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APPEAL TO THE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE 

LIBERTARIAN PARTY 

 

 

In re Revocation of Affiliate Status of the Libertarian Party of New 

Hampshire 

PETITIONER’S REPLY BRIEF AND MOTION 

Filed pursuant to LP Bylaws Art. 5 §6 and Art. 8 §2(a), and JC Rule of Appellate 

Procedure 2.3. 

 

I. Preliminary Statement 

Petitioner, the Libertarian Party of New Hampshire (“LPNH”), respectfully 

submits this Reply Brief and Motion, in part in response to the brief of the 

Libertarian National Committee (“LNC”). As set forth below, the LNC’s brief 

misapplies Robert’s Rules on rescission and elides the dispositive question of what 

“for cause” means. Petitioner replies to the LNC’s arguments in turn.  

Petitioner also brings two requests for relief before this Committee. First, the 

LPNH moves that the Committee reconsider any decision to deny affiliates the right 

to file amicus briefs and accept amicus briefs into the record as pleadings on behalf 

of filing affiliates. Second, the LPNH asks that the Committee consider the merits 

of Amicus Ciesielski’s argument before, if appropriate, turning to the question of the 
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LPNH’s disaffiliation. Both motions are presented in Part III and enumerated in 

the Prayer for Relief. 

II. Reply to Respondent’s Brief 

A. This is not a hearing on Jeremy Kauffman’s conduct or his 

membership. 

1. The LNC’s brief places significant emphasis on statements made by Jeremy 

Kauffman in his personal capacity, and multiple amici assert—without 

evidence—that Kauffman unilaterally controls the LPNH. This is not a hearing 

on the Libertarian Party membership of Jeremy Kauffman or on his personal 

conduct. 

2. Kauffman’s conduct was not noticed as part of the basis for the disaffiliation of 

the LPNH and is not properly before this Committee.1 

B. The Dixon Committee procedure remains binding. 

3. The LNC asserts that the Dixon Committee did not establish a “sort of 

landmark or touchstone with regards to investigatory committees.” LNC Br. at 

7. Yet this is precisely what the LNC’s own resolution creating the Dixon 

Committee charged it with doing.  

 

1 Certainly, if the LPNH is in some sense corporately accountable for the years-old conduct 
of prior leaders whom it now disavows, then the personal conduct of Kauffman or of other 
individuals cannot weigh against the LPNH here. 
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4. The LNC’s motion expressly charged the Dixon Committee to “set forth a model 

of investigating internal matters,” further elaborating that the Dixon 

Committee must “set forth a model of investigating internal issues not covered 

by the Judicial Committee, Bylaws, and Policy Manual.” Investigatory 

Committee of the Libertarian Party of New Hampshire at 8–9. 

5. The resolution itself then ordered that the Dixon Committee interview 

witnesses, examine evidence, and make findings. Id. at 8–9. 

6. The LNC cannot have it both ways. It insists that, because prior LPNH leaders 

voted to endorse Donald Trump, the LPNH is bound by that endorsement 

despite having disavowed and repudiated it. Yet a previous LNC passed a 2021 

resolution affirming that the Dixon Committee would set forth a “model of 

investigating internal matters”—expressly including an investigation, 

enumerated findings, and specific recommendations.  

7. To whatever extent the LPNH is accountable for the years-old endorsement of 

Trump, the LNC is equally bound by its own resolution to reach any such 

conclusion through a Dixon-like investigative committee. 

8. Robert’s Rules themselves embody a preference against instability. See Robert’s 

Rules of Order Newly Revised (12th ed. 2020) (“RONR”), at 61–62 (Principles 

Underlying Parliamentary Law) (“[A]s a protection against instability… the 

requirements for changing a previous action are greater than those for taking 

the action in the first place.”). 
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C. The LNC’s “rescission” argument is neither here nor there. 

9. The LNC argues that, “[a]s a motion to disaffiliate exercises the power of the 

National Committee to revoke the status of any affiliate party, it is de facto a 

motion to rescind,” and that Robert’s Rules require “a two-thirds vote” for an 

act of rescission. LNC Br. at 3 (citing RONR 35:2(7)). 

10. The LNC takes Robert’s Rules’ provisions on rescission out of context and 

misapplies them. Whether the disaffiliation vote is characterized as a motion to 

rescind is beside the point—and does not change what the term “for cause” 

means. 

11. The statement in Robert’s Rules that rescission requires “a two-thirds vote” is 

an exception to the default rule that, “to become the act or choice of the body, a 

proposition must be adopted by a majority vote.” Cf. RONR 1:6; 35:2(7). The 

point of the provision is that rescinding a previous action requires a higher 

threshold than taking the action in the first place.  

12. It does not follow that any action which can be characterized as a “rescission” 

may be taken at will, by a bare two-thirds vote, with no other process. 

