
 
 
 
 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT 
 

STATE OF HAWAI‘I 
 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF 
HAWAII, 
 
  Plaintiff, 

 
vs. 

 
STATE OF HAWAIʻI, 
 
 Defendant. 
 

Civil No. 1CCV-25-0001456 (JJK) 
(Declaratory Judgment) 
 
COURT’S ORDER (1) FOR RESERVED 
QUESTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 15 
OF THE HAWAIʻI RULES OF 
APPELLATE PROCEDURE AND (2) 
STAYING PROCEEDINGS; 
APPENDICES 1-4 
 
Hearings: 
Date: February 4, 2026 
Time: 10:30 a.m. 
Date: March 27, 2026 
Time: 9:00 a.m. 
 
Judge:  Jordon J. Kimura 
 
Trial Date:  None Set 

 
 

COURT’S ORDER (1) FOR RESERVED QUESTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 15 OF THE  
HAWAIʻI RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE AND (2) STAYING PROCEEDINGS 

   
 Pursuant to Rule 15 of the Hawaiʻi Rules of Appellate Procedure (“HRAP”) and on its own 

motion, the trial court in the above-captioned case respectfully reserves questions of law arising 

from the proceedings before it for consideration by the Supreme Court of the State of Hawaiʻi 

(“Supreme Court”). 
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I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

 On September 2, 2025, Plaintiff League of Women Voters of Hawaii (“Plaintiff”) 

initiated this action for declaratory judgment, challenging, under Article III, Sections 12 and 14 

of the Hawaiʻi Constitution, the constitutionality of Act 290 of the 2025-2026 legislative session 

(“Act 290”), introduced as Senate Bill 935 (“S.B. 935”).  See Dkt. # 1.1  As set forth in the 

Complaint, Plaintiff seeks an “order declaring that (1) the process for adopting Act 290 was 

unconstitutional; and (2) Act 290 is void.”  Id. at 5.   

 For the 2025–2026 legislative session, the Speaker of the House and President of the 

Senate set January 23, 2025, as the bill introduction deadline for the regular session, as reflected 

in the 2025 Legislative Timetable.  See Appendix 1.2  On January 17, 2025, six days before that 

cutoff, S.B. 935 was introduced as a short‑form bill titled “Relating to Government.”  See 

Appendix 2.  As introduced, its operative text stated only that the purpose of the Act was “to 

effectuate the title of this Act,” that the Hawaiʻi Revised Statutes (“HRS”) would be “amended to 

conform to the purpose of this Act,” and that the Act would take effect upon its approval.  Id.  

 On February 19, 2025, prior to the mandatory 5-day recess, the Senate Committee on 

Ways and Means reported out S.B. 935, S.D. 1, which deleted the short‑form contents and 

replaced them with provisions amending the Employees’ Retirement System statutes for certain 

state government employees.  See Appendices 1 & 3.  As further amended, S.B. 935, S.D. 2, 

H.D. 3, C.D. 1 was passed by both houses and signed into law by the Governor on July 3, 2025, 

 
 1 Citations to the record are in the format of “Dkt. # ___ at ___.”  “Dkt.” refers to the 
docket for the present case before this court, Case No. 1CCV-25-0001456.  The number before 
the “at” refers to the docket number and, if applicable, the number(s) after the “at” refers to the 
page(s) in the PDF viewer of the docket.    
 
 2 Appendices 1-4 hereto are exhibits 3, 4, 6, and 7 to the State of Hawaii’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment, filed October 7, 2025 [Dkt. # 17].  
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as Act 290.  See Appendix 4.  Act 290 (i) amends HRS Sections 88‑47 and 88‑74 by reducing, 

for judges confirmed after June 30, 2031, the retirement allowance formula from three percent to 

1.75 percent of average final compensation per year of service as a judge, and (ii) directs the 

Department of Human Resources to study the impacts and benefits of reducing from ten years to 

five years the minimum years of credited service required for certain tier 2 hybrid class members 

to obtain vested service retirement eligibility.  See id. 

 On October 7, 2025, the parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment.  Plaintiff 

filed its Motion for Summary Judgment, see Dkt. # 13, and Defendant State of Hawaiʻi (“State”) 

filed its Motion for Summary Judgment.  See Dkt. # 17.  The parties subsequently filed 

oppositions and replies in January 2026.  See Dkt. ## 39, 41, 43, 45. 

