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Consolidated with
No. 23-0395-111(1)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER ON PLAINTIFFS’

MOTIONS FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION

These consolidated cases came before the three-judge panel for hearing, via ZoomGov, on

April 4, 2023, on Plaintiffs’ separate Motions for Temporary Injunction. Defendants filed

responses in opposition, and Plaintiff Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson

County (“Metro”) filed a reply. Participating in the hearing were Metropolitan Attorney Allison

L. Bussell and Metropolitan Director of Law Wallace W. Dietz, representing Metro; Attorney

Scott P. Tift, representing Plaintiffs Davie Tucker, Delishia Porterfield, Judy Cummings, Dave

Goetz, Alma Sanford, Quin Segall, Sandra Sepulveda, and Zulfat Suara (collectively, “Individual
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Plaintiffs,” and together with Metro, “Plaintiffs”); and Senior Assistant Attorney General Timothy
R. Simonds and Assistant Attorney General Jonathan M. Shirley, representing Defendants
Governor Bill Lee, Secretary of State Tre Hargett, and Coordinator of Elections Mark Goins
(collectively, Defendants or the “State”).

Based on the complaints, motions for temporary injunction, memoranda in support and in
opposition, exhibits, the entire record, and arguments of counsel, the Court GRANTS, in part, and
DENIES, in part, Metro’s Motion for Temporary Injunction for the reasons addressed below. The
Court also DENIES Individual Plaintiffs’ Motion for Temporary Injunction for the reasons
addressed below.

l. BACKGROUND AND STATEMENT OF CASE

This case involves facial constitutional challenges brought by Metro and the Individual
Plaintiffs regarding recent legislation passed by the Tennessee General Assembly on March 9,
2023, and signed into law by Governor Bill L2e, also on March 9, 2023, which became effective
immediately. 2023 Tenn. Pub. Acts, cii. 21 (House Bill 48/Senate Bill 87) (the “Act”); see PL.’s
Motion, Ex. C. Section 1(a) of the“Act amends Tennessee Code Annotated, Title 7, Chapter 1, the
“Metropolitan Government Charter Act,” by adding a new provision that establishes a cap on the
number of metropolitan council members under a metropolitan government charter to twenty
voting members.t Section 1(b) of the Act further requires any existing metropolitan government
that exceeds twenty council members to reduce its council membership to twenty under the process
specified by the Act and requires compliance with specified deadlines by the next general

metropolitan election after the effective date of the Act. The Act does not contain a provision

! Other provisions of the Act address metropolitan governments to be formed in the future (Section
1(c)) and municipalities (Section 2), which are not the subject of this action.
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requiring approval of the Act by an affected metropolitan council or the voters of the metropolitan
government. Section 3 of the Act provides for the severability of any portion of the Act found to
be invalid.

Metro is a consolidated metropolitan city and county government authorized under the
Tennessee Constitution and the Metropolitan Government Charter Act. Tenn. Code Ann. 88 7-1-
101, et seq. The voters of the City of Nashville and of Davidson County ratified the consolidation
of those two entities into the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County and
approved Metro’s first charter by a referendum vote on June 28, 1962. PI.’s Motion, Ex. A. This
process was undertaken through enabling legislation, the Metropolitan Government Charter Act,
which the General Assembly had passed pursuant to Article XI, Section 9, of the Tennessee
Constitution. See Tenn. Const., art. XI, 8 9, 19; Tenn. Ccde Ann. 88 7-1-101, et seq. (then Tenn.
Code Ann. 88 6-3701, et seq.). The enabling legisiation contained a number of requirements, but
did not address the size or term of office of a metropolitan government’s legislative body among
other requirements, reserving those decisions to be included in the charter proposed by the
metropolitan charter commission-and ratified by the voters. Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-2-108(a)(12)
and § 7-2-106. Metro’s proposed charter established the size of its Metropolitan Council and,
since the adoption of Metro’s first charter 60 years ago by the voters, it has been comprised of
forty members, consisting of thirty-five district members and five at-large members. P1.’s Motion,
Exs. A, E. Because Metro’s Council exceeds the newly-enacted twenty-member cap in Section
1(a) of the Act, it is subject to the reduction process specified in Section 1(b) of the Act.

Metro filed its complaint on March 13, 2023, alleging claims for declaratory judgment

challenging the constitutionality of the Act and seeking injunctive relief.2 Specifically, Metro

2 Metro also filed a notice, pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 20-18-101, that this civil action is required

3
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claims the Act violates the following provisions of the Tennessee Constitution: (1) Article X1, § 9,
para. 9 (the “Consolidation Clause”), by requiring the reduction of the Metropolitan Council from
forty members to twenty members; (2) Article XI, § 9, para. 2 (the “Local Legislation Clause”),
by imposing requirements that are local in effect and application on Metro without providing for
local approval; (3) Article VII, 8 1, which mandates four-year terms for members of county
legislative bodies, by requiring alternative terms for metropolitan council members under Section
1(b) that are either greater than four years in one provision or less than four years in another
provision; and (4) Article VI, § 1, para. 2, by ignoring the exemption of consolidated metropolitan
governments from the twenty-five member limit that otherwise applies to county legislative
bodies.

Defendant Bill Lee is the Governor of the State of Tennessee. Defendant Tre Hargett is
the Secretary of the Tennessee Department of Stats. Defendant Mark Goins is the Coordinator of
Elections for the State of Tennessee. All Deferidants are sued in their official capacities.

Contemporaneously with the fiiing of its complaint, Metro filed a Motion for Temporary
Injunction,® supported by several‘eéxhibits and declarations. Metro requests that implementation

of Sections 1(a) and 1(b) of ttie Act be temporarily enjoined during the pendency of the case under

to be heard and decided by a three-judge panel. The presiding judge of the 20th Judicial District entered
an order on March 14, 2023, finding the statutory requirements for a three-judge panel case were satisfied
and forwarded the order to the Tennessee Supreme Court. The Supreme Court entered an order on March
14, 2023, affirming the criteria for a three-judge panel case were satisfied, and appointed the undersigned
panel to hear and decide this case.

8 Metro initially moved for a temporary injunction as to all four counts of its complaint. Prior to the
hearing, Metro withdrew its argument for injunctive relief as to Count | of the complaint based on the
alleged violation of the Consolidation Clause of Article XI, 89, para. 9. See Metro’s April 3, 2023 Notice
of Filing. Also prior to the hearing, the Individual Plaintiffs incorporated Metro’s Notice by reference and
withdrew their argument for injunctive relief as to the Consolidation Clause in Count I of their complaint.
See Individual Plaintiff’s April 4, 2023 Notice.

4
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Rule 65.04 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure. The Court granted Metro’s motion for
expedited briefing and hearing, and set a temporary injunction hearing for April 4, 2023.

The Individual Plaintiffs subsequently filed their complaint on March 28, 2023, alleging
nearly identical claims as Metro, also with a notice of their request for a three-judge panel. The
Individual Plaintiffs consist of Davidson County residents, all of whom are registered voters, and
are comprised of business leaders, community leaders, existing Metro Councilmembers, and
current Metro Councilmember candidates who are actively campaigning and soliciting campaign
contributions for the August 3, 2023 general election. On March 31, 2023, the Individual Plaintiffs
moved to consolidate their case with Metro’s case, and filed a separate Motion for Temporary
Injunction, seeking the same injunctive relief as Metro. The Irdividual Plaintiffs filed declarations
verifying the allegations of their complaint and adopted and incorporated by reference Metro’s
memorandum in support of their motion. Also on iviarch 31, 2023, the Supreme Court designated
the same three-judge panel in the Metro case (¢ decide and hear the Individual Plaintiffs’ case. On
April 3, 2023, the Court entered an order consolidating the two cases and setting a joint hearing
on both temporary injunction metiaons for April 4, 2023.

