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COUNTY OF SANTA FE
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v

DIANNA J. DURAN, in her official

capacity as New Mexico Secretary of State,
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NO.” D-101-CV-2011-02942

CONSOLIDATED WITH
D-161-CV-2011-02944
D-101-CV-2011-02945
DO101-CV-2011-03016
D-101-CV-2011-03099
D-101-CV-2011-03107
D-202-CV-2011-09600
D-506-CV-2011-00913

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

(Congressional Trial)

This matter came before the Court for Evidentiary Hearing regarding the creation
of districts within the State of New Mexico for the House of Representatives of the
United States of America. The Court heard evidence on December 5 and 6, 2011. All
parties appeared represented by counsel. Following completion of the hearing and
submission of final arguments and proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, the
Court determined that the evidence should be reopened for a limited purpose. The Court
then heard additional evidence on December 22, 2011.

given an opportunity to submit additional argument and additional proposed findings of

fact and conclusions of law.
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Subsequently, the parties were



The evidence and arguments having been completed, the Coutt hereby enters its

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The United States Census Bureau conducts a decennial census throughout the
United States to accomplish the proper apportionment of United States House
of Representatives (“Congressional”) districts,

2. The most recent cenisus was conducted in 2010, and established that the

population of the State of New Mexico grew. by approximately 13.2 percent..

3. Using the total population figure from the 2010 Federal Census, the ideal

population for each of New Mexico’s three Congressional districts is 686,393.

4. The cirrent Congressional districts have deviations from the ideal population

betyeen -3.27and - 2:26 percent

5. Cux;réntly m New Mexnco, District 2 is under-populated by 3.27 percent, while
Districts 1 and 3 are overpopulated by 2.26 percent and one percent,
respectively.

6. There are 15,546 too many persons in District 1. District 2 has 22,437 too few

persons. District 3 has 6,981 too many persons.

7. Following the receipt of official census data, the Governor called the New

Mexico Legislature into a special session, commencing on September 6, 2011.

8. The Legislature failed to pass a bill to redistrict the three Congressional

districts based on the most current census data.

9. In order to properly administer the upcoming election for New Mexico’s three



10.

11.

12.

13.

Congressional seats, the Secretary of State requires the adoption of a
Congressional redistricting plan as soon as is practicable.

Prior to the evidentiary hearing on this matter, the Court issued a Scheduling
Order which included deadlines and scheduling for all four redistricting

matters pending before the Court. The Scheduling Order included deadlines

for the submission of proposed redistricting plans and included the following

requirement: “All such plans must be based upon precincts used in the
redistricting plans considered at the recently concluded special legislative
session.” At the hearing in which the Scheduling Order was discussed, the
Maestas Plaintiffs objected to the language referring to precincts; however, no
reason was given for the objection and no argument was presented regarding
differing legal standards for Congressional redistricting as opposed to
redistricting for state offices.

At the initial evidentiary hearing on this matter, the Court was presented with
three proposed plans for the Congressional redistricting of New Mexico. The
first plan, referred to at the hearing as the “Joint Plan,” was presented by the
State Executive Defendants, the Egolf Plaintiffs, the James Plaintiffs and the
Sena Plaintiffs. The second plan was presented by the Maestas Plaintiffs.
The third plan was presented by the LULAC Plaintiffs.

The Joint Plan presented at the initial hearing had population deviations in

each of the three proposed Congressional districts resulting in a total deviation

of 54 people.

The LULAC Plan presented at the initial hearing had population deviations in
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each of the three proposed Congressional districts resulting in a total deviation

of 112 people.

The Maestas Plan has zero population deviations in its proposed districts.

However, in order to attain this zero population deviation, the Maestas plan

split four voting precincts. Neither the Joint Plan nor the LULAC Plan split

any voting precincts.

The Court permitted the submission of the Maestas Plan despite the fact that it
failed to comply with the requirements of the Scheduling Order so that all
parties would have an opportunity for a full presentation of the evidence. The
Maestas Plan was received into evidence over the objection of parties that had
submitted the Joint Plan.

Zero population deviation plans, although appearing to reflect complete
equality between districts, do not in reality result in complete equality for at
least two reasons. First, the collection of census data is not sufficiently
precise to reach the conclusion that the data is accurate down to a few dozen
people. Second, population within census blocks change over time; therefore,
data that may have been generally accurate at the time it was collected is
likely no longer accurate within a few dozen people by the time redistricting
matters are presented in Court.

In statistical terms, the deviations contained in the initial Joint Plan are de
minimis.

Preserving the core of existing districts is an important consideration in

redistricting.



19. There is significant value in maintaining the continuity of present district
lines. When new areas join a district, new constituencies may need to be
addressed, new contacts made, and new concerns addressed. Further, plans
which fail to preserve the core of existing districts may disrupt the smooth and
efficient administration of New Mexico’s elections, and may cause voter
confusion.

20. Core retention can be measured with empirical methods, such as by
comparing the number of persons who would change Congressional districts
under each plan.

21. The Joint Plan moves less than 25,000 persons between districts.

22. The Maestas Plan moves over 185,000 people. Such a shift in districts is not

necessary to correct the population imbalances in the current plan. Under the
Maestas Plan, fifty thousand people would be moved from Congressional
District 1, where they have been for 20 years, to Congressional District 3.

23.The LULAC Plan moves approximately 264,000 people. Such a shift in

districts is not necessary to correct the population imbalances in the current

plan.

New Mexico’s existing Congressional districts by maintaining continuity with

existing districts.

25. The Joint Plan is more compact and contiguous than the Maestas Plan and the

LLLAC Blar

26. Albuquerque, as the largest city in New Mexico, is a community of interest



for the purposes of Congressional redistricting. Residents of Albuquerque
have more in common with each other than they do with residents of other
areas of the state.

27. Albuquerque, to the extent possible, should be kept together as a distinct
.community of interest. The Joint Plan maintains the core of Albuquerque in a
single district, thus preserving Albuquerque as a community of interest.

28. By contrast, the Maestas Plan splits Albuquerque between two districts, and
divides Torrance County three ways. The Maestas Plan also moves Torrance
County out of the First Congressional District, even though that county has
been part of Congressional District 1 for nearly thirty years, since New
Mexico had three congressional districts.

