2. Since no objection was filed to any of these candidates, and since the “challenges”
which are before the Board are devoid of any citation of authority, the LPI candidates are placed
in the position of having to conjure up an argument in support of those challenges, based on the
oral representations of counsel for the Board, in order to respond to that argument. This tooisa
violation of due process and equal protection.

3. The challenge is based on §10-10 of the Code pursuant to those representations.
That section deals with objections and no objection is before the Board as to any of these
candidates. This Board can only exercise the powers conferred on it by the legislature, assuming
those powers meet Constitutional muster. This Board’s function is limited to consideration of
objections to a candidate’s nominating papers; it has no authority to certify, or to refuse to
certify, candidates, Kozel vs. Staze Bd of Elections, 126 T11.2d 533, 533 N.E.2d 796 (1988). All
objections to any candidate’s eligibility to run for office must be resolved by the procedure set
out in the election code. People ex rel Klingelmueller vs, Hass, 111 I1L App.3d 88, 443 N.E.2d
782 (374 Dist,, 1982).

4. Under the Code, nomination papers, being filed as required by the Code, and in appareni
conformity with the provisions of this Act, SHALL BE DEEMED VALID UNLESS
OBJECTION THERETO IS MADE IN WRITING WITHIN 5 BUSINESS DAYS after the
last day for filing those papers. 70 ILCS 5/10-8, The question here is how far can this Board
go under the apparent conformity language of the statute in the absence of any timely
objection.

5. “Apparent” in the English language means clearly perceived or perceivable:
clear, evident, obvious, MANIFEST,; also VISIBLE. Funk & Wagnells New International
Dictionary of the English Language. It is not apparent from the face of the papers filed by the
LPI candidates that they are not elj gible for Precinct Committeeman positions in the LPL. Such 2
conclusion requires an evidentiary hearing, which cannot be had without a timely objection
raising that issue as to each candidate.

6. This is clear even from the case relied upon by counsel for the Board. This apparent
conformity challenge cannot go beyond the face of the papers filed by these candidates, In North
vs. Hinkle, 295 Ill. App3d 84 (2" Dist., 1998), the case cited by the Board’s counsel, the issue
was whether the trial court properly concluded, under §10-8 of the Code, that the defendant
possessed the authority to determine whether the plaintiffs’ nominating papers apparently
conformed to the Code’s requirements. In the North case, the parties agreed the candidates had
failed to file Statements of Candidacy with their papers.

7. The court in Norzh ruled that resolution of the issue was controlled by the Illinois
Supreme Court decision in People ex rel. Giese vs. Dillon, 266 TIl. 272, 275-276 (1914).
Therein, it was held that it was the Clerk’s duty (in the instant case this Board’s duty) to
determine whether, upon the face of the petition, it is in compliance with the law. Id., at 276.
If the petition on its face appears to comply with the statutory requisites, the clerk may not
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