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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ALASKA 
 

THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT AT ANCHORAGE 
 
 

CATHERINE GIESSEL, JOELLE 
HALL, and WÁAHLAAL GIDAAG 
BARBARA BLAKE 
 

 

  
    Plaintiffs,  
  
vs. COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE 

AND DECLARATORY RELIEF 
  
The STATE OF ALASKA, DIVISION 
OF ELECTIONS, CAROL BEECHER, 
in her official capacity as Director of the 
Alaska Division of Elections, and 
NANCY DAHLSTROM, in her official 
capacity as Lt. Governor of the State of 
Alaska, 

 

  
    Defendants.   Case No.: 3AN-26-__________CI 
  

 
I. JURISDICTION  

1. This is a complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief brought pursuant to 

AS 9.40.230, AS 22.10.020, and AS 15.45.240.  This matter challenges the ballot 

language adopted by the Defendants under AS 15.45.180 for the initiative denoted 

“24ESEG,” which has qualified for the statewide ballot.   

2. Plaintiffs contend that the ballot language created and adopted by the 

Defendants is neither a “true” nor “impartial” summary of 24ESEG as required by 

AS 15.45.180 and Article XI, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution. 
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3. Plaintiffs specifically seek to enforce AS 15.45.180, as well as their rights 

— and the rights of all voters — under Article XI, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution.  

Plaintiffs bring this suit to ensure that the Defendants adopt ballot language for 24ESEG 

that faithfully describes the general subject of the proposition, includes all important 

elements that might give voters serious grounds for reflection, and provides a “true and 

impartial summary” of what the proposed law actually does. 

4. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and over the subject matter of 

this dispute pursuant to AS 9.05.010, AS 9.05.015, AS 9.40.230, AS 15.45.240, and 

AS 22.10.020. 

II. SUMMARY  

5. This case involves untrue, incomplete, and partisan ballot language adopted 

by the Defendants for the ballot measure denoted 24ESEG.  This ballot language is neither 

“true” nor “impartial” as required by law. 

6. In some respects, the ballot language adopted for 24ESEG states that the 

proposed law would operate in the opposite manner of what it would actually accomplish.  

This will confuse or deceive voters by potentially causing them to vote in favor of policies 

they oppose.  This ballot language also omits several aspects of the proposed law that, if 

known to voters, would give them pause or cause them to vote against the measure. 

7. Under Article XI, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution, and AS 15.45.180, 

Plaintiffs — and all Alaska voters — are entitled to true and impartial ballot language so 
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that they can make an informed decision on whether to vote yes or no on 24ESEG.  

Plaintiffs seek to enforce that constitutional and statutory right in this litigation. 

III. PARTIES 

8. Plaintiff Catherine Giessel is an eligible Alaska voter, residing in 

Anchorage, who is registered as a member of the Alaska Republican Party. 

9. Plaintiff Joelle Hall is an eligible Alaska voter, residing in Chugiak, who is 

registered as a member of the Alaska Democratic Party. 

10. Plaintiff Wáahlaal Gidaag Barbara Blake is an eligible Alaska voter, 

residing in Juneau, who is registered to vote as a Nonpartisan. 

11. All three Plaintiffs in this case (collectively “Plaintiffs”) are ardent 

supporters of Alaska’s current election system, including Open Primary elections, 

Ranked-Choice Voting General Elections, as well as Alaska’s ban on Dark Money 

contributions in State and local elections, as well as more stringent disclaimer policies 

and higher fines for campaign finance violations.  All of these policies, and more, would 

be repealed by 24ESEG if it is enacted by the voters of Alaska. 

12. Defendant State of Alaska, Division of Elections (“the Division”) is the 

State agency that administers Alaska’s elections and election processes, including ballot 

initiatives, and is supervised by the Lieutenant Governor. 

13. Defendant Carol Beecher (“Director Beecher”) is the Director of the Alaska 

Division of Elections, and is being sued solely in her official capacity regarding the 
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discharge of her duties under Article XI of the Alaska Constitution and Title 15, 

Chapter 45 of the Alaska Statutes. 

14. Defendant Nancy Dahlstrom (“Dahlstrom” or the “Lieutenant Governor”) 

is the current Lieutenant Governor of the State of Alaska, and is being sued solely in her 

official capacity regarding the discharge of her duties under Article XI of the Alaska 

Constitution and Title 15, Chapter 45 of the Alaska Statutes. 

15. All three Defendants (collectively “Defendants”) are responsible for 

lawfully conducting elections in Alaska, including elections on ballot measures. 

