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INTRODUCTION

Courts must interpret statutes in light of the prior law, the mischief to be
remedied, and the remedy Congress adopted. Heydon s Case (1584).

This Emergency Motion and Memorandum filed by Movants Sarah E.
Thompson and Edward T. Metz, Georgia electors and U.S. Veterans, seeks
immediate judicial recognition that the demand (and now seizure)' of purported
“election materials” by the Department of Justice Civil Rights Division
(“DOJ-CRD”), acting on behalf of the United States and claiming jurisdiction
under 52 U.S.C. §§ 20701 to 20706, rests on a sweeping constitutional falsehood
that totally avoids federal constitutional preemption. Courts have long found
that the legitimate holding of Federal Elections depends entirely on compliance
with Congress’s Article I prescriptions found in Chapter 1 of 2 U.S. Code. These
are powers delegated to the United States by the constitution under Article 10 of
the amendments to the Constitution and are laws which shall be necessary and
proper to carry into execution the foregoing Article I powers. U.S. v. Harris, 106
U.S. 629, 636 (1883). When Georgia officials receive or record votes contrary to
Congressional prescriptions, as they did in 2020 and ongoing, they are acting
without statutory power and, therefore, open to immediate prosecution using

herein facts and evidence.

" Search Warrant, In re Search Warrant, No. 1:26-MC-0177 (N.D. Ga. Jan. 28,
2026) (Salinas, U.S. Mag. J.).
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As concrete legal facts demonstrate, Georgia has not executed the Chapter 1
prescriptions of Congress since November 5, 2002, less than a week after the
passage of the Help America Vote Act (“HAVA”) which funded $3.9 billion in
largely mandatory payments to States for establishing federally certified electronic
systems in election districts.” Consistent with this fact, on January 30, 2026,
Michele Nichols, Director of the GA Department of Audits and Accounts stated,
referencing elections: “Our office does not have any public records outlining
federal preemptions.” (Ex. E). Administrative reliance on such systems cannot cure
a constitutional defect at the point of creation. INS v. Chadha, 462 U.S. 919, 951

(1983). Electronics produce no certain election property, data, or information.

As the Founders foresaw, within the old laws are clear remedies to the
tempting new evils. The Elections Clause of the U.S. CONST art 1, § 4, cl 1 vests
Congress with exclusive and preemptive authority to make or alter state
prescriptions for the Time, Place, and Manner of holding elections for
Representatives and Senators. Providentially, Congress used its powers after the
American Civil War to enact preemptive federal law, long before subordinate
modern “civil rights” welfare and safety statutes asserted by DOJ-CRD. Congress
exercised authority to prescribe the Time of electing Representatives and Senators

in2 U.S.C. § 1 (1914) and § 7 (1875). The Place is established within

2 Help America Vote Act of 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-252, 116 Stat. 1666 (Oct. 29,
2002).
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single-member federal election districts “prescribed by the laws of such state” per
2 U.S.C. § 2a and § 2c¢ (1929, 1967). Congress fixed the prescription for the
Manner (Method) of holding elections in 2 U.S.C. § 9 (1899). Congress spoke in

specific terms:

All votes for Representatives in Congress must be by written or printed
ballot, or voting machine the use of which has been duly authorized by the
State law; and all votes received or recorded contrary to this section shall be
of no effect. (R.S. § 27; Feb. 14, 1899, ch. 154, 30 Stat. 836. R.S. § 27
derived from acts Feb. 28, 1871, ch. 99, § 19, 16 Stat. 440, and May 30,
1872, ch. 239, 17 Stat. 192.)

This clear mandate operates with sweeping force: it limits not only the lawful
Manner of voting, but establishes the grounds for the effectiveness of individual
votes, which in turn concludes whether a federal election legally occurs. As such,
State fidelity and compliance with execution of the Manner at the prescribed Time
and Place determines whether any constitutionally lawful federal election records
are created. The conditioned REMEDY of Congress imposed on the states is clear.

Absent compliance, votes shall be of no effect.

Non-compliance with these prescriptions is clearly catastrophic to
fundamental voting rights and unconstitutional. Deprivation of the effective right
to vote [vote effectiveness] is patently incompatible with the republican form of
government guaranteed by Article IV. Minor v. Happersett, 88 U.S. (21 Wall.) 162,

176 (1875). As such, no legal rights, duties, or records can arise from such a
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nullity. 2 U.S.C. § 9; U.S. v. Gradwell, 243 U.S. 476, 485 (1917); Johnson v. Clark,
25 F. Supp. 285, 287-89 (N.D. Tex. 1938); Ex parte Siebold, 100 U.S. 371, 384-85
(1879) (the authority of the national government is paramount in federal elections).
Accordingly, the federal government cannot make jurisdictional demands where

Article 1 and Chapter 1 preemptions are so clearly breached.

Movants submit, based on firsthand experience as recent poll officers, poll
watchers, and/or candidates, including and since 2020, supported by public
admissions by state officials, that no Georgia polling place of any election district
operated using either of the only two constitutionally permitted methods. The
claimed “elections” were neither by written or printed ballots nor voting machines.
The terms are simple and their applied meaning was publicly understood at the
time of enactment. Written or printed ballots are paper forms, presented by poll
officers for manual marking and accounting. The term “voting machine” is
consistent with the U.S. Patents of J.H. Myers,* and O.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(40).

Preceding the event titled “Presidential Preference Primary of March 2020”

and again at the event titled “Presidential General Election of November 3, 2020”

3 U.S. Patent No. 415,548 & 415,549, Voting Machine (Issued Nov. 19, 1889),
available at
https://patentimages.storage.googleapis.com/92/b3/32/1073a5444b67af/US415549.
pdf. U.S. Patent No. 424,332, Voting Machine (Issued Mar 25, 1890),
https://patentimages.storage.googleapis.com/25/c0/9¢c/f24fec8b2d2d38/US424332.
pdf.
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instead of ensuring a constitutional voting Method through proper execution of
state laws and oversight, Georgia state election officials coerced the next
generation of electronic systems upon all county jurisdictions by means of a
contractual arrangement for corporations to perform both services and state
functions for and on behalf of the Georgia Secretary of State.* Dominion Voting
Systems, Inc. and KnowInk, LLC implemented their systems with the full
government support and taxpayer funding. All systems and peripheral devices were
fully deployed in all Georgia polling locations to generate [counterfeit] “election

results” on November 3, 2020.°

The State of Georgia has exploited The People by totally depriving our
rights in a textbook effort consistent with the federal definitions of collaborated
sedition. The national drama pivots around the legal fact that Georgia officials,

along with those of nearly every other state, eliminated constitutional means to

* Master Solution Purchase Agreement by and Between Dominion Voting Systems,
Inc. as Contractor, and Secretary of the State of Georgia, July 29, 2019, pg. 54,
https://gaverifiedvoting.org/pdf/20190729-GA-Dominion-Contract.pdf.

> Security-Focused Tech Company, Dominion Voting to Implement New Verified
Paper Ballot System, Georgia Secretary of State (July 29, 2019),
https://sos.ga.gov/news/security-focused-tech-company-dominion-voting-impleme
nt-new-verified-paper-ballot-system. State Election Board Invites Dominion Voting
Systems to Discuss 2020 Statewide Voting System, Georgia Secretary of State (Feb.
23, 2021),
https://so0s.ga.gov/news/state-election-board-invites-dominion-voting-systems-disc
uss-2020-statewide-voting-system. Secretary of State's Office Releases Additional
RFP Documents, Georgia Secretary of State (Aug. 8, 2019),
https://s0s.ga.gov/news/secretary-states-office-releases-additional-rfp-documents.

6
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effective voting by replacing constitutional Manners of holding Elections. Where

votes are of no effect by a scheme used outside of the Congressional Provision of
the Elections Clause, a Federal Election does not occur.

This case falls apart for lack of concrete facts. Mainly, no party has
produced, or can produce, evidence that a constitutional federal election consistent
with Article I and 2 U.S.C. § 9 occurred in Fulton County or anywhere in the State
of Georgia on or about November 3, 2020. Upon discovery, Movants notified Clerk
Che Alexander on January 2, 2025 by email and UPS (See Ex. A),® explaining that
the DOJ-CRD is unlawfully protecting executives by pursuing only state public
records and materials constituting counterfeit substitutes. Sealing as such is outside
her official duties and exposes custodians to personal liability. Electronic outputs
are only state public records of private entities acting for or on behalf of
government agencies per O.C.G.A. § 50-18-70(b)(2). State law mandates their

transparency to the public, and, in this case, as evidence for indictments.

Parties assert civil rights laws that do not add to government election
powers. In fact, the guarantee of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal
Constitution is a guarantee against exertion of arbitrary and tyrannical power on

the part of the government and legislature of a State. U.S. v. Harris, 106 U.S. at

¢ UPS, Track by Tracking Number: 1Z70412R0305850045,
https://www.ups.com/track?tracknum=1Z10412R0305850045 (last visited Jan. 9,
2026).
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633. Civil rights legislation enforces constitutional prohibitions but confers no new
federal power and cannot enlarge, substitute for, or override the Constitution’s
original allocation of election authority. The Civil Rights Cases, 109 U.S. 3, 11-13
(1883); U.S. v. Harris, 106 U.S. at 629, 639—40. Cloaked acts of 42 U.S.C.
“Welfare,” such as HAVA, do not preempt, nor supersede Article 1 prescriptions.
Furthermore, it presents as a conspiracy against the rights of Georgians that the
DOJ-CRD asserts Title III of the Civil Rights Act of 1960 in place of the absent

Article 1 preemptive mandates for holding federal elections.

The government-led scheme in this case constitutes fraud upon the Court
that requires remedy by the full power of judicial responsibility, as all Fulton
County citizens, and, by implication, all Georgians are egregiously injured. By
HAVA, officials used federal and state tax dollars to establish an unconstitutional
electronic infrastructure to replace the constitutional lever voting machines and

propagandize the removal of the constitutional paper ballot method as sub-modern.

Negligent judicial handling of this case and connected cases has the potential
to be terminally catastrophic to the general government of the United States, and
the Republic itself, because of its fabricated and conjectural basis. As the Court is
aware, the states have no power, by taxation or otherwise, to retard, impede,

burden, or in any manner control the operations of the constitutional laws enacted
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by congress to carry into effect the powers vested in the national government.
M'Culloch v. State, 17 U.S. 316, 317, 4 L. Ed. 579 (1819). This includes the right
to have one's vote at an election for a member of Congress counted, which is as
open to protection by Congress as is the right to vote itself. U.S. v. Mosley, 238
U.S. 383, 35 S. Ct. 904, 59 L. Ed. 1355 (1915). The DOJ-CRD, in this case,
attempts to represent the interest of the entire federal government, including
Congress, but appears to be enjoined with Georgia political actors to actually, and

by means of judicial powers, to further deprive the fundamental right to vote.

The demanded and now seized materials are not federal election records.
They are substitutionary outputs generated under an executive-vendor regime, not
the materials of a constitutional election. Under Georgia law, lawful election
records arise only from mandatory paper ballot prescriptions codified at O.C.G.A.
§§ 21-2-280 to 21-2-294 and 21-2-430 to 21-2-440, which the Georgia Supreme
Court has affirmed as the controlling statutory prescription. Rhoden v.
Athens-Clarke County Board of Elections, 310 Ga. 266 (2020). Though the parties
lacked standing, similar to the matter herein, the Court still held (1) on October 19,
2020 that elections are “subject to statutory provisions governing use of paper
ballots.” Then, just days later, officials prohibited the Article 1 Manner statewide.
Neither precinct poll officers nor county superintendents duly certified returns per

0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-437 and 21-2-493(c)(e) and (g) statutory provisions governing
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use of paper ballots (nor voting machines) were executed per federal mandate.

By suppressing Congress’s election prescription, invoking Title 42
enforcement mechanisms in a constitutional vacuum, and seeking judicial
compulsion based on the false predicate that a lawful federal election occurred, the
DOJ-CRD asks this Court to enforce what Congress has expressly declared to be
“of no effect.” Such use of judicial process constitutes fraud upon the court, and
worse, because it advances a claim the Court lacks constitutional authority to grant

and that compels custodians to mischaracterize records that are void as a matter of

law. Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. at 32, 4446.

Standing to bring or adjudicate election-related claims presupposes the
concrete existence of a lawful constitutional election. Before adjudicating such
rights or injuries, a court must first determine whether the election was conducted
pursuant to the governing constitutional and statutory prescription. Johnson v.
Clark, 25 F. Supp. at 285, 287—88; Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555,
560-61 (1992) (Party invoking federal jurisdiction bears the burden of establishing
elements of standing, Fed. R. Civ. P. 170A). Congress’s Article 1 prescriptions
define the legal existence of federal elections, and deviations render resulting acts
legally ineffective. U.S. v. Gradwell, 243 U.S. at 476, 485; Ex parte Siebold, 100

U.S. at 371, 384-85; U.S. v. Classic, at 313 U.S. 299, 315-16.

10
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In 2020, state and county officials administered a next generation of
proprietary electronic voting systems in all Georgia polling places through
expansive administrative action that was neither authorized by Congress nor
consistent with Georgia’s mandatory paper-ballot statutes; they imposed it upon the
electorate without lawful alternatives. These actions operated to substitute an
executive-vendor regime for Congress’s prescribed Manner of holding federal
elections and thereby to manufacture the appearance of a federal election where
none lawfully occurred. Where no constitutionally valid election occurs, alleged
injuries predicated on election outcome are conjectural and insufficient to confer
standing. Lance v. Coffman, 549 U.S. 437, 442 (2007). The injury here is the
wholesale deprivation of the right to cast an effective vote and to participate in a
republican form of government caused by the absence of any lawful federal
election at all. U.S. v. Classic, 313 U.S. at 299, 315; Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S.
533, 555 (1964). Where public officials act without honest and actual antagonistic
assertion of lawful authority and place the public interest at hazard, courts have a
duty to set aside the resulting adjudications. U.S. v. Johnson, 319 U.S. 302 (1943).
See also Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. 32, 4446 (1991); Hazel-Atlas Glass

Co. v. Hartford-Empire Co., 322 U.S. 238, 246 (1944).