Defendants oppose both requests for injunctive relief. Defendants submit that the Act is a
valid exercise of the General Assembly’s broad legislative authority and the twenty-member cap
imposed on metropolitan councils is an act of general application and not subject to the Home Rule
Amendment. Defendants contend Metro has no likelihood of success on the merits of its
constitutional challenges to the Act, and will not suffer irreparable harm if the injunction is denied,
but the State’s interest and the public interest will be harmed if the injunction is issued. Defendants
further argue that with respect to Metro’s challenge to the four-year term provision in Article VI,

8 1 of the Tennessee Constitution, Metro and the Individual Plaintiffs lack standing, and the
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alternative provision of the Act in the event Metro is unable to meet the implementation deadlines
for the August 3, 2023 election, Section 1(b), is not yet ripe for adjudication.
1. TEMPORARY INJUNCTION STANDARD

Under Rule 65.04 of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure, “[a] temporary injunction
may be granted during the pendency of an action if it is clearly shown by verified complaint,
affidavit or other evidence that the movant’s rights are being or will be violated by an adverse
party and the movant will suffer immediate and irreparable injury, loss or damage pending a final
judgment in the action, or that the acts or omissions of the adverse party will tend to render such
final judgment ineffectual.” Tenn. R. Civ. P. 65.04(2).

The standard for determining whether injunctive relief is appropriate requires a court to
consider the well-known four-factor test: “(1) the threat of irreparable harm to plaintiff if the
injunction is not granted; (2) the balance between this harm and the injury that granting the
injunction would inflict on the defendant; (3) the probability that plaintiff will succeed on the
merits; and (4) the public interest.” Fisiier v. Hargett, 604 S.W.3d 381, 394 (Tenn. 2020) (internal
quotation omitted); Gentry v. McCain, 329 S.W.3d 786, 792 (Tenn. Ct. App. 2010). All factors
are to be considered, and no single factor is controlling. The grant or denial of a request for
temporary injunction is discretionary with the trial court. Fisher, 604 S.W.3d at 395.

I11.  FINDINGS OF FACT

The Court makes the following findings of fact based on the record, as required under
Tenn. R. Civ. P. 65.04(6).

Metro is a consolidated metropolitan government, established under the Tennessee
Constitution, Article XI, 8§89, para. 9 (the Consolidation Clause), its enabling legislation, the
Metropolitan Government Charter Act, 1957 Pub. Acts, ch. 120, now codified at Tenn. Code Ann.

8§ 7-1-101, et seq., and 1961 Priv. Acts, ch. 408.
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The Metropolitan Government Charter Acts sets forth numerous requirements for city and
county governments to consolidate under the Consolidation Clause of the Tennessee Constitution,
including the creation of a charter commission, which must submit a proposed metropolitan charter
to the voters of the city and county for approval.

The Metropolitan Government Charter Act also requires a metropolitan charter to establish
a metropolitan council as its legislative body, specifying its authority and functions, size, method
of election, and term of office, among other requirements.

Metro’s first charter was approved by referendum vote of the voters of the City of Nashville
and Davidson County in June 1962 and became effective in April 1963 (the “Metropolitan
Charter”). Pl.’s. Motion, EX. A.

The Metropolitan Charter established the Metropatitan Council of Nashville and Davidson
County (the “Metropolitan Council”) as its constitutional legislative body.

The Metropolitan Charter established the number of Councilmembers at forty members,
comprised of thirty-five district members and five at-large members with four-year terms of office.

From 1963 to the present, the Metropolitan Council continuously consisted of forty
members, comprised of thirty-five district members and five at-large members.

The Metropolitan Council’s current members were elected in Metro’s general election in
August 2019, with four-year terms ending August 31, 2023.

Metro’s next general election is scheduled for August 3, 2023, and all forty Metropolitan
Council seats are on the ballot.

The Davidson County Election Commission made available nominating petitions to qualify
for the August 3, 2023 general election on March 20, 2023, sixty days before the qualifying

deadline as required by state law.
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The qualifying deadline for Metro’s August 3, 2023 general election is noon on May 18,
2023.

Early voting for the August 3, 2023 general election begins July 14, 2023.

More than forty Metropolitan Council candidates have launched election campaigns, are
requesting signatures on their nominating petitions, and are soliciting campaign contributions.

Based on year-end financial disclosure reports, Metropolitan Council candidates have
reported over $522,000 in campaign receipts from July 1, 2022 to January 15, 2023.

In 2015, a Metropolitan Charter amendment was proposed to reduce the number of
members from forty to twenty-seven, but it was rejected by a majority of Metro voters.

In 2022, Metropolitan Council districts were redrawi as required under the Tennessee
Constitution, Article VII, 8 1 and the federal ten-year census.

For the 2022 redistricting, the Metropolitai Planning Commission was responsible for
studying, soliciting public input, and submitting proposed new district boundaries to the
Metropolitan Council for approval. Tihe Metropolitan Council approved the new districts by
resolution, which was signed by thie Metropolitan Mayor in January 2022.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the census results were delayed and Metro’s redistricting
process was conducted under a compressed timeline. The 2022 redistricting process took place
from July 2021 to January 2022, and became effective the following year for the 2022 election
cycle.

After redistricting, the Davidson County Election Commission must match the new
boundaries with geocoding, correct errors, assign voter polling locations, and print and mail new
voter registration cards, a process that requires a minimum of four weeks.

After redistricting, the Davidson County Election Commission also undertakes voter

education regarding the new district boundaries and polling locations.
8
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Under the pressure of the compressed timeline for the 2022 redistricting process, mistakes
were made and a number of Metro voters were issued new voter registration cards with inaccurate
districts and inaccurate voting locations, which caused confusion during early voting and on
election day. Some voters received incorrect ballots and voter confidence was lost.

On March 9, 2023, the Tennessee General Assembly passed House Bill 48/Senate Bill 87,
as amended, and Governor Lee signed the Act into law. The Act is effective immediately.

The Act, in relevant part, amends Tennessee Code Annotated, Title 7, Chapter 1, known
as the “Metropolitan Government Charter Act.” Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-1-101, et seq.

Section 1(a) of the Act provides, “[n]otwithstanding a_provision of a metropolitan
government charter or § 7-2-108 to the contrary, the membership of a metropolitan council must
not exceed twenty (20) voting members, as further provided in this section.”

Section 1(b)(1) of the Act provides, “[i]f the membership of a metropolitan council is
required to be reduced to comply with subsection (a), then (A) The metropolitan council reduction
takes effect as of the next general metrcoolitan election after the effective date of this act.”

Prior to the Act, there wias no minimum or maximum number of metropolitan council
members established under the Metropolitan Government Charter Act, and the size of a
metropolitan council was left to the charter commission to propose and be approved by the voters
when establishing the metropolitan government.

There currently are three metropolitan governments in Tennessee, but the only affected
metropolitan government that is required under the Act to reduce the size of its council is Metro.

The sponsors of House Bill 48/Senate Bill 87 acknowledged in committee and on the floor

of the General Assembly that the bill only affects Metro.
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The Corrected Fiscal Note for the bill states that it affects no local governments other than
Metro, and the “proposed legislation therefore only applies to Metro as its governing body exceeds
the 20-member cap.”

Section 1(b) of the Act sets forth the method by which a metropolitan government with
more than twenty members must reduce the size of its metropolitan council to no more than twenty
as of the next general metropolitan election after the effective date of the Act.

The Act establishes the following deadlines:

Q) the metropolitan planning commission must establish new district
boundaries for the reduced size of a metropolitan council within 30 days of the effective
date of the act; and

(i)  the metropolitan council must apjrove new council districts by resolution
on or before May 1, 2023.

To comply with Section 1(b), the Metropolitan Council must first determine the number of
new districts and allocate that numbei- between district seats and at-large seats, if any, before
Metro’s Metropolitan Planning Cemmission can establish new district boundaries within the 30-
day deadline, or by April 10, 2023.

If the Metropolitan Council fails to approve new council districts either by May 1, 2023,
or by the qualifying deadline for the next general election of May 18, 2023,* Section 1(b) of the
Act extends current council members terms by one year, for a five-year term, requires the county
election commission to set a special general metropolitan election for August 2024 to elect council

members, and reduces the new council members term from four years to three years.

4 There appears to be an inconsistency between the May 1 deadline for approving new council

districts and the compliance deadline by the May 18 candidate qualifying deadline.

10
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If the provisions of Section 1(b) come into effect, there is no assurance that current
Metropolitan Councilmembers will continue to serve for an additional year.

If Metro is required to reduce the number of districts and draw new district boundaries for
the August 3, 2023 general election, the Davidson County Election Commission will be required
to complete all of its duties under a compressed timeline and there is a risk of similar mistakes and
voter confusion as occurred in 2022.

If Metro is required to reduce the number of districts and draw new district boundaries for
the August 3, 2023 general election, members of the community are concerned the potential
adverse impact on minority representation on the Metropolitan Council. Pl.’s Notice of Filing,
Exs. E, F,and G.