D. The LNC elides the question of what “for cause” means. 

13. The LNC’s brief states that disaffiliating an affiliate is not removing an officer, 

concludes that “for cause” in the disaffiliation context means something 

different than in the officer-removal context, and then asserts that “for cause” 



5 
 

in the disaffiliation context effectively means “at will.” Both of these inferential 

steps are question-begging. 

14. “For cause” cannot have a specific legal and parliamentary meaning in the 

officer-removal context yet effectively mean “at will” in the disaffiliation 

context. A change in context from officer removal to disaffiliation does not 

reverse the meaning of the limiting term “for cause.”  

15. Robert’s Rules themselves disfavor these sorts of ad hoc, contradictory 

interpretations of terms. See RONR 56:68 (“If a bylaw is ambiguous, it must be 

interpreted, if possible, in harmony with the other bylaws.”); id. (Principle of 

Interpretation 2: “When a provision of the bylaws is susceptible to two 

meanings, one of which conflicts with or renders absurd another bylaw 

provision, and the other meaning does not, the latter must be taken as the true 

meaning.”). 

16. The Committee should therefore ask why “for cause” has a particular meaning 

in the officer-removal context, and then consider whether those reasons also 

control in the disaffiliation context. There are at least two reasons that they do. 

17. First, bylaws are a contract between the Libertarian Party and its affiliates, 

and terms in the bylaws therefore carry legal meaning. In the context of a 

voluntary association, “for cause” legally entails fundamental procedural 

fairness. See, e.g., Campbell v. Loew’s, Inc., 36 Del. Ch. 563, 575 (Del. Ch. 1957) 

(“[I]t is certainly true that when the shareholders attempt to remove a director 
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for cause, there must be the service of specific charges, adequate notice and full 

opportunity of meeting the accusation.”). 

18. Second, the Bylaws themselves supply a meaning of “for cause” by 

incorporating Robert’s Rules. Article 16 of the Bylaws provides: “The rules 

contained in the current edition of Robert’s Rules of Order… shall govern the 

Party in all cases to which they are applicable and in which they are not 

inconsistent with these bylaws and any special rules of order adopted by the 

Party.” 

19. “For cause” is consistently used in Robert’s Rules to refer to a disciplinary 

procedure with noticed charges, an investigation, and findings of fact. Robert’s 

Rule 62:16, for example, states that a fixed-term officer “can be removed from 

office only for cause … in accordance with the procedures described in 63; that 

is, an investigating committee must be appointed, charges must be preferred, 

and a formal trial must be held.” 

20. Robert’s Rules consistently discuss “for cause” sanctions as encompassing a 

disciplinary hearing with notice of particularized charges, an investigation, and 

findings of fact. See RONR 56:30 (“removed from office for cause by disciplinary 

proceedings as provided in the parliamentary authority”); 62:16 (“removed from 

office only for cause … in accordance with the procedures described in 63”); 63:1 

(“the removal of an officer for cause, or the discipline of a member for improper 

conduct, may require that charges be preferred and that a formal trial be 

held”). 
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21. The LNC appears to concede that the meaning of “for cause” in RONR 63:24, at 

least, has some relevance to this hearing. Cf. LNC Br. at 5. Yet Rules 61 

through 63 of Robert’s Rules function as an integrated whole. 62:16 defines 

removal “for cause” by reference to the procedures described in 63, while 63:1 

explains removal for cause by reference to the procedures “explained in 61 and 

62.” 

22. Relevant to—and beyond—the narrow question of what “for cause” means, 

Robert’s Rules provide that a fair disciplinary process with an investigatory 

committee, formal notice to the accused, and a trial is the norm and the default 

in any disciplinary matter. The “basic steps” of a fair disciplinary process, 

which “must be followed” in the absence of special procedures, are “(1) 

confidential investigation by a committee; (2) report of the committee, and 

preferral of charges if warranted; (3) formal notification of the accused; (4) trial; 

and (5) the assembly’s review of a trial committee’s findings (if the trial has 

been held in a committee instead of the assembly of the society).” RONR 63:7. 

23. Even if the Committee agrees with the LNC that the meaning of “for cause” is 

ambiguous, an ambiguous bylaw “must be interpreted, if possible, in harmony 

with the other bylaws” and in the manner that does not conflict with or render 

absurd other bylaw provisions. RONR 56:68. 

24. Indeed, this Committee in Phillies found the meaning of “for cause” ambiguous 

in the officer-termination context as well. Phillies at 8–9 (“We encountered 

difficulty with the definition of ‘for cause.’”). Yet the Committee did not default 
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to interpreting “for cause” to mean “at will.” Cf. Phillies at 4 (“Beyond such 

authorization, requirement of ‘cause,’ and vote basis for suspension, the Bylaws 

provide no procedure with regard to the taking of disciplinary action against 

Party officers to determine whether ‘cause’ sufficient to remove from office does, 

in fact, exist.”). 

