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Ms. Bilyeu, 

  

After receipt of the JC ruling regarding the Libertarian Party of Delaware, you sent an email to the 
LNC discussing what you thought its implications were.  I am contacting you on behalf of the JC 
because the position stated in that email did not reflect the intention of the JC ruling.  

  

After listing the board members elected at the LPDE convention and noting that the secretary had 
resigned, the final sentence of your email was, “Therefore, the LNC awaits confirmation that the LP 
Delaware board exists now in the configuration it did prior to October 1st, and the LNC will continue 
to link to the lpdelaware.org website accordingly.” 

  

Our ruling did not reinstate the entire board as it was configured just prior to October 1, 2021.  Our 
ruling was: 

  

"Thus we rule to reinstate the LP’s Delaware affiliate, recognizing its officers (Mr. Hinds as chair) and 
other duly elected board members (including Dr. LePore and Mr. Casey) chosen by that affiliate 
under its properly adopted rules as they stood prior to the events of October 1." 

  

We very intentionally only named three individuals in that ruling.  Enough was demonstrated to us 
that those three were still on the board.  

  

Our phrase “prior to the events of October 1” was only about the “properly adopted rules” and was 
not a roll-back of all board seats as of a given date. 

  

An earlier draft of our ruling was abandoned once we realized that it would have functioned more 
like the time machine rollback to all conditions as they were prior October 1.  We changed it 
specifically because we realized that this case did not necessarily involve providing us evidence of 
everything that has happened since October 1.  There could have been other legitimate changes in 



other board seats since October 1.  Someone could have resigned.  Perhaps county affiliates altered 
their representation.  We did not want to assume what might have happened with the other seats in 
the meantime.  So the ruling only identified the three seats at issue in this case, and we said their 
pre-October-1 rules were operative. 

  

We also think we should point out some other particular language in the majority opinion.  Its 
Appendix A listed a number of bylaw provisions which require that the LNC interact with affiliates in 
certain ways.  Some certainly require interaction with the affiliate chair, and many of the others can 
be accomplished via the affiliate chair.  Depending on the unique role definitions within the affiliate, 
maybe other required interactions are with some other board member. 

  

In most cases the required interactions don’t necessarily require you to actively track all changes 
within the board members.  Often the practical reality is that the chair is the first point of contact, 
and if necessary, the chair will refer you to a different board member to complete the interaction. 

  

That’s why we used particular phrasings that we want to make sure you note, such as (emphasis 
added): 

  

“Must the LNC make any decision when it is disputed who the key affiliate officers are, particularly 
the office of chair? […]  Appendix A to this opinion is a listing of at least 15 provisions in the LP 
Bylaws that require knowing the identity of the state affiliate, certain of its officers, and its governing 
documents.” 

  

“The LNC is actually obligated by the bylaws to know who certain affiliate officers are, and if 
disputes arise…” 

  

We thought the wording of the ruling made it clear that the three specifically-identified people are 
LPDE board members, and that the other officers and board members would be those “chosen by 
that affiliate under its properly adopted rules as they stood prior to the events of October 1,” even if 
that means some successors as a result of later developments. 

  

Essentially, the JC decision affirmed the Hinds group as the Delaware LP’s leadership and any 
actions taken by it before, during, and after its appeal are the business of the Delaware LP.  The LNC 
should recognize these actions as legitimate. Failure to do so could be construed as interfering with 
the autonomy of the Delaware affiliate, which is forbidden by National’s bylaws. 



  

I hope this clarifies the JC’s position.  If you have concerns or comments, feel free to contact us 
further. 

  

---Mary J. Ruwart, JC Chair 

 