11
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The abusive blight to deny representation will reoccur absent a lawful status

quo. The electronic scheme “assisted” by the U.S.A. is fatal to the Republic itself.’

ARGUMENT

I. Scope of Congressional Authority Over Federal Elections
Congress’s authority to regulate federal elections and to protect the right to
vote is plenary when exercised pursuant to express constitutional grants. U.S.

CONST. art. I, § 4, cl. 1 states:

The Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for Senators and
Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof;
but the Congress may at any time by Law make or alter such
Regulations, except as to the Places of chusing Senators.

The Necessary and Proper Clause empowers plain execution by law. U.S. CONST.

art. I, § 8, cl. 18; McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. (4 Wheat.) 316, 421 (1819).

Atrticle I, Section 2 vests the choice of Representatives in the People of the
several States. Where Congress has exercised authority under the Elections Clause
to prescribe the Manner of holding federal elections, such regulations are
paramount and supersede all contrary state law, and neither states nor executive

officials may alter that prescription. Ex parte Siebold, 100 U.S. at 371, 384-85;

" Supra Note 2 (An Act ... to establish a program to provide funds to States to
replace punch card voting systems and lever voting machines... to establish the
Election Assistance Commission ...).

12
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Smiley v. Holm, 285 U.S. at 355, 366—67; U.S. v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299 at 315-16;

Arizona v. Inter Tribal, 570 U.S. at 1, 14.

Congress’s powers under the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments are
coextensive with the Necessary and Proper Clause itself to enforce civil rights. Ex
parte Virginia, 100 U.S. 339, 34546 (1879). These provisions authorize Congress
to enact “appropriate legislation” to secure equal protection and to prevent
abridgment of the right to vote, but those powers presuppose the existence of

constitutionally valid elections with deference to Article 1 preemptions.

Federal courts consistently reject claims of exclusive state sovereignty over
election processes where Congress acts within its scope. U.S. v. Darby, 312 U.S.
100, 124 (1941). The federal prescription to all of the states for ‘“Manner of
Holding Elections” to properly effectuate votes in 2 U.S. Code § 9 was made by
Congress. In U.S. v. Manning, the court upheld the registration provisions of the
Civil Rights Act of 1960 as proper alterations of state prescriptions holding that
“[n]othing in the language or history of the Tenth Amendment gives the State
exclusive sovereignty over the election processes against the Federal government’s
otherwise constitutional exercise of a power...” 215 F. Supp. 272, 277 (W.D. La.
1963) (citing McCulloch v. MD at 263). See also U.S. v. Classic, 313 U.S. at 314;
Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 651, 663 (1884). The epitome of state tyranny is

herein total denial and deprivation of voting rights.

13
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As summarized in U. S. v. State of Louisiana, Congress enacted the Civil
Rights Act of 1960 to secure more effective protection of voting rights in
constitutionally compliant elections. 225 F. Supp. 353, 360-61 (E.D. La. 1963),
aff’d, 380 U.S. 145 (1965); see also State of Ala. ex rel. Gallion v. Rogers, 187 F.
Supp. 848 (M.D. Ala. 1960), aff’d sub nom. Dinkens v. Att’y Gen. of U.S., 285

F.2d 430 (5th Cir. 1961). Absent Art. 1 prescriptions, enforcement authority is null.

Where a state conducts elections in direct and total abrogation of Congress’s
controlling prescription and its own mandatory implementing statutes — and
denies the citizens of its own constitutional state provisions — no acts “requisite to

voting” occur and, therefore, no lawful federal-election records are created.

IL. Supremacy Clause Requirement: Article I Election Prescriptions Preempt
Contrary Law

Under the Supremacy Clause, U.S. CONST. art. VI, cl. 2, the Constitution
and laws made in pursuance thereof are the supreme law of the land, binding
judges in every state notwithstanding any contrary state law, executive practice,
administrative regulation, or funding condition. When Congress legislates pursuant
to an express constitutional delegation, its enactments carry structural preemptive
Jorce. The Elections Clause renders Congress’s authority over the Time, Place, and
Manner of holding federal elections paramount, and once Congress has exercised

that authority, its regulations supersede all conflicting state law. Ex parte Siebold,

14
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100 U.S. 371, 38485 (1879); Smiley v. Holm, 285 U.S. 355, 366—67 (1932); U.S.
v. Classic, 313 U.S. at 299, 315-16. Neither states nor executive agencies may
substitute methods, redefine terms, or evade Congress’s prescriptions through
administrative practice, appropriations, or private contracting.
ITI. Congress Alone Prescribes the Manner of Federal Elections: 2 U.S.C. § 9
Congress fixed the lawful Manner of voting for U.S. Representatives in 2
U.S.C. § 9 (1899). The prescribed Manner is mandatory. “A mandatory provision
in a statute is one the omission to follow which renders the proceeding to which it
relates illegal and void. Territory ex rel. Sulzer v. Canvassing Bd., 5 Alaska 602,

615 (D. Alaska 1917).

A nonofficial ballot is not a ballot at all; it is not simply an illegal ballot; it is
a void ballot... If the nonofficial ballots... are to be counted, then why not
count all nonofficial ballots? And if this is to be done, what is the necessity
of any official ballots?. /Id.

Because this binding, positive law permits only two methods, official balloting or
valid machine tabulation does not occur outside of this. As such, States have no
choice, except whether to adopt the use of voting machines and to select

a manufacturer, and Congress imposed no obligation on their use.® (Ex. E). The

method of printed paper ballots is the federal backstop outside of machines.

832 Cong. Rec. 1611-1613 (Feb. 8, 1899).

15
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The final sentence of 2 U.S.C. § 9 operates as a self-executing nullification
clause, declaring that votes received or recorded outside Congress’s prescribed
Manner are a legal nullity and incapable of producing a lawful federal election.
Where the prescribed Manner is not used, the election is void for federal purposes
and cannot generate lawful records. U.S. v. Gradwell, 243 U.S. 476, 485 (1917);

Johnson v. Clark, 25 F. Supp. at 285, 287-89. Only theater is left.

IV. The Fixed Meaning of “Written or Printed Ballot” and “Voting Machine”
Statutory meaning is fixed at enactment. Wisconsin Cent. Ltd. v. U.S., 585
U.S. 274, 281 (2018). The handwritten paper ballot gave way to the Australian
pre-printed type toward the end of the century. In 1899, a ballot was a paper
instrument, presented by poll officers, manually marked, and then cast into a ballot
box. Case law amplifies the meaning. For example, Act June 22, 1891, S.H.A. ch.
46, § 16-1 et seq., which mirrors O.C.G.A. § 21-2-435 provides:
Voting shall be by ballots printed and distributed at public expense, that no
other ballots shall be used, and that the voter shall prepare his ballot by
making a cross opposite the name of the candidate of his choice, or by
writing in the name of the candidate of his choice in a blank space on said
ticket, and making a cross opposite thereto. Held, that voters are not

confined to the names printed on the official ballot... Sanner v. Patton, 155
Ill. 553, 40 N.E. 290 (1895).

Alternately, the definition and meaning of “voting machine” is consistent

with the invention of the mechanical lever “voting machine” in USPTO patents of

16



Case 1:25-cv-07084-TWT  Document 25  Filed 02/02/26  Page 17 of 64

J.H. Myers (1889, 1890).” Electronic, software-driven, optical-scan, or networked
systems did not exist and were not contemplated in 1899 and per Congressional
Record, only delegated to the states the option and terms of their use.'® (Ex. E).
Georgia law preserves the “voting machine” definition in O.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(40) as
a “mechanical device... also known as a lever machine.” Fulton County attorneys
stated: “In fact, the voting system used by Fulton County... is not a system of
“voting machines,” a term which is defined in O.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(41)...” See In re
Dec. 6, 2022 Gen. Election Ballot, 316 Ga. 843, 889 (2023) (filed May 18, 2023).

Conclusively, Georgia complies with neither congressional Manner.

V. Georgia’s Implementing Paper-Ballot Statutes Are Mandatory and
Exclusive

Georgia’s O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-430 to 21-2-440 supplies a concrete mandate of
non-discretionary official ballot form and procedure for lawful election. The
Supreme Court of Georgia has affirmed that elections are exclusively subject to

these paper-ballot provisions. Rhoden v. Athens-Clarke, 310 Ga. at 266, 272—73.

As summarized in the Alexander Letter (Ex. A), Georgia law mandates: an
official paper ballot printed and furnished by superintendent through poll officers;
a detachable stub/number strip; folded ballot presentation; pen or pencil marking

by the elector; and deposit of the folded ballot into the ballot box to effect the

® Supra Note 3.
© Supra Note 8.

17



Case 1:25-cv-07084-TWT Document 25 Filed 02/02/26  Page 18 of 64

constitutional secret ballot guarantee. These requisite acts are only acts capable of
adjudicating voter intent and producing lawful election materials per 2 U.S.C. § 9.
Also, use of electronics is prohibited by O.C.G.A. § 21-2-300(a)(2) (“unless

otherwise authorized by law”). The federal preemptive law supersedes state law.

Further, the contract between a foreign person, John Poulos, of Dominion
Voting Systems, Inc. and officials of the State of Georgia, states:'* “The printed
ballot contains a written summary of the voter s choices, as well as a 2D
barcode...” This directly contradicts paper ballot form provisions of law found in
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-280 to 21-2-294 and §§ 21-2-430 to 21-2-440. (Ex. B).

V1. Additional Total Failure on Congressionally Prescribed Place and Time

As stated, Congress prescribed the Time and Place of holding Elections in 2
US.C.§1,82a,§2c,§5,§7, § 8. Georgia’s state legislature enacted consistent
definitions: ““Precinct” is synonymous with the term "voting precinct" and means
a geographical area, established in accordance with this chapter, from which all
electors [assigned to the precinct] vote at one polling place” per 0.C.G.A. §
21-2-2(28). “Polling place” means the room provided in each precinct for voting at
a primary or election” (27). And, “Poll officers” means the chief manager, assistant
managers, [the board] and clerks required to conduct primaries and elections in any

precinct in accordance with this chapter” (26). These poll officers only have duty

" Supra Note 4.

18
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on Election Day, as state law prescribes, which is the only day polls are open: “All
elections and primaries shall be conducted in each polling place by a board...” per
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-90. They are sworn to work “On the day of a primary or
election,” and a planned absence drives a need to fill Election Day vacancies per
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-94 to -99. Georgia elections officials from top to bottom fail.
Furthermore, Congress prescribed no official voting activity to any other day
besides Election Day, as there is no Place outside of the polling place in every
precinct. This upholds the fundamental voting rights of electors respectively
assigned to each election district. Since Article 1 Manner is prohibited, the
concrete fact materializes that poll officers are prohibited by all of Georgia’s
election officials from conducting their sworn duties in compliance with the

congressionally prescribed Time and Place of the Polling Place on Election Day.

VIL Record-Deficiency Rule: Lawful Election Records Are a Mandatory
Condition Precedent to Any Federal Demand

Any lawful request or demand for election records by a state or federal
official is strictly limited to constitutionally valid election records created through
the Manner of voting prescribed by Congress and implemented through Georgia’s
mandatory paper-ballot statutes. U.S. CONST. art. I, § 4,¢l. 1;2 U.S.C. § 9;
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-280 to 21-2-294 and §§ 21-2-430 to 21-2-440. Where the

paper-ballot method was not used for in-person voting on Election Day, November

19
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3, 2020, mandatory records precedent to any lawful precinct return and county
certification were never generated. O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-437 and 21-2-493(a). Their
absence indicates that no lawful precinct returns were duly certified and no lawful
county certification could occur as a matter of law. See Exhibits A (Chart III and

IV) and C for lists showing total deficiency. Again, there are no certain records.

Nothing can substitute for prescribed official ballots, tally papers, voter
certificates, or certified general return sheets. Johnson v. Clark, 25 F. Supp. at 285,
287-89. 1. Relabeling electronic artifacts as “election records” cannot cure the

constitutional and statutory defect at the point of creation.

Since the votes of Georgians are “of no effect” according to Congress, no
federal election occurred, ergo, no records exist. 0 + 0 # 1. Title III inspection and
preservation authority presupposes the existence of records generated by lawful
acts requisite to voting and cannot operate where that condition precedent is
absent. Kennedy v. Lynd, 306 F.2d 222, 225-26 (5th Cir. 1962). Any demand
compelling production, inspection, or preservation of counterfeit substitutionary
artifacts is therefore ultra vires, and would improperly enlist the Court in
enforcement upon a false predicate. This constitutes fraud upon the Court under

Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(d)(3). Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. at 32, 44—46.

VIIL Fraud Upon the Court and Violations of the Federal Rules
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A. Fraud Upon the Court

Fraud upon the court occurs where a party or its counsel (1) advances a false
legal predicate, (2) conceals controlling law or material facts, and (3) seeks judicial
action the court lacks constitutional authority to grant, thereby corrupting the
judicial process itself. Id; Hazel-Atlas Glass Co. v. Hartford-Empire Co., at 322

U.S. 238, 246; Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(d)(3). This case presents each element.

