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Please stand by for realtime captions.  

 

Welcome to the Voter Competency and Denying the Right to Vote: Part 2 webinar. My name is Joe and I 

will be your operator. At this time, all participants are in a listen-only mode. Later we will conduct a 

question and answer session. I will turn the call over to Michelle Bishop.  

 

Good afternoon. Welcome to Voter Competency and Denying the Right to Vote: Part 2. My name is 

Michelle Bishop, the voter a specialist here at the National Disability Rights Network. I work with our 

contacts across the network. I wanted to welcome -- welcomed everyone and let you know that if you 

did not welcome everyone and let you know that if you did not see part one of this webinar series, it is 

available on the task now.org website. Part two will also be available on that website the website as 

well. If you're not familiar with how to access those, we will send out information on the listserv. If 

you're not familiar with me or you're not sure how to access the webinars, feel free to reach out to me 

at michelle.bishop@ndrn.org. Should see it in the lower right-hand corner. So that you have that task 

information to get in touch with me.Let's move along to the main event. I'm excited about part two of 

this webinar. We have fantastic presenters today. Jennifer Mathis with [Indiscernible -- poor audio] on 

voter competency laws and how they impact the right to vote at the state level. Then we're going to 

hear from [Indiscernible] disability rights main about the flagship case regarding voter competency and 

the right to vote. If you have the pleasure of being in our annual conference in Indianapolis, you may 

have sat in on a conference with Jennifer Mathis where she talks about these issues and you heard her 

reference those cases. Look forward to exploring those more today. If you have pressing questions, feel 

free to type them in the chat window and I'll keep an eye on that for you all. I apologize for any 

background noise there may be behind me. I'm unexpectedly out of the office today. I'm going to be 

myself and I will pass it off to Jennifer Mathis. Take it away.  

 

This is Jennifer. I want to thank NDRN for focusing some attention on this issue. I feel like this is an issue 

that has been around for a long time. Sometimes it feels like deja vu that we've talked about these 

issues tend, 15 years ago. And here we are still. Fighting some of the same battles. I think that it's not 

hopeless at all. And the fact that we have Kristen on the phone. Kristen has won the biggest victory we 

have in this area. You can do it. If you set things up right. I think we actually are in an administration 

where we may see the federal government take some action. We are running out of time. There's a 

small window left before the end of this administration, but I think it's one of the priorities that they 

have. It's one of the priorities that the community has articulated to them to do something about this 

issue of disenfranchisement of people with mental disabilities including psychiatric disabilities, 

intellectual disabilities, other cognitive disabilities. Autism. And there is actually a complaint filed with 

the Justice Department right now on behalf of someone with autism in California. So I say that at the 



beginning [Indiscernible -- poor audio] talking about really, 30 years after people [Indiscernible] ADA had 

a couple of publications, 1983, 1985, that extensively discussed these issues. And said, think that this is a 

constitutional violation, the way many of these laws take away the right to vote from folks with 

disabilities. At that time there was no ADA. But [Indiscernible -- poor audio] talked about as 

constitutional issues. And here we are still talking about it. I do think that there is potential for change 

and I actually feel like this is a good moment in time. I think it's very important that NDRN is actually 

focusing on it so that people can actually develop [Indiscernible] potential things we may have in court 

and today about different avenues for [Indiscernible -- poor audio]. So I just wanted to start 

[Indiscernible] disenfranchised and photo ID laws down here also, not going to really talk about that -- 

disenfranchised and voter capacity -- I wanted to emphasize there's two separate things going on. There 

are a series of state laws which we'll talk about, and they have -- the majority of states still have a law 

that [Indiscernible -- poor audio] many folks with mental disabilities. Who ought to be voting, who are as 

capable as people without disabilities of voting. But because of these laws, lose the right to vote in 

various ways. Wholly apart from that, there are sets of practices that may not be in law, but they have 

the same effect of disenfranchising folks with mental disabilities. And interestingly, in the 1980s, 1990s, 

there were some studies done of people in nursing homes, a bunch of folks went to nursing homes in 

Philadelphia, Annapolis, somewhere in Virginia, and remarkably consistent results in these studies 

where people looked at what happens in nursing homes when residents are trying to vote? And what 

the nursing home staff do. Across the board, all of these studies always tend to find that nursing home 

staff impose their own restrictions on resident's voting. Ask them questions, they decide who should be 

voting and who shouldn't be voting, who they think is competent or whatever standard they may be 

using.These studies are no different in the states weather is a voter capacity standard and states where 

there isn't a voter capacity standard. One of these studies is from Philadelphia area nursing homes. The 

vast majority of them were disenfranchising residence based on their disabilities. Pennsylvania has no 

motor capacity standard. I think it's important to understand that in addition to the state laws, there's a 

set of practices that are happening, which are entirely divorced from state laws. And may not reflect 

what's in them. And I think those are harder to challenge, but no less important. And those practices 

become -- can come from several different places, from election officials, from polling place officials, 

polling workers, they can come from service providers. And I think we'll talk a little bit about that later 

on. I think I have a separate slide about that. I'm going to start with the state laws. And you can see we 

have the good, the bad and the ugly. I'm going to start with the ugly. Going chronologically. We really 

started with the ugly and have moved on to -- I think a majority of states now having something that's 

not good, but may be less bad than some other laws. So starting with the ugly, this used to be the 

majority rule. In most states, in the 1980s, by the time the ADA was writing about these laws and saying 

that they were unconstitutional, it wasn't a majority of states but it was close. It was 24 states that had 

laws that said, if you were an idiot or an insane person, a lunatic or a person of unsound mind, that you 

couldn't vote. And so that was certainly the most common type of law. With respect to voter 

competence. In the 1980s. In a way, even though these laws are offensive, the language is ugly and 

there has been actually some efforts, a lot of efforts to get rid of that language, I think the silver lining 

about these laws is nobody can figure out what they mean or how to enforce them. And so it's useful in 

the sense that they rarely are enforced. There have been efforts to enforce them over time. I think 

that's not very frequent. It was actually a case called Carol versus cop out of New Jersey from the 1970s. 

