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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

 
 
ROBERT O’SHEA, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
WARD 6 DEMOCRATIC COMMITTEE, 
ET AL, 

Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
BOSTON CITY COUNCIL 

Defendant. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
C.A. No.  
 
 
 
 
 

NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1331, 1441 and 1446, defendant the Boston City Council (the 

“City Council”), files this Notice of Removal of the above-captioned case from the Superior Court 

Department of the Trial Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Suffolk County, to the 

United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts. In support of this notice of removal, 

the City states as follows: 

CASE BACKGROUND AND GROUNDS FOR REMOVAL 

1. On November 2, 2022, plaintiffs Robert O’Shea, Rita Dixon, Shirley Shillingford, 

Maureen Feeney, Phyllis Corbitt, The South Boston Citizens Association, Martin F. McDonough 

American Legion Post, St. Vincent’s Lower End Neighborhood Association, and Old Colony 

Tenant Association, (collectively the “Plaintiffs”) commenced a civil action in the Suffolk 

Superior Court against the City Council, styled Robert O'Shea, Chairman of the Boston Ward 6 

Democratic Committee in South Boston et al vs. Boston City Council, Civil Action. No. 

2284CV02490 (the “State Court Action”). Plaintiff’s complaint asserts three (3) counts against the 

City Council. The initial Complaint referenced the Massachusetts Open Meeting Law and sought 

a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction but contained no federal causes of action. 
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2. On November 21, 2022, Plaintiffs filed an Amended Complaint. Plaintiffs’ 

Amended Complaint assets counts against the City Council. Count II for alleged violations of the 

Voting Rights Act of 1965 and Count II for violations of the Fourteenth Amendment.  

3. As required by 28 U.S.C. §1446(a), attached as Exhibit A are copies of all process, 

pleadings and orders served upon the City in the State Court Action. The Notice of Removal is 

timely as the Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, which raises a federal question for the first time, was 

filed on November 21, 2022. This Notice of Removal was filed prior to the expiration of 30 days 

from the date the City Council received a copy of the Amended Complaint containing the federal 

claims. See 28 U.S.C. §1446(b)(3); Murphy Bros., Inc. v. Michetti Pipe Stringing, Inc., 526 U.S. 

344 (1999). 

4. This Court has federal question subject matter jurisdiction over this matter pursuant 

to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 as the civil action arises under Title 52 of the United States Code and United 

States Constitution.  

5. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C.A. §1441(a) because the State 

Court Action is pending in Massachusetts. 

6. This Notice of Removal has been served on Plaintiff’s counsel. A Notice of Filing 

of Notice of Removal (attached as Exhibit B) will be filed in the Suffolk Superior Court upon 

filing of this Notice of Removal. 

WHEREFORE, the City hereby removes the above-captioned case from the Superior 

Court Department of the Trial Court for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (Suffolk) and 

requests that further proceedings be conducted in this Court as provided by law. 
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Date:  December 2, 2022 Respectfully submitted, 
 
BOSTON CITY COUNCIL 
 
By its attorneys:  
 
ADAM CEDERBAUM 
Corporation Counsel 
 
 
/s/   
Samantha Fuchs (BBO# 708216) 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 
City of Boston Law Department 
City Hall, Room 615 
Boston, MA 02201 
(617) 635-4034 
Samantha.Fuchs@boston.gov 

 
 

Certificate of Service 

 
I, Samantha Fuchs hereby certify that on December 2, 2022, a true and correct copy of 

this document filed through the ECF system will be sent by email to counsel for the plaintiff, Paul 
Gannon. 
 

/s/  
Samantha Fuchs 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 
SUFFOLK, SS.      SUPERIOR COURT DEPARMTENT 
       CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2284CV02490 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

  

 
 
   

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 
 
To the Clerk of the Above Named Court:  

 Please enter my appearance as attorney for the Plaintiffs in this action.   

 
 
 
 
 
/s/ Glen Hannington    

     Glen Hannington, Esq. 
     LAW OFFICES OF GLEN HANNINGTON 

       Ten Post Office Square, 8th Floor South 
       Boston, MA  02109 
       TEL#:   (617) 725-2828 

     BBO#:   635925 
glenhannington@aol.com 

ROBERT O’SHEA, Individually and as Chairman of 
the Ward 6 Democratic Committee, RITA DIXON, 
SHIRLEY SHILLINGFORD, MAUREEN 
FEENEY, PHYLLIS CORBITT, Individually and as 
President of the Massachusetts Union of Public 
Housing Tenants, THE SOUTH BOSTON 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, MARTIN F. 
MCDONOUGH AMERICAN LEGION POST, ST. 
VINCENT’S LOWER END NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, and OLD COLONY TENANT 
ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs, 

v.  

THE BOSTON CITY COUNCIL,  

Defendant. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A TRUE COPY OF THE ABOVE DOCUMENT WAS 

SERVED UPON THE ATTORNEY OF RECORD FOR EACH OTHER PARTY 
BY E-MAIL ON THIS THE 21st DAY OF NOVEMBER 2022. 

 
     /s/ Glen Hannington    

      Glen Hannington, Esquire 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 
SUFFOLK, SS.      SUPERIOR COURT DEPARMTENT 
       CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2284CV02490 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

  

 
 
   

PLAINTIFFS’ SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR 
PRELIMINARY INJUCTION PURSUANT TO MASS.R.CIV.P 65(b) 

 
 Now Come the Plaintiffs and respectfully submit this memorandum of law in support of 

Plaintiffs’ Application for Preliminary Injunction against the Defendant Boston City Council pursuant 

to Mass. R. Civ. P. 65(b). 

I. Facts 

This action relates to the Redistricting Plan (Docket #1275) that was approved by the Boston 

City Council on November 2, 2022.  This Redistricting Plan was motivated by a desire to achieve 

“racial balancing” between various Districts in the City of Boston.  Primarily, the goal was to make 

white-majority districts less white, and African-American majority districts less black. 

ROBERT O’SHEA, Individually and as Chairman 
of the Ward 6 Democratic Committee, RITA 
DIXON, SHIRLEY SHILLINGFORD, MAUREEN 
FEENEY, PHYLLIS CORBITT, Individually and as 
President of the Massachusetts Union of Public 
Housing Tenants, THE SOUTH BOSTON 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, MARTIN F. 
MCDONOUGH AMERICAN LEGION POST, ST. 
VINCENT’S LOWER END NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, and OLD COLONY TENANT 
ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs, 

v.  

THE BOSTON CITY COUNCIL,  

Defendant. 
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In order to achieve the desired results, the City Council engaged in secretive and inaccessible 

meetings at which the citizens of the effected districts did not have sufficient access under the Open 

Meeting Law.  Specifically, language access was not provided to many language minority residents.  

Also, the final Redistricting Plan was not provided to Councilors and the general public until less than 

48 hours before the scheduled vote. 

On November 2, 2022, the City Council voted 9-4 to approve the Redistricting Plan.  A full 

recitation of the applicable facts is included in Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint, filed herewith. 

Councilor Liz Breadon became the Char of Redistricting on August, 29, 2022. 

II. Argument 

 To determine whether a preliminary injunction should issue, the Court is to follow the three-

step analysis laid out by the Supreme Judicial Court in Packaging Industries Group v. Cheney, 380 

Mass. 609 (1980).  First, the Court “evaluates in combination the moving party’s claim of injury and 

chance of success on the merits.”  Id. at 617.  Next, if the Court finds that failure to issue the order 

would subject the movant to “a substantial risk of irreparable harm,” then the Court must then balance 

such harm against the injury to the nonmovant if the order is granted together with the nonmovant’s 

chance of succeeding on the merits.  Id.  Lastly, the Court must balance the risk of irreparable harm to 

the movant against the injury to the nonmovant if the injunction is granted or denied with their 

respective chances of succeeding on the merits.  Id.  When the balance between these risks, together 

with their respective chances of success on the merits, “cuts in favor of the moving party” then a 

preliminary injunction should issue.  Id. 

A. Likelihood of Success on the Merits 

1. The Open Meeting Law 

 The Open Meeting Law, G. L. c. 39, §§ 23A-23C, was enacted by the Legislature because “It is 

essential to a democratic form of government that the public have broad access to the decisions made 
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by its elected officials and to the way in which the decisions are reached." Foudy v. Amherst-Pelham 

Regional Sch. Comm., 402 Mass. 179, 184 (1988).  The Supreme Judicial Court held that “"the general 

provision[s] of ... the Open Meetings Law are to be broadly and liberally construed in order to 

effectuate the legislative purpose of openness." General Elec. Co. v. Department of Envtl. Protection, 

429 Mass. at 806 n.9, quoting from Cella, Administrative Law and Practice § 1186, at 592 n.16 (1986). 

 As described in the First Amended Complaint, and in Exhibit J thereto, the Boston City 

Council repeatedly violated the Open Meeting Law.  Specifically, meetings on October 10, 2022, 

October 18, 2022, and October 19, 2022 were not properly noticed.  "All meetings of a governmental 

body shall be open to the public." G. L. c. 39, § 23B, first par., as appearing in St. 1976, c. 397, § 6. 

"[N]otice of every meeting of any governmental body shall be filed with the clerk of the city ... in 

which the body acts, and the notice or a copy thereof shall, at least forty-eight hours ... prior to such 

meeting, be publicly posted in the office of such clerk or on the principal official bulletin board of such 

city." G. L. c. 39, § 23B, sixth par. 

 These meetings (and presumably other secret meetings) were not properly noticed and did not 

give the public an opportunity to engage in the deliberative and legislative process.  Moreover, the City 

Council’s failure to provide access to language minority residents (see Exhibits F through I attached to 

the First Amended Complaint) further limited public access to these governmental proceedings. 