29. Both Torrance County and Valencia County share a community of interest
with Albuquerque, as both contain “bedroom™ communities for commuters
‘who work in Albuquerque. However, unlike Valencia County, Torrance
County is much more dependent on Albuguerque for basic services, such as
shopping and health care.

30. A principal feature of the LULAC Plan is the creation of a Hispanic minority
majority district in Congressional District 2. LULAC contends that a
Hispanic minority majority district is required under the Voting Rights Act.

31. As of the 2010 census, New Mexico is approximately 46.3 percent Hispanic,
40.5 percent non-Hispanic white, 8.5 percent American Indian, and 3.2
percent other races.

32. There has been a high level of Hispanic participation in New Mexico political
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offices, and New Mexico has a long history of electing individuals of
Hispanic descent to Congressional and state offices.

The Congressman who currently resides in District 3, Ben Ray Lujan, Jr., is
Hispanic. During the 1980s, two of three congressmen from New Mexico
were of Hispanic origin (Bill Richardson and Manuei Lujan, Jr.). None of the
districts from which these congressmen were elected contained majority
Hispauic voting age p0pulaﬁons.

Lujan Jr.’s father, Ben Lujan, Sr., is Hispanic, and is the Speaker of the New
Mexico House of Representatives. The Speaker for the prior 16 years was
Raymond Sanchez, who is also Hispanic. The last two Senate presidents pro
tempore, Senators Richard Romero and Manny Aragon, also are Hispanic.
The current Governor, Secretary of State, and State Auditor are all Hispanic.
The previous Governor, Bill Richardson, is Hispanic. The previous Secretary
of State, Rebecca Vigil-Giron, is Hispanic. The previous attorney gener:;],
Patricia Madrid, is Hispanic. The previous state Treasurer and state Auditor
are Hispanic. Three out of the five current Supreme Court justices are
Hispanic.

Electoral success in New Mexico at the Congressional and State level is far
more dependent upon personal characteristics of the candidate and “partisan
political” factors rather than race. In New Mexico’s Congressional races,
Hispanic voters are more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate,
regardless of the race of the candidates ﬁuming for election.

New Mexico is not one of the states required to pre-clear its districts with the



Department of Justice as a result of historical discrimination against racial
minorities.

38. There is insufficient evidence that Hispanics in New Mexico are “sufficiently
large and geographically compact” to constitute a majority of citizen voting
age population in a single-member Congressional district.

39. There is insufficient evidence of racially polarized or racial bloc voting in
New Mexico statewide and congressional elections that consistently defeats
Hispanic candidates of choice.

40. It is unnecessary to create a majority Hispanic Congressional district in New
Mexico to ensure compliance with Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Even
if it was, the LULAC Plan presented to the Court in this case does not create
an effective Hispanic majority district with at least 54.5 to 55 percent majority
voting age (“VAP”) Hispanics to account for the large number of non-citizen
Hispanics in New Mexico.

41. Following completion of the hearing and submission of final arguments and
proposed findings of fact and conc;,lusions of law, the Court determined that

the evidence should be reopened for a limited purpose. The Court determined

that, because the Maestas Plaintiffs were allowed to submit a proposed plan
which split precincts in a manner contrary to the Scheduling Order in order to

achieve zero population deviation, all parties should be given an opportunity

to submit a plan which split precincts in order to achieve zero population

deviation.

42. All parties were given notice of the Court’s intent to reopen the evidence and
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were given ten days notice prior to the presentation of evidence. At the

reopening of the evidence, all parties were given the opportunity to present
evidence and cross-examine witnesses.

At the hearing, an amended Joint Plan and an amended LULAC Plan were
presented. The only change in the amended Joint Plan involved two census
blocks being shifted between congressional districts. The two shifted census
blocks involve a total of 27 people. The amended Joint Plan was identified at
the hearing as Egolf Exhibit 13 and it is attached to these Findings and

Conclusions.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Article I, Section 2 of the United States Constitution provides that the United
States House of Representatives must be reapportioned by district every ten
years. See U.S. Const. Art. 1, § 2.

When the political and legislative process fails to produce a reapportionment
plan for Congress, it becomes the obligation of the courts to develop a
redistricting plan that would satisfy the requirements of federal and state law.
See Connor v. Finch, 431 U.S. 407, 415 (1997).

The primary Constitutional criterion is population equality. Smith v. Clark,

189 F. Supp. 2d 529, 538-39 (S.D. Miss. 2002).

Under the “one person, one vote” mandate, each district should contain as

nearly as practicable the same population as other districts, based upon the

most recent federal census. Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1964).



Congressional districts should be designed so that “as nearly as is practicable

one man’s vote in a congressional election is to be worth as much as

another’s.” Id. at 8-9.

. Absolute population equality is the paramount objective of apportionment in

congressional districts. Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725, 732-33 (1983). In

congressional redistricting, “there are no de minimis population variations,

which could practicably be avoided, but which nonetheless meet the standard

of Art. I, §2 without justification.” /d. at 734.

. While the deviations in the initial Joint Plan and the initial LULAC Plan are de

minimis in statistical terms, the deviations are legally significant as long as

Karcher remains the law of the land.

. Slight deviations from perfect population equality may be justified by

legitimate state interests. Jd ar 740 (noting that “any number” of state

redistricting policies “might justify some variance, including, for instance,

making districts compact, respecting municipal boundaries, [and] preserving

the cores of prior districts[.]”).

. Proponents of the initial Joint Plan contend that New Mexico law evidences a
historically significant state policy that disfavors the splitting of precincts to
achieve precise mathematical equality between Congressional districts. The
evidence presented does not establish that such a state policy exists or that
there exists any legal or practical impediment to splitting a small number of
precincts in order to achieve population equality.

. The amended Joint Plan (Egolf Exhibit 13) achieves absolute population

10
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equality with the split of only two precincts. The submission of this plan

(along with the submission of the Maestas Plan and the amended LULAC

Plan) establishes that it is practicable for the Court to adopt a Congressional

redistricting plan which achieves absolute population equality.

In addltlon to the population equality requirement, redxsmctmg courts

———

“generally apply neutral factors, including compactness, contlgmty, and

respect for hlstoncal local political boundaries, in draftmg congressional

redlstnctmg plans - szth 189 F. Supp 2d 529 540 See also eg, Reynolds

v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 578 (1964).

