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Defendants State of Texas and Carlos Cascos, in his official capacity as Secretary of State of
Texas (“Secretary of State,” and, collectively, the “State Defendants”), file this motion to dismiss
pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and (6), and respectfully request the Court to
dismiss OCA-Greater Houston’s and Mallika Das’s (collectively, “Plaintiffs”) claims against the State
Defendants.

I. Introduction and Facts

This case arises from an alleged miscommunication between a voter, her son, and a Williamson
County poll worker. Essentially, Plaintiffs argue that Mrs. Mallika Das, who has limited English
proficiency, attempted to vote in Williamson County and asked that her son, who is registered to vote
in Travis County, help her read and mark the ballot. (Dkt. 1 9 20-22.) Texas law allows a voter the
“assistor” of her choice (subject to limitations not applicabl¢ here) if she is unable to read and mark a
ballot. Tex. Elec. Code Ann. § 64.032. Texas law includes an additional provision that allows a voter
the “interpreter” of her choice, so long as that intetpreter is registered in the county in which the voter
resides. Tex. Elec. Code Ann. §§ 61.033 and 61.034. Apparently construing Mrs. Das’s request as a
request for an interpreter under Texas Election Code section 61.034 and not a request for assistance
under Texas Election Code section 64.032, the poll worker refused to allow Mrs. Das’s son to
accompany her to the voting machine. (Dkt. 1 99 21-25.)

Plaintiffs seek to convert this local dispute into a preemption claim, arguing that Texas
Election Code sections 61.033 and 61.034 conflict with section 208 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.
52 U.S.C.A. § 10508 (formertly codified as 42 U.S.C. § 1973aa-6) (“Section 208”). But Plaintiffs
concede that Texas law comports with Section 208, noting that Texas Election Code section 64.032
“substantially mirror[s]” Section 208. (Dkt. 1 9 16.)

Noticeably absent from Plaintiffs’ Complaint are any allegations tracing the conduct of the

State Defendants to Plaintiffs’ alleged injuries. Plaintiffs vaguely complain that the Secretary of State

State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Page 1
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failed to ensure thatlocal officials followed Texas law, but Plaintiffs fail to cite any authority suggesting
that the Secretary of State has a duty to involve himself in every local election-related dispute. (Dkt.
1912.) Plaintiffs also complain about the summary of Texas election laws listed on the Secretary of
State’s website but fail to show how this establishes a conflict between Texas law and the Voting
Rights Act. (Dkt. 1919.) In short, Plaintiffs fail to connect the dots from Mrs. Das’s difficulty voting
in Williamson County to the State Defendants. Plaintiffs’ attempt to characterize an isolated, local
miscommunication as a constitutional dispute should be rejected.

II. Argument and Authorities

A. Standard of Review.

“A motion to dismiss for lack of Article III standing is-properly considered under Rule
12(b)(1).” Higgins v. Tex. Dep'’t. of State Health Sves., 801 F. Supp: 2d 541, 547 (W.D. Tex. 2011). Under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1), a court “must dismiss a cause for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction ‘when the court lacks the statutory Gi constitutional power to adjudicate the case.” Id.
(quoting Home Builders Ass’'n of Miss., Inc. v.-City of Madison, Miss., 143 F.3d 1006, 1010 (5th Cir. 1998)).
“[TThe plaintiff constantly bears the barden of proof that jurisdiction does in fact exist.” Ramming v.
United States, 281 F.3d 158, 161(5th Cir. 2001). In evaluating a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the Court may
consider: “(1) the complaint alone; (2) the complaint supplemented by undisputed facts evidenced in
the record; or (3) the complaint supplemented by undisputed facts, plus the Court’s resolution of
disputed facts.” Higgins, 801 F.Supp.2d at 547.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) allows a court to dismiss all or part of a complaint
“for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.” A court may analyze the contents of
the complaint and matters propetly subject to judicial notice. See Tellabs, Inc. v. Makor Issues & Rights,
L., 551 U.S. 308, 322, 127 S.Ct. 2499, 168 L..Ed.2d 179 (2007). To survive a motion to dismiss, the

