CASE STUDIES IN EMERGENCY ELECTION LITIGATION

Electronic Bingo and Voting Rights

Johnson v. Riley
(Sharon Lovelace Blackburn, N.D. Ala. 7:10-cv-2067)

Voters filed a federal complaint challenging police actions against
electronic bingo operations as a violation of the voting rights of the
voters who approved the operations. The complaint included a
claim that executive orders and police actions violated the Voting
Rights Act because they had not received section 5 preclearance.
The district judge denied as moot a motion for a temporary re-
straining order preserving a state-court injunction, because the
state court had denied a motion to dissolve its order. The following
year, the court accepted a voluntary dismissal.

Subject: Ballot measures. Topics: Section 5 preclearance; matters
for state courts; ballot measure.

On Thursday, July 29, 2010, 31 voters filed a federal complaint in the North-
ern District of Alabama challenging Georgia’s police actions against electron-
ic bingo operations in Greene and Macon Counties as a violation of the vot-
ing rights of the voters who approved the operations.' The complaint includ-
ed a claim that executive orders and police actions violated the Voting Rights
Act because they had not received section 5 preclearance.’

The plaintiffs filed a motion for a preliminary injunction on Monday’
and a motion for a temporary restraining order on Wednesday.*

On the case’s second Friday, Judge Sharon Lovelace Blackburn denied as
moot the motion for a temporary restraining order preserving a state-court
injunction, because the state court had denied a motion to dissolve its order.?
She also asked the circuit’s chief judge to empanel a three-judge district
court,® and he empaneled one on August 11.
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On February 3, 2011, Judge Blackburn accepted the plaintiffs’ voluntary
dismissal.®

8. Dismissal Order, id. (Feb. 3,2011), D.E. 27.
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