












and rely upon general equitable principles." Pender Cty. v. Bartlett, 361 N.C. 491, 510, 649 

S.E.2d 364, 376 (2007) (quoting Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 585 (1964)). This is a 

"bedrock tenet of election law: When an election is close at hand, the rules of the road must 

be clear and settled. Late judicial tinkering with election laws can lead to disruption and to 

unanticipated and unfair consequences for candidates, political parties, and voters, among 

others." Merrill v. Milligan, 142 S. Ct. 879, 880-81 (2022) (Kavanaugh, J., concurring); see 

also Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1, 4-6 (2006) (per curiam). In asking for relief, Plaintiffs 

are asking that this Court risk precisely those "unanticipated and unfair consequences" 

here. Id. This Court is unwilling to take that risk, especially when the State Board voted to 

approve the Mobile One Card on August 20, 2024, but Plaintiffs inexplicably waited more 

than three weeks to challenge that decision. 

Together, the real harms that injunctive relief would cause to the voters and the 

State Board greatly outweigh the harm that Plaintiffs claim that they will suffer. 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs' motion for a temporary restraining order is 

DENIED. 

9/20/2024 10:11 :45 AM 

SO ORDERED, this the __ day of ____ ~, 2024. 
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