 This court heard the cross motions on February 4, 2026.  R. Brian Black, Esq. appeared 

on behalf of Plaintiff.  Lauren K. Chun, Esq., Deputy Solicitor General, appeared on behalf of 

the State.  After hearing arguments, the court continued the hearing and, on February 6, 2026, 

issued a Minute Order directing the parties to submit supplemental memoranda addressing 

specific constitutional questions related to the bill introduction deadline, the germaneness 

standard, and the political question doctrine under the Hawaiʻi Constitution.  See Dkt. # 47. 

 Pursuant to the court’s Minute Order, the parties filed their supplemental memoranda on 

March 13, 2026, and their responsive supplemental memoranda on March 20, 2026.  See Dkt. ## 

53, 55, 57, 59.  The court held a further hearing on March 27, 2026, with Mr. Black appearing 

for Plaintiff and Deputy Solicitor General Chun appearing for the State.  Having considered the 

extensive briefing and the arguments of counsel, the court now respectfully determines it is 

appropriate to reserve questions of law for consideration by the Supreme Court. 
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II. DISCUSSION 

 This case presents novel and significant questions of Hawaiʻi constitutional law 

concerning the procedural requirements for enacting legislation.  The resolution of these 

questions will inevitably have a substantial impact on the legislative process and is of great 

public importance.  The parties’ cross-motions for summary judgment turn on the interpretation 

of Article III, Sections 12 and 14 of the Hawaiʻi Constitution, and their interplay with the 

political question doctrine. 

 Specifically, this court is asked to determine:  (1) whether the title of a bill, “Relating to 

Government,” is so broad that it violates the subject-in-title requirement of Article III, Section 

14; and (2) whether a challenge to a bill on the grounds that it lacked any substantive provisions 

at the time of its introduction, and thus was not a “bill” for purposes of the introduction deadline 

in Article III, Section 12, presents a non-justiciable political question. 

 These issues require the court to navigate the separation of powers.  The parties have 

presented conflicting interpretations of Supreme Court precedent.  Plaintiff argues that the 

principles of transparency and public notice articulated in League of Women Voters of Honolulu 

v. State, 150 Hawaiʻi 182, 499 P.3d 382 (2021), which addressed the germaneness of 

amendments under Article III, Section 15, should inform the court’s analysis of the requirements 

of Sections 12 and 14.  The State contends that the matter is a non-justiciable political question 

under the test established in Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962), and applied in Nelson v. 

Hawaiian Homes Comm’n, 127 Hawaiʻi 185, 277 P.3d 279 (2012), arguing there is a textual 

commitment to the legislature and a lack of judicially discoverable and manageable standards for 

what constitutes a “bill.” 
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 There is neither binding precedent that directly resolves whether the definition of a “bill” 

under Article III, Section 12 is a justiciable issue, nor is there clear guidance on the constitutional 

limits to the generality of a bill’s title under Section 14.  A determination by the Supreme Court 

is necessary to provide clarity and statewide uniformity on these fundamental aspects of the 

legislative process.  A decision on the reserved questions will be determinative of the case, as it 

will resolve the legal basis for the parties’ cross-motions for summary judgment. Accordingly, 

this court respectfully believes certification is appropriate. 

III. RESERVED QUESTIONS 

 Based on the foregoing, this court respectfully reserves the following questions of law for 

consideration by the Supreme Court: 

1. A. Does a legal challenge asserting that a legislative proposal failed to meet 

 the bill introduction deadline of Article III, Section 12 of the Hawaiʻi 

 Constitution because it lacked sufficient substance to constitute a “bill” 

 present a non-justiciable political question?   

B. If it is justiciable, what legal standard governs whether a proposal qualifies 

 as a “bill,” and did S.B. 935 meet that standard? 

2. Is the title “Relating to Government” sufficient under Article III, Section 14 of the 

Hawaiʻi Constitution as applied to Act 290 of 2025? 

 The Clerk of the Court is hereby directed to promptly prepare, certify, and transmit to the 

Clerk of the Supreme Court the record in this matter, in accordance with HRAP Rule 15. 

 

* * * 
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 Based on the foregoing, IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that all proceedings in 

this matter, including, but not limited to, any final determination of the pending  

cross-motions for summary judgment, are STAYED pending disposition of the reserved 

questions by the Supreme Court. 

DATED:  Honolulu, Hawaiʻi, April 1, 2026. 
 

16th DIVISION JUDGE 
 

/S/  JORDON J. KIMURA  
 

Judge of the Above-Entitled Court 
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EXHIBIT “7” 



































 