In addition, almost all Metro voters will have beeri issued three separate voter registration
cards within a twelve-month period: a pre-2020 Census voter card, a post-2020 Census
redistricting card, and a new card following redistricting under the requirements of the Act for the
August 3, 2023 election. P1.’s Notice of Filing, Ex. B.

Last minute changes in disirict boundaries and voting locations create confusion for voters
and candidates. Pl.’s Notice of Filing, Ex. B; P1.’s Reply, Ex. H.

IV.  ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Court makes the following conclusions of law, as required by Rule 65.04(6) of the
Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure.

A Likelihood of Success on the Merits

Plaintiffs move for a temporary injunction based on three of their four facial constitutional
challenges to the Act under the Tennessee Constitution. In evaluating the constitutionality of a
statute, courts are to begin with the presumption that an act of the General Assembly is

constitutional and should uphold it where possible. State v. Pickett, 211 S.W.3d 696, 700 (Tenn.
11
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2007) (quoting Gallaher v. Elam, 104 S.W.3d 455, 569 (Tenn. 2003)); Waters v. Farr, 291 S.W.3d
873, 882 (Tenn. 2009); see also Waters, 291 S.W.3d at 917 (Koch, J., concurring in part and
dissenting in part) (citing Gallaher, 104 S.W.3d at 459-60; In re Adoption of E.N.R., 42 S.W.3d
26, 31 (Tenn. 2001); State ex rel. Maner v. Leech, 588 S.W.2d 534, 540 (Tenn. 1979)) (“This
presumption places a heavy burden on the person challenging the statute.”); Perry v. Lawrence
Cnty. Election Comm’n, 411 S.\W.2d 538, 539 (Tenn. 1967) (quoting Frazer v. Carr, 360 S.W.2d
449 (Tenn. 1962)); Bell v. Bank of Nashville, 7 Tenn. 269 (1823) (‘*’[T]he Legislature of
Tennessee, like the legislature of all other sovereign states, can do all things not prohibited by the
Constitution of this State or of the United States.” ... ‘To be invalid a statute must be plainly
obnoxious to some constitutional provision.’”).
Courts are to construe constitutional provisions as written without reading

any ambiguities into them. ... [T]he words and terms in the Constitution should

be given their plain, ordinary and inhererit-meaning. When a provision clearly

means one thing, courts should not give it another meaning. The intent of the

people adopting the Constitution should be given effect as that meaning is found in

the instrument itself, and courts must presume that the language in the Constitution

has been used with sufficient precision to convey that intent. State ex rel.

Sonnenburg v. Gaia, 717 S.\W.2d 883, 885 (Tenn. 1986).

Constitutional -provisions will be taken literally unless the language is

ambiguous. When the words are free from ambiguity and doubt and express plainly

and clearly the sense of the framers of the Constitution there is no need to resort to

other means of interpretation. Shelby County v. Hale, 200 Tenn. 503, 292 S.W.2d

745, 748 (1956). But if there is doubt about the meaning, the Court should look

first to the proceedings of the Constitutional Convention which adopted the

provision in question as an aid to determining the intent of the framers. Id.
Hooker v. Haslam, 437 S.W.3d 409, 426 (Tenn. 2014). The court also “must construe our
Constitution as a whole to harmonize and give effect to each of'its provisions.” Mayhew v. Wilder,

46 S.W.3d 760, 772 (Tenn. Ct. App. 2001) (citing Wolf v. Sundquist, 955 S.W.2d 626, 630 (Tenn.

Ct. App. 1997)).

12
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The likelihood of success on the merits regarding the three constitutional challenges to the
Act that are the subject of the motions for temporary injunction are separately addressed. First,
however, the Court addresses the issue of standing, which Defendants have raised against Metro
with respect to its Article VII, Section 1 four-year term challenge and against the Individual
Plaintiffs as to all claims.

1. Standing

“Courts use the doctrine of standing to determine whether a litigant is entitled to pursue
judicial relief as to a particular issue or cause of action.” City of Memphis v. Hargett, 414 S.W.3d
88, 97 (Tenn. 2013) (citing ACLU of Tenn. v. Darnell, 195 S.W.3d 612, 619 (Tenn. 2006); Knierim
v. Leatherwood, 542 S.W.2d 806, 808 (Tenn. 1976)). Stancing is a threshold issue. Fisher v.
Hargett, 604 S.W.3d 381, 396 (Tenn. 2020) (citing City of Memphis, 414 S.W.3d at 96) (“The
question of standing is one that ordinarily precedes 2 consideration of the merits of a claim.”).

Our jurisprudence recognizes two categories of standing that govern who may bring

a civil cause of action: non-constitutional standing and constitutional standing.

Non-constitutional standing focuses on considerations of judicial restraint, such as

whether a complaint raises<generalized questions more properly addressed by

another branch of the government, and questions of statutory interpretation, such

as whether a statute designates who may bring a cause of action or creates a limited

zone of interests. Constitutional standing, the issue in this case, is one of the

“irreducible . . . minimum” requirements that a party must meet in order to present

a justiciable controversy.
City of Memphis, 414 S.W.3d at 98 (citations & footnote omitted). Constitutional standing requires
a plaintiff to establish three elements:

1) a distinct and palpable injury; that is, an injury that is not conjectural,

hypothetical, or predicated upon an interest that a litigant shares in common with

the general public; 2) a causal connection between the alleged injury and the

challenged conduct; and 3) the injury must be capable of being redressed by a

favorable decision of the court.

Fisher, 604 S.W.3d at 396 (citing City of Memphis, 414 S.W.3d at 97).

13



No. 23-0336-1

Courts have “repeatedly refused to recognize a generalized grievance against allegedly
illegal governmental conduct as sufficient for standing to invoke the federal judicial power.”
United States v. Hays, 414 U.S. 737, 743 (1995) (citations omitted); see also Hamilton v. Metro.
Gov't of Nashville, No. M2016-00446-COA-R3-CV, 2016 WL 6248026, at *4 (Tenn. Ct. App.
Oct. 25, 2016) (quoting Moncier v. Haslam, 1 F. Supp. 3d 854, 859 (E.D. Tenn. 2014)) (citations
omitted) (alterations in original) (“[W]hen a plaintiff asserts that the law has not been followed,
the plaintiff’s ‘injury is precisely the kind of undifferentiated, generalized grievance about the
conduct of government that [the Supreme Court] ha[s] refused to countenance in the past.’” In
Moncier, the court held that any person seeking to apply for an appellate court position would
suffer the same alleged injury as the plaintiff, affirming that a-piaintiff’s interest must be different
from not only the general public, but also from any large ¢lass of citizens.”). Standing directs the
court to focus on the party bringing the lawsuit raiher than the merits of the claim. Fisher, 604
S.W.3d at 396 (“The proper focus of a determination of standing is a party’s right to bring a cause
of action, and the likelihood of success-on the merits does not factor into such an inquiry.”); see
also Metro. Gov't of Nashville & Davidson Cnty. v. Tenn. Dep’t of Educ., 645 S.W.3d 141, 149
(Tenn. 2022) (quotation omitied).

Defendants argue Metro lacks standing because it would suffer no distinct and palpable
injury under Article VII, Section 1 regarding the four-year term of the constitutional legislative
body, because Metro was not elected to any position for which the constitution requires a term of
four years. Defendants point to the Supreme Court’s holding that the plaintiffs in Tenn. Dep’t of
Educ., 645 S.W.3d at 149, had standing because they asserted “their constitutionally protected
interest in local control of local affairs.” Defendants argue Metro must assert its own rights not

the rights of “voters, incumbent councilmembers, and councilmembers yet to be elected.”

14
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The Court finds Metro has standing to pursue this claim. Metro challenges Sections 1(a)
and (b) of the Act, which would alter the provisions of Metro’s current Charter and the terms of
the current Metropolitan Council, the constitutional legislative body vested with exercising
Metro’s legislative power. See Pl.’s Motion, Ex. E, 88 2.01, 2.02, 3.01 Additionally, Metro’s
compliance with the Act would require it to spend significant resources to pay current council
members’ salaries during the extended term, take the extraordinary step of conducting a special
election not otherwise authorized by the Constitution or provided for under the Metropolitan
Charter, in addition to proceeding with the process required under the Act of developing public
input, drawing new council districts, approving new council districts, preparing geocoding of the
new districts, correcting errors, determining new voter polling precincts, and printing, issuing and
mailing new voter registration cards—on the heels of having undertaken these activities for the
2022 election cycle, and educating the voter as to thie'change. An additional consideration includes
the impact of calling into question the legal validity of Metro’s numerous governmental and
corporate activities within a potentiaily unconstitutional “extended term” council, including
questions about its contracting authority and development approvals. These considerations
support a finding of Metro’s standing.

