 

Mecklenburg County could vote in the primary and general elections for 

District Court judge and could cast votes for all 21 judges. 

110. In the non-partisan elections prior to 2016, all constitutionally 

qualified candidates in Mecklenburg County were eligible for election by the 

people in either the primary or general elections for District Court judge.  

111. In the 2018 elections and subsequent elections, constitutionally 

qualified candidates who lived in Mecklenburg County were restricted by their 

residency in a particular Voting Subdistrict to run in only one of the judicial 

Voting Subdistricts in a primary and general election for either 2 seats or 3 

seats, a reduction of 18 or 19 election opportunities to be eligible to be elected 

by the voters for a judicial office created by the North Carolina Constitution. 

112. In the 2018 elections and subsequent elections, constitutionally 

qualified voters who lived in Mecklenburg County were restricted by their 

residency to only vote in one of the judicial Voting Subdistricts in a primary 

and general election for either 2 seats or 3 seats, a reduction of 18 or 19 

election opportunities to be eligible to vote for judicial office. 

113. Citizens’ votes and election opportunities in similarly situated 

other North Carolina counties are not so restricted.  

114. In 2018, the General Assembly enacted S.L. 2018-14 which 

divided the Mecklenburg into 8 Voting Subdistricts. The chart shows the 
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following according to the 2010 Census figures supplied to the Plaintiffs by 

the Public Redistricting Terminal, a copy of which is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 12: 

 
115. Before the passage of S.L. 2018-14, there was absolute equality in 

voting strength and opportunity of lawyers to run for office in Mecklenburg 

County and now the largest number of residents per judge is 1 judge per 

60,160 in District 26D and the smallest District is District 26B with 1 judge 

per 36,577 residents with a disparity of 23,523 voters. 

116. The creation of Voting Subdistricts in Mecklenburg County sorts 

voters and citizens eligible to run for office by an irrational, arbitrary, and 

capricious regulation which denies equal protection of the law under Article I, 

District No. Residents Judges Per District Residents Per Judge 

26A 110,900 3 36,996 

26B 109,731 3 36,577 

26C 109,443 2 54,721 

26D 120,320 2 60,160 

26E 114,674 3 38,224 

26F 118,481 3 39,493 

26G 117,308 2 58,654 

26H 118,771 3 39,590 
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Section 19 of the North Carolina Constitution and the 14th Amendment to the 

United States Constitution. 

117. The allocation of judges to 2 district and 3 districts within 

Mecklenburg County is an irrational, arbitrary, and capricious regulation 

which denies equal protection of the law under Article I, Section 19 of the 

North Carolina Constitution and the 14th Amendment to the United States 

Constitution. 

118. The statute in question is subject to heightened scrutiny under 

the State Constitution, and the State cannot justify this policy under any 

significant state interest given the constitutional provisions of Articles I, IV, 

and VI of the State Constitution. 

119. Because this regulation involves voting and First Amendment 

protection, this regulation is subject and strict scrutiny under the federal 

Equal Protection Clause. 

120. The parties have an actual, justiciable controversy with respect to 

their rights and obligations under the North Carolina Constitution and 

statues as to the following issues: 

a. Do the provisions of S.L. 2018-14 which apply to the election of 
District Court judges in Mecklenburg County violate Article I, 
Section 19’s Equal Protection Clause of the North Carolina 
Constitution? 
 

b. Do the provisions of S.L.2018-14 which apply to the election of 
District Court judges in Mecklenburg County violate the 
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Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause of the United 
States Constitution? 
 

c. If so, may the Defendant State Board conduct elections in 2020 
under the terms of S.L. 2018-14 for District Court judge in 
Mecklenburg County?  
 

COUNT THREE 
Equal Protection and right to be free of racial discrimination in 

voting and the right not to have a vote abridged on the basis of race 
under the 15th Amendment. 

 
121. The allegations of paragraphs 1 through 120 are hereby realleged 

and incorporated herein as if fully set out. 

122. Article I, Section 19 of the North Carolina Constitution reads in 

relevant part as follows: “No person shall be denied the equal protection of the 

laws; nor shall any person be subjected to discrimination by the State because 

of race, color, religion, or national origin.” 

123. The Fourteenth Amendment reads in relevant part as follows: No 

state shall “deny to any person within its jurisdiction equal protection of the 

laws.” 

124. The Fifteenth Amendment reads in relevant part as follows: “The 

right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged by 

. . . any state on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude.”  