Although these prmc1ples are secondary to the constitutional and statutory

1992) tradmonal crltena are important to ensure that a redlstnctmg plani is not

predonnnantly motlvated by rac:al conmderahons m violation of the

Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution. Shaw, 509 U.S. at

647, or by partisan political motivations. See id. 800 F. Supp. 557, 563.

Communities of interest should be preserved whenever reasonable within a

single district. See, e.g., Carstens, 543 F. Supp. at 94-97; Bush, 517 U.S. at

964; Theriot v. Parish of Jefferson, 185 F.3d 477, 486 (5th Cir. 1999);

Graham, 207 F. Supp. 2d. at 1924; Polish Am. Congress v. City of Chicago,

226 F.Supp. 2d 930, 936 (N.D. I11. 2002).

Each district should be compact, to the extent possible. See Bush, 517 U.S.
952, 960.

To the extent possible, county and municipal boundaries should be kept intact.

11
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Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 941-42 (1995); Smith, 189 F. Supp. 529, 542.
“Subdivision boundaries tend to remain stable over time. Residents of
political units such as townships, cities, and counties often develop a
community of interest, particularly when the subdivision plays an important
role in the provision of governmental services. In addition, legislative
districts that do not cross subdivision boundaries are administratively
convenient and less likely to confuse the voters.” Karcher, 462 U.S. at 758
(Stevens, J. concurring).

In Congressional reapportionment, courts also consider, as a relevant

secondary criterion, preservation of communities of interest “which share

common concerns with respect to one or more identifiable features such as

Carstens, 543 F. Supp. 68, 91; Good, 800 F.Supp 557, 564. “The preservation
of regional communities of interest within a single district enhances the ability
of constituents with similar regional interests to obtain effective representation
of those interests.” Good, 800 F. Supp. 557, 564.

The amended Joint Plan is superior to the Maestas Plan and the LULAC Plan

because it maintains respect for existing Congressional boundaries and

because it places the fewest number of voters in new Congressional districts.

communities of interest and, to a reasonable extent, respects boundaries of

political units.

Section 2(a) of the Voting Rights Act “prohibits the imposition of any

12



electoral practice or procedure that ‘results in a denial or abridgement of the
right of any citizen . . . to vote on account of race or color.” Bush v, Vera, 517

U.S. 952, 976 (1996).

19. To establish a Sec. 2 violation, a plaintiff must establish three threshold

20.

21.

22,

conditions: (1) that the minority group “is sufficiently large and
geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district”;
(2) that it is “politically cohesive”; and (3) “that the white majority votes
sufficiently as a bloc to enable it . . . usually to defeat the minority’s preferred
candidate.” Growe v. Emison, 507 U.S. 25, 39 n.4, 40 (1993) (quoting
Thornburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 50-51 (1986)) (these are the “Gingles
factors™); Sanchez v. Colorado, 97 F.3d 1303, 1310 (10th Cir. 1996)
(discussing the three Gingles factors).

To establish the first Gingles precondition, a mindrity group must compose “a
numerical, working majority of the voting-age population” within a single
district. Bartlett v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1,23 (2009);

In making this calculation, the measure of majority population must be based
on numbers of citizens who may vote — in other words, on the citizén voting-
age population (“CVAP”) in the relevant geographic area. LULAC v. Perry,
548 U.S. 399, 427-29 (2006).

To establish the third Gingles precondition, the question is not whether white
residents tend to vote as a bloc, but whether such bloc voting is legally
significant. Gingles, 478 U.S. at 55. In other words, it must be shown that the

lack of ¢lectoral success of a minority group is due to racially significant bloc

13



voting, rather than merely voting by partisan affiliation. Growe, 507 U.S. at
39-42. Further, it must be established that a sufficient number of majority
cross-over voters voting with the minority ao not usually elect the minority
group’s candidate of choice.. Gingles, 478 U.S. at 56.
-23. If the three Ginglesl preconditions are established, courts use the following
factors listed in the Senate legislative history regarding the Voting Rights Act
to determine whether the totality of the circumstances evidences a Section 2
violation:
(1)  the extent of any history of official discrimination in the state or
political subdivision that touched the right of the members of the minority group

to register, to vote, or otherwise to participate in the democratic process;

(2)  the extent to which voting in the elections of the state or political
subdivision is racially polarized;

(3), the extent to which the state or political subdivision has used
unusually. large election districts, majority vote requirements, anti-single shot
provisions, or other voting practices or procedures that may enhance the
opportunity for discrimination against the minority group;

(4)  if there is a candidate slating process, whether the members of the
minority group have been denied access to that process;

(5)  the extent to which members of the minority group in the state or
political subdivision bear the effects of discrimination in such areas as education,
employment and health, which hinder their ability to participate effectively in the
political process; '

(6)  whether political campaigns have been characterized by overt or
subtle racial appeals;

(7)  the extent to which members of the minority group have been
elected to public office in the jurisdiction;

(8)  whether there is a significant lack of responsiveness on the part of
elected officials to the particularized needs of the members of the minority group;
and

14



(9)  whether the policy underlying the state or political subdivision’s

use of such voting qualification, prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice or
procedure is tenuous.

Gingles, 478 U.S. at 36-37; LULAC v. Clements, 999 F.2d 831, 849 n.22

(5th Cir. 1993).

24, Absent evidence that minorities have been excluded from the political

25.

26.

27.

process, a ““lack of success at the polls’ is not sufficient to trigger judicial
intervention. Couwrts must undertake the additional inquiry into the. reasons
for, or causes of, these electoral losses in order to determine whether they
were the product of ‘partisan politics’ or ‘racial vote dilution’, ‘political
defeat’, or ‘built-in bias.”” LULAC, 999 F,2d at 853-54.

Further, under Shaw v. Rerno, 509 U.S. 630 (1993), federal law is violated
when traditional race-neutral districting principles are subordinated to race-
based considerations.

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment prohibits States
from adopting redistricting legislation “unexplainable on grounds other than
race.,” Miller v. Johnson, 515 Us. 900, 905 (1995). “At the heart of the
Constitution’s guarantee of équal protection lies the simple comfnand that the
Government must treat citizens as individuals{.]” Id. at 946 (Ginsburg, J.,
dissenting).

Applying this law, the Court finds no persuasive evidence to establish that
Sec. 2 of the Voting Rights Act mandates the creation of an Hispanic majority

district in New Mexico.