IV. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

24ESEG Qualifies For The Ballot And Ballot Language Is Proposed. 

16. On December 26, 2024, the sponsors of a ballot measure that would later 

be designated 24ESEG filed their application, including the text of their proposed 

initiative, with the Division.1  On February 14, 2025, the Lieutenant Governor certified 

that the proposal satisfied all relevant legal requirements and approved it for signature 

gathering.2   On March 11, 2025, the Division issued the sequentially-numbered petition 

 
1  See Exhibit 1 (providing the full text of 24ESEG); see also Division of Elections, 
ballot measure status page, 24ESEG, at  https://www.elections.alaska.gov/petitions-and-
ballot-measures/petition-status/?initiative_id=24ESEG#is81213. 
2    See Exhibit 2, (February 14, 2025 Certificate of Proper Filing). 
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booklets for 24ESEG.  And on November 6, 2025, the sponsors for 24ESEG filed those 

booklets with the Division for review and counting.3 

17. On December 29, 2025, the Division completed its signature review, 

confirming that 24ESEG had submitted valid signatures from a sufficient number of 

eligible voters (both in total and by State House district) to appear on the ballot.4   

18. On December 31, 2025, the Lieutenant Governor announced the proposed 

ballot title and summary for 24ESEG that would appear on the ballot.5  Deficiencies, 

partisan suasion, and falsehoods in that ballot language give rise to this litigation. 

There Are Three Major Components To 24ESEG, Which, As A Whole, Is 
Intended To Fully Repeal A Prior Ballot Measure Denoted As 19AKBE Which 

Was Enacted In 2020. 

19. 24ESEG is intended to fully repeal a prior ballot measure.  That prior ballot 

measure, colloquially known as the “Better Elections Initiative,” was denoted 19AKBE 

by the Division.6   

20. Voters approved 19AKBE in November 2020, and it became effective on 

February 28, 2021. 

 
3  See Division of Elections, ballot measure status page, 24ESEG, at  
https://www.elections.alaska.gov/petitions-and-ballot-measures/petition-
status/?initiative_id=24ESEG#is81213 
4  See Exhibit 3, (December 29, 2025 Petition Summary Report). 
5  See Exhibit 4, (December 31, 2025 Letter containing 24ESEG Ballot Title and 
Summary).  
6  See Exhibit 5, (providing the full text of 19AKBE). 
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21. 19AKBE made “three substantive changes to Alaska’s election laws[.]”7 

“The initiative most significantly change[d] Alaska’s election laws by: (1) replacing 

Alaska’s [then] current party-based primary system with an open, nonpartisan primary; 

(2) establishing ranked-choice voting in general elections; and (3) adopting new 

disclosure and disclaimer requirements for independent expenditure groups and their 

donors.”8  On this last significant change, the highlight of the disclosure regime enacted 

by 19AKBE was that it would “prohibit[] the use of dark money by independent 

expenditure groups working to influence candidate elections in Alaska and requir[e] 

additional disclosures by these groups.”9  The Alaska Supreme Court acknowledged that 

voters could have “strong feelings” in favor of prohibiting “dark money” and requiring 

the disclosure of “true source[s]” of contributions.10 

22. Unlike a prior attempt to repeal open primaries and ranked-choice voting in 

2024,11 24ESEG seeks to repeal all three pillars of 19AKBE entirely, including the third 

pillar: its stringent campaign finance disclosure requirements and increased fines for 

violations.12 

 
7  See Meyer v. Alaskans for Better Elections, 465 P.3d 477, 479 (Alaska 2020). 
8  Id. at 490. 
9  Id. at 498 (alterations in original). 
10  Id. 
11  See La Quen Naay Elizabeth Medicine Crow et al. v. Beecher, 570 P.3d 452, 454 
(Alaska 2025) (describing 22AKHE). 
12  Compare Exhibit 1, with Exhibit 5;  See also 
https://www.adn.com/politics/2025/12/31/another-initiative-to-repeal-open-primaries-



 

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND DECLARATORY RELIEF 
           Page 7 of 24 

C
as

hi
on

 G
ilm

or
e 

&
 L

in
de

m
ut

h 
51

0 
L 

St
re

et
, S

ui
te

 3
00

 
A

nc
ho

ra
ge

, A
la

sk
a 

99
50

1  
(9

07
) 2

22
- 7

93
2 

 fa
x 

(9
07

) 2
22

-7
93

8  

The Proposed Ballot Language For 24ESEG Is Neither “True” Nor “Impartial” As 
Required By Law, And Also Omits Elements Likely to Give Voters Serious 

Grounds for Reflection. 