 At least two Open Meeting Law complaints have been filed against the City Council in relation 

to these meetings (Exhibits J and K).  Despite these complaints, the City Council proceeded to a vote 

on the Redistricting Plan on November 2, 2022.  Alarmingly, the final proposed map (Docket #1275) 

was not provided to the other Councilors or to the public until less than 48 hours before the scheduled 

vote. 

 Throughout the process, the City Council has pushed to pass this unconstitutional and illegal 

Redistricting Plan without giving adequate notice of meetings, without providing meaningful access to 
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language minority residents, and with secretive plans not revealed until the eleventh hour before the 

eventual vote.   

 For these reasons, the Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Honorable Court find that the City 

Council violated the Open Meeting Law. 

2.The Voting Rights Act 

 Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 52 U.S.C. § 10301, prohibits voting practices or 

procedures that discriminate on the basis of race, color, or membership in a language minority group.  

This prohibition applies nationwide to any voting qualification or prerequisite to voting or standard, 

practice, or procedure, including districting plans and methods of election for governmental bodies. 

Growe v. Emison, 507 U.S. 25, 39-40 (1993).  Section 2 also prohibits adopting or maintaining voting 

practices for the purpose of disadvantaging citizens on account of race, color, or membership in a 

language minority group. Chisom v. Roemer, 501 U.S. 380, 394 n.21 (1991).  “To prevail on a s. 2 

claim, plaintiffs need not show discriminatory purpose; rather, they must first meet the three threshold 

Gingles conditions: (1) that they are a part of a minority group that is "sufficiently large and 

geographically compact to constitute a majority in a single-member district"; (2) that the plaintiff 

minority group is "politically cohesive"; and (3) that "the white majority votes sufficiently as a bloc to 

enable it - in the absence of special circumstances, such as the minority candidate running unopposed - 

usually to defeat the minority's preferred candidate." Meza v. Galvin, 332 F. Supp. 2d 52 (D. Mass. 

2004), quoting Thorburg v. Gingles, 478 U.S. 30, 50-51 (1986). 

 There can be no doubt that District Four contains a minority group (African-Americans) that is 

sufficiently large and compact to constitute a majority in the District.  The Redistricting Plan approved 

by the City Council effective splits District Four, transferring African-American votes out of the 

district and receiving primarily white votes in return.  This “cracking” of a historically African-
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American district will result in the dilution of the African-American vote in that District and critically 

endanger the opportunity to elect the minority’s preferred representative. 

 As described more fully in the First Amended Complaint, the stated goal of the City Council 

was “racial balancing” of districts.  In attempting to racially balance Districts 2, 3, and 4, the City 

Council has diluted the power of the African-American vote in what is currently District 4.  As stated 

above, Plaintiffs need not show that the City Council intended to discriminate against African-

American voters, only that a dilution of the minority majority vote will occur as result of the 

redistricting. 

 For these reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Honorable Court enter an order 

finding that the Redistricting Plan approved by the City Council violates Section 2 of the Voting 

Rights Act. 

3.The Fourteenth Amendment 

 The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides, in pertinent part that 

“No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of 

the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due 

process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”  

 The Equal Protection Clause prohibits a state, “without sufficient justification, from 

‘separat[ing] its citizens into different voting districts on the basis of race.’”  Bethune-Hill v. Va. State 

Bd. of Elections, 137 S. Ct. 788, 797 (2017)  Race-based lines, therefore, are unconstitutional where 

(1) “race was the predominant factor motivating the legislature’s decision to place a significant number 

of voters within or without a particular district,” and (2) the district’s design cannot withstand strict 

scrutiny. Miller v. Johnson, 515 U.S. 900, 916 (1995).  To pass strict scrutiny, the state must prove that 

its race-based redistricting scheme is “narrowly tailored” to meet a “compelling interest.”  Bethune-
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Hill, 137 S. Ct. at 801.  As discussed hereinabove, the primary (if not the only) goal of the City 

Council was to engage in “racial balancing” of various districts. 

 In order to show a violation of the Equal Protection Clause , Plaintiffs must show “either 

through circumstantial evidence of a district's shape and demographics or more direct evidence going 

to legislative purpose, that race was the predominant factor motivating the legislature's decision to 

place a significant number of voters within or without a particular district.”  Miller, 515 U.S. at 916.  

“To make this showing, a plaintiff must prove that the legislature subordinated traditional race-neutral 

districting principles, including but not limited to compactness, contiguity, and respect for political 

subdivisions or communities defined by actual shared interests, to racial considerations.”  Id. 

 The City Council throughout the redistricting process has repeatedly claimed that the 

motivation for the Redistricting Map was “racial balancing”.  The express intent of the City Council 

should be determinative of the fact that the Redistricting Map was based primarily (if not solely) on 

racial considerations.  Other evidence supports this outcome as well.  The Boston City Charter 

provides that during redistricting “Each such district shall be compact and shall contain, as nearly as 

may be, an equal number of inhabitants as determined by the most recent state decennial census, shall 

be composed of contiguous existing precincts, and shall be drawn with a view toward preserving the 

integrity of existing neighborhoods.” Boston City Charter § 18 (emphasis added).  G.L. c. 43 § 131 

contains identical language.  Similarly, the memorandum provided to the City Council by Professor 

Wice at their request states that such preservation of neighborhoods is a required criteria of 

redistricting.  Exhibit O to Amended Complaint.  Specifically, Prof. Wice states that “Consideration 

must be given to drawing districts that respect the boundaries of Boston’s recognized neighborhoods.”  

Id. 

 As discussed hereinabove and more fully in the Amended Complaint, the Redistricting Plan 

eviscerates the neighborhoods in Districts 2, 3, and 4.  Mattapan and Dorchester are each effectively 
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split in two, and South Boston loses neighborhoods that have been historically connected to District 2 

for many years.  The failure of the City Council to protect any of these neighborhoods belies their 

intent to redistrict solely based on race, and to ignore any other criteria.   

 Also, as described eloquently in Congressman Lynch’s letter to the Court (Exhibit S to the 

Amended Complaint), the Redistricting Plan divides public housing developments, diluting the power 

of public housing residents who share many things in common from pooling their power to elect their 

chosen representatives and to effect significant change. 

 Lastly, the City Council’s reckless push for “racial balance” does not even achieve the goal it 

seeks.  Boston is a very diverse city, with many Hispanics, Vietnamese, Haitians, Cape Verdeans, 

Chinese, and various other significant minority groups.  However, the City Council’s Redistricting 

Plan ignores the various minority groups, and instead focuses solely on a matter of white vs. non-

white.  In doing so, the City Council has also uprooted and divided neighborhood of minority residents 

who collectively will suffer a diminution of their collective voting power if spread across multiple 

districts. 

 It is easy to see why the Fourteenth Amendment prohibits redistricting based on race except in 

the most extreme circumstances.  Although the City Council did need to shift some precincts to other 

districts in order to meet the population requirements of the City Charter, the proposed maps from 

Councilors Murphy, Flynn, Baker, and Flaherty all address the population shift without causing 

unnecessary damage to existing neighborhoods. 

  Because the City Council’s Redistricting Plan is based primarily on race, the Plaintiffs 

respectfully request that this Honorable Court enter an order finding that the Redistricting Plan violates 

the Fourteenth Amendment. 
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B. Irreparable Harm 

 Plaintiffs face imminent and irreparable harm if the preliminary injunction is not granted.  As 

residents of the effected districts, the Plaintiffs are rightfully concerned about the Redistricting Plan 

and its effect on the integrity of existing communities, as well as the negative effect it will have on the 

political power and cohesiveness of its most vulnerable residents.  The deprivation of Plaintiffs' 

constitutional rights constitutes irreparable harm. T & D Video, Inc. v. City of Revere, 423 Mass. 577, 

582 (1996).  Because Plaintiffs raise a substantial constitutional claim, no further showing of 

irreparable harm is necessary. Id.; see also, e.g., Coleman v. Bd. of Ed. of the City of Mt. Vernon, 990 

F. Supp. 221, 226 (S.D.N.Y. 1997) ("the deprivation or dilution of voting rights constitutes irreparable 

harm."). 

C. Balance of Harms 

 There is no harm to the City Council that could result from the issuance of a preliminary 

injunction at this time.  According to the City of Boston Corporation Counsel, the only explicit 

statutory deadline set forth in the Boston City Charter is that City Council districts be redrawn by 

August 1, 2026.  The City Council has plenty of time to get this right.   

 On the other hand, the harms to the voters of the effected districts are severe.  And 

constitutional deprivation is severe, but the damage done to the right to vote, a core right of American 

citizens, is as significant a harm as one can endure.  Plaintiffs ask only that the City Council engage the 

community in the Redistricting Process and follow the Required Criteria in the City Charter to 

preserve the integrity of neighborhoods.  Plaintiffs also ask that the City Council pursue redistricting in 

a race-neutral manner, with careful though given to the various communities affected by the 

redistricting process.   
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III. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Court issue a preliminary 

injunction enjoining the Defendant Boston City Council from enacting the Redistricting Plan (Docket 

#1275) approved by the Boston City Council on November 2, 2022. 

Respectfully submitted, 
      The Plaintiffs, 

     By their Attorneys, 
 
     /s/ Paul Gannon    

      Paul Gannon, Esquire 
      Law Office of Paul Gannon, P.C. 
      546 E. Broadway 
      South Boston, MA 02127 
      (617) 269-1993     

  BBO# 548865 
      pgannon@paulgannonlaw.com 
 

/s/ Glen Hannington    
     Glen Hannington, Esq. 
     LAW OFFICES OF GLEN HANNINGTON 

       Ten Post Office Square, 8th Floor South 
       Boston, MA  02109 
       TEL#:   (617) 725-2828 

     BBO#:   635925 
glenhannington@aol.com 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A TRUE COPY OF THE ABOVE DOCUMENT WAS 

SERVED UPON THE ATTORNEY OF RECORD FOR EACH OTHER PARTY 
BY E-MAIL ON THIS THE 21st DAY OF NOVEMBER 2022. 

