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ERRATA

The opi ni on of this Court, issued on March 19, 2002, shoul d be
amended as fol |l ows.

On page 11, betweenline 10 and " Affirmed.", insert the fol |l ow ng
two paragraphs:

I n any event, the claimof "inperm ssiblenotive" is based on a
m sunderstanding. Al super-mgjority requirenents "dilute" the votes
of those who would win if a bare majority sufficed. This is just
anot her way of sayingthat thelegislature (or Constitutiondrafter for
that matter, e.g., U S. Const. art. 11, §8 2, cl. 2; id. art. V)

bel i eved t hat the type of acti on shoul d be attended by speci al caution



and shoul d by taken only with nore support than asinple majority.
Exanpl es include the ratification of treaties, amendnents to the
Constitution, and votes to cut off Senate debate.

So, when New Hanpshi re adopt ed and t hen nodi fi ed a super majority
requi rement for | ocal bondissues, we assunewith plaintiffsthat its
pur pose was to wei ght voting and af fect outcones. But, contraryto
plaintiffs' assunption, this does not, standi ng al one, condem t he

measure or invite sone formof special scrutiny. See Gordon v. Lance,

403 U. S. at 6-7. Still less does thelegislative actiontaken here--a
reductioninthe super-majority requirenent (fromtwo-thirds tothree-

fifths) for official ballot districts--require special justification.



