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SUMMARY"

Elections

The panel affirmed the district court’s dismissal for
failure to state 2 claim of a lawsuit brought by Election
Integrity Project California, Inc., and 10 former political
candidates challenging the California Secretary of State’s
certification of the results of the November 2020 general
election and seeking to declare unconstitutional California’s
vote-by-mail election system.

The panel rejected plaintiffs’ claim that state and county
officials impermissibly diluted the voting power of in-person
voters and voters of certain counties by inadvertently

* This summary constitutes no part of the opinion of the court. It has
been prepared by court staff for the convenience of the reader.
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counting some invalid vote-by-mail ballots. A vote dilution
claim requires a showing of disproportionate voting power
for some voters over others, and plaintiffs have not made—
and could not make—that showing based on the facts
alleged. Assuming that California officials have
inadvertently counted some invalid vote-by-mail ballots in
the past, the effect that counting such ballots had on the
relative voting power of all votes was the same, regardless
of voting method or geography.

The panel rejected plaintiffs’ claim that Califernia laws
and regulations governing the wide expanse of California’s
election administration system, and defendant counties’
practices under these rules, violate the Equal Protection
Clause by failing to adhere to the minimum requirement for
nonarbitrary treatment of voters. Citing Bush v. Gore, 531
U.S. 98 (2000) (per curiam), the panel held that California’s
election rules and county oificials’ practices pursuant to
those rules satisfied the rudimentary requirements of equal
treatment and fundameuwtal fairness.

The panel rerected plaintiffs’ claim that alleged
irregularities in California’s elections from 2020 through the
present violare their due process rights. The allegations of
the complaut failed to plausibly demonstrate the scale of
massive disenfranchisement, or complete lack of integrity,
necessary to state a claim under the Due Process Clause.

Finally, the panel held that the district court did not abuse
its discretion by denying plaintiffs a further opportunity to
amend their complaint.
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OPINION
WARDLAW, Circuit Judge:

On January 4, 2021, two days before the Vice President
of the United States was set to preside over a joint session of
the United States Congress to certify the results of the 2020
general election, Election Integrity Project California, Inc.
(“EIPCa”) and 10 candidates who had lost their races for
political office filed this lawsuit seeking to decertify the
results of the 2020 election in California due o alleged
irregularities and to declare unconstitutiona! California’s
vote-by-mail election system. After two and a half years of
litigation, including a previous appeal to this court, the
district court entered an order dismissing the plaintiffs’
claims. The district court concluded that even if all of the
plaintiffs’ allegations were triie, the plaintiffs failed to state
plausible claims of coastitutional violations in the
administration of California’s elections. We agree, and we
affirm the district court’s order dismissing the plaintiffs’
claims without leave to amend.

I. BACKGROUND
A. The Lawsuit

On January 4, 2021, plaintiffs (collectively, “EIPCa”),
filed this lawsuit challenging the California Secretary of
State’s certification of the results of the November 2020
general election in California. EIPCa sought a court order
decertifying the results of the November 2020 general
election, declaring numerous California election laws and
regulations unconstitutional, and permitting experts chosen
by EIPCa to conduct a complete audit of the 2020 election.
The lawsuit named as defendants the California Secretary of
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State and the State Attorney General, along with the
Registrars of Voters for thirteen counties, all sued in their
official capacities.!

EIPCa then amended its complaint. The First Amended
Complaint (“FAC”) added three new plaintiffs to the case,
each of whom had lost their congressional races in the
November 2020 general election. The FAC maintained the
same legal claims, allegations, and relief sought as the
original complaint, though it no longer included a request for
a court order decertifying the results of the November 2020
general election. In its place, the FAC added a request for
the appointment of a special master {o oversee the
administration of California’s elections.

The defendants moved to dismiss EIPCa’s claims for
lack of jurisdiction and for failure to plausibly state a claim
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).
The district court granted those motions, concluding that the
court lacked jurisdicticn over EIPCa’s lawsuit. EIPCa
appealed, and we affirmed in part and vacated in part the
district court’s order, remanding the case to the district court
for further proceedings. Election Integrity Project Cal., Inc.
v. Weber, Nc. 21-56061, 2022 WL 16647768 (9th Cir. Nov.
3,2022).2

! Defendant Registrars of Voters represent Alameda County, Contra
Costa County, Fresno County, Los Angeles County, Monterey County,
Orange County, Riverside County, Sacramento County, San Benito
County, San Bernardino County, Santa Clara County, Santa Cruz
County, and Ventura County. The Registrars of Voters of Kern County
and San Luis Obispo County were named as defendants to the lawsuit at
a later date.