E. The New Mexico disaffiliation vote is inapposite. 

25. The LNC and various amici cite the disaffiliation of the Libertarian Party of 

New Mexico (“LPNM”) for the proposition that no notice, investigation, or trial 

findings are ever required to disaffiliate any affiliate. This argument relies on 

an understanding of the New Mexico disaffiliation that was not shared by any 

LNC member—nor by the LPNM itself—at the time. 

26. On July 23, 2022, the LNC met online and heard complaints from LPNM 

members regarding the LPNM’s July 12, 2022 online “Constitutional 

Convention.”  

27. On July 31, 2022, the LNC met in person and passed a motion concluding that 

the LPNM’s Constitutional Convention was “null and void” due to “multiple 

violations of the LPNM’s own Constitution and Bylaws and basic parliamentary 

procedure.” See Exhibit A (Aug. 9, 2022 letter from LNC Chair Angela 

McArdle to the LPNM Executive Committee). 

28. By the same letter, Chair McArdle, on behalf of the LNC, requested that the 

LPNM acknowledge that its prior, March 27, 2021 governing documents 
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remained operative, failing which “the LNC may need to consider other options 

in order to protect our branding and preserve the rights of aggrieved members 

of the LPNM.” Exhibit A. 

29. On August 25, 2022, the LPNM publicly elected to terminate its own affiliate 

relationship, informing Chair McArdle that the LPNM had “terminated our 

affiliation with the Libertarian National Committee, Inc. (LNC) and all of its 

subsidiary bodies, effective immediately,” and publishing that letter as part of a 

press release entitled “The Libertarian Party of New Mexico (LPNM) 

Announces Its Independence from the LNC.” See Exhibit B (“LPNM is no 

longer an affiliate of the LNC …. All connections between us whatsoever are 

now totally and completely severed.”). 

30. As described by Amicus Hagopian, the LNC’s vote to disaffiliate the LPNM was 

fundamentally a reaction to the LPNM’s attempt to “sever the affiliate 

relationship on its own.” Hagopian Amicus Br. at 6. 

31. The idea that the LPNM disaffiliation vote establishes the minimum procedural 

threshold for a contested disaffiliation like this one is akin to arguing that, 

because a criminal defendant voluntarily waived certain constitutional or 

procedural rights, other defendants are no longer permitted to invoke those 

same rights. 
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F. This JC appeal is not a trial. 

32. In determining whether the “for cause” standard and other provisions of 

Robert’s Rules have been satisfied, the Committee should not consider this 

appeal to be akin to the investigation or trial contemplated by Robert’s Rules or 

by the 2021 Dixon Committee motion and report. 

33. This Committee’s own formal rules are styled the “Rules of Appellate 

Procedure.” The Committee’s rules thus presuppose that a proceeding before 

this Committee is appellate in nature—not the investigation or trial that 

Robert’s Rules require. 

34. This Committee’s 2024 opinion in Phillies makes this clear. There, the LNC 

established an Investigatory Committee which investigated charges against 

Party Secretary Caryn Ann Harlos and found that she had committed both 

gross misconduct and conduct that disturbed the well-being of the Libertarian 

Party. 

35. On appeal, this Committee found, inter alia, that even accepting the 

Investigatory Committee’s findings as correct, the LNC had failed to properly 

allege the specific charges against Harlos, and that the “accused has the right 

to be apprised precisely of the conduct in which she is alleged to have engaged 

that satisfies the charge… to prepare for the scope of evidence she will have to 

face at trial.” Phillies at 7–8. 

36. The Committee explained that, although “[i]t may well be the case that [Party 

Secretary Caryn Ann] Harlos’ conduct did rise to the level of gross malfeasance, 
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and that the IC report does find as such … failure to allege conduct that meets 

all the elements of a charge is a fatal defect.” Id. (emphasis added). 

37. In interpreting the meaning of “for cause,” the Judicial Committee in Phillies 

correctly understood itself to be an appellate body reviewing procedural defects 

in the original Investigatory Committee proceeding.  

38. The conclusions or appellate arguments of the Investigatory Committee could 

not themselves have functioned as the notice Harlos was owed—even though 

this Committee wrote that “[i]t may well be” that the IC report established that 

Harlos had committed gross misconduct. If a Judicial Committee hearing could 

itself amount to an investigation or trial under Robert’s Rules, this reasoning in 

Phillies would be rendered meaningless. 

39. This Committee should adhere to this interpretation, not only because it is 

correct, but for general reasons of procedural stability and on account of the 

preference against inconsistency found throughout Robert’s Rules. 