It may have been the 1980s, where people who lived in a state institution came in on a bus and tried to 

vote at the polling place and were actually told by the County Clerk that they couldn't vote. The County 



Clerk was contacted in advance and said, they can't vote because they are idiots, because they live in a 

state institution. So there was a whole court decision about what makes someone an idiot? And 

whether living in a state institution made you an idiot. And ridiculous discussion in a way, but you can 

see the helpful thing is that courts don't really want to decide what this word means or who is or who 

falls or doesn't fall within these categories. And so those cases, I think the few cases that came up, 

courts either found people didn't fall into these categories, or these categories should be defined in 

more concrete ways like -- that were really about competence. Which I think is what gave rise to the 

next generation of laws that was more explicitly about education of incompetence or guardianship 

[Indiscernible -- audio cutting out] some state [Indiscernible] in either [Indiscernible -- poor audio] it's 

actually not -- it's not used because there's often a companion set of language in either the statute or 

the Constitution, whatever in some cases, the idiots and insane people language is in the Constitution. 

There will be a statute that says something about mental competence or guardianship or sometimes it's 

the reverse and this language is in the statute but more specific language is in the Constitution. I think 

that was true in New Jersey. They actually removed this language from their Constitution and they made 

a very big deal of it, Governor Cody, the mental health Governor, back in the early two thousands, made 

a big deal of changing New Jersey's law. But he left this language in the statute even though he took it 

out of the Constitution. And ironically, in New Jersey, once they moved from saying idiots and insane 

people can't vote to saying people who are determined not to understand The Act of voting can't vote, 

there was a much more specific and concrete standard. Much more likely to be enforced to take away 

people's right to vote. So again, nobody wants to have outmoded, offensive, prejudicial stereotyping 

language in their laws, but on the other hand, if what that means is leaving that language in, people will 

not lose the right to vote, that's something to think about. Is you are engaged in an effort to change the 

law, then it's important to make sure that you end up with something that is better in all senses and 

doesn't actually end up disenfranchising more people. So with this language, I think there's only two 

states that don't have something more specific, even if they have this language in their statute or 

constitution. I think Mississippi and New Mexico still have this language. And I think don't have any 

other narrowing language. So these are the ugly, ugly things that [Indiscernible] this became the 

majority rule at some point a little later on. People under guardianship, people who are incapacitated, 

people who are judged incapacitated, people who are judged mentally incompetent, there are 

variations on a theme. But basically folks who have a judgment of incapacity which generally means you 

appoint a guardian and it's usually the same thing. Whether this means full guardianship or limited 

guardianship, I think it's different from one state to the next. Sometimes you have to look at the 

guardianship statute to figure out how to interpret this. Sometimes there is specific language in the 

voting statute. I think in Arizona, there's now provision in the voting law that says that there's a separate 

standard for people under limited guardianship to be able to vote than there is for people under full 

guardianship. And so in any event, this is -- this was the majority rule for a long time until pretty 

recently. And I think it was seen as a more enlightened -- obviously then saying, idiots and insane people 

can't vote. The problem with this language is it's still pretty broad, as most folks know. Guardianship 

determination is really specific to people's ability to maintain their basic health and safety needs, often 

as many of us have experienced, guardianship is routinely used when perhaps people could really get 

their needs met just through services rather than someone having to make decisions for them and 

taking away their decision-making authority. Often, you have limited guardianships that are just about 

somebody's capacity to make decisions in a particular area like budgeting or healthcare decisions. And 

that is a recognition that we know longer subscribe as a society to the notion that there is global 



incapacity. This is old thinking that somebody is incompetent or incapacitated, that they can't make 

decisions of any kind. And that's the basis for full guardianship, somebody is just not competent in a 

whole variety of areas.Even then, I think there's a recognition now that even people under full 

guardianship, it's about certain types of decision-making and not about all types of decision-making. 

We'll talk a little bit about some of the cases and particularly Kristen's case in Maine where people were 

under full guardianship and clearly had the ability to understand what voting was, what it meant to vote, 

could make choices, and so this disenfranchisement of people who are under full guardianship or in 

some cases under limited guardianship, really had nothing to do with somebody's right to vote. At least 

the guardianship determination has nothing to do with their ability to vote. Their competence to vote. 

And so I think in that sense, it's overbroad. And these are also the laws that the ADA focused on back in 

the 1980s that said, how could it be that people get disenfranchised simply by virtue of having a 

judgment of incapacity or guardian? It's really about a different set of issues than voting. Indicates that 

we had brought in Missouri, we had a lead plaintiff who was a law professor and he could explain to you 

in great detail the judicial philosophies of each justice who sat on the Supreme Court, yet [Indiscernible] 

for a variety of reasons. Relating to his mental health. But he was very competent to understand what it 

meant to vote and what the significance of his vote was and what the issues were that were at stake in 

the election. And his guardianship determination had nothing to do with his ability to vote. So those 

laws are still [Indiscernible -- poor audio] up the evolutionary scale, we get from the ugly to the bad to 

the less bad. This is now I think not be majority rule. There's no majority of states that have any 

particular rule, but this is the most common rule at this point among states. And I think it's something 

like 20 states that have this rule. Limits further the number of folks who can be disenfranchised. It's still 

focusing on guardianship or people who lack capacity, but it's people who lack the specific capacity to 

vote. There's variation -- variations on the language. Many of these laws say people under guardianship 

who lack the capacity to vote. Others don't specifically mention guardianship and they just say people 

who lack the capacity to vote or lack the capacity to understand The Act of voting. Typically, those 

determinations are made in guardianship proceedings. It seems very rare that the issue would come up 

in a court outside of a probate court guardianship proceeding. So practically speaking, these laws sound, 

I think in some ways more reasonable on their face. While if you're going to take away somebody's right 

to vote based on capacity concerns, it ought to be based on their voting capacity and not their capacity 

with respect to health and safety and other issues that have nothing to do with voting. That's fine. I 

think the problem is that what these laws, in effect do, the way they are implemented, and sometimes 

on their face, because they are specifically targeted in many states and people who are under 

guardianship, is that this is singling out one group of people, people who are the subject of guardianship 

proceedings which is pretty much people with disabilities, and imposing a standard on them that's not 

imposed on the rest of the population who wants to vote. So people who are the subject of 

guardianship proceedings have to prove themselves if they want to vote. People who are the subject of 

guardianship proceedings have to answer, often a series of questions. And what those questions look 

like, it's different from one state to the next. It's often different from one county to the next within a 

state. It's often different from one judge to the next within a county. Typically there's not really a 

standard in the state law. It doesn't say that much. And there's not usually guidance about what to ask. 