125. The Plaintiffs are citizens and persons within the meaning of 

Article I, Section 19 of the North Carolina Constitution and citizens and 

persons within the meaning of the Fourteenth and Fifteen Amendments.  
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126. North Carolina hereto for uses whole counties to allocate and elect 

its judges and whole counties, individually or in groups, are a traditional 

redistricting principle which was used in Mecklenburg County and elsewhere 

since the creation of the District Courts. 

127. In passing S.L. 2018-14, North Carolina departed from this 

traditional redistricting principle and allocated voters and potential 

candidates to geographic Voting Subdistricts predominately on the basis of 

race. 

128. On information and belief, the legislators who sponsored this 

legislation had access to and were familiar with the racial make-up of 

geographic areas in Mecklenburg County. 

129. The districts which were created by S.L. 2018-14 are bizarrely 

shaped and can only be explained on the basis of race. 

130. Judicial Subdistrict 26A in which three of the Plaintiffs live is 

bizarrely shaped and its shape is shown below: 
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131. The Mecklenburg County Board of Elections website provides the 

public with demographic reports of election districts including all of the 

judicial Districts 26A through 26H together showing race data of registered 

voters by precinct within the county. A copy of this data is attached to this 

complaint as Exhibit 6 and attached hereto as if fully set out herein.  

132. If 2018-14 had not been passed and at-large elections had 

proceeded at-large, as of May 2, 2019 the total number of voters would have 

been 711,639 of whom 385,775 (55% White) would self-identify as white on 

their voter registration and 325,894 (45% Non-white) would have self-

identified as other than white in Mecklenburg County. 

133. In placing these two groups of voters (white (W) and non-white (non-

white)) into Voting Subdistricts the chart below shows how the voters were 

assigned into the 8 Voting Subdistricts, a copy of which is attached hereto as 

Exhibit 13. 

Districts Total Voters White Non-White Percent 

26A 88,864 72,926 15,938 82% W 

26B 85,775 68,809 16,966 80% W 

26C 96,634 70,653 26,011 73% W 

26D 93,271 49,148 44,123 52% W 

26E 92,657 37,194 55,463 66% NW 
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26F 93,354 31,367 61,987 66% NW 

26G 84,385 25,900 58,485 69% NW 

26H 76,699 29,778 46,921 61% NW 

 
134. As shown by the chart above, S.L. 2018-14 divided the county into 

two predominant color or racial groups and racially sorted the voters into 

districts, thereby unlawfully stigmatizing the voters in each district in 

violation of Article I, Section 19’s constitutional guarantee to be free of racial 

discrimination. 

135. The legislative history of what became S.L. 2018-14 confirms the 

discriminatory effects of the law were known to the legislature at the time of 

the passage of the legislation.   

136. After initial passage of S.L. 2018-14, Governor Cooper vetoed the 

measure with the following message to the legislature: “The legislative 

attempts to rig the courts by reducing the people’s vote hurts justice. 

Piecemeal attempts to target judges create unnecessary confusion and show 

contempt for North Carolina’s judiciary.”  Subsequently the legislature passed 

the measures over his veto. From this legislative history, it is clear the 

legislature intended the consequences of its actions.  

137. The effect of the legislation was to divide Mecklenburg County 

into 8 separate judicial local District Court voting districts to minimize the 
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voting strength of a cognizable racial minority of black or non-white voters 

and those who coalesce with black or non-white voters to dilute their voting 

strength and to segregate white voters into voting districts with overwhelming 

strength. 

138. Before the passage of this statute, black and non-white voters 

were able to vote for and elect the candidate of their choice in all elections for 

the 21 District Court judges in Mecklenburg County. After passage, voters in 

the four predominately black or non-white communities were only able to cast 

votes for 11 out of the 21 District Court judges.  

139. The districts used to dilute non-white voting communities are 

bizarrely shaped. The images below show the Districts’ bizarre shapes are 

included below and copies of which are attached hereto as Exhibit 10. By 

making certain districts fit the intended result, i.e. suppression of non-white 

voting power, white districts, too, were forced into bizarre shapes. See, for 

example, District 26A and adjoining Voting Subdistricts

.  



37 
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140. The shapes of Judicial Districts 26 A, B, and E are bizarre and 

can only be explained on the basis of color or race and does not further any 

state compelling interest. 

141. The shape of Judicial Districts 26 A, B, C and D are overwhelming 

packed with white voters, while Districts E, F, G. and H are overwhelmingly 

packed with black or non-white voters.  

142. Given the prior success of the candidates supported by the 

minority community in elections for District Court judge, there can be no  

strong basis in evidence to support dividing Mecklenburg into Voting 

Subdistricts predicated on either Section 2 or Section 5 of the Voting Rights 

Act.  

