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SUMMARY OF THE CASE IN REPLY 

 The gravamen of this case exposes the unconstitutional efforts of Appellee, 

the Secretary of State of New Mexico (the “Secretary”), to obtain detailed personal 

information about a political opponent’s donors, and as is the Secretary’s practice, 

to make that personal information public.  The Supreme Court last week made clear 

that blanket donor disclosure requirements are facially unconstitutional because they 

chill fundamental First Amendment rights of freedom of speech and association for 

the organization and its donors. See Americans for Prosperity Foundation v. Bonta, 

No. 19-251, --- S.Ct. ---, 2021 WL 2690268 (July 1, 2021) (“Americans for 

Prosperity”).   

 Appellants’ standing to raise these constitutional violations is now 

unequivocal.  The New Mexico donor disclosure statute, and the Secretary’s actions 

thereunder – to require disclosure of donors’ names and addresses for posting on a 

public website – are facially unconstitutional. Appellants are entitled to the 

injunction and relief they seek, and all penalties against them must be vacated.  The 

judgment of the district court1 should be vacated and reversed, and the case 

remanded for further proceedings consistent with the Supreme Court’s decision in 

Americans for Prosperity. 

                                                            
1 All references to the district court are to U.S. District Court for the District of New 
Mexico (“New Mexico District Court”) and to the Honorable Magistrate Judge 
Gregory J. Fouratt, who presided over the proceedings by the consent of the parties. 
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 SUMMARY OF THE FACTS IN REPLY 

Appellants are the founders of—and the entity—Cowboys for Trump, LLC 

(“C4T”).  C4T is a New Mexico Limited Liability Company (“LLC”) formed in 

2019 to “conduct educational advocacy” in support of policies of border 

enforcement, rights of the unborn, and the Second Amendment. App. 0060-61.  

Appellants—as many in support of Trump—have been targeted for abuse socially, 

economically, professionally, politically, and through our legal system.2  

New Mexico State Proceedings 

In November 2019, the Secretary determined that C4T is a “political 

committee” under the New Mexico Campaign Reporting Act (“CRA”) and therefore 

was required to register with the Secretary and file “Campaign Finance Reports,” 

including sensitive personal information for certain donors (names, addresses, and 

amounts contributed)3 to be posted and made publicly available on the Secretary’s 

                                                            
2   See Black Trump supporter murdered in Milwaukee, FOX 5 NEW YORK (July 25, 
2020), available at: https://www.fox5ny.com/news/black-trump-supporter-
murdered-in-milwaukee; Andy Ngo, How a Portland radical murdered a Trump 
supporter – and became a hero for Antifa, New York Post (Jan. 30, 2021), available 
at: https://nypost.com/2021/01/30/how-a-portland-radical-murdered-a-trump-
supporter/; Douglas Woman Charged with Attacking 73-Year Old Trump Supporter, 
CBS Boston (Oct. 19, 2020), available at: 
https://boston.cbslocal.com/2020/10/19/trump-supporter-attacked-vietnam-veteran-
douglas-massachusetts-police-kiara-dudley/.  
3  The New Mexico donor disclosure statute challenged here, N.M. Stat. § 1-19-
27.3(C), (D), requires any “person” that makes “independent expenditures” of three 
thousand dollars ($3,000) in a nonstatewide election or nine thousand dollars 
 

Appellate Case: 21-2015     Document: 010110546341     Date Filed: 07/08/2021     Page: 6 



6 

 

 

website.4  On January 15, 2020, the Secretary sent Appellants a “Notice of Final 

Action” informing them that the Secretary had confirmed that C4T had not filed 

Campaign Finance Reports due April 8, 2019, and October 15, 2019, and assessing 

fines for non-filing totaling $7,800, as of the date of the notice.5 See Add. 1 at 9-10 

(“Verified Petition and Motion to Confirm an Arbitration Award into a Judgment” 

(“Petition”)).6  He faces additional fines and possible prosecution for failing to file 

later reports. Supra, n. 5.  