The DOJ-CRD, has sought summary judicial compulsion of purported
“federal election records” while affirmatively omitting any pleading claim or
verifiable evidence of compliance with the federal preemptions herein. By
invoking Title III of the Civil Rights Act of 1960 as an independent enforcement
mechanism they advance a false constitutional predicate by seeking relief the Court
lacks power to grant. Suppression of this condition precedent materially misleads
the Court as to its jurisdiction, remedial authority, and the legal character of the

records sought.

Courts are required to know and apply the governing election law before
issuing orders that enforce federal election statutes. Johnson v. Clark, 25 F. Supp.
at 285, 287-89. Granting production on a false premise presuming a federal
election where Congress has declared the contrary has improperly entangled this

Court.

B. Violations of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
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The pleadings and litigation posture in this case implicate multiple,
independent violations of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Plaintiff fails to
state a cognizable claim under Rule 8(a)(2) because it does not plead the
constitutional and statutory prerequisites necessary for the legal existence of
federal election records, yet presumes entitlement to relief predicated on their
existence. Plaintiff further advances legal and factual contentions not warranted by
existing law, and for an improper purpose, in violation of Rule 11(b)(1)—(3), by
selectively invoking 52 U.S.C. § 20701 while suppressing Congress’s controlling
Article I election prescription and recasting a dispute over ballots and election
materials. Parties cast the issues as concerning “registration,” as if separate from
Article 1 Elections, which it is not. They also proceed without disclosure of
interested governmental and private actors whose statutory duties, custodial
authority, and potential liability are directly implicated, contrary to Rule 7.1(a),
thereby impairing the Court’s ability to assess jurisdiction, impartiality, and the real
parties in interest. Plaintiff seeks relief that cannot be accorded among existing
parties because the materials demanded are not created or controlled by the named
Defendant alone, requiring joinder of county election superintendents and boards
of elections under Rule 19(2)(1)(A). Finally, Plaintiff’s representations and

demands were not formed after a reasonable inquiry, violating Rule 26(g).

C. Mischaracterization of Custody and Nature of Records
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A defect afflicting this case is the mischaracterization of both custody and
legal character of the records sought. Plaintiff does not establish the threshold legal
fact that Georgia administered a constitutionally compliant Manner of holding

Elections to produce federal records in 2020. Nevertheless, they seek compulsion.

Both parties have elevated civil rights enforcement statutes above the
constitutional source of election authority. Balloting, return of results, and voter
registration are acts requisite to voting within the constitutional structure of
election Manner of Holding Elections. U. S. v. Manning, 215 F. Supp. at 277.
Attempts to segregate any records into Title III while divorcing the requirement for
Article I and 2 U.S.C. Code, Chapter 1 compliance inverts the constitutional order
and falsely suggests that election materials can be insulated from federal election
law via an administrative label and limiting “investigative” provisions of the Civil
Rights Act. (Def. Mot. to Dism., para 2). One cannot invoke, apply, or enforce

Title III in a constitutional vacuum.
D. Ethical Violations Implicated

Described conduct implicates violations of ABA Model Rule 3.3(a)(1) (false
statements of law by omission), ABA Model Rule 4.1(a) (material
misrepresentations), and ABA Model Rule 8.4(c) (dishonesty and
misrepresentation). Federal courts possess inherent authority to address such

misconduct to protect the integrity of proceedings. Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501
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U.S. at 32, 43—46. These ethical breaches are confirmed by objective evidence that
Georgia’s auditing authority, as of January 30, 2026, maintains no public records
identifying federal congressional preemptions governing Georgia’s compliance
with Article I election law, despite auditing HAVA-funded election administration
for compliance with “applicable federal and state requirements.” (Ex. D). Even
despite unconstitutional appropriations, it is startling that counsel proceeds. Where
counsel knows or should know that Congress has enacted binding election
prescriptions, continued litigation premised on the record existence constitutes the
basis for stated ABA violations.

CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE HEARING

This matter does not present an ordinary discovery dispute. Movants place
the Court on notice of credible crime and fraud upon the judicial process arising
from Plaintiff’s and Defendant’s posed battle over election records, while
suppressing the need to establish their lawful existence under Article I election law.
Plaintiff’s theory of relief rests on a fatal constitutional omission: it asks the Court
to assume the legal existence of federal-election records without first determining
whether a constitutional federal election occurred under Congress’s governing
prescriptions. Where that condition precedent is absent, no lawful federal-election

records can exist as a matter of law.

Accordingly, Movants respectfully request that the Court:
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1. Immediately schedule a hearing to address the alleged crime and fraud upon
the Court, including the omission of U.S. CONST. art. I, § 4, cl. 1 and 2
U.S.C. § 9 from Plaintiff’s pleadings and litigation posture;

2. Order Plaintiff to show cause why its pleadings and conduct do not violate
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8, 11, 7.1, 19, and 26(g);

3. Stay or reverse any order of compulsion, inspection, or enforcement pending
resolution of the threshold constitutional predicate governing the legal
existence of federal-election records;

4. Exercise the Court’s inherent supervisory authority to protect the integrity of
its proceedings; and

5. Grant such other and further relief as justice and the Constitution require.

The federal judiciary bears an independent duty to ensure that its processes
are not used to validate ultra vires executive action or to transmute constitutionally

void artifacts into lawful election records by judicial decree.

Respectfully submitted this 2nd Day of February, 2026.

(856) 866-6881 (404) 831-9288
freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com TedMetz@protonmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to L.R. 7.1 (D), the undersigned certifies that the foregoing has
been prepared in Times New Roman 14pt, a font and type selection approved by

the Court in L.R. 5.1 (C), one-inch margins, and 25 pages or less.

Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of February, 2026,

(856) 866-6881 (404) 831-9288
freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com TedMetz@protonmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

We hereby certify that we have this date served a copy of the foregoing

“Emergency Motion and Memorandum of Law to Recognize Crime and Fraud

Upon the Court and Ongoing Seizure of Governmental Control Outside the

Article 1 Constitutional Prescriptions” filed on February 2, 2026 with the Clerk
pursuant to Case No.: 1:25-cv-07084-TWT of the U.S. District Court of GA,

N.D., Atlanta Division by first class mail to ensure delivery to the following

parties:

Harmeet K. Dhillon

Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

U.S. Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20530

Eric V. Neff

Acting Chief, Voting Section
Civil Rights Division

U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20530

CA Bar No. 289367

Brittany Bennett

Trial Attorney, Voting Section
GA Bar No. 717377

U.S. Department of Justice

4 Constitution Square

Michael W. Tyler
Georgia Bar No. 721152
C. Allen Garrett Jr.
Georgia Bar No. 286335
Jennifer Cotton

Georgia Bar No. 520708

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton LLP
1100 Peachtree Street, Suite 2800
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Phone: (404) 815-6500

Fax: (404) 815-6555
mtyler@ktslaw.com
agarrett@ktslaw.com
jeotton@ktslaw.com
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150 M Street NE, Room 8.141
Washington, D.C. 20002
Telephone: (202) 307-2767

Email: Brittany.bennett@usdoj.gov

Christopher J. Gardner

Ga. Bar No. 163932

Trial Attorneys, Voting Section
Civil Rights Division

U.S. Department of Justice

150 M Street NE, Room 8.141
Washington, D.C. 20002

Phone: (202) 704-5430
Christopher.Gardner@usdoj.gov

This 2nd day of February, 2026,

(856) 866-6881 (404) 831-9288
freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com TedMetz@protonmail.com

28



Case 1:25-cv-07084-TWT  Document 25  Filed 02/02/26  Page 29 of 64

CERTIFICATE OF INTERESTED PERSONS AND CORPORATE
DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

Complying with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 28(a)(1) and LR
3.3(A)(1)-(4), and Rule 7.1, the undersigned non-party Movants submit the
following Certificate of Interested Persons and Corporate Disclosure Statement.
This disclosure is made for purposes of judicial transparency, conflict screening,
and compliance with applicable disclosure rules, and is based on information
presently known to Movants. This statement represents a full and complete list of
trial judges, attorneys, persons, associations, firms, partnerships, or corporations
that have an interest in the outcome of this particular case to the best of their
knowledge as Movants.

I. Parties:

Plaintiff: United States of America.

Defendant: Ché Alexander, Clerk of Courts for Fulton County.

Proposed Intervenors: Black Voters Matter Fund, Communication Workers
of America Local 3204, and Communication Workers of America Local 3204
Retired Members Council.

II. Counsel of Record:

Plaintiff: Harmeet K. Dhillon, Eric V. Neff, Christopher J. Gardner, and Brittany E.
Bennett.

Defendant: Michael W. Tyler, C. Allen Garrett Jr., and Jennifer Cotton.

Proposed Intervenors: Adam M. Sparks, Uzoma N. Nkwonta, Branden D.
Lewiston, and Marcos Mocine-McQueen for Black Voters Matter Fund.

IIL. Other Interested Persons, Associations, Firms, Partnerships, or Corporations

Named because their statutory duties, contracts, records, certifications, or
asserted authority are directly implicated by the constitutional and statutory issues
raised in Movants’ filing, including the characterization, custody, and inspection of
materials asserted to be “federal election records.” '

CIP - 1of 4
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A. Georgia State Government Actors with Article 1 Responsibility

Brian P. Kemp, in his personal capacity, for executing acts outside law,
constitution, duty, and sworn loyalties in 2020 and ongoing instead of
ensuring that the laws were faithfully executed, preserving the peace, and
enforcing laws. (Governor 2019 - present).

Brad P. Raffensperger, in his personal capacity, for executing acts outside
law, constitution, duty, and sworn loyalties in 2020 and ongoing instead of
performing as the state executive officer charged with administering only
constitutional and lawful elections. (Secretary of State 2019 - present).

C. Ryan Germany, in his personal capacity, for acts outside law, constitution,
duty, and sworn loyalties in 2020 to represent only official actions involving
constitutional and lawful elections. (General Counsel for Secretary
Raffensperger 2019 - 2023).

David J. Worley, Rebecca N. Sullivan, Matt Mashburn, Anita Sullivan, and
Ed Lindsey, in their personal capacities, for executing acts outside of law,
constitution and duty instead of performing as the responsible State Election
Board responsible for approving and overseeing only lawful election
procedures in 2020.

Christopher M. Carr, to the extent he represents or advises state election
officials regarding election administration and record retention. (Attorney
General 2016 - present).

These individual entities are disclosed because the relief sought and legal

determinations requested concern the scope of lawful election administration under
Article I of the United States Constitution and corresponding Georgia statutes, and
may substantially affect their asserted authority or practices.

B. Fulton County Election Authorities with Article 1 Responsibility

Fulton County Board of Registration and Elections Members: Ms. Mary
Carole Cooney; Ms. Vernetta Keith Nuriddin; Mr. Mark Wingate; Mr. Aaron
V. Johnson; Dr. Kathleen Ruth, in their personal capacities, for executing
acts outside of law, constitution and duty instead of performing as the
responsible Superintendents responsible for approving and overseeing only
lawful election procedures in 2020.

CIP-2of 4
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C. Contracted Technology and Service Corporations

e Dominion Voting Systems, Inc.
e Knowlnk, LLC

These entities are disclosed because they have contributed services and other
items of value relating to elections, including equipment, software, warranties
and/or services to Georgia state and county election authorities pursuant to
contracts and [invalid] election certifications, and because materials generated
through such systems do not constitute lawful “election records” under federal and
state law. They are counterfeit under law.

Disclosure of these entities is made solely for transparency and conflict-
screening purposes, based on their connection to the subject matter of the
proceeding, and does not assert liability, wrongdoing, or party status.

IV. Movants (Non-Party)

e Sarah E. Thompson, Georgia elector and U.S. Veteran
e Edward T. Metz, Georgia elector and U.S. Veteran

Movants are non-parties who have filed a notice and motion seeking judicial
recognition of constitutional and statutory limitations on the characterization and
compelled production of election-related materials. This Certificate is intended to
provide the Court with a complete and candid disclosure of entities whose interests
could be substantially affected by the Court’s rulings on those questions, including
determinations concerning:

e The lawful manner of federal elections,

e The definition and existence of federal election records,

e The scope of inspection and preservation authority under federal law, and
e The duties and limits of custodial officials.

V. Certification

We, the undersigned, certify that the foregoing represents a full and
complete disclosure of all known interested persons and entities required to be
disclosed under the applicable rules.

CIP -3 of 4
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Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of February, 2026,

(856) 866-6881 (404) 831-9288
freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com TedMetz@protonmail.com

CIP -4 of 4
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EXHIBITS

A: Metz/Thompson Letter to Clerk Ché Alexander (Jan. 2, 2026).

B: Dominion/Imagecast X Image of Paper with “Summary of Voter’s Choices”
Fulton County (November 3, 2020). “Official Ballot” label is a false

representation.

C: List of Totally Missing Requisite Accounting Records for Elections by

Provisions of Georgia Law Governing the Use of Paper Ballots (Printed Ballots).

D: United States Congressional Record of 2 U.S. Code § 9 Debate and Enactment.

32 Cong. Rec. 1611-1613 (Feb. 8, 1899).

E: Georgia Department of Audits and Accounts Records Request Remittance of
Michele Nichols, (January 30, 2026). No public records outlining federal

preemptions.
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Edward T. Metz Sarah E. Thompson

6231 Dodgen Rd SW 150 Timber Cove

Mableton, GA 30126 Statesboro, GA 30461
tedmetz@gmail.com freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com
404-831-9288 856-866-6881

Date: January 2, 2025
Via Certified and Electronic Mail

Che Alexander

Clerk of Superior Court

Justice Center Tower

185 Shirley C. Franklin Blvd., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
che.alexander@fultoncountyga.gov

Re: Constitutional Defect in DOJ Demand for “Election Materials” and Absence of Lawfully
Prescribed Federal Election Records

Dear Clerk Alexander,

We write as United States Veterans and fellow Georgia citizens regarding the action
brought by the Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division, in the United States District Court for
the Northern District of Georgia, Atlanta Division (Case No. 1:25-CV-07084-TWT), in which you
have been named as Defendant. We offer you decades of combined experience in detailed
monitoring of governmental affairs, including, but not limited to, credentials in law, science,
finance, business, and computer technology. Our goal is to provide you the knowledge to
courageously stand for the protection of your own rights secured by the Constitution and ours. As
a County Constitutional Officer, we ask that your support be regardless of your legal team.