III. Motion 

A. Affiliates qua affiliates should not be denied the right to file briefs 

in this proceeding. 

40. The LPNH is aware that between six and nine Libertarian Party affiliates 

have, at various points, sought to file amicus briefs in support of LPNH, but 

that all such briefs have so far been categorically rejected for changing 

reasons—initially procedural and later on the ground that affiliates are not 

“persons” and therefore cannot file amicus briefs. 
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41. The LPNH agrees with those affiliates that the Bylaws and this Committee’s 

rules require that all Libertarian Party affiliates be permitted to submit 

pleadings as legal persons in a disaffiliation appeal—especially where the 

subject of the dispute is the disaffiliation process itself. Petitioner particularly 

notes that LP Bylaws Art. 5 §6 clearly refers to, at minimum, the LNC and the 

LPNH as “interested persons.” 

42. Additionally, this case will be unfairly prejudiced against the Petitioner—an 

affiliate asserting its interests as a corporate person—if all other affiliates are a 

priori prohibited from being heard as distinct persons at all.  

43. Robert’s Rules, which are incorporated in the Party’s bylaws, recognize 

inherent “subgroup” rights to be heard: “Each individual or subgroup has the 

right to make the maximum effort to have his, her, or its position declared the 

will of the assembly to the extent that can be tolerated in the interests of the 

entire body.” RONR, at 61–62 (Principles Underlying Parliamentary Law). 

44. Accordingly, the LPNH moves that the Committee specify any grounds on 

which affiliate briefs have been denied, reconsider any Committee decision to 

deny affiliates the right to file amicus briefs, and accept amicus briefs into the 

record—not as abstract arguments, but as pleadings on behalf of the filing 

affiliates as persons with distinct interests. Cf. RONR, at 61–62 (Principles 

Underlying Parliamentary Law). 
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B. The LPNH preserves its objections to the JC’s selection. 

45. Some amici could be read to characterize the LPNH as accepting the method by 

which the present Judicial Committee was chosen. To be clear, the LPNH 

echoes Amicus Nickolas Ciesielski’s arguments regarding the selection of this 

Committee—including that a quorum was required to appoint additional 

Judicial Committee members—and incorporates those arguments by reference. 

46. The LPNH accordingly joins Amicus Ciesielski by moving that this Committee 

first consider the merits of Ciesielski’s argument before, if appropriate, 

addressing the substance of the LPNH’s principal arguments. 

47. The LPNH’s principal arguments do not depend on the Committee’s 

composition, and the LPNH therefore presents the selection issue through 

Amicus Ciesielski’s briefing rather than its own. 

IV. Prayer for Relief 

For the foregoing reasons, the LPNH respectfully moves this Committee for 

two forms of relief. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests that the Judicial Committee: 

1. Specify any grounds on which affiliate amicus briefs have been denied; 

reconsider any Committee decision to deny affiliates the right to file amicus 

briefs; and accept amicus briefs into the record as pleadings on behalf of the 

filing affiliates as persons with distinct interests; 
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2. First consider the merits of Amicus Ciesielski’s argument before, if appropriate, 

addressing the substance of the LPNH’s principal arguments;  

3. Reverse the National Committee’s purported revocation and order 

reinstatement of LPNH as the recognized state-level affiliate, together with all 

relief incidental to making reinstatement effective; or 

4. In the alternative, order the formation of a Dixon investigatory committee 

pursuant to the LNC’s June 2021 motion on the Jarvis matter and the Dixon 

Committee model, charged with interviewing witnesses, examining evidence, 

undertaking reasoned analysis, and reporting enumerated findings and 

recommendations to the Libertarian National Committee before any 

disaffiliation action takes effect; and 

5. Grant such further relief as this Committee deems just and proper. 

V. Exhibits 

A — August 9, 2022 letter from LNC Chair Angela McArdle to the Executive 

Committee of the Libertarian Party of New Mexico. 

B — August 25, 2022 LPNM letter and announcement, “The Libertarian Party of 

New Mexico (LPNM) Announces Its Independence from the LNC.” 
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Respectfully submitted this 8th day of August, 2026, 

 
Ian B. Huyett, Esq. 

Counsel for Petitioner 

PO Box 898 

Manchester, NH 03105 

603-824-5883 

IanHuyett@protonmail.com 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that on August 8, 2026 true copies of this Reply Brief and Motion, with 

attached Exhibits, were served by electronic mail on the Chair of the Judicial 

Committee; the Secretary of the Libertarian Party; and the Chair of the Libertarian 

National Committee. 

 
Ian B. Huyett, Esq. 

Counsel for Petitioner 

PO Box 898 

Manchester, NH 03105 

603-824-5883 

IanHuyett@protonmail.com 
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