And in some cases judges just ask people, do you want to vote? And in other cases, judges ask, who is 

the mayor or who is the governor of the state? Why do you want to vote? Or what are the issues at 

stake in the election? This is really problematic in the sense that we don't ask anybody else to justify 

why they want to vote. We don't ask anybody else to explain their understanding of the voting process. I 



think some of the questions that are asked of people who are in the guardianship proceedings, people 

who are the subject of guardianship proceedings, would not be answered accurately or adequately by 

people without disabilities but we don't expect that of them. So even these laws which I think are more 

narrowly tailored than some of their predecessors, still set up a two-tier system where you are 

essentially setting up a voter capacity test that is asked of only people under guardianship or in 

guardianship proceedings which is only people with disabilities. And so it is that that's troubling. We do 

have a federal law, the national voter registration act, that does allow states to have mental capacity 

standards for voting. And VRA says that. That's fine, but I think you have to enforce those standards in a 

way that applies the same to all voters. In fact the voting rights act actually has a provision saying any 

kind of voter qualification standard that you impose must be applied in the same way to all groups of 

voters. You can't say, here's our mental capacity standard but it only applies to African-Americans or 

only applies to women. It has to apply to all voters. And so by the same token you can't apply it only to 

people who are the subject of guardianship proceedings. If you want to have a voter capacity test, you 

are allowed to have one but it has to be the same for anybody seeking to vote. And so I think these laws 

raise ADA issues, because you are essentially creating a higher standard or more stringent standard for 

people based on disability. They also raise concerns under the voting rights act, because they are 

essentially creating either a literacy test or simply a different application of the qualification standard for 

a particular group of people than for everybody else. Even these less bad laws, I think, are still unlawful. 

We haven't quite gotten there yet. To demonstrate that. But we will. So I think it matters. I just put 

down here something about the default because it really has a big impact on people's rights. What the 

default is in these kinds of states where your disenfranchised if you don't have the capacity to vote. And 

some of those states, the default is that you keep the right to vote. If nobody talks about it, it's silent, 

nobody raisins it and the guardianship proceedings, it's often not raised. In some states there's a form or 

in some counties there's a form so there will be a box to check off. Some places there's not. And so if 

nobody raises it, it never gets raised. If the judge and counsel doesn't raise it, the person doesn't raise it, 

then what of whatever the default it is going to stand. If the default is that you keep the right to vote 

unless somebody specifically finds that you lack the capacity to vote, then that's fine. You keep the right 

to vote. If nobody talks about it. In many states, the default is that you automatically lose the right to 

vote. And if it's not raised, then you've lost it and then you've got to try to get it back and getting it back 

is often cumbersome and it takes money and for people who are under guardianship, it is typically the 

Guardian that is responsible for going to court and spending the money and making decisions about 

what kind of rights to seek restoration of. And so you really have a class of people who are at the mercy 

of someone else. This is why this area of law hastaken as long as it has to develop. Because you've got 

folks who have lost a lot of their authority to make decisions, to go talk to lawyers and bring their their 

own cases. And I think they can actually. It's a little bit complicated and Kristin may talk a little bit about 

some of the issues that were faced by some of her plaintiffs who had state guardians in a case against 

the state. And when the state guardians were and were not allowed to try to prevent their wards from 

going to court, but this is always a tricky issue. And regardless of what your legal rights are as a Ward, to 

pursue a case in court, I think people do have actually constitutional rights to go to court even against 

the wishes of their award. If they have the capacity to understand what it means to go to court or bring 

a case, practically speaking, they are -- they have somebody who makes decisions for them. And that's 

what people are told. Is basically, I make the decisions for you and you don't get to do this. And so it's a 

very -- literally and figuratively disenfranchised group of people. So it's been very difficult, to even find, 

identify the folks who are affected by these laws in order to advocate on their behalf. And represent 



them. Moving on. The better. It gets better. A little. So these are a couple of states that have what I 

started calling the basil on standard, -- the Bazalon standard for capacity to vote. Our position has been -

- you don't need a capacity standard. There are a number of states -- which comes after the better -- 

there are a bunch of states that don't have any voter capacity standard. And you don't need to have a 

voter capacity standard. There's no requirement of that. I think nobody is claiming that elections have 

fallen apart and lost all of their integrity in states that don't have a capacity standard. But often, states 

are simply unwilling to go there. And people have done some legislative advocacy to get the best voter 

capacity standard possible if you have to have one. We have advocated this kind of standard. If you are 

going to have one. And you can't stop a state from having one because the federal law says you are 

allowed to have one if you want to. If you have one, it has to reflect the same standard that you apply to 

all voters. So what we expect of all voters is, can you communicate? With or without accommodations? 

Because people have different methods of communicating, obviously. Can you communicate a choice? 

Whether to vote or whether to register?By, say participation in the voting process because that 

encompasses both voting and frustration and other things? If someone says I want to register right now 

and I don't want to vote in this election, that should be enough. That means you're capable of voting 

because that's what we expect of everybody else. If other people show up at the polling place and 

they've registered, they want to fill out a ballot, communicating their choice, that's all we expect of 

them. We don't expect them to demonstrate any particular capacity to make that choice, any particular 

knowledge of the issues, any particular need to explain what the voting process is, so it's basically, can 

you communicate a choice? And that's it. If you're going to have a capacity standard, it should be that 

low. And so there are a couple of states that have adopted that standard. Maryland, we worked very 

closely with the Maryland PM day to get that standard into their law. They actually tried very hard for a 

long time throughout most of the process that they were advocating for legislative change in Maryland 

because Maryland used to have one of these laws that said if you are under guardianship, you can't 

vote. They actually took the position we shouldn't have any capacity standard. But holding firm enabled 

them toward the end of the process to basically, when they had to agree to something, to agree to -- 

ended up being able to get the best possible standard which is this. I will tell you that standard came out 

of an ADA symposium from 2007. It was held by the ABA commission on Law and aging. It was not -- the 

disability people were not involved. The ABA has a commission on disability rights. They got involved at 

the end. They were not involved at the beginning of this whole effort. This was the law on aging folks. 

And there tends to be more paternalism in that community and that part of ABA. They tend to be much 

more accepting of the strictures of guardianship and tinkering around the edges rather than really 

focusing on some of the fundamental rights issues and the way the disability community does I think. So 

many of us knew this symposium was coming up. And it was all about voting by people with dementia. 