plaintiff must plead “enough facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.” Bel/ A#l. Corp.
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v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570, 127 S.Ct. 1955, 167 L.Ed.2d 929 (2007). “The court accepts ‘all well-
pleaded facts as true, viewing them in the light most favorable to the plaintitf.”” In re Katrina Canal
Breaches Litig., 495 F.3d 191, 205 (5th Cir. 2007) (quoting Martin K. Eby Constr. Co. v. Dallas Area Rapid
Transit, 369 F.3d 464, 467 (5th Cir. (2004). A plaintiff must plead “specific facts, not mere conclusory
allegations.”  Tuchman v. DSC Comme’ns Corp., 14 F.3d 1061, 1067 (5th Cir. 1994). Courts “are not
bound to accept as true a legal conclusion couched as a factual allegation.” Asheroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S.
662, 678, 129 S.Ct. 1937, 173 L.Ed.2d 868 (2009). Indeed, courts should “not accept as true
conclusory allegations, unwarranted factual inferences, or legal conclusions.” Plotkin v. IP Axess Inc.,
407 F.3d 690, 696 (5th Cir. 2005).

B. Plaintiffs’ § 1983 Claim against the State of Texas Is Barred by Sovereign
Immunity.

The Eleventh Amendment bars a plaintiff from biinging suit in federal court against a state or
state agency absent consent or valid abrogation of state immunity by Congtress. See Kimel v. Fla. Bd. of
Regents, 528 U.S. 62, 73, 120 S.Ct. 631, 145 1.Ed.2d 522 (2000); Puerto Rico Aquednct & Sewer Auth. v.
Metealf & Eddy, Inc., 506 U.S. 139, 145, 113 S.Ct. 684, 121 L.Ed.2d 605 (1993). The Eleventh
Amendment protects states and state agencies from suits brought in federal court for either damages
or injunctive relief. See Penhurst State Sch. & Hosp. v. Halderman, 465 U.S. 89, 100, 104 S.Ct. 900, 79
L.Ed.2d 67 (1984) (the Eleventh Amendment bar suits against state agencies “regardless of the nature
of the relief sought.”). Importantly, “[c]ourts indulge every reasonable presumption against waiver”
of immunity. Co/l. Sav. Bank v. Fla. Prepaid Postsecondary Educ. Expense Bd., 527 U.S. 666, 682, 119 S.Ct.
2219, 144 1..Ed.2d 605 (1999).

There is no allegation that the State of Texas has waived its immunity. Nor has Congress
abrogated, the State’s immunity under § 1983. See Quern v. Jordan, 440 U.S. 332, 241, 99 S.Ct. 1139, 59

L.Ed.2d 358 (1979) (§ 1983 does not “override the traditional sovereign immunity of the States.”); see
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also Howlett v. Rose, 496 U.S. 356, 376, 110 S.Ct. 2430, 110 L.Ed.2d 332 (1990) (“this Court has
construed the word ‘person’ in § 1983 to exclude States.”).

The Ex Parte Young exception to sovereign immunity permits federal courts to award
prospective relief against state officials who violate federal law. See Aguilar v. Tex. Dep’t of Criminal
Justice, 160 F.3d 1052, 1054 (5th Cir. 1998). But Ex Parte Young applies only to suits for prospective
relief against state officials and “has no application in suits against . . . States.” Puerto Rico Aqueduct &
Sewer Auth., 506 U.S. at 146. The State of Texas is not a “person” under Ex Parte Young, and therefore,
the exception does not apply here.

Accordingly, because the State of Texas has not waived its immunity, Congress has not
abrogated its immunity, and Ex Parte Young does not apply, the Caurt should dismiss Plaintiffs” § 1983
claims against the State.