Possibly unbeknownst to you, this case is resulting from a well-concealed, total
deprivation of constitutional voting rights, not honest DOJ concerns. Because the current and
recently past federal administrations have failed to execute constitutional provisions, you do not
have possession of federal election records from 2020. The DOJ-CRD is unlawfully protecting
executives by pursuing substitutionary public records in your possession. To put it bluntly, your
inclusion is because federal and state executives are simply flaunting illegitimate power.

Congress prescribed the only Election Manners (Methods) under the Elections Clause
U.S. Const. art. I, § 4, cl. 1 (“The Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for Senators
and Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof; but the Congress
may at any time by Law make or alter such Regulations...”). The foundational rule of
prohibition remains: “A law repugnant to the Constitution is void.” Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S.
(1 Cranch) 137, 177-78 (1803). You will easily see within this letter that the State of Georgia and
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its officials are criminally asserting a plethora of laws that are not constitutionally prescribed,
including irrelevant administrative law used to seat federal officials outside of Article 1.
Regardless of their blatant abrogation, your oath and duty require you to only have custody of
lawful election records. At this time, the materials presently held by you as “2020 election
records” constitute counterfeit substitutes. And, your decision to maintain a legal seal on these
records as “clection records™ is outside your official duties, exposing you to personal liability.

The following federal law is central to understanding our mutual and total
deprivation as Georgia citizens: In 1899, Congress amended the effective federal Manners
(Methods of Voting) in 2 U.S.C. § 9 to support Article 1. It added mechanical lever voting
machines to the original prescription of paper ballots, originally enacted in 1871 just following the
Civil War.' Congress’s intent was to stabilize the general government and ensure that The People,
of every race, free of slavery, shall choose their representatives in Congress.” Currently, 2 U.S.C. §
9 has neither been amended nor repealed since 1899. As such, corresponding state prescriptions
for precincts using paper ballots or precincts using lever voting machines must be executed to
enforce the federal prescriptions requisite to lawful certifications by poll officers (0.C.G.A. §
21-2-437) and county election officials (0.C.G.A. § 21-2-493). Explicit compliance produces
lawful federal election records, with all else prohibited and re-enslaving.

We submit this letter to you for three limited and lawful purposes:

(1) to place on the record the controlling federal and state prescriptions for federal
elections that are being chronically and repeatedly prohibited;

(2) to identify the absence of congressionally prescribed election records that the United
States Department of Justice now demands; and

(3) to encourage your office, consistent with your oath and statutory duties, to accurately
document, disclose, and report election record deficiencies, rather than to maintain sealed
custody or transmit records that do not lawfully exist.

We are very aware of the government narratives you are receiving. Executive and
legislative officials claim that O.C.G.A. § 21-2-280 and 21-2-300 authorize elections with use of
modern electronics and its subsequent output as election records. However, this is clearly false
because electronics are outside the federal prescription of only paper ballots or lever voting
machines, enacted long before the age of electronics. And, “all votes received or recorded contrary
to this section shall be of no effect.” (2 U.S.C. § 9). The clause in 21-2-300(a) prohibiting
electronics or any other creative invention states that elections “shall be conducted with the use....
unless otherwise authorized by law.” The authorizations are limited to paper ballots and
mechanical lever voting machines.

'R.S. § 27 derived from Acts Feb. 28, 1871, ¢. 99, § 19, 16 Stat. 440, and May 30, 1872, c. 239,
17 Stat. 192.

255 Cong. Rec. 1611 (Feb. 8, 1899),
https://www.congress.gov/55/crecb/1899/02/08/GPO-CRECB-1899-pt2-v32-12-2.pdf.

2
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Because election officials have totally failed to produce election records to lawfully
transfer to your custody, you have neither official used ballots, checked off electors lists, nor
any other required record from a participatory event named the “Presidential General Election,
November 3, 2020.” You have public records produced by prohibited devices. Election officials
Jalsely represented the records both to you and to the public as valid election records.

At this time, O.C.G.A. § 15-6-61 clearly guides you. You are charged with the limited duty
(1) To keep the clerk's office and all things belonging thereto at the county site and at the
courthouse or at such other place or places as authorized by law; and (5) “to keep all the books,
papers, dockets, and records belonging te the office with care and security” and to maintain those
materials in an organized and accessible manner. That custodial duty, however, does not expand
the scope of records you are authorized or required to maintain, nor does it obligate you to hold,
certify, or surrender materials that were not created pursuant to a lawful election within the public
jurisdiction of Fulton County, GA under demands of 52 U.S.C.

As additional confirmation of the prescriptive method that must be fully implemented and
not “cherry-picked,” the Supreme Court of Georgia has held that there is only one effective
constitutional state prescription, which are “statutory provisions governing use of paper ballots.”
Rhoden v. Athens-Clarke Brd. of Elections 310 Ga. 266, 850 S.E.2d 146 (2020). As such, Georgia
law confines your election-record custodial responsibilities to materials generated and delivered
by procedure of O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-430 through 21-2-440 per O.C.G.A. § 21-2-500. Where an
election was not conducted using the manner prescribed by Congress in 2 U.S.C. § 9, and where
the statutory accounting required of poll officers and election officials under O.C.G.A. §§
21-2-430 through 21-2-440 (polls) and O.C.G.A. § 21-2-493 (county) was not performed, the
resulting artifacts are not lawful election records within your custody mandate.

The absence of congressionally prescribed official ballots, voter certificates, tally papers,
general returns, and sworn poll-officer accounting creates a record deficiency, not a clerical
failure on your part. Your duty under O.C.G.A. § 15-6-61 is therefore satisfied not by producing
false and non-existent records, but by truthfully documenting their absence and transmitting that
documentation to federal authorities and the courts, consistent with your oath and with Georgia
law. Representing anything less in the federal case would constitute fraud upon the court.

What do you have in your possession? Public Records. The records in your possession
remain public records consistent with 0.C.G.A. § 50-18-70(2). The pertinent legal fact is that
you possess documents and papers prepared by an entity (Dominion Voting Systems, Inc.) via the
contracted equipment sold to the State of Georgia in 2019 that generates data reports for or on
behalf of an agency (Secretary of the State of Georgia). The records have been transferred to an
agency (Fulton County Superior Court) for storage or future governmental use. As such, there is
no requirement that the records in your possession be legally sealed or withheld from anyone.
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KEY ISSUES

I. The DOJ Demand and the Threshold Constitutional Problem

The United States Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division (“DOJ-CRD”), demands
that Fulton County produce purported “election materials” under Title III of the Civil Rights Act
of 1960, codified at 52 U.S.C. §§ 20701-20703, and related provisions. See DOJ Complaint
1-4 (asserting “sweeping” preservation and inspection authority; only a “summary” proceeding).

That demand rests on an unstated but indispensable premise: that Fulton County conducted
a lawful federal election in the manner prescribed by Congress under Article I, Section 4, Clause
1 of the U.S. Constitution. It did not. Congress fixed the exclusive manner of voting for
Representatives in 2 U.S.C. § 9, and the Department has neither alleged nor demonstrated
compliance with that prescription. Absent a constitutionally authorized manner of election, the
materials sought are not federal-election records within the meaning of Title IIT and cannot be
compelled under 52 U.S.C. § 20701or any related statute.

Section 20701 presupposes the existence of lawful “acts requisite to voting”; it does not
create them. Where voters were not issued lawful paper ballots, where poll officers did not
perform the mandatory precinct-level accounting and certification required by Georgia law, and
where electronic substitutes displaced the material instruments of election, no such acts occurred
and no lawful federal-election records came into being. By secking enforcement without first
establishing this constitutional condition precedent, DOJ asks the Court to impose retention and
inspection obligations untethered from a cognizable federal election. The Constitution does not
permit that result, and the demand must therefore be denied.

I1. Federal Preemption

A. Article I Prescription Supersedes All Other Laws and Regulations

Under the Supremacy Clause, U.S. Const. art. VI, cl. 2, a federal statute enacted pursuant
to an express constitutional delegation preempts all inconsistent federal and state law, in addition
to other regulations and policy attempts. Congress’s Elections Clause power is such a delegation.

Congress exercised that power in 2 U.S.C. § 9 (1899), which provides, in full:

“All votes for Representatives in Congress must be by written or printed ballot, or
Yoting machine the use of which has been duly authorized by the State law; and all

votes received or recorded contrary to this section shall be of no effect.” (emphasis)
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B. Title 42 of the U.S. Code “Public Health and Welfare” Cannot Supersede 2 U.S.C. § 9

The statutes invoked by DOJ-CRD and editorially reclassed after the creation of 52 U.S.
Code “Voting and Elections” in 2014 and do net prescribe the manner of federal elections. “This
Act restates certain laws enacted before the date of enactment of this Act... without substantive
change.” (Pub. L. 113-107, § 2). They are as follows:

e 52U.S.C. §§ 20701-20705 (formerly codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 1974-1974¢ (1964 ed.)) —
Title III of the Civil Rights Act of 1960 presumes the existence of a lawful election and
authorizes only the retention and inspection of records relating to acts “requisite to
voting.” It does not prescribe how federal elections are to be conducted and cannot create
lawful election records where the underlying acts were not performed in a constitutionally
prescribed manner.

o 52US.C. §§ 2090121145 (formerly codified at 42 U.S.C. § 15301 et seq.) — The Help
America Vote Act of 2002 (“HAVA”) was enacted under Congress’s Public Health and
Welfare authority, not pursuant to the Article I Elections Clause. HAVA authorizes
funding, administrative standards, and the creation of the Election Assistance Commission;
it does mot prescribe the manner of voting for federal elections and expressly did not
amend or repeal 2 U.S.C. § 9.

e 52U.S.C. §§ 20501-20511 (formerly codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 1973gg—-1973gg-10 (1994
ed.) — The National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (“NVRA”) governs voter
registration and list maintenance only. It regulates how voters are added to or removed
from registration rolls and how registration opportunities are provided. The NVRA does
not prescribe ballot form, voting method, vote tabulation, or precinct-level accounting, and
therefore cannot supply constitutional authority for electronic voting systems or generate
lawful federal-election records absent compliance with the Article T prescription.

As a matter of federal preemption, neither Title 52 nor Title 42 can amend, repeal, or
override Congress’s Article I prescription in 2 U.S.C. § 9, expressly or by implication.
Administrative statutes cannot cure a constitutional defect at the point of creation. Without
constitutional elections, the U.S. Attorney General nor the DOJ can claim authority over
demanded records as election records per 52 U.S.C. §§§ 20701, 20510, and 21111.

Additionally, the HAVA Act itself only references voting machines consistent with the
congressional prescription of 2 U.S. Code Section 9 of 1899 as a “lever voting machine.””

This statute has never been repealed or amended. Courts are required to know and apply
it. Johnson v. Clark, 25 F. Supp. 285, 288-89 (N.D. Tex. 1938). Actions outside this federal
prescription ineffectuate the votes of electors and elections themselves..

*Help America Vote Act of 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-252, 116 Stat. 1666 (Oct. 29, 2002),
https://www.congress.gov/107/statute/STATUTE-116/STATUTE-116-Pg1666.pdf.
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III. Plain Meaning of 2 U.S.C. § 9

A. “Written or Printed Ballot” Means Paper Ballot

At the time of enactment (in 1871 and amended in 1899), a “ballot” was universally
understood as a physical paper instrument, marked by the voter and cast into a ballot box.
Courts have repeatedly recognized this history. See Burdick v. Takushi, 504 U.S. 428, 446 (1992)
(discussing written ballots and write-in rights); Sanner v. Patton, 155 1ll. 553, 562—64, 40 N.E. 290
(1895).

Until the late 1880s, it was normal for voters to write their own ballots. The Australian
pre-printed paper ballot became common around the turn of the century to present to voters at their
polls. There are hundreds of state and federal court cases clearly demonstrating the meaning of the
term “printed ballot.” Electronic computer code nor output constitutes a paper ballot.

B. “Voting Machine” Means Mechanical Lever Voting Machine

Fulton County has represented to the Supreme Court of Georgia that the current system
is not a lawful system of “voting machines” as defined by 0.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(40) (mechanical
lever voting machines). Fulton county attoreys stated: “In fact, the voting system used by Fulton
County... is not a system of “voting machines,” a term which is defined in 0.C.G.A. §
21-2-2(41)...” See In re Dec. 6, 2022 Gen. Election Ballot, 316 Ga. 843, 889 S.E.2d 811, 812
(2023) (filed May 18, 2023). It is clear they intended to cite (40). "Voting machine" is a
mechanical device on which an elector may cast a vote and which tabulates those votes by its own
devices and is also known as a "lever machine." O.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(40).

This admission forecloses reliance on the alternative method authorized by 2 U.S.C. § 9 in
1899. Neither the State of Georgia nor Fulton County are executing statutory provisions
governing use of paper ballots nor provisions governing the use of “lever” voting machines.
An absence of both of these limited Art. | Manners of Holding Elections creates a SWEEPING
PROHIBITION on county certification per 0.C.G.A. § 21-2-493, which only allows precincts
implementing one of these two constitutional Manners.