We recognized that this had a lot of implications for folks with other mental disabilities as well. And the 

people who are going to be at the symposium included a bunch of folks who had developed a very scary, 

what I think is basically a literacy test for people with disabilities. It was a voter capacity instrument and 

it was developed by people who really focus on capacity in other contexts. I think it doesn't translate 

very well into voting. So you had all of these psychologists at this ABA symposium who were used to 

seven or 10 part capacity tests for making health decisions or making monetary decisions, and the 

discussion was frankly a little weird and they were talking about safety components and we said, what 

are you concerned about? Somebody is going to injure themselves pulling the lever in a voting machine? 

Like what safety interest is there here? But so we actually -- a bunch of us crashed the symposium or we 

sort of made sure that we got invited and we divided ourselves up, NDRN, Bazelon, all had 



representatives at the symposium. I think we basically won a battle or debate there over what the voter 

capacity standards are to be.And there were many folks who wanted to impose this very complicated 

capacity test where you would make people -- demonstrate that they could make choices. Instead of 

just allowing them to make whatever choice they would make by casting their ballots, you had to 

basically have them make other fake choices ahead of time to demonstrate that they could make a 

choice. And this instrument was a little bit ridiculous. It was scored in the way that he would score 

capacity tests, score of zero, one, two, or three. You would get more points if you made a firmer 

decision. So you would get a hypothetical saying something like, it's the governor -- the gubernatorial 

election tomorrow and you have candidate A and candidate be A -- B and candidate A has this position 

on more funding for schools and candidate B has a different position and you go through a variety of 

positions and then you would ask the person to make a choice about candidate A and B and to explain 

their choice and if the person said I'm not really sure, which one of the candidates I want, because the 

person was actually deliberating and had different perspectives about the different issues, that counted 

against them so they didn't get a full score. Because they couldn't necessarily make a choice. So it was 

really applied to the context of voting, kind of a ridiculous thing. Election officials who participate in this 

process that's not how voting works and this seemed utterly stupid. And so I think for that reason we 

ended up with I think a good standard that came out of thissymposium. And actually got adopted by the 

entire ABA. So this is now officially the ABA has a resolution recommending this should be the standard 

[Indiscernible -- poor audio] you have to understand if you say yes, I want to vote, you have to 

understand that you are not ordering a pizza. What you are talking about is voting. So his view was by 

saying a specific desire, that meant that the person could be questioned and asked a bunch of things 

about their understanding of the voting process. I don't think anybody in the general public understood 

what that meant. And frankly, taken out, it's not in Maryland's statute. It just says a desire to participate 

in the voting process. We would say a choice. In any event, that ended up being a pretty good standard 

because it's pretty much what we expect everybody else. The best standard, I think is just not having a 

capacity requirement. There are in effect, 11 states that don't have a capacity requirement. Some of 

them don't have anything at all in the statutes or the Constitution. [Indiscernible -- poor audio] 

legislature is authorized -- and then in Maine, there was a standard in both the statute and the 

Constitution, but thanks to Kristin and her colleagues at disability rights Maine, that standard was 

invalidated and the state actually went ahead and agreed not to impose that standard or impose -- and 

forced that on other folks. So those are the state laws. I want to go quickly through practices and a 

couple other things. As I said, wholly apart from the law, you've got service providers like group homes, 

nursing homes, hospitals, making decisions for people all the time. One of the most difficult is 

psychiatric hospitals because they will say people don't have privileges and they can't leave. I have to 

get election day calls and say you've got to make whatever accommodations you can. If it's in a state 

where you can do absentee ballots same day, your choice is you can go get the person an absentee 

ballot and fill it out and take it back. Or you could take them to the polling place and often in that 

situation where they initially the situation where they initially said, it's a real burden and we can't take 

each individual to the [Indiscernible -- poor audio] in the state institution in New Jersey who were 

disenfranchised by the County Clerk. Similar thing happened in Massachusetts in point from the 1970s. 

Actually a more recent case from the 1990s, Trenton State Hospital in New Jersey. The election officials 

basically tossed out the ballots of a bunch of folks that -- absentee ballots from folks in the state 

hospital. The court said you can't do that. You can only [Indiscernible -- poor audio] polling workers do 

this. There have been lots of anecdotal stories of poll workers either turn people away at the polls or 



imposing their own tests on folks particularly if you come in a van from a group home. So a couple of 

things I want to talk about before I turn it over to Kristin. There are a few things -- a few different types 

of advocacy that you can do here. One is advocating for folks in guardianship proceedings. This is 

something that is useful to do for a variety of reasons. Number one, it's something that is easier to do 

than bringing federal litigation. You can do it quickly. It will also give you a sense of what happens in the 

guardianship proceedings. What are the standards that probate judges are applying? Often I think this is 

actually a really good strategy for folks who are thinking about federal litigation, to get a sense to get 

their toes in and if you represent people and some guardianship proceedings to go back and get their 

right to vote restored or if you actually have someone who is subject of a guardianship proceeding for 

the first place, you can make sure their right to vote is retained. It's important to understand how the 

law works, what is the default? Did they lose it, do they keep it? How is the standard? How is it applied? 

We actually have a package of -- that is on our website, on our voting page, which I call our model 

advocacy package. It has [Indiscernible -- poor audio] affidavits, one from the person who is seeking to 

vote. One from their guardian if you can get a person with a supportive guardian. It's useful. One from 

their treating professional, service provider. Basically lays out some of the basic things that you would 

want to show probably going overboard a little bit to explain why they should be voting. And we have 

this package organized so that it deals with different permutations of what might happen to people. If 

you are in a state where the law automatically removes the right to vote, if nothing is said, if the 

guardianship order is silent, here is the package you would use. If the guardianship law is automatically 

taking the right to vote away, here is the package would use. If you're dealing with a guardianship order 

that removes the right to vote, here is the package. There's three or four different packages in there. 

Tailored to the situation that you have. I think that's a useful thing to do, to understand what's going on 

in your system better. See whether there is something more that you want or need to do in terms of 

actually bringing a federal case. Helping some people in the meantime and this should be something 

where I think you can -- Michelle, correct me if I'm wrong. [Indiscernible] to litigate in federal court but 

you could advocate for someone in a guardianship proceeding? In any event, you can use [Indiscernible] 

funds to add, et cetera. So this is kind of a nice way to get your arms around what's happening in your 

state and your area and help folks in the meantime. State level legislative advocacy is another avenue. A 

number of PNA's have done this. Maryland, I mentioned, actually got there law changed from one of the 

worst laws to one of the better laws. And took a lot of effort, but they had a couple of good champions. 