C. Plaintiffs Lack Standing to Sue the State Defendants.

1. Plaintiffs Have Failedto Show the Existence of an Injury-in-Fact that
Was Caused by the State Defendants.

Plaintiffs lack standing to assert their claims against the State Defendants. Under Article 111
of the United States Constitution, federal courts possess jurisdiction over only those disputes that
constitute cases or controversies. Raznes v. Byrd, 521 U.S. 811, 818 (1997). Article IIT’s limitation on
judicial power and its underlying separation-of-powers principles have resulted in “a set of
requirements that together make up the ‘irreducible constitutional minimum of standing.”  Lexwark
Int'l, Inc. v. Static Control Components, Inc., 134 S.Ct. 1377, 1386 (2014) (quoting Lujan v. Defenders of
Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560 (1992)). “The plaintiff must have suffered or be imminently threatened
with a concrete and particularized “injury in fact” that is fairly traceable to the challenged action of
the defendant and likely to be redressed by a favorable decision.” Id. “Failure to establish any of these
three elements deprives the federal court of jurisdiction . . . .” Rivera v. Wyeth-Ayerst Labs., 283 F.3d

315, 319 (5th Cir. 2002).
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Article IIT standing is lacking where a plaintiff sues a state official who is without power to
take the complained of action, and whose actions have not caused, or could not cause, any injury to
her. See Okpalobi v. Foster, 244 F.3d 405, 427 (5th Cir. 2001) (plaintiffs failed to establish Article I1I
standing with respect to the governor, who had no authority to enforce the allegedly unconstitutional
statute.) Although Plaintiffs have asserted claims against the Secretary of State, they have failed to
offer any facts demonstrating how the Secretary of State caused them to suffer an injury-in-fact.
Instead, it appears that Plaintiffs have joined the Secretary of State as a defendant solely because he
serves as the chief election officer of the State. See Dkt. 1 4 10 (“The Secretary of State serves as the
Chief Election Officer of Texas and is responsible for administering the Texas Election Code.”).

a. The Secretary of State Does N« Have a Duty to Involve Himself
in Every Election-Related Matier.

Although the Secretary of State is the chief election officer, this title does not make him a
necessary party in every election-related proceeding;and it especially does not make him a necessary
party in this case where all of the facts alleged by Plaintiffs complain of actions taken by local poll
workers, not the Secretary of State. (Dkt, 1 4 20-25.) Plaintiffs do not allege any facts suggesting that
the State Defendants prohibited Mfs. Das from using the assistor of her choice. Nor do Plaintiffs
allege any facts suggesting that the State Defendants directed a third party to prohibit Mrs. Das from
using the assistor of her choice.

Plaintiffs allege that the “Secretary of State’s failure to instruct voting officials to comply with
their legal obligations under Section 208 has cause, and will continue to cause unless remedied, OCA-
Greater Houston to suffer legally cognizable injury.” (Dkt. 1 4 12.) But Plaintiffs cite no legal
authority for this alleged duty. The Secretary of State’s duties with respect to elections are found in
Texas Election Code section 31.005, which states that “[t]he secretary of state may take appropriate
action to protect the voting rights of the citizens of this state from abuse by the authorities

administering the state’s electoral processes.” Tex. Elec. Code Ann. § 31.005(a) (Vernon
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2010)(emphasis added). That section further provides that the secretary ay take action to correct any
official conduct impeding a citizen’s voting rights:

“li]f the secretary determines that a person performing official

functions in the administration of any part of the electoral processes is

exercising the powers vested in that person in a manner that impedes

the free exercise of a citizen’s voting rights, the secretary may order the

person to correct the offending conduct. If the person fails to comply,

the secretary may seek enforcement of the order by a temporary

restraining order or a writ of injunction or mandamus obtained
through the attorney general.

Id. 31.005(b)(emphasis added).

In short, Texas Election Code section 31.005 “merely authoriz[es] the Secretary of State to
take some action, but do[es] not confer on him a legal duty to take the contemplated action.”
Lightbourn v. County of El Paso, Tex., 118 F.3d 421 (5th Cir. 1997) (reversing the district court’s
determination that the Secretary of State had a duty to wairant that local election authorities followed
the Americans with Disabilities Act). Accordingly, Plaintiffs cannot establish that the Secretary of
State caused them a cognizable injury by fatiinig to act, and therefore lack standing to pursue their
claims against the Secretary of State. Seg Lexmark, 134 S.Ct. at 1386.

b. Texas Law Comports with the Voting Rights Act.