                                                            
($9,000) in a statewide election to disclose the name, address, and amount 
contributed by donors.  Under N.M. Stat. § 1-19-27.3(C) and (D)(1), if the 
independent expenditures were made from a segregated bank account established for 
the purpose of making independent expenditures, the reporting person must report 
donor information for individuals who contributed $200 in the election cycle.  Under 
N.M. State § 1-19-27.3(D)(2), the donor information must be reported for 
individuals who contributed $5,000 during the election cycle, subject to an 
exemption for contributors who “requested in writing that the contribution not be 
used to fund independent or coordinated expenditures or to make contributions to a 
candidate, campaign committee or political committee.” 
4 The Secretary publicly posts the Campaign Finance Reports, including the names 
and addresses of donors, through a publicly accessible portal available on the 
Secretary’s website, the New Mexico Campaign Finance Information System 
(“CFIS”), available at: https://www.cfis.state.nm.us/ (last visited July 6, 2021). See 
also App. 0012 (discussion of CFIS in Complaint). 
5  Failure to file required reports under the CRA can result in fines of $50 per day up 
to a maximum of $5,000 per report. N.M. Stat. § 1.10.13.15(E). The Secretary 
imposed the maximum $5,000 fine for the April 8, 2019 report, and $2,800 for the 
October 15, 2019 report. See Add. 1 at 10. In addition, violations of the registration, 
reporting, or disclaimer requirements may also be subject to punishment as a 
misdemeanor with a $1,000 fine or one year in jail or both. N.M. Stat. § 1-19-36.  
6   The Court may take judicial notice of the Secretary’s September 22, 2020 Petition 
filed in the New Mexico state court and the New Mexico State Court’s June 7, 2021 
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Under the CRA, the only means to protest the Secretary’s determination is 

through binding arbitration, see N.M. Stat. § 1-19-34.4(D), which C4T requested on 

January 20, 2020.7  See Add. 1 at 11.  In its May 25, 2020, motion for summary 

judgment to the arbitrator, the Secretary explained that she determined that C4T is a 

“political committee” subject to the CRA’s reporting and donor disclosure 

requirements because C4T “has expended more than $5,000 in independent 

expenditures.”  Add. 1 at 21-22.  On July 7, 2020, the arbitrator issued a one-page 

order, without making any findings of fact or providing any rationale for the 

                                                            
“Final Judgment to Confirm Arbitration Award” attached hereto as Addendum 1 and 
2, respectively. See Fed. R. Evid. 201 (“Judicial Notice of Adjudicative Facts”). 
They are referenced in the pleadings as well.  See, e.g., App. 0023-0024 (Secretary’s 
September 22, 2020 Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (“MJOP”) noted that the 
Secretary’s determination that C4T is a “political committee” “was upheld in 
binding arbitration, and [C4T] was ordered to register with the Secretary and pay 
fines for failing to comply with the CRA in the two previous election cycles.”). 
7 The scope of review of the Secretary’s determination is narrowly constrained by 
the New Mexico statute. In particular, as the Secretary explained in its motion for 
summary judgment in the arbitration proceeding, “[a]n arbitrator has no jurisdiction 
to decide the constitutionality of the CRA,” and “no authority to determine whether 
the statutory scheme that governs campaign finance reporting is or is not 
constitutional.” Add. 1 at 17. Further, the New Mexico Uniform Arbitration Act 
limits the scope of judicial review of an arbitrator’s award to whether the award 
exceeds the arbitrator’s authority or if the award was procured by impartiality, 
corruption, fraud or undue means. See Add. 1 at 4 (discussing N.M. Stat. § 44-
7A024(a)(1)-(6)). Thus, the New Mexico process provides no opportunity to 
challenge the merits, or the constitutionality, of the arbitrator’s award. Accordingly, 
the only option for meaningful judicial review and vindication of C4T’s rights under 
the U.S. Constitution is in the federal courts, which is why C4T filed this lawsuit in 
the district court. 
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decision, granting the Secretary’s motion for summary judgment and granting “all 

relief sought in said motion,” including the fines detailed above.  Add. 1 at 8.  