 
     /s/ Glen Hannington    

      Glen Hannington, Esquire 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 
SUFFOLK, SS.      SUPERIOR COURT DEPARMTENT 
       CIVIL ACTION NUMBER:2284CV02490 

 
 

 
 

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

  

 
 
  

Plaintiffs bring this action to challenge the decision of the Defendant Boston City Council 

approving redistricting plans which violate the Boston City Charter, The Voting Rights Act, and the 

Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.  Plaintiffs also contend that the action taken 

by the Defendant was in violation of the Massachusetts Open Meeting Law. 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff Robert O’Shea is the Chairman of the Boston Ward 6 Democratic Committee 

in South Boston, Massachusetts, and registered voter, taxpayer and resident of South Boston. 

2. Plaintiff Rita Dixon is a registered voter, taxpayer and resident of Mattapan. 

ROBERT O’SHEA, Individually and as Chairman 
of the Ward 6 Democratic Committee, RITA 
DIXON, SHIRLEY SHILLINGFORD, MAUREEN 
FEENEY, PHYLLIS CORBITT, Individually and as 
President of the Massachusetts Union of Public 
Housing Tenants, THE SOUTH BOSTON 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, MARTIN F. 
MCDONOUGH AMERICAN LEGION POST, ST. 
VINCENT’S LOWER END NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, and OLD COLONY TENANT 
ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs, 

v.  

THE BOSTON CITY COUNCIL,  

Defendant. 
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3. Plaintiff Shirley Shillingford is a registered voter, taxpayer and resident of the Mission 

Hill neighborhood of Roxbury and is the Vice Chair of the Caribbean American Political Action 

Committee. 

4. Plaintiff Maureen Feeney is a registered voter, taxpayer and resident of Dorchester. 

5. Plaintiff Phyllis Corbitt is the President of the Massachusetts Union of Public Housing 

Tenants and a registered voter, taxpayer and resident of South Boston. 

6. Plaintiffs The South Boston Citizens Association, Martin F. McDonough American 

Legion Post.  St. Vincent’s Lower End Neighborhood Association and the Old Colony Tenant 

Association are civic associations whose members include residents and registered voters of the City of 

Boston’s South Boston section. 

7. The Defendant Boston City Council is an elected municipal body, consisting of the 

following members: Julia Mejia; Brian Worrell; Ruthzee Louijeune; Ricardo Arroyo; Erin Murphy; 

Frank Baker; Michael Flaherty; Ed Flynn; Tania Fernandes Anderson; Gabriela Coletta; Liz Breadon; 

Kendra Lara; and Kenzie Bok. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

8. This Court has jurisdiction in this case pursuant to M.G.L. c. 212 § 4. 

9. This Court has jurisdiction over the Open Meeting Law claims pursuant to M.G.L. c. 30A 

§  23(f). 

10. Venue is proper here as the Defendant is the Boston City Council and all of the Plaintiffs 

are residents of the City of Boston. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

11. Councilor Liz Breadon became the Chair of Redistricting on August, 29, 2022. 

12. Councilor Brian Worrell was simultaneously named as Vice Chair of Redistricting. 
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13. At a City Council meeting on August 31, 2022, Councilor Breadon filed an order for a 

hearing regarding Redistricting Principles. Exhibit A. 

14. The City Council thereafter had a “Redistricting Working Session” on September 20, 

2022 regarding the adoption of City Council redistricting principles. 

15. Another City Council meeting was held on September 23, 2022 via Zoom, again 

regarding the adoption of redistricting principles. 

16. On September 26, 2022, the City Council held a working session in an effort to allocate 

split precincts to their appropriate district.   

17. Similar meetings were held throughout the remainder of that week, both regarding the 

allocation of split precincts and regarding the adoption of redistricting principles. 

18. On September 28, 2022, Councilor Breadon Filed an Amended Order for the Adoption 

of City Council Redistricting Principles.  Exhibit B. 

19. At the meeting on September 28, 2022, Councilor Ricardo Arroyo and Councilor Tania 

Fernandes Anderson filed a proposed map (Exhibit C), as did Councilor Erin Murphy (Exhibit D) 

20. On October 3, 2022 Councilors Breadon and Worrell filed their proposed map (Exhibit 

D). 

21. On Oct 10, 2022, four (4) members of the Boston City Council Redistricting Committee 

and seven (7) members of the Boston City Council met at the Bruce C. Bolling Municipal Building to 

discuss the topic of Legislative Redistricting in the City of Boston without giving notice pursuant to 

the Open Meeting Law, Chapter 30A of the Massachusetts General Law. 

22. The October 10, 2022 meeting was an “emergency meeting” held by the NAACP, the 

Chinese Progressive Association, and other advocacy groups. 

23. On Oct. 18, 2022, four (4) members of the Boston City Council Redistricting 

Committee and five (5) members of the Boston City Council were present at City Hall Plaza to meet 
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and discuss the topic of Legislative Redistricting in the City of Boston without giving notice pursuant 

to the Open Meeting Law, Chapter 30A of the Massachusetts General Law. 

24. On Oct. 19, 2022, four (4) members of the Boston City Council Redistricting 

Committee and seven (7) members of the Boston City Council met at the Condon School in South 

Boston, MA to discuss the topic of Legislative Redistricting in the City of Boston without giving 

notice pursuant to the Open Meeting Law, Chapter 30A of the Massachusetts General Law. 

25. At the October 19, 2022, the City Council voted to adopt the amended version of 

Councilor Breadon’s Order for the Adoption of City Council Redistricting Principles. 

26. On October 20, 2022, there was a meeting to hear public testimony regarding the 

redistricting from residents.  

27. The meeting was held in Fields Corner at the Community Academy for Science and 

Health, which is in the heart of the Vietnamese-American community.   

28. However, the Council provided no translation services which prompted complaints 

from the CDVN Vietnamese American Community of MA.  Exhibit F.   

29. The CDVN complaint that “the Vietnamese community in Dorchester stands to be 

impacted like all immigrant communities by the Redistricting legislation . . . [d]espite this, the Council 

has not provided the typical language access that is provided for meetings of even lesser consequence.”  

Id.   

30. Similarly, Sarepta Women and Children Empowerment Center, Inc. wrote to Mayor Wu 

alleging disenfranchisement of the Haitian Community of Dorchester, Hyde Park, and Mattapan which 

would be “eviscerated” by the new redistricting legislation.   Exhibit G. 

31. The Mary Ellen McCormack Task Force has similar complaints regarding the division 

of public housing developments, and the lack of language access.  Exhibit H. 
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32. Specifically, the Mary Ellen McCormack Community Task Force complained that the 

Redistricting Plan divides historically united public housing developments and asked Mayor Wu to 

send the plan back to the City Council “with an amendment to unite Boston’s neighborhoods including 

South Boston’s public housing developments into District 2 where they had historically been.”  Id. 

33. The Task Force further stated that “[d]ividing our communities is a violation of our 

voting rights and cannot stand to pass.”  Id. 

34. South Boston En Accion (“SBEA”) also wrote to Councilor Breadon on November 1, 

2022, on behalf of the Spanish-speaking residents of Mary Ellen McCormack, Old Colony and West 

Broadway Developments and their “questions, concerns, and frustrations” regarding the redistricting 

process.  Exhibit I.   

35. SBEA noted that “language access has not been a priority” and that “[w]hen attempts 

were made to translate for residents, the interpretations were disrupted.”  Id. 

36. SBEA further noted that many of the Spanish-speaking residents of these public 

housing developments “don’t know what is occurring and are confused about their next steps.”  Id. 

37. Lastly, SBEA disagrees with the splitting of public housing developments into different 

districts, noting that “[o]ur community is made up of the most vulnerable residents, and dividing us 

will create more chaos and harm.”  Id. 

38. An Open Meeting Law Complaint based on the violations of MGL. C. 30A set forth 

above was served on both the Clerk of the Boston City Council and the Boston City Council President 

on October 25, 2022.Exhibit J – Affidavit of Robert O’Shea and Open Meeting Law Complaint. 

39. On October 26, 2022, the Boston City Council met for its regularly scheduled meeting 

at which it intended to vote on a proposed Redistricting Map. 
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40. Due to the Open Meeting Law Complaint noted above, the Boston City Council did not 

proceed with its anticipated vote on any proposed Redistricting Maps at that October 26, 2022 

meeting. 

41. Although there was mention of the October 25, 2022 filed Open Meeting Law 

Violations, (Exhibit J) at that meeting, the Boston City Council neither reviewed any of the alleged 

violations nor did they review all the proposed remedies listed therein. 

42. At the October 26, 2022 meeting, the Boston City Council members only mentioned 

that they were waiting for their legal counsel to respond to the Complaint. 

43. On November 2, 2022, the Boston City Council responded in writing to the Open 

Meeting Law Complaint filed on October 25, 2022. 

44. It’s anticipated that other residents of the City of Boston will file additional Open 

Meeting Law Complaints concerning deliberations on proposed redistricting maps prior to the 

November 2, 2022 scheduled meeting of the Boston City Council. 

45. In fact, another Open Meeting Complaint was filed on November 1, 2022 on behalf of 

Dorchester Civic Associations.  Exhibit K. 

46. The Attorney General’s Office is in possession of the October 25, 2022Open Meeting 

Law Complaint.  Per M.G.L. c. 30A, they will not address the issue until on or after November 24, 

2022.  