IV. Georgia is Currently Subject to the Corresponding Paper-Ballot Mandate

A. Georgia Official Ballot Form Statute: 0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-280 through 21-2-294
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Georgia law implements the federal prescription for elections conducted by paper ballot

through a mandatory and comprehensive statutory scheme. When the paper ballot Manner is used,
the form, issuance, marking, handling, and deposit of the ballot are not discretionary; they define
the existence of a lawful election instrument.

An official paper ballot printed and furnished by the election superintendent must include:

The designation “Official Ballot” printed on its face;

The name of the precinct for which the ballot is issued; (not the county)

The date of the primary or election;

Directions that explain how to cast a vote and how to obtain a new ballot after one is
spoiled; (missing)

The offices to be filled and the names of candidates lawfully nominated or qualified,
arranged as prescribed by law; (missing)

Blank spaces for write-in votes where permitted by law; (missing)

A detachable ballot stub or number strip corresponding to the ballot issued; (missing)
Instructions directing the elector to mark the ballot only with pen or pencil, using an “X”
or check mark (per O.C.G.A. § 21-2-435) and warning that any marks made in violation of
directions shall be disregarded in the counting of votes.

B. Georgia’s Implementing Statute: O.C.G.A. § 21-2-435

Georgia law mirrors the federal prescription when paper ballots are used. O.C.G.A. §

21-2-435 requires that:

The poll officer detaches a paper ballot from its stub and gives it to the elector;

The ballot is presented to them folded so the type is not visible;

The elector may mark choices only with pen or pencil, using an “X” or check mark;

The elector removes the numbered stub and deposits the folded ballot into the ballot box to
execute Ga. Const. art. II, § I, para. I (guaranteeing “secret ballot”).

The plastic computer screen provided to Georgia voters is not an official paper ballot and

the paper output of the electronic device is immaterial to a lawful election because elections with
use of electronics are not authorized at the polls by Art I and O.C.G.A. § 21-2-300(a). Because
Georgia’s paper-ballot statutes (§§ 21-2-284, 21-2-285) must implement the federal ballot mandate
of 2 U.S.C. § 9, failure to comply with their requirements is also a federal violation:

No elector hand-marking by X or v/ — violates § 9’s ballot requirement

No issuance of an Australian style printed ballot — violates § 9

No official form used — a paper receipt is not a lawful ballot under federal meaning
Unauthorized codes and system-generated selections — ballot integrity is violated
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The issuance of lawful, official paper ballots to voters at the polls is not optional, nor
are the poll procedures. Fulton County voters were not provided official ballots on Nov. 3, 2020.
This is catastrophic to any election attempt. As such, electronic peripheral output cannot be
included in documents requisite to general election returns subject to your legal seal.

V. Absent Required Registration Records, No Lawful Election Occurred

Georgia law mandates, at the precinct, the creation and preservation of physical
registration and voting records that are prerequisites to a lawful paper-ballot election, including:

e Voter’s certificates executed by each elector and examined and signed/initialed by poll
officers (O.C.G.A. § 21-2-431);

e The voter’s certificate binder, constituting the official list of electors voting (O.C.G.A. §
21-2-432);

e The electors list, checked off by poll officers (0.C.G.A. § 21-2-431);
The numbered list of voters, recording electors in order of voting (O.C.G.A. § 21-2-431).

No Georgia statute authorizing electronic poll pads, e-signatures, or database entries to replace
these records exists. Where these required records were not created and preserved at the polls, the
statutory prerequisites for a lawful election were not met. In that circumstance, no federal election
occurred for purposes of Article I, and no lawful federal election records exist. Consequently,
there are no lawful federal election records to inspect or compel, and any demand predicated
on their existence must be denied.

VI. Absence of Requisite Records Under Georgia Law for Precincts Using Paper Ballots
(0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-430 to 21-2-440)

In Rhoden v. Athens-Clarke County Board of Elections, the Supreme Court of Georgia held
that elections conducted in Georgia are “subject to the statutory provisions governing the use
of paper ballots,” and that those provisions operate as mandatory law, not discretionary
guidance. 310 Ga. 266, 272-73, 850 S.E.2d 146, 151-52 (2020). The Court’s holding confirms
that when the General Assembly has prescribed a comprehensive statutory scheme for paper-ballot
elections, election officials and courts lack authority to deviate from or selectively apply those
provisions. Much of this Part is effective, stabilizing old law enacted in GA Code 1863, § 1234.
When interpreting or applying a statute, courts must read and comply with the Act or set of unified
provisions as a whole, giving effect to all operative provisions, not selecting isolated sections
while ignoring others. As such, alternative electronic systems and data output cannot be
substituted.
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Georgia’s paper-ballot election statutes require the creation and custody of specific records
and accounting documents, including but not limited to:

Voter certificates executed and manually signed by voters (§ 21-2-431);

Ballot stubs and numbered lists of voters (§§ 21-2-431, -433);

Physical paper ballots, folded, deposited, and preserved (§§ 21-2-433 to -438);

Manually generated Tally papers, general return sheets, and sworn certifications signed by
poll officers (§§ 21-2-437, -440); )

e Reconciliation of ballots issued, cast, spoiled, and voided (§ 21-2-436).

There are no documents meeting the standard of official paper ballots and none of the
requisite election accounting records exist. Without these materials, county certification under
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-493 cannot lawfully occur, because the superintendent’s canvass depends
entirely on the precinct level accounting. Therefore, your legal seal of records per 0.C.G.A. §
21-2-500 cannot occur.

To the extent such records do not exist, the DOJ demand necessarily seeks electronic
output, not the material of the election itself.

VII. Oath and Custodial Duties of the Clerk

As a constitutional officer, you are bound by oath to support the Constitutions of the
United States and Georgia. O.C.G.A. § 45-3-11; § 45-3-1(3), (6). That oath cannot be expanded
or diminished by executive demand. We therefore encourage your office to:

1. Use the attached record-deficiency CHECKLIST IV confirming lack of records.

2. Decline to characterize derivative electronic data as “federal election records”
where the constitutional prerequisites were not met.

Under the governing federal preemption rule, substituted electronic artifacts cannot replace
required election records. Pursuant to the Supremacy Clause, U.S. Const. art. VI, cl. 2, Congress’s
exercise of its exclusive authority under the Elections Clause preempts any inconsistent state
constitutional or statutory provision. Congress fixed the manner of voting for Representatives,
consistent with Art 1 Elections Clause, in 2 U.S.C. § 9 (1899), prescribing only paper ballots and
mechanical lever voting machines as the lawful methods. Any departure from that prescription,
including attempts at federally funded electronic replacements under the administrative and public
assistive welfare laws of the HAVA Act, renders the resulting votes ineffective for maintaining the
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Constitution’s guaranteed republican form of government. Departures void the legal status of any
purported election records.

Accordingly, any Georgia law, regulation, or practice that replaces paper ballots or
mechanical voting machines with electronic ballot marking, scanning, tabulation, or digital
surrogates is preempted and void as applied to federal elections. Such practices cannot generate
lawful federal-election records for your office to retain, preserve, or produce. You have been
placed in this posture not by your own actions, but by state and federal executive officials who
avoided Congress’s election prescription and now seek judicial enforcement of that avoidance.
The Constitution does not permit that result. As a voter who has personally observed the voting
process, you are a firsthand witness to the facts described herein.

This letter is submitted to assist you in faithfully discharging your oath and to ensure that
the record accurately reflects the absence of Congressionally prescribed election
materials—without which neither federal inspection statutes nor administrative demands may
lawfully operate. Because 2 U.S.C. § 9 preempts O.C.G.A. § 21-2-300 and any
electronic-ballot-marker regime, no electronic artifact—whether scanner output, ballot image,
tabulation report, database entry, or vendor-generated data in your possession—can
constitute a lawful federal election record. They cannot constitute the material of a
constitutional election and cannot support a lawful certification or compelled production.

No Election as specified by Article 1 of the U.S. Constitution occurred on November 3,
2020. As such, the DOJ-CRD may not employ federal election inspection statutes nor
administrative demands to compel your action. Only Georgia’s Open Records Act applies to the
records in your possession, as they meet the definition of “public records” of an entity acting
under corporate contracts [for unlawful activities] for or on behalf of the Georgia Secretary of
State. The public records in your possession are evidence of crimes against the People of Georgia,
including subversion and seditious conspiracy against rights under U.S. Title Code 18: Crimes and
Criminal Procedure.

Sarah E. Thompson

Attachments: Four Summary Comparison Charts Demonstrating Unconstitutionality
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I. Controlling Federal Law (Supremacy Baseline)

Authority

U.S. Const. art. I, §
4, cl. 1 (Elections
Clause)

2US.C. §9(1899)

USPTO Patent for
Voting Machine,
J.H. Myers, No.
415,549, (Nov. 19,
1889)

Federal meaning of
“ballot”

Key Federal Point:

Black-Letter Rule

States prescribe the Times, Places and Manner of
congressional elections, limited by Congressional law

Elections for Representatives shall be by written or printed
ballot [paper], or by voting machine

When interpreting a statutory term, the court’s job is to
interpret the words consistent with their ordinary meaning at
the time Congress enacted the statute. A fundamental canon
of statutory construction is that words generally should be
interpreted as taking their ordinary, contemporary, common
meaning at the time Congress enacted the statute. Perrin v.
United States, 444 U.S. 37, 42, 100 S.Ct. 311, 62 L.Ed.2d 199
(1979).

A ballot is a secret method of voting ensuring integrity of the
popular vote. (Johnson v. Clark, 25 F. Supp. 285, 286 (N.D.
Tex. 1938)
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Legal Effect

When Congress
legislates, state
law must conform

Congress fixed the
federal “Manner”

Congress fixed the
definition of
“voting machine”
consistent with
USPTO,;
manufacture not
specified;
electronics not
even invented

Congress used the
common-law
meaning

Congress did not authorize electronic ballot-marking systems or electronic peripheral output as a substitute
for the ballot itself. Absent such authorization, states must use a written or printed ballot in the
common-law sense—i.e., one prepared for the voter to manually mark, and marked by the voter.

11
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II. Georgia Law as Subordinate Implementation (Not Modification)
Georgia Provision Correct Construction (Consistent with § 9) Federal
Constraint
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-300(a) Federal, state, and county elections shall be conducted State statute
with the use of scanning ballots marked by electronic ~ cannot redefine
ballot markers unless otherwise authorized by law the federal
“ballot” that is
otherwise
authorized
“Unless otherwise The authorization refers to statutes governing use of  Federal
authorized by law” paper ballots at precincts or if lever voting machines  paper-ballot
had been authorized and funded per state law (they mandate is the
aren’t) federal
backstop
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-2(40). "Voting machine" is a mechanical device on which an  States cannot
Definition. elector may cast a vote and which tabulates those redefine the
votes by its own devices and is also known as a "lever term outside
machine.” “Pulling a lever on a mechanical device” state and
McCall v. Automatic Voting Mach. Corp., 236 Ala. 10, federal election
19, 180 So. 695, 703 (1938). prescriptions

0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-430-440  Elections are subject to statutory provisions governing These statutes
use of paper ballots implement, not
alter, § 9

0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-280-294  Georgia separately preserves Voting by Paper Ballot.  Confirms
Any electronic reference falls to the ground. compliance
with § 9

12
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Rhoden v. Athens-Clarke Elections using electronics remain subject to State court
Cnty. Bd. of Elections, 310  paper-ballot statutes; electronics are assistive/adjunct  enforces §
Ga. 266, 141, 14647 only - prohibited in the effective acts of election per 9-consistent
(2020) 21-2-300(a) hierarchy

Federal Framing:

Georgia may require the use of electronic equipment only insofar as that use does not negate the federally
mandated paper ballot. Any construction of § 21-2-300 that elevates electronic peripheral output above the
ballot conflicts with 2 U.S.C. § 9 and is preempted.