On February 2, 2021, the Secretary filed its Petition against C4T seeking 

enforcement of the July 7, 2020 arbitrator’s award, including $7,800 in fines for 

CRA non-compliance, in the State of New Mexico, County of Santa Fe, First Judicial 

District Court (“New Mexico State Court”).  See Add. 1. On June 7, 2021, the New 

Mexico State Court issued a “Final Judgment to Confirm Arbitration Award,” in 

which it found C4T: (i) is subject to the CRA; (ii) must pay fines of $7,800; (iii) must 

register with the Secretary as a “political committee” under the CRA; and, (iv) must 

file all delinquent reports and full donor disclosures for 2019 and 2020.  See Add. 2. 

District Court Proceeding 

On June 18, 2020, Appellants filed their complaint alleging constitutional and 

civil rights violations in the district court. App. 0006-0019. In its September 22, 2020 

MJOP, the Secretary urged the district court to dismiss the complaint because 

Appellants alleged that they “have not and will not make any financial contributions 

or independent expenditures that would subject them to the CRA’s” requirements, 

App. 0027 (citations and quotations omitted).  This position contradicted the 

Secretary’s own determination and representations to the arbitrator, and the binding 

arbitration applied the CRA to Appellants regardless.  
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On December 30, 2020, the district court dismissed the complaint. The court 

held that Plaintiffs did not have standing in their own right, or on behalf of their 

donors, because they had no injury in fact and had not suffered a “chilling effect” on 

their First Amendment rights.  App. 0064.  It also held that C4T cannot “assert the 

rights of C4T’s donors because Plaintiffs have not shown those donors have suffered 

an injury in fact.” App. 0067. In doing so, the district court relied on Appellants’ 

representation that they have not and will not make independent expenditures. The 

court ignored the Secretary’s imposition of fines for CRA non-compliance, in 

finding that C4T is “remove[d] … entirely from the scope of actors whose conduct 

the CRA purports to govern.”  App. 0066.  The district court also brushed aside 

C4T’s citation to and reliance on NAACP v. Alabama ex rel. Patterson, 357 U.S. 449 

(1958) (“NAACP”).  See App. 0067-0068.  The court elided the determinative fact 

that the Secretary had already determined that C4T’s activities were subject to 

regulation as a political entity regardless of expenditures; assessed fines of $7,800 

against C4T; is actively and vigorously prosecuting C4T for CRA non-compliance, 

including compelling disclosure of detailed donor information. Thus, whether C4T 

“has not and will not make independent expenditures” is a red herring.  App. 0066. 

Moreover, Plaintiffs specifically and repeatedly pleaded the “chilling effect” 

now fully recognized by the Supreme Court to render the provisions and actions here 

unconstitutional. See, e.g., App. 0041, 0043-0044.  Indeed, Appellants pleaded that 
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they would “be forced to silence their own speech and not engage in their desired 

communications” because of the CRA’s reporting and donor disclosure 

requirements and the Secretary’s actions against C4T.  App. 0011.8 

ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES IN REPLY 

One week ago, the U.S. Supreme Court emphatically endorsed C4T’s 

position.  Pursuant to Americans for Prosperity, the decision of the district court 

must be reversed, vacated, and the case remanded.  Plaintiffs have standing to seek 

the relief they requested: The challenged provisions of the CRA must be declared 

unconstitutional, the penalties vacated, and an injunction entered to prohibit 

enforcement of the CRA against C4T. 

I. Appellants and Their Donors Have Standing to Challenge the CRA’s 
Requirements as Violations of their First Amendment Rights. 

It is now beyond dispute that Appellants and their donors have standing. The 

New Mexico statute at issue here, the CRA, casts a wider net for smaller donors than 

the California regulation the Supreme Court found to be “facially unconstitutional” 

                                                            
8  Appellants further explained that “compelled disclosure of their donors could lead 
to substantial personal and economic repercussions for their supporters,” noting that 
throughout the United States, “individual and corporate donors to political 
candidates and issue causes are being subject to boycotts, harassment, protests, 
career damage, and even death threats for publicly engaging in the public square.”  
App. 0010.  Accordingly, Appellants had legitimate “fears that their donors may also 
encounter similar reprisals from activists if their donations are made public,” and 
that the Secretary’s posting of reports on her publicly accessible web portal “makes 
this fear of harassment and retaliation all the more real.”  Id.   
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in Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *12. Such an “overbroad” 

statute, id., at *11, necessarily “chill[s] association” in violation of the First 

Amendment rights of an organization and its donors. Id., at *12.     