23. The Lieutenant Governor’s proposed ballot title and summary for 24ESEG 

is as follows:13 

An Act Restoring Political Party Primaries, Single-Choice General Elections, and 
Campaign Finance Rules 

 
This act would get rid of open primary elections and ranked-choice general 
elections. It would bring back political party primaries and single-choice 
general elections. It would also bring back campaign finance rules. 
 
Elections will occur as they did before open primaries and ranked choice 
voting. In the primary election, voters will choose a party’s ballot. They 
will vote for one candidate in each race and the winning candidate will be 
the party’s nominee. In the general election, voters will select one candidate 
in each race. The candidate with the most votes will win. Party petitions, 
special runoff elections, and other parts of the prior election system would 
return. 
 
Campaign finance rules would also return to the way they were in the prior 
election system. This act would remove the limits on donations to joint 
campaigns for governor and lieutenant governor. It would remove limits 
and disclosure rules under current law, including for digital ads, out-of-state 
donations, undisclosed donations, and the true source of donations. It would 
remove some fines and change the meaning of a campaign expenditure. 
 

 
and-ranked-choice-voting-set-to-appear-on-alaskas-2026-ballot/ (“Unlike the last repeal 
effort, this year’s initiative also seeks to eliminate so-called ‘dark money’ transparency 
requirements that were implemented alongside the new voting system.  Those provisions 
require groups spending money to influence election outcomes in Alaska to report the 
names of their top funders.”); see also Exhibit 6 (February 14, 2025 24ESEG Ballot 
Measure Application Review) at 7 (“The proposed bill would largely reverse 19AKBE 
by repealing the open, nonpartisan primary, the ranked-choice general election, and the 
campaign finance disclosure provisions.”) (emphasis added). 
13  See also Exhibit 4 at 2. 
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Should this initiative become law? 
 
24. This ballot summary for 24ESEG fails to satisfy Article XI, Section 4 of 

the Alaska Constitution’s requirement to provide ballot language to voters “summarizing 

the proposed law,” as well as AS 15.45.180(a)’s more specific requirement that the 

language “shall give a true and impartial summary of the proposed law.”14  This failure 

is a result of false and misleading language, major omissions of significant impacts from 

the measure, and the injection of partisan suasion into the ballot language — all seemingly 

intended to generate support for the measure.  Plaintiffs and Alaska’s voters are entitled 

to accurate, impartial, and comprehensive language regarding 24ESEG’s effects if 

passed.15 

The Ballot Title and Summary for 24ESEG contain false and misleading language. 

25. The false statements in the proposed ballot language begin with the ballot 

title itself which states, in part, that 24ESEG is “An Act Restoring . . . Campaign Finance 

Rules.”16   

26. This falsehood is repeated, in an even more blatant fashion, in the ballot 

summary, which states that 24ESEG: “would also bring back campaign finance rules.”17  

 
14  AS 15.45.180(a) (emphasis added). 
15  See Alaskans for Efficient Gov’t v. State, 52 P.3d 732, 736-37 (Alaska 2002) 
(holding that the basic purpose of a ballot summary is “to enable voters to reach informed 
and intelligent decisions on how to cast their ballots – decisions free from any partisan 
suasion”). 
16  See Exhibit 4 at 2 (emphasis added). 
17  See id. (emphasis added). 
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27. Both statements, from the ballot title and ballot summary, are patently false.  

The proposed measure (24ESEG) would not “restore,” “bring back,” or add even a single 

campaign finance rule to Alaska’s statutes.  Rather 24ESEG would fully repeal a litany 

of campaign finance disclosure requirements, and eliminate enhanced fines for certain 

campaign finance violations that were adopted by voters through 19AKBE. 18  

Specifically: 

a. Section 6 of 24ESEG repeals and amends disclosure rules at 
AS 15.13.074(b), which would remove the prohibition on 
contributing or accepting “dark money,” remove the prohibition on 
using an intermediary to hide the actual source of a contribution, and 
remove the requirement that donors disclose the “true source” of 
campaign contributions.19 
 

b. Section 8 of 24ESEG repeals and amends disclaimer rules at 
AS 15.13.090(c), which would remove the requirement that “paid 
for by” disclaimers appear and remain on-screen for political 
advertisements.20 

	
c. Section 9 of 24ESEG repeals entirely the disclaimer required by 

AS 15.13.090(g), which would remove the mandate that any 
political ad funded by an entity receiving over 50% of its donations 
in the previous 12-month period from sources outside of Alaska 
must include an on-ad disclaimer stating that “A MAJORITY OF 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO (OUTSIDE-FUNDED ENTITY’S NAME) 
CAME FROM OUTSIDE THE STATE OF ALASKA.”21 