47. Despite several Open Meeting Law complaints and many complaints from minority 

communities that were shut out of the legislative process, the Boston City Council still pressed ahead 

to a vote Wednesday, November 2, 2022. 

48. The proposed map to be voted on was proposed by Councilors Breadon and Arroyo.  

Exhibit L. 
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49. The Councilors reviewed a committee report and a copy of the proposed map less than 

forty-eight (48) hours before taking a vote, leaving minimal time to digest a redistricting plan that 

would shape the future of the City for the next decade. 

50. Despite all of these issues, on November 2, 2022, the City Council voted in favor of the 

Legislative Redistricting by a vote of 9 to 4. 

51. Councilor Flaherty submitted a proposed map (Exhibit M), as did Councilor Baker 

(Exhibit N), but neither of these proposals was discussed or seriously considered by the Council, who 

were laser focused on passing the map submitted by Councilors Breadon and Arroyo at any cost. 

52. Previously, on October 9, 2022, Professor Jeffery Wice of New York Law School was 

retained by the City of Boston to provide a memorandum outlining the criteria which the City Council 

must or should consider when redrawing council districts.  Exhibit O. 

53. Professor Wice discussed that Section 128 of the Boston City Charter requires that 

districts “shall be compact and contain, as nearly as may be, an equal number of inhabitants as 

determined but the most recent state decennial census, shall be composed of contiguous existing 

precincts, and shall be drawn with a view toward preserving the integrity of existing 

neighborhoods.”Id. 

54. However, Massachusetts no longer conducts a state decennial census; therefore the 

necessary date for redrawing legislative districts is drawn from the 2020 Federal Census. 

55. The data from the 2020 Census as applied to the City of Boston dictates that the ideal 

district size is 75,071 residents, plus or minus 5%. 

56. Therefore, the range allowed per district is between 71,317.45 and 78,767.85 residents. 

57. The Voting Rights Act (“VRA”) also prohibits the imposition of any voting 

qualification, practice or procedure that results in the denial or abridgement of any citizen’s right to 

vote on account of race, color, or status as a member of a language minority group. 
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58. Section 2 of the VRA further prohibits vote dilution by “cracking” minority populations 

across districts, just as it prohibits vote dilution by “packing” minority populations into one district. 

59. The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and the VRA 

require the avoidance of both discriminatory intent and discriminatory effect when redistricting. 

60. The City Charter and the VRA require districts to also be “compact” meaning that there 

should be a minimum distance between all parts of the district and to be “contiguous” meaning that all 

precincts should be geographically connected. 

61. Last, but not least, it is required that consideration must be given to drawing districts 

that respect the boundaries of Boston’s recognized neighborhoods in order to preserve historical 

neighborhood boundaries. 

62. The City Council redistricting process was flawed and unfair to the most vulnerable 

residents of the City, particularly public housing residents, immigrants, and language minorities. 

Exhibit P – Affidavit of Edward Flynn at ¶ 2. 

63. The City Council did not engage residents in an effective way, and failed to listed to or 

engage residents in public housing developments, immigrants, and language minorities.  Id. at ¶ 3. 

64. Communities of color had almost no involvement in the City Council’s secretive 

process. Id. at ¶ 4. 

65. Throughout the redistricting debate, Councilor Flynn repeatedly informed his 

colleagues on the council that one of his most important goals was to ensure public housing residents 

were united in District 2. Id. at ¶ 5. 

66. Keeping the public housing residents united was and is an important goal because being 

united in one district allows public housing residents’ collective voice to be heard in government. Id. at 

¶ 6. 
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67. In District 2, residents at the Anne Lynch Homes at Old Colony, the West 9th 

Apartments, and the West Broadway Development are all a short walk from each other and have much 

in common. Id. at ¶ 7. 

68. However, under the approved redistricting plan, these public housing developments 

would move from District 2 to District 3. Id. at ¶ 8. 

69. Under the previous version of the Breadon-Arroyo Map, the plan was to divide public 

housing developments in half, both at the Anne M. Lynch Homes (al The previous version of the 

Breadon-Arroyo map proposed to divide public housing developments in half - both at the Anne M. 

Lynch Homes (along Mercer St.) and the West Broadway Development (along Orton Marotta Way) 

into District 2 and District 3. Id. at ¶ 9. 

70. At that time, public housing advocates like South Boston En Accion, BHA Task Force 

leaders, nonprofit partners, and all civic groups in South Boston voiced complete opposition to a 

proposal that would divide our public housing developments from District 2, and dilute the voice of 

communities of color to organize and advocate for their interests. Id. at ¶ 10. 

71. The approved map still divides public housing in South Boston. The version of the map 

made available to the Councilors only two days before the November 2nd vote completely cut out 

these developments from District 2, the Council district where these developments have traditionally 

been located. Id. at ¶ 11. 

72. And in the last hours before the vote, West Broadway was added into District 2, still 

dividing public housing developments into two districts. Id. at ¶ 12. 

73. It is critical residents of color in Boston Housing Authority units are not further divided 

from the community of South Boston. Id. at ¶ 13. 

74. These public housing developments, managed by the Boston Housing Authority, are 

mostly made up of communities of color and immigrants. Id. at ¶ 14. 
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75. During the pandemic, Councilor Flynn and his staffed worked closely with neighbors in 

District 2’s public housing developments on language and communication access, senior outreach, 

food access, access to COVID-19 testing, providing information on vaccines, support for immigrant 

families, social services, youth, educational and athletic programs. Id. at ¶ 15. 

76. Placing these residents out of District 2 punishes these public housing residents and 

dilutes their organizing power. Id. at ¶ 16. 

77. Language and communication access are critical issues that unite residents in public 

housing developments. Id. at ¶ 17. 

78. In District 2, many residents in public housing speak Spanish and an increasing number 

also speak Cantonese. Id. at ¶ 18. 

79. Both of these languages directly unite the history and residents of District 2, with a 

large Cantonese speaking community in Chinatown, the South End and Bay Village.  Id. at ¶ 19. 

80. The larger Spanish speaking community in the South End, such as Cathedral Public 

Housing and Villa Victoria, also have much in common with the public housing residents in South 

Boston that also speak Spanish. Id. at ¶ 20. 

81. However, the City Council, with its approved map, failed to engage these residents in 

the redistricting process. Id. at ¶ 21. 

82. It is unconscionable to separate these public housing developments from District 2, the 

Council district where these developments have traditionally been located. Id. at ¶ 22. 

83. These actions are wholly contrary to the redistricting principles that we discussed at 

length with experts and academics when it comes to the preservation of the core of prior districts and 

maintaining communities of interest.  Id. at ¶ 23. 

84. Our public housing developments have a large number of Hispanic and Black residents, 

and they contribute greatly to the diversity of South Boston and District 2. Id. at ¶ 24. 

Case 1:22-cv-12048-PBS   Document 1-1   Filed 12/02/22   Page 47 of 131



11 
 

85. These developments have always been in District 2, and they identify with the 

neighborhood of South Boston. Id. at ¶ 25. 

86. Removing them completely, and separating them from the rest of South Boston, makes 

District 2 less diverse. Id. at ¶ 26. 

87. The Redistricting Committee ignored the requests from community groups to hold 

additional meetings in Cantonese, Spanish, Vietnamese, and Haitian Creole, and went ahead with a 

vote on November 2nd. Id. at ¶ 27. 

88. The deadline of having a map in place by November 7th was an artificial and self-

imposed one. Id. at ¶ 28. 

89. According to the City of Boston Corporation Counsel, the only explicit statutory 

deadline set forth in the Boston City Charter is that City Council districts be redrawn by August 1, 

2026.Id. at ¶ 29. 

90. Moreover, the Council did not know what the exact map was when there were plans to 

vote on October 26, 2022and they still did not know the exact map until a few hours before the vote on 

November 2, 2022. Id. at ¶ 30. 

91. Both the public and Councilors voting on the maps had not been afforded an 

opportunity to view or offer feedback in a public hearing on a final map, and there were also no further 

meetings, hearings, or working sessions after October 25th. Id. at ¶ 31. 

92. The Council and the public did not have the opportunity to discuss the latest version of 

the Breadon-Arroyo map, and nobody knew what were the amendments that made it into this version 

that the Council was supposed to vote on.  Id. at ¶ 32. 

93. Councilors also did not have the chance to have their constituents have further input. Id. 

at ¶ 33. 
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94. District 2 and District 3 had the most stake in this redistricting process and, yet, the final 

map had not taken into serious consideration the voices of the communities in these districts. Id. at ¶ 

34. 

95. Despite the insistence that this would strengthen these districts, there is no doubt that 

these districts will suffer from losing some core communities that are not preserved from prior 

districts, as well as not maintaining communities of interest. Id. at ¶ 35. 

96. More time was spent by the Council with the advocates of the so-called UNITY map, 

some of whom may not live in the City of Boston, than listening to the voices of the communities that 

will bear the brunt of the irreparable harm that this redistricting will cause.  Id. at ¶ 36. 

97. Council President Flynn tried to offer support for the recommended criteria to be 

formally considered and adopted by our body. Id. at ¶ 37. 

98. Councilor Flynn argued that already established communities of interest, such as public 

housing residents, should be respected, united and factored in. Id. at ¶ 38. 

99. Councilor Flynn’s request was denied, as was his request to hold off on a vote and to 

seek more community meetings in various languages. Id. at ¶ 39. 

100. The process lacked transparency and it was completely flawed. Id. at ¶ 40. 

101. The Council failed as a collective body to respect the most impacted by our decision; 

residents living in public housing and our immigrant neighbors. Id. at ¶ 41. 