A. Appellants Have Suffered an Injury-in-Fact for Past and Future 
Conduct. 

Contrary to the district court’s misinterpretation of the law, see App. 0064, 

C4T has suffered an injury in fact from the enforcement of an unconstitutional 

statute.  The Secretary has imposed $7,800 in fines against C4T for failing to file the 

registration and detailed disclosures she demands, has obtained a court order 

reducing the arbitration award to a judgment by a New Mexico state court, and is 

seeking to collect that judgment from C4T.  App. at 0024-0025.   

The district court was also flat wrong when it asserted that C4T had failed to 

allege “that there exists a credible threat of enforcement” or that the CRA has 

“chilled Plaintiff’s speech.” It did so allege.9 The Secretary is vigorously prosecuting 

C4T for past conduct, assessed a $7,800 fine, see Add. 1, and the Secretary has not 

disavowed her intent to prosecute C4T or to enforce the CRA against C4T in the 

future. See Holder v. Humanitarian Law Project, 561 U.S. 1, 15-16, 130 S.Ct. 2705, 

                                                            
9 The Complaint alleges that C4T “would be forced to silence their own speech and 
not engage in their desired communications” because of the CRA’s reporting and 
donor disclosure provisions and the Secretary’s enforcement thereof against C4T, 
App. 0014, and the threats faced by donors from the Secretary’s public disclosure of 
their names and addresses. Id. 0013. 
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177 L.Ed.2d 355 (2010) (finding a credible threat of prosecution based, in part, 

where the “[t]he Government has not argued to this Court that plaintiffs will not be 

prosecuted if they do what they say they wish to do”). 

These fines alone are sufficient for standing. “For standing purposes, a loss of 

even a small amount of money is ordinarily an ‘injury.’”  Czyzewski v. Jevic Holding 

Corp., 137 S.Ct. 973, 983, 197 L.Ed.2d 398 (2017) (citing McGowan v. Maryland, 

366 U.S. 420, 430-431, 81 S.Ct. 1101, 6 L.Ed.2d 393 (1961) (finding that appellants 

fined $5 plus costs had standing)).  Further, the burden of defending the prosecution 

in an administrative or judicial proceeding is also sufficient for standing. See, e.g., 

Quik Payday, Inc. v. Stork, 2006 WL 2792317, at *3 (D. Kan. Sept. 26, 2006).   

Plaintiffs also have standing to challenge the CRA based on a credible threat 

of future prosecution for past or future conduct or CRA non-compliance. The Tenth 

Circuit has adopted a three-part test for prospective relief:  

(1) evidence that in the past they have engaged in the type of speech 
affected by the challenged government action; (2) affidavits or 
testimony stating a present desire, though no specific plans, to engage 
in such speech; and (3) a plausible claim that they presently have no 
intention to do so because of a credible threat that the statute will be 
enforced.  

Aptive Environmental, LLC v. Town of Castle Rock, Co., 959 F.3d 961, 976 (10th 

Cir. 2020) (“Aptive”) (emphasis in original) (citations omitted).  

C4T satisfies all these requirements.  First, it is undisputed that C4T has 

engaged in the type of speech affected by the challenged government action. C4T’s 
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educational and issues advocacy regarding border security, the Second Amendment. 

and abortion are the subject of Secretary’s enforcement actions. Second, the 

complaint states Appellants’ present desire, as of the date that the Complaint was 

filed, to continue to engage in protected speech. See, e.g., App. 0006 (C4T “had 

planned to continue doing so for the duration of President Trump’s time in office.”).  