28. The Court hereby adopts the amended Joint Plan (Egolf Exhibit 13 as attached

hereto). The State Executive Defendants shall submit a proposed judgment to

15



the Court.

Dated: //?_//?5:/20// o {l %/

James A. Hall
District Judge Pro Tempore

Copies to counsel of record via e-filing system.

16
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NM Congress 2010 Census

CD_187963.2_Egolf_Executive Redistricting
(st Profile : R
Total Aduit Adult Non-Hispanic | Performance Registerad Voters
Total Native Adult Native Mesasure

District|Population] Deviation ] American | Hispanic| White American Black | Dem _ Rep Total %Dem %Rep %DTS % Other

1 686,393 0 0.0% 5.2% 435%] 469% 3.5% 24% 53.9%. 48.1%) 412,584 47.3%  32.3% 13.8?5 3.6%

2 686,393 ¢ 0.0% 5.8% 46.9%1 453% 43% 1.8%| 46.6% 534% . 350,612 46.0% 357%  15.9% 2.4%

‘ 3 686,393 0 0.0% 18.1% 38.4% | 43.7% 16.1% 1.3% 5775% 4?.5% 39'5.009‘ 54.3% 28.2% 15.0% 2.5%

NM 2,059,179 ] Idenl: 686,393 9.6% 42.3%| 45.3% T7.9% 1.8% 53.@% 47.0% ‘1.159..215 49.3% . 31.9% 15.9% 2.9%

December 15, 2011 Research & Polling, Inc. For the New Mexico Legislative GCouncil Service Page 1



NM Congress: CD_187963.2_Egolf _Executive
District Definitions by County and Precinct

Congressional district one is composed of Bernaliilo county precincts 2 through 79, 81 through
83, 86 through 92, 94 through 99, 101 through 114, 116, 119 through 125, 131 through 144,
150 through 154, 161 through 166, 170, 171, 180 through 187, 191 through 197, 211, 212, 214
through 217, 221, 223 through 226, 241 through 246, 251 through 258, 271 through 275, 278,
281 through 287, 289 through 308, 311 through 318, 321 through 324, 326 through 333, 341
through 347, 351 through 358, 371 through 375, 381 through 387, 400 through 456, 461
through 466, 471 through 478, 480 through 500, 502 through 573 and 601 through 603;
Sandoval county precincts 1 through 5, 28, 29, 38, 52, 55 through 57, 64, 74 and 76; Santa Fe
county precincts 15, 73 and 84; Torrance county; and Valencla county precincts 6, 16, 22, 28
and Census tabulation block 3506119703031019 in 36.

Congressional district two is composed of Bernalillo county precinct 93; Catron county; Chaves
county; Cibola county; De Baca county; Dona Ana county; Eddy county; Grant county;
Guadalupe county; Hidalgo county; Lea county; Lincoln county; Luna county; McKinley county
precincts 26, 27, 29 and 30; Otero county; Roosevelt county precincts 3 through 6, 10, 11, 19
and all of 2 except for Census tabulation block 350410002001111; Sierra county; Socorro
county; and Valencia county precincts 1 through 5, 7 through 15, 17 through 21, 23 through 27,
29 through 35, 37 through 41 and all of 36 except for Census tabulation block
350611973031015.

Congressionat district three is composed of Bernalillo county precincts 1, 80, 84, 85, 115, 117,
118 and 127 through 129; Colfax county; Curry county; Harding county; Los Alamos county;
McKinley county precincts 1 through 25, 28, 31 through 50 and 52 through 59; Mora county;
Quay county; Rio Arriba county; Roosevelt county precincts 1, 7 through 9, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18,21
and Census tabulation block 350410002001111 in 2 ; San Juan county; San Migue! county;
Sandoval county precincts 6 through 27, 30 through 37, 39 through 51, 53, 54, 58 through 63,
65 through 73, 75 and 78 through 86; Santa Fe county precincts 1 through 14, 16 through 72, 74
through 83 and 85 through 88; Taos county; and Union county.

Research & Polling, Inc. For the New Mexico Legislative Council Service Page 1
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DWIERETHIR L2 o7,

MBEBEIZ, —2—AXL a0 3 SOERTREEDEREZF O,
K- HRELZBEYICEHETIEDIC, ARZBORSLENRTHRER
BERUERORRELELT D,

WL, AECET2EREROFIC, BHRHEFTITE W THRSET
N4 HEOREREKEFROYBEIVCERZEUCHEEBMTEZES LT,
BREMEICHE, BERRERORBEHBRERCUTOEENTEHEINT
W5 [2ToORIT, REASLEFHLEBRBRIIBV TR S E

Z



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

ZREREERICEAINZRERICESS bOTRITNIE RS20, |
HEMAPRITINTZFERITB VT, Maestas i bix, RERXRZE
T 2HABICREZH LILTEDR, BEOEHAHALT., NBHFE
BROBREIZHNLTHLOL LTOEMRTREEREROHRE I
BT 5BENEEDEWICETERE Lo,
AEIZET 5 R OFEIMEERIZE T, BT, =2—AF
aMERTREEREZXFXENCETS 3 2OENRBEHI N, FH
DOEIZ TERE] LAFTFoNEE 1 RiZ. NMITHETHLIHEED.
Egolf 555, James RESL KR Sena REH Ik iR ah, H2
KL, Maestas RELIZE VRSN, B IRIT. LULACEEHIC
KV RRHE Sz,

B RFEEIBVWTRHEINZAFRZEICE, 3 2OEMTEE &S
KR TARRENR®H Y, ZOREDCEEIZ 54 AThHo T,
B1MEFEBIZBWTHRHE S 72 LULACEIT, 3 >OEMTIRHEEERE
KETARRE Y, ZORECEEHIT 112 ATH o7,

Maestas £i¥. R INTBEEZXMOAOEEREFOTH-o7, Lid
L7256, Maestas £1X, TOANODREZEY o 2EHRTAHHIZ4 250
BEXEHET S, EREEPNLULACEIFX, WThLBRERDNE
Laby,

YEHFTIL, Maestas BHEMBTDEMRHIZEDRP>T2ITE b
LFRBORHEZRBD, LTOFR, ELEEENTERIENETEIT
IMESEFTHLOIC LIz, Maestas Rix, AFRELRH LY FEE
DODRxEMLE > THELE LTREINTE,

AORELrET. BERXMOZELREFERBT DL OICRZ DM,
D EBbZODEBENL, HERLIEERFEFLVIOIFBRIZEI 262
W, F—IZ, BRRET —FOREIR, EOT - RHEFANBEMLET
EMTHIEWVWIFEMICEDIZILERSICERTIERY, Eiz, B
A RO N B IIRR & BT D, o T, WESNTZKER

3



17
18.