102. They failed as a city to include the voices and opinions of communities of color, 

immigrants and public housing residents during the districting debate. Id. at ¶ 42. 

103. The current map that was approved, and the process that led to it, has not done right by 

the neighbors living in my district in public housing in South Boston, and the rushed process was not 

done right for the residents across the City of Boston. Id. at ¶ 43. 
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104. Councilor Baker contends that the map the Boston City Council approved on November 

2, 2022, and the actions taken by his colleagues on the City Council indicate that the goal of the 

redistricting map is to split up the southeastern part of District Three, even though there is no Voting 

Rights Act violation. Exhibit Q – Affidavit of Frank Baker at ¶ 2 

105. Communities of interest in other parts of the City were a non-starter when it came to 

being moved; however the southeastern part of Dorchester was not offered the same privilege. Id. at ¶ 

3. 

106. The redistricting process was disingenuous and was at the expense of marginalized 

communities that have been organized and worked together for decades. Id. at ¶ 4. 

107. District 3 contains a cohesive network of civic groups that has traditionally banded 

together under common interests such as schools, churches, safe streets, developments, billboards, 

libraries and other public programs. Id. at ¶ 5. 

108. Those civic groups are anchored in District 3’s villages which happen to coincide with 

parish boundaries. Id. at ¶ 6. 

109. These communities from St. Margaret’s to St. Brendan’s and everything in between 

play sports together - Dorchester Youth Hockey, Dorchester Baseball, Dorchester Youth Soccer and in 

times of need, unite together for a common cause, in places like Florian Hall. Id. at ¶ 7. 

110. There is a complete disruption of District 3, by removing the core of its district from its 

historical home – something of which does not need to happen. Id. at ¶ 9. 

111. District 3 is a community that is integrated, supportive, and diverse, who share 

resources and services, but will now be split apart from one another – Carney Hospital, Eileen’s 

Recovery House for Women, Olmstead designed Dorchester Park and especially the Neponset River 

Greenway, Pope John Paul II Park and Joseph Finnegan Park. Id. at ¶ 10-11. 
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112. The aforementioned parks came to fruition as a direct result of the civic groups in these 

communities advocating, in concert, for decades. Id. at ¶ 11. 

113. Under Docket #1275 there are no clear boundaries for District Three, unlike previous 

redistricting years (1983, 1993, 2003, 2013) Dorchester Avenue and the Neponset River are not just 

boundaries but also are common interests on important issues facing the City of Boston including 

transportation, business, and environment concerns including coastal flooding. Id. at ¶ 12. 

114. These two boundaries give District Three common interests from South to North. Id. at 

¶ 13. 

115. The purpose of redistricting should be more than just balancing populations, but must 

also take into account the existing structure of neighborhoods and avoid splitting up neighborhood 

unless absolutely necessary. Id. at ¶¶ 14-15. 

116. The proposed maps offered by Councilors Baker, Flynn, Murphy and Flaherty all 

provide a means by which population can be equalized with minimal damage to the communities. Id. at 

¶ 16. 

117. The proposed map not only destroys District 3, but also causes significant harm to other 

communities, including South Boston which will be carved in half, and Mattapan, which will dilute the 

African-American voting power in District 4. Id. at ¶ 17. 

118. The approved map not only dilutes a moderate vote and breaks up Ward 16, it will also 

adversely affect the African-American vote in District Four for no reason. Id. at ¶ 18. 

119. Plaintiff Ruth Dixon specifically believes that dividing her Mattapan neighborhood in 

half is against the City Charter and her voting rights, making it impossible to elect the candidate of her 

choice because rather than be a united community with an ability to influence their city councilor we 

will be divided on the edge of 2 districts. 

Case 1:22-cv-12048-PBS   Document 1-1   Filed 12/02/22   Page 51 of 131



15 
 

120. Similarly, Plaintiff Shirley Shillingford believes that the Redistricting Plan will divide 

the Afro-Caribbean community in and around Mission Hill in Roxbury, diluting the voice of the Afro-

Caribbean community.  Under the Redistricting Plan, Mission Hill would be represented by Kenzie 

Bok who is the councilor for District 8 which is largely comprised of Beacon Hill.  District 8 and 

Mission Hill have a 30-year life expectancy gap, and wildly different populations. 

121. There has been no racial polarization regarding voting in the City, as was confirmed by 

Professor Wice, as can be seen from Councilor Baker’s re-election in his 63% non-white district, in the 

election of Secretary Galvin in the African-American majority of District 4, and in various other 

elections throughout the City. Id. at ¶ 20. 

122. Hundreds of emails were sent to the Council from residents throughout District Three, 

but their voice and concerns fell on deaf ears. Id. at ¶ 21. 

123. Councilor Erin Murphy avers that the approved map is primarily focused on race in 

violation of the Voting Rights Act and the Fourteenth Amendment.  Exhibit R – Affidavit of Erin 

Murphy at ¶ 2. 

124. The approved map does not focus on creating voting opportunity neighborhoods for 

particular minority groups but instead focuses on the non-white populations as if it were a 

homogeneous group in each City Council District. Id. at ¶ 3. 

125. The approved map focuses on City Council District 3 as being “too white”.  Id. at ¶ 4. 

126. The approved map does not distinguish between different minority groups but added all 

minority group’s total populations without regard for the vast differences in background, language, 

history, voting strengths etc., in order to achieve “racial balance”.  Id. at ¶ 5. 

127. The approved map dismantles the compact City Council District 3 boundary along 

Dorchester Ave and substitutes a gerrymandered, wandering boundary in order to achieve “racial 

balancing”. Id. at ¶ 6. 
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128. The approved map is designed to diminish the voting power of white voters in City 

Council District 3.  Id. at ¶ 7. 

129. The approved map destroys the Cedar Grove neighborhood ignoring the requirement to 

preserve existing communities of related and mutual interest solely in order to achieve “racial 

balancing”.  Id. at ¶¶ 8-9. 

130. The stated goal of the approved map is to make District 4 less black and District 3 less 

white.  Id. at ¶ 11. 

131. Councilor Breadon expressed fear that the majority black population of District 4 could 

invite accusations of “packing” which is the term used to describe the practice of drawing district lines 

so that minority voters are compressed into a small number of districts when they could effectively 

control more. Id. at ¶ 12. 

132. Using this reasoning, the approved map swaps majority black precincts in District 4 

with majority white precincts in District 3 in order to make District 4 less black and District 3 less 

white. Id. at ¶ 13. 

133. District 3, under the existing plan before redistricting, does not have a majority race, 

and there is no evidence whatsoever that the widely diverse groups of American blacks, Vietnamese, 

Cape Verdean, Haitian and Dominican people in District 3, that is the non-white people, are a cohesive 

minority and they are surely not a single minority. Id. at ¶ 14. 

134. However, the precincts that comprise the Cedar Grove neighborhood are majority white 

neighborhoods. Id. at ¶ 15. 

135. Using a “racial balancing” criteria, the approved map carves these precincts out of 

District 3 purely on the basis of race.  Id. at ¶ 16. 
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136. This is an example of “cracking” which is the practice of drawing District boundaries 

that split or fracture voting groups to diminish their ability to elect officials that represent their 

interests. Id. at ¶ 17. 

137. District 3, under the existing plan before redistricting and termed “too white” by the 

Council, has a history of electing black officials.  Linda Dorcena Forrey was elected as the State 

Representative in 2004 and reelected until 2012 when she was elected as State Senator.  She was 

reelected until 2018 when she retired from politics.  The specific precincts that the approved map 

carves out of District 3 voted overwhelmingly in the 2022 primary for Attorney General candidate 

Andrea Campbell, a black woman. Id. at ¶ 18-19. 

138. Also, District 4’s black majority (also attacked and diluted by the approved map) has 

created a significant political power base for the black community resulting in electing black 

councilors for over four decades along with a U.S Representative, State Senators and State 

Representatives.  Id. at ¶ 20. 

139. Councilor Breadon stated at the October 5, 2022 City Council meeting that her goal was 

to “racially balance” District 3 so that it becomes a majority minority district. Id. at ¶ 21. 

140. The approved map achieves this unconstitutional “racial balancing” by pretending that 

all non-white citizens of Boston belong to a homogeneous group that has one set of political goals and 

that each and every member is opposed to all of their white neighbors, their views, and their political 

goals. Id. at ¶ 22. 

141. The Little Saigon neighborhood is a vital part of District 3 that spans Dorchester 

Avenue in the Fields Corner neighborhood of Dorchester. It is a vibrant area and is home to 75% of 

Vietnamese Americans in the city of Boston.  These neighbors are mostly first and second-generation 

immigrants from a country in south East Asia, with a rich culture, extremely strong family and 

religious values, and a deep commitment to education.  Id. at ¶ 25. 
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142. The first black community of Dorchester came almost exclusively from the southern 

states fleeing discrimination and poverty in the 1960’s.  These were the descendants of slaves and 

came north for work and to escape Jim Crow laws.  In 1965 a new wave of blacks arrived in 

Dorchester: Haitians, Cape Verdeans, West Indians and Dominicans.  Although they shared a skin 

color with the recently settled Southern blacks, in all other respects they were a widely diverse 

group with little in common: an eclectic mix of languages, religions, native countries, education 

levels, goals and aspirations. Id. at ¶ 26. 

143. The approved map lumps all of these divergent people into one category calling 

them non-white, or people of color, or minority. Id. at ¶ 27. 

144. The approved map divides District 3 into two groups: white and non-white, 

ignoring the immense differences in each of the categories.  There is no cohesive history, 

ethnicity, religion, language, or culture that binds them into a recognizable group with a compact 

and united neighborhood that should create an opportunity neighborhood.  Id. at ¶ 28. 