These issues remain of paramount importance to C4T and its supporters. Third, C4T 

and Mr. Griffin (and by extension C4T’s donors) have been forced to stop their issue 

advocacy due to the Secretary’s active prosecution, the assessment of $7,800 in 

fines, see App. 0011 & Add. 1, and the credible threat of future prosecutions. See 

Aptive, 959 F.3d at 975-976 (the threat of enforcement was credible where the city 

had “not indicated it would not enforce” the statute against the plaintiff). The 

“chilling” effect alone provides standing. Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 

2690268, at *12.  

B. Appellants Also Meet Causation and Redressability Requirements. 

The Secretary is the state official responsible for CRA implementation, civil 

enforcement, and assessment of fines for non-compliance.  See generally N.M. Stat. 

§ 1.10.13.15.  Accordingly, the Secretary has caused C4T’s injury. Further, “[s]o 

long as the plaintiff faces a credible threat of enforcement, redressability is generally 

not an obstacle.” Consumer Data Industry Ass’n v. King, 678 F.3d 898, 905 (10th 

Cir. 2012). 
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C. Appellants Have Standing to Challenge CRA and the Secretary’s 
Enforcement Actions on Behalf of C4T’s Donors. 

Americans for Prosperity is dispositive of this issue.  There, the Supreme 

Court held “facially unconstitutional” a California law that is nearly identical to the 

CRA provision compelling “blanket” and “indiscriminate” disclosure of sensitive 

and personal information for any donor who contributed $5,000 or more during an 

election cycle.  Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *12.10  And it did 

so for the same reasons and citing the same precedent Appellants did in the district 

court.  “[C]ompelled disclosure of affiliation with groups engaged in advocacy,” and 

consequent fears or threats of reprisal or harassment, “may constitute as effective a 

restraint on freedom of association as [other] forms of government action.” Id. 

(quoting NAACP, 357 U.S. at 462); App. 0004 and 0011-0012 (relying on NAACP 

for First Amendment associational standing).   

New Mexico’s CRA is an even more egregious violation of donor privacy 

than the California law at issue in Americans for Prosperity. California at least made 

a pretense of requiring this information to remain confidential. Americans for 

                                                            
10 While Americans for Prosperity addressed compelled disclosure of donors to 
charities, rather than campaign finance laws, the Supreme Court, emphasized that 
“‘it is immaterial’ to the level of scrutiny ‘whether the beliefs sought to be advanced 
by association pertain to political, economic, religious or cultural matters.’” 
Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *7 (quoting NAACP, 357 U.S. at 
460-461). 

Appellate Case: 21-2015     Document: 010110546341     Date Filed: 07/08/2021     Page: 15 



15 

 

 

Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *5.  Appellee here, however, has a portal, the 

CFIS, which makes this donor information public. App. 0009. 

The Supreme Court has squarely recognized the danger of such public 

disclosure and posting on the internet—where “anyone with access to a computer 

[can] compile a wealth of information” about donors, “including such sensitive 

details as a person’s home address or the school attended by his children.” Americans 

for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *12.  The Court relied upon these dangers in 

finding that the California law “creates an unnecessary risk of chilling in violation 

of the First Amendment.” Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *12 

(internal citations and quotations omitted).11  The threat of harassment and reprisals 

to donors, therefore, is more than sufficient to establish injury-in-fact and for C4T’s 

associational standing on behalf of its donors.  

                                                            
11   As Justice Thomas observed over a decade ago in Citizens United v. FEC, 558 
U.S. 310 (2010) that, with the availability of publicly reported data with new tools 
such as online maps to target supporters and donors homes, businesses, and families, 
“[t]he success of such intimidation tactics has apparently spawned a cottage industry 
that uses forcibly disclosed donor information to pre-empt citizens’ exercise of their 
First Amendment rights,” including the formation of organizations dedicated to 
confronting individual donors, “hoping to create a chilling effect that will dry up 
contributions.” Id. at 482 (Thomas, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) 
(emphasis in original) (citations omitted).  As shown supra in n. 2, the attacks on 
those holding different views have become increasingly violent.  
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II. The Challenged Donor Disclosure Provisions Are Unconstitutional 
Facially and As-Applied to Appellants and Their Donors. 