IIL. Federal Ballot Requirements vs. Electronic Peripheral Output

Federal What § 9 Requires nl 1 i nfli
Requirement (2 Peripheral Output Shows

US.C.§9)

Written [by Paper ballot must exist at Printed output generated after Not the paper
hand] or printed  polls before voting as the interaction with electronic ballot Congress
[as Australian instrument to be marked by  system prescribed
style] paper pen or pencil

ballot

Ballot marked by Voter records choice Voter touches plastic screen; Voter act

voter directly on the ballot data output and barcode printed  displaced

by electronic system

Secrecy of the Ballot preserves secrecy of ~ Encoded selections (e.g., QR Secrecy/integrity

paper ballot voter’s choices codes) readable only by system  eliminated

on data output papers
Integrity of the Ballot itself is the Peripheral output treated as No official ballot
vote authoritative record authoritative record

13
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No unapproved
devices in Art 1
election
processes

Exhibit A 14 of 16
Only Congress may No congressional authorization  State substitution
constitutional Manner of for electronic ballot-marking barred
election for federal systems
representatives

IV. CHECKLIST to Confirm Absence of Statutory Election Records and Unconstitutional
Electronic Substitution (Georgia Law in Conflict)

Required Purpose Under Authorizing Common Legal Status of
Constitutional/ Law Law Substituted Substitution
Statutory Record Artifact (If Any)
o Official paper Material 2US.C.§9; Electronic ballot PROHIBITED —
ballots issued by  instrument of O.C.G.A. §§ marker output; electronic devices
the poll officers voting; voter 21-2-280-29 scanned images preempted by
and returned from intent 4;21-2-430 federal and state
the precinct law
0 Ballots cast Lawful vote 0.C.GA.§ System-printed VOID — not
(folded, casting 21-2-435; summaries official ballots;
hand-marked in Ga. Const. cannot be cast as
pen or pencil) art. I § I, such
para. |
0 Some ballots Required O0.C.G.A. §§ Electronic flags Digitally invalid;
declared void accounting 21-2-437, all electronic output
21-2-438 papers are void
o Spoiled and Reconciliation 0.C.G.A. §§ Software logs Digitally invalid;
canceled ballots 21-2-433, electronic output
21-2-436 papers are void

14
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O Unused ballots  Chain-of-custody O.C.G.A. §§ Inventory totals No official printed

proof 21-2-433, ballots are available
21-2-436 for electors to vote
and cast

O Ballot stubs and  Secrecy + 0.C.G.A. §§ None Non-substitutable
number strips verification 21-2-431,

21-2-435(d)
O Voter’s Proof of elector O.C.G.A.§  Electronic voter Not equivalent
certificates participation, 21-2-431 history

manually signed

O Voter’s Official elector O.C.G.A.§  EMS database Not a substitute
certificate binder  list 21-2-432
o Electors list Eligibility O.C.G.A.§  Electronic poll pads Prohibited
(poll-officer verification 21-2-431 requiring
check-off) e-signature

permission
0 Numbered list Voting-order O0.C.G.A.§ Time stamps on Prohibited
of voters audit 21-2-431 electronic data

reports
o Poll-officer Lawful authority O.C.G.A.§§ Training Void; Duties
oaths 21-2-99, acknowledgments  Prohibited

21-2-440

O Tally papers Public countof O.C.G.A.§  Tabulator reports PROHIBITED
(ink) votes, with ballot 21-2-437(a)

handling and

visual exam

15



Case 1:25-cv-07084-TWT  Document 25

0 General return
sheets (ink)

o General return
duly certified by
all poll officers

0 Sealed ballot
boxes

O Sealed
envelopes
(returns, oaths,
tallies)

0 Precinct
accounting
statement

0 Posted precinct
return

Official precinct
return

Official precinct
return, certified

Preservation

Chain-of-custody

Advises
superintendent

Immediate
transparency

O Certified county Final result

return

0.CGA.§
21-2-437(b)

0.C.G.A.§
21-2-437(b)

O.C.GA. §§
21-2-436,
21-2-440

O0.CGA.§

21-2-440(b)

O.CG.A.§
21-2-420(a)

0.C.G.A. §§
21-2-420,
21-2-440

O.CG.A.§
21-2-493(k)

16
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Electronic results
tapes

Electronic results
tapes signed by a
few under “The
Local Authority
Election Act”
[Canadian Law]

Electronic
equipment storage

Digital folders;

false documents

EMS summary

Poll exterior

False certificates
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Void

Void w/
transnational crime
indicators

Not a substitute for
used official ballot
records

Invalid w/
criminality

Insufficient

Not equivalent;
false documents
posted

VOID w/
criminality; lacking
lawful precinct
records
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FULTON COUNTY
OFFICIAL BALLOT

GENERAL AND SPECIAL ELECTION
OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA
NOVEMBER 3, 2020

T urrderstand et the oifer Or 8CCRDISNCE Of ITIONBY OF 8y OINSr ORJECY Of Wl 10 VoI for any pariiciLisr candidste,
8t OF Curxiicintes, /838, Or st of IeScs it in) I8 BlocEon Consiiuins arn 8t of voler eud and /3 8 fefory
under Georgis iaw. " {0.C.G.A. 21-2-284{8), 21-2285(%} et 29-2-383(a)]

For President of the United States (Vote  For State Represencative In the Ganeral For&ﬁmtmm(mmmm
for From 57th District (Vote District No. 4 for One) (NP)
Vo e joseph . BldenDem)  Onay 0} e RatlEe i O ey

For United States Senate (Perdue) (Vote s . e ‘ F«WWNM
forOm}"M For District Aftorney of the Atlanta Judicial Conservation Supervisor (Vota fo
Vote
Jon Ossoff (Dem) mmmm’ w
;:'oeil! e For Chask of Supariae Court (Vote for One} Consticutional Amendment #1 (NP)
m%m«%mm N for “Tins® BLANK CONTEST
gnu‘cus’-’macmm {vore Robinson (1} (Dem) Constitutionat Amendment 82 (NP}
Vote for Robart G. Bryant (Dem} For Shadiff ruomgn
Vote for k* Dern) Statewide Referendum A (NP)
for Public Service Commissioner (Vote BLANX CONTEST
for (NP} Far Tax Commissioner {VYote for Dne) (NP
Vote for Daniel Blackman (Dem} Vommt.mmm Attanta Homestead Exemption - Special
— RO
ForU.S. hee i 11 2¢h K
From the | District ch for One) (NP
T .
oo : z{hs:w-ammgrm)mof
{Vote for One) Vote for Keith £. Gammage
meam‘"&’rwmm (Dgw} . o

1n

mmwxmomasmmmmwmhmmmmmhamm.
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TOTALLY MISSING REQUISITE ACCOUNTING RECORDS FOR
ELECTIONS BY PROVISIONS OF GEORGIA LAW GOVERNING THE
USE OF PAPER BALLOTS

Official paper ballots issued by the superintendent and returned from the
precinct, including: O.C.G.A. §§§§ 21-2-284 to 21-286, 21-2-433, 21-2-435

o Official ballots cast, folded and marked with pen or pencil only
Official ballots declared void

Spoiled and canceled official ballots

Unused official ballots

Official ballot stubs and number strips corresponding to each official
ballot issued and cast.

0 © O @

Voter’s certificates, manually signed and executed by each elector, then
handed to poll officers who then signed/initial them. O.C.G.A. § 21-2-431(a)

Voter’s certificate binder, constituting the official list of electors voting.
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-431, 21-2-432

Electors list, checked off by poll officers as each elector votes
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-431, 21-2-432

Numbered list of voters, recording electors in order of voting
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-432

Poll-officer oaths, executed and preserved with election materials
O0.C.G.A. §§§ 21-2-94, 21-2-431, 21-2-435

Tally papers, completed in ink during the public count
O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-436, 21-2-435

General return sheets, prepared in ink and showing, at minimum:
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-436, 21-2-493

o Total ballots received from the superintendent
o Total ballots issued

o Total ballots cast

o Total ballots void

Total ballots spoiled and canceled

o}

(0]

Votes cast for each candidate and question

18
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e Signed certifications of returns by poll officers, including written reasons for
any refusal to sign
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-436, 21-2-493(b)

e Sealed ballot boxes, containing ballots and required materials after the count
0O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-435, 21-2-436

e Sealed envelopes containing:
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-435, 21-2-436

o One general return sheet
o Tally papers
o Voter affidavits and poll-officer oaths

® Precinct accounting statement advising the superintendent of:
O.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-435,21-2-436

o Total number of ballots cast
o Total number of provisional ballots cast

e Posted precinct return, publicly displayed at the polling place
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-436

e Delivery receipt / custody transfer evidencing immediate delivery of all
required materials to the election superintendent
0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-435, 21-2-436

e County comparison and reconciliation records showing:
O0.C.G.A. §§ 21-2-493, 21-2-495

o Comparison of ballots cast vs. voter certificates
o Comparison of ballots cast vs. electors list
o Resolution of discrepancies, if any

e Certified consolidated county return, signed and attested by the

superintendent, based on the above precinct records
0.C.G.A. § 21-2-493

19
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chandise in the d‘ oﬁtmv()ﬁ in
o o s :% ‘?’&, the Stats of Lionisiaug,

amcux. mum OF DRUGS, 70,
Georgaw. tanf!, ba special ¢
chuxnfm the district of New Orlenns, in
Smot Lonmans. tw snoceaa Alexander &, Mavhs, :ammd.
ASSISTANT TREABURER;
m?ihg:f? t:é?:lz!ud Imuiamn& 0 be namzantntrgatmxr%r -of t&m
ew Orleans, I, to sugesed . KilpatrRk,
hosa term of office has apired bylim‘m(
MELTER AND REFINER.
dig@nlmmx otlmnmio Do mslisr and refiner of L
fhamme ‘the United States
Tiewwis 1, remuvﬁd

INEORMATHON

AUTHENTICATED |
GOVERNMENT.
5 GPO,

lﬁgﬂ& r-gimntﬂq

Skr, PRITOHARD. rwmwﬁmammm 20z Prasiden, |
bt I fope the Sonator from South Daksta will bo irict. oy

0% ’, t

atled et 15 |
S vt

Bt New Orleans, La,, wmmd Py

e

APPOINTMENT INX THE ARMY,
To be

Brigadier-general;
iy Col. Wmiam Sinelair, Seventh Artillery, vice Patterson, retired

; urom 1% THE VOLURTESR ARMY,
Second Regiment Volunteor Engineers,
Smmmmms.cmt ‘tobe fivst Hentenant, vico Klapp,

W& United States
Vdunm Enainaeu, to be Clark, pro-

naumoxs N m 13&‘7!7.

Asnst. Surg, Reginald K. Smith; to edauisﬁntsurgnon
mmn'm,mmwwotma: wwwmyex-
Snrg b C. Rosenblenih, to be s
m;n swfmmmumdaybt ,laﬁs,mﬁnnw
m
CO!!’ZE'&BMA‘PIONS.

= Mmmmaiwm conjirmed by the Senate Felruary 8, 1899,

ASSIETANT TREASURER.
A, Marden, of Masaachusetts, to be msiunt treasurer
Falti Bintes at Boston, Mass.
'COLLECTOR. OF INTERNAL REVENUB,

of to be ot in fo
mum&o% Florida, | collector ternal Tevenus for

MARSHATL.
Charles & Bnrﬁngctmmkm&n tabemuhaiofthe
Unitadsm! thedlaﬁ‘iet Naamlmseﬂa.

HOUSE OF mmmzxmm
WEDNESDAY, Felruary 8, 71899,
The House met at 12 o’clock m, Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev.

Hexey N. Counex,

'I‘ha:mmlofyutnaay's procesdings was read snd approved,
: L. 0. MADDUX.
On moﬁonofar EVANS; b mamm,ﬁxo(:omw
tea oa Wa and Means was d&charga d from farther considera-
‘éﬂn.x.mm for the reliof of L. 0. Maddux, doing
imsmeuas Hoburt & Co; anﬂthammowureferredto
the Committea on €

nmov umm‘,m
Mr. AYNE. Mr. Speaker, ¥ sek

of the Committes on Merchant
_mge&érwﬂhfbamd tlwminorityof tbs

,wi. tho entire supp {’having been exhsﬁsbed.
absexice of ¢ will

Thcremnobbjoeﬁm
UNITED B‘!&m COBRTS N’ TEXAS.

. Mr.SLAYDEN. I a;k ananimous consent for the present con-
-sidoration of House bill 11485,

mwlmmd,eeﬁoﬁon
sa s
; ng&&‘ &‘uﬁﬁd ractioa wmaﬂ&g
enacted; et .namum pem!
shemd ﬁ" S Sy
z&wn £ %aaMmaabm i L b
covrtat'w! Mb@vanaho dﬁammﬂdﬁd "f
““‘mﬁ%» tﬂ.m?& mmmaemmgn oeum
} m&!nlﬁg&f&

’I‘ba amendments reported by the commitiee were read, as fol-

ar the word “asssmbled, ”inﬁnc&,inxetl thesa words: * Thst section
mmm ‘An places district
wmma&om&t %Tcm‘?nbe m&%&wﬁﬁ

Amsummn 80 a8 10 roud: *uuxmz:; smond an ach votitied
‘A act to shange ’gmo districy acd jrmltwﬁ
o n g ﬂwm of the

 There bemgznu objeaixon, the B‘m proceeded to the conaider-

Latum of the by

The mmdmeummfeﬁw the mmmiﬁte waers agreed to,
Tha bill as ame wis orderad to Lo engrossed and read a
ird tims; and it was accordingly reudmethizdm and pasged.
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Onmoﬁmofltr SL&YDEN A moﬁon to: mﬂi&ﬂw h@

~vots was Inid on the table.
RIGHT OF WAY 'mmuon INDIAN mmmr,

mel&mmtm Senttot

M. FISCHER. Task
sideration of Houae bill DU4G,
The Bill mrud,u follows:

M:mm &m;mmndmmmﬁmd“& 8ot to mmm
< klahoma snd Westorn Raliroad eonstrostand | opor?a
ajin{g ot rsﬂwt“y'mh Oxlaboms . % or-
el TER 5 B s ey
BN e i s theongh she bude o Minapve LY

Tranches are anthorixed fo- 1o flled 0 the ameeofths
the Ttect '.’r:mam’inmm %350 ot Lol of et T ml ’:‘;ifm,
either of its mm@m herein provided, it bchmltornﬂrm
 eompany to £ it o of {ta” : ”ﬁg-nﬂm'otik.m,
e its minp g Ay are fzﬁ.m R b e il o i
e L T e e K A
-of said railrond orel

ita rafl An any. Indisn mation :

‘within 3ix months Trom the time of niag mvln mmgh
ith the Becretary of the {ntevior and with tha prin:

gﬁ.‘m Fach Wfot ’é?:n bo nnil ml vnill’ 'Jrut

1he said m and its !l

Hmindhyﬁwm{mwkhh

Thu amondment mported byﬁaeeommiftce Wik reaﬁ, s, £oliowa~

i\ddq’ a nev paetion & he following: 2
sptes by s b R YRR R el oM | o
%%c{lu ‘Dntmg!tm tho confizencs of a3 Hed Bilver amithe
My SBLZ,E&. 1 wisgh to ask the gentloman from Now Y‘o:i
[Mr‘Fmenmt} e&lm'ﬁxisbi hubeentsvmlﬂvrepo from