145. The goal of equal population distribution across districts could have been achieved 

without damaging the existing neighborhood in Districts 2, 3, and 4, and without an improper focus on 

“racial balancing” as the driving force behind redistricting. Id. at ¶ 29. 

146. The proposed maps provided by Councilors Murphy, Flynn, Baker, and Flaherty all 

achieve the goals of redistricting with minimal impact to neighborhood cohesiveness and without an 

improper focus on race. Id. at ¶ 30. 

147. United States Congressman Stephen Lynch also wrote to this Honorable Court 

regarding the unconstitutional nature of the redistricting legislation.  Exhibit S. 

148. Specifically, Congressman Lynch stated that “the City Council proposal will arbitrarily 

and recklessly divide longstanding and close-knit public housing developments – including the Anne 

M. Lynch Homes at Old Colony and West Broadway development – across multiple city districts.” 
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149. Congressman Lynch further stated that “these public housing communities are 

communities of common interest whose abrupt division into multiple city districts will unfairly and 

irreparable dilute their voting power and encumber them with unfamiliar and disparate political 

representation.” 

150. Congressman Lynch urges the Court to consider the “preservation of neighborhoods 

and communities” and notes that “[t]he failure to safeguard these communities against division not 

only neglects to preserve the cores of the preexisting districts but could very well have the potential to 

weaken the voting strength of these politically cohesive and like-minded voters in future City Council 

elections.” 

COUNT I – INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

151. Paragraphs 1 through 150 of this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference. 

152. The Boston City Council failed to comply with the Open Meeting Law by having 

secretive meetings and not providing adequate language access to non-English speakers. 

153. Furthermore, the final map approved by the City Council was not provided to the public 

or the Councilors until less than 48 hours before the scheduled vote. 

154. Because the public did not have broad access to the deliberations and decision-making 

process of the City Council regarding the redistricting process, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this 

Honorable Court issue a preliminary injunction prohibiting the implementation of this approved 

redistricting map (Docket #1275) from taking effect until further order of this Honorable Court. 

COUNT II – VIOLATION OF THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT 

155. Paragraphs 1 through 154 of this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference. 

156. Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 prohibits voting practices or procedures that 

discriminate on the basis of race, color, or membership in a language minority group. 
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157. As discussed hereinabove, the Boston City Council discriminated against residents 

based solely on their race in an effort to achieve their stated goal of “racial balancing”. 

158. There was no violation of the Voting Rights Act in any of the affected Districts that 

would necessitate the aggressive redistricting of boundaries along racial lines. 

159. Moreover, as is evident from the attachments to this Complaint, many minority 

residents and language minority residents were shut out from the deliberative and legislative process 

due to a failure of the City Council to provide access. 

160. The City Council deliberately diluted the white vote in District 3, while also diluting the 

African-American vote in District 4 for no valid reason other than their stated purpose of “racial 

balancing”.  

161. Under the existing plan before redistricting, District 3 had a long history of electing 

African –American officials, and District 4 had a long history of electing white officials. 

162. There was no racial polarization of voting blocs in either district that would require 

redistricting based on race. 

163. Also, the City Council failed to take into account the various different minority groups 

in the affected districts, instead seeing them as a duopoly of monolithic groups of whites and non-

whites. 

164. In pursuing their stated goal of racial balancing, the City Council has diluted the voting 

power of African-Americans in District 4, of whites in District 3, and of various other minority groups 

whose tight-knit communities have been severed across multiple districts, damaging their collective 

power to effect meaningful change at the ballot box. 

165. The redistricting legislation approved by the City Council violates Section 2 of the 

Voting Rights Act and Plaintiffs respectfully request that his Honorable Court issue an order vitiating 

said legislation. 

Case 1:22-cv-12048-PBS   Document 1-1   Filed 12/02/22   Page 57 of 131



21 
 

COUNT III – VIOLATION OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT 

166. Paragraphs 1 through 165 of this Complaint are hereby incorporated by reference. 

167. The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides, in pertinent part 

that “No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of 

citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without 

due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.” 

168. The Equal Protection Clause prohibits a state, “without sufficient justification, from 

‘separat[ing] its citizens into different voting districts on the basis of race.’”Bethune-Hill v. Va. State 

Bd. of Elections, 137 S. Ct. 788, 797 (2017) 

169.  Race-based lines, therefore, are unconstitutional where (1) “race was the predominant 

factor motivating the legislature’s decision to place a significant number of voters within or without a 

particular district,”and (2) the district’s design cannot withstand strict scrutiny. Miller v. Johnson, 515 

U.S. 900, 916 (1995). 

170.  To pass strict scrutiny, the state must prove that its race-based redistricting scheme is 

“narrowly tailored” to meet a “compelling interest.”  Bethune-Hill, 137 S. Ct. at 801. 

171. As discussed hereinabove, the primary (if not the only) goal of the City Council was to 

engage in “racial balancing” of various districts. 

172. There was no compelling interest that would excuse the naked racial animus behind the 

City Council’s plan, and certainly there was no narrow tailoring to achieve such compelling interest 

that would survive strict scrutiny. 

173. There is no evidence in the record of racial polarization of votes in the City of Boston or 

in the affected districts.   

174. There have been no Voting Rights Act violations (as confirmed by Professor Wice). 
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175. The Districts most affected by the redistricting legislation each have long histories of 

race-neutral elections, with white candidates winning elections in majority minority districts and 

minority candidates winning in majority white districts and precincts. 

176. Because the redistricting legislation does not meet a compelling interest, and because 

the legislation is not narrowly tailored to that compelling interest, Plaintiffs respectfully request that 

this Honorable Court issue an order finding said legislation unconstitutional. 

  WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs respectfully requests this Honorable Court: 

1. Issue a preliminary injunction preventing the Defendant, the Boston City Council, from 

enacting the Redistricting Plan (Docket #1275) approved by the Boston City Council on 

November 2, 2022; 

2. Enter an order finding that the Redistricting Plan (Docket #1275) approved by the Boston 

City Council on November 2, 2022 violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act; 

3. Enter an order finding that the Redistricting Plan (Docket #1275) approved by the Boston 

City Council on November 2, 2022 violates the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution; and 

4. Grant all other relief which the Court may deem just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 
      The Plaintiffs, 

     By their Attorneys, 
 
     /s/ Paul Gannon    

      Paul Gannon, Esquire 
      Law Office of Paul Gannon, P.C. 
      546 E. Broadway 
      South Boston, MA 02127 
      (617) 269-1993     

  BBO# 548865 
      pgannon@paulgannonlaw.com 
 

/s/ Glen Hannington    
     Glen Hannington, Esq. 
     LAW OFFICES OF GLEN HANNINGTON 
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       Ten Post Office Square, 8th Floor South 
       Boston, MA  02109 
       TEL#:   (617) 725-2828 

     BBO#:   635925 
glenhannington@aol.com 

Dated: November 21, 2022 
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Amended Docket #1098
Order of Councilor Liz Breadon

CITY OF BOSTON
IN CITY COUNCIL

ORDER FOR THE ADOPTION OF CITY COUNCIL
REDISTRICTING PRINCIPLES

WHEREAS, At the 1981 municipal election, residents of the City of Boston voted 41,973 to 34,623 in
favor of a binding referendum changing the structure of the Boston City Council from being
elected entirely at-large to adding district representation; and

WHEREAS, The Massachusetts Legislature enacted chapter 605 of the Acts of 1982, providing for the
election of a City Council consisting of nine members elected from equally populous districts
and four members elected at-large, specifying the process by which the final City Council to
be elected entirely at-large was to draw the inaugural district lines; and

WHEREAS, Boston’s first electoral district map passed by the City Council, 7 to 2, and approved by the
Mayor (chapter 6 of the Ordinances of 1982) was challenged by a lawsuit from a coalition of
the Latino Political Action Committee, Caucus Latino de Poliza Social de Massachusetts,
Inc., the Black Political Task Force, and the Boston Peoples Organization; and

WHEREAS, Drawn on the basis of the 1975 state census, the districts were invalidated in Latino Political
Action v. City of Boston, 568 F. Supp. 1012 (D. Mass. 1983) when 1980 federal census data
revealed a constitutionally impermissible population variance of 23.6 percent violating the
“one person, one vote” standard, a ruling upheld on appeal,   716 F.2d 68 (1st Cir. 1983); and

WHEREAS, U.S. Supreme Court Justice William J. Brennan, Jr. in August 1983 ruled that the delay
caused by having to redraw districts for the November 1983 municipal election did not
warrant approval of the Massachusetts Attorney General’s application for stay, Bellotti v.
Latino Political Action, 463 U.S. 1319 (1983), prompting passage of a home rule petition for
Boston’s one-time emergency election procedures in chapter 357 of the Acts of 1983; and

WHEREAS, A second map that unanimously passed the Council with Mayoral approval (chapter 25 of the
Ordinances of 1983) was again challenged by the coalition, with the addition of the Asian
Political Caucus, alleging unlawful dilution of minority voting power and infringing on the
rights of minority candidates; however, the Court ruled that the Council was absolutely
immune from suit in exercising their legislative duties, Latino Political Action v. City of
Boston, 581 F. Supp. 478 (D. Mass. 1984) and the map was later upheld 609 F. Supp. 739 (D.
Mass. 1985) and affirmed, 784 F.2d 409 (1st Cir. 1986); and

WHEREAS, The City Council again redrew electoral districts in 1987, 1993, and 2002 amid the backdrop
of further redistricting litigation for equal representation of Boston’s Black voters at the state
and federal levels, Black Political Task Force v. Connolly, 679 F. Supp. 109 (D. Mass. 1988),
Black Political Task Force v. Connolly, F. Supp. Civ., Nos. 91-12750-H, 91-12751-H (D.
Mass. 1992), Black Political Task Force v. Galvin, 300 F. Supp. 2d 291 (D. Mass. 2004); and