That's one of the considerations, do you have someone or more than one person or a person in each 

chamber of your legislature that really is a champion? And that will pursue this issue? And really help 

you?And so I listed success stories and other stories. Maryland I was thinking of as a success story. Other 

stories, I think about New Jersey just because it was -- there was so much effort put in by the governor's 

office to change what was billed as an offensive line that different -- disenfranchised in insane people 

but they made a lot worse in the end, they made it easier to actually take people's right to vote away. 

Then finally, I'm happy to also talk -- I think there are lots of folks -- you can talk to Michelle, if you're 

interested. Or in the middle of advocacy, with your state legislature to try to change the standards. I'm 

happy to talk to folks -- it's worth talking to the Maryland PNA, Alyssa Fio and others who were involved 

in that battle. Finally, we'll talk about federal litigation and I want to turn it over to Kristin because 

Christian is really in my mind the master of federal litigation when it comes to voting and competency 

issues -- Kristin is the master. We were involved in a case in Missouri that followed Kristin's case and I 

think we had mixed results. And it was a little bit complicated because the court didn't really understand 

the nature of the case. So it was a confusing decision which is actually in some ways helpful. But I think 



it's -- Kristin's case in Maine, Doe v. Roe, an ideal lens to talk about this issue through. And really 

understand what the challenges are, in identifying the plaintiff, and setting up the case, and what kinds 

of things you should look for, what kinds of obstacles you may encounter. So I'm going to turn it over to 

Kristin now.  

 

Thank you so much, Jennifer. I first want to thank Michelle Bishop and NDRN for this opportunity. And of 

course Jennifer Mathis. She was instrumental in assisting us through the Doe v. Roe litigation, so she's 

been remiss in telling you about her role. And I were burn them's role at Bazelon Center. They were 

instrumental and they were just terrific. Always there when we needed them. Any thorny issue that 

came up, I would run by Jennifer and it's interesting to be here today because I think we must be right 

around 15 years to the date or close to, when we first started working together.Blue Hill Maine in front 

of you. I took this picture last week. I was on vacation. Blue Hill is a quintessential coastal Maine town 

where I was for the week with my family. And I dropped my daughter off my daughter off to start 

thinking about the presentation for next week. It was a perfectly beautiful day as you can see from the 

blue sky, it was perfectly clear, finally after a long winter, summer time in Maine. So I was driving by the 

town of blue Hill Hall, and I thought I'm just going to stop in because I really love old buildings and I 

really want to see this. Before I get on my PowerPoint finishing it off, I'm going to take a little walk 

around and see what it looks like. It's such a wonderful building. So I went up the stairs and went 

through that front door you see in front of you. When I went through the door, I want to show you the 

first thing that I saw. This poster. Maine voting rights. As you can see, the 11th point down, if I am under 

guardianship, I may vote. Said in Doe v. Roe 156 SF 35. I was very happy to see that. Needless to say. But 

I also felt like this is a sign I need to get back and finish my PowerPoint. This is a poster that we put 

together with Secretary of State's office. Following the Doe v. Roe decision in federal court, Secretary of 

State was terrific in training on voting rights. And also distributing these posters. I hope that you all 

consider if you haven't done something like this, putting together a poster of this nature because it's 

wonderful outreach and it's a great way to get into the communities in your state and talk to the people 

who are the registrars, ask them if they would work with you. It's an opportunity for future training, 

which we do as well at CRM. So anyway, this is a sign to me that I need to get to work with all of you just 

because I want to share a story of Doe v. Roe. It was a remarkable case. And I am far from a master of 

litigation although I think Jennifer so much for the kind words. I think it really came down to a lot of luck, 

some great support, and sometimes in litigation, you never know what's going to happen. You never 

know. It can go south really fast. Occasionally the stars lineup. And the stars lined up in Doe v. Roe I'm 

thrilled to say. In Maine, in 1997, there was a referendum question on the ballot. That the state of 

Maine was voting on. There was a lot of concern being expressed in the legislature about the main 

constitutional provision which says, or said, persons under guardianship for reasons of mental illness are 

prevented from registering for -- to vote. I also want to point out if you go to the Doe v. Roe case, which 

was cited on the previous slide, under footnote 2, there's a law review article by Kay Schreiner. She does 

a wonderful job of laying out at least in the year 2000, all of the different provisions across the nation. I 

talked to her as well. She was another one of my supports. She was the first to call me after the decision 

came out and she said how thrilled she was because she had a piece of the victory as well. Absolutely. In 

any event, I would suggest that everybody take a look at that law review article, get a sense of where 

your state is. I'm sure most of you have already done that. It's helpful to get a sense of where things are 

in the country. I think Jennifer's words of caution of not just trying to get rid of the offensive language, 



although there's some terrible, awful language about lunatic voting and some very offensive language, 

actually addressed in Doe v. Roe, Jennifer is absolutely right. That's very difficult to enforce. And in fact 

in Doe v. Roe, the court suggests that. The court addresses the fact that in order to engage in the legal 

gymnastics, the state of Maine was engaging in to try to save this provision, they were basically 

suggesting the court go back to the 1959 definition of mental illness and to some really offensive 

language which they suggested narrowed it enough to survive constitutional scrutiny. And the court 

said, how in the world could we enforce this antiquated language? It's great language in that decision. 

When Jennifer was talking, it reminded me of that. In any event, this is the provision I was confronted 

with. I came to Disability Rights Maine in the last century in 1997. I was very well aware of this provision. 

I voted to get rid of it of course. Unfortunately, the rest of Maine has a majority voted to keep it. So it 

lost. We were stuck with the provision. In 2000, it returned on the ballot. The language was better this 

time and the referendum question that was put before the Maine voters in the election of 2000 -- voters 

were asked, do you favor amending the Constitution of Maine to end discrimination against persons 

under guardianship for the purpose of voting? This was much better worded language. It was actually 

closely watched. The newspapers all wrote editorials on -- that this referendum question should be 

passed. Ironically, the person who ended up a state defendant, the attorney general, Steve Rowe, he 

was not attorney general at the time the question was worded. He was in the legislature. He was a huge 

proponent of getting rid of this provision. But when he became -- he's a really good guy, he ran for 

governor later, very supportive of disability rights. But he was also a West Point grad and he felt like, you 

know what, I go by the book and if I'm going to swear to uphold the Maine Constitution, that's what I'm 

bound to do even though everybody knew he thought the provision was terrible as well. That's a whole 