Defendants contest the Individual Plaintiffs standing to challenge the Act’s
constitutionality on their three asserted bases, arguing their claims amount to the judicially-
disfavored “generalized grievance.” Defendants specifically assert the Act places no burden on
the Individual Plaintiffs’ as voters regarding their ability to exercise their right to vote because
they will all be able to freely participate in the next election for Metropolitan Council member,
whether it occurs in August of 2023 or 2024. With respect to candidates for office, Defendants
argue there is no fundamental right to run for office, citing federal precedent. And finally,

Defendants argue incumbent Council members have no special right to challenge the Act by virtue
15
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of their office because it does not impede their legislative power—nor would have they any
particular interest in a future term of office as anything other than another candidate for that office.

A majority of the Panel agrees with Defendants that the Individual Plaintiffs likely do not
have standing to bring the three constitutional claims before the Court in the present motions
because their alleged injuries appear indistinct from the sorts of generalized grievances of all
citizens.> These types of claims have been routinely rejected by the courts. The Court does not
address standing as to Individual Plaintiffs’ claim brought under the Consolidation Clause, Tenn.

Const., Article X1, 89, 19.

2. Alleged Violation of Article. XI, § 9, para. 2, tha Local Legislation
Clause

Article X1, 8 9, paragraph 2 of the Home Rule Amendment provides, in pertinent part, as
follows:

The General Assembly shall have no power to pass a special, local or private
act having the effect of removing the incumbent from any municipal or
county office or abridging the term or altering the salary prior to the end of
the term for which such public officer was selected, and any act of the
General Assembly private-or local in form or effect applicable to a particular
county or municipality either in its governmental or its proprietary capacity
shall be void and . no effect unless the act by its terms either requires the
approval by a two-thirds vote of the local legislative body of the
municipality or the county, or requires approval in an election by a majority
of those voting in said election in the municipality or county affected.

Tenn. Const., art. XI, § 9, para. 2.
Plaintiffs argue Defendants violated this provision of the Tennessee Constitution in two

ways. First, they contend paragraph 2 prohibits legislation that targets particular local offices of

° One panel member respectfully disagrees with the Panel Majority on the issue of standing with
respect to two groups of the Individual Plaintiffs, and would find both Davidson County voters and current
Councilmembers have a distinct and palpable injury that is not shared in common by the general public
under the implementation provision of Section 1(b), for the reasons set forth in her separate decision
included at the end of this memorandum.
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incumbents, or so-called “ripper bills.” See Frazer v. Carr, 360 S.W.2d 449, 456 (Tenn. 1962).
During the 1953 Constitutional Convention, Delegate Lewis Pope of Sumner County explained:
Now, if you will take just one minute, that resolution simply means this,

that the legislature cannot under any circumstances pass an act abolishing an office,

changing the term of the office or altering the salary of the officer pending the term

for which he was selected; that is prohibited, and that kind of act cannot be passed
Journal and Debates of the Constitutional Convention of 1953 1113 (July 14, 1953). Plaintiffs
assert Section 1(b) of the Act constitutes such a ripper bill because it would extend the existing
Metropolitan Councilmember’s terms to five years in the event Metro is unable to complete the
required redistricting process in time for the August 2023 electich and reduce the number of
Council members under the deadlines set forth in the Act. In light of the history of this amendment,
the Court finds that the prohibitions against “abridging the term” or “altering the salary” are
directed toward cutting or diminishing an incumbent’s term of office or salary, and are not directed
towards extending an incumbent’s current term or potentially abridging a future term. Section
1(b) of the Act does not purport to do either. Accordingly, the Court finds that the Act does not
constitute a “ripper bill.”

Second, Plaintiffs assert Sections 1(a) and (b) of the Act violate the remaining provisions
of paragraph 2 of the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment. Those provisions
require that any act passed by the General Assembly that is “private or local in form or effect” and
applies to a particular county or municipality either in its governmental or propriety capacity is
void unless, by its terms, requires local approval. The Tennessee Supreme Court has held that this
provision lends itself to three requirements: “1) the statute in question must be local in form or
effect; 2) it must be applicable to a particular county or municipality; and 3) it must be applicable
to the particular county or municipality in either its governmental or proprietary capacity.” Metro.

Gov't of Nashville & Davidson Cnty. v. Tenn. Dep 't of Educ., 645 S.W.3d 141, 150 (Tenn. 2022).
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In interpreting this provision, the Tennessee Supreme Court has held that the General Assembly’s
designation or description of an act as either “public” or “private” does not control whether the
Home Rule Amendment applies. Farrisv. Blanton, 528 S.W.2d 549, 551 (Tenn. 1975). The Court
in Farris explained

The test is not the outward, visible or facial indices, nor the designation, description

or nomenclature employed by the Legislature. Such a criterion would emasculate

the purpose of the amendment. The whole purpose of the Home Rule Amendment

was to vest control of local affairs in local governments, or in the people, to the

maximum permissible extent. The sole constitutional test must be whether the
legislative enactment, irrespective of its form, is local in effect and application.

In Farris, members of the Shelby County Quarterly Court brought a declaratory judgment
action challenging a public act which sought to require a run-off election in counties with a mayor
as the head of the executive branch. Id. at 550. The Tennessee Supreme Court explained that “we
must determine whether this legislation was designed to apply to any other county in Tennessee,
for it is potentially applicable throughout ife state it is not local in effect even though at the time
of its passage it might have applied to Shelby County only.” Id. at 552. The Farris Court found
that under the law in existence at that time only Shelby County could possibly have a mayor as the
head of the executive branch. Id. The act at issue could not apply to any other county without an
affirmative act of the General Assembly to adopt or change the then-existing law. Id. at 553.
Therefore, the Tennessee Supreme Court found that the public act violated the Local Legislation
Clause. Id. 555.

Numerous other cases have discussed the standard set by Farris. As explained in Board
of Education of Shelby County, Tennessee v. Memphis City Board of Education, a court
considering a challenge under the Local Legislation Clause must consider whether the legislation

“was designed” to apply to any other county. 911 F. Supp. 2d 631, 653 (W.D. Tenn. 2012). The
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Local Legislation Clause does not require the legislation to apply to “every part of” or
“everywhere” in Tennessee. Id. at 656. The word “throughout” as used in Farris refers to the
class created by the General Assembly. 1d. Under the Local Legislation Clause, the class cannot
be so narrow as to apply to only one county, unless there is a provision for local approval.
“Potential applicability turns on the substance of a statute, not its form.” Id. at 652. To consider
the legislative intent, there must be doubts about a statute’s application or ambiguities in the text.
Bd. of Educ. of Shelby Cnty., 911 F. Supp. 2d at 653.

By its terms, none of the provisions of the Act require local approval. Plaintiffs challenge
both Sections 1(a) and 1(b) of the Act under the Home Rule Amendment on the grounds that the
Act is local in effect or application. This Court must determine whether Sections 1(a) and (b) of
the Act are local in effect and application, being “designed to apply only to Metro and not
potentially applicable throughout the State. Farris, 528 S.W.2d. at 552, 555.

Plaintiffs argue that Section 1(a), despite feigning general application, in reality imposes
its twenty-member cap on Metro and Metro alone because it is the only metropolitan government
affected by and subject to the reduction provisions of the Act. Plaintiffs highlight that the Act’s
current legislative history, ~ evidences the General Assembly clear intent by repeatedly
acknowledging Metro and only Metro was subject to the Act, much like the Court found persuasive
in the legislative history in Farris, 528 S.W.2d at 555-58. Section 1(a) of the Act provides that
“[n]otwithstanding a provision of a metropolitan government charter or § 7-2-108 to the contrary,
the membership of a metropolitan council must not exceed twenty (20) voting members, as further
provided in this section.”