At most, Plaintiffs complain that the Secretary of State’s website summarizes the various
provisions of the Texas Election Code affecting voters who need assistance in reading or marking the
ballot. (Dkt. 1919 and Exhibit 1.) Plaintiffs assert no facts, however, alleging that the State of Texas
took any actions at all—let alone actions that can be traced to the Plaintiffs’ alleged injuries. Indeed,
Plaintiffs appear to join the State as a defendant merely to support its preemption claim. But Plaintiffs’
claim that Texas law conflicts with the Voting Rights Act does not survive scrutiny.

Texas Election Code chapter 64 deals with voting procedures generally. See Tex. Elec. Code

Ann. § 64.001 e seq. Section 64.031 details who may receive assistance:

State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Page 6
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A voter is eligible to receive assistance in marking the ballot, as
provided by this subchapter, if the voter cannot prepare the ballot

because of:

1) a physical disability that renders the voter unable to write or
see; of

2 an inability to read the language in which the ballot is written.

Sections 64.032(c) and (d) detail who, other than an election officer, may provide assistance:
(©) On the votet’s request, the voter may be assisted by any person
selected by the voter other than the voter’s employer, an agent
of the voter’s employer, or an officer or agent of a labor union
to which the voter belongs.
(d) If assistance is provided by a person of the voter’s choice, an
election officer shall enter the person’s name and address on

the poll list beside the voter’s name.

These provisions are in line with the Voting Rights Act,swhich states that:
Any voter who requires assistance to vote by reason of blindness,
disability, or inability to read or write taay be given assistance by a

person of the voter’s choice, other than the voter’s employer or agent
of that employer or officer or agent of the voter’s union.

52 U.S.C.A. § 10508.

In short, both the Voting Rights Act and Texas law provide that if you are unable to read the
ballot, you may be assisted by 2 person of your choice, so long as that person is not your employer,
an agent of your employer, or an officer or agent of your union. Indeed, Plaintiffs concede that
“[r]elevant parts of [Texas Election Code section 64.032] substantially mirror Section 208 of the
Voting Rights Act.” (Dkt. 19 16.)

Texas law also includes an additional provision for interpreters. Texas Election Code sections
61.032 and 61.034 allow a voter to communicate with a poll worker through an interpreter and allow
the interpreter to translate the ballot for the voter. Section 61.033 specifies that, to “be eligible to
serve as an interpreter, a person must be a registered voter of the county in which the voter needing

the interpreter resides.” These provisions do not impede a votet’s right to receive assistance subject
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to the provisions of Chapter 61. Instead, these provisions offer additional assistance to voters beyond
the minimum requirements of the Voting Rights Act.

Accordingly, the Secretary of State’s summary of Texas election laws on its website provides
no support for Plaintiffs’ theory that the Secretary of State caused them to suffer injury. Nor do
Plaintiffs’ preemption allegations support Plaintiffs’ theory that the State of Texas caused them to
suffer injury. Thus, Plaintiffs lack standing to pursue their claims against the State Defendants. See
Lexmark, 134 S.Ct. at 1386.

c. Plaintiffs Fail to Trace Their Alleged Injury to the State
Defendants’ Conduct.

Plaintiffs essentially allege that a local poll worker misclassified Mrs. Das’s request for
assistance as a request for an interpreter. (Dkt. 1 4920-25.) Evenassuming that Mrs. Das has suffered

injury, based on Plaintiffs’ alleged facts, any such injury was not caused by the State Defendants:

e The State Defendants did not “faiifj to allow Mrs. Das the person of
her choice to assist her by interpreting the ballot for her.” (Dkt. 1 99
29, 34.)

e The State Defendants«id not “fail[] to allow eligible voters to receive
necessary assistance from any person of their choice, other than their

employers or uniocn officials . . .. (Dkt. 1 49 30, 35.)

e The State Defendants did not “depriv[e] Plaintiffs of rights and
privileges under Section 208 of the VRA under the color of Texas
Election Code § 61.034....” (Dkt. 1 9 36.)