'nother story. In any event, we were in a position now where in 1997, the voters wanted to keep this 

provision. And in 2000, the voters wanted to keep this provision. So we were at the point now where 

litigation was really the last resort. But prior to the vote in 2000, we had identified three plaintiffs. And I 

want to tell you that just to revisit quickly the election of 2000 as we all know, the contest was between 

George Bush and Al Gore. And they were third-party candidates that ran including Ralph Nader. That 

was a contested election that the United States Supreme Court announced on December 12, 2000 that 

Bush won the election. Before the election in US history in which the winner failed to win a plurality of 

the popular vote. This was a huge decision. It was also in Maine, an opportunity for the plaintiffs to vote 

to get rid of this offensive provision that prevented them from voting. None of them were allowed to 

vote or two of them were not allowed to vote. So they were not able to vote on it. So just to back up a 

little bit, back to June of 2000, so we're a few months out before the November 2000 election, and just 

as far as luck goes and all of us who work in the trenches and the PNA's know that sometimes it's the 

hardest challenge, finding plaintiffs, finding people who want to go through the rigor of litigation, who 

want to go forward, just sometimes identifying and finding them. Just a little bit of a device. That really 

helped me identify plaintiffs -- I knew that I wanted to challenge this provision. I felt very strongly about 

it. I was working [Indiscernible]. I knew that most of the days [Indiscernible -- poor audio] people 

wanted and needed help. We all want to respond to the calls for help, but unless we look strategically at 

what we can change systemically, we're never going to get there. My agency was very supportive and 

saying yes, we agree we want to challenge this provision. In 2000, just on a personal note, I was going 

out on maternity leave as of June 21, 2000. I knew that I wanted to challenge this provision for the 2000 

election. And I really wanted to find a plaintiff. So I think combined with luck, just a personal desire to 

make change. So I will also give you some advice that it's a sure way to get people to talk to you if you 

either have a puppy or an infant. I went to a number of mental health institutes, some of the other 



wards where I was told by social workers, who I cultivated relationships with, we have someone on this 

ward who really wants to vote. And they are under guardianship. So by cultivating relationships, talking 

with people, having that personal desire to make change, having the support of my agency, the support 

of Bazelon, it all came together. We were able to identify, not one but three plaintiffs. Another word to 

the wise is it's critically important to have more than one plaintiff. He had one before I went had one 

before I went out on maternity leave who I thought would be perfect. Things fell apart for various 

reasons. She was not able to be a plaintiff. And fortunately, we ended up with three wonderful plaintiffs. 

One who eventually became rooted out. The good news is she got to vote in the election and I'll tell you 

why in a minute. But we had the last two who ended up carrying the day and made this incredible 

systemic change in Maine and now hopefully influencing other parts of the country. So who were the 

plaintiffs? Jane Doe was a resident of the limestone, Maine. She was diagnosed with bipolar disorder, 

under full guardianship of the state of Maine by reason of mental illness since 1987. She knew every 

single referendum question called. I wish I could say that. She knew every candidate, exactly how she 

wanted to vote, she was incredibly articulate. She wanted to vote in the 2000 election. Jill go was a 

resident of Bangor -- Jill Doe, 75 years old, with bipolar disorder. Under full guardianship since 1996. No 

one raised the issue of her capacity to vote or Jane's or June. No one raised it. When they went under 

guardianship for reason of mental illness, they automatically lost their right to vote. So Jill wanted to 

vote. Then there was June Doe. Jill was pretty quiet, pretty reserved but had her views. They were 

differing politically and they were happy to me -- to share what they thought and it was a wonderful 

part of the case. June was the most colorful. She was 68. She had been -- lived almost her entire life 

institutionalized at Bangor mental health Institute. She was 68 at the time she and I met. She had 

written many hilarious short stories about her attempts to escape from the institution. Including one 

about running out of there and ending up caught swimming down the river before she was quote-

unquote caught. She was incredibly colorful, somewhat of a folk hero. She was incredibly thrilled to 

have the possibility of making this sort of change. Because she also wanted to vote. Her diagnoses were 

different from the others, intermittent explosive disorder, anti-personality disorder, and mild organic 

brain syndrome. All of this is in the order from the court although they are all obviously pseudonyms. 

She had been under guardianship since 1985. She was absolutely delightful. She had earned her GED 

while she was institutionalized. In any event, what happened with these three? They wanted to vote. By 

the time we found they were interested, I worked with the guardians who were very committed to 

supporting their boards around voting. -- their awards.I worked directly with the plaintiffs and it was 

wonderful. In any event, what happened was we were getting very close to election day as you may 

recall or may not -- I seem to recall every detail of this case. November 7 was election day. And it was 

October 31 -- I believe right around the end of October when we went to federal court in front of Judge 

Stangl. And we asked the judge for a motion for preliminary injunction to allow these pleadings to vote. I 

thought we had a stronger case. The state of Maine got up and said, look, we're not enforcing this 

provision the way we think they are. If these individuals can get their guardianship orders amended, to 

allow them the right to vote, then they can vote and no one is going to stop them. So I get back to my 

office, I'm really disappointed, I thought, we were going to have it at this point. But in litigation you 

never know what's going to happen. So after getting off the phone with Jennifer, I started drafting 

affidavits for the probate courts. And this is pretty instructive in terms of what happened and what 

made Doe v. Roe so compelling. It underscores what Jennifer was talking about. It's almost like cowboy 

justice when it comes to making decisions around someone's capacity to vote. Because one of the 

plaintiffs, like I said was up in the northernmost county of Maine. And the probate court there, we 



presented him with the unopposed motion to amend her guardianship order to allow her to vote 

complete with affidavits and so on from her doctor and from her. The court immediately granted it. She 

voted. She was absolutely thrilled. I then knew Bangor was going to be different because Judge 

Woodcock who just retired at age 92, he had been sitting on the bench for 50 years, he was a very literal 

judge. He is related to the federal Judge Woodcock who currently sits on the federal bench. In any 

event, Judge Woodcock in the probate court took the provision in the Constitution very literally. And I 

went to him and I had my unopposed motion and I had a feeling this was going to happen. I went in with 

my client, one of my clients, Jill, June had been hospitalized so she wasn't able to participate. He said, 

I'm sorry. I don't have the power to do that. The Maine Constitution prevents me from doing that. This is 

stroke of luck number two. We have a judge will them to say, I can't do this.The Maine Constitution 

prevents me. I said, could you write that on the motion, please? That became an exhibit for our later 

case. He wrote specifically on the order, as reflected in the federal court decision, the right to vote was 

denied specifically because she was under guardianship by reason of mental illness. And she was not 

able to vote under the Maine Constitution. So we had here an illustration of what goes on very often in 

states around the right to vote. You had one obeyed code saying absolutely and the other saying know. 