2 In EIPCa’s previous appeal, we determined that EIPCa satisfies the
jurisdictional requirements for organizational standing and we declined
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Returning to the district court, EIPCa again amended its
complaint. The Second Amended Complaint (“SAC”), the
version now before us, was filed on February 21, 2023. The
SAC identifies as plaintiffs EIPCa and five individuals
previously listed in the FAC as unsuccessful congressional
candidates. It also adds two more County Registrars to the
named defendants. See supra note 1.

In the SAC, EIPCa removed its claims under the
Elections and Guarantee Clauses of the federal Consiitution,
asserting only violations of the Equal Protection and Due
Process Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment. SAC at
99 149-67, Election Integrity Project Cal., inc. v. Weber,
No. 2:21-cv-00032 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 21, 2023), ECF No. 132.
It also removed the allegations it made in the first and second
versions of the complaint related to the use of Dominion and
Smartmatic voting machines. = All other allegations and
claims in the prior versions of the complaint generally
remain unchanged in the SAC.

The SAC alleges that California’s adoption of a
“universal vote-by-mail” election system—by which
officials mail ballots to all active, registered voters in
advance of eaci election—has caused a systematic erosion
of voter righis and “widespread election irregularities across

to reach whether any other plaintiff has standing. Election Integrity
Project Cal., Inc. v. Weber, No. 21-56061, 2022 WL 16647768, at *2
(9th Cir. Nov. 3, 2022) (citing Olean Wholesale Grocery Coop., Inc. v.
Bumble Bee Foods LLC, 31 F.4th 651, 682 n.32 (9th Cir. 2022) (en
banc)). We also affirmed the district court’s dismissal of the plaintiffs’
claims under the Guarantee Clause, which guarantees to the States a
republican form of government, finding that those claims presented
nonjusticiable political questions. /d. (citing Rucho v. Common Cause,
588 U.S. 684, 716-19 (2019), and Murtishaw v. Woodford, 255 F.3d 926,
961 (9th Cir. 2001)).
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California counties.” Id. q]2-3A. EIPCa claims that
California’s election laws and regulations lack “uniform and
robust procedures” for maintaining accurate records of
registered voters (i.e., “voter rolls”), receiving and
processing ballots, verifying voter signatures on mail-in
ballots, and accurately counting ballots. /d. 9 5, 8. It further
asserts that, due to the State’s lack of uniform and robust
election administration rules, the Defendant Counties have
implemented disparate election administration policies and
practices that are themselves insufficiently robust, icading to
election irregularities including the counting of seine invalid
ballots. /d. 49 3C, 3D, 8, 49, 110.

As a remedy for the claimed constitutional violations,
EIPCa seeks a court order declaring that nearly two dozen
California election administration statutes and regulations
are unconstitutional on their face and as applied; an audit of
all ballots and voting machines used in all California
elections since, and includiing, the November 2020 general
election; and a court appointed special master to oversee the
administration of California’s elections. SAC at 39—40.

The district court held that the SAC’s allegations, even
if they were irue, failed to demonstrate plausible violations
of the equal protection or due process guarantees of the
Fourteetith Amendment. Finding that any further
amendment to the complaint would be futile, the district
court dismissed EIPCa’s claims with prejudice and entered
judgment for the defendants.

EIPCa timely appealed.
B. Voting by Mail in California

California has long permitted voters to cast their ballots
by mail. A provision permitting absentee voting was first
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added to the California Constitution in 1922. Peterson v.
City of San Diego, 34 Cal. 3d 225, 228 (1983). In 1978, the
California Legislature “extended to every registered voter
the right to vote by absentee ballot, regardless of the reason
for not traveling to the polling place.” Id. at 229 (citing 1978
Cal. Stat. ch. 77, § 2, p. 213).