143. The effect of subdividing a judicial district into Voting 

Subdistricts was calculated to and did minimize the voting strength of the 

non-white minority community in Mecklenburg County which prior to 2018 

was able to elect candidates of their preference in contested countywide 

elections.   

144. The Plaintiffs Donald R. Cureton, Jr. and Alicia Brooks were 

affected by this racial sorting because they were black incumbent District 

Court judges who were placed in an 82% white district whose percentage of 

black voters and those who have the opportunity to coalesce with black voters 

is minimal. A map showing the Districts at the time of the division and the 
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homes of the incumbent judges is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 and is 

incorporated herein as if fully set out. 

145. The racial sorting among the Voting Subdistricts located in 

Mecklenburg County is an irrational, arbitrary, and capricious act which 

denies the Plaintiffs and those similarly situated freedom from racial 

discrimination as guaranteed under Article I, Section 19 of the North Carolina 

Constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States’ 

Constitution.  

146. The traditional use of whole counties was followed in 97 of the 

counties in North Carolina until the passage of S.L. 2018-14 when North 

Carolina’s largest two counties were divided into Voting Subdistricts.  

147. In the elections preceding the passage of S.L. 2018-14, a 

cognizable racial minority located within Mecklenburg County together with 

other voters was able to consistently elect their preferred candidates for 

District Court judge. Their ability to do so was enhanced by a decision of the 

General Assembly to change the method election of District Court judges from 

non-partisan to partisan. 

148. To minimize the voting strength of the cognizable racial minority, 

S.L. 2018-14 was enacted in conflict with the traditional principles of elections 

for District Court judge and in lieu of at-large elections in Mecklenburg 

County and chose a districting plan which allocated white voters into four 
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districts and non-white voters into four districts.  The district shapes created 

by S.L. 2018-14 are bizarre and can only be explained on the basis of race. 

149. As previously alleged the change from voting at-large to districts 

also changed the voting power of votes from equal voting power for all county 

residents to less than equal voting power based on race.  

150. Race was improperly used in drawing the boundaries of Judicial 

District 26A, 26B, 26C, 26D, 26E, 26F, 26G, 26H as shown by the chart 

previously alleged and as contained in Exhibit 13 previously alleged. 

151. A predominate motive on the part of the General Assembly in 

designing S.L. 2018-14 was racial and the statute has the effect of racial 

discrimination. 

152. This districting statute will require strict scrutiny under federal 

and State law, thus the burden will shift to the State to demonstrate that the 

districting legislation is narrowly tailored to achieve a compelling interest. 

153. The State will be unable to demonstrate that this districting 

legislation is narrowly tailored to achieve any compelling interest.  

154. The State action is in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment’s 

guarantee of equal protection of the laws and in violation of the Fifteenth 

Amendment’s guarantee that votes will not be abridged on the basis of race.   
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155. The State action is in violation of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 

as amended which was enacted by Congress to provide an “appropriate” 

legislation to enforce the constitutional guarantees.  

156. The parties have an actual, justiciable controversy with respect to 

their rights and obligations under the North Carolina and United States 

Constitution and statues as to the following issues: 

a. Do the provisions of S.L. 2018-14 which apply to the election of 
District Court judges in Mecklenburg County violate Article I, 
Section 19’s protection against unequal protection of the laws and 
racial discrimination in the North Carolina Constitution? 
 

b. Do the provisions of S.L. 2018-14 which apply to the election of 
District Court judges in Mecklenburg County violate the 
Fourteenth and Fifteen Amendment to the United States 
Constitutional protection against unequal protection of the laws 
and racial discrimination? 
 

c. If so, may the Defendant State Board conduct elections in 2020 
under the terms of S.L. 2018-14 for District Court judge in 
Mecklenburg County?  
 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request this Honorable Court 

enter judgment in their favor and against Defendants, and: 

1. Declare that S.L. 2018-14 is unconstitutional on its face on any 

one or all of the following grounds: 

a. Because it violates the rights of residents and voters in 

Mecklenburg County to a unified judicial system; 
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b. Because it violates the rights of residents and voters in 

Mecklenburg County to equal protection to be treated equally 

within the county with voters with whom they are similarly 

situated. 

c. Because it violates the rights of residents and voters in 

Mecklenburg County to equal protection to be treated equally 

within the State with voters with whom they are similarly 

situated. 

d. Because it adds qualifications to the ability of candidates to be 

eligible for election to office which are not contained in the State 

Constitution. 

e. Because it dilutes the right to vote on an equal basis with all 

other citizens without either a compelling state justification 

and/or fails to narrowly tailor the mechanism used to further any 

purported interest by selecting the least intrusive means to do so.   