	

 
18  See Kohlhaas v. State, 518 P.3d 1095, 1101 (Alaska 2022) (explaining that 
19AKBE “addressed the use of ‘dark money’ in elections by requiring greater disclosures 
of political fundraising sources”). 
19  See Exhibit 1 at 3. 
20  Id. at 4. 
21  Id.  
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d. Section 11 of 24ESEG repeals entirely AS 15.13.110(k), which 
would remove the requirement that cumulative donations to 
independent expenditure groups of $2,000 or more in a year trigger 
a more rapid, 24-hour reporting cycle, and would also remove the 
requirement that the receiving entity must report the “true sources” 
of all such contributions.22 

	
e. Section 12 of 24ESEG repeals and amends AS 15.13.390, which 

would remove the $1,000 per day penalties for failure to timely 
report the true sources of large campaign contributions, remove 
enhanced fines for failing to report the true source of contributions, 
and remove the trebling of those enhanced fines where it is shown 
that the obscuring of the true source of campaign contributions — or 
that making a contribution “anonymously or in the name of another” 
— was intentional.23 

	
f. Section 16 of 24ESEG repeals entirely AS 15.13.400(19), the 

definition of the term “Dark Money,” wiping the concept from the 
Alaska Statutes entirely.24 

 
28. The fact that 24ESEG seeks to repeal the stricter disclosure rules and 

steeper fines enacted by voters through 19AKBE is not debatable.  The repealing sections 

appear on the very face of the measure.25  

29.  It is unclear why the proposed ballot language falsely claims that 24ESEG 

“restores” campaign finance rules, especially when many details of these repeals were 

actually included in the Department of Law’s own section-by-section analysis of the 

 
22  Id. at 5. 
23  Id. at 5-6. 
24  Id. at 7. 
25  See id. at 3-7. 
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measure, which was provided to the Defendants when the application for 24ESEG was 

first filed.26   

30. The falsehoods in the proposed ballot language are especially concerning 

and baffling given that the Department of Law’s review of 24ESEG specifically (and 

correctly) stated that: “[t]he proposed bill would largely reverse 19AKBE by repealing 

. . . the campaign finance disclosure provisions.”27 

31. Additionally, the statement in Defendants’ proposed ballot language that 

“[c]ampaign finance rules would also return to the way they were in the prior election 

system” is false and misleading.28  There is no explanation of what “prior election system” 

the language is referring to.  And this language assumes that the average voter has not 

only intricate knowledge of campaign finance law, but also knows the differences 

between those laws now and what they were six years ago. 

32. This language also ignores that, in July 2021 — nearly immediately after 

19AKBE was enacted, and prior to 19AKBE’s system being used for any election — the 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals struck down all of Alaska’s individual-to-candidate 

contribution limits. 29   This meant that Alaska went from having an annual $500 

 
26  See Exhibit 6 at 2-3. 
27  Id. at 7 (emphasis added). 
28  Exhibit 4 at 2. 
29  See Thompson v. Hebdon, 7 F.4th 811, 822-23 (9th Cir. 2021). 
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contribution limit, one of the lowest in the nation, to no limit at all.30  This was a “major 

decision” that garnered significant press in Alaska, since that decision allowed “unlimited 

cash in Alaska political campaigns.”31   

33. Given this context and timing, it is evident that, when reading “[c]ampaign 

finance rules would also return to the way they were,” a voter could reasonably believe 

that 24ESEG somehow restores campaign donation limits.  But in reality, the measure 

would significantly loosen and degrade Alaska’s campaign finance disclosure regime.32 

The Ballot Title and Summary for 24ESEG unlawfully omit significant impacts from 
the measure that, if disclosed, would give voters serious grounds for reflection.  

34. The proposed ballot title and summary for 24ESEG unlawfully omit 

information about impacts if the ballot measure were to pass that would give voters 

serious grounds for reflection before supporting it. This violates voters’ constitutional and 

statutory right to be well advised of the impact of the measures they vote on.33 

35. Importantly, language about this critical information was not omitted by 

Defendants for the purpose of meeting statutory restrictions on the length of ballot titles 

and summaries.   