Americans for Prosperity makes plain that an organization has standing not 

only for itself but for its donors.  The Court held that California’s “compelled 

disclosure requirement violated their First Amendment rights and the rights of their 

donors.”  Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *1.  The Court could not 

have been more clear:  The state may not “indiscriminately sweep[] up the 

information of every major donor” of $5,000 or more per election cycle “with reason 

to remain anonymous.”  Id. at *12 (emphasis in original).  Such a disclosure 

requirement is “facially unconstitutional.”   Id.  This finding must apply with all the 

more force to the CRA, which requires disclosure of sensitive donor information for 

donors giving as little as $200 per election cycle, rather than $5,000 per tax year, 

and that permits the Secretary to post all such reports on a publicly available website.  

The Supreme Court decisively rejected the state’s intrusion on liberty because 

of the same authorities and rationale Appellants pressed in their complaint, briefs, 

and arguments opposing dismissal.  The disclosure requirement “creates an 

unnecessary risk of chilling” in violation of the First Amendment.  Id. (internal 

quotation and citation omitted).  

When it comes to the freedom of association, the protections of the First 
Amendment are triggered not only by actual restrictions on an 
individual’s ability to join with others to further shared goals. The risk 
of a chilling effect on association is enough, ‘[b]ecause First 
Amendment freedoms need breathing space to survive.’  
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Americans for Prosperity, 2021 WL 2690268, at *12 (quoting NAACP v. Button, 

371 U. S. 415, 433, 83 S.Ct. 328, 9 L.Ed.2d 405 (1963)).  Not only has the Secretary 

denied C4T basic “breathing space,” she has demonstrated her determination to 

suffocate Appellants as individuals, C4T the entity, and even C4T’s small donors.  

III. Federal Preemption Invalidates the Secretary’s Actions and Requires 
Reversal. 

Reversal is also required because, under the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution, federal law takes precedence over state laws. U.S. Const. art. VI, cl. 2. 

The provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (“FECA”) expressly 

“supersede and preempt any provision of state law with respect to election to federal 

office.” 52 U.S.C.A. § 30143(a).  The FECA’s legislative history confirms that 

Congress intended to “occup[y] the field with respect to reporting and disclosure” 

requirements for federal candidates and political committees. See S. Conf. Rep. No. 

1237, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. (1974), reprinted in 1974 U.S.C.C.A.N. 5587, 5618, 5668.  

Consistent with the plain language of the statute and its legislative history, the FEC’s 

interpretive regulation provides that the FECA, and any FEC rules and regulations 

issued thereunder, preempt any state law “with respect to the election to federal 

office.” 11 C.F.R. § 108.7(a). This regulation further states that any state law is 

preempted that, like the CRA, concerns organization, registration, disclosure of 

receipts or expenditures, or limits on contributions or expenditures regarding federal 

candidates or political committees.  11 C.F.R. § 108.7(b). 
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As explained throughout, C4T’s educational and issue advocacy solely 

concerned federal officeholders, candidates, and federal issues—an area where 

federal law “occupies the field.” Under these circumstances, a state may not invade 

that field to fill any “gaps,” or even to complement or assist, the federal regulatory 

scheme or regulator.12 To the extent C4T may be regulated at all for such issue 

advocacy, it is by the FECA and FEC, and not the CRA or the Secretary. 

Finally, Appellants’ preemption claim is not “moot” because “the duration of 

President Trump’s time in office has ended.”  Answer Br. 26.  Appellants seek to 

continue their advocacy on their issues of federal importance.  “In considering 

mootness, [the Court] ask[s] whether granting a present determination of the issues 

offered will have some effect in the real world.” Fleming v. Gutierrez, 785 F.3d 442, 

444-45 (10th Cir. 2015) (internal quotation). As long as the New Mexico law 

requiring disclosure stands – Secretary insists on enforcing the CRA and fines 

against C4T – this issue is not moot. Not only are the actions and laws of New 

Mexico unconstitutional violations of Appellants’ First Amendment rights of 

freedom of speech and association, but they are also preempted by federal law. 