19,

20.

21.
22.

23.

24,

235.

2B.

TIRERWIZERTho b LT — ik, BEXKEXE O
PEHIFFICRE SN 2EITK, B+ AOHBETERETERS Z22TW
HAREEDR ® B,

BTV ZIE, HMOARRICEENIREL, BZOBANTH 5,
REOCBEROEEZRETHII LI, BEROBREIICELTEENR
ZRFEHTHD,
HEORBREROERMEMEOICHERT L2 CICIEERTRE LD,
Wi e R EERIIMb o2 BA IBRERIL, FeF TH oW,
Fl- ANFMBREESTLLW, FHERBEEMRALTHLLH I LER
b, SHiz, BEOBEROEARFLARVWRIL, =a—AF =
MOEREOHEPODEMLEEEZG I, BEEORILZ A TN
Bd D,

BEXOEEZREEFETHIZLIE. FRCESEEATHBEBERNE
BEEN3 AEZ2ET2EICL0, BRANCKDBIEEZTREIZT D,
SREETIE, BEXMT 25,000 ARBNBHTS.

Maestas FETI%. 185000 AULEAEE T 5, 230 5 BEXDOBEND
RITRIZBITAA0DORHEDREIZHLETII/RV, Maestas EDY

. 50,000 A7%, 20 FEMJE 7B TRim B REH 1 K0 6 M T ik

BEEFEIRICBE T LIINRD,

LULAC ETi¥, #1264.000 ADBET S, 12 bREXKOBEIL, 3R
ARIZBTADAADORHEORETIIFRETH 5,

BREEIT, BITOBERFEFENICHERTHAZLIZED, =a— A%
v a MO BT O EH T #k BB % K & — Maestas £& Ut LULAC %L
rLiz— RETD,

BREEIL, Maestas ER UV LULACE XD b a7 FTEEHEDLSH
Do

TART—FF, =a—AFvalEROBHE L TEL TR R
EZXEREOBENOZDORBELRETH L, T/ AT —FOERIE

4



27.

28

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

MOMOHBOERL D bHEEICEET D RBE,
TR =, AIETHDIRY . BELFIRIERGEL L THFESH
HRETHD, BREER., BHOBEXOHFIZ, 7ANT—F DR
HERFL, £295Z LI DRREREL LTOT AN —F 2R
ERRSE
XTEREYIZ, Maestas BIiX, TANR\D—F%% 2 DOBERXIZHEIL, b
Z v AER (County) % 3 EI$ 5, Maestas Eit, M7V AEMR, ==
—=AFVAMPIODOERTREBREBER 27 > TLK. & 30 £/,
EATHBEEERE 1 EKOBIThoeil bbb d, RE 1 KH
LbbhBBI=ED,
R UREENSVUUTEROBRFR, TAND—F THBEHEDO X
y REUv] ZElEme LT, FAlRERELETAASNT—FLHTE
9. LLBL, FITUART, NV UUTEREITRERD, ay
B TRANATTEOERY—ECRADETCT AL —FITLD£L
BELTWS
LULAC BRI, EM TR BERFE 2 KiZt A=y 7 ROEIR
NERIRE R B REAIRT 52 & Thb, LULAC i3, BEEE L,
ARy 7 RVBIIRBDEEIRERDIHEDBSLEL S TWD & ER
T 5,
2010 EOEBRREORHEEATIX, =2 —AF MK 46.3%03 & A<
=y JRT, 405%BFEL A=y 7 RBAN, TAVIAVTT UM
8.5%RUE DD RIED 32%TH 5D,
ZEODE AN v 7 RERB 2 - AF TV aMOBRICHWTETE
D, =2=2—AFalicid, e XA =2y 7 ROFRETHHEANEER
ThREERUCMOATRIGEHLTEALAERVERRH S,
EIXICEETHEHA TEZEE Th 5 Ben Ray Lujan, Jrik, £ X 3=
v IR THD, 1980 FRIZiE, == —AF v ainbo 3 AOEFT
e B ™ 5 5 2 A (Bill Richardson & Manuel Lujan, Jr.) b Z/8=

5



34.

35.

36. &

37.

38.

39.

40.

VIR Thok, TNLOEATFHEBENBHSNLBERO VTR
b, EAR=y FREMEEAODDPSEIRTIT 227,

Lujan, Jr.®RX T& 5 Ben Lujan, Sridt A=y 7 RZTHY , =a—A
v aMTRBERE THB, FNETO 16 £/, Raymond Sanchez
PEETHoR, BbEAR=Zy I RTHD, BENPZAD LR
£ 417, Richard Romero LBE#% 8 & Manny Aragon LR b £z b
AR=w 7R TH D,

BEOMIME, NEREFEERUHNESHBRERRETL A=Y 7R TH
%, Bi%1Z%E T 5 Bill Richardson [t A=y 7R TH 5., AINBER
B T# % Rebecca Vigil-Giron iX, t AX=v 7FZTH D,

B E R E Th % Patricia Madrid I3t A 3=y 7R Th D, FIMNHE
ERUHNEBERIL A=y 7R TH D, BMNEREHFTHES AD
AL 3IABRERR=Y IR TH B,

HHESROMNBE L ANV TOm2—AF T allBIT 5REORIDIT,
ABEORELIY b, BHRECEANFELIRANERICLD L ZAH
EEMICREN, ma—AFVafBATREREERIIBNT, t
ARy 7 RAEEL., HBELZEFEOABICEDLLT. REXO
BEHEECERETIHEBEL,

Za— Ay aix, ABBADBIRICHETSBERMNEROBERE LT
FEE L HILFORERDREERETHILBEDOH DM TILAR,
Za—A¥xvafoeasisy s RERIE, ERTRER 1 A0/
ERXNOFHEEAODPBEEEEDS. HRICEHTH Y, HIEIZ
FLELT) WBHBEWSERIT, F+TTH 5D,

EHTRBEREEET, t A=y 7R EBELZ-BELTHILSED X
57, ma—AFaMEeRicbizd AEMN S BL& E (racially
polarized voting) N iT AFE7 0 v 7 B OFHIL. F+HTTH D,
WEEEE 2 FE2RECETTIIEHIC, ma—AFallizBnT
ZHRTHHEANZy 7 ROERTRERBERERET HLED

6



41.

