Lucas v. Colorado Assembly

Facts:

In 1962 a 2-1 majority of the population of Colo. passed an amendment to the State Constitution that apportioned the state House of Representatives on a population basis, but required the State's Upper House the General Assembly to be apportioned on a population basis in consideration of additional factors of geography, compactness, contiguity, accessibility, natural boundaries and conformity to historical divisions.  According to the resulting configuration, 1/3 of the state's population elected a majority of the Assembly.  

Procedural History:

Lucas filed suit in US D. Ct. for D. of Colo requesting injunctive relief and a judicial decree requiring that both house be apportioned on a population basis.  In a  2-1 decision, the D. Ct. denied relief on the ground that the 14th Amendment "does not require equality of population within  representation districts for each house of the a state's bicameral legislature."  The majority also held that the apportionment was not arbitrary and that the additional factors overwhelmingly approved by the majority of  voters in Colorado created a rational basis for the plan. 

Issue:

1. Does the 14th require both houses of a state legislature to be apportioned substantially on a population basis?

Held:

1. Yes, an individual's constitutional protected right to cast an equally weighted vote may not be denied in either house according to the 14th =prot.

Judgment:

Reversed and remanded for a ruling consistent with this hold and the Court's holding Reynold v. Sims.

Legal Reasoning:(Chief Justice Warren)

1. Argument comparing the state legislature to the Federal Congress is without merit.
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A. The plaintiff's argument that Amendment 7 is not arbitrary and capricious because Col. electorate approved it is not entirely accurate.  The balloting that would have been upheld in conjunction with Amend. 8 required population based apportionment in both houses was confusing and unpopular.  Thus, the results of the referendum were not as "clear cut."  The electorate may been reacting to the balloting and not the apportionment.

B. "An individual's constitutional right to cast an equally weighted vote cannot be denied even by a majority of the state's electorate.  One right to life, liberty, and property cannot be put for a vote."

3. In Reynolds, this court held that state representation has to be substantially  based on population in both houses.  The factors presented by Col. are not adequate justification(compelling interest?) to justify the significant disparities in per capita representation in Col. (Fails Reynolds test so is unconstitutional)

Votes and Other Opinions:

Justice Stewart (Dissenting)

"The real question is to what degree the =prot clause of the 14th limits each sovereign state's freedom to establish electoral districts for its bicameral legislature"

-The Court's interpretation is "simply wrong" as is demonstrated plainly throughout history and by practices of all of the 50 states

-There is no direct denial of vote; there is no damage to anyone's citizenship or rights.

-Legislatures do not represent faceless numbers" They represent interests of the citizens in their districts.  Those interests vary from state to state and so may vary within a state;  states should have the freedom to design their own systems; population factors must sometimes be subordinated to a degree for accurate representation of interests

-Any plan must only pass 2 criteria; 1-that it have a rational basis  2-that is must not permit the "systematic frustration of the will of the majority of the electorate of the state."

Justice Clark(dissent)

-would not interfere because the plan has been approved  by the people and because the legislature has actively dealt with the issue.

-there are rational and persuasive reasons for the plan

-no "one man, one vote" principal if at least one house is apportioned fairly

-court has exceeded its power in this case.

Source of Law

14th Amend = prot; Colo Amend 7 and Colo Amend 8, unpassed

Values:

Federalism v. state's rights

counter-majoritarian

individual liberty vs. will of majority

activism v. restraint

originalism v. non-originalism

Impact of Decision:

The Court's decision had a resounding impact altering the legislative practice of almost 50 states.  Facing strong resistance from state legislator the US Senate attempted to pass a bill and initiate the process for amendment to overturn the ruling.  The ruling has been cited in various anti-discrimination school board cases

Relationship To Other Cases:

Baker v. Carr

Reynolds v. Sims

West Virginia Board of Education v. Barnet

Wesberry v. Sanders