 
30  See id. 
31  https://www.adn.com/politics/2021/07/30/federal-court-ruling-likely-allows-
unlimited-cash-in-alaska-political-campaigns/. 
32  See Kohlhaas, 518 P.2d at 1101 (explaining that 19AKBE “requir[es] greater 
disclosures of political fundraising sources” (emphasis added)). 
33  Alaskans for Efficient Gov’t, 52 P.3d at 736. 
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36. Alaska Statute 15.45.180(a) presents the formula for the length of such 

language.  In this instance, that statute would allow a ballot title of 25 words in length and 

— given the 91 sections in 24ESEG — a ballot summary of up to 4,550 words long.34  

The unlawfully biased and untrue ballot title and summary proposed for 24ESEG consists 

of a 13-word title and a summary of just 182 words.  In short, the Defendants did not lack 

the ability to use additional words to accurately and fully describe 24ESEG’s effects as 

the law requires. 

37. In addition to all of the inaccuracies and failures to include accurate 

information regarding the repeal of 19AKBE’s stricter campaign disclosure and 

disclaimers as listed above, 35  the ballot language and summary for 24ESEG also 

unlawfully-omits details regarding the following: 

a. Section 17 of 24ESEG repeals entirely AS 15.15.025, which grants 
all voters the ability to “cast a vote for any candidate” for any State 
or congressional office in primary elections.  The loss of this right to 
vote for all candidates in primary elections is not disclosed or 
implied in either the proposed ballot title or summary for 24ESEG.  
Given that Alaskans vote cross-partisan at much higher-than-normal 
rates — in fact Division’s own records show that a majority of 
Alaska voters actually did so in the 2022 primary36 — the loss of 

 
34  Id.; see also Exhibit 4 at 1. 
35  See supra ¶¶ 25-33 and accompanying text. 
36  According to a study by the Sightline Institute, using the Division of Elections’ 
own data from the “cast vote record,” 52% of voters in the 2022 Alaska Primary Election 
voted a “split ticket,” meaning most Alaskans did not vote only for candidates of one 
political party: https://www.sightline.org/2024/04/03/nonpartisan-open-primaries-let-
alaskans-choose-values-over-party/ 
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this right is significant.37  Yet this impact is nowhere mentioned in 
the proposed ballot language. 
 

b. Sections 34 and 35 of 24ESEG not only reinstate party primary 
elections, but they also create a regime under which the major 
political parties are granted the power to make it unlawful for any 
voter who is not formally registered with their party to vote in the 
primary election, including nonpartisan and unaffiliated voters.  
Specifically, 24ESEG states that the Director of the Division of 
Elections “may not permit a voter registered as nonpartisan or 
undeclared to vote a party’s [primary election] ballot if the party’s 
bylaws restrict participation by nonpartisan or undeclared voters in 
the party’s primary.”38  Granting major political parties in Alaska the 
power to disenfranchise voters for primary elections is neither 
mentioned, nor even implied, in the proposed ballot language.  This 
omission is unlawful because:  

	
i. Primary elections are paid for using public funds, meaning 

this provision is likely to give voters serious grounds for 
reflection on whether they want to empower private clubs 
(i.e., political parties) to use public resources, while at the 
same time restricting who can vote in these publicly-funded 
elections. 
 

ii. Nonpartisan and Undeclared voters comprise approximately 
60% of all voters in Alaska.39  The two major political parties, 
the Alaska Republican Party and the Alaska Democratic 
Party, respectively comprise only approximately 24% and 
12% of Alaska voters.40  Given that the majority of Alaska 
voters could lose their right to vote in primary elections 
entirely — and that voters registered with a party would lose 

 
37  See Exhibit 1 at 8. 
38  See Exhibit 1 at 14 (proposed AS 15.25.014(b)). 
39  See Exhibit 7 (State of Alaska, Division of Elections, Voter Registration Statistics, 
updated January 3, 2026) at 2, showing that 360,290 out of Alaska’s 608,288 total voters 
are registered as either nonpartisan or undeclared. 
40  See id. (showing that only 146,178 Alaska voters are registered as Republicans and 
72,324 are registered as Democrats). 
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their right to vote for candidates with other party affiliations 
— this provision is certain to give voters serious grounds for 
reflection. 

	
c. Sections 45 through 52 of 24ESEG eliminates the ability of 

Nonpartisan and Undeclared candidates to run as such in an open 
primary election.  Such candidates would be barred from appearing 
on any primary election ballot and would, unlike major party 
candidates, be forced to gather signatures on a petition in order to 
appear on the general election ballot.41  Given that approximately 
60% of Alaska’s voters are Nonpartisan or Undeclared, blocking 
candidates with these party registrations from primary elections is 
likely to give them serious grounds for reflection. 