42.

43.

R, £5THoRELTH, AFICBWTHRHAFICRHE S
LULACEIZ, =a— AF v aloZHoe A=y 7 REMREE D,
E ARy 7D 54505 55%LL EDOZEIREHEE (LLTF TVAP) &
Ve) MBMDERNRE AN= v 7 REBIREZEXZRIRT 2 H DT
1 Wy

P (hearing) MHEAE L. mMEFAmL [FERE] KO [EOEF -
El] BH|TRSNIZRIT, ST, BOEZRE L CERF~2F
B T _&E LU L7z, BEHIFRIE, Maestas ODFEE LN, BRERMSIZ
RT2DHET, ABREEZERTIEDIIRERESE T L8R

UDTEHJ'%‘; Dozt #2BEAEALLT, 2T0uEEN. AORE
000000

'I:' O ?«E ERT ADICRERENENTIRLIRHTIBEEER

bNAENETHHLHIML T,
ETOSEHR T, SHEHMPEARZzERTLIEMTH S E DB

EEAZ. ERORTE CI0HMESZ bht, FMA~OEH

BT, S TOYUEZICIMEZRE L., EACKABMET LR
2B ILIE, ‘
FHOBIC, EFEARERMMEE LULACERE TSN, EEARSE
OW—DEEIX, ERTHRESBREEMCEH SN D 2 SOERHE
HEREZ S, BBSN5 20 EBRENSKIT. A527 A2 S,
EEARREIT. HEROBIC Egolf MM 13 LISE S h, =0 [EERE]
RO OB - RE] KR Sh 5,

iEDER - #E (Conclusions of Law)

EREBEFIXRB2HI. ERTHROELZ 10F Z LITEERXFN

RELRTNTIZORWEEDD, EREFBEFE1X2HBHE,

BUERIIB R UIULEBRITE W T, ERTROBEXE ) WERPE

SN WHEIZIE, BEFTHEREXINECEGFL KT L%
7



BEXE VR EELERT 2EHEZA S, Connor v. Finch, 431 U.S.
407, 415 (1997)& M4,

FrABEETOEEFT, AOYETH S, Smithv. Clark, 189 F. Supp.
2d 529, 538-39 (S.D. Miss. 2002).

[—A—Z) OBEFOH Lic, FRERXT, BROEFEDHEICE
S, FEARABYVMOBEXLEULUAOIGIWVARDEZELRTNIETR
572\, Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1, 7-8 (1964). # TFrsk 815
ZEX 3, (FREARRY  EATHRBEEZEICLSIT D - ADREN, Mo
EZOBRELFEUUMELISHDI LI ICRESARTLER GV, 1. 8-9.
ERMAODNEL, EXRTRBEREREIOELEHNTH S
Karcher v. Daggett, 462 U.S. 725, 732-33 (1983). ;& TITiE 8 X

....‘........\9 ® ® & & o o
BERECELT, ERICEEFRETCHYLELAS ., FRGEHRLGL
1...’3'_.........!....._.0......
E1R2EDOREICEESTALOLBLAOTHREIFEE LAV B.E

WHDEREE YO LULAC ROREN . MFHETWIRETHD
—J T, Bz, Karcher IR AEDEICEEHIRY | EAICEERE
R 2 R,
e ANOYWENDOEMREZET, SEARIMOFRIEIZ LY ES{
ShiEsd, I1d at740 MNOBRE SO Wik s#) &, (Hlzid
BEREZa N7 bZT2 2L #MPBEIRRORERAZEE ST L &,
[EONBIREIY OB RFETAILE HOIBREOHEZES{LT S
EEMERSHDH) ZEIZEETAZE)
LHOEFEEOREEIL, —a—AF T NEN, EATREEEZE
REOEMARENHELERTI2EDICREREZFEIT D L 25K
FERMICEELRMNOFEOEMICR S & ERT 5, BRHSINESRE
Wix, 20X RMNOFHOFEEXNIAOHELERT 5DITLT
WRBEORERESETAHZLICHTOIHERFETLSI I LEERT
B DT,




10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

EESRZE (Egolf Al 13) 13, REX 2 KOALADHHIZLIVELY
AOBYFEZERT S, AEOERHIZ. (Maestas EXTEIE LULAC E
DRI L HEIT) UHRHFIC LD, REAAODEEERT ZBHTE
BERERIOBANTRTHEC L EHAT S,
AOBEOEHIIINZ T, BREIZIT 5 FHIPTE, LER TREE B &
KOBXENELERTHEEIC, —fMRIZ, a7 b THEHZ L B
TAHAZELRVERNLAMOBIENBEROBESE, I rMERZEH
9%, | Smith, 189 F. Supp. 2d 529, 540. ff] 2 |&, Reynolds v. Sims, 377
U.S. 533, 578 (1964) L, 2D = &

b DFANE, BIEERUCHIEEFOEFIZHE L THR H DT
& 575, Good v. Austin, 800 F. Supp. 557, 563 (E.D. & W.D. Mich.
1992) 28, (AR ZREYES, BRHEIEN, KEEMBEEDOE 14 EF
(iER LT, AFERBE~OEE (Shaw, 509 U.S. 647) XIiIXHKH D
IREVEIE S F OB E LARWESICT S LR EETHS, FE
800 F. Supp. 557, 563 Z M,

Pl EEIE, SHEBTHNT/NEREXOPICL, REINDIIETH
%, Bz ¥, Carstens, 543 F. Supp. 94-97; Bush, 517 U.S. at 964;
Theriot %t Parish of Jefferson, 185 F.3d 477. 486 (5™ Cir. 1999):

Graham, 207 F. Supp. 2d. at 1924; Polish Am. Congress v. City of
Chicago, 266 F. Supp. 2d. 930, 936 (N.D. I11.2002)Z i

FIEEXIL, ATRRARRYV 27 N THDHXETHD, Bush, 517 U.S.
at 952, 960 &8,

AREZRIR Y . B MG BIREORERITIT, FrhTicksi & Th
%, Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 941-42 (1995); Smith, 189 F. Supp.
529, 542.