Accordingly, Plaintiffs have failed to establish an injury-in-fact that is fairly traceable to any
alleged actions of the State Defendants. Plaintiffs therefore lack standing to bring this action against
the State Defendants, and Plaintiffs’ claims against the State Defendants should be dismissed. See
Lexcmark, 134 S.Ct. at 1386.

2. OCA-Houston Is Not Entitled to Organizational Standing.

“To have standing, an association or organization must satisfy the well-known requirements

of Lujan”> NAACP v. City of Kyle, Tex., 626 F.3d 233, 237 (5th Cir. 2010). To establish injury-in-fact,

State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Page 8
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an organization may show a “concrete and demonstrable” diversion of significant resources to
counteract the alleged harmful conduct. Id. (quoting Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman, 455 U.S. 363, 379,
102 S.Ct. 1114, 71 L.Ed.2d 214 (1982)). Not all diversions of resources meet this standard, however.
“The mere fact that an organization redirects some of its resources to litigation and legal counseling
in response to actions or inactions of another party is insufficient to impart standing upon the
organization.” La. ACORN Fair Hous. v. LeBlanc, 211 F.3d 298, 305 (5th Cir. 2000).

In NAACP v. City of Kyle, the plaintiffs sued the City of Kyle alleging that changes in its zoning
and subdivision ordinances violated the Fair Housing Act. 626 F.3d at 235. The court determined
that the plaintiffs failed to establish an injury in fact because they failed to demonstrate that the
diversion of resources “concretely and perceptibly impaired” their ability to carry out their purpose,
noting that “[a]t most, they have established ‘simply a sethack to the organization’s abstract social
interests.”” Id. at 239. Specifically, the court observed: that:

o the organization’s activities to céanteract the alleged harmful conduct
(“which basically boil down o examining and communicating about
developments in local zonirig and subdivision ordinances) appeared no
different from the organizations lobbying activities;

o the organization did not identify “any specific projects that [it] had to
put on hold ar otherwise curtail” to respond to the alleged harmful
conduct; and
o the organization “only conjectured that the resources that [it] had
devoted to the revised ordinances could have been spent on other
unspecified [organizational] activities.”
Id. at 238-39.
Here, Plaintiff OCA-Greater Houston alleges that it will have to “expend its limited funds and
other resources to educate its members and other Asian American voters on how to vote—including

instructions on requirements for interpreters of voters’ choice—as well as provide other assistance in

connection with upcoming elections.” (Dkt. 1 9 13.) This conclusory sentence is insufficient to meet
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the requirements of organizational standing because it fails to demonstrate that the diversion of
resources “concretely and perceptibly impaired” their ability to carry out their purpose. See NAACP,
626 F.3d at 239.

OCA-Greater Houston’s website advertises that it “[cJonducted educational seminars and
programs on such topics as: . . . “Voter Awareness,” and that it “[c]oordinated community service
projects supporting efforts such as voter registration . . ..” See OCA-GREATER HOUSTON CHAPTER

http://www.ocahouston.org (last accessed August 21, 2015) (attached as Exhibit A.) OCA-Greater

Houston fails to demonstrate how providing information to its members about voter assistance is any
different from its regular educational activities. See 7d. at 238-39. Nor does OCA-Greater Houston
identify any specific projects that it will have to put on hold or-otherwise curtail to respond to the
Secretary of State’s alleged failure to instruct voting officials' to comply with Texas and federal law.
Seeid. Lastly, OCA-Greater Houston merely conjectuses that it will have to divert resources that could
have been spent on other, unspecified activities: See 7.

Because OCA-Greater Houston has failed to show a “concrete and demonstrable” diversion
of significant resources, it fails to esrablish an injury in fact. Id. at 239. Without an injury in fact,
OCA-Greater Houston lacks standings to pursue its claims, and, accordingly, the Court should dismiss
OCA-Greater Houston’s causes of action.