2. Declare that S.L. 2018-14 is unconstitutional because it violates 

the rights of residents and voters in Mecklenburg County under aforesaid pled 

Amendments to the United States Constitution including the Fourteenth and 

Fifteenth Amendments and the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended. 

3. Enter an immediate preliminary injunction staying elections in 

Mecklenburg County until the General Assembly enacts new constitutional 
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legislation in which all the voters of the county cast ballots for judges which 

serve in the county or, in the alternative, pending the trial of this matter, to 

require the primary elections in 2020 and general election in 2020 for District 

Court judge to be conducted county-wide. 

4. Declare the rights of the parties to relief and interpret the 

statutes to resolve the conflict between N.C. Gen. Stat. § 7A-140, which 

requires elections for District Court judge to be conducted among the citizens 

judges serve, and S.L. 2018-14, which provides for elections in districts 

composed of less than all the citizens the District Court judges will serve. 

5. After entry of the preliminary injunction, in the event that the 

General Assembly fails to remedy the unconstitutional statute, enter a 

permanent injunction prohibiting the General Assembly from enacting any 

election statute for District Court judges in Mecklenburg County in which 

either the primary or general elections are conducted in less than whole 

counties or combinations thereof.  

6. Grant the Plaintiffs’ costs, expenses including reasonable 

attorneys’ fees under 42 USCA 1988 and as provided by state case law.  

7. Accept this Verified Complaint as a Motion for Preliminary 

Injunction under Rule 65 of the North Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and 

an affidavit in support of the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 
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8. Pursuant to the Rules of Evidence, take judicial notice of the 

Exhibits attached to the complaint which are adjudicated facts or which are 

not subject to disputation.  

9. For such other and further relief, as may be just and proper.  

Dated: June _____,2019 

 

         
Robert Neal Hunter, Jr. 
NC State Bar No. 5679 
HIGGINS BENJAMIN, PLLC 
301 N Elm Street, Suite 800 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27401 
Email:  rnhunterjr@greensborolaw.com 
Telephone: (336) 273-1600 
Facsimile: (336) 274-4650 
 
         
Kenneth J. Gumbiner 
NC State Bar No. ____ 
HIGGINS BENJAMIN, PLLC 
301 N. Elm Street, Suite 800 
Greensboro, North Carolina 27401 
Email:  kgumbiner@greensborolaw.com 
Telephone: (336) 273-1600 
Facsimile: (336) 274-4650 

 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Kelly Alexander, Jr. 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Donald R. Cureton, Jr. 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Alicia D. Brooks 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Kimberly Y. Best 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Laurene L. Callender 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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VERIFICATION 

 I have read the foregoing Complaint and the matters asserted therein are 

true of my own knowledge, except those matters alleged in information and belief, 

and as to those matters I believe them to be true. 

 This the ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
 
              
      Latricia H. Ward 
 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF      
Sworn and subscribed to before me 
this ______ day of June, 2019. 
 
       
  Notary Public      S E A L 
My Commission Expires:     
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New Search

Voter Details

Election Day Polling Place

LAURENE LEE CALLENDER
19836 OAK LEAF CIR 
CORNELIUS, NC 28031

CORNELIUS TOWN HALL
21445 CATAWBA AVE 
CORNELIUS, NC 28031

!

County: MECKLENBURG

Status: ACTIVE

Voter Reg Num: 000099874458

NCID: CW717724

Party: DEM

Race: BLACK or AFRICAN AMERICAN

Ethnicity: NOT HISPANIC or NOT LATINO

Gender: FEMALE

Registration Date: 06/27/2006

NCDMV Customer: Yes

!

Jurisdictions !

Precinct: PCT 202

VTD: 202

Congress: CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 12

NC Senate: NC SENATE DISTRICT 41

NC House: NC HOUSE DISTRICT 98

Superior Court: SUPERIOR COURT 26C

Judicial: JUDICIAL DISTRICT 26C

https://vt.ncsbe.gov/RegLkup/
https://vt.ncsbe.gov/PPLkup/PollingPlaceResult/?CountyID=60&PollingPlaceID=150


For more information, please contact the Mecklenburg County Board of Elections. 

Prosecutorial: 37TH PROSECUTORIAL

County Commissioner: BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS DISTRICT 1

Municipality: CORNELIUS

School: SCHOOL BOARD DIST 1

Sample Ballots !

Voter History (16) "

Absentee Request (0) "

© 2014-2019 NC State Board of Elections

Election: 09/10/2019 PRIMARY
Ballot(s):  Ballots not assigned yet. 

Election: 10/08/2019 2NDPRIMARY
Ballot(s):  Ballots not assigned yet. 