So we ended up going on to litigate the case. It ended up being decided on motions for summary 

judgment interestingly. We didn't have to go to trial. We went on summary judgment. The next -- 

important tip, another important tip is to think about if you do end up in litigation, who are you bringing 

the case against? We brought it against the Maine state Attorney General. Against the prior attorney 

general for Andrew Ketterer, but they switched during litigation. But they were the enforcer of the 

provision. Was the Maine Secretary of State who actually -- they are enforcers of the right to vote. The 

registrars from the different towns were also defendants. The state actually suggested we name they 

should not have named individuals in their official capacity but that didn't hold any water. These were 

the proper defendants to bring this case against. So what were our claims? At this point, we're left with 

two plaintiffs. And the third was able to vote until she was mooted out. The claims were failure to 

provide adequate procedural due process. Failure -- violated the equal protection clause. Discrimination 

and violation of two of the ADA and discrimination and violation of section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 

because these entities received federal funds. They have to follow federal law. So as far as the violation 

of due process goes, I'm going to go through these as quickly as I can here. I know we have limited time. 

The court held that Maine's constitutional provision disenfranchising individuals by reason of mental 

illness violated due process. The court found that Maine's current guardianship procedures failed to 

provide adequate due process before denying plaintiff the right to vote. The court -- the facts, stroke of 

luck, we happened to have factual scenarios that were so compelling. The individuals in Maine, their 

fundamental right to vote was being subjected to the whims of the different fancies of these probate 

courts. There was no analysis going on in terms of anything except what these judges felt they wanted 

to do. So the court weighed, as you can read, the plaintiff's interest in participating in the democratic 

process, the risk of erroneous deprivation of the right to vote under procedures used by the state and 

the state interest including any administrative or financial burden on the state. The court noted that 

none of their plaintiffs had the ability to vote reviewed when they went under guardianship. Again a 

little tip, another tip is when you get documents and litigation, get everything from the probate court. If 

your case involves guardianship. It was very helpful. There was nothing in there about voting. We were 

able to get that all in. None of the voters -- the plaintiffs were both -- were warned they would lose their 

right to vote. We had differences between probate judges, the state tried to advance an argument they 

were going to at their next additional conference, they were going to instruct probate judges and the 



court said, sorry, that's too late. We also deposed a really good probate judge that sits on another 

county. He wrote the book in Maine on probate court. He knows his stuff. I know him personally. Just 

from having worked in Maine for a long time. He was a good person to depose. He underscored the fact 

that there's no -- judges do their thing in probate court. They are the only judges in Maine who are 

elected by the public. And there was no standard that they were adhering to, no training. They were 

observing. So we won on that procedural due process claim. And we also claimed that this provision 

violate equal protection. The court held that Maine's constitutional provision disenfranchised individuals 

under guardianship by reason of mental illness and was facially invalid and invalid as applied. This was a 

huge and wonderful victory. Court found that the provision was not narrowly tailored to meet the 

compelling state interest and the way they worded it was ensuring that those who cast the vote have 

the mental capacity to make their own decision by being able to understand the nature and effect of 

voting. There's some language in there that I think Jennifer has talked about, experts quote-unquote, 

putting forth capacity, tests, to see if people have the ability to vote. And concern that this language has 

made it into some of those tests would be taken out of context. But I'm sure that the work that Bazelon 

and NDRN are doing nationally will help address those things. I think it already is starting to. In any 

event, just to get back to the equal protection claim back in Doe v. Roe, the decision came down on 

August 9, 2001. Yes, that's in my brain. [Laughter] The equal protection clause claim was again, a 

wonderful victory. The equal protection is part of 14th amendment to the United States Constitution. 

This clause was ratified shortly after the Civil War, provides no state shall deny to any person within the 

jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. The court noted that once the franchise is granted to the 

electorate, lines may not be drawn which are inconsistent with equal protection clause of the 14th 

amendment citing Harper and to my delight, Bush C Gore -- Bush of N Gore. Also, the court noted that 

Doe v. Roe recognized that Maine's voting restriction may have constituted equal treatment when 

passed in1965. Nevertheless, that historical perspective does not guide the court's inquiry today. And 

again they cite harbor notions of what Constitution -- what constitutes equal protection clause do 

change. I cannot help but mention defense of last Friday. When the Supreme Court declared same-sex 

marriage in all 50 states legal. Noting the right to marry is fundamental and Kennedy wrote under the 

same clause, 14th amendment protections coupled with -- couples may not be deprived of that right 

and that liberty. So same provision being used to there. Again understory notions of what constitutes 

equal treatment do change, which they did. Obviously, when it comes to really offensive language that 

we find in these prohibitions on voting for people with disabilities. Again I know we're running short on 

time. Just to add the court noted that voting restriction is subject to scrutiny because it restricts 

fundamental right. The only question that the court was left to grapple with is whether restriction was 

narrowly tailored to meet the compelling interest that was cited by ensuring the individuals understood 

the nature and effect of voting. The court made short order of that. Stating that recognizing that only 

people with mental illness under guardianship are restricted from voting. All others can vote even if they 

cannot understand the effect of voting. Obviously the court suggesting it casts too narrow a net. The 

court also noted that all people with mental illness under guardianship are restricted from voting 

regardless of whether or not they can. They pointed out the plaintiffs have shown they could. Again that 

casts far too wide a net as the plaintiffs demonstrated. The court found there was no amount of legal 

gymnastics the state could do to find that the provision was facially valid. So that was a sweet victory. 

Finally, the court ruled on our ADA Section 504 claims in our favor. The restriction currently applies to 

mental illness -- mentally ill persons under guardianship at least some of whom have [Indiscernible] 

proposed eligibility criteria. The court cited ADA case, sort of underscoring the fact that these individuals 



have the capacity or are able to vote and yet they're being automatically prevented from doing so, such 

a basic violation of the ADA and 504. Certainly I think we're out of time at this point. I want to leave time 

for questions but I want to thank everybody for being here and if you ever want to touch base with me 

on issues that come up in your state, please feel free to e-mail me or contact me. And also we recently 

got another case in of individuals who were denied the right to vote, the registrars in their area decided 

that the individuals they brought with them were not allowed to help them vote, that the registrar 

needed to help them vote and in the process of helping them vote, the registrar decided they were not 

able to vote. Made that medical decision right then and there. What do you know? Doubling as a 

physician I guess of some sort. In any event, that case we are reviewing now, we have no longer the 

constitutional challenge but the challenges are ongoing even though we have this wonderful case in 

Maine. We don't normally hear of these violations but we did recently. So hopefully I'll be reporting back 

to you on that one as well. Thank you, everyone very much.  