[/NEH (Subdivision boundaries) OBEFIL, Bl kicEZET MM
B bH, B, T, BEOBURHEMOERIL, 82, ZO/NKEAIT
BP—C AORBICEHLTEERKEZRIZTHEIZ, FIRKEREEL

9



186.

1.

18.

19.

20.

VHEEFBZERELHD, IHIT, MERBOERZBZ RVHRESE
2RiT, THEELENTHY, FEELZRILSEDIZLHDRV.
Karcher, 462 U.S. at 758 (Stevens ¥| =23 [F &)

BT B ERFER S OBRIC, BHFE, BEETDIRMEREL L

T, M, ADHE REEM. (b, SR BRI A IS EE S O
BIRIRE/R R A~ FD—2LL R L TR0 EEFREF2) Flmit
FEDREIZ OV T ERE S 5, Carstens, 543 F. Supp. 68, 91; Good,
800 F. Supp. 557, 564. [/]NBZEX N O IS F| i L REOREEIX, £
NEDORBEDOFEDLREELBET 5701, B oML E2FF
SHHEEDENEZED 5, Good, 800 F. Supp. 557, 564.
EEAFREDT, BEOEMTHREEEREXOERFERL DD, Hi
B TIREERE XD AHEERER/NMNILTWVWE EWVIERAND,
Maestas £ P LULACE LV HEL TV 5 EEEARET, Brx 227
HHEEETEUR AT RAE L STEY, AEMRFIE CBIERI 2
=y MOBERVEELTVD,

BREMELES 2 &@EIX, TAEXINOBTHROKREEZ - - + 1E
MXITIHETIRR] 2 2B FEOEEXIIFREZFET I LE2EL D,
Bush v. Vera, 517 U.S. 952, 976 (1966).
E250EREMATI0TIE, RELIZ. Z>0BESRME, BN b,
(1) PEIRIN—T R UNBERICBEWTEEIREERT S1E LTI
K& <, o, MEMIZa27 FTHD, (2) TBIsMICER] LT
BV, BUQB) TBEANOEZHIRAS—FELL T - - @%, PEIROZEF
TAHRMBEEMA I ELTVDEENIFHEZIEHA L2 ITNERL R,
Growe v. Emison, 507 U.S. 25, 39 n.4, 40 (1993) (Thornburg v.
Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 50-51 (1986) #5|f.) (Z# 6%, Gingles 7 7
7 % —T#5,) Sanchez v. Colorado, 97 F.3d 1303, 1310 (10t Cir.
1996) (3D Gingles 7 7 7 # —%&&im L T\ 5,)

B{— O Gingles RIRFHEZIERAT IHE. PEIRI V—T 03, /hE&zE

10



21.

22.

23.

KA I H#EEDOEMITHSRBEE 2T 2 LENH 5, Bartlett

v. Strickland, 556 U.S. 1, 23 (2009)

IHEHET IR, 2ERACORER., RETIAEEOS IR

DE—-BEITNIE, BETIHBEHSEBRNOTRFEHES A O (ctizen

voting-age population) (BLF TCVAP)] w5 ,) —iCESEHELR

T A2 B 72V, LULAC v. Perry, 548 U.S. 399, 427-29 (2006).

BE=o Gingles AIREHEZRES 256, BEIX. BAOERMN—F

L TERETZ2EMIIH 0TI R, b —EE L TORENRE

BIICBEERERL2EHONE L TH S, Gingles, 478 U.S. at 55.

BETHIE, PEIRINV—TRBERTHE TR o720k, BERDH

IRIBE TR, ABWIZEEREREZE S 7y /7 RETH- 12

ZEERFER LARTRIER SRV, Growe, 507 U.S. at 39-42. S iz,

DEREJBECRETIEHIROZ o AF—"—FHEE (bHFEORE

BEEZLTVEN, fOBERECKRET S2HESE) D020 0N,

BEIL, PBRIRINV-TOBAEBEHECRZELTWRNWI L 25 EH

Ladhid7z b, Gingles, 478 U.S. at 56.

=50 Gingles BHREMENIER SN HE, MEFE. BEEEICH

TOLERTERBIRBSNLUTOZ 7 72— B LT, RRAD

ERNE 2 FEREZFINL THNELZHETT 5,

(1) PEIRIN—T D—BOREFE, REE, XIZTELOMORENT o
T REMT 572D OERIZfN T N ITBIGEVNEIRITE T 5
AHIER DFEE DRE,

(2) M T EIRAY/ K (political subdivision) DOEEDOFEMN, AR
Bz B STV B REE,

(3) MISITBIBAY/ MR, DBIR N — T IR T LERN OB L H D
HTREEDH D, BEICKENEERX, SRREEHF, BE—OER
F~OREZBERE XXZOMOBREETE L ZFHEEEAL
IRE.
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24.

25.

26.

(4) BEFHREEDLDEHELVIHSITIR DPERIN =T ORA N —
BEBEFRA~DT 7B REES SNIBED,

(5) M IZBIEE/ARIEDDEIIRIN—T DA =3 BB, B,
BEORESOSFCEINORELZT HOOBBERIIAYS
MT2EADEHTONDRE,

(6) BriEAIX ¥ v _— 3, BB, XEmMY R AENT ¥l &Y
BSOS BTV D

(7) DEART NV—T DA 23— ZOFEEE (jurisdiction) BV T4HA
BRicBHE I TEEE,

(8) BIZNT-AMEORD , PEIRT N —T A N—DRED = — A~
DOFEPEL IR L TWE 2, BV

(9) MIUIBIEM/NEIIZ LD, 202 REERE, REOTLDOLESR
e, XixE#E - BITE LI RFROEAOREICH DBORE A +5
THhH, B
Gingles, 478 U.S. at 36-37; LULAC v. Clements, 999 F.2d 831, 849
n.22 (5t Cir. 1993). ‘

SERIRA BB EN ORISR TEZEMRAL2WEE, TTER] 1,

FHEMAD & o it & LTHA TR, RHEFTIL. £ b8 THIR

BEe] FL R TABNEEEOAR]. [Bismidt] X3 MEE

HMRR] OEHTH-=hENEZHET57-DIc, BFTHRAL LA

B IREICOWTOEBMAE LG L2 iz b2, LULAC,

999 F.2d at 853-54.

X &1z, Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630 (1993) Tk, =M% AFEAY 3L