,aeomﬁ of this H

MR ¥ mﬁn has ‘been nnanimonsly reported, and I am
Mr. SULZER. x:fws ﬁwmue}yfomnlkludotabm nxuany
» mammmdmmm domsin through Indisn reserva-
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. e 1611
| e tetter retorred to is as follows:
: man#m OF THE ‘k?;:mm

wﬂm Iag heen: oshanste " hile : mdrss& '.o'n'hxula
wgmxmurntﬁmﬁiﬁi' firations fov §6, and Fing in eacht
;y go anoth 1o th‘o, s nipedad for-In-
ahmdmei for m«hﬁg thare:gxu st -
mezmknawm?g"m upon ‘m’wmm e “m&“
nﬂut&ecw#pﬂumwm
th mnissionar of fndian Affuivs §
vznv ?’w&. m& tmg,':m of o rs‘ n
%@““‘&%wum p%r““‘m‘“““"“"““”w‘“m
V*n . N BLISS:
Secrefiry,

“"“m of The ebﬁ’ziimmm»lm,mq Represenitativer.:
mmxm , Th mofnﬁon. T will state, Mr. Spesker, in-
tinxmlaﬁonmecnﬁdm&,:md

Onmoﬁon of Mr,PEamS.amhan 1o -reconsider the Jast

% vote was laid on the ta

1 Mr CORLISS,
on the Bleetion of -

ztzm‘rm OF REFRESENTATIVES.
S0 , 1 am yequested by the Committoe
- Cony 10 call megagdw ta‘o;du-nﬁfsagginﬁm gg
grees 9 Sp 5 tabla 5
amend soction svﬂgz ﬂxo lhme& Statates, relative to( the appor-
tionment and election ves, & similar bill havi
been raporeed ﬁmbly by o oommoo, &nd ask its prmn

TkoSPEA,KEB. mmmmmbmmmnpny

:iz tleman ﬁvmniéggm.
bill swas read, 6% :
7
:& t;gx«c%ﬁ&, m dwfi:nfz of the Wmmutmm
R Anw., (m ﬁmh 'fttunw m
m mwmm“etvh&h has beon tha
o ;ufammmd racorded eon Wymm&nm

- Mr. MoRAE, Nr.Spnn’k& I would like, before consent is given

. My, FISCHER. 1t mmnhes with all the nsual requirements: | ¢ sonsider man :
The amendment has been attached to&ehm ell;gqcommime. gmgmmm’ et 5;’;”@?“”“’”‘ i e
50 mmmake itwnform 10 a1l other bills of sifmilar character. Mr. GROSVENOR, Thar: 1o object should bo reserved.
The SPEAKER. It is a public bill, Mr. CORLISS. I vield'to tleman from Minnesata [Afr.
“‘3& PISCHER, Ves, sir. It simply mends ‘a bill herotolors 31’3?2!! mm m mtﬂfw expmn 16,
-and permite this railroad company to file ite map in seo- a Chair understands thoright of objection
is rather than ‘:om amayef%he entire system, i Yoquirement | iy yicerved. -
wkiehwouldmka timpossible wderprudnteohﬁiﬁénatobﬁm xg HTEVENS of Minnesota.  Mr S , this bill was intro-
thil;mﬂ. mmau Bureau favors the bill: duiced by myself at the. xﬁwaf ‘s number of gaxmm fter-
gan emanwli} ﬁ!fowms to ‘stata: M M&m{m voting machinesin ths various
!he bill ﬁeﬁiﬁﬁy tes one end of the ‘only chatigs in the prosent; law. ts ns roum
g ﬂfgn wm ‘;ke o}sﬂl 2nmauv my faﬂfé awm wxstmiz The statuts as it now stands
m dinns, dian Ian TOsETvAkion? § oo tes for Repreventatives inemmmwh written oF printed
axn £ ‘on°the
oppu:ad hawmta e P Wﬁﬁu&ﬁn{d g;x?a. m:uxm:ﬁwwﬂ:dm;szm::m:a
an % ment n statut
mwmm On the contrary, 1tmqmmsdepmi£ol $50 5 { after tha mw'mtIMs” e > e >
m ‘ors condemnation procesdings voting macking figen avihor
There %na objee’hon, the Honse yroonded fothe mﬂm Stats !?w Fha st ol kol hns' oy St

tionof

vota was laid oo ﬁw tab‘b
REPORT OF SCPERINTENDENT OF INDIAN SCHOUOIS FOR 184

. My, :xmms. My, Speaker, 1 ask unanimots consant for the
reso t consideration of eco’acumutaso‘mﬁmlmwm

The SFEAKEB, The rasolution will he read, subject to objec- | Mr.

ton
The Olerk read us fdlows‘

the Houseof B {otiiex (Ihe Senate con tume
umm%mw” pitsenr il il ot SO
ﬁ M&onmwwwvndiomcommmdhdm
farthe use of Liis oftice.

In%rr PEREINS. ﬁ'l‘herik B mffm iron;l {g&I&m cfkﬂxs
ior accompanying this resoln W will ugk o
have read, bot will aag sonsent 15 hme'minmmﬁa BECORD, 88
exg!haulmyof 0 Tesolntion,
e SPEAKER. Withont objection; the mmma ‘be pnnfa‘!,
to mmy the resoiution,
Thore was 10 gbjection.

last | large extent, hecanss it has beon considered

| tion to which the gentleman has Yeferred at

Now, thereason i, that the statute as it now exists makes it
&meketberormtmm wmnchines can be nsed at Con

sional electionx, Quite a numbsrof the States have a polxlvg?n

aziawingthsma ‘such machiues, but they are not nsed toany

aonb:.i whewera:

mﬂx@ymbem a8 T bave said, in eloctions,
Thequaﬁna mmmmdthemt&tsmdmgba-
msﬂmwmmmmwthe&mme Elections
Ha. 2in tho contedted-election case of Byanva. Btemur in which
g}setheeemni cﬁuﬁiﬁmﬂ mﬁsu&mﬁimm&uﬁ—

RELEBERG. Is the use left optional fo the State?
Hal:t, STEVENS of ﬁiimesm Fes; to States snd mmei;mm

Mr. GAINES. Did I nndarstand the gantleman to say. that

{hisg had been determined by Blections Committee No. 2
in the case ho refers 07
Mr. | S of Minnescia ’Ihat)s my recollection.

- Mr. GAINES, The gentleman ismismmn #510 the eommittes
at alavents. Thatmwsbemre gotions Committea No. 3, of
w%lich i 1 to He a member,

3 of Minnesota, I thonght it was the other com-

m’m’ﬁz«m Aud besides that, we 0 mot, pamon
]
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Bl R - ExhbitﬁSoM
G@N@BESSIQKAL IE“R?# *B%Ei. Fwnvmw 8,

memanmh@r DotEE. - Strise Hkt oash M Boon. detarratnal b7 | Me. m . D 6 cdlielise Have, tho Bpinto of the st
the it o court of thy Stats of New York held tha | preme o New York on this question bofora them?:
y ‘these mackines fo be nnconstitational, thm FABEQW. Tdo not elieve that qnestion was ralsed in

do nof want to appear ab| Mr, GAINES. You ignored th fon of the suprems conrt
"a«mtfeto?m ‘kim‘}..; at T1o {0 Igév?&orkww ‘gn?;; e e s o
m zidars toa 5 ﬁr BARLOW. ﬁelm'e itwusmmed by one of the membears
i o W%’”m’” el U SR U
% on i ) {3 M@
~ Atr. BARLOW. )

) Al ’Weﬂ ifmk mweilima and ths wiganer i whish
: Aﬁb@!& by the conrt to ba mieonstitat :
BA do not seo kot theto can bo any objacﬂan 1o
t the that they want, and in order

_ § fin
‘machines W dr, D if this: ’m;x bemmu T, 16 hooomes some-
M Gﬁ{%% (mnﬁnmug‘i imil fdrmb&%&w i’u | Whﬁmwm& mmtm! the machings, does it ngp?

na Thave iy umsﬂer, 1do anyState. | My, BARLOW. This till does. 1ot touch that question at all.
%;“g;&fga ; Yark, Q% adopted the nes ese mach ‘é;‘:e 8 ¥s ri CORLISY. 1 yield to vhe gantlaman frony Qolorade {Mr.
0% pass mtﬁsw of the pro; the ; AFROTH. 1k ﬂwm wxll b no objestion .on this
ch ﬂn&eszam % B o i H.h "%ﬁmm i tlz:t)w ?&Wafawagw
‘stands at the: time, teg i
m.&m""m“’k Aaammsm.inmm mmsma Tesentativ "umg o St e e, ounted mless Sy e oY
New York hasnot adopted o voting machine, ; ta.  This simply. provides that the
Mr GAINES. I axe ] ny 5 by par ttecl wm Juachines, m' xmy umchme that

mzhewnﬁémﬁmoftham i rea sire, tﬁw r votos in Congression

Mr, CORLISS, T ﬁan.ﬁt.‘ peakar, Ld mt‘ha oy G m‘m Havenmm“stammymﬁghtm“mm

15 | the ballots
ae | Mz, ammm !(mmtz um& of the U’nﬁ:oﬁ Btates that
&wx bt Hiis
ouly { Mr. GGAINES, Havenot ﬁm smm the right and poswer to pre-
that i ;m-e ttiakha
| Mr SE,%EE&

; 'I‘hm wimzf mght lizive Congross toisay that n
Magsn- ﬁ:;q!nw shall bo used; 3f tho State has the SOVETGign eontrol aver

; FROTH., What hurm cin i&dotomibmbm?
r. (A . Tho State already has the power.
bﬁ!& SHAQRQTK Im not sure, as: nmatm of fscs, that it

m‘g ’.l‘tm ,m A M“
< swords zgmehi wﬁﬂﬁm

ﬁ;e Jast eimngﬁmd afﬁﬂmt;)nmm
used, baving Yeen an ;

t
!.Tﬁiwd
i ‘th*m xnnnc’oa only:

y pri Hots; and lﬂgmbt Nt}mmamwgh&*m
for'hy ;*hﬁwwm ﬁmammf vm%
yd syith B eystom ‘which the : ol ton. seat.
m; and | hars, : ﬂm% anthorizes the *gta o adopt n machive.
thnt | of thiskind, 1t tate wants: madop‘ﬁthwmcralecﬁm,

alt am} wsama &ﬁwm it onght to lave that pmtilm

Ymmm'mmp&wabuutmmthem for
OTH. 1mm hwawms bill until §twas called

iy, GAINES &Gmﬁnﬁﬁm 10 compel the Stutes
m rthasau%%@ whyaayouw&nnfw givapgm L righti

ﬁk; 'H. ¥t18a question as tawhother they have tho
3‘%.&‘*%*% mx from Teny tof ord

QAN oIt 3380 18 Ory

] ‘?{rﬁhﬁgﬁﬁf mshgto ank the ge‘at)axm?; fmmmbalomdam
BELION.

on. “Th@sm&m Doos tio gentleman {rom Calorado yiel to
- | the.g nﬁmm)’miowa?

| 3= SHAFROTH, 1
Za'ma *nu nny. mxahine&mbaiwaz{a?

dlr own aiecﬁm and pay how ma' ba oS yicla thres minutes 10 the gentlemun from

ssiddred in the commits | mmm& Mr, Spmlmr this is a_very im :
! cw!dda*anbmn ‘ ti‘et. wﬁgm ‘npon the Honss, liw‘ia prov %
‘the opinion e&ﬂn certninly.

whe ’“mnm wanmmw i the:

B0 mmﬁw that an shonld have Besn made, or
ahoult}hl 0bzecw3; I know no moro about the bill thon

? i b i Kr.ﬁﬁ!;ﬁﬁ& Ghjwtion was maide
M‘WW- Omsxm anaf.thm X eoaw unmmmu(x' Now York ,
: ﬁm, ¥ yidsl ; #, SPEAKER. The g om New York 15 not in

K
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1899. OONGBESSIONAB BEGORD—-HOUSE 1613
Hr GROSV‘ENOR. Tno not complaining, Now, it iutaM ,I The guestion was, um, aud ths] Spantmr nnnouueed that the
& mnmy provide by law for naing these muchines in cereain | ages postned to have §t.
locai tiex. It wonld certainly oéeur, I'think; on avery hand thit’ m- GAINES The yeas Mnaym My. Speaker,
m!ombthvotmgurgo Mmm tie Tural districts of tho % on wag’! on ordering the yeas and nave
conntrs wounld be ab; yet. tuder a provigion of the constita- Tha PEAKER, Tiwenty-fonur gentiémon huve ari'sm—-not
tion of alawaannotbepmintom recinctunlmihs ammtmwtheyea and nays are yefnsed, audtha bmh
yatinto emmﬁ tﬁrccﬁcbmmosugc. Ahe provision of thie | pawsed,
“ponstitution @ aws shall be mrltcm in their ,opemhun <y g of Mr. OQRLI%, o motion to rsconsidar the yota by
throug ntthosmta, ‘Thatis the g , W ol ( hio whi a8 ggrgs | was iaid on the table.
snd many other States in the o G Speaker,’I move that the Honsa bill licon
‘terms of the couctltmionu\ talle, 0 :
t:l ?ﬁ mngmmachim 62: from tho State 3 lngPEAKEB. W’ébout objection, the Honae bill will lio on
& (1] 7 3 ?
ﬂ?ut:f hims? W‘ul tlslaw compel thasfm Ohiotuﬁopt 2 WAR REVENUS ACT; .
.l mac Alr!r HOPKINS. Mr. & ¥ ask for tbopmsenceau%erc».
Mr, OR. Idouo ‘tion of . Res. 858, which T send to the Clerk's esk.