                                                            
12 See, e.g., Utah Coalition of La Raza v. Herbert, 26 F.Supp.3d 1125, 1143 (D. Utah 
2014) (“[w]here Congress occupies an entire field, … even complementary state 
regulation is impermissible”) (quoting Arizona v. U.S., 567 U.S. 387, 132 S.Ct. 2492, 
2502, 183 L.Ed.2d 351 (2012)); Northern Natural Gas Co. v. State Corp. 
Commission of Kansas, 372 U.S. 84, 83 S.Ct. 646, 9 L.Ed.2d 601 (1963) (state laws 
that even indirectly regulate occupied field preempted because they “invalidly 
invade the federal agency’s exclusive domain”). 
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ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

Appellants have requested oral argument, however, in light of the Supreme 

Court’s decision in Americans for Prosperity, the Appellants would not object to 

reversal on the record in a summary disposal that remanded the case to the district 

court with a finding of standing of all Appellants and for further proceedings 

consistent with this Court’s and the Supreme Court’s decisions. Appellants’ 

suggestion above does not waive their request for argument or their interest in 

participating in it on these important constitutional issues. 

CONCLUSION 
 

For these reasons, this Court should reverse the district court’s dismissal of 

their claims, hold Appellants have standing, and remand this case with instructions 

that the district court address Plaintiffs’ constitutional and legal claims in light the 

Supreme Court’s decision in Americans for Prosperity, and for such other and 

further relief to which Appellants may show they are entitled—including attorneys’ 

fees in the district court and on appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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(505) 275-3200 
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ADDENDUM 1: VERIFIED PETITION AND MOTION TO CONFIRM AN 
ARBITRATION AWARD INTO A JUDGMENT 
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ADDENDUM 2:  FINAL JUDGMENT TO CONFIRM ARBITRATION AWARD 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

 

NEW MEXICO OFFICE OF THE 

SECRETARY OF STATE, 

 

Petitioner, 

 

v.        Case No.  D-101-CV-2021-00192 

  

 

COWBOYS FOR TRUMP, LLC, 

 

 Respondent. 

 

 
 FINAL JUDGMENT TO CONFIRM ARBITRATION AWARD 

 
 THIS MATTER having come before the Court on June 3, 2021, at 2:50 p.m., on 

Petitioner’s Verified Petition to Confirm an Arbitration Award into a Judgment, the Court having 

examined the Verified Petition and other pleadings, having heard the argument of counsel, and 

being fully advised, FINDS, CONCLUDES, and ORDERS: 

THAT the July 7,2020, arbitration award issued in the underlying matter by Arbitrator 

Christian C. Doherty is hereby CONFIRMED into this FINAL JUDGMENT;  

THAT Respondent is subject to the New Mexico Campaign Reporting Act;  

THAT Respondent must pay the fines imposed by Petitioner in the amount of $7 800; 

THAT Respondent must register with the SOS as a political committee pursuant to the 

Campaign Reporting Act; and 

THAT Respondent must file all delinquent expenditure and contribution reports with 

Petitioner, including the 2019 Biannual Reports and all 2020 expenditures and contribution reports 

required by the Campaign Reporting Act. 

 

FILED  1st JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
Santa Fe County 

6/7/2021 3:49 PM 
KATHLEEN VIGIL CLERK OF THE COURT 

Jill Nohl
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                                    _______________________6/7/21_____________ 
                                    THE HONORABLE MARIA SANCHEZ-GAGNE 
      District Court Judge, Division II 
 
 
 
Submitted: 
 
MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 
  
/s/ Dylan K. Lange 
Dylan Kenneth Lange 
General Counsel  
305 Don Gaspar, Suite 300 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
(505)827-3600 – Telephone 
Dylan.Lange@state.nm.us 
 
 
Electronically approved as to form on 6/7/2021: 
 
By:_/s/__________ 
Colin L. Hunter 
1905 Wyoming Blvd. NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87112 
(505) 275-3200 
Email: info@the blf.com 
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