In Civil Service Merit Board v. Burson, 816 S.W.2d 725, 725 (Tenn. 1991) the Court
examined whether legislation “affecting municipal civil service boards in Tennessee’s most

populous counties violate[d] the Home Rule Amendment of Article XI, Section 9 of the Tennessee
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Constitution.” Such a civil service board for the City of Knoxville challenged the law, asserting it
violated the Home Rule Amendment because it affected only Knoxville. 1d. at 728. The Court
explained that while “only the Knoxville board will be required to take affirmative steps to comply
with the statute. . . . the other two counties are certainly affected by the statute, because they will
have to maintain compliance with [it].” Id. at 730 (emphasis in original). The Court noted it
previously had “upheld legislation that applied only to counties with a metropolitan form of
government, even though, at the time, Davidson County was the only county in the state with a
consolidated, metropolitan form of government” because the “enabling provisions for the creation
of a metropolitan government were extant and potentially available to all counties statewide.” 1d.
at 729 (citing Doyle v. Metro. Gov 't of Nashville & Davidson Cnty., 471 S.W.2d 371 (Tenn. 1971);
Metro. Gov't of Nashville & Davidson Cnty. v. Reynolds, 512 S\W.2d 6, 9-10 (Tenn. 1974))
(emphasis added).

The situation before the Court is sirnilar to that in Burson. The enabling provisions
mentioned in Burson for the formation‘of a metropolitan government remain open and available.
See Tenn. Code Ann. 88 7-1-101, et seq. Section (1)(a) applies to any metropolitan government.
Currently, there are three — Nashville-Davidson County, Lynchburg-Moore County, and
Hartsville-Trousdale County. Metro, like Knoxville in Burson, is the only metropolitan
government required to make any changes as the other two are already in compliance. The Act,
however, applies to all three. Lynchburg-Moore County, and Hartsville-Trousdale County must
maintain compliance under the provisions of the Act. Further, in viewing the Act as a whole, the
clear intent of the Act is to limit all metropolitan governments, those in existence now and any
formed in the future, to no more than twenty-member councils. As such, the Court concludes that

the Section 1(a) of the Act is general in effect and therefore, Plaintiffs are not likely to succeed on
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their claim that Section 1(a) of the Act violates Article X1, Section 9, Paragraph 2 of the Tennessee
Constitution.

One panel member respectfully disagrees with the foregoing analysis and this conclusion,
and would hold Section 1(a) also likely violates Article XI, Section 9, paragraph 2 of the Tennessee
Constitution for the reasons set forth in her separate decision included at the end of this
memorandum. Pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 20-18-101(b)(5) “[i]n the event of a disagreement
among the three (3) judges comprising the panel, the majority prevails.”

Section 1(b) of the Act, however, presents another matter. Its provisions only apply to
Metro and Metro alone because it is aimed only at metropolitan governments that currently exceed
the Act’s legislative seat cap, a class of one. As already nated, the other two counties having
metropolitan governments have twenty or fewer members.in their constitutional legislative bodies.
As a result, they are not subject to the reduction provisions of Section 1(b). There is no other
metropolitan government to which Section 1{t) could ever apply.

Defendants nevertheless argue: that Section 1(b) does not violate the Home Rule
Amendment because it is merely atransitional provision designed to bring Metro into compliance
with the Act. They cite to State ex rel. Maner v. Leech, 588 S.W.2d 534 (Tenn. 1979) for support,
arguing the Tennessee Supreme Court previously has upheld so-called transitional provisions that
might otherwise offend the Home Rule requirement of local approval under Article XI, Section 9
of the Tennessee Constitution. The Court finds State ex rel. Maner is distinguishable from the
present cases.

State ex rel. Maner concerned legislation enacted following the 1977 Limited
Constitutional Convention, when the delegates “extensively rewrote” Article VI, Section 1 of the
Tennessee Constitution and “provided a general framework for the government of Tennessee

counties.” ld. at 537. The Court explained that “These constitutional provisions were not self-
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executing; legislative action was required to give them vitality.” Id. at 537—38 (footnote omitted).
Absent the challenged legislation in State ex rel. Maner, a chaotic situation would have persisted
because “Knox County would have had three governments in less than one year,” but the law
prescribed an “orderly transition” that would “bring Knox County into synchronization with the
general statutory scheme.” Id. at 541-42.

This case does not involve a constitutional overhaul or even a single constitutional
amendment, but the General Assembly’s own statute necessitating a transition. Neither side points
to any authority supporting or rejecting the constitutionality of a transitional provision to
implement a statutory amendment, as contrasted with the implementation of a constitutional
amendment that otherwise conflicts with provisions of the Tennessee Constitution. The Court
declines to do so here. Instead, the Act’s transitional provision of Section 1(b) appears designed
to restructure the Metropolitan Council, and oniy the Metropolitan Council, to reduce its
membership by half. See Leech v. Wayne Cniy., 588 S.W.2d 270, 274 (Tenn. 1979) (“Insofar as
Wayne County is concerned, this amcunted to nothing more than a private act relating to the
composition of its county legisiative body, without any statement of reasons and without
requirement of a local referendum. In our opinion, neither Article VII nor Article XI, s [sic] 9
authorizes this type of legislation, nor can it be justified as being a transitional part of a general
restructuring scheme.”). Thus, the Court finds Plaintiffs are likely to succeed on the merits of their
facial constitutional challenge to Section 1(b) of the Act as violating Article XI 8§ 9, para. 2 of the
Tennessee Constitution.

3. Alleged Violation of Article VII, § 1, para. 1 — Four-Year Terms

Article VII, Section 1 of the Tennessee Constitution, as adopted by the Limited 1977

Constitutional Convention, provides for the structure of county governments and terms of
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constitutional legislative bodies as well as other constitutional county officers. The relevant
provision regarding the term of legislative bodies is set forth in paragraph 1 as follows:

The qualified voters of each county shall elect for terms of four years a

legislative body, a county executive, a Sheriff, a Trustee, a Register, a

County Clerk, and an Assessor of Property. Their qualifications and duties
shall be prescribed by the General Assembly. . ..

Tenn. Const., art. VII, § 1, para. 1. The Tennessee Supreme Court has applied this provision to
metropolitan governments. Metro. Gov'’t of Nashville & Davidson Cnty. v. Poe, 383 S.W.2d 265,
268 (Tenn. 1964); Glasgow v. Fox, 383 S.W.2d 9, 10 (Tenn. 1964). But see Leech, 588 S.W.2d at

2

537 (“A consolidated form of government commonly known as Metropolitan or “Metro.” Any
county having such a government is exempt from Article VII government.”).

Plaintiffs argue that Section 1(b) of the Act violates the first paragraph of Article VI,
Section 1 because, if Metro fails to reduce its legislativeseat cap by the August 2023 election, then
incumbent Metropolitan Council members will tiave their terms extended by one year to a five-
year term, and members of the subsequerit newly elected council in a special election mandated
for August 2024 will serve a reduced three-year term. Because the Court has already ruled that
Plaintiffs are likely to succeed cn their constitutional challenge to Section 1(b), we do not find it
necessary to address another constitutional challenge to that same provision in this procedural

posture.

4. Alleged Violation of Article VII, § 1, para. 2 — Exemption

Avrticle VII, Section 1, paragraph 2 of the Tennessee Constitution establishes the size of
county legislative bodies, as follows:

The legislative body shall be composed of representatives from districts in
the county as drawn by the county legislative body pursuant to statutes
enacted by the General Assembly. Districts shall be reapportioned every
ten years based upon the most recent federal census. The legislative body
shall not exceed twenty-five members, and no more than three
representatives shall be elected from a district. Any county organized under
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the consolidated government provision of Article XI, Section 9, of this
Constitution shall be exempt from having a county executive and a county
legislative body as described in this paragraph.

Tenn. Const., art. VII, § 1, para. 2. Plaintiffs challenge Sections 1(a) and (b) of the Act under the
last two sentences of this provision, which establishes a twenty-five member cap on county
legislative bodies, but exempts any county organized under the consolidated government
provisions of Article XI, Section 9 of the Tennessee Constitution from having a county executive
and legislative body “as described in this paragraph.” They argue this provision created a
constitutional exemption for metropolitan governments from any legislative seat cap, or at least
one lower than twenty-five seats.

The Court finds that based on a plain reading of this.constitutional provision it does not
apply to metropolitan governments. “Any county orgarized under the consolidated government
provision of Article XI, Section 9, of this Constitution shall be exempt from having a county
executive and county legislative body as described in this paragraph.” By its plain terms,
paragraph 2 does not apply to metropotitan governments. Accordingly, the Court finds Plaintiffs
are not likely to succeed on the merits of this constitutional challenge.