GROSYEN deratand
i my&IMPSON. it leamimry State lree wadopt m!x mm
seant
Mr! GKQSVEHOB. 1 believe there ismmlmm polmas mugh

inl%“ nowwiﬁuutmyi;nwoo! P

2 Speaker, in suswer 3
Ohip, Iwmt 10.8tats that in the Fiftyi
was made in
Few York, bot fi

‘the

. ton

mﬂem rrom

ennmma 'dm
yomaordermthonmumt& G’eﬁﬂ en Wil

encs’ amd this atent Tho B
ent statute 1 M?mambm_ot thig Hov bea"!oé
That contro s msmm B0 far as an election Tor Congross 18 con
cernad.  The States desire £o elect thelr pflicers tn o iffarent

S i

‘and I and the cominittes, meomizing the right orwzﬂuﬁs to
tale in an cloction of their Representatives here, have recom-
~mended bhi&:agnix;omtbnnmwmm’mmbmhthﬁ_ :

Hounse method as they elect thoir governor or sny
other officer of ther State— :
1;1;,’, Kentucky. Im,toaskt{m*" ﬁlemmu
0
}‘ﬁrv WBJASS (cmﬁnning) The M to naopk: '
thg‘: : from Kenthtt‘l:y :
“Mr. CORL T do. 7308
M. of Kentnely. 17 the eaction of the Reviszed Stat-
ntes ts ropealod. will not the States have auﬁmxltr to regtﬂat» X
their own eloctions? : > %2
wDOBLISS Iforone:mno%]ﬁ_ !
in Toference to tha clection
m o i3 not hers. The question (ewhe ; W wdl
tuelookmmn o!Congrcssuﬁwyc\:\ :; ;

Hr Gamm. Will tho gontleman sl!owmeﬁo ask him*aqm
- No; Ican not ykld o tke genuemnu trom

nencooftbamotumnhimm%hesw ¥ thos

» ,“8‘6% Alr. Speater, Imﬁofmphmm‘m- p

Avbre raported to the Honse seith & favorable recommendstion

Theresolution was read, as oﬁm
aot By the Suude and: sentats th Uhlwd Stotex
v% et bg of’ Roprc rex oy the

',t‘ht a5t pameod 1888, mutitled
wid: ammdmms. A Lor £
$ gwﬁmtwoudwmwd lg;.m +ihe
0 bmm . That
:sg 3 é 8 m'cnfu mz:req for maid

"@m

Tho B. wh{s raquires nuanimons consent.
M, RINS,  Then I ask unanimons consont for its consid-

M. %wm Tobject o tha and callfor theregular arder.

the ermon

A0 Pl 0 This will taka but a moment,
4 Mry. SWAHSGN T mustobject, and Icall for f;)xo il order,
- Mr. HOPRINS. Very well, Mr, Spoaker, I will w the
Mr. R, Mz, X call npmespeclnlwdu

v The & ir vmderstands that the revenne billa
out of the reguisr order: only appropriation

er, by the action of the Honse o ves- -
frolo certain billa with amendmmttl;
mrinformed by the clerks at the desk that those bills have boen
arranged with referenced o a certain classitcation, and in orderto
 the clerlma.n mconwuxm,! desitotu take the bills up in
mde_rmwldc % pear in the - ( page GSSaudI

with the umendment rotmmmndﬂl mﬁ

' me nﬂba Wholo benow. apon s
vioﬂs mﬁé bill and mandmant.
. Speaker, Idesxro ‘to ask the gentieman s

T msotve the poin(: or order,

; H‘FBGER
&y 1n Committes: sﬁ*x W

thd ﬁwi{onu 6! iﬂo t(omux ?ﬁoﬂg?ol:
Yes vo into tteeo t

nsider ¢ ‘bilis for public buildings om the Calendar?

« At is; just as soon s we the consiGeration

bills reporied to the House by the Come

' 91 yesteriay.
Mr DOLKEEY Alt of them?
© Mr. MERCER. Yes,
My RIGE wns@n, That will take the romainder of the day;
. dtwill not take the remainder of thoday unless.
pan twm Wsmuri«nud, the gentleman from Tannesiee

i 14 b (66 1 \ﬁmwmf
» COME < The SPRA . The gentleman from Nebrasks movesfor the
tion of um ‘measare thum 1 havo. or. a’u “athor mein mv’ioux uattonmtbe Land nyrendmants,
gom <ond I think the Houss has got- dthegenﬂnmnu.m %; gpm.&bs N. "‘”‘“‘“‘:’,ﬁﬁ&", aker,
Tennesseo, . an ait.
Mr. GAINES, Idomdw‘biuso gmﬂmmhﬁmﬁothwﬂzx My BI’(}EARDSO& point of order 1 make is that um‘or
the trnth, 14 eamdurordamporteathmfwtw” oall ba davoted o ths
| m‘mnmss Nf»w. Inmvetm viunaqumﬁmt. :wmig!m tioi of these bills, and I take it for granted that & vesit
’puvlona i SPEAKER. em Mﬁﬁggm ‘thiot ] tlt& WW& b‘emgointveommitteoouhowmlotownmdw
westion was tiken on aYIONE" mo'n, R %:.a(}ﬁairmllhezmn argument tpon that,
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Exhibit E 1 of 4
From: Michele Nichols Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov & Sk
Subject: Re: Open Records Request MN
Date: January 30, 2026 at 11:55 AM
To: freedomwinsusa freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com

Good morning.

| received information back after doing a little digging on your question. Our office does not
have any public records outlining federal preemptions.

Thanks,
Michele Nichols

N’/ DOA A Michele Nichols, CPA, CGMA

?A§ Georgio Department ~ Director
of Audits & Accounts  phone: {404) 463-2672

From: freedomwinsusa <freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2026 3:47 PM

To: Michele Nichols <Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov>

Subject: Re: Open Records Request

PN S

Thank you, Ms. Nichols. You have important work to do as you have taken an important oath of
loyalty to the U.S. Constitution. We are counting on you! Very respectfully, Sarah Thompson

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.

On Thursday, January 29th, 2026 at 3:44 PM, Michele Nichols <Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov> wrote:
Sarah,

Thank you for the expanded question. We are going to reach out to another
office to get some clarification on the different components of your request.
This may take a few days, but | will get back to you soon.

Thanks,
Michele Nichnle
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ENIIWI IV § VW WL

Michele Nichols, CPA, CGMA
V. |IDOAA  opiector
7/1\$ GeorgiaDepartment  Phone: (404) 463-2672
\ of Audits & Accounts

From: freedomwinsusa <freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2026 1:31 PM

To: Michele Nichols <Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov>

Subject: Re: Open Records Request

Ms. Nichols,

Your job is auditing compliance with higher Laws (Ga / U.S.) and Constitutions (Ga
/U.S.).

As part of your auditing process, | ask that you, as auditor, provide public
documents outlining the federal (congressional) preemptions that your office has in
document form and uses to check Georgia's compliance with long-standing federal
election laws under U.S. Const. Article 1, specifically U.S. Const. Art 1, Sec 4, cl 1.
Congress has made prescriptions.

Flowcharts and written public records of any type are fine. These preemptions
embedded in existing documents are fine.

Thank you,
Sarah Thompson
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.

On Thursday, January 29th, 2026 at 9:23 AM, Michele Nichols <Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov> wrote:
Good morning, Sarah.
| would like to get clarification on the question you are asking. |

am not sure if it is regarding requirements or compliance. Can you
restate the question?

Thank you,
Michele Nichols



From: lock@armyofbees.com <tlock@armyofbees.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 3:26 PM

To: Michele Nichols <Nicholsm@audits.ga.gov>

Subject: [DOAA Website] Media / Records Request
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Exhibit E 3 of 4

content is safe.

CAUTION: This émail ongihihed from outside of the drghmzimmi. Do not
click links or- open atxac’hmwts unless you recogmzc the sendcr and know the

Submitted information:
What do you need help with?

Media / open records request
First name
Sarah
Last name
Thompson
Organization
self
Phone number
(856) 866-6881
Email address
freedomwinsusa@protonmail.com
Formal request
In March 2022, your office produced a report entitled Special

Examination Report No. 21-11 Performance Audit Division (Greg S.

Griffin, State Auditor; Leslie McGuire, Director)

Secretary of State Grant Administration

Requested Information on Help America

Vote Act Funds and Compliance

It states (intro):

What we found:

The Office of the Secretary of State (SOS) spent Help America
Vote Act (HAVA) funds on goods and services that were
allowed, with few exceptions in the sample we reviewed.

You stated (pg 7): Compliance
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SOS is responsible for ensuring HAVA (Title I, i, V) funds are used in
compliance with applicable federal and state requirements.

You also stated (pg 7): If SOS does not comply with the HAVA grant
requirements, it may result in a questioned cost by an auditor.

The Department of Audits and Accounts shall audit all state institutions.

Ga Const. Art Ill requires that all appropriations and contracts be for

purposed either mandated or authorized by the constitution. As these

receipts and expenditures all involve federal dollars and federal

elections, | ask that you, as auditor, provide public documents outlining
the federal preemptions that your office uses to check compliance with
long-standing federal election laws under U.S. Const. Article 1 (Sections |
| 2 and 4, both clause 1), and not merely 2002 congressional enactments

for spending under 42 U.S.C. Public Health and Welfare Law.

Form used:
https://www.audits2.ga.gov/contact-us/

\ Michele Nichols, CPA, CGMA
V, [DOAA  pirector

?1@ GeomjaDepatment - Phone: (404) 463-2672
of Audits & Accounts

NOTICE: This e-mail (including attachments) may contain information that is confidential and legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this
document in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately and delete the message.

NOTICE: This e-mail (including attachments) may contain information that is confidential and legally privileged. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this document in error and that any review,
dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify
us immediately and delete the message.

NOTICE: This e-mail (including attachments) may contain information that is confidential and legally privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this document in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of
this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately and delete the message.
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IN THE COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES

AFFIDAVIT AND STATE JURAT OF EDWARD T. METZ
IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS AND MEMORANDA OF LAW

I, Edward T. Metz, being of lawful age and competent to testify, hereby declare and state

under oath as follows:

1. Iam a Movant and interested party in the following matters in The United States
District Court Northern District of Georgia, Atlanta Division, Case No.
1:25-cv-07084-TWT, U.S.A. v. Che Alexander and No. 1:26-MC-0177, In re
Search Warrant, (N.D. Ga. Jan. 28, 2026).

2. Ihave personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and of the facts and evidence
contained in the documents attached to, referenced in, or incorporated into motions
and memoranda of law filed by me and my co-movant, Sarah E. Thompson, in
these matters.

3. Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 7(C)(2) and Local Rule
7.1(A)(1) of the United States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia, I
submit this affidavit in support of factual allegations relied upon in motions and
memoranda of law.

4. Thereby attest, verify, and affirm that:

a. The facts stated in my motions, memoranda of law, and supporting exhibits in
the above-captioned matters are true and correct;

b. The documents attached thereto are true and correct copies of the originals or
are accurate representations of what they purport to be; and

c. All factual statements made therein are true, correct, and complete to the best of

my knowledge, information, and belief.
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5. I'make this affidavit based upon my personal knowledge, review of records, and
firsthand experience, and I understand that it is submitted for use in federal
judicial proceedings.

6. Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State

of Georgia that the foregoing is true and correct.

STATE JURAT

State of Georgia County of C - bl,

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me, by Edward T. Metz, this 2 iAday of
el ,202.

Affiant, being personally known to me or having provided satisfactory evidence of
identity, did execute the foregoing affidavit and swore (or affirmed) before me that the
facts and documents of public record attached thereto, and all statements made therein,
are true, correct, and complete to the best of her knowledge, information, and belief,

pursuant to O.C.G.A. §§ 9-10-113 and 9-11-56(e), under penalty of perjury.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Notary Public

Printed Name: Stephen M George Jr

Date: L oL=0 Z//é
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 IN'THE COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES

AFFIDAVIT AND STATE JURAT OF SARAH E. THOMPSON
. DNSUPPORT OF MOTIONS AND MEMORANDA OF LAW
7k SmahEThomP being age and
state tmder oath i s follows e e
1 T am a Movant and mterested party in the followmg matters in The United States

28 Drstnct Court Northern District of Georgla, Atlanta D1v1510n, Case No..
; v. Che Alexander and No 1: 26-MC-0177 Inre::

i contamed m the documents attached to, referenced in, or mcorporated mto mottons

; | and mem V.:fda_ofv w :Eled by me and my co—movant Edward T Metz, in these
_;i;;; Pursuant to Federal Rules of ClVl] Procedure Rule 7C)2) and Local Rule 3
s ;7 I(A)(l) of the Unrted Smtes Drstnct Court for the Northern Dlstnct of Georgta, . T

¢ in m of law and supportmg exhrblts in
fthe above-captloned matters are true ang _ "
;ib The documents attached thereto are u'ue and correct copxes of the ongmals or

“are accurate representatlons of what they purport to be; andg

©: All factual statements made therein are true, correct, and ‘_e;tbf ’the bestof

my knowledge information, and belief.

-
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5 I.make this affidavit based upon my personal knowledge, review of records, and
firsthand éxperience, and I understand that it is submitted for use in federal
judicial proceedings.

6." I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States and the State
of Georgia that the foregoing is true and correct.

STATE JURAT

 State of Georgia County of g//hh

"' Subscribed and sworii 16 (or affirmed) before me, by Sarah E. Thompson, this _ / _day
of - feb . 2026.

Affiant, bcmg personally ] known 0 me or having provided satisfactory evidence of
identity, did execute the foregoing affidavit and swore (or affirmed) before me that the
facts and documents of public record attached thereto, and all statements made therein,
are tme correcr, and complete to the best of her knowledge, information, and belief,

pursuant to O, CGA. §§ 9-10-113 and 9-11-56(e), under penalty of perjury.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.
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