PAGE  
viii

QUESTION PRESENTED


Whether, once a valid Congressional redistricting map has been ordered in a final judgment by a three-judge Federal District Court in accordance with authority delegated to it by Congress under Title 2, U.S.C. Section 2c (predicated upon the default of the State Legislature to timely redistrict after being afforded a reasonable opportunity to do so), a State Legislature, after Congressional elections are held under “districts so established”, may “make or alter” Congressional district boundaries before the next federal decennial enumeration and apportionment, in the absence of any substantial shift in population, a politically neutral change in circumstances, or some other event evincing a legitimate regulatory purpose?

PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING


The sole Appellant on this Jurisdictional Statement is Frenchie Henderson. The Appellees on this Jurisdictional Statement, who were adversary parties to the proceeding in the court below whose judgment is sought to be reviewed in the Supreme Court, are:

RICK PERRY, in his Official Capacity                                    

as Governor of the State of Texas;

TOM CRADDICK, in his Official Capacity

as Speaker of the Texas House of Representatives;                 

DAVID DEWHURST, in his Official Capacity

as Lieutenant Governor and Presiding Officer                         

Of the Texas Senate; and

GEOFFREY S. CONNOR, in his Official Capacity

as Texas Secretary of State.

The remaining parties to the proceeding in the court below are:

United States Congressmen Chris Bell, Gene Green, Nicholas Lampson, Lester Bellow, Homer Guillory, John Bland, and Reverend Willie Davis; United States Congresswomen Sheila Jackson Lee and Eddie Bernice Johnson; the League of United Latin American Voters; the G.I. Forum; Cameron, Travis and Webb Counties, Texas; the City of Austin, Texas; the Texas Coalition of Black Democrats; the Texas Chapter of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; Charles Soechting, Chairman, Texas Democratic
 Party; Juanita Valdez-Cox, Leo Montalvo, and William R. Leo; Eddie Jackson, Barbara Marshall, Gertrude “Traci” Fisher, Hargie Faye Jacob-Savoy, Ealy Boyd, J.B. Mayfield, Roy Stanley, Phyllis Cottle, Molly Woods, Brian Manley, Tommy Adkisson, Samuel T. Biscoe, David James Butts, Ronald Knowlton Davis, Dorothy Dean, Wilhelmina R. Delco, Gustavo Luis “Gus” Garcia, Samuel Garcia, Lester Gibson, Eunice June Mitchell Givens, Margaret J. Gomez, Mack Ray Hernandez, Art Murillo, Richard Raymond, Ernesto Silva, Louis Simms, Clint Smith, Connie Sonnen, Alfred Thomas Stanley, Maria Lucina Ramirez Torres, Elisa Vasquez, Fernando Villareal, William Wooten, Ana Yañez-Correa, and Mike Zuniga, Jr.

Walter Session and Morris Byers, who along with Appellant comprised the “Cherokee County Plaintiffs” in the court below, have elected not to further participate in this litigation, and therefore no longer have a legal interest in this proceeding. The Appellant is the sole “Cherokee County Plaintiff” to prosecute this appeal.
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