B. Irreparable Harm to Metro

Where constitutional rights are threatened or impaired, for even minimal periods of time,
irreparable injury “unquestionably” occurs. Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373 (1976); Mich. State
A. Philip Randolph Inst. v. Johnson, 833 F.3d 656, 669 (6th Cir. 2016); Obama for America v.
Husted, 697 F.3d 423, 436 (6th Cir. 2012) (citing ACLU of Ky. v. McCreary Cnty., 354 F.3d 438,
445 (6th Cir. 2003)). Thus, constitutional injuries presume irreparable harm to Plaintiffs.

In support of their showing irreparable harm, Metro has submitted declarations of Jeff
Roberts, Director of the Davidson County Election Commission; Tricia Herzfeld, Secretary of the

Davidson County Election Commission; Jim Shulman, Vice Mayor of Metro; Lucy Kempf,
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Executive Director of the Metro Planning Commission; Brenda Wynn, Davidson County Clerk,
Sandra Sepulveda, Metro District 30 Councilmember; Rev. Davie Tuck, President of the
Interdenominational Ministers Fellowship; and Bob Mendes, current Councilmember At-Large.
These declarations describe in robust detail the respective and collective responsibilities of the
Davidson County Election Commission, the Metropolitan Council, and the Metropolitan Planning
Commission to comply with the twenty-member cap, to implement the redistricting required under
the Act’s reduction of Council Members from 40 to 20, the impossibility of meeting established
deadlines within which those responsibilities must be completed under the existing 2023 candidate
qualifying deadline and election cycle, the time and cost of preparing, printing, and mailing new
Davidson County voter registration cards, and the detrimental impact on those official in
performing their duties and difficulties faced in implernenting the Act within the tight election
timelines.

The Court finds the implementation ot the Act and its reduction provisions at this late date
results in upheaval of the election process, risks voter confusion, and potentially comprises the
integrity of Davidson County’s August 3, 2023 general election. Councilman Mendes states that
it will take time, “likely years” to restructure and reorganize a government “fundamentally based
35 districts” to a significantly smaller number of districts. Notably, Councilman Mendes also
states the Act will destabilize Metro not because of the legislative seat cap but because the
implementation must be accomplished so rapidly on the eve of the election. He further notes the
substantial confusions amongst his constituents as to who will represent them.

Defendants have not submitted any countervailing evidence.

The Tennessee Supreme Court recently recognized that there is a compelling public interest
in preserving the integrity of a state’s election process. Moore v. Lee, 644 S.W.3d 59, 65 (Tenn.

2022). This fundamental principle applies with equal force to counties responsible for conducting
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county elections. Unquestionably, there is an equally compelling public interest in Metro
preserving the integrity of its election process for all of the same reasons discussed in Moore. In
Moore, relying on the United States Supreme Court’s decision in Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1
(2006), the Supreme Court declined to alter election rules already underway on the eve of an
upcoming election. Id. at 65-67. Referred to as the “Purcell principle,” courts recognize that
elections are a complex process and election calendars are finely calibrated. Last minute changes
can result in significant upheaval of the election process and lead to voter confusion and a loss of
confidence in the integrity of elections. In Moore, the statewide redistricting process already had
been completed and implemented, in sharp contrast to the yet to be implemented redistricting in
this case. That process was constitutionally challenged in Moore on the eve of the upcoming
elections, and the plaintiffs sought to enjoin the process. The trial court found a likelihood of
success on the merits as to the constitutional challenge and mandatorily enjoined election officials
from enforcing the new district boundaries as the election deadlines approached. The Tennessee
Supreme Court assumed emergency appellate jurisdiction and vacated the temporary injunction,
applying the Purcell principle. The Court concluded the trial court had failed to properly consider
the compelling public interest in the election process and the detrimental impact a late change in
the election process would have on the election machinery that was already underway.

The case before this Court reflects a mirror image of those very same considerations on
election eve. Here, the Davidson County election process is already underway. Implementation
of the Act would result in an upheaval of Metro’s election process, mandating last minute
redistricting to reduce the Metropolitan Council by at least half, but without adequate time to do
so responsibly and effectively within the current election timelines.

The Supreme Court in Moore found the trial court had failed to address the robust evidence

of the harm that would result from enjoining the Senate redistricting map at issue so close to the
26



No. 23-0336-1

election. 644 S.W.3d at 67. Here, Metro completes a four-year election cycle in less than five
months and much work has already been done to prepare for the August general election, which
includes the election of a forty-member council. Redistricting of the Metropolitan Council was
recently completed and implemented for purposes of the 2022 elections. See P1.’s Notice of Filing
Decls., Ex. D (Decl. of Lucy Kempf). Plaintiffs maintain the 2022 redistricting of Metropolitan
Council districts was “a deliberative process that last months and involved multiple public
hearings, numerous community meetings, an online survey, and virtual appointments for soliciting
feedback, all to ensure that the resulting map kept communities intact while complying with federal
constitutional and statutory voting requirements.” 1d.; see also P1.”s Notice of Filing Decls., Ex.
C (Decl. of Jim Shulman), (The Act “will result in confusion aad . . . disputes” on the Metropolitan
Council.).

But Section 1(b) of the Act imposes anunreasonable timetable, only allowing the
Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan-Planning Commission roughly six weeks to both
reduce the size of the Council, determirie the number and allocation of Council districts, and draw
the new, enlarged district boundaty maps. Indeed, the Act imposes the first ever redistricting of
Metro to reduce the number of its existing Metropolitan Council districts created under the
Metropolitan Charter by at least half. This drastic change on such a timetable does not allow for
meaningful public input and little time to consider the impact on federal and statutory voting
requirements. Moreover, since the Act sets a ceiling rather than a number of seats, the
Metropolitan Council must initially decide on the new number of Metropolitan Council seats and
allocate that number between district and at-large seats, if any, before the Metropolitan Planning
Commission can propose new district boundary maps. Plaintiffs also submitted several letters
from community leaders addressing a number of local concerns, and including potential federal

challenges under the Voting Rights Act if minority representation is adversely impacted. See
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generally PI’s Notice of Filing Decls., Exs. E, F, G (Decl. of Brenda Wynn, Decl. of Sandra
Sepulveda, Decl. of Davie Tucker). As the Moore Court noted, “a quick [election] plan is not
necessarily a good plan.” 644 S.W.3d. at 66 (quotation omitted).

In light of this unrebutted evidence, the Court concludes the risk of irreparable harm to
Plaintiffs based on a likely constitutional injury, rushed compliance, and a chaotic election process
is substantial, and this factor weighs heavily in favor of the issuance of a temporary injunction
with respect to Section 1(b) of the Act.

C. Balance of Harm to the State

Defendants contend the harm to the State resulting from a grant of injunctive relief would
be considerable. First, they note that “[a]ny time a State is enjcined by a court from effectuating
statutes enacted by representatives of its people, it suffers a form of irreparable injury.” Maryland
v. King, 567 U.S. 1301, 1303 (2012) (Roberts, C.J.; in chambers) (quoting New Motor Vehicle Bd.
of Cal. v. Orrin W. Fox Co., 434 U.S. 1345,:3351 (1977) (Rehnquist, J., in chambers)); see also
Abbott v. Perez, 138 S. Ct. 2305, 23242018) (recognizing that enjoining a State from enforcing
a statute, unless “that statute is unconstitutional, . . . would seriously and irreparably harm the
State”). Thus, they argue an injunction of the Act would irreparably harm the State by preventing
the enforcement of its legislative enactment.

Defendants further contend an injunction would remove any incentive for Metro to comply
with the Act, leaving forty elected Metropolitan Councilmembers in place in direct contravention
of the Act. In such event, the State would have to take steps to enforce the Act after the deadlines
have passed. Defendants argue this potential harm outweighs the minimal harm Plaintiff might
suffer by having to operate in a compressed timeline.

In contrast, Plaintiffs argue the State will suffer no harm from an injunction because no

harm can result from enjoining the implementation of an unconstitutional act and, further, the Act
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could be implemented following the conclusion of this litigation on a more reasonable timeline.
The State’s proffered justifications for the Act were efficiency and financial considerations, but
neither of these considerations has been demonstrated or require immediate redress in light of the
60-year duration of Metro’s existing councilmanic structure. Moreover, Metro and the Individual
Plaintiffs assert such justifications ring hollow in light of Metro’s strong financial position.