D. Plaintiffs Fail to State a Claim for Relief Against the State Defendants.

1. The Texas Election Code Does Not Conflict with the Voting Rights Act.

Pursuant to the Election Clause of the United States Constitution, “Congress may enact laws
that preempt state election laws concerning federal elections,” thereby rendering those conflicting
state laws inoperative. 1oting for America, Inc. v. Steen, 732 F.3d 382, 399 (5th Cir. 2013). As such, state

and federal election laws cannot directly conflict. Id. Plaintiffs ask the Court to, among other things:
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e declare that Texas Election Code section 61.033 ‘“violates and is
inconsistent with the provisions of Section 208 of the Voting Rights
Acty”

e cnjoin Defendants from “engaging in any act or practice that denies
the rights secured by Section 208 of the Voting Rights Act;” and

e require Defendants to “develop and implement a remedial plan to
ensure that voters are permitted assistance form persons of their

choice when they cast their ballots, in compliance with Section 208 of
the Voting Rights Act.” (Dkt. 1, Prayer)

Plaintiffs’ preemption claim fails, however, because as discussed above on pages 6-8, however, Texas
law does not conflict with Section 208 of the Voting Rights Act. Indeed, as Plaintiffs concede, Texas
Election Code section 64.032 “substantially mirror[s]” the Voting Rights Act. (Dkt. 1 § 16.)
Accordingly, Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for relief under the Voting Rights Act or under § 1983, and

no remedial plan is necessary.

2. The State Defendants Did INot Deprive Mrs. Das of the Assistor of Her
Choice.

Plaintiffs base both their Voting Rights Act claim (Dkt. 1 49 26-30) and their § 1983 claim
(Dkt. 1 99 31-306) on the alleged misclassification of Mrs. Das’s son as an “interpretet” rather than an
“assistor” by a local poll worker:(Dkt. 1 9 20-25.) But, as discussed above on pages 4-6, and 8,
however, this conduct cannot be attributed to the State Defendants, nor do the State Defendants have
a duty to get involved in every election-related dispute. Accordingly, Plaintiffs fail to state a claim for
relief under the Voting Rights Act or under § 1983.
III.  Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should GRANT the instant motion and dismiss with

prejudice Plaintiffs’ claims against the State Defendants in their entirety.
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Respectfully submitted.

KEN PAXTON
Attorney General of Texas

CHARLES E. ROY
First Assistant Attorney General
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Deputy Attorney General for Civil Litigation
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Chief - General Litigation Division

/s/ Lanra A. Barbour
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electronic notification through ECF by the United States District Court, Western District of Texas,
Austin Division, on August 27, 2015 to:

David M. Hoffman Jerry Vattamala

FISH & RICHARDSON, P.C. Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund
111 Congress Avenue, Suite 810 99 Hudson Street

Austin, Texas 78701 New York, New York 10013

/s/ Laura A. Barbour
LAURA A. BARBOUR
Assistant Attorney General
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EMBRACING THE HOPES AND ASPIRATIONS OF ASIAN PACIFIC

OCA National Website AMERICANS
What is OCA?
. Founded in 1973, OCA is a national organization dedicated to advancing the social, political, and
Facebook Page economic well-being of Asian Pacific Americans in the United States OCA's goals are:
Join OCA ¢ to advocate for social justice, equal opportunity and-tair treatment;

e to promote civic participation, education, and leadership;
¢ to advance coalitions and community building:-and

10 o to foster cultural heritage.