 
d. Sections 22 through 25 of 24ESEG repeals the ranked-choice voting 

and tabulation process currently in place.42  The proposed ballot title 
and summary does accurately state that the measure “would get rid 
of . . . ranked-choice general elections.”  However, it goes on to state 
that “[t]he candidate with the most votes will win,” but this is also 
true under ranked-choice voting.43  The ballot language omits the 
actual difference between ranked-choice voting and the plurality 
system that 24ESEG proposes, which is that “the candidate with the 
most votes will win” regardless of whether that candidate received 
a majority of the votes cast.  Providing for winners with a broader 
base of support is a major feature of ranked-choice voting, and the 
language omitted regarding this critical difference is certain to give 
voters serious grounds for reflection. 

 
The Ballot Title and Summary for 24ESEG is unlawfully partisan and one-sided in 

favor of the measure. 

38. The ballot title and summary for 24ESEG is unlawfully biased in favor of 

passage of the measure.  As described above, there are numerous material factual 

 
41  See Exhibit 1 at 21-24. 
42  Id. at 8-10. 
43  See Kohlhaas, 518 P.3d at 1102 (explaining that, under ranked-choice voting, “the 
candidate ‘with the greatest number of votes is elected.’” (quoting AS 15.15.350(d))). 
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inaccuracies, as well as meaningful omissions of impacts from 24ESEG, that seem 

intended to make the measure more palatable to voters.  Those inaccuracies and 

omissions, discussed above, are also evidence of unlawful partisan suasion.44   

39. In addition to the litany of defects and omissions listed above, there is 

further evidence of unlawful partisan suasion in the proposed ballot title and summary for 

24ESEG as follows: 

a. Rather than simply state the changes to election processes that 
24ESEG would make, the proposed language makes persistent 
references implying this measure returns elections to “normal,” or as 
they were prior to the passage of 19AKBE.  Specifically, the 
proposed language includes references such as “[e]lections will 
occur as they did before”; “other parts of the prior election system 
would return”; and “[c]ampaign finance rules would also return to 
the way they were.”  This implication of a return to “normal” 
elections is pejorative.  Additionally, it ignores the reality that 
Alaska’s current election system has already been in place for nearly 
five years and three statewide elections,45 and that these statements 
will be confusing to all voters, especially to the 21% of Alaska’s 
registered voters who have never had the chance to vote in Alaska 
under any system other than the current one.46 

 

 
44  See supra ¶¶ 25-37 and accompanying text. 
45  The provisions of 19AKBE were in place for the special election in 2022, the 
regular election in 2022, and the regular election in 2024. 
46  Review of the Division of Elections’ own voter data shows that 127,495 voters—
21% of all registered Alaska voters—have an Original Registration Date after October 4, 
2020.  Given that October 4, 2020 was the registration deadline to vote in the 2020 
General Election, voters registered after this date could only have participated in state 
elections under the current regime of Open Primaries, Ranked-Choice General Elections, 
and stricter campaign disclosures, meaning that they have never had an opportunity to 
vote in Alaska’s state or federal elections under any system other than the one enacted by 
19AKBE. 
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40. Repeated references to the “prior election system,” while also omitting 

significant and specific details about what 24ESEG would actually do, is further evidence 

that the proposed language omits impacts from 24ESEG that would give voters serious 

grounds for reflection. 

Plaintiffs Proposed An Impartial Ballot Title And Summary That Satisfies 
Article XI, Section 4 Of The Alaska Constitution And AS 15.45.180, But 

Defendants Did Not Adopt It.  

41. On January 2, 2026, counsel for Plaintiffs contacted counsel for Defendants 

and detailed the categories of concern discussed above regarding the proposed ballot title 

and summary for 24ESEG.   

42. Defendants’ counsel did not produce new language for Plaintiffs’ counsel 

to review in response. 

43. Thereafter, using the original ballot language from 19AKBE as a starting 

point — and while preserving as much of Defendants’ proposed language for 24ESEG as 

possible — Plaintiffs prepared impartial and accurate ballot language that Plaintiffs 

believe would satisfy voters’ right to be advised of what they are voting on.   Plaintiffs 

did so by removing partisan suasion and by correcting inaccuracies and omissions 

regarding the material changes that 24ESEG would make.   