In 2016, California enacted the Voter’s Choice Act,
which authorized counties to “opt in” to a pilot, all-mailed-
ballot election system. 2016 Cal. Stat. ch. 832 (ceaified as
amended at Cal. Elec. Code § 4005). Counties that opted in
to the pilot program agreed to automatically miaii a vote-by-
mail (“VBM”) ballot to all active, regisicred voters in
advance of every election without requiring voters to request
a VBM ballot in advance. Voters would then have the option
to vote by mail for any reason or to vote in person.

In response to the public heaith challenges posed by the
COVID-19 pandemic, in 2020 the California Legislature
passed a bill requirirg all counties in California to
implement the all-maiicd-ballot election system for the 2020
general election. 2020 Cal. Stat. ch. 4 (codified as amended
at Cal. Elec. Cede §3000.5). After the election, the
California Legislature made the all-mailed-ballot election
system perruanent for all counties. 2021 Cal. Stat. ch. 312
(codified at Cal. Elec. Code § 3000.5).

Under the current system, elections officials in each
county are directed to mail a VBM ballot and return
envelope to all active, registered voters in advance of each
election. Cal. Elec. Code § 3000.5. If a registered voter
chooses to vote using the VBM ballot, they must complete
the VBM ballot, seal it in the return envelope, sign the
outside of the return envelope, and timely return it either by
mail or in person at a polling place, vote center, or designated
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VBM ballot drop-off location. Id. §§ 3016.7, 3017(a)(1).
Voters may authorize another person to mail or drop off their
completed and sealed ballot on their behalf. Id.
§ 3017(a)(2). Multiple VBM ballots may be returned in a
single VBM return envelope, provided that each voter who
places a ballot in the envelope properly signs the outside of
the envelope and elections officials are able to identify each
voter and verify each voter’s signature. Cal. Code Regs.
(“CCR”) tit. 2, §20991(b)(10). When elections officials
receive a VBM ballot, they must immediately “enter the
return status of that ballot into the statewide voter
registration system” to ensure that no other ballots for that
voter will be counted in the election. CCR tit. 2, § 20990(a);
see also Cal. Elec. Code § 3019.7.

If a registered voter chooses to vote in person, they may
do so only if they first surrender their VBM ballot, or if an
elections official verifies that the VBM ballot has not already
been returned and updates the voter’s record to ensure that
the VBM ballot will not be counted if it is later received by
elections officials. < Cal. Elec. Code § 3015; CCR tit. 2,
§ 20990(a). If for any reason a voter does not meet the
criteria to cast a ballot in person—for example, if a voter
wishes to voie in person but has not yet surrendered their
VBM baliot—the voter may cast a “provisional ballot,”
which will be counted only after elections officials verify
that the voter is validly registered and that no other ballot has
been or will be counted for the voter in the applicable
election. Cal. Elec. Code §§ 3016, 14310; CCR tit. 2,
§ 20992.

All in-person voters must cast their ballots, and all VBM
voters must either return or postmark their ballots, by the
close of the polls on election day. Cal. Elec. Code
§§ 3020(a), 14212. But see id. § 14401 (voters who remain
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in line at a polling location or a VBM ballot drop-off site
when polls close may stay in line and cast or return their
ballot after polls close).

A VBM ballot is valid only if elections officials confirm
that the voter’s signature on the outside of the return
envelope matches the voter’s signature(s) on file with the
elections office. Cal. Elec. Code § 3019(a)(1), (c)(2). An
“exact match is not required for an elections official to
determine that a voter’s signature is valid.”  Id.
§ 3019(a)(2)(B). Officials must adhere to a statutory
presumption that the signature on the return envelope is the
voter’s signature, id. § 3019(a)(2)(A), and a signature will
be rejected only if at least two elections oiticials “each find
beyond a reasonable doubt that thc signature differs in
multiple, significant, and obvicus respects from all
signatures in the voter’s registration record,” id.
§ 3019(c)(2).