.. To achieve these objectives, OCA is engaged in organizing its 80+ chapters and affiliates across the
;I " nation and its Hong Kong chapter to develop both leadership and community involvement. Our
awareness chapters and college affiliates work to- establish strong local programs that empower the APIA
advocacy community through cultural awareness programs, leadership training, education workshops, legislative
activism monitoring, public policy initiatives, APIA conferences, internships, scholarships, publications, and
4a Magazine Issues community activism across the country.
OCA's base in Washington, DC gives the national office an effective vantage point for monitoring
Houston Area legislation and policy issues affecting Asian & Pacific Islander American communities. In the DC
Asian American metro area, OC/Ais able to build national support and to work in coalition with other national groups
Pro Bono around issues aifecting APIAs. In addition, OCA publishes IMAGE magazine, which serves as a
Legal Resources communicatiions link for chapter members as well as an informative source on federal and legislative
Directory initiatives and policies relevant to the APIA community.
For more Information about OCA, email us at OCAattoOCANATL.ORG , call us at (202) 223-5500, or
write to us at 1001 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 601, Washington DC 20036.
What is OCA Houston?
O The Greater Houston Chapter was established in 1979, after OCA National founder and president, KL
Wang encouraged local community leaders at that time to become part of this new national effort and
Join OCA Houston’s advocate for protecting and advancing the rights of Chinese Americans and Asian Pacific Americans.
. email list Enter your email
below:

OCA-Greater Houston can boast about its successful record in participating both at the national and
‘ ‘ local levels in accomplishing its mission. OCA-GH has earned the National Chapter Excellence Awards
Chapter of the Year for 3rd place in 2004 & 2005. Houston has provided three officers on the national
~Submit Email | executive board:. Theresa Chang (VP for Public Affairs, VP for Education, VP for Finance and VP for
Economic Affairs), Raymond Wong (Treasurer, Executive VP, President) and Ida Eng (Treasurer)
Besides hosting the 1991 . National Convention, the Houston Chapter also hosted the 1998 OCA
National Corporate Achievement Banquet In addition, OCA-Houston has:

¢ Conducted educational seminars and programs on topics such as: Workplace Rights, Affirmative
Action, Vincent Chin & Hate Crimes, the Gates Millennium Scholars program & other OCA
national scholarships, Voter Awareness, and the Los Alamos Wen Ho Lee "Spy" incident

e Supported APA cultural awareness programs such as bringing nationally known exhibition of

https://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?depth=1&hl=en&prev=search&rurl=translate.google.com&sl=ja&u=http://www.ocahouston.org/default.cfm...  1/2
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Angel Island, "Gateway to Gold Mountain" for Asian Pacific American Heritage Month in 1998,
The HT Chen APA dance company in 2003 & 2004, David Henry Hwang's new version of
Flower Drum Song , and the Sun Lai: An Awakening program with our college affiliate at Rice
University which features national APA spoken word & performance artists

¢ Hosted nationally known APA speakers such as: Bill Lann Lee, Paul Igasaki, Angela Oh, Phoebe
Eng, Daphne Kwok, Helen Zia, George Takei, Karen Narasaki, SB Woo, Laura Efurd, Robert
Gee and Edward Chow, Jr.

o Initiated collaborations to establish the Asian American Legal Center of Texas, Coalition Against
Asian American Bashing (CAAAB) and APA Vote 2000 and co-sponsored events to host the
APA White House Initiative and Candidates Forums as well as, helping establish & sponsor the
Asian American Women's Forum, recognized by OCA National as an outstanding Chapter
Program

¢ Received the 2000 OCA Outstanding Chapter Program Award for its "They Serve with Honor ..."
annual fundraising banquet honoring Houston's Chinese American World War II Veterans.

e Worked with the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and United States
Department of Labor on an educational outreach project entitled "TIGAR," or "The Information
Group for Asian American Rights" & co-produced & distributed free of charge nationally, an
educational video concerning our employment-related civil rights

¢ Coordinated community service projects supporting efforts such as voter registration, the OCA
Summer Internship in Washington, DC, Habitat for Humanity, the People for People project, and
APA book donations to college & public libraries, as well as being one of the initial supporting
groups to help establish YLC, the APA Youth Leadership Council

e [ wrote op / ed articles and letters to the media on APA issues

¢ Led public awareness campaigns on issues such as the Los Angeles Lakers Center Shaquille
O'Neil racial taunting of Yao Ming, the Houston Rockets Center, the 2000 Census, and the
boycott / protest of retailer Abercrombie & Fitch's racially biased line of T-shirts with derogatory
& stereotyped images of Asian Americans
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