44. The ballot title and summary proposed by Plaintiffs and transmitted to 

Defendants is as follows: 
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An Act Restoring Political Party Primaries and Single-Choice General Elections, and 
Repealing Certain Campaign Disclosure Requirements and Fines  

 
This Act would get rid of open primary elections, where all candidates appear on 
one ballot.  It would get rid of ranked-choice general elections. It would replace 
them with political party primaries and single-choice general elections.  This Act 
would also repeal certain campaign finance disclosure requirements and get rid 
of or reduce some fines for violations. 
 
In the primary election, voters would choose one party’s ballot and vote only for 
candidates from that party.  Political parties would be given the power to prohibit 
voters who are not registered members of their party, including Nonpartisan and 
Undeclared voters, from voting in their primaries.  The winning candidate from 
each primary would be the party’s nominee. 
 
In the General Election, voters would vote for only one candidate.  The candidate 
receiving the most votes would win, whether or not that candidate has a majority 
of the votes cast for the race. 
 
This Act would end the ban on dark money by getting rid of the requirement that 
independent expenditure groups report the true sources of their contributions.  It 
would also get rid of the requirement that such groups, when they are funded 
mostly by out of state money, disclose that fact in their ads. 
 
Finally, it would get rid of or reduce the fines for some campaign finance 
violations. 
 
Should this initiative become law? 
 
45. This language for 24ESEG satisfies the requirements of AS 15.45.180(a), 

which allows a ballot title of 25 words in length and a ballot summary of up to 4,550 

words in length.  The language proposed by Plaintiffs has a title of 19 words in length 

and a ballot summary of only 215 words.   
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46. Plaintiffs’ proposed ballot summary has a Flesch score of 56.66,47 which is 

better, in terms of readability, than Defendants’ unlawful language, which has a score of 

54.66.48 

47. Plaintiffs’ counsel shared this language with Defendants’ counsel on the 

morning of January 20, 2026, and requested a response regarding whether Defendants 

were willing to adopt this language by no later than close of business on January 21, 2026.  

Defendants’ counsel was unable to provide a response by this deadline.  Plaintiffs are left 

to conclude that Defendants intend to use their unlawful ballot title and summary as 

published on December 31, 2025.49  This challenge follows. 

V. LEGAL ANALYSIS 

48. Article XI of the Alaska Constitution creates the People’s right to enact 

legislation through the initiative process.  Article XI, Section 4 requires Defendants to 

“prepare a ballot title and proposition summarizing the proposed law.”  Inherent in this 

constitutional right is that the title and summary must be accurate, so that voters are well 

advised of the effect of their vote, allowing them to vote intentionally and intelligently.50 

 
47  Calculated using the readability tool at:  https://charactercalculator.com/flesch-
reading-ease/. 
48  See Exhibit 4 at 1.  It is noteworthy that the Alaska Supreme Court has approved 
of ballot language with lower readability scores.  For example, in Pebble L.P. v. Parnell, 
the contested ballot language appears to have had a readability score of 37.36.  See Pebble 
L.P. v. Parnell, 215 P.3d 1064, 1082-84 (Alaska 2009). 
49  See Exhibit 4 at 2. 
50  See Faipeas v. Mun. of Anchorage, 860 P.2d 1214, 1219 (Alaska 1993) (holding, 
under the Anchorage Municipal Code, that a “description” of a ballot measure must be 
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49. Alaska Statute 15.45.180(a) makes this constitutional right even more 

explicit by requiring that the ballot title accurately reflect “the general subject of the 

proposition,” and that the ballot summary be a “true and impartial summary” of what the 

proposed law would do if passed. 

50. The Alaska Supreme Court has had numerous occasions to give further 

details regarding the requirements for ballot title and summary language, concluding that: 

a. The language must be fair to voters, allowing them to exercise the 
“intelligent and enlightened judgment . . . [of an] ordinary person in 
deciding how to mark the ballot.”51  The purpose of the summary is 
to “assist voters in making informed and intelligent decisions 
whether to approve the initiative.”52  “Because a ballot is the paper 
upon which the voters give expression to their choices and exercise 
their right, a biased, misleading, or inaccurate ballot undermines the 
voting process.”53 
 

b. Ballot language cannot “be an argument for or against the measure,” 
and must “be free from any misleading tendency, whether of 
amplification, of omission, or of fallacy.”54 