Elections officials are permitted to compare the signature
on the VBM return envelope with the signature(s) on file for
the voter either reanually or with signature verification
technology. Cal. Elec. Code § 3019(a)(2)(G); CCR tit. 2,
§ 20961. In eiiher case, any signature that is flagged as not
matching the signature(s) on file for the voter must be
reviewod manually by at least two elections officials before
the signature can be rejected. Cal. Elec. Code
§ 3019(a)(2)(G); CCR tit. 2, § 20961. When verifying voter
signatures, whether manually or with the aid of a machine,
officials “shall not review or consider a voter’s party
preference, race, or ethnicity.” Cal. Elec. Code
§ 3019(a)(2)(D). Officials may consider, but are not limited
to considering, a variety of signature characteristics provided
in state regulations when determining whether signatures
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match. Id. § 3019(a)(2)(E); CCR tit. 2, § 20960(f).3 Before
rejecting a signature, officials must also consider a list of
potential explanations for discrepancies between signatures,
including the possibility of “variation in signature style over
time and the haste with which a signature is written.” Cal.
Elec. Code § 3019(a)(2)(C).*

If the signature on the VBM return envelope is rejected,
or if the voter fails to sign the outside of the VBM return
envelope, elections officials must promptly inform tiie voter
and provide the voter an opportunity to curc the non-
conforming ballot by timely signing and retuining a voter
signature verification form. See Cal. Elec. Code
§ 3019(d)(1)(A), (e)(1)(A). If the voter completes the form
and elections officials conclude that that the voter’s

3 Characteristics that may be considered include “the slant of the
signature, letter formation. and whether the signature is printed or . . . in
cursive,” Cal. Elec. Code $3019(a)(2)(E), as well as “[s]ize, proportions,
or scale,” “[i]ndividual characteristics, such as how the ‘t’s’ are crossed,
‘1’s’ are dotted, or lecps are made on the letters f, g, j, y, or z,” “[s]pacing
between the Ieiters,” “[l]ine direction,” “[l]etter formations,” the
“I[p]roportior nr ratio of the letters in the signature,” “[i]nitial strokes and
connecting strokes,” “[s]imilar endings such as an abrupt end, a long tail,
or loop hack around,” the “[s]peed of the writing,” the “[p]resence or
absence of pen lifts,” and whether the name is spelled correctly, CCR tit.
2, § 20960(1).

4 Officials must also consider that “[e]vidence of trembling or shaking in
a signature could be health-related or the result of aging,” “[t]he voter
may have used a variation of their full legal name,” “[t]he voter’s
signature style may have changed over time,” “[a] signature in the
voter’s registration file may have been written with a[n] . . . electronic
signature tool that may result in a thick or fuzzy quality,” and “[t]he
surface of the location where the signature was made may have been
hard, soft, uneven, or unstable.” CCR tit. 2, § 20960(g).

EEINT
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signature on the form matches the signature(s) on file for the
voter, the voter’s VBM ballot may be processed as usual. /d.

California election rules also instruct officials how to
read and interpret the markings that voters make on their
ballots. See CCR tit. 2, § 20282; Cal. Elec. Code §§ 15342,
15342.5. These rules apply to “all ballots and votes
regardless of the vote tabulation method used.” CCR tit. 2,
§ 20282; see id. §§ 20283, 20284. Officials are instructed to
accept a voter’s mark as a vote “when it is clear that [the
mark] represents the voter’s choice and is the technique
consistently used by the voter to indicate theii selections.”
CCR tit. 2, § 20282(c). “Such marks may iiclude, but are
not limited to, properly filled-in voting position targets,
checkmarks, X’s, circles, arrows, or any other clear
indication of the voter’s choice, sucii as the word ‘yes’ next
to a candidate’s name or a voting position target for a ballot
measure.” Id. § 20282(c)(1). “Conversely, a mark crossed
out by the voter, or the word “no’ next to a candidate’s name
or a voting position target for a ballot measure shall not be
considered to be a vaiid vote but will, instead, be deemed an
indication that the voter did not choose to cast a vote for that
candidate or measure.” Id. § 20282(c)(2). A voter’s mark
will be rejected only if “it is impossible to determine” what
the voter intended. Id. §20282(b). “A vote for any
candidate or ballot measure shall not be rejected solely
because the voter failed to follow instructions for marking
the ballot.” Id.3

5 If a voter marks “more choices than there are offices to be filled or
measures that may prevail” for a particular contest—i.e., what is known
as an overvote—"the vote shall not be counted for that contest, but shall
be counted in all other contests in which there is no overvote and the
voter’s choice can be clearly determined.” CCR tit. 2, § 20282(e). Ifa
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Officials are also directed to count “[d]amaged, torn or
otherwise non-processable ballot[s]” by making a non-
damaged, duplicate copy of the ballot that “exactly reflect[s]
the voter’s choices,” enabling the ballot to be processed as
usual. Id. §§ 20991(b)(2), 20282(a); Cal. Elec. Code
§§ 15154(b)(1), 15210. Duplicated ballots must be clearly
labeled as such. Cal. Elec. Code § 15210.