Having already concluded that Metro is likely to succeed on the merits of its constitutional
challenge at least as to Section 1(b) of the Act, the Court finds Defendants’ arguments without
merit. The State has no interest in enforcing an unconstitutional provision of a statute, and it is at
minimal risk of irreparable harm.

D. Public Interest

Itis in the public interest to avoid the violation of the constitutional rights. Jonesv. Caruso,
569 F.3d 258, 278 (6th Cir. 2009) (quoting Connection Distrib. Co. v. Reno, 154 F.3d 281, 288
(6th Cir. 1998)). Further, the Tennessee Supreme Court recently vacated an injunction of a
redistricting statute based on the trial* court’s failure to fully consider the public interest,
particularly in connection with an&lection dispute. Moore, 644 S.W.3d at 66-67. The Court found

(13)

that the public interest “ought to weigh heavily in light “’election machinery’ that was already ‘in
gear.”” 1d. The Moore Court emphasized the importance of maintaining public confidence in
elections: “The Supreme Court further recognized that ‘[c]onfidence in the integrity of our
electoral processes is essential to the functioning of our participatory democracy,’ stating that court
orders affecting elections ‘can themselves result in voter confusion and consequent incentive to
remain away from the polls.”” Id. (quoting Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1, 4-5 (2006)).
Plaintiffs argue complying with Act undermines the confidence of Davidson County voters

in the integrity of the election process, where voters were just issued new voter identification cards

listing their new council, school board, state house, state senate, and congressional districts, as
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well as many voters being assigned new voting precinct locations. See Pl.’s Notice of Filing
Decls., Ex. B, 1 17 (Decl. of Tricia Herzfeld) [hercinafter “Herzfeld Decl.”’]. The current election
process for the August 3, 2022 general election is well underway and the Davidson County
Election Commission has relied on the current districts and election deadlines in preparing for the
August election. [If Metropolitan Council districts are reduced in number and the district maps
redrawn at this late date, the redistricting process and responsibilities undertaken by the Davidson
County Election Commission in 2022 will need to be repeated in a tightly compressed timeline.
See Moore, 644 S.W.3d at 64 (“[M]any county election commissions have already relied on the
Senate plan in adjusting voting precinct lines and have notified voteis of these changes . . . .”); see
also Herzfeld Decl., 9 24 (“[A]lmost all voters would have had three separate voter registration
cards within the span of approximately 12 months . ... Indeed, ... [some voters] would have four
separate voter registration cards . . . .”).

Additionally, Plaintiffs contend the Act will create disruption and cause confusion among
candidates for the August election, some of whom have been campaigning for over two years. See
Herzfeld Decl., f 14-15. Twenty-four candidates have reported a combined total of over
$522,000 in campaign receipts from July 1, 2022 to January 15, 2023, and had campaign balances
of approximately $512,000 as of January 15, 2023. Herzfeld Decl., § 15. And nearly forty
potential candidates have appointed treasurers with the Election Commission. Herzfeld Decl., {
12. Plaintiffs argue current and prospective candidates will have little to no time to decide whether
they can scale up their campaigns within the compressed schedule to reach a new, significantly
larger group of voters in the districts. Likewise, each candidate, not yet knowing which new
district they might be assigned to based on their residence, will have to assess whether they can

compete against the new opponents in a significantly larger district, particularly where a currently
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open Metropolitan Council is redrawn into one or more districts with incumbents seeking
reelection.

Plaintiffs also argue the Act completely alters the factors on which existing candidates
made their decisions and, if not enjoined, will discourage other potential candidates from running.
Such reliance interests were relevant to the Court in the Moore decision: “[E]lection officials,
candidates, and voters have already relied on the district boundaries in the Senate plan to determine
whether voter signatures are valid on nominating petitions that already have been filed . . . .” 644
S.W.3d at 64-65. If the Act is not enjoined, Plaintiffs assert the signatures obtained on candidate’s
existing nominating petitions will be worthless, and candidates wi!l only have from the May 1
deadline for approval of the new districts to the May 18 deadiine for submitting new nominating
petitions based on the new districts. Within that short timeframe, candidates must circulate their
petitions in districts twice as a large as the old districts, obtain the required signatures from
qualified voters within the new district, and fiie their petitions with the election commission.

The Court does not address this‘aileged harm due to its holding as to standing.

Applying the holding in NMoore to the robust evidence of potential harm in this case that
will result from disruption and upheaval in the complex election process already underway, the
risk of voter confusion, and loss of confidence in the integrity of the election process, the Court
concludes this factor weighs heavily in favor of granting the injunction in order to maintain the
status quo during the pendency of this case and the current Metro general election process that is
already well underway. See Moore, 644 S.W.3d at 65-66; see also id. at 71 (Lee, J., dissenting)
(“[TThe . . . interest in preserving integrity of the election process is important. . . . State courts
... have a vital role to play in protecting the right to vote and the structural guarantees of a

constitutional democracy.”).
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Weighing all four factors under Rule 65.04, the Court finds a temporary injunction is
warranted as to Section 1(b) of the Act during the pendency of this case.

E. Severability

Having concluded that (1) Metro is likely to succeed on the merits as to its constitutional
challenge to Section 1(b) of the Act but not as to Section 1(a), and (2) the balancing of the harms
weigh in favor of issuing an injunction as to Section 1(b) during the pendency of this case, the
Court addresses the issue of severability of Section 1(b) from the Act. As the Tennessee Supreme
Court has explained:

“Under the doctrine of elision, a court may, under appropriate circumstances and

in keeping with the expressed intent of a legislative body,-e!ide an unconstitutional

portion of a statute and find the remaining provisicns to be constitutional and

effective.” Thus, once the court can appropriately elide the “objectionable features”

of the statute, the remainder is “valid and enforceable.”

. . the General Assembly has approved:the practice of elision through the
enactment of a general severability statute.” “[T]he legislature’s endorsement of
elision does not automatically make it 2pplicable to every situation; however, when
a conclusion can be reached that e legislature would have enacted the act in
question with the unconstitational portion omitted, then elision of the
unconstitutional portion is appropriate.”

Willeford v. Klepper, 597 S.\W.3d 454, 471 (Tenn. 2020) (citations omitted). Here, the General
Assembly has manifested its intent that portions of the Act are severable because Section 3 of the
Act is a severability clause. And the likely unconstitutional provisions of Section 1(b) are not so
intertwined with a generally applicable seat cap on metropolitan legislative bodies that the Court

sees any issue with effectuating the severability clause.® Thus, we conclude that Section 1(b) is

severable from the Act and may be temporarily enjoined.

6 As noted, one member of the panel disagrees with the Panel Majority’s conclusion as to Section
1(a).
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IV. CONCLUSION

The Court concludes that (1) Metro is likely to succeed on the merits as to its constitutional
challenge to Section 1(b) of the Act under the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule
Amendment, Article X1, § 9, para. 2 of the Tennessee Constitution, but not as to Section 1(a),’
(2) Metro will suffer irreparable harm as a result of its constitutional injury as to Section 1(b);
(3) the balancing of harm weighs in favor of issuing an injunction as to Section 1(b) during the
pendency of this case to maintain the status quo, and (4) there is a compelling public interest in
preserving the integrity of the Metro election process that is already underway. Accordingly, the
Court concludes that a temporary injunction as to Section 1(b) of the Act is warranted and should
be issued, but that an injunction as to Section 1(a) should be denied.

The Panel Majority, however, also concludes that individual Plaintiffs likely lack standing
to assert the constitutional challenges presently before the Court and therefore are not likely to
succeed on the merits.® Therefore, the balance of the harms shifts in the State’s favor under
Individual Plaintiffs’ motion, and that rwotion should be denied.

It is, accordingly, ORDERED that Metro’s motion for temporary injunction is hereby
GRANTED IN PART with respect to Section 1(b) of the Act, and DENIED IN PART, as to the
remaining constitutional claims that are the subject of the motion.

It is further ORDERED that Defendants, and their respective officers, agents, and
attorneys, are hereby enjoined from implementing and enforcing Sections 1(b) of 2023 Tenn. Pub.
Acts, ch. 21 as to the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County during the

pendency of this litigation, unless modified or dissolved under Rule 65.04(5).