 

 
complete, and free from omission, fallacy, and any partisan coloring to “be fair to the 
voter to the end that intelligent and enlightened judgment may be exercised by the 
ordinary person in deciding how to mark the ballot” (citation omitted)); Alaskans for 
Efficient Gov’t, 52 P.3d at 735 (holding under the Alaska Constitution and AS 15.45.180 
that a summary of a ballot measure must be “a fair, concise, true, and impartial statement 
of the intent of the proposed measure.  The summary may not be an argument for or 
against the measure, nor can it be likely to create prejudice for or against the measure.” 
(citation omitted)). 
51  See Faipeas, 860 P.2d at 1219. 
52  See State v. Vote Yes for Alaska’s Fair Share, 478 P.3d 679, 681 (Alaska 2021). 
53  See id. at 687-88 (citations and internal quotations omitted). 
54  See Alaskans for Efficient Gov’t, 52 P.3d at 735. 
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c. Ballot language cannot inject “partisan suasion” into the summary 
for a ballot measure. A measure “should be presented clearly and 
honestly to the people of Alaska . . . free from any misleading 
tendency, whether of amplification, or omission, or of fallacy, and 
. . . must contain no partisan coloring.”55 

 
d. Finally, the Supreme Court has made clear that — although not 

every single detail of a measure needs to be recited — if particular 
information “would give the elector serious grounds for reflection it 
is not a mere detail, and it must be disclosed” in the ballot 
summary.56 

 
51. As described above in detail, the Defendants’ proposed ballot title and 

summary for 24ESEG violates each of these principles in a substantial manner such that 

the language proposed cannot lawfully be used for the 2026 election. 

52. In contrast, the ballot title and summary proposed by Plaintiffs satisfies 

these principles by accurately conveying the impact of 24ESEG in an impartial manner.57 

VI. CLAIMS 

COUNT I:  DECLARATORY JUDGMENT (Violation of Article XI, Section 4 Of 
The Alaska Constitution And AS 15.45.180(a)) 

53. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all previous and subsequent 

paragraphs as set forth herein. 

 
55 Vote Yes for Alaska’s Fair Share, 478 P.3d at 687 (emphasis in original) (citations and 
internal quotations omitted). 
56 Planned Parenthood v. Campbell, 232 P.3d 725, 730 (Alaska 2010) (emphasis added) 
(citations and internal quotations omitted). 
57  See supra ¶ 44 and accompanying text. 
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54. As described above, Defendants’ proposed ballot title and summary for 

24ESEG does not satisfy the requirements laid out in the Alaska Constitution, Alaska 

Statutes, or Alaska Supreme Court caselaw.  It is not true or impartial.  It is unlawfully 

partisan.  And it omits information that would give voters serious grounds for reflection 

before supporting the measure. 

55. Plaintiffs are entitled to an order declaring that Defendants’ proposed ballot 

title and summary for 24ESEG are unlawful. 

COUNT II:  INJUNCTIVE RELIEF (Withdrawal Of Defective Ballot Title And 
Summary) 

56. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all previous and subsequent 

paragraphs as set forth herein. 

57. Plaintiffs are entitled to injunctive relief requiring Defendants to withdraw 

the proposed ballot title and summary for 24ESEG that appears in Defendants’ 

December 31, 2025 letter.58 

COUNT III:  INJUNCTIVE RELIEF (Replace Unlawful Ballot Title And 
Summary With Model Language Provided, Or Similarly Lawful And Accurate 

Language) 

58. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference all previous and subsequent 

paragraphs as set forth herein. 

59. In contrast with Defendants’ proposed ballot title and summary, Plaintiffs’ 

proposed ballot title and summary do satisfy the requirements laid out in the Alaska 

 
58  See Exhibit 4 at 2. 
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Constitution, Alaska Statutes, and Alaska Supreme Court caselaw.  Plaintiffs’ proposed 

ballot title and summary are true and impartial, not partisan, and properly include 

additional information that would give voters serious grounds for reflection before 

supporting the measure.59 

60. Plaintiffs are entitled to injunctive relief requiring Defendants to utilize the 

ballot title and summary submitted by Plaintiffs (or language significantly similar),60 in 

place of the unlawful language proposed in Defendants’ December 31, 2025 letter.61  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court: 

A. Declare that Article XI, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution and 

AS 15.45.180(a), as well as caselaw interpreting the same, require the Defendants to 

utilize a ballot title and summary for 24ESEG that is “true and impartial,” and that the 

language adopted in the December 31, 2025 letter62 violates this standard; 

B. Declare that Article XI, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution and 

AS 15.45.180(a), as well as caselaw interpreting same, provide Alaska voters with a right 

to have “true and impartial” language on all ballot measures, including for 24ESEG, so 

 
59  See supra ¶ 44 and accompanying text. 
60  See id. 
61  See Exhibit 4 at 2. 
62  See id.  
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