WHEREAS, Historic context led the Massachusetts Legislature’s Special Joint Committee on Redistricting
and the Boston City Council’s Committee on Census and Redistricting to facilitate 2011-2012
redistricting processes by intentionally prioritizing meaningful engagement of residents from
marginalized communities and neighborhoods historically split across district lines, with
ample time to scrutinize proposals at dozens of public hearings and committee meetings
spanning more than one year, and, despite these efforts, the Mayor twice disapproved the
Council’s maps due to inequitable racial imbalance; NOW, THEREFORE BE IT
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Amended Docket #1098

ORDERED: That the Boston City Council adopt the following principles to guide and inform
procedures led by its Committee on Redistricting for crafting legally defensible City
Council electoral districts for the City of Boston, pursuant to chapter 605 of the Acts
of 1982, as amended by chapter 343 of the Acts of 1986:

2022 Redistricting Principles

I. Decorum. Councilors will adhere to Rule 38 of the City Council Rules relative to conduct
during debate and deliberation, and refer to present or proposed districts by the assigned
district number or neighborhood name(s), refraining from using the name of any incumbent
City Councilor;

II. Public Participation. To enhance and expand civic participation while strengthening public
confidence in elections and governance, transparency in redistricting is essential.
Deliberation among Councilors as decision-makers, or with legal and mapping consultants,
must remain restricted to public Committee hearings, working sessions, and meetings duly
noticed pursuant to the Open Meeting Law, with opportunities for the public to provide
testimony, where appropriate. The Committee will livestream and record redistricting
working sessions. Ample outreach to communities and access to redistricting tools to allow
meaningful participation is also essential.

III. Legal Review. Prior to presentation before the Council for adoption, a proposed redistricting
plan should be reviewed by outside counsel to ensure compliance under the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 to prohibit the denial of equal access to the political process on account of race,
color, or membership in a language minority group;

IV. Consideration of Proposals. Review of proposed redistricting plans should:

A. Ensure the proposed ordinance properly allocates all 275 voting precincts of the City;

B. Present data for each of the six tables in the 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public
Law 94-171) Summary File;

C. Be compared to 2020 Census data for the “baseline” districts reconciling split
precincts, as discussed at the Committee on Redistricting working session on
September 20, 2022;

D. Be compared to 2010 Census data for the “baseline” districts reconciling split
precincts, as discussed at the Committee on Redistricting working session on
September 20, 2022.

In City Council: September 28, 2022
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OFFERED BY COUNCILORS RICARDO ARROYO, TANIA FERNANDES 
ANDERSON, LARA AND MEJIA

CITY OF BOSTON
IN CITY COUNCIL

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CITY COUNCIL
ELECTORAL DISTRICTS

Be it ordained by the City Council of Boston, as follows:

City of Boston Code, Ordinances, Chapter Two be amended by striking 2-9.2 in its entirety and
replacing it with the following new language:

The districts redrawn under the authority of Chapter 605 of the Acts of 1982 as amended by
Chapter 343 of the Actions of 1986 are hereby redrawn, as follows:

District One - Consisting of precincts numbered one through fourteen of Ward One; precincts
one through eight of Ward Two; precincts numbered one through four and ten and eleven of
Ward Three.

District Two - Consisting of precincts numbered six through eight and twelve through sixteen in
Ward Three; precincts numbered one and thirteen in Ward Five; precincts numbered one through
twelve in Ward Six; and precincts numbered one through seven in Ward Seven.

District Three - Consisting of precincts numbered one through five in Ward Four; precinct
numbered fourteen in Ward Five; precincts numbered eight and nine in Ward Seven; precincts
numbered one, two, and six in Ward Eight; precincts numbered one and two in Ward Nine;
precincts numbered three, and six through ten in Ward Thirteen; precincts numbered three, four,
six, eight, and nine in Ward Fifteen; and precincts numbered one, two, four through ten, and
twelve in Ward Sixteen.

District Four - Consisting of precincts numbered one through seven and nine through thirteen in
Ward Fourteen; precincts numbered two, five, and seven in Ward Fifteen; precincts numbered
three and eleven in Ward Sixteen; precincts numbered one through fourteen in Ward Seventeen;
and precincts numbered one and two in Ward Eighteen.

District Five - Consisting of precincts numbered eight and fourteen in Ward Fourteen; precincts
numbered three through twenty-three in Ward Eighteen; precincts numbered ten through thirteen
in Ward Nineteen; and precincts numbered one, two, four, and nine in Ward Twenty.

District Six - Consisting of precincts numbered six through nine in Ward Ten; precincts
numbered four through ten in Ward Eleven; precincts numbered one through nine in Ward
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Nineteen; precincts numbered three, five through eight, and ten through twenty-one in Ward
Twenty.

District Seven - Consisting of precincts numbered eight, nine, and eleven in Ward Four; precinct
numbered ten in Ward Seven; precincts numbered three through five in Ward Eight; precincts
numbered three through seven in Ward Nine; precincts numbered one through three in Ward
Eleven; precincts numbered one through nine in Ward Twelve; precincts numbered one, two,
four, and five in Ward Thirteen; and precinct numbered one in Ward Fifteen.

District Eight - Consisting of precincts numbered five, nine, and seventeen in Ward Three;
precincts numbered six, seven, ten, and twelve in Ward Four; precincts numbered two through
twelve, and fifteen in Ward Five; precincts numbered one through five in Ward Ten; and
precincts numbered one and two in Ward Twenty-One.

District Nine - Consisting of precincts numbered three through sixteen in Ward Twenty-One; and
precincts numbered one through thirteen in Ward Twenty-Two.

Filed in City Council: September 23, 2022
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----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Carol Sullivan <carolsullivan1129@yahoo.com>
To: mayor@boston.gov <mayor@boston.gov>
Cc: Anna White <anna.white@boston.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 8, 2022 at 06:18:48 AM EST
Subject: Redistricting Legislation Email From The Community
 
Dear Mayor Wu,
 
The residents of the Mary-Ellen McCormack Community in South Boston
respectfully request that Mayor Wu veto the City Council’s Redistricting
legislation that would divide public
housing tenants in South Boston.  We also ask that you send it back with an
amendment to unite Boston’s neighborhoods including South Boston’s
public housing developments 
into District 2 where they had historically been. Dividing our communities
is a violation of our voting rights and cannot stand to pass. 
 
Also please request that the City hold hearings with language access so that
our many residents who speak English as a second language have ample
opportunity to understand 
how these plans that will be in place for decades and will impact our
community. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Carol Sullivan 
 
 
Thank you,
 
Carol Sullivan
Executive Director
Mary Ellen McCormack Task Force, Inc.
345 Old Colony Avenue
South Boston, MA  02127
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https://www.sbeaccion.org/  Phone: (857) 275-8339  donations@sbeaccion.org 

Facebook: @SBEAccion  Instagram: Sbeaccion  Twitter: @AccionSouth 

Office: 1244 Columbia Road Suite. 797, Boston, MA 02127 

Mail: 10 Logan Way, Basement Suite 1, Boston, MA 02127 

Rec Space: 10 Logan Way, Basement Suite 1, Boston, MA 02127 

 

 

November 1st, 2022 

Dear Councilor Liz Breadon, 

          My name is Mercy Robinson, and I am the executive director of South Boston En Accion. Over the 
past few weeks, I have been working extensively to ensure that the Spanish-speaking residents of Mary 
Ellen McCormick, Old Colony, and the West Broadway Developments' questions, concerns, and 
frustrations are addressed. At the last several meetings that I have participated in person and on zoom, 
language access has not been a priority. When attempts were made to translate for residents, the 
interpretations were disrupted. I want to request a redistricting hearing in Spanish formally. We must 
ensure that everyone has the opportunity to learn about the impacts of redistricting. With elections 
around the corner, many of our residents don’t know what is occurring and are confused about their 
next steps. Again, I'm afraid I must disagree with the political splitting of the developments. Our 
community is made up of the most vulnerable residents, and dividing us will create more chaos and 
harm. Our residents are not satisfied, and there must be better solutions to our population crisis within 
the districts that do not put our low- and moderate-income communities on the chopping block. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

_________________________________________________________ 

Mercy Robinson 
Executive Director 
South Boston En Accion 
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To:   Adam Cederbaum, Corporation Counsel, City of Boston 
From:   Jeffrey M. Wice, Esq., Adjunct Professor/Senior Fellow, New York Law School 
Date:  October 9, 2022 
Subject:  Key Redistricting Principles for the Boston City Council 

 
Section 18 of the Boston City Charter requires that districts “shall be compact and shall 
contain, as nearly as may be, an equal number of inhabitants as determined by the most 
recent state decennial census, shall be composed of contiguous existing precincts, and shall 
be drawn with a view toward preserving the integrity of existing neighborhoods. [Acts of 
1982, c. 605, s. 3] Since Massachusetts no longer conducts a state decennial census, the 
federal decennial census provides the necessary data for the redrawing of council district 
boundaries.  
 
This memorandum outlines the criteria that the City Council should consider in the 
redrawing of council districts. 
 

REQUIRED CRITERIA: 
 
1. Population Equality: Council districts are required to be equally substantial in 
population. According to U.S. Supreme Court precedents, there is a 10% limit in the 
population deviation from the size of the largest to smallest district. Based upon the 2020 
Census, this means that the ideal district size is 75,071 residents, allowing for a + or - 5%  
range. Within those ranges, any deviations from 75,071 should be based upon an effort to 
achieve the other legitimate governmental criteria outlined below. 
 