7 See n.6.

8 As noted, one panel member disagrees with the Panel Majority’s conclusion on the issue of standing
of two groups of Individual Plaintiffs.
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It is further ORDERED that Metro shall post an injunction bond in the amount of $1,000.00
as security for this temporary injunction under Rule 65.05.

It is further ORDERED that Individual Plaintiffs’ motion for temporary injunction is
hereby DENIED.

All other issues are reserved. A status conference will be conducted on April 17, 2023, at
11:30 AM CT/12:30 PM ET.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

s/derri S. Bryant
CHANCELLOR JERRI S. BRYANT

s/Mary L Wagner
JUDGE MARY L. WAGNER

s/Patricia Head Moskal

CHANCELLOR PATRICIA HEAD MOSKAL,
CHIEF JUDGE

ISSUED this the 10th day of April 12023 at 3:00 pm.

MARIA S. SALAS, Clerk and Master

By: S/Christy Smith
Deputy Clerk and Master

Moskal, Chancellor, Concurring in Part and Dissenting in Part.

I generally concur in the Panel’s Memorandum and Order, but respectfully disagree with
two conclusions of the Panel Majority that (i) Plaintiffs have not demonstrated a likelihood of
success on the merits as to Section 1(a) of the Act and (ii) the Individual Plaintiffs lack standing

with respect to current Councilmembers and Davidson County voters. First, in addition to finding
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Section 1(b) of the Act likely violates the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment,
| find Section 1(a) also likely violates that same constitutional provision, that both Sections 1(a)
and (b) are severable from the remainder of the Act, and implementation of both Sections 1(a) and
(b) should be temporarily enjoined during the pendency of this action. Second, | find current
Councilmembers and Davidson County voters have standing based on distinct and palpable
injuries not shared in common with the general public under Section 1(b).

Section 1(a) of the Act provides: “Notwithstanding a provision of a metropolitan
government charter or § 7-2-108 to the contrary, the membership of a metropolitan council must
not exceed twenty (20) voting members, as further provided in this section.” Section 1(b) “further
provides” the process or mechanism by which the cap established in 1(a) must be implemented to
reduce the size of a metropolitan council that exceeds twenty members “in order to comply with
subsection (a).” Read together, Sections I(a) @and (b) are designed to change an existing
metropolitan charter with a metropolitan council of more than twenty members (of which there is
only one within the State, Metro, as discussed below), but without providing for local approval, as
otherwise required by the Local L.egislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment.

A plain reading of Sections 1(a) and (b) show these two sections are interrelated, with each
subsection referencing the other. They are designed to be implemented together to establish both
the twenty-member cap on a metropolitan council and provide the mechanism for any council that
exceeds twenty members to come into compliance with the cap. Because the two subsections are
intertwined, one provision is not properly severable from the other. See Waters v. Farr, 291
S.W.3d 873, 913 (Tenn. 2009). The Panel concludes there is a likelihood of success on the merits
that Section 1(b) violates the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment, and | further

find that because Sections 1(a) and (b) are interrelated and not severable, it necessarily follows
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that Section 1(a) also likely violates the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment
and its implementation should be temporarily enjoined.

Additionally, I do not construe Section 1(a) to be an act of “general application,” but find
it to be an act “local in effect and application” under the Tennessee Supreme Court’s holding in
Farris v. Blanton, 528 S.W.2d 549 (Tenn. 1975). For years, only three metropolitan governments
have existed in Tennessee: Hartsville/Trousdale County Government, with 20 commissioners
(P1.’s Motion Ex. H); Lynchburg, Moore County Metropolitan Government, with 15 council
members (P1.’s Motion Ex. G); and Metropolitan Nashville and Davidson County, with 40 council
members (Pl.’s Motion Ex. E). Of this limited class of three, only Metro exceeds the twenty-
member cap under its Charter, placing Metro in a class of one. At the time each of these three
metropolitan governments were formed, the Metropolitain Government Charter Act did not impose
any requirement regarding the size of a metropolitan government’s legislative body, leaving that
important decision to each metropolitan < charter commission charged with proposing a
metropolitan charter to establish, among other requirements, the size of its council and submitting
its proposed charter to the local \oters for approval. In recognition of the fact that the size of
existing metropolitan councils are established by metropolitan charters, the opening clause of
Section 1(a) states: “Notwithstanding a provision of a metropolitan charter . . . to the contrary.”

At the time of enacting Sections 1(a) and (b), the General Assembly knew the twenty-
member cap applied only to Metro, as evidenced by the committee and floor comments made
during the passage of House Bill 48/Senate Bill 87, which became the Act, and the Corrected
Fiscal Note that accompanied the bill. The Corrected Fiscal Note expressly states: “There are

b

three metropolitan governments in Tennessee,” and “[t]he proposed legislation therefore only
applies to Metro as its governing body exceeds the 20-member cap.” P1.’s Motion Ex. D (emphasis

added). The Corrected Fiscal Note further recognizes that the twenty-member cap would be
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effective as of Metro’s next general election following passage of the Act, which is August 3,
2023, with the qualifying deadline for Metro council candidates being May 18, 2023. Id. These
facts lead this panel member to conclude that the legislative intent and “sole purpose” of Sections
1(a) and (b) of the Act were to apply the twenty-member cap to Metro, and Metro alone, much like
the legislation challenged in Farris v. Blanton.

In Farris, the Supreme Court found that the act at issue only applied to Shelby County
under the current state of the law, although the act by its terms did not single out Shelby County.
Farris, 528 S.W.2d at 555. The Supreme Court turned to the legislative history of the act to
ascertain the legislature’s intent, and it had little difficulty concluding that “the sole purpose” of
the act was to apply to “Shelby County and Shelby County alonie.” Id. at 555-56. Just as Shelby
County was found to stand alone in Farris, Metro stands alone in this case under Section 1(a).
Farris held that “[t]he sole constitutional test must be whether the legislative enactment,
irrespective of its form, is local in effect and-application.” Id. at 551 (emphasis added). Section
1(a), together with 1(b) of the Act meet that sole constitutional test, and both are local in effect and
application as to Metro and Metrgalone. Accordingly, both Sections 1(a) and (b) of the Act likely
violate the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment because neither section
provides for local approval as required by Article XI, §9, paragraph 2 of the Tennessee
Constitution.

The foregoing analysis is bolstered by the fact that the General Assembly went on to
include a separate subsection 1(c) directed to metropolitan governments that may be formed in the
future, after the effective date of the Act. Section 1(c) is a provision that is “potentially applicable”
to all other counties throughout the State that have not consolidated their city and county
governments into a metropolitan government, making it a provision of “general application,”

which would not run afoul of the Home Rule Amendment. Indeed, the legislature’s inclusion of
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Section 1(c) applying broadly to future metropolitan governments, necessarily limits the
construction to be given to Section 1(a) to existing metropolitan governments in order to give
meaning to both provisions; otherwise Section 1(c) would be mere surplusage. Such a reading is
contrary to the principle of statutory construction that courts should construe component parts of
a statute together, in pari materia, so the provisions are consistent and reasonable and no part
rendered inoperative. See Graham v. Caples, 325 S.W.3d 578, 582-83 (Tenn. 2010); Carver v.
Citizen Util. Co., 954 S.W.2d 34, 35-36 (Tenn. 1997).

Based on the foregoing, Metro has shown a likelihood of success on the merits that both
Sections 1(a) and (b) violate the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment for failure
to provide for local approval. Both Sections 1(a) and (b) cross-reference each other, are
interrelated, are intended to be implemented together, and are designed to apply only to Metro,
making both sections local in effect and application, and both sections should be temporarily
enjoined during the pendency of this action.

In addition, | find two groups of Individual Plaintiffs, current Councilmembers and
Davidson County voters, have stariding under Sections 1(a) and/or 1(b). Current Councilmembers
have a distinct and palpable injury by having their terms of office potentially extended from four
years to five years, which is a term of office for which they did not run and were not elected, but
potentially will be required to serve. Davidson County voters also have a distinct injury from the
general, statewide voting public by having their votes changed as to the length of the terms of
office for which they elected their current Councilmembers, extending those terms for one year
for which they did not vote. Accordingly, I respectfully would find standing with respect to the
current Councilmembers and Davidson County voters and would grant their separate motion for
temporary injunction as to Sections 1(a) and (b) of the Act, for failure to provide for the required

local approval under the Local Legislation Clause of the Home Rule Amendment.
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