FEEREORAR, ABIZESKERIZE - TRbLRILE ZIZ,

EIEICERT 5,

EEE 14 LD FEBRHESRE L, N TABUA ORI TIEHATE R

VW) BREESORIREFET A, Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 905

(1995). [HXEERBEO FEFEOREBEORE L., BNHEITRZEA

12



ELTMOED L) T ukama Thb, ) Id at 946 (Ginsburg #|

EREREZEIZT S, )

27. HEHFTIT., ZoEEBERA LS, BEEEE 2 &N =2 —AF v
MIZE A=y 7 REBIRBEXORIR LM LD Z L 2ERAT HHE
DB BT R D02 TV,

e © o o o
P s =
28. H“EHIFRIE, (2. ﬁgiE w— E e TR IRT S5 (KEIC

WA &0 % Egolf Bk 13), MNATEE TH 58 E b3, BEHFTIZHIR
FERHTH2bD LT 5,

Hfr:2011 £ 12 H 29 H (E4)

James A. Hall

1 75 FeH AT 4 FARAT

BELZe77A4) VT RTAICLVBRERELITEN,
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

COUNTY OF SANTA FE

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
No. D-101-CV-2011-02942

BRIAN.F. EGOLF, JR., HAKIM BELLAMY, MEL HOLGUIN,
MAURILIO CASTRO and ROXANE SPRUCE BLY,

Plaintiffs,

VS.

DIANNA J. DURAN, in her official capacity as New Mexico
Secretary of State, SUSANA MARTINEZ, in her official capacity
as New Mexico Governor, JOHN A. SANCHEZ, in his official
capacity as New Mexico Lieutenant Governor and presiding
officer of the New Mexico Senate, TIMOTHY Z. JENNINGS, in
his official capacity as President Pro-Tempore of the New Mexico
Senate, and BEN LUJAN SR., in his official capacity as Speaker
ofthe New Mexico House of Representatives,

Defendants.

- Consolidated with -

CAUSE NO. D-101-CV-2011-02944
CAUSENO. D-101-CV-2011-02945
CAUSE NO. D-101-CV-2011-03016
CAUSE NO. D-101-CV-201.1-03099
CAUSE NO. D-101-CV-2011-03107
CAUSE NO. D-202-CV-2011-09600
CAUSE NO. D-506-CV-2011-00913

JUDGMENT AND FINAL ORDER

(Congressional Trial)

FILED'IN'MY OFFICE
DISTRICT COURT CLERK
1/17/2012 9:56:21 AM
STEPHEN T. PACHECO

JV

THIS MATTER having come before the Court for an evidentiary hearing regarding the

creation of districts within the State of New Mexico for the House of Representatives of the

United States of America (“Congress™), and the Cowrt having heard the testimony of witnesses,



argument of counsel, having reviewed the evidence, the pleadings, and the briefing submitted by
the parties, having entered Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law on December 29, 2011, and
being otherwise fully advised in the premises, FINDS that:

1L The current Congressional districts, adopted in Jepsen v. Vigil-Giron, D-0101-
CV-2001-02177 (N.M. 1st Jud. Dist, January 8, 2002), are malapportioned and are therefore
unconstitutional; and

2, The amended Joint Plan (Egolf Exhibit 13, attached to this Court’s Findings of

Fact and Conclusions of Law entered on December 29, 2011), submitted jointly by the State

Executive Defendants, the Egalf:Plaintiffs;ﬂle-Jdm'es'Pl&iﬁt’iﬁ‘s‘ and the Sena Plaintiffs, shall be

immediately adopted as the districts within the State' of New Mexico for the House of

Representatives of the United States of America.

3. Precinct designations and boundaries used in this ordeér are those precinct
designations and boundaries established in accordance with law and approved by the Secretary
of State as of August 31, 2011 for use in the 2011 redistricting process.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: ‘

That the three United States House districts within the state of New Mexico are revised as
set forth below, the boundaries of which are defined using the following county, precinct and
Census tabulation block designations:

Congressional District One is composed of Bernalillo county precincts 2 through 79, 81
through 83, 86 through 92, 94 through 99, 101 through 114, 116, 119 through 125, 131 through
144, 150 through 154, 161 through 166, 170, 171, 180 through 187, 191 through 197, 211, 212,
214 through 217, 221, 223 through 226, 241 through 246, 251 through 258, 271 through 273,

278, 281 through 287, 289 through 308, 311 through 318, 321 through 324, 326 through 333,



341 through 347, 351 through 358, 371 through 375, 381 through 387, 400 through 456, 461
through 466, 471 through 478, 480 through 500, 502 through 573 and 601 through 603; Sandoval
county precincts 1 through 5, 28, 29, 38, 52, 55 through 57, 64, 74 and 76; Santa Fe county
precincts 15, 73 and 84; Torrance county; and Valencia county precincts 6, 16, 22, 28 and
Census tabulation block 3506119703031019 in Valencia county precinct 36.

Congressional District Two is composed of Bernalillo county precinct 93; Catron county;
Chaves county; Cibola county; De Baca county; Dona Ana county; Eddy county; Grant county;
Guadalupe county; Hidalgo county; Lea county; Lincoln county; Luna county; McKinley county
precincts 26, 27, 29 and 30; Otero county; Roosevelt county precincts 3 through 6,10,11,19 and
all of Roosevelt county precinct 2 except for Census tabulation block 350410002001111; Sierra
county; Socorro county; and Valencia county precincts 1 through 5, 7 through 15, 17 throug‘hl21,
23 through 27, 29 through 35, 37 through 41 and all of Valencia county precinct 36 except for
Census tabulation block 350611973031019.

Congressional District Three is composed of Bernaliilo county precincts 1, 80, 84, 85,
115, 117, 118 and 127 through 129; Colfax county; Curry County; Harding county; Los Alamos
county; McKinley county precincts 1 through 25, 28, 31 through 50 and 52 through 59; Moré
county; Quay county; Rio Arriba county; Roosevelt county precincts 1, 7 through 9, 12, 13, 15,
17, 18, 21 and Census tabulation biock 350410002001111 in Roosevelt county precinct 2; San
Juan county; San Miguel county; Sandoval county precincts 6 through 27, 30 through 37, 3%
through 51, 53, 54, 58 through 63, 65 through 73, 75 and 78 through 86; Santa Fe county
precincts 1 through 14, 16 through 72, 74 through 83 and 85 through 88; Taos county; and Union

county.
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