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW

We review a district court’s order granting a miotion to
dismiss de novo, Thompson v. Paul, 547 F.3d 1355, 1058
(9th Cir. 2008), which means we consider the matter anew
without deference to the lower court’s decision, United
States v. Silverman, 861 F.2d 571, 576 (9th Cir. 1988). We
may affirm on any ground supported in the record.
Thompson, 547 F.3d at 1058-59.

We will affirm the grant of a defendant’s motion to
dismiss if the plaintiff’s well-pleaded allegations, taken as
true, fail to plausibly chow a legal violation. Put another
way, we will affirm itie dismissal of a claim if there is “no
cognizable legal theory” in support of the plaintiff’s claim or
“an absence ot sufficient facts alleged to support a
cognizable ie¢gal theory.” Navarro v. Block, 250 F.3d 729,
732 (9th Cir. 2001) (citing Balistreri v. Pacifica Police
Dep’t, 501 F.2d 696, 699 (9th Cir. 1988)). If the allegations
of the complaint “are ‘merely consistent with’ a defendant’s
liability,” Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009)
(quoting Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 557
(2007)), or are “more likely explained by

voter marks “fewer choices than there are offices to be filled or measures
that may prevail,” what is known as an undervote, “the vote choice(s) for
all otherwise properly marked candidates or measures shall be counted.”
1d. § 20282(f).
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lawful . . . behavior,” id. at 680, the complaint will fall short
of plausibly alleging a legal violation.

In adjudicating a motion to dismiss, we are required to
assume the truth of the complaint’s “well-pleaded”
allegations. Id. at 679. Conclusory statements, unreasonable
inferences, and “legal conclusion[s] couched as . . . factual
allegation[s],” are not well-pleaded. Id. (quoting Twombly,
550 U.S. at 555). Such “bald allegations” will not be
credited. /d. at 681.

ITI. DISCUSSION

EIPCa advances multiple theories of liability under the
Equal Protection and Due Process Clauses of the Fourteenth
Amendment. First, EIPCa contends thai the defendants have
impermissibly “diluted” the voting power of in-person
voters and voters in certain counties by inadvertently
counting some invalid VBM bailots. Second, EIPCa claims
that California’s election ruies lack sufficient specificity and
uniformity to protect voters from arbitrary and unequal
treatment. Third, ana finally, EIPCa argues that alleged
irregularities in California’s elections from 2020 through the
present violate iheir due process rights. We address each of
these argumeits in turn. We conclude, like the district court,
that the complaint fails to plausibly allege a constitutional
violaticn: under any of these three theories.

A. The Fundamental Right to Vote

We begin with EIPCa’s claim that the defendants have
“diluted” the voting power of in-person voters and voters of
certain counties by failing to adequately police ballots cast
by mail. As we explain below, EIPCa’s vote dilution claim
fails as a matter of law because the allegations in the
complaint fail to state a plausible claim that any one vote in
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California has been impermissibly over- or under-weighted
relative to any other. Assuming that California officials have
inadvertently counted some invalid VBM ballots in the past,
the effect that counting such ballots had on the relative
voting power of all votes was the same, regardless of voting
method or geography. A vote dilution claim requires a
showing of disproportionate voting power for some voters
over others, and EIPCa has not made—and cannot make—
that showing based on the facts alleged. Its theory of vote
dilution is simply not plausible.

1. Framework of Analysis

The right to vote is “preservative of all rights,” Yick Wo
v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 370 (1886), and is of “the most
fundamental significance under = our constitutional
structure,” Burdick v. Takushi, 524 U.S. 428, 433 (1992)
(quoting /ll. Bd. of Elections v. Socialist Workers Party, 440
U.S. 173, 184 (1979)). A state law or practice that unduly
burdens or restricts that fundamental right violates the Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. See
Bullock v. Carter, 405 U.S. 134, 14041 (1972).