Election: 11/05/2019 GENERAL
Ballot(s):  Ballots not assigned yet. 

Election: 05/14/2019 PRIMARY
Ballot(s):  No eligible ballots. 

Ballot(s)

https://vt.ncsbe.gov/BOEInfo/?CountyId=60
http://www.ncsbe.gov/


New Search

Voter Details

Election Day Polling Place

LATRICIA H WARD
20417 WILLOW POND RD 
CORNELIUS, NC 28031

CORNELIUS TOWN HALL
21445 CATAWBA AVE 
CORNELIUS, NC 28031

!

County: MECKLENBURG

Status: ACTIVE

Voter Reg Num: 000001097019

NCID: CW450242

Party: DEM

Race: BLACK or AFRICAN AMERICAN

Ethnicity: NOT HISPANIC or NOT LATINO

Gender: FEMALE

Registration Date: 03/25/1999

NCDMV Customer: Yes

!

Jurisdictions !

Precinct: PCT 202

VTD: 202

Congress: CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 12

NC Senate: NC SENATE DISTRICT 41

NC House: NC HOUSE DISTRICT 98

Superior Court: SUPERIOR COURT 26C

Judicial: JUDICIAL DISTRICT 26C

https://vt.ncsbe.gov/RegLkup/
https://vt.ncsbe.gov/PPLkup/PollingPlaceResult/?CountyID=60&PollingPlaceID=150


For more information, please contact the Mecklenburg County Board of Elections. 

Prosecutorial: 37TH PROSECUTORIAL

County Commissioner: BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS DISTRICT 1

Municipality: CORNELIUS

School: SCHOOL BOARD DIST 1

Sample Ballots !

Voter History (24) "

Absentee Request (0) "

© 2014-2019 NC State Board of Elections

Election: 09/10/2019 PRIMARY
Ballot(s):  No eligible ballots. 

Election: 10/08/2019 2NDPRIMARY
Ballot(s):  Ballots not assigned yet. 

Election: 11/05/2019 GENERAL
Ballot(s):  Ballots not assigned yet. 

Election: 05/14/2019 PRIMARY
Ballot(s):  No eligible ballots. 

Ballot(s)

https://vt.ncsbe.gov/BOEInfo/?CountyId=60
http://www.ncsbe.gov/
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Total 
Voters 

Total 
White 
Voters 

Total 
Black 
Voters 

Total 
Democrats 

and 
Unaffiliated 

Total Black 
Democrats 

and 
Unaffiliated 

Percentage 
of Black 
Voters in 

Democratic 
Primary 

Total 
Republic
ans and 
Unaffilia

ted 

Total 
White 

Republi
cans 
and 

Unaffili
ated 

Percentage 
of White 
Voters in 

Republican 
Primary 

26A 89077 73192 7422 54910 7194 13.1% 64936 57000 87.8% 
26B 86286 68830 6848 54415 6626 12.2% 63056 53840 85.4% 
26C 95160 70893 14763 63821 14405 22.6% 65834 55882 84.9% 
26D 94127 49456 28388 73037 27599 37.8% 53047 36079 68.0% 
26E 93211 37549 44528 79986 43560 54.5% 41072 25861 63.0% 
26F 93995 31511 50807 81532 49499 60.7% 38534 22002 57.1% 
26G 84745 25989 44515 73813 43566 59.0% 35873 18835 52.5% 
26H 77069 29821 34376 64610 33464 51.8% 34294 20757 60.5% 
Whole 
County 713670 387241 231647 546124 225913  396646 290256            

   

Whole 
County 
Non-

Partisan 
Primarie

s 

Whole 
County 

Democratic 
Primaries  

Whole 
County 

Republican 
Primaries 

 

   

 
Percentage of 
Black Voters if: 32.5% 41.4%      

 
Percentage of 
White Voters if: 54.3%  73.2%     
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District No. Residents In District Judges Residents per Judge 

26A 110,900 3 36,996 

26B 109,731 3 36,577 

26C 109,443 2 54,721 

26D 120,320 2 60,160 

26E 114,674 3 38,224 

26F 118,481 3 39,493 

26G 117,308 2 58,654 

26H 118,771 3 39,590 
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Districts Total Voters White Non-White Percent 

26A 88,864 72,926 15,938 82% W 

26B 85,775 68,809 16,966 80% W 

26C 96,634 70,653 26,011 73% W 

26D 93,271 49,148 44,123 52% W 

26E 92,657 37,194 55,463 66% NW 

26F 93,354 31,367 61,987 66% NW 

26G 84,385 25,900 58,485 69% NW 

26H 76,699 29,778 46,921 61% NW 

 