2. Minority Voting Rights:  the voting rights of minority voters must be respected when 
developing a new map.  In general, the federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (VRA) prohibits 
the imposition of any voting qualification, practice, or procedure that results in the denial 
or abridgement of any citizen’s right to vote on account of race, color, or status as a 
member of a language minority group. Covered language minorities include American 
Indians, Asian Americans, Alaskan Natives, and Spanish-heritage populations. Section 2 of 
the VRA specifically prohibits vote dilution when voters are dispersed (“cracked”) among 
districts making them an ineffective voting block or if they are overly concentrated 
(“packed”) in any one district creating an “excessive” majority. 
 
The VRA requires the creation of an effective minority district where it can be 
demonstrated that the minority community (1) comprises at least 50% of an ideal, 
contiguous and reasonably compact district’s voting age population; (2) minority voters 
vote cohesively for the same candidates; and (3) there is a significantly high level of racially 
polarized voting where the majority votes sufficiently as a bloc to prevent minority voters 
from electing their preferred candidates of choice. 
 
The 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution prevents racial gerrymandering, prohibiting 
the drawing of maps that excessively segregates voters by race in a district.  
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It is necessary to comply with the 14th amendment and VRA requirements by avoiding  
discriminatory intent and a discriminatory effect of minimizing or canceling out the voting 
strength of members of racial or language minority groups in the voting population. Racial 
voting data analysis may be used to demonstrate that minority votes are not “diluted” and 
that race is not used as the predominant factor to draw districts (where vote dilution is not 
at issue). Each district must be evaluated based on local voting patterns and population 
data. 
 
Compactness: districts should have a minimum distance between all parts of a district, 
subject to addressing other criteria. Several mathematical models have been developed to 
determine compactness that are used to compare competing plans. 
 
Contiguity: all parts of a district should be connected geographically at some point with 
the rest of the district. In Boston, all districts must include contiguous precincts. 
 
Preservation of Neighborhoods: Consideration must be given to drawing districts that 
respect the boundaries of Boston’s recognized neighborhoods. 
 
 

OTHER NON-REQUIRED CRITERIA: 
 
These criteria can be considered but are not required by federal or local law: 
 
Communities of Interest: these districts include geographical areas where residents have 
common demographic interests that can include socio-economic, religious, academic, 
business, medical, or other recognizable characteristics. Communities of interest might not 
follow political subdivision boundaries. Boston’s City Charter prioritizes neighborhoods as 
required criteria, making other “communities of interest” a lesser priority in the 
redistricting process. 
 
Ban on Partisanship: not favoring or disfavoring political parties, candidates, or 
incumbents. 
 
Maintaining Existing District Boundaries: using current district boundaries as a 
determinant for making the least changes necessary. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 
SUFFOLK, SS.      SUPERIOR COURT DEPARMTENT 
       CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2284CV02490 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

  

 
 
  

AFFIDAVIT OF EDWARD FLYNN 

 I, Edward Flynn, under oath, do depose and say as follows: 

1. My name is Edward Flynn, and I am the President of the Boston City Council and a 

resident of South Boston. 

2. The City Council redistricting process was flawed and unfair to the most vulnerable 

residents of the City, particularly public housing residents, immigrants, and language minorities. 

3. The City Council did not engage residents in an effective way, and failed to listen to or 

engage residents in public housing developments, immigrants, and language minorities.   

4. Communities of color had almost no involvement in the City Council’s secretive 

process. 

ROBERT O’SHEA, Individually and as Chairman 
of the Ward 6 Democratic Committee, RITA 
DIXON, SHIRLEY SHILLINGFORD, MAUREEN 
FEENEY, PHYLLIS CORBITT, Individually and as 
President of the Massachusetts Union of Public 
Housing Tenants, THE SOUTH BOSTON 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, MARTIN F. 
MCDONOUGH AMERICAN LEGION POST, ST. 
VINCENT’S LOWER END NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION, and OLD COLONY TENANT 
ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs, 

v.  

THE BOSTON CITY COUNCIL,  

Defendant. 
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5. Throughout the redistricting debate, I repeatedly informed my colleagues on the council 

that one of my most important goals was to ensure public housing residents were united in District 2. 

6. Keeping the public housing residents united was and is an important goal because being 

united in one district allows public housing residents’ collective voice to be heard in government. 

7. In District 2, residents at the Anne Lynch Homes at Old Colony, the West 9th 

Apartments, and the West Broadway Development are all a short walk from each other and have much 

in common.  

8. However, under the approved redistricting plan, these public housing developments 

would move from District 2 to District 3. 

9. Under the previous version of the Breadon-Arroyo Map, the plan was to divide public 

housing developments in half, both at the Anne M. Lynch Homes (al The previous version of the 

Breadon-Arroyo map proposed to divide public housing developments in half - both at the Anne M. 

Lynch Homes (along Mercer St.) and the West Broadway Development (along Orton Marotta Way) 

into District 2 and District 3.  

10. At that time, public housing advocates like South Boston En Accion, BHA Task Force 

leaders, nonprofit partners, and all civic groups in South Boston voiced complete opposition to a 

proposal that would divide our public housing developments from District 2, and dilute the voice of 

communities of color to organize and advocate for their interests. 

11. The approved map still divides public housing in South Boston. The version of the map 

made available to the Councilors only two days before the November 2nd vote completely cut out 

these developments from District 2, the Council district where these developments have traditionally 

been located.  

12. And in the last hours before the vote, West Broadway was added into District 2, still 

dividing public housing developments into two districts. 
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13. It is critical residents of color in Boston Housing Authority units are not further divided 

from the community of South Boston.  

14. These public housing developments, managed by the Boston Housing Authority, are 

mostly made up of communities of color and immigrants.  

15. During the pandemic, my staff and I worked closely with neighbors in District 2’s 

public housing developments on language and communication access, senior outreach, food access, 

access to COVID-19 testing, providing information on vaccines, support for immigrant families, social 

services, youth, educational and athletic programs.  

16. Placing these residents out of District 2 punishes these public housing residents and 

dilutes their organizing power.  

17. Language and communication access are critical issues that unite residents in public 

housing developments.  

18. In District 2, many residents in public housing speak Spanish and an increasing number 

also speak Cantonese.  

19. Both of these languages directly unite the history and residents of District 2, with a 

large Cantonese speaking community in Chinatown, the South End and Bay Village.  

20. The larger Spanish speaking community in the South End, such as Cathedral Public 

Housing and Villa Victoria, also have much in common with the public housing residents in South 

Boston that also speak Spanish.  

21. However, the City Council, with its approved map, failed to engage these residents in 

the redistricting process. 

22. It is unconscionable to separate these public housing developments from District 2, the 

Council district where these developments have traditionally been located.  
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23. These actions are wholly contrary to the redistricting principles that we discussed at 

length with experts and academics when it comes to the preservation of the core of prior districts and 

maintaining communities of interest.  

24. Our public housing developments have a large number of Hispanic and Black residents, 

and they contribute greatly to the diversity of South Boston and District 2.  

25. These developments have always been in District 2, and they identify with the 

neighborhood of South Boston.  

26. Removing them completely, and separating them from the rest of South Boston, makes 

District 2 less diverse.  

27. The Redistricting Committee ignored the requests from community groups to hold 

additional meetings in Cantonese, Spanish, Vietnamese, and Hatian Creole, and went ahead with a vote 

on November 2nd.  

28. The deadline of having a map in place by November 7th was an artificial and self-

imposed one.  

29. According to the City of Boston Corporation Counsel, the only explicit statutory 

deadline set forth in the Boston City Charter is that City Council districts be redrawn by August 1, 

2026. 

30. Moreover, the Council did not know what the exact map was when there were plans to 

vote on October 26, 2022 and they still did not know the exact map until a few hours before the vote 

on November 2, 2022. 

31. Both the public and Councilors voting on the maps had not been afforded an 

opportunity to view or offer feedback in a public hearing on a final map, and there were also no further 

meetings, hearings, or working sessions after October 25th.  
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32. The Council and the public did not have the opportunity to discuss the latest version of 

the Breadon-Arroyo map, and nobody knew what were the amendments that made it into this version 

that the Council was supposed to vote on.   

33. Councilors also did not have the chance to have their constituents have further input.  

34. District 2 and District 3 had the most stake in this redistricting process and, yet, the final 

map had not taken into serious consideration the voices of the communities in these districts.  

35. Despite the insistence that this would strengthen these districts, there is no doubt that 

these districts will suffer from losing some core communities that are not preserved from prior districts, 

as well as not maintaining communities of interest. 

36. More time was spent by the Council with the advocates of the so-called UNITY map, 

some of whom may not live in the City of Boston, than listening to the voices of the communities that 

will bear the brunt of the irreparable harm that this redistricting will cause.   

37. I tried to offer support for the recommended criteria to be formally considered and 

adopted by our body.  

38. I also argued that already established communities of interest, such as public housing 

residents, should be respected, united and factored in.  

39. My request was denied, as was my request to hold off on a vote and to seek more 

community meetings in various languages.  

40. The process lacked transparency and it was completely flawed.  

41. We failed as a collective body to respect the most impacted by our decision, residents 

living in public housing and our immigrant neighbors.  

42. We failed as a city to include the voices and opinions of communities of color, 

immigrants and public housing residents during the redistricting debate.  
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43. The current map that was approved, and the process that led to it, has not done right by 

the neighbors living in my district in public housing in South Boston, and the rushed process was not 

done right for the residents across the City of Boston.  

Signed under the pains and penalties of perjury this 18th day of November, 2022. 
 
 
 

       
      Edward Flynn 
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