But not ali election rules or practices impose
constitutionaily suspect burdens on the right to vote.
Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780, 788 (1983). Under
our federal Constitution, “States retain the power to regulate
their own elections,” Burdick, 504 U.S. at 433, and states
have long “enacted comprehensive and sometimes complex
election codes,” each of which “inevitably affects—at least
to some degree—the individual’s right to vote,” Anderson,
460 U.S. at 788. Because “there must be a substantial
regulation of elections if they are to be fair and honest and if
some sort of order, rather than chaos, is to accompany the
democratic processes,” Burdick, 504 U.S. at 433 (quoting
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Storer v. Brown, 415 U.S. 724, 730 (1974)), the Supreme
Court has developed a “flexible standard” for assessing
constitutional challenges to election rules, id. at 434. That
standard has come to be known as the “Anderson/Burdick
framework,” named after the two Supreme Court decisions
that elucidated it—Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780
(1983), and Burdick v. Takushi, 504 U.S. 428 (1992). This
flexible standard requires courts to balance the nature and
extent of the alleged burden on the right to vote against the
State’s interest in maintaining its chosen system oi ¢lection
administration. Ariz. Democratic Party v. Hobbs, 18 F.4th
1179, 1187 (9th Cir. 2021).

In Anderson, the Supreme Court invalidated an Ohio
statute that imposed an earlier filing deadline and other
special requirements on independent candidates for
President—but not on the two major party candidates—to
get their names printed on the ballot for the general election.®
460 U.S. at 782, 805-06. “Rely[ing] . . . on the analysis in a
number of [its] prior eiection cases resting on the Equal
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment,” id. at 786
n.7, the Court first assessed “the extent and nature” of the
burden on voters’ First and Fourteenth Amendment rights
imposed by Ohio’s rule, id. at 786 (quoting Bullock, 405
U.S. at 143). The Court found that the early filing deadline

® The case was brought by, among others, John B. Anderson, a
Republican Party member who held more moderate views than the 1980
Republican Party presidential nominee, Ronald W. Reagan, and who
sought to enter the presidential race as an Independent. Anderson had
obtained the requisite number of signatures on the nominating petition
under Ohio law to secure a place on the ballot, but because of the earlier
filing deadline, the Ohio Secretary of State refused to accept his petition,
thereby keeping him off. Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780, 782-83
(1983).
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had a “substantial” and discriminatory impact on
“independent-minded voters” by forcing independent third-
party candidates to solidify their candidacy long before those
of the major party nominees, thereby limiting the choices
available to independent voters. Id. at 790-95. The Court
next examined the validity and magnitude of the State’s
interest in maintaining its discriminatory early filing
deadline. See id. at 796. The Court agreed with Ohio that
fostering informed and educated voters is an “important and
legitimate interest,” but it rejected the view thai such an
interest was “served at all by [Ohio’s] requirement.” Id. at
796, 798. It found “no merit in the State’s [alternative] claim
that the early filing deadline serve[d] the interest of treating
all candidates alike,” and it found that the deadline was “not
precisely drawn to protect the narties from ‘intraparty
feuding,” whatever legitimacy that state goal may have in a
Presidential election.” Id. at 799, 805. Concluding that the
burdens imposed on voters’ “ireedom of choice and freedom
of association . .. unguestionably outweigh the State’s
minimal interest in' imposing a March deadline” for
independent candicates, but not on the two major party
candidates, the Court invalidated Ohio’s rule as violating the
First and Fourteenth Amendments. Id. at 806.

The Court reaffirmed Anderson’s “flexible standard” a
decade later as the “appropriate standard for evaluating a
claim that a state law burdens the right to vote.” Burdick,
504 U.S. at 434, 438; see id. at 432 (rejecting “the erroneous
assumption that a law that imposes any burden upon the right
to vote must be subject to strict scrutiny”). The Court
explained that the standard requires us to first consider “the
character and magnitude of the asserted injury” to voters’
rights, before weighing that injury “against ‘the precise
interests put