 

Thank you. We will now begin the question and answer session. If you have a question, press star then 

one. If you'd like to be removed from the queue, press the pound sign. There will be a brief delay before 

the first question. If you're using a speakerphone, you may need to pick up the handset. If you'd like to 

ask a question, press star then one on your telephone keypad. 

 

As we're waiting for that, there was a question in the chat window that I can go ahead and read. In 

addition to violating the ADA, will the proceeding -- will the preceding be considered a test under 

section two of the voting rights act?  

 

This is Jennifer. I think that's -- as [Indiscernible] I touched on it a little bit already. There are two 

provisions of the voting rights act that I think are relevant here. One prohibits literacy tests. The way 

that literacy tests are defined, it is pretty broad. If you look at our voter guide, we talk about this a little 

bit. The voter guide which was done by Bazelon and NDRN, is on our Bazelon website on the voting 

page. And there is a section called what is the legal framework? It goes to the federal laws that apply. If 

you go to the voting rights act, there's two relevant provisions. One is about literacy tests. And it says 

literacy tests include any it -- test of the ability to interpret any matter. So I think these questions that 

people get asked would typically be considered a literacy test but also another provision that may be 

easier to use than the literacy test provision, which is a provision in the same section of the law, that 

says no person acting under color of law shall in determining whether any person qualified to vote in 

any election, apply a standard or procedure different from the standards or procedures applied under 

such law to other individuals within the same county, parish or political subdivision, blah, blah, blah. 

Basically you can't single out different groups of people and apply voter qualification standards 

differently to them. If you're going to have these kind of capacity tests or ask people questions, you 

can't ask some of these people but not everybody else. So I do think that there is a claim there. One of 

the issues is, is it privately enforceable? I actually have not spent time with that question. I think the 

answer is yes. But actually I'd like to just double check on that. And if it's something about which you 

could actually file a complaint with the Justice Department, that would be another interesting Avenue 

rather than going to federal court. I just would note that the woman who is the head of the voting rights 



section of the Justice Department right now is somebody who's been a little bit hostile on these issues. 

And so I think she's been like a really good civil rights advocate and a good disability rights advocate, but 

for some reason she's really not into people with mental disabilities voting. So I think it's worth being 

careful about what we file with DOJ on that.  

 

I would just add as a general matter, I'm always trying to remember when I'm working with clients or 

dealing with issues or thinking about some law we might want challenge, I'm always cognizant of the 

possibility of winning the battle but losing the war. I think that underscores ensuring that you have a 

good, solid plaintiff to advocate for if you're going to take it that far, if you're going to advise them to go 

that far in litigation, because you could end up winning the battle but then the legislature at least in 

Maine, someone is going to do -- introduce terrible legislation that could be used as an example and it's 

going to end up hurting the cause.  

 

If you'd like to ask a question over the phone, please press star then one to ask a question.  

 

I see that Merced has another small question following up on the chat room, which is, is there any 

discussion about the new voting rights act including MI provisions? I just would say, there is another 

effort to revisit the voting rights act after the Supreme Court invalidated the preclearance formula, so 

there are folks, I think this is what you're asking about. Who have a new piece of legislation, to try to do 

a new preclearance formula. And folks have talked aboutincluding disability in that. Disability was never 

included in that particular piece of the voting rights act before. So I think it caused a lot of to do. But I 

would say that out of these discussions came an agreement among some of the folks in that process, 

working with the civil rights community to try to go to the justice department to ask them for guidance 

about some of the ADA issues and the application of the ADA to voting rights including specifically on 

this issue. And we've written up something for them and asked them to take a position and its teed up 

and I don't know whether or not we'll get there before the administration -- my hope is that we do and I 

think with the complaint that has been filed with them by somebody in California, it may be an extra 

Avenue for them to address these issues. So that's what came out of the new voting rights act lobbying.  

 

 

 

At this time, I'm not seeing any questions over the phone.  

 

Great. We may not have any more questions. Those were pretty thorough presentations. We have 

potentially talked entirely through this issue. So if there aren't more questions [Indiscernible] finish up a 

couple minutes early. I do want to say if you missed part one of the webinar series, that is available on 

TaskNow.org. Part two will be shortly as well. There will be more information going out over the listserv 

to make sure everyone is able to access that. If you're not on the listserv, please get in touch with me, 



michelle.bishop@ndrn.org. I'd be happy to get you added and make sure you're getting access to that 

kind of information all the time. Thank you to Jennifer and Kristian for presenting today. I think this 

coupled with the part one webinar gave us a really complete picture of what voter competencies laws 

look like from state to state and how they are impacting access to the vote for people with disabilities. 

From all angles looking at how PNA's can be involved in voter outreach and voter education to ensure 

that people with disabilities are aware of their rights, particularly if they have a guardian or will be going 

to court [Indiscernible -- poor audio] looking at some of the litigation that has happened. A little bit 

beyond the reach ofour mission and funding, but they greatly impact the work that we do as well as 

obviously some emerging legislation that might continue to have an impact there, to give those of us 

doing this kind of work a complete picture of what's happening about voter competency issues and how 

it impacts how we interact with people with disabilities want to exercise the right to vote as well as 

people who are making decisions about who is able to access the vote on a state-by-state basis. So 

thank you very much. I hope everyone found this as fascinating as I did. We can continue the 

conversation on the listserv. If there are any other issues emerging at the state level that people want to 

talk about or would like highlighted or if you want to be put in touch with any of the speakers, please 

don't hesitate to get in touch with me. So before we conclude, are there any other last minute 

questions? This is your final chance.  

 

Star one on your phone to ask a question.  

 

All right. Sounds like everyone is happy. Jennifer, Kristen, thank you very much. Thanks everyone for 

joining us this afternoon.  

 

Thank you.  

 

Thank you.  

 

Ladies and gentlemen this does conclude today's conference. Thank you for -- thank you for 

participating. And you may now disconnect.  

 

[event concluded] 

Actions  

 


